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Examples have been provided with a word-for-word gloss as well as an idiomatic translation, except when the gloss and the translation are identical. English and the Scandinavian languages are very closely related. Therefore, I have not found it necessary to explicitly mark all the morphosyntactic features of each gloss. Case is marked only when it is relevant for the discussion (for instance, in explaining case attraction). Relative complementizers are invariably marked COMP. The determiner sá and its cognates and descendants have also been found worthy of explicit marking, since this element plays a key role in Nordic relative clauses from the earliest days. I have chosen three different annotations for this element: SÁ for Old Norse and Old Swedish sá; THEN for Middle Norwegian and Middle Danish (and partially also Late Old Swedish) then/thæn and, finally, DEN for the Modern Scandinavian languages.
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	Diplomatarium norvegicum
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Finally, I have found it difficult to avoid the term ‘Scandinavian’ altogether, especially when referring to the modern languages. I use it here in the sense of ‘Mainland-Scandinavian’, i.e. not including Icelandic and Faroese. With regard to the modern languages, the differences between Danish, Swedish and Norwegian on the one hand and Icelandic and Faroese on the other are so significant that a term referring only to the former is called for.
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Introduction

Overview

The aim of this book is to offer a diachronic analysis of the relative clause construction and its various aspects in the Nordic languages, with a special emphasis on Norwegian and (to a somewhat lesser extent) Danish. The book is a reworked version of my PhD-dissertation, The history of Norwegian relative clauses, which I defended at the University of Oslo in 2014. Above all, the empirical basis of the study has been extended to include data from Middle Danish. There have also been other modifications, for instance a more extensive chapter on the apo koinou-construction as well as one on correlatives.

I have chosen to divide the study into two parts. The first covers (13th century) Old Norse and Middle Danish and has a synchronic perspective. Complete synchrony is impossible to achieve when dealing with works that are hard to date precisely; the Old Norse data chosen cover a timespan from ca. 1200 (The Book of homilies) to ca. 1300–1325 (The Borgarting and the Eidsivating Codes). As for the Middle Danish data, Eriks sællandske lov is assumed to be from ca. 1300, while Jyske lov is more difficult to place diachronically (see discussion in Ch.1.) The aim of part 1 is to present the main properties of relative clauses in what is usually referred to as ‘classical’ Old Norse, as well as Older Middle Danish.

Part 2 is based on diplomas from the Middle Norwegian period (ca. 1350–1525), although some diplomas from 1300–1350 have also been included2, as well as some of the very sparse Early Modern Norwegian material. This part of the book takes a more diachronic perspective, which is a natural focus, as the Middle Norwegian period was characterized by rapid and far-reaching linguistic change (for instance the loss of overt case inflection on nouns and number agreement on verbs). It is also a consequence of the subject matter. The bulk of Part 2 deals with the question of relative complementizers; the principles determining their insertion (or lack thereof) changed fundamentally in the Middle Norwegian period. The data from Middle Danish, where this process started earlier than in Norwegian, are also taken into account. Finally, to a larger extent than Part 1, Part 2 also tries to place some of the changes in a typological (mainly Germanic) context.

As mentioned, this book is a revised version of my doctoral thesis The history of Norwegian relative clauses. It is thus inevitable that the Old Norse/Norwegian data are given more attention than the Swedish and Danish ones. For reasons of space, it would also be impossible to offer an equally extensive analysis of the Swedish and Danish data. Another point is that this to a large extent has been carried out already, in Lindblad’s (1943) seminal work on relative clauses. Having said that, two Middle Danish texts have been analysed and relevant research literature has been consulted: In addition to Lindblad, Helgander (1971) and Diderichsen (1941) have proven invaluable.

Outline of the book and main findings

Part 1: A synchronic analysis of 13th century relative clauses in the Nordic languages

Chapter 1 motivates the choice of data for Part 1. Chapter 2 tries to define and delimit the relative clause construction in relation to similar constructions, like comparative clauses and certain adverbial clauses.

Chapter 3 discusses the relative merits of the adjunct vs. the complementation hypothesis, i.e. whether the relative clause is adjoined to the antecedent noun phrase or whether it is its complement. The arguments are found to speak in favour of an adjunct analysis.

Chapter 4 provides an overview of the basic properties of Old Norse relative clauses.

Chapter 5 looks at sá in relative contexts, analysing its referential properties (especially with regard to uniqueness and specificity). This determiner, usually taken to be a demonstrative, is extremely frequent in relative contexts. Its behaviour in such contexts is unexpected, for example in that it is compatible with non-unique reference:

[image: ]

Its referential properties are found to correlate, at least to some extent, with its position relative to the antecedent noun. If it occurs after the noun and/or after (i.e. within the scope of) a non-unique quantifier (cf. (2)), sá seems to lose its ability to refer uniquely.

[image: ]

Sá is found to serve a purpose in being able to license a bare quantifier antecedent.

[image: ]

Quantifiers like margr, nǫkkur, enginn, allir, annarr as well as numerals do not seem to be able to serve as antecedent for a relative clause on their own; they require sá to be inserted.

It was also found that sá, to a larger extent than Modern Norwegian den, often refers to a kind (rather than an individual) and as such often is interchangeable with slíkr (‘such (a)’).

Chapter 6 investigates whether the aforementioned sá is a relative pronoun. This has been argued in Åfarli (1995). Its referential properties (cf. the previous paragragh), as well as the observation that it can undergo extraposition together with the RC (cf. (4) below), might point in the direction of a relative pronoun analysis.

However, it is concluded that sá is not a relative pronoun in Old Norse, for the following reasons (among others):


–Sá is always assigned case from matrix clause. This is not an example of case attraction, as known from Old High German, Old English or Gothic, where a relative pronoun can take main clause case if the main clause case is more marked (more oblique) than the RC-case. Regardless of markedness of case, as well of the distance between head and sá, sá always bears main clause case:



[image: ]


–Never two occurences of sá in the same relative complex in ON. If ON sá were a relative pronoun, one would expect it to be able to co-occur with a main clause demonstrative modifying the head, i.e. one would expect to find examples like sá maðr sá er. No such examples are found in ON. This however is common in the other both Early and Modern Germanic languages with relative pronouns derived from the proto-Germanic demonstrative *sa, cf. (5) from Old High German and (6) from Modern German:



[image: ]

[image: ]


–ON sá is often prenominal (in 38 % of my examples in OLA and ca. 50 % of the time according to Beutner’s (1987) Old Icelandic count), cf. (7).



[image: ]


–sá is never repeated in stacked RCs. It is common to stack RCs in ON, but sá only appears once. A relative pronoun analysis would fail to account for this.



[image: ]

Chapter 7 takes a look at free relative clauses (FRs). FRs are a special type of RCs that do not have an antecedent. In present-day Germanic languages, they are introduced by a w-word (i.e. a pronoun or other element derived from a Proto-Indo-European kwi-root). This w-word is internal to the RC and (if relevant) receives case inside the RC.


	(9)
	Whomever you meet will try to cheat you.




Similar-looking constructions, with a generalizing semantics, are found in Old Norse:

[image: ]

These are not FRs. The w-word is external to the RC, cf. this example:

[image: ]

Hvætvætna is separated from the RC and þat is inserted between the w-word and the RC. In other words, the w-word must be analysed as an indefinite pronoun which serves as an external antecedent to the RC, cf. (12), where huervætna occurs independently of a relative clause.

[image: ]

Srivastav’s (1991) claim that all left-adjoined RCs are correlative RCs and involve quantificational binding is tested on the ON correlative-like constructions like (13), where a left-dislocated relative structure is resumed by a co-referential pronoun inside the main clause.

[image: ]

It is concluded that ON left-adjoined semi-FRs are not correlatives. They do not show locality effects and do not even have to have a co-referential position inside the main clause (even a phonetically unrealized one). Their connection with the main clause can be very loose and they very often are functional equivalents of conditional clauses.

Chapters 8 and 9 look at adverbial RCs, i.e. RCs whose antecedent has locational or temporal meaning. Locational RCs are usually introduced by the (RC-external) adverb þar, always with specific reference and normally used non-restrictively. There is also the generalizing hvar, argued to be a relative adverb. As regards temporal RCs, er – ordinarily a relative complementizer – is seen to function also as a temporal complementizer, primarily due to examples like (14), where it occurs without an antecedent:

[image: ]

Temporal RCs are moreover characterized by omission of the preposition (i.e. no stranded preposition) and by always having prenominal sá. In OLA, there seems to be a rule that temporal RCs that follow a noun in the definite form are always non-restrictive, whereas if the antecedent consists of sá + (indefinite) noun the temporal RC is restrictive.


Part 2: Relative clauses in Middle Norwegian, Younger Middle Danish and beyond

After a short presentation of the data (Chapter 10) follows a long discussion on w-pronouns (i.e. pronouns/determiners like hverr/huær, derived from a PIE kwi-pronoun and also found as interrogative pronouns) in relative contexts (Chapter 11). Norwegian seems to develop FRs in the MLN (Middle-Norwegian) period:

[image: ]

I argue that left-adjoined FRs introduced by hwat are genuine correlative RCs, since they seem to quantify over the co-referential element in the main clause, cf. (16).

[image: ]

Huat is even attested as some kind of relative pronoun:

[image: ]

In many Germanic languages, such w-elements eventually developed into relative markers. In Norwegian, this development was halted, as Modern Norwegian does not have relative w-pronouns in colloquial usage, nor does it make much use of FRs (preferring semi-FRs headed by the demonstrative den).

Finally, the MLD (Middle Danish) data are analysed. Hwat, hwo and probably also hwilkin/hwylk ought to be analysed as FR-pronouns. In MLD, FRs are very often left-adjoined, but it is doubtful whether any of them, with the possible exception of hwat-clauses in YMLD, can be analysed as correlative RCs.

Chapter 12 follows the evolution of the determiner then, the MLN reflex of Old Norse sá. It gradually evolved into an element unambiguously marking unique reference, which made it incompatible with the non-unique reference exemplified above.

Chapter 13 discusses the three main relative complementizers (and their cognates) found throughout the history of the Nordic languages: er, sem/sum/som and thær/der. Er is the original (Ancient Nordic) relative complementizer and has several properties that distinguish it from sem and thær: It has a strong affinity for temporal contexts and can also be used as some kind of connective in anacoluthic contexts. In ON, it also seems to have more or less monopolized the role of subordinator in indirect questions. Sem/sum/som is a relative latecomer, having started out as a comparative complementizer. It first seems to make inroads in RCs with w-antecedents; this tendency is particularly strong in East-Nordic. Finally, thær/der is discussed. It is shown how so-called R-compounds (‘Pronominaladverbien’) and stylistic fronting facilitated a reanalysis of the locational adverb thær as a relative complementizer. In OMLD, there are still examples where thær is ambiguous between a locational and a relative interpretation, but in YMLD it has already become the main all-round relative complementizer. There are no signs yet of its subsequent development into a subject-relativizer only.

Chapters 14–17 constitute the bulk of Part 2. They investigate complementizer insertion in Norwegian (especially MLN) relative clauses, with a particular focus on how relative clauses without complementizer – so-called 0-RCs – become more and more common from the late 1300s on. The chapter opens with an examination of the so-called apo koinou construction, explaining why this construction is different from 0-RCs. Apo koinou can be found in all the Early Germanic languages, but is very rare in Old Norse. (18) is an example (from Voluspá, taken from Wessén 1965:247):

[image: ]

The paratactic nature of (18) is shown not only by the lack of a complementizer or any other subordinating element, but also the lack of stylistic fronting. Rather than analysing the second clause as syntactically subordinated, it can be analysed as a conjunct with ellipsis of the subject (something which is possible in Early Germanic). Examples like (18) become somewhat more common in MLN, cf. (19):

[image: ]

In MLN, this construction is characterized by an indefinite antecedent with specific reference, RC with subject gap, lack of stylistic fronting and the finite verb in the RC having the meaning ‘be called’.

(18) and (19) must be kept separate from the genuine 0-RC in (20):

[image: ]

The vast majority of examples, especially in Early Middle Norwegian, feature a demonstrative (þen, then) as antecedent, usually accompanied by the universal quantifier all. These antecedents (demonstratives, alt, huat) share an inclusiveness or a maximalizing semantics, i.e. they (in combination with a restrictive RC and, often but not always, a noun) refer to a maximal denotatum or to all members of the contextual set. Gradually, 0-RCs begin accepting other types of antecedents; the first indefinite noun phrase as antecedent for a 0-RC is attested in 1461:
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The spread of 0-RCs is related to the loss of er in adverbial RCs, where adverb antecedents (like þá in (22)) were reanalysed as complementizers.
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The Danish data present a clear contrast with the Norwegian ones with regard to 0-RCs. Already in the OMLD text Eriks sællandske lov (ca. 1300), 0-RCs are not only frequent, but already seem to have been generalized and are no longer restricted only to maximalizing or inclusive contexts (although such contexts dominate).

0-RCs do not correlate with syntactic function (as they do in the Modern Scandinavian languages), neither in MLN nor MLD. This means that subject RCs, too, could do without the complementizer, cf. (20) above. The modern system, where som is obligatorily inserted in subject RCs and optional elsewhere, is not yet in place, neither in MLN nor in YMLD. It seems, however, to be almost fully developed by the time of the first Early Modern Norwegian texts (the 1700s). The obligatoriness of som in subject RCs is, in the present analysis, linked to the loss of stylistic fronting and the functional need to prevent garden path-sentences. It is also suggested that the optionality of som in non-subject RCs has to do with the fact that most 0-RCs in Middle Norwegian had as antecedents inanimate pronouns/demonstratives, elements which are usually non-subjects.

Various theoretical concepts have been tested on the Middle Norwegian 0-RC data. In particular, Wasow et al.’s (2011) ‘Predictability Hypothesis’ as well as Fox & Thompson’s (2007) notion of ‘monoclausality’ proved useful. Predictability measures the likelihood that a given element is followed by an RC. Elements that have been found to have high predictability in Present-Day English – like demonstratives and universal quantifiers – were found to have a near-monopoly on 0-RC in MLN, especially the first part of the period. Monoclausality has to do with how closely connected the antecedent and the RC are, syntactically, semantically and prosodically. MLN 0-RCs have been shown to confirm the predictions made by Fox & Thompson’s hypothesis.

Chapter 18 provides a summary and a short discussion of some of the main findings.
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Part 1:A synchronic analysis of 13th century relative clauses in the Nordic languages


1Choice of Old Norse and Middle Danish data

1.1Choice of Old Norse data

The purpose of Part I of this study is to give a synchronic analysis of RCs in the early Nordic languages. It is therefore important that the works selected do not cover too long a timespan. I have chosen to focus on works from the 13th century. This is a natural choice, as this is the century with the most prolific and diverse literary production in ON (Vikør 2002:2).

The works selected are as follows:


–Holm-Olsen, Ludvig (red.) 1945: Konungs skuggsjá, Norrøne tekster/Norsk historisk kjeldeskrift-institutt bd. 1, Oslo: Dybwad. I have especially focused on the parts of the book that are based on AM 243 b a fol, i.e. the whole book apart from pp. 9.41–22.3, 45.38–47.18, 118.3–122.33 and 124.20–126.41. AM 243 b a fol is the oldest of the manuscripts, assumed to be written around 1275.

–Indrebø, Gustav (red.) 1931: Gamalnorsk homiliebok Cod. AM 619 4, Oslo: Kjeldeskriftfondet

–Den legendariske Óláfs saga ins helga (Upps DG 8 II) (available electronically at http://foni.uio.no:3000/sources/108, courtesy of Medieval Nordic Text Archive)

–Kålund, Kr. 1889: Laxdæla saga, København: Samfund til Udgivelse af Gammel Nordisk Litteratur.

–Halvorsen, Eyvind and Magnus Rindal 2008: De eldste østlandske kristenrettene, Oslo: Riksarkivet. From this work I have chosen two texts: The Eidsivating Code (AM 68 4°) and the Borgarting Code (AM 78 4°).



As mentioned, the synchronic perspective favours choosing data that come from more or less the same period. The first three works above are all assumed to reflect 13th century ON (although the manuscripts they are based on are of a later origin). The oldest is The Book of homilies, usually assumed to date from ca. 1200 (Rindal 2002:802). The manuscripts upon which the law collections are based have been dated to ca. 1300 for AM 68 4° (Rindal 2008:xxix) and the first quarter of the 1300s for AM 78 4° (Rindal 2008:xxv).

A special motivation of choosing Óláfs saga ins helga as one of my sources is that it is available electronically in a syntactically annotated and searchable form, which obviously facilitates data collection and enables me for instance to look up relative complementizers. All examples from Óláfs saga ins helga are supplied with their location here: Number of chapter followed by line-number.

Much has been made of the difference between ‘popular-style’ and ‘learned-style’ texts3 since it was first noted by Nygaard (1905:1ff). Popular style is characterized by a more concise form and less subordination. Learned style, by contrast, has more subordination and more elaborate sentences. Popular style is supposed to be found in “original works with narrative content and in the original legal language”4, whereas typical learned-style texts are “translations or adaptions from foreign languages or works that presuppose a knowledge of foreign literature”5. However, Nygaard underlines that “in the golden era of Old Norse literature [i.e. the 13th century], the popular style has a strong position also with learned scribes”6. Significantly, relative pronouns, according to Nygaard (1905:256ff), are found in learned-style but not in popular-style. An attempt has thus been made to select sources that reflect both popular and learned style. The didactic work Konungs skuggsjá (‘The King’s mirror’) is an example of the Medieval speculum literature and is known for its “highly ornate style” (Wellendorf 2013:345, my translation). The Book of homilies contains sermons and morally edifying texts, modelled on – and in some cases translated from – Latin texts. The two remaining texts – the two Eastern Norwegian law collections and the Old Icelandic Laxdæla saga – are representative of genres usually associated more with popular style: legal texts and the saga literature.

One of the sources is Old Icelandic; the remaining ones are Old Norwegian. As the focus of this study is syntactic, this ought not to be a problem, as there are assumed be “no known syntactic differences” (Faarlund 2004:2) between the two branches of Old Norse.

Finally, I have also looked through the (sparse) Old Norse material in the electronically available Samnordisk runtextdatabas database of runic inscriptions.


1.2Choice of Middle Danish data

The terms ‘old’ and ‘middle’ are somewhat confusing when dealing with Early Nordic. According to the periodization used in Brøndum-Nielsen (1965), Old Danish lasts until 1100, while Middle Danish last from 1100 to 1525. He further distinguishes between Older Middle Danish (1100–1350) and Younger Middle Danish (1350–1525). Old Norse, as we have seen, lasts until ca 1370. In other words, the entire Older Middle Danish period is contemporaneous with Old Norse, while the Younger Middle Danish period is more or less identical to the Middle Norwegian period.

Older Middle Danish offers a smaller and stylistically less diverse literature than Old Norse, mainly confined to legal texts. I have chosen two such texts. The oldest one is the legal code Eriks sællandske lov, 455.12° (Thorsen 1852), assumed to be from ca. 1300 (Kroman 1943:53). This text has the advantage of being available online in a PDF-format (www.kb.dk/e-mat/dod/130019380956.pdf), courtesy of the Royal Library in Copenhagen.

The second text chosen is another legal codex, Jyske lov. This edition also includes a Modern Danish translation, which facilitates excerption and also allows one to notice important differences between the two diachronic stages of the language. I have excerpted the first two parts of the book (pp. 1–116) very thoroughly and the third part of the book more cursorily. The manuscript upon which this edition is based – the so-called Ribehåndskriftet – is supposed to be from 1430-1450 (Skautrup 1941:xiv), but this manuscript is again based primarily on two older manuscripts, NkS 295,8°, from ca. 1325, and Stockholm c 63, from ca. 1340 (Skautrup 1941:ix). I have compared the Ribe-manuscript with another older manuscript, the Flensborg manuscript (Flensborghåndskriftet) assumed to be from ca. 1300 (Skautrup 1941:ix) and have not come across significant differences, at least as far as relative clauses are concerned. I will thus assume that Ribehåndskriftet more or less reflects 14th century and not 15th century Danish. However, there are significant differences between the Ribehåndskriftet and Eriks sællandske lov, with regard to choice of complementizer, position of thæn relative to the noun, and other aspects. It seems clear to me that Eriks sællandske lov represents an older stage in the diachronic evolution of relative clauses. It is possible that dialect differences (between Jutland and Zealand) are also of relevance here.

Either way, I believe an examination of relative clauses in Ribehåndskriftet can be of value, regardless of exactly what diachronic stage it represents. My aim is to present important aspects of relative clauses of the two texts in a Nordic context. I leave it to other scholars, with more competence in the relevant field, to place them in the appropriate dialectal and diachronic Danish context.





2What is a relative clause?

This chapter is organized in the following way: Section 2.1 presents a basic syntactic tree structure for a relative complex with a postnominal relative clause. Section 2.2 takes a more typological perspective and suggests a more semantically based definition. Some basic delimitation issues concerning different types of RCs will be briefly discussed. Section 2.3 looks briefly at different ways of marking (or not marking) NPREL, while the aim of Section 2.4 is to give an overview of Modern Norwegian (MNO) relative clauses, as well as an attempt to delimit relative clauses from other subordinate clauses in MNO (adverbial clauses and comparative clauses). Comparative clauses and Free RCs will be subjected to a longer discussion, as they pose particular delineation difficulties.

2.1The syntax of relative complexes – basic assumptions

I assume this simple structure for the relative complex the tall duck that plays chess:
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Fig. 1: simple tree structure for the tall duck that plays chess

I take the reference of the relative clause (that) plays chess to be ‘the set of all X such that the sentence X plays chess has the truth-value 1’, i.e. the set of chess-playing individuals. In other words, a relative clause is like a noun in referential terms; it is a one-place predicate, which is why (restrictively used) relative clauses can intersect with nouns like duck and form a relative phrase (duck that plays chess).

In the tree above, noun phrase includes the noun antecedent and intersective adjectival modifiers. This means that adjectives modifying the noun antecedent do not take scope over the RC, only the noun. Let me illustrate this with the example the tall duck that plays chess. Here, the RC (‘the set of chess-playing individuals’) intersects with ‘the set of tall ducks’. I.e., tall is interpreted only relative to the noun and not relative to the noun + relative clause: I met a tall duck that plays chess means only that the duck was tall compared to other ducks in general, not that he or she was tall compared to other chess-playing ducks. It is thus a part of the noun phrase (‘tall ducks’) that the relative clause intersects with and is thus internal to the relative phrase. This is reflected in the tree above, where the noun phrase (noun + intersective adjectives) and the RC together form a syntactic unit: the relative phrase.

Demonstratives, articles and quantifiers – determiners for short – are external to the relative phrase and take scope over it. For example, the/many/all tall ducks that plays chess can be represented logically as ‘the/many/all x such that x is a tall duck and x plays chess’. This shows clearly that determiners are external to the relative phrase while descriptive adjectives like tall are internal to it. The whole complex determiner(s) + relative phrase is called relative complex7.

The above tree structure is meant to represent the syntax of relative complexes in Modern Germanic, where RCs are postnominal. Cross-linguistically, however, there is plenty of variation within the field of relative clauses. The following section will try to give a definition of a (restrictive) relative clause and discuss some typological issues.


2.2Typology and delineation

2.2.1Definition

Tentatively, I suggest the following definition of a restrictive relative clause. It is a copy of the one used in Andrews (2007:206) (and similar to definitions in Keenan & Comrie 1977, Keenan 1985, Lehmann 1986 and Hendery 2009), with only the word finite added:


	(1)

	A relative clause (RC) is a finite subordinate clause which delimits the reference of an NP by specifying the role of the referent of that NP in the situation described by the subordinate clause




Adapting, with some modifications, the framework of Andrews (2007) and Keenan (1985), I will make use of the following terminology8: The NP9 whose reference is being delimited I refer to as the relative antecedent (or simply antecedent). The subordinate clause delimiting the reference of the relative antecedent will simply be labelled RC (for ‘relative clause’). The relativised position, i.e. the position inside the RC which is coreferent with the relative antecedent, will be referred to as NPrel. The noun phrase consisting of relative antecedent + RC will be labelled relative phrase. A relative phrase modified by external determiners (quantifiers, demonstratives, articles) is a relative complex. Following Keenan (1985: 142), I take the presence of an RC to be the defining feature of a relative complex.

The definition above is primarily semantic, but includes the syntactic notion of finite subordinate clause. This is important in order to exclude adjectives, which semantically share many properties with RCs (cf. the traditional grammar label of RCs as ‘adjectival clauses’). It also excludes so-called de-ranked RCs (Hendery 2012:169ff), where the modifying clause is non-finite and features special subordinate marking on the verb:


	(2)
	They received advise from two ducks living in the nearby pond




Semantically, there is little that distinguishes the postnominal clause in (2) from its finite counterpart (who were living in the nearby pond). A study with a more cross-linguistic perspective might want to include participles like (2) and other types of de-ranked RCs. In a diachronic Nordic context they have never played anything but a very marginal role and will hence be disregarded in this study.

In Indo-European, RCs occur postnominally. Other language families display prenominal RCs, i.e. relative complexes where the RC precedes the relative head. Both of these types, however, are ‘externally headed’ (Keenan 1985:143). This sets them apart from another group of RCs, the so-called ‘internal RCs’, where the relative head is internal to the RC, rendering them ‘syntactically headless’. The following example is from the West-African language of Bambara (taken from Keenan 1985:161):
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The RC (in brackets) has the form of a normal sentence, with a full noun phrase occupying the position of NPrel. The West-African example may serve to illustrate the cross-linguistic heterogeneity of the RC construction; syntactically, the internal RC has very little in common with a semantically equivalent sentence in English or another Indo-European language. This syntactic diversity is presumably why Andrews’ definition above is primarily semantic – to the extent that it is syntactic (cf. the requirement, added by myself, that RCs be subordinate) it fails to comprise the West-African example. To attempt a cross-linguistically valid syntactic definition of RCs is a very ambitious and possibly unattainable goal. It is more appropriate for studies that are more theoretical (i.e. seeking to discover the underlying or ‘universal’ structure – if there is one – of various RC constructions) or typological in nature. At any rate, it is outside the scope of the present study, whose focus is the Nordic RC. To the extent that I will draw on RC data from outside the Nordic countries, these will be from other Germanic languages or (more rarely) non-Germanic Indo-European languages.

Sometimes, it is hard to determine whether we are dealing with an RC or not. The definition above, for instance, excludes certain constructions that are often regarded as RCs. Below, I will briefly discuss a few ‘borderline’ constructions and to what extent they belong in a discussion of RCs.


2.2.2Free relative clauses and correlative clauses

Two constructions that are central in a diachronic study of Norwegian RCs – so-called ‘free’ or ‘headless’ RCs (henceforth FRs) and correlative constructions – warrant some special attention, as they are hard to reconcile with the definition given above.

FRs are special in that they seem to lack an overt head. Unlike normal RCs, which function attributively in that they are taken to modify a noun, FRs have a nominal function: What was on the plate in (4) is a direct object.


	(4)
	Gunnar ate what was on the plate




There are different ways to analyse FRs (see for instance Smits 1989:140ff, Pittner 1995). One way is to see them essentially as headed RCs, but with some kind of non-overt head. Another alternative is to view the introductory pronoun (what in (4)) as the antecedent, in other words assuming that their headlessness is illusory. Either way, FRs occupy a central place in diachronic Germanic and it would be a mistake not to include them here, even though it is arguable to what extent they are compatible with the definition (1) if they are analysed as internally headed. (I guess this is the reason why Hendery (2012) has chosen to omit them from her diachronic typology of RCs.)

A close relative of the FR is the correlative construction (example from Hindi, taken from Hendery 2009:179):
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An RC-like clause (Jo cd sale-par hai) – called the correlative clause – introduced by a noun phrase (jo cd) occurs to the left of a main clause (Maya us cd-ko khari:d-egi). The main clause features a noun phrase (us cd-ko) which is coreferent with the noun phrase in the correlative clause. The co-referent noun phrase is often referred to as the correlate phrase. It very often features a demonstrative (here us) and this is often referred to as a correlate pronoun or correlate demonstrative.

This type of clauses are adjoined as opposed to embedded; i.e., they “are not internal constituents of [the main clause] in the sense that they occupy an argument or modifier position” (Lühr 2005:84).

The exact classification of correlatives has been subject to much debate in the literature, since it is unclear what is the antecedent10. Since they may contain their head noun inside the correlative clause (cd in (5) above), and might be preceded by what looks like a relative pronoun (jo), they could be seen as internally headed (Harbert 2007:422). However, in correlative clauses the head is usually fronted11 – this is not the case with (typical) internally headed RCs. Also, correlative clauses – unlike internally headed RCs – may feature a relative pronoun (Liptāk 2009:7) or complementizer. Correlative clauses have sometimes been labelled prenominal, since the correlative clause precedes the main clause correlate. In my opinion, however, the structural similarities with headed RCs are very significant: The NP in the left-adjoined correlative clause (jo cd) in (5) above) which is co-referent with a nominal phrase in the main clause is usually in a fronted position and is followed by restrictive modifying material (the rest of the correlative clause). In that sense, they resemble headed RCs, where an NP antecedent is followed by modifying material (the restrictive RC).

Hendery (2012:18) sees correlative clauses as a subtype of adjoined RCs, “specifically those that are left-adjoined and have a nominal phrase in the adjoined clause that is co-referent with a nominal phrase in the main clause”. Lehmann (1984:122ff) takes a similar approach, calling them ‘preposed’ (“der vorangestellte Relativsatz”). Srivastav (1991), in a very influential article, sees correlatives and free RCs (FRs) as subtypes of internally headed RCs and considers them to be fundamentally different from externally headed RC. Externally headed RCs are set-denoting terms/one-place predicates which intersect with another set-denoting term (the antecedent noun). Correlatives and FRs, by contrast, are definite expressions with quantificational force; they bind and quantify over a variable (inside the main clause). Both externally and internally headed RCs may exist in one and the same language, but they always have different semantics. In Section 7.4, I will discuss ON left-adjoined relative complexes with Srivastav’s analysis in mind.


2.2.3Adverbial clauses

Yet another issue is how to delimit RCs from adverbial clauses. (Some) temporal and locational clauses can be argued to have an empty position that is bound by an antecedent, making them similar to RCs. Certain NPs (like the time) also function adverbially when followed by an RC and diachronically they are often reanalysed as complementizers. These are among the topics to be discussed in chapters 8 and 9, which discuss ON locational and temporal clauses. See also Section 2.4.4 below on adverbial clauses in MNO.


2.2.4Non-restrictive relative clauses

The definition (1) above, defining an RC as “a subordinate clause which delimits the reference of an NP”, pertains only to restrictive RCs. Non-restrictive RCs do not delimit the reference of the antecedent, they only provide additional information. Whereas a restrictive RC modifies only the domain noun (including possible adjectival modifiers), non-restrictive RCs modify the domain noun and all adnominal determiners:


	
	Restrictive:


	(6)
	The duck that left her native pond initiated a big wave of emigration





	
	Non-restrictive:


	(7)
	The duck, who by the way left her native pond already at the age of five, was known for her supreme intellectual skills




In (6), the RC modifies only the noun duck, whereas in (7) it modifies the whole noun phrase the duck. Another way to put this is that in (6) the prenominal definite article takes scope over the RC whereas in (7) it only takes scope over the antecedent. This applies to quantifying elements in general (Julien 2005:89):


	(8)
	Kari kjenner noen få gutter som kan strikke (restrictive RC)
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Here, only the non-restrictive (9) entails (10), whereas (8) has no such entailments.

Again, although non-restrictive RCs do not comply with the definition (1), I see no good reason to exclude them from my data, as they have remained syntactically very similar to restrictive RCs throughout the history of Norwegian. In fact, there is no formal way of distinguishing between restrictive and non-restrictive RCs in the Early Nordic data.12 A related phenomenon is the so-called apo koinou-construction, which can be argued to be of a paratactic nature. It is an intriguing construction and will be given special attention (see Section 14.2.1), even though it does not conform with the definition in Section 2.2.1.


2.2.5Conclusion

It has not been possible to arrive at a definition of RCs that would cover all the constructions discussed in this study. I do not necessarily see this as a serious problem, and think it would be counter-productive to stick too pedantically to one definition: The constructions usually discussed under the RC umbrella may be too syntactically and semantically diverse to allow for that. The present study is to a large extent data-driven, in the sense that I discuss constructions encountered in the data that seem to be of some relevance.



2.3 Marking NPREL

According to Keenan’s (1985:146) typology, there are three ways of marking NPREL: Ø (11) and (12), a relative pronoun (13) or a resumptive pronoun ((14) from ON)13.


	(11)
	‘ The duck that Ø left her native pond’





	(12)
	‘ The duck Ø they appointed president’





	(13)
	‘ The duck who left her native pond’
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(11) and (12) contain gaps: NPREL has no phonological realisation inside the RC. I will make a distinction also between these two constructions and call (11) a complementizer RC (i.e. an RC introduced by a relative complementizer) while (12) will be referred to as a 0-RC (an RC lacking any element that marks the clause as relative, be it a relative pronoun or a relative complementizer). Finally, while a relative pronoun (13) usually has a special form (often similar to interrogative ones) and is normally fronted to the left-edge of the RC, resumptive pronouns (14) are usually personal pronouns and remain in their base position.

Sometimes a term is needed which covers both relative complementizers and relative pronouns. For this, I will use the term relativizer.

NPREL might serve different syntactic functions. In (11) and (13) above it is the subject of the RC, in (12) it is the object. It might also be a genitive possessor or the complement of a preposition.


	(15)
	‘The duck whose beak was exceptionally noble’





	(16)
	‘The duck who(m) I exchanged pointless pleasantries with’




The restrictions that regulate which functions can be relativized are said to be subject to the so-called Accessibility Hierarchy (Keenan & Comrie 1977).


2.4Relative clauses in Modern Norwegian (with notes on the other Scandinavian languages)

2.4.1Some methodological remarks

The MNO RC-construction is not a topic per se for this study. However, an overview of the basic properties of MNO RCs can be useful in serving as some kind of ‘end-point’ for the diachronic development of Norwegian RCs. ‘End-point’ should not be taken too literally: my data comprise the period ca 1200–ca. 1550. While Norwegian in general is not supposed to have undergone any major syntactic changes since 1550, it is of course conceivable that the RC construction has. One should also avoid projecting back from the present-day situation: MNO RCs are surprisingly uniform across Norwegian dialects (for instance with regard to som-insertion), but this can be the result of mutual influence or standardisation and does not mean that the RCs in ON and MLN dialects were necessarily always headed in that direction. Hopefully, this study will contribute to an understanding of this. Either way, I believe that a brief look at MNO RCs is useful, as it can serve as a contrast to ON and give some hints as to what changes one should be on the lookout for in a diachronic discussion.

The RC construction is more or less uniform across the Modern (Mainland) Scandinavian14 languages, with regard to word order, complementizer insertion and other central features. Therefore, I have chosen to focus on RCs in MNO. There are some minor differences, though: Swedish and Danish make somewhat more use of relative pronouns, like hvilken (Danish) and vilken (Swedish); Danish uses hvis when relativizing a possessive; Swedish vars serves the same purpose. Plaztzack notes that, with regard to Swedish, “the use of a wh-word always implies formal style” (Platzack 2002:81). The same goes for Faroese hvörs. Icelandic does have a relative pronoun, hver, but “it is hardly ever used any longer” (Platzack 2002:80). See ch. 11 below for more on relative pronouns in the Nordic languages, especially from a diachronic point of view. As for resumptive pronouns, Swedish uses them in certain syntactic contexts (cf. Engdahl 1982; see also section 17.6.1 below), whereas in MNO they are only attested in Northern Norwegian dialects (Fiva 1990; see also Wagener (2014:145ff) for a diachronic perspective).

All the Nordic languages have a variant of Old Norse sem/East Nordic sum (originally a comparative complementizer) as relative complementizer: Som (Danish, Norwegian and Swedish), sem (Icelandic) and sum (Faroese). Most importantly, Danish (additionally) has a complementizer der, which is restricted to subject-RCs only (see 13.3 below for a diachronic account).

Early Nordic had stylistic fronting in RCs with subject gaps. Of the Nordic languages today, only Icelandic and Faroese have retained this phenomenom. Stylistic fronting, and the loss thereof, will be discussed in relation to the obligatoriness of som in RCs with subject gaps (cf. Section 17.6.2).


2.4.2Som-insertion in Modern Norwegian

MNO RCs are, like other Germanic RCs, externally headed and postnominal. They are typically introduced by the complementizer som and contain no relative pronoun.
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However, in formal, non-colloquial style, w-pronouns do occur, homophonous with interrogative pronuons (18–19) or as the determiner hvilken (examples taken from Faarlund et al. 1997:1054):
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These examples are stylistically highly marked and not found in colloquial Norwegian. MNO, however, can be argued to possess a relative adverb, hvor, also used in colloquial speech (although in many dialects confined to non-specific uses (Faarlund et al. 1997:1064)); see Section 11.6, fn. 19. Anyway, where MNO is discussed in the present study, the focus will be on som-clauses.15

The most common relativisation strategy in MNO is to leave NPREL unmarked (cf. Section 2.3). This is preferred when NPREL is an object or a prepositional complement.
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As the examples show, som-insertion does not render the above sentences ungrammatical. But omitting som is clearly the preferred option: Stroh-Wollin (2002) refers to som-insertion as ‘sub-optional’ in these cases16.

Som is obligatory in all RCs where NPREL is the subject:
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However, som-insertion is possible also in object-relatives. If the RC is separated from the antecedent som is obligatory regardless of syntactic function (Faarlund et al. 1998:1056).

Som-insertion might also apply when the antecedent is a locational adverb (23), although it is “very common” to leave out som (example taken from Faarlund et al. 1998:1064).
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In temporal contexts it is less acceptable, but occasionally used with certain adverbs (example taken from Faarlund et al. 1998:1067):
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For example, it is not used after da ‘then’ Faarlund et al. (1998:1068). To what extent subordinate clauses like (23) and (24) have an RC structure will be discussed (on the basis of ON data) in Chs. 8 and 9.

A subject/object asymmetry with regard to som-insertion applies not only to RCs, but also to two other types of clauses with som as complementizer; indirect questions (25–26) and cleft-sentences (27–28).
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In indirect questions, the asymmetry here is even stronger than in RCs: While not completely disallowed, the presence of som in many cases causes the sentences to be near-ungrammatical. However, also here som-insertion might be sensitive to the length of the fronted element. Hirvonen (1996) shows this to be the case with regard to indirect questions in Swedish. Generally, the longer the fronted element, the more likely is insertion of a complementizer.

To sum up, som-insertion in all the clause-types discussed above is sensitive to two factors; syntactic function and length/heaviness of the relativized/fronted/focused element. RCs seem to represent the ‘core-instance’ of som-insertion, since they are more likely to exhibit som-insertion than the other clause types17.

Both Swedish and Danish have the same subject-object asymmetry with regard to som-insertion as MNO, cf. Platzack (2002:84) and Stroh-Wollin (2002). In Danish, the presence of the relative complementizer der18 complicates the picture a little: Der is only used in subject-RCs (Mikkelsen 2002). Danish and Swedish make somewhat more use of w-pronouns than MNO, but in neither language are they stylistically neutral. Stroh-Wollin (2002:56) reports that Swedish vilken is restricted to written and formal language. Danish has a relative w-pronoun hvem, which can be used with indirect object or prepositional complement function (but not subject or direct object); this is impossible in MNO. Use of relative pronouns is incompatible with insertion of som (Stroh-Wollin 2002:61).

Like in English, the use of a complementizer is obligatory if the RC is non-restrictive. This goes for all the Scandinavian languages.

Icelandic stands out in not allowing omission of the complementizer (sem) (Stroh-Wollin 2002:72f), although according to Lindblad (1953:40, fn. 1), this happens in non-standard speech (but only after the demonstrative sá). Sem is sometimes (in colloquial speech) followed by the otherwise nominal complementizer at, always in the order sem at (Stroh-Wollin 2002:74). Sem is obligatory also after the locational adverb þar (cognate of MNO der). Relative pronouns (hvað and hver) used to exist (Smits 1989:339), but are not used anymore (Stroh-Wollin 2002:73). Icelandic has semi-FR introduced by the demonstrative það (cognate with MNO det) but only marginally FRs introduced by a w-pronoun. Unlike the Scandinavian languages, it has retained (some version of) the Old Norse phenomenon of stylistic fronting (see ch. 4), at least as a possibility, although it is not an obligatory rule (Stroh-Wollin 2002:75).


2.4.3Free relative clauses in Modern Norwegian

A free or ‘headless’ RC (henceforth, FR) is characterized by the lack of a relative antecedent. Faarlund et al. (1997:1058) distinguish between a general (29) and a specific (30) type:

[image: ]
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They observe a strict subject/object-asymmetry: som is obligatorily omitted with non-subjects (as in the examples above), compulsory otherwise.

[image: ]

I believe that ‘true’ FRs do exist in MNO, although they are very rare in the spoken language, and mostly restricted to set, archaically sounding phrases like Man tager hva man får ‘one takes what one gets’ or Vi må redde hva som reddes kan ‘we must save what saved can be’19.

Norwegian also has semi-FRs (examples from Faarlund et al. 1997:1059):

[image: ]
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Semi-FRs use det as a ‘prop-antecedent’. In MNO, they enjoy almost complete dominance over true FRs, especially when the meaning is specific, like in (33) (Faarlund et al. 1997:1059). While det in this use is semantically weak and always unstressed, it is still, in my opinion, more of an antecedent than hva, since, unlike hva, it can stand alone without the need of an RC (Vi må redde det vs *Vi må redde hva). And while semi-FRs with an object gap may optionally allow the insertion of som, this is not allowed with FRs: Vi må redde det (som) vi kan vs Vi må redde hva (*som) vi kan.

The phenomenon of case matching (Smits 1989:156ff) has often been enlisted as evidence that the w-word is a main clause constituent: There seems to be a requirement in Germanic languages that the FR-pronoun have the same syntactic function inside the RC as the entire FR has in the main clause. In (35), there is a clash between the accusative selected by the main clause verb and the dative required by the FR (examples taken from Smits 1989):

[image: ]
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However, Pittner (1995) shows that this requirement is not absolute and sensitive to case markedness. At any rate, it is unclear to what extent it is applicable to MNO, cf. the perfectly acceptable (36):

[image: ]

It seems likely that the case matching requirement only applies to languages with overt case.

So, with the reservations given above, I choose to refer to sentences like Vi må redde hva vi kan as (true) FRs, where the w-word must be analyzed as some kind of antecedentless relative pronoun, and sentences with det as a prop-antecedent, as semi-FRs. As mentioned above, FRs in Norwegian are in any case a marginal phenomenon compared to the far more common semi-FRs. Another difference worth mentioning is a semantic one: True FRs in Norwegian are more likely to have a general, non-specific interpretation than semi-FRs. For instance, only FRs allow the insertion of the generalizing particle enn: Vi må redde hva enn vi kan vs Vi må redde det (*enn) vi kan.

It can sometimes be difficult to draw the line between FRs and indirect questions (see Helgander 1971:205ff for a discussion). On the surface, however, they look similar, since both are introduced by a w-word. In MNO, one way to distinguish them is to see if replacing the potential FR by a semi-FR (semi-FRs unambiguously being noun phrases) yields an acceptable sentence. If yes, it is an FR (37); if no, it is an indirect question (38).
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Another means of disambiguation is the creation of a cleft-sentence:

[image: ]
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Generally, question pronouns are far more easily clefted than FR-pronouns (Helgander 1971:213). This contrast is of a pragmatic nature, since clefted constituents are focused, and question words express focused information. However, since it is in principle possible to focus almost any constituent, clefting is possible also with FR-pronouns, so (41) above is not ungrammatical, it just requires a more marked pragmatic context than (40).

Next, we have clauses that are introduced by a w-adverb. Usually, the whole clause has an adverbial function:

[image: ]

Hvor hun bor in (42) can be replaced by the adverb der. Such clauses must hence be classified as adverbial clauses.

Sometimes, however, w-adverbs introduce clauses that have a nominal and not an adverbial function:

[image: ]

(43) can be paraphrased as det interesserer meg ikke ‘that doesn’t interest me’. It seems plausible that we are dealing with some kind of deletion here: (spørsmålet om) hvor hun bor, interesserer meg ikke ‘the question of where she lives’. This analysis is supported by the impossibility of replacing hvor with the locational adverb der: *Der hun bor, interesserer meg ikke. In that respect, they have more in common with indirect questions than FRs.


2.4.4Adverbial clauses in Modern Norwegian

The type of adverbial clauses which most resemble RCs are locational and temporal clauses. Adverbial clauses can function syntactically on their own as adverbials in a sentence, typically introduced by der (locational) or da (temporal). Der may co-occur with a complementizer (som) or a relative adverb (hvor) (Faarlund et al. 1997:1064):

[image: ]

However, both der and da can also – like RCs – modify noun phrases.

[image: ]
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Faarlund et al. (1997:1064ff) argue that da and der are adverbs, not complementizers, also when they are followed by a subordinate clause. The subordinate clause modifies them much like an RC modifies an NP. On their analysis, locational and temporal clauses are essentially RCs but with adverbial antecedents: Faarlund et al. claim that they contain an underlying complementizer som, which is deleted after der (usually) and da (always).

I find this very plausible as an analysis of der and da’s ON ancestors þar and þá when they are followed by a subordinate clause (see Ch. 8 and 9 for an extensive dicussion). However, as regards MNO, I believe at least da, in the uses exemplified by (46), to be a complementizer and not an adverb. It is true, of course, that da can be used as a demonstrative adverb in MNO, usually with stress (DA kom hun ‘THEN she came’). But in environments like (46) it can never be stressed. Note also that it does not accept som-insertion (cf. Faarlund et al. 1997:1068).

Examples like (46) should not be confused with (47) below. Here, da seems to be a main clause adverb: It is followed by the complementizer når, can be stressed (indicated with capital letters) and also separated from the subordinate clause:
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Note that når cannot be inserted when da follows a noun phrase (i.e. in an environment where da can never be stressed and clearly functions as a complementizer):

[image: ]

This complementary distribution with når is evidence that da is itself a complementizer. I conclude, then, that da in (46) is a (temporal) complementizer whereas it is a main clause adverb in (47).

I will leave it at this for now, but refer the reader to Ch. 8 and 9, where I discuss locational and temporal clauses in my ON data; Ch. 11, where the possible existence of relative w-adverbs in the history of Norwegan is considered; and, finally, Section 15.8.2.1, where I show how ON þá/MLN tha was reanalysed as a complementizer.


2.4.5Comparative clauses

MNO comparative clauses have a noun or adjective as antecedent, usually modified by a degree- or identity- marking20 adverb. If the noun phrases being compared are somehow construed as differing from one another, enn is the choice of comparative complementizer. Otherwise, som is used.
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Like RCs, comparative clauses have a gap. But unlike with RCs, this gap is not a noun; it is usually an adjective, like in (49) and (50), or an adverb (51). There are, however, borderline cases where it is not self-evident what kind of gap one is dealing with:

[image: ]

Clauses headed by samme appear to be ambiguous. In some cases, the gap is adjectival, as this example shows:

[image: ]

In (53), the shared constituent appears to be a classifying noun: Gunnar had x computer, Kåre had x mobile (eg. Gunnar had an Apple computer and Kåre an Apple mobile). Hence, choosing the right analysis hinges on whether classifying nouns should be considered nouns or whether they are more like adjectives. In English, they seem to function more like adjectives, whereas in MNO they need to form compounds with the noun being classified, thus arguably preserving their noun status. All in all, I think they display clear adjectival properties in (53), which suggests a reading where the gap is seen as adjectival. One might regard it as a special type of RCs and label them, for instance, ‘kind-reading RCs’ (although strictly speaking, if the gaps are not nominal they do not conform to the definition (1) of RCs given in 2.2.1 and should rather be considered comparative clauses).

Now, contrast (53) with (54):
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Here, the gap and the main clause NP have one and the same referent, i.e., no kind-reading is involved: Gunnar used x, Kåre used x. There is no question that the gap is nominal and that the clause introduced by samme has the semantics of a restrictive RC. At the same time, it seems to obey a different set of syntactic rules, allowing the finite verb in the subordinate clause to be deleted. As a preliminary conclusion, then, clauses introduced by samme seem to be ambiguous between two different readings, the individualizing reading typified by (54) and the kind reading typified by (53). This semantic contrast does not seem to be mirrored by syntax, since (54) – semantically, clearly an RC – allows verb deletion, otherwise legitimate only in comparative clauses and not in RCs. In the following, I will look at possible ways to disambiguate between the two readings.

According to Stroh-Wollin (2002:32–33), comparative som in Scandinavian is not semantically empty, unlike relative som. Comparative som can therefore (almost21) never be deleted, unlike som in RCs.
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A slightly different way to put this is to say that certain comparative determiners (så, like) select som. A reflection of this selection process is the observation that comparative clauses are always restrictive. Moreover, the som selected by a comparative determiner is not som the subordinating relative complementizer, but a non-subordinating comparative som.

Again, samme-clauses stand out, since they seem to accept som-deletion, at least to some degree, like RCs, but unlike comparative clauses:
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In (56), the samme-clause has a referential reading, i.e. is semantically like a relative complex. In the light of this, it is perhaps not unexptected that som can be omitted. Contrast this with (57) and (58), where the gaps are adjectival/a classifying noun (sånn is a kind demonstrative which never allows an individualizing reading):
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In (57), deletion of som is impossible and in (58) it is at least strongly dispreferred. Does this mean that the (im)possibility of som-omission can be used as a diagnostic for chosing the appropriate reading? Take the truly ambiguous (59):

[image: ]

Som-omission seems to be possible on either reading (i.e., both the kind-reading and the referential one). This can be taken as evidence that som-insertion is not such a reliable diagnostic after all, or it can mean that also kind-reading clauses have sufficiently in common with RCs that omission of som is allowed.

Finally, in clauses with an individualizing reading, samme can be replaced by the demonstrative den without any discernible change in meaning:

[image: ]

(60), of course, is uncontroversially an RC. A similar subsitution is impossible (61) or only marginally possible (62) in kind-reading examples disambiguated by the linguistic context:
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There is one respect in which clauses headed by samme are comparative clauses, regardless of their semantics. Only samme (or another comparative determiner) can license verb deletion:

[image: ]
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Both examples allow the individual reading (((64)) requires it), but only ((63)) allows verb deletion in the subclause. Thus it seems that samme, even if it must often be regarded as a definite determiner, still has enough of its comparative roots left to be able to licence a comparative particle/verb deletion.

To sum up: An attempt has been made to identify some demarcation lines between comparative clauses and RCs. I have tried to show that clauses headed by samme are ambiguous between a kind and an individualising reading. The syntactic diagnostics of som-omission and den-insertion were shown to correlate with an individualising reading. However, only a comparative determiner licences deletion of the finite verb in the subordinate clause and it does so regardless of semantic interpretation.

I have chosen to deal with these issues at some length, since the kind vs. individual reading distinction is vital in understanding the behaviour of certain types of ON RCs and the many referential similarities between ON sá and the kind-demonstrative slíkr. I refer the reader to Section 5.7.1.






3Complementation or adjunction?

3.1Introduction

The debate on whether RC modification involves adjunction or complementation has been a central concern in the Generative RC literature especially since the early 90s. The present study, however, is independent of any Generative framework, which raises the issue of whether to get involved in this debate or not. I have chosen to treat of the issue in some detail, since it highlights certain questions that must occupy a central place in any theory on RCs, regardless of theoretical framework, above all the relationship between the external determiner, the relative antecedent and the RC, cf. (1):


	(1)
	The (external determiner) duck (relative antecedent) that left her native pond (RC)




Inevitably, given the literature discussed, this chapter will contain some Generative terminology, but it does not require anything beyond a basic comprehension of what is meant by well-established terms like CP (‘complementizer phrase’), DP (‘determiner phrase’) and NP (‘noun phrase’).

Alexiadou et al. (2000:3–4) see the question of whether the RC is a complement or whether it is adjoined as one of the main dividing lines in the Generative discussion on RCs. They distinguish between “the adjunction hypothesis” and “the Determiner Complement hypothesis” (D+CP). In the present chapter I will discuss the relative merits of these two approaches.

In a standard adjunct analysis, the RC is right-adjoined to NP:

[image: ]

According to this approach, the RC is adjoined to the extended projection of N, either N’ or (more commonly) NP. The adjunct analysis for a long time reigned as the standard analysis of relative complexes, before being challenged by the D+CP-analysis: On the latter analysis, the determiner the takes the relative phrase duck that left her native pond as a complement. In the context of the D+CP analysis, duck that left her native pond will be referred to as the relative CP. The D+CP analysis was made famous by Kayne (1994) and has been further developed by Schmitt (2000) and Julien (2005), among others.


3.2The determiner-complement (D+CP) analysis

3.2.1Introduction

In this analysis, the relative phrase (i.e. the antecedent + the RC) is selected by D, or, more precisely, by the head hosting the definite article the. Kayne (1994), Schmitt (2000) and Julien (2005) all argue in favour of such an approach, which I will call the D+CP-analysis. The three authors differ however as to where they take the relative antecedent to be generated. Kayne argues that the relative antecedent is generated inside the RC and subsequently raised; Schmitt and Julien argue that it is generated in the extended projection of the RC.


3.2.2The headway-argument

A main motivation for the D+CP approach has been the observation that idioms like to make headway – which do not usually allow insertion of a definite article – accept the definite article when it is followed by an RC. Schmitt (2000:310) refers to this phenomenon as “determiner transparency”:


	(2)
	She made (*the) headway





	(3)
	The headway that she made was astonishing22




This has been accounted for by assuming a D+CP structure, which means that the relative CP is selected – not adjoined – and that it is selected by D, not by N or NP. Since D selects a CP and not the noun headway it does not ‘see’ that headway is incompatible with the definite article. I believe that far too much has been made of the headway-example and will try to show that the presence of the external determiner in the headway she made can be accounted for without accepting the D+CP hypothesis.

Smits (1989:132) points out that once a part of an idiom becomes relativized it acquires an interpretation which “is a lot more literal than is usual for these idioms”. He argues (1989:133) that “‘make headway’ is normally equivalent to the verb ‘progress’”. But when headway is relativized it becomes “concrete, referring to content of the act of progressing”. This is perhaps even more apparent in French, where prendre part means‚ ‘to take part’, but part acquires the meaning of ‘role’ once it is relativized.

To put it differently, once you break up an idiom, what you are left with is is no longer an idiom. It is important to note here that not all idioms can be broken up in this way:


	(4)
	*The dust he bit was humiliating





	(5)
	*The bucket that Gunnar kicked was painless




Headway can undergo relativisation since its meaning in isolation (“forward movement or the rate of forward movement, especially of a ship” 23) is sufficiently similar to its meaning inside the idiom make headway (“progress”). The meaning of bucket in kick the bucket cannot be isolated and hence bucket cannot undergo relativisation. To put it differently: kick the bucket is one semantic unit, therefore it cannot be broken up. Make headway is more compositional and less of a unit:

its meaning is fairly, albeit not entirely, predictable from the meaning of its individual parts, cf. the similarity to make progress24. It thus lends itself more easily to displacement processes like relativisation25. Once headway is relativized it becomes – as pointed out by Smits above – more or less synonymous with the uncountable noun progress and acquires the syntactic behaviour of an uncountable noun. As such, it might co-occur with whatever determiners are compatible with uncountable nouns and required by the semantic/pragmatic context. For instance, as an uncountable noun headway is incompatible with the indefinite article: the/*a headway she made was impressive. As far as I can see, there is nothing that rules out the indefinite article here in a D+CP-analysis.

The question of why the definite article appears to be banned when make headway is intact as an idiom is a separate issue and not really of relevance to a discussion of RCs: after headway has undergone relativisation, the idiom has been broken up and make headway is no longer an idiom. Headway now stands in an antecedent relation to the RC and headway + RC behaves like other relative complexes with regard to the licensing of a definite article.

The fact that *She made the headway is illicit is irrelevant to the above discussion, since one does not expect the definite article modifying a relative complex to emerge from inside the RC anyway. Take this example:


	(6)
	the flowers I sent her were returned




Just like the headway she made does not presuppose an underlying she made the headway, so the flowers I sent her does not presuppose an underlying I sent her the flowers. The flowers I sent her seems to be derived semantically from ‘I sent her flowers’, not ‘I sent her the flowers’. I.e., the flowers I sent her were returned does not presuppose that the hearer is familiar with the exact flowers the speaker sent; it only presupposes that the hearer knows that some flowers were sent to the woman in question by the speaker. This knowledge on the part of the hearer can even be of a very general character, as this example shows:


	(7)
	Mona must really hate me. She doesn’t answer my phone calls, refuses to talk to me, and the flowers I sent her were returned




All the knowledge the hearer is supposed to possess is some kind of general cultural knowledge that it is common for someone to send flowers to a woman whose affection they seek. The definite article signals that the referent can be identified; the descriptive information contained in the restrictive RC, together with some presupposed general cultural knowledge, is sufficient for identifying the referent. Whether NPREL is definite or not is irrelevant at least with regard to (6), as the external the is there for independent, referential reasons: It signals to the hearer that the referent of ‘flowers’ can be identified. What enables this identification is the postnominal restrictive RC.

That the the in the flowers I sent her were returned is not licensed inside the RC is a fairly trivial observation and similar points have been made by others before me (see e.g. Smits (1989:107ff)). But once one accepts it, the aura of mystique surrounding examples like the headway she made fades away. Whether one can or cannot say she made the headway is irrelevant, since the definite article in the headway she made is used for exactly the same, referentially based reasons as it is used with other relative complexes. (As it happes, in Section 5.4 I discuss in some detail the referential properties relative complexes possess that enable them to licence a definite article.)

To sum up, the behaviour of certain idiom chunks in the English language can be explained without having to revise the entire framework for analysing RCs and without introducing an analysis of RCs (the D+CP hypothesis) that is otherwise counterintuitive.


3.2.3Other candidates for a D+CP-analysis: Comparatives, equatives and degree clauses

On a more general level, what does it mean that a determiner takes something as its complement? Alexiadou et al. (2000:5) suggest that a way to answer this question is to look at determiners found in comparatives and equatives26:


	(8)
	More books than John can read





	(9)
	As many books as John can read




These sentences seem to provide more clear-cut examples of a determiner selecting a clausal complement, so I would like to pursue this idea a little further. The selection relation is reflected in the subclause being syntactically obligatory. This is most clearly the case with (9): phrases introduced by as need an as-clause as complement. As for (8), it might occur without a clausal complement, but with a radical change in the meaning of the determiner, cf.:


	(10)
	Susanne brought more books than Hilde could read





	(11)
	Susanne brought more books




Deletion of the RC in a relative complex yields no similar change in the meaning of the determiner, cf. the award was given to the rabbit that gave her carrot collection to charity and the award was given to the rabbit.

Moreover, as and more each selects a specific complementizer: more selects than, as selects as. This is not the case with the: in the RC above, the co-occurs with the complementizer that, but it is also compatible with a relative pronoun (the rabbit who gave her carrot collection to charity) or, in non-subject RCs, no relativizer at all (the rabbit they appointed Supreme Judge).

Another important distinction is that as and more allow only restrictive modification when they select a specific complementizer: than-clauses and (equative) as-clauses can never be non-restrictive.


	(12)
	*Susanne brought more books, than Hilde by the way wanted to read




I will take this as evidence that selection relations – at least between a D and a CP – are typically obligatory and restrictive. This rules out the D+CP-analysis at least with regard to non-restrictive RCs. In the present chapter, it has been noted that comparative determiners – unlike determiners modifying RC antecedent noun phrases – appear to select a specific complementizer/particle. This can be seen as evidence that while comparative clauses might have D+CP structure, RCs do not. However, in Section 2.4.5, the many difficulties in drawing a clear line between comparative and relative clauses were pointed out. Is it possible that kind-reading RCs – which can be hard to distinguish from comparative/degree clauses – also have a D+CP structure? One clear candidate is (13) (example from Dyvik 1979:52):

[image: ]

Note the lack of definite article on the antecedent noun27. In meaning, (13) seems to be identical to the degree clause (14) or to the comparative clause (15):

[image: ]
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Of course, (14) is not an RC, since it does not contain a gap. But if we take a more diachronic perspective, we see that RCs become increasingly difficult to keep apart from degree clauses.

[image: ]

The main clause determiner is sá. Sá is normally taken to be a nominal demonstrative, but in (16) – and many similar examples – it seems to behave like some kind of comparative determiner, licensing a clause which clearly looks like a degree clause. Since it has been argued above that comparatives, equatives and degree clauses might have a D+CP structure, it is possible that the same structure should be assigned to (16) to the extent it they can be analysed as a degree clause. I refer the reader to Section 5.7.1.1 and the discussion of kind-reading relative complexes in ON (and also of the MNO construction exemplified by (13).)

Finally, I will mention briefly that some European languages have a special determiner that is always followed by an RC (Smits 1989:135f)28. This goes for German derjenige, Dutch degene and Romanian cel . It is possible that such constructions could also be candidates for a D+CP-analysis.



3.3The adjunct analysis

The standard adjunct analysis (repeated from above):

[image: ]

3.3.1Adjuncts are syntactically non-obligatory

Adjuncts are syntactically non-obligatory. This seems to sit well with the intuition that RCs are (normally29) not required syntactically (of course, they might be required semantically).


	(17)
	The duck (who left her native pond) won fame and fortune




The headway-idioms discussed above have been taken as evidence that RCs can be syntactially obligatory. See Section 3.2.2 for a rebuttal of this argument.


3.3.2RCs are like adjectives

The sentences (18) and (19) show that there are strong similarities in the way that an RC and an attributive adjective modify a noun:
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Traditionally, adjectives (or adjectival phrases) have been analysed as adjuncts left-adjoined to NP. An approach to RCs which sees them as right-adjoined to NP captures these similarities: both adjectives and RCs are adjoined to NP, the former being left-adjoined, the latter right-adjoined. (Of course, I am not suggesting that this is the only difference between adjectival phrases and RCs, but at least their relation to the noun seems to be very similar, and this similarity is something that ought to be reflected in a syntactic analysis.) Also semantically, both RCs and adjectives share the option of being either restrictive or non-restrictive. I don’t think that a D+CP analysis is capable of capturing these commonalities.


3.3.3Agreement between the determiner and the relative antecedent

In Germanic RCs, the external determiner – if inflected – invariably agrees in morphosyntactic features with the relative noun antecedent:


	(20)
	der (DET.MASC.NOM.SG) Hund (N.MASC.NOM.SG), dem ich einen Hut gab


	
	‘the dog that I gave a hat’




This receives an uncomplicated account in an adjunct analysis: the D takes an NP complement. Whatever mechanism ensures case agreement between determiner and noun in a simple definite will explain case agreement also when the NP has an RC adjoined to it.

Julien (2005:95) argues that clausal complements trigger neuter agreement in Scandinavian, using det at så mange var med as an example. Since Julien assumes a D+CP analysis for both det at-constructions and relative complexes, she cannot assume one agreement mechanism for all D+CP-structures, because relative CPs clearly do not trigger neuter agreement on the external determiner. She will have to operate with two different agreement mechanisms, one for det at-constructions and another one for D + relative CP, despite the fact that both relative complexes and det at-constructions are D+CP-structures in her analysis.


3.3.4Choice of determiner

It is unclear to me what governs the choice of determiner in a D+CP-analysis, since there is no selection relation between the antecedent NP – which is located inside the relative CP (or the extended projection thereof)30 – and the external D. How, for instance, to account for the simple contrast between the sugar I bought and *a sugar I bought?

In an adjunction-analysis this contrast gets a straight-forward account: the selection process between determiner and noun is identical to that of a definite NP in a non-RC context. In the case of the examples with sugar, the noun sugar – as an uncountable – accepts the definite article but is incompatible with the indefinite one. A D+CP analysis needs additional assumptions to account for these data. Schmitt (2000:34) suggests that the indefinite article is generated in spec, NumP, i.e. lower than D. This analysis however fails to capture the complementary distribution of the definite and the indefinite article in Scandinavian and English. It might still be correct, of course, but my point here is only that Schmitt’s D+CP framework necessitates additional theoretical assumptions to account for what looks like some kind of selectional relationship between the external determiner and the relative antecedent.


3.3.5Conclusion

The arguments presented in this chapter speak against a determiner + complement approach to RCs. This analysis might be more appropriate for comparative clauses and equatives, where one is dealing with a determiner selecting a specific complementizer. In conclusion, relative complexes are better accounted for by means of a traditional adjunct analysis.






4A short introduction to Old Norse relative clauses

The aim of this chapter is to provide a very sketchy introduction to the main properties of ON RCs. These properties apply also to Old Swedish (especially Early Old Swedish) and Older Middle Danish RCs, unless otherwise indicated.

ON RCs are all introduced by an uninflected complementizer (often called relative particle in the literature), either er or sem. Unlike Old Swedish, ON does not seem to accept RCs without complementizers: the few examples thereof are usually assumed to be mistakes (Heusler 1967:159). While the majority of er-clauses have a nominal antecedent (1) (Beutner 1987), er (or sem) is also near-obligatory in temporal (2) and locational (3) adverbial clauses, which sometimes renders delimitation difficult.
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Traditionally (cf. Lindblad 1943, Heusler 1967:158), ON is not supposed to have had a relative pronoun. The few examples of the demonstrative sá and interrogative w-pronouns used as relative pronouns occur only in so-called ‘learned style’, often translated texts, and are usually regarded as being modelled on Latin constructions and not taken to reflect the spoken language.

It is very common for the noun antecedent to be modified by the demonstrative sá. Sá can be either prenominal (cf. 4) or postnominal (cf. 6).

ON RCs generally display so-called stylistic fronting: In RCs with subject gaps, a non-subject element (for example a direct object or an adverbial) usually occupies the pre-verbal position (highlighted in the example below).
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NPREL in an ON RC can have practically any conceivable nominal function (Faarlund 2004:260), including dative complement of an adjective (5), instrumental dative or genitive complement of a noun. This means that ON allows relativisation of all functions on Keenan & Comrie’s Accessibility Hierarchy (1977)31, which makes it typologically rare (example taken from Faarlund 2004:260).
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When NPREL is the complement of a preposition, ON RCs uniformly leave the preposition stranded and never avails itself of pied-piping.
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As pointed out by Faarlund (2004:261, his example), ‘the relative clause may have a very loose connection to the matrix sentence’.
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ON relative complexes are often left-dislocated:

[image: ]

As this example shows, the left-dislocated RC is recapitulated by a co-referential pronoun (usually a personal one) in the main clause. To set it apart from resumptive pronouns proper, which appear inside the RC, I will call this type of co-referential pronoun a recapitulating pronoun. While the type of resumptive pronoun exemplified by (8) is very common, one is far less likely to come across resumptive pronouns which occupy the position of NPREL inside the RC, like the first occurrence of hann in (9)32:
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As regards the positions available for the ON RC, it is most commonly extraposed, but also appears frequently in centre-embedded positions (sentence-internally).
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The RC might be extraposed together with the demonstrative sá (11), but might also be separated from it (12). The latter option is more common.
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The most important difference between the Early Nordic languages is the presence in Early East-Nordic of 0-RCs, i.e. RCs without any relativizing element (pronoun or complementizer), cf. (13) from SJÆ. This construction is absent from ON. (This is my conclusion at least; as Chs. 14–17 will show, there is no consensus on this among scholars.)
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There is also some intra-Nordic variation regarding the complementizer, although this mainly applies to the younger stages. All Nordic languages share er/ær as the main relative complementizer in the earliest texts, with sem/sum gradually winning ground from the 1100s on. (The latter development happens somewhat sooner in the East Nordic languages.) In MLD (and to some extent also OSW), the locational adverb thær is used as or develops into a relative complementizer; in MLD, it is dominant from around 1300. It is only sporadically found in MLN, and then in texts influenced by Danish.




5Referential properties of Old Norse relative complexes

The aim of this chapter is to discuss the referential properties of ON relative complexes. Special attention will be given to the role of various determiners/quantifiers in RC-contexts, especially the demonstrative sá.

5.1RC-antecedents in Óláfs saga hins Helga: Some statistics

As a prelude to this chapter I would like to present some statistics from OLA regarding what elements are used as antecedents for RCs. This will be of relevance for many of the discussions in this chapter as well as later in the book.

Tab. 1: Antecedents of nominal RCs in Óláfs saga hins Helga (RCs where NPREL has a nominal function)*


	antecedent includes a noun
	


	prenominal sá
	89


	postnominal sá
	143


	no sá
	83


	total
	315


	antecedent does not include a noun
	


	sá
	79


	hinn
	1


	sjá/þessi
	1


	slíkr
	3


	total
	84


	Total no. of nominal RCs
	399




*RCs with sentential antecedents (6 in all) are not included.

In the 83 antecedent NPs that feature a noun but do not feature sá, the noun is modified by the following elements:

Tab. 2: Antecedents of nominal RCs in Óláfs saga hins Helga which feature a noun but not sá


	hinn
	3


	sjá/þessi
	10


	hverr
	4


	quantifier (margr, nǫkkur, einn, other nu- merals)
	13 (8 of which include einn)


	slíkr
	1


	þesskonar
	1


	þvilikr
	1


	ver (1.p.pl. pers.pron)
	1


	possessive
	7


	adjective (and no determiner)
	3


	bare noun (not modified by anything)
	16 (in 3 of which the noun has the definite article)


	proper name
	23


	total
	83




Temporal RCs (RCs where NPrel has a temporal adverbial function)

Tab. 3: Antecedents of temporal RCs in Óláfs saga hins Helga (with examples)


	Antecedent includes sá:
	


	Prenominal sá
	9


	ver værem þann dag frælstir fra þui er svæinn konongr do (45.21) nu koemr asbiorn þann sama æftan til væizlunar er konongrenn var komen (47.27)
	


	Postnominal sá
	2


	at iam-længd þæirri er kirkia hins hælga Olafs konongs var skrydd með pallium ærkibiscupsstole (105.0)
	


	Antecedent does not include sá:
	


	Definite noun
	8


	um nottena er menn varo komner i soemn (67.63)
	


	quantifier (einnhverr, einn, nǫkkur)
	13


	æitt sinni er Olafr ræið um skog nokcon (17.15)
	


	total
	32





5.2Reference, uniqueness and specificity

Lyons (1977:41) makes a distinction between sense, reference and denotation. Sense is the intralinguistic meaning of a lexeme (or a group of lexemes). The sense of ‘horse’ is the set of properties that define something as a horse, and not as a cow or a poststructuralist. Reference is a relation between a linguistic expression (a referring expression) and an entity in the external world (the referent). A speaker engages in an act of referring when she successfully draws the hearer’s attention to an object in the external world. Denotation is closely related to sense, but whereas sense is intralinguistic, denotation links a lexeme to the external world, in that it designates all the objects a lexeme can potentially refer to. For example, the lexeme horse denotes all the real and imagined horses in the world. Lyons calls this set of objects denotatum, but I will use the more self-explanatory term potential referent(s).

Lyons stresses that reference is an utterance-based concept, meaning that a linguistic expression can only refer when instantiated in a concrete utterance. On its own, a lexeme has no reference, only sense (its intralinguistic meaning) and denotation (a set of potential referents).33

Dyvik (1979) – whose conceptual framework relies heavily on that of Lyons – represents the most thorough investigation so far of the referential properties of ON determiners and will be referred to throughout this chapter. Many of the points made also to have some cross-linguistic validity (for instance the ostensive function of demonstratives), but the main focus will be on ON determiners and their function in that language.

Unique reference can be said to have two components: An NP refers uniquely if a) the speaker assumes that the hearer is able to identify the referent as belonging to a shared speaker/hearer set (the identifiability component), and/or b) the reference is inclusive: the referent(s) constitute(s) the entire contextual set, not just a part of it. In Dyvik’s terms (1979:45), the set of referents is coextensive with the contextual set (the inclusiveness component). In the literature, there has been extensive debate as to which of these functions is the primary one (see Lyons (1999) for an overview). For the purposes of the present discussion, both functions are seen as relevant. Inclusiveness implies identifiability, since it presupposes a contextual set that the referent(s) can be co-extensive with.

Unique reference comprises various subtypes. One is ostensive reference, typically associated with demonstratives. This type of reference points directly to a referent in the immediate linguistic or situational discourse. In Dyvik (1979:49), as well as in traditional ON grammars, sá is associated with this function. In Section 5.3 below I will look more closely at the referential properties of sá in non-relative contexts.

Another type of reference that entails unique reference is direct anaphoric reference, i.e. referring to an antecedent in the wider linguistic or situational context. This is often taken to be the prototypical function of the definite article, but also demonstratives can refer anaphorically.

The uniqueness concept also comprises indirect anaphoric reference. In this case, the referent itself is not directly present in the linguistic or situational context, but can be associated with a referent that is. In this way, body parts have unique reference if the person they belong to is contextually salient.
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Even though no explicit mention of Stígandi´s head has been made, the hearer can identify it as belonging to Stígandi, since Stígandi, like all other human beings, is assumed to possess one. According to Dyvik (1979:60) – and my own data confirm this – only the definite article or a bare noun is acceptable here; sá is incompatible with this type of reference, meaning that hofuðit in (1) cannot be replaced with þat hofuð.

A term often sometimes confused with uniqueness is specificity. These two notions need to be kept apart. An NP has specific reference if the speaker has one particular extra-linguistic entity in mind.
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The first occurrence of kona in (2) is non-unique (since this referent is being introduced for the first time), whereas sú kona is unique (the reader can identify the referent, which has already been introduced by the preceding sentence). However, both are specific: the speaker/writer has one existing, specific entity in mind, which, in principle, could also be referred to by for example a proper name. Specific noun phrases are genuinely referential, in that they refer to entities assumed to exist in the extra-linguistic context (in the real world or some fantasy world). Note that sá is unmarked with respect to specificity: It may occur in nominals both with specific reference (like (2)) and non-specific reference, like the relative complex (3).
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I will continue to speak of specific and non-specific reference in line with common practice, although, strictly speaking, only specific noun phrases are referring; non-specific noun phrases are only denoting (cf. the distinction between reference and denotation above).

Before proceeding, one thing is important to keep in mind when dealing with ON noun phrases: They do not have to mark their referential properties (Dyvik 1979:61). Thus, an ON bare noun can have unique (and specific) reference (example from Dyvik 1979:61):
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In an equivalent MNO sentence, the noun subject would need a definite form (kongen).


5.3Sá in non-relative contexts

In this chapter, I will take a closer look at the function of sá in non-relative contexts. The purpose is not to give a full account of ON non-relative sá in all its aspects, but to present some of its major characteristics, so that we have a background against which to analyse the behaviour of sá in relative contexts.

5.3.1Sá as an anaphoric demonstrative

Sá derives from an Indo-European *so/to-pronoun and has cognates in all Germanic (and most other Indo-European) languages (Lehmann 2002:34). It is customary in ON grammars and in the comparative grammatical tradition (Iversen 1961:118, Spurkland 1989:86, Barnes 2008:63) to classify it as a demonstrative. This is the line taken also in Dyvik (1979). Demonstratives are characterised above all by having a deictic or ‘ostensive’ function. (Dyvik uses the term “utpekende” (1979:49)). Ostensive reference means that a referent present in a contextual discourse set (linguistic or situational) is singled out or given special emphasis. Dyvik (1979:49) stresses that this referent has to be present in the immediate context34. This sets ostensive reference apart from ordinary anaphoric reference, which only presupposes a referent somewhere in the linguistic context. (3) above is an example of ostensive reference, since sú kona points to an entity in the immediate linguistic context (kona in the preceding sentence) which is given special emphasis.

Given its origin in a remote Indo-European past, it would be somewhat surprising if sá still had all its ostensive force intact. Thus, it seems to be only rarely used to refer to extralinguistic entities. Remarking on the use of determiners in Early Runic, Stroh-Wollin (2009:20) claims that “it is obvious that sá loses much of its ostensive power very early; it is very seldom used in formulations like ‘raised this stone’ or ‘carved these runes’”. It is telling that it had to be reinforced by a particle -si, creating the proximal demonstrative sási (later þessi).35

On the other hand, sá is still far from developing into a definite article. As shown in the previous chapter, ON sá is incompatible with indirect anaphoric reference.

This sets sá apart from its cognates in Old English and Old High German, cf. this OHG example taken from Philippi (1997:85):


	(5)
	(samaso man, þer elilento farenti forliez sin hus...)


	
	Inti themo duiruuarte gibot þar her uuahhteti


	
	‘(Like a man, who leaving for a foreign country left his house ...)


	
	And orded the door-keeper that he would take care’




In this example, the referent of the noun phrase themo duiruuarte (which features a demonstrative) has not been previously mentioned, but it is possible to locate the referent in a contextual set given the general knowledge that houses often have doorkeepers. Philippi has found examples of such indirect anaphoric use of the demonstrative in Old High German, Old English and even Old Swedish (but not in Gothic, suggesting that this is an innovation). However, it is only later on that the determiner becomes obligatory in such contexts, turning into a full-fledged definite article. This fate never befell ON sá; the presence of a more specialised (suffixed) definite article -inn probably prevented the grammaticallisation and ‘de-deictification’ of sá to proceed any further. (However, sá used as a preadjectival determiner might have completed this development. See Section 5.3.2 below.)

Recent literature (Abraham 2007a; Comrie 1997) discusses a phenomenon which sheds light on the discourse properties of ON sá (and its cognates in Early Germanic): the anaphoric use of demonstrative pronouns. Demonstrative pronouns in Modern German and Dutch can be used anaphorically, but their functions differ from that of a personal pronoun. I will refer to the former as anaphoric demonstratives.36 These examples (Comrie 1997:30) illustrate the contrast between the personal pronoun er and the anaphoric demonstrative der:


	(6)
	Als Peteri auf die Straβe herauskam, begegnete er einem alten Freundj. Eri/*j grüsste ihn.


	
	‘As Peter came out on the street, he met an old friend.


	
	He said hello to him’





	(7)
	Als Peteri auf die Straβe herauskam, begegnete er einem alten Freundj. Der*i/j grüsste ihn.


	
	‘As Peter came out on the street, he met an old friend.


	
	The friend said hello to him’




To summarize this extremely briefly: The anaphoric demonstrative can only refer to rhematic information from the previous sentence. Unlike the personal pronoun, it cannot continue a topic. In Abraham’s terms (2007a:31), an anaphoric demonstrative is a “thema switcher” while a personal pronoun is a “thema continuant”. Moreover, anaphoric demonstratives are subject to a “text-coherence condition” (2007a:33): they do not tolerate intervening sentences between themselves and their antecedent. An important point for Abraham (2007b:241) is that such anaphoric use of the demonstrative (both pronominally and attributively) was the “predecessor of the definite article function” in German. The Modern German definite article der – used attributively – has more in common with personal pronouns (it is a thema continuant), but the original function has survived in the pronominal use of der, as exemplified by (7).

The notion of anaphoric demonstrative captures important behavioural characteristics of (non-relative) sá in ON. This text fragment is typical:
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However, ON sá never evolved into a definite article, unlike anaphoric demonstratives in German, presumably because –inn was already well on its way to becoming a definite article (having already monopolized the indirect anaphoric reference function). It is not within the scope of the present study to go into excessive detail on the history of definiteness marking in Norwegian, but this issue will be briefly revisited in Ch. 12, where the further grammaticalisation of den in MLN is discussed. The point here is simply to show a main discourse function of sá in non-relative contexts. I believe the above account subsumes Dyvik’s observation that sá is preferred over the article when the antecedent is in “the immediate linguistic context” (1979:49). Diessel (1999:25) sums up the essential properties of anaphoric demonstratives nicely: “The use of anaphoric demonstratives is usually confined to non-topical antecedents that tend to be somewhat unexpected, contrastive, or emphatic”.

Referentially, non-relative sá always – or practically always37 – has unique reference. This is a property it shares with the definite article, but unlike sá the ON suffixed definite article is always specific. It is thus excluded from contexts where reference is unique but not specific. This leaves an important role for sá, which, unlike the suffixed definite article, is compatible with both specific and non-specific reference.


5.3.2Sá vs. hinn as a preadjectival determiner

ON also has a determiner, hinn (also inn, enn) which regularly precede weak adjectives:
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This element derives from the same demonstrative as the suffixed article, but differs in several respects from the latter. Many scholars have pointed out its close connection to the weak adjective: Hinn is always immediately preceding the adjective, regardless of its position relative to the noun. While both hinn gamli maðr (‘the old man’) and maðr hinn gamli are possible, *hinn maðr gamli or *gamli maðr hinn are not attested at all.

Also referentially, hinn is argued to be different from the suffixed article (Stroh-Wollin 2009). It is consequently often referred to in the comparative Germanic literature as an adjectival article (Lundeby 1965) or adjectival determiner. In this chapter, I will use the term ‘preadjectival determiner’.

While hinn is by far the most common preadjectival determiner, sá is also attested. These two determiners seem, to some extent, to serve different functions. I am not sure if Dyvik’s (1979:62ff) analysis of preadjectival hinn as a specificity marker is right on target, since hinn seems to be compatible with contexts that do not count as specific38. I would instead like to focus on some other characteristics: Nygaard (1905) notes that with proper names it is always hinn and never sá that is used (Kristr hinn hælgi vs *Kristr sá hælgi ‘The Holy Christ’). Lundeby (1965:77) argues that hinn already in late 13th century ON was mainly restricted to proper names, especially noble titles, and connoted reverence or servility. In my data, I have noted hinn used in particular with more or less abstract concepts like allu hinu illa (HOM159.12: ‘all evil’), hinn arga diofull (HOM157.3: ‘the angry devil’), hinni hælgu snild (HOM156.23: ‘The Holy Scripture’). It is striking that it is often used in cases where MNO uses the simple definite39 (den Hellige skrift ‘the Holy Scripture’, den onde djevel ‘the evil devil’, den hellige skrift ‘the Holy Scripture’). In the post-1300 diploma data preadjectival hinn seems to be restricted to two uses: First, it is used with proper names and titles (e.g. hins hælga Olafs ‘The Holy Olav’ (2.164–1328) and hinn hælgi Augustinus ‘the holy Augustine’ (2.166–1328)). In addition, hinn is used as a contrastive demonstrative (‘the other’). It is possible that contrastive hinn has a different origin than preadjectival hinn (Stroh-Wollin (2009:3, fn. 1), but we can hardly expect the 14th century Norwegian speaker to have been aware of that. In the 15th century data, the contrastive hinn is the only one left.
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Another important difference is that hinn was not anaphoric. If there was a need to express anaphoric reference sá had to be added (Lundeby 1965:17f):
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If sá co-occurs with hinn, like in (12), it always precedes it: sá hinn gamli maðr is a common occurrence in ON data, *hinn sá gamli maðr is not attested at all. Moreover, while sá sometimes co-occurs with a strong adjective, hinn is only compatible with the weak declension.

Gradually, sá takes over as the only adjectival article, and hinn falls into disuse. How and why this happened has been subject to some debate in the recent literature. Faarlund (2009) sees the sá hinn gamli maðr examples as the starting point: The originally demonstrative sá in such examples becomes reanalysed as a (preadjectival) definite article. This is related to the loss of hinn (2009:631), although it is not entirely clear whether the loss of hinn is the cause or the effect of this development. An alternative account is offered by Stroh-Wollin (2009), who sees the replacement of hinn by sá as a question of influence from Old Swedish and Old Danish, where sá already was the predominant adjectival article. (Hinn is extremely rare as an adjectival article in Swedish, cf. Wessén 1965:47ff). In a comparative Germanic context too, hinn is the odd one out: In all the early non-Scandinavian Germanic languages, a cognate of sá is used with adjectives (according to Ratkus (2011:222ff), this use has its roots in Proto-Germanic).

Many authors (Ratkus 2011, Lundeby 1965, Stroh-Wollin 2009) have pointed out that the preadjectival article in Early Germanic is not a definite article in a modern sense of the term: Its task was not to mark unique reference. Lundeby (1965:15ff) sees the adjectival article as an element that connects the noun and the adjective, some kind of nominaliser. Stroh-Wollin (2009:8) uses the term “mediating”. Ratkus goes perhaps furthest in this direction, arguing that the adjectival article originally was an “artroid” (2011:246), an element devoid of referential function, whose only purpose was to express morpho-syntactic features failed to be expressed by the weak declension endings (due to extensive syncretism). The referential properties were thus not expressed by the determiner but by the weak adjectival declension40. Ratkus gives examples from across the Early Germanic language family of weak adjectives occuring without a determiner. His conclusion is that it was the weak adjective which triggered insertion of a preadjectival determiner and not the other way round.

Stroh-Wollin and Faarlund seem to take it for granted that sá as a preadjectival determiner in ON represents a secondary development, but there are good reasons to believe that sá is the original preadjectival determiner – also in ON – and that hinn is a later development. Application of the standard historical-comparative method yields such a conclusion: If ON/Early Nordic is the only branch of Early Germanic to have developed a preadjectival determiner hinn while all the other Germanic languages use sá, then hinn is more likely to represent an innovation. Moreover, preadjectival sá is attested also in Early Nordic sources: Indeed, Lindblad (1953:34) points out that the very first attestation (The Sparløsa stone) of a preadjectival article is sá and not hinn. In other words, Scandinavian speakers probably – in an Ancient Nordic era – all used sá as a preadjectival determiner. At a later point, hinn was introduced in this function. Hinn made more headway in ON than in Old Swedish, but it is plausible that even in ON sá was never completely ousted as an adjectival article.

In ON, there was no requirement that definiteness be marked on the noun, hence a bare noun might have unique reference. Similarly, a strong adjective and an uninflected noun could have the same referential properties as a weak adjective and a definite noun. According to Nygaard (1905:54), the former option is just as common as the latter. In Late ON/Early MLN, this changes. There is now a requirement that all unique noun phrases need definiteness marking. In ON, the suffixed definite article was marked for specific reference and non-obligatory; in Early MLN, its usage is extended to all unique noun phrases and the suffixed article comes to signal unique reference. Similarly, the strong adjectival declension – compatible with all types of reference in ON – becomes marked as indefinite.

In my opinion, hinn lost out to sá for the following reasons:


–Hinn’s raison d'être was its function as a preadjectival determiner: its existence is completely dependent on the presence of a weakly declined adjective. Note that the converse doesn’t hold: weak adjectives are frequently attested without hinn. In other words: Even in the preadjectival function hinn had never been obligatory and was often dispensed with.

–Hinn was already marginalized in Late ON and mainly confined to proper names (Lundeby 1965:77). By Late ON, there was already a division of labour between hinn and sá, which favoured the latter given the new system of definiteness marking.

–Hinn, unlike sá, lacked the ability to express anaphoric reference. This defect became crucial as a new system of definiteness marking emerged which was based on unique reference.

–Within the new system of definiteness, the preadjectival determiner was reanalysed as a definite (uniqueness-marking) article. As sá was already well established as an alternative to hinn in the preadjectival function, the language had a choice between two elements. The element (sá) which already possessed inherent uniqueness properties (above all the ability to refer anaphorically) was chosen over an element (hinn) which by now had become ill suited to serve as a proper definite article. Already in ON, sá actually implies unique reference in all environments except certain relative contexts (see Section 5.7).

–Preadjectival hinn coalesced with the contrastive ‘other-demonstrative’ hinn (assuming they have a different origin). Hinn survived as a demonstrative serving a specialized, useful function (other-deixis). In its contrastive function, hinn had no competitor, unlike preadjectival hinn, which was already being replaced with sá/then. (The usefulness of contrastive hinn is shown by the fact that it is still found in MNO dialects).

–Some influence from Swedish, where sá already reigned supreme as a pre-adjectival determiner, is likely (cf. Stroh-Wollin 2009), but I do not see it as a necessary condition. The language-internal conditions that led to the eventual ousting of hinn were in place before the onset of Swedish influence in the 1400s.



Finally, I would like to point out an interesting contrast between hinn and sá, which ties in with what has been said above. Consider (13) and (14):
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In both the above examples, the bold noun phrases have one referent, despite there being two occurrences of the demonstrative (note the singular verb form værðr in (13)). This can be contrasted with MNO or Modern English, where each occurrence of the demonstrative has a separate referent:
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The subject NP above must refer to two different individuals. (The definite article the has the same effect in English and Longobardi (1994) notes similar behaviour in Italian demonstratives.) What these examples show is that MNO den is individuating: it picks out a referent41. Faarlund (2009:628) argues that sá but not hinn shares this property with MNO den and cites this example from Njáls saga:
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Here, one refers to one single person and hinn but not sá is repeated. Since the MNO adjectival article den has its roots in sá42, and not in hinn, we might have an explanation why MNO den and ON sá share this individuating quality.



5.4Uniqueness and specificity in relative contexts

RCs can be said to have a special way of establishing unique reference.


	(17)
	Deter mange uvennlige mennesker man støter på i hverdagen. Men (de) rørleggerne som fikset vasken til bestemor, var ytterst sympatiske ‘You meet plenty of unfriendly people in your everyday life. But the plumbers who fixed grandmother’s sink were extraordinarily nice’




In (17), reference is inclusive: the relative complex refers to all the contextually relevant potential referents denoted by the (intersection of) the denotatum of the antecedent noun phrase (the set of plumbers) and the RC (the set of grandmother’s-sink-cleaning individuals). As mentioned above in 5.2, inclusiveness presupposes the existence of a contextual set with which the set of referents is co-extensive. In (restrictive) relative contexts, such a contextual set is activated by the RC. It can be useful to elaborate a little on this: In (17), there is no requirement that the plumbers in question have been referred to previously; it is enough that the listener possesses some kind of very general knowledge, for example that grandma lives in a house, that houses have sinks and that plumbers sometimes are needed to fix them. RCs have the ability to make explicit or to activate background knowledge and this knowledge can be of an extremely general character. In other words, relative complexes are less dependent on the linguistic or situational context for identification of referents than for example definite articles. The restrictive RC itself activates the general knowledge necessary to locate the referents in a contextual set.

The inclusiveness and identifiability of the relative complex in (17) explains the definite inflection on the noun. But what about the optional prenominal determiner? Normally, den + definite noun yields a noun phrase with ostensive reference:
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This is not the case in (17): the plumbers in question are not present in the immediate linguistic or situational context. One can go even further and claim that de in (17) cannot be ostensive. If it were, then there would be no need for a restrictive RC, as de rørleggerne – with ostensive reference – would already have picked out a referent. Any RC following an ostensive noun phrase thus has to be non-restrictive, adding extra information about an independently given referent. In this sense, one can say the presence of a restrictive RC neutralizes the distinction between a demonstrative and a definite article, reducing the former to the latter43. An ON example can also illustrate this. In relative contexts, it is enough that the referent is salient in the discourse; that it easily comes to mind given the topic.
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No mention has been made of any priest earlier in this paragraph. Still, the concept of ‘priest’ is discourse salient, since the previous sentence mentions Christianity. This shows that sá in RC-contexts is more like a definite article than a demonstrative. The relative complex in (19) may be replaced by a definite noun without changing the meaning (20), but not by sá as a demonstrative (21):


	(20)
	ef hann kann næfna prestinn





	(21)
	ef hann kann næfna þann prest




(21) is of course less explicit than (20), but the main point is that in both cases, the identity of the priest can be inferred from the circumstances or by appealing to some kind of general knowledge. This is not the case with (21), which requires the previous mention of a priest.

However, there is one sense in which de in (17) and þan in (19) can be said to be ostensive, i.e. an element that points: They point, not to a referent, but to information needed to establish a contextual set. They signal for the listener to look for contextually relevant information in the restrictive RC. (Note that den in RC-contexts is not stressed, unlike what is often the case with demonstrative den.) In this function, den can be said to be redundant, since the definite inflection on the noun already signals the presence of such a contextual set. But redundancy is nothing unusual in language, and the prenominal determiner can be argued to serve this role even better than the suffixed definite article. The definite article instructs the listener to look anywhere for a contextual set, whereas the MNO prenominal determiner indicates that the information needed to identify a contextual set is to be found in the postnominal RC. It is therefore more specialized and more intimately connected to the RC than the definite article.

Another function – unrelated to reference – is den’s emphatic character; it is well known that demonstratives can serve to express the speaker’s emotional attitude to a referent. Lundeby (1965) maintains that this function lies at the heart of the origin of double definiteness (ie, den + a definite noun) in Norwegian and Swedish: from its earliest attestations (in ON from ca. 1250 and in MLN), the double definite construction seems to come with certain emotional connotations. As for MNO, the presence or non-presence of a prenominal den in RC-contexts is argued by Julien (2005:78) on the basis of corpus data to be a matter of individual style or possibly dialect differences.


5.5ON sá versus the suffixed definite article –inn in relative contexts

MNO den derives from ON sá, but the two elements face different referential tasks. As shown by Dyvik (1979:61), definiteness did not have to be marked on the ON noun phrase. Thus, an ON bare noun could have unique (and specific) reference, cf. (22), borrowed from Dyvik (1979:61), and (23).
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In the equivalent MNO sentences, the highlighted NPs would have to have a definite form (kongen and seglet). Another relevant point – also shown by Dyvik – is that the ON suffixed definite article is unambiguously unique and, importantly, specific. It is thus excluded from contexts where reference is unique but not specific. This leaves an important role for sá, which, unlike the suffixed definite article, is compatible with both specific and non-specific reference. Consequently, in relative complexes with unique and non-specific reference sá is the only possible marker of uniqueness.

[image: ]

In other words, due to restrictions on the use of the definite article, sá was left with the task of expressing unique reference in noun phrases with unique and non-specific reference. Interestingly, it can be argued that the ON state of affairs is reflected in MNO, since it is only in noun phrases with non-specific reference where the definite article can be omitted, cf. (25), example from Dyvik (1979:47).

[image: ]

The difference is that (25) is referentially marked in MNO; it can only be non-specific. By contrast, sá followed by an uninflected noun is the unmarked way of forming unique relative complexes in ON.


5.6Conclusion so far (and two intriguing examples)

So far in this chapter, the focus has been on unique reference. I have tried to show that sá – and not the definite article – is the primary marker of uniqueness in ON relative complexes. However, the role of ON sá in RC-contexts is not exhaustively accounted for only by reference to its ability to express unique reference. It is enough to look at these two examples:
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The slave is not present in the discourse and represents new information; reference is non-unique and the MNO version accordingly renders þræl þann as “ein træl” (‘a slave’).

[image: ]

Here, sá co-occurs with the non-unique quantifier nǫkkur (‘some’). This is illicit in MNO:

[image: ]

Two main strategies (which are not mutually exclusive) can be taken to account for this unexpected use of sá. One is to look at ON RCs and their referential or pragmatic properties in more detail – with a particular focus on sá – and hope to uncover more properties of sá which might explain their appearance in examples like (26) and (27). Another path is to see the anomaly typified by (26) and (27) as having a diachronic origin: It is well known that synchronic peculiarities of a given language often have diachronic roots. Both these avenues will be explored in this chapter.


5.7Referential properties of sá in relative contexts

As we saw above, sá’s non-relative, what we might call its unmarked use, is almost always ostensive. I argued that demonstratives can never have ostensive reference in restrictive relative contexts; if they occur in such contexts, their ostensiveness is cancelled out (‘neutralised’) and they become more like definite articles, expressing mere unique reference. However, given that ostensive reference also implies unique reference, we can say that both non-relative and relative sá have unique reference as their unmarked function. One distributional difference might be of significance though: Non-relative sá is almost always prenominal while relative sá occurs both pre- and postnominally. In OLA (cf. table 1 in Section 5.1), there are 232 RCs where the antecedent includes a noun and sá. In 143 (62 %) of those cases, it is postnominal. The same text does not feature a single instance of postnominal sá in non-RC contexts. A similar contrast is present in the other texts in my corpus.

I have divided the data according to combinations of referential properties (+/- unique, +/- specific). First, the non-specific use will be discussed; this has been further subdivided into kind-reading (Section 5.7.1.1) and individual-reading (Section 5.7.1.2) relative sá. This will be followed by a discussion of the specific uses of relative sá: specific, unique sá (Section 5.7.2.1) and specific, non-unique sá (Section 5.7.2.2).

5.7.1Non-specific relative complexes

5.7.1.1The potential referent is a kind: sá in non-specific kind-reading relative complexes

In section 2.4.5, the contrast between kind-reading and individual-reading was introduced, cf. the ambiguous example below:
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A point was made of the partial interchangeability of MNO samme (‘same’) and den in such contexts. This interchangeability does not extend to MNO slik (‘such’, ‘of that kind’), which only allows the kind-reading in MNO. In ON, the situation is different in two ways: 1) sá in relative contexts very often – more often than den in MNO – has a kind-reading, and 2) slíkr44(the ON ancestor of MNO slik) seems to be used more or less interchangeably with the nominal determiner sá in some environments.

Let us look at an example which invites the kind-reading, but where the head noun is determined by sá and not the kind-reading demonstrative slíkr.

[image: ]

In (30), the kind-reading is clearly the most natural one; this is reflected in the MNO translation, where vapn þau has been translated with slike våpen ‘those kind of weapons’ (Hope 1979:96). A kind-reading means that the denotatum is ‘kinds of weapons that only mercenaries use’. (An individual-reading would yield the denotatum ‘weapon-individuals that only mercenaries use’).

Does (30) have unique or non-unique reference? As I see it, both are possible. (30) can be disambiguated by the MNO translations (31) and (32):
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(31), with slike ‘such’ as the determiner, is unambiguously kind-reading. Reference is inclusive in the sense that it refers to a unique set of kinds of weapon (‘the kind of weapons only mercenaries use’). (32) is ambiguous between a kind-reading and an individual-reading. In the latter case, reference is to actual weapon-individuals (‘Kåre’s slingshot’, ‘Gunvor’s frying pan’ etc) and, uncontroversially, inclusive. A kind-reading is also possible and here reference is noninclusive: the relative complex does not necessarily refer to all the kinds of weapons used only by mercenaries. 45

This shows an important difference between slik and den in MNO RC-contexts: Slik is always kind-reading, whereas den is available for both kind-and individual readings. In ON, the contrast between sá and slíkr might have been less clear-cut: There are cases where slíkr seems to function as an individual-referring, unique determiner also in RC-contexts and, conversely, kind-reading sá might have non-unique reference. To return to (30) above, the relative complex vapn þau […] er væringiar æinir nyta seems to invite a non-unique reading, which is why the translator has chosen to translate it with slike rather than the (in MNO) unambiguously unique de.

Conversely, slíkr is common in relative complexes that seem to have an individualising and not a kind reading.
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The ON data also show distributional similarities between sá and slíkr which are not found in MNO at all:
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These examples show slíkr preceding the definite adjectival article hinn. In this position, it seems to be interchangeable with sá46, at least in the phrases þat/slíkt it sama. This can be contrasted with MNO: det/*slikt samme sa Kalv til Ravn.

Moreover, sá and slíkr seem to have complementary distribution; they never co-occur in the same noun phrase. Since sá might co-occur with practically any other determiner (see Section 5.7.4), this is surprising and might point to shared referential properties.47

Finally, the use of sá with degree clauses deserves a mention. Note that in (38)–(41) below sá seems to have a degree meaning (‘such a N that…’) and the antecedent noun phrase is followed by what looks like a nominal degree-clause and not an RC (cf. the lack of an empty position)48. At the same time, the subordinating element is er and not, as expected, the nominal at:
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In such examples, the MNO translator often opts for a nominal degree-clause to render the ON kind-reading RC (cf. (38) and (40)). This substitution of nominal at for relative er happens also in the ON data:

[image: ]

This can be compared to an MNO sentence like the somewhat archaic but still possible (43) (example from Dyvik 1979:52):

[image: ]

In this example, den mann can easily be substituted with en slik mann with no change in meaning49. In MNO, however, the subclause is always a full nominal one, without any gap. ON accepts something that looks like relative gaps also when at is the complementizer.

A final observation is that the particle in kind-reading RCs is er and not sem. This is perhaps unexpected; if kind-reading RCs border on comparative clauses, why do they not use the comparative determiner? I think this shows that ON kind-reading RCs – at least in most cases – are still essentially RCs. It is only the semantics of sá which render them similar to comparative/degree clauses: ON sá is much more liberal in accepting a kind-reading than MNO den.

To sum up: In ON, an RC (headed by sá + noun) often takes on a function which in MNO is more naturally expressed by slik (or another degree demonstrative adverb like så) + a nominal degree at-clause. This is related to the ease with which ON sá takes on a kind-reading (the degree reading being but a subtype of kind-reading50).

In an entertaining essay, George O. Curme (1912b) points out that in earlier stages of German the comparative solch (‘such’) and the nominative der are often used interchangeably as RC-antecedents. The conflation of comparative and nominal demonstratives might thus be an Early Germanic thing.


5.7.1.2The potential referent is an individual: sá in non-specific individual-reading relative complexes

ON non-specific (individual-reading) relative complexes seem to fall into two groups, according to whether reference is indefinite (44) or universal (45).
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In this section, I will take a closer look at these two types of reference and suggest a unifying analysis. A crucial distinction here is the one between opaque and non-opaque contexts; it is well known that certain elements, especially quantifiers and verbs with a modal content, have the ability to render an indefinite noun phrase non-specific (see e.g. Karttunen 1976).


	(46)
	Kåre wants to meet a red-bearded sailor




It is possible to interpret the direct object in (46) as referring to a specific person (who happens to be a sailor with a red beard), but a non-specific interpretation is the more natural one: Kåre wants to meet some or other person with the properties mentioned. A simplified semantic representation of the two alternatives may look like this:


	(47)
	Non-specific indefinite:


	
	Kåre wants to meet an X such that X is a red-bearded sailor





	(48)
	Specific indefinite:


	
	There is an X such that X is a red-bearded sailor and Kåre wants to meet X




Contexts which favour a non-specific interpretation of indefinite noun phrases are usually called opaque; modal verbs – like want in (46) – often create opaque contexts.

However, noun phrases may also be non-specific in non-opaque contexts. Such cases are usually referred to as generic reference:


	(49)
	A mule is a statuesque creature




Hawkins suggests an analysis that unifies the the two types of non-specific reference by arguing that “generics are merely indefinite references which are interpreted like non-specific indefinites, but outside the scope of the quantifiers and operators which make an indefinite reference non-specific” (1978:215). Crucially, indefinite generics cannot take ‘class predicates’, i.e. predicates that can only combine with classes of objects and not individuals:


	(50)
	A lion is *numerous/ is *extinct/ *abounds





	(51)
	The lion is numerous/ is extinct/abounds





	(52)
	Lions are numerous/ are extinct/abound




Data from MNO simple definite relative complexes provide support for Hawkins’ claim. By simple definite, I mean the combination demonstrative (i.e. den) + an indefinite noun, i.e. a noun without the definite article. Simple definite relative complexes are unambiguously non-specific in MNO (Dyvik 1979:67, Julien 2005). When they occur in opaque contexts, they behave like the non-specific indefinite in (46) above:
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However, they can also appear in non-opaque contexts, where they seem to pick out some kind of universal set, i.e. they seem to come with some kind of generic reference.

[image: ]

Like Hawkins’ indefinite generics, they are unable to take class predicates, cf. the ungrammaticality of (55):
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They are also incompatible with episodic predicates:

[image: ]

Simple definite relative complexes seem to presuppose a relationship of logical necessity between having the properties denoted by the relative complex and those denoted by a given predicate.

[image: ]

In (58), there is an automatic connection between being a professor of literature who comes to work in a drunken state and having domestic problems. Wagener (2002:51ff) argues that den + indefinite noun (=the simple definite) patterns with (non-specific) indefinite article + noun in the above respects (cf. (59)), whereas universal quantifiers (both the collective alle and the distributive hver/enhver) yield different grammaticality judgements.

[image: ]

[image: ]

[image: ]

[image: ]

According to Hawkins (1978:215), non-specific indefinites and generics both “involve reference to a singular object which is arbitrary for both speaker and hearer”. This individual possesses all the defining characteristics of the class to which it belongs (hence the logical necessity mentioned above), but is still an individual, not a class. Thus, reference is not inclusive/unique.

Let us return to the ON examples above. They can now be labelled according to whether they appear in an opaque or a non-opaque context In (63) and (64), the RC falls under the scope of an element which creates an opaque context:
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In both examples, the main clause verb leita (‘seek’, ‘look for’) creates an opaque context, which yields a non-specific reading. At a first glance, (63) and (64) might seem to exemplify kind-reading RCs. But as the translations suggest, it seems contrived to construe a kind- reading here. Especially in (63), the point seems to be to find some fellow to play with, and not a particular kind of fellow: It is hard to construe “men who want to play with you” as a particular class of individuals. In accordance with Hawkins’ claims above, I will argue that (63) and (64) refer not to a kind but to an arbitrary individual.

As the translations of both examples show, in MNO this type of reference is expressed by way of the indefinite article. In ON, the situation is different: ON einn is usually restricted to specific use (Dyvik 1979:64f) and the most common way of expressing non-unique and non-specific reference is to use a bare noun. In RC contexts, another option becomes available, as shown by (63) and (64) above: insertion of sá. But what might the function of sá be here? If we are not dealing with kind-reading, then sá cannot have a meaning similar to slíkr. I will return to this question after discussing the non-opaque examples.

In (65), the RC does not fall under the scope of an element which creates an opaque context:

[image: ]

Here, the relative complex functions as an indefinite generic: sa er gerir miscunn refers to an arbitrary singular individual belonging to the class of ‘persons who give mercy’. In this example, which is representative of a construction extremely frequent particularly in legal and religious texts, one can argue that sá is the element best equipped to perform the function of antecedent. First of all, as mentioned above in Section 5.7.1.2, einn is excluded from non-specific contexts, since it is marked with specific reference in ON.
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Þeir is an option and dominates in some texts, for example EID (the Eidsivating Code). However, it lacks the individualising force of sá (Lindblad 1943), which presumably is important in legal contexts: the law is usually addressed to the individual citizen and not to groups. The same applies to allir (‘all’), which is also ruled out for independent, syntactic reasons: Like most ON quantifiers, it cannot serve on its own as head for an RC (see Section 5.7.4; this also applies to einn in (66)). This inability to head RCs also seems to apply to hann (cf. English ‘he who…’), at least partially, as it is not attested in this use in the Runic data and only extremely sporadically overall (see fn. 55 in Section 5.7.3 below for a discussion).

In other words, to express the meaning of non-specific ‘he who…/ the person who…’, no element appears to have been better suited than sá. It has the right semantics (does not preclude a non-specific reading, is individualising/contrastive) as well as syntactic (can head an RC on its own) qualities. This use was then extended also to attributive use. It is thus possible to see sá in (65) as a precursor of den in MNO simple definite relative complexes: sá monopolised, or at least dominated, non-opaque non-specific contexts like (65), just like its descendant den has monopolized this use in MNO. One should be careful in drawing the analogy too far though: the simple definite construction is marked non-specific in MNO but is not marked for anything in ON. Only with the expansion of double definiteness do simple definites (i.e. sá + indefinite noun) start to be associated with non-specificity. However, as double definiteness is attested already from the 1200s (Lundeby 1965:48), it is possible that constructions like (65) already had a somewhat non-specific flavour. I will return to the diachronic development in ch 12.

Finally, while the use of sá in non-opaque non-specific RCs appears to be accounted for, it remains to find a possible function for sá in opaque, non-specific contexts like (63) above, repeated here as (67):
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In this and similar opaque cases the translator usually opts for an indefinite; by contrast, in the non-opaque examples, sá + noun is usually translated by means of the simple definite51. This reflects the fact that in non-opaque contexts, non-specific noun phrases acquire a generic/universal interpretation, which invites the use of sá/den (although in strictly referential terms, there is no difference between the opaque and the non-opaque examples: one refers to a singular, arbitrary individual in both cases). But while the MNO translator chooses different determiners for opaque vs. non-opaque non-specifics, ON employs sá in both cases.




5.7.2Specific relative complexes

5.7.2.1Sá in unique and specific relative complexes

My data present numerous examples of this referential combination:
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In my data, sá in this use seems to occur pre- and postnominally in almost equal measure.

Non-relative sá, as we have seen, needs an element in the immediate discourse which it can point to:

[image: ]

In relative contexts, it is enough that the potential referent is salient in the discourse; that it easily comes to mind given the topic, cf (19) above, repeated here as (71).

[image: ]


5.7.2.2Sá in non-unique and specific relative complexes

It was noted by Dyvik (1979:51) that sá can lose its unique reference if it falls under the scope of a non-unique quantifier. This will be explored in Section 5.7.4 below. In the present section, I will look at a use of sá that resembles that of an indefinite article and which does not involve any non-unique quantifiers.
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In both examples, reference is undisputedly non-unique: the slave in (72) or the woman in (73) are not present in any discourse set. At the same time, reference is specific: the slave and the woman are existing individuals.

This use of sá is normally translated into MNO by use of the indefinite article. Also in ON, sá in this use seems to be interchangeable with the indefinite quantifier einn, which is the predecessor of the MNO indefinite article. In ON its primary function is as a numeral (‘one’), but it also occurs with a meaning closer to ‘some (specific individual) or other’52, which points forward to its subsequent development into an indefinite article proper:
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Like the MNO indefinite article en/ei/et, the ON counterpart einn is non-unique: it does not presuppose a shared speaker/hearer discourse set. But unlike its MNO descendant, the indefinite article in ON is inherently specific (Dyvik 1979:58)53: The speaker has a specific, existing entity in mind when resorting to the indefinite article54. Moreover, according to Dyvik, only einn can have specific reference without presupposing a shared speaker/hearer discourse set. He states explicitly that no ON demonstrative or quantifier can have specific reference unless it refers to such a discourse set (1979:51).

Returning to the examples (72) and (73) above, they seem to refute Dyvik’s generalisation. In (73), þá does not point to an element present in the discourse; there is no discourse set consisting of ‘women named Elisabeth’. The meaning of the sentence is not that there was only one woman named Elisabeth, and that she was Zacharias’ wife. þá could be substituted with eina and the referent would remain the same. The reference is specific – in that the speaker has a particular entity in mind – and non-unique, since the referent is not coextensive with a contextual discourse set.

Does this mean, then, that relative sá in the above examples actually functions as an indefinite article? In my opinion, it does not, for the following reasons:

1. Unlike in MNO, the indefinite article is not an obligatory element with ON argumental noun phrases, as shown by the lack of einn in (75):
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2. If speakers of ON nevertheless felt the need to insert something that resembled an indefinite article, the cardinal einn was available. Einn seems more suitable for this function than sá, being inherently non-unique, while sá has unique reference in its unmarked, non-relative use.

3. It is perfectly possible for einn and sá to co-occur:
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In none of these examples does einn seem to function as a cardinal, hence it must be interpreted as an indefinite article or, at least, as an indefinite quantifier (‘some’). (Note that the adjectives in both examples carry the strong declension, which indicates that reference is non-unique.) Since it was einn and not sá that evolved into an indefinite article, then sá in the examples above must have a different function.

I conclude that ON sá in specific, non-unique RC contexts is not an indefinite article and leave it to the following sections to shed some light on this use of sá.

5.7.3Sá in non-restrictive RCs

An antecedent NP which is followed by a non-restrictive RC has no need for sá as a cataphorically referring element. If the RC is not restrictive, there is no restricting element for sá to point to. Surprisingly, in HOM sá is frequently found in non-restrictive relative contexts, often after proper nouns:
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Also in the Runic data, non-restrictive RCs often appear after proper names (Lindblad 1943). This is unexpected from a Modern Germanic perspective. Lind-blad (1943:167ff)56offers a diachronic explanation: Originally, sá + RC constitute a separate unit in apposition to the head noun57. In noun phrases with contrastive or anaphoric reference, sá is subsequently reanalysed as an element modifying the antecedent.

Interestingly, the appositive sá-headed relative complex never co-occurs with a sá in the main clause. So in (81), sa hinn fyrsti maðr …. sa er… does not seem to be possible. Without access to negative data it is not possible to establish this with absolute certainty, but it seems that the ban on “double sá” applies even in appositive contexts.

Finally, I would like to stress that all the examples of sá following a proper name are from the learned-style HOM, so it is questionable whether this construction was at all used by colloquial Old Norse speakers. However, in the older, Runic data, it is not uncommon for sá to follow a proper name, so this could be an Ancient Nordic relic.


5.7.4Scope relations between sá and other determiners

Demonstratives are considered to be referring expressions, i.e. elements presupposing the existence of the entity referred to by them. “Referential expressions […] are always intepreted as if they have wide scope relative to all operators within the sentence” (Philippi 1997:84). In other words, demonstratives always take wide scope over other elements in the noun phrase; by wide scope I mean that they determine the referential properties of the nominal. In MNO, for instance, den always takes wide scope over other determiners/quantifiers. Hence, the MNO nominal de mange endene ‘the many ducks’ has unique reference: It contains the non-unique quantifier mange, but this falls under the scope of the uniquely referring determiner den and hence does not participate in picking out the referents of the noun phrase. (Mange can be exhanged with another non-unique quantifier, f.ex. få (de få endene), without any change in referential properties.) In this section, I will look at the relation of sá to other determiners/quantifiers and how it contributes (or not) to the reference of the nominal. If and how the position of sá relative to the noun affects sá’s referential properties will also be discussed.

We have seen that relative sá is compatible with any combination of the referential properties (non-)unique and (non-)specific. It even freely appears in relative contexts involving proper nouns, where its referential contribution is zero. However, while relative sá seems to be possible anywhere (in relative contexts), it is also not obligatory anywhere. All the referential combinations above may be expressed in relative contexts without the presence of sá. They can even be expressed only with an unmodified bare noun, although this is rare for noun phrases with unique reference. In uniquely referring noun phrases the demonstrative sjá/þessi is frequent; in noun phrases with kind-reference slíkr is common, as discussed above. A noun with the suffixed definite article can also take an RC complement without the presence of sá, although double definiteness (definite noun + sá) also occurs.

But there are certain contexts where sá seems to be obligatory. This, however, is not related to the referential properties of the relative complex as a whole – both the presence and the absence of sá are compatible wih any combination of referential properties – but to what types of elements constitute the antecedent. Above all, sá may be left out whenever the antecedent includes a noun. If we now look at antecedents which do not include a noun, the following picture emerges: While universal quantifiers (hverr and very occassionally allr) can function as RC antecedents without sá, non-unique quantifiers (nǫkkur, einn, einnhverr, margr, fár, enginn) always need sá in order to serve as an RC antecedent.

This gives us this table:

Tab. 4: Sá-insertion in relative complexes where the antecedent does not include a noun
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*in all the diplomas I excerpted

As the table shows, slíkr and sjá/þessi only very rarely co-occur with sá. With regard to slíkr there is a single example in the entire corpus. I take the nearcomplementarity of sá and slíkr and sá and þessi to indicate common referential properties. In the case of sá and slíkr, this would be the kind-referring ability described above. With regard to sá and þessi, I assume that þessi, like sá, can refer cataphorically (although this is not its most common function); it is worth pointing out that þessi/sjá is the only determiner apart from sá, hinn and hverr that can function as an antecedent for an RC directly, i.e. without any noun accompanying it. (This is an important point, which I will return to below.)

Note further that in the couple of examples where sá and þessi do coocccur, þessi is prenominal while sá is postnominal58.
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As mentioned before, slíkr (or þvílikr) is almost always prenominal. (In OLA, there is not a single example of postnominal slíkr or þvílikr.)
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And in the one example where slíkr and sá both modify the same noun, the prenominal position is reserved for slíkr:
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Remember also that when sá occurs in non-restrictive relative contexts – where it seems to be void of any referential properties – its position is unfailingly post-nominal.
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This seems to harmonize with the idea that the prenominal position is where the referential properties are located. Remember that nonrelative sá is always unique (at least in my data) and almost always prenominal: In OLA, there is not a single counterexample to this rule. Diderichsen (1941:49) notes the same about þæn in the Skaane legal code: In non-relative contexts it always prenominal, whereas it often occurs postnominally if followed by an RC.

The same applies to a context otherwise very similar to the RC one: When taking a nominal clause as complement sá is always restrictive and always pre-nominal (87). This is an extremely frequent construction and still not a single counter-example has been found.
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The problem however remains that there are numerous examples where post-nominal sá (in relative contexts) appears to have its referential properties – its restrictive cataphoric pointing – intact, cf. (88):
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This example forces us to lower our level of ambition. Such examples (of which there are many) make clear that there is no one-to-one relationship between reference and position. The postnominal position is clearly available both for unique and non-unique sá. There is in other words no implicational relationship between a certain position and a certain type of reference. But still the reverse implication may hold: a certain type of reference may be restricted to only one position. It is worth exploring whether ‘referentially empty’ sá is confined to a postnominal position.

In the following, I will refer to all instances where sá seems to be referentially redundant or ‘empty' as non-unique sá59. The use of sá with non-restrictive RCs discussed above is one instantiation of non-unique sá. Another one is the ‘indefinite’ one, where sá is rendered with the indefinite article in the MNO translation:

[image: ]

Examples with non-unique sá are extremely frequent. Sá in such examples is usually postnominal: In OLA, I have found 32 such examples with postnominal sá and at most 6 with prenominal sá.60 So this is clearly a tendency but not an exceptionless rule.

As mentioned already, sá can lose its unique reference if it falls under the scope of a non-unique quantifier; einn, enginn, nǫkkur, einnhverr, margr and cardinal numerals can take scope over sá, causing the reference to be non-unique. For the most part, sá is postnominal whenever it comes under the scope of a non-unique quantifier. (Note the strong adjective declension in the first two examples.)
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In the sentences below, however, sá is prenominal, while at the same time being under the scope of an indefinite quantifier (since the NP has non-unique reference):
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Such examples are exceedingly rare (in OLA not attested at all), but they do occur. However, although sá is prenominal in these examples, it occurs after the quantifier. If the idea is that the non-unique quantifier takes scope over sá it is not surprising that sá´s position relative to the quantifier might be more important than its position relative to the noun. So let us rephrase the hypothesis yet again, and suggest that sá loses its restrictive function when it follows (i.e. falls under the scope of) a non-unique quantifier. This is borne out by the data: In OLA, there are 22 examples where a non-unique quantifier and sá modify a noun antecedent and where the quantifier takes scope over sá. In all examples, sá follows the quantifier.

This has the added benefit of enabling us to include the many examples of RCs without a noun antecedent, which conform to the generalisation above:
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The corollary of this would be that sá retains its restrictive properties when it precedes the quantifier. There is strong evidence to support this assumption:
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In all cases, the highlighted nominal (together with the RC) has unique reference; the uniqueness seems to be caused by the restrictive properties of sá, which precedes the quantifier in all examples. Su æin/sa einn/þæir æiner seem to refer uniquely to ‘the one(s)’ (unique), not ‘some’ (non-unique, non-specific) or ‘a certain’ (non-unique, specific).61 Similarly, þeir niu lutir designates ‘the nine things’ (unique; the presupposed set consists only of nine things), not ‘nine things’ (non-unique, cardinal62). Being under the scope of sá, the numerals in the examples above can be looked upon as adjectives. In MNO numerals may appear in predicative position (Delsing 1993:103) – just like ordinary adjectives – and the same seems to be the case in ON:
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There is a difference though: Whereas ordinary descriptive adjectives serve to limit the denotatum, this is not the case with the ‘quantifying adjectives’ above. They limit neither denotatum (since they are not true adjectives), nor do they limit reference (since they fall under the scope of sá).

It is perhaps worth mentioning that whenever sá co-occurs with a quantifier which it cannot take scope over, it always seems to follow it:
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Enginn has no descriptive content and cannot occur in predicative position. It is hard to imagine what enginn could possibly add to the interpretation of the NP if it were to fall under the scope of sá, and this is presumably why this never happens: enginn always precedes sá in my data.

Allr presents a somewhat different case, which I still believe supports my main argument. This quantifier is universal. Universal quantifiers may have generic reference, but in practice they are also – like definites – usually restricted to some contextual set. Since such contextually restricted allr already implies unique reference, sá is redundant. In my data, it usually follows allr but might also precede it: In OLA, there are five examples of sá preceding allr and eight examples where it follows it. The relative order of allr and sá seems to be more of a stylistic matter, cf. (119):
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I would like to stress that the lack of negative data makes it difficult to judge the finer referential nuances of ON noun phrases. Some sentences are open to more than one reading:
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Since sá here follows the non-unique quantifier nǫkkur one expects it to lose its restrictive properties. Such a reading is available, in which case the referent of the relative complex is an entity/individual: ‘(any) news that seem damaging to you’. But a case could also be made that sá in this example is kind-referring; that sá points restrictively to the content of the RC, in which case þau tiðænde er þer þykkia skaþasamlegh denotes a certain type of news. It is hard to establish with certainty which interpretation is valid63.

Let us return for a few moments to non-attributive relative sá. It often occurs together with a quantifier:
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Examples like (121) and (122) are numerous, with quantifiers like margr, nǫkkur, enginn, allir, annarr and others as well as numerals. Extremely rare are examples where a quantifier serves on its own as an RC antecedent, without modifying a noun or co-occuring with sá. I have found two examples in OLA and none in the other sources. It is thus possible that ON quantifiers cannot licence an RC on their own; that they need either a noun or the presence of sá if they are to be followed by an RC. Of course, this is impossible to verify without access to negative data, but the almost complete absence of examples like *nǫkkur/*enginn/*margr/*allir er þat gerir/gera is conspicuous, considering how frequent headless RCs like sá er þat gerir are.64 It seems a fair conclusion that the presence of sá in many non-unique relative complexes can be accounted for by the quantifier’s inability to serve as an RC-antecedent on its own. However, sá is also found in non-relative complexes where the non-unique quantifier modifies a noun. In such cases, there is no need for sá as an “RC-licenser”, so there must be a different account for sá’s presence.65



5.8Referential properties of Middle Danish thæn in relative contexts

5.8.1Referential properties of thæn in Eriks sællandske lov

Tab. 5: Antecedents of nominal RCs in Eriks sællandske lov


	antecedent
	


	thæt/thæn without noun:
	


	thæt (inanimate)
	49


	thæn (animate)
	160


	han + thæn
	8


	hin + thæn
	5


	thæt/thæn + adjective
	5


	thæt/thæn + quantifier
	19


	thæt/thæn with noun:
	


	prenominal
	149


	postnominal
	37


	Total thæn/thæt
	431


	hin
	198


	han
	47


	han + hin
	6


	hin + han
	1


	bare noun with definite article
	13


	bare noun – indefinite form
	23


	hvat
	19


	hva
	8


	hvilkin
	8


	hvilkin + noun
	9


	hvær
	8


	hvær + noun
	13


	Bare universal quantifier
	2


	bare non-universal quantifier
	3


	adjective + noun inclusive*
	3


	adjective + noun non-inclusive
	12


	universal quantifier + noun
	1


	non-universal quantifier + noun
	20


	slik
	1


	possessive + noun
	7


	total
	834




*=inclusive reference. See Section 5.2 above for an explanation

51 % (432/834) of all RC-antecedents in SJÆ feature a form of thæn. This percentage is significantly lower than the equivalent one in OLA (77 %). An important point is that Danish is very fond of hin as an antecedent in semi-FRs. SJÆ features 205 examples with hin as antecedent. All these examples are semi-FRs; hin in SJÆ never modifies a noun antecedent. (This presents another contrast with ON: OLA has only one example of bare hinn as an RC antecedent, but several examples where hinn modifies an antecedent noun.)

In non-relative contexts, thæn is always prenominal. This, as we saw in Section 5.3, was almost always the case also in ON. In ON, however, sá is actually more likely to be postnominal than prenominal when it appears in RC contexts; in Section 5.1, it was shown (cf. table 1) that in OLA sá is postnominal in 62 % (143/232) of such examples. SJÆ presents a contrast with ON, as prenominal thæn (149 ex.) far outnumbers postnominal thæn (37 ex.) also in RC-contexts. Still, the mere possibility of occurring postnominally shows that also Middle Danish thæn has a special connection to the RC, since other determiners never inhabit the postnominal position.

Prenominal thæn almost always causes unique reference. There are two exceptions. One is when it occurs in an existential construction like (123):

[image: ]

Prenominal thæn also fails to cause unique reference when it falls under the scope of a non-unique quantifier (see next section).

Postnominal thæn may have either unique or non-unique (124) reference:

[image: ]

Unlike prenominal thæn, postnominal thæn does not require an existential construction or the presence of a non-unique quantifier to have non-unique reference.

Like in ON, thæn + RC may be separated from the noun antecedent, cf. (126) above. In many such examples, thæn can be analysed as part of the main clause antecedent, at least when the RC is restrictive, like in (124) above or in (125).
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But many examples require a different analysis. In SJÆ, the possibility of heading a right-dislocated RC is not exclusive to thæn. Also hin (127) and even han (126) ‘he’ are found in this use:
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This contrasts with ON, where an appositive relative complex can only be headed by sá. Another important contrast compared to ON is the possibility of thæn occuring twice in what looks like the same relative complex.

[image: ]

This is impossible in ON (see Section 6.5.2). Two analyses offer themselves. One is that thet in (128) is a relative pronoun. In Ch. 6 below, I argue why such an analysis must be rejected both for ON and Middle Danish. Note also that (128) features the relative complementizer ær, something which speaks against a relative pronoun analysis for thet. This leaves us with the analysis that in (128), the RC antecedent is (the second) thet and not the NP thet hærbærgh. The second thet is then a recapitulating pronoun, i.e. a main clause pronoun which anaphorically resumes an NP in an RC (see Ch. 4).

I will now turn to the question of Þæn’s scope relations with other determiners/quantifiers. Before I present my own findings, I can mention that Diderichsen (1941:106f) provides a brief discussion of þæn co-occuring with quantifiers in the Skaane legal code, noting that þæn (in relative contexts) may follow another quantifier, unlike in Modern Danish. His example is nokræ þe mæn, ær…. lit. ‘some those men that…’. He points out that this use is not partitive, i.e. the meaning is not ‘some of the men’ and that þæn here is “indefinite”.

In general, SJÆ confirms the ON findings. If thæn follows a non-unique quantifier, it falls under its scope:

[image: ]

[image: ]

[image: ]

Conversely, if thæn precedes a non-unique quantifier, it usually takes scope over it:
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This is clearly the main tendency, but counterexamples do occur:

[image: ]

Even an example where thæn precedes ængin ‘no one’ is attested:

[image: ]

This order is not attested in my ON data at all: Whenever sá and enginn cooccur, sá always precedes it.

In SJÆ, the juxtaposition of thæn and nokær/ængin often appear in a type of existential construction, cf. (136) above and (137) and (138) here:
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One hypothesis is that thæn + nokær/ængin have been so strongly associated with the existential construction that the relative order between them has become irrelevant, since the antecedent in this type of construction is always non-unique anyway. When thæn + nokær occur in non-existential contexts, then thæn always follows nokær if it falls under its scope:
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[image: ]

If this explanation is on the right track, it can explain almost all examples where thæn precedes a non-unique quantifier and still seems to fall under its scope.

In SJÆ, quantifiers, like nokær, ængin, en and annær, can serve as antecedents on their own. This happens quite frequently (12 examples). The possibility of having bare quantifiers as RC antecedents represents an important contrast with the ON data.

[image: ]
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In other words, in SJÆ thæn is not needed to license a quantifier antecedents. This is another indication that SJÆ is at a more advanced stage than its ON contemporaries with regard to the evolution of RCs, with the role of thæn in RC-contexts further diminshed.

If we look at the quantifer’s position relative to the noun antecedent, another contrast with ON emerges: In SJÆ, quantifiers always precede the noun. (The presence or absence of thæn does not change this.) Of the possible combinations between Q(antifier), D(emonstrative = thæn) and N(oun), the attested ones are: QND (12 ex), QDN (9 ex) and DQN (9 ex). If thæn is absent, then the order is always QN and never NQ. The absence of postnominal quantifiers, even in relative contexts, represents another progressive feature of 13th Century Danish and foreshadows the modern Scandinavian situation, where quantifiers always precede the noun in all contexts.


5.8.2Referential properties of thæn in Jyske lov

Tab. 6: Antecedents of nominal RCs in Jyske lov (pp. 1–116)


	antecedent
	


	thæt/thæn without noun:
	


	thæt (inanimate)
	23


	thæn (animate)
	52


	han + thæn
	0


	hin + thæn
	0


	thæt + adjective
	3


	thæt/thæn + quantifier
	12


	thæt/thæn with noun:
	


	prenominal
	82


	postnominal
	1


	total with thæn
	173


	hin
	71


	hin + noun
	3


	hin + adjective
	1


	han
	15


	han + hin
	0


	hin + han
	0


	bare noun with definite article
	3


	bare noun – indefinite form
	23


	hvat
	10


	hwo
	25


	hvilkin
	2


	hvilkin + noun
	11


	hwem
	5


	hvær
	0



	hvær + noun
	1


	bare universal quantifier
	1


	bare non-universal quantifier
	4


	adjective + noun inclusive
	0


	adjective + noun non-incl.
	2


	universal quantifier + noun
	12


	non-universal quantifier + noun
	18


	slik
	0


	possessive/genitival modifier + noun
	8


	proper names
	11


	total without thæn
	226


	total no. of RCs
	399




To present the nature of thæn in JYS is a much simpler task. It lacks the characteristics that make ON sá, and to some extent also thæn in SJÆ, so interesting.

43 % of all RCs in JYS feature a form of thæn. This percentage is lower than the one in SJÆ (51 %). But a more striking contrast is the almost complete lack of postnominal thæn in JYS. If we exclude four examples with adjoined or extraposed RCs66 then JYS exhibit only one example of postnominal thæn (JYS110.14).

Thæn always precedes any non-universal quantifier and always take wide scope over it.

[image: ]

There can be little doubt that the relative construction in JYS represents a more progressive stage in the diachronic development of the relative clause. This impression is reinforced by the observation that JYS never uses ær; in SJÆ, this is still the most common relative complementizer.



5.9Concluding remarks

This chapter has tried to demonstrate sá’s peculiar behaviour in RC contexts. Outside of RC contexts, it almost always occurs prenominally, but if it modifies an RC antecedent noun, it is more likely to occur postnominally. Thæn in Middle Danish SJÆ may also only occur postnominally in relative complexes, but here the prenominal position is the most common one even in RC environments. In JYS, it never occurs postnominally at all.

It has been shown how sá’s (or a cognate thereof) presence in Early Nordic relative complexes cannot be accounted for only by referece to its referential properties, as sá is – unexpectedly – present even in relative complexes with non-unique reference. It thus seems that the mere presence of an RC is enough to licence sá (although it needs to be stressed that sá is not obligatory).

A possible link between sá’s position and its referential properties has also been explored. There is a tendency for non-unique sá to be postnominal (i.e. to be placed after the noun antecedent), but non-unique sá is also found in the prenominal position. A much stronger correlation is the one between sá’s position relative to a non-unique quantifier and its uniqueness properties: If sá precedes the non-unique quantifier, it takes wide scope over it. Conversely, if it follows the quantifier, it falls under its scope, thereby losing its ability to cause unique reference. Another way to put this is that sá loses its restrictive function when falling under the scope of a non-unique quantifier and retains it when taking the non-unique quantifier within its scope. In MLD SJÆ, this seems to be the only environment where thæn can lose its unique reference. In ON, there are a few examples of prenominal sá having non-unique reference without the presence of a non-unique quantifier, but this only happens in relative complexes s with specific reference.

The differences between Danish and Norwegian seem to indicate that the Danish relative constructions belong to a more progressive stage of diachronic development: This applies to SJÆ and even more so to JYS. In the case of JYS, it can have to do with the Ribe manuscript being from the 15th century, whereas SJÆ, based on a manuscript assumed to date from ca. 1300, should be more or less contemporaneous with the ON texts. Lindblad (1943:154ff) has shown that sá is a more common element of the RC construction the older the source. In the earliest Ancient Nordic and Old Swedish sources, it seems to be almost obligatory, but its frequency diminishes in Late Old Swedish and is reduced even further in Modern Swedish. From this perspective, it is not unexpected that Danish – which also in other respects, like loss of case inflection, was less conservative than Norwegian – shows less use of thæn in relative complexes. The tendency for SJÆ’s thæn to prefer, and JYS to require, the prenominal position, can also be linked to this: In the Germanic languages, (almost) all determiners and quantifiers have with time become restricted to a prenominal position.



6Does Old Norse have a relative pronoun?

6.1Introduction

There is full consensus in the literature that er in ON – the uninflected element that introduces all ON RCs – is a complementizer (traditionally, the term ‘particle’ is used) and no pronoun67. In 9.2 and 13.1 below we will return to the nature of this complementizer. Nevertheless, other candidates for an ON relative pronoun have been suggested. In the following sections I will consider a few proposals. First, I will discuss the question of ‘learned-style’ relative pronouns originally introduced by Nygaard (1905). This is a natural starting point, since the idea of an ON relative pronoun seems to originate here, and both Åfarli (1995) and Julien (2005) explicitly refer to Nygaard. Next, I will examine Maling’s (1977) proposal that ON resumptive pronouns are actually relative pronouns, and that all ON RCs have such pronouns at D-structure. Finally, I will, on the basis of my own data, discuss whether the demonstrative sá might actually be a relative pronoun, given its peculiar behaviour in relative contexts. This will constitute the main part of this chapter.


6.2‘Learned-style’ relative pronouns

In the chapter on ON sources, I discussed briefly the contrast between “popular style” and “learned style”68 introduced by Nygaard (1905:2f). Nygaard (1905:256ff) argues that this distinction is reflected in partially different relativisation strategies: Complementizer-RCs (i.e. RCs featuring er or sem as the only relative marker) are found in both popular and learned-style, while relative pronouns are only found in learned-style texts. The latter are assigned case from the RC. Both sá and the question pronouns hverr, hveim, hvat and hvílíkr are recruited as relative pronouns. Nygaard also includes relative use of the locational adverbs hvar (‘where’) and hvaðan (‘wherefrom’).
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Examples of ‘learned-style’ RCs in my data (plus one from Nygaard):
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Both in Åfarli (1995) and Julien (2005) these RCs appear to be given equal weight as RCs where sá (if present) carries the case of the main clause antecedent. In his presentation of ON data, Åfarli (1995:535) simply “[divides] Old Norse relative clauses into popular style relatives and learned style relatives” without saying anything about the relative frequency of these constructions. Similarly, in a footnote on ON RCs, Julien (2005:106) actually mentions the learned-style construction first and then goes on to state that “there was also another case marking pattern to be found in Old Norse relative constructions”, i.e. the popular-style one.

Common to both the above analyses is that they are not based on original empirical research, but take as point of departure Nygaard’s (1905) general introduction to ON syntax. A superficial glance at Nygaard’s data might give the impression that popular- and learned-style are equally prominent in ON (although he actually devotes far less space to the latter). In my opinion, a closer look at the data will disabuse any researcher of such an assumption. It is no coincidence that studies with a stronger empirical basis (Lindblad 1943 and Helgander 1971) treat ‘learned-style’ RCs as a marginal phenomenon.

As discussed in Chapter 1 on the choice of sources, in my data both learned-style (The Book of homilies and Konungs skuggsiá) and popular-style (Eidsivating Code, Borgarting Code, Laxdæla saga) are represented. The data give a clear picture: learned-style RCs featuring relative pronouns are a very marginal phenomenon. In my data, I have found three examples in KS, two examples in OLA and two examples in HOM (all learned-style texts). The popular-style LAX doesn’t have a single example, nor do the legal texts.

I have therefore chosen to place less emphasis on these types of constructions, regarding them as something very marginal to ON and not really offering any insights into the syntactic nature of ON. The fact that they pop up at all does not seem a big mystery to me, given the prestige of the Latin language. Prior to 1300, most (or possibly all) scribes could also write Latin and it is likely that Latin was the language they learned to write in (Karl Gunnar Johansson, personal communication). Also, much of the literature was translated or modelled on foreign texts (this applies to The Book of homilies, for instance). Lack of any written ON norm might also have made scribes more susceptible to Latin patterns. Given that Latin uses relative pronouns with RC-internal case, a scribe might simply look for the closest ON counterpart to a Latin declinable relative pronoun and settle for sá or hverr. This could be done without performing any gross violations of the syntactic nature of ON. Sá lent itself to use as a relative pronoun since it very often occurs in RCs and like relative pronouns is declined. Hverr as a w-pronoun superficially more closely resembles the Latin relative pronoun qui (Heusler 1967:163). Hverr is also used in semi-free relatives (see Ch. 7). So, to repeat: The fact that such constructions appear at all in the data does not mean that they reflect syntactic characteristics of ON RCs. Lindblad (1943:174) is of the same opinion.

Comparative Germanic evidence can also be helpful here. According to Dal & Eroms (2014:239), the use of relative w-pronouns in Old High German is a result of Latin influence and “war aber ohne Stütze in der lebendigen Sprache und hat keine direkte Weiterentwicklung erfahren”. German did eventually acquire its own (free) relative w-pronouns (wer, was), but that is a later (Middle High German) development and not related to the OHG use of interrogative pronouns in relative contexts.70

And either way: in my data, regardless of style, relative complexes with relative pronouns are so much less frequent than particle RCs that I see no reason to give them equal weight. However, I return to this issue in Ch. 11, where the use of w-pronouns are discussed from a diachronic perspective.


6.3Maling (1977): ON resumptive pronouns are underlyingly relative pronouns

Maling (1977) argues that ON does have a relative pronoun, at least underlyingly:
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A ’resumptive’ pronoun like honum here is in Maling’s analysis always present on D-structure, but optionally deleted on S-structure. If it is a subject or object pronoun it is obligatorily deleted, according to Maling (1977:177). Wagener (2014:69) shows this assumption to be contradicted by the data, since ON resumptive pronouns are found both in subject and object function.

A more serious problem is the very low frequency of resumptive pronouns in my data. Compared to all the RCs with “deleted” pronouns, they are but a tiny fraction. If there is “optionality” between deletion and non-deletion why are non-deleted relative pronouns so rare? Another objection to Maling’s approach is that it sees resumptive pronouns merely as undeleted personal pronouns, failing to even account for when deletion occurs (cf. the “optionality” of the deletion rule).

Such an approach disregards the pragmatic and/or cognitively based role of resumptive pronouns. Ariel (1999) has formulated an account in terms of “noun-phrase accessibility”, a cognitive approach which postulates a correlation between how easily referents are retrieved from memory (their “accessibility”) and how phonologically “empty” or “full” the elements referring to them are. See Wagener (2014:147ff) and also Section 16.5 below.


6.4Sá – a relative pronoun?

Above I argued that the relative pronouns (with case from the RC) found in learned-style-RCs constitute an insufficient basis for claiming that ON had a relative pronoun, since they are extremely infrequent, even in presumably ‘learned-style’ texts.

However, disregarding ‘learned-style’ RCs as marginal does not necessarily settle the original question: Does ON have relative pronouns, and, more specifically, does sá have the characteristics of a relative pronoun? Cross-linguistically, demonstratives frequently take on functions as relative pronouns. This is particularly the case for Germanic: All the attested East- and West-Germanic languages have, or have had, a relative pronoun which is a cognate of sá. Such an example is German. The relative function of dem in the sentence below is clear: it receives case from inside the RC (dative), not from the main clause antecedent (nominative).

[image: ]

Three thorough investigations of Old Norse RCs – Lindblad (1943), Heusler (1967) and Helgander (1971:135) – all conclude that Old Norse did not have a relative pronoun. The traditional approach can be summed up in Heusler’s (1967:158) remark: ”Ein Relativpronomen kennt das echte Aisl. nicht.” However, Åfarli (1995:540) regards sá, including the ‘popular style’-variant, as a relative pronoun raised from inside the RC to a position on the left-edge of the RC. Julien (2005:210) suggests (albeit only in a footnote) that ‘popular-style’ sá is a relative pronoun which leaves the RC. So while Åfarli and Julien inherit the popular vs. learned-style distinction from Nygaard, they differ from him in also regarding popular-style sá as a relative pronoun.

There are both syntactic and semantic peculiarities pertaining to ON RCs that may be taken as evidence that sá is a relative pronoun. The nature of sá in RC-environments was given an extensive treatment in the previous chapter so I will just sum up the relevant points briefly:



	 Sá is extremely frequent in relative contexts, especially restrictive ones. In OLA, 77 % of all relative complexes feature sá. Old Swedish shows similar numbers (Lindblad 1943:46). Old Danish stands somewhat out, since hin is even more frequent than þæn before an RC (Diderichsen 1941:140; cf. also my data from SJÆ in Section 5.8.1). But even in Danish, only þæn – and never hin – can be used with non-unique reference (see Point 2).

	 Sá in relative contexts often seems to lack the ostensive character of non-relative anaphoric sá. It often seems to be void of any referential properties at all, in particular when it falls under the scope of a non-unique quantifier or heads an extra-posed non-restrictive RC.

	 Sá in relative contexts very often appears after the noun antecedent, unlike textual-situational sá. This point is linked with Point 2, since the non-ostensive use is far more common when sá occurs postnominally.

	 Sá may be extraposed and form a metric unit together with the RC, leaving the NP behind (but retaining the case assigned to it in the main clause). This is a frequent occurrence in my data.
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The extraposition data present a serious challenge for any analysis of ON RCs. They make it difficult to argue that sá is generated inside the NP antecedent. Lindblad (1953:29) argues that sá, when it is adjacent to the RC, is rhythmically connected to it and that this is reflected in punctuation, metric boundaries, and the amalgamation of sá and the relative particle er in saR.


6.5Arguments against treating sá as a relative pronoun

The properties summarized above clearly call for a special analysis of relative sá (as opposed to non-relative sá). It is clear that it stands in a special relation to the RC. This relation, however, is in my opinion not that of a relative pronoun to a gap inside the RC; sá is not an expression of NPREL. In my opinion, there are a number of reasons for stating conclusively that relative sá is not a relative pronoun.

6.5.1No arbitrary rules for deleting relative pronouns

English is a language that allows for relative pronouns to be deleted. However, this deletion is not arbitrary. In (standard) English for example, relative non-subject pronouns can undergo deletion, but subject pronouns cannot.


	(9)
	the squirrel (whom) she worshipped had a majestic posture





	(10)
	the squirrel *(who) instructed her had a majestic posture




Relative pronouns are overall typologically rare, but if we look at the more typologically prominent resumptive pronouns, their insertion or omission cross-linguistically is far from arbitrary: Ariel (1999) argues that it is connected to noun-phrase accessibility while Keenan & Comrie’s Accessibility Hierarchy (1977) relates it to syntactic function.

In ON, if sá were taken to be a relative pronoun, one would have to introduce arbitrary deletion rules, as there seems to be no guiding principles which govern the insertion or lack thereof of sá. There is no requirement that sá be inserted and examples of relative complexes without it are numerous, and not related to syntactic function. Sá can be inserted with all possible syntactic functions, but may also be omitted in the same environments.


6.5.2Complementarity with main clause elements: no relative complex. has both a pre- and a postnominal sá

While there are no environments that require sá, there are environments that exclude it. If the antecedent is modified by slíkr, sá-insertion seems to be impossible. The complementarity of these elements suggests that they occupy the same position. Since no one would dispute the noun-modifying status of slíkr, I take this as evidence that sá is generated in the main clause and hence not a relative pronoun.

There is, however, one way to save the analysis of sá as a relative pronoun from the above argument. In Section 5.7.4 above I discussed the correlation between the position of sá relative to the noun, and sá’s referential properties. I found that there is a tendency for postnominal sá to be referentially empty and prenominal sá to be ostensive. This might allow for a weaker version of the original hypothesis: postnominal sá is a relative pronoun (whereas prenominal sá is a demonstrative). However, there are strong reasons to discard also this hypothesis. As mentioned above, while there is a tendency for sá’s position to correlate with referential properties (or lack thereof), this is merely a tendency, as counterexamples are quite numerous.

Secondly, and most importantly, if prenominal sá and postnominal sá really are two different, homonymous items, one would expect them to co-occur, as they do in all Germanic languages (living and extinct) which have a relative pronoun based on a cognate of sá. Cf. the German example (6) above, examples from OHG in Curme (1912a:18ff) or the Gothic example given by Heusler (1967:161):
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Helgander gives a number of similar examples from Old English (1971:163f), Gothic (1971:179) and (12) from Old High German (Otfrid, taken from Helgander 1971:175):
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Helgander (1971:174f) takes this to be main criterion for deciding whether one has to do with a genuine relative use of the *so-/*to-pronoun.

There are no examples of the type *sá maðr sá er… in my data. Other authors have made similar observations (Heusler 1957:16171, Helgander 1971:150, Diderichsen 1941:156). Judging from this criterion, then, prenominal and postnominal sá are one and the same item and ON does not have a relative pronoun.


6.5.3Case properties

Sá almost always carries the case of the main clause antecedent, never the case of NPREL. The exception is the ‘learned-style’ use discussed above. (Lindblad (1953:31) notes that Old Swedish sa in non-restrictive relative complexes is sometimes assigned case from the RC. This is not the case with regard to ON, at least as far as my data are concerned.)

If one still were to regard sá a relative pronoun, this would make ON one of the extremely few languages to possess a relative pronoun that shows case agreement with the antecedent. According to Deutscher (2001:407) “[a] construction, in which the relative complementizer always agrees with the head-noun in the main clause, seems to be extremely rare across languages”. The extinct Semitic language Old-Akkadian studied by Deutscher is one example. Shopen’s typology (2007) does not mention any such language, and according to Deutscher, neither does Givón’s (1990) typology of RCs. An example frequently given (Keenan 1985:150; Comrie 1998:61) in the literature is literary Arabic (although Deutscher argues that the Arabic construction does not really qualify). Keenan & Comrie (1977:658) also mention the Kenyan language Nandi, studied by Creider & Creider (1989:133ff)) in this context. At any rate, it is beyond debate that relative pronouns that agree with main clause antecedents are close to linguistic sensations. There are good reasons for this rarity (Deutscher 2001:408): “This case-marking is counter-productive, because it clashes with natural clause boundaries and obstructs the recovery of the role of NPREL. […] the case of [the relative pronoun] is determined in the ‘wrong’ clause: the pronoun should be a part of the RC, but its case is assigned by the main clause. Within the RC, the case of [the relative pronoun] is entirely arbitrary, and can easily be in conflict with the role of NPREL.”

Deutscher however mentions one potentially beneficial function of such a pronoun: “the only potentially useful information that this case agreement could provide would be to clarify which noun in the main clause is the head of the RC, information which could be useful‚ if RCs were often extraposed.” A prediction here would be that sá-insertion is more common with extraposed RCs than otherwise. In my data, this prediction is not borne out. The construction type N(oun) [….] sá RC is far less frequent than sá N [….] RC or N sá [….] RC. There is no tendency that sá is more likely to be inserted if the RC is separated from the noun.

Finally, can the phenomenon of case attraction – well known from Early Germanic – explain why sá carries main clause case? Case attraction allows a relative pronoun to receive case from the main clause if the main clause case is more oblique/marked than the RC case. This Old High German example is from Pittner (1995:3):
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The FR-pronoun demo in (13) has main clause case, because dative is more marked than the nominative case it would receive from the RC.

The main difference between Old High German and ON is that the Old High German FR-pronoun in (13) only (or almost only) has main clause case when the main clause case is more marked, whereas ON sá takes case from the main clause regardless.
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In this example, the case assigned to the antecedent menn is nominative, while the case assigned to NPREL is accusative. In other words, the RC case is more marked than the main clause case. Still, sá carries the nominative case it has received from the main clause. Note also that sá is extraposed together with the RC and is thus separated from the antecedent menn. There is thus no reason to assume that the nominative case carried by sá results from any kind of ‘attraction’ to the main clause.


6.5.4Relative pronouns cannot be modified by adjectives

Analysing sá as a relative pronoun leaves examples where postnominal sá is followed by an adjective or a quantifier unaccounted for.
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If sá is a relative pronoun here, one has to assume that relative pronouns can be modified by an adjective. This is impossible in for instance English (the girl (*the stunning) whom I met while fox-hunting) and I cannot think of any European language where it would be allowed. The only way out then is to assume an otherwise unmotivated movement of sá from an RC-internal position to inbetween the noun and the adjective/quantifier. A more straight-forward analysis is to assume that sá is a determiner modifying/selecting the external head noun. As such, it can of course also co-occur with other modifiers.



6.6Other possibilities: sá generated to the left of the RC

On the basis of the sá’s behaviour in poetry, Heusler (1967:161) concludes that when sá is extraposed together with the RC, it belongs “rhythmisch zum Relativsatz als schwachtonige, proklitische Spitze.” This proclitic sá tends to be semantically empty. Given its phonological and semantic lightness, then, one is tempted to conclude that its primary function must be syntactic. However, Heusler says very little about the syntax of ‘proclitic’ sá, possibly because there does not seem to be very much to say: Heusler observes that semantically light sá can occur also prenominally, so there is no one-to-one relation between position and semantic properties.

Maling has the following to say about sá: “The demonstrative pronoun which optionally precedes the complementizer may be base-generated in that position, or else it may be generated by a copying rule, which may be identified with whatever rule produces appositives.” (1977:179)

To take the second possibility first, if postnominal sá is generated by a copying rule identified with “whatever rule produces appositives”, you would expect its distribution to be limited to non-restrictive (i.e. appositive) RCs. This is very far from being the case, cf. the restrictive RCs below:
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As for Maling’s other suggestion, that sá is base-generated to the immediate left of the RC, this seems to resemble Heusler’s idea that postnominal sá is a proclitic element (“spitze”) attached to the left end of the RC. Neither says anything about any possible function for sá in such a position, but this idea is perhaps still worth exploring: postnominal sá not as a relative pronoun, but an element generated externally to the RC that cliticizes itself to the relative complementizer.

Some diachronic facts might support such an analysis. In earlier sources, a form like saR is attested, for example in one of the attested Ancient Nordic RCs: saR þat bariuti ‘he that breaks it’ (Lindblad 1943:41). Lindblad (1943:113) argues that saR is simply er cliticized onto sa. However, in my (ON) data, forms like *sar do not occur at all, so it is hard to use this as an argument that sá was cliticized onto the RC in ON.

A problem both for Maling and for Heusler are the many examples where sá is postnominal but separated from the RC:
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Such examples are actually far more numerous that the ones where sá is adjacent to an extraposed RC. A subcategory of the examples above are cases where sá is postnominal but followed by other postnominal noun modifiers, cf. (15) and (16) above, where it is followed by an adjective. It can also be followed by a quantifier:
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In all the examples above, sá is postnominal, but not adjacent to the RC.

Another problem, especially for Maling, are facts from stacked RCs. If Maling is correct, and sá is either generated to the immediate left of the RC, or generated by a copying rule, then you would expect at least some constructions with stacked RCs to exhibit two occurrences of sá, one for each RC. In my data, this prediction is never borne out:
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In (23), insertion of a second þvi could even be motivated by a desire to avoid the complementizer er being adjacent to the homonymous present tense verb er. Still, þvi is not repeated, and this also applies to the other examples of stacking presented by my data. One should be cautious in putting too much emphasis on this argument due to the paucity of relevant examples. Suffice it to say that stacking RCs could have provided strong support for Maling’s hypothesis and fail to do so.

A way to save Maling’s hypothesis could perhaps be to postulate two different sá’s: one generated inside the antecedent NP – as exemplified by RCs where sá precedes the antecedent or by my examples from the previous paragraph – and one generated outside the antecedent noun phrase, exemplified by sentences where sá is extraposed together with the RC. There might not be any serious theoretical objections to such a proposal, but it leads to one prediction that is never borne out: If there are two differents sá’s – one internal to the antecedent NP and one external to it – then one would expect at least every once in a while to come across cases where both instantations of sá are realized, ( *sá maðr sá er…). As pointed out above, this never happens in my data, nor to my knowledge in anybody else’s.


6.7Relative pronouns in Middle Danish and Old Swedish

The MLD and OSW data do not seem to contradict the conclusions above. Lindblad’s study includes data from all the Early Nordic languages. He shows that sá (or its cognates) occasionally exhibits RC-case, if the RC is non-restrictive, probably because non-restrictive RCs have a looser connection to the antecedent (Lindblad 1943:173). His examples are mostly from EOSW or from the Runic data. Lindblad is clear, however, that sá is not a relative pronoun.

As regards the second argument, double occurences of sá are not attested in East Nordic either (Helgander 1971:128).

In OMLD, Diderichsen (1941:140) concludes, in his syntactic study of the Skaane law, that there are no certain examples where þæn has RC-case72. No examples of 2 x sá are mentioned either. However, Diderichsen mentions punctuation (comma almost always inserted before and not after þæn) and prosody as possible reasons for calling þæn an RC-internal element (1941:144). I believe the 2 x sá argument and the case argument carry more weight. It is true that sá in some cases seems prosodically to belong to the RC, but I have argued that this is not sufficient to conclude that it belongs syntactically to the RC (see Section 6.6).

What do my own data say about this? SJÆ offers a few intriguing examples, of which I mention two73:
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I do not find any reason to analyse them as involving relative pronouns. Crucially, in all cases, the relative complex is separated from its coreferent NP inside the main clause, so it is better to analyse them as adjoined relative complexes, where the second instance of thæn is the head of the RC, inserted to provide the adjoined RC with a head.

However, both Lindblad (1943:173) and Helgander (1971:150) give example of such double occurences of then from Early Modern Swedish:
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They both still hesitate to use the term ‘relative pronoun’, as it is distributionally very restricted: It cannot be used if NPREL is subject. Diderichsen (1941:150) questions the acceptability of similar examples from Early Modern Danish and attributes them to German influence. Anyway, this construction is clearly of a later date and hence not directly relevant for the discussion in this chapter.


6.8Conclusion

For the reasons presented in the previous sections I find an analysis that sees sá as generated either inside the RC or to the immediate left of it – but in both cases outside the antecedent NP – as leaving a lot to be desired. Both analyses leave unexplained substantial portions of my data, in my opinion. In other words: ON sá is not a relative pronoun.

If I were to rank the arguments presented in importance, I would attribute most weight to the complete lack of sá maðr sá er-sequences: pre- and postnominal sá are mutually exclusive. This sets ON and the other Nordic languages apart from the other Early Germanic languages, where such sequences are no rarity. The case argument is also important. One can argue, however, that the presumed existence of languages where relative pronouns take case from the main clause (cf. Section 6.5.3) shows that case alone cannot be a criterion. To that my reply is that it requires a thorough investigation of the relative pronouns in those languages to establish whether they are genuine relative pronouns, or only superficially relative pronouns (like ON sá). First and foremost, how do they fare with regard to the other criteria discussed in this chapter? It is beyond my competence to say anything about this, but contributions from other researchers would be welcome.

While this chapter firmly rejects the hypothesis that sá is a relative pronoun, it is still the case that sá in relative contexts displays unexpected properties. Since it has proven difficult to find any synchronic justification for the presence of sá in non-unique relative complexes, one should look for a diachronic explanation. It goes somewhat outside the scope of this book to dicuss this in detail, but I will present some hypotheses, taking as point of departure Lindblad’s (1943 and 1953) account.

Lindblad (1943:154ff) makes the observation that 1) sá is more frequent the older the source and 2) it is more likely to precede the RC directly. He sees this as evidence that sá originally was an obligatory part of the relative complex; sá + RC formed one syntactic unit. Punctuation, metrics and cliticization of the relative complementizer to sá (saR) all point towards such a conclusion (1943:164). The two oldest attested RCs in Nordic both include sá. (The other one, the Björketorp stone is almost identical to (27) (the Stentoften stone, Lindblad’s example).
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Lindblad hypothesizes that sá + RC originally followed appositively after a noun and had much the same function as an adjective phrase. He illustrates this point with two versions of the same sentence, taken from two different manuscripts (Lindblad 1943:170):
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Both involve postnominal modification featuring the determiner/demonstrative sá. In (28), sá heads an RC, in (29) an adjectival modifier. In both cases, the modifier is postnominal. Sá is proclitically attached to the relative clause (this is shown by its metrical properties in poetry) but it is not a relative pronoun. Sá and relative clause together form a unit much like [(noun) + sá/hinn + adjective]. This unit is nominal and has a function in the main clause; this explains why it has main clause case. (Remember also from Section 5.3.2 that Lindblad provides strong arguments that sá and not hinn is the original Ancient Nordic preadjectival article.)

According to Lindblad, the original Ancient Nordic RC did not feature a complementizer (Lindblad 1953:40ff). He notes that the complementizer is often missing in the earliest cources, including the two oldest attestations in Ancient Nordic (1953:39). It was introduced at a later point as a marker of subordination, possibly as a result of stylistic fronting becoming less obligatory (Lindblad 1953:45). (Stylistic fronting is not obligatory in the sources, but might have been at an earlier stage. Lindblad finds a correlation between stylistic fronting and er-insertion.)

One might go even further and suggest that (27) represents the original Proto-Germanic RC-construction and that sá in West-Germanic was reanalysed as a relative pronoun (with RC-case). In Nordic, this reanalysis did not take place.

If Lindblad’s analysis is correct, we have an explanation why sá appears also in non-unique contexts: This is a relic from a stage where it was an obligatory element of any relative complex.

I do not commit myself to Lindblad’s analysis, but wanted to present it, as his book represents the most thorough examination of the question of the Nordic RC-construction’s origin. Other proposals – both take a Germanic perspective – are Lehmann (1984) and Pittner (1995). Considerations of space prevent me from dealing with them in more detail, but I recommend the mentioned works to the reader.





7Free relative clauses and correlatives

7.1Introduction

This chapter offers a discussion of two related questions: Did ON have free RCs and/or correlative RCs?

The following terminology is used: FRs (free relative clauses, often called headless RCs) refer to RCs introduced by a w-word which originates inside the RC and is not coindexed with an external antecedent. I use the term ‘semi-FR’ for restrictive RCs like det hun gjorde, with an external, semantically void prop-antecedent (which can be either a w-word or a bare demonstrative). The w-word found in FRs I will refer to as a FR-pronoun. Both FR-pronouns and relative pronouns are generated inside the RC, but only the latter has an antecedent. (In modern Germanic, all FR-pronouns are w-pronouns, but this has not always been the case: in Old High German, for example, the FR-pronoun is a d-pronoun (cognate of sá) (Pittner 1995).

Finally, w-RCs are all RCs that involve a w-word, whether they are FRs or RC with external w-antecedents.

The purpose of this chapter is to give a synchronic analysis of FRs and semi-FRs as they manifest themselves in my ON data. For a more diachronic as well as cross-Germanic perspective, see Section 11.5.

In 2.4.3 I discussed FRs – i.e., RCs without a main clause antecedent – in MNO. True FRs – where there is no antecedent at all – exist, but are a marginal phenomenon. Instead, MNO speakers use semi-FRs. Semi-FRs are RCs that possess an antecedent, but this antecedent (usually a demonstrative) is a “prop-antecedent” which “just serve[s] as a filler, avoiding the empty antecedent of the true free relative” (Smits 1989:135).
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In the following, I will discuss RCs introduced by a bare demonstrative and try to determine whether they are true FRs (headless) or semi-FRs (headed). Special attention will be given to left-dislocated RCs, which are the strongest candidates for the FR-status. Finally, I will look at the far less frequent RCs introduced by a bare w-word, from the same angle.


7.2Old Norse relative clauses introduced by bare demonstrative: FRs or semi-FRs?

As regards ON, semi-FRs are very frequent, usually with a general (non-specific) interpretation:
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Specific semi-FRs are also possible:
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The semantic weakness of sá in this type of examples is underlined by the unavailability of a non-restrictive reading. I have not come across a single example where non-attributive sá is followed by a non-restrictive RC.

A possible argument against treating these constructions as semi-FRs is the observation that sá can be separated from er:
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However, as shown in Chapter 5 on sá’s referential properties, sá can be non-adjacent to the RC (as well as to the noun, if relevant) while at the same time being referentially empty.
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In (7), sá is arguably inserted purely in order to license a quantifier (margr) as head. In other words, the ability of sá to stand alone does not seem to correlate with any notion of referential strength. Although sá might be referentially void, it appears to be phonologically strong enough to appear on its own, without the need to cliticize itself onto referentially heavier material. I will thus conclude that non-attributive sá in the cases discussed in the above paragraphs is a semantically empty prop-antecedent and that the construction sá + RC can be regarded as a semi-FR along the lines of Smits (1989:135).

A more problematic case is posed by left-dislocated RCs without noun antecedents. They practically always have a general (animate) interpretation (“whoever…”), and are usually (but not always) followed by a recapitulating pronoun in the main clause. Are they FRs (no antecedent) or semi-FRs (prop-antecedent)?

[image: ]

[image: ]

This leaves us with two alternatives: Are they semi-FRs – with sá functioning as a prop-antecedent – or “true” FRs with no antecedent at all?

They might resemble true FRs since the element introducing the RC (sá) seems to get its case from inside the RC, not inside the main clause. This is apparent in (9), where the left-dislocated sá is in the nominative, whereas the resumptive main clause element is in the genitive.74 This can leave the impression that sá in the left-dislocated RCs is originates inside the RC, since it apparently has the case of the RC, not the main clause. I will argue against such an interpretation.

First, case properties of left-dislocated RCs are not a reliable indicator of whether something is a relative pronoun or not. Most importantly, left-dislocated elements tend to have default nominative case, regardless of the syntactic role of the resumptive element inside the main clause. This phenomenon is known also from other Germanic languages (as nominativus pendens, see e.g. Dal & Eroms 2014:213). It is very common for left-dislocated nominal elements to have default nominative case in the so-called Hanging Topic Left-Dislocation. This is the case with regard to hanging topic left-dislocation in Modern Icelandic (Smits 1989:161) and is normal also in German (Riemsdijk 1997:5):
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Furthermore, in Early Germanic, there is a phenomenon known as “inverse attraction” (Pittner 1995:3), allowing (main clause) nouns to be assigned case from inside the RC. Case attraction is a well-known phenomenon in the history of the Germanic languages: Usually, it manifests itself by allowing a relative pronoun to agree with a main clause case assigner if the main clause case is more marked than the RC case. But the opposite phenomenon is also attested, hence the term ‘inverse attraction’. Inverse attraction seems to be extremely uncommon in ON, but I have found two possible examples in my data. They thus behave in accordance with the case attraction principle.
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In (11), þa ræðu has accusative case although the relative complex as a whole functions as a left-disloated main clause subject, which warrants nominative case. It is likely that þa ræðu has accusative from the RC verb heyrða. (This is the only accusative case assigner present.) Note that accusative is a more marked case than nominative. This could then be a case of ‘inverse attraction’. In (12), hværn is clearly assigned accusative case from inside the RC. In this example, the left-dislocated constituent has no function inside the main clause at all. One could still expect it to display default nominative case. Since it doesn’t, this may be another instance of inverse attraction. Alternatively, the left-dislocated constituents in (11) and (12) can be analysed as correlative RCs. I refer the reader to Section 7.4, where the possible existence of an ON correlative construction is discussed. Let me just make clear that (11) and (12) represent the only examples of this kind in my data.

There is also an example where non-nominative sá in a left-dislocated RC seems to receive case from the main clause, not from inside the RC:
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	dyrðar
	(HOM30.10)


	honour
	


	‘And those that care for these things in faithfulness and truth will receive eternal honour as a reward’




In the above example, sá is assigned dative case from the main clause verb heita, not nominative from the RC verb varðveita75. However, such examples are very hard to come by. In cases where the left-dislocated RC is not the main clause subject, a recapitulating pronoun is almost always inserted – with the appropriate case – in the main clause, while the sá introducing the left-dislocated RC gets nominative case. In other words, a less marked version of (13) should look something like this:


	(14)
	en þæir er þessa luti varðvæita í tru ok sanlæic. Þæim er hæitit lounum æilifrar dyrðar




I will conclude so far that non-attributive sá in left-disclocated semi-FRs is external to the RC: it has either default nominative case or – very rarely – main clause case76. I will in other words not consider left-dislocated relative complexes to be FRs. Instead, they can be analyzed as semi-FRs, with sá serving as a lexically light prop-antecedent. Note that such a prop-antecedent presumably serves a useful function in ON; a corresponding sentence without any antecedent whatsoever is not attested in my data (*er a hann trvir. hann ma lifa með ænglum), unless it has a temporal meaning (see Ch. 9).77


7.3‘True’ FRs

A ‘true’ FR is an RC without any external head (hence the often-used term ‘headless RC’). Above, I have tried to show that ON RCs introduced by the bare demonstrative sá are not FRs: they were found to have an external head (sá). But across Germanic, FRs are usually more associated with RCs introduced by w-words. In the following, I will take a look at such FRs in ON, with an aim to determine whether the w-word is external or internal to the RC. If the w-word is external, it can be regarded as an indefinite pronoun taking an RC as its complement (cf. Lindblad 1943:27ff). If it is internal, we must view it as some kind of relative pronoun.

First, a line has to be drawn between FRs and indirect questions. The former function as noun phrases, whereas the latter are clausal complements selected by certain verbs, like hver kona sú væri in Jórunn spurði, hver kona sú væri (LAX31.7).

The most common w-pronoun in RC-contexts is hverr (‘every’). Here, we are clearly not dealing with an FR-structure: Hverr is an external antecedent for the RC. First, it can modify a noun antecedent:
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Second, it can be followed by sá. As sá is a main clause element (see Ch. 6), this means that hverr must be as well.
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Third, it can be separated from the subclause:
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The strongest candidate for the ‘true FR’ label in ON are sentences introduced by hvat:
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Especially (18) is a strong candidate: Here, the w-word hvat is assigned accusative case from the RC verb segia (‘say’) and not genitive case from the main clause preposition til. Note that the RC case is less marked than the main clause case, so this cannot be an instance of case attraction (Pittner 1995:3ff). It is also worth mentioning that the relative complementizer is missing, something which is otherwise extremely rare in my ON data. However, one cannot rule out a reading of (18) as an indirect question, meaning something like ‘find out what the Holy Books say’. If that is the case, then (18) can be seen as a so-called bridging construction: a construction with a surface structure compatible with two different analyses and therefore vulnerable to reanalysis.

Given the rarity of such examples, and the sources (The Book of homilies and The King’s mirror), it is tempting to see them as a manifestation of ‘learned style’ (cf. Section 6.2) more than as an authentic ON phenomenon. This conclusion seems to be more or less in line with Lindblad (1943:56), who argues that this use of hvat “is alien to the earliest Scandinavian” (my translation), but can occasionally be found in younger sources.

Far more frequent are constructions introduced by a specialized generalising w-pronoun, most commonly hvatki or hvatvetna:
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Note that all examples exhibit er-insertion, which might speak against an FR-analysis (Smits 1989:140ff). However, I will not use er-insertion as a criterion. In ON (and Early Germanic languages in general), w-words that are unequivocal relative pronouns often co-occur with complementizers:
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It is beyond discussion that hverju above is a relative pronoun, which does not stand in the way of a complementizer being inserted. In ON, this is actually the rule rather than the exception. Hence, lack of er-insertion can not be a defining characteristic of FRs in ON. We thus need to look for other criteria.

The hvivitna-example (24) provides some evidence for a main clause reading, since it is assigned dative case from the main clause preposition af and not accusative case according to its function in the RC. (However, since dative is more marked than accusative, this could be an instance of case attraction.)

More conclusive evidence is provided by these two examples:
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Here, sá is inserted between hvætvætna and the RC. Since we have established independently that sá in RC-environments is a main clause element (cf. Ch. 6), this leaves little doubt that hvætvætna also belongs to main clause. (There is no instance in my data of a w-word occuring after sá.)

Lindblad (1943:27ff) argues that ON w-RCs are not FRs, but RCs with indefinite pronouns as antecedents. Central to his argument is the claim that w-words like hvatki, hvargi and hvívitna can appear on their own as indefinite pronouns. He gives a few examples and similar examples are found in Old Norse dictionaries (see for example Heggstad et al. 2008:304 for hvatki). According to Iversen (1961:123) and Heggstad et al. (2008:303), also ON hvat can be used as an indefinite pronoun. Also in my data, such generalizing w-pronouns/adverbs may occur independently78:
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This analysis is supported by the fact that similar indefinite w-pronouns are found in all Early Germanic languages and in many other Indo-European languages, like the Slavic family, Latin and Lithuanian (Helgander 1971:200ff, Haspelmath 1997:171ff).

[image: ]

Also semantically, there is no reason to posit a separate FR-category for ON. The ON w-RC is generalizing, but this is fully predicted by the semantics of the antededent: Indefinite w-pronouns in European languages are generally restricted to non-specific contexts (Haspelmath 1997:173). Semantically, non-specific w-RCs are identical to non-specific RCs headed by a bare demonstrative sá.

The biggest challenge for this analysis is perhaps presented by the case facts. Lindblad notes that the w-words always have RC-case when the RC appears sentence-initially. However, his only ON example is this one:

[image: ]

Left-dislocated RCs were discussed above and there is no reason to analyse (32) any differently from left-dislocated RCs introduced by sá. Huærr has default nominative case, as is the rule for left-dislocated constituents in ON, regardless of the case of the resumptive pronoun in the main clause (þæim here has dative) and regardless of what element serves as head of the left-dislocated clause. In (33), the left-dislocated RC is headed by a demonstrative, but its case behaviour is identical to huærr in (32) above.
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	æilifrar
	glatanar
	(HOM5.5)


	eternal
	damnation
	


	‘Those who are at peace with themselves in their sinfullness, the peace of Christ sends them to eternal damnation’




Hværn in the left-dislocation example (12) in Section 7.2 above might provide better evidence for Lindblad’s claim, but an account in terms of inverse case attraction is also possible.

In my ON data, I have not come across other, non-left-dislocated examples where a w-pronoun looks as though it is assigned case from the RC. In (34), huernn has accusative case from the main clause and not nominative case from the RC:

[image: ]

Also from a comparative Germanic perspective, the case properties of left-dislocated constituents cannot be used as a diagnostic for whether something is a relative pronoun or not. The w-word in Old English generalizing RCs always bears main clause case, but if the RC is left-dislocated it carries RC-case (Allen 1980:113ff, Harbert 2007:467f). In other words, the fact that an element can escape main clause case when it appears in a left-dislocated constituent does not automatically make it a relative pronoun.

The alternative, FR-analysis given of ON W-RCs (see for instance Falk & Torp (1900:247)) is that they are originally indirect questions, which were then reanalysed as FRs, with a “generalizing” relative particle inserted. I follow Lindblad in rejecting this analysis. W-words like hvatki and hvargi are themselves generalizing so there should be no need to insert yet another generalizing element.

Finally, a few locational examples pose problems for a non-FR approach:
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Note that the meaning of the highlighted w-word in all examples is generalizing (‘wherever’). In the next chapter, it will be shown that hvar’s d-counterpart, þar is almost exclusively restricted to specific reference. In other words, there was a semantic vacancy for a generalizing adverb in relative contexts. Many scholars have noted that a language may have relative locational adverbs even if it doesn’t have relative pronouns79, so there is nothing unusual about Old Norse in this respect.80 In fact, it would then pattern with MNO, which has a relative adverb hvor but, at least in colloquial use, no relative pronouns.

However, it is also possible to analyse (35)–(37) as involving external antecedents. Hvar and hvaðan are attested as independent locational adverbs in Early Nordic (Lindblad 1943:36). These accounts are not mutually exclusive: It is possible that one has to do with two different elements, hvar as a main clause adverb and hvar as a relative adverb.

In conclusion, my ON data support Lindblad’s view that the term ‘free relative clauses’ is not applicable to generalizing RCs in Early Nordic81, 82. Instead of seeing the w-word introducing the RC as a relative pronoun, it must be regarded as a relative antecedent, belonging to the main clause. Since these w-words also had an independent existence as indefinite pronouns, they were capable of serving as heads for a following RC. Semantically and syntactically, they share many properties with RCs headed by a bare demonstrative (sá): they are generalizing and their introductory word has main clause case. In her analysis of free relatives in Old English, Allen (1980:108ff) lands on the same analysis for both of these types of generalizing RCs: the w-word, just like the demonstrative, in such clauses is not a relative pronoun but an external head. A further piece of evidence is that Old English w-RCs admit preposition stranding, something which relative pronouns do not allow in earlier stages of English83. These w-words thus cannot be relative pronouns. Allen still uses the term ‘free relative’, but her own analysis suggests that perhaps a different term should be developed, since Old English “free” RCs were shown to be like other RC in having an external antecedent. Lindblad (1943:39) is more explicit in rejecting the FR-label unless the antecedent is internal to the RC, i.e. is a relative pronoun.

Hvatki and hvatvetna did not survive ON. Hvat did, however, and in Section 11.5 I argue that it evolved into a proper FR-pronoun. The hvat-examples (18)–(20) above may be seen as the first signs of such a development, but they represent a very marginal phenomenon in ON compared to semi-FRs headed by sá.


7.4Correlative RCs in Old Norse?

The topic of this section is a construction very common in ON, especially in learned-style and legal texts (much less so in the sagas): A left-adjoined semi-FR headed by sá or, less commonly, by hverr is resumed inside the main clause, usually by a personal pronoun (38):
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The aim of this section is to investigate whether the left-adjoined structure in (38) is a correlative RC. A brief introduction and some typological issues were presented in 2.2.2.

The discussion in this section to some extent overlaps with the discussion of whether ON had genuine FRs. It was concluded that it does not – which ought to settle the issue also with regard to correlatives, since correlatives are assumed to be of the same type as FRs (Srivastav 1991). If ON did not have FRs, it cannot have had correlative RCs either. However, I would still like to provide additional arguments why ON left-adjoined sá er-clauses are not correlative RCs. This is interesting in itself, because superficially they look very much like correlatives in that they are left-adjoined and resumed by a coreferent element inside the main clause. Indeed, as will be elaborated upon below, Srivastav (1991) assumes that all left-adjoined RCs are essentially correlatives. Moreover, the discussion on correlatives can also be seen as further corroboration of the conclusion drawn in the previous section. To put it differently, if it turns out that left-adjoined sá er-structures in ON actually have all the properties of correlative RCs, it would provide a very strong argument against the (non-FR) analysis in the previouos section. Showing that these constructions do not involve correlative RCs thus further supports the conclusion that ON did not have FRs.

Lehmann (1984:368ff) argues that a correlative construction existed in Proto-Indo-European. The Proto-Indo-European correlative construction, however, featured a left-adjoined RC with a w-pronoun and a correlative demonstrative inside the main clause. This makes it different from the ON example, where the left-adjoined structure is introduced by a demonstrative (sá) and resumed by a personal pronoun. The alleged Proto-Indo-European type is not found in ON.

Correlatives are also found in modern Indo-European languages, for instance Bulgarian and Indic languages. The most standard examination of their syntax and semantics is Srivastav (1991), which is based on data from Hindi. A useful typological overview is found in Liptāk (2009). It is Srivastav’s understanding of correlative RCs that will form the basis of my discussion. Correlatives in a wider sense – used about pairs of words like the… the… (the more you work, the less you earn), if… then… etc. – are found in all Germanic languages also today and were also found in ON. They are not the topic of this discussion. Moreover, there is, of course, more than one way to define correlative RCs, but I will stick to the one used by Srivastav. Srivastav (1991:640) herself writes that her analysis is “presented as if it applied to all languages reported to have the correlative construction”.

Srivastav argues that correlatives represent a fundamentally different type of RC-construction compared to the headed, postnominal one. A postnominal RC is a set-denoting term which is intersected with the antecedent noun; syntactically, it modifies the noun. The correlative construction, by contrast, does not involve noun modification. Instead, a left-adjoined RC quantifies over a variable inside the main clause. Srivastav (1991:655) argues that only nominals with demonstratives can function as such variables. (In languages which allow pro-drop, this demonstrative can be null). In relation to this, correlative constructions have a special ‘maximalizing’ semantics. “Maximalization means that correlatives always refer to a maximal individual that has the property denoted by the relative clause” (Liptāk 2009:8). This is why correlative RCs are incompatible with indefinite/non-unique determiners.

The quantificational semantics of correlative RCs is linked to their syntax: They are left-adjoined as opposed to embedded or right-adjoined. Thus, Srivastav distinguishes between two fundamentally different – syntactically and semantically – types of RCs:

The relative clause is associated with two semantic types - a predicative term whose value is a set of individuals and a generalised quantifier whose value is a set of sets of individuals. Right-adjoined and embedded relative clauses are of the first type, left-adjoined relatives of the second kind. (Srivastav 1991:672)

The question that will be examined in this chapter is thus whether left-adjoined structures in ON, exemplified by (38), confirm Srivastav’s hypothesis. Are they true correlatives that involve quantificational binding?

First of all, the typical left-adjoined RC in ON is headed by sá and not by a w-pronoun. Another difference is the fact that the correlative element inside the main clause is a personal pronoun. In fact, Wiltschko (1998:166ff), relying on German and English data, argues that only personal pronouns can be bound variables. For instance, demonstratives cannot be bound by a quantifier (example from Wiltschko 1998:144):
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In Hindi and the other languages discussed by Srivastav, demonstratives can be bound by a quantifier (assuming that Srivastav’s analysis that correlative RCs are quantifiers is correct). It thus seems that we are dealing with cross-linguistic variation here. A perhaps interesting observation is that in ON, while the main clause correlative element is normally a personal pronoun, a demonstrative is also possible here. This happens only exceptionally though.
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A bigger obstacle to a correlative interpretation of (38) and (40) is that it would mean that the left-adjoined sá er… is not a relative complex with sá as antecedent but a correlative clause, i.e. some kind of internally headed RC. The internally headed-analysis makes sense with regard to Hindi, where the left-adjoined RC may feature a noun (in addition to the w-determiner). Srivastav’s example and notation (1991:647):
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Also the ON construction may feature a noun. Is (41) equivalent to an ON example like (42)? In other words, is sa maðr er a hæsti skal bæriazk an internally headed RC?

[image: ]

An internal head, of course, is assigned case from inside the RC. This would mean that sa maðr in (43) has nominative case because it is the subject of skal. But another analysis, as we have seen, is to argue that left-dislocated NPs in Germanic have default nominative case. Since practically all left-dislocated RCs have subject gaps anyway, it is difficult to test which of these analyses is the right one. But the default case-analysis is supported also by independent evidence: Not only relative complexes, but also ordinary NPs have default nominative case if they are left-dislocated. The correlative analysis, of course, applies only to RCs.

In the section on FRs, I discussed the example (11) which may invite a correlative interpretation, repeated here as (43):
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Here, Þa ræðu seems to get accusative case from inside the RC. Since the case is accusative it cannot, obviously, be an instance of default nominative case. But I suggested another analysis, inverse case attraction, which seems to me more plausible than assuming an internally headed RC. Above all, the inverse attraction-hypothesis does not have all the far-reaching implications of the correlative analysis.

Another problem is that sá under a correlative analysis would have to be a relative pronoun (cf. Liptāk 2009:7). It has been amply demonstrated in Ch. 6 that it is not.

I believe that the ON construction discussed in this chapter is not a correlative one. It does not involve left-adjunction of an internally headed RC, but rather left-adjunction of an externally headed relative complex. The question that now needs to be addressed is whether the type of left-dislocation structure we have been discussing so far has properties that separate if from other types of left-dislocation found in ON, like the one in (44):
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	(44)
	represents a type of left-dislocation that can be found also in MNO (and PDE):
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This type of left-dislocation involves binding of a resumptive personal pronoun inside the main clause. This binding is not of the quantificational type, since proper names are not quantifiers. Basically, any kind of nominal – relative complexes as well as regular NPs – can be left-dislocated in MNO and ON. The sole exception seems to be specific indefinites84.

One can, as Srivastav appears to do, argue that all left-dislocated NPs involve quantification. This is linked to Srivastav’s claim that they always have to be definite. This seems to be a correct generalization, if one by ‘definite’ means ‘maximalizing’. The apparent counter-examples, the generic indefinites85, can be considered definite in the sense that they pick out a maximal set.

But even if it is true that all left-dislocated elements have to be definite (in the sense of picking out a maximal set), does this mean that they have to quantify over a variable inside the main clause? Remember, Srivastav argues that all left-adjoined RCs actually involve quantificational binding, since she assumes that “a definite is quantificational” and that left-adjoined RCs represent “a quantificational structure in which the relative clause binds the nominal” (Srivastav 1991:653).

It is not immediately clear to me what kind of quantificational binding is involved in (44) and (45). If we now return to the ON example that was the starting-point for this discussion, does it have to involve quantificational binding?
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Irrefutable evidence that quantificational binding is involved would be if it was resumed by a partitive NP in the main clause. This is possible in Hindi (Srivastav 1991:648):
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I have not found any such exampes in my ON data, although left-dislocated relative structures in general are extremely common (especially in HOM). Nor have I come across any such examples in the other literature on ON RCs. But, of course, it can never be ruled out that such examples would show up in an even larger corpus. Interestingly, such examples are found in the MLN data; see Section 11.5.

A more serious difficulty is posed by the absence of locality effects. Srivastav (1991:680) argues that the correlative demonstrative, as a variable, must be locally bound and is hence sensitive to island effects. Liptāk (2009:15) shows that Hindi correlative RCs cannot bind a variable that is situated inside a syntactic island. Thus, if quantificational binding is involved in the ON case, one would expected sentences like (48) to be ruled out as island violations.
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Indeed, the left-dislocated relative complex does not even have to be coreferent with a main clause NP:
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All of this might suggest that ON left-adjoined relative complexes represent some kind of aboutness topic, which does not require co-reference. At any rate, they differ from left-adjoined RCs in Hindi in significant ways and seem to provide a counterexample to Srivastav’s claim that left-adjoined RCs always involve quantificational binding. The left-adjoined RCs in ON are not internally headed, but are embedded inside a relative complex. They may intersect with a noun to form the relative phrase; syntactically, this represents noun modification. There is thus no reason to assume that they are any different in nature from RCs that are embedded inside the main clause (or right-adjoined).

Above, it was shown that the resumptive element inside the main clause in ON is (normally) a personal pronoun, not a demonstrative. Srivastav (1991:679) herself argues that the correlative demonstratives inside the main clause in Hindi correlative constructions are not resumptive pronouns. Resumptive pronouns, unlike the Hindi correlative demonstratives, are not constrained by subjacency/island effects. One could thus see the personal pronoun in the ON example (46) as a resumptive pronoun as opposed to a variable that needs to be locally bound.

The maximalizing left-dislocated relative complexes exemplified above alternate with centre-embedded RCs (although the latter are less common in HOM). Semantically, these sentences are no different from the left-dislocated examples:
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In conclusion, ON left-adjoined sá er-structures are not correlative RCs, at least not in the sense of Srivastav (1991) and Liptāk (2009). I have tried to show that 1) ON did not have FRs and 2) ON left-adjoined sá er-structures do not have the properties of correlative RCs. The findings of the section on correlatives can be seen as corroboration of the conclusions in the section on FRs, since correlative RCs are essentially assumed to be FRs in Srivastav (1991).

The issue of correlative RCs with be revisited in Part II, where the MLN and the MLD data are examined with this in mind.




8Locational clauses

ON RCs and ON adverbial clauses share the common property of being introduced by the complementizer er. How can we tell them apart? This question is discussed by Heusler (1967: 156), who maintains that there is ‘no fixed boundary’86 between relative and adverbial subclauses. The sentences below (Heusler’s examples) can then be seen as representing an adverbial-relative continuum.
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Let us return to the definition (1) of a (restrictive) RC inc 2.2.1, repeated here as (4):


	(4)
	A relative clause (RC) is a finite subordinate clause which delimits the reference of an NP by specifying the role of the referent of that NP in the situation described by the RC.




This definition stresses the nominal character of relative complexes: both the antecedent and the relative gap must be nominal. Applying this definition, we find that (1) above is not an RC, since the antecedent is not an NP, but the adverb þar. (2) is straightforwardly an RC, whereas the status of (3) is less clear, depending on what one chooses to see as the antecedent. Restricting the RC-label to clauses with a nominal antecedent might seem somewhat arbitrary. Structurally, they seem to be the same, in that an external antecedent binds an empty position. With regard to ON, both nominal RCs and adverbial clauses seem to require er- (or som-)insertion. Moreover, both nominal RCs and adverbial clauses appear to allow non-restrictive modification in addition to a restrictive one – this is a property that sets them apart from comparative clauses. I thus see no good reason to restrict the discussion only to clauses with nominal antecedents. As long as one is dealing with a main clause antecedent that is co-referent with an empty position inside a subclause I think one is justified in using the label ‘relative clause’ regardless of whether the antecedent is nominal or adverbial. Thus, I follow the approach taken by Lindblad (1943:24ff), who distinguishes between two types of RCs: nominal (‘kasuell’) and adverbial RCs.

Let us return to (1), Þeir kómo þar er hann bió. (5) is an equivalent example from my data:
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Since the verb búa (‘live’) obligatorily takes a locational complement it is clear that the embedded clause contains a gap. The antecedent, however, is not a noun phrase, but the locational adverb Þar. It is thus an adverbial RC.

The type exemplified by (1) can be contrasted with (2) Þeir kómo at bø þeim er hann bió í. Uncontroversially, clauses like (2) are nominal RCs. One very clear piece of evidence that they are nominal and not adverbial is the fact that they allow preposition stranding: The gap following a stranded preposition can only be a noun phrase. (6) is an example from my data:
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Note also that sá might appear postnominally. Postnominal sá is, as we already know from Section 5.7.4, typical in RC contexts, but rare otherwise. This shows that there is no reason to treat examples like (6) any differently from other RCs.

Finally, we have Type 3, the ‘hybrid’, Heusler’s bö þar er hann bió.
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Type 3 does not usually have any stranded preposision in the subclause, cf. the examples above. In such cases, we must assume they have adverbial gaps, i.e. the antecedent in (12) is þar and not rums. They are thus more like Type 1 than Type 2.

As I see it, two analyses are possible: One is to see þar as a relative adverb (i.e. as an element generated inside the RC and fronted). However, this approach invites the question why þar can only (or almost only) be used non-restrictively. Also, no other D-words are used relatively in ON. An interesting observation is that þar never co-occurs with sá, which suggests that þar in RC contexts still has a lot of its demonstrative force intact (which then makes it difficult for it to cooccur with another demonstrative).87 Moreover, there are never two instances of þar in the same relative complex.

A second and in my opinion preferable option is to see þar, when it is corefererent with a preceding NP, as some kind of resumptive adverb co-referent with the main clause prepositional phrase. If one wishes to draw parallells to MNO, I think the ON type exemplified by (7)–(12) are roughly similar to the MNO non-restrictive der som-construction:

[image: ]

They must be kept apart from the MNO restrictive der-clause, however.
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This restrictive use of þar is very rare in my ON data, although it is attested:
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It is possible that it has arisen through some kind of reanalysis of the non-restrictive use and that this use of þar might be of a relatively new character in ON. It became much more common in later stages of Norwegian. It seems likely that þar has been reanalysed as a relative adverb.

Þar also had a locational w-counterpart hvar:
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Cf. also examples (35)–(37) from Ch. 7.3. In the few examples featuring a locational w-adverb (hvar or hvaðan), the RC is generalizing (‘wherever’). Þar, on the other hand, is never generalizing. This suggests that it is in complementary distribution with hvar. As I argued in the previous chapter (on FRs), hvar may be considered an RC-internal element, i.e. a relative adverb. If this is the case, and if the analysis of Þar given above is one the right track, Þar and hvar differed not only in their meaning (spescific vs. generalizing) but also in their syntax: The former is a main clause element, the latter an RC-internal element.

Finally, there are a few examples (all from OLA) that feature both þar and preposition stranding. This can be seen as a fourth type, not discussed by Heusler (1967).
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Lindblad (1943:26) sees them as representing a contamination between Type 2 and Type 3. Language is often redundant; (17) expresses the locational component both on the antecedent and inside the RC.




9Temporal clauses

9.1Do temporal clauses have a relative structure?

In the discussion of locational clauses, we used preposition stranding as a diagnostic for whether we were dealing with an adverbial or a nominal antecedent. This method works less well with regard to temporal clauses, since temporal prepositions are very rarely stranded in my ON data. Only two examples, both from OLA, have been found:

[image: ]

[image: ]

The seeming near-impossibility of preposition stranding in temporal RCs is in itself is an interesting fact. The most straight-forward explanation is perhaps that prepositions are much more easily dispensed with in general before nouns with a temporal meaning than before nouns with a locational meaning:
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In (3), a preposition á may optionally be inserted (á þeim dægi), but it makes no contribution to the meaning. Nouns used to express location, by contrast, need a preposition, cf. the impossibility of omitting the preposition í in (4).
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ON has only remnants of case used to express locational meanings (though this has been possible in earlier stages of Ancient Nordic/Proto-Germanic, see f.ex. Lindblad’s (1943:151f) discussion of an old locational use of the genitive).

ON clauses headed by temporal nouns also have other properties that separate them from regular RCs. While there are plenty of RCs with a locational meaning which have sá appearing postnominally, cf. (5), this is (almost88) never the case with temporal clauses in my data (cf. (6) and (7)):
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This is striking, given the wealth of data, as postnominal sá is otherwise typical of RC-contexts (in OLA, sá is postnominal in 62 % of such examples, cf. Table 1). The lack of postnominal sá may suggest that the sá found in temporal NP antecedents is not the sá so frequently found in nominal relative complexes, but rather a truly demonstrative element which is needed for independent reasons. One such reason can be the need to turn a noun into an element that functions adverbially. Nouns like day and time seem to require some kind of ‘grounding’ in order to take on adverbial functions.89 Such ostensive demonstratives are usually prenominal in my data, as opposed to the non-ostensive sá often found in relative contexts. Note that in phrases like á þeim dægi the preposition is redundant, as shown by þann dag in example (3) above. This means that the noun phrases have acquired adverbial functions90.

All this seems to suggest that ON clauses headed by temporal noun phrases do not have an RC-structure (although this is clearly a subject in need of more research). The corollary of this is that er in temporal contexts is not really, or not always, a relative particle. This is the topic for the next section. However, before taking on that question, I would like to make an observation with regard to restrictiveness in temporal er-clauses: This seems to vary with whether their antecedent is sá + noun or a noun in the definite form (and no sá). I have examined OLA with this in mind and it turns out that whenever the antecedent is a definite noun the RC is interpreted non-restrictively.
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In these examples, and the others with a definite noun as antecedent, the er-clause provides additional information. So in (8), not ‘the autumn he went east’ but ‘in the autumn, when he went east.’ (10) is perhaps the best example to illustrate this, as a restrictive reading would mean that there was only one night when the men fell asleep. The context as well as the MNO translation given in Flokenes (2006:71) makes very clear that only a non-restrictive readingis possible. Similarly, in (11), there is not only one spring when the ice melts. The same goes for the other examples; I have consulted Flokenes’ (2006) MNO translation to make sure that the non-restrictive reading is correct. I have actually not come across any clear examples of a definite temporal noun followed by a restrictive RC in OLA. It thus seems that a definite temporal noun does not take scope over an RC. The generalization cannot be extended to non-temporal RCs, though, cf. the restrictive RC in (12):
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9.2Er – relative or temporal complementizer?

The role of er calls for a comment. If er is a relative particle, why is it obligatory in temporal er-clauses, which, as has just been argued, are not RCs? This is not a problem in itself; it is a cross-linguistic fact that relative particles often perform double duty as particles in both adverbial and relative clauses (Hendery 2012:97). Moreover, ON er can be said to be less of a strictly relative particle and more of a general connective or subordinator, cf. Lindblad’s (1943:149) characterisation of er as a “lexically empty connective, which establishes a relation between a clause and a nominal concept”91.
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Hence, I do not see the presence of er in temporal er-clauses as a problem for the analysis suggested here. ON er is a flexible element, sometimes even found as a nominal complementizer (replacing at). By contrast, sem seems to lack such connectiveness properties; it cannot replace er in (13) above, for example. This could explain the lack of sem after temporal nouns and adverbs.92

There is one set of data that is left unexplained by this analysis. If er is merely a connective, why does it so frequently introduce temporal clauses on its own, without being preceded by a temporal NP or an adverb like þá?
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Such bare er-clauses are extremely common. I counted all the occurrences of temporal clauses in Chs. 1–61 in OLA and found 60 instances of bare er-clauses. In comparison, 62 instances were found where er follows another time adverb, like þá (most commonly) or þegar, and 15 where the er-clause is linked to a temporal NP in the main clause.

Note that it can also occur sentence-initially, cf. (15), which is unexpected for a connective. It seems that in this use, which is extremely frequent, er has acquired the semantics of a temporal complementizer (cf. English when). It is also interesting that it is almost always er and practically never sem which appears after temporal adverbs/noun phrases. For example, while þá er has dozens of attestations in my data, I have not come across þá sem. Sem is also highly unusual in the use represented by (14) and (15) above.93

The alternative to using a bare er-clause in (14) and (15) is to use a clause introduced by þá er. Here, þá can be said to carry the temporal content, while er again is best seen as some kind of connective/subordinator. Given the frequency of the þá er collocation, it is possible that some of the lexical content of þá was transferred to er. Once er was thus lexically enriched, it became possible to omit þá and let er serve as a temporal complementizer in its own right.94

Er can complement þá in that it – unlike þá – is not ostensive. It is thus more suited for non-deictic temporal reference, for instance when the point is merely to create some kind of temporal backdrop to another, more important event. Þá, on the other hand, still had plenty of its ostensive force intact, which might be the reason why it is still very uncommon as a complementizer on its own right (i.e. without being followed by er) in the ON data (Bjerre 1935:139). Its ostensive force is shown by its ability to be reinforced by at eins (‘only’) or used in a contrastive sense:
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According to Bjerre (1935:140), the vast majority of temporal er-clauses were connected to a main clause ostensive adverb, mainly þá, but also others, like þaðan and þangat. He argues that this is the origin of temporal er. First, as a relative particle with a temporal ostensive adverb as antecedent, from which it is separated95. At this stage, er is still merely a relative particle.
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In the second stage, þá and er start appearing together in the collocation þá er. This allows er to become associated with a temporal meaning and we get the temporal bare er-clauses – sometimes fronted – exemplified by (14) and (15). It is highly likely that þá still has much of its ostensive force intact in classic ON; it is only well into the MLN period that it takes over as the main temporal complementizer. Interestingly, þá er-clauses in my data never (barring one counterexample) follow noun phrases modified by the demonstrative sá:


	(18)
	í þænn tima (*þá) er inn gengr andværðr octobær




Presumably, sá and þá are mutually exclusive since they are both demonstrative96. This also indicates that þá is still a main clause element at this stage, since it seems to be in complementary distribution with another main clause element. This allows us to draw parallells to nominal RCs and the impossibility of having both a pre- and a postnominal sá: *sá maðr sá er (which in Ch. 6 was given as one of many good reasons to reject the idea that sá is a relative pronoun).

The story might then go something like this: Er was the original relative particle. Thanks to frequent use with þá it gradually acquired the ability to serve as a temporal particle in its own right. It was probably also used with locational adverbs like þar (since er was the sole such particle initially), but þar er was significantly less frequent than þá er97 and hence er was never contaminated by the locational nature of þar in the same way as it was infected by the temporalness of þá. By the time sem started gaining ground er was already entrenched in its temporal use. It is possible that er’s acquired temporal flavour made it less suitable for locational contexts, which is why this environment was occupied by sem when it started appearing as a relative particle around 110098.

To return to the original question: the temporal use of er has its origin in its use as a relative particle with temporal antecedents. But very early on it seems to have evolved into a temporal complementizer. It is found as a bare complementizer (in the older form is) on the Norwegian Eggja-stone, dated to the 7th century (Høst 1976:42):
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Second, I will argue that such a temporal reading is also the preferred one in cases like (20), where an explicative subclause is the complement of the neuter demonstrative þat.
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A temporal analysis of (20) is supported by data such as (21), where þat takes a temporal clause (introduced by nær ‘when’) as complement100:
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The most important argument in favour of analysing ON er as a temporal complementizer remains its ability to introduce fronted temporal clauses. This shows clearly that it is not a mere connective. Cf. (15) above, repeated here as (22):
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This means that ON er has a dual status: It is a relative particle and a temporal complementizer. Of the two functions, the relative one can be said to be diachronically primary, since the temporal use derives from er’s use in RCs headed by temporal adverbs. But a final word of caution is that one should perhaps not think of temporal er and relative er as always being mutually exclusive: ON er is a notoriously fluid and elusive element.
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Part 2:A diachronic analysis of relative clauses in Middle Norwegian, Younger Middle Danish and beyond



10Choice of post-1300 Norwegian data

It is customary to set the beginning of the MLN-era to 1350 (Indrebø 2001:148) or to around 1370 (Torp & Vikør (1993:116), Mørck (2011:34)). The Black Death in 1350 decimated the country’s intelligentsia (Indrebø 2001:202; Haugen 1976:286). By 1370–80, most of the scribes who received their education prior to the Black Death were dead and had been replaced by a generation of scribes with “inadequate training” (Haugen 1976:286); this is what has motivated the choice of 1370 as the starting point for MLN. In more recent research, this traditional account has been questioned; see e.g. Hagland (2005). I will still stick with the traditional delineation and set the beginning of the MLN period to 1350.

However, I have also chosen to include in Part 2 diplomas from 1300–1350, i.e. from a 50-year period before the start of MLN. Above all, this is because Part 2 of this book has a diachronic perspective; I wanted to avoid too long a timespan between the ON and the MLN data. It is true that this creates a slight overlap with some of the ON data (the Borgarting and Eidsivating codes), but I see this as a much smaller problem than the alternative, which would be to leave out the linguistically valuable 1300–50 diploma data. In this regard, it needs to be stressed that MLN syntax is seriously underresearched compared to phonology and morphology101. In his extensive overview of the changes in the Norwegian language in MLN, Indrebø (2001) devotes 13 pages to phonological changes, 20 to morphological changes, and only 3 to syntactic ones. While most of the morphological and phonological changes might have taken place after 1350, it cannot be ruled out that important changes in syntax, and more specifically in the RC construction, happened before that time.

I will refer to data from inside the MLN-period (1350–1525) as my MLN data. If it is necessary also to also include data from 1300–1350, I will speak of the post-1300 data (comprising all data from after 1300). The MLN data have been taken from the Diplomatarium Norvegicum, a 22-volume collection of legal documents of various kinds, including court rulings, exchanges of property, testaments, contracts etc. They constitute the only source available for the study of MLN.

The document from which each example is taken is given in brackets after the example, with the volume of Diplomatarium Norvegicum followed by the number of the document and the year of issue. So, for example, DN 5.723–1444 means the example is found in volume 5, diploma number 723, dated 1444. I have looked at the first eight volumes.

The end of MLN is commonly set to around 1525 (Mørck 2011:32); by that time, the vast majority of official documents in Norway were written in some kind of Danish. I would like to stress that I do not use the terms ‘Norwegian’, ‘Swedish’ and ‘Danish’ to refer to any established norms. There were no established standards for the Scandinavian languages yet. There might have been certain unwritten rules or conventions, but this is a discussion I wish to stay aloof from. However, MLN scribes might be influenced by Danish or Swedish usage (or what they perceived as such). Whenever I use the terms ‘Swedish’, ‘Danish’ and ‘Norwegian’ in a 15th century-context, read ‘language usage in Sweden, Denmark and Norway’.

The topic of this chapter is the development of the MLN RC. This means that I will not discuss the many other issues which the data might provide insight into, like dialectal or sociolectal variation; stylistics; the existence or non-existence of a written norm; the question of ‘literacy’ (Hagland 2005); political developments, etc. The factors above are of interest only insofar as they can shed light on the main question: The development of the RC construction.

Certain factors should be taken into account when selecting data:


–influence from Swedish (in particular from 1425 to 1450) and Danish (in particular after 1450) might render a text less useful, since a given phenomenon attested in the data might reflect influence from usage in Sweden or Denmark rather than an authentic change in Norwegian. However, as Indrebø (2001:175f) sums it up, Swedish influence – while leaving certain traces (usually quite recognizable, like the personal pronouns wi, i and jak) – rarely extended to the point where the text could no longer be said to be Norwegian. The same goes for Danish until around 1500.

By the early 1500s, Danish has taken over as the main language of administration. I have generally decided not to investigate texts written in Danish, but, given that beggars can’t be choosers, I have made certain exceptions, if the text in question exhibits features of a clear Norwegian nature (e.g. certain inflectional endings, diphtongs etc.).

On the other hand: Danish/Swedish influence might also exert an influence on spoken Norwegian and not just on the written conventions of Norwegian scribes (see below). Lindblad (1943) points out that in Late Old Swedish, the relative complementizer sem already in Old Swedish showed a tendency to be associated with the subject function, whereas in Old Norwegian there was no such correlation (er/sem was obligatory regardless of syntactic function). In MNO (as well as Modern Swedish) som is obligatorily inserted whenever the subject is relativized. This poses an interesting question for the diachronic scholar: Did Norwegian acquire the MNO rule of som-in-sertion through contact with Swedish, or was it merely a case of a parallel development in the two languages which happened to start earlier in Swedish?

It is therefore important to distinguish Danish/Swedish influence that only affects the language in a given document from Danish/Swedish influence that represents a genuine change in Norwegian induced by language contact. It can be added here that dealing with syntax makes the interference problem less of an issue; Mørck (2011:42) argues that the syntactic differences between Danish and Norwegian are probably much less significant than the morphological or phonological ones.

–Dialectal variation is probably of little relevance to a study of diachronic RCs in Norwegian. For example, there is little or no variation with regard to som-insertion in RCs or RC word order102. It is of course not inconceivable that Norwegian dialects at one point varied with respect to the RC-construction, but that this variation was later cancelled out due to language contact or standardisation. However, according to Mørck (2011:36), no syntactic differences have been discovered yet between dialects in ON or Middle Norwegian. (A dialect focus would any way require a much more philologically thorough approach, since scribes were known to move from place to place, so that the place of origin of a given text is not always a good indicator of the dialect reflected in the document.)

–As pointed out by Indrebø (2001:242), most diplomas have a standardized structure with extensive use of formulaic language. This makes them less interesting from a linguistic point of view. This means that I have had to look for diplomas with more narrative content. The formulas retain archaic morphology and syntax no longer found in non-formulaic language. So for example the introductory formula clings on to its postnominal demonstrative, even at a diachronic stage where demonstratives practically always occur prenominally:
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To avoid relying too much on formulaic language, I have deliberately been looking for texts that are rich in narrative content. Provsbrev – legal documents dealing with criminal matters, especially manslaughter – are usually assumed to feature longer narrative sequences than other types of documents (Hagland 2005:44), so they constitute an important part of the data.

The Early MNO period is also of interest, but data are scarce, as Norwegian ceased to be used as an official language. What we have for the Early MNO period are certain prose texts (essays, letters to newspapers) as well as some fiction (mainly poems and festive songs). Unlike the diplomas, the Early MNO texts have no connection whatsoever with the ON tradition of writing (Mørck 2013:643). Den fyrste morgonblånen represents the largest collection of such texts; I det meest upolerede Bondesprog a smaller one (restricted to the Trøndelag region). These texts are hardly ideal for linguistic research as they often mix Danish and Norwegian dialects and are often not even written by a speaker native to the local dialect. They also leave a big gap between the last useful MLN texts (ca. 1525) and the first Early MNO text (a Bible translation from 1698). Be that as it may, for want of better material I have consulted these data if they can say something about the post-MLN development of the RC construction.




11W-pronouns in relative contexts

This chapter opens with a very brief recapitulation of the main findings that emerged from my investigation of ON FRs (Ch. 7). This will be followed by some comparative and diachronic considerations about the difference between d-pronouns and w-pronouns in a Germanic RC-contexts. The bulk of the chapter consists of a closer examination of MLN w-pronouns in RC contexts: hvilkin, huar and huat. On the basis of MLN data I will try to determine whether MLN has true FRs or only (like ON) RCs with w-antecedents. I will particularly look into the behaviour of clauses introduced by huat and try to establish whether they are correlative RCs. Finally, the MLD data – both OMLD and YMLD – will be examined. (The choice of discussing them together is motivated below.)

As mentioned already, the terms ‘w-pronouns’ and ‘d-pronouns’ are used only to convey the etymology of a given pronoun, without regard to function. W-pronouns are simply pronouns which derive from an Indo-European kw-root, whereas d-pronouns derive from a t-/d-root.

11.1A brief recapitulation: W-RCs in Old Norse

In Ch. 7 I argued that the w-pronoun in ON generalizing RCs is a relative antecedent belonging to the main clause; hence, hvatke in (1) does not belong to the RC and is thus neither a relative pronoun nor a FR-pronoun.
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In other words, the chapter concluded that ON did not have FRs as such. Certain ON ‘learned style’-texts, however, sporadically feature sá or the quantifier/indefinite determiner hverr used as genuine relative pronouns (i.e. relative pronouns with antecedents), cf. (2), taken from Nygaard 1905:264):

[image: ]


	bauð
	oss


	ordered
	us


	‘the letter in which he asked us’




Here, hverju has the main clause NP bref as antecedent. The RC dative case on hverju makes it clear that it is an element of the RC. As argued in Ch. 6, these examples are marginal in ON and there is little reason to assume they were used outside certain types of texts and registers, influenced by foreign patterns


11.2W- and d-pronouns in relative contexts in Germanic

In Germanic there exist two types of relative pronouns: d-pronouns and w-pronouns (Harbert 2007:436ff, Platzack 2002:77ff). The d-type, which is exclusive to Germanic (as a relative pronoun) derives from an Indo-European demonstrative starting with a dental stop, often referred to as the *so/*to-pronoun. The d-pronouns are often also referred to as relative demonstratives, given their demonstrative origin and because they in some modern Germanic languages (German and Dutch) are homonymous with demonstratives. D-pronouns seem to have been used as relative pronouns in all the Early Germanic languages, with the exception of Ancient Nordic: Sá is a cognate of the Germanic relative d-pronoun but, as I argue in Part 1, is not a relative pronoun in any of the Early Nordic languages.

W-pronouns in relative contexts prior to 12–1300 are only attested in FRs (see Section 11.5 below). In the 13th and 14th century, they start popping up also in ordinary, headed RCs in different Germanic languages, functioning as relative pronouns (i.e., co-indexed with an antecedent in the main clause). Their appearance is usually taken to be a result of borrowing (Diderichsen 1941:139).

Keenan & Comrie’s Accessibility Hierarchy (1977:66) plays a central role in many accounts of the emergence of w-pronouns: Subject > direct object > indirect object > complement of preposition > possessor > comparative.

According to Keenan & Comrie, positions high (i.e. to the left) on this hierarchy are typologically more easily relativized than positions low (i.e. to the right). Another important concept introduced by the two authors is that of primary relativisation strategy. A language might have more than one relativisation strategy, but the primary relativisation strategy is the one that is used for positions high on the hierarchy. The primary strategy is subject to certain Accessibility Hierarchy Constraints (1977:68). For example, if you can relativize a given position on the hierarchy with the primary strategy you can also relativize all higher positions with that strategy. It is shown that it is cross-linguistically common for a language to have one strategy (the primary one) for positions high (or both high and low) on the hierarchy and another one only for lower positions: in Europe, this goes, according to Keenan & Comrie’s table (1977:76f), for English, the Scandinavian languages, Icelandic, Dutch, Italian, Spanish, Welsh and others. Moreover, while it is common for the primary relativizer not to carry information about case103 or person/number, it is very normal for the secondary one to do so. In many European languages, the primary strategy avails itself of an uninflected relative complementizer, while the secondary strategy often uses an inflected relative pronoun.

Typically, relative w-pronouns first appear historically in functions low on the Accessibility Hierarchy – like complements of a preposition or like possessives – before spreading to functions higher on the Accessibility Hierarchy (Harbert 2007:445ff, Hendery 2012: 49ff)). This was the path taken in English (Harbert 2007:445–447) and Dutch (Van der Wal 2002:31). As argued by Romaine (1980), w-pronouns in Early/Middle Germanic were also associated with a higher register and she relates this directly to the preference of w-pronouns for positions low on the Accessibility Hierarchy, demonstrating how the share of relativized oblique functions to relativized non-oblique functions is higher the more formal the style. This is still seen today, as relative w-pronouns are still more common in writing and formal styles than in colloquial speech and in dialects. Beal and Corrigan (2002:125ff) have shown that this is true of RCs in Northern English dialects. Ariel (1999:239f) quotes studies from Spoken American English which show that relative that greatly outnumbers w-pronouns. According to Romaine (1980:224f), relative w-pronouns started appearing in Middle Scots already in the 1400s, but their use has never been widespread in colloquial speech. In Swedish, relative w-pronouns do occur, but typically in a formal style and much less in everyday speech: In the Northern Swedish dialect of Burträsk, w-forms are not attested at all (Karlsson and Sullivan 2002:97ff). In both Icelandic and Faroese, a w-pronoun is used for (non-restrictive) relativisation of possessives, but confined to a formal style (Platzack 2002:80). German welcher is mainly confined to Standard German and missing in most of the German dialects (Fleischer 2004:220).

If one wants to make use of Keenan & Comrie’s terminology, one can say that w-pronouns in Germanic started out as a secondary relativisation strategy for positions low on the Accessibility Hierarchy104. Historically at least, w-pronouns were inflected, which is also typical for secondary relativisation strategies. The extent that they subsequently expanded varies from language to language, but in Scandinavian they always remained a marginal phenomenon. In the Scandinavian language which makes most use of them, Danish, the relative pronoun hvem is restricted to the positions of indirect object and complement of prepositions and only refers to animates.

In colloquial use, speakers often find ways to avoid using relative pronouns. Possessives are a good example. In Scottish English (Romaine 1980:226f), instead of saying the house whose roof was damaged, speakers opt for a complementizer strategy (the house that’s roof was damaged) or a resumptive pronoun (the house that it’s roof was damaged). The latter, resumptive option, the author argues, is also very common in English dialects and unplanned speech:


	(3)
	if you’ve got some eggs you’re not sure about their age here’s a useful test




Similar strategies of avoiding relativisation of a possessive (including not using an RC at all) are typologically very frequent (Keenan & Comrie 1977:90). According to Fiorentino (2003:269), whose-constructions are more difficult to process than a construction with a resumptive pronoun.

Eastern Norwegian does not seem to have resumptive pronouns at all, even in the dialects105, but it has developed other ways of avoiding relative possessive pronouns: The til-possessive construction handles even long-distance dependencies, thus obliterating the need for a relative possessive pronoun
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The relative possessive hvis, by contrast, is non-existent in colloquial Norwegian speech and rarely used even in formal writing (Faarlund et al. 1997:1054).

However, all of this does not mean that relativizers derived from w-pronouns never spread to popular use. The point is that when they do so they tend to lose their pronoun properties and become more like complementizers: This is the case for Afrikaans wat (Harbert 2007:445), Dutch wie, wat (Harbert 2007), Westphalian German wer (Fleischer 2004:221), Bavarian German wo (Fleischer 2004:224f), as well as was in various German dialects and Yiddish (Fleischer 2004:223). They might retain some semantic properties, like preferences for certain antecedents (in Dutch, wie prefers human antecedents and wat non-human) or preference for certain positions on the Accessibility Hierarchy (wie is most common with prepositional complements). But they should still be considered complementizers and not pronouns106. Harbert (2007:432ff) regards the ability to pied-pipe a preposition as an essential criterion for relative pronounhood, something that none of the elements above are capable of. Note that in colloquial English, most speakers avoid pied-piping constructions like the book in which I found the picture in favour of preposition stranding: the book I found the picture in (Fiorentino 2003:269). Note also that English allows preposition stranding with relative pronouns: The bed which she was lying in. This might indicate that English relative pronouns share important characteristics with complementizers. It can be noted that in Old English, the complementizer þe never allowed pied-piping (Allen 1980:75) whereas pied-piping was obligatory with the relative pronouns se (Allen 1980:82) and seþe (Allen 1980:88).

This suggests that the main dividing line goes between a complementizer relativisation strategy and a pronoun relativisation strategy, not between d- and w-pronuns. Both d- and w-pronouns can become more complementizer-like and gain popularity also in colloquial use – this at least seems to be the correct generalisation from a contemporary Germanic perspective. This makes sense if taken together with the observation (Comrie 1998:77; Fiorentino 2007) that relative pronouns as such – regardless of etymology – are cross-linguistically rare and uncommon outside the European Sprachbund107: In non-European languages, they are often borrowed from a European colonizer and those languages also tend to develop complementizers with time (Fiorentino 2007:286, fn. 14). Fiorentino relates their typological outsider status to their being more difficult to process than complementizer RCs. And even in Germanic languages they are either absent or have to compete with complementizers. The only Germanic language to rely exclusively on a relative pronoun strategy is standard German. But that applies to the standard variety only: In his overview of relative clauses in German dialects, Fleischer (2004:236f) points out that “Standard German makes much more use of relative pronouns than the varieties covered [in his study]”. German dialects use complementizers and resumptive pronouns, strategies not found in Standard German.

Diachronically, however, the picture is more complex. As pointed out by Harbert (2007:436), Germanic languages have had relative (d-)pronouns from the earliest sources. This is uncontroversially the case for Gothic, Old High German and Old English. (The Nordic language family seems to be the odd one out here, since it did not have a relative pronoun). Moreover, relative pronouns derived from an Indo-European *so/to-root are a Germanic-only phenomenon. But with time, the d-pronouns have come under attack, from relative w-pronouns as mentioned above, but above all from relative complementizers like English that, Icelandic sem and Scandinavian som.

Given that pronoun RCs are typologically rare, a diachronic development away from pronoun RCs is not unexpected. It is a common assumption in much typological literature that linguistic change often goes in the direction of less marked structures. Markedness has often been identified with typological rarity. If pronoun-RCs are more typologically rare/marked than complementizer RCs, we expect to see more languages change from the former to the latter than the other way round.


11.3Native Germanic w-pronouns in relative contexts: relative or indefinite pronouns?

The above discussion might give the impression that relative w-pronouns in Germanic languages all have a non-Germanic source. This is not the case: W-RCs in Germanic also have a domestic source, namely generalizing RCs/FRs108. They are known from the early stages of English, where an indefinite w-pronoun was turned into a relativizer with the help of a comparative determiner swa and a comparative complementizer swa: Originally, the w-pronoun belong to the main clause, while the second swa can be analysed as a complementizer (Helgander 1971:241). The following Old English example is taken from Allen (1980:113):
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This construction is widely attested also in Old High German and Old Saxon (sō ueer sō etc.) (Delbrück 1900:385ff) and Middle Dutch (Van der wal 2002:30). The main clause comparative determiner as well as the compararative complementizer were eventually lost, leaving only the w-pronoun.

According to Lindblad, a similar construction – with a w-pronoun sandwiched in between two comparative particles – is also attested, marginally, in Old Swedish. Cf. his example (1943:29):
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Lindblad sees this as essentially a comparative degree construction, similar to Old Swedish sva margir sum (cf. ON swa margir sum) ‘as many as’. There is however little to indicate that this construction gave rise to relative w-pronouns in Scandinavian109. In West Germanic, the evolution of w-pronouns in the so w… so-construction went via the intermediate stage of relative w-pronouns with initial s (cf. OHG and MHG so wer > swer, so welih > swelih etc) (Dal & Eroms 2014: 239ff). Such forms are not attested at all in ON and are not mentioned by Lindblad with regard to Old Swedish either.

In Early Nordic, a generalizing w-pronoun is attested in the runic material (the Glemminge stone, example from Lindblad 1943:34):

[image: ]

Lindblad makes it clear that this pronoun is external to the RC and not an FR-pronoun.

The indefinite, generalizing origin of w-pronouns have influenced the type of antecedents taken by relative w-pronouns in the history of Germanic. Van der Wal (2002:31) investigates the spread of wat as a relative pronoun in the history of Dutch and suggests a hierarchy going from a maximum of indefiniteness to a maximum of definiteness: Relative wat first appeared after antecedents high in the indefiniteness hierarchy (at first only in FRs), then subsequently spread to RCs with more definite antecedents.



	 free relatives

	 the antecedent is a sentence/clause

	 the antecedent is a quantifier such as iets ‘something’, niets ‘nothing’, alles ‘everything’, vell ‘much’, weinig ‘little’

	 the antecedent is a nominalised adjective, often a superlative: het gekste wat/dat ik ooit heb meegemakt ‘the strangest [thing] that I ever saw’

	 the antecedent is an indefinite noun or noun phrase

	 the antecedent is a definite/specific noun or noun phrase





I believe Van der Wal’s hierarchy is relevant also for other Germanic languages apart from Dutch and that it is a welcome addition to a discussion of diachronic w-relatives in Germanic. The general tendency of Germanic w-pronouns to move in the direction of more definite meanings has been noted by many scholars, see e.g. Helgander (1971:200ff). I take definiteness here to be understood in terms of specificity and identifiability of the referent and not in terms of inclusivity/maximality?; FRs, for example, always refer to a maximal set, but are non-specific in Early Germanic.110

In Ch. 7, I concluded that ON did not have FRs as such – i.e. RCs where the w-word is generated inside the RC – but rather that what might look like FRs are actually just generalizing RCs with a w-word as an external antecedent. In other words, the w-words (like hvatki, hmi etc.) frequently found introducing ON RC are not relative or FR-pronouns. This then represents a contrast with Dutch, where, according to Van Der Wal’s hierarchy, FRs were the starting point. In ON, the first stage seems to have been main clause indefinite w-pronoun antecedents, with FR-pronouns as a second stage. This suggests a slight modification of the indefiniteness hierarchy with regard to ON and is something that will be explored in the next chapter.

To sum up the discussion so far, it seems that relative w-pronouns that arise by imitating non-Germanic (Latin) patterns, start out low on the Accessibility Hierarchy. However, there is also a native Germanic source for relative w-elements, namely generalizing FRs/semi-FRs, in Early West Germanic represented by the so w-pronoun so-construction. These constructions are attested in the oldest sources, do not appear to have been the result of syntactic borrowing and do not seem to obey the Accessibility Hierarchy. Van der Wal’s indefiniteness hierarchy, discussed above, might be more adequate in explaining how such native Germanic W-relativizers originate and diffuse through language.


11.4Relative w-pronouns in the post-1300 data

11.4.1Huar as a relative pronoun

In Ch. 6, I argued that ON did not possess a relative pronoun. Examples to the contrary (hverr and sá used as relative pronouns) all belong to so-called learned style texts, often translations, where the influence from Latin patterns must have been strong; Latin, of course, did have a relative pronoun (qui). Relative pronouns are completely absent from a popular-style text like Laxdæla Saga.

Turning to the post-1300 period, I have not found examples of then (the MLN counterpart to sá) used as a relative pronoun. Huar (= ON hverr) on the other hand, occurs quite frequently in this role in diplomas from the 1300s. The latest example of relative huar in my data is from 1403.
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The 1300s was around the time when relative w-pronouns started to make their appearance in various Germanic languages so from a chronological point of view it is not surprising to encounter them in ON/MLN diplomas from that period.

However, huar never seemed to have spread beyond learned style/formulaic use and there is no reason to assume it was a feature of colloquial Norwegian in the 1300s.111

As shown by the examples above, relative huar first appears in positions low on the Accessibility Hierarchy: in all of the examples, huar is the complement of a preposition. This behaviour is not unexpected, if we also assume that this relative use of huar was not native to Norwegian but borrowed from foreign patterns. Thus MLN huar as a relative pronoun seems to confirm the claim that relative w-pronouns that result from syntactic borrowing make their first appearance in positions low on the Accessibility Hierarchy.

If we study the examples in more detail, we see that the majority of the above examples actually have the form bref i hverju er…, so they come across as highly formulaic. Moreover, Romaine (1980) showed that Germanic W-relativizers, when they first appear, tend to be found in texts of a higher register characterized by a more complex syntax. (11) can serve as a good illustration of the latter point:
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Not only is the distance between the antecedent (bref) and the RC (i huerio en…) extremely long, but a second relative complex (þeira fleire sem…) intervenes. This makes it plausible that there is a role for the relative pronoun to make the link with the antecedent more explicit, thereby easing processing. I think one can safely assume that such structures were non-existent in spoken MLN. Both the formulaic character of these examples, their preference for oblique case functions, as well as their complex syntax point towards such a conclusion: MLN huar as a relative pronoun is a result of syntactic borrowing, restricted to a certain register.

Around 1400, huar seems to have given way to another relative pronoun, hvilkin (see next section), another w-pronoun with a learned-style flavour. That ends the story of hverr/huar’s short career as a relative pronoun in the history of Norwegian.


11.4.2Hwilkin

11.4.2.1Old Norse hvílíkr

There is a general consensus that East Nordic (Old Swedish and Danish) lack relative pronouns, just like ON. However, in the youngest Old Swedish and Old Middle Danish sources the interrogative pronoun hwilikin (cognate of English which, German welcher) starts to appear in relative contexts. It is at first only limited to generalizing RCs, but gradually takes on the role of a full-fledged relative pronoun, co-occurring with a relative antecedent noun (Lindblad 1943:118ff). Brøndum-Nielsen (1965:354ff) argues that only the former, generalizing function is a native development, whereas the extension to a relative pronoun proper is a result of foreign influence; it is mainly restricted to translated religious texts. Lindblad (1943:134) arrives at a similar conclusion as regards Old Swedish, although he is open as to whether it was borrowed from German (cf. Middle Low German welk, Modern German welcher) or from Latin. Falk & Torp (1900:147) stress that relative hvilken remanis a “paper word” (“papirord”), confined to bureaucratic and scientific use. They claim that it was “much more common” (“langt mer hyppig”) in texts (from the 1400s and 1500s) influenced by German. It can be added here that even in Modern German it is far less common in the dialects than in the standard language (Fleischer 2004:220).

If it is the case that East-Nordic hvilikr made its first appearance in generalizing RCs before spreading to other functions, it can provide support for the validity of de Wal’s indefiniteness-hierarchy also for languages other than Dutch. In ON, hvílíkr never gained prominence, neither in generalizing RCs nor as a relative pronoun. Lindblad (1943:135) suggests that the few examples to the contrary are a result of influence from East-Nordic. Falk & Torp (1900:150) point out that whereas MLD hvilken is frequent as a generalizing pronoun, ON hvílíkr is not used with this function. Instead, ON develops hverr (and einnhverr) into a generalizing relative pronoun, and in certain “learned style”-texts even into a relative pronoun proper (see Section 6.2).


11.4.2.2The different functions of Middle Norwegian hwilkin in relative contexts

A frequent occurrence in MLN texts – especially in the second half of the period – is hwilkin (hwilken, huilken) used as a relative pronoun. I mentioned above that hwilkin seems to replace hverr as a stylistically marked relativizer around 1400. However, whereas hverr behaved more or less as expected of an emerging relativizer (in positions low on the Accessibility Hierarchy as a relative pronoun; in positions high on the indefiniteness hierarchy as a main clause antecedent), relative hwilkin shows a more erratic behaviour. In my MLN data, it has three main uses.

First, it can be used as a relative pronoun, i.e. as a pronoun co-indexed with a nominal element in the main clause. This use will be discussed in more detail below.

A second application is the sentential use: hwilkin refers to the entire content of the previous sentence, i.e. the entire main clause is the antecedent. This use is known from (formal) MNO. Hwilkin has the singular neuter form hwilkit:

[image: ]

It seems probable that this use is also borrowed from German, where, according to Dal & Eroms (2014:241), welches was the most common relative pronoun in this function in Early NHG, later replaced by was112. In MNO, sentential hvilket is quite common in writing113, though noe som is strongly favoured in colloquial speech.

The most frequent use of relative hwilkit in MLN does not have a counterpart in MNO at all:
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In these examples, hwilkin is coindexed with a main clause NP which it also modifies in the RC, or, put differently, the antecedent noun occurs resumptively in the RC. In the words of Falk & Torp (1900:147), hvilken in this use is an adjectival attribute. They give the following example from (19th Century) Danish/Norwegian riksmål:

[image: ]

This construction is not possible any longer in Norwegian. (Faarlund et al. 1997 do not mention it at all.) This adjectival use of hwilkin (and its cognates) is found in Modern English and Swedish, as well as in German, but restricted to a very formal register. Van der Wal (2002:33) encounters this use of welk in Middle Dutch. She quotes Burridge (1993:243), according to whom this construction “is extremely common in legal texts and probably represents a stylistic borrowing from Latin”. Welcher had a similar use in older stages of German. Dal & Eroms (2014:240f) argues that this use is attested in Low Franconian as early as the 13th century and that in 15th century Early New High German it was the original use of welcher as a relative pronoun. Dal also suggests that this use is modelled on Latin qui, which could function in this way.

In my ON data I have come across one example of a relative pronoun used adjectivally; not hvilkin but hverr, introducing an adjoined and generalizing RC:
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Hværrar braðongar is assigned genitive case from the verb þurfa. This is an intriguing example, but it remains a lone one. Again, foreign influence seems likely, directly from Latin this time. In conclusion, I take the adjectival use of hwilkin to represent a foreign element and since it has not left any traces in MNO I will not dignify it with any further discussion.


11.4.2.3Hwilkin as a relative pronoun

In this section, I will return in more detail to the use of hwilkin as a relative pronoun.
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In my MLN data, relative hwilkin is attested above all in sources influenced by Danish. Texts featuring this construction often have other signs of Danish influence, for instance der as relative complementizer. As mentioned above, relative hwilkin is assumed to have its origin in Low German114, but, as maintained by Mørck (2004:446), most Low German borrowings reached Norwegian via Swedish or Danish. Influence from other languages is also present: DN1.756–1436, which contains numerous instances of relative hwilkin, is a translation from English (which by that time already had developed relative w-pronouns). Generally, as Norwegian ceases to exist as a written language, this use of hwilkin becomes more widespread; it is thus no surprise that it is found in particular in texts from Late MLN.

Another indication that it is a borrowed element is its late appearance in MLN. In Swedish, it is reported already from the mid-1300s (Lindblad 1943:118), whereas in MLN it is not found until well into the 1400s.

We saw in the previous section that huar, used as a relative pronoun, showed a clear preference for syntactically marked functions (low on the Accessibility Hierarchy). This was expected, since this use of huar is not native to Germanic. But surprisingly, MLN hwilkin does not seem to show any preference for positions low on the case hierarchy. The MLN data show no tendency whatsoever for hwilkin to prefer the more oblique functions; in fact, it usually is the subject. Nor does it seem to follow de Wal’s indefiniteness hierarchy, as it is not found in FRs. What to make of all of this? To me, this is just more evidence that relative hwilkin is an element foreign to Norwegian scribes. It is inserted to give the text a foreign ring and not because it is semantically or syntactically useful. This separates it from Early MLN huar, which is found only in oblique functions, as expected from an emerging w-relativizer. I think this contrast between Early MLN huar and Late MLN hwilkin as relative pronouns is related to two factors.

First, the loss of case deprives the relative w-pronoun of the ability to show unambiguously its function inside the RC, which, initially, must have been one of the reasons why w-pronouns were favoured (by some) in certain registers. Early MLN huar has the overt dative form huerju in all the attested examples, whereas Mid-to-Late MLN hwilkin shows no overt case in any of the many examples. It can be added here that, typologically, languages with a relative pronoun as the main relativisation strategy tend to be languages with overt case (German, Slavic languages)115. English might represent an exception (although the who/whom distinction is rarely upheld in colloquial use), but relative pronouns in English are somewhat different from relative pronouns in other languages, in that they allow preposition stranding.

This should not be taken to mean that a relative pronoun is the only way to mark the case of NPREL. Resumptive pronouns serve the same purpose.

Second, it has traditionally been assumed that the Norwegian scribes’ linguistic skills deteriorated after their numbers were decimated by the Black Death. This might explain why they found it increasingly hard to use a construction that was not part of their colloquial language.

In conclusion then, MLN relative hwilkin must be seen as a foreign element primarily inserted by language users to make the style more sophisticated or foreign-sounding. Take as an example the so-called ‘allmuebrev’ (petitions from the people to the authorities). They showed, according to Indrebø (2001:170), a particularly strong Swedish (later Danish) influence, and were keen on using foreign-sounding words and constructions to impress the authorities. Hwilkin is frequent in such texts.

One use where relative w-pronouns actually did serve a purpose was as sentential relativizers – ON had no special strategy for relativizing a preceding sentence and had to settle for an anaphoric demonstrative. Thus it is perhaps no coincidence that sentential hwilkit is the only of the MLN uses that has become an integral part of at least written Norwegian.




11.4.3R-compounds

A well-known phenomenon from German and Dutch are so-called ‘R-compounds’, in Norwegian (and German) traditionally referred to as ‘pronominaladverb’. They can be used as relative pronouns (19) but also in other contexts (20):
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In MNO, neither construction is productive, although some old R-compounds have fossilized into lexical items (deretter ‘thereafter’, derpå ‘thereupon’). In ON and MLN, however, anaphoric R-compounds were extremely frequent.
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What is missing, though, are relative R-compounds. In the MLN data, I have not found a single occurrence thereof. The adverb huarfore occurs three times and might superficially resemble an R-compound. But the V2 word order reveals that hwar fore is a fronted adverb introducing a main clause.

[image: ]


11.4.4Conclusion

The behaviour of MLN huar and (to a lesser extent) hwilkin is quite typical of freshly borrowed relative pronouns in Germanic. However, in other Germanic languages (Dutch, English and partially German), these pronouns gradually spread to less marked (syntactically as well as stylistically) uses. What sets Norwegian apart is the subsequent development: that they did not spread further and were lost even in high registers. In Section 11.6, I discuss possible reasons for this.



11.5 Free relative clauses

11.5.1Introduction

In Ch. 7, it was argued that ON did not have FRs as such, since the w-word was seen to be an external antecedent belonging to the main clause. The most common w-pronoun in RC contexts was hverr, which is clearly a main clause element. Generalizing w-pronouns like hvatki and hvergi were given a similar analysis.

In Section 11.4, it was concluded that relative w-pronouns in MLN were not a homegrown invention, but an example of syntactic borrowing, limited to very specific texts/registers. FRs/generalizing w-RCs, on the other hand, are a native Germanic phenomenon (cf. Section 11.2). In the following, I will investigate the evolution of this construction in MLN. In particular, I will try to determine whether the MLN construction is a genuine FR or an RC like its ON predecessor.


11.5.2Free relatives or w-RCs in Middle Norwegian? Possible criteria

MLN has (at least) two constructions that have the outward appearance of an FR, huar-RCs (24) and huat-RCs (25). The former is common also in ON, although always with a complementizer inserted. The huat-variant is new to MLN.
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First, I will discuss some possible criteria for determining whether something is an FR or a w-RC, or, more precisely, whether the w-word introducing the RC belongs to the RC or to the main clause.


–case properties. If the w-word is inflected for case, we expect case to be assigned inside the RC in case of an FR and externally by the main clause verb (or other relevant governor) in case of an RC. However, this criterion is not watertight, since Early Germanic languages display so-called case attraction (Pittner 1995:3ff): If the case assigned by the main clause governor is more marked than that assigned by the RC, then the case of the relative pronoun might be ‘attracted’ to the main clause.

ON does not have relative pronouns at all, nor does it have FRs in the strict sense of the term, so it makes little sense to say that ON has or does not have case attraction. In ON relative complexes, sá always bears main clause case, but, as shown in Ch. 6, this is not ‘attraction’, since sá is not a relative pronoun, but an element generated inside (and hence not ‘attracted’ to) the main clause. This, however, does not mean that if Norwegian were to develop relative pronouns at a later stage, these would not be subject to case attraction.

–w-word separated from the RC. Pittner (1995:8) uses extraposition facts as evidence that German FRs are ‘true’ FRs, with an internally generated w-word.
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Since the w-word (unlike a normal RC-antecedent) was cannot be separated from the RC it must be an element internal to it. It may be added here that in ON sá er-constructions, which have a semantics identical to FRs, such extraposition is quite common.
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In ON, sá can be inserted between the w-word and the RC (see Ch. 7). Given that sá is a main clause element (cf. Ch. 6), the w-word also must belong to the main clause.


–lack of complementizer insertion. Smits (1989:140ff) uses this as his main criterion for determining FR-hood: If the W-word is followed by a relative complementizer, we are not dealing with an FR but with an RC (with a w-antecedent). Applying this criterion, he for example shows that Modern Icelandic has true FRs: whereas ordinary RCs obligatorily feature a complementizer, RCs introduced by w-words never do.

However, this criterion is not very helpful when looking at Early Germanic data. Both in Gothic, Old High German, Middle Englis, as well as other Germanic languages, a relative W-pronoun may co-occur with a relative complementizer (Harbert 2007:434). And in the learned style-examples with relative pronouns from ON, the complementizer er is also usually present. With regard to Early Germanic, the presence or non-presence of a relative complementizer cannot be used as a criterion for whether an element belongs to the main clause or to the subclause. But it might still be of relevance with regard to later stages of Germanic, when at least some languages (English) seem to have developed a rule which makes relative pronouns and relative complementizers mutually exclusive.

–W-word dependent on RC. If the w-word cannot appear on its own without being followed by an RC, this is an indication that it is an element generated inside the RC and consequently we are dealing with a true FR. In MNO, hva – unlike ON hvat – is not used as an indefinite pronoun and cannot occur independently of the RC (cf. (29)). This can be used as an argument that MNO, unlike ON, actually does have true FRs:



[image: ]

There are problems with this criterion, since there are cases where elements that clearly belong to the main clause are obligatorily followed by an RC. In MNO, the so-called ‘simple definite’ (den followed by an uninflected noun) is very often illicit unless it precedes an RC.
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German (derjenige), as well as French and Romanian, also have elements that cannot occur in isolation, but are always followed by an RC or some other material (Smits 1989:135). At the same time, nobody has doubted the main clause status of these elements. This shows that there exist certain main clause elements that simply take an obligatory RC complement. If this is the case, then we cannot a priori rule out that w-pronouns like MNO hva can also possess such properties. However, the propensity of the above mentioned elements to be followed by an RC must be related to their cataphoric, forward-pointing nature; they are all ostensive. W-pronouns, by contrast, are not ostensive. Hence, if they nevertheless occur only in RC-contexts, there is reason to believe that we are dealing with elements generated inside the RC.

The next step is to analyse potential post-1300 FRs with regard to the criteria discussed above.


–Case properties. Huar has the dative forms huarium and possibly also hweim (see below).
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As I read these examples, the RC verb has undergone ellipsis, as it is identical to the main clause verb. So (32) without ellipsis would read at gefua eder giælda eftir sinæ dagha hwæim sæm hanom likar at gefua eder giælda. If this reading is correct, then there is no case conflict here, as both the main clause and the RC verb assign dative case.

Huat is only attested in nominative and accusative, where there is case syncretism. Criterion 1 is thus of little help with regard to either pronoun.


–impossibility of extraposition. The MLN data shows no examples of hvat being separated from the RC following it. This speaks in favour of an FR-analysis for hvat-clauses.



With regard to huar: In (35) hwarium (its dative form) precedes þeim. This means that it must belong to the main clause (on the uncontroversial assumption that þeim is also a main clause element):
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–lack of complementizer insertion. MLN w-RCs are attested both with and without complementizer (roughly one third of the examples in my data feature a complementizer) and, unlike in MNO, independently of syntactic function. Their ability to occur without complementizer can be accounted for by their semantics: In this regard, they seem to behave exactly like RCs headed by a bare demonstrative, with which they have a lot in common semantically. This will be dealt with more thoroughly in Chs. 14–17, which discuss the question of complementizer insertion exclusively. For now it suffices to say that when it comes to complementizer insertion, the behaviour of MLN w-RCs seems to follow entirely from their (inclusiveness) semantics and does not warrant a special FR-label to be accounted for. Either way, as mentioned above, complementizer insertion is not a reliable FR-diagnostic in Early Germanic.

–W-word dependent on RC. ON possessed w-elements with a generalizing - ki/-gi or -vetna suffix attached (hvatki, hvergi, hvatvetna) and it is mostly those elements that we find in ON generalizing RCs. In the early 14th century, -vetna elements are still found, but by MLN, all the generalizing suffixes just mentioned are lost. The by far most common w-items in MLN w-RCs are huar (also hwar etc.) and huat.



ON hvat is attested (though very sparsely) as an indefinite pronoun meaning ‘anything’, ’everything’: hvat biðr sinnar stundar ‘everything awaits its time’ (Lindblad 1943:34). The MLN pronoun huat, on the other hand, never occurs outside relative complexes in my data (disregarding its use as an interrogative pronoun). In accordance with criterion 4, this suggests that MLN huat originates inside the RC.

MLN huar (like ON hverr) occurs widely as an independent indefinite pronoun meaning ‘every’, both as a pronoun and attributively.
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This can be taken as evidence that huar is external to the RC also when it appears in RC-contexts.

A problem is posed by a second dative form, hueim (or huæim, hwæim etc.), which always has generalizing ‘ever’-meaning and is only found in RC-contexts:
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Etymologically, it seems to derive from an indefinite pronoun, Ancient Nordic huaR. It is traditionally assumed not to have had a nominative form in ON (Iversen (1961:121)116, but a dative form hveim is attested, cf. this famous line from the Elder Edda (borrowed from Neckel (1927:76)
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Either way, it seems that hveim/hueim has survived even in MNO, as a generalizing FR-pronoun:
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It needs to be mentioned that the use of this pronoun is severly restricted and arguably reduced to idiom chunks like hvem du vil and hvem det skal være, plus the unambiguously generalizing pronoun hvem som helst (whose meaning by the way is closer to ‘anyone’, not ‘whoever’). But it is interesting that hvem, otherwise useless as an indefinite pronoun in MNO, is found as a generalizing pronoun. I believe constructions like (41) should be analysed as FRs in MNO, and it is possible that this is the appropriate analysis also with regard to the MLN examples.

Applying the above criteria thus leads to the following conclusions:


–Hvat-clauses must be considered true FRs, i.e. hvat is an RC-internal element.

–Huar-clauses must be considered relative complexes, i.e. huar is an RC-external antecedent for the RC.

–Hueim-clauses might be considered true FRs, which might have to do with hueim having a different etymology from huar.




11.5.3An analysis of Middle Norwegian huat in relative contexts

It has just been shown that MLN huat, unlike ON hvat, probably qualifies as an FR-pronoun.

This conclusion is supported by a phenomenon encountered in MLN, but neither in ON nor MNO: huat as a relative pronoun.
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The examples with alt are familiar from related languages (cf. Harbert 2007:437): German (alles was), Icelandic (allt hvað), Swedish (allt vad) and even in (archaic) MNO (alt hva, cf. Faarlund et al. 1997:1059). For Icelandic, Swedish and MNO, the w-pronoun only allows this use when preceded by the universal allt/alles etc, while German allows was after indefinite quantifiers in general (nichts, etwas etc). In MLN, it seems to have been marginally possible also after other determiners/ quantifiers with a meaning close to allt (þet in (42) and annet in (47)). Significantly. German, Icelandic and Swedish are also languages with true FRs featuring a cognate of huat. The observation that was/hvað/vad can be used as relative pronouns after alles/allt might also support an analysis where those elements are RC-internal when they occur in FRs (i.e. we are dealing with ‘true’ FRs). Conversely, one might hypothesize that it was huat’s use in FRs that enabled it to take on the function of a ‘genuine’ relative pronoun (i.e. one with a main clause antecedent; in this case, alt). Note that two of the examples also feature a complementizer. This (again) shows clearly that the absence of a complementizer is not a useful criterion for determining FR-hood in MLN.

The FR-construction represents a novelty in MLN, as it was not found in ON. Overall, the MLN picture resembles the MNO one, one difference being that huat seemed to be more available as a genuine relative pronoun (i.e. with an antecedent) than MNO hva. Another possible difference is that MNO FRs are always non-specific, at least in colloquial use (Faarlund et al. (1998:1059). MLN huat, however, is found also with specific meaning.
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In this respect, MNO patterns more with ON: ON hvat(ki), when it functioned as an antecedent for an RC, could, like all other w-antecedents, only have generalizing (non-specific) reference. (48) is a lone example, though, so it is impossible to state how common specific FRs were in colloquial use.

Finally, MLN huat sometimes appears in what looks like a correlative construction: A left-adjoined FR introduced by huat is ‘resumed’ inside the main clause by the demonstrative thet (3rd person neuter sg. of then).
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	‘what aforementioned Cecilie and her sons received from the inheritance that Ogmund at Roliene left behind she should keep unconditionally’




FRs share a key semantic property with correlative RCs in that they are maximalizing, i.e. they always refer to a maximal denotatum (see 17.3). Srivastav (1991:681) in fact argues that FRs are simply correlative RCs. When they occur in an argument position it is because in some languages, like English, they do not have to undergo overt quantifier raising. The correlative construction represents an MLN novelty. It resembles the ON construction with a left-dislocated generalizing RC, but in ON sá or hverr – but never hvat – was used here. Moreover, in the ON construction the ‘resumptive’ main clause pronoun does not have to be fronted. This option is still exercised in Late ON, as this 1328 example shows:
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In the MLN huat-correlative construction, the correlative pronoun is always fronted.

In Section 7.4, it was argued that ON left-dislocated relative complexes do not involve quantificational binding. One of the arguments was the absence of examples where the resumptive main clause nominal has a partitive meaning. From that perspective, (53) is an interesting example:
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As shown in Section 7.4, correlative clauses are always maximalizing. This means that they cannot be resumed by a non-unique determiner. The only exception is if the correlative element has a partitive meaning (Liptāk 2009:4; Srivastav 1991:248). In (53), inthet (‘nothing’) gives the whole construction a partitive meaning (‘nothing of’).

There is an important difference between the MLN example and the partitive correlative pronouns in Hindi. In the latter language, the main clause must feature a special partitive form of a demonstrative for the partitive interpretation to apply. If this demonstrative is missing, the sentence becomes ungrammatical, cf. the contrast between (54) and (55) (from Srivastav 1991:648):
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The MLN example (53) indicates that the partitive interpretation is available even in the absence of a correlative partitive demonstrative (which in MLN would have to be inside a prepositional of-phrase: inthet af thet ‘nothing of that’).

An important argument why ON left-adjoined structures are not correlative RCs is the lack of locality effects, which shows that the left-adjoined structure cannot quantificationally bind a position inside the main clause. ON left-adjoined sá er-structures have a very loose connection to the main clause and serve as the functional equivalent of a conditional clause. The MLN left-adjoined huat-clauses are very different: They do not function as conditional clauses but are clearly nominal and maximalizing in nature. None of the examples involve anything that would amount to an island-violation.

It seems very plausible that their emergence in MLN should be seen in connection with the simultaneous appearance of ‘true’ FRs introduced by huat. In the same way that true FRs compete with semi-FRs introduced by then, so w-correlatives compete with correlative-like semi-FRs:
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This type must be a continuation of the ON left-adjoined sá er-type, although it has the semantics of the huat-type (not being conditional). It probably represents a blend of the two constructions.

Another variant, sporadically appearing in Late MLN sources, is different in two respects: 1) The RC is introduced by hvilkin instead of huat and 2) the recapitulating element is a personal pronoun and not the demonstrative thæn.
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Also here, the recapitulating element can be omitted, cf. (58) below, from the same text as (57):
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Unlike the huat-clauses, which I believe reflect spoken language, I take the left-adjoined hvilkin-clauses to be a more marginal phenomena, like the use of hvilkin in RC contexts in general. The chronology makes it very likely that hvilkin-clauses result from Danish influence, as they are far more frequent in Danish. Hvilkin-clauses appear towards the end of the 1400s, when huat-clauses had already been around since the beginning of the century. The examples are too few to establish whether they represent genuine correlative RC. (I believe they do not, since it is concluded in Section 11.8.2.1 that YMLD hwylk-clauses are not correlatives.)


11.5.4FR-pronouns vs. interrogative pronouns

The previous section brought up the question of the relation between FR-pronouns and interrogatives. The three w-pronouns discussed there – huat, huar and hueim – are also interrogative pronouns:
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Moreover, ON indirect questions sometimes allow er-insertion (Wagener 2014:185). Presumably, the structural and semantic similarities between an RC and an indirect question can result in a certain confusion which can lead to the insertion of er where it is otherwise not warranted. (62) may illustrate that:
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	vildi
	hældr (HOM113.3)


	would
	rather


	‘He asked him to choose which part he would rather have’




This poses the more general question of what exactly is the structural and genetical similarity between FR-pronouns and interrogatives or, even more generally, between interrogative clauses and RCs.

In traditional historical Germanic syntax, it has been suggested that FRs derive from (indirect) questions. Beckman (quoted in Lindblad 1943:31) proposes that, in Early Nordic, FRs arose by adding the “generalizing complementizer” er to the interrogative pronoun. Falk (1923:79f) also seems to assume that w-pronouns are primarily interrogative, which later became used also as indefinites. Also in the generative tradition, RCs are commonly seen as identical in structure to wh-clauses (see e.g. Radford (2004:223ff) and especially Åfarli’s (1994) analysis of MNO RCs). In their overview of the Generative debate on RC, Alexiadou et al. (2001:2) refer to the fronting of a relative pronoun as “non-canonical wh-movement”. The main reason for assigning one and the same structure to RCs and wh-clauses is the presence of island effects in both.

Most importantly, the data presented in the typological approaches of Hendery (2012) and Haspelmath (1997) make a strong case for the structural similarity between RCs and (both direct and indirect) questions. Hendery’s claim that it is interrogative pronouns – and not indefinite pronouns – that become relative markers is heavily backed up by cross-linguistic data. She finds that there is often polysemy between relative markers, interrogative markers and indefinite pronouns. Crucially, “there is no evidence that indefinite pronouns are polysemous with relative clause markers in languages without interrogative-relative polysemy.” (Hendery 2012:56). She claims that all proposed accounts which try to locate the source of a relative marker in an indefinite pronoun “can alternatively be interpreted as a development from an interrogative pronoun” (Hendery 2012:55) and that the latter alternative is the more natural assumption, given the cross-linguistic data.

Haspelmath (1997) does not discuss RCs as such, but investigates the relationship between interrogative and indefinite pronouns. He notes as a characteristic of Indo-European languages (Early Germanic, present-day Slavic) that bare interrogatives are very often used also as indefinite pronouns.

He rejects the idea that this has to do with interrogative pronouns being diachronically derived from indefinite pronouns (1997:174): No development along those lines has been attested for any language and, moreover, if interrogatives were derived from indefinites we would expect to find many languages with interrogatives that go back to generic nouns or the numeral ‘one’, as these are very common sources of indefinite pronouns. Instead, he points to “synchronic functional similarities to justify the systematic polysemy”, emphasizing “ignorance” (1997:175) as an element common to both interrogatives and indefinites. Who stole my bike is similar to someone stole my bike in that the identity of the bicycle thief is unknown in both cases.

Another interesting observation made by Haspelmath (1997:170ff) is that European bare interrogative pronouns (used as indefinites) are restricted to non-specific functions and thus excluded from specific environments. This sets them apart from f.ex. the indefinite article, which easily lends itself to specific use (as in Gunnar from Lidarende bought a plastic viking helmet in Walmart). The seeming refusal of Indo-European bare indefinite interrogatives to take on specific functions is surprising also from another perspective: Haspelmath (1997:129ff, see especially Fig. 6.2, p. 150) shows that it is typologically highly common for an originally free-choice ‘any’-type pronoun to extend beyond its original non-specific use or even lose it altogether. Somehow, bare interrogatives (used as indefinites) – at least in Indo-European – seem to resist this type of “semantic weakening”. This seems to back up the idea that it is functional similarities and some kind of ‘ignorance’ semantics that underlie the polysemy between interrogative pronouns and indefinite ones.

Where does all this leave us with regard to the ON/Early Germanic data? No firm conclusions can be made, but a development along the following lines might be suggested: Bare interrogatives were used as indefinite pronouns in Early Germanic, with their own non-specific semantics. Naturally, they could only be used as antecedents for RCs that presented a non-specific environment (‘generalizing RCs’). Only in that very indirect sense do w-RCs ‘derive’ from interrogatives: not directly by being modelled on indirect questions, but by using as antecedent an indefinite pronoun which had its origin in an interrogative use. This explains why Germanic FRs to this day are reluctant to expand beyond non-specific uses.

Tentatively, one can pose four stages marking the development of bare interrogative pronouns:



	 Interrogative w-pronouns used only in interrogative clauses

	 Bare interrogative pronouns used as indefinite pronouns, including as antecedents for RCs (the ON stage)

	 Bare interrogative RC antecedents integrated into the RC and reanalysed as FR-pronouns (the MLN stage, cf. huat)

	 FR-pronouns reanalysed as relative pronouns. In the Germanic case, ‘reanalysis’ is perhaps not a well-chosen term, as it implies that this was a language-internal process. As shown above, the relative pronoun use of FR-pronouns was probably modelled on foreign (especially Latin) patterns.





Of course, this only suggests a common origin (possibly rooted in ‘ignorance’ semantics) for FR-(w)-pronouns and interrogative pronouns and should not be taken as a claim that FRs (or RCs with relative pronouns) have the same syntactic structure as interrogative clauses. There are indeed syntactic differences between FRs/RCs and interrogative clauses: For instance, in Early Germanic languages only interrogative clauses allow pied-piping of prepositions (Helgander 1971:209ff). This is why a sentence like Gunnar likes with whom he is speaking is ungrammatical in English. In MNO pied-piping is disallowed everywhere – including interrogative clauses – but as (61) shows, pied-piping in indirect questions was permitted in MLN (maybe even obligatory, like it was in ON). Helgander also points out that indirect questions are more easily clefted than FRs.

Moreover, the relative complementizer er is sometimes inserted also in indirect questions (cf. Section 13.1). In MNO, som is obligatory in subject indirect questions, just like it is in subject RCs. Both represent examples of indirect questions borrowing syntactically from RCs.

In short, while these examples underline the structural and semantic similarities between RCs and indirect questions, they do not provide any evidence that the former derive from the latter (at least not in Germanic): On the contrary, they are an example of indirect questions mimicking RCs rather than the other way round.



11.6Why are w-pronouns marginal in Norwegian relative contexts?

We have just seen that many factors speak in favour of analysing MLN huat-RCs as true FRs. Such examples are quite numerous in the MLN data (44 examples). Given the data’s formulaic character and lack of stylistic diversity it is difficult to say to what extent these constructions were used in colloquial speech. But they are found in texts with an otherwise colloquial and/or narrative character and outside formulas, so my tentative conclusion is that they were used by MLN speakers also in spoken language.

In MNO, FRs do exist, but only very marginally. Semi-FRs are far more common. If an FR is being used, it is usually with a generalizing meaning. With regard to FRs with specific reference, they are, according to Faarlund et al. (1998:1059) almost non-existent outside Standard Eastern Norwegian bokmål (see also Indrebø 2001:211). And even there, a semi-FR is preferred whenever reference is specific. Generally, MNO FRs have a distinctly archaic ring and are used mostly in proverbs. Faarlund et al. (1997:1060) note that FRs used to be more common in this use in the past. The only use where they are expanding is the locational one, with hvor making inroads at the expense of the d-pronoun der.

This represents a contrast to several other Germanic languages, where W-pronouns have become important elements of RCs.


–Dutch: relative w-pronouns and relative R-compounds

–Afrikaans: wat as an allround relative complementizer

–English: W-pronouns dominate both FRs and semi-FRs. The locational where has no d-pronoun counterpart.

–German dialects: Was, wer and wo has to varying degrees become relative complementizers in German dialects (including Yiddish), sometimes in combination with a (d-)relative pronoun (or even a (d-)particle/complementizer like da), sometimes replacing it completely. For example, in Bavarian German, wo is used as an all-round relative complementizer. In many dialects, these relativizers are sensitive to the animacy or gender of the antecedent and it can be difficult to determine whether they are pronouns or “agreeing complementizers” (cf. Harbert 2007:433). See Fleischer (2004:211ff) for an overview.

–German, English, Danish: Relative w-pronouns after sentential antecedents (Harbert 2007:437)117, replacing d-pronouns. In German, was and welches replace das (Dal & Eroms 2014:240) in this function. PDE has which here (Jespersen 1949:124f).

–Standard German: Was after quantificational heads like alles and etwas, replacing a d-pronoun das (with the partial exception of the genitive case, where dessen still is preferred (Dal & Eroms 2014:240)). Wo in R-compounds (cf. der stuhl worauf ich saβ) with antecedents low in animacy (Fleischer 2004:225) and in all locational RCs (where previously a d-pronoun like da was used).



Norwegian is thus special in:


–not having developed relative w-pronouns and/or w-pronouns as ‘agreeing complementizers’

–preferring semi-FRs (with demonstrative antecedents) to true FRs (with an internally generated w-pronoun)118.

–preferring a semi-FR (noe som…‘something which’) to a w-pronoun (hvilket) even with sentential antecedents

–not having a +human FR-pronoun (like English who(ever), German wer)119, cf. the contrast between (63) and (64):
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–not having relative R-compounds, except in very high registers: talen hvorved han avsluttet høytideligheten ‘the speech whereby he concluded the ceremony’

–having a temporal complementizer (da) derived from a d-pronoun. Other Germanic languages use a w-word here, cf. English when and German wenn.120

–having a locational demonstrative (der) that competes with a relative w-adverb (hvor)121.
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In English and German, the W-word has monopolized locational RC-contexts.

Why has Norwegian been so reluctant to accept w-words in relative contexts? We have seen that in MLN huat seemed to be gaining prominence as an FR-pronoun, but this development was later halted. The slow, gradual spread of w-pronouns in RC-contexts attested in for instance English and Dutch was, with regard to Norwegian, discontinued in its very early stages. Below, I suggest possible reasons:

Relative W-pronouns: Relative pronouns have the advantage of making explicit the function of NPREL. Once Norwegian lost case inflection, morphological marking of such pronouns became impossible. As has been argued above, in languages without morphological case, relative pronouns seem to be restricted to very high registers. This goes for hvilken in the Scandinavian languages, for example.

Relative pronouns are particularly common in positions low on the Accessibility Hierarchy, i.e., in positions otherwise difficult to relativize. Norwegian, throughout its history, has been a language with very liberal relativisation rules. In ON, all nominal functions could be relativized, including a genitive complement of a noun, a dative of comparison or an instrumental dative (Faarlund 2004:259). MNO is also a language with a permissive attitude to relativisation; for instance, object of comparison can be relativized. This is typologically very unusual: In Keenan & Comrie’s (1977) sample of 50 languages, not one allowed NPREL to be realized as a gap when it is the object of a comparison.
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It is true that MNO som-clauses do not allow NPREL to be a possessive noun modifier (67), which represents a nice opportunity for a whose-type relative pronoun to intrude. (68), however, is very marginal and confined to a high register. Fortunately, Norwegian developed a periphrastic til-possessive which freely allows relativisation of possessor NPs (69) 122.

[image: ]

[image: ]

[image: ]

As mentioned above, MLN does not have relative R-compounds. In Dutch and German, this particular environment was the first to accept relative w-pronouns and, according to Harbert (2007:441) they might have acted as a “foot in the door” for w-pronouns: “a special context of occurrence from which w-forms might subsequently have been generalized at the expense of d-forms in some [Germanic] languages”. The lack of such a construction in MLN might help explain why relative w-pronouns never spread in Norwegian.

It is probably also of some relevance that ON (or Early Nordic in general) was the only one among the Early Germanic language families not to have a relative d-pronoun. If relative pronouns are already present in the language, it must be easier simply to switch from one type of relative pronouns (d-pronouns) to another type (w-pronouns), rather than to introduce an entirely new type of relativisation strategy into the language.

W-pronouns as relative complementizers: Norwegian already had som.

W-adverbs in RC-contexts: In MLN, relative w-adverbs are very rare, but are found in generalizing uses, preceded by the generalizing ever-complementizer æ:
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In non-generalizing uses, only þar/ther seems to be possible:
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Helgander (1971:227f) shows that English where also at first was confined to generalizing uses and only later on expanded to specific contexts. One can imagine a similar path for Norwegian, only that here the development has not gone as far as in English: It has not managed to oust der. Hvor is expanding in MNO and only the future can tell whether it will end up monopolizing locational RC-contexts like its cousin where in English.

The dominance of semi-FRs over true FRs: Norwegian det is well suited to the task of serving as an antecedent for a semi-FR, due to its lack of lexical content. I will argue that the det used as prop-antecedent in semi-FRs is the preadjectival article, not the demonstrative (det serves as both in MNO)124. Alternatively, one could say that the demonstrative loses its ostensive force in relative contexts, which amounts to the same thing: A demonstrative without ostensive force is reduced to a mere uniqueness-marking element, much like a definite article (Section 5.4).

In English, that is less available as a prop-antecedent. This probably has to do with the desire to avoid that that-sequences. (Although such sequences are found in earlier English literature, cf. Jespersen (1949:158ff.) The alternative that which she did is stilted; what she did is preferred. A semi-FR and 0-RC like that she did seems not to be possible anymore, although it is found in older literature (Jespersen 1949:140f).125

The extent to which det is devoid of content is evident also in other of its uses: It is perhaps no coincidence that det is also the Norwegian subject expletive. Another indication of the flexibility of MNO det is that it can even take on adverbial meanings. In the examples below, det means something like ‘så mye (som)’ (‘as much (as)’):126
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It is probably also of importance that Norwegian det does not also serve as a nominal complementizer, unlike English that and German das (written dass). The function of nominal complementizer makes that and das less suitable as prop-antecedents. If das or that were to serve also as prop-antecedents, the listener, upon hearing them, would not know whether what follows is a nominal clause or an RC.127 In this regard, it is interesting to note that MLN thet seems to have been on its way towards developing into a nominal complementizer:
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Helgander (1971:64f) suggests that this might well be a native development, not some kind of Germanicism. I am inclined to agree with him: This use of thet is found in many texts which otherwise show little trace of foreign influence. This use did not survive into MNO and I think the considerations discussed above might have something to do with that: MLN thet was already so well established as a prop-antecedent that it resisted taking on another function which would render it less useful in its function as a prop-antecedent in semi-FRs.128


11.7W-pronouns in relative contexts in Middle Danish

This section discusses various aspects of w-pronouns in relative contexts in MLD. I have chosen to discuss all the Danish data, including SJÆ, here and not in Part 1. This is because Danish already in the OMLD period (1100–1350) was at a far more advanced stage than ON when it came to the use of w-pronouns in relative environments. With regard to Norwegian, there is a clear contrast between ON and MLN when it comes to this use of w-pronouns; in Danish, the OMLD SJÆ shows more similarities with MLN than with ON as far as w-pronouns are concerned.

What follows is a discussion of each of the w-words in relative contexts, first in SJÆ and then in JYS. A particular focus is whether any of these constructions can be labelled correlative.

11.7.1W-pronouns in relative contexts in Eriks sællandske lov

11.7.1.1Hvær

Hvær ‘every(one), whoever’ may modify a noun antecedent or serve as antecedent on its own. It is clearly a main clause element, for the following reasons:

–It may be separated from the RC.
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–Hvær does not occur in left-adjoined correlative RCs.

–It often modifies a noun (and since hvær never occurs in correlative RCs, an internal-head analysis is impossible).



This is sufficient to conclude that MLD hvær – just like MLN huær – is a main clause antecedent and no FR-pronoun.


11.7.1.2Hvilkin

Hvilkin ‘which’ is used both attributively (78) and without a noun (79)129. Both attributively and pronominally it has a generalizing ‘ever’ meaning.
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Is hvilkin a main clause antecedent or an FR-pronoun?


–Hvilkin in SJÆ is not case-marked, so this cannot be used to settle this issue.

–In the majority of cases, hvilkin occurs in something that looks like a correlative construction.

–I have not found any examples where pronominal hvilkin is separated from the RC. However, in left-dislocated relative complexes RCs are rarely separated from their antecedent anyway and such left-dislocated correlative-like structures make up the majority of the examples.

–Hvilkin is not attested independently as an indefinite pronoun, only as an interrogative one. This speaks strongly against a main-clause analysis of hvilkin.



Let us look a little more closely at the seemingly correlative use of hvilkin. In this use, it may be resumed by a personal pronoun in the main clause (80), but it usually is not (81).
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I concluded above that MLN seems to have genuine correlative RCs. Should the same analysis should be given to the hvilkin-RCs in SJÆ? This would mean that hvilkin fingær, hvilkin theræ and hvilken annær should be regarded as some kind of internal heads.

The absence of an overt correlative pronoun is not in itself a problem; Hindi also allows this (Srivastav 1991:655). But the correlative analysis runs up against a bigger hurdle. Correlatives exhibit locality effects. Such effects seem to be missing in SJÆ, cf. (82).
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The left-dislocated hvilkin-clause actually does not have to be co-referent with a main clause element at all.
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I will therefore reject the correlative analysis and analyse such cases as either 1) left-adjoined FRs if hvilkin does not modify a noun or 2) left-adjoined relative complexes if hvilkin is used attributively with a noun. They always have a generalizing ‘ever’-meaning and can be compared with examples where the hvilkinclause is right-dislocated (cf. the FR in (84):
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11.7.1.3Hva

Hva ‘who’ is not very frequent, but is attested eight times in SJÆ. It is not attested independently as an indefinite pronoun and is never separated from the RC, so it must be an FR-pronoun. It always occurs in left-adjoined clauses. A typical example is (85):
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The absence of locality effects suggests that they are not correlatives:
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All the hva-clauses are functional equivalents of conditional clauses. See Section 11.7.3.


11.7.1.4Hvat

Hvat ‘what’ is not attested independently as an indefinite pronoun (only as an interrogative one), nor is it ever separated from the RC. This leads to the conclusion that it is an FR-pronoun.

The hvat-clause may also serve as an argument in the main clause:
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In (88), it seems to function as a relative pronoun, with annæt as the antecedent. A similar use was attested in MLN, see Section 11.5.3 above.
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More commonly, the hvat-clause is left-adjoined, resumed by a demonstrative thæt in the main clause. Thæt is usually fronted, but it does not have to be. In Section 15.6.1.2, it was argued that MLN left-adjoined huat-clauses are correlative RCs. Are we dealing with a true correlative also in SJÆ? Hvat-clauses are not frequent (less frequent than hvilkin-clauses) so this is difficult to establish with certainty. They do not seem to display locality effects, cf. (89), where the hvat-clause is resumed by a pronoun inside a conditional clause (and not inside the main clause).
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To sum up, I believe that the correlative analysis has to be rejected also with regard to left-adjoined hvat-clauses. I will instead see the hvat-clauses discussed here – where hvat is used pronominally – as left-adjoined FRs with a resumptive main clause element. When hvat is used attributively (cf. (90)), an FR-analysis is ruled out. I will analyse such cases as left-dislocated relative complexes, where hvat + noun is an external antecedent.
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It needs to be underlined that more data are needed to reach firmer conclusions as regards the nature of left-adjoined hvat-clauses in SJÆ.

Finally, I would like to mention briefly a special type of hvat-clauses, the disjunctive ones, with a meaning ‘whether… or…’. They are usually right-adjoined to the main clause (92), but can also be left-adjoined (91). They are found both with (91) and without (92) sum (never with any other complementizer).
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Disjunctive hvat-clauses probably have a different origin than the others. In ON, there is a special element hvart used only with disjunctives, whereas in East Nordic the disjunctive element is hvat, i.e. homophonous with the interrogative and indefinite/FR-pronoun. While undoubtedly originally a pronoun, Lindblad argues (1943:38f) that hvart/hvat has acquired complementizer properties by Early Nordic, like English whether. The ‘de-relativized’ character of this construction is also evident in that it usually occurs without a relative complementizer (though the fact that it may occur with it at all is perhaps more interesting).


11.7.1.5Other possible correlative constructions

Like in MLN, correlative-like constructions involving thæn are also found, although they are very uncommon in SJÆ:
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Like in the MLN case, I choose to analyse the left-dislocated structure in (93) as a left-dislocated relative complex resumed by a pronoun in the main clause. (94), however, is problematic for a non-correlative approach:
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The reason is that the main clause NP fæm marc silfs seems to fall under the scope of the left-dislocated relative complex (with a partitive interpretation). This seems to imply quantificational binding. It is the only such example. Whether this is indeed a correlative RC or has to do with something else (for instance a missing preposition af ‘of’ in the left-dislocated phrase) is something I will leave open.

To sum up: I will thus conclude that SJÆ does not have true correlative clauses (in the sense of Srivastav (1991)), but that it has FRs or relative complexes that may be left- or right-adjoined. At the same time, a larger corpus is needed if we wish to reach firmer conclusions.




11.7.2W-pronouns in relative contexts in Jyske lov

11.7.2.1Hwylk

Like in MLN, hwylk ‘which’ (cf. Modern Danish hvilken) is found as a relative pronoun with a noun antecedent:
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Hwylk is never separated from the RC. Leaving aside its use as an interrogative, it is not used outside RC contexts, with the exception of (96), where it is used attributively, with ‘ever’-meaning. The noun has a postnominal modifier which perhaps can be looked upon as some kind of elliptic RC.
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Hwylk often occurs in left-adjoined structures, usually modifying a noun, and resumed by a main clause NP:

[image: ]

This NP can be fronted but it often is not. It can also be or omitted altogether. Relative complexes headed by hwylk may also be embedded inside the main clause (although this sentence could also be analysed as a left-dislocated correlative clause lacking an overt main clause correlative element):
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There do not seem to be any locality effects, cf. (99), where the left-dislocated relative complex is not co-referent with any position inside the main clause (even an empty one), only with a (empty) subject position inside another conditional clause:
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	‘If the owner of the land tethers his cattle on another person’s field or grassland, then that constitutes a violation (of the other person’s rights)’




This suggests that hwylk-clasues are not correlative.


11.7.2.2Hwo

Hwo ‘who’ corresponds to hva in SJÆ (Section 11.7.1.3). This element is never separated from the RC, nor does it enjoy independent existence as an indefinite pronoun (only as an interrogative pronoun). It must hence be considered an FR-pronoun. It is only used pronominally.

The hwo-clause may be resumed by a main clause personal pronoun (100). This pronoun does not have to be fronted (101):
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Hwo does not exhibit locality effects. In (102), hwo is resumed by a pronoun inside a conditional clause (cf. the verb-first word order), while it is not co-referent with any element inside the main clause.
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This suggests that hwo-clauses are not correlative RCs (assuming that conditional clauses are syntactic islands, cf. *Whoi will you kiss if ti comes to the party?).


11.7.2.3Hwat

Hwat ‘what’ is never separated from the RC, nor is it found as an independent indefinite pronoun (only as an interrogative). This means that it is an FR-pronoun.

The MLN data have huat-clauses with specific reference (see Section 11.5.3). I have not come across any such examples in JYS, but that could easily be a result of the particular text, which has few specific noun phrases.

The hwat-clause can be an argument inside the main clause:
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Hwat can be right-adjoined to the main clause:
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It is frequently found in left-adjoined structures, with a resumptive thæt in the main clause. In JYS, unlike in SJÆ, thæt is always fronted:
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Hwat in JYS is only used pronominally, except in (106), where it modifies the noun sagh.
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This example is interesting also for another reason, because it shows that the left-adjoined hwat-clause does not have to be co-referent with an NP inside the main clause, which shows that we are not dealing with a correlative RC. This does not mean that non-attributive (left-adjoined) hwat cannot be correlative. In Section 11.5.3, I argued that left-adjoined huat-clauses in MLN (where huat is always non-attributive) are correlative RCs. More data are needed to establish whether this is the case also with regard to 15th century Danish, or whether the examples discussed should only be considered adjoined RCs.


11.7.2.4Adverbial FRs

Finally, JYS has locational FRs introduced by hwor ‘where’. These can be adjoined or argumental. Sometimes it is difficult to decide between the two analyses.
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11.7.3Concluding remarks

This investigation of two legal codes has shown that MLD has FR-pronouns. When it comes to correlative RCs, hvilkin-clauses and hwo-clauses are not correlative, due to the absence of locality effects and even the possibility of not having a correlative pronoun (even a covert one) inside the main clause. Hwat-clauses, on the other hand, may well be true correlatives in YMLD, as I have argued that they are in MLN, but more data are needed.

How do we explain the presence of the many left-adjoined, correlative-like structures? One approach is to see them as functional equivalents of conditional clauses. In the Modern Danish versions of the two texts, left-dislocated FRs/relative complexes are very often rendered with a Modern Danish conditional hvis-clause.
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Indeed, in (108), the left-adjoined FR is coordinated with a conditional clause. (That the second clause is a conditional one is clear from its verb-first word order.)

Seeing the left-dislocated structures – at least many of them – as conditional clauses also explains why the FR/relative complex does not have to be resumed by a co-referent pronoun inside the main clause. Conditional clauses, of course, do not need to share a referent with the main clause, whereas a correlative RC has to be co-referent with a main clause pronoun (even if this does not have to be overt).

The similarities between FRs/relative complexes headed by indefinite pronouns and conditional clauses have been noted by several scholars who have studies diachronic RCs in Germanic. Helgander (1971:230) notes that “indefinite relative clauses in general easily develop conditional (and concessive) sense”. Lehmann (1984:383) argues that German FRs introduced by wer originally had only conditional meaning.

Lindblad (1943:37) has also noted that the left-adjoined relative complex does not have to be co-referent with a main clause argument. He sees left-adjoined relative complexes/FRs, to varying degrees, as conditional in meaning and as ‘de-relativized’ (“avrelativiserade”). Lindblad argues that this ‘derelativization’ manifests itself in lack of relative particle and lack of stylistic fronting. Hvilkin-clauses, according to Lindblad, are the most de-relativized ones, cf. (109), where the subordinate character is not marked at all. (It has the word order of a direct question.)
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According to Lindblad, this construction comes from Low-German. It does not have its roots in Latin however: According to Dal & Eroms (2014:241f), this use of welcher (MHG swelch) in German is not borrowed, but has evolved from so welih so, cf. the discussion in Section 11.3.

The SJÆ-data do not confirm Lindblad’s claim that hvilkin-clauses are more derelativized than others. In SJÆ, I have only found one such clause without stylistic fronting. Hvilkin-clauses may occur without a complementizer, but this applies to w-pronouns in general. More often, hvilkin is used with sum and even with ær. The JYS-data align better with Lindblad’s claim: In 7 out of a total of 10 left-adjoined hwilk-clauses, the complementizer is missing, while both hwo and hwat-clauses feature the complementizer sum in the majority of cases. However, left-adjoined subject hvilkin-clauses in JYS are more likely to have stylistic fronting than left-adjoined hwo and hwat-clauses, which speaks against derelativization. In sum, Lindblad’s claim finds only modest support in my data. (This does not necessarily mean that I doubt the general validity of Lindblad’s claim; his book is based on a larger Danish corpus than the present study.)

As regards choice of complementizer, it has been noted both by Lindblad (1943:121ff) and Diderichsen (1941:118) that w-pronouns in East-Nordic, especially Danish, prefer sum. This is confirmed by my data: In SJÆ, sum is almost exclusively used with w-pronouns, while other antecedents use ær or thær.

W-pronouns are far more common in the Danish texts compared to the Norwegian ones. This goes especially for hvilkin. At the same time, I am aware that the Danish documents – both legal codes – represent a somewhat different text type from the MLN diplomas. I have therefore looked very cursorily at a few Danish diplomas from the very beginning of the 15th century (available at http://diplomatarium.dk). They suggest the following:


–Hvilkin is extremely common as a relative pronoun and as a ‘relative adjective’, but not in left-adjoined relative structures.

–Hwat is found in correlative-like structures with a resumptive, fronted thæt in the main clause. Hwat can be pronominal or it can modify a noun. The noun can also be repeated in the main clause.

–Correlative-like constructions with a demonstrative instead of a w-pronoun are also found.



In my small sample, I have not come across the type of left-adjuncton where the main clause correlative pronoun is missing, where it is not fronted, or where the left-dislocated FR/relative complex is not co-referent with a main clause argument at all. It seems likely that these constructions are typical of legal codes and more marginal in other types of texts. Of course, this is not only a stylistic phenomenon. Legal codes in themselves have more need for left-adjoined FRs/relative complexes, as most laws involve conditions: If one does this and this, then this and this will be the legal consequence. As we have seen, in Early Nordic a relative clause is a very common way of stating a condition. This applies not only to SJÆ and JYS, but to Early Nordic legal codes in general (including the ON EID and BORG in my data). Both ON and MLD have specialized conditional clauses, but for some reason they prefer to formulate conditions in legal texts with an FR/relative complex instead. This FR/relative complex can be left-adjoined or integrated into the main clause.

The observation that w-pronouns are more common in the MLD sources than in ON must be related to the fact that MLD seems to lack the left-dislocated semi-FR headed by sá, which is so frequent in ON legal texts. The MLN legal texts do indeed avail themselves of left-dislocation, but use a w-RC, usually a ‘true’ FR, instead.

This sample is very tiny, so the observations above should only be seen as hypotheses to be tested on a larger corpus of MLD diploma. But it seems far to say that, on the basis of SJÆ and JYS and the few diplomas excerpted, as well as what other scholars like Lindblad and Diderichsen have argued, that w-pronouns are far more central and appear much earlier in East-Nordic, especially Danish, than in Old Norse. This makes it plausible that at least the correlative construction, and possibly also FRs with w-pronouns, were borrowed into Norwegian from Swedish or Danish. A problem with this hypothesis is that I have not been able to demonstrative conclusively that hwat-clauses in JYS are truly correlative, al-though I find this likely. A more extensive corpus would probably settle this.

But a purely language-internal MLN development cannot be ruled out either, along the lines of the indefiniteness-hierarchy introduced above (Section 11.3). It is very possible that, in accordance with the indefiniteness hierarchy, MLN reanalysed external w-pronoun antecedents as RC-internal FR pronouns. Once a language has FRs with w-pronouns, left-dislocated FRs could then be reanalysed as correlative ones. However, Hendery (2012:186) has noted that speakers of South-African Indian English form correlative constructions (from Indian languages) with English linguistic material. This shows, according to Hendery, that “the potential for [the spread of correlatives] through contact exists”. Given that ON/MLN already had left-adjoined relative complexes, it must have been easy to borrow the very similar-looking correlative construction. Both options – language-internal reanalysis and syntactic borrowing – are possible. Or even a combination of the two: Contact with correlatives in Danish/Swedish contributed to the reanalysis of MLN left-adjoined w-RCs.

It needs to be stressed again that I have used the term ‘correlative RC’ as understood by Srivastav (1991) and Liptāk (2009). So when I say that a certain construction is not a correlative RC, it is only in this strict sense of the term (which for example uses locality effects as a criterion). In a wider sense, any left-dislocated relative complex that is resumed by an element inside the main clause can be said to be correlative. However, examples where the left-dislocated relative complex is not co-referent with any syntactic argument (even an empty one) inside the main clause cannot be called correlatives, even in the most liberal use of the term. But even they may have some kind of diachronic relationship with correlative RCs. It was shown in Section 7.4 that ON left-dislocated sá er…-relative complexes for various reasons cannot be analysed as correlative RCs. I also referred to Lehmann (1984:368ff), who argues that Proto-Indo-European had correlative RCs. Whether there is any relation between the alleged PIE correlative construction and the left-adjoined relative complexes in ON is probably impossible to answer. It cannot, of course, be ruled out. But the fact that ‘proper’ correlative RCs – in the form of huat-clauses – suddenly appear in MLN, possibly as a result of borrowing, shows that one does not need to assume a PIE-origin in order to account for the presence of a correlative or correlative-like construction.



12Then in Middle Norwegian and beyond

A major share of part 1 was dedicated to a discussion of ON sá and its properties when it occurs in relative contexts. In this chapter, I will try to find out what happens to this element in the MLN period and also draw some lines to MNO. This chapter is a shortened (and slightly reworked) version of Ch. 16 in my doctoral thesis (Wagener 2014).

Then/þen derived from sá’s masc.acc.sg. form þann and replaced sá as a nominative (and later all-round) form in the early 1300s. In Danish and Swedish, þæn/thæn ousts the nominative form already in the 1200s.

I use sá to refer to the ON determiner, then to refer to its MLN counterpart and den to refer to the MNO one.

12.1Then as a uniqueness-marking adjectival article

In Section 5.3.2, I looked at the role of sá as a preadjectival determiner in ON. Already by Late ON it seems to have taken over (after hinn) as the predominant preadjectival determiner. By the time we reach the MLN period, then (the MLN successor to sá) has monopolized this function almost completely.

With regard to ON, we have seen (Section 5.3) that definiteness marking (by a suffixed article or a weak adjective) was non-obligatory: Noun phrases with unique reference could have the form strong adjective + indefinite noun. The weak declension was only obligatory when the noun had the suffixed definite article. Moreover, the weak declension did not mark uniqueness as such, but was more of a nominalizing or particularizing element.

In the course of MLN, both definiteness marking and indefiniteness marking become obligatory. The definite article becomes obligatory on all noun phrases with unique reference while (argumental) noun phrases with non-unique reference require the indefinite article. In line with this development, strong adjectives are now marked non-unique, which makes them incompatible with uniquely referring noun phrases. This change is crucial: In ON (and in Early Germanic in general, cf. Ratkus 2011) the weak declension was marked for some kind of proto-definiteness, whereas strong adjectives were neutral, in the sense that they were compatible with all types of reference. In the modern system, both declensions are marked: strong for non-unique reference and weak for unique reference.

This change, however, is a gradual one. In the MLN texts, there are still examples of then and the proximal þessi/thessi failing to trigger weak declension:
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The lack of weak declension in the last two examples might be attributed to their very formulaic character. Some of the later examples can also result from confusion caused by the disintegration of the morphological case system. I generally suspect that the examples above do not really reflect 15th century spoken Norwegian. They are absent from diplomas with a more strongly colloquial flavour. But nevertheless, it is interesting that it still seems to have been at least possible for then to co-occur with the strong adjectival declension. In MNO, after all, no such possibility exists, even in the most bureaucratic style; the grammaticality judgements are extremely clear.

In spite of the gradualness of the process, the general picture is that of then acquiring the characteristics that we find in the present-day adjectival article: In MLN, then consolidates itself as (the only) adjectival article: a prenominal and unambiguously unique element. This represents a shift from its ON ancestor, which could be postnominal, could be non-unique and might fail to trigger weak adjectival declension. The weak adjectival declension – which in ON was non-obligatory – becomes an automatic consequence of unique reference.

This entails a new role for then and a change in the nature of the preadjectival determiner. ON preadjectival hinn has been analysed as an element of a more formal nature, whose task was to “mediate” between noun and adjective. Most scholars (Lundeby 1965, Ratkus 2011, Stroh-Wollin 2009) agree that the referential import was conveyed by the weak declension, not the preadjectival determiner. As I tried to show in Section 5.3.2, in Late ON sá/then was already gaining prominence as a preadjectival determiner, since it seemed more capable of expressing anaphoric reference than hinn. The ability to mark anaphoric reference can be regarded as the proto-typical expression of unique reference; this is a sign that preadjectival then was on its way to becoming a definiteness marker – i.e. an article – already in Late ON.

The hypothesis that noun phrases must be marked for definiteness in MLN seems to find corroboration in the data: Examples to the contrary (i.e. nouns with unique reference and no definiteness marking) are very few and usually restricted to formulaic, bureaucratic contexts, mostly involving the noun bref ‘letter’.

At the same time, ein establishes itself as an indefinite article proper.
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This use of ein seems to be obligatory by the 15th century (cf. also Skrzypek (2012:155ff) for the evolution of the indefinite article in Swedish).


12.2The fate of non-unique sá

The most intriguing aspect of ON sá in relative contexts was its ability to have non-unique reference or, to put it differently, to lose its restrictive force. I referred to this use of sá as non-unique sá. This, as might be remembered, set it apart from non-relative sá in non-relative contexts, which always (or practically always) seems to have unique reference. Non-unique sá was found in two environments: under the scope of a non-unique quantifier or in NPs with non-unique, specific reference. I will discuss these contexts in turn.

12.2.1Then and non-unique quantifiers

In Section 5.7.4, it was shown that ON sá could take both wide and narrow scope relative to non-unique quantifiers like nǫkkur, einnhverr and enginn and numerals.

In (5), sá takes wide scope over a quantifier:
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In (6), the quantifier takes wide scope over sá:
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In MNO, only the first option is possible. In MNO, unlike in ON, den always takes wide scope over other quantifiers within the same phrase and forces a unique reading of the whole phrase. Whenever den co-occurs with non-unique quantifiers, the latter turn into adjectives.
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However, not all non-unique determiners can co-occur with den in this way:
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This is probably connected to noen’s inability to turn into an adjective. De mange/få/fire are ok, since mange and få, unlike noen, can function as predicate adjectives: Endene som holdt til i dammen var mange/få/fire/*noen.

With regard to ON, I hypothesized that the presence of sá, though referentially clearly redundant, was required for syntactic reasons: The quantifiers in question were not themselves capable of serving as heads for an RC, so sá had to step in to save the sentence. This suggestion is supported by the almost complete lack of ON examples where nǫkkur and the other quantifiers mentioned above are followed by an RC without co-occuring with either sá or a noun (or both). The insertion of sa after noccor in (6) above is a good illustration.

The MNO counterparts of the above quantifiers may all head RCs without the help of a determiner like den: ingen som, noen som, andre som, en som… etc. are all licit in MNO. MLN seems to represent a transitional period. Already early in the period there is evidence that then-insertion is no longer required in order for nǫkkur etc. to serve as heads for an RC.

[image: ]

[image: ]

There are however some examples where, at a first glance, then seems to fall under the scope of a non-unique quantifier:
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However, with regard to at least the enghin and manghe-examples it is possible to suggest an interpretation where they are adjectives falling under the scope of then. The (15) example, can be paraphrased as þe som takkede honom waro manghe (‘those who thanked him were many’). I have not come across any MLN examples featuring manghe and enghin where these elements unequivocally take scope over then.

Moreover, a closer look also reveals that the examples above might be more homogenous than the ON counterparts. Examples (11) and (13)–(16) all feature an existential copula. (12) does not feature a copula, but it is non-specific and could be argued to have an existential meaning: ‘unless there is a person who resigns earlier who had the king’s castles or fiefdom’.

What is not found in my MLN data are examples equivalent to this one from ON, where it is not possible to construe nǫkkur (or other non-unique quantifiers) with an existential meaning:
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I believe we are dealing with a different construction in the MLN data compared to the ON ones. In ON sá had to be inserted to enable a quantifier to serve as head for an RC; in MLN this requirement seems to have lost its validity, cf. (9)–(10) above. Instead, relative complexes with nǫkkur/noccor and then co-occuring seem to have acquired a more specialized, existential meaning. That such a reanalysis has taken place is not surprising since the existential reading also characterizes many (probably the majority) of the ON examples. But as shown by (17), in ON nǫkkur + sá was compatible also with other types of reference.


12.2.2Non-unique, specific then

In Section 5.7.2.2, this construction was discussed:
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Here, sá appears to have non-unique, specific reference. No similar examples have been found in my MLN data, so I will conclude that this use is obsolete by the time we reach the MLN period. One can risk the hypothesis that then became impossible in this type of construction because of the emergence of a competing element which had exactly this construction as its favourite environment, namely the indefinite article ein(n). As maintained in Dyvik (1979:64), the indefinite article when it first emerged was marked +specific (unlike the MNO indefinite article, which is unmarked for specificity), so the environment exemplified by (18) would be among the first where we expect to find it. The new uniqueness-marking nature of then meant that it was incompatible with non-unique determiners/quantifiers like ein (unless it takes wide scope over them) 130.



12.3Simple definites – typical of relative contexts?

The simple definite noun phrase with then and an uninflected noun (which is very rare in MNO and marked non-specific) is widely attested throughout the entire MLN period.
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MNO would use hugget or det hugget here, i.e. the suffixed definite article is obligatory. I choose to believe though that the data might exaggerate the actual frequency of this construction, since many of the most colloquial sources have double definiteness throughout. Having said that, the example above is also colloquial and as we can see it uses the simple definite. This and similar examples indicate that the simple definite construction was less marked in Late MLN than it is today. This was after all a period of transition (cf. the examples above of then failing to trigger weak adjectival declension and the fact that postnominal then is found in RC-contexts as late as the 1500s).

I have the distinct impression that the simple definite survives longer in RC contexts than demonstrative ones; i.e. it is difficult to come across examples like the hwg in (19) above, where the noun is not followed by an RC and the consequently is a demonstrative. I have argued elsewhere (see Section 5.4) that sá/then is reduced to a uniqueness marking element (i.e. essentially a definite article) when it is followed by an RC. This means that MLN then can be seen as a definite article in relative contexts. It is possible that this made the addition of a suffixed article on the noun less necessary in a transitional period.

Interestingly, Wessén (1965:46) notes that in Early Modern Swedish a noun modified by a prenominal then tends to be uninflected for definiteness if it is followed by an RC. Standard Modern Swedish, which otherwise have double definites, uses only simple definites (or a definite noun with no demonstrative) in all RC-contexts, regardless of referential properties.

In MNO, the suffixed article is obligatory in RC contexts equivalent to (19), with unique and specific reference (det hugg som… vs. det hugget som…)131. As regards the prenominal determiner, Julien (2005:78) has performed a search in the Oslo Corpus of Tagged Norwegian Texts, which reveals that it is almost twice as common to leave out den as to insert it in MNO definite RCs. However, this is subject to great individual variation; some writers like it more than others. For those with a fondness for very long perspectives it is possible to argue – like Lindblad (1943:154ff) – that sá/then/den has been losing ground in RC-contexts since Early Runic times, becoming less and less frequent.


12.4Conclusion

MLN then is an element in transition. It was still not entirely settled in its novel function as a preadjectival definite article. The continued presence of strong adjectives in unique nominals, as well as the lack of definiteness marking on the noun in unique nominals like thet hug shows that the MNO principle – that strong adjectives and nouns lacking the definite article are marked non-unique – was still not entirely in place. Nevertheless, there was a marked change from classic ON in that definiteness at least had to be marked somewhere on the NP. Then’s new role as marker of definiteness makes it incompatible with non-unique reference, which means that the much-discussed non-unique ON sá in RC contexts either becomes obsolete or undergoes some kind of reanalysis.




13Relative complementizers in the Nordic languages

One little note on terminology: I try as far as possible to stick to the term ‘relative complementizer’. In the older literature on Germanic comparative syntax, the term ‘relative particle’ is common. I try to avoid this term, since ‘particle’ nowadays is more commonly used in connection with verb particles etc. However, I would like the reader to keep in mind that the term ‘complementizer’ is not always entirely accurate when it comes to er, which arguably sometimes functions as a connective and does not have to be subordinating (although it usually is).

13.1Is/er/ær132

The nature of er touches many aspects of diachronic Nordic relative clauses and many of its aspects are covered in Ch. 9 and Ch. 15. This section is therefore rather brief and will mainly take a typological view, defining and contrasting er with other complementizers. The question of RCs lacking complementizers, so-called 0-RCs, will be thoroughly dealt with in Ch.15.

Er is the Early Nordic relative complementizer par excellence and “die vielseitigste der [altislandischen] Konjunktionen” (Heusler 1967:155). It is by far the most common relative complementizer in all the earliest sources. Er derives from the Proto-Germanic pronoun is (which is also its form in the Runic data). According to Lindblad (1943:146ff), it goes back to a genitive form used as a locative, whereas Wessén (1965:256) suggests it derives from Gothic izei ‘he who’.There is also the question of the relationship between the two cognate forms er and es. Lindblad (1943:136ff) argues that they, at least originally, had complementary distribution: Er was a clitic (often also written with a special clitic form, r/R, so that saR = sa er) whereas es was a free form. Es falls into disuse in the 13th century. I refer the reader to Lindblad’s excellent book for further discussion of this topic.

In the Norwegian runic data (from Samnordisk runtextdatabas), 37 out of 42 RCs feature a variant of er. In OLA, it is also the dominant relative complementizer. I counted all the RCs from pages 1–37: Out of 152 clear RC-examples, 130 (86 %) feature er.

As for the MLD data, ær also seems to be the only option in the earliest texts. Out of 844 RCs in SJÆ, only 44 feature sum; in this subset, in all but 6 instances the antecedent is or includes a w-word. (See Section 13.2 on sum below). Furthermore, the text has only a lone example of at used as a relative complementizer. Unlike the contemporaneous Norwegian texts, SJÆ has a significant number of RCs (56) with thær as a relative complementizer as well as 119 complementizerless RCs (0-RCs). The remaining RCs all feature ær.

Diderichsen’s investigation of Skaanske lov yields similar results: “It should be considered a given that the original text has known no other genuine relative complementizers than ær” (1941:154)133.

Er has several characteristics that sets it apart from sum and ther: First, in Old Norse, er is by far the preferred complementizer in all temporal contexts: after temporal NPs (þann tima er, þann dag er, etc.), after temporal adverbs (siðan er, aðr er, etc.) and also as a temporal complementizer in its own right (er hann kam til þings). However, there are significant differences between the individual Nordic languages. According to Diderichsen (1941:156), er as a temporal complementizer without any main clause antecedent is restricted to Old Norse. My investigation of SJÆ confirms this, as no examples of this use of ær have been found. However, ær sometimes occurs with a temporal adverb antecedent in the main clause (førre… ær, sithæn… ær, then dagh… ær). On the other hand, SJÆ uses thær/thar as an independent temporal complementizer where ON would use er.

There are also other contexts where ON is the only among the Early Nordic languages that privileges er. Whereas MLD almost uniformly uses sum after w-antecedents, ON still prefers er even in this context. ON also occasionally inserts er in indirect questions, a phenomenon which has not been reported in East Nordic.
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In OLA, I found 25 examples of indirect questions with a complementizer; the complementizer was uniformly er and never sem. Also, KS only uses er in indirect questions. Most commonly, indirect questions do not feature any complementizer at all, but if they do then it is er and not sem. These findings seem to be supported by Nygaard (1905:259f), who mentions only er and not sem as a complementizer in indirect questions.

Moreover, ON often uses er after antecedents with slíkr, while SJÆ uniformly uses sum here (which makes sense, since RCs with slíkr as antecedent can be seen as comparative clauses). Related to this use is the employment of er, and not at, when the antecedent features a degree adverb (see Section 5.7.1); this use is “practically unknown” in East Nordic according to Diderichsen (1941:156, fn. 497).

Finally, er has often been described as a connective. Lindblad (1943:149) describes er as a “relational word void of content, which places a declarative clause in relation to a nominal concept”134, also found in loose, anacoluthic sequences like this (example taken from Faarlund 2004:261):
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Nygaard (1905:3) seems to see anacoluthic constructions as a product of the learned-style fondness for an excessively ornate style: “One attempts to build more elaborate sentence complexes, attempts that often fail and end up in anacolutha”. There is indeed reason to believe that sentences like (2) were mainly confined to learned-style texts; I have not come across similar examples in LAX. However, there is also independent evidence that er has connective properties, cf. Section 14.2.1 on apo koinou.

Er soon becomes obsolete in MLN and YMLD: In the 15th century JYS it is completely absent. In my MLN data, it becomes exceedingly rare after 1450. For more on the development in MLN, I refer to Chs. 15–18 on 0-RCs in Middle Norwegian, which also offer some speculation as to why er perished and som prevailed.


13.2Sem/sum/som135

Lindblad (1943:113f) reports that sem/sum/som starts showing up in Swedish runes from the 11th century. In my Norwegian data, the oldest example is a runic inscriptipon from 1180 (N149M). In OLAF, sem-examples still constitute only a small minority (18 out of 152 RCs: 12 %). It gradually increases in frequency, before it completely ousts er in MLN in the course of the 15th century. Today, som/sem is the unmarked relative complementizer in all the Nordic languages, including Icelandic (which, however, has retained er in writing).

How did sem the comparative complementizer evolve into a relative complementizer? First, note that there are strong similarities between relative complexes and comparative complexes both structurally and semantically. In both cases, we are dealing with two clauses, where the second clause contains a gap and can be embedded inside the first one or adjoined to it. I will go through some types of comparative clauses that easily lend themselves to reanalysis as RCs.

First, we have the type where a comparative determiner like slíkr, svá, þvílíkr or samr selects a sem-clause. These determiners may be reanalysed as definite determiners and, hence, as antecedents to an RC. Such a reanalysis is particularly accessible with regard to ON, where the demarcation line between comparative and definite determiners is far more blurred than in MNO. In Section 5.7.1.1, I detailed how sá and slíkr tend to be used interchangeably in ON. Here are some examples where the comparative determiner can be replaced with a definite determiner with minimal, if any, change in meaning.
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An additional factor here is that er frequently encroaches on comparative territory: It is often found after slíkr, þvílíkr and, especially, after samr (see Lindblad 1943:122f).
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This must have added to the confusion and served to further blur the lines between comparative and relative clauses.

Second, we have the type where a sem-clause is adjoined to the main clause and has the meaning ‘like’, ‘such as’. Such sentences usually also features the comparative determiner svá (8), but this can be omitted (9).
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	gerðe
	(HOM104.30)


	did
	


	‘and stay away from sins, like Paul the Apostle did’
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Of importance here is that the (svá) sem-clause modifies the entire clausal content of the clause it is adjoined to. When svá is dropped (which it frequently is) sem may be reanalysed as a relative complementizer taking the entire matrix clause as its antecedent.

Third, in (10), there is also a second reanalysis possible: The sem-clause can be reanalysed as an RC with a nominal gap. This is possible whenever the main clause contains an NP that can be construed as co-referent with an argument of the verb in the sem-clause (i.e. it can be seen as being co-referent with NPREL). In (10), fagrlegan bunað can be seen as the subject of the RC verb sóma. Such a reanalysis is of course only possible if it makes sense semantically and also only if the subclause verb can be seen as agreeing with the main clause NP. (In (10), for instance, plural form of the verb would block a renanalysis, since the main clause NP in question is singular.)

Fourth, ON has a construction which corresponds to the correlative English the… the construction. Here, sá actually functions as a comparative determiner.
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This is still a comparative clause (the gap in the subordinate clause sem þu est is not nominal), but the fact that the antecedent is sá – so typical of RCs – makes it very similar to an RC.

To sum up so far, there are numerous so-called ‘bridging contexts’, where a sentence is ambiguous between a comparative clause and an RC-interpretation. Hence, it is no mystery that a comparative complementizer can develop into a relative one. Perhaps it is actually more puzzling why it doesn’t happen more often. According to Hendery’s (2012:89ff) diachronic RC-typology, such a development is, as far as she is aware, only attested in Germanic languages. She goes even further, arguing that even in Germanic such a development (from comparative to relative marker) can be questioned: “It is impossible to be sure that comparatives really are a source of relative clause markers purely on the basis of [the Germanic] examples” (Hendery 2012:89). She suggests that the comparative use does not have to be the source of sem’s extension to RCs; it might also have been sem’s use in locational clauses or sem’s use as a general connective. To start with the latter, that relative sem may have started out as a general connective, it seems to be contradicted by the data. Only er among the Nordic relative complementizers can serve as a general connective (for example in anacoluthia); I have not come across examples of sem in this use.

As for the locational use of sem: SJÆ always prefers thær in locational clauses, whereas ON uses both þar, er and sem. It is true that, in ON, sem is overrepresented in locational contexts (a question I will return to immediately below), especially after the locational adverb þar and to some extent also after antecedent NPs used with a locational meaning. But sem is far from having a monopoly on this function in ON: þar er is also very common. In ON, þar is still a main clause adverb, which requires the use of a complementizer when it is followed by an RC. This contrasts with the situation in Danish: In SJÆ, thær has already evolved into a locational complementizer and is not followed by ær or sum. Sum in SJÆ is used only in RCs with a w-word as antecedent or in RCs that border on comparative clauses. There is thus nothing to indicate that it is the locational use of sum which is the original one.

As a comparative marker, on the other hand, both ON and OMLD rely almost exclusively on sem/sum: SJÆ consistently uses only sum in all comparative contexts, even contexts that may equally well receive an RC interpretation. (A partial exception are NPs with samæ ‘same’, which are sometimes followed by an ær-clause.) ON allows for more interchangeability, so that som is used in RCs and er sometimes used in certain types of comparative clauses that can also receive an RC-interpretation (f.ex. with slíkr and degree adverbs, as mentioned in the previous paragraph). But even in ON, only sem is used in clauses that are unambiguously comparative, i.e. when the gap in the subordinate clause is clearly adjectival and not nominal, cf. (12):
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All this leaves little doubt that sem’s role as a comparative marker is more basic than its role as a relative marker. This is, of course, also the standard account in the literature on the topic.

It is, however, true that sem is overrepresented in locational contexts in ON. In HOM, where sem is still marginal in nominal RCs, it is more common than er after the locational adverb þar ‘there’. It is also common in examples like these:
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Such cases are open to two analyses: Either they can be seen as ordinary (nominal) RCs where the stranded preposition is – for some reason – missing. Alternatively, sem can be analysed as a locational complementizer meaning ‘where’. If one chooses the second approach, one is forced to accept that also er can be a locational complementizer, cf. examples like (14), which are no rarity:
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Since, as (14) shows, er is also used in this type of examples, I find the first analysis – that we are dealing with nominal RCs with a missing preposition – to be more plausible. Importantly, sem (or er) cannot be used on its own as a locational complementizer – it seems to get its locational interpretation from the antecedent NP.

In other words, it is incorrect to speak of sem as a locational complementizer. What one can say, however, is that it is overrepresented in contexts where the antecedent is a locational adverb or an NP used with a locational meaning. This can be explained as some kind of division of labour between er and sem: As we have seen, er enjoys a near-monopoly in temporal contexts and can even serve as a temporal complementizer in its own right (without any temporal NP-antecedent). This may have rendered is less suitable for locational contexts and may have opened the door for sem. (Later, MLN thær/MNO der evolved into a locational complementizer for all locational contexts. By then som had already become the all-round relative complementizer.)

In the other Scandinavian languages, the situation was different. First, er was far less common as a temporal complementizer. For instance, MLD does not have temporal er-clauses of the ON antecedentless er hann kam til þings-type (Diderichsen 1941:156; my own investigation of SJÆ confirms this). Second, MLD and OSW have thær as a locational complementizer, as mentioned above. Thus, there was no need for sum as a locational complementizer. This allowed sum to seek another specialization: In MLD and OSW it is the only relative complementizer after w-antecedents136.

What about sum/sem’s preference for w-antecedents? The Danish data present a very neat picture here: Sum is almost exclusively confined to w-antecedents and w-antecedents always take sum as a complementizer, both in SJÆ and JYS. In order to explain sum’s preference for w-antecedents in Early and Late OSW, Lindblad (1943:125) points to similarities between comparative clauses and RCs with hvat as antecedent, cf. han giorde som han badh vs. husbonden giorde hwat han badh (both from the same source). Furthermore, Brøndum-Nielsen (1965:355) argues that Danish sum originally served to distinguish RCs from indirect questions. This is an interesting point. Always in SJÆ137 and almost always in JYS, indirect questions lack particles, whereas RCs with w-antecedents, as well as free RCs (FRs) featuring w-pronouns, usually take sum. (They can also be complementizerless, but they never take ær.) It has relevance also for the ON data. As we saw above, ON IQs, if they take a complementizer, always go for er. W-antecedents, on the other hand, are more likely than other antecedents to take an RC with sem. Especially in the earliest sources, this seems to be where sem first intrudes into nominal RCs: In Edda, for example, the only RC with sem has hvat as antecedent (Lindblad 1943:124).

I will finish this chapter by saying a few words about the gradual generalization of sem/som in the Nordic languages. In classic Old Norse, er is still the predominant relative complementizer. A sample of pages 1–37 in OLAF, which contain 152 RCs, produced only 18 RCs with sem. However, in spite of the paucity of examples, sem is already in use as a genuine relative complementizer in nominal RCs and does not require any particular type of antecedent, cf. (15):
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HOM and KS offer similar examples. In the course of the 15th century, then, som completely ousts er, which is rare after ca. 1450. (In Section 17.5.3, I offer some speculation as to why er was lost.)

In SJÆ, all RCs with w-antecedents feature sum. Apart from such contexts, however, sum is attested only in 6 cases, 4 of which has an NP with samæ (cf. ON samr) ‘the same’ as antecedent and might equally well be considered comparative clauses. That leaves us with only 2 clear instances of sum as a genuine relative complementizer in a corpus consisting of 844 RCs. Also the somewhat younger JYS always uses som (if a complementizer is used at all) after w-antecedents, but som has spread also to other contexts. In Modern Danish, like in all the Nordic languages, som is the all-round relative complementizer. Some scholars argue that som in Modern Swedish and MNO has become some kind of subject marker – this issue will be discussed in Section 17.6.2.


13.3þar/ther/thær/der138

13.3.1Introduction

The subject of this chapter is only der as a relative complementizer. I ask, however, the reader to keep in mind that throughout the history of all the Nordic languages, der or a cognate thereof also functions as a locational adverb, a use that it retains to this day. For more on þar and locational clauses in ON, see Ch. 8.

As a relative complementizer, der has never had a prominent place among Norwegian relativizers: Writing in 1900, Falk and Torp (1900:143) claim that it is almost non-existent in Eastern Norwegian speech139. Larsen (1912:128), on the other hand, argues that is found in certain Eastern Norwegian dialects. That was in 1912 – I find it unlikely that der is used any longer even in those dialects (at least by younger speakers), though I will refrain from making too strong claims140.

Der has a more prominent place as a relativizer in the East-Nordic languages. Lindblad (1943:115) finds it to be common in OSW texts. But it is above all in Danish that der has established itself as a relative complementizer, also in colloquial speech. Originally a locative adverb, thær takes over as the most common relative complementizer in Danish from around 1300 (Falk & Torp 1900:142; Lindblad 1943:115). At first used both with subject and non-subject RCs, it later acquired the status of a subject relativizer exclusively. Finally, a cognate of der is also found as a relative in Old High German (thar/dar) and Old English (þær), occurring already in the earliest texts (Helgander 1971:2273f)141. With regard to OHG thar/dar, Schrodt (2004:175) points out that it is often difficult to determine whether it is used as a locational adverb or as a relative complementizer/particle.

Der has traditionally been looked upon as a relative complementizer, but in more recent research (Mikkelsen 2002) it has been analysed as a subject expletive. Part of the motivation for this is that the relative complementizer der is homonymous with the subject expletive der, the Danish equivalent to English existential there and Norwegian det (examples from Mikkelsen 2002:11). (16) features der in a subject-RC, (17) as a subject expletive in an existential sentence:
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Disagreeing with this approach, Harbert (2007:463) points out that der also occurs in indirect (subject) questions, which he takes as evidence that it is not a subject expletive. Instead, he suggests the term “agreeing complementizer” (Harbert 2007:434) for complementizers that are sensitive to the case of NPREL. Such an analysis puts der in the company of French qui, Gothic izei and West Flemish die, all of which “are only deployed in the case of subject relativisation”.

It must also be pointed out that the rules regulating der-insertion in existential clauses like (17) are different from the rules regarding der-insertion in RCs: In Danish (as well as Norwegian and English) existential there-clauses the post-verbal NP cannot be definite. RCs, by contrast, have no definiteness restrictions.

It is beyond the scope of this study to make a commitment on this issue, although I believe the arguments against treating RC-der as a subject expletive are quite convincing. Let me just add that maybe MNO dialect data could shed light on this issue. If der in subject RCs really is the same lexeme as the subject expletive, then one would expect that the MNO dialects that use der as a relative complementizer (if such still exist) would use it also as an existential expletive. (If there exist Danish dialects that use another element than der as a subject expletive, then also Danish dialect data could be examined with this in mind.)


13.3.2Ther as a relative complementizer in Middle Norwegian?

MLN ther derives from ON Þar. In my ON data, I have not come across any examples of Þar as a relative complementizer (see Ch. 8).

As we turn to the MLN data, it is important to be aware of possible influence from Danish. By the MLN period, ther is already well established as a relative complementizer in Danish. Especially in Late MLN, when written Norwegian becomes more and more influenced by Danish usage, Danicisms abound.

As expected, RCs featuring ther as complementizer are found in sources influenced by Danish. The majority of texts where ther appears in RCs are from after 1480 and/or show other signs of being influenced by Danish usage, for example hvilkin as a relative pronoun.

Or take this example from 1420:
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The language of this 1420 diploma is still Norwegian, as were the vast majority of diplomas from that time, but the Danish influence is quite conspicuous, probably related to the nature of the letter: It is a petition (“allmuebrev”) addressed to (the Danish) King Erik of Pomerania. The presence of relative der can then be straightforwardly accounted for by Danish influence.

Of more interest are examples found in texts that otherwise seem to bear little sign of Danish influence:
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In these examples, it is better to analyse ther as the first part of a so-called R-compound (‘Pronominaladverb’), otherwise extremely frequent in MLN texts, where an inanimate demonstrative following a preposition is turned into ther and preposed. So in (19), ther under is the R-compound variant of under thet, in (20), ther j mellom = i mellom thet and in (21), ther til = til thet. If ther is not a relative complementizer here, then the above examples contain 0-RCs. The R-compound is fronted according to the principles of stylistic fronting, and accordingly ther ends up adjacent to the antecedent, giving it the surface appearance of a relative complementizer.

One example found in an otherwise impeccably Norwegian text eludes the R-compound interpretation however:
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Again, we see that the antecedent is a demonstrative. But also here I will argue that ther is not a relative complementizer. In the subject RC (22), it can be said to anticipate the postverbal adverbial phrase (austær). The principles of stylistic fronting demand that some element precede the finite verb. An alternative solution would be to front the adverb austær. However, the language user opted for insertion of þær. This type of þær-insertion to anticipate an adverbial has its parallel elsewhere in MLN syntax:

[image: ]

A final argument in favour of not treating ther in MLN as a relative complementizer is provided by this example:
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In this example, we see that ther is preceded by the coordinating conjunction och. This is unexpected on an account where ther is a relative complementizer; in both ON and MLN, there seems to be a ban against ok and a relative complementizer co-occurring like this. This applies to both er and sem/som; you never find the sequence ok er or ok sem/som in the data until well into the 1500s. This points towards an analysis where ther in (24) is not a relative complementizer, but a locational adverb.142

I will conclude that MLN data provide little evidence for ther as a relative complementizer. It is mainly found in texts strongly influenced by Danish. In texts lacking such influence, it is better to analyse ther as part of a R-compound or as a locational adverb.

This means that Norwegian stands out compared not only to Swedish and Danish but also to English and German in never having used þar/ther/der as a relative complementizer – with the caveat that it has been reported historically on the south coast. (This is the part of Norway geographically closest to Denmark, so language contact can have played a role.)


13.3.3Thær in East Nordic

Like in Old Norse, þær/thær in East Nordic started out as a locational adverb, but early on also developed the function of a locational complementizer. This sets it apart from Norwegian þar, which in ON always retains its character as an adverb and hence always requires insertion of a genuine subordinating complementizer (er or sem) whenever it is followed by a subordinate clause (see Ch. 8 and Falk 1923:83). This difference probably also influences the subsequent development of this element in the Scandinavian languages: Since East Nordic þær already was a complementizer, albeit an adverbial one, it was easier for it to grammaticalize further into a relative complementizer, than for ON þar, which never was a locational complementizer.

In the following, I wish to explore how far the grammaticalization of thær into a relative complementizer had gone in SJÆ, assumed to be from ca. 1300. I have gone through all the subordinate clauses in SJÆ where it is possible to analyse thær as a relative complementizer. Many cases allow only one analysis:
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In (25), a locational interpretation of thær makes no sense, since being sane or not is not connected to being at a particular location.

However, there are cases where – at least in principle – thær lends itself to two interpretations: Either as a relative complementizer or as a relative adverb. Remember that MLD has stylistic fronting, so the fronted position of thær in examples where the RC contains a subject gap can be accounted for in an adverb analysis.

Thær can be seen as pointing to (or possibly taking as its complement) the prepositional phrase i faæræth:
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Thær may point to back to a preceding locational adverb/prep. phrase:
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Thær can be seen as the location in which a verbal action takes place. In (28), it can refer to the place where the victim was attacked:
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Thær can be analysed as part of an R-compound:
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However, given the large number of examples in SJÆ where thær unambiguously is a relative complementizer, it is natural to analyse it as a relative complementizer also in most of the cases where it may possibly be open to a locational interpretation (e.g. (28), where the fronted position of thær is not a result of stylistic fronting, since the clause contains a fronted adverbial od oc æg). Anyway, the examples above exemplify bridging contexts that may have helped bring about the reanalysis of thær as a relative complementizer in the first place. I agree with Lindblad (1943:128) that it is probably the last type – where thær is a part of an R-compound – that is of most significance in explaining the reanalysis, but that of course does not mean that the other ambiguous contexts cannot have contributed.

In some of the cases, we can use what we know about stylistic fronting in MLD to disambiguate the sentences. So in (29), if thær is to be analysed as a relative complementizer, it means that the sentence lacks stylistic fronting (since the verb then follows immediately after the relative complementizer). This is highly unusual: SJÆ almost always requires stylistic fronting – in this regard, it is much more consistent that my ON data. This thus seems to indicate that thær is a locational adverb in (29). Applying this diagnostic, in a few examples where at first sight thær might look like a relative complementizer, it turns out to be a stylistically fronted locational adverb.

We could leave it at that, but I would like to dwell a little bit more on why thær is inserted even when it seems to make little contribution to the meaning.
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Is it possible that the main function of thær here is not a locational one, but that it is inserted as some kind of expletive, to render the stylistic fronting of a post-verbal constituent unnecessary? Note that in (31), the postverbal constituent is heavy, consisting of two coordinated PPs, which renders it a less suitable candidate for being fronted. It is not inconceivable that insertion of thær has been preferred to fronting of the adverbial. Thær was a good candidate for an expletive, having undergone semantic bleaching not only by becoming a relative complementizer, but also by being a part of an R-compound. The locational meaning of thær often becomes almost invisible in R-compounds:
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Of course, thær still remains in the language as a locational adverb, but that does not mean that it is the locational thær that we see in (30) and (31): It could be thær the expletive, possibly a forerunner of the existential expletive ther/der (cf. English existential there).

I admit that this is all somewhat speculative, but seeing thær (in some contexts) as an element which, having undergone strong semantic bleaching, is able to serve as an expletive inserted to ensure that the rules of stylistic fronting are observed, may help account for thær’s later development into an existential expletive. It could also help explain why thær lent itself to reanalysis as a relative complementizer and why it became more associated with the subject function: Only subject RCs feature stylistic fronting, so only such RCs would need such an expletive element. Now, in SJÆ and JYS, thær is not exclusive to subject RCs, so this cannot be the whole story of thær’s grammaticalization into a relative complementizer. Equally or more important I believe is its use in R-compunds and the fact that it was used as a (locational) complementizer already in Old East Nordic.

I would like to gather some threads and sum up the reasons why thær grammaticalized into a relative complementizer in East Nordic:


–In (Early) East Nordic, unlike in Old Norse, thær was a locational complementizer, not just an adverb, so it had already undergone a great deal of grammaticalization

–Due to stylistic fronting, thær often found itself in a fronted position inside the RC. This was a position that facilitated reanalysis, especially, of course, if the RC otherwise did not have any complementizer. This was frequently the case in East Nordic but not in ON, which did not acquire 0-RCs until much later (see Ch. 15).

–The advent of R-compounds (‘Pronominaladverb’) increased the frequency of thær and caused it to undergo semantic bleaching. Thær as part of an R-compound was very often stylistically fronted.



In JYS thær has completely ousted ær and is the relative complementizer in all contexts except when the antecedent is a w-pronoun; then sum is used. Thær’s domination in JYS can be due to JYS probably representing a more progressive diachronic stage than SJÆ: Relative constructions in JYS also lack other archaic features like postnominal thæn. But there can also be a geographic factor involved, as thær is reported to have spread westwards from Eastern dialects of Danish (Lindblad 1943:115), which the Jutlandic JYS represents.

In Modern Danish, as mentioned above, der is only allowed in subject-RCs; som has taken over as the all-round relative complementizer. There are no clear signs of this development in my data. In SJÆ, it is true, 84% of all RCs with thær are subject RCs (49 out of 58 examples), but subject-RCs in general far outnumber non-subject RCs in that text143, regardless of complementizer, so this piece of statistics is not so informative. In JYS, thær is being used everywhere, without regard to the syntactic function of NPREL. This is completely in line with Diderichsen’s (1941:159) observation that it is not until the 18th century that der becomes restricted to subject RCs.

With regard to Swedish, Þær/där enjoys some popularity as a relative complementizer in OSW, but falls into disuse after the 16th century. Interestingly, it still survives for a while beyond that after the antecedent den (Wessén 1965:265).






140-RCs in Middle Norwegian – an introduction

14.1Definition

The construction which is the topic of this chapter goes under various names in the literature: asyndetic clause, contact clause, 0-RC. I will stick to the term ‘0-RC’, which I will define thus:


	(1)
	A 0-RC is an RC that 1) has an antecedent 2) does not feature a relativizer (i.e. neither a relative complementizer nor a relative pronoun) 144 and 3) is not part of an apo koinou-construction




This definition excludes free RCs (FRs), under the assumption that FRs do not have an antecedent but contain an RC-internal ‘FR-pronoun’. However, it does include RCs with a w-word as external antecedent. Having said that, I have chosen to include in the disucssion also constructions that are not strictly 0-RCs, but share some of their (semantic or syntactic) properties and show a similar alternation between complementizer insertion and complementizer omission. These include FRs and (certain types of) temporal clauses and locational clauses.


14.2 Complementizerless constructions that are not 0-RCs

In the following, I will provide some reasons why the apo koinou-type construction in ON/MLN is an altoghether different type of RC-construction than 0-RCs. I will also take a brief look at two other constructions which superficially look like 0-RCs: RCs with temporal heads and RCs with Þetta bref as antecedent.

14.2.1The apo koinou construction

A phenomenon which has received substantial interest in the literature on Germanic RCs is a construction that goes under many names: “apo koinou” (Helgander 1971, Pittner 1995), “subject contact clauses” (Erdmann 1980, Dekeyser 1986), “asyndetic parataxis” (Curme 1912a, Ebert 1999:159). I will henceforth try to stick to ‘apo koinou’, although I ask the reader to keep in mind also the other terms, as they pop up in quotations.

14.2.1.1Apo koinou in Germanic145

Apo koinou-like constructions are attested in all the Early Germanic languages. I write ‘apo-koinou-like’ to stress the diversity of this construction; it seems to take different shapes at different historical times. But what all its instantiations have in common is that 1) two clauses are sharing one referent and 2) the second clause seems to be missing its subject.

This, of course, sounds just like the definition of a 0-RCs with a subject gap, so why treat of them separately? I will try to show that apo koinou is different from the typical 0-RC in a Germanic context.

All the Early Germanic languages offer examples of what looks like a 0-RC with a subject gap. Such complementizerless subject RCs even seem to outnumber object 0-RCs in the early stages of the Germanic languages (Erdmann 1980:148, Rydén 1966:267ff, Helgander 1971:37f).
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Curme (1912a), Helgander (1971:36f), Dekeser (1986) and Pittner (1995) argue that such constructions represent a more paratactic mode of expression and that we are not dealing with relative complexes here. Rather than looking at the first clause as a main clause and the second one as a subordinate (relative) clause, they see them as two loosely connected main clauses. The absence of the subject in the 2nd clause is related to the general possibility of dropping accessible subjects in Early Germanic.

This can be contrasted with the hypotactic type, attested both in Old High German (5) and in Old English (6):
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Crucially, in the hypotactic type a demonstrative is present. This demonstrative points to the restrictive content of the second (i.e. subordinate) clause, thus denoting “a closer relation” (Curme 1912a:22). This can be contrasted with the paratactic apo koinou type, where the shared referent is usually an indefinite noun or a proper name, and the second clause provides additional non-restrictive information. In apo koinou, the second clause thus has a looser connection to first clause. This is particularly evident in the history of German, where the apo-koinou type usually has V2, i.e. main clause word order, as opposed to the hypotactic type, which is verb-final (Ebert 1999:159ff; Schrodt 2004:174f). Axel-Tober (2012:238ff), relying on research by Gärtner (2001), argues that the relative clauses with V2 (in our terminology ‘apo koinou’) found in earlier stages of German seem to be only compatible with specific, indefinite antecedents – she has not found any examples of such clauses with a non-specific antecedent.

In Old English, the paratactic type outnumbers the hypotactic type in the earliest documents. Dekeyser (1986:109) concludes that “[non-subject contact clauses] are extremely rare in [Old English]”. They are still in a minority in Middle English, but as we reach the Early 16th Century, they make up a majority (Rydén 1996:267ff). In German, the opposite development seems to take place: While asyndetic hypotaxis was never very frequent it was relatively “much more common in the oldest period and later gradually disappeared” (Curme 1912:23). Ebert (1999:159) also remarks that the paratactic type, while not very common is much more frequent (“viel häufiger”) than the hypotactic construction.

If we fast-forward to the present day, we know that standard English only accept the hypotactic type (the girl I met), which has become grammaticalized: All object-RCs can in principle omit the complementizer, regardless of antecedent146. The paratactic, apo koinou type has been confined to dialect and colloquial use. In German, the hypotactic type is absent both from the standard language and the dialects, with the exception of the dialect of Schleswig (Fleischer 2004:226). This dialect has non-subject 0-RCs. Fleischer suggests Danish influence as an explanation, as this dialect has many features from Danish. As for apo koinou or subject 0-RCs in German dialects, no examples are given in Fleischer’s overview.

Let us now look at the apo koinou construction in more detail and define apo koinou as ‘two loosely connected main clauses, where the second clause lacks a subject which is coreferent with a constituent of the first clause’. In the earliest texts, the second clause often provides information about the name or the title of a referent that it shares with the first clause: Such examples are attested in most or all of the Early Germanic languages. According to Erdmann (1980:147), “in Old English and Early Middle English [..] subject contact-clauses are mostly found with hatan and beon” [i.e. with ‘name’ and ‘be’]. Kirch (1959:503) argues that “[t]here are many such examples in Old English, especially with the missing pronoun subject of hatan or wesan in the second clause”. He adds that this usage continued into the Middle English period. The type is also attested in the history of German, cf. Curme’s early 13th century example from Parzival (7). See also Helgander (1971:39) and Ebert (1999:159). Ebert also points out the special relationship this construction has with the verb heißen and notes that examples with this verb is attested in literature as late as in the 1700s.
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From Early Modern English onwards, however, apo koinou has become restricted mainly to an existential/focus type (examples from Erdmann 1980:139; see also Jespersen 1949:144f):


	(8)
	There’s no rule says you can’t





	(9)
	It’s money makes the world go round




Together, such examples account for 5/6 of all apo koinou-examples in Erdmann’s corpus (of written 20th century English). Already in 16th century English, this type was the most common one and constitutes 87.5 % of all subject RCs lacking a complementizer in Rydén’s (1966:267f) corpus.

Erdmann (1980) argues that apo koinou has a common Germanic origin and represents a third type apart from coordination or subordination, namely “asyndetic parataxis”, where two main clauses are joined together without inserting a conjunction. He relies on a hypothesis originally proposed by Behagel (1928) for German and Meritt (1938) for English, who see examples like (10) as the basis for what later developed into the apo koinou-construction.
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Originally, this was not a particularly marked or specialized construction, since Early Germanic was liberal in allowing the omission of an accessible subject. With time, the construction became more specialized and associated with certain semantic/pragmatic properties (the verbs hatan and beon or existential/focus constructions).

Obviously, Erdmann’s hypothesis is rather speculative. Given the paucity of of apo koinou examples in the earliest data we will probably never know exactly what was the origin of apo koinou in Germanic. But I believe his hypothesis sounds plausible. Ancient Nordic Runic examples can be added in its support (cf. (11)–(12) taken from Wessén 1965:247, (13) from Helgander 1971:37):
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These examples are neither of the hatan- nor the focus-type. The referent of the second clause’s subject is mentioned in the previous sentence. Given the lack of an overt-subject requirement, the language user did not feel the need to insert a subject to refer to the a salient referent. This analysis is supported by examples where a subject is included:
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Also attested is a variant where the second clause features stylistic fronting (Wessén 1965:248). This is also found in the Runic data (15), but is above all associated with the earliest Swedish legal codes (16):
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It seems likely that this type – where we are clearly dealing with hypotaxis – developed from the paratactic one. It is not found in Old Norse, however. Even in East Nordic it is rare147 and differs from the vast majority of 0-RCs, which have a demonstrative as antecedent.

But it may represent an example of a hypotactic RC that derived from a paratactic, apo koinou-construction. This sets it apart from other 0-RCs, which in my analysis did not derive from apo koinou and represent an altogether different construction, which – at least in the available data – has always been hypotactic.

It goes beyond the scope of this book to account for the origin of the apo koinou construction in Germanic. Since this type of construction is attested in all the Early Germanic languages it seems likely that it has common Germanic roots, but exactly what the “original” Germanic apo koinou construction looked like – whether it had the appearance of (10) above or something else – will probably never be known: There are differences between the various Germanic languages with regard to what type of contexts this construction is restricted to. From Middle English onwards (including present-day English dialects), apo koinou is mainly confined to different types of focus constructions (like cleft sentences), but most of the MLN data – as we will see shortly – do not share these pragmatics; neither do the Runic examples given above.

It is possible that there was some kind of common Germanic apo koinou construction, which subsequently evolved in different directions in the various Germanic languages. It is even possible that some languages lost it and then regained it as a result of borrowing. As mentioned above, apo koinou where the second clause contains a verb which means ‘be named’ or ‘name’ are found in many Early Germanic languages. Borrowing of such a verb-specific construction cannot be excluded.

A final point is that apo-koinou, or similar-looking phenomena, are not restricted to Germanic among the European languages. As shown by Murelli (2012; see in particular Sections 3.5.3, 4.3.5 and 6.3.4), similar constructions – where the second of two loosely connected clauses omit the subject – are found in Slavic languages like Czech and Russian. He calls them “asyndetic coordinate clauses” that “do not specifically encode relative constructions” (Murelli 2012:238) and where “the links between the [clauses] is not signalled through a connector, so multiple interpretations are possible – temporal, causal, consecutive, etc.” (2012:138). He relates this to (non-standard) Czech and Russian being pro-drop languages (2012:138), thus allowing the omission of the subject in the second clause. Early Germanic, at least to a larger extent than modern Germanic languages, also allowed omission of salient subjects. Present-day Germanic languages have a subject requirement, which could explain why this construction has become less common (or even obsolete: MNO dialects do not seem to have it at all) in modern times. Needless to say, it goes beyond the scope of this book to speculate on possible Indo-European roots of this construction.


14.2.1.2Apo koinou in Old Norse

In this section, I wish to discuss apo koinou examples in my MLN data and try to demonstrate that apo koinou is something altogether different from 0-RCs, although in both cases a relativizer seems to be missing. I stress that the conclusions in this chapter are entirely based on Norwegian data.

In the previous section, we looked at apo koinou from a comparative Germanic perspective. It was shown that this type is also found in Runic data from the 11th and 12th centuries. However, it must be stressed here that all the runic inscriptions in question are from Sweden; I found no examples of apo koinou or “asyndetic parataxis” in the (much sparser) Norwegian runic material.

In the manuscripts, we have already seen that the Swedish apo koinou construction – originally paratactic – seems to have been reanalysed as a relative complex (cf. the presence of stylistic fronting in the 2nd clause). At the same time, Swedish continues to exhibit the paratactic type, but now it seems to be confined to the hatan-type. All Wessén’s (1965:247) non-Runic examples feature heta (‘be called’) or kalla (‘call’, ‘name’).
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Interestingly, the only ON examples given by Wessén (1965:248) – all of the hatan-type – feature a coordinating conjunction, like (18):
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Since a conjunction is present, this construction is not asyndetic. (Note also that the second clause features stylistic fronting.) Similar examples have been found in my data and will be returned to below.

The question is then, did ON have tapo koinou or asyndetic parataxis at all? I have not come across any such examples in my data. One would for example expect to find the hatan-type, if it existed, in Laxdæla saga (LAX), which features a number of functionally equivalent constructions/clause sequences involving the verb heita ‘be called’:
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Instead, LAX opts for parataxis with an overt subject in the 2nd clause (19) or hypotaxis with a relative complementizer (20). KS and HOM use the same strategies. Kölbing (1872a:8ff) has done a good job digging up particleless RCs in ON. Some of his examples from the Icelandic chivalric sagas (Riddarasögur) do look like apo koinou. All such examples include an RC with a verb meaning ‘to be called’, i.e. they look like the hatan-type discussed above. (Examples below are taken from Kölbing (1872a); with regard to the examples from Riddarasögur (Kölbing 1872b) and Alexander’s saga (Jónsson 1848), I have also looked up the original sources).
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None of these examples are representative of their respective works. In all texts, the normal way of providing information about a referent’s name is with an RC introduced by er:
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The two examples from Riddarasögur even have versions with er in a different manuscript.148 Second, all the examples except (21)149 involve a demonstrative as antecedent and all of them exhibit stylistic fronting. The presence of a demonstrative and stylistic fronting clearly speak in favour of analysing them as hypotactic constructions and not apo koinou. These examples resemble the Swedish ones above, which I took to be relative complexes derived from apo koinou by reanalysis. They are repeated here: (26) represents the presumed original paratactic construction, (27) the reanalysed hypotactic one (with stylistic fronting):
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However, the Norwegian examples all feature a verb meaning ‘be called’. Judging from these examples, then, it is possible that Old Norse only had the hatan-type. Importantly, the hatan-type is attested in the Elder Edda (Vǫluspá):
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This example has no stylistic fronting and is clearly paratactic, like similar hatan-examples from other Germanic languages. Is it possible that apo koinou has existed in the hatan-type since (Early) Old Norse and that the hypotactic hatan-ex-amples we see in Riddarasogur are the result of a reanalysis of the paratactic construction attested in Edda? The problem with this assumption is the, as far as I can tell, complete lack of apo koinou of the hatan-type (or any other type) in the sagas. Another possibility is that the Edda-example and the ones from Riddarasogur do not represent a continuum, but that the hatan-type was borrowed from other Germanic languages. To me, the second explanation sounds at least equally plausible. Hatan-examples also seem to be rare at least in Early Old Swedish: None are given by Wessén (1965) and Lindblad’s (1943) extremely thorough book doesn’t mention them at all.

A third option is that either the Edda or the Riddarasogur examples are freak incidents which do not reflect actual, or at least widespread, language use at the time. Since the number of hatan-examples is so minuscule, this cannot be excluded.

To conclude so far: ON seems to offer but one clear example of an apo koinou-construction: the Edda one above (28), which is of the hatan-type. It is of course possible that a more extensive corpus would unearth some examples, but since they are absent from my ON data and not mentioned elsewhere in the literature on ON RCs, I will assume as the most straight-forward conclusion the apo koinou construction was not used by (most) ON speakers.


14.2.1.3Apo koinou in Middle Norwegian and Early Modern Norwegian

In my MLN and Early MNO data, I have come across the following examples which look like some kind of apo koinou:
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In addition, Falk & Torp give examples from Early MNO. As they themselves point out, most of them feature a demonstrative as antecedent. But some look like apo koinou:
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(30)–(32) and (34)–(36) come across as clear apo koinou-examples, since the second clause lacks stylistic fronting. (29), (33) and (37) however must count as hypotactic, since they have stylistic fronting. To take the latter examples first: According to Falk & Torp (1900:246), such examples are in a majority among clauses with subject gaps in Early MNO. Again, this can be seen as some kind of reanalysed apo koinou, where the erstwhile paratactic contruction has become hypotactic. Examples without stylistic fronting – i.e. proper apo koinou examples – are “almost only found in folk songs” (Falk & Torp 1900:246) and in certain more or less fixed expressions. They mention examples like (38):
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Almost all of these examples from folk poetry and proverbs all feature the verb vera ‘be’ in the 2nd clause, something which is typical of apo koinou in a comparative Germanic context. Outside of folk poetry, Falk & Torp’s examples without stylistic fronting are all of the hatan-type (cf. (35) and (36) above). The same goes for my MLN apo koinou examples ((30)–(32)). These examples share the following properties: subject-gaps, the shared referent is indefinite and has specific reference150, no stylistic fronting, verb of 2nd clause is heita or another verb with the same meaning (‘be called’ or ‘call’). These properties clearly set them apart from the typical MLN 0-RC, which, as will be seen shortly, has a demonstrative/universal antecedent, stylistic fronting (in subject RCs) and occur with all kinds of RC verbs. 0-RCs are always restrictive and usually have inclusive reference, while apo koinou-constructions (in my data) can be argued to involve non-restrictive modification and at least are never inclusive.

Two of the examples ((31) and (35)) are also focus constructions and can be compared with the lack of relativiser in colloquial English there is/are-constructions (there’s no rule says you can’t). We remember that his type of examples were in a clear majority (among his “subject contact clauses”) in Rydén’s study of RCs in Early 16th Century English and still constitute the most common environment for apo koinou in PDE (Erdmann 1980:149).

In Section 14.2.1.1 on apo koinou in Germanic, I quoted studies (Erdmann 1980, Pittner 1995) arguing that apo koinou represents a paratactic construction. Falk & Torp (1900:246) are of the same opinion with regard to the Danish and Norwegian examples151. I believe this is the appropriate analysis also for the apo koinou examples in my data. In the following, I will try to demonstrate the paratactic properties of this construction. Cf. (39):
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In this example, we seemingly have two sentences conjoined by the coordinating conjunction ok, where the second conjunct (het Hergils) has undergone subject ellipsis. Semantically, however, the second conjunct can be said to be subordinate to the first conjunct, since its task is to provide information about a noun phrase of the first conjunct (en annar kar). So while syntactically we are dealing with two conjuncts, semantically the second conjunct has a lot in common with an RC. Replacing ok with er yields a relative clause while removing oc before het gives us an apo koinou construction:


	(40)
	tha sato wid bordit Olaff Olaffsson oc hans broder Ewinder oc en annar kar er het Hergils/Hergils het (relative clause)





	(41)
	tha sato wid bordit Olaff Olaffsson oc hans broder Ewinder oc en annar kar het Hergils (apo koinou)




Both these sentences would be perfectly ok in MLN. This suggests that, in sentences with this type of semantics, there is a great deal of interchangeability between a coordinated (paratactic) construction, a relative (hypotactic) construction and apo koinou. Another interesting example is this ON one:
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Such examples are perhaps less puzzling than they seem at first sight. There was a less strict subject requirement in ON, so one can easily imagine the subject of the second clause being dropped, since it is coreferent with the subject in the first clause and hence recoverable from the context. Alternatively, one can argue that ok fills the role of er.

It also indicates that ok and er, in certain contexts at least, have similar properties. This latter observation receives some support by another intriguing finding to emerge from my data, namely that ok never co-occurs with a relative complementizer (er or sem) in ON or MLN until well into the 1500s. This complementary distribution is striking, especially from an MNO perspective, where og som-collocations are extremely frequent (which is confirmed by a quick search in The Oslo Corpus of Tagged Norwegian Texts). In my data, both ON and MLN, the collocation ok er never occurs. This is the case even when insertion of a relative complementizer before the second RC would greatly ease processing and erase ambiguities, like in (43), where one is left with the impression that it is the human han-subject that ran all the way to Sweden and back:
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However, the complementarity seems to apply not only between ok and er, but also ok and sem/som. To argue that sem/som should also have a connective function is more controversial; above all, sem/som is not found in the anacoluthic contexts discussed below. Leaving aside this problem for now, however, let us assume that the complementary distribution of ok and er might indicate shared syntactic properties. One approach is to analyse ON er not (or not exclusively) as a specialized relative complementizer but more as some kind of connective. This function of er has been detailed in Sections 9.2 and 13.1 and has been noted also by Lindblad (1943:149), who refers to er as a «relational word void of content, which places a declarative clause in relation to a nominal concept”152.

If ok and er are thus assumed to share essential syntactic characteristics (that of serving as a connective153), then we have an explanation for their otherwise puzzling complementary distribution. To return to the original topic of this section – the apo koinou-construction – this shared syntactic nature could, in certain contexts, allow some interchangeability between ok and er, as illustrated by the attested (b) example (DN5.1075-1533) and the constructed, but in MLN perfectly possible (a), (c) and (d) examples.

[image: ]

Of these, only (d) is unambiguously a case of syntactic subordination, cf. the presence of stylistic fronting. (a) and (b) instantiate coordination, whereas (c) – which lacks stylistic fronting – can be seen as ambiguous: either two coordinated sentences with er as some kind of connective or as an RC embedded inside a main clause. Historically, it is possible that the first reading is more valid, but by MLN er seems to have become more specialized in its role as relative complementizer154, which favours an RC-reading of (c). These examples can be said to represent a cline from (syntactically) more paratactic to more hypotactic, with (a) being fully paratactic and (d) fully hypotactic. Semantically, however, they do not seem to differ in any significant way, if at all.

The upshot of all this is that apo koinou-constructions are not 0-RCs. 0-RCs result from omission of a relative complementizer while apo koinou can be argued to come about through omission of an anaphoric subject pronoun, cf. the contrast between (45) (0-RC) and (46) (apo koinou, = 44 b. above):
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In (46), the second clause only provides additional information about a specific referent; in apo koinou, the head (here, eina jord) always has specific reference. The RC in (45), on the other hand, represents restrictive modification. The head does not have to have specific reference and in the early examples it seems that it never has. It makes little sense to say that the RC provides additional information about alt þæt, since alt þæt on its own has no descriptive content to provide additional information about. 0-RCs, in MLN as well as MNO, are always restrictive, while I will argue that apo koinou are closer to non-restrictive RCs, since the correlate always seems to have specific reference. Non-restrictive RCs can be paraphrased as coordinated sentences without any loss in meaning, unlike restrictive RCs :
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	(49)
	Susanne tilber alle som kan vise henne lykken


	
	‘Susanne worships everybody who can show her happiness’





	(50)
	Susanne tilber alle og alle kan vise henne lykken


	
	‘Susanne worships everybody and everybody can show her happiness’




In (50), alle remains unrestricted, selecting a completely different set of referents.

To sum up, I have tried to show that the MLN sentences often referred to as apo koinou-constructions do not involve syntactic subordination but bear more resemblance to some kind of coordinated or paratactic structure. Moreover, I have shown that they have a special type of semantics which allows the semantic content to be expressed in this way. This is clearly a subject in need of further investigation, but I feel relatively safe in assuming that apo koinou is a phenomenon sufficiently different from 0-RCs not to include it in the discussion on 0-RCs below.


14.2.1.4A short note on apo koinou in Middle Danish

Finally, a short note on MLD: Neither SJÆ nor JYS includes any apo koinou examples. As for Skaanske lov, it offers 80 examples of 0-RCs according to Diderichsen (1941:154). The author stresses that these examples “in all regards have a structure which exactly corresponds to that of RCs introduced by ær”. He also reports (1941:151) that Skaanske lov has only seven “certain” examples of RCs without a demonstrative antecedent (excluding huær ‘every’). Since apo koinou seems to be incompatible with demonstrative antecedents, I take this to mean that Skaanske lov, just like SJÆ and JYS, includes no apo koinou examples. (We would probably not expect to find hatan-examples in a legal text anyway, assuming that this by the 1200s is the only type of apo koinou construction left in Danish.) Wessén (1965:247f), however, gives examples from Danish folk poetry and dialects which suggest that the hatan-type has existed in the history of Danish. According to Platzack (2002:78), apo koinou can even be encountered in certain Danish and Swedish dialects today. (One of the two examples given is of the hatan-type.)




14.2.2Subject relative clauses with a temporal head

A more marginal yet tricky case are the following examples:
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They share the property that the relative antecedent is a temporal noun and that er/ær is missing. They are highly formulaic, the RC verb is invariably koma (‘come’) or vera (‘be’). Unlike the apo koinou examples, they seem to exhibit stylistic fronting (although they can also be analysed as verb-final, which is possible, but not common, in MLN).

They alternate with examples where er is inserted:
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One plausible suggestion is that they are formed by analogy from 0-RC and apo koinou-constructions. (With the latter they share the property of always involving subject RCs. However, unlike apo koinou they feature stylistic fronting and hence cannot be analysed as some kind of conjuncts.) The fact that they first seem to appear (ca. 1420) when 0-RCs were already well established might point to such a conclusion155. It is possible that they represent a contaminated version of an older variant featuring a present participle:
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Present participles have a very limited distribution in Norwegian, especially in colloquial use. This could, presumably, render them more easily accessible for reanalysis (or scribes could simply have been confusing them with RCs).156


14.2.3Relative clauses with þetta bref as antecedent

[image: ]

These examples always contain the same formula: firir þetta bref gort var j.. The proximal demonstratives þetta/þessi are never used as 0-RC-antecedents in MLN outside this formula. Again, some kind of contamination is plausible, between a complementizer RC (57) and a participle construction (58):
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14.2.4Conclusion

In this chapter, I have investigated apo koinou, a special type of construction consisting of two clauses, where the second one has a subject gap which is coreferent with a noun phrase in the first clause. I have tried to show that apo koinou is a construction with altogether different semantic and syntactic properties from 0-RCs, involving parataxis and not hypotaxis. Therefore, apo koinou-examples will not be included in the discussion on 0-RCs. Also the two more marginal phenomena of subject gaps after temporal heads and þetta bref will be excluded from the discussion. All other examples of MLN RCs lacking any relativizer have been included and will be referred to as 0-RCs.



14.30-RCs in the literature

In Germanic historical linguistics, there is a tradition that sees 0-RCs as representing a more primitive and original stage of relative clause formation. Dal & Eroms (2014:236f) and Jespersen (1949:132ff) can be seen as exponents of this view. I will return to this in Section 17.4, where I discuss the roots of the 0-RC in Germanic.

More recent writing on 0-RCs tends to see 0-RCs more as a subtype of complementizer RCs, arising through omission of the complementizer (eg. Keenan 1985:153, Kurzeva (1981:92–95), Dekeyser (1990:98) and Axel-Tober (2012:232ff)). This has led to the generalisation that only complementizer RCs can breed 0-RCs, discussed in Harbert (2007:456). This analysis is an improvement, since there are indeed many properties shared by 0-RCs and complementizer-RCs. But as a hypothesis it makes dull predictions: Typologically, forming RCs with the help of a relative complementizer is by far the most common relativisation strategy (cf. Keenan & Comrie’s (1977:76f) list of relativisation in 50 languages), so it is hardly a surprise that languages with 0-RCs also have complementizer-RCs.

Kurzeva (1981:92ff) identifies three main preconditions for the emergence of 0-RCs: First, the language needs to possess a relative complementizer. Second, the RC needs to have a fixed word order. Third, there has to be ‘kontaktstellung’ between RC and antecedent, i.e. no element can intervene between them. Dekeyser (1986 and 1990), relying partially on Kurzeva, gives German and Dutch as examples of languages “in which contact clauses cannot develop” (1990:98), since they don’t have relative complementizers and “have preserved SOV in embedded clauses”. Again, notions like “fixed word order” are too vague to make useful predictions. As for the claim that 0-RCs are incompatible with OV, this is something that is far from clear to me. Dekeyser (1986:114) argues that the change from SOV to SVO was a necessary condition for the emergence of 0-RCs in English, although his only two arguments is that these two changes happened simultaneously and that typologically languages without a “fixed SVO-order” (f.ex. German) do not have 0-RCs. It is not unclear to me how the SVO-arguments fare with regard to Early Nordic, where (at least some dialects of) OSW had 0-RCs, while ON did not. ON is normally assumed to be a VO-language (see e.g. Faarlund 2004:160ff). In Section 17.6.2, it will be argued that subject 0-RCs fell into disuse because of the loss of stylistic fronting, i.e. the loss of a syntactic rule which created a non-SVO word order (preposing a postverbal constituent). In other words, the correlation between SVO and 0-RCs in this particular case seems to be negative.

Axel-Tober (2012:234) has suggested a grammaticalization cline relative pronoun > relative complementizer > 0-RC. I find this very implausible, as both relative pronouns and, again, 0-RCs are far less common as relativization strategies compared to complementizers. If 0-RCs constituted some kind of ‘end-point’ one would expect to encounter them more often, especially in dialects and colloquial speech. Relative complementizers are common in German dialects; yet, only one German dialect is reported to have 0-RCs, and then as a result of influence from Danish (cf. Fleischer 2004:218ff).

I believe that 0-RCs are an underresearched topic, especially from a typological perspective. I know of no work that has set out to establish how common 0-RCs are among the world’s languages157. Also, I suspect that 0-RCs are often mistaken for FRs, or that insufficient disctinction is made between them. It would be rather astonishing if English and the Scandinavian languages turn out to be the only languages that allow 0-RCs158. But while there might be 0-RCs out there waiting to be discovered, we probably know enough to say that they at least are rare. So, with the caveats expressed in this paragraph, I will assume that 0-RCs are typologically rare and take this as one of the mysteries to be explained for any theoretical approach trying to deal with 0-RCs.

14.3.10-RCs in other Germanic languages

Before I go on to present my own findings, I would like to give to give a summary of the existing literature on Scandinavian 0-RCs, as well as 0-RCs in the history of English. English is included for two reasons: First, the literature on diachronic 0-RCs in English is more extensive. Second, the modern principles behind relativizer-insertion in (standard) English – obligatory in subject-RCs, optional otherwise – are similar to the Scandinavian ones, so a look at 0-RCs in English may shed light also on the development in Norwegian. It should be unnecessary to add that English and Scandinavian are closely related languages.

14.3.1.1Swedish and Danish

Modern Swedish follows almost identical rules as Norwegian with regard to som-insertion (Stroh-Wollin 1995:171). It is obligatory in subject RCs and in indirect subject questions; it is optional with non-subject RCs and excluded from non-subject indirect questions.

According to Lindblad (1943:91ff), 0-RCs have a long history in Swedish, but their frequency has varied with time and place. They are especially prominent in sources from the Central Swedish area, where almost half of the RCs in Lindblad’s data lack a complementizer (as mentioned, Lindblad attributes this to Central Swedish scribes being more culturally backward than the coastal ones). He points out that the two oldest attested Nordic RCs – both Swedish – are complementizerless. However, with time the frequency of the complementizer increases in all text styles in Swedish. (As noted by Lindblad himself, this development is thus the opposite of the ON/MLN one).

Lindblad detects another correlation: Complementizer insertion varies with the type of relative antecedent (1943:94). There are above all two types of antecedents that appear to co-exist especially well with a 0-RC. First, the determiner þæn (the OSW equivalent to sá) as antecedent co-occurs with a 0-RC much more often than other relative antecedents, for example definite nouns, the demonstrative hin, common nouns not modified by þæn, or personal pronouns. Moreover, the neuter sg. form Þæt is more common with 0-RCs than other forms of þæn. In some of the sources, relative complexes with (non-attributive) þæt constitute almost all the complementizerless examples (frequently accompanied by the universal quantifier alt) (1943:96). The second type of antecedent that favours 0-RCs are FRs with the w-pronoun hva(r).159

Whereas in Modern Swedish (and the other Scandinavian languages) the obligatoriness of complementizer insertion depends on syntactic function, the earliest OSW sources show no correlation between function and the presence of a complementizer (1943:100). However, this changes in the younger texts, where complementizers become more and more associated with subject RCs. Lindblad relates this change to another, simultaneous change in Swedish syntax, namely the loss of stylistic fronting. Stylistic fronting – i.e. the fronting (inside the RC) of a postverbal constituent to a preverbal position – works as a marker of subordination, since this word-order is confined only to subordinate clauses.
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The presence of stylistic fronting makes clear the subordinate character of this clause. With the gradual loss of stylistic fronting in Swedish, relative complexes like the one above become ambiguous between a main clause reading and a subordinate reading, cf. (60), which is (59) without stylistic fronting:
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This type of ambuigity, where the surface structure does not make it clear where the subordinate clause starts, is often referred to as garden path-readings. Non-subject RCs escape this ambiguity, since they always have a pre-verbal constituent (the subject) regardless.

On Lindblad’s analysis, then, a complementizer is inserted in subject relatives to mark their subordinate character and prevent ambiguity. It takes over from stylistic fronting as the main marker of subordination in Swedish RCs. He finds this analysis supported by his data: Complementizers are more frequently inserted in RCs without stylistic fronting than the ones with. 160 Gradually, as som – initially a marker of subordination – becomes more and more frequent with subject relatives, it is reanalysed as a subject marker.

Stroh-Wollin (1995) arrives at basically the same conclusions as Lindblad, discussing Swedish data from 1296–1734. She finds that RCs with inserted som may or may not feature stylistic fronting, but if som is missing, then the RC must have stylistic fronting. Her conclusion is that som was stabilized as an element of subject RCs during the 1600s, following the gradual loss of stylistic fronting161. The obligatoriness of som is however also related (1995:174) to (and said to be simultaneous with) the emergence of a general subject-requirement in Swedish162. It is not entirely clear to me how Stroh-Wollin imagines the division of labour between the semantic factors (perceptual ambiguity caused by the loss of stylistic fronting) and the syntactic factors (the presumably independent appearance of a subject requirement). Lindblad above argues that the loss of stylistic fronting causes subject 0-RCs to become less and less frequent, until som is reanalysed as a subject marker. However, Lindblad does not invoke any general subject requirement.

Also when it comes to the nature of the relative antecedent, Stroh-Wollin’s findings seem to confirm Lindblad’s. She notes (1995:176) that som as late as the 1500s appears to be optional in restrictive subject RCs when the antecedent is a pronoun163 (cf. Lindblad’s observation above that þæt is often followed by a complementizerless RC).

Unlike Lindblad, Stroh-Wollin also discusses som-insertion in indirect questions. While admitting that this construction is too poorly represented in her data to allow any definite conclusion, she sees a similar correlation between stylistic fronting and som-insertion as in RCs. However, som-insertion is in general less common in indirect questions than in RCs, especially in the earliest sources, but also in the younger ones. Som-insertion in indirect questions has also been given extensive treatment in Hirvonen (1996). She argues in favour of an analysis of som in indirect questions as a marker of subordination, rising in prominence as other ways of marking subordination (in this case, stylistic fronting) were lost. She explicitly rejects an analysis of som as a subject marker, noting that it also occurs (with a low frequency, although she notes an increase in the recent decades) in non-subject indirect questions, where it serves to disambiguate clauses introduced by long wh-phrases.

As for Danish, Diderichsen (1941:154) notes the following properties of 0-RCs in his investigation of the 13th century legal text Skaanske lov:


–They are unusual if the RC is separated from the antecedent.

–Inside the RC, there is always some constituent preceding the finite verb. In other words, in 0-RCs with a subject gap, stylistic fronting is obligatory.

–0-RCs are relatively more common when NPREL is either a) an animate subject or b) an inanimate object.

–Ca. 80 % of all 0-RCs have as their antecedent either þæt or þæn (+ noun).



Falk & Torp (1900:245) point out the tendency both in Old/Middle and Modern Danish to leave out the complementizer after the demonstrative then/den in subject-RCs (with stylistic fronting) as well as object-RCs.

Finally, we have the island data. Icelandic does have stylistic fronting, but never omits the complementizer anyway (regardless of syntactic function). Faroese, on the other hand, seems to lend some support to the diachronic account given above. According to Platzack (2002:82), Faroese allows 0-RCs with subject gaps, but only if stylistic fronting applies.


14.3.1.2English

The topic of this chapter are hypotactic ‘genuine’ 0-RCs. With regard to English, this largely means object (i.e. non-subject) 0-RCs, since complementizerless RC with a subject gap were argued to be of the apo koinou-type. According to Rydén (1966), there is/are-constructions constitute 87.5 % of all subject RCs without a complementizer in his 16th century corpus. I have looked through all the examples provided by Rydén and have failed to find a single one which has a demonstrative antecedent. Thus, it feels safe to conclude that – at least since the 16th century – hypotactic 0-RCs are mostly or exclusively confined to a non-subject function. This is, of course, the situation in PDE too.

Regarding the possibility of 0-RCs, PDE is very similar to Norwegian and Swedish. Omitting the relativizer (the complementizer that or one of the relative w-pronouns) is the preferred option with non-subject RCs, whereas the complementizer must be retained in subject RCs (except in mainly existential/focus constructions in the dialects, as discussed in Section 14.2.1.1). However, that is banned from all indirect questions in PDE (as well as from free relatives and non-restrictive RCs).

The hypotactic 0-RC type, while extremely rare in Old English, has been in majority at least for 500 years now: In Rydén’s (1966) meticulous study of RCs in Early 16th Century English, they constitute a majority. Rydén (1966:272) notes that object 0-RCs are especially found with inanimate antecedents (ca. 80 % of his examples). In most of his examples, this antecedent consists of the definite article, a demonstrative or the universal quantifier all.


	(61)
	by the faith I owe to god
	(Rydén 1996:272)





	(62)
	when they had done all they could (Rydén 1996:273)




Dekeyser (1986), like myself, rejects the notion that object 0-RCs somehow derive from the apo koinou type. Instead, Dekeyser sees the source of the hypotactic 0-RC in the emergence of the complementizer þæt/that. He notes (1986:114) that “the expansion of the [0-RC], both quantitatively and structurally, is remarkably contemporaneous with the introduction and spread of relative that”. An interesting observation of his is that “both types of relative clause formation require preposition-stranding”.

Allen (1980:102ff) has looked at that/þæt in Old English. In Old English, that/þæt is still a newcomer as a relative complementizer (the predominant Old English complementizer is þe) and restricted to RCs with certain antecedents: a neuter pronoun (63), a temporal NP (64) or eall ‘all’ (65) (examples from Allen 1980:102f):
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These environments are remarkably similar to the typical environments for object 0-RCs in Germanic, in that all feature a form of the *so/to-demonstrative. Dekeyser thus sees the appearance of þæt as a relative complementizer as one of the necessary conditions for the rise of 0-RCs. The second condition has to with the introduction of an SVO word order, something which distinguishes Early Modern English from Old English (which did have a relative complementizer – þe – but not SVO). He concludes (1986:115) that “the available evidence undoubtedly allows us to relate [0-RCs] to the introduction of þæt as particle together with SVO as the dominating word-order pattern.” As regards the latter factor: The change to SVO might be relevant for English, but, as was argued above, seems implausible as an explanation for the Nordic development.

14.40-RCs in Old Norse? The ‘tip-of-the-iceberg’-theory

Old Norse and Old Swedish differ markedly regarding complementizer insertion in RCs. In classic Old Norse it is as good as never omitted; only in the 14th century omission becomes more common. In Old Swedish, on the other hand, the complementizer is actually more likely to be omitted in the older texts, its frequency increasing in the younger sources (according to Lindblad 1943). This difference becomes especially puzzling taking into account the present-day uniformity of Scandinavian RCs, the Swedish and MNO rules regarding som-insertion being practically identical.

Some authors take the ON data at face value: Since they hardly ever exhibit any 0-RCs, one must conclude that ON did not possess this construction. This is the route taken by Heusler (1967:159), who suggests that the few 0-RCs attested in Old Norse might be nothing more than spelling mistakes.

A number of scholars, however, have approached this problem as one of style and literary consciousness. It has been customary to attribute a higher literary consciousness to the ON scribes than to their colleagues in Sweden. Being influenced by Latin, the scribes of Old Norse are supposed to have seen the lack of an overt relativizer as some kind of aberration and hence inserted one, even though it was not required by their native grammar (Lindblad 1943:109). According to Lindblad, dialect and stylistic differences in the Old Swedish data support such a hypothesis, with more use of complementizer in dialects more exposed to contact with the outside world (Gotland, coastal Sweden), less use of complementizer in more backward and isolated Central Sweden (Lindblad 1953:47ff). Bjerre (1934:116) explicitly relates the presence of the complementizer to the evolution of a written standard in Old Norse. He points out that the superior skills of Old Norse scribes also manifest themselves in “a richer and more basic” use of the subjunctive than Old Swedish. Helgander (1971:39f) follows Bjerre and Lindblad, corroborating their thesis with data from Old English, which show that “the only Old English documents in which the asyndetic type is comparatively frequent are to be found outside the literary tradition of the South”. Dekeyser (1990:96) argues that the relative paucity of 0-RCs in Old English compared to Old High German can be traced to the former being more “learned”. In Middle High German, “as a result of the growing ascendancy of the literary tradition in the language” (1990:97), 0-RCs fell into disuse.

One problem with the above approach is that it presupposes a difference in degree only: If Old Norse scholars were relatively more literary conscious than their Old Swedish counterparts, then we would expect Old Norse texts to show a relatively higher frequency of complementizer-RCs than Old Swedish ones. But what we find is not a difference in degree; in the Old Norse texts, 0-RCs are hardly attested at all. In my own ON data, the examples can be counted on one hand. The contrast with the abundance of 0-RCs in the Old Swedish data is so striking that an explanation in terms of mere stylistic factors seems insufficient.

A second point is that one would be hard pressed to argue that absolutely every single text written in ON is of a high literary standard. One would expect there to be at least a few stylistically inferior texts and a few sloppy scribes who were less adept at eliminating colloquialisms from their writing. Conversely, the oldest Swedish texts are legal texts, i.e. texts from a high register, where one would expect more caution in omitting elements like relative complementizers.

Thirdly, there is the danger of projecting back from present-day Scandinavian. Since contemporary Swedish and Norwegian show almost complete uniformity with regard to som-insertion, one is tempted to distrust the oldest data, which show a very different picture. I do not argue that the state of present-day Scandinavian is irrelevant, but this uniformity can be due to other factors: language contact or convergence. Today, both English, Swedish and Norwegian accept complementizer deletion in non-subject RCs. This uniformity can hardly be explained by common origins, since Old English RCs used a relative pronoun strategy (in addition to a complementizer one) and were thus very different from Scandinavian RCs. It is better to explain it as a kind of convergence brought about by other factors164. And conversely, Icelandic – which also has its roots in Old Norse, of course – did not develop 0-RCs at all. In other words, present day uniformity does not necessitate a common origin and vice versa.

Despite all of this, one should not be too rash in dismissing Lindblad’s hypothesis. The increasing frequency of 0-RCs in the MLN data could be related to a decay in literary consciousness. The Black Death as well as the gradual marginalisation of Norwegian as a governing language is traditionally associated with a deterioration in Norwegians’ writing skills (Indrebø 2001:202; but see Hagland 2005 on literacy in MLN). If this is taken to be the main factor, the increase in 0-RCs would just be surface phenomena, reflecting features of the spoken language that had been present all along. It could also – as already discussed – make it less puzzling why present-day Norwegian and Swedish observe the same rules regarding som-insertion. It also seems to be consistent with a general notion that 0-RCs are more common in spoken language than in writing (Falk & Torp 1900:246), often being shunned by prescriptive grammarians.

In my ON data, I have found these examples of something that looks like 0-RCs:
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(66) and (67) seem to present favourable environments for complementizer deletion, since the antecedent is a demonstrative.

Kölbing (1872a) has found 12 ON 0-RCs (as well as some apo koinou-examples; see Section 14.2.1). Both subject and object RCs are among his examples (Kölbing 1872a:8):
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Bjerre (1934) mentions a few complementizerless examples from the Old Icelandic (as opposed to the Old Norwegian) Book of Homilies. Some resemble 0-RCs encountered elsewhere in Early Germanic, in that the antecedent features a demonstrative. But by Bjerre’s own admission (1934:116), “taking into account the overwhelming number of examples with complementizer inserted”, some of them might result from mere omissions.

For now, I choose to remain skeptical to the idea that a literature as extensive and stylistically diverse as the ON one would somehow manage to conceal the existence of 0-RCs. The extremely few individual examples that have been attested can always be explained as omissions or as influence from Swedish or Danish, where 0-RCs are attested already from the earliest sources. I will leave this question for now, but return to it after discussing the MLN data, in the hope that they might shed some sorely needed light on this issue.



150-RCs in Middle Norwegian and Middle Danish – a descriptive account

The aim of this chapter is first to trace the expansion of 0-RCs in the MLN data and then to present the Danish data and compare them to the MLN ones. The emphasis is on presenting the data; most of the analysis is saved for Ch. 17. I have organized the chapter as follows:

The period 1350–1400165 is treated as a separate section. I have chosen to do so, as the data from this period show little change from ON; the complementizer is almost always inserted. However, a few complementizerless examples have been found, which point forward to the more wide-reaching changes taking place after 1400.

The second part deals with MLN data from the period 1400–1540, where the bulk of the examples are taken from. I have not included the Early MNO data in this chapter, but will return to them in the analysis chapter (Ch. 17). (They basically present a picture of som-insertion very similar to the MNO one.)

The third part presents the MLD data (SJÆ and JYS) and compares them with the MLN findings.

One note about terminology: When discussing the MLN data in this chapter, I use the term ‘som-insertion’ to refer to (relative) complementizer insertion in general. This is simply to avoid having to struggle with a long and ungainly term like “complementizer insertion”. It is justified, since by mid-MLN, som is already by far the most common relative complementizer and by 1450 it has almost completely ousted er. I however use er-insertion when speaking of temporal clauses, since er and not sem is the most common complementizer in temporal contexts.

15.10-RCs 1350–1400

The ON state of affairs – where the complementizer is obligatory – seems to persist well into MLN. My data from 1300–1350 contain no 0-RCs. The first example in my data is from 1360.
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This is a standard formula in most texts that deal with exchange of property. There is reason to believe that the complementizer was more easily dispensed with in very frequently occurring phrases where the antecedent had a high predictability (see Section 16.1). The formula above is somewhat overrepresented among the early 0-RCs (DN3.437–1381 and DN3.472–1386 are other pre-1400 examples).

For the period 1350-1400, I have chosen to include all the examples I’ve come across, since they are so few anyway. When we reach the post-1400 data, 0-RCs become far more numerous and only selected examples will be given. These are the remaining pre-1400 examples of 0-RCs:
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In these examples, NPREL is more likely to be the subject ((2)–(7)) than the object (only (8)). This is surprising, given that, in MNO, 0-RCs are possible only with relativized non-subjects. Note that in (4), the RC in the first conjunct (þeim þat gera) has a subject gap and no complementizer, whereas the RC in the second conjunct (þeir seim wer gefvum…) has an indirect object gap and sem inserted. This is the opposite of what one would expect from an MNO perspective. One possibility is to say then that we are dealing with an altogether different phenomenon here, which does not point forward to the modern som-insertion rules. In part this is true, as the discussion below will try to show: In MLN, the possibility of leaving out the complementizer is determined above all by the type of antecedent and not by syntactic function. But remember also that most RCs in general tend to be subject-RCs.166 So the observation that subject-RCs are overrepresented among early 0-RCs does not in itself mean that the complementizer was more easily left out in subject-RCs. But at least it means that it was possible to leave out the complementizer in a subject-RC, unlike in MNO.

It is also worth noticing that all examples feature either a form of the demonstrative then (the MLN equivalent to ON sá) or a w-pronoun huar (‘every’). In all examples bar one the demonstrative is pronominal; the only example featuring an attributive demonstrative and a noun is (8).


15.2FRs 1350–1400

If we loosen the criteria somewhat to include also free relatives (FRs), temporal clauses and locational clauses, we can add these examples:
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We shall see below that this construction expands in the following decades, frequently (but far from always) omitting the complementizer. It has been argued (see Section 11.5) that MLN (unlike ON) has true FRs, i.e. RC with no antecedent. This goes for RCs introduced by huat, which means that (9) does not qualify as a 0-RC (cf. the definition (1) in Section 14.1). RCs introduced by huar (‘every’), on the other hand, are considered RCs with an external antecedent (huar). Despite the FR-status of huat-clauses, I have decided to include them in the discussion, since they show the same complementizer/no complementizer alternation as RCs headed by pronominal demonstratives (semi-FRs). I refer the reader to 17.3 for a discussion on the many semantic similarities between semi-FRs and FRs.


15.3Temporal clauses 1350–1400

In ON, most temporal clauses featured a complementizer, almost invariably er (although en, sem and at are also attested, but they are clearly marginal). However, some temporal adverbs/complementizers frequently allowed omission of er: siðan, meðan167, þegar, aðr and unz. Such er-omission becomes as good as obligatory in the 14th century.

ON Þá is extremely rarely found without a complementizer following it168. Remember also that the most common way of forming a temporal then-clause in ON is a non-headed er-clause (er hann kam ‘when he came’).

[image: ]

There is also evidence that þá could still be a demonstrative adverb, also when being linked to an er-clause. In (11), þá is separated from the er-clause (something which is impossible in MNO):
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However, in a small minority of examples, þá introduces a temporal clause directly, without the mediation of er:
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I take the absence of er as evidence that þá is no longer an adverb and has become reanalysed as a (temporal) complementizer (hence the change in notation from TEMP.ADV to TEMP.COMP).

In ON, til þess er is the standard way of expressing ‘until’. However, til þess at is also found: The alternation is possible since the clause that follows til þess can be viewed both as a nominal and a temporal clause. But til þess at also has another and more common meaning, ‘so that’, ‘such that’ (many examples in HOM), which makes its temporal use more marginal. In the 14th century data, til þess er (or til þess en) continues to dominate.
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Til þess starts occuring without complementizer towards the end of the century:
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It alternates with an R-compound (see Section 11.4.3). Interestingly, this variant seems to lose er much earlier:
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This might have to do with þar til er being less compositionally transparent than til þess er: The relation between þess and er becomes obscured.

Finally, when in ON a temporal nominal was followed by a subclause it always had the complementizer inserted, almost always er. This state persists in Early MLN:
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15.4Conclusion 1350–1400

0-RCs are still a marginal phenomenon, but they are beginning to make their appearance in a way which signals a change from the ON situation. At the same time, er is starting to disappear in related constructions: temporal þá-clauses, locational clauses and FRs.


15.50-RCs 1400–1540

Still a marginal phenomenon prior to 1400, after the turn of the century 0-RCs tend to pop up in the data with a much higher frequency. There seems to be little correlation with syntactic function, as both subject and non-subject RCs allow omission of the complementizer. Below is a non-exhaustive list of 0-RC examples found:

0-RCs where NPREL is a subject (= subject 0-RCs):
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0-RCs where NPREL is a non-subject (= non-subject 0-RCs):
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What is striking is that the antecedent almost always includes a demonstrative (þen/then), very often in its 3.p. sg. neuter form (þet/thet). In most cases, this demonstrative is used pronominally. The latter point applies in particular with regard to subject RCs. As for non-subject RCs, the determiner modifies an NP in roughly half of the examples. Another striking feature shared by most of the examples is the presence of the universal quantifier all (‘all’), usually in its neuter form alt. In a majority of the examples where the antecedent is a lone demonstrative, it is preceded by all. This goes both for subject and non-subject RCs.

This does not mean that complementizer omission is obligatory whenever the antecedent is a bare demonstrative. They still constitute a minority in comparison with examples featuring complementizer insertion:
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15.6RCs with w-antecedents and FRs 1400–1540

15.6.1RCs with huar as antecedent 1400–1540

This group comprises the many examples with huar (‘every’, ON hverr) as antecedent. As we saw above, they are attested also in the pre-1400 data. This example is very representative:
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The huar-examples are highly formulaic (in most cases, the formula represented by (31)) and are all subject-RCs. Semantically, they are identical to demonstratively headed RCs with a generalising meaning (see 17.3). Both their semantics and their formulaic character may have rendered them more susceptible to losing the complementizer.


15.6.2Free relative clauses 1400–1540

FRs (free relative clauses) become more frequent as the 1400s unfold:
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FRs do not require complementizer omission. They are also found with complementizer inserted, both with subject and object function:
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However, in a clear majority of cases the complementizer is missing.

Very often, FRs seem to be interchangeable with a semi-FR headed by the demonstrative then. Semantically, they can both have a specific or a general ‘whatever’-reading. Syntactically, they are traditionally assumed to be different, since FRs do not have an external antecedent. But the MLN examples below show that the borderline between FRs and then-RCs is narrow:
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Here, the w-word could easily be replaced by a demonstrative, cf. examples like (37):
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Finally, we have the hueim han vilde-construction:
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This construction (argued to be an FR in Section 11.5) never features a complementizer in the MLN data. This can be connected both to its generalizing semantics and its character of being more like an idiom chunk (which increases its predictability; see Section 16.1).



15.7Comparative clauses

Comparative clauses start dropping the complementizer around 1400. This is especially frequent with regard to sua lenge ‘so/as long’:
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It also happens that the complementizer is missing in examples with a nominal antecedent, cf. (41) and (42):
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(41) and (42) have a structure similar to RCs, with a nominal antecedent169 and a gap. The difference is that the gap is not nominal but a degree adverb. But in meaning they are very similar to RCs headed by a bare demonstrative. In the text in which it occurs, sa mykit vi attom might be replaced by alt thet vi attom with little or no change in meaning. I refer the reader to the discussion in Section 5.7.1. Note also that degree comparatives are the only comparative clauses that can leave out som also in MNO (see Section 2.4.5).


15.8 Temporal clauses

15.8.1Er and som as temporal complementizers

Non-headed er-clauses are still found in the first half of the 15th century, but their use decreases rapidly around mid-century, as the lexical item er seems to disappear from the language:
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Whereas the formula in (44) usually features er in the first part of the MLN period, in the course of the first half of the 1400s er is entirely replaced by the nominal complementizer at:
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Non-headed som-clauses are attested, but do not gain a high frequency.
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In MNO, som as temporal complementizer has a very limited use, found mainly with durative verbs to denote the simultaneity of two events (Falk and Torp 1900:256), and is roughly similar in meaning (but not in frequency) to English as.

To sum up so far: the non-headed temporal er-clauses known from ON disappeared around 1450, and were not really replaced with any equivalent construction. Som occurs in temporal contexts, but remained marginal. As er fell into disuse in the 1400s, som for a while asserted itself in temporal contexts, but was gradually replaced by the many specialized temporal complementizers which start appearing from around 1400. That will be the topic for the next chapter.


15.8.2Temporal main clause elements reanalysed as temporal complementizers

In the course of the MLN period, elements originally belonging to other parts of speech (adverbs (þá/tha), prepositions (till), NPs (then tidh) were reanalysed as temporal complementizers. This reanalysis is accompanied by the increasing possibility – and in some cases obligatoriness – of leaving out the complementizer.

15.8.2.1Reanalysis of þá/tha

As we saw above, in the 1300s it was still the rule that þá/tha be followed by er. Only towards the end of the century did complementizerless þá/tha-clauses appear. But in the course of the first part of the 1400s, tha establishes itself as a temporal complementizer. As shown by (50), it is still compatible with er-insertion.
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Som marginally occurs in tha-clauses:
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In my ON data, temporal þá is always followed by er and never sem. In the MLN data, there are a few more examples like (51), although they are in a small minority compared to the complementizerless examples or (until ca. 1450) the þá er-examples.

Tha’s transformation into a complementizer is also evident when it occurs together with temporal NPs:
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In this example, tha follows a noun modified by than. This seems to be impossible in ON (see Ch. 9), probably because you cannot have two demonstrative elements in the same relative complex. The MLN example (52), on the other hand, allows this, and the reason may be that tha (in this environment) by now has lost its ostensive force and has been reanalysed as a complementizer. In MNO, sequences like den dagen da (‘the day when’) are perfectly licit and (52) indicates that this construction was present also in MLN, unlike in ON.


15.8.2.2Reanalysis of main clause temporal nouns

In ON, temporal nouns like dagr (‘day’) and tími (‘time’), used adverbially, invariably require er-insertion when they were followed by a subordinate clause (see Ch. 9). This requirement is loosened in MLN. An er-less example is attested as early as 1400 (53). Alternatively, a complementizer is inserted: Er (54) or a more novel temporal complementizer like tha (cf. (52) above) or nar ‘when’ (56). Interestingly, even at occurs in this use (55), although restricted to one example.
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However, there are also quite a few examples of som modifying a temporal NP:
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In ON, temporal nouns were practically always followed by er, not by sem. The one ON counterexample in my data features sami (‘same’) and thus arguably involves a comparative clause. This shows that the generalization of som has gone even further: Not only has it emerged as the main all-round relative complementizer, but it has also started encroaching on a domain hitherto monopolized by er, namely temporal RCs.

In MNO, clauses like dagen som hun kom are not considered grammatical; either a temporal complementizer like da must be inserted or the complementizer can be omitted altogether. A quick search in The Oslo Corpus of Tagged Norwegian Texts revealed 81 occurrences of tiden/tida da, and not a single occurrence of tiden/tida som. Som in temporal RCs seems to be mainly restricted to RCs whose antecedent is modified by samme, i.e. RCs that can be argued to border on comparative clauses. Bjerre (1938:29), discussing temporal som in diachronic Swedish, suggests that som-insertion in temporal RCs might be a result of analogical influence from such ‘comparative RCs’.

I will now look at two cases where a main clause noun (phrase) has come a long way towards being reanalysed as a complementizer: then tidh and fyrsta.


15.8.2.3Then tidh170

In ON and pre-1400 MLN temporal NPs like then tidh are not found without er-insertion. Er-insertion is common also in 15th-century MLN:
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However, from the early 1400s on, er is frequently left out also here:
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The NP then tidh seems to acquire the function of a temporal complementizer. First, it leaves out the complementizer. Second, it occurs in a somewhat fossilized form (then tidh), eschewing the double definiteness otherwise prominent in 15th century (and later) Norwegian. The grammaticalisation of then tidh into a complementizer is particularly evident in examples where it follows a temporal nominal:
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Then tidh is also attested as a complementizer in MLD (Dahlerup & Glahder 1919:87), so some degree of borrowing cannot be excluded. However, it is found in several texts which are otherwise reliably Norwegian. It is also found in the Early MNO data:
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The grammaticalization of the noun phrase is evident from the lack of the otherwise expected definite suffix on the noun.

Moreover, the MNO causal complementizer all den tid (‘because’, lit. ‘all the time’) probably has its origin in the MLN use of then tidh discussed here; it is very common for temporal complementizers to develop secondary uses, usually causal ones (cf. þá/da as a causal complementizer throughout the history of Norwegian). MNO all den tid can be said to complete the grammaticalisation of then tidh and to sever the ties with the original noun phrase; the meaning of the phrase all den tid is no longer a product of the meaning of its composite parts.


15.8.2.4Fyrsta

According to Heggstad et al. (2008:193), fyrsta is a feminine noun in ON (meaning ‘beginning’). If the fyrsta we find in the below examples is diachronically related to ON fyrsta (what looks like an accusative form fyrsto of the word in (64) supports such an assumption), then we have an example of a noun on its way to being reanalysed as a complementizer. I have not come across fyrsta used together with a complementizer at all.
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15.8.2.5Reanalysis of main clause prepositions: til þess er and frá því er

Prior to 1400, til þess er was still by far the most common way of expressing ‘until’, but it existed alongside the R-compound þar til, which frequently occurs without a complementizer. The first til þess-examples without er appear at the end of the 1300s, as we have seen above. After 1400, such examples become very numerous.
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Þer til without er/sem is also common in 15th century MLN:
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At the same time, til þes(s) at/til thess at is becoming more common. This could be connected to the disappearance of til þess at as a purpose complementizer (‘so that’).
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Til thess (with or without the complementizer at) preserves the old genitive inflection thess (genitive of sá) long after this demonstrative stops being inflected in the genitive (cf. Mørck 2013:659), cf. example (70) from 1512:
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In other words, this is already at the MLN stage a heavily grammaticalized expression. In MNO, til þess er has undergone even further reduction, omitting the pronominal part, leaving only til as a complementizer (homophonous with the pre-position til, which it, of course, derives from). The complementizer til could also result from dropping þer in þer til.

This process is not completed yet by the end of MLN, but is attested in the Early MNO data:
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In (71), the pronominal element is dropped, but the opposite development could also take place:
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Here, it is the preposition that is the casualty of the grammaticalisation process while the pronominal element remains. Sometimes both elements survive, in the MNO dialect form til dess.

Frá því er (‘from when’, lit ‘from then that’) is a far less frequent expression than til þess er, so it is less easy to trace the grammaticalisation process in the sources. But this MLN example, which lacks er but still has the demonstrative, suggests that it went through the same stages:
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In MNO, fra, like til, can introduce a subordinating clause on its own (Faarlund et al. 1997:1069).




15.8.3Når-clauses

Unlike the previously mentioned temporal elements, nær ‘when’ was a sub-clause element already in ON, but not very common (see Ch. 9). Når (in one of its MLN guises: ner, nær, nar, naar) becomes more and more common in the course of the 1400s. As is the case with da, it usually occurs without complementizer, although a few counterexamples have been found. Når most commonly appears as a bare complementizer (74), but sometimes headed by a temporal expression, cf. (77) and (78). (75) shows that it can be followed by som (which in MNO is impossible):
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In most of the examples, når is used with future reference. In this function, it can be said to fill a vacant spot in MLN. Þá/tha is usually used with past reference171. Previously, the multifunctional er could be used with future reference, but as it becomes marginalized in the 15th century, this function is available for når to serve. (In MNO, når is used with future or habitual reference.)


15.8.4Conclusion

The topic of this section has been temporal clauses in the post-1300 data. A main focus has been to show how originally main clause elements were reanalysed as temporal complementizers. In some cases, this process can be said to have been more or less completed by the end of MLN (tha); in other cases, grammaticalisation reached the final (complementizer) stage only later (all den tid). This process has been linked to the possibility of leaving out the complementizer, although one should be cautious in assuming a cause and effect relationship: While the dropping of er/som probably facilitated reanalyzing the elements in question as belonging to the subclause, one must keep in mind that er and sem are found in co-occurrence with an unambiguously subclause element like når throughout the MLN period.

Examples like (75) raise interesting questions: Does it mean that there could be two complementizers in the same clause? A better solution, I think, is to say that når is a relative adverb while som is a complementizer. Later on, når has been reanalysed as a complementizer, which is why it cannot co-occur with som in MNO. I will leave it at that; this is clearly a topic in need of more research.



15.90-RCs in Middle Danish

This chapter provides an examination of 0-RCs in my two Danish sources: Eriks sællandske lov (SJÆ) and Jyske lov (JYS). I will also include some findings from Diderichsen’s (1941) syntactic investigation of Skaanske lov.

15.9.10-RCs in Eriks sællandske lov

In SJÆ, there are 119 0-RCs, from a total of 834 RCs (cf. Table 5 in Section 5.8.1) . This gives a percentage of 14.2 %. The mere presence of 0-RCs in a 13th century text provides a contrast to the Norwegian data, where the first 0-RC makes its appearance in 1360.

It was shown above that MLN 0-RCs are partial to certain types of antecedents, above all the demonstrative then and the universal quantifier huar. The complementizer is also often absent in FRs and in temporal RCs. How does SJÆ compare with the Norwegian findings?

In 79 % (94/119) of SJÆ’s 0-RCs, the antecedent features the demonstrative thæn, either modifying a noun (49 ex.) or serving as its own head (39 ex.). In the latter case, it is either the personal pronoun thæn (or in its plural form the) or the inanimate 3rd person thæt. Other frequent antecedents are hin (7 ex.) and hverr (8 ex., incl. 2 where it modifies a noun). There are only 2 examples where the antecedent is a bare noun and only one where it is a definite noun (i.e. a noun with the definite article). If we compare this to complementizer-RCs, the antecedent includes thæn in 52 % (431/834) of all examples.

0-RCs also prefer thæn to other demonstratives. We can compare thæn with hin (cf. Table 5 in Section 5.8.1), in examples where they serve as antecedents on their own (not modifying any noun and not cooccuring with any quantifiers) and have animate referents: In all RCs, there are 198 examples with hin compared to 160 thæn (with animate referents). In 0-RCs, the respective numbers are 7 and 20. 0-RCs thus seems to disproportionally favour thæn as antecedent.

0-RCs are possible with all syntactic functions. (79) represents a subject RC, (80) a non-subject RC.
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A large sample (all RCs172 from p. 70–133, almost half the book) shows that 55 % (37/67) of 0-RCs are subject RCs. However, this is significantly less than with regard to complementizer RCs, where NPREL is the subject in 81 % (289/355) of the RCs contained in the sample overall. Thus, 0-RCs can already be seen as favouring non-subject RCs. Eventually, in all the Scandinavian languages 0-RCs become restricted to non-subject RCs only. Section 17.6 will discuss possible explanations as to why this happened.

The demonstrative is sometimes postnominal:
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0-RCs have a stronger preference for postnominal demonstratives than complementizer-RCs do, but postnominal then is also found with the latter.

One unexpected finding to emerge from the SJÆ-data is that 0-RCs do not strictly require contact between the antecedent and the RC. Six examples have been found where the RC is separated from the antecedent173:
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This is highly unusual. The tendency for 0-RCs to directly follow the antecedent has been so strong that 0-RCs have often been referred to as ”contact clauses” (see e.g. Jespersen 1949:132ff, Dekeyser (1990:98)). Jespersen (1949:132), in his discussion of diachronic 0-RCs in English, even states categorically that “no pause is possible before the beginning of the clause”. Faarlund et al. (1998:1056) make the same claim with regard to MNO.

An important thing to keep in mind here is that extraposition of an RC is extremely common in SJÆ, although this varies with the type of antecedent. For example, 52 % of all RCs with hin as antecedent are extraposed, whereas 27 % (13/49) of RCs with inanimate thæt are separated from the antecedent. Considering how common it is to extrapose RCs in SJÆ, it is perhaps less surprising that some 0-RCs are also extraposed. It must also be remembered that 0-RC are still much less likely to be extraposed than complementizer RCs. Still, that it happens at all is unexpected.

It is sometimes difficult to determine whether thær is a fronted locational adverb (in a 0-RC), the fronted pronominal part of an R-compound (in a 0-RC) or a relative complementizer.
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In most cases, I have opted for either the relative complementizer or the R-compound interpretation. See discussion in Section 13.3.


15.9.2Complementizers in temporal RCs in Eriks sællandske lov

Temporal NPs like thæn stund and thæn/huær timæ generally omit the complementizer in SJÆ, cf. (86). Only 3 out of 16 examples use a complementizer (ær), like in (87).
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The complementizer tends to be left out also after temporal adverbs. An example that provides an interesting contrast to MLN is til thess (‘until’). In Section 15.8.2.5, we followed the grammaticalization of what was originally the prepositional phrase til þess er. In Early Old Norse, the complementizer starts being dropped. Danish seems to be way ahead of its Northern cousin in this regard. Already in SJÆ, alongside til thes (88), we find the form til, where only the original preposition is left (89).
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In the MLN data, this form is not attested at all; it first appears in the Early MNO data.

However, ær is still often inserted after temporal adverbs. Often, ær is separated from its main clause antecedent (cf. (91) and (92)).
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SJÆ also has thær as a temporal complementizer. This use is not attested in MLN.
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Thær is never followed by ær or any other complementizer in this use and unlike temporal adverbs like sithæn and tha it cannot be separated from the subordinate clause. It must therefore be classified as a temporal complementizer in its own right.

Comparative clauses do not drop their complementizer (sum) in SJÆ:
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Thus, there doesn’t seem to be any parallel to the dropping of comparative complementizers starting in Early MLN, at least as far as SJÆ is concerned.


15.9.30-RCs in Jyske lov

0-RCs have a significantly lower frequency in JYS compared to SJÆ. Leaving out, for now, RCs with w-antecedents, 22 out 349 RCs lack complementizer, i.e. 6 % compared to SJÆ’s 14%. (Remember that JYS has thær as the all-round relative complementizer whereas SJÆ had ær.)

In terms of antecedent, JYS shows an even clearer preference for thæn. 20/22, or 91 %, of the 0-RCs in JYS feature a form of the demonstrative thæn. The remaining two examples feature another demonstrative as antecedent, hin.

In SJÆ, thæn was often postnominal. This is never the case in JYS, where it always precedes the antecedent noun.

If we look at syntactic function, 0-RCs show a clear preference for non-subject functions. In 18 out of 22 0-RCs, NPREL is a non-subject. The same tendency was found in SJÆ, but it is even more pronounced here.

None of the 0-RCs in JYS are separated from the antecedent.


15.9.4Complementizers in temporal RCs in Jyske lov

The complementizer is usually omitted after temporal NPs like timæ, although there is one example with the complementizer thær. (Ær is not found in JYS.)
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Thær in (95) has two possible analyses: It may be a relative complementizer, thær being the all-round relative complementizer in JYS (see Section 13.3). But both in SJÆ and in JYS thær is also attested as a temporal complementizer in its own right (‘when’), cf. (96):
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16Theoretical approaches to 0-RCs

Recently, there has been renewed interest in 0-RCs and the subject has been approached from new angles: pragmatic, discourse-based and especially cognitive perspectives have provided new insights. In this chapter, I will present some of these approaches; the chapter following this one (ch. 17) will then test their predictions on the MLN data presented above.

None of the articles referred to below discuss Norwegian or Scandinavian data, but (Present Day) English ones. I do not see this as a major obstacle, since the rules regarding complementizer insertion are very similar in (contemporary) English and Scandinavian.

The authors discussed in this chapter tend to use the term ‘relativizer’, which covers both relative pronouns and relative complementizers. Since English RCs can use either a pronoun strategy or a complementizer strategy, a term is needed that can cover both.

16.1Predictability (Wasow et al. 2011)

Studying a corpus containing 800.000 words of unplanned speech, Wasow et al. (2011) note that a majority of non-extraposed object-RCs (57%) lack a relativizer. They observe that “relativizers are far more frequent in noun phrases introduced by a or an than in those introduced by the” (2011:4): The relativizer (that) occurs in 75.8% of relative complexes where the head is modified by the indefinite article, whereas it appears in only 34.2% of cases where the head is modified by the. This finding is coupled with another finding: of all NPs (noun phrases) in their corpus beginning with the, 5.9% were followed by an RC, whereas among NPs modified by the indefinite article, only 1.2 % precede an RC. In other words, the presence of an RC appears to be more predictable after the-initial NPs than after a(n)-initial ones. This observation is the empirical foundation for the Predictability Hypothesis:


	(1)
	In environments where an NSRC [i.e. a non-subject, non-extraposed RC] is more predictable, relativizers are less frequent




“Environment” refers to the antecedent NP and determiners, adjectives and nouns contained inside it. The “predictability” of for instance a given determiner is measured by the share of NPs modified by the determiner which are also modified by an RC. Testing this hypothesis on the above-mentioned corpus, they found that it is largely borne out (2011:11, figure 7). Wasow et al. argue that this correlation can be accounted for in terms of ease of processing, both from a speaker’s and from a listener’s perspective. They suggest that the presence of a relativizer normally facilitates processing; they mark the beginning of an RC, “thereby helping the parser recognize dependencies between the antecedent noun phrase and elements in the [RC]” (2011:12), and they give the speaker “extra time to plan the upcoming RC”. But in contexts of noun phrases with high predictability, a relativizer does less to aid processing. If the listener is expecting an RC due to the high predictability of the noun phrase, then it makes less sense to mark the beginning of the RC. And from the point of view of the speaker: if a noun phrase has high RC-predictability, the speaker will start to plan the RC earlier and “would be less likely to need to buy time by producing a relativizer at the beginning of the NSRC”.

They found certain antecedents to score particularly high in predictability (2011:9ff): “uniqueness adjectives” like only and superlatives, universal quantifiers like all and every, lexically empty noun phrases like thing, way, time. This is accounted for in terms of successful reference. Thus, a sentence like The thing is broken is “less likely to result in successful communication” than The thing you hung by the door is broken. With universal quantifiers, restrictive modification (eg. an RC) increases the chance of the sentence being true (hence of communication succeeding): More things are true of every linguist we know than of every linguist. (With existensial quantifiers it is the other way round: more things are true of a linguist than of a linguist we know.) Finally, uniqueness adjectives enjoy a high predictability because they are always interpreted relative to some scale; a restrictive RC makes this scale explicit.

It can be mentioned that also more traditional grammarians have made similar points as Wasow et al. Helgander (1971:140) does not avail himself of the term ‘predictability’, but his account of how the main clause Germanic *so-/to-demonstrative was reanalysed as a relative pronoun relies on the same basic idea: “the mere mention of the *so-/to-pronoun could thus be felt to require a complement in the form of a relative clause, i.e. the pronoun was brought into closer contact with the following clause.” Also Lindblad (1943) has made a point of sá’s forward-pointing ability and refers to it as its ‘determinative’ (“determinativ”) function. This term is frequently used also by others in the older comparative Germanic literature to refer to elements like sá/then, which seem to signal that the noun phrase has a postnominal modifier (usually an RC but it can also be other types of phrases, for instance a prepositional phrase). See for example Curme (1912a).


16.2Monoclausality/integration

16.2.1Fox & Thompson (2007)

The “intimate connection” between the head and the 0-RC was pointed out already by Curme (1912a:18) and Jespersen (1949:133). Jespersen’s path has been explored in recent years by Fox & Thompson (2007) and their notion of “monoclausality”: the closer the integration between head and RC and the more the relative complex approaches a monoclausal, grammaticalized unit, the smaller the likelihood that a relativizer is present. The notion of integration and monoclausality can be mesasured in different ways. Based on a corpus of 195 spoken non-subject RCs, as well as previous research on 0-RCs, Fox & Thompson (2007:297) have identified seven variables that correlate with the presence or absence of a relativizer:


(1)emptiness of antecedent noun phrase: lexically empty antecedent noun phrases like time, way, thing and all favour 0-relativizer (2007:297ff).

(2)complexity of main clause noun phrase head: The more words the antecedent noun phrase contains, the more likely is the insertion of a relativizer.

(3)unique head: By ‘unique head’, the authors refer to superlatives and nouns modified by only and first. In their corpus, unique heads “categorically” (2007:301) take 0-RCs.

(4)length of non-subject RC verbal expression: RCs with longer verbal expressions (like in all the stuff that Vicki’s told me that she pulls) are more prone to relativizer-insertion than RCs with shorter verbal expressions (like that’s the one you got).

(5)subject of non-subject RC: insertion of a relativizer is less likely if the subject of the RC is a pronoun than if it is a full NP. The authors explain this by frequency: “the more frequent the subject is in English conversation in general, the less likely the speaker is to use a relativizer” (2007:303).

(6)discontinuities between antecedent noun phrase and non-subject RC. Whenever there is a prosodic break or another word intervening between the antecedent and the RC, then a relativizer is “categorically” (2007:304) present.

(7)regular rhythmic syllabic patterns174. If the antecedent noun phrase and the RC subject form simple and regular rhythmic patterns – like strong (syllable)-weak-weak-strong– a relativizer is less likely to be inserted, presumably because it would disrupt the regularity of the rhythmic pattern. Similarly, antecedent noun phrase and RC having a similar rhythm pattern works against complementizer insertion (2007:308). (Capital letters indicate stress.)




	(2)
	something NÉW they disCÓvering


	
	‘something new they’re discovering’




Here, two weak syllables (some and thing) precede a strong one (NÉW) in the antecedent noun phrase; the RC shows a similar rhythmic pattern (the weak they and dis followed by the strong CÓ).

If the rhythm pattern is irregular to begin with, then a complementizer is more likely to be inserted (2007:307).


	(3)
	JÉWlry BÓxes that ev ry bo dy MÁDE for her


	
	‘the jewellery boxes everybody made for her’




Crucially (2007:297), all these variables are mere manifestations of a larger parameter, that of integration between main clause and RC. In the most extreme cases, main clause and RC might represent “pre-stored patterns” (2007:312), like in that’s the way it is. This example features a copula main clause, a lexically empty antecedent noun and the verb be as the RC predicate, all of which are very frequent in spoken language. In the authors’ view, utterances like that’s the way it is are more likely to be stored as a chunk than to be formed compositionally by adjoning an RC to an antecedent, where the empty position inside the RC is co-referent with the antecedent. A similar case is all she did in all she did was sleep. While this example is at the extreme mono-clausal end of the continuum, there are other cases that combine some degree of lexical freedom with lexical generality. One example (2007:314) is that was the ugliest set of shoes I ever saw in my life, where the relative complex instantiates a common template: the unique NP I ever saw in POSSESSOR life. Significantly, these examples show a strong preference for 0-RCs.

At the other end of the continuum are utterances that are clearly biclausal and hence not likely to be pre-stored (2007:314), like their example she held onto all those jewelry boxes that everybody made for her when we were kids. Here, the main clause verb (held) is far less frequent, the antecedent is a full, complex NP and the RC has another level of embedding. In examples at the biclausal end of the continuum, a relativizer is far more likely to appear.

Fox & Thompson have identified various factors that correlate with the omission of a relative complementizer in English. Missing from their article, however, is a typological perspective. 0-RCs are exceedingly rare among the world’s languages while the primarily cognitive mechanisms that underpin Fox and Thompson’s analysis are assumed to be of a universal nature. In my opinion, Fox & Thompson have done a good job in identifying factors that influence complementizer insertion in a language where this is optional, like English. But the vast majority of the world’s languages do not enjoy any optionality here. This suggests that some kind of syntactic rules are involved, something which is not discussed in Fox & Thompson.


16.2.2Weinert (2004)

Weinert (2004) provides further arguments that the head and the RCs in spoken language non-subject RCs tend to be closely integrated. In her corpus, which includes spoken academic consultations, she found examples like the categories you’re creating and the subjects I’ve got to be typical (14). In those and other examples, the central relationship is between the head and the RC-subject, not between the head and the empty RC-position. She claims that in these examples it is possible to postulate a possessive relationship between the head and the RC-subject; “your categories”, “my subjects”. Weinert also invokes pragmatic factors: Typically, verbs in spoken non-subject RCs tend to be highly given in the context and do not carry much informational content. The most common function of a spoken non-subject RC in Weinert’s view is not to identify – i.e. to pick out a referent – but to intensify.



16.30-RCs are more dependent on the antecedent (Hawkins 2004)

Hawkins (2004) discusses what determines head adjacency, i.e. whether a given constituent occurs next to its head or is separated from it. He notes that the shorter the phrase the more likely it is to appear head adjacent. The so-called “Heavy PP Shift” is an example of this:


	(4)
	The man VP[ waited PP2 [for his son] PP1 [in the cold but not unpleasant wind]]





	(5)
	The man VP [waited PP1 [in the cold but not unpleasant wind] PP2 [for his son]]




In examples with two PPs, Hawkins’ data (2004:178) show a strong preference (86%) for short PPs before long PPs in this kind of sequences and the stronger the difference in number of words, the stronger the preference (99% for 7 or more words). Hawkins relates this to something he calls “The Principle of Early Immediate Constituents”. Roughly, this says that the human parser prefers linear orders that enable quick recognition of syntactic constituents. In the VP in (4), the parser needs five words to recognize the constituents V, PP1 and PP2 (waited for his son in); in (5), it takes the parser nine words to recognize the same constituents (waited in the cold but not unpleasant wind for). In Hawkins’ terms, the Constituent Recognition Domain (CRD) in (4) is smaller than in (5). He claims there is a cross-linguistic preference for smaller CRDs, hence the cross-linguistic prevalence of phenomena like Heavy PP shift as in the examples above.

If the need to minimize CRDs can account for Heavy PP175 shift, Hawkins (2004:180) suggests that similar preferences obtain in other syntactic and semantic relations. For the purpose of the present study, of special importance is his notion of dependency (2004:181ff): “two categories A and B are in a relation of dependency iff syntactic or semantic properties of B require access to A for their assignment when this relation is parsed”. A “dependency domain” is the smallest possible domain where the dependency relation can be expressed. The more dependencies between a constituent and its head, the stronger the need to minimize the dependency domain176, hence the stronger the preference for adjacency. Thus, if you compare the VP take into account with take into the library, the PP into account is more likely to be adjacent to V than the PP into the library, since the former is more dependent on the V for its interpretation.

Turning to RCs, in general they are highly dependent on access to their head (= antecedent) when parsed, which is why they are usually adjacent to their antecedent (i.e. not extraposed) in English (2004:193). Above all, in order to establish the identity between the relativized position and the antecedent noun, the parser needs to access the antecedent noun while parsing the RC. But 0-RCs (and complementizer RCs) are even more dependent on their antecedent than explicitly marked RCs (2004:192). So in an example like The Danes you taught the RC verb taught is dependent on accessing the antecedent noun Danes in order to identify its own argument structure. In RCs featuring a relative or a resumptive pronoun, the RC verb’s argument structure can be established independently. Moreover, RCs with explicit relativizers (including complementizer RCs) are marked for subordination. 0-RCs lack an overt subordinator, which means that the parser must access the head for recognition of subordination status. In sum, there are more semantic and syntactic dependencies between 0-RCs and their antecedents than between explicitly marked RCs and their heads. Because of these dependencies, there is a strong pressure to minimize the processing domain and consequently 0-RCs are almost always head adjacent. Another factor contributing to their preference for adjacency is their weight: lacking an overt relativizer, they are one word shorter than explicitly marked RCs.

The idea that 0-RCs are more dependent on their antecedent than explicitly marked RCs can be extended to other types of subordinate clauses, like nominal that-clauses. 0-marked that-clauses (i.e. nominal subordinate clauses without that) are predicted to be more dependent on their heads (the main clause verb) than their explicitly marked counterparts and this is reflected in a stronger preference for head adjacency. There is a trade-off between explicit marking and 0-marking. 0-marked phrases are more dependent on access to another phrase for parsing, which makes them more complex and more difficult to process. At the same time, they contain less linguistic material, which makes them easier to process.

Finally, because I believe it is of special significance for the analysis of the MLN data, I will say something about subordination in Hawkins’ framework. If an overt subordinator (a relative pronoun or complementizer or the nominal complementizer that) is missing, the parser will look for other ways to establish whether she is dealing with a subordinate clause or not. One strategy is to look for an element in the main clause that typically takes a clause as its complement, but this adds another dependency. If the subordinate clause starts with an element marked for subject case, this element unambiguously introduces a new clause, in effect working as a subordinator. Hence, Hawkins predicts that 0-marked subordinate clauses prefer subjects that are case-marked, which in today’s English means personal pronouns. (Pronouns are also short, which means that they cause the parser only a minimal processing delay before she encounters the verb, which is another unambiguous sign that we are dealing with a subordinate clause.) This is the motivation behind Hawkins’ ‘Leftmost subject preference hierarchy for zero-marked subordination’ (2004:191)


	(6)
	Case-marked pronoun > non-case marked pronoun > short full NP > longer full NP




This prediction is tested (and borne out) with regard to nominal that-clauses (2004:192). In 17.2.2, I will see if this preference hierarchy can be useful in accounting also for RC-data.

Hawkins’ theory is basically a theory of why 0-marked phrases are adjacent to their antecedent, and not a theory of why some elements (like 0-RCs) are 0-marked in the first place. The only thing he says of relevance to the latter question is that minimisation of linguistic structure facilitates processing, all other things equal. Thus, 0-RCs, being more minimal (one word shorter) than explicitly marked 0-RCs, are more efficient from a processing point of view. This is probably not sufficient as an explanation for why 0-RCs emerged exactly when they did and under precisely those circumstances. Still, Hawkins makes a few interesting predictions, about head adjacency in 0-RCs and about 0-RCs preferring pronouns as subjects. But the main value of Hawkins’ account is perhaps that it shows the processing cost of omitting a complementizer, since 0-marking adds more dependencies. This is important, since otherwise it would be puzzling why after all, cross-linguistically, complementizers are not omitted most of the time. In a sense, then, Hawkins’ analysis goes further towards explaining the perhaps most interesting fact about 0-RCs – their cross-linguistic exceptionality – than the pragmatic/cognitive accounts of Fox & Thompson and Wasow et al.


16.4Prosodic factors (Jaeger 2006)

Jaeger (2006) has investigated both nominal that-clauses and RCs where that is optional (i.e. non-subject, non-extraposed RCs) in Modern English. He found (among other things) that that plays a role in rhythmic optimisation: Speakers omit that before an unstressed syllable in order to avoid a sequence of two unstressed syllables (it is assumed that that as a complementizer is always unstressed). No effects were found when that follows an unstressed syllable, which suggests that “optional that usually falls into the same phonological phrase as the first word following it” (Jaeger 2006:10).

Jaeger’s findings partly confirm, partly refute the monoclausality variables. As argued by Fox & Thompson (2007) as well as Hawkins (2004), 0-RCs usually prefer pronouns as subjects. This is also predicted by Jaeger’s hypothesis: Since pronouns are usually monosyllabic, retaining the relative complementizer would leave the speaker with two adjacent unstressed syllables. This can probably be integrated into Fox & Thompson notion of monoclausality, which includes both pragmatic and prosodic factors, but perhaps less so with Hawkins’ model, which takes the case morphology of pronouns to be essential, not their prosodic characteristics. On the other hand, Jaeger’s finding that that-insertion is insensitive to the prosody of the preceding element is perhaps unexpected given Fox & Thompson’s variable 2, according to which 0-RCs prefer light antecedents (however, their notion of heaviness involves word length, not the stress of individual syllables, so there might not be any contradiction).


16.5Division of labour – where does syntax end and non-syntax start?

The above accounts place the emphasis on cognitive factors in explaining 0-RCs. However, cognitive factors alone cannot account for the typological exceptionality of 0-RCs; cognitive mechanisms are universal but 0-RCs are not. This can be deemed a flaw with the non-syntactic 0-RC accounts of Wasow et al. and Fox & Thompson above. What is interesting is where to draw the line between syntax and non-syntax. Ariel (1999:219), who uses the discourse-grammarian notion of NP-accessibility (i.e., how mentally “accessible” the relative antecedent is when NPREL is processed) to account for the presence or absence of resumptive pronouns, argues that “so-called obligatory rules often prove to be much more flexible when real data is examined”. So for example in Hebrew, resumptive pronouns have generally been assumed to be banned in subject-RCs. Ariel’s own investigation, however, shows spoken data to reveal that this ban is not absolute and is influenced by pragmatic factors. She concludes that “even hard-core grammatical facts need an explanation”. At the same time, she does not deny the existence of syntactic rules. The cross-linguistic distribution of resumptive pronouns serves as a good illustration of the division of labour between syntax and non-syntax and how it varies across the world’s languages. In some languages, resumptive pronouns are always, or almost always, inserted, regardless of syntactic function or NP-accessibility. In others (the majority), resumptive pronouns are inserted when the relative antecedent is relatively low in accessibility but tend to be avoided when the accessibility of the antecedent is higher. And in yet other languages (possibly MNO), resumptive pronouns seem to be banned altogether. For the languages on the extremes of this scale (i.e., the ones that always insert a resumptive pronoun and the ones that never insert one), syntax can be said to have “monopolised” resumptive pronoun insertion. For the remaining languages, much more is left to cognitive factors and pragmatics. This shows that language may vary significantly in how they divide the labour between syntax and non-syntax.

As mentioned before, the phenomenon of 0-RCs suffers from lack of research. It is thus possible that further investigation will prove the construction to be more common and that for example constructions regarded as FRs turn out to be 0-RCs. Also, it cannot be ruled out that the ban on 0-RCs in many languages is less absolute than hitherto assumed. More cross-linguistic data might tell us more about the division of labour between syntax and non-syntax in determining the distribution of 0-RCs.

Finally, the question of diachronic change complicates the matter even more: If one accepts that the main engine of linguistic change is children reanalysing the primary linguistic data – which is something both Generativists and many non-Generativistis (myself included) can agree upon – then one disregards performance at one’s peril, since the PLD children have access to necessarily reflects performance and not competence. Even somebody who assumes a purely syntactic explanation on the synchronic level needs to acknowledge that these syntactic rules came into place because language learners (re)analysed performance data. I will return to this issue in my discussion of the ‘syntacticisation’ of 0-RCs.





17An analysis of 0-RCs in Middle Norwegian and Middle Danish

The aim of this chapter is to provide an analysis of the findings presented in Ch.15, if possible with the help of the theoretical tools and concepts presented in the previous chapter. I will start with a review of the data presented in Ch. 15, singling out the most important findings, before attempting an analysis. The bulk of this chapter will be taken up with the analysis of the MLN data, but the MLD data will also be discussed.

17.1Syntactic environments for 0-RCs

In the following section, I will look more closely at the environments in which the complementizer is left out, to see if they have anything in common that can explain the omission of er/sem. One line of inquiry is to look is for a correlation with syntactic function. After all, this is what determines the possibility of leaving out the complementizers in MNO RCs: Complementizers can be omitted only in non-subject RCs. But, as we have seen, early 0-RCs can be both subject as well as non-subject RCs. This means we must look for other factors. From the review of the literature on 0-RCs in other Early Germanic languages as well as my own presentation of data in Ch. 15 it emerged that 0-RCs correlate above all with type of antecedent.

17.1.1Relative clauses headed by an antecedent featuring a demonstrative

0-RCs seem at first to be overwhelmingly associated with relative complexes where the antecedent features the (usually non-attributive) demonstrative then. For the 1350–1399 period, every single one of the attested 0-RCs has then as antecedent:

Tab. 7: Antecedents of 0-RCs: 1350–1399 (excluding w-pronouns)

[image: ]

*total then = total number of antecedents featuring the demonstrative then

*total all = total number of antecedents featuring the universal quantifier all

After around 1400, the number of attested 0-RCs increases rapidly. But the tendencies shown by the pre-1400 data are continued:

Tab. 8: Antecedents of 0-RCs: 1400–1540 (excluding w-pronouns)
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For instance, in the period 1400–1449, 44 out of 55 0-RCs in my data feature a demonstrative as antecedent. Moreover, when the antecedent is a bare demonstrative it is almost always preceded by the universal quantifier all ‘all’ (in its neuter form alt). The examples that do not feature either then or all (or both in combination) as antecedents are filed under ‘others’. They constitute but a small fraction of the 15th century examples; It is only among the 16th century examples that they constitute a somewhat larger share (6 out of 24). This may suggest that by the 16th century, 0-RCs had become generalized and expanded somewhat beyond their original environment. (However, the total number of attested 0-RCs from the 16th century is overall small, due to the paucity of (non-Danish) Norwegian data, so one should be cautious in reading too much into the 16th century data.)

The Danish data confirm this picture. 79 % (94/119) of SJÆ’s 0-RCs feature the demonstrative thæn (in one of its forms). If we add another demonstrative, hin, we arrive at a percentage of 85 % demonstrative antecedents in 0-RCs from SJÆ. However, other antecedents are also possible, including bare nouns, like scogh ‘forest’ here:
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With regard to MLN, we have to wait until 1443 for a bare noun antecedent, something of which we have 23 examples in the late 13th century SJÆ. This shows that Danish were far ahead of Norwegian in the generalization of 0-RCs.

JYS is even more pronounced in its preference for demonstrative antecedents: All 22 0-RCs in JYS have a demonstrative antecedent (20 have thæn, 2 have hin). This is unexpected: Given that JYS is a younger (15th Century) text, we would expect 0-RCs to be even more generalized. However, I believe that the generalization of 0-RCs might already have been completed by SJÆ. The fact that demonstrative antecedents still are in a majority is easily explained, as even in PDE and Modern Scandinavian, where 0-RCs have long since been generalized, RCs still prefer demonstrative antecedents. The main difference between SJÆ and Modern Scandinavian is then not the extent of generalization but the fact that SJÆ allows 0-RCs also with subject RCs. I will return to this question below.

Another important point is that there is significant variation from author to author when it comes to insertion or lack thereof of a relative complementizer. The overall share of 0-RCs compared to complementizer RCs is smaller in JYS than in SJÆ. As results from Rydén’s investigation of RCs in Early 16th Century English, the degree to which 0-RCs are used may vary wildly from work to work. I thus do not find it particularly puzzling that the author of JYS would choose to insert the complementizer more than the author of SJÆ. With a smaller number of 0-RCs, it is not surprising that their core usage – with a demonstrative antecedent – constitutes an even higher share in JYS compared to SJÆ.


17.1.2Relative clauses headed by a w-pronoun/FRs

Overall, w-pronouns come to play a much larger role in RC contexts in MLN compared to ON. In ON, there were no true FRs and the semi-FRs introduced by w-pronouns were only used in a general (non-specific) “whatever”-sense. Furthermore, er-insertion appears to have been obligatory (see Ch. 7). MLN witnesses the emergence of a true FR-construction (introduced by huat), a construction which expands to include also specific reference (see Section 11.5). In addition, we have the many examples of semi-FRs headed by huar (‘every’). Huat-FRs are more likely not to have a complementizer than to have one: Of the 44 attested huat-FRs from 1400–1549, only a minority (15 examples) feature a complementizer. Semi-FRs headed by huar are among the first to occur without a complementizer (first attestation DN3.489–1390).

Huar – in MLD usually written huær – is also common as an antecedent in SJÆ, serving as antecedent in 18 % of all 0-RCs, either on its own or a part of an NP.


17.1.3Lack of complementizer insertion in non-relative contexts

A central focus of Ch. 15 was to show how er/som was lost in a variety of constructions, not only RCs. Above all, it was demonstrated how various elements were reinterpreted as temporal complementizers, making er/som redundant. In ON, complementizer insertion was more or less obligatory after temporal adverbs as well as temporal noun phrases; in MLN, it became the exception rather than the rule.

Taking a very long perspective, one can say that the omission of temporal complementizers started in Old Norse or even before that. Already in classic ON, there are a few temporal adverbs that have become complementizers in their own right, without the need to insert er as a subordinating element. Unz (‘until’) never occurs with complementizer, aðr (‘before‘) rarely, and siðan (‘since’) does so optionally182. This development accelerates in MLN. Þá extremely rarely appears without er in ON; by the early 1400s, this already seems to be the rule. Meðan and siðan are not found with complementizers in the MLN period. The gradual reanalysis of temporal noun phrases like þann tið/then tidh (‘the time’) or PPs like till þess er (‘until’) starts in the late 1300s, accompanied by omission of the complementizers.

Þá as main clause adverb:
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Þá as complementizer:
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The steps involved in this reanalysis can be formulated like this (MC = main clause):


	(4)
	MC[þá .............RC[er....] > MC[.............þá RC[er....]> MC[.............RC[þá er....]> MC[.............RC[þá....]




As shown above, SJÆ still has the original stage as well as the one with contact between the temporal demonstrative and the ær-clause (cf. examples (90)–(92) in Section 15.9.2. Perhaps surprisingly, SJÆ offers no examples of a fully reanalysed complementizer tha. Such examples are attested from the 1300s in the MLN data and SJÆ is in other regards far more accepting of omitting ær than MLN. This might indicate that the omission of complementizer in adverbial clauses and in RCs – which in MLN was seen as, at least to some degree, related phenomena – are not connected to one another. It may suggest that Danish 0-RCs represent an older construction that may never have had any complementizer at all. It has to be mentioned, though, that SJÆ has thær as a temporal complementizer, an element which of course also started out as a main clause (locational) adverb.


17.1.4Conclusion so far

At around the same time (1380–1400), er/som starts to disappear in four different settings: (Restrictive) RCs headed by then (often in combination with a universal quantifier), RCs headed by a w-pronoun/FRs, temporal RCs/temporal clauses and comparative clauses. The complementizer omission found in RCs is of a qualitatively different kind than the one found in temporal and comparative clauses. What happened in temporal and comparative clauses was that main clause constituents were reanalysed as complementizers (e.g. tha, swa lenge). This made er redundant. In RCs, on the other hand, there was no main clause element that was reanalysed and took on the function of a subordinator. Hence, er/sem was still needed as a subordinating element, it was not redundant. (Other Germanic languages developed relative pronouns; this did not happen in Norwegian.) In other words, it is more of a mystery how er/som became omitted in RCs than in temporal and comparative clauses.

It has been shown that complementizer omission in MLN RCs correlates with type of antecedent: It is either the demonstrative then, the universal quantifier alt (or the two in combination) or a w-pronoun. A possible way ahead would be to look at referential properties shared by these antecedents when they are followed by an RC. See Section 17.3 below.



17.2Theoretical approaches to 0-RCs tested on the Middle Norwegian data

In Ch. 16, I introduced some theoretical concepts which might prove helpful in gaining an understanding of 0-RCs. In what follows, I will discuss the post-1300 data and the findings presented in Ch.15 and Section 17.1 in the light of these theories. The focus will be on the Norwegian (MLN) data, although the MLD data will be mentioned if they differ significantly.

17.2.1Monoclausality (Fox & Thompson 2007)

In Section 16.2.1, Fox & Thompson’s notion of monoclausality was presented: The closer the integration between head and (a non-subject) RC and the more the relative complex approaches a monoclausal, grammaticalized unit, the smaller the likelihood that a relativizer is present. Integration was measured along six parameters: lexical emptiness of antecedent noun phrase (1), heaviness of relative antecedent NP (2), uniqueness of head (3), length of RC verbal expression (4), heaviness of subject of RC (5), discontinuity/distance between antecedent noun phrase and RC (6) and the regularity of rhythmic patters183. Generally, their predictions are borne out by the MLN data:



	 The head is lexically empty. This applies to all 0-RCs headed by bare demonstratives or by hverr.

	 The relative antecedent is usually a bare demonstrative, in other words not heavy. This goes for the majority of all attested 0-RCs from 1400–1420.

	 The relative antecedent is unique/universal/superlative. This applies to all 0-RCs until 1461 (DN1.854 – the first instance of a 0-RC headed by an indefinite noun).

	 Length of non-subject RC verbal expression: The RC main verb is usually a short and/or pragmatically/semantically given verb. In eight out of 26 object-RCs from 1400–1450, the finite RC verb is eiga (to own), which is contextually highly given, since most of these texts deal with the sale and purchase of property .

	 Of 27 non-subject 0-RCs in the 1400–1450 data, all but three have a personal pronoun as subject. (5), which contains two relative complexes, illustrates this point. The 0-RC is introduced by a personal pronoun, whereas the complementizer RC is introduced by a full NP.
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6.All 0-RCs in my MLN data are adjacent to the relative antecedent. However, as we saw in Section 15.9.1, the MLD SJÆ data include six examples of extraposed 0-RCs.




17.2.2Preference hierarchy for subjects of 0-marked clauses (Hawkins 2004)

According to Hawkins (2004), minimizing linguistic structure facilitates processing (see Section 16.3). But minimizing linguistic structure in turn promotes head adjacency, since more minimal linguistic structures tend to be more dependent on another head for their interpretation. As regards head adjacency, then Hawkins’ prediction is borne out by the MLN data, where all the 0-RCs are adjacent to the antecedent (cf. item 6 above). Hawkins also proposed a preference hierarchy for subjects of 0-marked clauses:


	(6)
	Case-marked pronoun > non-case marked pronoun > short full NP > longer full NP




Pronouns are preferred because they are case-marked for the subject function and as such serve as markers of subordination, i.e. they mark the beginning of a new (subordinate) clause. This prediction appears to be borne out. As we have seen, the vast majority (24/27) of non-subject 0-RCs have a pronoun as subject. But this might have other explanations: Fox & Thompson argue that pronouns are preferred as subjects of 0-RCs not because they are case-marked but because they are frequent: “The more frequent the subject is in English conversation in general, the less likely the speaker is to use a relativizer” (Fox & Thompson 2007:303). Thus, I is a more frequent pronoun in general than other personal pronouns, and it is also the pronoun that is most likely to introduce a 0-RC. Moreover, personal pronouns “contribute to greater monoclausality because they offer no lexical content to process and because they almost universally represent ‘given information’” (2007:311).

I also doubt that there is a need for a case-marked pronoun to mark that the subject of the RC does not belong to the antecedent NP in the main clause. Such ambiguities may arise, but I think this is a marginal phenomenon. Take these two sentences:
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In (7), the RC subject is the case marked hun, which makes it clear that it belongs to the RC and is not a continuation of the main clause noun phrase preceding it (alle tingene ‘all the things’). But even if you replace hun with a (non-case marked) noun phrase, it is hard to see how any ambiguities can arise. First of all, in spoken language, most subjects in general are personal pronouns, not full noun phrases. Second, noun phrases in Norwegian are not marked for case, but they are marked for number and definiteness, so that in (8) the singular marking on naboen alone is enough to see that it is not a continuation of the plural alle tingene. But even with a plural RC subject naboene ‘the neighbours’ the sentence stays unambiguous, for semantic reasons. For ambiguity to arise, the subject of the RC would have to be plausible both 1) as an object of the main clause verb and 2) as a constituent of the main clause noun phrase preceding it or as a noun phrase coordinated with it. A possible ambiguous sentence might sound something like this:
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Here, bordet could be read as an object of the main clause verb selge and as coordinated with stolen (as in hun solgte stolen, bordet og sofaen). I think one can safely say that an average speaker is not likely to encounter such sentences very often and hence that the need to disambiguate is not very urgent.

Another point is that the degree to which personal pronouns in MNO are case-marked is debatable. In most dialects, the 3. person masculine singular is han both in subject and object function and there is plenty of syncretism also elsewhere in the personal pronoun paradigm, especially in spoken language.

At any rate, the case-marking argument has limited relevance for the period in question here. 0-RCs started appearing around 1400, when most noun phrases still had overt case. It is true that there was a great deal of syncretism between nominative and accusative (in neuter and to some extent also in masculine nouns), but the distinction was still upheld in for example weak masculine and feminine nouns.

However, as I emphasized in Section 16.3, Hawkins’ approach has other merits, since it is the only account that shows the cost of omitting a complementizer.


17.2.3Predictability revisited (Wasow et al. 2011)

According to the Predictability Hypothesis (PH; see Section 16.1), if a (non-subject) RC has a relatively high likelihood of occuring after certain antecedents, then this RC is less likely to be introduced by a relative complementizer. The propensity of an antecedent to be followed by an RC is the antecedent’s predictability. Wasow et al.’s (2011) corpus of spoken data showed that certain elements score particularly high in probability: “uniqueness adjectives” like only and superlatives, universal quantifiers like all and every, lexically empty noun phrases like thing, way, time. Can MLN data support their findings?

It is neither feasible nor meaningful to test the PH on the entire corpus, since most of it is useless for syntactic research, consisting (in many cases entirely) of formulaic expressions, many of which often contain RCs. In general, the MLN texts – all legal documents – are likely to contain many more RCs than are found in spoken language, which would give inflated predictability figures. Moreover, 0-RCs are rare in the data – even in the contexts favourable to them – so establishing any correlation would be extremely difficult. The whole endeavour would frankly also be far too time-consuming, given the lack of a searchable, annotated database of MLN data.

However, the MLN data have one advantage which allows us to approach the issue from another angle. In MNO and Modern English, 0-RCs abound, so not much can be gleaned from just looking at the 0-RCs themselves. But MLN, especially the period until ca 1460, is different in this regard, since 0-RCs are confined to a very restricted type of antecedents. In my MLN data, for example, the earliest attestation of a 0-RC with an indefinite noun phrase antecedent (i.e. modified by the indefinite article) is from 1461, i.e. more than 70 years after the oldest 0-RC in my MLN data. So while it is difficult to test the PH directly (i.e. by measuring predictability for various nominal elements), we can test it indirectly, by seeing whether the types of noun phrases/determiners with the highest probability score in Wasow et al.’s study are found among the very restricted number of possible antecedents for MLN 0-RCs.

17.2.3.1Predictability of then and universal quantifiers

Most weight should be attributed to the first two periods. I have not included apo koinou-like constructions. RCs where ther looks like a relativizer have been excluded, but not examples where ther forms part of an R-compound. Nor are temporal RCs included; I decided to focus here on antecedents that are clearly nominal. (With regard to w-pronouns/FR-pronouns I refer to Section 17.2.3.2.)

The most common antecedent in MLN 0-RCs is all + then, followed by bare then (cf. Table 7 and 8 in Section 17.1.1 above). If you take all examples where the antecedent includes either the demonstrative then or the quantifier all (or a combination), they make up around 90% of all the examples (140/156). Note that this demonstrative is practically always then; the proximal þessi/thenna is found only five times, and all of them in the formula for þetta bref giorth war etc (see Section 14.2.3).

This in itself does not mean that then has a high predictability, since this determiner is also used as a demonstrative and a pronoun in non-RC contexts. To precisely measure the predictability of then would require counting all the attestations of this word, which would be extremely laborious and, given the special nature of the corpus, perhaps not worthwhile. There is one type of examples for which we can calculate the predictability, however, and that is postnominal sá/then. Relative complexes were the only environment where sá/then could be postnominal, so postnominal sá/then must have had a predictability close to 100 %. The problem is that 0-RCs appear first in MLN, when the share of postnominal sá/then is on the decline, so this cannot be a decisive factor. But in the section on possible triggers for the emergence of 0-RCs (Section 17.5), I will look at some developments in the pattern of definiteness marking which may have increased the predictability of then.

As for MLD, the presentation of the SJÆ 0-RC data in Section 15.9.1 revealed an interesting tendency. It turned out that RCs with (a form of) thæn as antecedent are significantly less likely to be extraposed and separated from their antecedent than RCs with hin as antecedent. For example, 52 % of all RCs with hin as antecedent are extraposed, whereas 37 % (13/49) of RCs with thæn and 27 % of all RCs with inanimate thæt as antecedent are extraposed. All other things equal, this would mean that thæt has a higher predictability than hin, since thæt is more likely to be followed directly by an RC. If we now compare bare hin and bare thæn, which are most referentially alike (they usually have animate referents) with regard to 0-RCs, it turns out that 0-RCs prefer the latter as antecedent: In all RCs, there are 198 examples with bare hin compared to 160 bare thæn. In 0-RCs, the respective numbers are 7 and 20. I.e., 13 % of thæn-RCs are 0-RCs compared to only 4 % of hin-RCs. These statistics thus seem to provide some support for the PH, though of course more factors have to be taken into account, like the relative number of hin and thæn in non-RC contexts.


17.2.3.2Predictability of w-antecedents

In ON, w-antecedents in FRs and semi-FRs could also appear on their own as indefinite pronouns. However, this is only very partially the case with regard to the w-antecedents found in MLN 0-RCs.

Hverr + noun can be used independently as a noun phrase, but pronominal hverr is rare without an RC following it.184 This suggests a high predictability for (pronominal) hverr. As for hvat, it is attested (though infrequently) as an indefinite pronoun in ON, but there is no sign of this indefinite pronoun in the MLN data. This would, all other things being equal, increase its predictability compared with ON. However, huat is common above all as an interrogative pronoun, which would be expected to lower its predictability score – the question is only, to what extent? Huat is probably more common as an interrogative than as an RC antecedent, but there are other factors to take into account, for example the environments in which interrogatives and RC-antecedents occur. For example, some verbs take only (or almost only) indirect questions as complements. It is clear that in such an environment, the w-word can only be an interrogative.
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What I mean is that this example does little to reduce the predictability of w-pronouns, since an RC is ruled out in this context in the first place. Thus, I will generally argue that indefinite w-pronouns do more to reduce the predictability of w-words than do interrogatives, since the latter tend to appear in contexts where an RC is ruled out anyway. And conversely, many contexts where semi-FRs are possible rule out interrogatives:
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The main clause verb gi is incompatible with a reading where hva is an interrogative. One can actually estimate the predictabiblity of hva in this particular environment to be 100 %: It cannot be an interrogative and it cannot be an independent indefinite pronoun (since no such pronoun exists in MNO), so it has to be followed by an RC/FR.185

A sentence-initial hva is more ambiguous:

[image: ]
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Here, both elements might equally well occur and the interrogative, being more frequent than the w-RC-antecedent, will thus reduce the predictability of the latter element, since any given sentence that starts with hva is more likely to be a question than an RC. If sentence-initial hva has a lower predictability, we expect it to be less likely to be followed by a 0-RC.

This very sketchy attempt to refine the Predictability Hypothesis needs to be tested on a very large corpus of spoken text. Unfortunately (from this point of view), complementizer insertion in MNO is determined by syntactic function, so there is no room for predictability to make any difference. In English, complementizers are never inserted in FRs. MLN probably represents a language on which, in theory, this could be tested, since there seems to be more or less full optionality with regard to complementizer insertion in FRs. However, no large speech corpus exists for MLN. The 44 examples of MLN RCs with huat as antecedents in my data are far too few to be of any help. Moreover, the data is too stylistically marked: In legal texts one hardly expects to encounter direct questions, so one can argue that huat has a higher predictability here than in for example spoken language, where direct questions are common.

Without disregarding the difficulties in measuring exactly the predictability of w-words (or any element), I think it is a reasonable assumption that w-antecedents have a very high predictability. This, as we have seen, make them more prone to co-occuring with a 0-RC. This is borne out in the MLN data. Due to the low overall number of RCs with w-antecedents it is an easy task to calculate the share of 0-RCs to the total number of RCs. For RCs whose antecedent is huat, the complementizer is missing in 29/44 examples, i.e. roughly 2/3. This is a very high number. When it comes to RCs headed by a bare demonstrative, there is no point in calculating this percentage, since it is bound to have been very low: MLN scribes clearly had a preference for inserting the complementizer, so even after alt thet a clear majority of RCs have complementizer. Given the formulaic nature of MLN texts, it is likely that this belies the situation in spoken MLN, where we must assume 0-RCs to have been far more common. But this makes it all the more remarkable that of all the w-headed RCs attested, 2/3 are 0-RCs. RCs with w-antecedents definitely stand out in preferring 0-RCs.

Above, I have considered some of the difficulties in measuring predictability. It is a hypothesis in need of some refinement. With regard to FRs, there are also other factors – above all referential – which favour the 0-RC option. Still, it remains that these W-antecedents are rare or impossible as independent indefinite pronouns, which must have increased their predictability. While we should be careful in reading too much into the figures quoted above, they seem to provide some support for the predictability hypothesis.

I have tried to show that Norwegian underwent certain syntactic changes that could have increased the predictability of certain elements or phrases and thereby contributed to the proliferation of 0-RCs. But one may also argue that MLN saw linguistic trends that worked in the opposite direction. First of all, the frequency of postnominal sá in RC contexts was very high in ON: In OLA, it is 62 % (cf. Table 1). This implies a high predictability for nominals with postnominal sá. However, this predictability was not translated into an increase in 0-RCs: In ON, 0-RCs simply do not occur, regardless of whether the antecedent has pre- or postnominal sá. Second, the share of postnominal to prenominal then in RC-contexts is reduced drastically in MLN. By the end of MLN, postnominal then is confined mainly to certain formulaic expressions like ollum monnum theim som. This would result in a decreased predictability, since it makes RC-antecedents more similar to non-RC-antecedents (where postnominal sá was very rare even in ON).

The preponderance of postnominal sá in ON relative complexes and its gradual decline in MLN seem to present strong evidence against the validity of the predictability hypothesis, if, as they indicate, ON RCs never dropped the complementizer even when they had a type of antecedent (noun + postnominal sá) which must have had a extremely high predictability. The only conclusion to draw from this seems to be that the predictability hypothesis was not relevant for ON RCs at all. I believe this is indeed the case, but that should not force us to reject the approach with regard to other languages, like English or MLN. Let us assume, uncontroversially, that the predictability hypothesis expresses a pragmatically/cognitively based tendency and not a syntactic rule. The option of dropping the relative complementizer, on the other hand, is regulated by syntax. It is only when this requirement is loosened or removed that 0-RCs become an option in the first place. Once 0-RCs are syntactically licit, it is possible for predictability to play a role in determining when to delete the complementizer. Recall that 0-RCs appear to be typologically rare. If their existence was solely a matter of pragmatics, one would expect them to be more frequent cross-linguistically.

Thus, the conclusion seems to be that the predictability hypothesis is a valuable tool in explaining the distribution of 0-RCs in languages where such an option exists. It can also help accounting for the spread of 0-RCs from its core environments to other constructions. However, it is less helpful in explaining the origin of 0-RCs or how dropping a relative complementizer becomes an option in the first place.




17.2.4Some concluding remarks

The MLN data seem to confirm Wasow et al.’s (2011) predictability hypothesis. But they also provide support for Fox & Thompson’s (2007) clause integration approach, where it was argued that 1) unique and 2) lexically empty antecedents promote monoclausality. It ought to be stressed here that Wasow et al. and Fox & Thompson are not really in opposition to one another. Wasow et al. note that Fox & Thompson’s findings are subsumed by their own theory (2011:13).

As discussed, the predictability hypothesis cannot be fully tested on a set of texts as stylistically skewed as that provided by my MLN data; it requires a large speech corpus. I also think the hypothesis is in need of some refinement, where the syntactic environment is also taken into account. I have tentatively suggested some changes in that direction. Furthermore, it was pointed out that neither concept explains why 0-RCs are so rare typologically. In this respect, Hawkins (2004) fares better, since he shows that the omission of a complementizer increases the semantic and syntactic dependencies between the RC and the antecedent, thereby increasing the processing load.



17.3Semantic characteristics of relative complexes with 0-RCs

17.3.1Inclusiveness/maximalization

Above, it was shown that the vast majority of antecedents for MLN 0-RCs include a demonstrative or a universal quantifier (or both) or a w-pronoun (including FR-pronouns). In the following, I will argue that, in RC-contexts, demonstratives, universal quantifiers and FRs/semi-FRs all have more or less the same referential properties and that the preference for 0-RCs can be linked to precisely these referential characteristics.

I will start by looking at the similarities between demonstratives in RC-settings and universal quantifiers. The referential concepts employed in this section (inclusiveness, uniqueness etc) were originally introduced and explained in Section 5.2.

In a non-relative setting, there is little that unites demonstratives and universal quantifiers. Above all, demonstratives are ostensive while universal quantifiers are not. But, as argued in Ch. 5, in restrictive RC-contexts, demonstratives lose their ostensiveness and, referentially, are reduced to a uniqueness-marking determiner. Since uniqueness-marking can be said to be the definining characteristic of the definite article – at least in modern Germanic languages – we can say that demonstratives in RC contexts are reduced to (uniqueness-marking) definite articles. Therefore, the focus in this section will be on the referential similarities between universal quantifiers and definite articles.

Demonstratives and definite articles are both inclusive, i.e. they refer to all the members of a set. The difference between definite articles/demonstratives and universal quantifiers is that definite articles are inclusive relative to a contextual set while universal quantifiers are inclusive relative to the entire denotatum (all the potential referents). In actual language use, however, universal quantifiers are also usually restricted to a contextually relevant set, and that is why they usually co-occur with the definite article in languages with access to such an element. In MNO, only all followed by an indefinite noun has ‘true’ universal reference, i.e, not restricted to a contextual set186. It is far more common for all to be followed by a noun in the definite:
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In a restrictive relative context, one can even argue that the similarities are even stronger, since universal quantifiers are necessarily restricted in such settings – by the following RC.

I therefore choose to collapse these two categories into one and I will refer to both demonstratives and universal quantifiers – when they appear in relative contexts – as inclusive determiners.

In Wasow et al.’s list of antecedents with the highest predictability, universal quantifiers were featured among the most prominent. In PDE, the singular bare demonstrative that cannot head a 0-RC for independent reasons, so bare demonstratives were not present on the list. In MNO, demonstratives would score high in predictability, although the predictability of den and det would be reduced due to the fact that they are homonymous both with anaphoric pronouns as well as the preadjectival article. However, a sequence like alt det, while it might be followed by a locative adverb (alt det der), is rarely used on its own without a complement
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This sentence is possible, but it would require placing stress on det. My guess is that alt det, at least if det is unstressed, scores extremely high in predictability, i.e. it is highly likely to be followed by an RC. Wasow et al. correlate high predictability with a high likelihood of 0-RC. The fact that (alt) thet is hyperfrequent among antecedents for 0-RCs in MLN seems to confirm Wasow et al.’s hypothesis.

So it has been shown that demonstratives, definites and universal quantifiers share the property of causing inclusive reference. What about FRs? FRs, as will be remembered, is one of the earliest and most frequent contexts for 0-RCs in MLN.
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In terms of referential properties, I have used the term ‘maximalizing’ to describe them; they always refer to a maximal denotatum, i.e. a maximal set that has the properties denoted by the RC. A key characteristic of maximalization is that it does not involve intersection (Grosu & Landmann 1998). The denotatum (all the objects a phrase can potentially refer to) of an ordinary relative phrase is established by intersecting the (restrictive) RC with the antecedent noun. FRs have no antecedent so there is nothing for the RC to intersect with. Even if we chose to analyse the FR-pronoun as external to the RC (which we don’t), this pronoun is semantically empty and will not contribute anything referentially. Semantically, they are thus identical to RCs headed by a bare demonstrative (usually thet), which also does not offer anything for the RC to intersect with. In conclusion, it makes little or no difference to the referential properties of a MLN RC whether it is a huat-FR or is headed by a bare demonstrative (thet) or a universal (alt, huar). In all cases, the relative complex/FR refers to a maximal set187. This is then a property that unites all the early 0-RCs.


17.3.2Superlatives and adjectives, non-restrictivity

Both Wasow et al. (2011) and Fox & Thompson (2007) predict that superlatives take 0-RCs. This is borne out by my data, although the overall number of 0-RCs headed by superlatives is too small (8 for the entire MLN period, including the uniqueness adjective eina) to allow any wide-reaching conclusions. But this finding becomes more significant if taken together with another fact: that noun phrases that function as antecedents for MLN 0-RCs never contain adjectives. The only exception are the superlatives just mentioned.

Again, some caution is called for, since adjectives are not generally very frequent in the type of texts represented by the MLN data. Still, I believe this finding tells us something about the semantics of 0-RCs. The more you modify a given noun, the more semantic content it acquires and the less empty it becomes. Thus, a noun modified by an adjective is – all other things equal – less empty than an unmodified noun. This in itself should correlate negatively with the ability to take a 0-RC. Fox & Thompson pointed out that the more lexically empty an antecedent is, the more likely it is to be followed by a 0-RC, and the point made above is just the converse of this. Another way to put this is that adnominal adjectives help in identifying the referent, by restricting the set of possible referents (the denotatum). This reduces the need for further restrictive modification – e.g. a restrictive RC – and hence lowers the predictability of the NP, which in turn disfavours 0-RCs.

A related finding is that 0-RCs in the MLN data are never non-restrictive. This ties in well with the observation that antecedents of MLN 0-RCs tend to be lexically empty and can help explain why in MNO (as well as Modern English) non-restrictive RCs obligatorily feature a relativizer. This requirement can be seen as a grammaticalisation of the difference between restrictive and non-restrictive reference.


17.3.3Comparison between Middle Norwegian and Middle Danish

The MLN 0-RC data, especially the early ones, present a very clear picture: The antecedent always has inclusive/maximal reference, caused by a demonstrative, a universal quantifier or a w-pronoun. For the first attestation of a 0-RCs with a bare noun as antecedent one has to wait until 1443:
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But even here reference seems to be inclusive and a then could have been inserted without any change in meaning. The first clearly non-inclusive antecedent in a 0-RC context in my data is from 1461:
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This is over 100 years after the first attested 0-RC in my data. This invites the conclusion that 0-RCs with non-inclusive antecedents are a secondary phenomenon.

MLD 0-RCs also overwhelmingly prefer inclusive antecedents. 89 % (106/119) of all 0-RC antecedents in SJÆ have inclusive reference (thæn, hin, huær). SJÆ, from ca. 1300, is older than the MLN data. In MLN, the first 0-RC at all to appear in my data is from 1360 and, as we have just seen, the first 0-RC with a clearly non-inclusive antecedent is from 1461. MLD, by contrast, has numerous 0-RCs already in SJÆ from ca. 1300, including two examples with non-inclusive antecedents.
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(21) can conceivably be read as having inclusive reference, but the existential (22) is unambiguously non-inclusive. (The the before costæ is not a determiner modifying the noun but an anaphoric pronoun.)

Another important contrast is the number of 0-RCs in SJÆ that are separated from their antecedent (cf. Section 15.9.1). This number is low (6/119), but to come across this phenomenon at all is unexpected. In the MLN data, the 0-RC is always adjacent to the antecedent. The possibility of extraposing a 0-RC may also point to a high degree of generalization, although we must keep in mind that SJÆ is a text with a very large share of extraposed RC in the first place (close to 40 % of all RCs in SJÆ are separated from their antecedent, excluding relative complexes with w-antecedents).

It thus seems that MLD has already reached the stage where 0-RCs have been generalized to a large extent. The most straightforward explanation is to see Danish as far more progressive than Norwegian in the evolution of its relative construction. We have seen that this is also the case with regard to other properties of RCs. Compared to my ON sources, SJÆ has a lower share of thæn-insertion and a lower share postnominal thæn to prenominal thæn. In JYS, post-nominal thæn is completely absent. With regard to quantifiers, they may still occur postnominally in my ON data, whereas they are always prenominal in SJÆ. Seeing the ON RC-construction as more backward would fit in with general ideas about the pace of diachronic change in ON compared to MLD.

There are a couple of problems with this analysis. One is that SJÆ is not progressive in all aspects of complementizer omission. It was shown in Section 13.3 that the particle is often retained after temporal adverbs. For MLN, we saw that the loss of er in temporal clauses seems to be connected in time to the loss of er in RCs. Moreover, MLN comparative clauses tend to drop som, whereas both SJÆ and JYS retain the complementizer sum in comparative clauses. This could mean that we are dealing with two different phenomena: In MLN, 0-RCs form part of a larger wave of constructions that drop the complementizer, whereas in Danish, 0-RCs represent an older phenomenon, which is not linked to a general tendency to omit complementizers. At this point, this is somewhat speculative; more Danish data is needed to test this hypothesis. But the idea that the 0-RC construction has older roots in Scandinavian is in itself not radical. It is indeed one of the main findings of Lindblad (1943, 1953) that RCs in Ancient Nordic, as well as Old Swedish, often lack a complementizer. The large number of 0-RCs in the SJÆ data only confirm that Danish was similar to Swedish in this regard. This, of course, only takes us back to the puzzling absence of 0-RCs in the ON data. In the next section, I will re-examine the ‘tip-of-the-iceberg’-hypothesis in light of the MLN and MLD data and the other findings presented in this chapter.



17.4The tip-of-the-iceberg hypothesis revisited

In Section 14.4, the reader was acquainted with something I named the ‘tip-of-the-iceberg-hypothesis’ about 0-RCs: That the almost complete lack of 0-RCs in ON texts does not reflect spoken usage. This is a hypothesis with many adherents in the literature on ON RCs. I chose to remain sceptical, without wanting to dismiss the hypothesis entirely. A hope was expressed that the MLN data might help elucidate this matter. This is the topic of the current section.

The spread of 0-RC follows a clear pattern: It starts with a certain type of antecedents (demonstratives, universal quantifiers) and is then generalized to other functions. In the written data, this development starts in MLN around 1400. A hypothesis that (colloquial) Old Norse had 0-RCs thus needs to explain:



	 Why do MLN scribes use 0-RCs and ON scribes not?

	 All the 0-RCs first attested in my MLN data appear in exactly those environments where we expect 0-RCs to make their first appearance in Germanic languages (demonstrative antecedents, FRs, temporal heads). The first example of a 0-RC headed by an indefinite noun phrase (in my data) is from 1461, more than 100 years after the first attested 0-RC (1360). This seems to indicate that 0-RCs were a new phenomenon. To put it differently, if 0-RCs had been around for a long time, why had they not generalized to noninclusive antecedents before?





To start with 1): A possible explanation might point to the alleged near extinction of Norwegian scribes due to the Black Death, and the consequent abandonment of prescriptive rules and what is generally taken to be the ‘decay’ of the Norwegian language (Indrebø 2001). By 1380-1390, most of the scribes educated before 1350 (the first year of the Black Death) were dead, and a new, less educated generation of scribes had taken over. It is thus possible that the sudden use of 0-RCs is a reflection of that.

The notion that MLN represented linguistic decay and disintegration has been challenged by more recent research. Hagland (2005) argues that the MLN period saw an increase in literacy among the general population. Nor is it the case that the texts exhibiting the first 0-RCs give an impression of linguistic disintegration; for instance, case morphology on nouns and person inflection on verbs are still intact. Conversely, ON texts show plenty of variation with regard to word forms, spelling etc, so it is questionable to what extent they were guided by certain conventions. The tip-of-the-iceberg hypothesis thus seems to rely on two assumptions: 1. ON scribes might have varied in their adherence to an ON ‘norm’188, but they all agreed that the insertion of er is prescriptively correct and essential. 2. MLN scribes did not regard the insertion of er/som as essential, even if they otherwise seemed to have followed the ‘norm’.

As regards (2) – the observation that MLN 0-RCs emerge only in RCs with inclusive antecedents and do not seem to generalize until later – one can always argue that even in modern languages, 0-RCs favour inclusive antecedents, so to find such a bias in favour of demonstrative antecedents in Early MLN is hardly unexpected. Even in my later MLN data (16th century), the examples with noninclusive antecedents are quite sparse, so this could simply be a case of insufficient data, with indefinite antecedents being underrepresented.

Another way out is to say that the situation in ON mirrors that of Early MLN: 0-RCs exist, but are restricted only to inclusive antecedents. The generalisation to non-inclusive antecedents happened later on, in Late MLN. This assumes that the situation was stable for several centuries – with 0-RCs occuring only with certain antecedents – before something happened that made them expand beyond their original domain.

The examination of SJÆ provided us with a few examples of 0-RCs with non-inclusive antecedents. This shows that the generalization of 0-RCs had already reached an advance stage; 0-RC in SJÆ is no longer confined only to the core uses. If one assumes that all the Early Nordic languages had the same starting-point – that all had 0-RCs from their earliest stages – one also needs to explain why 0-RCs seemingly generalized to non-inclusive antecedents so much earlier in Danish than in Norwegian.

Do the MLN data present any evidence in favour of the tip-of-the-iceberg hypothesis? Two intriguing examples from my MLN data might support a view that 0-RCs have a long history in Norwegian:
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The highlighted words correspond to MNO det jeg vet/det jeg visste, a lexicalized phrase meaning ‘as far as I know’. Normally, a phrase is used in its non-lexicalized, compositional sense for some time before undergoing grammaticalisation. Also, lexicalisation requires high frequency. It is in other words puzzling if the complementizerless þæt han viste would appear out of the blue, in a language not otherwise familiar with 0-RCs. As we shall see below, it actually resembles the typical type of MLN complementizerless RC, with a demonstrative as antecedent.

The pre-1400 examples below (plus DN3.312–1360) might represent further possible cases of early grammaticalisation of a 0-RC:
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Eftir þui can be translated as ‘in accordance with what’. As the examples show, it is particularly frequent in the formula eftir þui j kaup þeiræ kom. In ON sources, including the first half of the 1300s, this formula always contain a complementizer:
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The fact that it is highly formulaic does not render it unimportant. It is natural to assume that eftir þui j kaup þeirra kom existed for some time in living speech before it (more or less) fossilized into a formula.

It is also conceivable that the 0-RCs above (both the þæt han viste and the eftir þui j kaup þeiræ kom examples) are representative only of certain dialects. We know that 0-RCs had already been frequent for a long time in Swedish, so dialects from regions close to the Swedish border might be particularly good candidates. However, several of the examples above are found in places not normally unduly influenced by Swedish: Slagen in Vestfold (24), Gausdal (26) and Setesdal (DN3.312–1360). This is not conclusive evidence, since it is possible that the scribes were from elsewhere. But in principle, there is of course no reason to assume uniformity across the Norwegian language area.

Despite the tricky questions posed by these examples, I find there to be insufficient evidence for the claim that 0-RCs were widespread in colloquial ON. This, however, does not mean that Norwegian never had 0-RCs or that Lindblad is necessarily wrong in arguing that the ‘original’ Ancient Nordic RC was complementizerless. The relative complementizer er is unique to the Nordic languages. In ON, it became obligatory, unlike in (some dialects of) East Nordic. The MLN 0-RCs may then represent a second wave of 0-RCs, possibly triggered by language contact and helped on by other factors. The factors that helped 0-RCs expand so strongly just around 1400 are the topic of the next section.


17.5Why 1400?

In this section, I will try to explain why 0-RCs started emerging when they did. ‘1400’ shouldn’t be taken too literally: The first 0-RC in my MLN data is from 1360. But the construction seems to undergo a strong expansion around 1400, judging from the written records. The main purpose of this section is to explain what triggered this expansion. An equally interesting, but even more challenging, issue is why 0-RCs started emerging at all, and I will try to say a few words about that too.

17.5.1A more fixed word order

In ON, sá and the RC were often separated, due to extraposition of the RC:

[image: ]

I do not have statistics to back this up, but I believe the frequency of such extraposed RCs was reduced from ON to MLN and that centre-embedded RCs like the one in (29) become the rule. This would be consistent with what Lindblad (1943:154ff) has claimed for OSW.
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If extraposition of the RC causes it to be separated from sá, then extraposition lowers sá’s predictability. Conversely, a decrease in the share of extraposed RCs increases the predictability of sá. This in turn makes 0-RCs more likely. But even if one doubts the validity of the Predictaility Hypothesis, one can still consider a more fixed word order to be a factor in facilitating the emergence/expansion of 0-RCs. In Scandinavian as well as English, 0-RCs are more or less incompatible with extraposition of the RC.


	(30)
	*The duck came from Philly we met in the Motown-museum yesterday




If we assume that the share of extraposed to non-extraposed RCs fell, then at the same time the share of RCs that could potentially be 0-RCs must have increased. This probably does not explain the emergence of 0-RCs (after all, even in ON and Old English there were plenty of RCs that were not extraposed), but might be a factor in accounting for their subsequent expansion, since it increased the number of RCs the new construction (the 0-RC) could potentially spread to, thus increasing its frequency. (I take it as uncontroversial that frequency plays an important role in the expansion and generalisation of a given construction.)

A final note: In the MLD SJÆ, 0-RCs separated from their antecedent are attested, although the number is tiny (six in all; see Section 15.9.1). The MLN data present no such examples.


17.5.2Increase in the predictability of simple definites

Above, the focus has been on bare demonstratives, universals and W-words as RC antecedents. However, another frequent antecedent are nouns modified by demonstratives. The very first 0-RCs in my data feature only bare demonstrative antecedents, but already in 1412 we get the first antecedent with a noun (modified by a demonstrative).
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As shown by Table 8 in Section 17.1.1, indefinite nouns modified by demonstratives (þat skæl), henceforth simple definites189, are the third most common antecedent for MLN 0-RCs.

The most striking finding in my opinion is that a double definite noun phrase is not attested as an antecedent for a 0-RC in my data. Generally, it is hard to find double definite noun phrases as antecedents for any kind of RCs, although a few examples have been found. But they are in a tiny minority compared to all the RCs (0-RCs as well as complementizer RCs) introduced by simple definites. This is striking, because by the 1400s, Norwegian noun phrases were obligatorily marked for definiteness and double definite noun phrases are already common outside relative contexts.

In ON, it was still possible for a noun to have definite/unique reference without being overtly marked for definiteness. If one wanted to mark definiteness explicitly, then two options were available: Either 1) add the suffixed definite article or 2) add a prenominal demonstrative (the simple definite). There is by no means complete overlap between these two strategies (see Ch. 5), but there are many situations (especially simple anaphoric reference) where both could be used. In the written sources at least, ususally only one of these strategies was employed; double definiteness is rare (but far from non-existent) in the 13th century ON sources. This changes in Late ON/Early MLN, when the suffixed definite article becomes obligatory on nouns with definite reference. This also leads to proliferation of the double definiteness construction, which, however, has a demonstrative/ostensive meaning and does not express mere definiteness. The simple definite gets marginalized and is not common in Late MLN texts. The exception is relative contexts, where it has a numeric dominance over both the double definite and the non-modified inflected noun throughout the entire period. Again, caution is necessary, since the MLN legal texts are conservative and formulaic and are perhaps likely to favour the simple definite. But even in more colloquial texts it seems to be the case that a simple definite is used when an RC follows, even though the text in question elsewhere makes liberal use of double definites.
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Wessén (1965:46) makes a similar observation with regard to the use of the article in Early Modern Swedish. He notes that a noun modified by a prenominal then tends to be uninflected for definiteness if it is followed by an RC.

The most plausible explanation for the development outlined above is that the process of obligatorily marking definiteness on (unique) nouns had yet to reach its completion in MLN. There probably was in place a requirement for definiteness marking (on the noun phrase), but as the language already had then + indefinite noun as one of its strategies for marking definiteness, this was considered sufficient. I argued in Section 5.4 that demonstratives are reduced to uniqueness-marking elements when they are followed by an RC (‘neutralisation’), i.e. they are essentially reduced to definite articles. This means that, in a sense, in ON RC-contexts there was already an element with the referential properties of a definite article. This must have made the need to add definiteness marking on the noun as well (definite suffix) less urgent in RC-environments.

If it is actually the case – as is suggested by the data – that the simple definite construction underwent marginalisation in Late ON/Early MLN and was more or less restricted to RC-contexts, then along with marginalisation went a simultaneous increase in predictability for simple definites. Remember that the predictability for a given element is measured by dividing the number of examples where this element serves as an antecedent for an RC by the total number of attestations of this element (in a given corpus). The resulting percentage is the predictability of this element. The Predictability Hypothesis as it is formulated is primarily interested in the predictability of words, but I see no reason why one should not also try to calculate the predictability of phrases, like the simple definite NP.

In ON, the simple definite was frequently used to mark anaphoric reference. Calculating the predictability for simple definites, one would have to divide all the instances where then + uninflected noun heads an RC by the total number of then + uninflected noun (in all contexts). Given that the simple definite in ON was frequent as a construction marking anaphoric reference, this total number would have been high, thus reducing the predictability percentage. In MLN, however, anaphoric then + uninflected noun is no longer frequent, since it has been replaced in this use by a noun inflected with the definite article. This reduces the total number of then + uninflected noun attestations, which has the effect of increasing its predictability. Since then + uninflected noun now has become more or less restricted to RC-contexts, the parser is more likely to expect it to be followed by an RC than before.

If this line of reasoning is correct, and if one accepts the predictability hypothesis, then a trigger is provided which might help explain why 0-RCs started spreading exactly when they did. By the late 1300s, definiteness inflection had become the unmarked way of expressing definite reference, at the expense of using a prenominal demonstrative. This caused an increase in the latter’s predictability, which again made it more likely to be followed by a 0-RC.


17.5.3Loss of er as a lexical item

The complementizer er disappears from the sources in the course of the 15th century. Is it possible to link the emergence and/or expansion of 0-RCs to the loss of this lexical item?

First of all, the omission of complementizers in comparative clauses shows clearly that omission of complementizers cannot have been only a question of er falling into disuse: In comparative clauses, the complementizer was almost always sem/som and it still started being omitted at around the same time that the first 0-RCs appear. But in a more indirect way, it is possible that the loss of er as a lexical item can have had a small impact on the expansion of 0-RCs.

Above, we have seen that temporal RCs/temporal clauses were the first to start omitting complementizers. Temporal RCs in ON practically always featured er and not sem. Sem/som starts to appear in temporal contexts by MLN, but it has never been able to function as a temporal complementizer the way er did. Even in MNO, it is avoided in temporal use. It might have been the case, then, that, in some dialects, er was lost in colloquial speech, but not replaced by sem/som, since the latter was felt to be unsuitable for temporal uses. However, this did not result in complementizerless temporal clauses: As was shown above in Section 15.8.1, er was replaced by newly emerged temporal complementizers (especially tha and når). One can argue that er was the victim of a similar replacement in RCs, as sem/som became more and more prominent as a relative complementizer. According to Seip (1954:201), er was in a precarious position because in many dialects r was lost after an unstressed vowel190. Since a replacement was readily available in the form of the phonologically more robust som, er lost out and disappeared from the language.

There is only one environment where the loss of er as a lexical item was not compensated for: RCs headed by temporal noun phrases. Here, er was not replaced by another complementizer (at least not immediately – eventually some temporal noun phrases were themselves renanalysed as complementizers). A sequence like kvelden han kom ‘the evening he came’ could then be interpreted as a 0-RC and add to the frequency of 0-RCs, thereby contributing to their expansion.

It is thus possible that the loss of er as a lexical item can have made a small contribution to the spread of 0-RCs, although this should not be exaggerated.



17.6The subsequent development: The ‘syntactification’ of 0-RCs

17.6.1Syntactification

Throughout this chapter, I have tried to show which environments favoured 0-RCs in MLN. One of the chief insights is that the semantics of the antecedent is of high significance: In Early MLN 0-RCs, it always has inclusive/maximalizing reference. Insights from other fields, above all cognitive linguistics, have also proven useful in explaining why an optional relative complementizer might be dropped.

However, in Section 16.5 I made the point that such accounts take the possibility of omitting the relative complementizer for granted and thus leave us in the dark as to why 0-RCs are an option at all. This is a highly relevant question: First of all, 0-RCs seem to be typologically very unusual, whereas the cognitive and pragmatic factors emphasized in the above accounts presumably are of a universal nature. Second, in MNO, the option of leaving out som in restrictive RCs depends on syntactic function. If the subject is relativized, then no such option exists (even in the dialects). The som-requirement seems to be absolute. Apo koinou-type constructions like There’s a guy outside wants to talk to you are found in English dialects and Faroese, but marginal or non-existent in present day Norwegian dialects. If a non-subject, on the other hand, is relativized, then a complementizer is optionally missing. Whether or not to exercise this option is dependent on many factors of a semantic, pragmatic and cognitive nature, as we have seen above. But it remains that this optionality only applies to non-subject RCs. In other words, the possibility of som-insertion in MNO is subject to syntactic rules. Ariel (1999) argues that the cross-linguistic distribution of resumptive pronouns to a large degree is determined by her cognitively based concept of noun-phrase accessibility: According to Ariel, the insertion of resumptive pronouns correlates inversely with noun-phrase accessibility. This is a universal, cognitively based principle and means that there is no language which allows resumptive pronouns in contexts of high noun-phrase accessibility while simultaneously banning them in low-accessibility settings. However, to account for why for instance MNO bans resumptive pronouns in settings like (34) (and in practically all other environments)191 while closely related Swedish requires them here (Engdahl 1982), one needs to invoke syntax at some point.
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However, while syntax clearly plays a synchronically independent role in accounting for Swedish and Norwegian differences with regard to resumptive pronouns, this does not mean that syntactic roles cannot have their origin in pragmatic or cognitive factors. It is uncontroversial that syntactic change and grammaticalisation can happen through the reanalysis of data: For instance, a main clause adverb or demonstrative frequently followed by a subordinate clause can be reanalysed as a complementizer. But these data of course are shaped by the semantic, pragmatic and cognitive factors which influence word order, stress, what elements frequently occur next to one another etc.

To return to the question of MNO som-insertion: In MNO, som-insertion is optional in non-subject RCs and obligatory in subject-RCs, whereas in ON it was obligatory everywhere. The question to be answered is, of course, how we got from the ON stage to the MNO stage? This takes us back to the intermediate stage, MLN. The first 0-RCs pop up in the second part of the 1300s. In the early attestations the antecedent always has inclusive reference and is usually a bare demonstrative. As mentioned above, the syntactic role of the relativised constituent does not seem to play a role at this point. In MLN, subject (35) as well as non-subject RCs (36) allow complementizer omission:
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This seems to be the case not only throughout MLN but well into the Early MNO period, cf. the following subject 0-RCs:
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Falk & Torp (1900:245) point out that such som-less subject-RCs are most common after the demonstrative den and are quite widespread until the 1800s, but already obsolete by their time of writing (1900). (Including the apo koinou-examples discussed in Section 14.2.1.3 would not change anything – they also fell into disuse.) Subject 0-RCs do occur in my Early MNO data, but are vastly outnumbered by subject-RCs introduced by som.
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In MNO, the complementizer requirement has spread to indirect subject questions. Again, it is absolute:
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One way to interpret the evidence presented above is to say that the som-requirement in subject-RCs was introduced gradually. First, throughout MLN, there seem to have been no som-requirement linked to syntactic function. Then, in Early MNO, a clear tendency starts to emerge: Som is far more likely to be inserted in subject RCs than in non-subject RCs. Som-insertion, however, is still not a requirement, as subject 0-RCs are attested well into the Early MNO period. At some later stage, possibly in the 1800s, the requirement that subject-RCs be introduced by som becomes absolute (allowing for dialectal variation). At this stage, indirect subject questions were not subject to the requirement, but eventually the requirement was extended to them, probably by analogy.

The reflections above leave the most intriguing question unanswered: Exactly why did som become obligatory in subject-RCs and non-obligatory in object-RCs? I think there is a separate answer to each question. The former question has to do with the loss of stylistic fronting, while the latter may involve the tendency for inanimate pronouns to be non-subjects.


17.6.2Obligatory som in subject relative clauses

17.6.2.1Disambiguation and the loss of stylistic fronting

As shown above, Stroh-Wollin (1997) and Lindblad (1943:101ff) relate the rise of the obligatory som in Swedish subject-RCs to the decline of stylistic fronting. The presence of stylistic fronting separated the RC from the main clause in terms of word order and thus prevented garden path-readings. Already in Late Old Swedish, they see a correlation between som-insertion and the lack of stylistic fronting. When stylistic fronting was lost for good, som-insertion became obligatory with subject RCs. Relative complexes with object gaps, on the other hand, already had an OSV-word order to distinguish them from main clauses:
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As a consequence, som-insertion did not become obligatory here.

Lehmann (1984:85) takes the same functional angle with regard to the obligatoriness of a relativizer in (standard) present-day English (though without discussing the diachronic aspects). In a non-subject RC the word-order (“Konstituentstruktur”) is sufficient to signalize the subordinate clause, while this is not the case in a subject RC; hence, a relativizer is inserted to mark the beginning of the RC.

Hirvonen’s (1996) account of som-insertion in Swedish indirect questions is also basically a disambiguation account. Among other things, she shows that som-insertion – usually assumed to be unavailable for indirect questions with object gaps – actually occurs also there, and for a specific purpose: it disambiguates indirect questions containing long wh-phrases. She sees som in indirect questions as a marker of subordination and relates its obligatoriness in indirect subject questions to the loss of stylistic fronting.

One problem with this approach is that while stylistic fronting was lost at some point in the relevant period, there emerged another way of marking subordination, which I will refer to as the subordinate word-order. Whereas Scandinavian main clauses have V2, i.e. the finite verb always occupies the second position in a declarative clause, Scandinavian subordinate clauses place sentential adverbs before the finite verb.
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Unlike stylistic fronting, which was restricted to subordinate clauses featuring a gap (i.e. RCs, indirect questions), the subordinate word-order applies to all subordinate clauses (though not equally strictly to all). It can therefore even be said to be a more specialized marker of subordination than stylistic fronting. It has the flaw, though, of leaving embedded clauses not possessing a sentence adverb without a marker of subordination. We have seen above that OSW show complementary distribution between som-insertion and stylistic fronting (Lindblad 1943; Stroh-Wollin 1995). In Modern Scandinavian SCs with subject gaps, however, som-insertion is obligatory, regardless of whether there is a sentential adverb present to mark the clause as subordinate. In other words, som is sometimes redundant as a marker of subordination. (This might not be a problem in itself, of course, as redundancy is common across languages.)

One possibility is to turn the whole issue on its head and argue that it was not the loss of stylistic fronting that led to the obligatoriness of subject-som, but that it was the availability of an element like som which, gradually and working in tandem with the emergence of a more fixed word order, rendered stylistic fronting obsolete.

To turn now to the MLN data, we can conclude that stylistic fronting survived the MLN period. Stylistic fronting is not absolutely obligatory, but all subject RCs in my data that lack a complementizer also feature stylistic fronting.
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Note that stylistic fronting in general is not obligatory in all MLN subject-RCs. The fact that it is present in all the subject 0-RCs (in my data) thus seems to indicate a correlation between stylistic fronting and the possibility to leave out the complementizer. I will refrain from making too strong claims here, however. In general, the presence of stylistic fronting seems to depend on what kind of postverbal constituent is available. I examined DN5 with this in mind and found that adverbs and pronominal objects are almost always fronted, while prepositional phrases rarely are. In the 0-RC examples, the fronted constituent is almost always an adverb, an R-compound (like ther til) or an object, i.e. constituents that are usually fronted anyway. But (47) features a fronted prepositional phrase:
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As it is unusual for a heavy prepositional phrase like aa fyrnemfdo Gudislande to be fronted, one can argue that stylistic fronting is used here to compensate for the lack of relative complementizer.

To the extent that MLN data confirm a correlation between subject 0-RCs and stylistic fronting, they conform with Stroh-Wollin and Lindblad’s findings with regard to Swedish. However, to confirm this hypothesis entirely is impossible given the deficit of Norwegian data from a 300-year period starting in the early 1500s. The few texts that are available do not close this gap. The oldest ones are poetry and cannot tell us much about word order. (Even MNO poetry allows verb-final sentences.) The first Early MNO prose texts seem to follow exactly the same som-insertion rules as MNO, bar the odd subject 0-RC. Moreover, stylistic fronting, while still found here and there, seems to be on the decline. In prose texts from the early 18th century it is hardly found at all and seems to have disappeared from the spoken language.

An example from one of the very last MLN sources might be of some help though:
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This example from 1544, which features som, fails to front the object pronoun hanom. Personal pronouns are otherwise among the types of elements that are almost always fronted. The fact that fronting has not applied here might be an indication that stylistic fronting was on the way out already at that point. Alas, by 1544 linguistically useful Norwegian sources have become so few and far between that it is impossible to test on a larger body of material whether (48) is indicative of a more general change or if it just a freak example.

In conclusion, I will argue that the data we have seem to provide some support for the hypothesis that som became obligatory to resolve ambiguities created by the loss of stylistic fronting and that som thus is a marker of subordination. Given the lack of data from the 16th and 17th centuries, no firm conclusion can be made, but if one takes into account also the well-documented Swedish development, the above conclusion seems relatively sound.


17.6.2.2The subject requirement

In their respective analyses of som-insertion in Swedish, Lindblad (1943) and Stroh-Wollin (1995:174) suggest that som eventually acquired the function of a subject marker. Neither is very specific as to how this happened: Lindblad suggests that as som became more and more restricted to subject RCs, it became reanalysed as a subject marker. Stroh-Wollin relates the emergence of obligatory som to the loss of null-subjects, without going into any details. Finally, Åfarli and Eide (2003:281f) suggest that MNO som in subject RCs has been reanalysed as a resumptive pronoun, which seems to amount to the same thing.

The main objections to such a hypothesis are the obligatory presence of som also in MNO indirect subject-questions:
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The indirect question already features an element – the (presumably fronted) w-pronoun hvem – which is the subject. That hvem and not som is the subject here is supported also by the corresponding main clause-question:
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Here, no other element apart from hvem is available to serve as the subject. This invites the conclusion that hvem is the subject also in the embedded version.




17.6.3Optional som in non-subject relative clauses

We have seen that the demonstrative then is by far the most frequent antecedent for MLN 0-RCs. In the earliest attestations, it is almost always a bare demonstrative. When then is a bare demonstrative it usually has the neuter form thet and is inanimate. Second, FRs are vastly overrepresented among 0-RCs: The preferred FR-pronoun is huat, also inanimate.

Typologically, inanimate phrases tend to be objects, whereas animate ones are associated with the subject function. In MNO, it is generally possible to leave out som when NPREL is a non-subject. Is it conceivable that by analogy the possibility of complementizer-omission was extended from inanimate demonstratives, which usually function as objects, to all non-subjects in general?

A problem here is the fact that many of the 0-RCs in my MLN data involve subject gaps. However, a closer look at the data reveals that a high number (at least 50 %) of the complementizerless examples involving subject gaps are formulas of the type huar thenna satmall ryfuer and allt thet millom theira for oc faret hafuer. As the documents examined are extremely formula-heavy, one can thus expect the very high number of subject RCs in the data not to reflect spoken language. Removing the formulaic expressions reveals non-subject RCs to be in a clear majority among 0-RCs.

The ‘syntactification’ of 0-RCs goes hand in hand with a weakening of semantic (and possibly other) requirements. In Early MLN, the antecedent of a 0-RC always included a demonstrative or a universal quantifier, or the 0-RC was an FR. What unites all these elements is inclusive reference. One has to wait until 1461 before the first example with an indefinite antecedent:
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[image: ]

There are also other signs that 0-RCs are on the way to expanding beyond their core uses.

[image: ]

The 0-RCs in (51) and (53) have a heavy, full NP-subject, something which, 100 years earlier, probably would have prevented their occurrence. This may be taken to indicate that 0-RCs became more detached from cognitive/semantic considerations and more reliant on syntactic function: Even an environment which is not favourable to 0-RCs might host a 0-RC if it is a non-subject. Put differently, syntactic considerations begin to overrule semantic, cognitive and pragmatic ones.

By the time we reach Early MNO (cf. the examples 54–56), the modern principles regarding complementizer omission with non-subject-RCs seem to be in place: The unmarked option is to delete the complementizer with non-subject RCs. However, the decision whether to leave out the complementizer or not is still highly sensitive to type of antecedent: in most examples, like in MLN, the antecedent is a demonstrative. The difference is that in the MLN data, 0-RCs were in minority even with demonstrative antecedents; in Early MNO, the complementizer is practically always omitted when the antecedent is a demonstrative. (This is the case also in present-day MNO, at least in colloquial use.)
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18Summary and some concluding remarks

The aim of this book has been to present and analyse the evolution of relative clauses throughout the recorded history of the Nordic languages, with the emphasis on Norwegian followed by Danish and Swedish (in that order). Icelandic is represented in the Old Norse material, but the further evolution of the Icelandic RC193 has not been a topic for this book. The same goes for Faroese. I therefore wish to stress that when I speak about post-ON developments, I refer to the (Mainland) Scandinavian languages.

It is natural that the focus has fallen on the early (Old and Middle) stages of the languages in question, since this is when the major developments have taken place. Most of the main properties characterizing the modern-day Scandinavian RC seem to be more or less in place by the 1800s: The form of the complementizer (som, or in the case of Danish subject RCs, der), the subject/non-subject asymmetry with regard to complementizer insertion, the word-order (stylistic fronting more or less gone).

The Nordic RC can be argued to be diachronically stable. Among the properties that have characterized Nordic RCs throughout their recorded history are:


–Use of a complementizer as the main relativization strategy

–Relative pronouns being either absent or confined to a higher register

–The absence of or relative unimportance of resumptive pronouns

–The possibility of preposition stranding

–The preference for semi-FRs over true FRs

–The complete domination of postnominal RCs194



These properties are shared by all the Nordic languages (including Icelandic), though not necessarily to the same degree. In the modern era, (Standard) Swedish and Danish have more use of relative pronouns and FRs compared to Norwegian. These are all features that characterize written and/or formal language and might be an influence from German. Research on colloquial usage and dialectal varieties in Swedish, however, suggests that the situation there might be more similar to the Norwegian one: Relative pronouns are associated with a formal style and some dialects lack them altogether (cf. Section 11.2). As pointed out by Fleischer (2004:237), one should be careful in relying only on data from the standard languages in typological RC-studies, since dialects very often show a different picture. This is especially relevant with regard to the European languages, where many standard languages use relative pronoun strategies, but where dialects prefer a complementizer. (German is a case in point; see Fleischer 2004:218ff).

Norwegian dialects, on the other hand, differ very little, or not at all, from Standard Norwegian. This is because Standard Norwegian already uses RCs that are typical of non-standard RCs: no relative pronouns or pied-piping, no prenominal participles. In Norwegian today, these features are only found in very high registers and often sound comical.195

In a typological perspective, then, you would not expect (colloquial) Old Norse to have relative pronouns. In Ch. 6, I argue firmly that ON does not use a relative pronoun strategy. The few clear instances of a relative pronoun (hverr or sá used as relative pronouns) can easily be attributed to Latin influence. As for the idea, proposed by Åfarli (1995), that sá is a relative pronoun when it occurs in RC contexts (which it does very often, although it is by no means obligatory, cf. Table 1 in Section 5.1), this hypothesis is strongly rejected, for a number of reasons: Sá always carries main clause case, regardless of the relative marked-ness of main clause vs. RC-case (meaning that this is not an instance of case attraction). This applies even when it is extraposed together with the RC (and thus separated from the antecedent). Perhaps even more significantly, there are never two instances of sá (one before and one after the noun) in the same relative complex. This sets ON apart from languages where a cognate of sá clearly is a relative pronoun, like Gothic, Old English or Old High German. I refer the reader to Ch. 6 for further arguments against the idea that sá is a relative pronoun.

However, while sá is not a relative pronoun, it has a strong affinity to relative contexts. It is present in a majority of relative complexes, both in Old Norse and in Old Danish (cf. Tables 1, 4, 5 and 6). As shown in Ch. 5, Old Norse sá is compatible with all combinations of (non-)unique and (non-)specific reference. From a modern Germanic perspective, it is of particular interest to note that it is compatible with non-unique reference:

[image: ]

It may also fall under the scope of a non-unique quantifier. While (1) is found in my ON data only, (2) is found in both ON and MLD:

[image: ]

Another thing to note is that sá is often – in OLA 62 % (143/232) of the cases – postnominal. This presents a contrast with sá in non-relative contexts, which is always prenominal. Different hypotheses regarding the relationship between sá’s position and its referential properties have been tested (see Section 5.7.4). There is a tendency – but not an exceptionless rule – for non-unique sá to occur postnominally. What does seem to be a rule though is that whenever sá occurs together with a non-unique quantifier, the referential properties of the relative complex are determined by sá’s position relative to the quantifier: If it precedes the quantifier, it takes wide scope over it, causing unique reference. It sá follows the non-unique quantifier, the quantifier takes scope, causing non-unique reference. This prompts the question of what possible function sá may have once rendered referentially impotent. One suggestion is that sá is inserted to enable a bare quantifier to serve as an antecedent for an RC. It is striking that, in my ON data, bare quantifiers (i.e. without a noun) are never RC-antecedents unless they are followed by sá.

This, however, does not explain ‘non-unique’ sá in examples like (1), where there is no quantifier present. Nor does it account for the data in SJÆ, where bare quantifiers do serve as RC-antecedents without the help of thæn. For such cases, there must be a diachronic explanation. Lindblad (1943:154ff) argues that sá was an obligatory element of the original Nordic RC, heading a relative complex which stood in apposition to a noun.

As the examination of the ON and Old Danish data shows, there are significant differences between the Nordic languages with regard to sá. In OLA, sá is part of the antecedent in 77 % of all relative complexes; the equivalent percentage in SJÆ is 52 % and in JYS 43 %. The contrast is even stronger if one looks at the position of sá. OLA has postnominal sá in 62 % of all relative complexes, whereas SJÆ a mere 20 %. In JYS, there is not a single instance of postnominal sá. Also referentially, there are differences, as the non-unique type exemplified by (1) is absent from my Middle Danish data. Danish thæn is only compatible with non-unique reference if it falls under the scope of a non-unique quantifier.

How to interpret these differences? The most obvious conclusion is that Danish represents a more progressive stage. As Lindblad (1943:154ff) notes, sá is more and more likely to be present in RC-contexts, and more and more likely to be postnominal, the older the source. It is generally assumed that Old Norse and (at least Early) Middle Norwegian represented a more conservative stage of language development compared to the East-Nordic languages. For example, MLN retains inflectional endings longer than its East Nordic cousins (Haugen 1976:203). Moreover, according to Haugen (1976:204), “from 1300 [Danish] reflects in its writing a rapid development that must have been prepared in speech for some time [which] created a south-north split.” He goes as far as to say (1976:208) that “by 1350, [Danish] speech (in Sjælland) had altered its grammar into a form close to that of today.” The trends that are visible already in SJÆ (ca. 1300), become visible in MLN around a 100 years later; after 1400, it becomes increasingly difficult also in MLN to find postnominal sá outside certain set phrases. The ‘non-unique’ use of sá exemplified by (1) is not found in the MLN period at all; again, an instance of Norwegian ‘catching up’ with its more progressive Danish relative.

While the starting point and pace of change was different among the Nordic countries, the end-point, with regard to the use of den in RC-contexts, was the same. In the Modern Nordic languages (even including Icelandic and Faroese) it is never postnominal. It is also incompatible with any kind of non-unique reference and cannot fall under the scope of a non-unique quantifier. The development of MLN then into an unambiguously uniqueness-marking determiner (and thus incompatible with non-unique reference) is detailed in Ch. 12.

The present study argues that ON does not have ‘true’ FRs, i.e. RCs with an internal antecedent. Potential ON ‘true’ FRs turned out, on a closer analysis, to be RCs with an external w-antecedent. One argument in favour of this analysis is sá occurring between the w-word and the RC. Since sá independently has been found to be a main clause element, this leaves only the main clause-analysis for the w-word as well. (There is no instance of a w-word occurring after sá.) However, Norwegian seems to develop true FRs in the MLN stage (cf. Section 11.5). As for MLD, both the examined texts feature numerous examples of the construction. Whether left-dislocated RCs resumed by a co-referential main clause demonstrative/pronoun should be analysed as part of a correlative construction was discussed in Sections 7.4 (ON) and 11.7 (MLD). It was concluded that they are not correlative in the understanding of Srivastav (1991), mainly due to the absence of locality effects. Instead, they seem to be functional equivalents of conditional clauses and are typically found in legal texts. (It is possible that MLN/MLD huat/hwat-FRs are correlative; a larger sample is needed to test the hypothesis with regard to those clauses.)

At the Early Nordic stage, all the languages had er/ær as a general subordinator, featured not only in RCs, but also in adverbial clauses, especially temporal ones. This element could even be said to function as some kind of general connective (see Section 13.1). In Old Norse (but not in East Nordic), it could also serve on its own as a temporal complementizer meaning ‘when’ (see also Ch. 9). Er/ær gradually falls into disuse. In Danish, the 15th century JYS has no occurrence of this element (instead using thær). In Norwegian, the demise of er is a later development, but from around 1450 er becomes increasingly uncommon.

Er fell into disuse for at least two reasons. First, main clause adverbs became reanalysed as complementizers, making er/ær redundant as subordinator. This was especially important with regard to temporal clauses, which had been the stronghold of er. Second, er/ær was replaced by the (originally comparative) complementizer som (sum/sem) and, in Danish, also by the locational adverb thær. This development is detailed in Ch. 13. Som, however, never became a universal subordinator in the way that er was. It for example never served as a connective. More importantly, it is never obligatory in temporal and other adverbial clauses (although it may occasionally occur there). Again, this could partially be simply because the Modern Scandinavian languages have a series of specialized adverbial complementizers at their disposal, making som redundant. Danish thær took its own course, eventually becoming a relative complementizer restricted to subject-RCs. Already in JYS, thær is the predominant relativizer; however, there is no sign yet of its further development into a subject-RC-only element. To my knowledge, there is no work available showing in detail when and how this happened; again, something for future research to take a closer look at.

As this study has shown, there is one RC-phenomenon in particular that has not been stable throughout the centuries: the possibility of having an RC without any relativizing element at all. This occurs in Old Swedish (as shown by Lindblad 1943) and in Old Danish (cf. the examination of SJÆ and JYS in Section 15.9), but not in Old Norse (cf. Sections 14.4 and 17.4). There is disagreement among scholars as to the existence or non-existence of 0-RCs in ON; some scholars argue that even though they are more or less completely absent from ON data, they might have been common in ON speech. This study argues that in all probability colloquial ON did not have 0-RCs. They start poppong up in the sources (the MLN diplomas) in the late 1300s. To some extent, they seem to be part of a larger trend of omitting complementizers. This affected the complementizer er in particular. Er was used not only in RCs, but also in adverbial clauses, especially temporal ones. As shown in Section 15.8.2, in Late ON/Early MLN several main clause temporal adverbs were reanalysed as complementizers. This made er redundant as a subordinating element. However, as shown in Section 15.9.2, the MLD SJÆ had ær in temporal clauses while at the same time having 0-RCs. This speaks against the two phenomena being closely related (at least when it comes to Danish).

I do not believe that 0-RCs arise because language users spontaneously start to omit the complementizer; 0-RCs seem to be typologically very rare. So why do they suddenly pop up in Norwegian in the last decades of the 1300s? Influence from East Nordic, where 0-RCs were already common, could be one explanation. This of course forces the question of what is the origin of 0-RCs in Swedish and Danish (and in Germanic in general). While it falls outside the scope of this book to speculate on this, one possibility, as I see it, is that 0-RCs are reanalysed FRs, with the RC-internal FR-pronoun reanalysed as a main clause antecedent. In Early Germanic, 0-RCs have the same (maximalizing) semantics as FRs and always or mostly have demonstrative antecedents. Significantly, whereas FRs in Modern Germanic languages only use w-pronouns, in Early Germanic also d-pronouns were used (see Pittner 1995, Harbert 2007). All it would take for a 0-RC to originate from an FR would then be for this d-pronoun to be reanalysed as belonging to the main clause. ON, as shown in Ch. 7, does not have FRs, which means that MLN – if the above hypothesis about the origin of Germanic 0-RCs is correct – could not have developed 0-RCs on its own, but may have borrowed them from one (or both) of the other Scandinavian languages.

This, of course, remains fairly speculative. (This is however an accusation that can be levelled against most other explanations offered regarding the origin of 0-RCs and the Germanic RC-construction in general.) Due to lack of data, it is perhaps impossible to say anything here with uncertainty, although I believe a thorough comparative investigation of 0-RCs and FRs in all the Early Germanic languages could at least eliminate some of the explanations given in the literature.

As shown in Ch. 17, 0-RCs in MLN make their initial appearance in certain referential contexts. During the first 100 years following the first attested 0-RC in my data (1360), 0-RCs are only found in relative complexes with inclusive or universal reference. The first 0-RCs with an indefinite antecedent show up in 1461. Different hypotheses have been tested that may help explain the expansion of 0-RCs. In particular, the predictability hypothesis (see Section 16.1) has proven useful. For instance, it has been suggested (Section 17.5.2) that the predictability of MLN RCs increased due to the simple definite noun phrase (i.e. a demonstrative followed by a noun without the definite article) increasingly being confined to relative contexts (as a result of the spread of double definiteness). It must be stressed, however, that concepts like predictability can only account for why 0-RCs generalize, not how they become allowed in the first place. The factors that underlie the notion of predictability have to do with ease of processing and should thus presumably be of a more universal nature; 0-RCs, on the other hand, are typologically rare. So at some point syntax needs to be invoked. This is discussed in Section 17.6.

In this study, a distinction has been made between 0-RCs and the so-called apo-koinou type (see Section 14.2.1). The latter type is common in Early Germanic and also found in my MLN data.
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In MLN, this construction is characterized by the following properties: indefinite antecedent with specific reference, RC with subject gap, lack of stylistic fronting and the finite verb in the RC having the meaning ‘be called’. Indeed, it is possible that such examples should be analysed as paratactic rather than hypotactic; as two loosely connected main clauses, where the subject is omitted in the second clause. Early Nordic (and Early Germanic) was generally more liberal in allowing the omission of subjects. The lack of stylistic fronting would also point to a main-clause analysis. This presents a contrast to Early Nordic 0-RCs, which typically have a definite antecedent (usually a demonstrative), can relativize all syntactic functions and normally feature stylistic fronting. They clearly involve subordination and indeed a particularly ‘tight’ connection between the antecedent and the RC: In modern English and Scandinavian, they cannot be extraposed, i.e. separated from the antecedent. This applies also to all the 0-RCs in my MLN data. (The MLD SJÆ data, however, provides a few examples of extraposed 0-RCs. This must be related to extrapositioning of RCs in general being extremely common in that text, but it is still surprising.)

In Modern Scandinavian, with the possible exception of certain Swedish and Danish dialects, 0-RCs are not used to relativize subjects. This subject/non-subject asymmetry is not present in the MLN and MLD data, where both subject-and non-subject-RCs may lack a relativizer (see Ch. 15). The emergence of a complementizer-requirement for subject-RCs has been connected to the loss of stylistic fronting as a marker of subordination. With stylistic fronting gone or waning, the complementizer had to step in to prevent so-called garden-path sentences, where it is unclear where the matrix clause ends and the subordinate clause starts. Studies by Lindblad (1943) and Stroh-Wollin (1997) have found an inverse correlation between the presence of som and the use of stylistic fronting in the relevant Swedish data. The lack of Norwegian data from the 16th, 17th and 18th centuries makes it hard to test this hypothesis with regard to Norwegian, but at least there is nothing in my data that serves to falsify this hypothesis. While stylistic fronting is not absolutely obligatory in MLN, it is the case that all subject RCs in my data lacking a complementizer (excluding apo koinou) also feature stylistic fronting.

The RC construction is remarkably uniform across the modern-day Scandinavian languages, with respect to word order, the role of den, the subject/non-subject asymmetry with regard to 0-RCs, the use of a complementizer som and the relatively minor role played by resumptive pronouns. And given that the use of relative pronouns like vilken/hvilken – which distinguishes Swedish/Danish RC from the Norwegian ones – is mostly a high-register phenomenon, the actual differences are even less significant than at first sight. The most substantial difference by far among the (Mainland) Scandinavian languages is the Danish use of der as a relative complementizer. (However, Danish also has som, which, unlike der, is not restricted to subject RCs.) If one includes also Icelandic and Faroese, then it is clear that those two languages stand out: Modern Icelandic has no 0-RCs and has (partially) retained stylistic fronting. Faroese has 0-RCs with non-subject gaps but also allows omission of the complementizer in subject RCs if the RC has stylistic fronting.

With regard to Early Nordic, this study shows that there are differences between MLD and ON with regard to the distribution and in the referential properties of sá/thæn (in ON, it is more frequent, more likely to be postnominal and more compatible with non-unique reference) as well as in the choice of complementizer. (In the MLD SJÆ, for example, sum is confined to w-antecedents; in JYS, thær is already the main relative complementizer). But the most significant contrast is the existence (in East-Nordic) or non-existence (in Old Norse) of 0-RCs. I believe that some of the present-day uniformity – word-order and the role and position of den – represents convergence: All languages eventually got rid of features that seemed increasingly archaic, given other changes that occurred in the languages. The loss of postnominal sá/thæn can be seen as a part of the tendency to place adnominal phrases before the noun; the loss of stylistic fronting as part of an evolution towards a more fixed word-order. These tendencies had been in place all across the Nordic and even Germanic language area for some time and I do not think we need to invoke language contact in order to explain them196.

There might be another common development, though, where language contact could have played a role. As I mentioned above, I see it as possible that MLN developed 0-RCs as a result of Swedish and/or Danish influence. Although also here convergence is a possibility, cf. Present-day English, which has 0-RCs with the same subject-object asymmetry as the Scandinavian languages. (This is not a result of Scandinavian influence, cf. Kirch (1959)).
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Endnotes

1 Although he uses the terms ‘Old West Scandinavian’ and ‘Old East Scandinavian’ (Haugan 1976:190).

2 This creates a small overlap with the youngest texts chosen for Part 1. Ringdal (2008) dates AM 78 4° (the Borgarting Code) to ca 1300 and AM 68 4° (the Eidsivating Code) to some point during the first 25 years of the 1300s (“fyrste fjerdedel av 1300-talet”) (Ringdal 2008:xxv). We are in other words talking about a potential overlap of at most 25 years.

3 “Folkelig stil” og “lærd stil” (Nygaard 1905:2)

4 “originalværker af fortællende indhold og i det originale lovsprog” (1905:2)

5 “oversættelser eller bearbeidelser fra fremmede sprog eller i verker, der forudsætter kjendskab til fremmed literatur” (1905: 2)

6 “i literaturens bedste tid (i den største del af 13de aarh.) har den folkelige stil megen makt ogsaa hos de lærde forfattere” (1905: 2)

7 A term borrowed from Lindblad (1943).

8 Cf. also the terminology presented in section 2.1.

9 Not necessarily a full noun phrase: pronouns can also be antecedents

10 Keenan (1985:163), for example, calls this construction ‘a widespread functional equivalent of restrictive RCs’, but not an RC as such, since on his definition, RCs need to have an antecedent (Keenan 1985: 163).

11 In Polish and, to my knowledge, other Slavic languages, the correlative clause head is always fronted. This is usually the case also in Hindi, but it is not a requirement (Srivastav 1991:258).

12 Schrodt (2004:173) makes the same observation with regard to Old High German.

13 There are also cases of full (non-pronominal) noun phrases expressing NPrel, but according to Keenan (1985: 152), they are not found in (external) postnominal RCs and will hence not be dealt with here. Another case is an example like this from Serbian (1985: 153): 
[image: ]
Here, the RC ‘does not seem to restrict the domain of relativization but merely to make an additional assertion about its elements’. Interestingly, similar constructions are found in MLN and MLD; see ch. 11.4.2

[image: ]

Its Norwegian equivalent is also grammatical. Here som can be deleted without causing ungrammaticality. I have no ready explanation for this (nor does Stroh-Wollin), but section 6.7.1.1 discusses the many similarities between RCs and degree clauses in ON.

14 In this book, I use ‘Scandinavian’ in the sense ‘Mainland-Scandinavian’, i.e. comprising all the Nordic languages apart from Icelandic.

15 However, w-words are common in Norwegian FRs, see 2.4.4 below.

16 Stroh-Wollin discusses som-insertion in Swedish RCs, but there seem to be only minor differences between Swedish and Norwegian in this respect.

17 It can be added that in non-standard Norwegian (for example children’s speech) and many dialects, som and at are not mutually exclusive elements, but the order is always som at. The co-occurrence of som and at does not seem to be an option with non-restrictive RCs.

18 Some argue that der is not a complementizer but a subject expletive. See Section 13.3.

19 The archaic flavour of this sentence is further underlined by the presence of Stylistic Fronting, which is otherwise long gone in Norwegian.

20 ‘[G}radsmarkering eller identitetsmarkering’ (Faarlund et al. 1997:1072)

21 Stroh-Wollin (2002) mentions this degree clause as the sole exception to this rule:

22 It is perhaps worth mentioning here that the headway-argument was originally employed to support a raising-analysis (“perhaps the most well-known argument against the assumption of base-generated external heads“ (Alexiadou et al. 2000:11)). The argument went like this: If “nominal parts of an idiom expression (headway) must be generated as the complement of the verb of the expression (make) and cannot be generated independently“ (Alexiadou et al. 2000:12), then, on this view, an analysis which sees the relative antecedent as generated anywhere else than in the position of NPREL must be rejected. Headway can only be generated as the complement of make, hence in the headway she made it must have been moved from the NPREL position. Let me just say very briefly that I believe that most of the arguments I present below against the idea that the headway she made necessitates a D+CP structure are relevant also with regard to the question of raising: Semantically non-transparent idioms like kick the bucket do not allow relativization, while semantically transparent idioms (or semi-idioms) like make headway allow relativization. A raising analysis erroneously predicts that relativization is available for both types of idioms.

23 URL: http:qw.thefreedictionary.com/headway

24 Make progress is clearly less of an idiom than make headway, since the meaning of progress inside the idiom is entirely predictable. However, it could be argued that the meaning of make in make progress is somewhat different from its most common meaning in isolation, so that make progress is more idiom-like than make food. This suggests a cline of idiomaticity, where kick the bucket is a true idiom (meaning is entirely unpredictable), make headway is less of an idiom (meaning is fairly predictable), make progress is even less of an idiom (meaning is almost entirely predictable, only the meaning of make might be said to differ somewhat from its meaning in isolation) and make food is not an idiom at all (its meaning is entirely predictable from the meaning of the individual words).

25 Jackendoff (2002:171) observes that certain idioms “permit a degree of syntactic freedom“: some, for instance, allow passivization (2002:172): He let the cat out of the bag vs. The cat was let out of the bag and We must draw the line somewhere vs. The line must be drawn somewhere. Thic contrasts with kick the bucket, cf *the bucket was kicked by John. Jackendoff notes that “the mobile portion of such idioms has a sort of metaphorical semantic interpretation: the cat is a secret, the line is a distinction. By contrast, the bucket in kick the bucket has no such interpretation. The key to mobility appears to lie in the partially compositional semantics of the idiom“. This is essentially the same argument as mine: Idioms with a more compositional semantics allow more syntactic freedom for its constituent parts.

26 Alexiadou et al. (2000:5f) seem to argue for a D+CP-approach to comparatives and equatives (without providing a full syntactic analysis), suggesting that the CP undergoes extraposition (to account for its surface position after the noun). They also suggest that such an analysis might be available fo RCs. This analysis should not be rejected out of hand, since extrapostion is any way something that needs to be accounted for independently in any analysis of comparatives and RCs. A problem though is the question of where the noun antecedent is generated.

27 This is called ‘simple definiteness’ (‘enkelt bestemthet’). See Section 5.7.1.2 and Dyvik (1979:66ff).

28 It always precedes any relativizer and is not a relative pronoun.

29 Section 3.2.3 briefly mentions determiners like German derjenige that seem to require an RC.

30 I repeat that this is explicitly said to be the location of the relative antecedent in all three D+CP approaches I have examined (Julien 2005, Schmitt 2000 and Kayne 1994).

31 At least if (5) qualifies as an object of comparison. I have not come across relativization of an object of the comparative particle en ‘than’, but I have not been looking for it especially. In MNO, relativization of objects of comparison (after enn ‘than’) are common and in my opinion not even marked.

32 This type of resumptive pronouns is not a central concern in this book, but see Wagener (2014:145ff) for a discussion.

33 Lyons points out that his distinction between sense and denotation to some extent overlaps with the common distinction between the intension and the extension of a concept. However, extension is also often used interchangeably with referent. In Lyons’ framework, there is a clear line between actual referents (which are referred to) and potential referents (which are denoted).

34 “[Utpekende funksjon] vil si at de indikerer at en størrelse som kan bestemme nominalets referent, befinner seg i den umiddelbare kontekst, enten den situasjonsmessige eller den språklige” (1979:49)

35 This presupposes that sá, at least originally, was compatible with proximal deixis. Lindblad (1943:79) argues this to be the case.

36 Abraham uses the term “article pronouns” (In German, they have the same form as the definite article). Wishing to stay aloof from the many theoretical assumptions made by Abraham, I have settled for a more descriptive term.

37 Non-unique sá in non-RC contexts is extremely rare, but this might be an example:
[image: ] 
However, sá in this example can also be interpreted as being synonymous with the kind demonstrative slíkr (‘such’,‘of that kind’). See Section 5.7.1.1.

38 Like the so-called ‘absolute superlative’ (mentioned by Dyvik (1979:62) himself) hina fægrstu sǫnga ‘the most beautiful song’) or the use of hinn in an examples like ok læysi oss fra allu hinu illa (HOM159.12) ‘and redeem us from all evil’ (which is very representative of how hinn is used in HOM).

39 I.e., a demonstrative followed by the noun in its indefinite (bare) form.

40 What was the meaning conveyed by the Germanic weak adjectival declension? Ratkus (2011) shows that Gothic adjectives taking the weak declension (with or without the preadjectival determiner) had a specific type of lexical content: They were “semantically ‘intensive’ or ‘particularising’”, cf. Gothic words for ‘eternal’, ‘great’ and‘beloved’ (2011:163) or denoting “an absolute or extreme notion” (‘last’, ‘previous’, ‘foremost’, ‘true’, ‘supreme’, etc (2011:141)). The weak declension was also common with nominalised adjectives and in direct address. Hence, from a modern Germanic perspective, the weak declension in Early Germanic was not definite in a strict sense, since its task was not to mark unique reference (as it is in modern Germanic languages). But it did seem to express some kind of ‘proto-definiteness’, including the notion of ‘well-known’ (cf. Lundeby (1965:16) and Nygaard’s (1905:48) observations on the weak declension in ON).

41 Interestingly, the examples (13) and (14) above both have weak adjectives, which shows that weak adjectives also lacked the individuating function. This is another indication that the definiteness expressed by the weak declension in ON is of a different character than MNO definiteness.

42 Of which English the is a cognate.

43 Do these sentences, where the RC antecedent containts the proximal demonstrative þessi, present counterexamples to the claims about ‘neutralization’? 
[image: ] [image: ]
 [image: ] 
[image: ]
[image: ] 
I believe they do not. (i)–(iii) are taken from my ON data; Lindblad (1943:70f) gives many examples from Old Swedish. (He believes they constitute a category intermediate between restrictive and non-restrictive.) In (i)–(iii) and in the vast majority of Lindblad’s þessi-examples, the RC contains a word that links the antecedent to the present speech situation, like nu or her. In a sense, the RCs function much like an ostensive particle like her or der in MNO. It is thus questionable whether they function restrictively at all; the RCs are highly uninformative and the antecedent NP is capable of picking out the referents without any help from them. The same goes for the MNO example (iv), where one might also suspect that the function of disse is primarily of an emotional nature (in this example, to create closeness with the audience). But to the extent that the RCs do function restrictively, this is because the proximal demonstrative has been neutralised; notice that once you stress disse in (iv), you need to insert a prosodic break before the RC, i.e. you force a (unambiguously) non-restrictive reading of the RC. This line of reasoning might seem circular, but this only reflects what I see as the logical impossibility of having an ostensive RC antecedent and a restrictive RC: Once the antecedent turns ostensive, the RC turns non-restrictive.
However, demonstratives may retain their emotional connotations even in RC-contexts. Thus, (v) is ok, also on the restrictive RC-reading, if the role of denne is to convey a certain attitude. Demonstratives in RC-contexts may also retain proximal or distal features. What is lost is the ability to ostensively pick out a referent. Note that the demonstrative in (v) cannot be stressed without triggering a non-restricitive reading of the RC (thereby forcing som-insertion).

44There is also the comparative element sami, which must be regarded as primarily an adjective: it is commonly preceded by the adjectival article hinn (or sá) and always carries the weak adjectival declension. Slíkr, on the other hand, is a comparative demonstrative and never falls under the scope of the adjectival article (and always has the strong declension). This example, where sama falls under the scope of slíkt (which seems to function like an adjectival article here), can serve as an illustration of the different syntactic properties of the two elements:

45However, reference is inclusive only with respect to kinds, not to individuals, since individuals are not being referred to at all, only kinds. In Jeg vil ha en slik bil ‘I would like to have such a car’ the object of your pointing is not the car itself but the types of car. Reference is unique in the sense that all the contextually relevant kinds of cars are included in the set of referents. It is however not unique with respect to the actual car individuals themselves, since they are not being referred to at all. But why is slik preceded by the unambiguously non-unique en, if reference is unique? This is because en modifies the noun, whose reference remains non-unique, and not the (uniquely kind-referring) comparative demonstrative (cf. English such a, which shows clearly that the indefinite article modifies the noun). Similarly: kind-demonstratives are not excluded from the post-verbal position in existential sentences (which otherwise ban uniquely referring noun phrases), because the noun phrases they are part of remain non-unique, cf. det satt en SLIK katt på trappen ‘There was sitting SUCH a cat on the stairs’. In this example, reference to kinds is unique (all the contextually relevant kinds of cats, in this case only one) whereas no cat individual is being referred to. By contrast, it seems that the ability of MNO den/denne to provoke the kind-reading is very limited: Kåre liker DE bilene ‘Kåre likes THOSE cars’ can in my opinion only refer to individual cars and not to kinds of cars. In order to elicit the kind-reading, samme must be added (de samme bilene), or de must be replaced by the comparative determiner slike. ON seems to have been different in this regard, as sá is compatible with a kind-reading, as illustrated by (34) above.

46Interestingly, also the degree adverb svá is attested in this function: sva hit sama skal ok gera ‘the same thing shall one do’ (KS63.35).

47There are limits to the parallelism between sá and slíkr. Only slíkr is possible when the gap is a predicative adjective and, consequently, we are dealing with a clear-cut comparative clause. In this example, slikir cannot be replaced by þeir:

48Also pointed out by Nygaard (1905:268), Western (1936:17) and Dyvik (1979:52).

49A simple definite relative complex gives the same meaning: den mann som., since simple definites are unambiguously non-specific in MNO (see below).

50The cline from non-degree kind-reading relative complexes to degree-clauses can be illustrated thus: 
[image: ]
[image: ]
 [image: ]
[image: ]
A condition for a reanalysis must be that the RC is ‘extreme’: It must contain some kind of superlative, maximal or unique notion (like the universal quantifer alle), or some intensifying element like ‘even’, i.e., elements that are normally found in degree clauses. Kind-reading ON RCs often contain such an element, e.g. æinir in (34) above. In ON, the relative (er) and the nominal (at) complementizer show at least some degree of interchangeability, which also facilitates reanalysis.



51 Actually, the MNO simple definite relative complex appears also in opaque contexts, but seems to come with some kind of nonexistence assumption on the part of the speaker: 
[image: ]
The first example is neutral as to whether such a man actually exists, whereas the second one seems to assume that he probably doesn’t. No such assumptions are being made in the ON example (67) above.

52 I.e. similar to nǫkkur ‘some’, only that nǫkkur is always non-specific (Dyvik 1979:56).

53 At least when it is used as an article. As a cardinal (its original function) it need not be specific.

54 “[Den ubestemte] artikkelen forutsetter ingen kontekstuelt gitt klasse, men markerer bare en/noen spesifikk(e) med den betegnede egenskap – dvs. den har klassedannende funksjon [Dyvik´s emphasis]”.

55 Note that the non-restrictive RC is always introduced by sá and never by a personal pronoun like hann. This is unexpected, because in other contexts, for instance after a left-dislocated RC, the resumptive main clause pronoun is usually a personal one: 
[image: ] The explanation here is probably that hann/hon and other personal pronouns are avoided as RC-antecedents in ON. I have not come across as single example where hann or hon heads an RC in my data (although one example with 1.p.pl. ver (LAX133.7) and one with 2 p.pl. þér (HOM83:13) have been found)23. Lindblad 1943:41 makes a similar observation: hann is not attested in this use in the Runic data and only extremely sporadically overall. This presents a contrast with MNO, where personal pronouns serve as RC antecedents all the time (han/hun som…). An intriguing example from HOM might shed more light on this:
[image: ]
Strikingly, a form of sá is inserted after the 2nd person plural personal pronoun oss, even if, being a demonstrative, sá obviously does not share the person features of oss. Why has a form of sá been inserted which does not share the person of the antecedent? On my interpretation, the author seeks to avoid having a personal pronoun as antecedent, since this seems to be illicit in ON. Therefore, a form of sá is inserted to act as the antecedent.
The above example is the only one of its kind I have found and the rarity of this solution is not a coincidence. The person clash between oss and Þæim must have sounded odd. There is evidence that if possible the above construction was avoided by other possible means, cf. this example, where a (otherwise rare) Latinate participle is chosen.
[image: ]
‘If we judge those that do wrong by us mercifully, then God will judge us mercifully when we do wrong by him’

56 As well as Lundeby (1965), whose analysis draws heavily on Lindblad

57 Diderichsen (1941:149f) finds it “probable” that all occurences of postnominal þæn + RC in the Skaane law are to be interpreted as appositions of the type Ministeren, den lille Herre med Fipskæg ‘the Minister, the miniature gentleman with goatee’. An important argument is punctuation (Diderichsen 1941:143): Comma is practically never inserted after þæn (in relative contexts).

58 Although þessi is quite often postnominal when occuring on its own.

59 ‘Non-restrictive sá’ might be a better term, since its most central characteristic is its lack of restrictive force. But as the term ‘non-restrictive’ has already been monopolized by non-restrictive RCs, I have opted for the term ‘non-unique sá’.

60 The six examples with prenominal sá: 33.21, 50.0, 63.5, 65.21, 74.0 and 80.16, although 33.21 and 65.21 can also be read as unique.

61 Cf. den ene in MNO, where the weak adjectival declension further marks the uniqueness.

62 In the cardinal reading there is no presupposed set, like in this example:

63 Another ambiguous example is this one, where sa einn lutr can be read both as ‘one thing’ (non-unique) and ‘the one thing’:[image: ][image: ]
 From the perspective a modern Norwegian or English user, the non-unique interpretation seems more natural. But one must keep in mind that ON did not have any definiteness restriction in existential clauses, so a unique reading is also possible.


64 Note that bare quantifers may otherwise perfectly well serve as arguments in a sentence. 
[image: ]
 The presence of sá is only required – indeed, only possible – in RC contexts.
[image: ]

65 The above examples represent another instance of relative sá being referentially void and, in my opinion, provide additional evidence that sá is a main clause element: If one could conceive of sá as an element generated outside the main clause noun phrase (for example inside the RC, as suggested by Åfarli (1995), or immediately to the left of it, as suggested by Maling (1977) and Heusler (1967)), one of the contexts where one would expect it to be adjacent to the RC would be when it is referentially void and conditioned by the RC, as in the examples just discussed. But as the examples show, even in these cases sá seems to have main clause location; in neither example is it adjacent to the RC. Many other examples show a similar picture. I refer the reader to Ch. 6 for more arguments why sá is no relative pronoun.

66 The relative complexes headed by thæn in these examples can be analysed as semi-FRs adjoined to the main clause. Three of the four possible examples of postnominal thæn all involve separation between thæn and the antecedent. 
The fourth example (JYS2.25) involves a very long antecedent and a clearly non-restrictive RC. The semi-RF analysis applies also here and no relative pronoun-analysis of thæn is needed.

67 Although Lindblad (1943) and Western (1934:57) are in all likelihood correct in arguing that er might have originated as a pronoun.

68 “Folkelig stil” og “lærd stil” (Nygaard 1905:2).

69 The pied-piped preposition followed by an er-clause certainly supports a reading where þat here is a relative pronoun. A problem is that it does not agree in gender with the antecedent.

70 The ‘homegrown’ German relative w-pronouns ultimately derive from the comparative, generalizing so wer so-construction. See Section 11.3.

71 Heusler (1957:161): “Fremd ist dem Aisl. doppeltes Pronomen”.

72 “[D]er er således ingen fuldt sikre Ekss. paa Kasusattraktion til Bisætningen i SkL.”

73 The others are 102.28 and 108.30.

74 Although this could, perhaps paradoxically, also be used as an argument against treating these cases as FRs, since in modern Germanic languages, the w-element in an FR tends to have the same function inside the RC as in the main clause, cf. who comes first gets the prize: X (subject) comes first, x (subject) gets the prize. Contrast with ??who comes first we’ll give the prize. Smits (1989:156) refers to this as “case-matching”.

75 Since dative is a more marked case form than nominative, this might look like case attraction, in the sense of Pittner (1995:3ff). But given that þæim in (13) is not even adjacent to the main clause, I find this unlikely.

76 The ‘inverse attraction’ example (11) is not a counterexample, as it is not a semi-FR (sá modifies a noun). On the contrary, it shows that it is (marginally) possible for a (clearly external) main clause element to be ‘drawn’ into the RC. There is thus no need to assume that main clause elements with RC-case have to be generated inside the RC.

77 Lindblad (1943:59) gives a handful of examples, but adds that they represent a marginal phenomenon. He also observes that “gemensamt för så gott som samtliga belagg på korrelatlöshet ar, att det underförstådda korrelatet står i samma relation til såval hovudsatsens som bisatsens verb, vanligvis subjektsförhållande” (1943:60), eg. þa a söcna er feet atte. This resembles the case-matching phenomenon found in FRs. Heusler remarks that such examples are found only in poetry and religious literature (1957:158).

78 (30) is taken from the post-1300-data that belong to Part 2 of this book, but since it is from 1304 it still counts as an ON example. The same goes for example (34) below from 1301.

79 Cf. for instance Helgander (1971:184), who, discussing RCs in Germanic languages, notes that “on the whole, the introduction of wh-adverbs as relatives was brought about more quickly and more decisively than was the case with the wh-pronouns”.

80 Nygaard (1905:265), however, seems to treat the relative use of w-adverbs as just an instance of learned-style relative pronouns, which – as was discussed in 6.2 – in all likelihood did not reflect ON speech. It is not inconceivable that huar and hvaðan were more common as relative adverbs in learned-style, but they are found also in Olaf’s saga, unlike the relative use of hverr and sá.

81 With the possible exception of the locational examples (35)–(37) above.

82 However, the term ‘FR’ might be more appropriate for Gothic and Old/Middle High German, where one might be dealing with headless RCs introduced by relative pronouns. As pointed out by Harbert (2007: 466f), in Gothic, the case of the pivot (a d-pronoun) is usually assigned by the RC verb (except in the cases of case attraction). Regarding Old High German, Pittner (1995) presents a convincing argument that such RCs are headless. This is not a problem for the present analysis, since there is no reason to assume that all the Germanic languages should be uniform in this regard. I am not arguing against the existence of headless RCs as such.

83 Old English RCs formed by use of the complementizer (þe), however, not only allow but require preposition stranding.

84 Cf.:
[image: ]
There is probably a straightforward pragmatic explanation for this, as specific indefinites convey new information and are thus not topicalized.

85 I follow Hawkins (1978:215) in assuming that non-specific indefinites automatically receive a generic interpretation when they occur in non-opaque environments. See Section 5.7.1.2.

86 “[E]ine feste Grenze besteht nicht”

87 MNO den bilen der (lit. ‘that car there’) is not a counterexample. On the contrary, der is added to reinforce the demonstrative meaning. Note that if you stress den, which automatically turns it into a demonstrative, then you cannot add der: *DEN bilen der.

88 Two instances, both from OLA, appear to be counterexamples:
 [image: ]
[image: ]
As regards the former, the RC is clearly non-restrictive (‘on the Day of the mass for the departed souls, when…’), so the position of sá can be argued not to be influenced by the following RC. It would then count as a rare example of non-relative postnominal sá (and thus interesting in its own right). The latter example is from a poem. I take it as uncontroversial that poetry takes many liberties with regard to word-order; Old Norse was no exception in this regard.

89 It seems to be the case that any temporal NP can serve independently as an adverbial (i.e. without a preposition) as long as it is grounded, i.e., related to or made relevant for the on-going speech situation. Grounding can be provided by different means: a demonstrative (a), a postnominal prepositional phrase (b) and (c) or a clause (d). This is illustrated below with examples from MNO, but I assume the grounding requirement to hold for ON too. (I have not found any examples of ungrounded temporal NPs with adverbial functions in the ON data.) 
[image: ]
[image: ]
[image: ]
[image: ] 
One note about (d): In MNO, the demonstrative (den) is optional here. This also seems to be the case in ON, but it turns out – at least in my data – that an RC that follows a definite temporal noun, without the presence of sá, is non-restrictive. In other words, in ON (unlike in MNO) a demonstrative seems to be obligatory in restrictive temporal RCs. See discussion below.
This leaves open the contribution of case to the adverbialness of a given temporal NP, which I will not discuss here. Suffice it to say that case itself does not appear to be enough, in ON, to render an adverbial temporal NP grammatical, if the NP is not grounded by f.ex. a demonstrative (eg. a noun like sinn (‘time‘) in the dative (sinnum) still needs a demonstrative to function adverbially (þeim sinnum).
By contrast, the possibility for locational NPs to acquire adverbial function without the help of a preposition seems to be far more restricted, even if they are grounded:
[image: ]
There are locational NPs than function adverbially without the help of a preposition, but they all seem to involve the noun stedet ‘the place‘, which might be the one MNO example of an „inherently locational“ noun. No equivalent to MNO stedet is found in ON.

90 It is perhaps possible to see this as a grammaticalization of þann tíma, which might explain the prenominal-only position of the demonstrative: The more a sequence of elements is grammaticalized, the more we expect this sequence to be fixed.

91 „[E]tt på innehåll blottat relationsord, som sätter en utsaga i relation til ett substantivisk begrep”

92 However, a problem here is that sem is very common after locational adverbs like þar. See below for a discussion of this.

93 It is attested mainly in one source (Barlaams saga ok Jósafats) which clearly has a fondness for temporal sem-clauses (Bjerre 1935:162). Interestingly, such use of temporal sem is very similar to how som is used as a temporal complementizer in MNO: It seems to be restricted to durative contexts. The first example is representative (from Barlaams saga ok Jósafats, taken from Bjerre 1935:162) The second example is from MNO, taken from Faarlund et al. (1997:1067).
[image: ] 
[image: ]
Fronted temporal er-clauses often have a similar function: With the help of a durative verb, they create a temporal backdrop to some kind of event. It is possible that this “backgroundness” is a general property of temporal complementizers with a non-demonstrative origin.

94 This account resembles Hendery’s (2012:99f) proposal that temporal er came about through the dropping of þá.

95 This is impossible for MNO da, which unlike Þá is a genuine temporal complementizer. See Section 2.4.4.

96 They are also cognates: Both derive from a Indo-European pronominal *so/to-stem.

97 Temporal clauses in general are far more common than locational ones in my data. See also Beutner (1987) for a similar observation.

98 The sources show a lot of variation here, some using only þar sem, others sticking to þar er (Bjerre 1935:139).

99 Cf. Høst‘s (1976:42) MNO translation: ‘Ikkje skal noen mann blottlegge den mens maaneneet rinner.’

100 Admittedly, examples like (21) are far between, but there are numerous examples where þat takes indirect questions as complement: 
[image: ]
In other words, not only nominal clauses could serve as complements for þat. This allows for a generalization that ON þat could have three types of clausal complements: nominal at-clauses, indirect questions and temporal clauses. At a later stage (probably already early in MLN), þat (later det) restricted itself to taking only nominal complements, cf this MNO-example:
[image: ]
Contrast this example with the ungrammatical *det når hun kommer hit… ‘that when she comes here‘ and *det hvordan hun kommer hit ‘that how she comes here‘


101 Mørck’s (2011) work on word order in MLN main clauses is a valuable exception. However, it does not discuss relative clauses.

102 No MNO dialect, to my knowledge, has preserved stylistic fronting, but the phenomenon is still found in Modern Icelandic.

103 Somewhat unconventionally, Keenan & Comrie (1979:656f) regards preposition stranding as a separate strategy from gapping. In their view, preposition stranding preserves case-marking, since NPREL forms a constituent with a case-assigning preposition “which identifies the role of the NPREL as explicitly as is done in simple declarative clauses”. For various reasons, I find this hard to accept. However, their general point is still valid.

104 Was in German dialects seems to present a counter-example to this generalization. According to Fleishcer (2004:233f), was in the North Saxon Rheiderland dialect started out with subject and object function only, i.e. high in the hierarchy, before spreading to more oblique functions. Other German dialects which use was as a relative complementizer show similar developments; “there are no varieties in which [was] occurs only in lower positions” (Fleischer 2004:234). Of importance here is that was lacks, and has been lacking for many centuries, the possibility to express case functions and/or person/number features; it only has one form, was. This makes it unsuitable for expressing oblique functions. As Fleischer states, “[no-case] strategies are [in German dialects] never used for the oblique, and predominantly used for the subject and direct object” (Fleischer 2004:230). See also Keenan & Comrie (1977:65ff) for a general approach to case marking of NPREL.

105 Resumptive pronouns are attested in Northern Norwegian (Fiva 1990).

106 Harbert (2007:433) uses the term “agreeing complementizer”.

107 The relative pronouns found in Finnish and Hungarian could result from Indo-European influence, cf. Lehmann (1984:109).

108 Whether we are dealing with true FRs or only semi-FRs here, will be discussed in Section 11.5 below. The answer probably varies depending on which Early Germanic language one is dealing with.

109 Diderichsen (1941:121) argues that too little is known about the origin and nature of this construction for it to have any relevance in a discussion of Nordic RCs.

110 In MLN, however, specific FRs are attested, which suggests a slight modification of the hierarchy. See Section 11.5.

111 A variant which looks puzzling from a modern perspective is this one:[image: ] Here, the antecedent noun is repeated inside the RC, where it is modified by a form of hverr. This construction, where the relative antecedent is repeated inside the RC, will be discussed in Section 11.4.2.2.

112 In connection to that it can be mentioned that huat ‘what’ is also attested in the sentential use: 
[image: ]
Also som on its own can take a sentence as ‘antecedent’:
[image: ]

113 Whether hvilket is actually a relative pronoun with a sentence as antecedent is perhaps open for discussion. Faarlund et al. (1997:1060f) argue that hvilket-clauses should be analysed as FRs, i.e. RCs without antecedents. The fact that a hvilket-clause can appear inside the sentence that is supposed to be their antecedent speaks in favour of such an approach (example from Faarlund et al. 1997:1061): Det må – hvilket vi har antydet før – treffes alvorlige tiltak ‘One must – which we have suggested before – take serious measures’. I consider this otherwise interesting issue of minor importance for the present discussion and will refer to this use of hvilken as ‘sentential hvilket’, without committing myself to any position on this question.

114 Its use in Low and later High German is modelled on Latin qui, according to Dal & Eroms (2014:240), and was originally used in the ‘adjectival’ function described in the previous section. So even here it is not a native element, unlike the relative/FR use of wer and was, which arose from the so (w-pronoun) so- construction; see Section 11.3.

115 I emphasize that this is a tendency, not an absolute rule. And while there is a strong tendency for languages with relative pronouns to have case, the converse does not hold: Most European case languages, to my knowledge, have access to a relative complementizer and many do not have a relative pronoun (at least not in colloquial usage). (Cf. the observation that relative pronouns are typologically rare (Comrie 1998:77; Fiorentino 2007); see Section 11.2 above). This goes f.ex. for Slavic languages, where many use a w-pronoun meaning ‘what’ as a complementizer (cf. Polish co), often in combination with a resumptive pronoun. Colloquial Icelandic uses only a complementizer. Standard German is rare in not having a relative complementizer, but they are common in German dialects (cf. Fleischer 2004:218ff).

116 Iversen (1961:121) seems to assume that hveim is an interrogative only. Lindblad (1943:34) argues convincingly that pronouns derived from Ancient Nordic huaR could also be indefinite. Cf. also the example (40) from Edda. Moreover, Seip (1934:32ff) argues that ON hveim did have a nominative form hvær, although this seems to be a minority opinion.

117 “There is general agreement among the modern [Germanic] languages in the use of W-relative pronouns when the phrase modified by the (nonrestrictive) relative clause is not a NP but a clause” (Harbert 2007:437)

118 In Early Germanic, the FR-pronoun in true FRs could also be a d-pronoun. This is the case in Old High German (Pittner 1995) and Middle Dutch (Van der Wal 2002:32). In Modern Germanic languages, true FRs seem to always involve a w-pronoun.

119 The exception is the generalizing hvem, restricted to idiom chunk-like constructions like hvem du vil. See Section 11.5.2.

120 In MNO, da partially competes with and is partially complemented by a second temporal complementizer når, which, however, does not have its origin in a w-word, unlike its English and German counterparts.

121 How to analyse der and hvor in MNO is a challenge. One can argue that der is more of a main clause element. It can receive stress and be separated from the subordinate clause (capital letters indicate stress): 
[image: ]
This is not possible with regard to hvor. Moreover, the two elements may co-occur, in which case der always precedes hvor:
[image: ]
This suggests that der is a main clause demonstrative whereas hvor belongs to the subclause. I believe this to be the case, but that der is also sometimes used also as a subclause element:
[image: ]
When following a noun phrase, like in (c), der cannot be stressed. This suggests it should be analysed as a relative adverb (or possibly a locational complementizer) in such cases. Whether hvor is a complementizer or a relative adverb is also difficult to settle. In (b) it can be replaced by the complementizer som; this complementary distribution suggests that hvor is also a complementizer. On the other hand, its MLN predecessor (see below) must be analysed as a relative adverb. It is possible that it was first a relative adverb, then subsequently reanalysed as a (locational) complementizer.

122 MNO is also more liberal than for example English when it comes to long-distance relativization and extraction out of so-called syntactic islands (for instance, there is no ‘that-trace filter’), although this is probably not directly relevant for the argument presented here.

123 According to Falk & Torp (1900:142) relativization of a possessor is still possible in Norwegian dialects and they give one example: Kvat er det for eit tre som roti snur opp og toppen ned lit. ‘What kind of tree is it that the root turns upwards and the treetop downwards’. Nevertheless, this seems to be a very marginal phenomenon and personally I would give this sentence at least two question marks. It is also of course possible that this type of relativization was more permissible at Falk & Torp’s time of writing over 100 years ago.

124 In general, den used as an antecedent to RCs (not only semi-FRs) seems to be the preadjectical article. In MNO, the 3rd person plural de has an object form dem as a personal pronoun, whereas the preadjectival article only has one form. In relative contexts, colloquial MNO speakers usually avoid dem in favour of de, even when it is an object in the main clause, like in the sentence below: [image: ] Prescriptive school grammars have traditionally regarded this as incorrect, but the use persists. An analysis where de in the above sentence is not the personal pronoun but the preadjectival article requires de and not dem in this example and shows that prescriptive grammarians got it wrong.

125 I am not sure if this is of any relevance, but English that cannot be analysed as a preadjectival definite article like MNO den (as a prop-antecedent) was analysed above; in English, the pre-adjectival article is the.

126 This is to some extent also possible in English with verbs of perception like know and remember: I never was hand and glove with him, that I remember = ‘as far as I can remember’ (example from Jespersen 1949:160f). To my knowledge though, it is restricted to this type of verbs and English does not have an equivalent to (73) and (74); at least, no such example is given in Jespersen’s (1949:160f) discussion. The English construction is also found in MNO: det jeg vet ‘as far as I know’ and is even attested in Early MLN, see Section 17.4.

127 In addition, das is neuter nominative of the relative pronoun. Having das also as a prop-antecedent would yield sequences like das das. That das and that are also demonstratives is a smaller problem, since demonstratives are usually stressed, unlike complementizers.

128 While it seems to be difficult for an element to serve both as a prop-antecedent and as a nominal complementizer, there seems to be no problem with serving double duty as both a nominal complementizer and a relative pronoun/particle. The latter is the case with English that, German das (pronoun)/dass (nominal complementizer) and Frisian da. RCs always have a head noun, while nominal clauses usually don’t; this makes them easy to keep apart. (Only that-clauses that are complements of a noun (the conviction that…) might create some ambiguity, but complex noun phrases of that kind are probably not frequent enough to make this a major problem. In MNO, they often require a preposition/particle before the that-clause (over-bevisningen om at…), which makes them even less similar to relative complexes.

129 The figures are 9 ex. in attributive use and 8 non-attributive. Cf. Table 5 in Section 5.8.1.

130 An MLN example where then takes wide scope over ein is this sentence:[image: ]

131 Simple definiteness in MNO RC contexts exists, but is highly marked both stylistically (high register) and referentially (only non-specific) (Dyvik 1979:67ff).

132 Is in Ancient Nordic, er in ON and OSW, ær in MLD.

133 “Det tør betragtes som givet, at Grundteksten ikke har kendt andre ægte Relativpartikler end ær”

134 “[E]tt på innehåll blottat relationsord, som sätter en utsaga i relation til ett substantivisk begrep”

135 Sem is the ON form and the form in Modern Icelandic, sum the Early East Nordic form, som the MLN form and the one used in the Modern Scandinavian languages.

136 Lindblad (1943:146) makes an interesting observation, but refrains from drawing any conclusions from it: In ON, sem seems to take over the antecedents that were previously partial to es: þar as well as the w-adverb hvar. If this is correct, then es’ demise coincides with – or precipitates? – sem’s ascension and is linked to the same antecedents. Lindblad devotes only a couple of lines to this, so I will also leave it at this.

137 There is one exception (SJÆ35.16), where at is inserted, probably because the w-phrase is exceptionally long (til hvat by innæn the bügd ‘to what town within the district’). Even in MNO and Modern Swedish, where a complementizer is usually banned in non-subject indirect questions, it is often inserted if the w-phrase is very long (cf. Hirvonen 1996 on Swedish).

138 Þar in ON; þær in OMLD and EOSW; ther in MLN; thær in MLD and LOSW; der in modern Norwegian and Danish; där in Modern Swedish.

139 “I østnorsk talesprog er det omtrent ubrugeligt.”

140 One of the dialects Larsen mentions is the Skien-dialect. I grew up in Skien myself and have never come across this use of der, but it is mentioned in a 1975 survey of the dialect of Holla near Skien (Gjermundsen 1975:149), with the form de.

141 According to Helgander (1971:274), there is disagreement among scholars as to whether Old English þær should be analysed as a relative complementizer or a locational adverb.

142 See Section 14.2.1 on the apo koinou-construction for a possible explanation why there seems to be a ban against ok and er co-occuring.

143 This is a legal text and most of the laws lay out what happens to somebody who does this and that. It is thus natural that most of the RCs are subject RCs.

144 I could perhaps add ‘nor a resumptive pronoun’ here, but it does not seem to be warranted, as 0-RCs as defined above never contain resumptive pronouns in my data. (I would also be highly surprised to find a resumptive pronoun in an English 0-RC.)

145 In European languages outside of Germanic, apo koinou-like constructions are attested in non-standard Russian and Czech. See Murelli (2011:136ff) for a discussion.

146 Modern English language users still have a disproportionally strong tendency to omit the complementizer after a demonstrative antecedent (see Ch. 16), but the point here is the possibility of omitting it, which is linked to syntactic function and not to antecedent.

147 Neither Lindblad (1943) nor Diderichsen (1941) mention it or give examples of this construction.

148 Cod. Holm 6 4° and AM 179 fol lack er, whereas AM 593 A 4° has er inserted. Compare (24) and (23) above to í borg þeirri er Salenctia hét (Riddarasögur 184) and því næst feldi hann af baki þann riddara, er Valintínus hét (Riddarasögur 182)

149 (21) does not have a demonstrative antecedent but a proper noun; this is common for apo koinou-constructions of the hatan-type. However, the second clause does not feature any subject gap, but instead lacks the direct object, which is very untypical for apo koinou.

150 Axel-Tober (2012:238ff) argues that the same applies to relative clauses with V2 in the history of German; se Section 14.2.1.1.


151 ”Kun tilsyneladende undtagelser danner sætninger angivende navn eller geografisk beliggenhed. […] Sætninger som disse er kun tilsynelatende relative, i virkeligheden foreligger sideordnede (asyndetisk forbundne) hovedsætninger”.

152 ”Partikeln [er] har sålunda karaktären av ett på innehåll blottat relationsord, som sätter en utsaga i relation till ett substantiviskt begrep. Vilket forhållande det är fråga om, får utläsas av sammanhanget”

153 Helgander (1971:24f and 1971:271ff) argues that Gothic ei as well as Old English þe had similar connective properties and that this represents their original use.

154 Anacoluthic examples like the ones from ON discussed in Section 13.1, where er can be argued to be some kind of connective, are not found in MLN.

155 The SJÆ example (53) is of course older, but 0-RCs are frequent in SJÆ, so it proves the same point.

156 Rydén (1966:270) reports that in 16th century English 0-RCs are found “in non-restrictive clauses after certain expressions of time”. They are all of the same kind, with a temporal expression followed by an RC with a copula (i.e. similar to (52) and (53) above). Note the lack of stylistic fronting. 
The xx day of August, was sonday, ther was sarmon at Powlles crosse ‘The 20th day of August, which was Sunday, there was a sermon at Paul’s cross’

157 This perspective is missing from Keenan (1985), Smits (1989), Andrews (2007) and from Hendery’s diachronic typology (2012).

158 Again, it must be stressed that I do not consider apo koinou-examples to be 0-RCs. Apo koinou-like constructions/sequences are found also in for instance Slavic languages (see Murelli 2012:136ff , 237ff and 329ff).

159 It can be added here that Brøndum-Nielsen (1965), who does not discuss 0-RCs but RCs featuring thær/der, finds a similar pattern with regard to antecedents: Der is particularly common in RCs that have a “close connection” (1965:352) to the antecedent, especially pronouns like then, the, them as well as han, alt, alle. Taken in conjunction with Lindblad and Stroh-Wollin’s findings above, this would indicate that thær/der in its early days had a distribution quite similar to 0-RCs; it was particularly frequent after demonstrative/pronominal and indefinite (generalizing) antecedents. However, my own look into SJÆ does not support Brøndum-Nielsen’s claim. Thær does not seem to have any particularly close connection to the antecedent; in a majority of thær-RCs in SJÆ, thær is separated from its antecedent. This, as we will see shortly, poses a sharp contrast to 0-RCs, which are rarely separated from the antecedent.

160 But complementizer insertion and stylistic fronting are not mutually exclusive. However, this is not necessarily a problem for Lindblad’s analysis, as redundancy in language is no rarity.

161 A third author who offers this analysis (with regard to the Scandinavian languages in general) is Haugen (1976:311): “a particle was necessary to mark the subject when the verb could no longer be postponed.”

162 Although she points out that som in non-restrictive RCs is obligatory also in non-subject functions, which might be a problem for an analysis which relates som too strongly to the subject function.

163 Even her data from the 17th century contain a few such examples.

164 I do not adhere to the idea that Old English developed 0-RCs as a syntactic borrowing from Scandinavian. See Kirch (1959) for a good rebuttal of this hypothesis.

165 1300–1350 is not included, as I have not found a single 0-RC in the data from that period.

166 In a large sample from SJÆ – all RCs (excluding those with w-antecedents) on pages 70–133 – there were 326 subject RCs and 96 non-subject RCs.

167 Meðan is a special case, since this element (originally a prepositional phrase) had grammaticalized into a complementizer early on (cf. Gothic miþþanei), and was never an adverb like the other elements mentioned here. According to Bjerre (1935:154), it never co-occurs with er in the Old Icelandic sources, whereas the Old Norwegian texts vacillate between er-insertion and lack thereof.

168 Two examples in my data, both from KS.

169 In the case of (42), a nominalized determiner

170 And its various incarnations: ten tiid, then tiidh, þen tiid etc.

171 Although it happens that it is used with future reference:[image: ]

172 Excluding FR/RCs with w-antecedents.

173 The other three examples are 123.9, 123.28 and 126.30.

174 They also add ‘isochrony’ as a variable, the notion that “intervals between full or accented syllables tend to be perceived to be of roughly equal length” (2007:305). I must confess that I find this hard to grasp. To me it is unclear what is cause and what is effect: Particles are left out if these intervals are of similar length, at the same time it seems to be the insertion of particles that renders these intervals unequal.

175 The heavy phrase that moves rightwards does not have to be a PP, so there is also f.ex. “Heavy NP Shift”.

176 “Phrase-structure recognition, lexical-semantic dependencies, theta-role assignments, etc will be processable in smaller and more efficient domains that will involve less simultaneous processing and less demands on working memory” (2004:184).

177 Includes bare alt (2), þetta + noun (2), bare noun (1)

178 All + noun (7), bare alt (3)

179 Indefinite noun (1), definite noun (1), þetta + noun(1)

180 All + noun

181 Bare noun (2), þetta + noun (2), definite noun (1), the quantifier ingen (‘no one’) (1)

182 Meðan is a special case, since it has always been a complementizer from the earliest Norwegian sources.

183 I have chosen to omit the last point from my discussion. Obviously, I have no access to spoken MLN data and I do not wish to speculate about stress patterns. For the same reason, Jaeger (2006) will not be tested on the data.

184 This seems to mirror the situation in MNO, where pronominal hver only seems to be possible if a head noun is understood/salient. Attributive hver is of course extremely frequent.

185 One can argue that hvat’s predictability in MLN might be reduced by the disjunctive ‘whether’, hvart in ON, often written hvat in MLN. This element however has a low frequency, so I don’t think it reduces hvat’s predictability substantially.

186 One might argue that even in (14), reference is not strictly universal, since one is not meant to believe that Gunnar buys each and every sock in the entire universe, only all the socks that he has the opportunity to buy. But there is a clear sense that reference is less restricted than in (15), which presupposes a contextual set, for instance “the socks needed as costumes in a theatre play”. (16) is very similar in its reference to (15), only that there is no requirement that the set of socks contain at least three members.

187 In some languages there is a difference between RCs headed by w-pronouns/FRs and RCs headed by demonstratives with regard to specificity. FRs are more likely to be non-specific and demonstrative-RCs more likey to be specific. ON RCs headed by a w-pronoun could only be non-specific. MLN huat-clauses, however, can be specific as well, cf. (18).

188 I use ‘norm’ with all the usual caveats.

189 ‘Simple definite’ is a direct translation of the well-established (see e.g. Lundeby 1965, Dyvik 1979) Norwegian term ‘enkelt bestemt’. It covers only the construction demonstrative + uninflected noun (den mann), and not nouns with a definite suffix (mannen).

190 There seems to be a general impression that er was too phonologically weak to survive. See f.ex. Falk & Torp (1900:142).

191 Resumptive pronouns are attested in certain Northern Norwegian dialects (Fiva 1990), but that, as far as I know, is the only exception.

192 It is true that this example also features fronting of a full noun phrase without omitting som (þeim sem sancti Edmundz altare eigher ok hefuir), but I do not think this weakens my general point: First of all, in my MLN data, noun phrases are more easily fronted than prepositional phrases. Second, the second RC contains two conjoined verbs, which may have been extraposed due to heaviness.

193 Icelandic is different from (Mainland) Scandinavian with regard to some of the RC properties (the complementizer is obligatory everywhere and they still have, at least to some extent, stylistic fronting). Interestingly, it shares these properties with ON, where the complementizer could never be omitted and which also had stylistic fronting. Is it thus possible that Icelandic has simply remained at the ON stage? I have little to say on that topic, as Modern Icelandic has not been a focus of this study. But I believe the post-ON evolution (or lack thereof) of Icelandic RC could be an interesting topic for future research. Such a study could also include colloquial data. For instance, it would be interesting to see whether 0-RCs occur at all in spoken Icelandic.

194 The Nordic languages do not have prenominal (finite) RCs as such, but in formal registers and bureaucratic language, especially in Danish, one can find prenominal participles that are the functional equivalent of an RC, like det av søkeren innsendte vitnemålet lit. ‘the by the applicant submitted certificate’.

195 Having said that, Norwegian dialects also lack features typically found in non-standard language, like resumptive pronouns and apo-koinou. (The partial exception is Northern Norwegian, which is reported to have resumptive pronouns, cf. Fiva 1990).

196 Another common development has been the loss of correlative-like left-dislocated RCs (see Section 7.4). This construction is mainly found in legal texts and there is reason to believe it was never widely used in speech. It is thus perhaps not a mystery that it eventually disappeared altogether.
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‘H.G. and R., his mother, forgave S.G. what she had done to them’
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‘One rich and great chieftain who was with King Asverus’
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then (TEMP.ADV.) cut he something
‘When he was at Rygeland he cut something’
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‘I was also present when S.E. sold...’
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Taraldsson  asked-himself rent

‘he was present when O.T. asked to rent (the property)’
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‘Kére uses the same (type of) computer as he uses mobile phone’
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‘Kare uses the same type of towel as he used yesterday’
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‘When the clocks ring where they now hang’
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apostles were ancient days

‘Founded in the same city where the Holy Apostles were in ancient
times’
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‘in the same way, Amund produced a reliable witness who swore on the
bible with a full oath and who is called N.T.’
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is-called Hlidestein
‘T have sold and given up to H.T. my share in a deserted farm which is
called Hildestein’
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‘And he recalls that there was one who was called Old Peter’
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land is-called Fierestad

‘In return they have given back to me a piece of land which is called
Fjeerestad’
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will you have a small servant-boy for
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sword-point will loyally serve

‘would you like a small servant boy, who will serve loyally with weapon’
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his relatives are

‘the others make the same testimony, who are his relatives’
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‘who saw a guy that was sitting on a closet playing’
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‘He who believes in him will live with the angels’
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(29)

Karelikte samme brystholder(en)/ den brystholderen
Kareliked same bra(-the)/ that bra-the

som  Gunnar likte

COMP Gunnar liked

Kind-reading: ‘Kare and Gunnar both like the same kind of bra‘
Individual-reading: ‘Kare and Gunnar both like the same individual

3

bra
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(103) vmbosman hauz things dom tyl hwat
ombudsman have assembly decision to what
han  hauzer for giorth (JYS100.11)
he has offended

‘ombudsman (shall) get a decision from the assembly for what he has
committed’





OPS/graphic/25_chapter11_fig_108.png
(104) swarae for som sith athelkona barn  hwat
answer for as his legitimate child what
theer a bethaes (JYS22.8)
there on is-asked
‘be responsible for it as for his legitimate child, whatever is asked of it’
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(105) och hwat sum yuer  er. thaet  scal gange

and what COMP over is that shall go
barn til fram tharff (JYS28.7)
children to need

‘and what is left, shall be for the children’s needs’
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(65) ok stender nu merkisgardren szem han stoodh
and stands now the-border-fence like he stood
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(66)

fyrsta  han til Haugs kom (DN5.531-1419)

first he to Haug kom

‘And the border fence stands where it stood the first time he came to
Haug’
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(64)

Pet vilium mit bade bera ok sueria loghliga
that will we both  testify and swear legally
til krafdir fyrsto pet  vidr parf (DN5.490-1413)
summoned  first that is-needed

‘That will we, legally summoned, both testify and swear as soon as it
will be needed’
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(8) sa er a hann trvir. hann ma
that (SA) COMP on him believes he (RECAP) can
lifa med aenglum (HOM 32.10)
live with angels
‘He who believes in him will live with the angels’
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©)

sa er segir  lygi-vitni igegn nonge sinum.
that (SA) COMP says lie-witness against next his
slocna man licn hans a

extinguish may forgiveness his (RECAP) at

hinum afsta degi  (HOM20.32)

that uppermost day

‘He who gives a false testimony against another person, he will not find
forgiveness on Judgement Day’





OPS/graphic/31_chapter17_fig_29.png
(28)

hann gerde vapn bau iamnan
he made weapons those (SA) always
ok bio. er veeringiar ®inir nyta

and  built COMP mercenaries only use

(HOM128:10)
‘he always made the kind of weapons that only mercenaries use’
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@

margr lifir sa litla rid er
many-a-one (Q) lives  he (SA) short while COMP
livir atheefi hans (KS56.1)

lives conduct his

‘Many a person lives a short life whose deeds live long’

leengi
long





OPS/graphic/31_chapter17_fig_30.png
(29)

oc then presth som ek a@dher mina
and that (THEN) priest COMP I or my
nesthe erfuingia maed  biscops samtykt

next  heirs with  bishop’s consent

ther till ssether skall ~wara  prebendatus i Oslo
thereto set shall  be prebendatus i Oslo
domkirkio (DN2.838-1462)

church

‘and the priest that I or my heirs with the consent of the bishop appoint
shall be prebendatus in the Church of Oslo’
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(75)

mer williom ider konokt ggra  thet

we will you known make that (THEN.3P.SG.NEUT)
mer warum i Tofn  (DN2.710-1432)
we were in Tofn

‘we will let you know that we were in Tofn’
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(76)

aller reth som
or right COMP
han sloo en man
he hit a man
Saxe Hallfwardsson
Saxe Halvardsson

‘or as is correct, first that he hit a man who was called Saxe Halvardsson’

®r forst thet
is first that (THEN.3P.SG.NEUT)
som sa heth

COMP such was-called

(DN2.1001-1498)
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(46)

en hwilkin sidare kommer til tyngs en

and who later  comes to thing than
messa tidh (DN1.1018-1506)

mass time

‘and who comes to court later than at the right hour for mass’

reth
right





OPS/graphic/31_chapter17_fig_44.png
(44)

om then tretthe tom
about that (THEN) quarrel them
(DN2.878-1471)

‘about the conflict that is between them’

imillan
in-between

®r
is





OPS/graphic/31_chapter17_fig_45.png
Byodum weer syslomanne warum och

ask we king’s-representative ours and
theim alleighomall war jnne haffwe at
them (THEN) case ours in have to

proffwe mall theres (DN1.1016-1505)

prove case theirs

‘We ask the King’s local representative and those who have filed a suit
against us to prove their case’
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(14)

pa drifa menn at baenum, beir

then drive  menn (N.NOM) to farms those (SA.NOM)
er hann hafdi eptir sent (LAX279.17)

COMPhe had after sent

‘Then the men that he had sent for headed back to the farms’
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det at hun kommer interesserer

that (SA.NEU.NOM) that (NOM.COMP) she comes interests
meg ikke
me not

‘the fact that she comes here doesn‘t interest me*
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(20)

ok @cci  pyccir fiandanom iam-ilt sem
and nothing seems enemies-the equally-bad as
bat er hann heyrirmen bidia

that (SA.NEU.NOM.) COMP he  hears men ask

sér miscunnar til guds (HOM36.7)
themselves mercy to God

‘and nothing is so much disliked by the devil as when he hears some-
body ask for God’s mercy’
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(25)

nu ridr fram [...]einn  agets hofdenge
now rides forth one famous chief
Matheus heitir (Alexander’s saga 38.5)
Matthew is-called

‘then rides forth a famous chief who is called Matthew’

er
COMP
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1)

at kunna goda  skilning a
to know good understanding at
ner hann ma  skikkju

when (TEMP.COMP) he can cloak
bara (KS64:24)

bear

‘to know when one can freely wear one’s cloak’

bvi

that (SA.NEU.DAT)
sina ifreelsi
his  freely
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(26)

Kilauk it hakua at iorut  sun sin to
Gillaug let cut to Jorund son her died
i haipaby (U 1048)

in Hedeby

‘Gillaug had (the stone) cut in memory of Jorundr, her son. (He) died in
Hedeby’
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(13) aer antuurta demo zaimo sprah
he replied him (DAT) to-him spoke
'he replied to the one who spoke to him'





OPS/graphic/28_chapter14_fig_26.png
@7)

bar skulu twe bolfastirmén wib wara,
there should two resident men present be
péat skulu witnd (Wessén 1965:247)
that (DEM)  should testify

‘There should be two local men present, who should give testimony
about that’
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(6) hon gekk at hadfati bvi, er Geirmundr

she walked to bed that (SA) COMP Geirmund
svaf 1 (LAX102.16)
slept in

‘She walked over to the bed that G. was sleeping in’
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hvat Syniz yor um bat hversu  baess

what seems to-you  about that (SA.NEU.ACC) how that
baerr til at...(KS51.39)
comes to that...

‘what do you think is the reason why...
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(23)

aftirbat tok hann segl er asbiorn
afterthat took he sail COMP Asbjgrn
‘And after that took he sail COMP Asbjgrn owned’
(OLA47.17)

ate
owned
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(106) hwat sagh  man gyufeer anneen. tha ®r han

which  case man gives  another then is he
e scyldigh ath  haue frith tyl  things
ever entitled to have peace to assembly

(JYS102.19)
‘whatever accusation one brings upon another person, that person shall
not be attacked during the assembly meeting’
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(107) Tha fange sach een annen man  hwor han

then get himself one other man  where he
ma (JYS110.7)
can

‘then he shall find himself another person wherever he can’
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(10)

Pessi hringur, Olafur hefur lofad Mariu
this ring (N.NOM), Olaf has promised Maria
honum (Icelandic example from Smits (1989:161)
him (PERS.PRON.DAT)

“This ring, Olaf has promised it to Mary’
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@7)

aeftir bi sem kaup

after that (THEN) COMP agreement
(DN4.111-1315)

‘according to what was our agreement’

ockart var

ours

was
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(64) Kare Dbrukte det handkleet  Gunnar brukte
Kére used that towel-the Gunnar used
‘Kare used the towel Gunnar used’
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(63)

Kare brukte samme handkleet
Kare had same towel-the
kjopte

bought

‘Kare used the same towel as Gunnar’

som
COMP

Gunnar
Gunnar
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77)

tha ma han hverium giue  sac, &r
then he may  every (DAT) give  lawsuit COMP
han vil, um thet sar (SJ£46.17)

he wants about that wound

‘then he can take whomever he wishes to court about that wound’
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(96)

theen timee  theer

the time  there (COMP)
ath (JYS90.15)
from

‘when they will be separated’

the
they

skilaes
are-separated
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(42) Mona  glemte boka(0O) hun(S) hadde  lest (V)
Mona left the book  she had read
‘Mona left the book she had read’
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(43) Hvis jeg ikke kommer ikveld
if I not come tonight
‘If I do not come tonight’





OPS/graphic/29_chapter15_fig_106.png
97)

thaer bondan kommaer
there (TEMP.COMP) husbandman  comes
tha... (JYS 115.21)

then (TEMP.ADV.)

‘when the husbandman comes home, then...’

heem.
home
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(15)

ek vil kaupa at bér stodhrossin bau

I want  buy from  you horses those (SA)
en dyru, er Kotkell gaf pér i

the expensive COMP Kotkell gave you in

fyrra sumar (LAX127.16

last summer

‘I want to buy from you the expensive horses that Kotkell gave you last
summer’
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hét (LAX83.19)
was-called
‘Torgjerd and Olaf owned a daughter who was called Turid’
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(16)

ek vilja  spjotit bat et
I want  spear-the that (SA) the
gullrekna er ba  hefir i hendi

gold-decorated COMP you have in hand
(LAX301.16)
‘Twant the golden spear that you have in your hands’
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1)

Bjorn kaupmadr, sumir kalla
Bjorn merchant some call
(Agrip, K6lbing 1872:9)

‘Bjgrn the merchant, who some called B.’

Bunu
Bunu
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(22)

ba kému hlaupandi dyr morg bau
then come running animals many they (SA)
scorpions heita (Alexander’s saga 168.3)

scorpions be-called

‘then came running many animals which are called scorpions’
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(23)

bvi naest  feldi hann  bann

that after felled he that-one (SA)
hét (Riddarasogur 182.8)

was-called

‘Thereafter he killed a man called Valternir’

Valternir
Valternir
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4) 1 borg peirri, Salestra hét a

in  fortresss that (SA) S. was-called in
Bolgaralandi (Riddarasogur 184.7)
Bulgaria

‘in the fortress in Bulgaria that was called S.’
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(15)

hirdmenn konongsens  bair sem
bodyguard-men the-king’s they (SA) COMP

haeima hafdu setet um  sumaret (OLA66.4)

home have sat in summer

‘the king’s men, who had been sitting at home during the summer’
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(53) tha fiirstee landz thing  eefti &r (SJ £ 56.8)
the first lands thing after s
‘the first national assembly thereafter’
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(54)

til  Mikials massu dagh er nu
to  Mikial’s mass day COMP now
(DN11.58-1369)

‘to Michal’s mass which now is next’

naest
next

keomber
comes
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(55)

at midfastu nu nesta komande
at midfast now next coming
(DN3.371-1371)

‘at the Midfast coming next’
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(8) Kére brukte det handkleet Gunnar brukte
Kére used that towel-the Gunnar used
‘Kare used the towel Gunnar used’
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©)

En Osk, dottir borsteins, var gefin

and Osk, daughter borstein’s, was given

bredfirzkum manni; sa

to man-from-broadfjord (RHEMA). He (ANA DEM.-THEMA SWITCHER)
hét pérarinn. Hann

was-called poérarinn. He (PERS.PRON.THEMA CONTIN.)

var hraustr madr (LAX24.2)

was able man

‘And Osk, borstein’s daughter, was given to a man from Broadfjord. He
was called pérarinn. He was a skillful man.’
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17)

Hon gecc i lopt nokcot bar
she walked in loft some there
huilldi i (OLA44.3)

rested in

‘She walked inside the loft where he was sleeping’

sem hann
COMP he
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(16)

bviat  hvar sem  beeir koma pa lita
because wherever COMP they come then look
allra manna augu til peirra sida  (KS43.40)

all  men’s eyes to their side

‘Because wherever they came, everybody’s eyes looked in their direction’
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(15)

En er Iudas grof i iord bar sem
and COMP Judas dug in soil there COMP
iardscialften hoffc (HOM102.28)

the-earthquake started
‘And when Judas was digging in the soil where the earthquake started’





OPS/graphic/25_chapter11_fig_34.png
(34)

fornempder biscopen byggia sidhen adhernempt
aforementioned bishop-the rent-out since  aforementioned
alafiske hweim honum liker (DN5.754-1448)
eel-fishing every (DAT) him pleases

‘The aforementioned bishop may since rent out aforementioned eel-
fishing rights to whomever he likes’
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(33)

skal oc optnempd Poreeluae mugae

shall also mentioned Torlev be-able-to
gefua seder sizlia seer bil barfuer optnempdae

give or sell him to need mentioned

jord huarium som hon vil (DN5.723-1444)

land every (DAT) COMP he wants
‘aforementioned Torlev shall be able to give or sell aforementioned land
according to his own needs to whomever he wants’
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(32)

at gefua eder gielda eftir sinee  dagha
to give or pay after  his days
hwaim sem hanom likar (DN2.493-1385)
every (DAT) COMP him pleases

‘To give or bequeath after his death whomever he would like to give it to’
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(10)  Hun spurte hva jeg gjorde
she asked what I did
‘she asked what I was doing’
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som tw fiick aff  Gwdlogh

COMP you got from Gudlaug

(DN2.1035-1510)

‘If you suffer injury from the stroke you got from Gudlaug’
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(67)

ba kastar hann skipum og tynir ollu
then throws he ships and destroys all
bui a er (KS16.31)

that (SA) on is
‘then he throws the ship around and destroys everything that is on
board’
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(66)

sumt er bat eg hefi med augum
some is that (SA) 1 have with eyes
sied  (KS13.20)

seen

‘many are the things I have seen with my eyes’





OPS/graphic/18_chapter05_fig_111.png
(122) margr lifir sa litla rid er leengi
many-a-one (Q) lives he (SA) short while COMPlong
livir atheefi hans (KS56.1)
lives conduct his
‘Many a person lives a short life whose deeds live long’
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(69) ok fleiri peir, at brennunni voru
and more (Q) those (SA) at burning-the were
‘and more of those who participated in the burning’
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(22) Konungr hafdi optlega heyrt getit Barlaams
king had often heard spoken-of Barlaam
‘The king had often heard Barlaam spoken of’





OPS/graphic/18_chapter05_fig_150.png
Oc botte margum bat  breytni vera (OLA24.2)
and seemed many (DAT) that strange-behaviour be
‘and many considered this to be strange behaviour’





OPS/graphic/28_chapter14_fig_63.png
(68)

ef ek skal meerrar meyjar bidja
if I shall  beautiful woman offer
til handa, beirar ek unna vel
to hand, that (SA) I love well

‘if I shall wish for others to marry the woman I love so fondly’

60rum
others
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(39)

Jeder; mann glaubt, dass er; /*der;

every mann believes that he (PERSPRON)/ he (DEM)
dumm st

stupid is

‘Every man believes that he is stupid’
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) Denne jenta jeg mgtte pa trikken var

this (DEM.PROX) girl 1 met on tram-the was
sannelig  nydelig
really gorgeous

‘This girl I met on the tram was really gorgeous’
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(109) Huilken man gbr openbart hoor. taker

which man  does openly adultery takes
horkono hem til sin.. Dbar ma  biskups
prostitute  home to himself there must bishops

soknare sak gifua  til

representative  lawsuit give to

(example taken from Lindblad 1943:37)

‘If it is clear that a man has slept with a prostitute... in such cases the
bishop’s representative must bring charges’
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81

ba ero Dbesser luter beeir

thenare these (DEM.PROX) things those (SA)

er bu  parft mioc at varazk (KS67:20)
COMP you need much to be-aware-of

‘Then there are these things that you need to be highly aware of’
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(82)

hofdu Dessir allir samband,
had  these (DEM.PROX) all association,
peir sem fyrr varu nefndir(LAX143:26)

they (SA)  COMP before  were mentioned
‘those who were mentioned before were all together’





OPS/graphic/18_chapter05_fig_72.png
(83)

saegia beir slica sidu oc all annur

say they such customs and all other

tideende sem Deir sa eda  hayrdu (KS44:12)
news COMP they saw or heard

‘Then they told about these customs and all other news that they saw or
heard’





OPS/graphic/18_chapter05_fig_73.png
(84)

ef Dbér vilid eigi hefna pviliks brédur,

if you want not avenge such brother
sem Kjartan var (LAX201:7)
COMP Kjartan was

‘If you want to avenge such a brother like Kjartan was’





OPS/graphic/18_chapter05_fig_74.png
(85)

ero slikir luter oc  alrer bvi um likir
are such things and others that about alike
peir er manni veeri  naudsynleger (KS50:13)
those (SA) COMP to-man be necessary

‘Now there are such things and other similar things that are necessary
for you’
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I de dei lagde @ren, den

in  that they put honour-the the

uforannerlige Gud tehgyrde, te billeder

immortal God belonged-to  to images

(MOR63-1698)

‘As they gave the honour, which belonged to the immortal God, to imag-
es instead’
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38)

for alt det pa Jordi
for all that (DEN) on earth
(folkevise, quoted in Falk & Torp 1900:245)
‘for everything that lives on Earth’

er
is
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buth fa for innzen tu degn  (SJA128.30)
message give for within two days

‘whichever one of them shall send a message to the ombudsman, he al-
ways has to do it at the latest within two days’
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(36)

Non-subject-RC:

ok  will nogher ther pootala thet

and will anybody there criticize that (THEN)
iech  giorde (DN1.1002-1500)

I did

‘and if anybody there wants to criticize what I did’
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(81)

&n hvilken anner ta af varthaer huggeen,
and which other toe off becomes cut

tha botaes thre mare fore (SJA42.1)

then is-paid three mark for

‘and whichever of the other toes gets cut off, one has to pay 3 mark for it’





OPS/graphic/25_chapter11_fig_85.png
(82)

oc hvilkenman  sum theer  vartheer i

and which man COMP there becomes in
dreepen, tha gangasethet alt at the sama

killed then goes that all to the  same

logh sum han vare hema i hans  eghin
law COMP he was home in his own
garth (SJZE30.6)

farm

‘and if someone gets killed there, then the same laws apply, as if he were
killed at home on his own farm’
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(83)

hvilkit heeraethz
which  parish
mgteer hveerkin
meets neither

thing

thing
forfal
absence
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aelleer
or
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other

laugh
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oc
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39)

mae Bondaen som Uppi figdo
with farmer-the COMP up-in mountain
(MOR74-1705)

‘with the farmer who lives up in the mountain’

Bur
lives
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(40) a dei saa giere slige ting (MOR 64-1698)
and they COMP do such  things
‘and those who do such things’
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(63)

leita  ber oc  beers felaga er ma0d
seek for-you also that(SA) fellow COMPwith
per vili leic freemia (KS59:3)

you will game play

‘Find yourself a colleague who will play with you’

Cf the MNO translation: “leit deg sa ut ein felage som vil leika med deg”
(Hellevik 1951:116)
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(64)

vilda ek nd leita mér trausts nokkurs  til
would I now seek myself help some to
bess manns, er mikil  veeri fyrir sér (LAX230.6)

that (SA) man COMP much would-be for himself

‘And now I would like to seek support from a man that had much going
for him’

Cf. the MNO translation: “og no ville eg sgkje hjelp hja ein mann som det
var mykje ved” (Fidjestgl 1967:161)
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1)

bar ero &nn oc sumir beir isar
there  are yet also  some they (SA) glaciers
ipvi hafi er mad adrum veexti ero er
in-that ocean COMP with other growth are  COMP
greenlendingar kalla  falliacla (KS28:24)

Greenlanders call fall-glaciers

‘there are also yet other glaciers in that ocean of a different size, those
that greenlanders call “broken glaciers™
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(22)

hvar ero nu
where are now
er bér Dobtto

COMP vyou thought

penningar binir
money your
iam-godder er bu

equally-good COMP you

peir
those (SA)
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(19)

steein  maeistare s4 scyldi abraut fara
stone master that (SA) should away go
er til veercs pess var fengen(HOM125.1)

COMP to work this was had

‘the stonemason should go away who was assigned this job’
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(20)

oc téc a braut fe bat allt
and took away property that (SA) all (Q)
er Cosdroe  haffe taekit oOr Iorsalom

COMP Cosdroe had taken from Jerusalem

(HOM135.22)

‘and took away all the spoils that C. had taken from Jerusalem’
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2 han ma oc a&ngin then til
he must also nobody (Q) that (THAEN) to
naefne, ar hans freende @r innaen thrithie
appoint COMP his  relative is within third
manna  (SJZ£ 38.6)
man
‘nor may he appoint someone who is his third-degree relative or closer’
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@

bordr  atti brel  bann, er at

Tord owned slave that (SA) COMP out
med honum (LAX25.6)
with him

‘Tord owned a slave, who came out with him’

kom
came
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(17) Vi ved at der vil blive laest mange bgger
we know that there will be read many books
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(48)

Susanne tilber Donald Duck, og han er
Susanne worships Donald Duck, and he is
en forsteklasses representant for  andearten

a first-class representative for  the-duck-species

‘Susanne worhips D.D., and he is a first-class representative for the duck
species’
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@

beirrar sottar laecning er @ndr-minning gudlegrar
their decease curing is memory godly

gozco. fyrir bat

goodness (N.FEM.GEN.SG) for ~ that (SA.NEU.ACC.SG)

er 0SS ero veeittir aller gober lutir (HOM29.7)?
COMP us are given all good things

‘the curing of their decease reminds us of Gods goodness, from which all
good things are given to us’
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hans fyrir ~ bann er vér erom

his for that (SA.MASC.ACC.SG) COMP we are
scapader (HOM30.15)
created

‘Or what is more right than to love God and honour his commandments,
for whom we have been created.’
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(4) bref i hverju er hann

letter (NOM) in which (DAT) COMP he
baud oss  (Nygaard 1905:264)
ordered us

‘the letter in which he ordered us’
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eina  jord heither Ffierestad  (DN5.1075-1533)
a piece-of-land is-called Ffierestad
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€)

su reidi  stigsc yfir med bolenmode
that anger is-surpassed over with patience
ok  bid-lyndi. ok scil-samlegre

and perseverance and easy-to-understand

scynsemi. ba er
knowledge (N.FEM.DAT.SG) that (SA.FEM.ACC.SG)  COMP
gud veitir man-legom hugom (HOM27.20)

God gives human minds

‘That anger is overcome with patience and perseverance and the easily
understood knowledge that God gives to the human mind’
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(47)

Susanne tilber Donald Duck, som er en
Susanne worships Donald Duck, COMP is a
forsteklasses representant for  andearten

first-class representative for  the-duck-species

‘Susanne worhips D.D., who is a first-class representative for the duck
species’
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(38)

at gefua eder gielda eftir sinee  dagha

to give and pay after  his day

hwaeim sem hanom likar ok gud skyter
whomever COMP him pleases and God shoots
hanom j hugh (DN2.493-1385)

him in mind

‘to give or offer after his death whoever he likes and God wants him to
give it to’
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37) ok heimholt fore huar man  (DN1.703-1425)
and legally before every man
‘and (he owns the farms) legally before all men’
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(36)

the ij sex manna doma som huar
the two six man’s verdict COMP each
hafdetill  annan (DN2.761-1445)

had to other

‘About the 6-man verdict that each had to the other’
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®

firi pvi freelstuz baesser allir  er

fore that were-saved these (DEM.PROX) all COMP
nu hofum ver neefnda (KS89.39)

nowhave we mentioned

‘therefore all the ones that we now have mentioned were saved’
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(i) @pter baessom deemum sem nu hafum ver

after these (DEM.PROX)  examples COMP now hafe we
haeyrt (KS91.39)
heard

‘after these examples that we now have heard’
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(iif) [...] pessi frodleicr man [...] er nu hafit er

this (DEM.PROX) wise man COMP now have you
um rett  (KS100.19)
about spoken

‘This wise man that you now have spoken about’
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(iv) Alle disse menneskene som  sitter her

all these (DEM.PROX) people COMP sit her
har noe viktig pa hjertet
have something important on heart-the

‘All these people who are sitting here have something important to say’
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(123) Zn hauzthe ey the freendeer
and have they not those (THEN) friends
&er thaer kunnae kummae rath (SJA88.21)
COMP there could bring advise
‘and if they do not have any friends that could advise them’
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(15)

Han leste  alltid i Bibelen, hvilken bog
he always read in bible-the, which book
var ham Kkjeerere end alt annet
was him dearer than all else

‘He always read in the bible, the book that was dearer to him than any-
thing’
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(16) at hvarke mindi sa drryker viti pexirra
that neither could that beverage wit theirs
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(14)

iord the som  (yasio heeter j

land that (THEN) COMP @yasio is-called in
Raefsunda sokn hwilkaiordh som miin modher

Revsunda parish which land COMP my  mother

salt hafde @stene (DN6.481-1440)

sold had Qystein

‘on the land in Revsunda parish which is called @yasio, which my moth-
er had sold @ystein’
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3 Tye ye [ne yo S0 min ye] san
man PAST 1 PAST horse REL see buy
‘The man bought the horse which I saw’
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(22)

um thet &r i

if that is in
ma gomee (SJA122.27)

can hide

‘if it has property one can keep’

the
that

costae
property

man
one
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19)

hann het stiupdottur sinni  at
he promised stepdaughter  his to
hvat sem hun beiddizt (KS121.34)

what COMP she begged
‘He promised his stepdaughter to take what she begged for’

biggia
take
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(20)

hvat sem bu bidr ba
what COMP you beg-for then
biggia  (KS122.24)

take

‘What you pray for you shall receive’

skalltu
shall-you
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(24) bad  theim skipte som dandemen alt
asked them exchange as cultivated-men all
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(23) och huar thenna satmall ryfuer (DN2.745-1441)
and every this settlement breaks
‘whoever this settlement breaks’





OPS/graphic/18_chapter05_fig_78.png
(89)

bordr atti brel bann, er at
Tord owned slave that(SA) COMP out
med honum (LAX25.6)

with him

‘Tord owned a slave, who came out with him’

kom
came





OPS/graphic/20_chapter07_fig_17.png
bvi at annar gere eptir hans daga
that that other does after his days
(HOM151.9)

‘Everybody is foolish who trusts what another person does after his
days’
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(18)

ly®id til hvat  hinar
listen to what  the
(HOM35.18)

‘listen to what the holy books say’

halgu bgcr
holy  books

segia
say
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ok  bere vp frealsliga firir mik ok
and bring up wunconditionally for me and
minom erfuingiom. huat bar kan af falla
my heirs what there can of fall

a huerio are (DN1.604-1405)

at every year

‘and bring up unconditionally for me and my heirs what income it may
bring every year’
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(21)

om alt bet beym
about all that (THEN) them
melliom (DN2.574-1403)

between

‘about all that happened between them’

foor
went

j
in
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(88) annat hvat sum hans  geerning &r (S]£67.16)
other what COMP his enterprise is
‘anything else that belongs to his business’
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hva sum bgrna fee takeer hvat

who COMP children’s property takes  what
haeldeer brothaer &lleer anner man, tha scal theerse
whether brothers or other man then shall their
batha vith vaere faethaerns freendeer oc
both present be father’s relatives and
mgthaerns, horo hin takaer eer
the-mother’s how-much that-one takes COMP
b@rnaen takeer (SJZ&25.27)

children-the receives

‘if someone receives children’s property — whether it be their brother or
another man - then both the mother’s and the father’s relative shall be
present and witness how much he receives’





OPS/graphic/25_chapter11_fig_91.png
(87)

tha a han ecki at botee for,
then has he not to pay-fine for
sum han ggr sithen(SJA71.11)

COMP he does later

‘then he does not have to pay for whatever he does later’

hvat
what
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(63) dan Tid *2g kom heim (MOR118-1729)
the time I came home
‘the time I came home’
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(62)

Wm vintren sancti Leonardi dagh then

at winter Saint Leonard’s day that (THEN)
tidh  war wyrdeligh Therra herra Aslak

time our honourable mastermasterAslak

fyrnempder erkibiscoper j Nidros visiteradhe
aforementioned archbishop in Nidaros visited
Nastene kirkiu j Salabu (DN5.598-1430)
Nesten church in Selbu

‘During winter, on St. Leonard’s day, the time our honourable master
Aslak, the aforementioned archbishop at Nidaros, visited Nesten chuch
at Selbu’
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(67)

leita ber oc  beers felaga er ma0d

seek for-you also that(SA) fellow COMPwith

per wvili leic  freemia (KS59:3)

you will game play

‘Find yourself a colleague who will play with you’

Cf the MNO translation: “leit deg sa ut ein felage som vil leika med deg”
(Hellevik 1951:116)
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(24)

ZAn hveerkin  thet haerbaergh ar
and nor that (THEN) room is
thet ®r las  standeer forea (SJZ93.25)
that (THEN) COMP lock stands before

‘and if there is no room which has a lock’
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1)

Runa rista  lit rahnualtr huar a griklandi
runes  carved let Ragnvaldr was in Greece,
uas lis forunki (U112)

was  retinue commander

‘Ragnvald had the runes carved. He was in Greece and was commander
of the retinue’
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Kare
Kare
veien
way-the

‘Kare dreams about a man who can show him the way to happiness’

drgmmer
dreams
veien
way-the

drgmmer
dreams

til lykken

om en mann som kan
about a (INDEF.ART)man COMP can
til lykken

to happiness

om den mann som kan
about the (DEN) man COMP can

to happiness

vise
show

vise ham
show him
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(25)

take the baste men af biligden il
take  the (THEN) best men from village-the to
things, the &r hans maeth

assembly  those (THEN) COMP his  condition

vitee  (108.30)

know

‘take the best men in the village who know his mental condition’
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(12)

Rahnualtr lit rista
Ragnvald let carve
sina  omens totR

his Onzemr’s daughter
(U112

runar efR fastui mopur
runes after Fastve mother
to i aipi

died in Eid

‘Ragnvaldr had the runes carved in memory of Fastvé, his mother,
Onzmr’s daughter, who died in Ei®’
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(13)

Kilauk it hakua at iorut  sun sin to
Gillaug let cut to Jorund son her died
i haipaby (U1048)

in Hedeby

‘Gillaug had (the stone) cut in memory of Jorundr, her son. (He) died in
Hedeby’
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(61)

then tiidh  han hadhe thet
that (THEN) time  he had that
jgen [...] tha var [...](DN8.349-1453)
again then  was...

‘The time owned that land freely again, then...’

landh
land

friith
free
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(14)

uipugsi it raisa  stain  biasn iftiR seref  fapur
V. let raise  stone this after  Sigreif father
sen koban han byki i agurstam (U729

his good he lived in Ogurstadir
‘V. had this stone raised in memory of Sigreifr, his good father. He lived
in Ogurstadir’
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60) pben tiid herree Alf dgde (DN5.522-1417)
in  that (THEN) time sir Alf  died
‘at the time when sir Alf died’
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(64)

Den som torturerer dyr
that (THEN) COMP tortures animals
dust

moron

‘Whoever tortures animals is a moron’

er
is

en
a
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(36)

slica hina sama tign skallt bpu  vaita drotningo
such the same honour shall you give queen
(KS57.9)

‘The very same honour shall you give the Queen’
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(35)

slicaluti alla saem
suchthings all COMP
sag0a (KS58.26)

said

‘the things that I have now told you’

nu heefi ec
now have I

ber

to-you
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(34)

Kjartan  baud pridi systursinni at  hafa slikt
Kjartan  asked Turid sister his to have such
af  varningi, sem hon villdi (LAX163.15)

of  goods COMP she wanted

‘K. asked his sister T. to take what she wanted from the goods’
cf. the MNO translation: “det av varene som” (Fidjestgl 1967:119)
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(33)

hon sagdi slikt af, sem hon vissi (LAX184:5)
she told such of COMP she Lknew
‘She told what she knew’

cf. the MNO translation: “ho fortalte det ho visste om det” (Fidjestgl
1967: 131)
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(43)

han gaf fyrnemdom herra Jone  Haftorsyni

he gave  aforementioned sir Jon Haftorsson

ein gran hest som han war bistandande

a skinny horse COMP he was by-standing

efter ok lgpp  eina reso  for fru Byrgitta
after and ran a journey for Lady Birgitta
jn til Suerikis ok igen (DN2.673-1423)

in to Sweden and back

‘He gave the aforementioned J.H. a skinny horse he had been wanting
and which completed a journey for Lady Birgitte to Sweden and back’
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Kemr  pa Stigandi  til mots vid

comes then  Stigandi to meeting  with
hanal...] Hann leggr hofudit i kné
her He puts head-the in knee
henni (LAX135.5)

her

‘Then Stigandi comes over to her [...] He puts his head on her knee’
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37

er mér slikt it sama na 1
is me such the same now in
(LAX249.8)

‘Now I think about the same thing’

hug
mind
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®)

Pann konung er under honum ero
that kingg COMP under him; are
Maling (1977:176)

’the king that has tribute-paying kings under him’

skattkonungar
tax-kings
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(44)

sagdis alt halda oc hafua vilde
said-himself all keep and have intend
obrigdalaust, hwat meer dgmdom oc giordom
unchangedly, what we  ruled and did
peim (DN2.770-1446)

them

‘He said that he would keep and accept without changes what we ruled
and did them’
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(43)

ffore alt annat hwat han
for all else what he
borit (DN2.727-1437)

carried

‘For everything else that he has paid’

haffuer nw
has now

vpp
up
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(42)

han wilde Det haldee oc haua huat meer
he would that keep and have what we
kundom per wm at dgma (DN1.780-1442)

could there about to rule

‘He would keep and accept whatever ruling we would give in that case’
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(18) Ask  veit ek standa heitir Yggdrasil
ash know I stand is-called  Yggdrasil
‘I know an ash tree that stands, it is called Yggdrasil’
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(20)

vm alt beet bexirae
about all that (SA) them

veret (DN3.504-1352)

been

‘about all that has happened between them’

millum
between

hefiur
has
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mins hand thet att ther vor
remembershe that that there was

en hed gammall Peder (DN8.478-1512)
one was-called old Peder

‘And he recalls that that there was one who was called old Peter’





OPS/graphic/25_chapter11_fig_45.png
(45)

ok hyggio aller hot
and cut all what
(DN1.657-1418)

‘And cut all that he wanted to cut’

sem
COMP

beeir
they

hoggae vilde
cut would
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(130)

Ar nokeer then man ar son
is some(Q) that(THEN)man COMP son
hauaer ther ey 2r  viter (SJZA23.5)
has COMP not is sane

‘If there is a man who has a son who is not sane’
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(129)

nokaet thet thorp aer
some (Q) that (THEN) farm COMP
(SJ £ 86.27)

‘a farm that is deserted’

othae
deserted

liggeer
lies
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Den kortvokste og den
that (DEN) short-haired and that (DEN)

langharede mannen fikk oss ut av
long-haired man-the got us out of
knipen

trouble-the
The short and the long-haired man got us out of the trouble
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(128)

ZAn hvaerkin  thet haerbaergh er

and nor that (THAEN) room is

thet ®r las  standeer forea (SJZ93.25)
that (THZAN) COMP lock stands before

‘if there is no room which has a lock’
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(16)  Hverr er sa inn mikli ok inn feiknligi?
who is that the big and the threatening
‘Who is that big and threatening (man)?
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2 med samtykt oc rade  baeyra

with consent and advise the (THEN)

godra manna som beer ba neer
good (AD]J.STRONG) men COMP there then near
0SS woro  (DN2.769-1446)

us were

‘With the consent and advise of the good men that were there with us’
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€)

setto bessir goder

set these (DEM.PROX) good (ADJ.STRONG)
sin jncigle med mino (DN2.633-1414)
their seal with mine

‘then attach these good men their seal together with mine’

men
men
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hwilkin sem ey eer her innanlandz
which COMP not is here domestically
(DN2.783-1449)

‘who is called T.]., who is not in the country’
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all that (THEN) good (ADJ.STRONG) COMP
beir  bar j gera helpr beim eke til

they there in do helps them not to
eyvirduligt lif (DN3.487-1390)

eternal life

‘All the good that they do there does not give them eternal life’
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(98)

pat er vitanda at niu ero

that is knowing that nine (Q) are

engla fylki pau er gudi biona
angels flocks those (SA) COMP god serve
(HOM137.18)

‘One must know that there are nine groups of angels who serve God’
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(99)

er bar enn @inn sa lutr i

is there yet one(Q) that (SA)  thing in

bvi lannde unndarlegr er mannum man
that country strange COMP to-men may
byckia mioc utrulegr (KS25.22)

seem much unbelievable

‘Then is there yet another wondrous thing in that country that may
seems unbelievable to men’
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(100) pba er @nn ein sa lutr
thenis  yet one(Q) that (SA)  thing
er unndarlegr man pyckia (KS25.39)
COMPstrange may Seem
‘Then there is one thing which may seem strange’
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(13) Dpa ver visiteradom per
then (TEMP.COMP) we visited you
(DN3.474-1387)

‘When we visited you’
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ba gud
then (TEMP.COMP) god
(DN3.404-1376)

‘When God asks for their spirits’

bexira
their

andar
spirits

kraefuer
demand





OPS/graphic/18_chapter05_fig_85.png
(96)

Pa vel bu  ber tvau spiot
thenchoose you vyourself  two (Q) javelins
er bu skioter ®igi fra per (KS60.4)
COMPyou  shoot not from you

‘Then you choose two javelins that you will not shoot away’

bau
those (SA)
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(15)

bau visse  baet at han ate fyrnaemt
they knew that that he owned aforementioned
vi aurae bol ba han gaf

six aurabol land then (TEMP.COMP) he gave

bet (DN5.390-1399)

it

‘They knew that that he owned the aforementioned 6 aurabol land when
he gave it’
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97)

oc baud hanum at kiosa a&ina hvaeria
and asked him to choose one each (Q)
giof af ser pa seem hann villdi

gift from him that(SA) COMP he  wanted
(KS116.21)
‘And told him to choose whichever gift from his that he wanted’
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uar ok oftnaefder Olafuer fultideer
was also often-mentioned Olav  of-legal-age
ba han giordi betta kaup

then (TEMP.COMP) he did this purchase

(DN3.393-1394)

‘Aforementioned Olaf was also of legal age when he entered into this
agreement.’
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(92)

allee full lot oc stistaer half lot, hvat
all full share and sister  half share what
the @are haeldeer sam suzken aller @y  (SJA£10.4)

they are either siblings or not

‘all those (will inherit) a full share and the sister half, whether they are
full siblings or not’
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(93)

oc thet forfal theaere meelis
and that (THEN) absence there  is-reported
thet scal ater mgte a thingi

that (THEN) shall again meet at assembly

(S]£130.21)

‘and the absence that is given notice of there, shall be given notice of
again at the assembly’
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Kare hilste pa kvinnen som sto
Kare said-hello  to woman-the COMP stood
foran ham i kgen

in-front-of him in line-the

‘Kare said hello to the woman that was standing ahead of him in the
queue’
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(23)

Han fall uti der som elva

he fell into there COMP river-the
var stridast

was strongesst

‘He fell into the river where it was at its strongest’
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1)

Jeg kjenner ikke den kvinnen

I know not that (DEM) woman-the
du prater om

you talk about

‘I don’t know the woman that you’re talking about’

(som)
COMP
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ay

hvat sum han takeer eelleer sin sun
what COMP he takes or his son
sin  magh i feelagh, tha  scal

his son-in-law in partnership, then shall
then &r han takeer (SJZS8.5)

that-one (THEN) COMP he takes

aelleer
or

‘whether he enters into partnership with his son or his son-in-law, then

the one he enters into partnership with shall...’
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(73)

kennimadr het Zacharias sa er
priest was-called Zacharias he (SA) COMP
kono ate  ba er hét Elisabeth

woman ownedthat (SA) COMP was-called Elisabeth
(HOM105:24)
‘A priest was called Z., who had a wife who was called E.
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(58) then tidh som Holta Jonson reista fgrst
that (THEN) time COMP Holta Jonson raised first
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(57)

a firsta twaeim aarom sum han
at first two years COMP he
Reemnine (DN3.507-1392)

Raemnine

‘for the first two years after he came to Reemnine’

kom
came

til
to
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ok half manadh per vt af fra

and  half month  there-out of from

beim dagh er beir hafua til rettha

that (THEN) day COMP they have to right

veret (DN1.713-1426)

been

‘And in addition half a month from the day they have been to court’
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(53)

til bess dagh.
to that (THEN) day
(DN1.570-1400)

‘until the day I release them’

ek
I

lgser  beim
release them
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(71)

ef hann kann naefna prest. Pan

if he can mention priest that (SA)
er skirdi han (EID18:5)
COMP baptized him

‘If he can mention the priest that baptised him’
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(56)

vppa ein anamadan dagh

upon an especially-mentioned day

when (TEMP.COMP) them seemed both convenient
nar beim pyktis badom hgfueliget
wera (DN8.329-1446)

be

‘on an agreed day when it was convenient for both of them’
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(72)

bPordr atti brael bann, er at
Tord owned slave that (SA) COMP out
med honum (LAX25.6)

with him

‘Tord owned a slave, who came out with him’

kom
came
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(55) a sama areno at Halkel  Arnaeson
at same year that NOM.COMP) Halkjell Arnesson
oc Siugurdhe  (DN6.433-1430)
and  Sigurd
‘the same year that H.A. and S...”
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(66)

Herren som Gunnar var kjekkere enn
gentleman-the = COMP Gunnar was more-handsome than
left party-the in  protest

forlot selskapet i protest

‘The gentleman that Gunnar was more handsome than left the party in
protest’
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(52)

for en kone hand laa i hoor met
for a woman ha lay in adultery with
(DN2.1056-1517)

‘For a woman he was having adulterous relations with’
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(53)

drengen begunte at kenne warken y  hufften

the-boy began to feel the-ache in the-hip

aff slagg(e)t fornefende Torsten Odenssen
from the-stroke aforementioned Torsten Odenssen
hannum kaste met ballen (DN1.1051-1517)

him threw with  the-ball

‘The boy began to feel tha ache in his hip from the blow he got from the
ball thrown by the aforementioned T.O.’
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(51)  vtthan ein sylfuer kors  fyrnempd
apart from a (INDEF-ART) silver cross aforementioned
Sigrid Jonsdotter vndan hafdae skilt
Sigrid Jonsdotter away had separated
(DN5.832-1461)
‘apart from a silver cross the aforementioned S.]. had taken away’
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(67)

*Rorleggeren som
plumber-the COMP
universitetsbiblioteket”
university-library-the

elskerinnen
the mistress

jobbet pa
worked at
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ba hugleidda eg med mier huern stijg

then thought I with myself what path
er eg skillda bann ganga er eg
COMPI should that (SA) ~ walk COMP I
yrda eigi eirnsaman astaddur (KS1.13)

became not lonesome situated-on
‘Then I asked myself what path I should take so that I wouldn’t be on my

]

own
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(8) hinn fyrsti  madr var scapadr or 6-saurgadre

the first man was created from clean
iordu sa er glatade i dauda
soil that(SA) COMP destroyed in death

ser siolfum ok ollu kyni sinu (HOM 42.24)
him self and all kind his

‘the first man was made from clean soil, he who caused death upon him-
self and his kind’
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(40)

hefir han noccor skylldar  mal bau at

has he some important matters they (SA) to

reeda er bu ®tlar eeigi bitt mal reda
discuss COMP you intendnot your matterdiscuss
mega firir ba sok (KS45.28)

be-able-to because-of that matter

‘if he’s got something so important to discuss that you think you cannot
raise your own matter because of that issue’

MNO translation: “eller han har sa viktige saker a tala om at du...”
(Hellevik 1951:90)
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@) umm andar dauda malte hann. Pann
about  spiritual-death (ACC) spoke he. that (ACC)
er at bersc fyri synda sott (HOM 12.10)
COMPat comes for sin  disease
‘he spoke about the spirit of death, which is caused by the disease of sin’
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tha sato wid bordit Olaff  Olaffsson

then sat by the-table Olaf Olafsson

oc hans broder Ewinder oc en annar kar
and  his  brother Eyvind and an other bloke
oc het Hergils oc satte  sik inpa
and was-called Hergils oc sat himself in-on

Jon Eriksson (DN2.1016-1501)

Jon Eriksson

‘Then 0.0. and his brother Eyvind sat down by the table as well as an-
other bloke who was called Hergils and sat himself next to J.E.’
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(91) tha r ther var dam  stath (SJZ&86.15)
then (TEMP.ADV) COMP there was dam place
‘when there was a dam there’
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(92) tha scal han takae feem marc  silfs,
then (TEMP.ADV) shall  he take five ounces silver,
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(89) til thes han &r haldaen (S]Z58.26)
to that (THEN.GEN) he is held
‘until he is financially safe’
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(90) til hin annaer far burghit (S]£78.1)
to that other gets harvested
‘until the other one gets the harvest done’
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(87)

hans hors stande a hans  eghaen akeer
his horse stand on his own field
the stund the @t (SJA77.22)

that (THEN) while (N) they eat
‘his horse is standing on his own field while they are eating’
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(42)

gef aigi egipta mannum  bau at... (KS90.17)
give not Egyptian men those (SA) that

deemi at beir saegi Dat
examples  that (NOM.COMP-at) they say that

‘do not set the Egyptians such examples that they can say that...’
MNO translation “gjev ikkje egyptarane slike dgme at...” (Hellevik
1951:177)
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(88)

fran then dagh er han
from that (THEN) day COMP he
forste sal  (SJZE101.4)

first  instalment

‘from the day he pays the first instalment’

bater
pays

then
the
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(4) ok finna hann i skogenom (HOM121.8)
and they-found him in the-forest
‘And they found him in the forest’
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henna. huat hon hafdhe beim amot brutit

hers what  she had them against broken
(DN1.549-1395)

‘H.G. and Randi, his mother, forgave S.G., their sister and her daughter,
what she had done against them’
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drakc igi ec drykciu, dag bann er mer sagou
drank not I drink day that(SA) COMP  me told
(OLA63.64)

‘I did not drink that drink the day that they told me that*
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(14)

er hann kom inn, spurdi
COMP he came in asked
tidenda (LAX128.14)

news

‘When he came in, Hrut asked for news’

Hratr
Hrut
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iam-leengd

day-of-the-mass for the departed-souls
heelga Olafs konongs var
holy Olaf king was

beeirri er

that (SA) COMP
skrydd med|...]
dressed with

kirkia
church
(OLA105.0)
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6) i Dpsenn tima er inn gengr andveerdr  octobaer (KS36.8)
in that hour COMP in goes beginning October
‘at the time when the beginning of October appears’
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(16)

hwat han hafuer droget  aff mek
what he has taken from me
inthet hafuer han lakt til mek
nothing  has he laid to me

(DN1.830-1454)
‘of what he has taken from me nothing has he given to me’
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®)

hon gekk  at haofati bvi,

she walked to bed that (SA),

svaf 1 (LAX 102.16)

slept in

‘She walked over to the bed that G. was sleeping in.’

er Geirmundr
COMP Geirmund
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(15)

oc wal vm
and  protect about
(DN1.760-1437)

‘and protect what you have’

hwat
what

tu
you

geth
have
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(51

hwat som
what COMP
hoffdo aff
had of
Ogmundh aa
Ogmund at
skuldae hon
should she

fernempd Cecilie oc henner synir
aforementioned Cecilie and her sons
them arff som fell epter

that inheritance COMP fell after
Roolidom thet

Roliene that (THEN.3P.SG)

fylge ffrizelsligee (DN1.674-1421)
follow unconditionally
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(50)

huat thera goda dande men gorde
what those good cultivated men did
thet stood te vel il

that (THEN.3P.SG)) stood they well to
(DN1.973-1492)
‘what those good men did they themselves freely admit’
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(49)

en hwad han gor laglega oppa thera wegna
and what he does  legally on their  behalf
thet wilia the aalt halla

that (THEN.3P.SG) will they all (NEUT.3P.SG) keep

ok hawa (DN6.653-1410)

and have

‘and all of what he does legally on their behalf will they accept and
keep’
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(137) Zn er then nokaer ®r sva
and is that-one (THZN) some (Q) COMPso
bor uten vithaer (S]A72.11)
lives out by
‘but if there is someone who lives so far away’





OPS/graphic/18_chapter05_fig_125.png
(136) Kummeer sva at then &r a@ngin
comes so  that that (THAN) is nobody (Q)
til af hanum var fpd (SJ£102.28)
to of him was born
f it turns out that there is no one which is his offspring’
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(139) dgr nokeaer thaen thaer han

dies someone (Q) that-one (THZAN) COMP he
skulde &ruae, tha  eerueer han ikky (SJZ18.12)
should inheritthen inherits he not

‘if someone dies that he himself should inherit, then he receives no in-
heritance’
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(59)

Pe meen  bylike giserningae
those (SA) men such deeds
(Lindblad 1943:102)

‘The men that do such deeds’

gore
do
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(138) Ar nokeer then sic kallaer
is some(Q) that-one (THZAN) himself calls
feenct til annaers toft (SJZ£62.28)
entitled to other’s property
‘if there is someone who claims that he is entitled to someone else’s
property’
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(60) Pe maen gore  pylike giserningae
those (SA) men do such  deeds
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®

Hon sprang sa fort
she ran SO fast
bara kunde

only could

‘She ran as fast as she could’

(som)
COMP

hun
she
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(54)

Gunnar brukte samme handkle som
Gunnar used same towel COMP
(brukte)

used

‘Gunnar used the same towel that Kare used’

Kére
Kére
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(70) @ huar thet helst ligger ok huat napm
ever where that most  lies and what name
thet helst hafwer (DN2.731-1438)
that most has
‘wherever it may lie and whatever name it may have’
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(69)

Rgrleggeren som elskerinnen til jobbet pa
plumber-the COMP mistress-the to worked at
universitetsbiblioteket

university library-the

‘the plumber whose mistress worked at the university library’





OPS/graphic/25_chapter11_fig_70.png
(68)

Rgrleggeren hvis

plumber-the

pa
at

whose (RELPRON)
universitetsbiblioteket
university-library-the

elskerinne
mistress

jobbet
worked
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(43)

Han er ikke den mann at han
he is not that(DEN) man that he

sier nei til en drink

says no to a drink

‘He is not the kind of man that says no to a drink’
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(35)

der var engang en gut, hedte

Ola

there was once a boy, was-called Ola

(Norwegian folk fairytale, quoted in Falk &
‘Once upon a time there was a boy called Ola’

Torp 1900:246)
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(85)

at then ar engin il
that that (THEN) is nobody to
var fod (SJZ£ 102.28)

was  born
‘that there is no one who was born by him’

af
of

hanum
him
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(36)

i en stad heder Perth

in a city is-called Perth

(from the 16™ century Absalon Pederssgn, quoted in Falk & Torp
1900:246)

‘In a city that is called Perth’
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37

For en groff sag hannem

for a serious matterhim

(Falk & Torp 1900:246)

‘for a serious matter that was attributed to him’

waar
was

tillagt
attributed





OPS/graphic/28_chapter14_fig_38.png
(38) far hans var
father  his was
‘his father, who was..’
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(86)

oc the haue alle giuet ia
and they (THEN) have  all given yes
thaer i haeraeth are  (SJA49.4)
there (COMP?) in parish are

‘and all who live in the parish have given their consent to it’

vitheer
by
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Kare kjopte slike fine votter som

Kare boughtsuch fine winter-gloves COMP
Gunnar likte (kind-reading relative complex)
Gunnar liked

‘Kare bought such nice winter-gloves which Gunnar liked’

Kare kjopte slike fine votter som
Kare boughtsuch fine winter-gloves COMP
alle/selv Gunnar likte

all/even Gunnar liked

(kind-reading relative complex with ‘extreme’ RC)
‘Kare bought such nice gloves which everybody/even Gunnar liked’

Kare kjopte slike/sa fine  votter at
Kare boughtsuch/so fine  winter-gloves NOM.COMP.
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(5) ist thiz ther betalari, ther hiar
is this the beggar who (DEM) here
saz blinter (Otfrid, taken from Helgander 1971:175)
sat  blind
‘Is this the beggar who sat here blind?’
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(4)

umm andar Oauda melte hann. pann

about spirits death spoke he that (SA)

er at bersk fyri synda sottt (HOM12.10)

COMP about come for sin disease

‘he spoke about the spirit of death, which is caused by the disease of sin’
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c.Hun dro kvelden *(etter  Gunnars bursdag)
‘She  left the night after Gunnar‘s birthday*
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@) Audr spyrr pann mann, er smalans
Aud  asks that (SA) mann COMP sheep-the
gaetti (LAX120.10)
herded
‘Aud asks the man who herded the sheep’





OPS/graphic/22_chapter09_fig_25.png
b.Hun kom en dag i august
‘She came a day in August’
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6) die Frau die ich liebe
the woman whom I love
‘the woman whom I love’
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a.Hun  kom *(den) dagen
‘She  came that day*
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(16)

at taka bann radakost i Noregi,
to take that(SA) marriage in  Norway
er engi mun slikr & Islandi (LAX160.14)
COMP none is such on Iceland

‘Could you get such a spouse in Norway that there is no similar on
Iceland’

cf. the MNO translation: “kunne du fa eit slikt gifte i Noreg at det ikkje
finst maken pa Island” (Fidjestgl 1967:117)
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@) *1 tima paenn er inn gengr andvaerdr octobaer
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(15)

Han er ikke en  slik mannsom sier
he is not a such man COMP says
nei til en drink
no to a drink

‘He is not the kind of man who says no to a drink’





OPS/graphic/25_chapter11_fig_54.png
(53)

hwat han hafuer droget aff mek inthet

hafuer

what he has taken from me nothing has

han lakt til mek (DN1.830-1454)
he laid to me
‘Of what he has taken from me, nothing has he given to me’
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(52)

hueer sem  @ighi lykr gudi ok heilaghre
every COMP not pays  God and holy

kirkiu rethleegha  tiundir sinar. Pa kallar gud
church rightful tenth theirs then calls God
bann brott  af himirikis gleedi
that-one (SA) away from  Heaven’s pleasure

(DN2.166-1328)
‘Everyone who does not pay God and the Holy Church their rightful tithe
he will be denied the pleasures of Heaven’
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(140) han ma oc  engin then til
he must also nobody (Q) that-one (THZAN) to
naefnae, r hans fraendae r (S]ZE38.6)
appoint COMP his  relative is
‘nor can he appoint someone who is his relative’





OPS/graphic/27_chapter13_fig_19.png
(18)

vm than  vadha som Ffinmark ok
about that misfortune COMP Finnmark and
Halogha landh j standher ffor Rydza

Hélogaland in stand for  Russians

ok hedinghia skuld. thar leenge haffua growan
and pagans guilt there long have serious

skadha  giort (DN1.670-1420)

damage done

‘about the misery that Finnmark and Halogaland find themselves in be-
cause of the Russians and the infidels, who for a long time have been
doing serious damage’





OPS/graphic/18_chapter05_fig_131.png
(142) ZAn er engin &r sic vet thaer
and is nobody (Q) COMP himself knows there
haua hafdh yueer (SJA£94.18)
have right-to-possession over
‘but is there no one who knows that he has it in his possession’
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(141) um nokeer er til er af them
if  someone (Q) is to COMPof  them
var fod (SJA& 9.24)
was born
‘if there is someone who was their offspring’
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(21)  ngthe och  brwke alt thet
take-advantage-of and use all that (THEN)
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(143) oc en thaer  anti hauzer litit til  eelleer
and one(Q) COMP either has little to or
oc acki (SJA£ 45.12)
also  nothing
‘and someone who has little or nothing’
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(19)

alle  jorder i Fgtalaremed  thy selweide
all fields in Fptalar with  that (THEN) freehold
ther  vnder ligger (DN8.426-1490)

there under lies

‘All fields in Fgtalar including the freehold that belongs to it’





OPS/graphic/27_chapter13_fig_21.png
(20)

han  haffde vpboret af fornemdom Heriuls fgrste
he had received from aforementioned Hervil first
penig oc hgfuerste  oc alle ther j

money and uppermost and all there in

mellum kommo (DN1.970-1491)

between came

‘He had received from the aforementioned Hervil the first penny and the
last and all in between’
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d.Hun forlot landet (den) kvelden *(Gunnar giftet seg med
she left the-country the night Gunnar married with
Kurt
Kurt*
‘She left the country the night Gunnar married Kurt*
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*Ei jente, hun traff jeg pa skytebanen fredag
A girl she met I at shooting-ground-the Friday
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(45)  Gunnar, ham Kkjenner jeg ikke
Gunnar him know I not
‘Gunnar, I don’t know him’
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(44)

bostaeinn halaeyscr madr er kalladr var
Torstein Halgyg man COMP called was
knarrar smidr hann mellte (OLA80.15)

ship-smith he said

‘Torstein from the Halgyg-clan, who was called ship-smith, he said...”
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(23)

pa then tydh  loffwidh han mick en
at that time promised he me a

j loppes ketell ock ene skynbledhe, ock entidh
15-kilo kettle and a leather-bladeand nothing
haffuer iack foth aff hannumy saa langh
have I receivedfrom  him in SO long
tydh etc. hwarfore bydher iack hwer danne

time etc. wherefore ask I every civilized
man ath... (DN1.1073-1527)

man [...] that...

‘At that time he promised me a 15 kilo kettle and a leather blade and
nothing have I received from in such a long time. Therefore, I ask every
civilized man [...] that...’
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®)

nema  huar baet gerer wili hafua firirgort
unless every (Q) that does  will have lost
fe ok  fridhi (DN3.489-1390)

property and peace

‘Otherwise, whoever does this will have lost property and safety’
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@) Hun solgte alle tingene hun eide
she sold all the-things she owned
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(110) en pa brja menn, er fellu

and those (SA) three (Q) men COMP died
af  porsteini, skal Bolli baeta (LAX311.3)
from Torstein shall Bolli pay-for

‘And the three menn killed by Torstein shall Bolle pay for’
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(111) nu eru peir fiorir lutir er
noware those (SA) four (Q) things COMP
(KS 104.29)
‘Here come the four things that...”
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@

vm alt beet bxiree millum hefuir
about all that (THEN) them  betweenhas
veret har till (DN3.504-1392)

been here to

‘And about all that has happened between them’
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(112) pa tva vaego er ihimni liggia
those (SA) two (Q) roads COMP in-heaven lie
(KS31.31)

‘The two roads that lie in heaven’
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6) Alla the men thetta breff se ella

all those (THEN)  men this letter see or
hgyra. helsum wj [...] (DN3.498-1391)
hear salute we

‘To all men who see or hear this letter, we salute you’
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(113) i  herad bau brui. er  hann
in parish those (SA) three (Q) COMPhe
hefer leengstum i ueret (EID46.12)
has longest in  been
‘in the three parishes where he has been the longest’
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thereafter let he kill the-bishop and five

mann adra oc atta tigi beir sem allir
menn others and eighty (Q) those (SA) COMP all

varo skryddir mad Kkennimannligri tign  (KS112.30)
were dressed with priestly honour

‘and then he had the bishop and 85 other men killed, who were all dressed in priestly garb’
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with all that (THEN) evidence and
skilriki paeir skuldu leida (DN3.454-1384)
proof they should bring

‘with all the evidence and witnesses they should produce’
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‘She sold the chair (which) the table was standing next to’
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(8) Hun solgte alle tingene naboen eide
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and of whatever COMP man gets with
retto. bar af scal hann gera tiund til guds

right. there-of shall he do tenth to god’s

pacca (HOM148.4)

honour

‘And of everything that one earns legally one shall pay one tenth in hon-
our of God’
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is a woman whose  achievements
bor huskes

should-be remembered

‘This is a woman whose achievements ought to be long remembered’
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‘wherever such incidents may happen’
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jeg  kjopte i gar

I bought in vyesterday

‘Have you seen the lamp that I bought yesterday?’

(som)
COMP
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if he desires to resemble god
baim er honom gaf  hvatke er hann

that (SA) COMP him gaf whatever COMP he

haefir  got eda gerir  (HOM24.11)

has good or does

‘If he wants to be like God, who gave him whatever good he has or does’





OPS/graphic/15_chapter02_fig_07.png
(17)
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lant av Gunnar
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‘Kare lost the book he had borrowed from Gunnar’
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had
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i hans lofe scolum ver gera hvatke
in his praise should we do whatever
er vér vinnum goz i pbessom haeimi
COMP we do good in this  world
(HOM29:10)

“To his praise should we do whatever good we can in this world’
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‘a company-director, for whom pride-is the driving-force’

er
is
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‘We watched and listened as they shook hands together.’
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that (SA) COMP on him believes he must
lifa med englum (HOM 32.10)
live with  angels

‘He who believes in him will live with the angels’
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COMP they had laid a while
tha Niculos (DN1.738-1432)

then Niculos

‘As they had been lying there for a while, Niculos said...”

sagde
said
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this saying lord’s brings big mercy over
0SS. baeim er bat

us (PERS.PRON.2P.PL.DATIVE), those (SA.PL.DATIVE) COMP that
scilia retlega (HOM 6:21)

understand rightly

‘This saying of the Lord brings great mercy on those of us who understand it correctly’
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we-saw and we-listened that (NOM.COMP)
heldo alle handom saman (DN2.832-1460)
held all hands together

‘We saw and heard that they all shook hands’

the
they
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war vte a stodlenom ba reid han

was out at stables-the then rode he

strax norder or tuneno (DN6.561-1465)
immediately north from  the-barnyard

‘And as he answered him that she was out in the stables, then he imme-
diately rode north from the barnyard’
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winter-the should have been over

‘Then, finally, it started snowing, when the winter should have been
over’
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(49) Viggo er sa dum som ei ku
Viggo is as stupid COMP a cow
‘Viggo is as stupid as a cow’
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and has he some kept of that (THEN)
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‘with all those (THEN) who are his business associates’
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kom med honum (LAX25.6)

came with him

‘Tord owned a slave who came out with him’
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(12) med konongenom  er baetr  var (OLA84.44)
with king-the COMP better was
‘with the king that was best’
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and in spring-the COMP ice-the was
af  vatneno (OLA15.35)

off water-the
‘and in the spring, when the ice had melted completely’

allr
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En hwilkin sidare kommer til tyngs
and which later  comes to assembly
en reth messa tidh bgte ein gyre

than right mass time pay one ounce of silver

(DN1.1018-1506)
‘And whoever does not come to the assembly at the time of mass shall
pay one ounce of silver’
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which  one COMP here after  sits at-home his
tyngh vtan lagligh fforffaal han skal bgthe
assembly without legal absence he (PERS.PRON) shall pay
ij owra ther fore (DN1.1018-1506)

two ounces-of-silver therefore

‘whoever from now on stays at home without legal permission when the
assembly meets shall pay two ounces of silver for that’
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authority  that (THEN) will we  have and
halda (8.381-1465)
hold

‘What they legally do upon our full authority we intend to accept and
observe’
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and walked witnesses all this for us
som saa heite: Tigstolffuer Haffuardsgnn
COMP such are-called: Tjgstolf Hévardsson

och Ramunder Findsgnn, och ther

and Ramund Findsson, and there
samstunde suore aa bok med fullom
simultaneously swore on  book with full

eidstaff (DN6.442-1431)

formula

‘And the witnesses marked this border for us, who are called T.H. and
R.F. and who at the same time took an oath’
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‘He who fears God can learn from Him’





OPS/graphic/20_chapter07_fig_50.png
(49)

en hveaern er hann  drepr firi avundar
and whoever COMP he kills for jealousy
sacar ba er bat mandrap (KS124.7)

cause then is that murder

‘and whoever he kills out of jealousy, then that is murder’
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he (THEN) is evil by self himself COMP
fyrir sér byr eilifan loga 1 syndum
for himself builds eternal fire in sins

sinum (HOM6:12)

his

‘He is evil with himself who for himself creates eternal fire through his
sins’
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ok adrir men  vilia eigi
and other men  would not
sem ec hefi nu  fyrir yor
COMP 1 have now before you
(HOM37.19)

varna vi0 slicu
refrain by such
taldt
spoken

‘and if other men will not abide by what I have spoken before you’

(=vid pvi sem ek hefi nu fyrir yor talt)
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let you such  be COMP 1 want
‘Do as I want’ (= lat bu bat vera sem ec vil)
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before  whatever (WPRON) before would we
pina raidi hava (OLA51.42)

your wrath have

‘More than anything, we would never have your wrath’

alldrigin
never
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Nu kvedazc beeir  vilia firir hvaetvitna
now said they want before whatever (WPRON)
fram beeriazt vilia vid  konongenom (OLA77.20)

before fight want by king-the
‘now they said that they more than anything wanted to fight by the
king’s side’
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bref erelegra herra herra Halua(r)dar Salamonar
letter honourable lord lord Halvard Salamon
Eiriksmed guds miskun biskupa i Hamri, Oslo

Erik with God’s mercy bishop in Hamar, Oslo

ok Stafuangre herra  Jfuers Oghmundar sonar
and Stavanger lord Ivar Ogmund’s son

ok beira fleire sem nemfnazst j

and more they COMP mentioned-are in

sialfuu  brefeno, vndeaer beira  jnsiglum j

itself letter-the under their  seal in
huerio en vattar (DN3.193-1337)

which (RELPRON) COMP-en testifies
‘the letter from the honourable Sir H.S.E. [...] in which it is testified...’
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(39) swa lenge mit liff kan wara  (DN5.609-1432)
o) long my life can last
‘as long as my life can last’





OPS/graphic/31_chapter17_fig_19.png
(18)
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Hakon Gunnarsson and Randi mother his forgave
Sighridhe Gunnarsdotter syster sinne ok dotter
Sigrid Gunnarsdotter sisters  his and daughter
henna. huat hon hafdhe beim amot brutit

hers. what  she had them against broken

(DN1.549-1395)

‘H.G. and Randi, his mother, forgave S.G., his sister and her daughter,
what she had done to them’
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‘and asked whoever he wanted’
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‘All that stuff annoyed me’
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(40) saa lenge bau per satho (DN8.333-1448)
SO long  they  there sat
‘as long as they sat there’
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and all that he me
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‘and everything that he promised me’
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ok vilium ver at bit gerir  hueruetna

and want we that you give wherever (WPRON)
baettra reet nor/oe/nom idnarmannum ok

better right Norwegian hard-working-men and

beim  vtlendzskom er jn ero bunndnir

those foreigners that in are tied

j landet en hinumadrum (DN2.74-1304)

in land-the than those others

‘And we want you to give more rights everywhere to hard-working Nor-
wegians and foreigners married to Norwegians than to the others’
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such same issue will I with you speak, Lambi,
sem ek hefi  upp borit vid Porstein (LAX226.18)
COMP I have raised with  Torstein

‘I will raise the same issue with you that I have raised with T.”





OPS/graphic/18_chapter05_fig_26.png
(32

Gunnar laget de vapnene  som kun
Gunnar made those (DEN) weapons COMP only
leiesoldater bruker

mercenaries use

‘Gunnar made the weapons that only mercenaries use’
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where she lives interests
‘Where she lives doesn’t interest me’
lit. “‘Where she lives interests me not’
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‘Where she lives flowers grow everywhere’

blomster
flowers





OPS/graphic/18_chapter05_fig_25.png
(€30

Gunnar laget slike vapen som kun

Gunnar made such weapons COMPonly

leiesoldater bruker

mercenaries use

‘Gunnar made the kind of weapons that only mercenaries use’
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30)

hann gerde vapn bau iamnan
he made  weapons those (SA) regularly
ok bio. er veeringiar  inir nyta

and built COMP mercenaries only use
(HOM128:10)
‘he made the kind of weapons that only mercenaries use’
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‘Everybody that sees or hears this letter’
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(78)

oppa ein anamadan dagh nar

upon a specific day when (TEMP.COMP)
beim  pyktis badom hofueliget  waera (8.329-1446)
them seemed both convenient be

‘on an agreed day when it was convenient for both of them’
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(76)

saghdes hon thet wilia  bara ok sweeria
said she that wanted carry and swear
naar som widher therff (6.459-1434)

when (TEMP.COMP) COMP necessary-is
‘She said she would testify and swear whenever it would be necessary’
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should he before come when (TEMP.COMP)
ware till sakt (2.768-1446)

was to said

‘he should come when he was requested’

hunum
him
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(58)

Den litteraturprofessor som
that (DEN) professor-of-literature (INDEF) COMP

kommer pa jobb i beruset tilstand ma
comes at work in intoxicated state must
ha det vondthjemme
have it bad at-home

‘A professor of literature who comes to work in a state of drunkenness
must be suffering on the homefront’
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*Den litteraturprofessor som
that (DEN) professor-of-literature (INDEF) COMP

kommer pa jobb i beruset tilstand er
comes at work in intoxicated state is
blitt et stadig sjeldnere  innslag

become a steadily rarer incident

‘Professors of literature who come to work in a state of drunkenness are
becoming a less and less frequent phenomenon’
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Litteraturprofessorer som kommer pa jobb
professors-of-literature (INDEF) COMPcome at  work
i beruset tilstand er det mange av

in  intoxicated state is it many of

‘Professors who come to work in a state of drunkenness are plentiful’
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is also someone there point and edge
radde ofna the drepna (S]A28.21)

attacked at the killed
‘Is there also someone who attacked the victim there with spear and
sword’
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(29) efti the boteer, thaer hgrer til (SJ£67.13)
after those fines there belong to
‘according to the fines that are given for this’ (lit. ‘thereto belonging’)
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(50) Hvem rappet harfgneren hans?
who nicked hairdryer-the  his
Who nicked his hairdrver?
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that-one there sued and that other

‘if they arrive both together at the Assembly, the one who filed the law-
suit and the other one’
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as they sat at crowded market then came
fram gangande ein fogr iungfru
forward walking a beautiful maiden

‘As they were sitting at the crowded market, then a maiden came walking’
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bvi meeiri sem bu est ba leeg
the (SA) bigger COMP you are then  lower
pic i ollu (HOMS.22)

yourself in all

‘The bigger you are, the lower you become in everything’

bu

you
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and then (TEMP.COMP) he found Iver at
Ryiolande sagde han honom [...] (5.518-1416)
Ryeland said he him

‘And when he found Iver at Ryeland, he told him...’
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misery COMP he died
(HOM103.17)

then (TEMP.ADV)
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mankyn or

mankind from
crossenom
the-cross

‘Because Christ defeated the devil and released all mankind from misery

when he died at the cross’
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he had beautiful costume
somde (OLA13.9)

suited

‘he wore a beautiful costume, as befitted him’

sem
COMP

hanum
him-DAT
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Peir komo at bo bar er hann bid
they came to farm there COMP he lived
‘They came to the farm where he lived’
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they came to farm that (SA) COMP he
‘They came to the farm which he lived in’
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they came there COMP he
‘They came where he lives’
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Kari  knows some(Q) few(Q) boys COMP
kan  strikke (non-restrictive RC)
can knit
‘Kari knows a small number of boys who can knit’
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Kari knows some(Q) few(Q) boys
‘Kari knows a small number of boys who can knit’
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en ware nw  nokor som adrowiiss

and were now some(Q) COMP differently
wilde koma (DN2.769-1446)

would come

‘and if there was somebody who wanted to come differently’
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all(Q) else(Q) COMP vyour church must at
gaghnae veera (DN1.577-1401)
benefit be
‘Everything else that may be to the benefit of your church’
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badho ther witi at Thorsten fgresagder

asked there out-in that Thorsten aforementioned
skulde thet sletliga ofuergefua fore theres bgn
should that simplygive-up for  their children’s
skuld.  huilket han giorde i

sake, which (SG.NEUT) he did in

sodana matto

such way (DN1.766-1438)

‘They also asked that the aforementioned T. simply should give it up for
their children’s sake, which he did in this way’
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with all that (THEN) COMP they owed both
i la(u)so ok fastu (DN1.601-1405)

in loose and in solid

‘With everything that they owed, both immovable and movables’
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ok huar  bet ryfuer hafue rofuet szem
and every that breaks has broken as
logmanz oskurdh ok godra manna dom
lawman’s ruling and good men’s verdict

(DN1.587-1403)
‘Everyone who violates that has violated it like (a violation of) a judge’s
ruling and good men’s verdict’
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because wherever COMP they = come then  look

allra manna augu til peirra sida  (KS43.40)

all  men’s eyes  to their side

‘Because wherever they come, everybody’s eyes look in their direction’
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we will in fall anyone (HVERR.ACC) COMP
mote gerer baessosem ver  biodom (DN2.63-1301)
against does this COMP we command

‘We will punish anyone who does not obey what we command’
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(36) Hva hun sa, gjorde meg  forarget
what she said made me angry
‘What she said made me angry’
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(28)

Hvisdu  hgrer noen (*de) nyheter sagt,

if you hear some(Q) those (DEN)words spoken
som synes deg skadelige

COMP seem to-you damaging

‘if you hear news being said that seem damaging to you’
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@7)

hayrer pu oc  noccor bau tideende
hear you also some those (SA) news
sogd er per  pykkia skapasamlegh(KS66.16)
said COMP to-you seem damaging

‘if you hear news being said that seem damaging to you’
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(101) hwo sum eriger annan mans saeaeth vm.

who COMP devastates other mans seeds about
tha hauserhan e broth tre mark
then has he always offended three mark

‘whoever ploughs another man’s seeds he has committed a three-mark
offence’





OPS/graphic/25_chapter11_fig_106.png
(102) hwo sum sactaes for wald tactae. oc

who COMP is-charged for rape and
swaerae the  hannum angaerlggs  (JYS62.14)
declare they him guiltless

‘if someone is charged with rape and they declare him innocent’ (lit.
‘whoever is charged with rape and if they declare him innocent’)
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(70)

til
till

bes
that (THEN)

honom fra 0s

him

from us

at
that (NOM.COMP)
(DN2.683-1425)

‘until God takes him away from us’

gudh  peker
god takes
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71 til thess at landskyllen
until that (THEN) that (NOM.COMP) the-rent
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(68)

till thaes annath prof findz sannare
till that (THEN) other proof is-foundtruer
(DN2.817-1457)

‘until other and more reliable evidence is presented’
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(69)

pertill  nokor scielligh vitne fines  annet
there-to some reliable witness is-found another
sannere (DN5.570-1424)

truer

‘until another more reliable witness is found’
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(100) hwo sum weriend r. han scal achte

who COMP guardian is he shall guard
then kost (JYS28.6)
that cost

‘whoever is guardian shall keep accounts of the costs’
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(67)

til bess beeir
till that (THEN) they
(DN1.577-1401)

‘until they get them hanged’

geter
get

baim heenkt
them hanged
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®)

bat er ber
that (SA) COMP you
monnum [...] Pa gafo
men [...] then gave
(HOM 66.14)

seldod i hond fa-tkium
gave in hand poor
ber mér bat alt

you me that all

‘That which you gave to the poor, you gave it to me’
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6) sannlega er sa saell er ret truir ok

truly is he (SA) blessed COMP right believes and
vael lifir (HOM2:16)
well lives

‘For he is truly blessed who believes right and live well’
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3) sa er a hann trvir. hann ma
he (SA) COMP on him  believes he can
lifa med aenglum (HOM6.5)
live with angels
‘He who believes in him will live with the angels’
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4) sa pu Dbat er bu  scerer (HOM16.6)
sow you that (SA) COMP you cut
‘Sow what you cut’
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(€30

Leet Swale vplesa fyrnempd bref ok

let Svali  up-read aforementioned letter and

bat skel. han hafde firir firirnempt
that (THEN) right he had for aforementioned

iorda goodz (DN2.620-1412)

land property

‘Svale had someone read aloud the aforementioned letter and the right
hehad to the aforementioned piece of land’
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(74)

Viggo  kjgrte det remmer og tay kunne
Viggo drove that (DEN) bridles and cloth  could
holde
stand

‘Viggo drove as fast as he could’ (lit. ‘as fast as the bridles could handle
without being torn apart’)
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(47)

skall ok ben aa fyrnemfdo

shall also the-one (THEN) at aforementioned
Gudislande sither luka beim sem

Gudisland sits pay them (THEN) COMP

sancti Edmundz altare eigher ok hefuir halft pund

Saint Edmund’s alter  own and have  half pound
maltz  (DN5.751-1448)

malt

‘The one who lives at the aforementioned Gudisland farm shall pay
those who own St E.’s altar half a pound of malt’®
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(73) Han skrek det han kunne
he screamed that (DEN) he could
‘He screamed as loud as he could ¢
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(28)

Ask veit ek standa, heitir = Yggdrasil
Ash know I stand, is-called Yggdrasil
(example from Wessén 1965:247)

‘I know an ash tree that stands, it is called Yggdrasil’
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(4) Allar peer salor er i haelviti ero (Hom32:29)
all those (SA) souls COMPin  hell are
‘All those souls that are in hell’
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(29)

jtem leidhe Amundher
likewise carried Amund

witne a bok swoor med
witness on book swore with

tidneemdher
oft-mentioned
fullom aeidstaff

eith
a

full oath-formula
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reliable
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(5) ba fundumen hans i gamma einum konu
thenfoundmen his in hut one woman
ba, er beir hofou enga sét jamveena
that (SA) COMP they had none seen equally-beautiful
‘Then his men found in a hut a woman so beautiful that they had never
seen anyone like her’
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(19)

ni
not
rinnR
runs

(leeggi) mannR naekdan,
lay man  naked,
(Host 1976:42)

is nip
COMP moon-down

‘no man shall uncover it while the moon is waning’
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©)

hveerr sa er hann hatar brodor
every he (SA) COMPhe (PERS.PRON) hates brother
hann er mandrapsmadr (HOM100.23)

he is mankiller

‘Everybody who hates his brother is a murderer’

sin.
his
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(10)

en tre pat er cloccan er

and tree that(SA) COMP clock-the s

vi0 faest. iarteegnir paradise (HOM71.19)
attached-to means paradise

‘And the tree that the clock is hanging on symbolizes paradise’
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1)

hinnfyrsti madr var scapadr or  O-saurgadre

the first man was created from clean

iordu sa er glatade i dauda

soil that (SA) COMP destroyed  in death

ser siolfum ok ollu kyni sinu (HOM 42.24)

himself and all kind his

‘the first man was made from clean soil, he who caused death upon him-
self and his kind’
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(12)

hann gerde vapn bau iamnan
he made weapons  those (SA) regularly
ok bio. er veeringiar  inir nyta

and built COMP mercenaries only use
(HOM128:10)
‘he made the kind of weapons that only mercenaries use’
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sem Bolli er (LAX204.13)
COMP Bolli is
‘There are few men like Bolli in your clan’
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(14) 1 fialli pbvi er hann hafde
in mountain  that(SA) COMP  he had
talat vid Gud sialvan (KS87.38)
spoken with god himself
‘in the mountain where he had spoken with God himself’
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(13)

at 2ldr kom i caupho bann

that fire came in merchant-town that (SA)
sem  hann hvilir (HOM120.8)

COMP he rests

‘that a fire broke out in the merchant town where he was staying’
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3) oc mins hand thet att ther vor

and remembers he that that there was
en hed gammall Peder (DN8.478-1512)
one was-called old Peter

‘And he recalls that there was one who was called Old Peter’
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@

Alle the sama lund men  byuthe iordh eelle
all the same  way men  offer soil or
scogh the men  vile seliee  (SJA84.22)

forest the men  want-to sell

‘in the same way that men offer for sale soil or forest that they want to
sell’
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8)

Selin st60 vid ana, bar
the-mountain-farm stood by the-river, there
sem nu  heita Bollatoptir (LAX205.13)

COMPnow iscalled Bollatopir

‘The mountain farm was situated by the river, where it is now called Bol-
latopir’
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Oc fire af anneth heereeth. the theer
andfour from other parish they (THZN) COMP
naest arae sitheend (JYS64.17)

closest are sitting

‘and the four from another parish, who live most closely’
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@

um varit gekk  han heim i haga,

in the-spring walked he home in garden,
bar sem heitir Harrab6 i

there COMP is-called  Harrabol in

Hjardarholtslandi (LAX105.24)

Hjardarholtsland

‘In the spring, he returned home to the garden, where it is called Harra-
bol in Hjardarholtsland’
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(12)  sidan gekk  han til rums sins, par
afterwards walked he to rom his there
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)

Jo o sale par hai Maya
REL cd sale on be.PRES Maya
us cd-ko khari:d-egi

DEM cd-ACC buy-FUT
‘Maya will buy the cd that is on sale’
lit. “‘What cd on sale is, Maya that cd will buy’
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1)

ganga fra sinni  vaizlu par sem hon hafde
walked from  her party there COMP she had
til sin kallad margha goda hufdingia (KS69.6)

to  her called many good men

‘She left her party, where she had convened many good men’





OPS/graphic/21_chapter08_fig_09.png
(10)

ok setto  pegar i myrcva-stofo bar sem
and put then in prison there COMP
inni voro  fyrir .xvi. alrir men (HOM121.12)
inside were  before 16 other men

‘And they put him in prison, where there were already 16 other men’
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©)

ok finna hann i skogenom  bar
and  they-found him in the-forest  there
sem hann 14 ok laeyndisc fyri  beeim
COMPhe lay and hid before them
(HOM121.8)

‘And they found him in the-forest, where he was lying hiding from them’
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(10)

Pa er hinn heelgi Cristr
then COMP the (DEM) holy (ADJ.WEAK) Christ
com til pbessa haims (HOM158.24)

came to this home

‘When The Holy Christ came down to earth’
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(16)

oc inghen (Q) &r then

and no-one (Q) is he (THEN)
lyffwandhes som thet hgrde (DN8.381-1465)
living COMP that heard

‘and there is not a living person here who heard that’

haer
here
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17)

hefir hon bar um nokkur ord,
throws she there around some (Q) words
bau er Kjartan matti  skilja, at
those (THEN) COMP Kjartan could wunderstand, that
Gudrun 1lét sér Ogetit  at pessu (LAX142.3)
Gudrun let herself unkind at this

‘She said some words, whereby Kjartan could understand that Gudrun
did not look kindly upon this’
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(119)

hann tyndi bvi allu er  hvarki var
he ruined that (SA)  all (Q)COMP neither was
fagrt ne fe meett en allt pat

beautiful nor valuable but all that (SA)

er hanum potti ®igurlect veeral..] pa
COMP him seemed own-worthy be then

byrm&i  hann bvi (KS110.3)

spared he that

‘He ruined all that was neither beautiful not valuable but all that which
seemed valuable to him [...] he spared’
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(118)

at bu mant sengan baenn funnit

that you can noone (Q) that(SA) found

hafa er iam langt hafi sudr a lonnd
have COMP equally long has south at land
farit (KS34.35)

travelled

‘That you cannot have found anyone who has travelled equally far
south’
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(38) sa er a hann trvir. hann ma
he (SA) COMP on him  believes he can
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(35) *Ich nehme wem du vertraust
I take who(WPRON.DAT) you trust
‘T take whoever you trust’
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(34) Ich nehme wen du mir  empfiehlst
I take who(WPRON.ACC) you me recommend
‘I will take whoever you recommend me’
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(62)  bad hann kiosa hvarn lut pxirra er hann
asked him choose which thing of-them COMP he
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(61)

tha viliom wi bewisse lith oc aff
then will we prove little[?} and of
the yxn ware kopthe (DN2.976-1493)

the axes were bought
‘Then we wanted to prove who the axes were bought from’

hweim
whom
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(60)

i bui brefue var ey vt greint,

in that letter was not explained
vegh vara sculde (DN2.770-1446)

road be should

‘And in that letter it was not stated which road it should be’

hwat
what
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(59)

sagde han at han viste  eyg myKkit
said he that he knew not much
huar ba landskyld  vp bar (DN1.630-1411)

who that rent paid

‘He said that he did not know much about who paid that rent’

af.
of
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(144) Vden theen ena theer hans borghae wrth
without that (THZEN) one (Q) COMPhis  security becomes
(JYS86.13)

‘with the single exception of the person who gives bail for him’
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sem sverdit hafdi  verit (LAX173.21)
COMP the-sword had been
‘Afterwards he walked to his room, where his sword had been’
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(56)

firir betta bref gort var
before  this (DEM.PROX)letter done was
(DN6.306-1381)

‘on this document, which was issued in Oslo’

in

Oslo
Oslo
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(57)  firir petta  bref en gort war [..] (DN3.361-1368)
before  this letter COMP done was
‘on this letter which was issued’
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(58)

eftir bui sem bref bar vim gort

after that that letter  there-about done

vattar  (DN3.384-1373)

testifies

‘according to what is said in the document issued about this matter’
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(14) I huset der de bode i over 50 ar
in the-house there they lived in over 50 vyears
‘in the house where they lived for over 50 years’
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(13)

I huset nede ved stranda, der
in the-house down by the-beach, there
(som) de bodde i over 50 ar

COMP they lived in over 50 years

‘in the house down by the beach, where they lived for over 50 years’
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(19)  haffwer tw megith meen aff the hwg
have you great injury from  the (THEN) stroke
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(18)

bordr  atti brael bann, er at
Tord owned slave that(SA) COMP out
med  honum (LAX25.6)

with  him

‘Tord owned a slave that came out with him’

kom
came
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at Olbiorn Keetilsson ate j flerom  Skogeims gardom

that Olbjgrn Ketilsson owned in more Skogheims farms
en j ben eina han saat a (5.719-1443)
than in that (THEN) one he sat on

‘that O.K. didn’t own more in the Skogheim-farms than the one farm he was living on’
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(13) Hva skal du spise  ikveld?
what shall you eat tonight
‘What are you going to eat tonight?’
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(12  Hva hun sa skuffet meg stort
what she said disappointed  me greatly
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(11)  Jeg ga henne hva hun ville ha
I gave  her what  she would have
‘I gave her what she wanted’
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(120) hayrer bu oc  noccor bau tidaende

hear you also some those (SA) news
sogd er per  pykkia skapasamlegh(KS66.16)
said COMP to-you seem damaging

‘if you hear news being said that seem damaging to you’
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lifa med aenglum (HOMS6.5)
live with angels
‘He who believes in him will live with the angels’
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(19)

ef hann kann nafna prest. Pan

if he can mention priest that (SA)
er skirdi han (EID18:5)
COMP baptized him

‘If he can mention the priest that baptised him’
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nu er sa einn  lutr er mec forvitnar mioc
now is that(SA) one(Q) thing COMP me inftrigues much
(KS115.39)

‘Now there is one thing that intrigues me a lot’
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(121) @f noccorr  hefir sa veerit draepinn
if some(Q) has he(SA) been killed

fyR or peiri ett er baede haevir veerit
before from that clan COMP both has been
spacr oc  vitr (KS54.9)

wise and intelligent
‘and if someone from that clan has been killed before who has been both
wise and intelligent’
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(33) N& skjedde det (som) alle frykta
nd  happened that(DEN) COMP  everybody feared
‘Now happened what everybody feared’
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(32) Det som kjopes ma spises
that (DEN) COMP is-bought must be-eaten
‘What has been bought must be eaten’
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(26)

Pordr
Tord

med honum

with him

atti
owned

preel pann,
slave that (SA)

(LAX25.6)

er at
COMPout

‘Tord owned a slave, who came out with him’

kom
came
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(25)

Den elev som opptrer i miniskjgrt,
the pupil COMP appears in mini-skirt
blir utvist

will-be expelled

‘Any pupil that appears in mini-skirt will be expelled’
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(108) hwo sum  saectaes for wald tactee. oc

who COMP is-charged for rape and
swarae the hannum angaerlggs  (JYS62.14)
declare they him guiltless

Modern Danish translation: Hvis en mand sigtes for voldtaegt, og han af
sandemaendene bliver svoret sageslgs (JYS63.13)
‘if someone is charged with rape and they declare him innocent’
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(23)

®igin  byghdi ba skoghen vtteen presten
nobody built then the-forest except the-priest
beet han  viste (DN1.565-1398)

that (THEN) he knew
‘Nobody cleared the forest other than the priest, as far as he knew’
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ba redu er naest heyrda ec
that (SA.ACC)  speech (N.ACC) COMP next  heard 1
yOr seaegia um kaupmanna idrott ba

you say about merchant’s profession then

var hon maed glaeggara frodleic fram flutt
was she with  more-intelligent wisdom performed
isvorum en i spurning (KS38.18)

in-answers than in questioning

‘The statement that I heard you make about the mercantile profession
was uttered with more wisdom in the answer than in the question’
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(24)

at forne deilesganga war for liiij
that previous demarcation was for 54
aarom, tet wy wistom (DN6.442-1431)

years, that (THEN) we knew
‘that the previous demarcation took place 54 years ago, as far as we
knew’
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(25)

eftir bui j kaup beire  kom

after that (THEN) in purchase their
(DN3.437-1381)
‘according to what was contained in their agreement’

came
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(26)  eftir buy eer skylt  (DN3.472-1386)
after that (THEN) is agreed
‘according to what is agreed’
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(12)

En hveern er hann  dreepr firi avundar
and every (Q.ACC) COMP he kills for jealousy
sacar ba er bat mandrap (KS124.7)

sake then is that manslaughter

‘And whoever he [the king] kills because of jealousy, then is he guilty of
manslaughter’
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things protect
lounum
reward

in
aeilifrar
eternal





OPS/graphic/31_chapter17_fig_41.png
(41)

Viggo lurtepd  hvem* (som) hadde
Viggo  wondered who COMP had
trekkspillet  hans

accordion-the his

‘Viggo wondered who had stolen his accordion’

stjalet
stolen
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(78)

ZAn hvilkin fingeer man  hoggeer ®ller af,
and whichever finger one cuts or off
tha bgte tva  marc silfs  (SJZ£41.16)

then pay two ounces silver

‘and whichever finger you cut off, you have to pay two ounces of silver’
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(79) vm hvilkin bgtaer a at takee  (SJA102.27)
about which fines has to take
‘about whomever receives fines’
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4) keyserin taladhe til een sin riddare,
emperor-the spoke to one his knight,
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@

mid heora cyningum, Raedgota and

with her kings, Raedgota and

Eallerica weeron hatne, Romane burig
Ealleric were called, Roman stronghold
abracon

stormed (01d English, taken from Helgander 1971:37)

‘with her kings, who were called Redgot and Ealleric, they stormed the
Roman stronghold’
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3) der het ein knecht, hiess Grobian
he has a farm-hand, was-called Grobian
(Middle High German, taken from Curme 1912a:24)

‘He had a farmhand who was called Grobian’
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(18)

Sigurdr gekk 1moéti med sverd  sitt, ok Gramr
Sigurds walked towards with sword his and Gram
heitir

is-called

‘Sigurd walked towards him with his sword, which is called Gram’ (lit.
‘with his sword and Gram is called’
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17)

born bau oll er alen ero
children they (SA) all COMP born are
iul pbau skulu skird uera (EID8:2)

Christmas they shall baptized be
‘all children born before Christmas shall be baptised’

firi
before
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En  Osk, dottir porsteins, var  gefin
and Osk daughter Torstein’s  was given

breidfirzkum manni; sa het
Breidafjord man; that-one (SA)  was-called
pérarinn (LAX24.2)

Torarin

‘and Osk, Torstein’s daughter, was given to a man from Breidafjord. He
was called Torarin’
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En ungir men eigu lyOnir at  veera

and young men own obedient to  be

baeim monnum er baeim kenna vit

those (SA) men COMP them teach knowledge

ok  visdém (HOM37.3)

and wisdom

‘And young men have to be obedient towards those men who teach
them knowledge and wisdom.’
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(20)  Porgerdr ok Olafr attu doéttur, er puridr
Torgjerd and Olaf owned daughter COMP  Turid
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hvat dyrcader bu ba stund er
what worshipped you that (SA)  while COMP
pbu vart a veroldo (HOM34.10)

you were at world

‘What did you worship the time you spent on Earth’
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3) a gydinga lannde bar er  hailog
at  jews land there (LOC.ADV) COMPholy
cristni toc  upphaf (HOM51.21)
Christianity took origin
‘in the land of the Jews, where Holy Christianity had its origin
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annask monnum hesta  skipti, beim er
provide men horses change those (SA) COMP
langt varu at komnir (LAX173.15)

long were at come

‘to provide new horses for the men who had come from afar’
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(17)  Abiérn hade en son, heet VIff
Abjon  had a son, was-named Ulf
‘Abjorn had a son called UIf’
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(16) Vi kjender de lingvister der vil lese denne bog
we know the linguists who will read  this book
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(52) jVarnz claustra wm Jons voku dag nv nest

iVarnae abbey at Jons  wake day now  recently
war (DN8.310-1440)
was

‘In V. monastery on the last Wake-of-John’s-day’ (lit. on the Wake-of-
John’s-day (that) recently was)
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that-one (SA) COMP  in him believes  he (RECAP)
ma lifa med a@nglum
must live with  angels
‘He who believes in him will live with the angels’
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(4) Konungr hafdi  optlega heyrt getit Barlaams
king had often heard spoken Barlaam
‘The king had often heard Barlaam spoken of’
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(51) a sunodagen nw nest kommer
on the-Sunday now next comes (DN5.839-1461)
‘On the Sunday which now is coming’
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Hann sa hvar kona sat A

he saw where woman sat  at
pallinum i badinni; sa kona var
bench-the in  hut-the that (SA) woman was
vaen ok stormanlig (LAX81.14)

beautiful and  wealthy-looking
‘He saw a woman sitting on a bench in the hut. That woman was
beautiful and wealthy-looking’
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gefua  ader gzldha hwarium beim

give or compensate whoever (DAT) that (THEN)
seem hon wil  (DN5.545-1421)

COMP she wants

‘give or offer it to whomever she wants’
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uar ok oftnaefnder Olafuer fultideer ba
was also often-mentioned Olav of-legal-age then
han giordi  Dpetta kaup (DN3.(93)-1394)

he did this purchase

‘Aforementioned Olaf was also of legal age when he entered into this
agreement’
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vtthan ein sylfuer kors fyrnempd Sigrid
except a silver Cross aforementioned  Sigrid
vndan hafdse  skilt (DN5.832-1461)

away had put

‘apart from a silver cross aforementioned S.]. away had put’
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(18) De rgrleggerne var  ytterst sympatiske
those plumbers  were extraordinarily nice
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sa madr er a haesti  skal baeriazk ba
that (SA) man COMP at horse shall fight then
veerdr hann beers vael geta (KS.60.37)

becomes he this well learn
‘A man who wants to fight while riding a horse, he should become aware
of this’
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REL girl standing
lambii hai

tall is

‘The girl who is standing is tall’

hai
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VO
DEM

laRkii
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sa er sic rogir  her  fyrir
that-one (SA.NOM) COMP himself accuses here for
syndir sinar. Pann ma  diofull eeigi
sins his  that-one (SA.ACC) can devil not

rogia a doms-daegi (HOM76.8)

accuse on  doomsday

‘he who himself takes the blame for his sins will not be blamed by the
devil on Doomsday’
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will also this our agreement some our
eftirkomande talmae  eder ryufwae som 0SS hopadzt
successors dishonor or break COMP us is-hoped
at enghin  gera will (DN2.699-1429)

that nobody do will

‘If anyone of our successors will dishonour or break this agreement of ours, which we
hope that nobody will do’
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medh  storom kaeremalom beskedhelighae oc snieldae
with big complaints modest and kind
manna [...] aff  hulkom keereemalom wy

men from which complaints we

vnderstodhom  oc mistyckelighae hgyrdhom at
understood and disagreeingly = heard that...

(DN1.756-1436)
‘with big complaints from modest and kind men, from which we under-
stood and disagreeingly head that...’
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at missaemia er Millom sokna prest ydharn

that disagreement is between parish  priest yours

sira Eriks ok yder vpuaxen huat 0SS leeit er
sir Erik and you arisen what us sad is
af hiarta (DN1.593-1404)

from heart

‘that a disagreement has arisen between your parish priest Sir Erik and you, which is
sad for us to hear’
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huat hauer iek lofuet thic,
what have I promised you,
iek hauer ey haldet (DN1.740-1432)

I have not Kkept

‘What have I promised you which I haven’t kept’

thet (THEN)
that





OPS/graphic/29_chapter15_fig_27.png
(25)

vm alt bet goz hon eigheer
about all that (THEN) property she owns

j lauso oc fosto (DN1.681-1422)

in loose and solid

‘about all the property she owns, both movables and immovables’
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oc alth thet

and all that (THEN)
(DN2.800-1453)

‘And all that he promised me’

han
he

mik
me

lofwadhe
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(86)

af gudi drotne varum lesu Kriste baeim
of God lord ours Jesus Christ that (SA)
er med faedr ok helgum anda lifir

COMP with father and holy ghost lives
(HOM57.10)

‘from our lord Jesus Christ, who lives with the Father and the Holy
Ghost’
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@7)

jek vil gore  tek likae for
I will do you like for
hon  haffuer varet (DN1.947-1486)
she has been

‘I will compensate you for what she has been’

thet
that (THEN)
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Eraclius gerde pann cost [...] at  peir scyldu
Fraclius made that condition (SA) that they should
tveeir beriasc (HOM135.15)

two fight

‘E. made the condition that the two of them should fight’
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hvaerr sa er hann hatar brodor sin.
every he(SA) COMP he hates  brother his.
er mandrapsmadr (HOM100.23)

is mankiller

‘Everybody who hates his brother is a murderer’

hann
he
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ef hann kann nafna prest. Pan

if he can mention priest that (SA)
er skirdi han (EID18:5)
COMP baptized him

‘If he can mention the priest that baptised him’
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thet til var (DN8.385-1466)
that (THEN) to was
‘He asked them to settle as honourable men all that was there.’
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oc man  hvern mann er noccora
and can every man who  some
skilning heefir fengit (KS65.41)
understanding has  received

‘and can everybody who has acquired some understanding’
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fore then sak han
for this (THEN) issue  he
(DN8.433-1492)

‘because of the issue he had with him’

hadhe med
had with

hanum
him
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Subiject-RC:

ok vm alt  Dbeet bxiree millum hefuir
and about all that(THEN) them between had
veret (DN3.504-1392)

been

‘and about everything that had happened between them’
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Swedish:

Vilken elev trodde ingen att

which  student thought noone that (NOM.COMP)
skulle fuska?

should cheat

*(han)
he
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MNO:

Hvilken elev trodde ingen at

which  student thought noone that (NOM.COMP)
skulle jukse?

should cheat

‘Which student did no one think would cheat?’

(*han)
he
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tha a han at bete  bondeen tva

then owes he to pay farmer-the two

grae (S]E60.7)

ounces-of-silver

‘that whichever county assembly he is summed to and does not have a
legal reason for his absence, then he shall pay the farmer two ounces of
silver’
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84) a han math reetee  innsen bols at

must he with law within property to
iafnee, hvilkae tima hin vil acalle
even, which time the-other will demand
(S]£62.8)

‘he is obliged to divide the land evenly, whenever the other may demand
it’
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Hva sum tha draepeer han &lleer  berizer alleer
who COMP then kills him or beats or
sareer, tha a han at bptae

injures then has he to pay-fine-for

gaerningaen (SJA39.5)

deed-the

‘whoever Kkills, beats or injures (someone) has to pay a fine for the mis-
deed’
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sa er a hann trvir. hann ma

that (SA) COMP on him believes he
lifa med eenglum (HOM 32.10)

live with angels

‘He who believes in him will live with the angels’

must
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(66) *einn er a hann trvir. hann ma
one (INDEF.ART) COMPon him believes he must
lifa med englum
live with angels
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ba likiumc vér dyri bvi er
then liken we animal that (SA) COMP
ut-londum er er heeitir lutolupus

abroad is COMP is-called lutolupus
(HOM72.21)

‘then we are like the foreign animal that is called lutolupus’

at
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Ulmfrip uk ulmfastr [...] (b)(w)(n)(t)(a)  brupur
Holmfridr and Holmfastr [...} husbandman  brother
sin sun  kupriks i myriby buki (U 355)
theirs son  Gudrikr in Myriby lived

‘Holmfridr and Holmfastr [had this stone carved after] the husbandman,
their brother, Gudrikr’s son, who lived in Myribyr’
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bar skulu twe bolfastirmén wib wara,
there should two resident men present be
bt skulu witnd (Wessén 1965:247)
that (DEM)  should testify

‘There should be two local men present, who should give testimony
about that’
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vart vanr  at samca (HOM149.8)

were used to collect

‘where are your money now, that you thought so much of and loved to
collect’
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(19) En gul bil mgtte henne pd veien
A yellow car met her on road-the
‘A yellow car met her on the road’
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. Ther i mott haffue thee fingitt meg i ghen eina jord ok heither

Ffierestad

. Ther i mott  haffue thee fingitt meg ighen
There in return have they given me back
eina jord heither Ffierestad (DN5.1075-1533)
a piece-of-land is-called Fjeerestad

. Ther i mott haffue thee fingitt meg i ghen eina jord er heither

Ffierestad

. Ther i mott haffue thee fingitt meg i ghen eina jord er Ffierestad

heither
‘In return they have me back a piece of land called Fjeerestad’
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ok vm alt beet bxire
and about all that (THEN.3P.SG) them
millum hefuir veret heer till  (DN3.504-1392)
between has been here to

‘And about all that has happened between them*
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(46)  Ther i mott  haffue thee  fingitt meg  ighen
there in return have they given me back
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41) Gi boka til hvem du vil
give book-the to who  you want
‘Give the book to whomever you want (to give it to)’
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(40)

en orztirr /deyr aldregi, / hveim er sér
and fame dies never for-whom COMP himself
gbdan getr

good gets

‘And the reputation never dies for he who gets himself a good one’
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(39) baud hueim han vilde  (DN2.680-1424)
asked whom he wanted
‘he asked whomever he wanted to ask’
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han  wilde bet halde oc haua
han would that(SA) keep and have

huat meer kundom  ber wm at
what we could there about to
dgmae (DN1.780-1442)

rule

‘He would keep and accept whatever ruling we would give in that case’
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Nu sa ber hveeriar vetter er

now saw they  what wights COMP
neytt  (OLA36.25)

enjoyed

‘Now they saw what kind of wights had enjoyed this’

bess
this

hava
have
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(127)  eller hin laugh vitnae han ar tacsattae
or he law testify he COMP vouched-for
(S]£96.31)
‘or if he legally testifies who vouched for it’





OPS/graphic/01_Cover_fig_01.png
oM

Terje Wagener 3
THE HISTORY
NORDIC R
CLAUSES






OPS/graphic/18_chapter05_fig_113.png
(124)

Vartheer oc  thing sat
is also assembly convened
thet &r lagh thing varthaer (SJA49.11)

that (THZAN) COMP law  thing becomes
‘if an assembly is convened legally...’
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Se  Halend him sede peet beet

the Savior him said that that (COMP)
sylf  wiste

self knew

‘The Savior said to him that which he knew himself

he
he
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af hinn agiarni oc hinn

if  the (DEM) greedy (AD].WEAK) and the (DEM)

o spaki veerdr draepinn firi sina
unwise (ADJ.WEAK) will-be killed for his
agirnd (KS 54:7)

greed

‘And if the greedy and foolish gets killed for his greed’
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(126) tha bgtae han siex gre
thenpays he six ounces-of-silver
hin @r  vapnaet ate  (SJZ£90.25)
that-one COMP weapon-the owned
‘then he shall pay 6 ounces of silver to he who owned the weapon’
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Eall Deet bu were, ic
all  that(COMP) you were, I
eall on be
all in you
‘All that you were, I was all that in you.’

waes
was

bis
this
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oc frialsar hann hinn rettlata
and saves he the (DEM) righteous (ADJ.WEAK)
oc hin spaca mad astsaemd

and the (DEM) wise (ADJ.WEAK) with love
(KS107.10)
‘And he saves the righteous and wise with love.’
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(125) kummeer baat in, then ®r ey ar
comes boat in  that (THEN) COMPnot is
merae &&n  siex aring (SJA£126.23)
more than six  oars
‘if a boat comes in, which is not larger than a 6-oar boat’
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se tima baet deos  woruld is
the time that (COMP) this world s
gemaencged mid meanigfealdan mane.
confused with many evils

‘the time that this world is confused with many evils’
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(18) sem ssire  Torkisel Jonsson heither,
that sir Torkijel Jonsson is-called,
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loga ne afle birra. hveerrar

destroy nor strength theirs, which (RELPRON.GEN.FEM.SG)
bradongar er vid byrfti  (OLA 24.3)

hurry (N.GEN.FEM.SG) COMP by needed

‘that this drink would destroy neither their wit nor their strength, if they
suddenly needed to hurry’ (lit. ‘whatever hurries were needed’)
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17)

effther theim pawe breffwom som
after those (THEN) pope letters (N.PL) COMP
hggboren  ffgrstha och wor wyrdeligh here

noble first and our honourable lord

here Hans medh gudz nadh Norges

Lord Hans with god’s mercy Norway’s

och Danmark kunungh [...] loth nw  ffgre

and Denmark’s king let now before

komma her i Berghena i hulkom

come here in Bergen in which (PL.DAT)

theth bewisas ath  (DN1.950-1486)

it is-proven that

‘After those papal letters that our honourable lord Hakon, with God’s
mercy king of Norway and Denmark, made available her in Bergen, in
which it is proven that...”
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fore trwskap ok tenest han
for faithfulness and service he
giort (DN8.320-1443)

done

‘for the faithfulness and service he had given her’

hafde
had

henner
her





OPS/graphic/31_chapter17_fig_21.png
(20)

vtthan ein sylfuer kors fyrnempd
apart from a (INDEF-ART) silver cross aforementioned
Sigrid Jonsdotter vndan hafde  skilt

Sigrid Jonsdotter away had separated

(DN5.832-1461)
‘apart from a silver cross that the aforementioned S.]. had taken away’
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Alle the same lund men  byutha iordh elle
all the same way men  offer soil or
forest the men  want-to sell

scogh the men  vile saelise (S]A£84.22)

‘in the same way that men offer for sale soil or forest that they want to
sell’
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bad bau gera nokkurn lut, pann
asked them do some(Q) thing,that (SA)
er Hrati veeri svivirding  at (LAX131.9)

COMPHrut would-be disgrace from
‘He asked them to do something that would disgrace Hrut’
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(94)

at  konungr meelir tii  bin noccor ord
that king speaks to you some (Q) words
bau er bu  nzemer ®igi  (KS48.15)

those (SA) COMP you understand not
‘that the king speaks some words to you that you do not understand’





OPS/graphic/18_chapter05_fig_84.png
(95)

heelldr en @ittt hveert vaerc pat

rather than one every(Q) deed that(SA)
annara er bu  veizt at got  vaerc er
other COMP you know that good deed is
(KS59.30)

‘rather than any other deed that you know is good’
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(19)  Dpeertill lykt er allt (DN6.320-1385)
there-to (R-COMP) ended is everything
‘until everything ends’





OPS/graphic/29_chapter15_fig_19.png
(18)

bar til

gud

there-to (R-COMP) god

hailaga
holy
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gefr

baeim

gives them
kirkiu (DN2.20-1283)

forstiora firir
leader for

‘until god gives them a leader for the holy church’
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a by aare er lidhit var fra

at that (THEN) year COMP passed was from

burd vars herra Jesu Christi pushundrado.

birth our lord Jesus Chris one-thousand

briuvhundrado.  nitugta ok fyrsto aare (2.527-1391)
three-hundred  ninety and first year

‘at the year when 1391 years had passed since the birth of our Lord Jesus
Christ’
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mandavpa (DN3.298-1359)
black-death
‘Until she died from the Black Death’
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(90)

&inn ageetr konungr
one (Q) great (ADJ.STRONG) king
er red firi marghum  rikium
COMProde for many realms
‘One great king who rode for many kingdoms’

sa
that (SA)
(KS68:29)
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one (Q) rich (AD].STRONG) chieftain  and

ageetr sa er var maedr
great (AD].STRONG) that (SA) COMP was with
Asswero konongi (KS69:17)

Asverus king

‘One rich and great chieftain who was with King Asverus’
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@17)  till bes annet prof fins (DN6.348-1396)
until that other proof is-found
‘Until other proof is found’
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(92)

en f noccorer ero beir er
and if  some(Q) are they(SA) COMP
pau briota (KS79.20)

them break

‘And if there are any persons who break them’
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jenta som jeg trodde jeg
girl-the COMP I thought I
telefonnummeret til

phone-number-the to

‘the girl whose phone number I thought I had lost’

hadde mistet
had lost
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hvat sum  varthar giort vith han the
what COMP becomes done  with him the
stundhans man halgh &®r takeet,

while his  personal-inviolability is taken

for uteen hin haueer giort thet &r hans
unless  that-one has done it COMP his
man halgh hauar takit (SJZ59.31)
personal inviolability has taken

‘whatever harm is done to him while his personal inviolability is taken,
unless it was he who took his personal inviolability that harmed him’
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(90)

hvat skathae sum the fa sitheen forae, tha
what damage COMP they get since for then
gialdee han thet ataer (SJ£77.2)

pay he that back

‘then whatever harm they will get from that later, he will compensate
them for it’
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Wir gewunn ein wurz heist trachonte
we found a plant is-called dragonwort
(Curme 1912a:17)

‘We found a plant that is called dragonwort’
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(Bede, example taken from Erdmann 1980:161)
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‘that the meeting would go in such a way, that it wouldn’t be amusing
for her’
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ikkje ville vere til gaman for henne” (Fidjestel 1967:145)
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passed’
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‘like it befitted that holy day, on which God’s saint lost his life’
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‘Now came the day on which that mild king lost his life’
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‘When the aforementioned Bjgrn married her’
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‘Father and mother must put their child to whatever occupation is most
pleasing to him’
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and the 15 mark for man  shall pay

tha scal han taka feem marc silfs (SJZ£43.18)

then shall he take five mark silver

‘But of the 15 ounces of silver that one shall pay for [killing] a man, five
shall he receive [before one third of the year has passed]
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‘Now that we were supposed to have such a nice time!’
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‘It was Viggo that Gunnar wanted to spend the evening with’
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they Torkjell and Gudrun had son
‘They, Torkjell and Gudrun, had a son’
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‘(let him) give to the one who has nothing’
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‘he thanked God for that which the man had spoken’
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then (TEMP.COMP) Olaf Pedersson married Jorunn
Bigrnssdotter (DN2.841-1461)
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‘at Peter’s mass, at the time when O.P. married J.B.
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‘And boarded a ship that was destined for Denmark’





