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TH E G E RMAN I C LANGUAGE S

Germanic – one of the largest subgroups of the Indo-European language

family – comprises 37 languages with an estimated 470 million speakers

worldwide. This book presents a comparative linguistic survey of the full

range of Germanic languages, both ancient and modern, including major

world languages such as English and German (West Germanic), the Scandi-

navian (North Germanic) languages, and the extinct East Germanic lan-

guages. Unlike previous studies, it does not take a chronological or a

language-by-language approach, organized instead around linguistic con-

structions and subsystems. Considering dialects alongside standard varieties,

it provides a detailed account of topics such as case, word formation, sound

systems, vowel length, syllable structure, the noun phrase, the verb phrase,

the expression of tense and mood, and the syntax of the clause. Authoritative

and comprehensive, this much-needed survey will be welcomed by scholars

and students of the Germanic languages, as well as linguists across the many

branches of the field.

WAYNE HARBERT is Professor and Director of Undergraduate Studies in the

Department of Linguistics, Cornell University. He has published extensively

on syntactic topics, with a particular emphasis on historical syntax. His work

on Germanic languages covers a wide range of problems in historical Ger-

manic syntax and phonology, drawing on data from Gothic, Old English, Old

High German, Old Saxon, Old Norse, and Modern German.
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1

Introduction

1.1 Some remarks on the organization of this volume

No single volume can adequately address a topic area as broad as “The Germanic

Languages” in all of its aspects. It is necessary to single out a particular dimension on

which to focus. Languages can be looked at in their societal context, for example, with

attention to such questions as their use and significance in the communities of speakers

who employ them, their relationship with the associated cultures (including, for

example, literary uses), their demographics and their variation along geographical

and demographical dimensions. One can alternatively regard language from a histor-

ical perspective, as chronological sequences of divergences and convergences, states

and transitions. Each of these points of view has provided the organizational frame-

work for successful volumes on the subject. It is also possible, abstracting away from

their social, geographical, cultural and temporal contexts, to examine the languages of

the family as assemblages of grammatical units, rule systems and constructions. This is

the perspective which I will adopt here. The present volume is aimed primarily at those

who are interested in how the Germanic languages are put together – what they have in

common in terms of their linguistic organization and how they differ from each other

structurally. That choice in turn determines several other features of the organization

of the volume. In particular, I will not adopt the standard and often successful

approach of covering the territory by means of a series of self-contained descriptions

of individual languages. That encyclopedic approach is an ideal format for describing

languages in their socio-cultural setting, since the demographic, historical, cultural and

geopolitical situation of every language is unique. When the focus is on the grammat-

ical structures, patterns and inventories of the languages, though, such an organiza-

tional model becomes less ideal. For one thing, it necessarily leads to a large amount of

repetition. The Germanic languages are, after all, more alike than they are different,

and this becomes increasingly true the farther one descends the genetic tree. Once one

has read about the structure of the noun phrase in Swedish, for example, a description

of the noun phrase in Danish will present few surprises. Such a format is also not
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conducive to side-by-side comparison of the ways in which the languages accomplish

particular tasks, and so does not present a ready picture of structural commonalities

and differences across the family. I have therefore decided to organize the discussion

according to linguistic constructions and subsystems, rather than by languages. For

example, there is a section on vowel systems, a section on the expression of future

tense, and a section on relative clause formation, in each of which an individual

Germanic language may be mentioned or not, depending on whether it offers some-

thing of particular interest in connection with the grammatical phenomenon under

investigation. These decisions will no doubt make the volume less useful for readers

with certain purposes. In particular, since it does not include chapters on individual

Germanic languages, it does not provide a sense of how the grammars of individual

languages work as integrated systems. Fortunately, there are other volumes suited to

the interests of readers who want to inform themselves about the shape of individual

Germanic languages. König and van der Auwera 1994 is particularly to be recom-

mended. There are also volumes which approach these languages from a historical

perspective – most notably, the recent volume by Howell, Roberge and Salmons

(forthcoming). It is hoped that what is lost in the present treatment in terms of coherent

pictures of individual languages is compensated for by a clearer family portrait.

A further practical consideration in favor of the present format is that it allows us to

sidestep the thorny question of how many Germanic languages there are, and which

varieties to devote chapters to. In volumes on language families in which the main aim

is the exhaustive description of particular languages it is usual to single out a particular

variety of each language as the object of that description. Most often, the written

standard variety is chosen (even though linguists recognize the privileged position of

standard languages to be largely a matter of historical accident), and nonstandard

dialects are given relatively short shrift. Such an a priori limitation would simply not

work in a study in which the main focus is the range of grammatical phenomena found

in the Germanic languages, since, as we will be seeing, the family abounds in highly

interesting and sometimes widespread linguistic developments which happen only to

be found in nonstandard varieties. The standard languages show a relatively high

degree of homogeneity, in part the result of their centuries of contact with each other

and other Western European standard languages as languages of high culture and

literature. The range of structural variation among these varieties is thus relatively

small in comparison with that found when nonstandard varieties are taken into

account. The division of the territory into, for example, a chapter on Dutch (repre-

sented by standard Dutch) and a chapter on German (represented by standard German)

is arbitrary not only because of the substantial variation that exists within the individ-

ual languages, but also because of the famous fuzziness of the boundaries between

languages in some cases. The Germanic languages include two notable dialect
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continua – the West Germanic dialect continuum, encompassing Belgium, the

Netherlands, Germany, Switzerland and Austria, and the Scandinavian dialect con-

tinuum, encompassing Denmark, Sweden, Norway and parts of Finland – in which it is

impossible to draw non-arbitrary language boundaries between neighboring varieties

at any point (see Crystal 1987: 25).

There are also some more theoretical reasons for adopting the construction-by-

construction approach followed here. While I have attempted as much as possible to

keep linguistic theory in the background, this book is very much informed by the spirit

of recent “principles and parameters” approaches to linguistic variation – the idea that

languages are not free to differ from each other arbitrarily and without limit, but rather

that linguistic variation is constrained by general parameters of variation, and that

therefore structural differences across the languages of the family may be expected to

be patterned, rather than random. The construction-by-construction, side-by-side

format of the volume serves to highlight such patterns of variation as are found.

Once the decision was made to organize the presentation around patterns, paradigms

and constructions, rather than around languages, no principled reason remained for

including only the modern members of the family. If the book were an examination of

languages in context, partitioning the Germanic languages according to the salient

demographic property of having or lacking native speakers might make sense. Once

the focus is on structure, though, separating them on the basis of this criterion seems

plainly more arbitrary, since few structural differences correlate with this distinction.

Whether a particular variety belongs to early Germanic or modern Germanic is not

entirely unrelated to its structural characteristics; there are several features which unite

the postmedieval members of the family, and distinguish them from the early medieval

varieties. Some such differences arise by virtue of the fact that the later languages, but

not the earlier ones, were around to participate in pan-European diffusions of such

features as the distinction between formal and familiar forms of second person pronouns

and indefinite articles. Others arise because the later languages, but not the earlier ones,

participated in late parallel developments such as open syllable lengthening or the rise of

medial negators. More often, though, the linguistic features which turn out to have

general predictive value – whether a language is O(bject) V(erb) or VO, for example,

or whether it has lexically case-marked arguments or not – are ones which crosscut the

early Germanic/modern Germanic distinction. Therefore, it was decided for present

purposes to treat both the pre-modern members of the family and the living members of

the family on a par, to the extent possible – as different variants on a common theme. In

treating Gothic and Old High German, for example, side-by-side with Afrikaans and

Faroese, this volume differs from most other treatments of the Germanic languages.

The descriptions offered here are not theory-neutral; I doubt that it is possible to do

linguistic description in a truly theory-neutral way. My particular training and

1.1 Some remarks on the organization of this volume 3



inclination as a syntactician (working within the Government-Binding/Principles and

Parameters tradition) necessarily informs my descriptions of particular phenomena, the

kinds of explanations I offer for instances of variation (in which the assumption of

parameters will play a prominent role, for example), and even, to an extent, the kinds

of structures and phenomena singled out as worthy of description and explanation, as

well as those left out of consideration. A scholar with a different theoretical orientation

would imaginably have produced a somewhat different work. Nonetheless, an effort

has been made to keep theoretical assumptions in the background in order to make the

descriptions accessible to all readers with a background in linguistics, and to deploy

theory-specific terminology only when it substantially contributes to the efficiency of

the description.

The goals of the work are fundamentally synchronic: to identify and describe

structural similarities and differences across the Germanic family. Nonetheless, it will

be seen that discussion of linguistic history intrudes with some frequency. There are

various reasons for this. For one thing, many of the accounts offered for the distribu-

tion of features across these languages are typological in nature. Many claims are made

of the following sort: languages in a subgroup of the Germanic languages share a

feature Y because they share a linked property Z from which the presence of

Y follows. The validity of such typological linkages is supported by showing that they

vary together over time – that when Y arises by historical change, Z appears too.

Second, there are some shared features of the family or subgroups within it whose

appearance and distribution can only be explained in historical terms: features which

exist only because of historical facts of inheritance or borrowing. Some of the more

interesting cases involve differences in the uses to which inherited “junk” (Lass 1988)

are put. See, for example, the discussion of the weak/strong adjective contrast in

Section 4.2.3.3 and the discussion of the development of the reflexive/nonreflexive

possessive distinction in German (Section 4.8.2.1.1).

Discussions of phonology and the lexicon are accorded less space than the discussion

of morphology and syntax. The particular choices made with respect to how much

attention to give to each of these topics reflect, besides space limitations and the particular

interests of the author, the fact that morphosyntactic aspects of the grammar are more

amenable to the systematic contrastive treatment adopted here; their side-by-side

investigation holds out the most promise of helping us to answer one of the central

questions of the volume: In what systematic ways are the Germanic languages alike

and in what ways different? Aside from prosodic phonology, it is difficult to make

typological statements about the sounds or the vocabulary of the Germanic languages

of comparable generality to those possible for the morphosyntax of these languages.

This book does not separate the treatment of morphology (or “accidence”) from the

treatment of syntax in the way that is familiar from most handbooks of Germanic
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languages. This fact, too, is related to its central goal of systematic, side-by-side

comparison of the Germanic languages; there are numerous cases in which some

languages in the family use inflectional morphology to encode particular structural

relations among elements, while others avail themselves of syntactic means for this

purpose. So, for example, Gothic and some of the Scandinavian languages have

passive affixes – a matter of morphology – but these are functionally equivalent to

the periphrastic passive markers of other languages in the family, which are syntactic

in nature since they are free morphemes. Similarly, some of the languages of the

family exhibit case inflections – a matter of morphology – but the same grammatical

relationships which are encoded by means of these are encoded by means of free

morphemes (in the form of prepositions) in other languages. Treating the two separ-

ately because one is a morphological phenomenon and the other a syntactic phenom-

enon would, of course, obscure the fundamental point of their functional equivalence.

Instead, I have chosen a different organizational scheme, based on lexical classes.

Chapter 4, for example, treats the morphosyntax of nouns and the other lexical

categories (adjectives, determiners and pronouns) with which they are associated,

and the syntax of the phrases in which these categories participate. Chapter 5 is

devoted to verbs and their phrases. Within each of these discussions, there is a

secondary division into a discussion of the paradigmatic properties of these lexical

items followed by a discussion of their syntagmatic properties. Paradigmatic relation-

ships are the relationships obtaining between an expression and other expressions

which are substituted for it in different contexts. Case paradigms, and their prepos-

itional phrase equivalents in languages without case (e.g., the man, to the man, of the

man. . .) are instances of paradigmatic relationships. The syntagmatic relationships of a

linguistic expression are the relationships which hold between it and non-equivalent

expressions with which it is concatenated in forming larger linguistic expressions. The

relationship between a subject and a verb, for example, is of this type. To a certain

extent, this distinction overlaps with that between morphology and syntax, since, for

example, case paradigms are a matter of morphology, and putting together a noun

phrase and a verb phrase to form a sentence is a matter of syntax, but the two are not

entirely isomorphic.

By its nature, a survey of this sort consists largely of reports of previous scholarship.

This work owes a great debt to the centuries-long tradition of description of Germanic

languages, and, in particular, to a recent spate of reference grammars and grammatical

sketches of high quality for individual languages. The reader may find the following to

be of particular interest: Allan et al. 1995; Bandle 2002, 2005; Booij 1995, 2002b;

Braunmüller 1991; Collins and Mees 1996; Donaldson 1981, 1993; Engel 1988;

Haugen 1982; Holmes and Hinchcliffe 1994; Jacobs 2005; Katz 1987; König

and van der Auwera 1994; Kristoffersen 2000; Lass 1994; Lindow et al. 1998;

1.1 Some remarks on the organization of this volume 5



Lockwood 1995; Mitchell 1985; Tiersma 1999; Zifonun et al. 1997. However, the

exercise of creating a construction-by-construction comparison of all of the Germanic

languages (and attempting to fill in the considerable gaps in the available descriptions

of the older languages in particular, as required by that exercise) has turned up

occasional patterns and generalizations which had not been observed before.

1.2 Divergence and convergence in the Germanic languages

Germanic (hereafter, GMC) is, in the first order, a genetic concept. The GMC

languages share many properties and constructions by virtue of common ancestry.

Common inheritance is the reason, for example, that they signal inflectional contrasts

by a mixture of suffixation and alternations in root vowel. It is also the reason that they

have only a single inflectional past tense, and do not distinguish between preterite and

imperfect, for example. The GMC languages share the first of these characteristics

with other languages with which they are more remotely related, including the

neighboring Celtic and Romance languages. The second, however, is a GMC innov-

ation, which sets GMC apart from these other branches of Indo-European (IE), the

larger family to which it belongs, including Celtic and Romance. Among the other

distinguishing characteristics of the GMC languages which set them apart from their

IE ancestor are:

the fixing of the accent on the root or first syllable of the word (Section

3.2.3) and the possibly related tendency to reduce final syllables

the incorporation of verbal nouns and verbal adjectives into the verbal

paradigms as infinitives and participles

the reduction of the system of inflectional tenses to a simple contrast

between non-past and past and the possibly related tendency to

introduce new periphrastic constructions for the expression of tense

and aspect

the introduction of a class of weak verbs, with “dental preterites”

the systematization and restructuring of vowel alternations (ablaut) in the

signaling of tense contrasts in the inherited strong verbs (Section 5.1)

the reduction of the IE inventory of moods by conflation of the subjunctive

and optative (5.1.2.2.1)

the reduction of the inherited system of inflections for verbal voice and

the consequent introduction of periphrastic passives (Section 5.4)

the introduction of a strong/weak inflectional distinction in adjectives

(4.2.3.3)

the introduction of definite articles
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the reduction of the IE case system to four core cases (nominative,

accusative, dative, genitive, with occasional survivals of other cases)

(4.1.2.3.1)

the development of a productive class of so-called weak nouns, based on

IE n-stems

the introduction of relative pronouns (6.5.1.1) based on demonstrative

and (secondarily) interrogative pronoun paradigms

the introduction of verb-second word order (Section 6.3).

In some cases, the common inheritance of the GMC languages has taken the form of

an inherited dilemma, to which the individual languages have responded with individ-

ual and original solutions. This is illustrated in the interesting example of the varied

treatment of weak and strong adjective endings, for example, as discussed in 4.2.3.3.

Some of the GMC languages are more closely related than others. The precise

nature of these genetic relationships has historically been a matter of dispute (see

Nielsen 1989 for an overview of early GMC), but a very widely accepted hypothesis is

that GMC first split into a Northwest GMC branch and an East GMC branch (repre-

sented almost solely by Gothic). The differences between the East GMC group and the

Northwest GMC group are partly matters of regional variation. So, for example, IE

final *-ō became -a in Gothic (giba ‘I give’), but -u in Northwest GMC (Old High

German gibu ‘I give’). To some extent, though, they are matters of chronology. Many

differences between East GMC and Northwest GMC reflect the fact that East GMC

separated from the rest of GMC early and was recorded early, and so retains archaic

features lost in the remaining languages (such as passive inflections and reduplicated

verbs), and fails to participate in the later innovations in which those other languages

took part.

Northwest GMC in turn is hypothesized to have split into a North GMC and a West

GMC branch. The existence of a North GMC subgroup is beyond dispute, given the

strong familial resemblance of its member languages to each other; these languages are

the products of a very robust heritage of common innovation in all areas of grammar,

which sets them apart from the rest of GMC, and the resemblances have been further

reinforced by subsequent sustained contacts, with the result that there is still today a

high degree of mutual intelligibility among them. The evidence for a West GMC

genetic subgroup is more problematic, and has been called into question (though see

Voyles 1971). On surer ground is the existence of a strongly innovative subgroup

of West GMC languages, the North Sea Coast, or Ingvaeonic group, consisting of

Anglo-Saxon, Frisian and Old Saxon, which share a number of features to the exclu-

sion of German, their sister West GMC language. Among these features, perhaps the

ones with the greatest systematic significance are the loss of person distinctions in the

1.2 Divergence and convergence in the Germanic languages 7



plural verb, loss of case contrasts in part of the pronominal paradigms, and loss of

GMC reflexive pronouns. Each of these will be discussed in Chapter 4.

The tree shown in Figure 1.1 gives a widely accepted, though not uncontroversial,

picture of the genetic relationships among the GMC languages.

This tree sets forth a hypothesis about genetic relatedness, its branches graphically

representing the order of divergence from a common ancestor (“the tree model”). Such

tree diagrams do not give a complete picture of the interrelationships among them,

though, and must be supplemented by another graphic device, such as the curly

brackets used here. Similarities between languages are not always the result of

common ancestry. Rather, originally separate varieties can converge over time through

borrowing/areal spread of linguistic features across geographical space and linguistic

boundaries (the “wave model”). In addition to shared ancestry, the GMC languages

have remained geographically contiguous, creating the constant possibility of linguis-

tic borrowing, mutual influence, and consequent convergence. For example, note that

there is no single branch of the tree which dominates “German”; the German language

(to the extent that it is a unitary language at all) is the product of centuries of mutual

influence between originally separate West GMC linguistic groups. In a similar way,

the varieties that we label “Low German,” regarded now (in part for political reasons)

as a variety of German, originated as a variant of Ingvaeonic West GMC – Old

Saxon – which originally had more in common with Old English, but which has been

Figure 1.1 The Germanic Family Tree
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“Germanized” by successive waves of linguistic influence from the south. For early

GMC, Rosel (1962) and Nielsen (1989) have reconstructed a complex history of

periods of waxing and waning linguistic and cultural affinity between GMC sub-

groups, in order to account for the pattern of shared features. In later GMC, besides

the interactions which gave rise to modern German, we can mention the mutual

influence among the Scandinavian languages (particularly during the period of

Danish hegemony beginning in the fourteenth century and lasting, in the case of

Norwegian and Faroese, into the twentieth century), which resulted in a high degree

of homogeneity at all levels, the possibly profound Norse influence on English

beginning in the Old English period, which has been implicated in many of the features

of Modern English but whose effect on the grammar of English is still awaiting a full

evaluation, and the strong influence of Low German in late medieval times on the

Scandinavian languages during the period of the Hanseatic league. The effect of the

latter appears to been particularly strong in Danish, which in some respects (including

phonology (Section 3.2.2) and syntax (Sections 4.9.4.1.2.2 and 4.9.5.2), for example)

resembles German more than the other Scandinavian languages. In some cases, the

effect of contact has been claimed not to be limited to direct borrowing, but to appear

in grammar simplification/constructional loss, as a result of disrupted transmission of

the language between generations (e.g., Norde 2001: 243; McWhorter 2002).

1.2.1 Germanic languages and Standard Average European

Such convergence by diffusion of linguistic features across boundaries is possible even

when the languages in question are not related, or only remotely related. Vennemann,

in a series of papers (Vennemann 2003a,b,c), has hypothesized such external influ-

ences from the very earliest period of GMC prehistory (see also Schrijver 2003). As a

result of such contacts with neighboring languages, the GMC languages in modern

times have been claimed to have become, in greater or lesser degrees, part of a group

of “Standard Average European (SAE) languages,” which share with other languages

of north central Europe (notably Romance languages) a cluster of linguistic construc-

tions to the exclusion of geographically more distant languages on the European

periphery. Haspelmath (1998) discusses the eleven most compelling features of

SAE, though suggesting that there are other, weaker ones. These are:

a. Definite and indefinite articles. This is, in fact, problematic as an SAE

feature. While the GMC languages all exhibit definite articles, at least in

an embryonic form (see Section 4.3), they share these not only with

Romance, but with the Celtic languages, which are not part of the SAE

cluster. On the other hand, while most of the modern GMC languages
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have indefinite articles in common with the Romance languages, these

are demonstrably of late origin. They are not found in the earliest attested

versions of these languages, nor yet in Modern Icelandic.

b. Have-perfects. All of the extensively attested GMC languages except

Gothic have a periphrastic perfect formed with have plus a past participle –

which they share with all of the Romance languages, as well as Czech and

some Balkan languages.

c. All GMC languages, including Gothic, have a periphrastic passive

formed with the past participle plus a verb of being or becoming

(Section 5.4.1). They share this feature exclusively with the Romance

and Slavic languages, according to Haspelmath.

d. Anticausative prominence. Languages make use of various means for

deriving verbs from other verbs while changing their valency. In Gothic,

for example, transitive/causative verbs sometimes involve additional

morphology, relative to their intransitive counterparts (wakan ‘to be

awake’ / wak-j-an ‘to waken someone’), but sometimes intransitives

are morphologically more complex than their transitive/causative coun-

terparts. Included here are inchoatives with the inherited -nan suffix

(gaskaidnan ‘to divorce (intrans)’ � skaidan ‘to separate (trans)’) and

the apparently innovated reflexive middle verbs (sik laisjan ‘to learn’ –

literally, ‘to teach oneself’). Haspelmath claims that the derivation of

intransitives from transitives (through the addition of “anticausative”

morphology) is most frequent in German, French, Romanian, Russian,

Greek and Lithuanian, while “causativization” – the derivation of transi-

tives from intransitives – is more usual in neighboring non-SAE languages.

e. Nominative experiencers. In some languages the semantic argument roles

of agent or actor are assigned to nominative subjects, and for semantic

roles other than agent/actor (including roles such as experiencer and

possessor) are represented by non-nominative nominal phrases (see

Section 4.2.1.4.2). Thus, for example, in Scottish Gaelic, I have a book is

expressed as Tha leabhar agam ‘Is a book with-me’, and I like the book

is expressed as Is toil leam an leabhar ‘Is pleasing with-me the book’.

According to Haspelmath, the SAE languages, to a greater extent than

neighboring languages, tend to realize these experiencer and possessor argu-

ments, too, as nominative subjects, as English does. The fit of this feature

with other hypothesized SAE features is quite loose, however. On the one

hand, Basque and Turkish – not SAE languages by other standards – have a

high proportion of nominative experiencers. On the other hand, Icelandic

and Faroese have low ratios, and are thus excluded from the SAE fold.
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f. Dative external possessors. In Romance, continental West GMC, Gothic,

Balto-Slavic, Hungarian, Greek and Armenian, the possessor is expressed

as a dative in certain kinds of possessive constructions (Gothic afmaimait

imma auso ‘he-cut-off him-Dat ear’). This construction is missing in

non-SAE languages, but also in Modern English (see Section 4.4.6 and

McWhorter 2002). Among the IE languages, it is lacking only in English

and Insular Celtic, according to Vennemann (2003b: 356).

g. Many of the SAE languages, including Romance languages, GMC and

Albanian, allow negated nominal phrases to carry the force of sentential

negation (Gothic ni waihts im ‘I am nothing’). The distribution of this

possibility in GMC is explored in Section 6.2.5. It is found in all GMC

languages except Old Saxon. Non-SAE languages tend to require a

sentential negator, typically attached to the verb.

h. Particle comparatives. The SAE languages – including GMC (Section

4.7.1), Romance, Balto-Slavic, Balkan languages, Hungarian, Finnish

and Basque, according to Haspelmath – characteristically make use of

a “comparative particle” which is not a preposition, and thus does not

affect the case of the following nominal (Gothic frijondans wilja seinana

mais þau guþ ‘loving their own will more than God-Acc’). Non-SAE

languages use a variety of different devices.

i. A-and-B conjunction. Most European languages, according to Haspelmath,

including the SAE languages, make use of an A-and-B construction for

conjunction, as opposed to a variety of other devices (e.g., A-and B-and,

A B-and) found elsewhere.

j. Relative clauses. Among the many strategies available for forming rela-

tive clauses (Section 6.5.1.5.1), the use of a strategy involving relative

pronouns which occur at the front of the relative clause and encode the

case number and person features of the relativized argument (Gothic

sunus meins, in þuzei waila galeikada ‘my son, in whom I am well

pleased’) is claimed by Haspelmath to be unique to SAE languages.

k. Verb fronting in polar questions. In GMC, Romance and Slavic lan-

guages and modern Greek, yes/no questions are formed by fronting the

verb (Section 6.3.2), rather than by intonation or the use of a question

particle.

This SAE hypothesis must be regarded with caution for a number of reasons. First, it

is clear that the different hypothesized SAE features do not pick out the same subsets

of languages. Second, they are attributable to widely different time periods. One of

them – the external dative construction – is probably of IE date, as Haspelmath notes.
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Others date from different prehistoric eras (Gothic, for example, has a periphrastic

passive but no periphrastic perfect), while at least some others date from postmedieval

times. This is true, for example, of indefinite articles, and the events which led to

Icelandic and Swedish being on opposite sides of the fence with respect to nominative

experiencers. The SAE constructions also sometimes differ in detail in the languages

that share them, in ways which undermine the likelihood of common origin. GMC, for

example, uses ‘become’ as the cardinal passive auxiliary, while Romance uses ‘be’,

and it is not unimaginable that the two could have originated independently, starting

out from copular sentences in which the predicate was a participle functioning as a

stative adjective. Similarly, the core GMC relative pronouns are based on demonstra-

tive pronouns while the relative pronouns of Romance are based on interrogative

pronouns, and the syntactically comparable relative pronouns of ancient Greek appear

to have been relative pronouns from the beginning (Fortson 2004: 130). Thus, we

might be dealing here with three independent responses to the breakdown of

the inherited correlative syntax of IE (see Section 6.5.1), especially in view of the

difficulty of defending on other linguistic or historical evidence the existence of one or

more eras of contact sufficient for diffusion of the construction to have taken place.

Other attempts have been made as well to account for features of subgroups of

GMC, by diffusion of constructions across major language boundaries. Lindstedt

(2000: 371) claims that the loss of simple past tense in some varieties of spoken

German and the extension of present perfect to the expression of (imperfective) past

tense is an areal development, encompassing southern German as well as northern

Italian and spoken French.

1.2.2 Typological classification

In addition to genetic groupings, it is sometimes profitable to group the GMC

languages typologically, according to structural properties – groupings which often

crosscut genetic groupings, as well as each other. For example, it is proposed in

Section 4.9.5 that those GMC languages which have developed V(erb)–O(bject)

syntax have a wider range of “noun-phrase raising” constructions than OV languages,

and in Section 5.7.1.1 it is observed that “verb-raising” is characteristic of the OV

languages of GMC. It also appears that those languages which have lost morphological

case contrasts in the noun phrase, whether VO (English, Swedish, Danish, Norwegian)

or OV (Dutch, West Flemish, Frisian, Afrikaans), also have some properties in

common to the exclusion of GMC languages with richer morphological case (see

Section 5.7.2.1). Such instances are often viewed as the results of implicational

linkages between grammatical properties, of the sort pursued in “principles-and-

parameters” models of linguistic variation. Thus, in addition to sharing features by
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virtue of common inheritance, and by virtue of language contact/areal spread, some

features shared by subsets of the GMC languages arguably arise as by-products of

other typological commonalities.

English is in many respects a typological outlier in the GMC family. McWhorter

(2002: 265) claims that “where a subset of GMC languages have departed sharply from

the original GMC ‘typology,’ English never fails to be a member,” and enumerates ten

features with respect to which English deviates from all or virtually all the rest of

GMC. These include the loss of inherent reflexives (in middle voice constructions, for

example), the absence of external possessors (Section 4.4.6), the absence of gender

(Section 4.1.2.2), the loss of GMC prefixes, the absence of a perfect construction with

‘be’, the absence of passives with ‘become’, differences in verb-second syntax

(Section 6.3), the absence of a distinctively singular form of the second person

pronoun (Section 4.8.1.5), and the loss of the indefinite pronoun man. McWhorter

attributes these changes to disruption of intergenerational transmission during the

Danish conquest.

1.3 A survey of the Germanic languages

Another dimension along which the GMC languages can be divided is the distinction

between state and non-state languages. The GMC languages, relative to other language

families of the world, include a high proportion of national languages. These include

some varieties of English (hereafter EN), German (GE), Dutch (DU), Swedish (SW),

Danish (DA), Norwegian (NO), Faroese (FA), Icelandic (IC), Afrikaans (AF) and

Luxembourgish, as well as some English-based creoles (Tok Pisin in Papua New Guinea

and Bislama in Vanuatu). Other GMC languages are non-state languages. These include

Yiddish (YI), Pennsylvania German (PG), Schwyzertütsch, East Frisian (EF) and all of

the varieties regarded as nonstandard “dialects” of the state languages (including some

sufficiently remote from the standard variety that they would count as separate

languages under different political circumstances). Intermediate in status is West

Frisian (WF), which is officially the second language of the Netherlands, though

according to Gorter et al. (2001: 111), this status has “only entailed moderate promo-

tion by the state.” Some varieties, such as Limburgisch in the Netherlands and North

Frisian (NF) in Schleswig-Holstein, have official standing as “regional languages.”

This accidental distinction between state and non-state languages is not unconnected

with the internal shape of the language, since official recognition as a standard for

public purposes usually brings with it greater normalization and regulation, the

development of varying degrees of stylistic divergence between written and spoken

varieties, and the articulation of the vocabulary in certain domains (e.g., technology

and bureaucracy). It is also, of course, of very profound importance for their external
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histories and their viability over the long term; all of the non-state languages men-

tioned above are at considerable risk of extinction. With few exceptions (YI and PG),

the situation of non-state GMC languages is made yet more problematic by the fact

that they are sufficiently similar to the surrounding dominant languages that they tend

to be dismissed as “mere dialects” of those languages, and denied recognition as

independent languages, along with such prestige and consideration as comes with that

status.

1.3.1 East Germanic

East GMC has no surviving members. It is represented mainly by Gothic (GO),

preserved in sixth-century manuscripts of portions of a fourth-century Bible transla-

tion, eight leaves of a piece of biblical exegesis (named the Skeireins by its first editor)

and scattered minor documents.1 GO apparently survived as a liturgical language

along the Danube into the ninth century, and a quite remarkable survival of GO into

modern times was documented in the 1560s by Ferdinand Ogier de Busbecq, a Flemish

diplomat, who recorded a word list of about a hundred items from informants from the

Crimea (see Stearns 1978). GO is written in its own alphabet, based largely on that of

Greek with possible influence from Latin and GMC runes, apparently devised by the

bishop Wulfila, to whom the Bible translation is also attributed. Other East GMC

languages are known only through meager onomastic evidence. The received view is

that since the GO corpus consists mainly of highly faithful translations from Greek

originals, it is of no value for the recovery of GMC syntax – a view which the present

discussion will call into question.

Antonsen (1975: 24ff.) takes the position that Northwest GMC is recorded at

roughly the same time (starting in the third century) in a broad area of northern

continental Europe and southern Scandinavia, in the earliest GMC runic writing,

though the identification of the language of these inscriptions as Northwest GMC

has been disputed. Runic writing slightly antedated the first GO writing, and it is

possible that Wulfila was familiar with it and made marginal use of it in devising his

alphabet. The runic writing system, known as the futhark because of the canonical

order of its first six characters, was based on western Mediterranean models. The

corpus of inscriptions in the earliest runic writing system, the older futhark, though

scant, is of great importance for our understanding of GMC. Although GO is fre-

quently cited for its archaic nature, it has in fact deviated from common GMC

relatively far in comparison to the roughly contemporary language recorded in the

1 In the present work, all citations from the Gothic Bible, as well as their Greek equivalents, are
taken from the edition of Streitberg 1960.
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brief epigraphic documents in the older futhark – particularly with respect to the

preservation of vowels in unstressed syllables. I will cite here where possible only

examples in the earliest period of the older futhark, which Antonsen labels Northwest

GMC, though I will refer to them more neutrally as Runic GMC. The runic futhark

writing tradition persisted long after the separation of the Northwest GMC languages,

surviving in modified forms in the Anglo-Saxon futhorc in which the earliest EN

literature is recorded, and the younger futhark, which remained in use in Scandinavian

countries until modern times.

1.3.2 West Germanic

The individual languages of the West GMC group are the next attested, Old English

(OE) and Old High German (OHG) being documented from roughly the eighth

century, and Old Saxon (OS) in the ninth century, Frisian (FR) and DU from still

later periods.

1.3.2.1 German and its siblings

Standard GE is conventionally referred to as (New) High GE. The qualifier ‘High’ is

a topographical term, referring to those varieties spoken in the relatively higher

elevations of the south, as opposed to the low-lying plains of northern Germany.

Linguistically, the two varieties are most saliently distinguished by the fact that

High GE varieties participated in all or part of the consonant changes known as the

High German consonant shift (Section 3.1.1.3). In fact, the various dialects of GE can

be arrayed on a cline according to the degree to which they participated in these

changes. They are most fully implemented in the Alpine dialects in Swabia, Bavaria,

Austria and Switzerland, but carried through less consequently in the Franconian

dialects, and not at all in the Low GE dialects. Thus, dialectologists speak broadly

of Upper GE, Middle GE, and Low GE dialects. Standard GE is based largely on

Middle GE (Franconian) dialects, whose phonology it reflects. The Upper GE dialects

and the Franconian dialects were originally separate branches of West GMC, which

have coalesced over the centuries into a (partial) linguistic unity through mutual

linguistic influence. Low GE arose from OS, a North Sea Coast language, and still

reflects this origin in some ways – for example, in the single form of verb endings for

all persons in the plural. Partly in consequence of its heterogeneous origins, GE is

much more dialectally diverse than any of the other modern GMC languages. Gordon

(2005) reports that the Mainfrankish dialect and the Swabian dialect, for example, are

only about “40% inherently intelligible with Standard GE.”

GE is conventionally divided into three chronological periods: Old High German

(OHG), from the earliest attestation (eighth century) to the end of the eleventh century,
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Middle High German (MHG), from the eleventh century to the end of the sixteenth

century, and Modern GE (NHG), from the end of the sixteenth century. The original

literature for the first of these is relatively small, becoming quite voluminous in later

periods. The various varieties of GE have about 100,000,000 speakers, constituting the

largest linguistic community in Western and Central Europe. Standard GE is the

official language in Austria (7.5 million), Germany (78 million), Liechtenstein, one

of four official languages in Switzerland (4 million), where a majority speaks Swiss

GE (Schwyzertütsch), and one of four official languages in Luxembourg. It is also

spoken among minority populations in central and eastern Europe and northern Italy.

The largest number of GE speakers outside Europe is in the USA, where there are as

many as 1.5 million speakers.

Two other West GMC languages, YI and PG are basically of Middle GE origin, as

demonstrated by the degree of their participation in the High German Consonant shift,

though the facts of YI are complex. The precise date and dialect of the GMC source of

YI, and the question of whether it is most appropriately characterized as a West GMC

language or as a “fusion language” are addressed in Jacobs 2005: 9ff. A main dialect

division arose between those varieties spoken in GMC-speaking countries (Western

YI) and those spoken in the Slavic countries to the east (Eastern YI). Western YI

declined due to linguistic assimilation to GE, and the vast majority of YI speakers

speak Eastern varieties. There are four major modern dialects of YI: Western, Central,

Northeastern and Southeastern, Standard YI reflecting features of the latter two

(Jacobs et al. 1994: 390). YI is written in the Hebrew alphabet, and is thus the only

modern GMC language not written in Roman letters. (Examples in the present work

are given in transliteration, following the conventions of the particular source from

which the examples are cited.) YI is spoken by about 5 million people, in New York,

Israel, Melbourne, Montreal, Mexico City and Buenos Aires (Jacobs 2005: 3). It is not

an official language in any of the countries in which it is spoken, and not a majority

language in any geographical area larger than individual neighborhoods, though it has

achieved stable bilingualism in many of these areas, as the language of ultraorthodox

Jewish communities (Fishman 2001).

PG (Pennsylvanisch, sometimes referred to in EN colloquially and inaccurately as

Pennsylvania Dutch) was introduced into North America beginning in the early

eighteenth century. It has maintained itself most robustly as the community language

of Old Order Mennonite and Old Order Amish communities, in which spheres it has

also achieved a relatively stable bilingualism. It resembles most the Frankish dialects

of GE. There are 2 to 3 million speakers of PG in Canada, the United States, Central

and South America.

Luxembourgish (Luxembourgeois, Letzeburgisch), also a Moselle Franconian

dialect in origin, is the national language in Luxembourg, and spoken natively by a
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large majority there (300,000), with small populations in Belgium and France. It is not

much used for written communication, in which domain French and GE are used

instead.

Limburger, or Limburgs Plat, a Middle Franconian language, more or less mutually

intelligible with Ripuarian dialects of GE, according to Gordon (2005), is spoken by

around 1.5 million people in the provinces of Limburg in the Netherlands and

Belgium, having official status as a regional language in the former.

1.3.2.2 Dutch and its siblings

DU (Nederlands) is the descendant of Old Low Franconian – that is, that portion of

Franconian West GMC which did not undergo the High German consonant shift –

though it also shows the effects of contact with Ingvaeonic languages. Reflecting the

linguistic complexity of northwestern coastal Europe, DU has a wide range of dialects,

with sometimes rather low mutual intelligibility. Chronologically, DU is divided into

Old DU (to 1150), of which only scant records exist, Middle DU, from 1150 to 1500,

which is represented by a very substantial original literature, and Modern DU, since

1500. DU is currently spoken by about 21 million people in Europe – 15 million in the

Netherlands and 6 million in Belgium. The variety spoken in Belgium is often called

Vlaams (Flemish), and listed by Gordon (2005) as a separate language, though it is not

generally so treated. DU is also an official language in former DU colonies in Surinam

and the DU Antilles, and is spoken in Indonesia as well.

AF originated from DU dialects, transplanted to southern Africa in the seventeenth

century, though it has been transformed by massive effects of language contact, and is,

besides EN, the GMC language which deviates grammatically the farthest from the

others. It is spoken by about 6 million people, and is one of the official languages of

the Republic of South Africa (co-official with EN, Ndebele, Southern and Northern

Sotho, Swazi, Tsonga, Tswana, Venda, Xhosa and Zulu), and Namibia.

1.3.3 The North Sea Coast languages

FR (Frysk), an Ingvaeonic or North Sea Coast language closely akin to EN in

its origins, is spoken by about 750,000 people in the Netherlands and Germany,

constituting the language of about 4% of the inhabitants of the former (Gorter et al.

2001: 103). FR has four dialects with low mutual intelligibility. WF, in northern

coastal Holland, is spoken by about 400,000 people, and has a literary standard

(Hoekstra and Tiersma 1994: 506). Northern FR is spoken in Schleswig-Holstein

and adjacent islands in northern Germany by about 10,000 people. Eastern FR is

spoken in a small region in northwestern Germany near the Dutch border by a very few

speakers (1000, according to Hoekstra and Tiersma 1994: 505, though Gordon (2005)
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gives a much higher figure). The three varieties are not mutually intelligible, and, for

that matter, there is not full mutual intelligibility among the various dialects of NF.

The earliest FR texts are from the second half of the thirteenth century. FR is officially

recognized as the second language of the Netherlands, where it has status in law

and education. Northern FR has some official status as a regional language in

Schleswig-Holstein.

OS is represented by the important ninth-century epic poem Heliand, based on the

New Testament, and a probably related fragmentary poetic retelling of Genesis, as

well as minor documents. In the Middle Ages, one of the successors of OS, Middle

Low GE, developed considerable prestige as the language of the Hanseatic League,

and had significant linguistic influence on the continental Scandinavian languages. It

has, however, declined quite markedly in status since then; none of the modern

offshoots of OS is a state language, and they are, in fact, now widely regarded as

dialects of the surrounding dominant languages, in spite of their separate origin and the

fact that they are often not intelligible to speakers of the standard varieties of those

dominant languages. Because of the lack of official status and perception as autono-

mous languages, they are highly subject to attrition in favor of the surrounding

language. According to Lindow et al. (1998: 20), the ability to speak Low GE

(Niederdeutsch, Plattdüütsch) ranges from 46% to 64% in different areas of Low

GE territory. The “Low Saxonian” varieties of northeastern Holland, in which

Ingvaeonic was historically a major constituent, are also regarded as DU dialects (de

Schutter 1994: 441), though there has been an effort to achieve official recognition for

them like that accorded to Limburger (see the listings for Stellingwerfs, Twents and

Veluws in Gordon 2005).

EN, also a West GMC language in origin, stands out from the rest of the family in a

number of ways, lexically, grammatically and demographically. In the lexicon, EN has

absorbed massive amounts of non-native vocabulary, particularly from Romance

languages (French and Latin), and it has developed a habit of forming neologisms

from non-native elements to a much greater extent than other languages of the family

(see Chapter 2). In terms of grammar, as noted in Section 1.2.2, it has also innovated to

a much greater extent than other GMC languages. EN also holds a unique demographic

position within the family and, indeed, among the languages of the world, in that it is

more widely spoken than any other language (though exceeded by Mandarin Chinese

in the number of native speakers). Exact numbers are hard to come by. According to

one estimate, 350 million people speak EN natively, and another 350 million make

significant use of it as a second language. Other estimates are provided in McArthur

2002: 3. It is also a global lingua franca in a number of domains. For example, air

traffic controllers use EN as their common language of communication worldwide.

Crystal (2003: 109) lists seventy-five countries in which EN plays an important role,
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as the majority language, an official language or as a major language in education,

commerce or some other domain.

1.3.4 North Germanic

The North GMC languages have remained relatively homogeneous for a longer time

than West GMC languages, and differences tend to be gradual, rather than abrupt.

Haugen (1982: 3) expresses the view that “Scandinavia may be looked on as a single

speech continuum.” Characteristics of Common Scandinavian, distinct from those of

West GMC, begin to emerge around 550 AD, according to Haugen (1982: 5), and the

linguistic differentiation of the individual dialects begins to be evident from around

1150 AD, the earliest division being between a West Norse group, represented by IC,

FA and NO, and an East Norse group, represented by SW and DA. The linguistic

separation of SW and DA began as recently as 1300 AD. Though Scandinavian

manuscripts are relatively late compared to those of West GMC, the runic inscriptions

in the older futhark after c. 550 AD and the younger futhark after c. 800 AD provide a

continuous though scant record of linguistic development. In later medieval times, the

North GMC branch is represented by the very rich original literature of Old Norse

(ON) (a normalized version of Old IC and Old NO), which, in spite of its name, is

contemporary with the middle period of such West GMC languages as EN and GE. On

typological grounds, the modern North GMC languages can be divided into a conser-

vative Insular North GMC group, represented by IC and FA, and an innovative group,

represented by the continental Scandinavian languages – SW, NO and DA. This

classification crosscuts the earlier division into Western and Eastern North GMC;

NO, which, like IC, is a Western North GMC language in origin, has come to show a

marked typological resemblance to SW. The continental group in general has con-

verged to a remarkable degree, and investigators remark on the high degree of mutual

intelligibility among them (Haugen 1982: 18), though Haberland (1994: 316) notes

that the sound system of DA presents something of an obstacle to this possibility of

“inter-Scandinavian semi-communication.”

IC (Íslenzka), the official language of Iceland, with 250,000 speakers, is the

most grammatically conservative of the modern North GMC languages – indeed, of

the modern GMC languages in general. Such dialect differences as exist are very

slight.

FA (F�roysk) is spoken by 50,000 people in the Faroe Islands, where it is an official

language, joining DA in that status in 1948. It resembles IC more than any other

language, though it has changed phonologically and inflectionally to a greater extent

than the former. It is also much more varied in its spoken forms.
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SW (Svensk) is the native language of over 8 million people in Sweden, and

300,000 in southern and western parts of Finland. It is an official language in both

countries, sharing that status with Finnish in Finland.

NO (Norsk) has two different, co-official written standard varieties – Bokmål ‘book

language’ (hereafter, BN) or Riksmål (earlier Dano-Norwegian (Haugen 1982: 16))

and Nynorsk ‘New Norwegian’, or Landsmål (hereafter, NN) – the former based on

written DA and the DA-influenced speech of NO upper classes and the latter on rural

dialects of NO little influenced by DA (Haugen 1982: 16). 83% of Norwegians receive

primary education in BN, and 17% in NN (Askedal 1994: 221). The total population of

NO speakers is about 4 million. All NO dialects are mutually intelligible (Askedal

1994: 221).

DA (Dansk) is an official language in Denmark, the Faroe Islands (together with FA)

and Greenland (together with Kalaallisooq), with about 5 million speakers. Gordon

(2005) attributes the view to Norbert Strade that the Jutish dialect, spoken in Jutland

near the GE border, is sufficiently different from Standard DA that “from the view-

point of intelligibility, it could be considered a separate language.”
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The focus of this chapter is in fact considerably narrower than the title might suggest.

The study of the lexicons of languages is a multifaceted pursuit. The words of a

language are the interface between its internal aspect, as a cluster of linguistic systems,

and its external aspect, as a way of encoding and cataloguing the experiences of its

speakers (Lass 1994: 178). Study of the lexicon thus straddles the study of purely

linguistic aspects of language and the more general study of culture, since the

vocabularies of languages are shaped by and reflect the intellectual and material

culture in which their speakers function. Both of these are worthwhile undertakings.

Much can be learned about the developmental histories of societies by studying the

ways in which their vocabularies change over time. Indeed, in the case of cultures no

longer extant, language often provides prospects for a reconstruction of the life of

the mind which is finer-grained and more nuanced than what is possible through the

more ambiguous and indirect evidence of physical remains and artifacts. The GMC

languages in particular possess rich and multilayered lexicons which, when carefully

examined, can generate an intricate picture of contacts, events, influences and cultural

trends spanning millennia, even in the absence of a direct historical record. However,

the focus of the present volume is on the GMC languages as systems and structures,

and in keeping with that focus I will forego discussion of the possibilities for linguistic

archaeology which the GMC lexicon affords, and concentrate exclusively on its

more purely linguistic aspects – on the processes of word formation and the ways in

which the shape of the lexicon and changes in the lexicon affect the other linguistic

subsystems of the language. Loanwords, for example, will be of interest here not for

their cultural and historical import, but for the ways in which the linguistic systems

of individual languages have responded to them – the degree to which they are

integrated into the phonological and morphological patterns of the language, the

degree to which they carry over characteristics of their origin, and, in the latter case,

the effects they have had on the shape of the language (for example, in adding new

segments to the sound system, in altering patterns of stress assignment, or in disrupting

the transparency, productivity or generality of word-formation processes).
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Even within this narrowly defined domain, only certain word classes and word-

formation processes have been singled out for description, selected on the basis that

they are in some way typical of the family. A thorough examination of the structure

of the lexicon in GMC languages would take far more space than is available here.

Instances of one particular kind of lexical development, that of “grammaticization”

(the rise of grammatical function words), are treated severally under the appropriate

chapters on morphosyntax. So, for example, case-marking prepositions, definite

and indefinite articles are treated in the chapter on nouns and noun phrases, while

modal verbs and infinitive markers are treated in the chapter on verbs and verb

phrases.

The chapter will conclude with a discussion of two categories of lexical items

particularly characteristic of the GMC languages: discourse particles and phrasal verbs.

2.1 Loanwords

Much of the core vocabulary of the GMC languages is of IE origin, as are their basic

modes of word formation. However, from the beginning, borrowing from other

languages has been among the ways in which the GMC languages have acquired

new words. A substantial portion of the common GMC vocabulary is not transparently

of IE origin. A partial list of such words is given in Lass 1994: 181–182. It is possible

that some of these words simply have non-obvious IE etymologies (see, for example,

Orel 2003), but several of them belong to specific areas of endeavor (boat, sea, sail,

ship, sheep, lamb, calf, plow) and may mark the borrowing of new words along with

technologies. These words, if in fact they are borrowings, were fully integrated into

inherited inflectional paradigms. The verb drink, for example, listed by Lass as non-IE,

nonetheless assumed the inherited mode of tense formation through alternation in

internal vowels (ablaut). See Bammesberger 1986, 1990, Heidermanns 1993 and

Casareto 2004 for a discussion and exhaustive listing of the membership of major

word classes in Common GMC.

From the time of these early loans, all of the GMC languages have continued to take

new vocabulary from neighboring languages, at different rates, in different forms and

from different sources. Main episodes of borrowing have included the following:

a. Common GMC adopted a number of words from its Italic and Celtic

neighbors in prehistoric times, and the individual languages adopted

relatively large amounts of Latin vocabulary in early medieval times

with the rise of monastic culture. The GO Bible contains numerous words

taken from Greek, though it is unclear to what extent these in fact

achieved the status of loanwords.
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b. OE adopted large numbers of Scandinavian vocabulary items during the

period of Danish invasions beginning in the ninth century, though these

do not usually appear in writing until the Middle English (ME) period

because of the way they were distributed geographically. These Scandi-

navian loans are unusual in that they involve items which are not

typically borrowed – everyday, low-prestige terms, and even some

function words and grammatical formatives.

c. Subsequent to the Norman Conquest, vast numbers of Norman French

words entered the EN lexicon. Other GMC languages, too, including GE,

have drawn heavily on French, beginning in medieval times. The items in

question are typically high-prestige vocabulary. Belonging to a different

register are the numerous French borrowings for everyday words

appearing in West Flemish, as discussed in Haegeman 1992 and the

references discussed there, which, like the Scandinavian loans in EN,

evidence a different sort of language-contact situation.

d. The Scandinavian languages drew heavily on Middle Low GE vocabulary

beginning in the late twelfth century and reaching a peak during the

period of the Hanseatic League, from approximately the thirteenth to

the sixteenth centuries (including a number of Latinate words which came

into these languages through Middle Low GE) – see especially Bandle

et al. 2002: 955. This was followed during the Renaissance by a period of

borrowing from High GE, under the influence of the Reformation.

e. FA has adopted large numbers of DA words. This tendency is resisted

officially; the DA borrowings are discouraged in writing and not recog-

nized by dictionaries, for example, giving rise to a wide discrepancy in

vocabulary between spoken and written registers (Barnes 1994: 216;

Bandle et al. 2005: 1583).

f. YI has drawn extensively on the vocabularies of Hebrew and Slavic

languages.

g. All of theGMC languages have taken part in the diffusion of the increasingly

international vocabulary of such fields as technology, commerce and politics.

h. In the twentieth and twenty-first centuries, all of the other GMC lan-

guages have been under the expanding influence of the EN lexicon.

Particularly in modern times, the borrowing of foreign vocabulary has become

ideologically loaded, leading to alternating periods of receptiveness to direct

borrowing and resistance to it. Representing the poles of the spectrum among the

modern languages are EN, on the one hand, which has developed a vocabulary

considerably more extensive than that of the other GMC languages by massive overt
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borrowing, and which seems inclined to build its neologisms by using formatives from

the classical languages (Greek and Latin), and, on the other, IC, in which there is

strong resistance to the introduction of foreign elements into the lexicon. Thráinsson

(1994: 188) characterizes the IC situation as follows:

The Modern Icelandic lexicon is relatively free of unassimilated

loanwords . . . there is a strong and conscious effort to create new words

from Icelandic for new concepts, for example in science and technology.

Many professional societies have their own language committees that meet

regularly to discuss proposed neologisms or to try to comeupwith newones.

The methods used in coining new words include translation of the foreign

word bit by bit, compounding of existing nouns, derivation by productive

derivational affixes, creation of new roots and assimilation of foreign

words to the Icelandic sound and inflectional systems. Sometimes old

words are also given new meanings.

In the latter category, Thráinsson cites si $mi ‘telephone’¬si $ma ‘thread’, tölva

‘computer’¬tala ‘number’, u $tvarp ‘radio’¬u $t ‘out’ þ varpa ‘throw’.

It should be pointed out that the cases just cited from IC do in fact involve a type of

borrowing; languages need to add new vocabulary as new concepts come to require

linguistic expression, and among the strategies deployed at various times in the GMC

languages by way of balancing this need for new words with the resistance to foreign

elements has been such covert borrowing – borrowing the lexical concept, as IC, has done,

but not the phonological shape of the wordwhichwould identify it as foreign. Such covert

borrowing takes the form of calques, or loan translations, in which the template for

formation of the word is adopted, but native morphemes substituted for foreign ones.

This phenomenon has existed (side-by-side with straightforward borrowing) from the

earliest times. So, for example, GO borrows aiwaggeli ‘gospel’ and aiwlaugia ‘benefac-

tion’ directly fromGreek eu-ange $lion and eu-logi $a, but translates eu-gene��s ‘well born’ as
goda-kunds. OE (and other early GMC languages) had a decided preference for loan

translations. This can be seen by comparing the OE and the Modern EN counterparts to

the following Latin words (examples in part from Lass 1994).
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Other languages, too, exhibit historical fluctuation between direct borrowing and

covert borrowing. GE, for example, which borrowed extensively from French in

previous eras, experienced a period of relative linguistic purism in the seventeenth

and eighteenth centuries, borrowing the names of new chemical elements during that

era, for example, as loan-translations (Wasserstoff ‘water-stuff’, from French/neo-

Greek hydroge �ne, Sauerstoff ‘sour-stuff’, from French oxyge �ne). In Modern DA the

EN terms landslide victory, nuclear family and think tank are calqued as jordskreds-

sejr, kernefamilie and tænketank respectively (Allan et al. 1995: 556).

Calquing is one of the means languages make use of for nativizing borrowings, by

integrating them into native lexical, phonological and inflectional patterns. In addition,

direct borrowings containing non-native sounds are typically remade by way of

substituting the closest native sound (“phonological nativization,” Hock 1986: 390).

Hock, for example, cites the substitution of /k/ for /x/ in EN borrowings from GE.

The /u:/ of GO Rumoneis, from Latin Rōmāni is claimed to result from the fact that, at

the time of the borrowing, GO had no closed /o:/ sound like that of Latin, and the GO /u:/

was perceived as the closest substitute. Phonological nativization also manifests itself

in the adaptation of borrowings to the prosodic patterns of the language, as reflected,

for example, in the accent shift which has taken place in IC stu $dent, pro $fessor.

Borrowed forms are also typically nativized inflectionally, by combining them with

the (least marked) inflectional affixes of the language. Aside from possible early

instances like drink, for example, which form their tenses by ablaut, verbs are almost

invariably borrowed into the GMC languages as weak verbs, which form their past

tenses by the more usual means of adding a dental suffix. Inflectional nativization

is normally quite systematic; among inflectional affixes, only plural markers are

sometimes carried over from the source language, as in EN stratum�strata, GE

Thema�Themata, SW gangster�gangsters, DU museum�musea. Even in these cases,

the borrowed plural formation tends to be replaced by an unmarked native one in time.

Thus, GE also has Themen, SW also has gangstrar-na ‘the gangsters’ (Holmes and

Hinchcliffe 1994: 27), and DU also has museums (Booij 2002b: 29).

One particular problem faced in the nativization of nouns borrowed into some GMC

languages iswhat gender to assign to them. This problemhas been particularly thoroughly

studied with respect to loanwords in GE (Reed 1942; Arndt 1970; Carstensen 1980;

Gregor 1983; Schlick 1984; Köpke and Zubin 1995; Hickey 2000). Some general strat-

egies emerge. Interestingly, even when the source language has a system of grammatical

gender, the gender of the noun in the source language does not seem to play a role in

determining its gender in the borrowing language. Hock (1986: 402), for example, notes

that GE Garage is feminine (as are all nouns ending in –age), even though its French

source is masculine. Typically, borrowed nouns are assigned their gender on the basis of

the gender of semantically similar native nouns. Berger et al. (1972: 206) cite GE
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Chanson, feminine in French but neuter in GE because of the synonymous das Lied ‘the

song’,High Society, feminine in GE because of die Gesellschaft, and der Star, masculine

because of der Stern. Holmes and Hinchcliffe (1995: 12) cite SW ett team, ett jobb, ett

game, all neuter because of the neuter gender of the synonymous native nouns ett lag,

ett arbete, ett spel. In other cases, the assignment is based on the shape of the noun, not

always in a way that has a basis in native principles of gender assignment. For example,

in SW, foreign loans ending in -ek, -em and -iv are neuter (ett bibliotek ‘the library’,

ett system, ett adjektiv) (Holmes andHinchcliffe 1995: 6). InGE, nouns in -age or -tion are

feminine (die Frustration),while nouns in -ing are neuter (dasHappening).Where none of

these strategies leads to a single result, there can be uncertainty and fluctuation in gender

assignment (GE der or das Joghurt, der, die or das Dschungel), though there seems to be

some evidence for default gender preferences, whichmay vary across the GMC languages

(see Section 4.1.2.2).

On the other hand, borrowings are sometimes not fully nativized, particularly in

instances in which they are very numerous, or where the retention of foreign features is

favored by prestige. Such cases can lead to importation of non-native linguistic

features, and consequent modification of the linguistic system. Most of these effects

have involved marginal, local introductions of new sounds. GO, for example, exhibits

a high front rounded vowel, represented as <w>, but only in Greek words (swnagoge

‘synagogue’, hwssopon ‘hyssop-Dat’). ME adds /Z/ from French, as does MHG. GE /dZ/
also occurs only in foreign loans (Dschungel), and some varieties of YI have adopted

palatalized consonants from Slavic (Jacobs et al. 1994: 394). Most of the time, these

sorts of developments remain restricted to the forms with which they are borrowed.

Borrowing of foreign words has also introduced new derivational affixes into the

GMC languages. While many of these too remain confined to the non-native vocabu-

lary, they can on occasion become more productive, combining with native roots. This

is the case with the GE verbal suffix -ieren, as in buchstabieren ‘to spell’ and the GO

agent noun suffix -areis, from Latin -arius, as in bokareis ‘scribe’.

Some of the effects of wide-scale borrowing are less specific. In EN, for example,

Romance influence (on literary tradition, as well as word formation) is linked to the

loss in ME of the metaphorical compounds (kennings) which so characterized OE

literary language. To the massive borrowing of Romance forms may also be traced the

current preference for borrowing or building new words from foreign elements, rather

than native elements, with the consequent loss of the transparency in the lexicon to

which Lass has alluded (see the next Section).

2.2 Derivation

The inherited devices for word derivation in GMC consisted of prefixes and suffixes,

sometimes working in conjunction with internal modifications of the root (ablaut – see
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Section 5.1.1). Since words in GMC (and IE) are right-headed, suffixes determine the

category of the word. Thus we use suffixes to effect a change of lexical category – for

example, from a verb to a noun. Prefixes can be grammatically active too, though, in

the sense that they can change the valency and case-government of the forms to which

they are attached. So, for example, GO gaggan ‘to go’ is an intransitive verb, while

miþgaggan ‘to accompany’ takes a dative object. In GE, the prefix be- is found

frequently as a transitivizer (leben ‘to live’, beleben ‘to animate’).

In general, the inherited derivational prefixes of GMC have survived better than the

suffixes, in large part for phonological reasons connected with the fixing of the stress

accent of GMC on syllables at the beginning of the word (see Section 3.2.3). Thus, for

example, most of the prefixes found in GO ( ga-, fra-, un-, as well as a large inventory

of prepositions which function as prefixes) are cognate to prefixes still found in

modern GE and DU. The North GMC languages and EN, however, for reasons that

probably do not have to do with phonological change, have lost many of these; as

Heusler (1967: 40) points out, true (unstressed) prefixes were generally lost in ON.

McWhorter (2002: 232) observes that in EN the former prefixes be-, ge, and for- (as in

OE sēon ‘to see’, besēon ‘to look at’, winnan ‘to toil’, gewinnan ‘to win’) whose

counterparts in other West GMC languages are frequent and partly productive (AF

verafrikaans ‘to Afrikaansify’), have been given up as well.

IE had a very extensive inventory of derivational suffixes. These were added to

roots, rather than to words. That is, the base-forms to which they were attached did not

appear in an unaffixed form as independent words. The subsequent history of this

inventory in the GMC languages, as Lass (1994: 199) notes, has been one of fairly

steady decline. Suffixes have undergone phonological reduction and modification,

which, even when not resulting in total loss, have often rendered them unrecognizable

as derivational morphemes. This effect has often been reinforced by the loss of

contrasting, derivationally related forms whose existence would have served to make

it easier to identify the affixes. The fact that mind, birth, seed, need, deed, gift, might

all share a common (pre-)GMC suffix, for example, and death, flood, ground, greed,

lust, thought, thirst another one (Casaretto 2004: 496ff., 522ff.) is no longer part of our

sense of relatedness among lexical items.

Among verbs, at least, the system of inherited derivational affixes, if no longer

productive, was at least partially transparent in the earliest attested GMC.1 In GO, for

example, there were such clear alternations as that among a strong durative verb wakan

‘to be awake’, the intransitive inchoative weak verb (ga-)wak-nan ‘to become awake’

and the transitive causative weak verb (us-)wak-jan ‘to wake someone’. A similar

1 Clear evidence for productivity, such as might be provided by the extension of these suffixes to
recent borrowings, is slight; Gothic does borrow Latin accumbere ‘to recline’ as anakumb-jan,
with a native affix.
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triplet is found in the paired verbs ga-qiu-nan ‘to come to life’, ga-qiu-jan ‘to vivify’

and their root adjective qiu-s ‘alive’. Such transparent correspondences are much less

in evidence in later medieval GMC languages, however; the inchoative -nan verb class

is entirely lost in West GMC, though still in evidence in Scandinavian (SW mörkna

‘become dark’ from mörk ‘dark’), and the causative -jan verbs, while still a distinct

class, are no longer identifiable by virtue of containing a single suffix with a particular

shape. We recognize the OHG counterpart to GO wakjan, for example, as a member

of the class of ‘–jan-verbs’ because it exhibits a geminate consonant in the present

(weckit ‘he wakes s.o.’) and a preterite (wahta) in which the past tense ending is added

directly to the root, without a linking vowel. In still other verbs of this class, the

causative affix shows up as a linking element -i- between the root and the past tense

marker: dhecch-i-do�n ‘they covered’. But after the late medieval simplification of

geminates and the elimination of contrasts in unstressed vowels, even these character-

istics can no longer be relied upon. Resultantly, the class largely loses its coherence,

and verbs of this former class are identifiable only in cases such as GE röten ‘redden’

from rot ‘red’, stärken ‘strengthen’ from stark ‘strong’ by virtue of the umlauting

effect of the former -jan suffix on the root vowel. Here, we are no longer dealing so

much with a verb class as with a word-formation rule.

Lass (1994: 191ff.) notes that one of the consequences of this long-term trend has

been a progressive erosion in the speaker’s sense of relatedness among forms in the

lexicon. He cites the fact (p. 199) that there are 139 noun- and adjective-forming

suffixes of IE or GMC date which are identifiable in Old GMC words, of which only

42 remain reasonably productive in OE. That is, about two-thirds of them had been lost

or had become opaque by the time of late medieval GMC. For all of that, the lexicon of

OE is still characterized by relatively highly productive use of affixes in the derivation

of new vocabulary, in comparison with some modern languages. Lass states that

One of the most striking features of the Old English lexicon is the

extensive involvement in [word formation], not only of transparent

affixation, compounding, and conversion, but of other devices of varying

ages: ancient ones like ablaut, and newer ones like i-umlaut. This results

in what Kastovsky (1992: 294) calls “large morphologically related

word-families”; considerable portions of the lexicon “cohere” in a rather

special way, characteristic of older IE and to some extent more archaic

modern languages like German, but quite alien to Modern English.

(Lass 1994: 191)

The history of derivational morphology in GMC, however, has not been only one of

loss. Also in evidence is a countervailing tendency to introduce new derivational

affixes. In place of the obsolete and opaque inherited suffixes for nominal derivation
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has arisen a new set of more salient suffixes which derive from originally independent

lexical items. Kluge (1913: 227), who refers to these as “Kompositionssuffixe”

(roughly, “compound-suffixes”), notes that they are more numerous and more usual

in West GMC than in GO, which lacks -haid ‘-hood’, -dōm ‘-dom’ and -skapi ‘-ship’,

though it has -leiks ‘-like’ and -sams ‘-some’. He concludes that this sort of formation

was only in its beginning stages in common GMC. Many of these new suffixes belong

to the class of “non-cohering” suffixes, which form their own prosodic domains,

separate from that of the root (Kristoffersen 2000: 43).

This development seems to have been limited to nouns and adjectives, no similar

developments being found in verbs – no doubt connected with the fact that compounds

headed by verbs are uncommon in GMC. Of the new verbal derivational affixes arising

to replace the inherited ones which had been lost or become opaque, only one, the

(Middle) EN -en in redden, blacken, is in part a native development. Even this one is

apparently also partly borrowed, reflecting the influence of Scandinavian -nan verbs,

according to the OED. The majority of new verb-deriving affixes in the GMC

languages are borrowings from Greek or the Romance languages, as in GE -ieren,

DA -ere, EN -ate, -ize and -ify. Some of these have come to be sufficiently native to

attain productivity and be usable with native as well as foreign roots (e.g., GE

stolzieren ‘to swagger’, based on stolz ‘proud’, and EN bowdlerize).

Forms like freedom and friendship also reflect a typological departure from the

mode of word formation in early GMC. These new suffixes are of a different sort from

the earlier ones, in that they do not attach to stems but to words – that is, to forms

which are able to appear independently. Lass (1994: 200) sees in this typological shift

from a stem-based to word-based lexicon “a major evolutionary direction” in GMC.

A late phenomenon which can perhaps be regarded as the ultimate outcome of this

trend is the employment of category shift or zero-derivation in modern EN – the

frequent and prescriptively decried tendency to create new verbs, for example, by

using nouns as verbs with no derivational affixes (to impact, to interface).

2.2.1 Compounding

Compounding is the process of forming new words by conjoining two or more root

morphemes. Compounds in GMC, like other words, are right-headed, in the sense that

it is the rightmost element in the compound which determines the category of the

whole, as well as such grammatical features as gender and the choice of plural affixes.2

2 English passers-by represents a possible counterexample. If it is a compound, it is clearly the
leftmost element which is the head, since the whole is understood to be a (plural) noun. Jacobs
(2005: 146) observes that YI has, in addition to compounds formed on the GMC model, with
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In principle, members of almost any lexical category can serve as the first element of

the compound, and any of the major categories, noun, adjective or verb, can appear as

the second element. In fact, compounds headed by verbs are not common in GMC, and

not equally possible in all of the modern languages. Booij (2002b: 141) reports them to

be unproductive in DU, while Josefsson (1998: 68) reports that they are reasonably

productive in SW. There is some direct evidence of their non-productivity in early

GMC: as Eythórsson (1995: 24) points out, GO ‘resolves’ such Greek compounds as

hydropote $ō ‘water-drink’ into a separate verb plus object (driggkan wato). Noun- and

adjective-headed compounds, on the other hand, have from the beginning been

markedly productive, and figure prominently as a poetic device in older GMC poetry,

in the form of the frequent metaphorical compounds known as kennings (Later Runic

walha-kurna ‘foreign corn’ ¼ ‘gold’, Tjurk� bracteate, Antonsen 1975: 79).

The development from a stem-based lexicon to a word-based lexicon discussed in

the preceding section is also visible in the history of compound formation in GMC.

Lass (1994: 194) notes that a distinction is traditionally made between “genuine

compounds,” in which the first element is a stem (a root plus the associated noun-

class marker) and “non-genuine” compounds, in which it is not. The former is the older

of the two, and the one inherited from IE. Lass cites GO fot-u-baurd ‘foot-board

(stool)’ as an example, and formations of this sort are abundant in the compound

names of the older runic inscriptions (Hle-wa-gastiz ‘Fame-Guest’). In each case, the

first element contains a noun root and a noun class marker (-u, -wa) but it is not a free-

standing form, lacking a case affix. There can be other differences as well between the

first element of a compound and the same lexical item in its free-standing form. Kluge

(1913: 229) cites such examples as GO mana-seþs ‘man-seed’, but mann ‘man’.

These stem compounds later became increasingly less frequent, according to Lass,

in consequence of the breakdown of the noun-class system, and were replaced increas-

ingly by newer “non-genuine” compounds. These new types of compounds come in

three varieties. The earliest of them, apparently, are what we may characterize as

“root” compounds, differing from stem compounds in that the first element consists

solely of a lexical root without an accompanying class marker. These are reflected in a

the modifying element preceding the head (and bearing stress), a second model, patterned after
Hebrew, in which the head is first and the modifier second, the main stress falling on the latter.
Both of these patterns are highly productive, and either may combine elements of Hebrew and
GMC origin (so $f za �c ‘final sentence’, so �f za $c ‘end of sentence’). Booij (2002b: 143) points out
that compounds like redskin, sometimes characterized as “exocentric,” or headless, are in fact
right-headed compounds. It is the right-hand member which determines the category of the
whole. What sets them apart is the fact that they are used as metonyms, referring in this case, for
example, to ‘someone who has red skin’. On the other hand, Booij points out some more
complex cases of metonymic compounds in DU in which the rightmost element does not fully
determine the grammatical properties of the whole. Het oor ‘the ear’ is neuter, but de domoor
‘the dumb-ear’ ¼ ‘idiot’ is common gender.
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small number of cases even in GO, for example, gud-hus ‘temple (‘God-house’), þiu-

magus ‘servant-boy’, hauh-þuhts ‘high-seeming’ (Braune 1973: 69), and become

increasingly frequent in later GMC. The second type of innovative compound, the

genitive type, in which the first element is a noun with a genitive case suffix, is

apparently of later occurrence. According to Kluge (1913: 229) and Lass (1994: 195),

it is uniquely represented in GO by baurg-s-waddjus ‘city’s wall’. It is also rare in

other early GMC languages, according to Kluge, appearing first in names for the days

of the week (Wodnes-dæg) as a calque on the Latin names, but it becomes more

frequent later.

It is not clear that such genitive compounds are still in use in the modern GMC

languages. There are indeed some in which the two nouns are separated by a mor-

pheme which stems from, and looks like, a genitive suffix. Such an element, for

example, is found in GE forms like Liebe-s-gedicht ‘love poem’ and liebe-s-krank

‘lovesick’. Lass (1994: 195) notes that the -s- cannot be analyzed synchronically as

a genitive marker even though it is one by origin since, among other things, -(e)s as a

genitive case marker appears only on masculine and neuter nouns in GE, and Liebe

‘love’ is a feminine noun. These compounds thus represent yet a third type of

innovative compound, in which the two components are joined by a fixed and

meaningless “linking” morpheme. Lass cites as an early instance, the OE stān-e-gella

‘stone-yeller (kestrel)’, in which the -e- appears as a semantically empty linking

element. Each of the modern languages, in addition to “root” compounds, has a small

inventory of such linking elements. DU, for example, has three such elements (Booij

2002b: 178): -s-, of genitive origin (schaap-s-kop ‘sheep’s head’), -er-, of plural

origin, and [-@] (sometimes written <en> in official orthography) (schaap-e(n)-vlees

‘sheep-flesh’ ¼ ‘mutton’), which in some instances is a case marker in origin and in

others a word-final -e- which was apocopated in non-compound forms. The inventory

in DA is similar (dreng-e-skole ‘boys’ school’, dag-s-rejse ‘daytrip’).

Booij (2002b: 179f.) presents a number of arguments for viewing such elements as

“stem-extensions” of the first member of the compound, rather than as linking

elements which are just inserted between two members of the compound. First, he

notes that they belong to the first constituent prosodically, as evidenced by syllabifi-

cation. Second, in constructions involving “gapping,” such as schap-en- of vark-en-

vlees ‘mutton or pork’ (lit., sheep-EN or pig-EN meat), in which two conjoined first

constituents of the compound share a final constituent which occurs only after the

second of them, each of them is nonetheless equipped with its own “linking element.”

Further, it is always the first element of the compound which determines whether a

particular linking element can occur in the compound. Finally, some of these linking

elements can occur outside of compounds, in instances of derivation involving certain

non-cohering suffixes, as in arbeid-s-loos ‘work-less (unemployed)’. Booij concludes
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that they are therefore suffixes on the first member of the compound (see also

Josefsson 1998: 61). Viewed in this way, these compounds bear a certain resemblance

to the original stem compounds of GMC. In languages offering a choice of such stem

extensions, there are typically some partial generalizations about which ones can be

used in a given instance – all of them making reference, as noted, to properties of the

first noun. These are described for DU by Booij (2002b: 180) and for DA by Allan

et al. (1995: 544), for example. Josefsson (1998: 60) reports a partial generalization in

SW about the distribution of compounds with the linking element -s and those without:

the linking element must be used if the lefthand member of the compound is itself a

compound: barnþbokþklubb ‘book club for children,’ but barnþbokþsþklubb ‘club

for children’s books’.

The linking element, or stem extension, can sometimes have the same shape as plural

morphemes.3 Inmost such cases, however, the morpheme has no plural force. There are,

though, occasional compounds in the GMC languages in which the first element of the

compound is semantically as well as formally plural. Allan et al. (1995: 33) cite in DA,

for example, such cases as b�rneb�rn ‘grandchildren’, plural of et barnebarn ‘the

grandchild’, either barnef�dsler or b�rnef�dsler ‘childbirths’ as the plural of en

barnef�dsel, and m�drehjem ‘home for mothers’. For DU, Booij (2002b: 147) cites

huiz-en-rij ‘row of houses’ and notes such contrasts as that between bedrijf-s-terrein

‘company area’ and bedrijv-en-terrein ‘companies’ area’ (2002b: 179).

2.3 Discourse particles

One highly distinctive word category shared by (perhaps) all of the GMC languages

and apparently rare outside that family, is a class of short, unstressable, typically

monosyllabic words with at most vague propositional meaning which signal something

about the speaker’s relation to the utterance or to the hearer. These can, for example,

indicate the degree of the speaker’s commitment to the truth of the proposition, the

source for the speaker’s knowledge, the assumptions the speaker makes about

the degree to which his/her knowledge or belief is shared or not shared by the hearer,

and (particularly in the case of commands) the degree of imperative force the hearer is

invited to see in the utterance. Particles fitting this description have been reported for

all of the modern GMC languages. For example, they are described for GE by

Abraham (1991, 2000, 2001b) and Zifonun et al. (1997: 903ff., 1206ff.), for DU

by Foolen (1995), for DA by Davidsen-Nielsen (1996), for SW by (Aijmer 1996),

3 Booij (2002b: 179) notes that the officially promoted practice of spelling the stem extension
[-@] as <en> in DU just in cases where the plural suffix of the first element would also be -en
reinforces such an identification.
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for IC by Thráinsson (1994: 188), for NO by Andvik (1992), for FR by Hoekstra and

Tiersma (1994: 528), for YI by Jacobs (2005: 207) and for AF by Donaldson (1993: 213).

The particles in question are sometimes referred to generally as “modal particles”

(e.g., Arndt 1960; Abraham 2000; Foolen 1995), while others (Aijmer 1996) seem to

restrict this label to the subset of them which convey epistemic modality (that is, infor-

mation about the speaker’s beliefs concerning the proposition). Other labels attached to

them are “discourse particles” or “discourse markers,” “metacommunicative particles,”

“filler words” and “shading particles” (Abtönungspartikeln: Zifonun et al. 1997). In

the present treatment, I will refer to them as “discourse particles” (glossed as PART in

the examples).

Discourse particles can be categorized in a variety of different ways, and the reader is

referred to the references cited for various categorization schemes. Davidsen-Nielsen

(1996: 285) distinguishes between a group of particles in DAwhich are oriented toward

the hearer (2.2a) and a second set, illustrated in (2.2b), which are oriented toward the

speaker, “in the sense that they reflect the speaker’s conception of, or attitude to, his own

knowledge of the state of affairs referred to” (Davidsen-Nielsen 1996: 285).

In the first case (2.2a), that of hearer-oriented particles, jo signals the speaker’s

expectation that the knowledge expressed in the proposition is shared and accepted by

the hearer, while da and nu signal, to varying degrees, the speaker’s expectation that the

hearer does not accept or agree with the truth of the proposition. Skam is used to reassure

the hearer of the truth of the proposition. In the second group (2.2b), the speaker-

oriented particles nok, vel and vist serve to distance the speaker from a commitment to

the truth of the proposition, and to convey information about the source of the knowl-

edge. Vel, for example, expresses uncertainty and invites confirmation from the hearer,

functioning more or less equivalently to tag questions. Vist suggests that the knowledge

is not direct, but based on report. Nok suggests that the probability of the truth of the

proposition is a conclusion of the speaker himself. This group is the one that Aijmer

(1996), writing on SW, labels “modal particles,” and she compares them with the

“evidential” morphemes used in other languages of the world to convey information

about the source and reliability of the knowledge embodied in the proposition.

The discourse particles of the other GMC languages overlap in functions with these

examples from DA. Hearer-oriented particles are, for example, reflected in GE (2.3a),

2.3 Discourse particles 33



where the ja signals the assumption that the knowledge is shared and agreed to by the

hearer, and (2.3b), where the doch signals that the hearer is being reminded of something

known but forgotten. To this class may perhaps be added particles which serve as

instructions to the hearer about how to interpret requests or commands, rendering

them softer and more polite in some instances, as in SW (2.3c), GE (2.3d.), DU (2.3e.)

(“down-graders” or “down-toners”), and more emphatic in others, as in GE (2.3f)

(Abraham’s “up-graders”). In commands, as Zifonun et al. (1997: 1219) note, such

particles anticipate the degree of receptiveness on the part of the hearer to the

command, reflecting the speaker’s assumption about the extent to which the hearer is

prepared to carry out the requested action. A further instance of a discourse particle

affecting illocutionary force is the YI example in (2.3g), in which the presence of

the den signals that the question is offered rhetorically, and a negative answer is

presupposed.
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Further subject-oriented cases are given in (2.4). AF glo in (2.4a) indicates that the

proposition is merely opinion. SW visst in (2.4b) signals an inference.

Traditionally, these particles are treated as adverbs and it is often the case that

they are translational equivalents of full lexical adverbs with clear propositional

meaning, as in (2.4a). However, they differ from such adverbs in a number of respects,

enumerated in Wauchope 1991: 48, for example. They are typically monosyllabic,

weakly stressed, indeclinable (that is, lacking comparative forms), unable to stand

alone as an utterance (as adverbs like apparently can), and have a fixed position

of occurrence, after the finite verb (never initial) but before the rheme of the

sentence. Etymologically, they often differ from lexical adverbs in being related

to/homophonous with function words – such as conjunctions, answering particles

and interjections – rather than adjectives. Thus, for example, GE denn, aber function

as both conjunctions and discourse particles, and ja is at once a discourse particle and

a question-answering particle (‘yes’). They also differ semantically from more

canonical adverbs, providing information that is sometimes quite hard to state

propositionally about how the sentence is situated in context, including the speaker’s

presuppositions, expectations of the hearer, attitudes toward the truth of the utterance

or its illocutionary intent.

Among the modern languages, EN makes far less extensive use of such discourse

particles than the others. It has a few: just, for example, functions as one such particle

with a variety of contextually determined meanings, ranging from softening of com-

mands to expression of the fact that the state of affairs described in the utterance is

contrary to the speaker’s expectations. EN does not have the extensive system of

discourse particles found in the others, though, and typically employs other means,

such as lexical adverbs, tags and parentheticals instead. Davidsen-Nielsen (1996: 287)

notes in particular that DA hearer-oriented discourse particles are often rendered in EN

with tags like ‘You know’, ‘You see’, while speaker-oriented ones are often rendered

with parentheticals such as ‘I guess’, ‘I suppose’, ‘It seems’. Andvik gives the

following EN translational equivalents for NO modal particles.
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All of the other modern languages have elaborated systems of discourse particles.

The status of such particles in early GMC awaits fuller exploration. In GO, only two

possible cases emerge. These are the forms ibai, which in its occurrence in questions

presupposes a negative answer (Streitberg 1920: 219), and an, which appears to invite

an affirmative response, both of them having the effect of making the questions

rhetorical:

At least some of the modal particles of modern GMC languages are of demonstrably

late origin (Wauchope 1991: 1). On the other hand, Wauchope argues that at least

some of them, including thoh, ia and thanne, had such functions already in OHG times,

and since the cognates of these forms also function as discourse particles in modern

continental Scandinavian languages, it is possible that the discourse particle system

reaches in its roots at least back to common Northwest GMC.

2.4 Phrasal verbs

Another highly (and increasingly) characteristic lexical type in the GMC languages is

the class of so-called phrasal verbs.4 These verbs, represented by GE nachschlagen

4 These are also variously known as particle verbs, verb-particle combinations, separable-prefix
verbs and stressed-prefix verbs (Dehé et al. 2002: 1). The label separable-prefix verb is used in
describing them in the verb-final languages, such as GE and DU, where, as a side-effect of the
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‘look up (a word/fact)’, EN look up, for example, consist of a lexical verb plus a

“particle,” the two of them forming a semantic unit, conveying a single verbal

meaning. The present section will focus on their lexical properties. Their syntactic

properties, also a matter of considerable interest, will be discussed in Section 5.8.

Such two-part verbs are often used where other languages would use a single,

morphologically complex verb. So, for example, in GO, phrasal verbs with the

directional particles inn and ut are often used in combination with a verb of motion

or transfer to convey the meaning of a Greek verb with a directional prefix, such as

eis- ‘in’ or ex- ‘out’, as in the following examples:

Both the GO particle and the Greek prefix convey the same meaning, but they have

different morphological status. The prefix is a bound morpheme, always occurring in a

fixed position in the word, whereas the particle in the GO examples is an autonomous

morpheme, variously preceding and following the verb, and even occurring separate

from it, as in (2.7b). The inclination to prefer such phrasal verbs over verbs with

directional prefixes is no doubt connected with the general preference in GMC for

packaging motion and manner together in lexical verbs, to the exclusion of direction

(French entrer dans la maison en courant vs. EN run into the house), as discussed in

Section 5.6.

fact that nonfinite verbs, including infinitives, occur in final position, the verbal particle
precedes the infinitive. The infinitive is used as a citation form in dictionaries (GE anrufen
‘call up’), and therefore in the citation form the particle looks like a prefix. The view that they
are a sort of prefix is also conveyed in the orthography. It is nonetheless clear that they are not
prefixes in the usual sense, on phonological or morphological grounds. They have their own
stress, and they are separable from the associated verb in a way prohibited to genuine affixes.
They in fact exhibit effectively the same degree of syntactic autonomy that particles do in such
VO languages as SW and EN.
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In GO and other early GMC languages, phrasal verbs seem to have been limited to

this directional type, and modern GMC still reflects this history, the most common sort

of verbal particle typically being homophonous with directional prepositions. This

homophony makes the identification of phrasal verbs in languages like GO somewhat

uncertain. Since inn and ut have fixed directional meanings, and since they are clearly

not bound morphemes, one might alternatively suppose that these constructions

involve two separate lexical items, and that inn and ut are not instances of a special

class of verbal particles but are simply directional adverbs or intransitive prepositions

with spatial meanings, in free association with the verb, rather than forming a single

lexical item with it. Compelling evidence distinguishing these two views is hard to

come by for the historical languages. However, the fact that inn and ut occur in GO

exclusively in association with such verbs is consistent with an identification as verbal

particles. Clear syntactic evidence that directional particles are not just adverbs/

intransitive prepositions is found in the modern languages, where they are distribu-

tionally distinct from these other types of elements. For example, Dehé et al. (2002: 2)

note that, while adverbials in SW and EN (including some which seem to be function-

ally identical to particles) are prohibited from intervening between a verb and its direct

object, particles belonging to phrasal verbs may do so freely:

Thus, they have privileges of distribution not shared by adverbs. Conversely, Dehé

et al. note that in verb-final languages, such as GE, adverbs can appear in positions

which are prohibited to particles.

The identification of phrasal verbs has also become easier in some instances on

semantic grounds beginning in late medieval times, with the development of some new

types of particle verbs which appear not to have existed earlier. While the core cases of

verbal particles are directional prepositions in origin, and had transparent directional
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interpretations in the early languages (Elenbaas 2003), they have in many instances

lost their original lexical semantic content entirely, and are only interpretable in

combination with the verb. We may distinguish two subtypes. In one of them,

idiomatic verb-particle combinations, the combination has a noncompositional mean-

ing. That is, the meaning of the whole cannot be computed from the meanings of its

component parts. In cases like GE nach¼schlagen (literally, ‘after-strike’) or EN look

up, the meaning ‘consult a reference source for’ is simply assigned to the whole

phrasal verb, and no component of it can be specifically attributed to up, for example.

In this feature, idiomatic phrasal verbs are like compounds, whose meanings also tend

toward noncompositionality (egghead, flatfoot), and it is clear at this point that we are

dealing with items which constitute a single lexical item in some sense, in spite of their

apparent syntactic complexity. Since it is not computable from its parts, as Jackendoff

(2002: 73) notes, the meaning of look up must be listed as an entry in our mental

lexicons. The second innovative type of phrasal verb is of a more regular sort; the

verbal particle has again lost its original directional meaning, but has developed a new

meaning relating to the shape of the action described by the verb. Denison (1981)

identifies as a cardinal instance of this type the “completive up,” represented in eat up,

break up, fill up, for example. Denison notes that this use belongs to the semantic

domain of Aktionsart, or verbal aspect; the particle alters the contour of the action

denoted by the simplex verb, indicating in this case that that action took place up to the

point of logical, irreversible conclusion. Wedel (1997) refers to this as “complexive

aspect.” Denison notes that the aspectual use of verbal particles is also exemplified,

though less productively, by the particles in kill off, chatter away. Jackendoff (2002: 77)

observes that in some instances the addition of an aspectual particle also has the effect

of changing the valency of the verb; durative phrasal verbs with the particles on or

away cannot take direct object arguments, even though formed from transitive verbs:

fight (*the army) on, for example.

Both the idiomatic type of phrasal verb construction and the aspectual type seem to

have their roots in the later medieval languages. The development of completive up, for

example, is discussed in detail in Denison 1981, who assigns it to the twelfth century in

EN and notes that it appears to have arisen earlier yet in the Scandinavian languages (ON

brjo $ta upp ‘break up’) from which in fact the EN construction may derive (cf. also

Kastovsky 1992: 320). It finds only isolated representation in the continentalWest GMC

languages (GE aufessen ‘eat up’, aufgeben ‘give up’), where Denison assigns a later

date. Some observers have noted that this development reflects a basic change in the

way the categories of Aktionsart found expression in the GMC lexicon. In earlier GMC,

Aktionsart had been encoded either by means of derivational suffixes or by means of

prefixes. As an example of the role of suffixes in signaling aspectual contrasts, we

can cite GO dreiban ‘drive’, a primary strong verb, and the corresponding derived,
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iterative/ intensive weak verb draibjan ‘to plague’ (or perhaps, ‘to drive to distraction’),

the new semantic element of repeated action being contributed by the suffix. The role of

prefixes in encoding aspect is exemplified by GO itan ‘eat’, fra-itan ‘eat up, devour’.

A number of prefixes, in particular, had the effect of marking the verb for complexive

aspect (see Wedel 1997 for a discussion of the scholarship in this area). By the time of

medieval GMC, however, the suffixal encoding of contrasts in verbal aspect, already

unproductive for hundreds of years, had also become morphologically opaque. This left

only the prefixal strategy. The lower receptivity of GE to the development of the

complexive up construction, Denison suggests, may be connected with the fact that,

unlike EN and the Scandinavian languages, GE has retained more of the true, insepar-

able prefixes which convey the same concept of complexive action (e.g., erdenken ‘to

think out/up’, verhüllen ‘to wrap up’, zerfetzen ‘to tear up’).

More generally, Denison (1981: 52) suggests that the early development of the

particle construction in the Scandinavian languages may be linked to the early and

general loss of GMC prefixes in North GMC described in Heusler 1967: 40–41 –

information previously encoded in the prefix coming to be encoded instead by the

verbal particle. The nature of the connection has been variously interpreted. Faarlund

(1994: 70) proposes that the phrasal-verb strategy arose in Scandinavian as a way of

remedying the information loss occasioned by the disappearances of prefixes: ON lu $ka

had come to mean both ‘close’ (cf. OE belūcan) and ‘open’ (OE onlūcan) in conse-

quence of prefix-loss, and the development of verbal particles, for example, in lu $ka

upp ‘open up’, resolved such ambiguity. However, Samuels (1972: 84f.) seems to

advance the rise of particles as the cause of, not the response to, the loss of prefixes;

prefixes were replaced by the verbal particles as part of the implementation of a

general preference which he also sees reflected in the shift from prenominal to enclitic

definite articles, for example.

While other languages have elements like the verbal particles of GMC phrasal verbs

(besides other IE languages, Booij (2002a: 23) cites Hungarian and Estonian), there

seem to have been no developments quite comparable to the proliferation of phrasal

verbs in some recent GMC languges, in which original directional adverbs (or intransi-

tive prepositions) have become dissociated from their original spatial meanings and

assumed a massive role in the derivation of new words. Jackendoff (2002: 74) cites the

case of out-formations in recent American EN, for example (black out, chicken out,

zone out, flip out, veg out, chill out, burn out).
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3

The sound systems of Germanic:

inventories, alternations and

structures573580

3.1 Segmental inventories and alternations

3.1.1 The obstruents: place and manner of articulation

3.1.1.1 Stops

The GMC languages have relatively rich, though not particularly exotic, inventories of

obstruent consonants (stops, affricates and fricatives). The inventory which we can

reconstruct for common GMC is given in (3.1), though not all of these oppositions

were distinctive.1 This inventory is distinguished from the system found in IE by the

relatively large number of fricatives it contains. It is distinguished from the inventories

of many of the later GMC languages in lacking affricates. Some of the GMC languages

also have long (geminate) variants of these obstruents. Consonant length, as well as

vowel length, will be treated later, as a suprasegmental feature.

1 In particular, [b, d, g] did not contrast with the voiced fricatives [b, ð, �]. The former arose as
contextual variants of the latter according to standard views. As Moulton (1954) points out,
comparative evidence dates the phonetic split between the two to the Germanic period, since all
of the daughter languages exhibit the stop variants at least after nasals and in gemination, but
the difference remained allophonic. Similarly, [h] arose as a contextual variant of [x], in
syllable onset position. Moulton again dates this to the Germanic period, since all of the
daughter languages have [h] in syllable onsets. In this case, though, he assigns them to different
phonemes, in spite of their complementarity, because of the degree of phonetic difference.
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Some of the developments leading to this inventory are staples of any introduction

to historical linguistics because of their early discovery and their importance for the

development of the methodology of historical/comparative linguistics. These include

such events as the First and Second Consonant Shifts (the former more commonly

known as “Grimm’s Law,” though Grimm’s formulation subsumed both of these

shifts) and Verner’s Law. Interestingly, certain aspects of these sound changes have

remained refractory in spite of having been examined and reexamined over gener-

ations. Within the last few years there has been a renewal of interest in them, as recent

developments in phonetics and phonological theory give us new ways of regarding

them, and a new picture is emerging of these GMC hallmarks.

Common GMC, and most of the languages descending from it, exhibit paired sets of

stop consonants, {/p, t, k/ /b, d, g/} which contrast with respect to laryngeal features –

that is, the activity of the glottis during their articulation. The two sets are not

represented equally in all environments; the /b, d, g/ set appears in some languages

only in certain environments, alternating with fricatives in other environments, as

discussed below. In DU and AF the /g/ is lacking except in loanwords, and DU/AF

words whose cognates in other GMC languages have a stop /g/ exhibit dorsal fricatives

instead (Booij 1995: 7).

For GMC, the features [labial], [coronal] and [dorsal] are sufficient to characterize

the place contrasts in this inventory. [Coronal] sounds are, roughly, those produced by

raising the blade of the tongue to the roof of the mouth, and are distinguished from

[labial] sounds, articulated with the lips, and [dorsal] sounds, articulated with the back

of the tongue. Later GMC languages exhibit a contrast between two types of coronal

sounds: dental/alveolar and palatal. We can accommodate this by further subdividing

the [coronal] consonants into [�anterior] varieties. In the GMC languages, this feature

is of importance only for fricatives; none of these languages has a contrastive set of

palatal ([coronal, –anterior]) stops, though these do arise as contextual variants of velar

stops in certain environments, as discussed in Section 3.1.1.5. A further distinction is

required by the fact that some Scandinavian languages, including NO and dialects of

SW (Andersson 1994: 272; Bandle et al. 2005: 1123), have developed an additional

pair of coronal stops, /<, B/ which arose from /rt, rd/ sequences. These consonants are

articulated with “retroflexion” – that is, they are [–anterior] sounds which are formed

with the tip, rather than the blade of the tongue, and an additional feature is required

for their characterization (perhaps the feature [–distributed] of Chomsky and Halle

1968). Whether the labiovelars /kw/ and /hw/ in GO constitute yet another place of

articulation, or whether they are sequences of consonants, is discussed in note 10.

This set of place features works better in many cases in accounting for the system-

atic patterning of sounds than do more specific articulatory labels like “bilabial,”

“labiodental,” “interdental,” “dental,” “alveolar” and so on. It predicts, for example,
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that for the purpose of systematic patterning of sounds, interdental, dental and alveolar

sounds should all pattern together, since they are all [coronal, anterior] – a prediction

which seems to be correct. (The [coronal] stops of GMC are realized phonetically

variously as alveolar stops (EN, GE, DA) or as dental stops (SW (Granberry 1991: 7)

and FA (Lockwood 1964: 7), for example. Some languages show internal variation on

this point (Kress 1937: 86; Jacobs et al. 1994: 395; Jacobs 2005: 109).)2

Views concerning the nature of the glottal feature responsible for the distinction

between the series /p, t, k/ and the series /b, d, g/ have shifted in recent times. In

traditional grammars as well as some scholarly treatments of EN and GE it is usual for

the feature in question to be identified as [voice]. See Jessen (1996: 199) for a list of

investigators who have taken this view. Rendering this characterization problematic –

at least in its extension to the whole family – is the fact that members of the series

/b, d, g/ are either contextually or generally unvoiced in many GMC languages. Jessen

(1996) points out that the series /b, d, g/ in GE is not systematically voiced, tending to

be unvoiced except in intervocalic position (see also Jessen and Ringen 2002: 190).

Barnes (1994: 193) states that in FA “the voicing is at best weak and sometimes

absent.” In DA (Haberland 1994: 320) and IC, both series are uniformly unvoiced,

contrasting only in aspiration. Iverson and Salmons (1999, 2003) claim, though more

controversially, that the /b, d, g/ series is not uniformly voiced in EN, either, asserting

that, unlike the voiced stops of French, which are thoroughly voiced, the /b, d, g/ of EN

are not voiced at all at the beginnings of words (2003: 3).

Reservations about calling the feature in question [voice] are reflected in some

earlier accounts, which speak of “fortis” and “lenis,” though sometimes without

2 The feature set [labial], [coronal] and [dorsal], based on articulators, supplants an earlier
feature system (Chomsky and Halle 1968), in which consonantal place was characterized with
a pair of binary features, [�anterior, �coronal]. A crucial difference between this feature set
and the more recent one has to do with the fact that, under the former, labial and velar sounds
were characterized as a natural class, sharing in common the feature [–coronal]. No such
prediction follows under the new system, with its three privative features. Remaining to be
seen is whether this system is sufficient to characterize the cases in GMC in which labials and
velars do seem to pattern together, to the exclusion of coronals. There are some sound
changes in the GMC languages for which the noncoronal consonants of GMC – /p, b, f, b,
g, k/ – do seem to pattern together. So, for example, in Old Upper GE, lowering of the second
element of /eu/ to /o/ under the influence of /a/ was blocked by an intervening [–coronal]
segment.

Similar facts are found in ON. There are, moreover, instances in which the labial fricative /f/
changes into velar fricative /x/ – Old DU /ft/ becoming /xt/, for example (DU lucht ‘air’/ GE
Luft) – or vice versa – in ME, for example, “skipping over” the intervening coronal consonants.
See Bonebrake (1979).
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precise characterization of the phonetic content of these notions. (Moulton 1954: 12

describes fortis consonants as “articulated with relatively great muscular energy.”) The

more recent investigators mentioned have converged on the view that what sets the

two series apart most saliently in the languages in question is the acoustic effect of

“aspiration,” associated with widely separated vocal bands [spread glottis], or, in the

view of Jessen (1996), the feature [tense], of which aspiration is the basic (though not

the only) acoustic manifestation. Members of the series /p, t, k/ in GMC languages

tend to be articulated with a spread glottis, and therefore strong aspiration (Jessen

1996, 1998; Iverson and Salmons 1995, 1999, 2003; Jessen and Ringen 2002 and

others). According to these accounts, to the extent that /b,d,g/ are voiced at all in such

languages as GE, it is a matter of “passive voicing” in voiced surroundings of segments

which have no inherent voicing or other laryngeal specification. (Iverson and Salmons

2003: 52n observe, but do not explain, the fact that some languages but not others exhibit

such passive voicing. Moulton 1954: 13 notes, for example, that the /b, d, g/ series are

typically voiced in northern GE, but normally voiceless in southern GE.)

Thus, for some GMC languages, at least, the basic contrast in stops appears to be

between a series specified for [spread glottis] and a series unspecified for laryngeal

features, which may or may not get voicing from neighboring sounds. Iverson and

Salmons (2003) project this onto the parent language, arguing that the addition of

[spread glottis] to the laryngeally unmarked consonants /p, t, k/ of IE was a GMC

innovation, which they label the “Germanic Enhancement,” and they identify it as the

main departure of GMC from IE consonantism, and a central and persistent character-

istic of GMC consonantism which played an important role in many subsequent

developments, including Grimm’s Law.

In still other GMC languages, on the other hand, such as DU, the /p, t, k/ set is

unaspirated or only weakly aspirated, so aspiration cannot be the significant feature.

Iverson and Salmons (1999) claim that in DU, the distinctive feature is in fact [voice].

DU /b, d, g/ are specified for [voice], while /p, t, k/ are unspecified for laryngeal

features. Iverson and Salmons claim that the consonant system of DU, in which voice,

rather than aspiration, is the feature systematically distinguishing the two series, is “to

a great extent Romance-like,” and go on to suggest that this may reflect Romance

influence in the prehistory of DU (1999: 20). These proposals invite investigation of

the other dialects of West GMC, including AF, FR and Eastern YI, in which the /p, t, k/

series is also unaspirated.

An important feature of the account of Iverson and Salmon is that in the majority

group of the GMC languages, it is the /p, t, k/ series which is marked with a laryngeal

specification ([spread glottis]), while in DU it is the /b, d, g/ series which is marked

([voice]). Among the supporting arguments for this claimed difference between DU

and EN/GE are “biases” in the direction of voicing assimilation in sequences of
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obstruents. In DU, a voiceless obstruent may assume the voice of a neighboring voiced

obstruent (/sþd/!/zd/), while in EN and GE, voicing assimilation works uniformly in

the other direction. In each case, it is the marked feature which spreads. In this

connection, the discussion in Jacobs et al. 1994: 396 and Jacobs 2005: 129ff. of

voicing assimilation in different dialects of YI is particularly interesting.

In IC and FA, /p, t, k/ have come to be “preaspirated” when they precede another

consonant, including cases of (present or former) gemination: IC brekka [brehk:a]

‘slope’, happ [hahp] ‘luck’, vatn [vahtn] (Einarsson 1945: 16, 22; Kress 1982: 30). (See

also Page 1997; Ringen 1999.) Preaspiration is also found in scattered NO and SW

dialects (Bandle et al. 2005: 1122).

3.1.1.2 Fricatives

All of the GMC languages have two series of fricatives as well, contrasting in

laryngeal features. In the case of fricatives, voicing is among the stable features

distinguishing the two series, even in languages like GE, where it is not a reliable

distinguishing feature for stops (Jessen 1996: 233).

The fricative charts in individual GMC languages tend to have more gaps than the

stop charts. GO and OE had inventories like that in (3.1), and OE even added a new

fricative, /
Ð
/, but other languages have smaller ones. Some places of articulation are

represented in some inventories but not others, and unlike stops, the fricatives do not

always come in pairs with the same place of articulation but differing glottal features.

All of the GMC languages have /f/, but they do not all have a lenis labial fricative, /b/

or /v/. It is missing, for example, in southern OHG, at a point after GMC /b/ had

become a stop and before the fricativization of /w/ in MHG. For many speakers of DU,

voicing contrasts in fricatives are in the process of being lost, according to de Schutter

(1994: 448). Gussenhoven (1999: 74) states that in southern varieties, /v, z, �/ are

found, but that in the western Netherlands the inventory is reduced to /v, z/ or even just

/z/, and that even the latter is absent in some western varieties (see also Booij 1995: 7;

Collins and Mees 1996: 53). Such contrasts are fully neutralized in AF, where only the

voiceless variants remain, though the /f/ : /v/ contrast has been reintroduced by the

fricativization of [w] to [v] (Roger Lass, p.c.). The Scandinavian languages uniformly

lack /z/ (Haugen 1976: 73).

With respect to place of articulation, the velar and nonstrident coronal (dental)

fricatives (/y, ð/) of GMC have a tendency to disappear. Although found in all of the

medieval varieties of GMC, /y, ð/ have tended strongly toward elimination in one way

or another in modern GMC. Only Modern EN and Modern IC exhibit both of them,

and the /ð/’s of EN are of secondary origin, arising from contextual voicing of /y/,

since the inherited GMC /ð/ had been changed into a stop already in common West

GMC. In the remainder of West GMC (DU, FR, GE and AF), all former occurrences
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of /y/ have turned into /d/ (see below), so neither fricative exists. In some dialects of

EN, including, for example, Shetlands EN, /y, ð/ have occlusivized to /t, d/ respect-

ively.3 The same development took place in initial position in North GMC languages

other than IC (see, for example, Haugen 1982: 66). In some cases, /y/ developed into

/h/ (Barnes 1994: 195) – a development also found in the Goedelic languages. Non-

initially, only /ð/ occurred in early Scandinavian, due to postvocalic voicing of

fricatives, and in modern Scandinavian it has tended to be either deleted or occlusivized

to /d/ (IC ra $ða [rau:ða], FA ra $ða [rǫ:a] ‘advise’, NO ra°a ‘advise’, SW ra°da [ro:da]

‘advise’). It is retained as /ð/ only in a few dialects of modern Scandinavian (Haugen

1982: 66). According to Haberland (1994: 320) the /ð/ in DA, which arose secondarily

through postvocalic lenition of apical stops (Section 3.1.1.5), is not now a fricative, but

an “alveolar voiced sonorant”.

Also of limited occurrence are the velar fricatives /x, �/. /x/ did not occur initially in

common GMC, having become /h/ in that context. All of the standard GMC languages

retain this initial /h/. /x/ has been reintroduced in initial position in YI through

borrowing (Jacobs et al. 1994: 395) and in southern GE dialects (for example, Swiss

GE), where it develops from the velar affricate arising from the High GE Consonant

Shift (3.1.1.3). Early GMC – including OE – had both /x, �/ in non-initial environ-

ments, but they were eliminated on the way to modern Standard EN, primarily by

vocalization (OE dragan, Modern EN draw, OE niht, Modern EN night), where they

are not changed to /f/. Northern dialects have retained /x/. Standard DU retains /�/ and

/x/, whose realization varies across dialects in terms of position and energy of

articulation (Collins and Mees 1996: 191), velar articulations being usual in the south,

but post-velar or uvular articulations in the north (Gussenhoven 1999: 74). AF has

only /x/ (Donaldson 1993: 13), voicing contrasts in fricatives having been neutralized

there, as in some dialects of DU. /�/ was occlusivized early on in most dialects of GE

to /g/, though in some Low GE dialects it has remained a fricative (Keller 1961: 303).

All dialects of GE still retain /x/, whose precise place of articulation also tends to vary.

In Standard GE, it is velar (or sometimes uvular) in the environment of non-front

vowels, but fronted to an alveopalatal [ç] in other environments. Whether the [x] : [ç]

difference is distinctive or not is a matter of controversy in GE grammar (Eisenberg

1994: 354). Not all dialects of GE have developed this palatal variant of /x/ (Keller

1961: 164, 205), and it is also absent from YI. In still other dialects of GE, it has

merged with the sibilant /
Ð
/ (Keller 1961: 164). ON lost /x/ in all positions, though it

has reemerged as a positional variant of velar stops in IC in the context of other

3 Roger Lass (p.c.) observes that in some dialects of English the resultant dental stops contrast
with the old alveolar stops, and that in still other dialects (London and vicinity), the dental
fricatives have been replaced by the labial fricatives /f, v/.

46 3 The sound systems of Germanic



voiceless obstruents (slikt [slixt] ‘such’). IC also has /�/, for example, in sagði [sa�ði]

‘said’. Other standard varieties of Scandinavian lack both /x/ and /�/.

The incidence of /v, b/ has been increased in standard GMC languages other than

EN by the fricativization of /w/ – a development which apparently took place inde-

pendently in medieval times, even, apparently, in GO (Krause 1968: 109). This is not

universal among nonstandard varieties, though – exceptions existing in at least north-

ern GE dialects (Keller 1961: 190), PG (where /w/ alternates with /b/ (van Ness 1994:

424)) and SW (Haugen 1982: 64). See 3.3.1 for further discussion of this change.

Collins and Mees (1996: 198) describe standard Netherlands DU<w> as a labiodental

approximant /u/, and Kristoffersen (2000: 25) describes the NO <v> in the same way,

since it is articulated without aperiodic noise, noting, though, that for some phono-

logical purposes it patterns as an obstruent.

3.1.1.3 Affricates and the High German consonant shift

A final type of obstruent, affricates (stops with homorganic fricative release), is

represented most systematically in High GE, where they arose as a part of the High

German consonant shift. This event, which gives High GE a consonantism quite

different from that of other GMC languages, involved a series of interrelated changes.

The aspirated stops /p, t, k/ of GMC developed into fricatives or affricates. In general,

they became (long, or geminate) fricatives postvocalically, but affricates initially and

postconsonantally. The latter includes the case of gemination, where, for example, /pp/

becomes /ppf/. These effects can be seen in the following comparisons of EN and

OHG cognates. (OHG, as well as Modern GE, is cited here since the original pattern is

obscured by later changes in Modern GE.)

The affricates so created were a previously unexemplified articulatory type in GMC.

Other GMC languages have also developed them, though to a more limited extent,

primarily by way of the palatalization processes discussed in the next section.

Whether or not a particular consonant was affected by this High German consonant

shift was a complex function of the type of consonant ([coronal] consonants shifting

more readily than others, and [dorsal] consonants least readily of all), the context of

the consonant (postvocalic consonants shifting more readily than initial or postconso-

nantal ones), and geography (the shift being carried through more completely in the

southernmost dialects than in the more northerly ones, resulting in the famous
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“Rhenish Fan” pattern of isoglosses). Thus, there are dialects with only the [coronal]

affricate /ts/, dialects with only [coronal] or [labial] affricates, /pf, ts/, and, finally,

dialects with all three (/ts, pf, kx/).

The High German consonant shift also involved a complementary event, in which

the unaspirated stop series /b, d, g/ turned into aspirated stops /p, t, k/. This is generally

conceived of as being in a chain relationship with the first event, filling the gaps

created by the change of the original aspirated series to affricates and fricatives. The

second event is yet more restricted geographically than the first one, and represented in

full generality only in the southernmost dialects. While the entire /b, d, g/ series shifted

in early Bavarian, only the coronal consonant /d/ shifted in the Frankish dialects, to

which Modern Standard GE owes its consonant system.

3.1.1.4 Sibilants and palatalization

The GMC languages present an array of sibilants, or “groove” fricatives – sounds in

which the flow of air is constrained to a narrow channel by the shaping of the

articulators, creating a characteristic high-frequency energy, perceived as “hissing” –

and affricates with sibilant releases. Cardinal among the former is the IE /s/ – the only

inherited fricative, according to standard accounts. Other sibilants have arisen from a

variety of sources. In GE, for example, a second /s(s)/ arose from postvocalic /t/

through the High German consonant shift. Interestingly, this /s/ did not fall together

qualitatively with the inherited /s/ (as other consonant shift fricatives fell together with

the corresponding inherited fricatives), but continued to be distinguished from it in

rhyme and orthography well into the MHG period. Evidence involving the transcrip-

tion of foreign words points to place of articulation as the difference between the two,

the inherited /s/ tending toward palatal articulation (Braune 1874). This finds indirect

support in its later development in some contexts (e.g., before a consonant in syllable-

initial position) into a palatal groove fricative, /
Ð
/.

Palatal sibilants and palatal affricates (e.g. /
Ð
, t
Ð
/) have also arisen in EN and other

Ingvaeonic languages and the Scandinavian languages, at various stages, by “palatal-

ization” of velar or alveolar stops in the environment before front vowels or glides.

Palatalization of velar stops apparently proceeded through several stages, each of

which is still in evidence in word-initial position in one of the Scandinavian languages,

as noted in Haugen 1976: 73. First, velar stops developed palatal offglides when they

preceded front vowels, as in IC gefa ‘give’ ([gj-]). In pre-modern languages these
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palatal variants are sometimes indicated orthographically by diacritic use of a

following vowel character, as in OS k(i)ennian. In some languages, velar stops in

these environments further underwent assibilation – for example, in EN (choose) and

in FA – developing into affricates with sibilant release.

Finally, the voiced velar stop /g/ developed ultimately to a palatal glide in palatal

environments in EN, NO and SW (EN yield, SW giva ([j-]). (On the other hand, DA

has restored a velar stop here: give ([g]) (Haugen 1976: 73), though apparently only in

early modern times (Haugen 1976: 368).) This whole sequence of developments is

generally referred to elliptically simply as ‘palatalization’. These instances of palatal-

ization do not represent a single historical event; the assibilation in Ingvaeonic and that

in Scandinavian belong to the historical periods of the individual languages. See

Minkova 2003: 74ff. on the chronology of palatalization and assibilation in EN and

Haugen 1982: 71ff. on the Scandinavian languages. Their occurrence was also de-

pendent on environment. Thus, while */g/ did not assibilate in initial position in IC, it

did so medially: IC segi [seiji] ‘say’.

In EN and GE the cluster /sk/ has developed independently into a palatal fricative

/
Ð
/. In DU, this cluster has become /sx/. Some varieties of YI have developed palatal

allophones of coronal sounds /t, d, s, z, n, l/ as a result of Slavic influence (Jacobs et al.

1994: 394; Jacobs 2005: 108).

3.1.1.5 Alternations in laryngeal features and continuance

The laryngeal features and continuance features of GMC obstruents often undergo

contextual neutralization, resulting in morphophonemic alternations. The most famous

of these alternations are the Verner’s Law alternations which came to play a systematic

role in strong verb paradigms in early GMC (with the notable exception of GO – see

(5.1.1)). Verner’s Law occurred in early GMC, before the elimination of moveable

stress. According to the standard account, it involved the voicing of non-initial

voiceless fricatives when they were not immediately preceded by the accent. In the

early GMC/pre-GMC verb forms ancestral to the OHG forms in (3.4), for example, the

/x/ of the root remained unvoiced in the present tense form, since the stress was on the

root, but it was voiced to /�/ in past plural form, which had suffix stress, yielding (with

a few subsequent sound changes) the observed alternation.
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The question of why the position of the accent should interact in this way with the

laryngeal feature of voice has been a difficult one. Among more recent analyses, that

of Iverson and Salmons (2003) more or less stands the traditional account on its head,

holding that it is the consonants which do not undergo Verner’s law which require

special explanation; they claim that Verner’s Law reduces to yet another instance of

“passive voicing”; the [voice] of a vowel or other sonorant spreads more or less

automatically to laryngeally unmarked obstruents which follow them. However, if

the vowel was accented, such voicing spread was retarded because the pitch accent

which GMC inherited from IE was realized as a different laryngeal feature on the

vowel, which was incompatible with voicing spread.

Contextual neutralization of both voice and continuance are also reflected in the

alternations in (3.5), from GO. It is standardly assumed that the GMC voiced obstru-

ents which derived from the IE “voiced aspirates” were uniformly fricatives ([b, ð, �])

in early GMC, but then became stops under certain circumstances (though see

Vennemann 1984 and Iverson and Salmons 2003: 58 for a contrary view). In GO, in

any case, we know that they were fricatives after vowels, but stops after consonants.

This difference is not directly reflected in the orthography of GO, where both the

fricative and the stops are written in the same way, but it can be argued for as follows:

GO had final devoicing of a subset of these obstruents – namely, those which appeared

after vowels. In these environments, they appear as voiceless fricatives, as in (3.5a).

(There is some vacillation in the orthographic representation of this devoicing, sug-

gesting to some that it may have been introduced after the original Bible translation.

See Roberge 1983 for discussion.) This final devoicing also affected the one un-

ambiguous voiced fricative of the language, /z/, as in (3.5c). It did not happen to the

obstruents in question when they occurred after consonants, however, as in (3.5b).

Thus, the sound represented by <d> in (3.5b) must have differed in some way from

the one represented as<d> in (3.5a) to account for this different treatment. Taking our

lead from the clear case of (3.5c), we can accommodate the difference by assuming

that it was a stop in (3.5b), and that final devoicing in GO affected only fricatives.

This conclusion is in turn supported by comparative evidence of various kinds. First

of all, it conforms to the distribution of stop and fricative variants in other GMC
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languages, such as ON, where they are distinguished orthographically (as <d> and

<ð> respectively). Second, we know of other instances of final devoicing in early

GMC – in particular, OE – which affected fricatives but not stops. The OE change is

still represented in selves/self, for example. See Moulton 1954 for detailed discussion

of the development of these obstruents in early GMC.

The continental West GMC languages exhibit a still more general neutralization of

laryngeal contrasts in final position, which affects not only fricatives, as in OE and

GO, but stops as well. This general “final devoicing,” known as Auslautverhärtung in

GE, is found in GE, DU, AF and FR and in some dialects of YI (Jacobs 2005: 115),

where the distribution is complex, and apparently obscured by paradigm leveling. See

also King 1969: 46ff. and the references cited there.

Among other things, ‘final devoicing’ here involves the neutralization of the contrast

between the /b, d, g/ series and the /p, t, k/ series in final position, in favor of forms

which are perceived as the latter. Still unsettled is the precise phonetic means by which

this is achieved, and whether “final devoicing,” has a different nature in GE (where the

two series are claimed to differ with respect to tenseness/aspiration) and DU, where

they are claimed to differ in voice. See Iverson and Salmons 1999 and Jessen 1996:

217ff. for some discussion.

In the Ingvaeonic languages, where, as we have seen, fricatives (and only those) are

devoiced finally, voicing distinctions are also neutralized for fricatives between voiced

sounds by intersonorant voicing. This yields alternations like the following:

The Scandinavian languages present a more complex picture of an early, general final

devoicing of all obstruents (still reflected in such alternations as ON binda ‘to bind’

batt ‘I bound’), followed by a second change, in which fricatives were voiced post-

vocalically in final, as well as medial positions. (In consequence of this voicing, the

velar fricative, /x/, was lost in these positions, thus disappearing from the inventory.)
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The Ingvaeonic and Scandinavian developments led to a total neutralization of the

voice opposition in fricatives, though in two different ways. In the Ingvaeonic lan-

guages, the combination of intervocalic voicing and final devoicing of fricatives

resulted in the voiced ones occurring only medially and the voiceless ones occurring

initially and finally, with continuing consequences for distribution in the modern

languages. Such voicing contrasts as exist in Modern EN fricatives are mostly due to

borrowing after the OE period (either, ether), or effacement of the intervocalic

environment in which the voiced fricatives arose (breath, breathe).4 In FR, voiced

fricatives still do not occur initially, even in loanwords, but the distribution of voiced

and voiceless fricatives in final position has become complex (though predictable)

(Visser 1997: 49f.). In ON, and in later Scandinavian languages, a slightly different

distribution is found, voiceless fricatives occurring only initially, and the voiced ones

postvocalically (Faarlund 1994: 42; Haugen 1982: 60).

More difficult to assess is the role of intervocalic/postvocalic fricative voicing in

early GE. GMC /y/ underlies both the <th> of thaz ‘that’ in the OHG of the Frankish

Tatian translation and the <d> of uuirdit ‘becomes’. We cannot imagine that /y/

developed directly into /d/ in the latter. For one thing, we note that the /y/ remains

word-initially, while the /d/ appears medially, in voiced surroundings. Stops tend

toward fricativization in medial environments, rather than the other way around. We

must therefore suppose that this is an instance of intervocalic fricative voicing, of /y/ to

/ð/, and that the latter later occlusivized to /d/ in all environments, as happens

elsewhere in West GMC. Thus, GE, too participated in intervocalic fricative voicing,

though curiously restricted to the coronal fricative.

In other dialects of GE, including later varieties of Frankish OHG, though, historical

/y/ appears as /d/ not just in medial positions but in initial and final positions as well;

the thaz of Tatian shows up as das in Standard GE. The change in initial position again

seems to have involved a sequence of voicing and subsequent occlusivization, the

intermediate stage perhaps being represented in the early South Rhenish Franconian

text of Isidor, which has <dh> for initial */y/.

This latter change of /y/ to /d/ cannot be one of intervocalic voicing, of course, since

it occurs in initial position. Rather, it appears as if it belongs, at least in terms of its

systematic effect, to the events constituting the High German consonant shift; it fills

the gap in the system created by the change of unaspirated stops to aspirated stops

(t!ts/s, d!t, y!d). If it is a part of the consonant shift, though, it is again one that

was not carried through to the projected conclusion. There were no corresponding

4 Other sources for the contrast in Modern EN include the late OE degemination of geminate
fricatives, which, unlike simple fricatives, had not undergone intervocalic voicing in pre-OE, as
in offer (¬OE offrian) vs. over (¬OE ofer) (Roger Lass, p.c.).
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developments of */f/!/b/ or */x/!/g/. Once again, it is significant that the sole

fricative affected was a coronal.

The change of /y/!/d/ seems to have extended in late medieval times to DU and

Low GE, which do not otherwise participate in the characteristic consonant changes of

High GE. Given the cross-linguistic markedness of the interdental fricative, however,

it is perhaps possible that this reflects an independent development.

Postvocalic lenition of the stops /p, t, k/ has also taken place in some Scandinavian

languages, yielding lenis or voiced stops in some varieties of FA (Barnes (1994: 193)

and in DA (the “Danish Consonant Shift” – Bandle et al. 2002: 904f.), where they later

developed in part into voiced fricatives (Haugen 1976: 80; Goblirsch 1994; Bandle et al.

200 5: 18 58 ). Postvocalic lenition of stops, in the form of the deaspiration of aspirated

stops and sometimes the fricativization of unaspirated stops, also took place in some

dialects of MHG (Paul 1989: 131ff.). In some dialects of IC, too, the contrast between

aspirated and unaspirated stops is neutralized postvocalically (Bandle et al. 2005: 1562).

3.1.2 The sonorants

Nasal consonants have been highly stable throughout the history of the GMC lan-

guages, aside from local assimilatory phenomena. All of the GMC languages have a

[labial] nasal stop /m/ and a [coronal] stop /n/. Some of the modern languages also

include a contrastive velar nasal /N/, arising from simplification of the sequence */Ng/.

[N] has not become distinctive in most dialects of YI, where the /g/ of /Ng/ is preserved

(Jacobs 2005: 113). In IC and in FA, the /g/ is preserved finally and prevocalically,

rendering the preceding /N/ predictable, but it is lost in front of consonants (IC þing [yINg]

‘assembly (Nom)’ þings [þINs] ‘assembly-Gen’). In GE, /g/ is generally lost in this

sequence. Standard EN exhibits the sequence morpheme-internally, but not morpheme-

finally (singer, banging vs. finger, angle, conga). Curiously, the value /N/ was assigned

to a separate rune in the Runic futhark, <◊>, even though apparently not phonemicized

(since the /g/ was also written in the earliest inscriptions: birgNgu ‘burial’ (Opedal stone,
Krause 1966: 176)). See Schwink 2000 for some speculation on this point. Some GMC

languages, including IC, FA and YI, have a palatal [J], which is sometimes contrastive

(Jacobs et al. 1994: 394; Lockwood 1964: 19; Thráinsson 1994: 147).

Of the local assimilatory processes to which nasal consonants are subject, we may

make note of the following. First, in IC and FA, nasals, as well as other sonorant

consonants, are devoiced in the context of consonants of the /p, t, k/ series (see

Thráinsson 1994: 151 and Lockwood 1964:18f. for discussion). Second, there seems

to be a ‘conspiracy’ in some subgroups of GMC – particularly the Ingvaeonic and

North GMC languages – to eliminate homorganic nasal-obstruent sequences in which

the two consonants differ in voicing or continuance. Here we can enumerate the
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Ingvaeonic/ON loss of /n/ before fricatives (GE Gans ‘goose’ vs. EN goose, SW ga°s),

the assimilation of nasals to following voiceless stops in common Scandinavian (Haugen

1982: 61), reflected in IC binda ‘bind’, e $g batt ‘I bound’, the common Scandinavian

assimilation of /y/ to a preceding nasal (IC finna ‘to find’, fundum ‘we found’), the

development of /nn/ to /ð/ before /r/ in West Scandinavian (Haugen 1982: 63) (IC maður

‘man (Nom.)’/ manns ‘man-Gen’,) the development of epenthetic stops between nasals

and fricatives in various languages (YI gans!gandz) and other similar changes. Some

aspects of this “conspiracy” may reflect universal tendencies (see Padgett 1995).

Most of the standard GMC languages have only a single /l/ and a single /r/ at the

level of contrastive phonology. That is, there are no distinctive contrasts between

different kinds of /l/, or different kinds of /r/. Marginal exceptions are Eastern YI,

which contrasts palatalized and unpalatalized /l/’s (Jacobs et al. 1994: 394), and NO, in

which a retroflex flap /8/, arising from postvocalic /l/ and /rð/, contrasts with the apical

flap /r/ in a few forms (Kristoffersen 2000: 24). The phonetic realization of these

liquids, however, varies quite widely crosslinguistically and in individual languages.

/r/ sounds are particularly variable in GMC, as they are elsewhere, both in terms of

place and manner. /r/ is variously realized in GMC languages as a dental, alveolar,

velar, uvular or retroflex sound, with varying degrees of friction. It is often a tap, flap

or trill, and in some varieties and some contexts a fricative – for example, some

dialects of YI, where it is realized as /�/ (Jacobs et al. 1994: 394), in GE (de Boor et al.

1969: 86) and in DA (Haberland 1994: 320). In EN, it is typically realized as an

(apical, molar or retroflexed) approximant with no friction. In preconsonantal and final

positions, it is not infrequently realized with vowel-like variants (see Eisenberg 1994:

355) and tends strongly toward vocalization or loss in this context in various GMC

languages (see Howell 1991: 42ff.).

Many GMC languages include more than one variant of /r/. In some cases, they are

complementarily distributed. Howell (1991: 18) cites cases in which apical and uvular

/r/ both appear, but in different phonetic surroundings. In other cases, as in the case of

GE apical and uvular rolled or flapped /r/, they are in free variation (Eisenberg 1994: 355).

Booij (1995: 8) notes that the realization of DU /r/ as an alveolar flap, an alveolar roll, a

uvular roll, a uvular approximant or a uvular fricative “is a matter of individual and

regional variation.” To this inventory of realizations, Collins and Mees (1996: 199) add

alveolar and uvular voiced and voiceless fricatives and approximants. The uvular articu-

lations are replacing the alveolar ones in the Netherlands, though not in Belgium,

according to Collins andMees. The contrast between uvular and apical /r/ is also a dialect

distinction in AF (Donaldson 1993: 15). DA has a uvular [R], apparently the result of

GE influence, which has also spread to adjacent areas of Sweden and Norway (Haugen

1976: 73), while the rest of Scandinavian has an apical [r]. In some languages, including

EN, /r/ tends to be articulated with lip rounding in initial positions (Heffner 1950: 149).
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Clear evidence for an apical variant of /r/ in early GMC is provided by the fact that it

merged with GMC */z/ in some instances. This was the invariable outcome in

Northwest GMC, where */z/ ‘rhotacized’ to /r/, falling together completely with

inherited /r/. (Crucially, this included the postvocalic, preconsonantal environment,

as in GO huzd ‘treasure’ OE hord.) GO did not take part in this change, but, as Howell

notes, there were cases in which a */z/ in GO assimilated to a neighboring /r/, as in

*uz-rinnan ! urrinnan ‘go out’. Interestingly, there was no such assimilation to a

following /l/: *uz-laisjan! uslaisjan ‘educate’. These and other considerations which

he discusses establish the likely existence of an apical /r/ in early GMC. Whether there

was in addition a non-apical ‘back’ /r/ has been the subject of controversy. Numerous

studies, summarized in Howell (1991), also propose a back /r/ of one sort or another, at

least postvocalically, based on the observation that /r/ is among the triggers of a

number of changes involving the lowering or backing of a preceding palatal vowel

in early GMC, and that it generally shares this role with the uncontroversially back

sounds /h�x/ and /w/. Among the best-known changes are:

Example (3.8b) is of special interest since it shows that even the originally apical /r/

that came from rhotacism of /z/ has these effects. As Howell notes, numerous investi-

gators argue from these effects to the conclusion that the languages in question must

have had a ‘back’ /r/ – variously identified as uvular, velar or retroflex – in these

environments. The arguments are summarized in Howell 1991: 10ff. He goes on to

demonstrate in detail, though, on the basis of the vowel-affecting properties of various

types of /r/ in modern GMC languages, that “back” /r/’s do not in fact have any

systematic and exclusive effects of this sort on preceding vowels, casting doubt on this

sort of argument. Howell proposes that the vowel-modifying effects of postvocalic (and

especially preconsonantal) /r/ inGMCare linked to its tendency to vocalize in that context.

On the other hand, King and Beach (1998) argue against the received view that the

uvular [R] in GE is a very late development, due to French influence in modern times.
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It is present in YI, and the latter must have inherited it before it separated from GE,

since none of the neighboring languages provide a source from which it could be

borrowed. King and Beach locate this separation in the period 1500–1650.

/l/ sounds similarly vary across the family, primarily with respect to whether they

are ‘clear’ or ‘dark’ (that is, articulated with concurrent pharyngealization or velariza-

tion). In (the standard dialects of) SW, GE and IC, for example, “clear,” apical /l/

prevails in all contexts, while in the EN standards, and in standard Netherlands DU

(Collins and Mees 1996: 197), they are complementarily distributed, “clear” /l/

appearing prevocalically and “dark” /l/ appearing in syllable codas. Some dialects of

EN have only dark /l/ in all positions, while others have only clear /l/ in all positions

(Collins and Mees 1996: 169), and, similarly, some DU dialects have only one or only

the other (Collins and Mees 1996: 197).

3.1.3 The vowels

The history of the vowel systems in the GMC languages has been one of extravagant

proliferation from an initially modest inventory. A comparison of the GO inventory

with that of a Swiss GE dialect described by Moulton (1973), the short vowels of the

DA dialect of Copenhagen (Bandle et al. 2005: 1862) and the vowels of the Sunnm�re

dialect of western NO (Bandle et al. 2005: 1865 ) (where vowel length is not distinct-

ive) gives a sense of the magnitude of this explosion in contrasts.
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At the phonological level, the GO short vowels form a three-vowel system. The

vowels /I/ and /U/ have mid-vowel allophones [e] and [O] respectively, occurring in the

breaking environment illustrated in (3.8a). (Lehmann 1994: 23 claims that the contrast

has been phonemicized, but the forms he cites are of questionable interpretation.) The

long vowel system is somewhat richer, with high, mid and low vowels, and a further

height (or tenseness) distinction among mid-vowels which is probably phonemic,

depending on how one interprets various occurrences of the digraphs <ai> and <au>.

The lowvowel /a:/ is ofmarginal occurrence, having arisen only bywayof compensatory

lengthening of /a/ in cases of common GMC nasal loss /__x (/briNgan/ ‘bring’�bra:xta/

‘I brought’). GO vowels therefore constitute a rather modest but typical inventory.

In the 317 languages of the original UCLA Phonological Segment Inventory Database

(UPSID), as reported in Maddieson 1984: 126, the vast majority of languages have

between five and seven vowels, and the five positions represented (at the allophonic

level) in the GO short vowels are by far the most common type (Maddieson 1984: 136).

In this respect, the contrast between early GMC and the modern GMC languages is

stark. GE and NO – the only GMC languages included in the 317 languages of the

UPSID survey – exhibited more distinct vowel qualities than any of the other lan-

guages represented.5 The inventory in some nonstandard varieties is even richer;

Moulton (1973) identifies dialects of Swiss GE in which sets of vowels (short front

vowels, for example) demonstrate a five-way contrast along the sole dimension of

5 This is not to say that these are the languages with the largest number of vowels. As Maddieson
points out (1984: 127), some languages have larger inventories of vowels even though they
have smaller inventories of distinct vowel qualities – that is, vowels differing in the position of
the oral articulators (tongue height, backness and lip rounding) – than the GMC languages do.
This is because they contrast this smaller inventory of vowel types in a greater number of ways
with respect to such features as length and such co-occurring articulatory gestures as nasaliza-
tion and laryngealization.
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vowel height.6 Contributing to the unusually large number of distinct vowel qualities

in the modern GMC languages is the fact that there tend to be qualitative differences as

well as quantitative differences between long and short vowels in the system. In

general, long vowels tend to be higher and tenser than the short vowels, and tend

toward diphthongal realizations. Because of this clustering of properties, it is often a

matter of controversy whether it is the tense/lax opposition or the length contrast

which is more basic (see Zonneveld et al. 1999: 517f. on GE, for example). In the

Scandinavian languages where vowel length has ceased to be contrastive (see Section

3.2.2), the historical distinction between long and short vowels has been entirely

superseded by qualitative differences. In IC, for example, former short /I/ and former

long /i:/ now contrast as tense and lax (or high and high-mid (Roger Lass p.c.)). They

can both be long or short, depending on phonetic context:

The modern GMC languages are, in any case, exceptionally vowel-rich languages,

with many more contrasts than early GMC. It will not be possible to do more here than

provide the broadest sketch of how this transformation took place.

3.1.3.1 Umlaut and front rounded vowels

One major source of enrichment of the GMC vowel inventory was the development in

the Northwest GMC languages of front rounded vowels, primarily the products of

“umlaut.” Umlaut – regressive assimilation of the vowel of preceding syllables to the

quality of the unstressed vowel of an immediately following syllable – is among the

persistent hallmarks of the GMC languages, having occurred with different effects at

various points in the history of the family. Some investigators (e.g., McCormick 1981)

link this predisposition to the development of strong root stress and the consequent

tendency toward reduction of unstressed syllables. McCormick points out analogous

developments in other language groups, such as the Celtic languages, with the same

features. Umlaut has been a substantial source for new vowels in the GMC languages.

6 On the other hand, Roger Lass points out (p.c.) that some very small vowel systems are to be
found among the modern languages. Southeast Yiddish, for example, which lacks both length
distinctions and front rounded vowels, has the following system:
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Paul (1989: 48), for example, lists nine vowel or diphthong phonemes in MHG which

arose through umlaut triggered by a palatal vowel or glide in the following syllable

(<ę, ä, ō, ü, æ, �, iu, ōu, üe>).

As many as three different phases of umlaut may be distinguished, all of which

remain of synchronic importance because they gave rise to various kinds of morpho-

phonemic alternations in the GMC languages. The earliest, attributable to common

GMC, involved an interchange of high and mid short vowels in the root, depending on

the height of the vowel of the following unstressed syllable. High (front) vowels and

glides in an unstressed syllable raised an /e/ in a preceding syllable to /i/ (“i-umlaut”),

while low vowels lowered an /i/ in a preceding syllable to /e/ and an /u/ to /o/

(‘a-umlaut’).7

This development resulted in one new segment /o/, filling the gap left by the pre-GMC

change /o/!/a/. It also introduced some morphophonemic alternations, such as that in

GE ich helfe ‘I help’, du hilfst ‘you help’. We must place this phase of umlaut in the

common GMC period because it must have preceded the early loss of the unstressed

vowels which conditioned it in forms such as (3.11b). Its effects are not in evidence in

GO, though, where they have been obscured by a radical restructuring in the distribu-

tion of [i] and [e], [u] and [o]. A second phase of umlaut, involving the raising of /a/ to

/e/ when the following syllable contained a high front vowel or glide, on the other

hand, took place only in Northwest GMC, not in GO: OHG gast/gesti ‘guests’; GO

gasts/gasteis [gastı̄s]. As the OHG examples show, this development also resulted in

morphophonemic alternations. It also affected the segmental inventory marginally: the

new /e/, while it fell together with inherited /e/ in some languages (OE, OS), remains

qualitatively distinct from it in others – ON, SW and DA (Haugen 1982: 31) and

OHG/MHG, as well as some modern GE dialects. In GE, the umlaut vowel is higher

than the inherited /e/ (the subject of a famous note by Twaddell 1938), while in

Scandinavian its reflexes are lower than those of the inherited vowel (SW sex ‘six’

sälja ‘sell’¬*saljan).

This a!e umlaut is often called “primary umlaut,” and I will adopt that term in

order not to contribute unnecessarily to terminological proliferation, while noting that

it was not the first such event in GMC. It shares with the still earlier e!i umlaut the

7 The high back vowels and glides /u w/ did not have the same raising influence on the vowel of
the root in this early GMC umlaut, though they did later in OHG, where sie nemant ‘they take’
alternates with ih nimu ‘I take’, as well as er nimit ‘he takes’.
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property of changing the height of a root vowel, by way of approximating (fully or

partially) to the height of the conditioner in the following unstressed syllable. In this

respect, these changes are quite different from a third phase of GMC umlaut, in which

originally back vowels were fronted, under retention of their height and roundness

features, by way of approximating the frontness of a following palatal glide or vowel

(/i, j/) in the next syllable. The changes involved here yield the set of front rounded

vowels which so greatly enlarge the inventories in (3.9c, d); for example, and changed

the possibilities of combination for phonetic features. Prior to the introduction of front

rounded vowels by umlaut, roundness was predictable from the values of the other two

dimensions of vowel variation – frontness and height: all front vowels were un-

rounded, and all nonlow back vowels were rounded. This third phase of umlaut also

resulted in extensive morphophonemic alternations, as in the examples in (3.12) from

OE. (In these examples, the front alternant is not always rounded, because of subse-

quent unrounding, as discussed below.)

This set of changes shows up in all of the Northwest GMC languages, with the notable

exception of Standard DU, some other DU dialects and certain dialects of southern GE.

Moreover, it takes essentially the same shape in all of the languages in which it occurs.

However, whether it is a common inheritance in these languages from their Northwest

GMC parent or the convergence of later independent developments in the individual

languages, and whether it is connected with or unconnected with the “primary umlaut”

of /a/!/e/, and, if so, what the nature of the connection is, remain among the murkier

questions in GMC historical linguistics. The centerpiece of this debate is the fact that,

while the results of this fronting umlaut are given a distinct orthographic representa-

tion in some of these languages (OE and ON) from the very beginning, other languages

do not begin to represent them in a way distinct from their source vowels for centuries

after they came to be written languages. On this account, it is known as “secondary

umlaut.” So, for example, fronting umlaut is not represented in our OS manuscripts, as

in (3.13a), even though it shows up in the Low GE which derives from OS, and it is

wholly unrepresented in OHG manuscripts spanning more than three centuries until it

finally began to be reflected in the writings of Notker at the end of the period, and
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more robustly in MHG, though not with full regularity until the end of the Early New

High GMC period (Fertig 1996).

Two basic positions have been taken on the failure of OHG and OS to represent

fronting umlaut. One of these, finding an early expression in Twaddell 1938 and

advocated by later investigators including Penzl (1949) and Antonsen (1964), is that

fronting umlaut did take place in the common ancestor of the Northwest GMC

languages, contemporaneous with the /a/!/e/ umlaut, and that the front rounded

variants were not written in OHG simply because they were subphonemic; their

occurrence was predictable from the phonetic environment. In addition, their non-

representation may have been influenced by the unavailability of convenient and

obvious graphical symbols for representing them. The /e/ of primary umlaut was

written, on the other hand, because it was split off from its source vowel owing to

its similarity to a pre-existing phoneme.

Voyles (1992 as well as later work) finds this analysis problematic on three grounds.

First, the explanation offered for the systematic failure to represent front rounded

vowels in earlier OHG is questionable, since in numerous other cases, scribes in the

early medieval languages, including OHG, do represent subphonemic variation, and

since, in any case, the variation between front rounded vowels and their back rounded

sources would have been rendered contrastive by early loss of the conditioner in such

forms as fullen in OHG (3.13b). Second, if it were a common Northwest GMC

innovation, rather than a series of parallel innovations in individual languages, it

should be reflected in all of the daughter languages, yet the coastal dialects of DU,

which have the /a�e/ alternations of primary umlaut, do not show secondary umlaut

alternations between /u�y/, and it is also unrepresented in some dialects of Upper GE,

where one finds, for example, /
Ð
dUk/ for Standard GE Stück ‘piece’ (Howell and

Salmons 1997). Finally, some GE forms originally containing a palatal glide which

should have caused umlaut do not exhibit it (glauben ‘believe’¬*gelaubjan,

suchen ‘look for’¬*sōkjan).

Voyles claims, as had some earlier scholars, that fronting umlaut (“secondary

umlaut”) is not a common Northwest GMC inheritance; rather, it is a late development

in GE, dating only from the Late OHG period, and signaled in the orthography from its

earliest occurrence. This accounts directly for the failure of representation in earlier

GE. Forms like OHG fullen pose a problem for this account, too, though, since the /j/
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which would have served as the phonetic conditioner of umlaut in these forms would

have disappeared centuries before this hypothesized Late OHG umlaut event. The

modern GE example shows that it has nonetheless undergone umlaut. Voyles accom-

modates this by claiming that fronting umlaut in GE was not a phonetic process, but a

morphological one. Füllen is a member of a particular class of verbs – class 1 weak

verbs – united by a number of inflectional characteristics; all of them had a suffix -jan,

which early on was reduced to -en. The -en ending, distinct from the infinitival endings

of other verb classes, as well as certain other features, served to distinguish class 1

weak verbs from other verb classes. In some class 1 weak verbs – those with a root

vowel /a/ – there was also an alternation between /a/ in some forms and /e/ in others, as

in (3.14a), created by ‘primary umlaut’ of /a/!/e/. The /e/ shows up in forms in which

the suffix -j- was present, while /a/ appears in forms in which it had been eliminated

before /a/!/e/ umlaut took place.

These alternations, according to Voyles, served as the basis for the late OHG restruc-

turing of other verbs of the same class by rule extension/analogy:

GE front rounded vowels, according to Voyles, arise through these analogies. Other

lexical classes, some of whose members included lexical alternation of /a�e/ in their

paradigm, were similarly restructured, as this pattern was generalized to an alternation

/V[þback]�V[–back]/, again yielding front rounded vowels and the appearance of

fronting umlaut. As a morphological change, in the process of “lexically expanding,”

this development admits of lexical exceptions – an assumption which accommodates

problematic forms like glauben and suchen. Crucial to this account, though, is the

prediction that front rounded vowels, as the products of analogy, should appear only in

forms belonging to a lexical class whose members also include some with /a�e/

alternations on which the analogy can be based. Problematic for Voyles’ view that

fronting umlaut was an analogical change, rather than a phonetic change, therefore, are

cases of fronting umlaut in paradigmatically isolated forms, such as übel ‘ill’¬OHG

ubil, über ‘above’¬OHG ubir, Mönch ‘monk’¬OHG munih (see Fertig 1996).

The accounts offered for the failure of secondary umlaut to be reflected in dialects

of DU and some dialects of Upper GE cover a wide range. Antonsen (1969) proposes

that the effects of umlaut in the Upper GE varieties in question have been eliminated

by leveling under the influence of related forms. According to another suggestion, it

had occurred as an allophonic change, but the two allophones merged again upon loss

of the conditioner, not having become sufficiently distinct to allow for phonemic split.
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A solution founded on language contact and interference is offered in Buccini 1988.

Finally, Howell and Salmons (1997) connect the failure of secondary umlaut in DU

and failure of umlaut to apply to /u/ in Upper GE dialects, claiming that both primary

and secondary umlaut constituted a single historical process, common to Northwest

GMC, but that it was a scalar process, the likelihood of whose application in a given

instance was a function of the phonetic distance between the trigger and the affected

vowel. The distance was greatest where the trigger was a high front vowel or glide and

the affected vowel was a low back vowel /a/, and less where the affected vowel was

itself a high vowel, /u/. Individual languages were thus less likely to implement the

change in this case, and variation is to be expected. The failure of umlaut to take place

in glauben and suchen has a phonetic basis, on this account.

Palatal umlaut is not the only source for front rounded vowels in GMC. Others

include u-umlaut in ON, in which [round] spread from a /u/ of an unstressed syllable to

the vowel of the preceding syllable, under retention of other features (*triggwz!
tryggur ‘faithful’), rounding of vowels in New High GE in the context of consonants

with labial articulation (GE leffel!Löffel ‘spoon’), and spontaneous fronting of /u(:)/,

for example, in DU, SW and IC (suður [sY:ðYr] ‘south’, Haugen 1982: 42).

In some GMC languages, front rounded vowels have become unrounded. In OE, this

took place in two stages, /�, �:/ turning into /e, e:/ very early on in the southern dialects

(though <oe> writings for these persist in the north) (Hogg 1992: 125), while /y/

persisted until late OE. In many of the central Frankish dialects of GE (e.g.,

Luxembourgish and PG), as well as YI, front rounded vowels have also become

unrounded. In IC, too, historical /y/ has lost its rounding, as in yrki [IrkI] ‘work’

(Haugen 1982: 42; Bandle et al. 2005: 1120). On the other hand, several varieties of

British EN, as well as some varieties of colonial EN, have developed new front

rounded vowels, typically by fronting [u:] (Lass 1992: 53). Similarly, the place of

the unrounded high front vowel of Icelandic has been taken by fronting of /U/.

SW and NO have four contrastive high vowels, of which three are rounded: /i(:), y

(:), u(:), u(:)/ (Kristoffersen 2000: 14). The phonetic difference between the two non-

back rounded vowels, /y(:)/ and /u(:)/, varies dialectally, involving in some of them

a contrast between two distinctive lip shapes (“inward” and “outward” rounding; see

Bandle et al. 2005: 1119, 1603 for discussion).

3.1.3.2 Diphthongs

GMC had the diphthongs /eu, ai, au/, consisting of non-high vowels followed by the

glides /i, u/. The system is asymmetrical due to the early change of *ei!*ı̄. These

diphthongs are falling diphthongs – diphthongs which begin with their most prominent

component, the vowel, and end in a glide. They are also closing diphthongs – articu-

lated with increasing tongue height. This inventory has been affected in the history of
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individual languages by monophthongization (of ai!ā in OE, ai, au!ē, ō in OS, for

example). Conversely, new instances of closing diphthongs have arisen from long

vowels through diphthongization. In ME, for example, this occurred as a part of the

complex of vowel changes known as the Great Vowel Shift. A similar development

took place beginning in MHG (OHG zīt, Modern GE Zeit ‘time’, OHG hūs, Modern

GE Haus ‘house’), and, in a somewhat different development, the long low and mid

vowels of ON have become diphthongs in Modern IC: /e:, æ:, �:/!/ai/, /a:, O:/!/au/,

/o:/!/ou/, for example. Other diphthongs have arisen from the vocalization of post-

vocalic consonants. This has been of importance in DA, for example, where there are

as many as eleven distinct diphthongs (/ui, Oi, ai, au, Ou, æu, �u, yu, eu, eu, iu/, Bandle

et al. 2005: 1862). In some cases, these changes occurred after orthographic practice

was fixed, so they are variously represented in the orthography. Of still more systemic

consequence have been the changes which have introduced centering diphthongs

(those in which the transition is from less open to more open) in some GMC languages:

in FA (Barnes 1994: 192; Haugen 1982: 45; Bandle et al. 2005: 1090), AF (Donaldson

1993: 8f.), Central YI (Jacobs 2005: 96), and most remarkably in FR, which has the

inventory of centering diphthongs in (3.15a), according to Visser (1997), in part the

result of a development of schwa-offglides after most GMC long vowels.8

These new diphthongs occur in monosyllables, and alternate with rising diphthongs

(which begin with a glide and terminate with a vowel) when affixes are added, as in

(3.15c) (“Modern FR Breaking”, cf. Tiersma 1999: 17f.).

8 A third type of diphthong, the ‘height harmonic’ type, developed in OE, where the height of the
second member adjusted itself to that of the second (Hogg 1992: 101f.; Lass 1994: 50f.). Thus,
GMC *[au] becomes OE [æa] and GMC *[eu] appears as [eo], for example.
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Rising (glide-initial) diphthongs have also developed in the Scandinavian languages

through a variety of individual changes, including the Scandinavian stress shift

(Haugen 1982: 36), in which GMC *eu becomes /jū/ (*freusan!frjūsa ‘freeze’),

various instances of ‘breaking’ of vowels in specific phonetic environments (e.g.,

Northwest GMC *hert-a!hjarta ‘heart’, under the influence of the back vowel in

the following syllable), and the change of /e:/!/je/ in Modern IC.

3.2 The suprasegmental phonology of the Germanic languages

Recent and comprehensive discussions of some aspects of the suprasegmental or

prosodic phonology of the GMC languages – length, stress and tone – are to be found

in van der Hulst 1999, particularly in the chapters by Lahiri et al., Zonneveld et al. and

Bruce and Hermans. The following sections rely heavily on these works, and the

interested reader is referred to them for greater detail. For discussion of phonotactics in

EN and other GMC languages, Lutz 1991 is an excellent source.

3.2.1 Syllable structure and sonority

The basic unit of hierarchical organization of sounds in the GMC languages, as

elsewhere, is the syllable. The construction of syllables makes crucial reference to a

ranking of sounds with respect to their relative sonority (roughly, “vowel-likeness”;

see Clements 1990). Open vowels are the most sonorous sounds, while voiceless stops

are the least sonorous. There are various formulations of this “Sonority Hierarchy,” but

for our purposes the following will suffice:
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Syllables are built around a nucleus – a relative peak of sonority, more sonorous than

the immediately surrounding sounds. In GMC stressed syllables, the nucleus must be a

vowel. While IE allowed sonorants (liquids and nasals) to function as the nuclei of

syllables, early GMC ‘resolved’ these inherited syllabic nasals and liquids into sequences

of the vowel /u/ followed by a nonsyllabic sonorant (/n
˙
/!/un/).9

Neighboring sounds of lesser sonority attach to an adjacent nucleus. When

they attach to a following nucleus, they become part of the syllable onset. When they

attach to a preceding nucleus, they become part of the syllable coda. Nucleus and coda

together constitute the ‘rhyme’ of the syllable: [SYLLABLE ONSET [RHYME NUCLEUS

CODA]] (see Blevins 1995 for a general discussion of this architecture). The rhyme

determines syllable weight, which is important for a number of phonological purposes,

including, for example, defining the minimal word size allowable in a given language. In

GO, we find a few function words like sa ‘he, that one’, ni ‘not’, whose rhyme consists

only of a short vowel nucleus with no coda. In other languages, however, this possibility is

excluded. In DU, for example (Booij 1995: 31), words and, for that matter, final syllables

must have a rhyme consisting of two “morae,” or units of length. That is, the nucleus must

be a long vowel or a diphthong, or there must be a consonant in the coda. Booij refers to

this as the minimal rhyme constraint.

Not all consonants are equally admissible in both onset and coda positions. The

velar nasal /N/, for example, never appears in the onset position in monosyllabic

forms, while, in the modern GMC languages, /h/ does not appear in coda position.

There are numerous other such asymmetries in individual languages. Unlike some

languages, the GMC languages allow sequences of consonants, rather than just single

consonants, to occur in the onset and in the coda of the syllable. Onsets may consist of

two or, in highly restricted circumstances, three consonants. Not all possible pairs

and permutations are allowed, however. Some sequences are ruled out by the way in

which syllables are defined: more sonorous consonants cannot precede less sonorous

consonants in an onset cluster because the first consonant would then constitute a peak of

sonority relative to its surroundings, hence the nucleus of its own (defective) syllable. It

follows that, while /pl/ may be an admissible onset, */lp/ will not be. Onsets are more

narrowly constrained than this, however. Starting with GO, we observe the following

general patterns.

9 It is not clear to what extent liquids and nasals were disallowed as syllabic nuclei in all
unstressed syllables in early GMC. Our principle of syllabification, under which each peak of
relative sonority defines a separate syllable, would lead us to conclude that /r/ in GO akrs ‘field’
and /n/ in razns ‘house’ are syllabic nuclei of their own (quasi)-syllables, though see
Ebbinghaus 1970 for a possible argument against this.
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a. GO has no onset clusters consisting of two obstruents, except where the

first obstruent is /s/: /sp-, st-, sk-/. /s/ also combines freely with nasals,

with /l/ but not with /r/, and with /w/ but not with /j/.

b. GO has no onset clusters consisting of two sonorants (e.g., */ml/), except

that the glide /w/ can combine with the liquids /l, r/ (if these are in fact

clusters – see below): /wl, wr/.

c. GO freely allows clusters of obstruents and liquids, or the glide /w/,

except that /l/ does not combine with coronal stops, /s/ does not combine

with /r/, and /w/ does not combine with labial obstruents. There were no

onset clusters with /j/ in GO, though they arise in later languages from

various sources.10

d. GO obstruents combine with nasals in onsets, but in a much more

restricted way. Obstruent-nasal onset clusters first of all occur only with

the coronal nasal /n/. There are no clusters /pm, tm, km/, for example.

10 /kw, hw/ are parenthesized here, since they arose from IE monosegmental consonants with
complex articulations (labio-velars), and are usually taken to be velar consonants with labial
coarticulation in GO, as well. Krause (1968: 69) expresses uncertainty about whether they are
monosegments or clusters. Lehmann (1994: 22) argues for unit phonemes, though the evidence
is slight. That the originator of the GO alphabet may have regarded them as single segments is
reflected in the fact that they are represented by separate alphabetic characters (though this is
not true in other early orthographies: Runic ehwu ‘mare’ (Krause 1966: 244)). /gw¬gw/, on the
other hand, also a labiovelar in origin (found only after nasals in GO, since it turned into /w/ or
/g/ elsewhere in Common GMC), is written as a sequence.
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(/pn/ is also unattested, but /p/ was a rare sound in early GMC in any

case). /n/, moreover, does not combine with other coronal sounds in

onsets. In this case, the restriction is narrower than it was with liquids.

/*þn/, as well as /*tn, dn/, is non-occurring. There are also no cases of

initial /gn/ in GO, but its widespread occurrence in other GMC languages

makes it clear that this is an accidental gap. This is possibly also the case

with /fn/, which is also found elsewhere in GMC, though in a very small

number of words.

e. Triconsonantal onsets in GO consist solely of s þ obstruent þ r: /spr-,

str-, skr-, *spl-, *skl- *stl-/.

The patterns of co-occurrence and non-co-occurrence of consonants in initial clus-

ters here are in a way crosslinguistically typical. Other languages tend to show gaps in

the same places as GO, and linguists at least since Trnka (1936) have noticed general

trends in these patterns, which have been explored and analyzed in enormous detail

over the decades. It is impossible to do more than skim the surface of that discussion

here. The interested reader is referred especially to Vennemann 1988, Lutz 1991

(ch. 4, and the references cited there), as well as Booij 1995 and Visser 1997. We

can divide the main restrictions into two types.

3.2.1.1 Sonority-based restrictions

a. Syllables cannot decrease in sonority from the left edge toward the

nucleus (by definition). Note that this is apparently violated by the GO

onset clusters wl-, wr-, which seem to begin with a glide followed by a

liquid – a drop in sonority. Various possible accounts for this aberration

suggest themselves, including the possibility that these are not clusters,

but liquids articulated with lip rounding.11 It is also apparently violated

11 Uncertainty about the analysis of /w/ clusters recurs in historical GMC. The case of the GO
labiovelars has been mentioned, and the status of /hw/ in pre-modern EN is similarly unclear.
In some dialects, the reflexes of this sequence are still distinct, but they are pronounced as
monosegments – as a labialized /h/, or as an aspirated /w/. The orthography gives no clue about
when the monosegmental pronunciation arose.
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quite systematically by /s/ þ stop clusters, which would also seem to

involve a drop in sonority, and which are nonetheless crosslinguistically

quite usual and diachronically stable. The exceptionality of s-clusters to

sonority hierarchy generalizations is not fully understood, but a widespread

view is that this results from the ability of /s/ to be extrasyllabic – that is,

essentially, outside the structure of the syllable, hence not subject to

sonority constraints, in such cases. Suzuki (1991) applies such an analy-

sis to s-clusters in early GMC, and uses it to explain some otherwise

puzzling differences between clusters like /st/ and clusters like /sl/ with

respect to such things as reduplication in GO and alliteration in early

GMC verse forms. Note in this context that /s/ (or /
Ð
/ in some languages)

is the only consonant allowed to begin triconsonantal onset clusters

(see Lutz 1991: 205ff., Visser 1997: 90, 108 for additional discussion,

references and suggested analyses).

b. Syllables preferentially increase in sonority toward the nucleus (and

therefore, syllables with onsets are preferred over those without).

c. Syllables preferentially not only increase in sonority toward the nucleus,

but must do so with a sufficiently steep gradient. As we will see, what

‘sufficiently steep’ means varies from language to language. GO dis-

allows onsets consisting of two obstruents, aside from the s-cluster cases,

and it disallows onsets consisting of two sonorants. In triconsonantal

clusters, this requirement applies even more strictly; the third consonant

in such clusters in GO can only be the most sonorous liquid, /r/.

3.2.1.2 Place-based restrictions

a. Onset clusters are preferentially composed of two consonants with dif-

ferent places of articulation. This accounts for such things as the gaps

/*dl, *tl, *dn, *tn, *bw, *fw/, for example (and possibly /sr/, though note

that /s/, unlike the coronal stops, does combine with /l/ and /n/).

b. In GMC, only coronal consonants can occur as non-initial members of

onset clusters, except in the case where the first consonant is /s/. There

are no clusters of the shape /Xm-/, where X6¼/s/.

These same general restrictions are in evidence in the GMC languages besides GO,

but with variation in their implementation. The following table (3.17) – based in part

on Lutz 1991: ch. 4, and drawing on Visser 1997, Eisenberg 1994, Tiersma 1999 and

Kristoffersen 2000 – shows how some later GMC languages have deviated from the

pattern of GO with respect to the steepness of the sonority gradient in onset clusters.

Because the focus is on what changed, I have only listed those clusters which
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(a) appear in GO (or other early GMC languages) and (b) fail to appear in some modern

GMC languages. Some onset clusters – those consisting of stops or fricatives (aside

from the weak fricative /h/) plus liquids – are quite stable, and remain universally

represented in GMC. Others – in particular, those consisting of obstruents plus nasals,

and those consisting of weak fricatives plus liquids or nasals – have tended to

disappear in some languages. We can characterize this as a change in the required

steepness of the sonority gradient. Forms in angled brackets are unattested but

assumed on the basis of comparative evidence. Forms in parentheses are marginal,

occurring only in a handful of words in the language (GO /bn/, for example, occurs in

bnauan ‘rub’, GE /dv/ only in the borrowed form dwars ‘abeam’, and EN /yw/ just in

the borrowed word thwart and the imitative thwack – just enough to show that they are

not phonotactic impossibilities). Square brackets are used where the cluster is retained,

but with phonetic modification.

Many of the changes illustrated here between the early GMC situation and that in

later GMC languages can be seen as serving to eliminate onset clusters with shallower

sonority gradients, while retaining those with steeper gradients. EN, for example, has

lost obstruent þ nasal clusters, while retaining obstruent plus liquid clusters. Not all of

12 In FR, onset clusters – even those consisting of /s/ þ sonorant – can be split by epenthesis
(Visser 1997: 258ff.)
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the changes serve that result, though. The change of /w/!/v/ in syllable onsets,

widespread in North and West GMC languages, serves the sonority hierarchy by

increasing the steepness of the sonority rise in words which begin with /w/, but creates

less optimal onset clusters when it occurs after obstruents (/dw/!/dv/, for example).

The elimination of clusters which are, from the standpoint of sonority restrictions, less

ideal has progressed farther in EN than in other GMC languages. Lutz (1991:256)

argues that the extent of loss of such clusters is a function of increasing prominence on

the accented syllable – a development more advanced in EN than elsewhere. She notes

(p. 249) that the loss of these clusters in EN took place over several centuries, that the

order of loss is generally as predicted by the sonority difference between the two

consonants (/g/ disappearing /__/n/ before /k/ did, for example), and that the clusters

most widely retained in other languages were also the most recently lost in EN.13

GO exhibits a widely discussed local development which runs counter to the general

expectation of dispreference for homorganic consonant onsets. In GO, GMC /fl/ has

developed into /þl/ in a few instances, under uncertain phonetic and dialectal circum-

stances: þliuhan ‘flee’, OHG fliuhan (see Lehmann 1986: 363 and Davis and Iverson

1994, 1996 for discussion). Similarly typologically surprising developments occur in

Northwestern British EN (Roger Lass p.c.), where EN /kl, gl/ have turned into /tl, dl/

respectively.

The modern GMC languages have also added a few onset clusters that were not

present in early GMC; some of these, such as /pn/ and /sf/, are marginally represented

in loanwords (the latter almost exclusively in sphere and its relatives). Unclear is

whether affricates like /ts/, which arise in GE through the High German consonant

shift, and in FR through palatalization, for example, are to be included in the list of

new onset clusters. Interpreted as clusters, these are problematic from both the

standpoint of the sonority restrictions and the standpoint of the preference for non-

homorganic onset clusters. Nonetheless, they have been argued to be clusters, not unit

phonemes, in at least some GMC languages (e.g., Visser 1997: 103ff.). In GE, they are

standardly held to behave as single segments, rather than clusters. GE also developed

new affricate plus sonorant clusters through the High German consonant shift, though

fewer than it might have been expected to. /pfl/ and /pfr/ occur, arising from /pl/ and

/pr/, but */tsr/ (from /tr/) does not.

13 Even though FR has both obstruent þ liquid and obstruent þ nasal clusters, Visser (1997: 97)
notes that they are treated differently by other phonological processes. In particular, word-
internally, the obstruent and the nasal are separated by syllabification (ak-ne ‘acne’), while the
obstruent and the liquid are not (se-kreet ‘secretion’) – just as they would be syllabified in EN,
which does not allow nasal plus obstruent clusters. This fact converges with the crosslinguistic
and diachronic evidence to show that obstruent plus nasal is more marked as an onset cluster
than obstruent plus liquid.
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This notion of possible onset, partly language-specific and partly a reflection of

crosslinguistic tendencies, also plays a role in the identification of syllable boundaries

in multisyllabic forms. Vowels serve as syllable nuclei, and consonants adjacent to

those vowels must normally be assigned to either the coda or the onset of the syllable.

Where sequences of one or more consonants occur between two vowels, traffic rules

are needed to determine which syllable they are assigned to. Generally assumed to be

one of these is a principle “Maximize Onset,” which requires that consonants be

assigned to onsets, so long as the result is a possible onset in the language.14 This

insures, for example, that syllabification of a form like: re#frain will place the syllable

boundary between the e and the fr, and not at any of the other a priori possible sites.

Early GMC may have syllabified differently. Murray and Vennemann (1983: 59) and

Lahiri et al. (1999: 357), following others, claim that in early GMC syllables were

required to be bimoraic where possible – that is, to end with a long vowel, or with a

short vowel and a consonant, so long as meeting this requirement would not leave a

following syllable wholly without an onset (Lahiri et al. 1999: 408n). This requirement

would override Maximize Onset in cases like *gas.tiz. The most direct evidence we

have for syllabification in early GMC – word division in certain GO manuscripts (cited

in Murray and Vennemann 1983) – is in fact internally inconsistent on this point.

Forms like fa/dreinais, hwa/þro, þa/þro, wi/þra are divided in a way consistent with

Maximize Onset. Fas/ta, on the other hand, is split in a way consistent with a

preference for bimoraic syllables (though see Booij 1995: 31 and Visser 1997: 97

for possibly comparable unexpected treatments of s-clusters in DU and FR). Other

examples listed by Murray and Vennemann are consistent with either.

On the other hand, there is indirect evidence in favor of a syllabification like

*gas.tiz, in Common Scandinavian, for example, where, as Lahiri et al. (1999:57)

note, the vowel of the unstressed syllable undergoes syncope (gestz), just as it does in

words with clearly bimoraic initial syllables (wul.faz!wulfz), and unlike forms with a

CV- initial syllable (su.nuz!sunuz). See also Russom 2002 for possible evidence from

poetic metrics.

Jacobs (2005: 115ff.) notes that YI has a much larger inventory of initial clusters

than the other GMC languages, due to extensive influence of Hebrew and Slavic

languages. Some of these (/pt, ps, px, pk, tk, tf, xk/ and others) counterexemplify the

GMC dispreference for obstruent-obstruent onset clusters. Some (/tn, tl, dn, dl/)

counterexemplify the dispreference for homorganic onset clusters, and some (/kd, sd/)

14 According to Booij (1995: 31), Maximize Onset requirement can come into conflict with
another requirement, the Minimal Rhyme constraint, requiring that rhymes be of a certain
minimal length. This conflict results in the phenomenon of ambisyllabicity, in which a single
consonant, e.g., in a word like adder, is interpreted as both the coda of the first syllable and the
onset of the second.
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appear to counterexemplify the prohibition against obstruent sequences whose elem-

ents differ in voice. Interestingly, as Jacobs (2005: 125) points out, such clusters are

not preserved under syllabification; between vowels, a sequence of consonants (VC

$CV) is split by a syllable boundary unless the second is a sonorant or the first is a

sibilant – that is, only onset clusters of the types found in other GMC languages are

left intact by syllabification.

Coda consonant sequences in the GMC languages are similarly, though less strictly,

constrained by the sonority hierarchy; coda clusters must decline in sonority toward

the right edge of the syllable, thus often being the mirror image of onset clusters.

Steepness is not as important, though, and they are not subject to similar constraints

against homorganic sequences. In fact, some GMC languages exhibit a dispreference

for coda clusters consisting of sonorants followed by other consonants when these

have different places of articulation. Where the sonorant is a nasal, these are often

rendered homorganic by way of assimilation of the place of the nasal to that of the

following obstruent as in GO fimf ‘five’. Where the sonorant is a liquid, some dialects

insert an epenthetic vowel between the two members of the cluster. While such

epenthesis is not a feature of all of the GMC languages, its operation is relatively

uniform in those where it does occur. In modern WF (Visser 1997: 263) and Old Upper

GE, for example, it splits sequences of all liquids plus non-homorganic obstruents, as

in Old Upper GE wërah for Frankish OHG werk ‘work’, FR /skelk�skel@k/ ‘apron’. It

also splits sonorant/sonorant clusters, as in FR /term�ter@m/ ‘intestine’, Old Upper GE

charal for Frankish OHG karl ‘man’, horen for Frankish OHG horn ‘horn’. Further, in

both OHG and FR (Visser 1997: 259n.), epenthesis is not restricted to coda position,

but occurs (with restrictions) in cases where the two consonants belong to separate

syllables, as in Old Upper GE arapeit for Frankish OHG arbeit ‘work’. Collins and

Mees (1996: 198) report similar facts about nonstandard dialects of DU, where helpen

is pronounced as /hel@p@/, for example. FR and Upper OHG differ, however, in that in

FR, epenthesis does not occur between coronal sonorants and coronal obstruents (wyld

[vilt] ‘wild’). This does happen, though with much less frequency, in Old Upper GE, as

in garat for Frankish gart ‘sapling’ (Braune 1963: 70), assuming that /r/ here was

coronal. In none of these languages does epenthesis split up non-homorganic obstru-

ent-obstruent clusters (Visser 1997: 265).

Place-based restrictions also manifest themselves in another way in codas, in a

preference for coronal consonants in final positions. Final obstruent-obstruent clusters

whose first member is not /s/ must end in a coronal. This is true, for example, in EN

apt, aft, act, GE acht ‘eight’, sanft ‘soft’, Klecks ‘blot’, Krebs ‘crab’, and in GO ahs

‘ear’, ansts ‘grace’, bairhts ‘bright’, gagrefts ‘decision’, gahugds ‘memory’ (see also

Booij 1995: 45 for DU). Even s-clusters occasionally metathesize by way of creating

this preferred coronal-final order, as in OE wæps ‘wasp’, axode ‘asked’. Booij offers
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an analysis in which final coronal obstruents in instances like these are not part of the

coda, but a separate appendix, following the coda proper. Appendices may consist of

as many as three coronal obstruents, as in DU aardig-st ‘nicest’, bedaar-dst ‘calmest’.

3.2.2 Length

Vowel length, as reflected in (3.9) is an inherited feature of GMC. Consonant length is

not. IE did not have long or geminate consonants. Geminate consonants arose in GMC

from a variety of sources. Early sources of relatively minor importance include GMC

assimilations in resonant clusters (IE *pl
˙
nos / GO fulls, Sanskrit tasmai / GO þamma

‘that (Dat)’ and so on (Prokosch 1938: 86)), the gemination of intervocalic glides in

certain environments (Holtzmann’s Law) and their subsequent development to stops in

ON and GO (Verschärfung) (OHG zweiio ‘of two’/ GO twaddje, ON tveggja), and

“expressive gemination,” for example, in intensive verbs like OE treddian ‘tread’

(Fagan 1989).

Three processes in the later medieval languages produced a much larger set of long

consonants, and were of considerably more systematic importance. A main source of

geminates in North GMC was a set of assimilations, similar in kind to the early GMC

ones just illustrated, which occurred with particular robustness in North GMC lan-

guages at various points: ON rann ‘house’ (GO razn), ON gull ‘gold’ (GO gulþs), ON

finna ‘find’ (GO finþan), ON drakk ‘drank’ (GO drank) are early instances, but

succeeding rounds of such assimilations occurred later on in individual dialects

(Haugen 1982: 64, 77, 79; Bandle et al. 2002: 878).

In the West GMC languages, coda consonants geminated before a following glide

(or other sonorant). This is illustrated by OE settan ‘set’, OS settian, OHG sezzen,

compared to GO satjan. This “West GMC gemination” led to new morphophonemic

alternations, between geminate consonants and those which remained short because

they did not precede /j/ (e.g., OE ic fremme ‘I do’ du fremest ‘you do’). It appears to

have been one of a number of events of a similar type; besides the gemination

illustrated in these examples, of presumably common West GMC date, there is reason

to think that OE underwent a second round of gemination at a later time, and there was

an event in common Scandinavian which partly overlaps in its effects these West GMC

events.

Gemination of this sort was sensitive to the nature of the affected consonant and the

nature of the sonorant which triggered the change. In West GMC, the glide /j/ causes

gemination most consistently, geminating all final consonants but /r/, originally (OHG

nerien ‘to save’, though in some OHG texts one finds /rr/ (Braune 1963: 92)). /r/ and /l/

had a weaker effect as triggers of gemination than /j/, apparently causing gemination

only of voiceless stops, and not with the same degree of consistency as gemination
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/__/j/. Thus, we find in OE bittor ‘bitter’ alternating with bitor, corresponding to GO

baitrs, æppel ‘apple’ alternating with apul(dre) ‘appletree’, and æhher ‘ear of corn’

alternating with ear (where the non-geminated /h/ has been deleted intervocalically).

Gemination does not take place in OE in fugel (GO fugls), with a voiced consonant.

Similarly, in OHG, we find gemination in luzzil ‘little’, bitter, ackar (GO akrs), but not

in fogal (Sievers 1898: 116; Braune 1963: 92). A second round of gemination took

place in later OE (Sievers 1898: 116), in which voiced stops were geminated /__r,

yielding blæddre ‘bladder’, for example. In the ON version of this change, only velar

stops geminate, and only before glides (/j, w/): liggja, sl�kkva ‘to extinguish’. Murray

and Vennemann (1983) account for this array of facts in terms of a universal Syllable

Contact Law which disprefers syllable contacts in which the onset of a following

syllable is more sonorous than the coda of the preceding syllable. The likelihood of

change occurring depends on the egregiousness of the violation (the degree of sonority

difference between the two consonants).

Finally, geminate consonants resulted in GE from the High German consonant shift,

through which, as we noted earlier, voiceless stops became geminate voiceless frica-

tives intervocalically, falling together, except in the case of sibilants, with the gemin-

ate fricatives resulting from the West GMC gemination. Thus, for example,

corresponding to EN open we have OHG offan, and corresponding to EN make we

have OHG mahho�n.

These changes resulted in a new phonological structure in the medieval languages,

unexampled in earlier or later languages, in which length is a feature systematically

shared by both vowels and consonants. It also seems to have occasioned a series of

changes aimed at ‘balancing’ the relative length of co-occurring vowels and conson-

ants (cf. Lass 1992: 70ff.). So, for example, in OHG, geminates from both the

Consonant Shift and the West GMC gemination are shortened when the preceding

vowel is long. We know that these consonants were geminated after long vowels, since

they are represented as such in early texts, but they are degeminated soon after these

early attestations. GMC *slāpan is represented in early texts as slāffan, after the

Consonant Shift, but later as slāfan. GMC *laidjan ‘to lead’ appears in early OHG

texts as leittan in the wake of West GMC gemination, but later as leitan (Braune 1963:

92f.). Similarly, the effects of first-round gemination do not appear in OE after long

vowels (e.g., in sēcan ‘seek’). It may be, as Murray and Vennemann (1983) claim, that

it did not occur there, or we may alternatively imagine that, as in OHG, it did take

place, but was followed by shortening. Sievers points out (1898: 116) that the second

round of gemination in OE did take place in words that had long vowels in OE, such as

blæddre ‘bladder’ and næddre, but which have short vowels in Modern EN, and

surmises that the shortening occurred simultaneously with the gemination (see also

Lahiri et al. 1999: 337f.).
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We can view such geminate simplification as a part of a “conspiracy” (Lass 1992:

70), targetting syllable rhymes, and operating to prefer those which are bimoraic – that

is, which have exactly two units of length. In nonfinal syllables, if the vowel of the

nucleus is a long vowel or diphthong, then the preference for bimoraic syllables

disfavors a coda consonant. Geminates are simplified in such cases so that the

remaining consonant can syllabify with the next syllable. In cases involving consonant

clusters, which cannot be shortened, it is the long vowel which is shortened in order to

conform to the bimoraic template. If the vowel of the nucleus is a simple short vowel,

then the coda of its syllable can contain a consonant, and geminates are retained in just

those cases. By casting the phonological “target” in this way, one can also accommo-

date the other contexts in which degemination was usual in medieval GMC – finally

and in preconsonantal position (OHG mizzu ‘I measure’�maz ‘I measured’, kunnan ‘to

be able’�konda ‘could’). Here again, if geminate simplification had not taken place

in *mazz and *konnda, then the resultant rhyme (VCC) would violate the preference

for a bimoraic syllable.

Lass (1992: 70ff.) points out that the two systematic effects of this shortening – the

reduction of the number of contexts in which length contrasts occur, and the regulation

of possible syllable types (in this instance, by preventing ‘overlong’ syllables) – are

shared by a number of other changes beginning in about the same era, which collect-

ively have the effect of more regular syllable shape and at least partly predictable

vowel/consonant length. Already in early GMC, long vowels in monosyllabic forms

tended to be followed by at most a single consonant (excluding coronal case affixes),

while consonant clusters tended to be preceded by only a short vowel. We have

numerous forms like GO skalk-s ‘servant’ and land ‘land’, for example, as well as

skōh-s ‘shoe’ and mēl ‘honey’. Forms like leiht-s [lı̄xt-s] ‘light’, with both a long vowel

and a consonant cluster were found too, though they were relatively infrequent. The

appearance of degemination and vowel shortening before geminates in the medieval

West GMC heralds the rise of an active dispreference for such overlong forms. Lass

(1992: 70ff.) points out that other changes also conspired toward the elimination of

such syllables, including vowel shortening in front of sequences of consonants at

various points in the history of medieval EN (for example, EME closed-syllable

shortening in cēpte ‘I kept’!cepte).15 Similar changes took place in Common

Scandinavian (Haugen 1982: 25; Lahiri et al. 1999: 362) and in MHG (MHG lieht!
Modern GE Licht [lIçt], Paul 1989: 77), but with much less regularity in the latter.

15 Contravening this tendency to eliminate sequences of the shape VVCC is the OE process of
lengthening of short vowels before clusters consisting of a sonorant and a homorganic voiced
stop, variously known as Pre-Cluster Lengthening (Lass 1992: 71) and Homorganic Lengthening
(e.g., Ritt 1994). This change, for example, turns hund ‘dog’ into hūnd, cild ‘child’ into cīld.
This development is extensively discussed in Ritt 1994, and in Liberman 1992, but remains a
problematic phenomenon. It has analogues in North GMC (Haugen 1982: 38).
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Conversely, all of these languages have shown some tendency to add weight to the

rhymes of some shorter syllables. The earliest such event, which Lass (1992: 71)

suggests could have occurred in Common Northwest GMC, lengthened vowels in

absolute final position (‘Foot-final Lengthening’). While GO has such forms as sa

‘that one’, these do not occur in Northwest GMC. The elimination of short syllables

was most systematically carried through in North GMC, where, as a result of the

“Great Quantity Shift” starting in DA in the thirteenth century (Haugen 1982: 25), all

nonfinal stressed syllables came to have bimoraic rhymes of the shape -XX, either by

lengthening the vowel (-V!VV), or by geminating the following consonant

(-VC!VCC). Thus, fara ‘go’ turns up variously as fāra and farra (Haugen 1982: 25).

Further, in monomorphemic forms with short vowels in closed syllables, the final

consonant was geminated (Old SW skip![skep:] Lahiri et al. 1999: 364). In SW

(Andersson 1994: 274), as a result of these changes, long vowels are (virtually)

excluded in front of long consonants, long consonants (almost) only occur after short

vowels, and, except in Finland SW dialects, every stressed syllable must contain a long

vowel or diphthong or a long consonant or consonant cluster (see Andersson 1994: 274

for the discussion of the few exceptions).

In IC too all vowels may be either long or short (Einarsson 1945: 4). They are long if

followed at most by a single consonant, or if followed by clusters of the form /p, t, k, s/

þ /j, r, v/ – that is, clusters which are possible onsets of a subsequent syllable.

The acute accent in (3.19b), a former mark of vowel length, now encodes only vowel

quality. In FA too (Lockwood 1964: 8), vowels are long when final, and before a single

consonant, and before the consonant groups /kl, kn, pl, pr/, which are possible onsets,

though not before /tl/, which is not. These languages thus represent the logical end-

point of Lass’ hypothesized conspiracy toward regularization of syllable shape and the

neutralization of tense contrasts. The pattern resulting from the quantity shift, how-

ever, is not wholly intact in all modern Scandinavian languages, due to paradigm

leveling (Bandle et al. 2005: 1866).
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This impulse toward syllable regulation did not take hold with such systematicity in

other GMC languages. In the late medieval West GMC languages, short vowels of CV

syllables came to be lengthened (open syllable lengthening), though these changes

were carried through with varying degrees of regularity. Open syllable lengthening in

DU and GE appears to have been a single event, beginning in DU territory and

spreading southward (Lahiri et al. 1999: 350). The change resulted in length alterna-

tions within paradigms in both languages (DU dag ‘day’�dāgen ‘days’), but these

were largely leveled in GE, by generalizing the long vowel throughout the paradigm

(Lahiri et al. 1999: 352).

In EN, this open syllable lengthening belongs again to the EME period. OE [nama]

‘name’ became ME [na:m(@)], for example. Numerous apparent exceptions and

chronological complications have made a precise characterization of this event a very

difficult matter. Primary among the problems is the fact that its effects show up with

full regularity in EN only in forms ending in unstressed vowels in EME, which were

later lost. Such forms include, for example, ale, ape, bake, hate, mate, name and so on.

It appears much less regularly in forms which remain bisyllabic into Modern EN.

Some of these (acorn, bacon, beaver, gable, mason, raven, for example) show

lengthening, but most (better, bottom, brother, cellar, desert, feather, hovel, moment,

mellow, record, saddle) do not (see the appendix in Ritt 1994 for an exhaustive list).

Lahiri et al. (1999: 353) attribute this variability to the fact that the long vowel

resulting from open syllable lengthening in these bisyllabic forms would be subject

to shortening again when additional inflections were added, due to another of the

quantity-adjustment rules of ME, trisyllabic shortening, which shortens long vowels in

initial stressed syllables when they are followed by two or more syllables (the rule that

underlies the divine�divinity alternation in EN). Trisyllabic shortening produced

alternations between long vowels and short vowels in the paradigms of words like

beaver, brother, and these were subsequently leveled in different directions in different

forms.

All of these West GMC languages also gave up the length contrast in consonants by

systematically degeminating them. Thus, among the modern languages long conson-

ants are found only in North GMC. Nor are they universal there: DA is allied with the

West GMC languages in having simplified geminate consonants, as well as in having a

version of the quantity shift which shows resemblances to West GMC open syllable

lengthening; like West GMC (and unlike other Scandinavian languages), it was always

the vowel that was lengthened in DA, not the following consonant (Lahiri et al. 1999:

363). And like West GMC, short vowels in (nonfinal) CV syllables are lengthened in

DA, but short vowels in CVC monosyllabic forms are not generally lengthened

(Haugen 1982: 51). The degemination in these languages, as Lass (1992: 75) notes,

largely negated the partial predictability of distribution of vowel length which resulted
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from open syllable lengthening, by introducing a new set of short vowels in front of

singleton consonants. These languages have generally retained double writing of

consonants as a way of signaling graphically that the preceding vowel is short.

The results of these events, as Lahiri et al. (1999: 340) point out, is that, with the

exception of a few dialects of SW and NO, the modern GMC languages do not still

preserve length in both the vowels and the consonants at the level of phonological

contrasts. Consonant length is given up in the West GMC languages, but retained in

most North GMC languages with the exception of DA. Vowels still vary in length in

the North GMC languages, aside from DA (on which see Haugen 1976: 366), but

predictably so.

3.2.3 Lexical stress and the foot in Germanic phonology

The GMC languages, like other Western European languages, have prosodically fixed

word stress – that is, stress whose position is (mostly) predictable on the basis of the

phonological shape of the word, and does not depend on grammatical information. In

this respect, the GMC languages, like their Celtic and Italic neighbors, have departed

from the pattern of accentuation in IE, in which accent was “free” – that is, not

phonologically fixed and predictable, but able to appear on different syllables in

different forms of a word, and therefore to signal meaning contrasts. This “free accent”

is reflected, vestigially, at least, in the Greek examples in (3.20).

In early GMC, on the other hand, the accent came to occur invariably on the first

syllable of the word in unprefixed forms, through the “Germanic Accent Shift.” Rather

than a simple shift in the position of accent, Iverson and Salmons (2003: 23) see in this

accent shift “a profound change in the nature of accent itself.” GMC has abandoned the

lexical word tone of IE, implemented as a laryngeal feature associated with the nucleus

of a syllable, and replaced it with rhythmically determined dynamic stress. The Greek

accent is still a pitch accent, but in the GMC languages the primary correlates of stress

are intensity and duration. Pitch is associated with stress only in a secondary way, and

there is variation from one language to another, and even within languages, in the

manner and degree in which the pitch of stressed syllables differs from that of

neighboring syllables (see Lass 1992: 83; Lass 1994: 84; Haugen 1982: 22). In some
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languages, stressed syllables are higher in pitch than unstressed ones, while in others,

they are lower in pitch.

The unit on the basis of which stress is assigned is held to be the metrical foot. Feet

constitute a level of prosodic organization above the syllable. Feet are built up from

syllables according to principles which differ across languages. The descriptive need

for these larger units of prosodic organization is made evident in the phonology of

many phenomena in the history of GMC whose description requires reference to a

domain larger than a single syllable – e.g., where unstressed syllables tend to undergo

reduction or not depending on whether the preceding syllable is “heavy,” the processes

in question serving to maintain overall “balance” in weight between the two successive

syllables (see Dresher and Lahiri 1991 for some discussion of such processes). They

include high vowel deletion in OE wordu!word ‘words’ but not limu!limu ‘limbs’,

the “vowel balance” phenomenon in Scandinavian (Haugen 1982: 25; Bandle et al.

2005: 1109, 1858) and others. Feet are also the basis of stress assignment. One of the

syllables within the foot is designated as its head, and serves as the locus of stress.

Early GMC syllables are held to be assembled into feet from the left edge of the word

rightward, the leftmost syllable in each foot serving as the head. The precise mode of

foot formation in early GMC has been a matter of controversy. Lass (1992:85)

proposes that OE feet were formed by grouping the syllables of a word into feet of

two to three syllables, starting at the leftmost edge of the word, and marking the

leftmost syllable in each foot as the strong syllable (the head), without regard to

syllable count or syllable weight, yielding a factoring of the word into left-headed

(trochaic) feet. Feet were then grouped together pairwise, the leftmost branch in each

such pairing again being the strong branch. The notion of “head” is transitive; the

leftmost syllable in the word, as the head of the leftmost foot, will be the head syllable

of the word, and thus assigned the main word stress. Heads of feet further to the right

have lesser prominence, and are thus assigned secondary stress. A competing account,

advanced by Dresher and Lahiri (1991), holds that the GMC foot was assembled in a

procedure sensitive to syllable weight; a heavy syllable – that is, a syllable whose

rhyme was either a long vowel or a short vowel plus a final consonant – could

constitute a foot by itself. A light, CV syllable could not, but would have to attach

to a preceding, head-building heavy syllable where possible. Thus, a word like ōþerne

‘other-ASg’ would have two feet: [ō] and [þer.ne]. As in Lass’ account, in early GMC,

the leftmost foot is always the most prominent, so that its head receives the main

stress. In forms consisting of only light syllables, such as fre-me-de ‘did’, the first two

syllables can combine to constitute a complex head ([fre.me]de]), the short vowels of

each of these syllables adding up to the equivalent of a heavy syllable and constituting,

therefore, a “resolved” head. The stress falls on the leftmost syllable of that complex

head. Both of these accounts predict the same distribution of primary stress, but make
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different predictions about secondary stress – for example, in forms like ōþerne. In the

account of Dresher and Lahiri, the syllable þer should receive secondary stress, since it

is the head of its own foot, while in the account of Lass, it should not, since it forms the

second syllable of the foot headed by /ō/. The two approaches also make different

predictions with respect to the patterning of syncope processes, such as High Vowel

Deletion, which were apparently sensitive to secondary stress. The interested reader is

referred to Dresher and Lahiri 1991 and Lass 1994: 90ff.

In prefixed forms in the early GMC languages, stress becomes more complex. In

verbs, prefixes are never stressed; the stress falls on the first syllable of the root, as in

us-le $iþan ‘depart’ (Prokosch 1938: 119). Two different positions have been assumed

with respect to the history of this situation. Some claim that it arises because GMC

stress was from the beginning not word-initial but root-initial. Others claim that stress

was word-initial, but that prefixes were still separate lexical items at the time when

stress was fixed, hence outside the reach of word stress. There is some evidence that

the fusion of prefix and verb stem was not complete in early GMC, including the fact

that they could be separated from the verb by intervening clitics, as in GO ga-u-

laubjats. . .? ‘Do you believe?’ (Matt. 9:28) (see Lahiri et al. 1999: 336 for a summary

of this debate, with references). In nouns and adjectives, on the other hand, stress

generally falls on the prefix, as poetic alliteration shows us, for example, with the

exception of the prefix ge-/ga-, which is never stressed: GO u $s-liþa ‘paralytic’, OE

u $nrōt ‘sad’. The situation is complicated further by the fact that nouns and adjectives

can be derived from verbs and the converse, carrying over the accentuation of the

source, as in forgi $fenis ‘forgiveness’, for example (Hogg 1992: 100; Lass 1994: 92.

See also Prokosch 1938: 199).

Word stress in the modern GMC languages is treated in detail in Zonneveld et al.

1999. Among these languages, only Insular Scandinavian (IC and FA) has remained

true to the GMC preference for initial stress, and these languages have apparently even

strengthened it, since prefixes are generally stressed in them. Lockwood notes that

there are few exceptions in FA, of a systematic nature only in cases of words with

three or more syllables which begin with the prefixes o $- ‘un’ or sam- ‘together’, for

example, sambærligur ‘agreeable’ which is variably accented on the first or second

syllable. Non-initial accent is making some inroads through borrowing, however, as in

studentur ‘student’, accented on the second syllable.

Large-scale borrowings of Latinate vocabulary (from French and Latin, primarily)

have led to radical change in the word stress of the other modern languages. Early

borrowings from such sources were adapted to the native stress pattern, as in the case

of OE ca $ndel¬cande $la (Lass 1992: 86). Later loans, however, came in such numbers

that the native stress rule was supplanted by one very much like that which applied in

Latin (Zonneveld et al. 1999: 477), in which stress often falls on non-initial syllables.
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As the latter functions in EN, if the penultimate syllable is heavy (has a long vowel or a

consonantal coda), it is stressed: volca $no/aba $ndon. If the penultimate is a light syllable

(CV), the stress is typically shifted leftward to the antepenult (Ámazon). Stress does

not occur further to the left than the antepenult (anti $cipate). This “three-syllable

window” restriction (Zonneveld et al. 1999: 480) is shared with the rest of modern

GMC, excluding Insular Scandinavian.

Another characteristic of these new stress patterns is that they are much less regular

than the earlier one, and admit of more exceptions (involving primarily borrowed

words). There are, for example, numerous exceptions to the general rule that light

penults are not stressed (e.g., vani $lla, Kentu $cky), and that heavy final syllables are not

stressed (machi $ne, expe $ct, arre $st, palisa $de, ballo $on) (see Zonneveld et al. 1999: 482f.).
Interestingly, this change from GMC to Latinate stress patterns turns out to be less

radical, both in terms of its effects and its analysis, than it might appear at first glance.

In terms of effects, Lass (1992: 88f.) points out that the GMC stress rule is virtually

subsumed as a special case of the new stress rule for native forms. Two-syllable

words like candle are stressed on the first syllable under either rule. ME forms like

wu $nede ‘dwelled’ and beho $lden ‘behold’ are also both expected under either stress rule

(the latter derivable under the GMC rule because of the prohibition of stress on verb

prefixes). The differences emerge only in relatively few words of more than three

syllables, and in unprefixed three-syllable words with heavy penults. In terms of

analysis, the new rules still involve the forming of left-headed (trochaic) feet with

heavy syllables at their head, the difference being that the prominent foot is at the right

edge, rather than the left edge of the word (Zonneveld et al. 1999: 479).

As Zonneveld et al. point out, the stress rules found in continental West GMC, as

well as in SW and NO, are of a type, with only modest variation among them. The

pattern found in these languages resembles that of EN in, for example, yielding

penultimate stress in bisyllabic words, and in polysyllabic words with heavy penulti-

mate syllables. These parallels are reflected, for example, in the fact that EN, DU and

NO all accent the words ki $lo, sombre $ro, pa $sta, te $mpo, anaco $nda, su $ltan, r(h)odode $n-
ndron in the same way (Zonneveld et al. 1999: 546f.). These other languages differ

from EN, however, in a few ways. First, while the final syllable in EN is stressed only

in exceptional cases, it is routinely stressed in the modern continental languages when

“superheavy” – that is, consisting of a long vowel and a consonant, or of a short vowel

followed by more than one consonant (see Zonneveld et al. 1999: 496, 522f. for

discussion). So, for example, while EN has penultimate stress in pi $rate, co $ncert,
antece $dent, ba $salt, and antepenultimate stress in pre $sident (because of the light

penult), the final syllable is stressed in the corresponding words in DU, GE and NO.

Further, while they share with EN the property that stress appears earlier than the

penultimate syllable only when the penultimate is light, they apparently differ from
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EN in how light syllables are characterized. In EN, when the penult is an open syllable

with a short vowel, the accent shifts to the antepenult (Pa $nama), but when it is an open

syllable with a long vowel (unru $ly) or a closed syllable with a short vowel and a coda

consonant (infe $rno), the penult receives the accent. In the continental languages, only

closed syllables count as heavy. Open syllables with long vowels in the penult do not

prevent leftward shift of the accent. This difference is obscured by the orthography in

many cases. EN Pa $nama is accented on the antepenult because the penult has a short

vowel. The vowel of the penult in DU Pa $nama, on the other hand, is long (as are all

vowels in open syllables in these languages), yet it does not prevent shift of the accent

to the antepenult. This difference between the continental languages and EN is no

doubt connected to the fact that in these languages, unlike EN, length is not contrastive

in open syllables, since these languages do not allow short vowels in open syllables,

and routinely lengthen them there (Lahiri et al. 1999: 365). These languages do have

numerous forms in which the stressed penult has a short vowel which is not followed by

a consonant cluster (DU Apollo, Walhalla, libretto, GE Bazillus, Madonna). In these,

it is argued that the syllable is closed by the following consonant, which is

ambisyllabic (Zonneveld et al. 1999: 498, 520). Open syllables with diphthongs

do count as heavy in these languages: GE Balala $ika, Thesa $urus (Lahiri et al. 1999:

365; Zonneveld et al. 1999: 520). In all of these languages, though, the stress does

fall on a penultimate open syllable with a long vowel if the vowel of the final syllable is

/@/, as in GEMethode ‘method’ (the “final-schwa rule,” cf. Zonneveld et al. 1999: 521).

Again, statements about accent in these languages fall short of full generality.

Zonneveld et al. (1999: 527ff.) list exceptions for GE, noting that the various general-

izations differ in reliability, the preference for stress on superheavy final syllables

being particularly violable. Some of these languages contain words with different

meanings which seem to differ only in the position of stress, being otherwise of the

same phonological shape. Zonneveld et al. (1999: 556), for example, list those in

(3.21), among many others, from SW.
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Many of these pairs, of course, involve one member which is not a lexical form but a

syntactic compound, consisting of a noun and an enclitic definite article, and they are

thus not straightforward minimal pairs. EN has a set of noun/verb pairs in which the

accent contrast has been partially systematized in Latinate words according to lexical

category, in such cases as contrast and transfer.

3.2.3.1 Stress in derived forms

A further legacy of the period of intense borrowing from Romance languages in the

modern languages, excluding Insular Scandinavian, is some relatively complex inter-

actions between stress and affixation. All of these languages distinguish between two

sets of derivational suffixes, generally known as Class I suffixes and Class II suffixes.

Class I suffixes are “stress-sensitive” – that is, they are counted as a part of the word in

computing the position of stress. Resultantly, stress will appear on a different position

in the base word when a Class I suffix is attached than when it is not (or even on the

suffix, if the stress rules require). Examples of Class I suffixes are given in (3.22):

Class II suffixes, on the other hand, are “stress-neutral”; they do not alter the stress

patterns of the forms to which they are attached. Examples are given in (3.23):

See Zonneveld et al. 1999 for a discussion of this distinction and its complications.

As Zonneveld et al. (1999: 543) point out, in GE, DU, NO, SW and DA, there are

also some instances in which inflectional affixes behave like Class II affixes, in

causing stress shift. This is true specifically of some plural affixes on nouns, as in

GE Do $ktor�Dokto $ren ‘doctors’.

3.2.4 Word tone in Germanic

Some GMC languages have reintroduced word level tonal contrasts, or “pitch accent”

contrasts. These do not replace stress, but overlie and are partly dependent on it; only
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stressed syllables show pitch accent contrasts. The best-known case is the contrast

between two word accents in most of the continental Scandinavian languages, exclud-

ing fringe areas, such as Finland SW, extreme Northern SW, North and West NO

(Bruce and Hermans 1999: 607). Known respectively as Accent I (or acute) and

Accent II (or grave), these contrast for the most part only in words of more than one

syllable, and only when these are not stressed finally. All monosyllables and finally

stressed polysyllables have only Accent I. Minimal pairs include SW vi $ner ‘it whizzes’
and vi �ner ‘wines’.
The phonetic realization of the distinction varies across languages of this group in

complex ways (Bruce and Hermans 1999: 625), but in general, it appears that the

difference is in how the pitch melody aligns with the stress of the word. Given a

uniform rise-fall (Low-High-Low) melody for words, the peak (H) of the melody

occurs earlier in Accent I words than in Accent II words; in Southern SW, for example,

the alignment for Accent I is H*L (where * designates the word stress), yielding a

pitch fall after the stress, but for Accent II, it is L*H, yielding a pitch rise after the main

stress (Bruce and Hermans 1999: 624f.).

The polysyllabic words with Accent II were originally polysyllabic, while those

with Accent I were originally monosyllabic in most cases, coming to be polysyllabic

through such processes as attachment of an enclitic definite article, or epenthesis of a

vowel between an obstruent and a (quasi-syllabic) final resonant, as in (3.24):

Thus, to state one of the hypotheses of origin (that of Oftedal 1952) in a somewhat

oversimplified way, pitch contours at the ends of phrases differed in shape when

the phrase ended with a final stressed syllable from when it ended in an unstressed

syllable. These contours were reinterpreted as tones, yielding one pattern for

monosyllabic forms and other forms with final stress, and a second pattern for

polysyllabic forms with unstressed final syllables. The forms in (3.24) were still

monosyllabic forms at this time, becoming bisyllabic only later, and preserving

their original pitch contours. Thus, Accent I words like those in (3.24) are polysyl-

labic forms with monosyllabic pitch contours (for a fuller discussion of this

hypothesis, see Lahiri et al. 1999: 368ff).

The assignment of tonal accents interacts with affixation, in the case of monosyl-

labic roots. SW, for example, distinguishes between affixes which are “accent-neu-

tral” – that is, with which the root retains its Accent I – and affixes which induce

Accent II (Bruce and Hermans 1999: 613). The former include the clitic definite article
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and the present tense marker (ba $ck-en ‘the (football) back’, vi $n-er ‘it whizzes’). The
latter include the plural marker -ar/-er (ba�ck-ar ‘backs’) and the infinitive suffix -a.

The accent of polysyllabic forms is unaffected by affixation.

In some dialects of NO, apocope has resulted in the extension of this contrast

to certain pairs of monosyllabic forms (e.g., ko $m ‘come-Imper’ vs. ‘ko �m ‘come-Inf’,

the latter manifesting “circumflex” accent – an apocopated Accent II (Bruce and

Hermans 1999: 617).

Of a common origin with the word tone contrast in other Scandinavian languages is

the st�d (literally, “thrust”) phenomenon in DA, though it differs from that contrast in

terms of its phonetic nature and distribution. Words with st�d are articulated with a

distinctive glottal gesture (creaky voice, Basb�ll 2003) accompanying the rhyme of the

stressed syllable. According to Riad (2000: 263), it is not the glottal gesture itself

which is perceptually significant, but the fact that it is accompanied by a sharp

lowering of frequency; st�d is an artifact of compressing a circumflex (HL) accent

into a single syllable, and thus basically a tonal phenomenon (but see Bruce and

Hermans 1999: 627). For st�d to occur, the syllable must be stressed and have a heavy

rhyme with either a long vowel or a short vowel followed by a sonorant. The st�d is

realized during the articulation of the vowel if long, or on the sonorant if the vowel is

short.

Riad attributes this condition to the requirement that the sonorant phase of the syllable

rhyme be long enough to reach the low frequency required for creaky voice. He notes

as well (p. 267) that the circumflex accent of NO dialects is in some instances subject

to a sonority condition like that associated with st�d. The tone contrast of the central

Franconian dialects of DU and GE, to be discussed below, is similarly realized only in

cases where a stressed syllable has either a long vowel or a short vowel followed by a

sonorant (Bruce and Hermans 1999: 640).

Historically, forms with st�d are related to forms with Accent I in other languages,

while some forms without st�d correspond to Accent II forms in other languages

(though not all, since the non-occurrence of st�d can also be conditioned by the shape

of the syllabic rhyme). The historical direction of this relationship has been disputed

(see Liberman 1982; Riad 2000). The correspondence is incomplete, however. While

monosyllabic words, and words with final stress, can only have Accent I in the other

languages, as discussed above, not all monosyllabic words or polysyllabic words

with final stress have st�d in DA (for a recent discussion, see Basb�ll 2003). In

polysyllables with non-final stress, st�d does not appear if the final syllable consists
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of just schwa (Riad 2000: 265; Bruce and Hermans 1999: 622). This sets up DA

morphophonemic alternations in cases like gul [gu:’l] ‘yellow’, gule [gu:l@] ‘yellow-

Pl’ (Riad 2000: 264).

A second instance of word tone in GMC, also spanning linguistic boundaries, is

the contrast found in a contiguous area of DU and GE dialects in northwestern

Germany, Luxembourg, eastern Holland and eastern Belgium. This contrast (discussed

in detail in Lahiri et al. 1999, Gussenhoven and Bruce 1999, Bruce and Hermans 1999,

Gussenhoven 2000) is distinct in origin from the Scandinavian tone contrast, and

phonetically different from it, though there are points of similarity. For example, as

is true of Scandinavian, the contrast in some DU dialects requires stressed syllables

with long vowels, or with short vowels followed by sonorants, for its realization

(Gussenhoven 2000: 233). The two accents are known variously as Tone I/Accent I/

push-tone (DU valtoon, GE Stobton)/falling tone and Tone II/Accent II/drag-tone (DU
sleepton, GE Schleifton) (Gussenhoven and Bruce 1999: 242). Accent I is realized as a

HL melody, Accent II as a level high tone (or, in final position, as a falling-rising

melody with vowel lengthening). Interestingly, Accent I is sometimes terminated with

glottalization (Gussenhoven 2000: 219). The following examples of the phenomenon

as it manifests itself in the DU dialect of Maasbracht are selected from a much longer

list of minimal pairs in Bruce and Hermans (1999: 637f.).

Phonologically, the contrast has been analyzed as a lexical high tone (in Accent II)

versus its absence (in Accent I) (Gussenhoven 2000: 221), the rest of the melodies of

the two accents being filled in by general prosodic rules.

The origin of this contrast is not fully resolved. It is partially distributed according to

the (present or former) segmental shape of the forms. For example, only Accent

I appears in forms where the vowel is a high tense vowel /i, y, u/. However, as

Gussenhoven points out, none of the environmental contrasts are of a sort usually

associated with tonogenesis. For example, there are no reports of tonogenesis triggered

by vowel height in other languages (Gussenhoven 2000: 233). In place of an account

involving regular sound change, Gussenhoven suggests one based in part on language
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contact. He notes, to begin with, that a number of nouns distinguish their singulars and

plurals solely by means of the accent difference, the former plural suffix having been

apocopated, as in pairs like briif ‘letters’ briif ‘letter’, n��t(@) ‘nuts’ n��t ‘nut’ from

northeastern Belgium. In his account, after apocope of the plural suffix had taken place

in such forms, the singular and plural forms would still have been distinguished by

vowel length, the vowel in the latter having undergone open syllable lengthening.

However, these border dialects of DU were under pressure from neighboring GE to

level such paradigms in favor of a uniform long vowel. Caught between the impulse to

imitate the neighboring prestige dialects and the impulse to resist morphological

neutralization of an inherent morphological contrast, they compromised by

lengthening the short vowel of the singular under retention of high pitch, to keep it

distinct from the vowel of the plural. This high pitch was then reinterpreted as the high

tone characteristic of Accent II.
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4

The Germanic nominal system:

paradigmatic and syntagmatic

variation

4.1 Nominal inflection

4.1.1 Historical prelude: Indo-European heritage and Germanic innovation

Affixes in GMC, as elsewhere, serve one of two functions. Derivational affixes are

applied to derive new words. Thus, locate, relocate, relocation are distinct words, and

each might be expected to be listed separately in a dictionary. On the other hand,

locate, locates and located, distinguished from each other by inflectional affixes, are in

an intuitively clear sense simply variant forms of the same word, and would accord-

ingly not be listed separately in the dictionary. Derivational affixes were discussed

briefly in Chapter 2. The paradigmatic and syntagmatic relationships among inflec-

tional morphemes in the GMC languages (or their analytic equivalents – see below)

will be treated in the next two chapters.

Synchronically, few typological generalizations can be made about the shape of

inflectional morphology across the GMC languages, except that suffixes are by far the

most frequent and productive type of inflection. This is in part a reflection of their IE

heritage. Suffixes were the prevailing (though not the exclusive) device for signaling

grammatical contrasts in IE as well. Inflectional prefixes are only marginally present

in GMC (see Section 5.1.1), and infixes play no role in GMC (though IE had one).

However, another type of word-internal inflectional morphology – replacives, in

which one segment or string of segments within a root is replaced with another –

is encountered quite frequently. Some GMC replacive morphemes – the ablaut

patterns of strong verbs (sing, sang, sung) – are of IE origin. Others are of later

origin. In noun alternations like foot�feet, mouse�mice, and in verb alternations like

GE ich gebe ‘I give’ du gibst ‘you give’, or wir müssen ‘we must’ ich muß ‘I must’,

they are the results of the historical process of umlaut – the influencing of the quality

of the vowel of the stem by the vowel of an inflectional suffix (e.g., *fōt�*fōt-�i!*fēt

(-�i)). Syllable-based lengthening and shortening processes of later medieval GMC

resulted in still other similar internal alternations, such as that in keep/kept, for

example.
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The history of inflectional morphology in the GMC languages has been largely

one of loss of inflectional distinctions and even of entire inflectional categories. This

process of “deflection,” to borrow a term from Weerman (1989), though evidenced

in all GMC languages, has progressed unevenly across the family. So, for example, IC

and GE have preserved more of the inventory of inflectional affixes than EN and AF,

which have eliminated the inflectional categories of gender and (except in pronouns)

case, among other things. It has also proceeded unevenly across inflectional categories.

So, for example, while many of the modern GMC languages have ceased to signal case

on nouns, all of them still retain ways of marking nouns plural. In this connection, it is

important to distinguish between two functionally different types of inflection.

Returning to our examples, we note that the -ed of located contributes in a specific

way to the interpretation of the form, adding the meaning “past.” On the other hand,

the -s of locates does not appear to make an independent semantic contribution.

Rather, it simply encodes the relationship between the word and others in construction

with it, signaling (redundantly) that the subject of the verb is third person singular.

Booij (2002b: 19f., citing Kuryłowicz 1964) refers to these two types of inflection as

“inherent” and “contextual,” respectively. Plural marking on nouns is another example

of inherent morphology. On the other hand, plural marking on adjectives is contextual,

serving only to encode the fact that they are in construction with a plural noun. Booij

proposes that this distinction plays an important role in characterizing the distribution

of morphemes in at least a couple of (possibly interdependent) ways. First of all,

inherent morphemes tend to come closer to the root to which they are attached. Thus,

for example, in such GE forms as kauf-t-en ‘bought (1st/3rd person plural)’ the

(inherent) past tense suffix precedes the (contextual) plural agreement morpheme.

Second, contextual inflection tends to be lost more readily over time. According to

Booij, “this is to be expected since contextual inflection does not express independent

information” (2002b: 20). So, for example, languages such as EN and DU, which have

largely abandoned inflection for such contextually determined contrasts as case on

nouns, and person/number agreement on verbs and adjectives, still inflect verbs for

tense and nouns for number. Stated as a fact about typological distribution, inflection

of nouns for number (where it is an inherent feature) should be more widespread than

the inflection of verbs or adjectives for number.1

1 These cases raise the interesting question of whether sound changes like the loss of unstressed
final syllables in GMC can be constrained by semantic or categorial or other grammatical
information (applying differentially to two phonetically identical strings when one of them but
not the other happens to be a plural suffix, for example), or whether sound changes apply across
the board, without regard to such considerations, seeming exceptions being the result of
analogical restoration. For an interesting discussion of some disputed cases, see van Coetsem
et al. 1981, Gussenhoven 2000.
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Deflection has worked in tandem with two other partially related tendencies to

reduce the range of variation within and across paradigms: syncretism of inflectional

contrasts through extension of one member of a paradigm at the expense of others

(for example, the extension of the second person singular verb ending in ON to third

person, which, through borrowing, also gave us the EN -s in locates), and regularization

of affixes by extending an affix from one paradigm to others (e.g., the generalization of

EN -s as a plural marker beyond the noun classes in which it was original). Deflection

is traditionally held to be the result of sound change; as the endings are reduced or

eliminated by phonological processes, the inflectional categories they encoded dis-

appear. While such sequences of events were prominent in the development of GMC,

things do not always progress in this way. After a certain threshhold has been reached,

the remaining affixes in a paradigm can lose their functional significance before they

disappear. This possibility is illustrated, for example, by the retention of the former

dative case -e marker on nouns in ME after it had ceased to signal dative, or the

similarly defunctionalized attributive adjective endings of AF.

In general, the more phonologically substantial the ending, the better it resisted the

processes of phonological reduction underlying deflection. So, for example, while GO

had nominative case endings in both the singular and the plural of a-stem nouns, only

the plural ending, where the vowel was long, survives in OHG.

This results in a paradigm in which some forms are endingless. Kastovsky (1994)

sees in this development a shift in morphological typology, from a “stem-based”

morphological system, in which all of the forms in the paradigm are derived by

adding affixes to an abstract stem (which thus never appears as an actual word) to a

“word-based” morphology, in which some forms in the paradigm are identical to the

stem itself (see also Bloomfield 1933: 225, cited in Booij 2002b: 4, and Wurzel

1987: 47ff.).

4.1.2 Inflectional categories of the noun

4.1.2.1 Number

Number is the only inherent category for which nouns are inflected in all of the GMC

languages, and the majority of nouns in all of these languages have plural forms which

are distinct from those of the singular. There are accidental exceptions, in which

singular and plural forms of individual nouns happen to have converged phonetically

through ending loss (as in the case of early GMC neuter a-stems like OHG wort

‘word/words’), but some groups of nouns have only singular, or only plural, forms for
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reasons that are linked to their meanings. Among these are non-count nouns which

lack plural forms because they do not refer to enumerable entities. These include nouns

denoting abstract properties (goodness), substances (wool) and collective terms

(cattle). Under some circumstances, these can be used with plural morphology, but

not without introducing an added sense of individuation. For example, it is possible to

say “his many kindnesses,” but kindnesses is understood here to refer elliptically to

‘acts of kindness’. Conversely, there are nouns which have only plural forms (pluralia

tanta). In EN, these include such nouns as scissors, tweezers and odds which refer to

objects consisting of two identical components. The singulars of these nouns are

simply nonexistent. For others, however, including, contents, damages and the like,

the corresponding singular form has a different meaning. To a certain extent, we are

dealing with point of view in all of these cases, and there are crosslinguistic differences

in the use of singular and plural forms here. So, for example, EN uses ashes, contents,

wages and looks as plurals, while the corresponding nouns (aske, indhold, l�n,

udseende) in DA are singular (Allan et al. 1995: 44). Similarly, the DA counterparts

to scissors, tweezers, scales and pliers are singular (en saks, en pincet, en vægt, en

knibtang). Conversely, in EN furniture, information, knowledge are non-pluralizable

nouns, while their counterparts in DA (m�bler, oplysninger, kundskaber) are plural,

whose singular forms again denote ‘a particular instance of X’.

In early GMC, and still in some relatively richly inflected modern languages

(IC, FA), number has no morphological expression in the noun independent of case.

So, for example, every different case ending for the plurals of the a-stem declension

has a different shape in GO and IC:

This is of course no longer true of those languages which have lost case distinctions.

However, even in modern GE, which retains vestigial case inflection in the plural,

in the form of a dative plural -(e)n, the expression of number and case has been

sequentialized; in Kind-er-n ‘to the children (Dat)’, there are separate number and case

morphemes (though the two are conflated where the plural ending is also -en).

Besides signaling plural number on the noun itself, the GMC languages typically

signal it on accompanying articles/demonstrative adjectives. In the most richly in-

flected languages (e.g., GO and IC), plural articles are distinct from the corresponding

singulars for all genders and cases. Gradual deflection in the other languages, however,

has again led to loss of distinctions. At the extreme pole are DU, which now has only
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a distinction between singular neuter article het and an invariant de for all other

genders and numbers, and EN and AF, which have an invariant article for both singular

and plural (the, die).

4.1.2.1.1 Dual IE had dual as well as singular and plural forms. The dual has

disappeared in GMC in the inflection of nouns, though it persists as an inflectional

category in GO verbs (see Section 4.9.1.1), and in pronouns in a variety of medieval

GMC languages. Among the modern GMC languages, dual has survived as an inflec-

tional category (in pronoun paradigms) only in North FR (see 4.8.1.1).

4.1.2.2 Gender: inflectional category or lexical classification?

Gender, while important as a means of classifying nominals, had at most a marginal

status as a category of inflection in early GMC, and it is not until some modern GMC

languages that we find inflectional morphemes emerging which signal gender exclu-

sively. Gender has never been an inflectional category, as such, of the GMC noun. On

the one hand, there are no inflectional endings which exclusively mark gender. The

gender-particular endings in GMC paradigms also invariably encode other gramma-

tical information, such as number and case, and are therefore so-called portmanteau

morphemes. So, for example, the GO masculine and neuter are at most distinguished in

some paradigms (e.g., the GMC a-stems) by having different forms for nominative

singular, and nominative and accusative plural (4.3a). In all other cases, they are non-

distinct (4.3b):

Even here, one cannot identify -s as masculine singular nominative, since it also

marks feminine singular nominative in other noun classes (e.g., anst-s ‘grace’, handu-s

‘hand’).

The closest one comes to a specific gender marker which encodes nothing but

gender on the noun is the /a�o:/ which appears in feminine ō-stems:
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All of these forms are distinctly feminine, and it may seem arguable that the /a�o:/

is a marker of feminine gender here, since the case/number is signaled by the conson-

ant which follows it. Even here, however, it would be wrong to identify /a�o:/ as a

gender marker, for reasons relating to productivity and predictability. With respect to

the former, we note that the /a�o:/ alternation is restricted to a particular subset of

feminine nouns: those that derive from the IE ā-stems. In the IE noun inflections which

underlie the GMC ones, inflectional endings were typically not added directly to the

noun root, but rather were linked to the root by a thematic suffix, which identified the

inflectional class of the noun. So, for example, EN father, mother, sister all come from

IE r-stems, so called because the thematic suffix was -(e)r-. It happened that one of

these classes, whose thematic suffix in IE was -ā (from an earlier sequence of vowel

plus laryngeal consonant (*eH2)), included only feminine nouns. Nouns like GO giba

are reflexes of this class of “ā-stems,” which is why all of the nouns with the /a�o:/

termination are feminine.2 In other inherited declension classes, though, there is no

such consistent signal of feminine gender, and for some (e.g., the u-declension), there

is no difference at all between masculine and feminine forms.

A similar situation arises in the GMC “weak” nouns, whose inflections derive from IE

n-stems. In GO, for example, masculine n-stems are consistently distinct from feminine

n-stems, the latter systematically exhibiting an<ō> or an<ei> before the case endings.

Again, the -ō and the -ei of the latter cannot be interpreted as gender morphemes,

encoding feminine gender, independently of case and number. They are limited to

nouns of these particular inflectional classes, and they are fixed and non-contrasting;

2 Somewhat confusingly, these are referred to in GMC grammars as ō-stems, since IE /ā/ changed
to /ō/ in GMC. Similarly, reflexes of IE o-stems are referred to as a-stems in GMC grammars,
since IE short /o/ became GMC /a/.
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a noun cannot be given a different gender simply by changing the suffix. These

considerations suggest an alternative account: /a�o:/, ō and ei in these examples are

not inflectional morphemes encoding gender, but derivational affixes signaling noun

class. The association of these with gender is a matter of class membership. The class

of an-stems contains masculine nouns, while the /a�o:/, ōn- and -ein classes contain

only feminine nouns, the association with gender thus resulting from the fact that all of

the members of this class happen to be feminine. They are thus not unlike the GE noun

ending -ung in Zeitung ‘newspaper’, for example, which appears exclusively on

feminine nouns, but which we would not wish to characterize as a gender morpheme.

Nouns are crucially different in this respect from adjectives. Formally, the endings

of weak adjectives are identical to those of n-stem nouns, from which they derive

historically. Masculine weak adjectives inflect just like an-stem nouns, while feminine

weak adjectives inflect just like ōn-stem nouns (and present participles in the feminine

like ein-stem nouns).

However, the endings here differ in two fundamental respects from the correspond-

ing noun endings. First of all, “weak adjective,” or “feminine adjective,” unlike “weak

noun” or “feminine noun,” is not a lexical classification with fixed membership, but a

matter of syntactically determined inflection. Any adjective may be assigned weak

feminine endings under the appropriate syntactic circumstances. Adjectives acquire

their gender by agreement with nouns with which they are in construction, and thus

there are gender contrasts in the paradigms of individual adjectives. Note that it is the

gender of the associated noun, not the noun-class marker, which determines the shape

of the adjective inflection. Thus, for example, an accusative singular form like

aiweinōn ‘eternal’ can be used to modify any feminine noun, under appropriate

syntactic conditions, regardless of the morphological shape of the noun:
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Therefore, the ō of blindōm, for example, unlike the ō of tuggōm, must be regarded

as productive inflectional morphology.

For nouns, therefore, gender is not an inflectional category, but rather an abstract

system of classification without morphological exponence. It is a selectional feature,

important for conditioning the morphological realizations of other forms with which

the noun appears in a syntagmatic or paradigmatic relationship. We may identify four

ways in which the gender feature of nouns affects the shape of co-occurring forms.

First, in the morphology-rich GMC languages, gender plays a (marginal) role in

determining the shape of case/number affixes applied to the noun itself. So, for

example, in GO, neuter nouns differ from feminine andmasculine nouns, even when they

belong to the same inflectional class, in never having -s in the nominative singular or

plural. Compare, for example, the nominative singular u-stems sunus ‘son’ (Masc),

handus ‘hand’ (Fem) with neuter faihu ‘cattle’. This holds across all classes of nouns

containing neuters, and is a reflection of the fact that neuter nouns in IE had systematically

different nominative case endings from the other genders. Among the modern languages,

neuters still retain their inflectional distinctiveness in IC, as the following examples show:

Second, in all of the GMC languages with grammatical gender, the gender of the

noun affects the choice of agreement morphology on (some subset of) adjectives.

In some of them, both attributive adjectives and predicate adjectives agree in gender

with associated nouns. In others, only attributive adjectives do, and in some cases even

attributive adjective agreement is quite minimal, as in DU for example, where all of

them end in -e (/@/) except those modifying singular indefinite neuter nouns:

Third, and still more robustly, in those GMC languages which still have gender, the

gender of a noun determines the form of articles appearing with it.

Finally, the gender of nouns plays a role in determining the gender of pronouns of

which the NPs they head are antecedents. This too is a general feature of all of the

languages in which gender exists as a grammatical category, but there is some interesting

variation. Pronouns are less likely than determiners or attributive adjectives to have their
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gender determined purely by the grammatical gender of an associated nominal (Corbett

1991: 225). Two different types of agreement are found across languages between a

pronoun and its linguistic antecedent. Sometimes the gender of the pronoun is determined

by the grammatical gender of the antecedent, but sometimes it is determined by the

natural gender of the referent of that antecedent. Corbett calls these two types “syntactic”

agreement and “semantic” agreement respectively (1991: 225). In a language without

gender as an inflectional category, of course, only the latter is possible: a masculine

pronoun is used if the referent is a male animate being, feminine if a female animate

being, and a neuter pronoun if the referent of the antecedent is not animate.

On the other hand, in languages with full grammatical gender systems, a pronoun may

agree with the grammatical gender of its antecedent, rather than with the natural

gender of the referent, and in some of these languages, including present-day GE, this

is preferred, though “semantic” agreement is not precluded (cf. Corbett 1991: 228):

Thus, there are so far two patterns in GMC with respect to gender assignment to

pronouns. In languages without inflectional gender, pronoun gender is semantically

determined. In languages with grammatical gender, such as GE and IC, it can be (and is

sometimes preferred to be) determined by the grammatical gender of the antecedent

noun. These two types of pronoun/antecedent agreement have been in competition since

the earliest times, natural gender tending to override grammatical gender with animate

antecedents. In OE, for example, the pronoun hē ‘he’ rather than hit ‘it’ is often used to

refer back to neuter nouns with male referents (ðæt cild . . . hē) (Mitchell 1985: I, 35ff.).

SW and DA have developed a means of accommodating both of these impulses –

toward grammatical agreement with inanimate nouns, but natural agreement with

nouns which have animate reference (see Corbett 1991: 247; Braunmüller 2000;

Andersson 2000). The personal pronouns han ‘he’ and hun ‘she’ (DA) are now

restricted to reference to animates, with natural gender concord, while a different

form, den ‘that one (common gender)’, has been drawn from the demonstrative

paradigm to serve as the pronoun for referring back to inanimate antecedents with

common gender. As noted in Hellan and Platzack 1999: 123, this development has

occurred in those Scandinavian languages in which former masculine and feminine

nouns have merged into common gender, eliminating the possibility of a contrast

between han and hun based on grammatical gender. In NO, Bandle et al. (2005: 1590)

report a split between NN and BN; in the former, pronouns agree in grammatical
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gender, irrespective of natural gender or animacy, while the latter observes a system

like that described for DA.

One of the two main trends in gender morphology in GMC has been increasing

syncretism in inflectional paradigms – that is, a reduction in the numbers of positions

in adjective and determiner paradigms in which gender contrasts are signaled. Even in

GO, gender distinctions are not made for all genders in all cases and numbers for both

weak and strong adjectives. Syncretisms tend to occur along certain axes. In general,

gender distinctions are richer in direct cases (nominative and accusative) than in

oblique cases (dative and genitive). They also tend to be richer in singular than in

plural. These axes interact with each other, and with the weak/strong adjective

distinction, to be discussed below, in rather complex ways. So, for example, in GO,

neuter and masculine adjective forms are distinct from each other only in direct cases,

in both singular and plural. In oblique cases, they are the same. (This state of affairs

has its antecedents in IE, and holds true of all GMC languages except IC, where a

secondary distinction has arisen in the dative singular of strong adjectives between

masculine göml-um ‘old’ and neuter göml-u.) Feminine adjectives in GO are distinct

from masculine and neuter except in the dative plural of the strong paradigm.

Later GMC languages signal gender contrasts in fewer contexts than GO, and

retrenchment, when it occurs, tends to be along combinations of these same axes

(see Table 4.1). In particular, gender distinctions tend to be lost in plural and in oblique

cases. They are also leveled out more readily in weak than in strong adjectives. So, for

example, the facts of OHG are essentially like those of GO, except that OHG no longer

makes gender distinctions in the genitive plural. Further, OE and ON, like GO and

OHG, still make gender distinctions in the direct cases of the plurals of strong

adjectives, but no longer in the plurals of weak adjectives.
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Modern GE no longer makes gender distinctions in the plural. In the singular,

gender distinctions are signaled in most positions in strong adjective paradigms though

neuter and masculine are identical in oblique cases, but among the weak adjective

endings, gender distinctions have been neutralized except in the accusative singular,

where masculine adjectives have -en but neuter and feminine adjectives have -e.

In continental Scandinavian, where case contrasts have disappeared, and where

masculine and feminine have merged into a single “common gender,” as discussed

below, gender contrasts on adjectives are now restricted to the single instance of

common gender -0 vs. neuter gender -t in the strong endings:

It is interesting to note that in this highly reduced type of adjective agreement, gender

has finally emerged into its own, as a fully productive inflectional category whose

morphological expression is no longer conflated with that of case.

Besides this reduction of the number of forms on which gender is encoded morpho-

logically, a second major development, affecting a subset of the modern GMC lan-

guages, has been a reduction in the number of grammatical genders themselves. IE had

three, masculine, feminine and neuter, though there is some evidence suggesting that the

latter two are of later origin (see Beekes 1995: 174). This was also true of all of the older

GMC languages, and is still true of GE, Standard YI, IC, FA and NN.

The remaining modern languages have fewer genders than this. Among standard

languages, the inventory is most radically reduced in EN and AF, where grammatical

gender has ceased to exist, as it has in some Western DA dialects:
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For a detailed consideration of possible causes for radical loss of gender as a gram-

matical category, see Kastovsky 2000 and Jones 1988 on gender loss in late OE, as

well as McWhorter 2002. McWhorter points out (2002: 230) that it is not a conse-

quence of phonetic erosion of the forms in question.

DU and FR, as well as the standard dialects of the continental Scandinavian lan-

guages, have only partially collapsed the gender system, from three genders to two.

In these languages, the former masculine and feminine have fallen together, into a

“common gender,” which now contrasts with neuter gender.3 Sandström (2000)

attempts to sort out the staging of this change from three genders to two by reference

to some complex cross-dialectal variation in dialects of SW spoken in Finland, some of

which retain three genders, some of which have only two, and some, interestingly,

which seem to observe a three-gender system for some purposes (choice of clitic

definite articles) but a two-gender system for other purposes (bound pronoun choice)

(Sandström 2000: 798). NO, too, for historical reasons, presents a complex situation, in

which the masculine/feminine/neuter system and the common/neuter system coexist,

and sometimes compete, within different varieties (Bandle et al. 2005: 1593). Because

3 Masculine gender continues to be encoded in a marginal way in SW morphology. Weak
adjectives modifying nouns which denote male individuals may take the standard weak ending
-a or they may take the alternative ending -e (Bandle et al. 2005: 1612).
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of the circumstances of origin of common gender, nouns with common gender

substantially outnumber neuter nouns in these languages; 75 percent of DA nouns

(Allan et al. 1995: 4) and 80 percent of simplex DU nouns (Booij 2002b: 38) have

common gender.

In all of the GMC languages with grammatical gender, the gender of individual

nouns is sometimes predictable on the basis of formal and semantic subregularities.

The most robust of these involve the genders of nouns derived by suffixes. Thus, for

example, DA nouns in -dom are always common gender, GE nouns in -ung are always

feminine, and GO nouns in -areis are always masculine.

There are some apparent crosslinguistic differences in the frequency with which

nouns are assigned to the different genders. Steinmetz (2001: 206ff.) compares GE with

two other languages with three-gender systems. He observes that in pairs of cognates

like those in (4.13), representing “hundreds, perhaps thousands of cognate nouns, both

inherited and borrowed,” the GE noun is masculine, while the IC noun is neuter.

Steinmetz concludes that neuter is the default gender in IC, assigned where no formal or

semantic principle favors a different gender assignment, while masculine is the default

gender in GE. The first of these claims is supported by the numerous loanwords which

appear as neuters in IC, including ginn ‘gin’, gips ‘plaster’, salat ‘lettuce’, bre $f ‘letter’,

but which have common gender in continental Scandinavian (Steinmetz 2001: 208).

In general, the neuter gender was the original one in (4.13), and Steinmetz posits a

gender shift in the West GMC languages away from neuter gender. This trend,

unfolding at different rates in the different West GMC languages, leads to such non-

correspondences in gender as those in (4.14) between GE neuter nouns and their

cognates in Standard YI, which are masculine or feminine. In almost all such cases,

the neuter was the original gender of these cognates.
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These correspondences suggest that the shift away from neuter is more advanced in

YI than GE, and indeed, Northeastern YI has lost neuter altogether and has only a two-

gender, masculine/feminine system (a reduction in the gender inventory of a different

sort from those in the other two-gender languages of GMC).

4.1.2.3 The expression of case: synthetic and analytic

4.1.2.3.1 Case suffixes All of the GMC languages, aside from creoles, have some

manifestations of case, however vestigial. (Late) IE had eight cases: nominative,

vocative, accusative, genitive, dative, ablative, locative and instrumental, though some

of the oblique cases already had defective paradigms. This system underwent further

reduction in GMC (as in other branches), largely through the conflation of the oblique

cases, so that in the most richly inflected GMC languages we find a core case system

with four members: nominative, accusative, dative and genitive.

In addition, there are occasional regional retentions of a few other cases. The IE vocative

is still retained in GO, where it is distinguished (by virtue of its endinglessness) from the
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nominative, but only in masculine singular a-stems. The early West GMC languages

retain the IE instrumental, though again only in singular a-stems among nouns, and in

pronoun forms like OHG hwiu ‘by what means?’ (the latter also surviving in GO .

Among the languages which retain part of this case inventory there are some

differences in terms of the contexts in which case is morphologically expressed. In

the West GMC languages, exemplified by the OHG paradigm in (4.15), for instance,

the nominative/accusative contrast is not signaled on the noun; only the article signals

the distinction (and this only in the masculine and feminine singular). In the plural, the

contrast is not marked on either the article or the noun in OHG (or other West GMC

languages), and thus has been lost here altogether. These tendencies have continued, so

that in Modern GE, one of the two modern West GMC languages retaining a four-case

system, case inflection on nouns is now restricted to the genitive singular -es in

masculine and neuter nouns, and the dative plural -n. (The dative singular termination

-e, used into recent times, is now moribund.) Case has thus come to be signaled

primarily by the articles and adjectives accompanying the noun.

YI is the other modern West GMC language preserving a four-case system, but the

contexts in which case contrasts are visible are much fewer; genitive case is marked

only on nouns (as -(e)s or -ns), and only in the instance of a small set of animate nouns

and proper names (see Jacobs et al. 1994: 403; Lockwood 1995: 9). In the determiner

system, the genitive has been lost and replaced by the originally dative form of the

article. The three-way contrast among the remaining cases is not recoverable from the

paradigm of any single noun, but can only be concluded by a pairwise comparison of

the determiner plus noun paradigms for nouns of different genders, as (4.16) shows; all

of the genders partially collapse the three-way contrast, but they do so in different

ways. Dative forms have replaced accusative forms in the masculine singular, so that

the dative/accusative distinction is now signaled only in feminine and neuter noun

phrases, where the accusative is identical to the nominative. The nominative/accusa-

tive distinction can only be seen in the paradigms of masculine nouns. In the plural, the

historical accusative determiner di, already homophonous with the nominative, has

replaced the dative, and case contrasts are no longer found.

(Corresponding conflation of the dative/accusative distinction in the personal pronouns,

by generalizing dative forms, has taken place in some dialects, Lockwood 1995: 64.)
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In general, articles retain distinct case forms more robustly than nouns, and in

general, pronouns retain case distinctions more robustly than either determiners or

nouns. So, for example, in EN and in the continental Scandinavian languages, the

nominative/accusative (or, more properly, subjective/objective) case distinction is not

marked on nouns or determiners, but is retained in pronouns (DA jeg/mig).

Besides the successive reduction in the number of contexts in which contrasts

are signaled, there has also been a tendency since prehistoric times toward reduction

in the number of cases in the inventory itself. The inventory has changed, for that

matter, between OHG and Modern GE, with the loss of the marginal instrumental case.

Spoken FA has lost the genitive case. One vanishing case distinction in particular,

however (that between dative and accusative case) may have been of special import-

ance in propelling a subgroup across a significant typological threshhold, since its

disappearance seems to be linked in some way to the loss of the lexical case/structural

case contrast in those languages (cf. Allen 1995; Polo 2002), which had played an

important role in the morphosyntax of early GMC (and still does in the other modern

languages). The syntax of lexical case is a central topic of Section 4.1.2.4. Languages

in which the accusative/dative distinction has disappeared include Middle and

Modern EN, continental Scandinavian, Modern DU,4 FR and AF, and (sectarian or

“plain”) PG. In general, in all of those languages where the nominative/accusative

/dative distinction persists (early GMC, GE, YI, IC and FA), the definite article is still

inflected for case, whereas in most of the languages where the dative/accusative

distinction has been lost, case distinctions are signaled only in the pronoun – no longer

in the definite article. This is true, for example, of NO, EN, AF, DU and plain PG:5

4 Donaldson (1981: 53) talks about a distinction, artificially introduced and rarely used outside of
writing, between ‘them (third person plural accusative)’ hen and ‘them (third person plural
dative)’ hun in DU.

5 Non-sectarian PG continues to distinguish dative and accusative in personal pronouns (van
Ness 1994: 430) and continues to inflect the definite article for case (van Ness 1994: 425).
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The correlation does not hold across all GMC languages, however; in Low GE

(Lindow et al. 1998: 151), the article continues to inflect for case even in those

varieties in which dative and accusative have merged.

The radical loss of case inflection in the noun phrase is seen in a comparison

between these paradigms from Middle and Modern DU (Weerman 1997: 427).

4.1.2.3.2 Other ways of encoding grammatical roles When inflectional affixes

are lost, the grammatical information they encoded sometimes simply ceases to be

expressed, as in the case of gender distinctions in EN and AF, for example. More

commonly, however, the information comes to be encoded in an alternative way – for

example, by “analytic,” or periphrastic constructions, in which a free-standing mor-

pheme, such as a preposition or an auxiliary, takes over the function of the bound affix

in the earlier “synthetic” construction.6 Instances of this type include:

The GMC languages have always made some use of analytic constructions for

expressing some case-like notions. So, for example, they have always made extensive

use of prepositions such as ‘from’ and ‘with’ to express notions that in more richly

case-inflected languages are expressed exclusively by synthetic means, through abla-

tive and comitative case affixes. The inflectional cases shared by all the early GMC

6 Romaine (1994: 590), discussing similar developments in GMC creole languages, proposes that
“Some morphemes are. . . more robust than others. It has been suggested that grammatical
morphemes fall into two classes: those which if lost will not be reconstituted. . .and those that if
lost must be reconstituted.” She provides lists of each.
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languages are limited to nominative, accusative, dative and genitive, and each of these

is associated with a core grammatical function – nominative for subjects, accusative

for direct objects, dative for indirect objects and genitive for arguments of nominals –

as well as more peripheral adverbial uses. In some of the modern GMC languages, as

we have seen, the case system has been even further reduced, so that even some of the

core grammatical relations have come to be expressed by prepositions instead. In the

following, the information conveyed by OE genitive and dative case is conveyed by

prepositions (to and of respectively) in Modern EN.

As a descriptive shorthand, we can refer to languages in which genitive and dative case

are still signaled by case endings as “C-languages,” and languages in which they have

come to be encoded by prepositions as “P-languages.”

In other instances, however, the adaptive re-encoding of the grammatical infor-

mation involves mechanisms other than the simple substitution of a free morpheme for

a bound affix. When the morphology marking the grammatical role of an argument is

lost, that role may come to be signaled instead by fixed syntactic position instead

(“positional licensing,” Kiparsky 1997: 487). Thus, while GE allows the three phrases

dependent on the verb to appear in any relative order in (4.20a), depending on the

information structure of the sentence, in EN, where the nominal objects of the verb are

not marked for case, only one relative order is possible.

Kiparsky (1997: 461) states categorically that

every GMC language which has lost case and agreement morphology,

whether VO (EN, SW, DA, NO) or OV (DU, West Flemish, FR, AF) has

imposed a strict mutual ordering requirement on its nominal arguments . . .

The order is always that subjects precede objects, and indirect objects

(NPs, not PPs) always precede direct objects.
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The specification “NPs, not PPs” in this quote is a concession to the fact that,

as they lost the dative/accusative case distinction, the P-languages of the GMC

family systematically availed themselves of both prepositional phrase construc-

tions and fixed position for encoding the formerly dative marked objects in bitransi-

tive constructions (that is, “indirect objects”), leading to alternations like the

following:7

(4.21) a. I gave the boy the book

b. I gave the book to the boy

The traditional story that EN and other GMC languages lost case distinctions

because the case morphemes had disappeared through phonetic erosion, and that they

were forced to compensate for this loss by the introduction of prepositions, is not

entirely correct. Allen (1995: 217), citing Mustanoja, makes the important point that in

EN, genitive objects were given up quite early, even though genitive was the most

robustly marked case, in terms of the size of the suffix, and that the switch to preposi-

tions in EME in general was underway even in those dialects in which the means for

morphological encoding of case were still intact. She proposes that this tendency was not

so much a forced reaction to loss of endings as a part of an independent typological shift

in the way grammatical relations were encoded. We may, in fact, see it as the natural

culmination of a typological tendency traceable to early GMC.

Since the replacement of genitive and dative case morphology by prepositions took

place well after the separation of the individual languages, it is not surprising that there

is variation across them with respect to which prepositions came to be used in that

way, and in what contexts. Holmes and Hinchcliffe (1994: 446) give a list of no fewer

7 Such alternations raise at least questions of labeling. Are both of the italicized phrases in each
of these pairs indirect objects? Weerman (1997) asserts that they both occupy the same IO
grammatical role, just encoded in different ways, and the quote from Kiparsky crucially
assumes this too. In other accounts, though, the bare NP arguments in (4.21a) and (4.22a) are
analyzed as direct objects, and are sometimes claimed to be derived from their prepositional
phrase counterparts in (4.21b) and (4.22b) by way of a process of “Dative Shift,” or “Dative
Movement,” which converts indirect objects into direct objects, though see Dryer 1986 for a
different proposal.
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than nine different prepositions in SW which can serve as translational equivalents of

EN of (pa°, för, till, i, vid, över, av, om, fra°n). Nonetheless, there are common trends.

This is unsurprising too, since prepositions as markers of grammatical roles arise

through a process of grammaticalization, in which a preposition with lexical meanings

takes on an additional function as a grammatical role marker on the basis of overlap

between some subset of its lexical meanings and the meanings typically associated

with the grammatical role. So, for example, EN to, DA til and SW till, as well as the

aan of DU and the oan of FR which have come to function as markers of indirect

objects in lieu of dative case, are all natively prepositions which can signal “goal-of-

motion.”

This is not unexpected, given the overlap between the recipient role typically associ-

ated with indirect objects (e.g., of verbs like give, say) and “goal-of-motion” (e.g., with

verbs like send, bring). AF has taken another path here, adapting a preposition vir ‘for’

for use as a marker of indirect objects – presumably because of the contiguity between

benefactives and indirect objects. (SW, too, can use för for indirect objects: see

Andersson 1994: 294.) Strikingly, AF has further extended this marker (variably) to

direct objects as well, in which context its occurrence is conditioned by factors which

include animacy (apparently under Portuguese influence; cf. Ponelis 1993: 272).

Similarly, many of the prepositions which come to substitute for genitive (EN of,

DA af, SW av, DU van, FR fan, for example) are prepositions with origin/source

among their core lexical meanings.
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Much remains to be explained about the individual steps in such transitions from

lexical preposition to grammatical role marker (see, for example, the discussion in

Mitchell 1985: I, 506ff. on the problem of the OE antecedents of genitive of ).

Functionally, these “grammatical” prepositions are the equivalents of case markers,

but formally the distinction between the two is quite sharp. Unlike case suffixes, they

precede the noun, and in fact are typically separated from it by determiners and

adjectives. We are not dealing with a gradient change from case suffix to case particle

to postposition of the sort found in some other language families (e.g., Masica 1991:

213). Nonetheless, some investigators, including Weerman (1997), have analyzed the

“case prepositions” of GMC not just as functional equivalents to case morphology, but

as case markers, with a different categorial status from lexical prepositions. There do

seem to be some asymmetries, at least, between grammatical and lexical prepositions,

which suggest possible structural differences. In EN, for example, just as direct objects

must be strictly adjacent to their verbs, of phrases cannot be separated from their

governing nouns by intervening lexical prepositional phrases.

Similarly, Ponelis (1993: 269f.) concludes about AF vir that “the prepositional status

of objective vir is not immediately clear,” noting among other things that the vir-

phrase has the same distribution as unmarked objects in that it is able to appear

(apparently unlike benefactive PPs) in front of the direct object in bitransitive con-

structions:

Furthermore, there are some asymmetries between objects of grammatical prepos-

itions and objects of lexical prepositions with respect to their ability to antecede

reflexives. In the following, the object of to can antecede a reflexive in the about

phrase, but not the other way around.
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4.1.2.4 Lexical case and structural case

In the GMC languages, as elsewhere, noun phrases holding particular grammatical

roles tend to appear in certain specific “default” cases characteristic of those roles. So,

for example, subjects of finite clauses are characteristically nominative, and objects of

transitive verbs are characteristically accusative:

In those languages where dative is distinct from accusative, indirect objects character-

istically appear in the dative case.

Genitive, in addition to possessors, marks subjects and objects of “action nouns”:

In addition to these core grammatical functions, the various cases have other

marginal functions, often of a generally adverbial nature, some of which can be traced

to the conflation of cases that gave rise to the GMC system. These are typically

categorized in traditional grammars under labels like “genitive of separation,” “instru-

mental genitive/dative,” “accusative of time” and so on. They will not be treated

further here. Nor will I discuss case choice on objects of prepositions.

There are, howevever, circumstances under which some non-canonical case replaces

one of the default cases in the marking of a noun-phrase argument. Sometimes, this

non-canonical case is in direct alternation with the default case, and choosing it is

associated with a particular semantic effect. This is true, for example, with the so-called
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partitive genitive. Substitution of genitive for accusative on the objects of transitive

verbs sometimes signals that the effect of the action on the object is less than total.

No doubt associated with this is the fact that many verbs of mental action/experience,

in which the process described by the verb does not affect the object, also take genitive

objects (though there is much more that could be said on this point; see Visser 1963:

366ff. for an exhaustive catalogue of OE verbs taking genitive objects, catalogued

according to meaning types). In GO, these verbs include gamaudjan ‘remind’, gamu-

nan ‘remember’, hausjan ‘hear’, beidan ‘to await’, gairnjan ‘desire’.

(Note that since in these instances the sense of “unaffected object” is inherent in the

meanings of these verbs, the genitive objects do not alternate with objects in the

default accusative case.) For an extensive discussion of the semantics of verbs taking

oblique case objects in ON, see Bandle et al. 2002: 942ff. A similar instance of case

alternation with consistent semantic import is the alternation – which GMC shares

with other IE languages – between accusative and dative with prepositions like in, the

former used with intransitive predicates signifying motion-toward-a-destination and

the latter with predicates of position.

In other instances, the use of a case other than the default case for an object has less

obvious semantic correlates, and may often be regarded as simply an idiosyncratic

requirement of a particular verb. So, for example, in the following, at-tekan ‘touch’

and andbahtjan ‘serve’ require dative case on their sole objects.

Assignment of a case other than the default case for a grammatical role on the basis

of special requirements of a predicate is often referred to as “lexical case assignment,”
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as opposed to the (default) “structural case assignment.” The distinction between

lexical case and structural case has syntactic significance. Lexically case-marked

objects, for example, behave differently in a variety of ways from default accusative

objects. The literature on this distinction is too large to be reviewed here, but the reader

is referred to Freidin and Sprouse 1991 for some discussion and references. One of the

central differences has to do with replaceability. One structural case may be “replaced”

by another under appropriate syntactic circumstances. So, for example, the accusative

object of a verb corresponds to a nominative subject in the related passive sentence,

and to a genitive argument in the related action nominalization.

However, such substitutions are impossible for lexically case-marked objects, such as

the dative object of helfen ‘help’, which cannot be replaced in this way.

4.1.2.4.1 The loss of lexical case Lexical case is a universal feature of early

GMC, and is still found in some of the modern languages (the C-languages), though

it is losing ground in some of them. So, for example, genitive objects in GE are

becoming fewer and more restricted in register, even though genitive continues to be

robustly represented as a structural case. Lexical case generally does not exist in the

case-poor P-languages. All of the latter started out as C-languages with lexical case,

and a number of unresolved questions arise about this historical transition. One of

these is whether there is an identifiable threshhold of morphological impoverishment

in the case system at which lexical case ceases to be viable. Allen (1995: 217) makes
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the interesting point that the simplest imaginable answer (“when the case marking

which could encode lexical case contrasts is lost”) is not correct. In ME, lexical

genitive case marking of objects disappeared at a point at which genitive was still

robustly signaled in the morphology, its disappearance coinciding with the loss of

the accusative/dative distinction. On the other hand, she adds that even in OE, where the

accusative/dative distinction was “vigorous,” genitive objects were increasingly fall-

ing out of favor and being replaced by accusative objects (Allen 1995: 218). That fact,

reminiscent of the situation in Modern GE, suggests that perhaps the elimination of

lexical case represents a typological shift that is not strictly linked to the availability of

case contrasts. Lexically case-marked subjects, treated in the next section, seem to

have persisted longer than lexically case-marked objects.

A second question is what replaces former lexical case marking, once this has been

lost. It seems that the majority of verbs of Modern EN whose precursors took dative

objects, including help, forsake, forgive, hear, thank and withstand (but not listen),

continued to take bare objects in the objective case, which was the default case for sole

objects of verbs. As Allen points out, though, verbs surviving into Modern EN which

formerly took genitive objects now generally take prepositional objects (yearn after).

Interestingly, though, this reflects an apparent change from ME, when many of these,

too, took a bare object in objective case.

Montgomery (2004: 272) reports that in older Appalachian EN, objects after verbs

of smell, taste, feel, mental activity or sensation – that is, verbs whose objects would

have tended to be genitive in early GMC – are introduced by of.

Similarly, as Abraham (1997: 34) points out, when lexical case is abandoned with

verbs formerly taking genitive objects in GE, the objects sometimes emerge as bare

accusative noun phrases, and sometimes as objects of prepositions (see also Bandle

et al. 2005: 1151f. for Scandinavian languages).
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Allen (1995: 218) appears to suggest that the normal outcome in these cases (as in the

case of former dative objects) is in fact for the formerly lexically case-marked object to

revert to the default objective case, and that the constructions with prepositional

phrases are not direct successors to the constructions with genitive objects, but reflect

a separate selectional frame for the verb.

4.1.2.4.2 Lexical case and the syntax of experiencer constructions Lexical case

assignment has received the most attention by far in the literature on GMC languages

with respect to the phenomenon of non-nominative subject constructions. Again, the

literature on this subject is far too extensive to be treated adequately here. The reader is

referred to Andrews 1990, Cole et al. 1980, Zaenen and Maling 1990, Zaenen, Maling

and Thráinsson 1990, Freidin and Sprouse 1991 and Allen 1995 for discussion. Only a

relatively coarse-grained outline of the basic facts of the oblique subject constructions

and their distribution in GMC is possible here. Case choice in these constructions is

once again associated with the semantic roles assigned to the noun phrases in the

sentence. In IC, for example (the language in which the phenomenon of oblique

subjects has received the most attention), subjects of finite clauses, whether with other

arguments as in (4.36a) or as sole arguments as in (4.36b), are normally nominative

and they control verb agreement.

However, there are predicates whose sole noun phrase argument is in some other case

than nominative. So, for example, the predicate reka ‘drift’ takes an accusative

argument, and li $ka ‘like’ takes a dative argument.

Constructions of this sort are often referred to as “subjectless” or “impersonal,” since

they lack nominative subjects. However, it has long been observed that these
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non-nominative sole arguments in at least some GMC languages pattern in the same

way as nominative subjects with respect to a number of distributional and referential

properties that seem otherwise to hold only for subjects. For example, in general the

missing argument in infinitive clauses – as in the ‘control” case in (4.38a) or the

“unspecified subject” case in (4.38b) – is understood to be the subject argument of

the infinitive.

But by this criterion, an argument like the sole accusative argument of reka ‘drift’ in

IC behaves like a subject, since it can be missing in such infinitive constructions:

That the missing argument is accusative is reflected by the fact that in example (4.39)

the adverbial eina which “refers back” to it appears in accusative case.

Similarly, when verbs of personal experience (like ‘like’ or ‘want’) take two noun

phrase arguments in IC, the experiencer argument appears in oblique case while the

theme argument (unless assigned a lexical case of its own) appears in nominative case

and (optionally) controls verb agreement, but it is again the non-nominative experi-

encer argument that behaves like a subject in, for example, disappearing in infinitive

control constructions (4.40b), or in “unspecified subject constructions” like (4.40c), as

well as with respect to numerous other diagnostics discussed in Zaenen et al. 1990.

8 Vanta ‘want’ is one of a number of experiencer predicates in IC which takes accusative case
experiencers. However, there is a tendency in colloquial IC to replace this accusative (or
genitive) case with dative – a phenomenon referred to as “Dative Sickness.” See H. Smith
1994, M. Smith 2001 and Eythórsson 2002.
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Conversely, in spite of having the “coding properties” normally associated with

subjects – nominative case and the ability to determine verb agreement – the nomina-

tive nominals here do not pattern with subjects, but rather with objects, with respect to

this criterion (cf., e.g., Cole et al. 1980). Other diagnostics, involving word order and

pronoun antecedence, point to the same conclusion. From this, it is concluded that the

experiencer arguments here are subjects, though not nominative because they are

assigned a lexical case. The reader is referred to the sources cited for details.

This oblique subject phenomenon is in evidence in ME as well (cf. Butler 1977;

Cole et al. 1980). In EME texts like Dame Sirith and Genesis and Exodus, predicates

like ‘dream’ and ‘like’ are used exclusively with objective case experiencers:

Nonetheless, these objective case experiencers again share with nominative subjects

the ability to be the missing arguments in infinitival constructions:

Other types of evidence, including evidence from word order, lead Allen (1986,

1995: ch. 4) to conclude that these oblique experiencer arguments were subjects even

in OE times. Oblique subjects are thus attested in at least two of the branches of

GMC – North GMC and West GMC (GO provides no useful evidence). Whether it is a

common GMC inheritance is a matter of contention, most recently revisited by

Eythórsson and Barðdal (2005). GE has experiencer constructions which appear on

the surface to be parallel to those in IC; the experiencer nominal appears in a case other

than nominative, and the theme nominal appears in nominative case and controls the

agreement morphology on the verb.
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In GE, however, it is the nominative argument, not the dative experiencer argument,

which behaves like a subject with respect to its ability to be missing in infinitive

control constructions. The experiencer does not behave like a subject here:

Similarly, in GE, unlike IC and ME, non-nominative experiencers cannot be the missing

arguments in the “unspecified subject” construction:

That is, in GE, unlike IC or ME, oblique experiencers do not appear to pattern with

subjects. If this conclusion is correct, then the oblique subject construction crosscuts

the branches of the GMC family tree. In their recent paper, however, Eythórsson and

Barðdal (2005) contend that GE, too, has oblique subjects in experiencer construc-

tions, and offer alternative explanations for the failure of the tests in (4.44) and (4.45).

The interested reader is referred to that paper for discussion.

EN no longer has non-nominative experiencer subject constructions. For a very

detailed discussion of the sequence of changes resulting in the disappearance of such

constructions, the reader is referred especially to Elmer 1981 and Allen 1995. In the

main, such constructions have been eliminated in one of two ways. On the one hand,

some of the experiencer subjects have become simple objects, the subject role being

assumed by a dummy subject ‘it’. Schematically,
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This development occurred particularly often with predicates which, in addition to an

experiencer object, also took a clausal argument (seem, behoove, befit, grieve).

On the other hand, many other experiencer constructions underwent change from an

“impersonal” construction to a “personal” one, in which the former non-nominative

experiencer subject has become a full-fledged nominative subject. This happened with

hunger, thirst, dream, rue, like, long, smart, among other predicates. Schematically,

this change can be represented as in (4.46b):

This change is sometimes referred to as the “psych-shift.” Interestingly, it seems not to

have been unique to EN. Evans (1975), cited in Cole et al. 1980, observes that SW has

undergone a shift in psychological predicates similar to the one observed in EN (see

also Haugen 1976: 310, 371). Predicates which took non-nominative experiencers in

ON but which have nominative subjects in Modern SW include:

At least some of these predicates have become “personal” in NO and DA too:

This psych-shift can be viewed as the result of the loss of the possibility for

assigning lexical case to subjects. When lexical case is lost, subjects can only appear
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in the nominative structural case appropriate to that role. In such circumstances, a

former oblique subject cannot remain such, but must be reanalyzed in one of two

ways – either becoming a nominative subject, or assuming an object role appropriate to

its non-nominative case. (There is, in fact, a third possible resolution; the predicate

whose syntax had become problematic could simply be eliminated from the language.

In this connection, it is surprising to note how many of the psychological predicates of

Old and ME have disappeared from the language.) This leads to the question of why

the possibility of lexical case on subjects should have been lost in Modern EN and SW,

for example, but not in IC, leading to the psych-shift in just those languages. Again, it

is natural to look for other typological commonalities shared by these languages (to the

exclusion of IC) to which such developments might be linked. One such commonality

is that they have lost the dative/accusative contrast, and it is tempting to see in this the

crucial difference. Allen (1995: 219ff.) argues convincingly, though, against a direct

typological connection between the ability of a language to maintain oblique subjects

and the presence of a dative/accusative case distinction. She points out that in the

history of EN, the non-nominative experiencer constructions (“Preposed Dative

Experiencer Constructions”) continued a robust and productive existence for centuries

after the loss of the dative/accusative distinction, before eventually undergoing

personalization. This being the case, the former cannot have been the direct cause of

the latter. Rather, she proposes, lexical case was lost in stages. The loss of the

dative/accusative contrast eliminated lexical case contrasts for objects, but it was still

possible to have lexically case-marked subjects, since nominative and objective cases

were still distinct, at least for pronouns. Thus, non-nominative subject constructions

like (4.41) persisted in EN, until the gradual effects of declining frequency and

transparency eventually led to obsolescence and reanalysis.

DU has also lost the dative/accusative distinction, and lexical case, but its experi-

encer predicates did not undergo psych-shift in the wake of these developments.

Donaldson (1981: 179) lists a number of experiencer predicates which retain imper-

sonal syntax in DU, in contrast to EN, including the following:

The experiencer arguments in these constructions, as in GE, also appear to pattern as

nonsubjects with respect to such diagnostics as behavior in “unspecified subject”
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constructions, where, as in GE, it is the theme nominal, not the experiencer nominal,

which can serve as the missing argument:

Burridge (1993: 150ff.) argues, however, that these were in fact oblique experiencer

subject constructions in Middle DU. If so, the state of affairs in Modern DU would

reflect an alternative response to the loss of lexical case to that exemplified in

English and continental Scandinavian. Burridge also points out a striking extension

in productivity of oblique subjects in Middle DU; subjects which would normally

be expected to be nominative, including even subjects of action verbs, could appar-

ently take oblique case instead, in order to signal an instance of involuntary action by

a non-agentive subject, as in (4.50b). This possibility no longer exists in Modern DU.

For further discussion of the history of oblique subjects in Germanie, see Eythórsson

and Barðdal 2005.

4.2 The internal structure of the nominal phrase

4.2.1 Nominal phrases without nominal heads

Nominal phrases (NPs) in the GMC languages typically contain a pronoun as in (4.51a)

or a lexical noun (4.51b), which serve as the head of the NP.

However, some NPs appear to contain neither a pronoun or a noun, as in (4.52a–c).
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Constructions of this type could be regarded as involving nominalization of the

adjective, so that they do, in fact, have noun heads (an analysis implicit in the

capitalization of the adjective in the GE example, and explicitly suggested, e.g., by

Behaghel 1923: I, 214f.). Alternatively, they could be held to be elliptical construc-

tions, in which the adjective modifies an “understood” (or phonologically null) (pro-)

nominal head. In fact, it appears probable that the different subcases in (4.52a–c)

require different analyses. Most clearly involving nominalization are instances like the

GO example in (4.52a) – examples of the type which Behaghel (1923 : I, 215) refers to

as “stehende Substantivierung.” Here, blindans, though derived from an adjective,

inflects like a noun, taking an invariant ending whose shape does not depend on the

presence or absence of an article, as adjective endings do. It differs in this respect from

what Behaghel refers to as “gelegentliche Substantivierung,” illustrated by the GE

examples in (4.52b), in which the “substantivized” adjectives are still inflectionally

adjective-like, taking a weak or a strong ending depending on the presence and nature

of the preceding determiner (see Section 4.2.2.3); for these, the ellipsis analysis would

appear more defensible. Such an analysis is even more plausible for the EN cases

represented by the EN example in (4.52c). These different types are found elsewhere in

GMC – in DA, for example, as in (4.53), though it is often difficult to distinguish

between type (4.52a) and (4.52b) on grounds of inflection.

Note that in (4.53a), the apparent adjective inflects like a noun in admitting the

nominal genitive suffix -s.

EN, unlike other GMC languages, admits the type in (4.52b) in only highly

restricted cases. Specific, non-anaphoric uses of adjectives as nouns, as in the GE or

GO examples in (4.52a) and (4.52b), are disallowed in EN. We cannot speak in EN of

‘two blinds’, or ‘the blinds’, or ‘the young’ (¼ ‘the young man’), for example, as one

can in GE or DA. This may be connected with the lack of adjective inflection in EN. In

EN, except in contexts of anaphoric dependency like (4.52c), adjectives used as nouns
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are (a) uninflected, (b) inherently plural for the purposes of subject-verb agreement

and (c) generic in interpretation, as in:

There are a few exceptions, in which past/passive participles can be used without

support to refer to a specific individual, as in the accused, the deceased. This is a

lexically limited possibility, however – not possible with the injured, for example.

4.2.2 Nominal phrases with pronoun heads

As nominal elements, pronouns can serve as the heads of nominal phrases. In this role,

however, they are much more restricted than are lexical nouns with respect to the

possibilities for co-occurrence with such other NP-components as determiners, modi-

fiers and complements. For example, unlike nouns, pronouns cannot occur with

definite articles (*the he). Demonstrative and personal pronouns do co-occur in

GMC with what will be referred to as predeterminers, such as all, both. Unlike noun

heads, however, the pronoun comes in front of the pre-determiner.

Personal pronouns also resist modification, generally disallowing preposed adjectives,

as in the following EN and GE examples:

Many of the GMC languages do allow apparent modification of pronouns by post-

positioned adjectives, as in the following EN and GE examples:

9 EN allows only a limited, formulaic premodification of pronouns by adjectives, but (a) the
pronouns must be in their absolute forms (poor me/*poor I) and (b) the admissible adjectives
are highly restricted (*sick him).
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However, given the order here, it is at least likely that these are pronouns followed by

substantivized adjectives functioning as appositives. Supporting such an interpretation

is the fact that EN, where substantivized adjectives with specific reference are dis-

allowed, also does not admit this construction.

Nominal phrases headed by personal pronouns are also highly restricted in their ability

to contain (complement or modifying) prepositional phrases:

(4.59) a. *I put it of poetry on the shelf. (Cf. I put the book of poetry. . .)

b. *I read it by Chomsky

These restrictions apply only to personal pronouns in EN. There are other pronom-

inals, such as the -thing-compounds (something, anything, everything) which do allow

modification by adjectives and prepositional phrases (anything white, anything by

Chomsky). Note again that in these cases, unlike those headed by lexical nouns, the

adjectives obligatorily follow the head.

Relative modification of personal pronouns, on the other hand, both restrictive and

non-restrictive, is generally possible:

Hestvik (1990) proposes that the admissibility of modifiers in NPs headed by

personal pronouns varies across the GMC languages. Thus, for example, a PP modifier

on a pronoun in NO is deemed much more acceptable than in EN.

Compare also
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4.2.3 Nominal phrases headed by lexical nouns

By contrast with pronouns, nominal phrases headed by lexical nouns admit a full range

of complements, modifiers and determiners. In the following sections, the syntax of

these components within the noun phrase will be considered individually, starting “at

the bottom” – that is, with the ones which are most closely associated with the head.

4.2.3.1 Complements and modifiers of nouns

Noun phrases may contain, besides the head noun, other phrases. Some of these are

arguments, thematically related to the head noun, and others are “modifiers,” or

“adjuncts.” The distinction is harder to pin down for nouns than for verbs, for example,

and there is disagreement about the extent to which nouns have argument structures

like those of verbs. Grimshaw (1990), for example, claims that argument structures are

limited to a restricted class of complex event nominals. For one thing, complements of

nouns are in general optional, even when they are required by the lexically related

verb, as the following examples illustrate.

When they do occur, arguments and adjuncts characteristically follow the head noun,

in all of the GMC languages. Where a verb takes an accusative object complement, the

corresponding nominal either takes a genitive case object in C-languages, or its

prepositional equivalent in P-languages (see Section 4.1.2.3.1). Genitive NP comple-

ments of nouns, or their PP equivalents, are typically required to be closer to the head

noun than are other complements or adjuncts:

Otherwise, arguments and adjuncts of nouns appear to be relatively freely ordered

within the NP, even in languages which lack “scrambling” (cf. Section 5.7.2.1).
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4.2.3.2 The position of adjectives in the nominal phrase

Descriptive adjectives in GMC appear predominantly to the left of the head noun, and

appear to have done so throughout the history of the language (cf. Smith 1971 for

statistics on adjective placement in the older dialects). When they appear in front of

the noun, different semantic classes of descriptive adjectives tend to occur in more or

less constant, though not rigidly fixed, relative order, which appears to be more or less

uniform across (at least) the GMC languages. Thus, color adjectives tend to appear

closer to the noun than quantity adjectives, and adjectives describing permanent

attributes tend to occur closer to the noun than those describing temporary/modifiable

attributes.

4.2.3.2.1 The problem of postnominal adjectives In the older languages espe-

cially, however, N–Adj existed as a not infrequent alternative order. (This may in fact

have been the only order in the archaic language of the older runic inscriptions;

Antonsen (1981) observes that the corpus contains not a single instance of a descrip-

tive adjective preceding the noun.)

There are considerations supporting the view that this order is not just the mirror image

of the Adj–N order, and that postnominal adjectives are not modifying adjectives, but

appositive or predicative (see Kress 1982: 182, for example). In IC and ON, for

instance, the adjective not only follows the noun but also the postnominal possessive

pronoun.
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Converging with this is the observation that in certain respects postnominal adjectives

are closer to predicate adjectives in their interpretation. We observed above that

adjectives modifying -thing-pronouns in EN must follow the noun, but, as noted by

Quirk et al. (1985: 418) adjectives which cannot appear as predicate adjectives (e.g.,

main, mere and poor on its “evaluative” reading) also cannot appear postnominally

here:10

Finally, consider how Greek constructions like (4.68a) were treated in GO. In the

Greek construction, a noun with an article is followed by an appositive adjective which

has a definite article of its own.

A construction very similar to the Greek one is found in Modern YI, possibly reflect-

ing Semitic influence (see Jacobs et al. 1994: 408; Plank 2003: 345):

The GO translator sometimes rendered such constructions word-for-word, as in

(4.68d), retaining both articles, but most often, according to Streitberg, omitted the

first article and left the second as in (4.68e) (cf. also Luke 9:35, Mark 1:26, Matt. 5:29):

10 EN, apparently uniquely, has a class of adjectives (with the a- prefix, such as afloat, alive)
which can only appear after the noun (or in predicate adjective position). Roger Lass (p.c.)
points out that this may reflect the fact that they are etymologically prepositional phrases.
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Importantly, the least frequent translation involved the omission of the article in front

of the adjective, with or without the first article, yielding an order (Det)-N-Adj, as in

(4.68g), for example – the translation of the Greek (4.68a):

The decided preference for retaining the article in front of these postposed adjectives

suggests strongly that they were most naturally interpreted as appositive phrases,

rather than as postposed modifying adjectives.

Postnominal position of an adjective phrase is forced in EN when the adjective itself

has a complement:

Some other GMC languages allow adjective-plus-complement constructions equiva-

lent to the one in (4.69b) to appear prenominally. Constructions of this type, some-

times referred to as “extended attributive constructions,” are typical in formal registers

of DU and GE.

The reason for this difference is apparently that complements of adjectives in these

languages, unlike EN, precede the adjective, and therefore do not intervene between it
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and the noun. There seems to be a crosslinguistic dispreference for allowing comple-

ments of modifying phrases to intervene between the heads of those modifying phrases

and the head of the phrase which they modify (cf. Maling 1983: 284, for example). In

EN, adjectives are generally prenominal except in cases in which they must occur after

the noun in order to satisfy this principle. Note that in the DU example in (4.71b), the

principle is apparently accommodated by rightward shifting of just that material which

would otherwise follow the adjective within the AP.

A principle of this sort also correctly predicts the positioning of prepositional phrase

modifiers of nouns (the student with the backpack) and (under the assumption that

clauses are headed by complementizers) of relative clauses. These modifying phrases

also appear after the noun, since in prenominal position their complements would

intervene between their own heads and the head of the modifying phrase (*[[P NP]N]).

4.2.3.3 Syntactic conditions on attributive adjective inflection

In the great majority of the GMC languages, attributive adjectives alternate between

two complementarily distributed sets of endings, traditionally known as “weak” and

“strong” (or, alternatively, as “definite” and “indefinite”). This distinction is one of the

characteristic innovations of early GMC (though, as Orr (1982) points out, it has a

functional counterpart in Baltic and Slavic), and as a formal contrast, at least, it has

been surprisingly persistent. Such contrasts are found both in the highly inflected

languages, such as GO and IC, and in minimally inflected languages such as FR and

DA, though in YI (Jacobs et al. 1994: 405) it has been largely obscured by syncretism

between the two paradigms. Only in EN is the contrast wholly absent.
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The function of this contrast – its role in the signaling of semantic and morphosyn-

tactic oppositions – is more transparent in (some of) the younger GMC languages than

in the older ones. The diachronic developments indicate a tendency toward regulariza-

tion and functionalization of an originally semi-regular distribution – a development

which has taken a remarkable diversity of paths in the individual languages.

Behaghel (1923: I, 197) observes that adjectives following the indefinite article

appear to have been inflected strong in early GMC.

He proposes that this was because the strong ending itself was from the beginning a

signal of indefiniteness, and that the indefinite article, having arisen much later, was

simply added to this syntagm.

Correspondingly, the usual appearance of “weak” endings after definite articles,

as in the examples in (4.72), can be explained in a parallel way by claiming that

the weak endings themselves were the original carriers of definite meaning. In fact,

in OE, noun phrases often appear in definite meanings with weak adjectives and

no definite article (see Klaeber 1950: xcii). In this context, mention should be made

of the usual occurrence of weak endings without definite articles in instances of

direct address, for example, in IC and FA (IC go $ða fru $ ‘Dear Mrs. X’ Einarsson

1945: 118).
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However, some facts are hard to reconcile with the idea that the strong endings

originally “meant” indefinite. First, the use of NPs with strong adjectives and no

definite article to express definite meaning appears to be robust in the older languages.

It is still the norm, for example, in ON poetry, as in konung o $lifþan [AccStr] ‘[the]

lifeless king’ (Heusler 1967: 117). It is also instantiated in OHG and in OE (see

Behaghel 1923: I, 181). Second, the original adjective endings employed after posses-

sive pronouns/genitive pronouns in early GMC seem to have been exclusively strong

ones (Behaghel 1923: I, 190), even when the NPs containing them were definite.11

This is still the case in Modern IC, with both lexical genitive phrases and possessive

pronouns, when not accompanied by an article (Kress 1982: 182):

Such anomalies are compatible with an alternative view of the original form of

the strong/weak opposition, articulated, for example, in Hodler 1969: 81, under which

strong adjectives occurred in all functions, and in which weak adjectives were origin-

ally not adjectives but derived nouns – nominalizations of adjectives, which came to

be associated with demonstratives through their use as appositives, for example, in

structures like (4.75), and through that association came to be reinterpreted as definite

adjectives, in which functions they gradually displaced the strong forms. (See also

11 The possessive pronouns originally inflected only strong, even after the definite article.
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Krahe 1967: 109; Fortson 2004: 305; Orr 1982; Heinrichs 1954: 64ff. Heinrichs (1954:

67), in fact sees in the -n suffix of weak adjectives an original demonstrative particle.)

Over time, the distribution of the two types of endings has changed in some of the

remaining languages in a way that has increased the fit between form and meaning. In

continental Scandinavian, for example, as well as in one Insular GMC language

(FA),12 the weak (definite) declension is now used with possessives. Thus, these

endings do now uniformly, though redundantly, encode definiteness.

Early GE appears to have been on its way toward a similar regularization; by the end

of the OHG period, weak endings had become the rule after possessives.

12 Note also that FA and IC differ with respect to the placement of the genitive phrase.
Braunmüller (1991: 239) suggests that this reflects DA influence in FA.
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This development can again be seen as a step toward strengthening the correlation

between the weak ending and semantic definiteness. Here, however, it was superseded

by a competing refunctionalization along other lines. From MHG onward, the choice

of adjective ending is dissociated from meaning; the endings on adjectives after

possessives and the inflectionally similar indefinite article may be either strong or

weak, depending on the nature of the ending of the preceding possessives:

In Modern GE, if an adjective is preceded by either a definite article or by an

indefinite article or possessive whose ending is homophonous with that of the corres-

ponding definite article (that is, any determiner with a “strong” ending) then the

adjective takes the weak ending. Otherwise (including the case in which the noun

phrase contains no determiner), the adjective takes the strong ending.

On the morphological side, this has involved a restructuring/reinterpretation of the

endings themselves. The strong endings of the adjectives had always partially over-

lapped formally with those of the definite article, as a by-product of their histories.

(The definite article in GMC arises from the demonstrative pronoun, and the strong

adjective endings also derived in part from original pronominal endings.) In MHG, this

overlap was maximized in various ways. For example, the masculine nominative

pronominal ending -er was extended to the masculine nominative strong adjective

(MHG guoter vs. OE gōd, GO goþs). The result of this leveling is that in GE, the

strong adjective endings have become identical to the endings of the determiner/

demonstrative pronoun. A unitary set of endings has thus emerged, which is indiffer-

ently attachable to either definite or indefinite articles or to adjectives.
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As pointed out by Esau (1972), the strong endings form a richer inventory than

the weak ones, and provide more information about the case, gender and number of

the NP. For the most part, nouns are not themselves inflected for case or gender. It

is the determiners and adjectives in the noun phrase which carry this inflectional

information. The GE system insures that in any NP containing one or more such

elements, there will be at least one occurrence of an information-rich strong ending.

(Serving this same goal is the extension of adjective endings to originally uninflected

genitive pronouns, as discussed in Section (4.4).) In fact, Esau proposes further that

this must be supplemented by an economy principle which limits the strong ending

to exactly one occurrence per noun phrase. If it occurs on the determiner, it cannot

also occur on the attributive adjective, which must in consequence be weak. He points

out that this assumption also accounts for an otherwise anomalous case. In GE, when

an adjective unpreceded by a determiner modifies a genitive masculine or neuter

noun, it does not appear with the strong ending, but with the weak ending: guten

Weines ‘of good wine’/*gutes Weines. Esau points out that this exception follows

from the economy principle, since it is precisely here that the noun itself bears an

inflectional ending, identical to the strong genitive singular ending of determiners and

adjectives.

Low GE has apparently created a tripartite distinction, by articulating the mas-

culine and neuter strong ending into two separate forms – one used after indefinite

articles, and one (a 0-ending) used when there is no article. Thus, we have contrasts

like:

In summary, the original contrast between strong and weak in GMC seems to have

been connected, albeit in a relatively loose way, to definiteness, and may have served

to signal definiteness prior to the development of the article system, though this has

not been demonstrated compellingly. Both continental Scandinavian and GE have

regularized the contrast, though in different ways. In SW, where it has brought it fully

into line with the definiteness/indefiniteness opposition, it is now wholly regular

though also wholly predictable. In GE, it has lost all association with definiteness,

becoming purely a means of allowing more salient encoding of case, number and

gender.

A refunctionalization of a different sort is reported for IC by Thráinsson (1994:

166), Braunmüller (1991: 199) and Kress (1982: 181); adjectives co-occurring with the

definite article are typically weak, but may alternatively take strong endings to signal

non-restrictive modification:
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The opposition has been subject to a refunctionalization in AF which is much harder

to characterize (Lass 1988; Ponelis 1993: 365f.; Donaldson 1994: 486f.). The sole

remaining adjective marker in AF, -e, historically a weak adjective suffix, has become

an “attributive marker,” which appears on attributive adjectives or not, regardless

of the presence of preceding determiners, depending rather in a complex way on the

phonological shape of the adjective (polysyllabic adjectives but not monosyllabic

ones), their morphological complexity, and the register of the text (serving as a marker

of more formal style). The relatively marginal instances in which it still participates

in meaningful contrasts bear comparison to the IC cases discussed above.

Similar to an extent is the situation in DU (de Schutter 1994: 463); while the ending

-e has become general on attributive adjectives, as in AF, it may in some instances be

omitted to signal a contrast in the “scope” of the adjective. In the examples he gives,

the difference is that between an “intersective” reading (Larson 1995) (modifying the

individual) and a “non-intersective” reading (modifying the event):

and possibly
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See Fudeman 1999: 274ff. for discussion of an interestingly similar development in

Bala, a West African language, in which noun-class suffixes have been redistributed in

such a way as to signal a similar contrast.

4.3 Determiners

4.3.1 Weak quantifiers

In this category I include quantificational elements such as OE fela ‘many’, sum

‘a certain’, GE etlich ‘some, several’, wenig ‘few’, mancher ‘many a’, as well as the

numerals. Alternative labels for such elements include “relative quantifiers” (de

Schutter 1994: 469) and “postdeterminers” (Quirk et al. 1985: 253). Classifying them

together is a matter of expository convenience, and is not intended to suggest that they

are a unitary category; differences in distribution and inflection suggest that they are

not, though semantically they are united by the fact that they all involve existential

quantification. Rather, it is intended to highlight the fact that that they are as a group

not of a kind with either descriptive adjectives nor determiners/ “strong” quantifiers.

Though often classified as adjectives, they cannot switch places with descriptive

adjectives, in the way that the latter can be reordered among themselves.

These elements come in between determiners and attributive adjectives:

By way of accounting for this, they are, in some Government-Binding accounts, assigned

to a layer of phrasal structure (the “Number Phrase”) intermediate between the NP

headed by the lexical noun and the Determiner Phrase headed by the definite article.

In some of the GMC languages, the indeterminate status of some of these elements

is reflected in their curiously mixed effects on following attributive adjectives. In GE,

definite articles and strong quantifiers with strong endings cause a following descrip-

tive adjective to appear with a weak ending (under the “one-per-noun phrase” principle

mentioned in the preceding section). This is illustrated in (4.86a-c). On the other hand,

a descriptive adjective with a strong ending does not cause another descriptive adjec-

tive following it to assume a weak ending. Rather, each member of a series of

attributive adjectives is inflected in the same way as the first (4.86d). However, when

a descriptive adjective follows a weak quantifier, such as wenige ‘few’, einige ‘some’,

etliche ‘some’, solche ‘such’, manche ‘many a’, viel ‘many’, it sometimes behaves as

if the latter were also an adjective and inflects in parallel with it, but sometimes

4.3 Determiners 137



behaves as if the preceding weak quantifier were a determiner, and assumes a weak

ending since the strong ending occurs on the weak quantifier. A pair of representative

examples is given in (4.86e) and (4.86f). The distribution of the two behaviors is quite

complex, as a perusal of the relevant entries in Berger et al. 1972 reveals, conditioned

not only by the particular quantifier involved, but also the gender, number and case

of the noun, and seems diachronically to be still very much in flux (see also Esau

1972: 141).

Weak quantifiers typically precede the noun, across the entire family apparently,

though some of them – most particularly, numerals – could also follow. This was true

in GO as well as in early (poetic) OHG, though not prose, and in Runic GMC.
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However, there are inflectional differences between prenominal and postnominal

numerals which may suggest that they had different categorial status in the two

positions. The lower cardinal numbers (one to three or one to four, depending on the

language) tended to be inflected for case and gender like adjectives in the medieval

languages. Higher cardinal numbers, on the other hand (from four to nineteen in GO,

for example) could either inflect like adjectives or remain uninflected, but the choice

between these options seems to have depended on position: they inflected like adjec-

tives when postnominal, and were uninflected when prenominal:

The same is true of OHG (Braune 1963: 232f.). In the modern languages, numerals

have lost the ability to appear postnominally.

4.3.1.1 The indefinite article

The indefinite article, while similar to weak quantifiers semantically, is distinct from

them in various ways, inflectionally, semantically and distributionally. It is not found

in most IE languages, nor for that matter in all of the GMC languages. GO lacks it, as

does OE, OS and ON. Among the modern GMC languages, it is not found in IC. The

other modern languages developed their indefinite articles in late medieval times, and

therefore well after the point of separation, but it is unlikely that they all did so entirely
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independently. Indefinite articles have arisen in the neighboring Romance languages,

as well as in Breton among the Celtic languages, while IC, Welsh and Gaelic – the

more peripheral languages in their respective families – did not develop them, and it is

most probable that we are dealing here with an instance of areal diffusion. In all cases,

the indefinite articles have arisen from the numeral ‘one’, from which they have, in

some languages, become distinct through the effects of phonological reduction, since

they typically lack syntactic stress (compare EN one and a(n), FR in [@n] and ien ‘one’,

for example). The original homophony between ‘one’ and ‘an’ makes it in general

difficult to pinpoint the time of emergence of the indefinite article function. For

instance, we find in OHG examples of a relatively early date like the following, where

the form preceding the noun could, but does not have to, be translated as an indefinite

article.

However, we can be certain that if it was an article at this time, it at least was not

obligatory on indefinite count nouns, as it is in the modern language:

Similarly, in Modern IC, generally considered to lack an indefinite article, there are

occasional uses of the numeral ‘one’ which approximate the meaning of the indefinite

article (Kress 1982: 109).

In the modern GMC languages, the indefinite article may be either nonspecific or

specific in meaning. In the former case, the speaker does not have a particular referent

in mind. In the latter, the speaker has a particular referent in mind, but assumes that the

hearer does not have sufficient information to identify it.

In those GMC languages that have not developed an indefinite article, nonspecific

indefinites are typically expressed by a bare (undetermined) noun. However, these

languages at least sometimes avail themselves of other means for marking a noun

phrase as indefinite and specific. This is, for example, the apparent function of sums,

sum ‘a (certain)’ in GO and OE (for both singular and plural) and of IC nokkur. Paul

(1989: 388) notes that in MHG the indefinite article can be used with a plural noun

phrase to mark the noun phrase as indefinite and specific.
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4.3.1.1.1 Variation in the occurrence of indefinite articles There is also a

limited amount of variation across the GMC languages in the specific conditions

under which the indefinite article appears. (The special case of non-occurrence of

indefinite articles in predicate noun phrases will be considered, along with definite

articles, in Section 4.3.2.2.) MHG, for example, unlike Modern GE or Modern EN,

allowed the indefinite article with non-count nouns, in a meaning like ‘a quantity of’.

This use of the indefinite article is still found inYI (Lockwood 1995: 112).DU (de Schutter

1994: 469) allows the indefinite article in the plural, in the meaning ‘a great number of’.

In SW, it conveys the sense of ‘approximately’ (Holmes and Hinchcliffe 1994: 65).

In the continental Scandinavian languages, indefinite object noun phrases may lack

an indefinite article in contexts where they would have one in EN, when non-specific

and not modified by adjectives – conditions familiar in cases of object incorporation in

languages which have that process (see Pereltsvaig in press for a description of the

syntax of these in Norwegian).

4.3.2 Definite articles

GMC is not the only branch of IE to have developed a definite article. Greek has them

as well, from the earliest period, as does Armenian. However, other older IE lan-

guages, including Latin, do not. Within GMC, they are not attested in the older Runic

inscriptions (though perhaps just for want of sufficient examples). They are, however,
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found in all of the other GMC languages from the earliest times. Etymologically, they

are connected with the demonstrative pronouns, and they are standardly held to have

arisen from the use of the latter as demonstrative adjectives.

The point at which this transition is completed is hard to pin down. Behaghel (1923:

I, 33) asserts that they had already lost the deictic force of demonstratives by the time

of OHG. On the other hand, Abraham (1997: 39) claims that in MHG neither the

definite nor the indefinite article had yet developed its modern meaning, and speaks of

OHG and MHG as belonging to a “pre-article” phase. Philippi (1997: 62) claims they

were still demonstratives in GO, OHG, OS and OE, and that they only became true

definite articles in late medieval times. The claim is based primarily on their non-

obligatoriness in these languages, supplemented by other arguments of lesser force.

Hale (1994) has demonstrated, in any event, that in the late OHG of Notker, who was

scrupulous about indicating stress, these definite-articles-to-be at least did not have the

same prosodic status as demonstrative adjectives. Notker did not write accent marks on

the former, while otherwise homophonous demonstrative adjectives, pronouns and

complementizers were always accented.

The enclitic definite articles of the Scandinavian languages arose from a different

demonstrative form, hinn, hin, hið (Heusler 1967: 125), which tended to appear

postnominally. It alternates in these languages with a (prenominal) demonstrative of

the þ -paradigm. Under circumstances described in the next section, the reflexes of both

of these co-occur in some NPs in modern Scandinavian.
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These postnominal demonstratives also lost deictic force and stress at some point, and

now occur as clitics following the head noun. Similar developments are attested

elsewhere, in Romanian and other Balkan languages, for example.

Their status as bound morphemes leads to the question of whether they are properly

regarded as (clitic) definite articles or simply as definiteness markers on the noun –

that is, as inflectional morphology. In the literature on the North GMC languages, they

are variously treated as clitic determiners and as definiteness suffixes. The problem of

distinguishing between clitics and inflectional morphemes is in general a complicated

one (see Zwicky and Pullum 1983 for a presentation of some suggested criteria).

Possible evidence in favor of treating these clitic forms as definite articles rather

than a definiteness inflection on the noun, at least originally, is provided by the fact

that in older IC and Old SW (Braunmüller 1991: 43), they occurred outside of case

markers on the noun and carried their own case inflection, independent of that on

the noun.

However, Braunmüller argues that such forms are no longer analyzed by speakers as

involving independent declension of two separate elements. He notes that in some

positions haplology has introduced opacity into the paradigm. Thus, for dative plural,

instead of an expected *mönn-um-in-um, we find mönn-un-um.

In modern continental Scandinavian, the “internal” case inflection has disappeared,

and the genitive case marker appears only outside the definite article (DA pig-en-s ‘the

girl’s’). However, what has changed here seems to be not the status of the postnominal
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definite article, but the genitive marker -s, which itself has come to behave as a clitic,

rather than an inflectional suffix (see 4.4.5.3).

Cliticization of the definite article is also found elsewhere in GMC. In GE,

in particular, the article has merged with a number of prepositions ending in

vowels or nasal consonants, to yield definite forms of the prepositions (zum, zur,

beim, vom, im ¬ zu ‘to’ þ dem, zu þ der, bei þ dem, von þ dem, in þ dem

respectively).13

4.3.2.1 Double determination

As noted in 4.2.2.3, it was usual in the archaic language of ON poetry for definite noun

phrases to appear without definite articles (Heusler 1967: 125). Even here, however,

articles did appear when the noun was preceded by an adjective.

The intersection of this preference for articles preceding adjectives and the develop-

ment of the enclitic definite article has led to the phenomenon of “double determin-

ation” in some Scandinavian languages – that is, the co-occurrence under certain

circumstances of both a phrase-initial and a postnominal determiner, particularly in

noun phrases which have prenominal adjectives. (Plank 2003, who discusses these

constructions at length, refers to the phrase-initial determiner which precedes the

adjective as the “adjective-article,” and the clitic determiner attached to the noun as

the “noun-article.”) ON exhibits double determination, as do SW, BN, NN and literary

Modern IC (to which register the preposed articles hinn, etc., belong exclusively),

though optionally, according to Plank (2003: 357). DA, on the other hand, does not

have double determination (4.96g). In FA, the clitic article can be omitted. In BN there

is a tendency to omit the clitic article when the NP refers to a type, rather than a

specific individual (Bandle et al. 2005: 1589).

13 The contractions are not productive in Modern GE. Thus, for example, bei þ der does not
yield *beir, and zu þ den does not yield *zun. Behaghel (1923: I, 34) dates them from the
fourteenth century, but sees a possible precursor in such OHG constructions as:
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The presence of the clitic determiner in other types of noun phrases which

are independently characterized as definite is also variable. So, for example, in

standard SW, it does not appear when the noun is preceded by a demonstrative, but

in southern and western dialects it does (Holmes and Hinchcliffe 1994: 96). There is

also variation in double determination in NPs with relative clauses (Plank 2003 :

357).14 The co-occurrence of clitic determiners and possessives will be taken up in

the next section.

4.3.2.2 Other contexts for omission of the article

There is variation across the GMC languages in contexts in which the definite article is

retained or omitted. Some of this variation involves lexical context. Some involves

14 Plank (2003) also discusses some more exotic instances of double determination in GMC, such
as that in the following example from Bavarian:
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syntactic context. There is little which can be said systematically about the former kind

of variation. Proper names tend not to occur with articles, though there is variation on

this point; the Scandinavian languages exhibit a “proprial” definite article, identical

to the third person pronoun, in front of proper names (obligatorily in some cases)

(see Delsing 1998: 99ff.).

In Bavarian, characterized by Weiß (1998: 69) as a “radical article language,” articles

appear routinely on proper names.

The ability to appear without an article is extended variably to other unique

reference nouns. Thus, for example, Behaghel (1923: I, 59) points out that ‘God’

occurs without an article in all GMC languages, though in EN and GO ‘night’,

‘heaven’, ‘earth’ and ‘hell’, ‘life’ and ‘death’ are used without determiners, whereas

in GE they are used with the article. GO sauil ‘sun’ and mena ‘moon’ are used without

the article (in spite of the systematic appearance of one in the Greek model), as they

are in IC (Kress 1982: 177), while EN requires an article here. In FA, the article is not

used with noun phrases describing entities of which only one example is of immediate

relevance (Barnes 1994: 207), such as kongur ‘the king’, prestur ‘the priest’, but the

article is required with ‘life’, ‘death’ and ‘sin’ (Lockwood 1964: 107). Behaghel

(1923: I, 63) also notes that in GO, the article is normally missing in the plural, as

in (4.98), where both EN and Greek would require the article.

There is, further, a tendency in evidence in all of the languages to omit articles in a

class of hard to characterize fixed phrases of mostly formulaic (often adverbial)

meaning, most often involving nouns after prepositions (EN to heart, by ear, in

response, by nature, by name, GE zu Hause ‘at home’, über See ‘over sea’, zu Fuß

‘by foot’) even in cases in which the noun would require an article outside of these

constructions (see Behaghel 1923: I, 49ff. for detailed discussion).

In addition to idiosyncratic cases of this type, however, there are more systematic

contexts for omission of articles. Among the most salient of these is in predicate

position; both definite and indefinite articles tend to be omitted in predicate nominals

of certain sorts. In particular, omission of both appears to be normal in cases of

predicate nouns denoting function/profession, nationality or religion (a generalization

to which EN, AF and YI stand out as (partial) exceptions):
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In GE, the article is omitted with assertions of profession, as in (4.99b), but not in

assertions of membership in other categories, as in (4.99c):

In the following examples, the article is employed when a predicate noun normally

designating profession is used figuratively, as a description of an attribute.

Similarly, the article reemerges in GE and DA when a predicate noun of profession is

modified by a descriptive adjective, bringing the descriptive force into salience.

This effect is not universal; in FA, the article is still omitted with an adjective:

The construction appears to have been of at least some antiquity (though I have been

unable to identify examples in GO or Runic GMC).
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It is not, however, found in all of the GMC languages. Behaghel lists numerous

examples from MHG in which the indefinite article occurs in predicate NPs, in contexts

where they could not occur in Modern Standard GE. This is still true of YI (4.99j):

In AF, the indefinite article may either be omitted or included.

The indefinite article is required in EN in copular sentences with predicate NPs.

However, EN too omits the article just with nouns of profession and nationality in

non-copular predicate NPs:

4.4 Genitive phrases

The syntax of genitive phrases within NPs in GMC is quite complex, and only a

relatively simplified and superficial account of it is possible here. There are first of all

a few terminological issues which must be dealt with. First of all, the phrases which

I will refer to here as “genitive phrases” can be realized either as NPs marked with an

inflectional affix/clitic (the man’s), or as a prepositional phrase headed by a genitival

preposition (of the man). The latter, according to Delsing (1998: 98), exist in all

modern GMC languages except DA, Standard SW and IC. As will be seen in the

following, however, the two types of genitive phrases are differently distributed within

individual languages.

Second, “possessive pronouns” also come in two different shapes. All of them are

formed on the genitive of the personal pronoun. In some cases, however – for example,

the third person reflexive in GO (4.101a) – these pronominal forms take adjectival
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endings which encode the gender, number and case features of the head noun. These

are often referred to as possessive pronouns, less commonly as possessive adjectives.

In other cases, like the third person nonreflexive in (4.101b), adjective endings are not

added to the genitive pronoun, which remains uninflected for agreement with the noun.

The two were originally complementarily distributed. Non-agreeing genitive pronouns

occurred in all instances where the possessor was third person and nonreflexive, while

the agreeing possessive pronouns occurred in all other cases (first and second persons,

and third person reflexive). The difference has disappeared in some languages, through

either loss of concordial inflections (as in EN) or the extension of such inflections

to originally uninflected forms (e.g., in the case of GE ihr ‘her, their’, which was

originally uninflected, but which now inflects for agreement with the noun). Aside

from their inflectional differences, the two behave identically in all respects and I will

not distinguish between them hereafter, but will apply the label “possessive pronouns”

without further differentiation according to type.

A second source of complexity is the fact that a variety of different semantic

relations can obtain between the head noun and the genitive phrase. Besides posses-

sion, the genitive can encode the relationships of subject and object in the case of

“action” nouns (the Romans’ destruction of the city), whole/part relations (half of my

wealth), identity (the sin of gluttony) and quality (a man of honor), among others.

These thematic differences, moreover, can be of syntactic consequence, and there is

variation in their syntactic expression across the GMC languages. In SW but not EN,

descriptive genitives can appear as genitive-marked NPs in front of the head.

Conversely, EN allows even time adjuncts to be realized as prenominal genitives:
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As a further illustration of asymmetrical possibilities for interpretation, note that des

Künstlers ‘the artist’s’ in the GE example in (4.102d) can be interpreted as possessor,

agent or theme, but when both a preverbal and a postverbal genitive are present, the

former can be interpreted as agent or possessor, and the latter as theme, but not the

converse, as in (4.102e).

4.4.1 Genitive phrases and determiners

In earlier GMC languages, at least, genitive phrases could either appear before or after

the noun they modified, with at least a slight preference for pre-head position.15 In the

language of the older runic inscriptions, Antonsen (1981: 55) proposes that the choice

depended on whether the head noun was animate or not – prenominal genitives being

found in the former case, postnominal genitives in the latter. In neither case do these

genitives co-occur with definite articles in the runic corpus, of course, since articles are

not found in Runic GMC. In later GMC languages, however, such co-occurrence is

conditionally possible: prenominal, but not postnominal genitivals are typically in-

compatible with the definite article, though this is a generalization which admits of

exceptions in both directions. In SW, for example, where genitive phrases systematic-

ally precede the head of the NP, neither the independent nor the clitic definite article

can co-occur with them.

15 As suggested, for example, in the statistics compiled by Smith (1971: 287). In his count of the
GO Skeireins, the genitive precedes the head 23 percent of the time and follows it 57 percent
of the time, and a roughly similar ratio is found in OS. Others of the medieval languages, on
the other hand, exhibited a sharper preference for one or the other (95 percent N-Gen in ON
versus 98 percent Gen-N in OHG). This may have depended on the nature of the genitive
phrase as well, with personal genitives appearing more frequently in front of the head than
others. See Lanouette 1996 and the references cited there.
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However, this is not the case in some northern dialects of SW, where constructions like

(4.103b) are allowed, which are “sharply ungrammatical in Standard SW, DA and

NO” (Holmberg and Sandström 1996: 114):

In FA as well, where genitives in the colloquial language are largely restricted

to proper names, the prenominal genitive again cannot co-occur with the definite

article.

In GE, where both postposed and preposed genitive phrases are possible (with restric-

tions discussed below), the article must occur with postposed genitives, but does not

occur with prenominal genitives. A comparable asymmetry is found in EN.

In the earliest GMC, possessive pronouns seem to have been basically postnominal,

as shown in the following Runic GMC examples:

Again, these possessive pronouns did not appear with articles in the Runic GMC

language, but elsewhere in the early GMC languages postposed possessive pronouns

were able to to co-occur with prenominal definite articles, as in GO (4.106 a, b)

(independent of the Greek model), OHG (4.106c) and MHG (4.106d).
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Among the modern languages, postposed possessive pronouns are preserved in YI

and Western Scandinavian (IC, FA, NN and northern dialects of SW – see Holmberg

and Sandström 1996: 99). This is the unmarked order in the Insular Scandinavian

languages. In IC and North SW (optionally) and NN, though not in FA, the possessive

co-occurs with a (clitic) definite article.

In these Scandinavian languages, however, the possessive pronoun can be moved to

the pre-head position for emphasis (or even without emphasis when there is an

attributive adjective – Barnes 1994: 208), and when this occurs, the definite article
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once again disappears as in (4.108b, c) – a further demonstration of the connection

between the position of the possessor and the admissibility of the definite article.

A similar alternation is found in YI (4.108d, e).

When the possessor was not a pronoun but a full genitive phrase, however, a different

behavior emerges. Even when they followed the head, they (unlike possessive pronouns)

did not co-occur with definite articles. This is still true in Modern IC (4.109c).

Interestingly, though, Kress (1982: 168) reports that the determiner is beginning

to be used in IC with genitive phrases following the noun in colloquial speech,

perhaps bringing these cases into line with those involving postnominal possessive

pronouns.
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Prenominal genitive phrases could co-occur with the definite article in one special

case in medieval continental West GMC (OS, OHG, MHG and Middle DU). In

(4.110), preposed genitive phrases co-occur with a definite article belonging to the

head noun, intervening between that definite article and the head (Behaghel 1923: I,

104ff.; de Vooys 1957: 305). This possibility was apparently restricted to proper

names (see the next section.)

Interestingly, Behaghel cites examples from exactly these languages showing that they

also allowed possessive pronouns to occur between the determiner and the noun.

In these languages, there seems to be a syntactic slot for prenominal possessors,

in between the determiner and the head, which can only be occupied by proper names
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and possessive pronouns. As the following section will demonstrate, this is not the

only context in which these two elements pattern together in the GMC languages.

4.4.2 Proper name possessors and pronominal possessors

The last examples complete the picture of the distribution of possessive pronouns in

GMC. We have seen that in some languages (GO and the modern Insular Scandinavian

languages), possessive pronouns are postnominal and co-occur with the definite

article. In EN and continental Scandinavian, on the other hand, possessive pronouns

precede the noun, and do not co-occur with the definite article. Finally, as we see in

(4.111), possessive pronouns in medieval continental West GMC could precede the

head and co-occur with the definite article. This three-part classification finds a strik-

ingly close counterpart in the Romance languages, where possessive pronouns some-

times follow the noun and co-occur with the article, sometimes occur sandwiched in

between the article and the noun, and sometimes precede the noun without an article.

(See Cardinaletti 1998 for discussion, though her account of these does not transfer

unproblematically to the GMC cases, since in the Scandinavian languages the pre-

nominal possessive pronouns are stressed, while in Romance they are clitics.)

However, note that in the cases from medieval continental GMC discussed at the

end of the last section it is not just possessive pronouns that can be sandwiched

between the definite article and the noun; possessors which are unmodified proper

names can go there as well, though other lexical possessive phrases cannot. That is to

say, proper names appear here in a position otherwise restricted to pronouns.

Similarly, while in IC (and other Western Scandinavian languages), both possessive

pronominals and lexical possessive phrases can be moved to the prenominal position

when focussed, as in (4.114a, b), Thráinsson (1994: 167) points out that the latter

possibility is restricted to cases in which the lexical possessive phrase is a proper name.

Noun phrases with modifiers, for example, cannot be placed there, as in (4.114c).
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Further, possessors in Modern GE, as we have seen, can be either prenominal or

postnominal. However, in the contemporary language, the latter is allowed only if the

possessor is a possessive pronoun or a proper name – that is, exactly the same elements

that can precede the head in the IC focus cases.16

Holmberg and Sandström (1996: 110) observe the mirror-image of this situation in

northern dialects of SW, where it is only possessive pronouns and proper name

possessors which may follow the noun plus article, as in the following:

Thus, in four separate cases in a variety of GMC languages, we see that proper names

behave in the same way as possessive pronouns. The parallelism in their distribution

suggests that possessive pronouns and proper names must share some categorial prop-

erty. Lindauer (1998) suggests that they are both categorially adjectives, and that the

prenominal position in Modern GE is restricted to adjectives. This seems to work better

16 Possessive phrases which precede lexical nouns, labeled “Saxon genitives” by Engel (1988:
609), such as the following, are still recognized as possible by some GE speakers, but are
distinctly old-fashioned.
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for GE, however, where all possessive adjectives inflect as adjectives, than in other

languages (IC, for example), where third person possessive pronouns show no adjectival

properties. A more probable reason for the parallelism between possessive pronouns and

proper names in these cases might be that the positions in question are restricted to

pronouns, and that proper names are a sort of pronoun. Like pronouns, they typically

consist of only a single element, and do not freely allow modifiers, determiners and so

on. And like pronouns, they are “indexical,” having the semantic property of pointing to

specific individuals.

Booij (2002b: 35) claims that the proper name possessors with -s in DU are

determiners, noting the non-co-occurrence of prenominal possessors and determiners.

However, there is a somewhat similar construction in IC with respect to which

possessive pronouns and proper name possessors once again pattern together, to the

exclusion of other possessors, but in which the distinguishing characteristic which

unites them is precisely that they do co-occur with the determiner. In IC, as we have

seen, lexical possessive phrases occur postnominally without an article, while posses-

sive pronouns occur postnominally, but with an article.

Proper names can, like other lexical possessive phrases, occur postnominally without

an article, as in (4.115c). However, an alternative is also available, just for possessors

which are proper names, as shown in (4.115d):

Here, the proper name possessor is preceded by a proprial article (see Section 4.4.5.1).

Strikingly, unlike (4.115c), but like the pronominal case in (4.115b), the possessor

co-occurs here with a definite article on the possessed noun. Thus, we see again that in

positions where possessive pronouns are allowed but lexical possessor phrases are not,

proper names in many cases at least have the same distribution as the pronouns.
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4.4.3 The English ‘double genitive’ construction

In EN, prenominal genitive phrases are marked with ’s (on which see Section 4.4.6.2),

while postnominal genitives are marked with the preposition of. There are a number of

differences between the two. The prenominal ones, for example, admit of a possessive

interpretation, while the postnominal ones do not. The postnominal ones co-occur with

the definite article, while the prenominal ones do not. However, EN also exhibits a

third construction, in which the genitive NP is doubly marked, with both an of and

an ’s, which has properties in common with both of the other types.

On the one hand, these admit a possessor/agent interpretation, like prenominal genitive

phrases. (In fact, unlike both of the other types, they do not admit a thematic

interpretation. This example, therefore, is unambiguous in a way that ‘John’s picture’

is not.) Similarly, they may co-occur with other postnominal genitivals, but not with

other prenominal genitives.

Thus, their interpretation and co-occurrence possibilities suggest that they are of a kind

with prenominal genitive phrases, yet, unlike these, they do co-occur with articles.

4.4.4 The prenominal periphrastic possessive (Jan se boek) construction

Widespread among the continental West GMC languages is a construction in which a

prenominal possessive phrase headed by a lexical noun is followed by a “resumptive”

possessive pronoun, which typically agrees with it in gender and number. It can be

seen in the GE example in (4.117a) that the possessive NP in these cases is not in

genitive but in dative case (on which account it is sometimes referred to as the

possessive dative), though there was in earlier Modern GE a parallel construction in

which the possessive phrase took genitive case (Grebe et al. 1966: 514). Following

Delsing (1998), I will refer to this as the prenominal periphrastic possessive construction.

In Modern GE and Modern DU, the construction is regarded as colloquial (cf.

Donaldson 1981: 59). It is, on the other hand, standard in the other languages in which

it occurs.
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As Norde (1995: 216) points out, there are some differences in the construction

between DU and AF. In DU, but not AF, it is limited to animate possessors, and in

DU the resumptive pronoun agrees in gender and number with the possessive phrase,

while in AF an invariant se is used in all cases.

The construction also appears in EN, where, however, it does not become usual in

written registers until quite late (after 1500, according to Görlach 1991: 81; see also

the discussion in Fischer 1992: 231). In North GMC, the construction is found in some

colloquial varieties of NN, where, however, it is apparently not native but has its

origins in a Low GE substratum, according to Braunmüller (1991: 165). See also

Bandle et al. 2005: 1589.
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See Koptjevskaya-Tamm 2003: 665ff. for an extensive discussion of the syntax and

distribution of these constructions. Collectively, these examples suggest that the

possessed noun phrases in GMC must have at least two separate positions for posses-

sors: an inner one, occupiable by possessive pronouns in place of determiners, and an

outer one, in which full NPs may occur. This in turn accords well with the structure

made available by the “DP-hypothesis,” which claims that determiners head their own

phrases, and that, like other phrases, these may contain a (phrasal) specifier position

and a (non-phrasal) head position.

A still more articulated structure might be needed to accommodate constructions like

the following in YI, in which a possessive pronoun precedes an (indefinite) article:

Delsing (1998: 100f.) finds similarities between the prenominal periphrastic posses-

sive construction and the one found in Western Scandinavian (see Section 4.4.3) in

which a proper name possessor occurs with a “proprial article,” both following the noun,

and occurring in a relative order which may be viewed as the mirror-image of the

construction in (4.117). These constructions will be discussed further in the next section.
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Delsing (1998) refers to this as the “postnominal periphrastic possessive construction,”

and suggests an analysis for it which unites it with the prenominal periphrastic

possessive construction, noting, though, that there are some differences between the

two (1998: 103). These include (a) the fact that the postnominal construction is

apparently restricted to proper names, (b) that in the prenominal construction but not

in the postnominal construction the linking pronoun is a reflexive pronoun (in those

languages which have such a distinction), and (c) (most problematic for a claim of

identity between them), that the prenominal construction does not admit a definite

article on the head noun, but the postnominal construction requires it. This is espe-

cially striking in light of the fact that other postnominal possessive phrases in West

Scandinavian languages do not allow definite articles:

4.4.5 Special developments of the genitive in possessive constructions:

4.4.5.1 Proper name possessive markers

The possessive marker -s is, historically, a genitive case suffix. There are reasons for

thinking, however, that this is no longer its status in all cases in the modern GMC

languages. On the one hand, in GE and DU constructions with prenominal proper

name possessors and equivalent kinship terms, such as (4.121a), the -s behaves unlike

the still productive genitive affix -(e)s which occurs on common nouns in two ways.

First, it is not (unlike genitive -es) restricted to masculine and neuter nouns. In both of

these examples, it attaches to a feminine noun. Second, unlike the genitive -es, its form

does not depend on the number of syllables in the noun (GE des Tages ‘the day’s’/ des

Wetters ‘the weather’s’, but Pauls/Mutters). These differences suggest that the -s of

(4.121) has become a morpheme distinct from the genitive ending from which it

originated. In being restricted to proper names (and a small set of kinship terms which

are used as proper names), it is similar to a set of special genitive suffixes which have

arisen in other modern GMC languages, to which I will apply the label “proper name

possessive markers.” Of the same type is the genitive suffix -sa(r) in FA, which also
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applies only to proper names and kinship terms (Lockwood 1964: 104; Koptjevskaya-

Tamm 2003: 627). To this inventory can be added the FR -e which appears as a

possessive marker only on kinship terms (Tiersma 1999: 49; Koptjevskaya-Tamm

2003: 627; Holmberg and Rijkhoff 1998: 100).

The reason that these languages should have developed special markers for proper

name possessors is no doubt that proper names are often unaccompanied by articles

or adjectives on which case could be separately encoded. Similarly, Koptjevskaya-

Tamm (2003: 629) points out that the previously discussed constructions in some

Scandinavian languages in which proper names (and only those) are supplied with

special proprial articles in genitive contexts can at least in some instances be regarded

as motivated by the need to encode the genitive relation.

These “proprial articles” can be viewed as the analytic counterpart to affixal proper

name possessive markers like the GE -s.

4.4.5.2 Associative NPs

Braunmüller (1991: 204) links these proprial article constructions with proper names

and another striking Scandinavian construction, found in ON (Heusler 1967: 120ff.)

and IC, in which a proper name again appears in construction with an apparent

pronoun. This is the use of a proper name after a plural pronoun to specify the

individual who, along with speaker or hearer, is included in the set of individuals to

which reference is intended:
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A similar construction is reported for AF by Donaldson (1993: 136), though with the

noun in the first position. Den Besten (1996) labels these constructions “associative

constructions,” and provides a semantic analysis for them.

4.4.5.3 Group genitives

EN possessive ’s, like GE -s, has undergone a development from a genitive marker in

certain noun classes to a generalized possessive marker. However, its behavior in the

so-called “group genitive” construction indicates that EN ’s is no longer an inflectional

affix at all, but rather a clitic element, which does not attach to individual nouns, but to

the right periphery of entire NPs, without regard to the category of the particular word

to which it attaches.

This construction is found in some of the continental Scandinavian languages

as well:

Delsing (1998: 97) observes that the distribution of ’s in these cases, following, as it

does, the entire possessive NP, and attaching to whatever word happens to terminate

that NP, can be captured by assuming that it is in fact a clitic variant of the “resump-

tive” pronoun in the prenominal periphrastic possessive construction discussed in the

preceding section, of which the group genitive may therefore be considered a subcase.

However, Norde (1995: 220) claims that this cannot be the origin of the SW construc-

tion, since SW lacks the hypothesized source construction.
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4.4.6 Meronymic constructions

All of the GMC languages with the exception of EN (cf. McWhorter 2002) exhibit

special constructions for the expression of “possession” in the cases in which the

“possessed” noun is a part of the possessor – e.g., a body part. Following Mirto 1995,

I will use the label “meronymic construction” for these (though the constructions he

discusses are quite different from those of GMC). “Meronym” refers to the named part

of the larger entity, the “holonym.”Whatwe can abstract as the core feature ofmeronymic

constructions in theGMC languages appears to be that they do notmake use of genitives or

possessive pronouns to encode the holonym (as in I broke my arm). Rather, the meronym

occurs with a definite article, or (in GO, OS and IC) is bare. The holonym may be

unexpressed, particularly where it is identified with the subject of the clause.

Where it is expressed, the holonym is treated in either of two ways. It appears as a

dative NP, syntactically separate from the NP expressing the meronym, in all except

the Scandinavian languages. This dative possessor is regarded by Haspelmath (1999:

116) as a European areal feature, belonging to “Standard Average European,” and

occurring not only in the central European members of the GMC family, but a number

of geographically contiguous though remotely related or unrelated languages.
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The dative holonym in these cases is not in construction with the meronym NP,

as evidenced by the fact that the two can be separated from each other by other

constituents. Because of this, it is generally referred to as a “dative external possessor”

(see McWhorter 2002 and the references cited there). The boundary between

these “possessive datives” and other types of dative adjuncts, such as adversative datives

(from which they may not be syntactically distinct in any case), is not absolutely sharp.
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The similarity between dative holonyms and adversative datives is strengthened by the

fact that the meronymic construction seems to be limited to affected objects. Compare

the contrast observed by Thráinsson (1994) between the following examples.

Moreover, in general, it appears to be admitted only in instances in which the meronym

is affected by an action which is also understood to affect the holonym, by virtue of the

part–whole relation (though the relationship often falls short of a true entailment):

In cases where only the meronym, not the holonym, is affected by the action, we find a

regular possessive construction.

Constructions with this cluster of properties are generally absent from Modern EN.

Thus, sentences like the following are impossible.17

Otherwise, though, they are quite general in GMC. See McWhorter 2002: 225 for

examples from other languages, as well as one possible account of the exceptionality

17 EN does have a different meronymic construction of sorts in cases like (i):

as an alternative to ‘He touched my face’ and the like. Here there is a strict entailment, such
that if V(x, body-part of y) is true, then V(x, y) is also true. Compare the IC skera sig i $fingur
‘to cut self in finger’ (Einarsson 1945: 115).
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of EN. Vennemann (2003b: 356) sees in its absence from EN a Celtic, and ultimately

Semitic, substratal influence.

McWhorter points out, though, that the Scandinavian languages depart from the

others in expressing the holonym not as a bare dative NP, but as the object of a locative

preposition:

In IC, the meronym can be expressed as a dative (4.125b) or as the object of a locative

preposition, though Thráinsson (1994: 168) characterizes the first of these as quite

formal. There is also some variation across GMC with respect to how obligatory these

dative adjuncts are, and how acceptable the alternative genitive construction is.

4.5 Predeterminers

Following Quirk et al. (1985: 257), I will call elements which precede the definite

article in nominal phrases “predeterminers.” Membership in this category varies across

the GMC languages, and within languages individual forms can belong to more than a

single syntagmatic category. In EN, both all and both fit the definition of predeter-

miner, preceding the definite article or possessive pronouns. Here, though, as in other

GMC languages, they can also appear in place of the definite article, with generic

meaning. It appears, therefore, that they may function either as determiners or prede-

terminers. (EN, but not other languages, allows a third use, as pronouns taking

genitival complements – e.g., all of the children).
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In GE, ‘all’ appears in the same two positions (with inflectional differences):

On the other hand, ‘both’ in GE never appears as a predeterminer in front of the

definite article, and may in fact (unlike ‘all’) behave like a “postdeterminer,” following

the definite article:

It nonetheless does exhibit at least one characteristic behavior of predeterminers in the

other GMC languages in that it may take a personal or demonstrative pronoun as a

complement, in which case as in all of the other GMC languages it obligatorily

precedes the pronoun.

There is another class of predeterminers, which do not precede definite articles

and possessives (with which they do not co-occur), but do precede the indefinite

article:

4.6 Discontinuous nominal phrases

There are at least three distinct circumstances in which the subconstituents of NPs in

the GMC language occur separated from each other by other constituents. The most
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generally occurring of these is the appearance of one of the predeterminers discussed

in the foregoing section separate from the semantically associated NP.

In the generative literature, it has often been assumed that the NP and the associated

‘both/all’ are underlyingly a single constituent, and that they come to be separated by

way of a movement operation, which either moves away the quantifier (“Q-Float”) or

moves the NP, leaving the quantifier in place (“Quantifier Stranding”). For a defense of

the latter hypothesis see Sportiche 1988. Among the evidence supporting it is the fact

that the positions in which “stranded” quantifiers may occur in a given language seem to

depend on the types of NPmovement the language has. Thus, for example, Giusti (1990)

points out that GE and DU (to which we may add OE), but not Modern EN and NO,

allow stranding of quantifiers associated with object NPs. She attributes this to the fact

that GE and DU, but not EN and NO, have “Scrambling” (see Section 5.7.2.1), and can

therefore strand the predeterminer by scrambling the object NP away from it.
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Some recent analyses, however, reject this “Q-stranding” approach, arguing that

“floated quantifiers” are not to be identified with the corresponding predeterminers,

but are, rather, independent adverbs.

Some of the GMC languages allow apparent discontinuities involving determiners of

other sorts than predeterminers. GE and DU, for example, allow weak determiners such

as keine ‘no’ to be separated from the rest of the noun phrase:

These cases are discussed by den Besten and Webelhuth (1990) under the label “DP-

Split.”18 An opposite case, in which the determiner is fronted, leaving the noun behind,

is represented in ON (Bandle et al. 2002: 948).

A final type of discontinuous NP, apparently restricted to the older languages (and

shared by them with the other older IE languages (Fortson 2004: 139)) involves

separation of genitive phrases or possessive pronouns from the NP they are understood

to modify, typically by no more than a single verb. With possessive pronouns, the

resulting order is typically Pron–V–NP, while with genitive NPs the order is typically

NP–V–NP-Gen. That is to say, the two nominals exhibit the same relative order they

would be expected to have if not separated:

18 The same languages exhibit “was für-split,” as in (i). See den Besten and Webelhuth 1990.
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Separation of the genitive phrase from the associated noun (“exbraciation,” to borrow

a term from Stockwell 1977) is also found in OE prose, but the separation of

possessive pronouns and nouns appears to be restricted to poetic language (cf.

Reskiewicz 1966: 325), where it serves to maintain preferred rhythmic structures.

4.7 Adjective phrases

Adjective phrases in the GMC languages vary with respect to the category type and the

position of the complements of the head adjective. Adjectives in all of the GMC

languages admit clausal and prepositional phrase complements, as shown by the

following GO examples and their EN glosses.

However, NP complements of adjectives are restricted in distribution in ways that relate

to the possibilities for case marking. Two rules of thumb may be isolated. First of all, in

general, NP complements of adjectives appear only in dative, genitive or instrumental

case, depending on the lexical requirements of particular adjectives. That is, NP

complements of adjectives are lexically case-marked (see Section 4.1.2.3.1). There

are, for the most part, no adjectives which take NP objects in the accusative – the

unmarked, “structural” case for objects. Second, corollary to the first rule of thumb, in
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languages which do not have lexically case-marked objects in general (for example,

which do not exhibit genitive or dative objects of specific verbs), adjectives do not

generally allowNP complements at all (van Riemsdijk 1983b: 223;Weerman 1997: 438).

When a language loses lexical case, therefore, former NP complements of adjectives are

replaced by prepositional phrase complements with grammatical prepositions. So, for

example, in the following, where the adjectives in GO or OE take bare NP complements

in oblique cases, in Modern EN they take prepositional phrase complements.

The sole exception to the first rule of thumb seems to be Modern GE, in which a

small set of adjectives appears to admit accusative objects (Abraham 1995; Engel

1988: 592). Abraham (1995: 247) lists fourteen such adjectives, including those in

(4.134a), in comparison to twenty-seven which take genitive objects and sixty-seven

which take dative objects.

Many of these are adjectives of quantity or dimension, moreover, which occur with

accusative phrases representing units of measure, and it is at least arguable that the

accusative phrases here are to be viewed as adverbial or specificational phrases of

some sort, rather than as true complements. GE grammar books vary with respect to how
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they classify these accusative measure phrases. We note that phrases like one foot tall also

occur in EN, for example, in which adjectives do not otherwise take NP complements.

In the remaining, much smaller, set of cases of GE adjectives with accusative objects,

the accusative occurs only sporadically and is regarded by some as resulting from

confusion of genitive and accusative case forms (Grebe et al. 1966: 492).

Exceptions to the second rule of thumb – that adjectives will not take bare noun

phrase complements if the language does not have lexical case – are also to be found.

NO, even though it no longer has lexical case objects of verbs, allows prepositionless

NP complements of adjectives, as in (4.135), apparently subject to the requirement that

they be adjacent to the head (Maling 1983: 264). Again, though, these exceptions seem

to be marginal; Å farli ( 1992: 61) observes that the very few adjectives allowing such

NP complements can usually take a PP complement instead.

Weerman notes a handful of restricted, idiomatic exceptions in DU, as well, including:

Adjective phrases also vary with respect to the relative order of head and comple-

ment. Such variation parallels the relative order of objects and verbs; in OV languages

like GE and DU, nonclausal complements of adjectives precede the adjectives of

which they are dependents, while in VO languages such as EN and IC, they follow

the adjective. For further discussion, see Section 4.2.2.2.1.
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More specifically, it appears that in languages like GE, the complement of the

adjective not only precedes the adjective but appears to the left of adverbial modifiers

of the adjective (van Riemsdijk 1983b; Abraham 1995: 251).

4.7.1 Comparison

Adjectives normally inflect for degrees of comparison in GMC by way of attachment

of comparative/superlative suffixes. GMC had two variants of these suffixes, reflecting

distinct IE ablaut grades, and they are distributed variously in the daughter languages.

GO had both, and distributed them in a way partly determined by the inflectional class

of the adjective. Thus, it has both manag-iza ‘more’ and swinþ-ōza ‘stronger’. The

forms with -iz- gave rise to umlaut alternations in other GMC languages, such as MHG

lanc/lenger. In addition, the GMC languages have a highly characteristic persistent set

of suppletive comparatives, such as GO goþs, batiza, batists/SW god, bättre, best.

Competing with these affixal comparative forms in some of the GMC languages

(e.g., EN, SW, DA, DU) are analytic constructions in which the positive degree of

the adjective is used with the adverb ‘more’. The choice between these is conditioned

by the length of adjective, among other things.

Syntactically, the standard of comparison in comparative sentences in the GMC

languages tends be marked by a particle (þau in GO, än in SW, en in IC, as in FR, als

in GE, þonne in OE). In most of these languages, this is the exclusive way of expressing

the standard. It competed in early GMC, however, with a second one, with which it was

apparently in complementary distribution. In GO, the standard of comparison is always

introduced by þau when the two things being compared are not (understood) subjects:

However, whenever the standard of comparison is the understood subject of an elided

clause, the standard instead appears as a bare, dative-marked NP.

174 4 The Germanic nominal system



Both constructions still exist in (different registers of ) IC, though they are no longer

complementarily distributed in this way.

4.8 Pronouns in the Germanic languages

4.8.1 Personal pronouns

4.8.1.1 The basic contrasts

In the category of personal pronouns I include non-demonstrative (unemphatic, non-

deictic) third person pronouns, both reflexives and nonreflexives, as well as first and

second person pronouns, while noting that this categorization is contrary to the usage

of some traditional grammars, in which “personal pronoun” is limited to first and

second persons. The personal pronouns in GMC have always inflected for the categor-

ies of person, number and case. In the third person, they also tend to contrast in gender

and reflexivity. Consider the illustrative GO, FR and DA paradigms below.
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It will be impossible to treat in detail the considerable variation in individual forms

across the GMC languages. The reader is referred to the exhaustive discussion and

extensive paradigms in Howe 1996. Suffice it to note that the third person is much

more variable than the first and second persons – in large part a result of the long-

standing tendency (in GMC and elsewhere) for demonstrative pronouns and deictic

particles to be incorporated into the third person pronominal paradigms. This tendency

continues even in postmedieval times, for example, in the incorporation of demonstra-

tive þit (replacing earlier Old IC it) into the personal pronominal paradigms of

Scandinavian, as in DA det.

Relative to nouns and verbs, pronouns tend to be conservative in their inflection. So,

for example, dual inflection was retained in pronouns after it was lost in nominal and

verbal paradigms in all of the older GMC languages. Similarly, case (in particular, the

contrast between subject and object case) is retained for pronouns even in those

languages (EN, FR, DU, AF, continental Scandinavian) which have lost case inflection

on nouns and determiners. Howe (1996: 70) attributes this conservatism of pronouns in

part to the fact that pronoun paradigms are largely suppletive, rather than segmentable,

in the GMC languages. The accusative of YI mir ‘we’, for example, is not derived by

adding an affix to the nominative; rather, it is expressed by a form (undz ‘us’) which

shows no relation to the nominative. Thus, pronominal paradigms cannot be simplified

simply by abandoning affixes.

From the earliest period, however, the pronoun system has also been characterized

by syncretism. Note that, even in GO, reflexivity is expressed at the expense of gender

and number, that there are no dual forms in the third person, and that gender contrasts

are neutralized in the dative plural. Three major trends in syncretism can be identified

in GMC pronoun paradigms. First, a number of languages have lost case distinctions

among pronouns – particularly, between dative and accusative. Second, most of the

modern languages have lost dual forms of the pronouns. Finally, there has been a

tendency for reflexive forms to lose ground to nonreflexive forms.

With respect to the first of these tendencies, there has been a split in modern GMC

between a group of languages (including DA, FR, SW, NO, DU, AF and EN), which

have conflated dative and accusative into a single case among pronouns and a
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group (IC, FA, some varieties of YI (see Howe 1996: 105) and GE), which have

retained the distinction between dative and accusative. In the former languages, the

surviving form sometimes derives from the dative (FR him) and sometimes from the

accusative (DA dig). Howe (1996: 117) has proposed that in at least many such

instances, the syncretism did not simply involve abandonment of one or another of

the two case forms. Rather, the languages first developed a contrast between weak and

strong, or stressed and unstressed, pronominal forms, and the original dative/accusa-

tive contrast was functionally reinterpreted as a contrast between stressed and un-

stressed forms, the datives taking over the expression of objects in stressed positions,

and the former accusatives filling the office of unstressed object pronouns (cf. EN

dialect -en as unstressed form of him). Subsequent generalization of the original

stressed or the original unstressed forms could then result in complete leveling out

of the contrast.

In some of the modern GMC languages, the nominative/accusative (or subjecti-

ve/objective) distinction in pronouns, while not being lost, is undergoing something of

a reinterpretation. In EN and DA, ‘I’ and ‘me’, for example, are still used as subjects

and objects respectively, but the “objective” form is used for a variety of purposes

other than marking the object, and its context of occurrence needs to be more broadly

defined. In both languages, ‘me’ can be used as a free-standing form in one word

responses to questions, even when resuming the subject of the question:

It is also used in topic position (4.139c), in predicate nominative position (4.139d),

and (colloquially) in subject position when conjoined with another NP.

As a first approximation to capturing the distribution of these forms, we may say that

the subjective forms (I, jeg) are used only when the pronoun is the subject of the finite
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verb, while the objective forms (me, mig) are used in all other contexts. Miller (2002:

14) claims that objective in EN has become a default case. That approximation fails to

cover instances like the following, though:

First and second person dual pronoun forms are found in the older GMC languages

(GO, ON, OE, OS and (rarely) OHG (Howe 1996: 242) used with plural verbs

everywhere except in GO), but the dual/plural distinction is given up in all modern

languages except North FR (Howe 1996: 193ff.), where it still exists as a highly formal

option (and is even extended to third person in one dialect). Formally, the leveling

occurred in both directions, the former dual forms showing up in plural functions in

(varieties of) YI, Bavarian and Low GE (Howe 1996: 279, 281) and NO (second

person only) and, most robustly, in FA and IC, where original dual forms have

supplanted plurals in both first and second persons (Compare DA vi ‘we’, FA vit ‘we’.)

The tendency toward loss of reflexive forms is clearly exemplified in the FR

paradigms above, where in contrast to DA and GO the specifically reflexive s- forms

of GMC are not represented. This reflects a development common to all of the

Ingvaeonic, or North Sea Coast, group of West GMC (Old FR, OE and OS), where

the GMC s-reflexives were given up, and reflexivity was expressed by ordinary

personal pronouns:19

This lack of specifically reflexive forms has been undone in the modern languages

of the group in question, which have reintroduced reflexives from other sources in

postmedieval times. Thus, ME introduced reflexives of the himself paradigm (for all

persons), through affixing the originally emphatic adverb self to personal pronouns,

while DU borrowed its new (third person) reflexives (zich, zichzelf ) from Middle Low

GE (which got it in turn from High GE – Stellmacher 1983: 274).

19 This example was chosen to illustrate another curious fact about the reflexive forms of OE.
While the dative and accusative s-reflexives were lost in OE, as a part of their general
disappearance in Ingvaeonic, the reflexive possessive *sīn was retained for some centuries,
showing up in early OE poetry, only to be lost later on. See Harbert 1985.
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FR appears to have undergone (or is undergoing) a development similar to that of EN.

Reflexives are often still not distinguished (in any person) from the corresponding

nonreflexive personal pronoun. So, for example, the following instance is ambiguous

between reflexive and nonreflexive readings.

However, FR also has a morpheme sels, which as a free morpheme is used to

emphasize an associated NP (corresponding to EN emphatic himself ), as in (4.141d):

It can also be added to pronouns in reflexive use, to make them emphatic and contrastive:

Harsels in (4.141e) is not merely emphatic and contrastive, though, but specifically

reflexive. It can only refer back to the subject. Moreover, har and harsels in reflexive

use stand in a partially complementary distribution, some contexts allowing only one

and others allowing only the other (Tiersma 1999: 60f.; Everaert 1991), leading

Everaert to claim that forms like harsels represent an independent paradigm of

reflexive forms. (For discussion of the distributional differences between the two types

of FR reflexives (as well as DU zich/zichzelf ), see Section 4.8.2.2.) Therefore, it

appears that all of the GMC languages which participated in the original Ingvaeonic

reflexive loss have reconstituted their reflexive paradigms, in various ways. The EN

and FR self/sels-reflexives in fact form a richer paradigm than the original GMC

reflexives, since unlike the original they do allow for the simultaneous expression of

both reflexivity and gender/number and extend the reflexive/nonreflexive distinction

to first and second persons. Standard YI, on the other hand, has also extended the

reflexive/nonreflexive distinction to the first and second person, but has accomplished

this by extending the originally third person reflexive zikh to first and second person,

resulting in the neutralization of expression of person and number in favor of the

expression of reflexivity (cf. Birnbaum 1979: 250):
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The loss of the original reflexives (as well as their subsequent restoration) is reflected

in more limited ways outside the Ingvaeonic group. OHG, for example, lost the dative

reflexive (*sir). Like Ingvaeonic, it used dative forms of the nonreflexive pronouns

(e.g., imo ‘him’) in its stead. This paradigmatic gap was subsequently filled by

extending the accusative reflexive sich to dative functions. DA has leveled out the

reflexive/nonreflexive distinction in the plural possessive, as the paradigm shows;

the same form, deres, is used in both functions.20 (In this, DA differs from SW, where

a distinction between deras ‘their (nonreflexive)’ and sin ‘their (own) (reflexive)’ is

maintained.) GE and DU have restructured the contrast between reflexive and nonre-

flexive possessives still more radically, redeploying the formal distinction to signal

gender/number contrasts, as discussed in Section 4.8.2.1.

4.8.1.2 Strong, weak and clitic pronouns

4.8.1.2.1 Atonic pronouns and weak pronouns All of the GMC languages par-

ticipate to one degree or another in contrasts involving pronoun “strength.” Such

contrasts are reflected, for example, in the fact that many of the slots in our sample

paradigm from FR are occupied by two distinct forms. In the least interesting case, the

strength contrast in question is a contrast between tonic pronouns, which can be

stressed and therefore occur in such stressed positions as focus and topic positions,

and atonic pronouns, which cannot be stressed, and therefore cannot appear in such

positions. GE es, for example, always an atonic pronoun, can be clause-initial if a

subject, but not if a topicalized object.

20 Note also that when DA introduced the third person plural forms De, Dem, Deres into the
second person as polite forms, it did not correspondingly begin using the third person reflexive
object form as a polite second person form. Thus, ‘yourself (polite)’ is Dem, while ‘themselves
(third person plural)’ is sig. This is in contrast with GE, where the third person reflexive sich
was extended, along with other third person forms, to the polite second person: Setzen Sie sich!
‘Seat yourself’.
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For similar reasons, tonic but not atonic pronouns can be used as stand-alone answers.

(In some slots in the paradigms of some languages, there are special emphatic forms

reserved for this purpose – e.g., the ekke ‘I’ of AF (Ponelis 1993: 203; Donaldson

1993: 123) and the emphatic ikke ‘I’ of FR (Tiersma 1999: 55).)

The same is true for DU, for example, where, moreover, there are differences in the

phonological shape of the stressed and unstressed pronouns.

The atonic forms often appear to be simply phonologically reduced forms of

the corresponding tonic forms, with /@/ in place of tense vowels (as seen in the DU

examples), vowel elision (FR ik/’k), or loss of initial or final consonants (EN him

vs. ’em), though in Standard GE there is not even this degree of difference. In GE

dialects the differences are much more pronounced, as illustrated in the tables in

Weiß 1998: 92ff., and in Abraham and Wiegel 1993, but in most cases, the atonic

forms can be derived from the tonic by way of similar phonological reductions.

In Modern EN, where there are phonological alternations between his and ’is, them

and ’em, him and ’im, and in Appalachian EN between hit and it (Wolfram and

Christian 1976: 58), all that can be said is that the full forms occur in stressed

contexts and the latter in unstressed contexts. In other languages, on the other hand,

there are some differences between tonic and atonic pronouns involving their

shape, their syntactic distributions and their possible interpretations, which suggest

that they are fundamentally distinct, rather than just contextual variants (weak

pronouns arising through “underpronunciation” in unstressed contexts, for example).

So, for example, Howe (1996: 31) and Cardinaletti (1999: 51) point out that atonic

first and second person plural pronouns in DU, but not tonic ones, can have generic

reference:

In DU and GE, moreover, third person atonic pronouns admit non-human, as well as

human referents, while tonic third person pronouns admit only human referents (Howe

1996: 30; Cardinaletti 1999: 51). (Note that the pronoun has the same phonetic shape
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in both of the GE examples; it is nonetheless atonic in (4.144c) but tonic in (4.144d)

because it is in a stressed topic position in the latter.)

Howe (1996) attempts to relate these differences to the semantic effects of stress itself,

but Cardinaletti (1999: 55) maintains that they demonstrate that the tonic/full and

atonic/reduced pronouns are not simply variant forms, the latter occurring in a subset of

the contexts of the former, but members of distinct lexical sets, with different meanings.

There are also sometimes formal differences between the two which involve more

than phonological reduction. While the atonic pronouns are sometimes simply phono-

logically reduced forms of the tonic ones, sometimes, as in our FR paradigms (hy/er,

do/sto (on which see Howe 1996: 29)), in DU (hun ‘they (full form)’/ ze ‘they (clitic)’)

and in West Flemish (eur ‘her (full form)’, ze ‘her (clitic)’) they are suppletive – that

is, they have a form which is not related in an obvious way to the corresponding full

pronoun forms.

There are, moreover, distributional differences between the two; in many (in fact,

most) of the GMC languages, weak (atonic) pronouns appear leftward displaced

relative to the position of non-pronominal NPs bearing the same role, and strong

(tonic) pronouns. For instance, in SW (and elsewhere in Scandinavian) GMC weak

pronouns, but not strong pronouns, undergo “object shift” to a position which is

immediately to the right of the inflected verb (and the subject, where this is postverbal)

but leftward of sentential negator.21 Strong pronouns (as well as full NP objects)

remain to the right of the sentential negator.22

21 This object shift of weak pronouns, optional for some SW speakers and in some dialects of
NO, and missing altogether in some dialects of SW (Hellan and Platzack 1999: 130), is
obligatory in FA, DA, IC and NO (Hellan and Platzack 1999: 128). In all except IC, where
it can apply to full NPs, object shift is restricted to weak pronouns.
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Similar phenomena are found in the continental West GMC languages: weak

object pronouns occur to the left of other arguments and adverbial phrases, appear-

ing immediately to the right of the subject in embedded clauses, for example.

Thus, while West Flemish generally observes a strict IO–DO order, a weak DO

pronoun (but not a strong DO pronoun) can be reordered to the left of a non-

pronominal IO:

SW is also more liberal than the other continental Scandinavian languages in yet another
respect; only in SW can weak pronouns occur in between adverbial expressions, rather than
preceding them all:

Hellan and Platzack (1999: 128) note some circumstances in which weak pronouns

are not fronted. They remain to the right of the nonfinite verbs in periphrastic

constructions (ii), and they are not moved when they are the objects of prepositions

(iii):

22 In the case of bitransitive constructions, both objects shift to the left of negation when
represented by weak pronouns, typically appearing in the order Indirect Object – Direct
Object, though DA and SW allow the other order (Hellan and Platzack 1999: 131).
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In Bavarian, according to Weiß, the primary determinant of the relative order of

object pronouns is whether they are clitic (weak) or full (strong) pronouns; the former

always precede the latter. Thus, masculine accusative weak pronoun ’n ‘it’ must

precede masculine dative strong eam (but see Abraham and Wiegel 1993).

Only where both the IO and the DO are weak do their grammatical roles come into

consideration, in which case they appear in the fixed order IO–DO. (See Section 5.7.2

for further discussion of the order of pronominal objects in GE.)

Thus, we apparently need to recognize at least two morphosyntactically distinct classes

of pronouns, weak and strong, in some of the GMC languages – arguably all except EN

and AF.23 (Cf. also Tiersma 1999: 57; Haegeman 1993: 142; Cardinaletti 1999;

Abraham and Wiegel 1993; Grohmann 1997: 171.)

4.8.1.2.2 Weak pronouns and clitics It is not clear that the foregoing division of

GMC pronouns into strong and weak is sufficient. While the label “clitic” is some-

times used in place of “weak pronoun” in the sense of the preceding section – that is, a

light, unstressed, often phonologically reduced pronoun which tends to occur further to

the left in the clause than full NP arguments of the same type – some investigators

claim that clitics and weak pronouns are distinct types of morphosyntactically

23 Ponelis (1993: 196) observes that only the strong pronouns of DU survive in AF, and suggests
that the loss of weak pronouns may be a creolization effect. See also Howe 1996: 230,
however, who claims that “unaccented or reduced personal pronoun forms do occur in AF
in unconnected speech.” There is one context in which EN perhaps demonstrates the leftward
displacement (relative to the position of full NP arguments) characteristic of GMC clitics – in
particle shift constructions:
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deficient pronouns, and that both are represented in the GMC languages. In the

following, I will review some of the considerations on which such proposals are based.

First, a comparison of the following example from NO with (4.145e) shows that it is

possible to replace the weak pronouns of that example with still more phonologically

minimal forms. That is, there are degrees of phonological reduction. Besides the atonic

pronouns henne ‘her’, den ‘it’, NO also has the forms in (4.146a):

Second, clitics are, by definition, syntactically dependent on other elements in the

sentence. In GMC, non-strong pronouns tend to appear after complementizers or

verbs. Therefore, if any of them are clitics, they must be rightward clitics, attaching

to the right of these elements. It follows that while it might be possible for a weak

pronoun in a GMC language to be clause-initial, a clitic could not, since it would

require an element to its left to which it could be attached. Some investigators have

proposed just such contrasts in individual GMC languages. In FR, for example, the

reduced form ’t ‘it’ may begin a sentence (’t wie in lang dei ‘it was a long day’), but

the reduced form er ‘he’ cannot. It can only occur immediately after a verb, a relative

pronoun or a complementizer (Tiersma 1999: 57f.). Tiersma categorizes the latter form

as a clitic, but the former as a reduced pronoun. Similarly, in the Swiss GE dialect

Olang Tirolese (Cardinaletti 1999), both the forms es ‘it’ and se ‘they’ are unstres-

sable, but es can begin a sentence, whereas se must appear immediately after a verb or

complementizer; Cardinaletti analyzes the former as a weak pronoun and the latter as a

clitic. Subject clitics are also reported for a local dialect of British EN in Shorrocks

1996, though only in questions with verb preposing.

Abraham and Wiegel (1993: 30), on the other hand, reject the idea that the ability of a

pronoun to appear in sentence-initial position is probative for the distinction between
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weak pronouns and clitics, noting that DU ’k ‘I’ can appear sentence-initially, as in

(4.146e), while ie ‘he’ cannot, even though both of these forms behave like clitics

with respect to another diagnostic – the requirement that clitics be adjacent to the

complementizer in subordinate clauses.

Abraham and Wiegel (1993: 30) point out that while in DU, ’k ‘I’, ie ‘he’, je ‘you’,

and we ‘we’ all appear to be reduced forms of the corresponding full pronouns (of ik,

hij, jij, wij respectively), only the first two are clitics, according to the head-adjacency

diagnostic, since the others can be separated from the preceding complementizer by an

intervening adverb phrase.

Finally, we might expect to find differences between weak pronouns and clitics

involving their different status as syntactic constituents. We would expect weak

pronouns to count as clausal constituents, but not clitics, since they are, in effect,

affix-like. In this context, it is interesting to observe that in YI, one and only one object

of a bitransitive verb may appear in front of the lexical verb if both objects are NPs.

This restriction does not apply, however, if one of the objects is a pronoun:
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For further discussion of a need for a weak pronoun/clitic distinction see

Cardinaletti 1999 and Cardinaletti and Starke 1999. If GMC does have clitics, they

behave differently from those of the Romance languages in that they do not have to be

hosted by the verb, and, when adjacent to the verb, they do not systematically precede

it (Cardinaletti 1999: 57). Haegeman (1993: 145) also points out that, unlike Romance

clitics, they need not occur in a single clitic cluster, but can be split up.

4.8.1.3 Long object shift

In (4.145a), a non-strong pronominal object is seen shifted to a position immediately

behind the subject. Hellan and Platzack (1999) point out, though, that among the

Scandinavian languages SW and IC also allow “long object shift,” in which (a subset

of) weak pronouns appear immediately after the verb, and in front of a postverbal

subject, rather than following it.

This possibility was apparently once general in Scandinavian (Hellan and Platzack

1999: 133), but is no longer possible except in SW. Grohmann (1997) reports similar

variation in continental West GMC. GE but not DU allows a non-strong pronoun to

occur to the left of the subject.

West Flemish also allows such long object shift (Grohmann 1997: 179; Haegeman

1993: 146, 1992: 61):
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In the languages that allow long object shift, the pronoun appears immediately after

the verb in verb-second clauses, or after the complementizer in verb-final clauses.

Since I will propose (Section 6.3) that the verb in a verb-second clause is actually in

the slot usually reserved for the complementizer, we can generalize over these two

cases.

4.8.1.4 On the antiquity of clitic pronouns in Germanic

The older GMC languages do not offer much orthographic evidence that could be used

to argue for a contrast between strong and clitic pronouns. Nonetheless, there is

distributional evidence that the pronouns in these languages had the properties of

clitics in at least some contexts, assuming that the defining property of clitics is their

morphosyntactic dependence on another element, to which they must be adjacent.

Eythórsson (1995: 29ff.) makes note of the striking fact that in GO, while comple-

ments of verbs in general precede those verbs, pronouns generally follow them.24

Eythórsson points out that, given the tendency we have observed for pronouns

elsewhere in GMC to occur further to the left than complements of other types, this

state of affairs appears quite un-Germanic, taken at face value. He proposes, however,

that it can be accounted for by assuming these object pronouns to be clitic-like

elements, which, like clitics elsewhere, occur in a relatively leftward position in

clausal structure, and require support by another element. In the absence of another

such element, the verb moves to the complementizer position in order to provide

support for the clitic, thereby coming to precede it. (Such V–C movement is independ-

ently established for GO.)

24 In GO, of course, claims about grammaticality (particularly regarding word order) are well
founded only when it can be demonstrated that the GO construction is independent of the
Greek model for translation. Eythórsson’s discussion of GO word order is a model of this
methodology. He focusses on cases where the GO text “resolves” a Greek complex verb, such
as hydropo $tei ‘drink water’ as a sequence of verb þ complement (drigkais. . .wato) for lack of
a single-word equivalent. In such cases, the order of the two is presumably dictated by the
translator’s own grammatical instincts.
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There is support for this analysis elsewhere in early GMC. Eythórsson notes that in

runic inscriptions in the older futhark, verbs normally follow their subjects, with one

exception; the special first person singular pronominal form eka ‘I’ only occurs

attached to the right of verbs.

Eythórsson’s account for this is again that eka is a subject clitic, which occurs in a

leftward position in clausal structure (adjoined to the complementizer position) and, as

in GO, is supported by movement of the verb into the complementizer slot. Of

substantially the same nature is a striking pattern that emerges in some (though not

all) OE prose texts, for example, the OE translation of Bede’s Ecclesiastical History.

In that text, subject NPs typically precede their verbs:

Overwhelmingly, however, when the subject is a personal pronoun which would

otherwise be clause-initial, the order which appears is V–S.

(4.149) d. Cwæ�don he�o to� him. . .

said they to him. . .

(OE, Bede (Miller) 100:24)

e. Cwo�m he� to� þæ�m cycinge

came he to the king

(OE, Bede (Miller) 122:13)

f. Fe�rde he� be þæ� re ilcan stōwe

went he to the same place

(OE, Bede (Miller) 122:13)

Only when another, topicalized element precedes the subject pronoun, preventing it

from being initial, does the verb remain behind that subject pronoun.

Finally, Eythórsson (1995: 228) points out that subject pronouns in some cases

exhibit clitic-like behavior in the archaic Old IC of the Poetic Edda, where they appear
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immediately to the right of fronted verbs or complementizers and, crucially, do not

count as separate constituents for the purpose of the strict Verb-Second requirement

which applied in both main and subordinate clauses in Old IC (4.149i).25

Thus, we see evidence for the clitic status of subject pronouns in GO, OE and in Runic

GMC.

Leftward displacement of object pronouns is similarly an old feature in West GMC,

occurring in OS and OE (cf. Mitchell 1985: II, 978; Quirk and Wrenn 1955: 94), where

pronominal objects tend to precede the verb in main clauses while full NP objects

usually follow them:

25 Note that in (4.149h), the clitic pronoun follows not only the verb but also the negative marker
-a-. In the first person, on the other hand, a form -k-, clearly a reduced form of the first person
pronoun, appears between the verb and the negative marker.

Eythórsson claims that this is due to the fact that the -c- here is no longer a clitic pronoun,
having further evolved into a subject agreement marker. Evidence of this is that it only appears
attached to verbs, never to complementizers, and that it can co-occur with a separate subject
pronoun, as in the present instance.
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A similar asymmetry holds in prepositional phrases; personal pronoun objects of

prepositions typically precede those prepositions, while full NP objects generally

follow them. (For OE, see Quirk and Wrenn 1955: 90.)

When the prepositional phrase is the complement of a verb in OE and OS its pronoun

object typically occurs to the left of both the preposition and the verb.

The OS example shows, in fact, that the object pronoun undergoes long object shift,

occurring further to the left than the clausal subject. This was, in fact, the usual

treatment of object pronouns in earlier West GMC:

Thus, older GMC shows systematic leftward displacement of personal pronouns, and

the requirement evidenced in at least some cases that they be supported by preceding

heads supports an analysis specifically as clitics.

4.8.1.5 New pronominal contrasts

Postmedieval elaborations of the pronoun systems include GMC participation in the

relatively late and pan-European introduction of an intimate/polite contrast in the

second person (often referred to as the T/V system). We can distinguish two distinct

levels in this development. In the first – attested in OHG as early as the ninth century

(Bach 1965: 194), though not becoming general until much later (Lockwood 1968:

62), and in EN since the thirteenth century (Howe 1996: 170) – the second person
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plural pronoun (OHG ir, ME yē, Middle DU ghi, SW ni26) is employed in addressing

individuals of higher social rank, or for the maintainance of social distance, while

continuing to be used for second person plural as well. In systems of this sort the

polite/intimate distinction exists only in the singular. These uses of plurals as polite

singulars were apparently based on the model of Latin vos and its descendants, which

had undergone a similar development (Williams 1975: 248).

The second person pronouns in DU have undergone particularly complex develop-

ments (Howe 1996: 220ff). Ghi, originally plural, became a polite singular, and was

supplanted as a plural by jullie (¬ghilieden ‘you people’). Ghi was supplanted in turn

by U (of obscure etymology) as polite singular, and it became the new intimate form,

displacing du, except regionally. Thus, the original plural ‘you’ is now restricted to

intimate singular. In EN, too, the development of these pronouns has been relatively

complex. Ye, later replaced by its objective form, you, came to be used as a polite

singular (often with a singular verb), but by the beginning of the eighteenth century it

had come to serve as a general pronoun of address in singular and plural, again

neutralizing the polite/intimate distinction. Some dialects, including Shetlands EN

(Robertson and Graham 1991: 4) and Yorkshire EN (Lass p.c.), retain the contrast

between singular intimate thou and plural/ polite ye. Besides standard EN, the T/V

distinction is disappearing in colloquial AF, where U, the polite second person

pronoun, is often avoided by means of third person forms of address (Donaldson

1993: 124; Ponelis 1993: 207).

As of the seventeenth century, the use of second person plural forms as polite forms

of address in GE was largely superseded by the use of third person plural sie (for

detailed discussion, see Lockwood 1968: 62). Originally, this formal Sie, though

formally a third person plural, was construed with a singular verb when addressing a

singular individual. The third person singular masculine Er was also used in polite

address with singular subjects. Both of these uses had fallen by the wayside in standard

GE by the second half of the eighteenth century, replaced by a uniform Sie þ plural

verb, though they were retained longer in some dialects.

26 Ni comes from second plural I, with the /n/ derived from a former verb ending, which became
attached to the following clitic pronoun (Haugen 1976: 375). However, Haugen (1976: 82,
375f.) reports that the use of ni as a polite pronoun has never quite caught on, and is regarded
as condescending, creating a dilemma that has been answered in part by the avoidance of
pronouns altogether as forms of address.
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YI still preserves the older system, using (originally second person plural) ir

for polite address in the singular, or for neutral address in the plural, and du for

singular intimate address, but in standard GE, Sie is used for polite address for both

singular and plural, and the original second person plural ihr is reserved for intimate

address in the plural. The polite/intimate contrast is thus now signaled in both

singular and plural. Through the agency of GE influence in postmedieval times,

this system has spread to DA, as well, where polite second person singular and

plural pronouns are homophonous with the third person plural (De, Dem, Deres)

except in their reflexive forms, as noted above. These replace an earlier plural-as-

polite I ‘you’.

IC makes use of still different means to instantiate this distinction. It uses the

original dual form, þið, as the intimate form of address in the plural, and has reserved

the original plural second person pronoun, þe $r, for polite address (singular and plural).

The FA tygum ‘you (polite singular)’ is from a similar source, though presenting some

formal problems (for which see Haugen 1982: 108). In IC, a corresponding distinction

has arisen between við ‘we’ (originally dual but now neutral plural) and ve $r ‘we’

(originally plural and now plural honorific, equivalent, roughly, to the EN

editorial/royal ‘we’).

As in other European languages, the contexts of appropriateness for polite and

intimate forms of address have changed substantially since the 1960s, the latter becom-

ing acceptable even among strangers under some circumstances. So, for example,

Bandle et al. (2005: 1631) report that many Danes hardly ever use De anymore, and

that in the second half of the twentieth century, du had become the unmarked form of

address in NO (Bandle et al. 2005: 1595).

A further elaboration of the pronoun system in continental Scandinavian (DA, SW

and BN, but not NN) is the one involving a bifurcation in the third person between a

set of animate pronouns which do not agree with their antecedents in grammatical

gender and a set of inanimate pronouns, which do. This development, discussed in

detail in Section 4.1.2.2, can be regarded as a resolution to the ancient dilemma of

whether agreement between third person pronouns and their antecedents should be

based on natural or grammatical gender.

4.8.1.6 Attributive and predicate possessive pronouns

In some of the GMC languages, possessive pronouns have developed special forms for

use in predicative positions. In Standard EN, the contrast has two distinct sources. For

possessive pronouns which originally ended in -n, the -n was retained in the predicate

form (mine), but lost in the attributive form (my). In other cases, the predicative form
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(yours, ours) but not the attributive form (your, our) adds a final -s, probably modelled

on his. In Appalachian EN, the predicate possessives of all persons and numbers are

formed with -n (yourn, hisn, ourn, etc.) (Toon 1982: 244). Similarly, FR, GE and AF

have developed special endings for predicative possessives (in GE, largely homo-

phonous with strong adjective endings):

4.8.2 The referential properties of pronouns

Most GMC languages exhibit a formal distinction between reflexive and nonreflexive

pronouns. In GO (4.154a), ina ‘him’ and im ‘them’ are personal pronouns, while sis

‘himself’ is a reflexive.

In traditional usage, both the reflexives and the nonreflexives are classed together as

“pronouns,” and differentiated from each other, where necessary, by adding a qualifier

(e.g., “personal,” or “reflexive”) and there is in factmorphological, syntactic and semantic

justification for treating them as exponents of a common category. Semantically, they

depend on (linguistic or extralinguistic) context for their referential interpretation; they

“stand in for” full noun phrases. The two differ from each other in the conditions under

which they are allowed to or are prevented from “picking up reference” from a co-

occurring noun phrase. Reflexives like sis must find an antecedent within the sentence,

and the relationship between the antecedent and the reflexive must meet certain syntactic
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requirements; the antecedent must be a subject27, and the two must be sufficiently

syntactically “close” to each other – in the case of GO, they must be inside the same

minimal finite clause. Thus, it was not possible for the antecedent to be inside a main

clause and the reflexive in a finite subordinate clause in GO:

In the following, I will refer to reflexive pronouns and other elements (reciprocals, for

instance), which depend for their reference on a syntactic antecedent within the

sentence, as anaphors, while nonreflexive pronouns, which can refer to individuals

outside of the sentence, will be called pronominals. We will start our consideration of

the crosslinguistic variation in the referential properties of pronouns in the GMC

languages by considering pronominals, as exemplified by personal pronouns, and then

we will turn to the rather richer and more complicated set of facts involving anaphors,

as exemplified by reflexive pronouns.

4.8.2.1 The referential properties of pronominals

Pronominals, as I have defined them (including personal pronouns) have the property

that they do not need an antecedent in the same clause. It seems to be the case

generally that pronominals, so defined, also have the property that they cannot refer

to an antecedent within the same minimal clause containing them. They can have an

antecedent within the sentence, but only if it is separated from them by a sufficient

syntactic distance – for example, if the pronominal is within a clause that does not also

include the antecedent. The following set of EN sentences illustrates these properties:

In (4.155b), the pronominal cannot refer to the subject, since they are too “close,” and

if coreference is intended, a reflexive must be used instead. On the other hand, it is

27 A definition sufficiently broad to encompass the ‘subjective genitives’ with action nominals is
required to accommodate the fact that these, too, could antecede reflexives:
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possible for a pronominal to refer back to a subject if the two are in separate clauses, as

in (4.155c). In these cases, the reflexive cannot be used in place of the personal

pronoun. It is often the case that where a pronominal can refer back to the subject,

the reflexive is excluded, and, conversely, where the pronominal is not able to refer

back to the subject the reflexive can be used, though we will see that there are

relatively many cases in the GMC languages where the two can overlap.

The main point of variation in GMC involving this “disjoint reference” requirement

on pronominals has to do with the size of the syntactic space within which pronominals

are prohibited from finding an antecedent. Such variation is in fact quite limited. All of

the GMC languages are in agreement with GO, for example, that when the intended

antecedent is in the main clause and a nonreflexive pronoun is in a subordinate clause

with a finite verb, as in example (4.155c), the pronoun can refer back to that intended

antecedent. The crosslinguistic differences seem to be limited to three environments.

The first involves pronominals contained within nonfinite clauses. In GO, for example,

when a personal pronoun is in a nonfinite clause (e.g., an infinitival or a participial

clause), the personal pronoun cannot refer back to the subject of the main clause.

Evidence of the impossibility of this interpretation is provided by that fact that, where

the Greek text has a personal pronoun (e.g., auto $n) in such a construction, whose

antecedent is the subject of the main clause, GO systematically renders this personal

pronoun as a reflexive, as in the following examples, where underscores represent

intended coreference:
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As the EN glosses indicate, though, the interpretation prohibited in GO is perfectly

possible in EN; personal pronouns are possible (and reflexives are not) in reference

to the main clause subject in these constructions in EN. The first parameter dividing

the GMC languages, therefore, is whether a pronominal in a nonfinite (infinitive or

participle) clause can be coreferent with the main clause subject. IC patterns with GO

in disallowing the personal pronoun here and requiring the reflexive, as does MHG:

On the other hand, Modern GE patterns with EN. The pronoun is possible in such

constructions.

In the continental Scandinavian languages too, a personal pronoun can refer to the

main clause subject from within the infinitive clause.

For a consideration of the historical relationship between these two patterns, see

Harbert 1985, where it is argued that the GO-type pattern is the older one.
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Second, there is variation in the GMC languages with respect to whether a personal

pronoun occurring as the object of a locative preposition can refer to the subject of its

clause or not. It apparently could not in GO, where a Greek personal pronoun referring

to the subject was consistently translated as a reflexive:

EN does allow the personal pronoun here, as indicated by the glosses on these

examples, and the reflexive is at least awkward here for some speakers. The majority

of the GMC languages, however, including Scandinavian, GE and DU, pattern with

GO in disallowing the personal pronoun here and requiring a reflexive:

Finally, the GMC languages are divided with respect to the interpretation of

personal pronouns occurring as possessors in nominal phrases. In some languages,

including GO, a pronominal occurring as a possessive inside a nonsubject NP cannot

refer back to the subject of the clause, and when possession by the subject is intended a

reflexive possessive form must be used instead. We are able to tell this because New

Testament Greek used genitive pronominal possessives (e.g., autoû ) both in intended

coreference and intended non-coreference with the clausal subject. The GO translator

was thus free (and in fact required) to render this pronoun as either a personal pronoun

or a reflexive according to the dictates of his own grammar. Wherever reference to the

subject of the clause was intended, it was rendered as a reflexive, indicating again that

the pronominal possessive could not corefer with that subject:
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The Scandinavian languages agree with GO here. Pronominal possessives cannot

be used in intended reference to the clausal subject, and reflexive possessives must

be used instead where such coreference is intended:

On the other hand, in OE the pronominal possessive occurring in a nonsubject NP

could refer back to the subject of the clause:

It is argued in Harbert 1985 that the GO/IC situation is the original one, and that OE

here represents an innovative situation in which a pronominal possessive contained

within an NP is no longer prevented from referring to an antecedent outside that NP.

To put it another way, the domain D within which pronouns are prohibited from

having an antecedent was, in GO, the minimal finite clause containing it, but in OE it

came to be either the minimal finite clause or the minimal NP containing it. This in

turn led to a loss of the reflexive/nonreflexive contrast in this context; since both

coreference with the clausal subject and non-coreference with the clausal subject can

now be expressed by means of the possessive form of the personal pronoun, the

reflexive possessive now no longer has a distinctive function. Not surprisingly, while
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it remained as an apparent archaism in OE in poetic texts, as in (4.159g) (cf. Mitchell

1985: I, 119), it was lost from the language of prose.

Moreover, when EN later rebuilt its reflexive paradigm on the pattern of personal

pronounþself, genitives were notably excluded. Thus, we have no hisself’s or their-

selves in Modern (Standard) EN, and no systematic contrast between reflexive and

pronominal possessors of the sort that existed in earlier GMC.

GE, too, has neutralized the pronominal/anaphoric possessive distinction for

possessives. As in EN, it became possible for the former, as well as the latter, to refer

back to the subject, rendering the distinction between reflexive and nonreflexive

possessives superfluous. Unlike EN, GE has retained both forms which were formerly

reflexive (sein) and forms which were formerly pronominal (e.g., ihr), but has refunc-

tionalized them so that these now contrast only with respect to person and number –

not with respect to their referential possibilities. The former reflexive sein, whose

antecedent could originally be of any number or gender, was restricted to masculine

and neuter singular antecedents, and the former masculine and neuter singular prono-

minal possessives were correspondingly eliminated, yielding a new complementarity,

defined along axes of gender and number, between the surviving former possessive

pronominals and the former reflexive possessives. The two sets of forms no longer

contrast with each other with respect to reflexivity; former nonreflexives and former

reflexives are both used either to refer back to the subject of the clause, or to a referent

other than the subject of the clause:

We may regard it as an instance of what Lass (1988) calls “exaptation” – the

opportunistic assignment of new functional significance, unconnected with their original

meanings, to formal oppositions which grammar change has rendered superfluous.

4.8.2.1.1 Other neutralizations of the pronominal/anaphor distinction Burzio

(1988) has proposed that the “disjoint reference” requirement on pronominals is only a
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default, applying only when the pronominals have a distinctive reflexive counterpart

with which to contrast. In the absence of such an opposition, the pronominal/anaphoric

contrast is neutralized. This proposal works well for a number of cases in GMC. So, for

example, for most of the GMC languages, the contrast between personal pronouns and

reflexive pronouns exists only in the third person. In first and second persons, where

distinctive reflexive forms do not exist (except in EN), personal pronouns are used in

both reflexive and nonreflexive functions. Thus, in IC, such a form can occur in object

position with the subject of its own clause as antecedent. In EN, on the other hand,

which does have distinctive first person reflexives, the unmarked personal pronoun

cannot be used to refer back to the subject:

A still more extreme instance of such neutralization is found in OE and its immediate

cousins, the Ingvaeonic languages. As noted, these languages lost even the GMC third

person s-reflexives, and the personal pronouns appear in both reflexive and nonre-

flexive functions in all persons.

This state of affairs was later undone in some of these languages by the creation or

borrowing of new reflexive pronouns, but the Ingvaeonic lack of distinct reflexives is

still reflected in FR (though see below for further discussion).

In Middle DA, too, the third person plural objective reflexive was replaced by the

third person personal pronoun (Haugen 1976: 310).

Though Haugen reports vacillation in dialects, Standard DA has restored the

reflexive sig here (while keeping a historically nonreflexive form, deres, for the

possessive).
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4.8.2.2 Short-distance and long-distance anaphors

In the preceding section we noted that there is a difference between EN and GO, for

example, with respect to the size of the syntactic space in which pronouns are

prohibited from finding their antecedents. In GO, a nonreflexive pronoun inside an

infinitival complement of a verb, for example, cannot refer back to the subject of the

main clause. In EN, on the other hand, it can.

This same example also illustrates a corresponding difference between the two

languages with respect to reflexives. In GO, it is possible for the reflexive pronoun

sis to refer back to the subject of the main clause from within the infinitive construc-

tion. In fact, it is the systematic use of the reflexive in such instances, translating the

nonreflexive pronoun of the Greek model, which indicates to us that the personal

pronoun is not possible here in GO. However, as the EN gloss shows, EN reflexives

like themselves cannot occur inside infinitival constructions and have the subject of the

main clause as their antecedents. We may say, therefore, following the terminology of

Everaert (1991) (cf. also Thráinsson 1991), that GO sis is a long-distance (LD)

anaphor, while EN themselves is a short-distance (SD) anaphor. In both cases (in fact,

in all of the cases examined so far), the reflexives are in complementary distribution

with the pronouns. Where the pronoun can be used to refer back to the subject, the

reflexive cannot, and vice versa. However, such complementarity does not always

hold. So, for example, in DA, reflexives may refer to the main clause subject from

within an infinitive clause, but, as we have seen, pronouns contained within such

clauses are not blocked from doing so:

One striking apparently convergent feature affecting a subset of the GMC languages

is the development of a contrast between two formally distinct reflexives which are

in virtual complementary distribution, conditioned at least partially by the long-

distance/short-distance distinction just discussed. So, for example, DU has two differ-

ent forms, zich and zichzelf, both of which translate as ‘himself/herself/themselves’,

but which occur in largely non-overlapping contexts. First of all, DU allows LD-

reflexives under some highly constrained circumstances. In particular, it is possible for

a reflexive contained within an infinitive phrase to refer back to the main clause
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subject, but only if the reflexive is inside an adverbial prepositional phrase – not if it is

a direct object, for example. This is shown in (4.162a):

Note that the personal pronoun is also possible in these cases, so that the usual

complementarity between reflexives and personal pronouns again breaks down here.

However, as this example shows, only zich, not zichzelf, can be used to refer to the

main clause subject. Everaert (1991: 80), as well as others, expresses the view that

only morphologically simple anaphors can serve as LD-anaphors. This is consistent

with the observation that reciprocals like each other are uniformly SD anaphors.

The following example would seem to suggest that, conversely, zichzelf but not zich

can be a SD anaphor, referring to the subject of its own clause.

In fact this is not quite correct, as Everaert points out. In cases like this, where the verb

is semantically transitive, with both a subject and an object argument, only zichzelf

is allowed. However, zich does occur as the reflexive object of “inherently reflexive

verbs” – that is, verbs with non-transitive meanings which take semantically empty

reflexive objects as a purely grammatical requirement. Zichzelf is not allowed here.

Note that in (4.162b), but not (4.162c), there is a reflexive in the EN gloss. Inherently

reflexive verbs in thoseGMC languageswhich have themare generally translated as simple

intransitives in EN, which has only a handful of inherently reflexive verbs (e.g., behave

oneself, perjure oneself). Everaert (1980: 24) cites the following illustrative contrasts:

The generalization to this point is therefore that zich cannot refer back to a subject

which is its co-argument. That is, for example, it cannot refer back to the subject of the
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simple clause containing it if it is the thematic object of the verb and the subject is the

agent of that verb. It can only refer back to the subject if the two are semantic arguments of

separate verbs, as in the LD case, or if the reflexive is not associated with a semantic

argument role at all (cf. Everaert 1986, 1991, in which these restrictions are implemented

in different ways). There are some cases in which either zich or zichzelf can occur.

These can be accommodated by assuming that DU has both a transitive verb ‘wash’,

whose object can be a reflexive zichzelf, and an inherently reflexive, semantically

intransitive verb ‘wash’, which co-occurs with zich. Compare the two EN glosses to

these examples.28

It is also zich, not zichzelf, which occurs as a complement to locative prepositions inDU.

Note again that this is among the marked contexts for reflexives; EN prefers pronouns

here, and DU allows them, so this is again a context where the usual complementarity

between pronouns and reflexives breaks down.

In summary, then DU is a “two-reflexive language”; the two forms have in common

the fact that they depend on a preceding nominal phrase for their reference. They differ

in terms of their relationship to that antecedent, however. Zich can refer back to it from

within an infinitive clause, or a locative prepositional phrase (in both of which contexts

pronouns are also possible). As an object of a non-locative PP, or as a direct object, it

cannot refer back to the subject of its own clause unless the verb of which it is the

object is an “inherently reflexive” verb:

(4.162) g. Jan mopperde op zichzelf/ *zich

Jan grumbled at himself

(DU, Everaert 1991: 92)

This particular contrast cannot be old in DU, since both DU reflexive forms are

borrowings from Middle Low GE and do not antedate the fourteenth century

28 Whether the reflexive form in such inherently reflexive verb constructions is to be analyzed as
a syntactic object, or just a voice marker on an intransitive verb, is a matter of dispute. Hestvik
(1990: 98), for example, agues that the Norwegian equivalents of these Dutch examples are in
fact syntactically intransitive verbs.
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(Everaert 1980: 21). Strikingly, however, the DU two-reflexive system converges

with that of other GMC languages. Vikner (1985) observes that DA maintains a

distinction between sig and sig selv which overlaps with the distinction in DU to

a surprising extent. Only sig is a LD anaphor, capable of referring back to the

main clause subject from within an infinitive clause. Sig selv must refer to the closer

subject:

Taraldsen (1996) reports similar facts for IC. Sja $lfa sig must be used to refer back

to the subject of its own clause, as in (4.164a), but sig by itself can refer back to the

subject of the main clause from within an accusative with infinitive construction:

DA sig can, like DU zich, take the subject of its own clause as an antecedent just in the

case of inherently reflexive verbs:

Again, as in DU, both of the reflexives are possible in certain cases, and again, the EN

glosses show that these are precisely the cases in which either a transitive or an

intransitive interpretation is available for the verb.

Thus, DA has counterparts to both DU zich and zichzelf, which are similarly distrib-

uted. This is also the case in NO, as reported by Hellan (1983: 17).
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In fact, the Scandinavian languages add a third anaphor to the system. Appending

the suffix ‘self’ to personal pronouns turns them into SD-anaphors, which must find

antecedents within their own clause, but which, unlike their s-reflexive counterparts,

cannot pick out a subject as an antecedent, and therefore must refer to an object.

Similar facts are reported for NO by Hellan (1983). For a more detailed typology of the

anaphors of the GMC languages, the reader is referred to the typological survey in

Koster and Reuland 1991. The other authors in that volume offer a variety of

suggestions for their theoretical analysis.

Setting the hende selv type aside, we see that at least a subgroup of GMC languages

observes a distinction between two different reflexive forms. One of these (the zich

type) may be separated from its antecedent by the boundary of an infinitive clause or a

prepositional phrase, but can appear “closer” to its antecedent than that only if it is a

syntactic argument of an inherently reflexive verb; the reflexive and its antecedent

cannot be co-arguments of the same verb. The other reflexive (the zichzelf type) can

never find its antecedent “at long distance,” but it can have an antecedent which is a

co-argument of the same verb. Since this distinction crosscuts the major subgroupings

of GMC, it raises the question of how old/widespread it is. As noted, it cannot be very

old in DU, at least in its present form, since both of the DU reflexives were borrowed

from GE in early modern times. It is of course possible, however, that these borrow-

ings were used to relexify a contrast that had existed earlier in the language. Everaert

notes that FR, which, like DU, lost the GMC s-reflexives prehistorically, has a contrast

between anaphoric him and himsels which mirrors that of zich and zichzelf. Where zich

is found in DU, forms of the him paradigm are found in FR, and where DU has zichzelf,

himsels is found in FR:
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In fact, possible evidence that such a two-reflexive system existed even in early

GMC may be revealed by a close examination of the distribution of reflexive forms in

the GO translations. The GO reflexive sik/sis occurs systematically independently of

the Greek under two sets of circumstances. First, it is used whenever the GO text

translates a Greek (nonreflexive) middle or passive verb as an inherently reflexive

verb. Such cases are very numerous, including such verbs as gawasida sik ‘washed

(himself )’, ushof sik ‘rose’, ushahaih sik ‘hanged himself’, afskaiskaidun sik

‘departed’, atnehwida sik ‘approached’, inmaidida sik ‘was transfigured’ and so on.

In these cases, the reflexive has no counterpart in the Greek text.

Second, it is used in cases of LD-reflexives, which find their antecedents across the

boundaries of infinitive or participle clauses. In this case, it systematically translates

the Greek pronoun auto $n, since the explicitly reflexive form of Greek, heauto $n,

apparently could not function as a LD-reflexive. Note that these are all cases where
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zich would be used in DU. On the other hand, when the verb is a genuine transitive,

used in a sentence describing action which happens to be directed by the subject

toward itself, the reflexive sik silban seems to be used with general consistency. (An

exception is Mark 5:5, where Gothic sik translates Greek heauto $n.)

In corresponding cases in DU, zichzelf would be used. One possible interpretation of

these facts is that sik and sik silban in GO were like DU zich and zichzelf, respectively,

in their distribution, in which case the “two-reflexive” system would reach far back in

GMC. Difficult to rule out is an alternative possibility, under which it is simply an

artifact of translation. When the GO text uses sik, it is generally in translation of the

(also monomorphemic) auto $n. When GO uses sik silban, it is generally in translation

of the (bi-morphemic) heauto $n, which appeared to be a zichzelf-type reflexive in

Greek. Thus, the possibility arises that what is reflected here is the author’s transla-

tional choices for certain Greek forms, rather than a fact about the distribution of GO

reflexives. Choosing between these alternative accounts would have to be based on a

close examination of the (very few) cases where GO and Greek do not line up in this

way. One interesting case of this sort is the following, where the GO translates the

Greek heautoı̂s simply as sis, in a context where DU would have zich (cf. also Luke

1:24, Luke 20:20).

Also interesting from this perspective are instances like the following, in which sik is

used as the subject of an accusative-with-infinitive construction to refer back to the

matrix subject, even though the Greek model has the bimorphemic heautou $s.

210 4 The Germanic nominal system



(Cf. also Luke 13:29, Phil. 1:17). Compare the GO example with the analogous case in

IC (4.164b), where an unreinforced reflexive is also used. The evidence on the whole,

therefore, suggests that the two-reflexive system was present in early GMC.

4.8.2.3 Very-long-distance anaphors or logophors?

In a few GMC languages, reflexives are even allowed to pick out antecedents out-

side of the finite clause containing them, under some circumstances. These “truly long-

distance reflexives,” as Thráinsson (1991: 54) labels them, have received the most

attention in IC (e.g., Thráinsson 1991; Sigurðsson 1986), but are also found in FA:

Rather different from these are very-long-distance uses of -self reflexives in some

dialects of EN, including Irish EN, which will be discussed below.

In most dialects of IC, reflexives whose antecedents occur outside the minimal

clause containing them are restricted to subjunctive clauses: they cannot occur in

indicative clauses (though Thráinsson 1991: 73n notes that some speakers of IC also

allow these long distance reflexives in indicative complement clauses, of the verb vita

‘know’, for example, as do speakers of FA, apparently – cf. example (4.170b)).

Not just any subjunctive clause will suffice, however. Only subjunctive clauses

expressing indirectly reported speech or thoughts admit such LD-reflexives. They

may not, for example, occur in subjunctive counterfactual condition clauses and refer

back to the subject of the main clause:
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Strikingly, the reflexive becomes possible here if this sentence is made into the

complement of a verb of saying:

Thráinsson (1991: 56) and others (e.g., Maling 1984) note that the choice of

subjunctive or indicative in complements of verbs of speaking and thinking in IC (as

elsewhere in GMC) is conditioned by point-of-view considerations. When indicative is

used, the speaker is implying that s/he believes in the truth of the complement clause,

whereas when s/he uses subjunctive, s/he is reporting the original utterance from the

point of view of the individual who uttered it, and taking no position with respect to the

truth of the utterance. The use of the reflexive in these instances is held to be

conditioned by “point-of-view” considerations of a similar sort. Thus, no reflexive is

possible in (4.170e) because it contains no report of Jón’s speech or thoughts, whereas

Jón’s speech is being reported, from his point of view, in (4.170f), as signaled by both

the subjunctive of indirect discourse and the reflexive.

In this respect, these uses of the reflexive resemble the uses of “logophoric pro-

nouns” such as those found in Ewe, a Niger-Congo language (Clements 1975). Ewe

has forms distinct from both the strict reflexives and the personal pronouns of that

language which are used “to distinguish reference to the individual whose speech,

thoughts, or feelings are reported or reflected in a given linguistic context, from

reference to other individuals” (Clements 1975: 141). Clements notes that coreference

with these forms seems to involve primarily such discourse notions as point of view,

rather than particular syntactic requirements, such as subject antecedents. Thus,

the logophor ye can, for some speakers, be anteceded by Kofi in (4.170g) but not

by Komi, even though the latter is a subject, while the former is the object of a

preposition. This is because Kofi, not Komi, is the individual whose speech is being

reported.

Similarly, he points out (1975: 170) that the discourse antecedents for these logophors

need not even co-occur with them in the same sentence. It has been recognized for
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a long time that the occurrence of long-distance reflexives in IC is also linked to

point-of-view considerations of this type (Thráinsson 1976b), and that identifying

them as logophors, rather than anaphors, provides a basis for accounting for a number

of their properties. For example, like the logophors of Ewe, the long-distance reflex-

ives of IC in fact need not find an antecedent in the same sentence at all, but may pick

up their reference from a discourse antecedent as in (4.170h):

(Compare also Bandle et al. 2005: 1581 for FA. For detailed discussion of the rather

complex semantics of logophors, see Sigurðsson 1986; Sells 1987.)

For IC, though, this cannot be the whole story. While the “truly long-distance”

reflexives of IC (like the logophors of Ewe) need not have an antecedent in the same

sentence at all (and are therefore not anaphors at all, in the sense defined above), when

they do have an antecedent in the same sentence, that antecedent has to meet some

syntactic requirements, in addition to representing the originator of the speech or

thoughts. In particular, when they have antecedents within the sentence, the antece-

dents of such reflexives in IC (unlike the logophor of Ewe) must be subjects. Some

investigators (e.g., Clements 1975; Maling 1984) have posited that such restrictions

represent a partial grammaticization of IC logophors.

Reflexive pronouns without antecedents also occur in some dialects of EN – most

notably in Irish and Hebridean EN (Filppula 1999: 80ff.) – usually in cases where they are

conjoined with other nominal phrases, and in the focal position in cleft constructions:

These are a quite different phenomenon from the Insular Scandinavian case. It appears

to be emphasis, rather than point of view, which determines the occurrence of such

reflexive forms. Filppula (1999: 84, 86), notes, along with others, that the distribution

of reflexives in these cases is strikingly like that of the (nonreflexive) emphatic personal

pronouns in the adjacent Goedelic languages of these areas, which are employed

obligatorily in conjunction with other nominal phrases, and in cleft constructions.
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4.9 The external syntax of noun phrases: subjects

In keeping with the fundamentally descriptive purpose of this volume, I will sidestep

here a number of thorny issues having to do with the definition of the notion “subject,”

and will rely to a considerable extent on the reader’s intuitions. Even picking out the

subjects of particular sentences is occasionally problematic. In experiencer construc-

tions like the following, for example, there is a mismatch between the “coding

properties” of the underscored nominals, such as case and their (in)ability to control

verb agreement on the one hand, and their syntactic “behavioral properties” on the

other. These cases are discussed in Section 4.1.2.4.2:

Questions also arise about whether one or the other of the underscored nominals in

such “transitive expletive constructions” as (4.172), or both, are to be counted as

subjects. These cases will be treated in Section 4.9.2.2.

4.9.1 Subject agreement

4.9.1.1 Agreement between subject and verb

As in other IE languages, the verb in the GMC languages is characteristically provided

with a suffix which encodes grammatical features of its subject. In many of the modern

languages, this inflection has tended to be reduced, and some of them no longer have

any reflex of it, but in those where it is found, subjects are the only arguments which

are encoded in the verb, in the usual case. GMC subject-verb agreement morphology

takes the form of a single suffix which represents both the person and the number of

the subject. In the present tense, and in the past tense of strong verbs, the morpheme in

question is normally attached to the (present or past) inflectional stem of the verb, with

no separate tense marker, as in (4.173a, b), from early OHG. In the past tense of weak

verbs, the person/number morpheme co-occurs with a separate tense marker, as in

(4.173c). In both cases, the person/number agreement suffixes also serve (redundantly)

to signal tense, since a different set of agreement endings is used for past tense than for

present tense.
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There were originally distinct suffixes for each person/number combination.

However, reduction of final syllables had led to some syncretism even in the earliest

GMC:

The overall tendency has been toward further syncretism. At one end of the

scale, the indicative present tense in GO exhibits seven formally distinct endings

(including dual endings for first and second persons, but subtracting one for the

systematic homophony of third person singulars and second person plurals). In other

GMC languages, dual pronouns, where they are still found, are used with plural

verbs.

OE, on the other hand, has only four distinct agreement suffixes, Modern EN one, and

continental Scandinavian none.
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In the North GMC languages, the distinction between second and third person in the

singular has been erased in most classes of verbs by extending the historical second

person ending to the third person.29 Thus, IC has:

This is likely the source of EN third person -s as well, which arose in those parts of

England subject to Norse influence; in Shetlands EN, which was under particularly

strong Norse influence, both second and third person in the singular take the ending -s

(Robertson and Graham 1991: 9).

Modern High GE and YI have neutralized the contrast between first and third person

plural verb endings. In the North Sea subgroup of West GMC, person distinctions in

the plural have been leveled out in all tenses and moods from the time of the earliest

attestation, by extending the historical third person plural affix to the other persons.

This state of affairs is still preserved for the most part in Modern DU:

Note here that there is also partial conflation of second and third persons in the

singular as well. However, a contrast re-emerges in question order, in which the

subject follows the verb. Other languages in this subgroup have progressed still farther

in the direction of elimination of endings. EN has now only the isolated -s of third

person singular. Reduction of the paradigm has been carried still further in modern

continental Scandinavian, where the -r suffix has been generalized throughout the

paradigm, for all persons and numbers (e.g., DA glemmer ‘I, you, he, she, we, they

forget’). As a result, the suffix no longer conveys person/number information, but has

become rather a tense marker – a major shift in the axis of agreement morphology.

Number agreement outlasted person agreement in these languages (Bandle et al. 2005:

1142); written SW retained distinct plural forms as late as the early twentieth century

(Holmes and Hinchcliffe 1994: 266). AF, like the continental Scandinavian lan-

guages, no longer has person inflection at all, but does not even retain former person

markers as indicators of finiteness or tense. In this extreme case of deflection even the

29 The contrast has been marginally reintroduced in monosyllabic verbs ending in vowels, /r/ and
/s/: þu $ ber-ð ‘you carry’ (where the -ð derives from a clitic pronoun – a very usual phenom-
enon in GMC), versus hann ber ‘he carries’.
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contrast between finite and nonfinite has ceased to be encoded in the morphology

(Ponelis 1993: 383).

In the main, person/number contrasts remain more robust in the verb ‘be’ than in

other verbs. In IC, for example, the contrast between second and third persons is still

signaled in the present indicative, and in GO the third person singular and the second

person plural of ‘be’ are not identical in the present.

4.9.1.1.1 Asymmetries in subject-verb agreement As we saw in the preceding

section, the form taken by agreement morphology in DU is affected by word order in

one instance, different endings showing up on the verb depending onwhether the subject

precedes or follows it. Other languages exhibit similar asymmetries. For example in

OE, all plural endings are reduced to a simple -e in the presence of a following subject.

A more systematic instance of interaction between constituent order and agreement

morphology is reflected in the following sets of examples from GO and OE:
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As these examples show, in earlier GMC, when a conjoined subject appeared pre-

verbally, the verb standardly exhibited dual or plural agreement, but when the con-

joined subject appeared postverbally, the verb standardly showed singular agreement,

though there are exceptions in both directions:

This pattern is also found in Modern IC, as in (4.174h), and it may survive

vestigially in colloquial EN presentational constructions such as (4.174i):

Sometimes, plural subjects following the verb fail to control verb agreement even

when they do not consist of conjoined singulars (Bandle et al. 2002: 942).

Finally, in at least one instance an agreement asymmetry depends on categorial

properties of the subject; Irish EN (Filppula 2004: 88), Appalachian EN (Montgomery

2004: 247) and many varieties of northern British EN and southeastern American EN

(Wolfram 2004) observe the “Northern Subject Rule,” under which verbs with plural

subjects take the ending -s except when the subject is a pronoun adjacent to the verb, in

which case they take a -0 ending. (This distribution is similar in some respects to the

agreement pattern found in Welsh.)

4.9.1.2 Agreement between subject and complementizer

In addition to subject-verb agreement, some continental West GMC languages exhibit

agreement between a subject pronoun and the complementizer of the clause. This

possibility is differently limited in different languages, according to the person of the

subject, the complementizers inflected and the features encoded by the agreement. In

218 4 The Germanic nominal system



Bavarian (Bayer 1984a; Kufner 1985) and FR (Hoekstra 1997), such inflection appears

only in the second person, in which case it licenses omission of the subject pronoun.

In some DU dialects, complementizers inflect only for the number of the subject

(Haegeman 1992: 51, citing den Besten). Haegeman (1992: 51) characterizes West

Flemish as the extreme case, in which agreement is found with all complementizers and

all subjects. As (4.175a) shows, the subject fromwhich the agreement features originate

does not have to be adjacent to the complementizer in order for such inflection to occur.

4.9.1.3 Concord between subjects and non-verbal predicates

The GMC languages also exhibit various degrees of concord between subjects and

adjective or noun phrases predicated of them. So, for example, in IC and GO predicate

adjectives agree in case, gender and number with the clausal subject. Predicate

nominals agree in case with the clausal subject.

That the nominative case on the predicate nominal or adjective in both of these

languages is determined by subject concord is demonstrated by the fact that, when

the nominal of which the adjective or nominal predicate phrase is predicated is in some

case other than nominative, the predicate phrase occurs in the same case:
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Predicate adjective and predicate nominal concord is variably distributed among the

other GMC languages in a way that is independent of the extent to which they show

subject-verb agreement. So, in DA, which, as noted, has no subject-verb agreement

anymore, predicate adjectives still agree with their subjects in number or gender (though,

of course, not case, since nouns and adjectives are not inflected for case in DA).

Allan et al. (1995: 88) note, however, a growing tendency for certain adjectives to

abandon congruence. In Standard BN, passive participles do not agree with the subject

of the clause, while in several dialects, and in the NN written standard, they do (Åfarli

1992: 11).

The earlier West GMC languages are characterized by a complex alternation

between uninflected and inflected adjectives in predicate position, conditioned by

the particular combination of number and gender involved, and by the type of adjective

(non-derived adjectives versus past participles deployed as adjectives). For some

discussion of this variability, see Behaghel 1923: I, 218. The modern West GMC

languages have abandoned predicate adjective concord entirely, and now have

systematically uninflected predicate adjectives. (Pivotal here was no doubt the fact
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that predicate adjectives typically had strong inflection, and the strong forms of

West GMC in the nominative singular had become extensively endingless (MSg

blint�blintēr ‘blind’ in OHG, blind in OE vs. GO blinds, ON blindr), leading to the

possibility of interpreting predicate adjectives with strong nominative inflection as

uninflected.) Since concord in the instance of predicate nominals involves only

case, it also does not exist in those West GMC languages in which nominal phrases

are not marked for case. In GE, where noun phrases show case in the form of

the article and adjective endings, case concord is still found with predicate nom-

inals, as in:

However, it is increasingly retreating in favor of a default nominative in such cases,

and the version with case concord no longer seems to be the standard form.

4.9.1.4 Proposed syntactic correlates of agreement

In recent syntactic work within the generative tradition, it has been claimed that the

relative richness or paucity of subject agreement morphology on the verb in a

particular language also plays a role in determining other syntactic properties of

that language. The two major claims are (1) that rich agreement morphology is a

necessary condition for the omissibility of subjects in finite clauses (hereafter, “pro-

drop”), and (2) that the richness of agreement morphology determines whether or

not lexical verbs can move to the left of clausal negators, frequency adverbials, and

so on, by way of the V-to-T movement discussed in Section 6.3. The particular

theoretical connection between phenomena in each case is beyond the scope of the

present descriptive study, but to the extent that they involve empirical claims about

the sorts of typological correlations which are a central focus of this study, they merit

examination here. The following two sections will take up the hypothesized connec-

tions between agreement and pro-drop, and agreement and word order, in turn.

4.9.1.4.1 Agreement and the distribution of null pronouns (the “pro-drop

parameter”) Pro-drop – for present purposes, the omission of referential subject

pronouns – is not a possibility in all languages. In languages like Ancient Greek,

Spanish and Italian, referential subject pronouns may be “dropped” (unpronounced).

Among the GMC languages, this possibility is genuinely represented only in GO. In

GO, it was possible to omit referential subject pronouns, as in the following instances,

where the missing pronouns have overt counterparts in the Greek model.
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The other GMC languages do not in general allow dropping of referential subjects,

as (4.180c) from Modern EN shows. This even seems to have been the case in the

archaic language of the older runic inscriptions (Antonsen 1981: 53).

Referential subjects can be omitted to varying degrees in highly restricted contexts

in some of these languages, where the identity of the missing subject is saliently

recoverable from the discourse context. So, for example, Modern EN allows “diary

drop” – omission of first person pronouns from initial positions in main clauses – in

certain types of discourse. GE allows omission of second person singular pronouns

under comparable circumstances (Prince 1997: 16), FR allows omission of second

person subjects (Hoekstra 1997: 139) and YI allows omission of pronouns of any

person and number from clause-initial position if they are discourse-salient (Jacobs

et al. 1994: 408; Prince 1997: 3).

Only GO, however, allowed all subject pronouns to be omitted in all syntactic

contexts. Syntacticians working in various generative theories have been concerned

with identifying the conditions that must exist in a language in order for it to admit

pro-drop, and most analyses have concluded that it is connected with the richness of

agreement morphology in some way.30 The correlation between richness of agreement

and the omissibility of subject pronouns in GMC seems to accord well enough with the

30 Or, alternatively, with “morphological uniformity.” Pro-drop occurs in languages with rich
agreement, such as Spanish, but also in languages with no agreement morphology, such as
Japanese and Chinese (but not in EN, for example, which has agreement endings on some
forms but not on others). This has led to the suggestion (Jaeggli and Safir 1989) that pro-drop
requires not richness of inflection but uniformity of inflection – that is, endings on all forms,
or on none. The requirement is satisifed by Japanese and Spanish, but not EN. Jaeggli and
Safir (1989) note that continental Scandinavian languages are problematic for this alternative
“morphological uniformity” proposal, since they have no agreement endings – hence are
morphologically uniform – and yet do not allow pro-drop.
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GO/Modern EN contrast, but breaks down elsewere; early OHG, for example, as

represented in the Isidor translation, is not a referential pro-drop language. The Latin

model for translation routinely omits subject pronouns, but the OHG translation

systematically restores them. So, for example, overt pronouns are supplied in the

OHG version in forty-seven instances of clauses with first person singular subjects,

though in the Latin text they are almost all unexpressed. This difference from GO is

not attributable to relative richness of subject-verb agreement, however. GO agree-

ment morphology is not richer in any plausibly relevant sense than the OHG of the

Isidor translation, as a comparison of the paradigms in (4.173a) and (4.173e) indicates.

The OHG paradigms are as rich as those of GO in the sense that there is a distinct verb

agreement ending for each person/number distinction expressed in the (pro)nominal

system. In fact, it is in this sense somewhat richer than GO, having six distinct endings

in the present singular and plural, rather than only five. The same question arises for

such modern GMC languages as IC and GE as well; why are they not pro-drop

languages, in spite of having agreement morphology which is at least as rich as that

of Spanish, for example? Jaeggli and Safir (1989), Rohrbacher (1994) and others claim

that this is because rich morphology is only a necessary, not a sufficient, condition for

strong pro-drop; in addition to the morphological requirement of rich agreement, there

are syntactic restrictions on the occurrence of referential null pronouns which GE and

IC fail to satisfy. Their failure to do so is connected in these analyses with yet another

of their salient syntactic properties – the V-2 property. Modern GE and IC differ from

Spanish and GO in that verbs in main clauses in the former languages occur systemat-

ically in second position, and the interaction of this property with the requirements for

pro-drop is held to preclude the occurrence of pro-drop in the former. For details on

how these ideas are implemented theoretically, see the discussion in Vance 1996. It is

argued in Harbert 1999, however, that the claimed association between V-2 syntax and

the absence of strong pro-drop is contradicted by the evidence in the early OHG of the

OHG Isidor, which has not yet developed the strict V-2 syntax characteristic of later

varieties of the language. The Isidor text demonstrates that the absence of pro-drop

predates the emergence of V-2, and thus cannot depend on it.

4.9.1.4.2 Agreement and verb position There is some evidence supporting the

conclusion that there is a typological correlation between richness of subject-verb

agreement and the position of the lexical verb. Vikner (1995) and others claim that in

languages with “rich” agreement, such as IC, the lexical verb moves into an empty

Aux position (“V-to-I Movement”), while in languages with relatively impoverished

agreement, such as EN and continental Scandinavian, the verb does not undergo such

movement. Compare, for example, the following pair of sentences, where, in

agreement-poor DA, the inflected verb of the subordinate clause follows the negative
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marker, but in relatively agreement-rich IC, it precedes. EN also lacks both rich

agreement and V-to-I movement.

Jonas (1996a) notes that FA, intermediate in richness between IC and DA, has one

dialect without V-to-I and another in which it is optional. Identifying a definite cross-

linguistically valid “threshhold” of morphological richness for this purpose has proved

elusive, though (see Vikner 1995; Thráinsson 1996; Jonas 1996a for discussion).

4.9.2 The typology and distribution of “expletive” arguments

As seen in the preceding section, GO and Modern EN represent opposite values of the

“pro-drop parameter.” GO omits argumental subjects freely while EN requires overt

subjects in finite clauses. The two are also at opposite poles with respect to the

representation of expletive, or dummy, subjects. In EN, all clauses must have overt

subjects, and where that role is not assumed by a referential phrase, it must be assumed

by a “dummy,” or placeholder element. In fact, EN has two such “placeholder” forms:

it, which appears in extraposition constructions and in meteorological expressions, and

there, which appears in presentational constructions.

GO (as well as some other older GMC languages, including OHG) on the other hand,

has no equivalent to either of these:
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The representation or nonrepresentation of such elements is often treated together

with the omissibility or inomissibility of referential subjects, as another manifestation

of parametric variation in pro-drop. And indeed, there seems to be some basis for

claiming that they are typologically connected in some way. While there are languages

which do not allow omission of referential subjects but which do allow the omission of

such placeholder elements under some circumstances (e.g., Old and Modern GE), there

are no languages which allow referential pro-drop but require overt expletives. This

suggests an implicational relationship of some sort, and many recent theories of pro-

drop are designed to yield such a result, by proposing one set of conditions which must

be met to allow any pro-drop at all, and a still stricter set of requirements for the

omission of referential subjects. Such two-part parameters yield a threefold classifica-

tion of pro-drop languages – strong pro-drop languages like GO, which allow both

missing expletives and missing referential subjects, non-pro-drop languages, like EN,

in which both types of subjects must be overt, and a third set, which we may characterize

as weak-pro-drop languages, such as Old and Modern GE and much of the rest of GMC,

which allow expletive subjects, and only those, to be missing under some circumstances.

A closer examination of expletives in the GMC languages, however, demonstrates a

range of variation in type and conditions for occurrence that largely negates a simple

typology of this sort. In the following, I will sketch a rather different typology of

expletive subjects, based largely on the detailed and comprehensive discussion of

Vikner 1995 – especially chapters 6 and 7. The typology in question involves two main

axes of variation. The first of these can be developed most straightforwardly by

reference to a single example – that of GE. In GE, the pronoun es can function as an

expletive in the broad sense of not having a particular extrasentential referent, in a

number of different constructions (for discussion, see especially Leys 1979).

Impersonal passive constructions:

Presentational constructions:
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“Clausal subject extraposition constructions”:

Meteorological constructions:

Leys points out, though, that this list of cases can be divided into two distinct groups

on the basis of two apparently independent considerations. On the one hand, some of

these instances of es persist even when they are non-initial – for example, when they

are in subordinate clauses, or when the sentence begins with a topic. This is the case

with the clausal subject extraposition es and the meterological es:

The extraposition es, in fact, need not be in subject position in the clause; it also

appears in cases of extraposition of clausal objects.

On the other hand, the es in the two examples in (4.184e) and (4.184f) cannot appear

in non-initial positions. When a topic is fronted in these sentences, or when the

sentence is turned into a subordinate clause, the es obligatorily disappears.
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Leys notes further that the two types of es – those which disappear when non-initial

and those which do not – have different translational equivalents in (Modern Standard)

DU. The former translate as er, while the latter translate as het:

From this, Leys concludes that the crosslinguistic pairs

represent two basically different types of “expletives.” Note that (except for the case of

the impersonal passive, which does not exist in EN), the two different types of es in GE

also correspond respectively to two different forms in EN – there and it. Leys goes

further to propose that only the first of these, es1, is an expletive in the strict sense – a

semantically empty element whose only function is as a placeholder for an obligatorily

represented syntactic position, and which disappears when not needed for that purpose.

The non-disappearing es, es2 (the one in weather constructions and extraposition

constructions) is, he claims, a true pronoun with referential properties and not an

expletive at all. He further subclassifies this latter as either anaphoric, in the case

of “extraposition-it,” which gets its reference from the extraposed clause, or
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non-anaphoric, as in the case of “weather-it,” which has general situational

(“umweltbezogen”) reference. A similar distinction is argued for in Vikner 1995:

ch. 6, who characterizes the es2 type as “quasi-arguments,” following Chomsky, and

proposes, as does Leys, that they are simply pronouns assigned a semantic role by

the verb.

Extending this distinction across the family provides us with a first parameter of

variation in GMC expletives. Some GMC languages, like EN and standard DU,

distinguish formally between the two types, having both overt ‘it’-type quasi-argu-

ments and ‘there’-type expletives. Here as well goes DA, which uses der as a true

expletive and det in quasi-argument roles:

SW, on the other hand, is of the single-form type, using det as the translational

equivalent of both ‘it’ (in extraposition structures and weather sentences) and ‘there’

(in presentational sentences and impersonal passives).31

31 Wolfram and Christian (1976: 125f.) report that Appalachian EN, among younger speakers,
also appears to be leveling out the distinction between the two by replacing the ‘there’-type
expletive they with it – a usage also reported in the American Heritage Dictionary (2000:
929) – though see Montgomery and Chapman (1992: 630f.).
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GO and OHG belong in this category too, in a trivial way; they fail to distinguish

between the two types of expletive pronouns by virtue of having no overt expletive

pronouns at all.

The situation in GE is slightly different. GE uses es in both functions, but the two

can be told apart in that the pure expletive es (required when sentence initial) disap-

pears when the conditions for its occurrence are not met, but the weather-es and the

extraposition-es do not similarly alternate with zero. Modern DU was also of this sort

until the seventeenth century, using het in impersonal passives and presentational

sentences, as well as in extraposition constructions, in which uses it was subsequently

replaced by er. (Leys notes that the earlier situation still persists in West Flemish.)

We can introduce our second parameter of variation by reference to the last of the

SW examples above. As we saw in examples in (4.184f), the pure expletive in GE

impersonal passive constructions or presentational constructions is obligatorily omit-

ted when the clause is topic-initial or a subordinate clause. On the other hand, the det

in corresponding SW constructions is retained even when non-initial, as is the EN

there. Faarlund (1990: 64f.) and Vikner (1995:70), as well as others, have proposed

that this is because in some GMC languages (GE, YI, FA and IC), the pure expletive
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pronoun is an expletive topic, rather than an expletive subject. It is a placeholder for

the topic position (the specifier of CP, in our assumed tree structure), in case no other

argument is fronted to that slot. When a topic occupies that position, es has no role, and

is therefore omitted. The “presentational” expletive in these languages also disappears

when the verb comes at the front of the sentence in questions.

Similarly, in subordinate clauses, the es also disappears, since GE does not generally

allow topics in subordinate clauses:

IC and YI are like GE in that the expletive appears in main clauses just in case no other

element occupies the topic position:

Vikner observes, however, that, unlike GE, such expletives can also occur freely in

subordinate clauses.
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Vikner claims, however, that this is because these languages differ from GE in that

they freely allow topics in embedded clauses:

He cites this correspondence as further evidence that the es of YI and GE and the

það of IC are all topic expletives, and not subject expletives. Ottósson (1989: 95),

however, has challenged the claimed parallel between the distribution of það and

the distribution of topics in IC. He points out that there are some kinds of

subordinate clauses (adverbial clauses with ‘if’ and ‘when’, for example) which

do not allow initial topics but which nonetheless allow expletive það. Ottósson

concludes therefore (as do many subsequent investigators, e.g., Thráinsson 1996 and

Bobaljik and Jonas 1996) that það and comparable expletives are subject expletives,

occupying a subject position, rather than a topic position (though this leaves open

the question of why they uniformly disappear in main clauses when there is an

initial topic phrase).

For present purposes, I will remain neutral between these two analyses of það-type

expletives, referring to them simply as instances of “S-initial expletives.” GE, YI, FA

and IC have overt S-initial expletives. Modern EN, DA and SW have overt expletives

with the distribution of ordinary subjects. Earlier GMC, as represented by GO, OHG,

and ON, had neither. The following table summarizes these results:
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There seem to be cases in which a clause-initial expletive has developed or is in the

process of developing into an ordinary subject expletive (or subject quasi-argument),

which does not automatically delete when non-initial. Such developments are not

surprising, since subjects, as well as topics, tend to be clause-initial in the general

case. A development of this sort is documented by Faarlund (1990) in the history of

Dano-Norwegian. ON had no expletives, but these emerged (þer/der, det) in the

fifteenth century, where for several centuries they were restricted to clause-initial

position before becoming obligatory in non-initial positions, and in subordinate

clauses as well – that is, developing the distribution of ordinary subject expletives:

Similarly, a number of investigators (Leys 1979: 30; Faarlund 1990: 65; Burridge 1992:

167; Barbier 1996) make note of the fact that Standard DU er is obligatory in initial

position, like an S-initial expletive, but that it is possible, though optional, in non-initial

position in main clauses, and in subordinate clauses, though judgments vary widely.

Roughly the same thing appears to be true of AF daar, which is usually, but not

always, omitted when non-initial:

Variable realization is also found in some languages in the case of “quasi-argument”

pronominals – extraposition it and weather-it. As Vikner points out, weather-it can, but

need not be, omitted when not needed to occupy the sentence-initial position in some

GMC languages (YI, FA), but not others (EN, GE), while in still others (IC), it cannot

appear at all when non-initial.
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Similar variability in the omissibility of extraposition ‘it’ (which was overt even in

some early GMC languages, such as OE and ON) is noted in Faarlund 1990: 72 and

Vikner 1995: 226.

Finally, Vikner (1995: 229) points out that, in some GMC languages, there are

certain contexts in which expletives and (extraposition) quasi-arguments overlap, and

where either is possible. For example, it is possible in DA and in DU, but not in EN.

Such alternations are considered at substantial length by Vikner (1995: ch. 7).

4.9.2.1 Definiteness and expletives

There is variation across the GMC languages with respect to whether the “co-argument”

of the expletive – the postverbal nominal phrase with which the verb agrees, in the usual

case – must be definite or not, and the valency of the verb plays a role in this variation.

EN there constructions exhibit the definiteness effect:

The second of these sentences is unacceptable in most contexts, on the interpretation

where there is an expletive, rather than a locative adverb. A similar definiteness effect

is found in DU and in SW, where the co-argument of an expletive must be indefinite

(Boekx 2002: 48):
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IC allows exceptions to the definiteness effect with unaccusative verbs (see

Section 4.9.4.1.2.5), but not with transitive verbs.

In GE, on the other hand, the definiteness effect is absent even with transitive verbs.

4.9.2.2 Valency and expletives

The distribution of the expletive subject there in EN is particularly restricted. InModernEN,

it is fully natural onlywith the copula ‘be’ (but not the passive auxiliary ‘be’). Its appearance

with other unaccusative verbs (Section 4.9.4.1.2.5), primarily with ‘coming into being’

meanings (arise, come, appear) is archaic. In the remaining GMC languages with overt

expletives, they occur relatively freely with both passive and unaccusative predicates:
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However, these languages split on the point of whether expletives are allowed in active

transitive sentences. IC and YI, for example, allow this possibility (as does one dialect

of FA: Jonas 1996a, 1996b).

On the other hand, DA, SW and a second dialect of FA do not allow this:

The occurrence or non-occurrence of the expletive across the GMC languages in

constructions of different valency is discussed in detail in Vikner 1995: 187ff. and in

Bobaljik and Jonas 1996. The possibility/impossibility of expletives in active transitive

constructions like those above (that is, of “transitive expletive constructions” (TECs),

as they have generally come to be known) has received particular attention in recent

years, focussing on identifying and explaining its typological correlates. So, for

example, Bobaljik and Jonas (1996), following Bures (1993), propose that TECs are

possible only in those GMC languages with object shift of NPs (see Section 4.8.1.2.1),

and develop a theoretical explanation for this. Jonas (1996b) relates the possibility of

TECs to verb movement possibilities, and Thráinsson (1996) relates both to the verbal

morphology – particularly to whether tense and agreement may be realized as separate

morphemes attached to the verb, as in IC reyk-t-i ‘smoke-Past-1Sg’, or not, as in EN

smoke-s/smok-ed, where we get agreement or tense, but not both at once. All of these

investigators conclude that the TEC phenomenon exists in some languages but not others

because in some languages the syntax makes available an inner and an outer layer of

clausal structure, each of which has a subject position; the thematic subject of a transitive

sentence occurs in the innermost of these, with an expletive as the “outer subject.” In

other languages, on the other hand, one of these subject positions is not available and

expletive subjects cannot co-occur with thematic subjects in transitive structures. The

interested reader is referred to the works cited for details of the various analyses.

4.9.2.3 Agreement with expletives

In intransitive passive constructions with expletive subjects, there are no other nom-

inals in the sentence with which the inflected verb could agree, and the verb appears in
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third person singular form, which is arguably either default agreement or agreement

with the expletive. However, in constructions in which the expletive has a “co-

argument” – the object of the passive or unaccusative verb (Section 4.9.4.1.2.5) or

the thematic subject of a TEC – it is generally this co-argument, not the expletive,

which controls agreement (Vikner 1995: 181f.).

4.9.3 Subjects in imperative clauses

There are crosslinguistic differences, and even differences within languages, in

whether the subject is expressed in imperative sentences. In GE, the second person

singular familiar imperative typically has no overt subject, while the subject must be

expressed in second person formal/plural imperatives:

In IC, subjects are expressed in all imperatives except first person plural (Kress 1982:

142). When the subject is expressed, there are crosslinguistic differences in its

position. It follows the verb in GE, IC, FR, DA and Irish EN, for example, but precedes

in standard EN (aside from archaic formulae like “Hear ye!”). More generally, as

König (1996: 33) notes, imperative verbs come later in the clause in EN than in other

languages, being able to follow manner adverbs, for example.

There are, however, dialects of EN, including Belfast EN, in which the subjects of

imperative clauses follow even lexical verbs:
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Note the order of object and subject in the last of these examples, which Henry

interprets as involving object shift of the sort mentioned in Section 4.8.1.2.1.

Haegeman (1995: 123) observes that in West Flemish, full pronominal subjects can

occur in imperatives, but subject clitics cannot:

4.9.4 Derived subjects and the syntax of voice

The term “passive” is used in a systematically ambiguous way. On the one hand, it is a

category of verbal inflection (or its periphrastic equivalent). I refer, for example, to

passive forms of verbs. Those aspects of passive relating to how it is expressed in the

verbal system are treated in Section 5.4.1. In addition to that status, however, passive

can also be viewed as an operation affecting the ways in which the syntactic arguments

of a predicate are realized in grammatical structure, and, in particular, the realization

of its subject. It is this aspect of passive which warrants its discussion in the present

section on subjects, where it will be considered alongside a number of other alterna-

tions in the realization of subjects, including the following:

Middle Voice Constructions:

Unaccusative Constructions:

Raising Constructions:

“Tough-movement” constructions:

4.9.4.1 Passive

Aside from function words, the following two sentences have the same lexical items,

and they have the same truth value:
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The synonymy of these sentences, the fact that they contain the same lexical items, and

the fact that they are representative of a vast number of similar pairs, related to each

other in the same systematic way, has led most models of linguistic description to posit

a “rule” of passive, which derives sentences like (4.200a) from sentences like (4.200b),

or at least gives a general statement of the correspondences. In particular, we note

three correspondences here. The subject of the active sentence is not the subject of the

passive sentence. Rather, it is expressed, if at all, as the object of a preposition.

Second, the direct object of the active sentence corresponds to the subject of the

passive sentence. Finally, the passive sentence involves more morphology, including a

passive auxiliary which is identical to the predicative verb ‘be’.

Several decades of attempts at pinning down the exact nature of these operations

and the relationships among them have not produced any universal agreement.

Controversies have arisen about such questions as the extent to which the component

operations are a lexical as opposed to a syntactic matter, the extent to which they are

interdependent (that is, whether “demotion” of the subject of the active sentence and the

“promotion” of the object of the active sentence necessarily co-occur), and why lan-

guages vary with respect to which arguments can be realized as the subjects of passive

sentences, as we will see below. Again, given the basically descriptive goals of this work

I will sidestep most of the theoretical questions and focus on the facts of structural

correspondences and variation in passive sentences across the GMC languages. Also left

out of the discussion will be stylistic questions involving crosslinguistic differences in

the frequency of passive constructions, alternatives to the use of passives, and the like.

I will take the case described above, in which the direct object of the passive sentence

corresponds to the subject of its active counterpart and the subject of the active sentence

corresponds to a prepositional agent phrase in the passive sentence, as the core case of

passive, and discuss crosslinguistic variation around this core in the following sections.

4.9.4.1.1 The expression of the passive agent There is considerable variation in

the prepositions used to mark the “logical subject” of passive sentences. The main

parameter along which they differ involves whether there is a single, uniform prepos-

ition for all “logical subjects,” regardless of their exact semantic roles, or whether

preposition choice is conditioned by the semantic role of the logical subject. GO

normally employs fram for agents and þairh for instrumental subjects. There are a

few instances involving experiencer subjects with verbs of perception in which a bare

dative NP is employed, without a preposition.
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The independence of these from the Greek model cannot be established. OE employs

mid, þurh, fram, which were supplanted by of/by in ME (Visser 1963: 2176ff.). Modern

EN, for the most part, uses by, without regard to the semantic role of the logical subject.

Standard GE, prescriptively at least, distinguishes between von for logical subjects with

agent and experiencer roles, durch for logical subjects with instrumental roles or

secondary agent roles, and mit for logical subjects with instrumental roles.

DU, on the other hand, uses door for agents as well as instruments.

Continental Scandinavian uses av/af, again without apparent sensitivity to the

semantic role of the subject. IC also uses af (Sigurðsson 1989: 268), though agents

are only rarely expressed in passive sentences, since passives are generally used in

order to leave the actor unexpressed (Kress 1982: 150; Bandle et al. 2002: 943).32

4.9.4.1.2 Passive voice and argument structure In the canonical instance, repre-

sented in examples (4.200a-b) above, the predicate of a passive sentence is a transitive

verb. The direct object of the active sentence corresponds to the subject of the passive

sentence, while the subject of the active sentence is realized as the object of a

32 So central is the non-expression of the agent in IC that Kress (1982: 150) refers to it as the
“Anonymum” voice. Kress and Sigurðsson (1989: 268) report that IC passives imply agency
and intentionality more strongly than other GMC passives, and are avoided when the action is
not intentional. Thus, the IC equivalent of (i) is impossible (ii):
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preposition in the corresponding passive sentence. However, individual languages

exhibit a more extensive range of correspondences.

4.9.4.1.2.1 Passives of ditransitive sentences Pairs of sentences like the following

might give the impression that it is also possible for a (prepositionally marked) indirect

object in an active sentence to correspond to the subject of the related passive

sentence.

This appearance is illusory, however. In EN, such “indirect passives” are limited to

those ditransitive verbs which can alternatively participate in double object construc-

tions (DOCs) such as (4.202b). Thus, donate allows neither the DOC nor indirect

passives (4.202c) (see Section 4.1.2.3.1).

Similarly, NO has both DOCs and indirect passives (as do DA, with restrictions

(Allan et al. 1995: 306, 315) and SW (Holmes and Hinchcliffe 1994: 497; Herslund

1986)).33

33 NO offers yet another possibility: both objects may remain in place after the verb, and the
subject position can be occupied by an expletive. Compare also Åfarli (1992: 60ff).
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The implicational relationship between DOCs and indirect passives holds in one

direction only, though. In DA, for example, not all active double object sentences

correspond to well-formed indirect passives:

Similarly, FR and DU have DOCs but no indirect passives (Tiersma 1999: 94, 101;

Donaldson 1981: 163).

In languages such as IC, which maintain an accusative/dative case distinction, the

two objects are differently marked. The IO receives dative case.

In IC passive sentences involving such ditransitive verbs, either object can appear in

clause-initial position.

When the indirect object is fronted in such passive sentences, it does not assume the

usual morphological markings of subjects. It remains dative and fails to control verb

agreement. Nonetheless, Sprouse (1989) and many others (Andrews 1990; Cole et al.

1980; Zaenen, Maling and Thráinsson 1990, for example) have claimed that sentences

like (4.203b) are in fact instances of indirect passive, and that barninu is a subject, in

spite of its oblique case – a claim based on diagnostics like those advanced in

Section 4.1.2.4. For example, such dative arguments can be the missing arguments

in “unspecified subject” constructions like the following – a possibility characteristic-

ally restricted to subject arguments:
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There is also a certain degree of variation with respect to whether the second object

in DOCs can be made subject of the corresponding passive sentences. While some

speakers of EN admit sentences like (4.203e), others do not. Sprouse (1989: 255)

characterizes it as a distinction between American and British EN.34 For an interesting

analysis of this difference, see Dryer 1986: 832ff.

4.9.4.1.2.2 Prepositional passives EN and continental Scandinavian (excluding

DA, Vikner 1995: 246) deviate from the majority pattern in GMC in allowing objects

of certain prepositions in active sentences to become the subjects of the corresponding

passive sentences.

34 Perhaps related to this is the fact that, in Modern GE, either of the two normally accusative
objects of lehren ‘teach’ may become the subject of the passive sentence but, when the
notional direct object is made into the subject, the notional indirect object shows up not in
its usual accusative case, but in dative.
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I will refer to these as prepositional passives, rather than adopt the widespread but

infelicitous label “pseudopassive” for them.

In general, the prepositional phrase must be a complement of the verb, rather than an

adverbial adjunct:

There is crosslinguistic variation in whether it must also be adjacent to the verb:

These sorts of passives are not found elsewhere in GMC, even in languages (IC, DA

and OE) which allow preposition stranding in other constructions such as relative

clauses and topicalization constructions, for example.35

The fact that EN did not admit such passives until ME times, after it had lost object

case distinctions and developed VO word order, coupled with the fact that NO and

SW, which also allow prepositional passives, also exhibit these properties, lends some

initial plausibility to the frequent claim that these characteristics are typologically

connected to the possibility of prepositional passives, though as DA demonstrates,

these are at best necessary, not sufficient conditions. See Vikner 1995: 246f. on this

and related differences between DA and SW.

35 For OE, see Thornburg 1984. Examples like the following from IC are not counterexamples; as
Maling and Zaenen (1990) argue, it is topicalization of the object of the preposition, not
passive, which strands the preposition here, since such constructions are systematically
disallowed in contexts which do not allow topic-initial clauses.
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4.9.4.1.2.3 Non-local passives In all of the examples treated to this point, the subject

of the passive clause is a semantic argument of the verb of the passive clause. In

sentences like the following, however, the subject of the passive clause is not understood

to be related semantically to the verb of that clause, but rather to be an argument of

the infinitival verb. What is believed is not “he” but the proposition “He is a liar”.

I will refer to these cases, in which the subject of a passive verb in a main clause is

understood to be a semantic argument of the verb of the infinitive clause, as “non-local

passives,” since the passive subject is not part of the argument structure of the

predicate of its clause. Descriptively, they are found only with those main verbs which

admit “Accusative-with-Infinitive” (AcI) constructions of the sort discussed in

Section 4.9.5.2.

Thus, they are found only in languages which have such AcI constructions, like EN

and IC (see Fagan 1992: 108f.), and not languages like GE, which lack AcI.

One rather striking variant on this pattern is the so-called complex passive of NO

(primarily BN – Bandle et al. 2005: 1592). These constructions, frequent in legal

and bureaucratic styles, involve a “double passive”; the subject of the passive main

verb is the logical object of a dependent past/passive participle of a transitive

(4.205f, g) or unaccusative verb (4.205h). (See Section 4.9.4.1.2.5 for a discussion

of unaccusatives.)
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These constructions, dating back to at least the thirteenth century, according to Engh,

are discussed in Engh 1984, Christensen 1985, 1986, Taraldsen 1984 and Hellan 1984.

4.9.4.1.2.4 Impersonal passives In the core case of passive described above, the

object of an active sentence appears as the subject of the corresponding passive

sentence. Some languages, though, admit passive sentences in which the object of

the verb appears to remain in complement position, rather than becoming the subject,

and the subject position is either unrepresented or represented by an expletive. This is

in fact the normal case across the GMC languages when the object is a clause:

However, even nominal objects sometimes remain objects in passive sentences, rather

than becoming subjects. This is the case, for example, in GE with lexically marked

(dative or genitive) sole objects of verbs like helfen ‘help’:

Compare also the following GO example:

Passives of this sort, lacking a referential subject, are often referred to as impersonal

passives. In GE, accusative objects cannot similarly remain accusative objects in

passive constructions; rather, such objects must become the nominative subject of
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the passive construction. This is not universally true in GMC, however. Passives in

which an object without lexical case remains an object in a passive sentence are

described systematically for NO (BN and NN) by Åfarli (1992), but the phenomenon

appears to exist in other continental Scandinavian languages (cf. Allan et al. 1995: 161

for DA; Thorell 1973: 202 for SW), and in IC (Barðdal and Molnár 2000). Thus, in NO,

for example, a direct object may become the subject in a passive sentence, or it may

remain postverbal, the subject position then being represented by the expletive det.

There is a definiteness condition on the impersonal passive construction in NO: the

direct object (in the case of ditransitive sentences such as (4.206e), the second object)

must be indefinite (Åfarli 1992: 69). The non-movement passives of IC, on the other

hand, seem not to be subject to such a condition (Barðdal and Molnár 2000: 110).

Åfarli points out that, in those varieties of NO with concord between the subject and the

passive participle, the agreement evidence supports the claim that the expletive pronoun is

indeed the subject of the impersonal passive construction, as the following examples show:
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4.9.4.1.2.5 Intransitive passives and the unaccusative hypothesis A further devi-

ation from the core case described above involves passives formed on apparently

intransitive verbs which, in their active uses, do not appear with a nominal object at all.

In these cases, the subject position, if realized at all, must once again be realized by an

expletive, since there is no object to be turned into a subject by passive.

Intransitive passives of this sort are recent. They do not seem to have existed in older

GMC, being attested for the first time in GE, for example, only from the end of the OHG

period (Dal 1966: 130). They are nonetheless surprisingly widespread in West and North

GMC – though notably absent in pre-modern and Modern EN, a state of affairs which

leads one to suspect crosslinguistic diffusion. The following are some examples:
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The syntax of these intransitive passive constructions has been most extensively

debated by reference to DU, because that happens to have been the language cited in

an influential paper by Perlmutter (1978), who pointed out, as had others, that not all

active sentences traditionally considered to be intransitive correspond to well-formed

passive sentences. The examples in (4.209) are acceptable, while the ones in (4.210)

are not.

There seem to be some general semantic differences between those verbs which

participate in intransitive passives and those which do not. Verbs in the former

category include verbs describing willed, volitional actions, such as ‘work’, ‘play’,

‘laugh’, plus some involuntary bodily processes (e.g., ‘sleep’). Verbs in the latter

category include in the main verbs which describe non-volitional occurrences and
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states, including verbs whose sole argument has the semantic role of patient (‘sink’,

‘float’, ‘fall’, ‘drown’, ‘roll’, ‘boil’ and so on), and verbs which describe the coming

into being or continuation of a state (‘exist’, ‘come’, ‘happen’, ‘begin’, ‘disappear’,

‘remain’ and so on). The difference between the two groups is brought out very

saliently by the contrast between (4.209d) and (4.210c).

Similar contrasts are found in other languages with intransitive passives, as the

following NO examples indicate:

Perlmutter’s conclusion, however, is that the distinction between those apparent

intransitive verbs which allow passivization and those which do not is not best

characterized in semantic terms, but in syntactic terms. The sole arguments of verbs

like ‘fall’, which bear the thematic role of patient, are not basic subjects. Rather, they

start out as direct objects and are “promoted” into the subject role. Perlmutter labels

these two groups of verbs “unergatives” and “unaccusatives” respectively, and calls

the hypothesis of such a partitioning the “unaccusative hypothesis.”

Providing general support for the unaccusative hypothesis is the fact that many of

the verbs in the unaccusative category alternate with formally identical transitive

verbs, and the argument which appears as the sole argument of the former shows up

as the direct object of the latter:

(These sorts of alternations between transitives and intransitives with no difference in

grammatical shape are a fairly recent development in the GMC languages, and thus

another convergent feature. See Streitberg 1920: 191, though, for some isolated

examples of intransitive uses of generally transitive verbs even in GO.)

Arguing more specifically for the unaccusative hypothesis in GMC is the following

fact about NO. We have seen in Section 4.9.4.1.2.4 that in passives in NO involving

transitive verbs, the direct object may remain in place, and the subject can be realized

as an expletive det. Similarly, it turns out, the sole arguments of apparent intransitive

verbs of the unaccusative type can also appear postverbally in the position typical of
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direct objects, with det in the subject position. However, the sole arguments of verbs of

the unergative type cannot:36

Moreover, as pointed out in Bandle et al. 2005: 1588, in NO, a nonfinite unaccu-

sative verb and a following “subject” argument can move to the front of the clause as a

single constituent – a possibility normally reserved for verbs and their objects.

Given this unaccusative hypothesis, the contrast between (4.209) and (4.210) can be

stated, for our present descriptive purposes, as follows: unergative (basic intransitive)

verbs can form intransitive passives, but unaccusative verbs (those whose subject

originates as a object) cannot, since they are not intransitive.

Other diagnostics have been suggested as distinguishing between unaccusative

verbs and unergative verbs. For example, the latter, but not the former, can form -er

nominals in GE:

36 This is not entirely unproblematic, as Åfarli (1992: 104) shows in the following correspond-
ences. He claims (p. 130), though, that (ii) describes an event not an action, and suggests that
the external argument (subject) of the transitive has been “internalized” (made into an object)
here because it is understood as a theme (see also Askedal 1996).
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However, numerous researchers have pointed out “mismatches” in the results of

the various proposed diagnostics. For detailed discussion of unaccusativity in GMC,

the interested reader is referred to Hoekstra 1984, Grewendorf 1989, Shannon 1990,

Fagan 1992: 118ff. and Askedal 1996. Some investigators have called into question

Perlmutter’s claim that the division between the two classes of single-argument

verbs is a syntactic one, and semantically based alternatives to the unaccusative

hypothesis have been advanced (see Zaenen 1985, Shannon 1987 and Fagan 1992:

122ff.)

4.9.4.2 Middle voice constructions

The term “middle voice” is used to refer to (at least) two semantically different types

of construction: one expressing self-directed action (I washed ) and one expressing (the

possibility of) action on the subject by an implied but unexpressed agent (These books

sell well). The two are very different in the distribution of their argument roles and in

other respects. In the first example, the subject is understood to bear the thematic role

of actor (as well as patient). In the second sentence, the subject is understood to bear

the patient/theme role of the verb, and the actor is unexpressed – in fact, unexpressible.

The use of the label “middle” to refer to two such different constructions is well

established, and, in any case, the fact that they are expressed in similar ways across

languages, and the fact that they arise historically by the same developments, both

suggest that the two are connected in some way. (For one attempt at conflating them,

see Kissock 1997.) So, for example, in IC, both types of “middle” constructions

involve the use of the -st suffix, which arose from a reflexive pronoun:37

37 There are numerous other uses of the -st suffix too (according to Sigurðsson, “astonishingly
many”) which are catalogued in Sigurðsson 1989: 258–263. What seems to unite them is
detransitivization/loss of a nominal theme argument.
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For the sake of keeping them separate, I have designated these Type I and Type II

middles respectively, the difference being whether the subject of the construction is

understood as the logical subject and object of the base verb (Type I), or the logical

object alone (Type II). Type I appears to be of GMC antiquity (see Streitberg 1920:

192 and Kemmer 1993: 182 for evidence from GO). Type II apparently emerges later,

in individual languages. Of concern here will be primarily Type II. It will be seen,

however, that this coarse typology greatly under-represents the diversity of middle

constructions in GMC. The IC middle voice construction represented in (4.215a) has

syntactic and semantic properties which are very different from those of EN middles.

EN middles, in fact, represent a type with a number of characteristic semantic proper-

ties which are shared by middle constructions in GE and DU, but not found as a cluster

elsewhere in GMC. I will refer to this special type as the West GMC middle

construction, without wishing to imply any historical relation among its various

instances. In fact, the cluster of properties defining the West GMC middle appears to

be of rather late, postmedieval origin, not occurring in EN until the fifteenth century, for

example. To the extent that these languages resemble each other, therefore, we seem to

be dealing with yet another convergent feature. In the following section, I will discuss

the properties of the West GMC middle. I will then go on to contrast its properties with

the very different properties of IC middles, as described in Sigurðsson 1989.

4.9.4.2.1 Semantic and syntactic restrictions on West Germanic middles West

GMC middle voice constructions share with passives, and with the unaccusative

predicates discussed in Section 4.9.4.1.2.5, certain common valency-changing proper-

ties. In core cases, a logical object of a transitive verb appears as its syntactic subject.
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The points of connection do not stop there. Middles and unaccusatives tend to be

encoded formally in the same way in individual languages, as illustrated by examples

(4.216a) and (4.216c). In languages like GE, where middle verbs have reflexives,

unaccusatives tend to as well, while in languages like EN and DU, where middles

are expressed as bare verbs, without reflexives, unaccusatives also lack reflexives.

It also seems to be the case that those languages which allow passives of intransitive

verbs also allow middle voice constructions to be formed from intransitive verbs.

Sentences like (4.217a) and (4.217b) are possible, therefore, in GE and DU, though

not in EN.

The characteristics that set West GMC middle constructions apart from these other

similar voice constructions include, saliently, first, that middle voice constructions

never allow overt expression of the “demoted” subject as an “agent phrase” (in

contrast with passives), and second, that on the other hand, the logical subject, though

not overtly expressed, is implied in middle constructions but is not implied in unac-

cusative constructions. Middles can consequently be freely formed on verbs, such as

‘read’, which cannot occur spontaneously but require an animate actor/experiencer

(4.218d) while such verbs resist unaccusative formation (4.218e):

West GMC middle voice constructions exhibit a cluster of other characteristic

semantic and syntactic restrictions, which are discussed in detail in Fagan 1992.

First, in these languages, middle constructions are not reports of events, but predica-

tions of general properties of the subject. Example (4.218b), for example, attributes the
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property of fragility to the glass. It does not assert that it has been (or will be) broken.

From this fact follow a number of individual properties. First, middles carry an

implication of modality. That is, they can typically be paraphrased as passives with

the modal ‘can’ (‘These books read easily’ ¼ ‘These books can be easily read’) (Fagan

1992: 19). Second, the subject of the middle must have characteristics which facilitate

carrying out the action described by the verb. As such, they are anomalous in cases

where the possibility of carrying out the action of the verb on the subject is not subject

to substantial influence by the characteristics of the subject. Thus, for example, ‘The

glass breaks/cleans easily’ is well formed, because glass can have properties which

affect its breakability or cleansibility, but ‘??The glass buys/admires easily’ is odd

because glass does not have obvious properties which would affect its buyability

or admirability. Fagan (1992: 76) refers to this requirement of the subjects of

middles as “responsibility.” Thus, middles are restricted lexically in a way that

passives are not.

Perhaps connected with this is the requirement that middle constructions contain,

implicitly or explicitly, a manner element – an element which answers the question of

how the action is carried out. This can be expressed by means of an adverb, like well or

easily, for example, or it can be a by-phrase expressing means, as in (4.219a) or, as

Fagan points out, it can be implicit in the verb, as in (4.219b), which is possible

because button inherently describes a particular manner of fastening, which contrasts

with others:

Also connected with the fact that they express a general, timeless property of the

subject is the fact that the implied actor/logical subject must be interpreted as arbitrary

in reference, rather than referring to a specific unidentified individual.

In addition to these restrictions which are more or less organically linked to the

meaning of the middle construction in these languages, Fagan proposes that the verbs

which admit middle formation in GE, DU and EN are restricted in terms of verbal

aspect. Verbs describing states (know, own, hate and so on) do not form middles:

Similarly, verbs falling into the lexical aspectual category of “accomplishment”

(roughly, verbs describing instantaneous actions) do not form middles:
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Fagan notes that there are no “prepositional middle constructions” even in lan-

guages that allow prepositional passives, such as EN:

and interprets this as evidence that middle constructions, unlike passive constructions,

are created by lexical rules.

4.9.4.2.2 The Icelandic middle construction The IC middle construction with -st,

originating from a reduced reflexive, is dated by Haugen (1982: 134) to early in the

common Scandinavian period on the basis of its archaic morphological shape in some

instances. Virtually none of the characteristics of West GMC middles are found in the

IC constructions, as seen in (4.222).

On the one hand, (4.222b) shows that the IC middle can, like those in West GMC, be

associated with the sense of potentiality. However, it also allows interpretation as a

description of a specific event, as in (4.222c). A comparison of (4.222b) with EN

(4.221b) shows, moreover, that it does not share the restrictions on verbal aspect that

hold in EN. Note also that the IC construction, even when conveying a modal meaning,
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need not contain an adverb. It is also claimed by Sigurðsson (1989: 268) that IC

middle constructions, unlike the West GMC middle, not only disallow the overt expres-

sion of the suppressed subject argument but also lack an implicit actor. Thus, in the

following, the verb drepa ‘kill’ in its middle form means ‘die’, according to Sigurðsson,

not ‘be killed’.

This absence of implied agency seems to make IC st-middles more like EN/GE/DU

unaccusatives than like West GMC middles, and in many instances the most straight-

forward translation of the IC middle into one of these is as an unaccusative:38

However, they are not fully equivalent to unaccusatives, since the IC st-middles can be

formed on verbs which do not describe potentially spontaneous events, but which

require an animate actor/experiencer, as in (4.222a) and (4.222b).

4.9.5 Raising constructions

All of the GMC languages exhibit infinitive constructions in which nominal phrases

appear to function as grammatical subjects or objects of the main verb, but are

38 Sigurðsson (1989: 269) notes some overlap between -st middles and unaccusatives (“erga-
tives”) in IC, but claims that they are formed by different operations. Paramount among the
differences is the fact that (most) unaccusative constructions but not middle constructions
preserve the oblique case assigning properties of their active counterparts:

256 4 The Germanic nominal system



understood to be logical subject (or object) arguments of the infinitive verb. These

constructions often alternate with others in which the nominal phrase in question is a

constituent of a subordinate clause. The following is an informal catalogue of the

constructions in question, with illustrations from GO, and paired in each with

examples showing the same predicate with a finite complement. Brief discussions of

each of these (including explanations of the descriptive labels attached to them)

will follow.

Subject Control Constructions:

Object Control Constructions:

Subject-to-Subject Raising (nominativus cum infinitivo) Constructions:

Subject-to-Object Raising (AcI) Constructions:
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Tough-Movement Constructions:

In each of the control constructions, a nominal phrase occurs as the subject or object

argument of the finite verb, with which it is also understood to be associated seman-

tically, but that argument is also understood to bear a second semantic relationship to

the infinitive verb – the semantic relationship normally associated with the subject of

that verb. So, for example, in (4.223a), jus ‘you’ is the subject of ‘want’, as the verb

agreement shows, and also a logical argument of that verb (the one who wants), but at

the same time, it is understood to be the subject of the prospective proposition ‘you

will become disciples’. Similarly, in the ‘object control’ example in (4.223c), the

argument ahmin ‘spirit’ is the object of the finite verb anabiudan ‘command’, as

shown by the fact that it appears in the dative case normally associated with the

nominal object of that verb. Moreover, it is also understood to bear a semantic relation

to that verb – that of recipient of the command. On the other hand, it is also understood

to bear a semantic relationship to the embedded clause verb – the entity which will ‘go

out’ if the command is obeyed. In some grammatical models, this two-fold allegiance

is accommodated by claiming that there are two different nominal expressions in the

syntactic representation. The overt argument is an argument of the finite verb, but a

second argument, in the form of a phonologically null pronominal (PRO), occurs as the

subject of the infinitive. The fact that PRO in these examples is understood as having

the same reference as the other argument is accommodated by assuming a relationship

of “Control” which assigns to PRO the referential interpretation of the appropriate

main clause nominal. Cases in which this “controller” NP is the object of the finite

verb are called “object control constructions”, and cases in which the controller is the

subject of the main verb are called “subject control constructions”. Both types of

control constructions are commonplace in all of the GMC languages, old and new, and

will not be dealt with further here. The other constructions in the catalogue are more
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variable across GMC, and will be the subject of the discussion in the remainder of this

section.

4.9.5.1 Subject raising constructions

As (4.223e) and (4.223f) show, þugkjan ‘seem’ in GO, like its counterpart seem in EN,

can appear with a finite clausal argument (‘It seems (to me) that he runs fast’), or it can

occur with a nominal subject and an infinitive complement (‘He seems (to me) to run

fast’). In the latter case, there is no semantic connection between ‘seem’ and its

nominal subject. What ‘seems’ is the proposition ‘he runs fast’. In traditional treat-

ments this construction is sometimes referred to as the Nominative-with-Infinitive

construction. It is accounted for in some analyses by assuming that the subject of

‘seem’ starts out as the subject of the infinitive, but that it is moved into the position of

the subject of the finite verb by a transformational operation which, since it changes

the clause membership of that nominal by moving it from a subordinate clause into a

higher clause, is referred to as (Subject-to-Subject) Raising (SSR).

It is not clear whether the SSR construction can be reconstructed for GMC. There

are a fair number of sentences like (4.223e) in the GO corpus, but they all occur with a

single verb, þugkjan ‘seem’, and none of them is demonstrably independent of the

Greek model. Moreover, the evidence from some other early GMC languages (and

some modern ones) for the existence of SSR is slight and problematic. So, for

example, in OE, while it has been claimed to exist with þyncan ‘seem’ on the basis

of examples like:

Denison (1993: 221) notes that this is for the most part restricted to cases in which

there is no infinitive, and in which, therefore, we are not obviously dealing with a

structure involving two separate clauses. Constructions like ‘He seems to run fast’

emerge productively only in ME, and most of the large set of SSR predicates in

Modern EN (including such adjectives as apt, bound, certain, likely, and such verbs as

appear, happen, prove, see, turn out – for a complete list, see Postal 1974: 292) either

did not exist in EN or did not participate in raising constructions prior to ME times.

Some investigators claim that the possibility for SSR first arose in ME, perhaps

connected with the shift to VO syntax (see Denison 1993: 242ff. for a summary of

various positions). In any case, it is undeniable that the construction developed

robustly during ME, and that EN resultantly has a far larger set of SSR predicates

than other GMC languages.
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Similarly, the SSR construction in GE, if it exists at all, only occurs with the

verb scheinen ‘seem’, and its existence as such has been called into question. Ebert

(1975 ) notes that constructions with scheinen plus an infinitive do not have to

involve a raised subject (as in (4.224b)), and proposes instead that these construc-

tions involve verb-raising (Section 5.7.1.1.1) rather than SSR (see also Hawkins

1985: 75ff.).

SSR appears more robustly in the Scandinavian languages, though with a smaller set of

triggering predicates than in EN (most of which take the -st/-s suffix) (for discussion of

IC, see Sigurðsson 1989: 96 and the references cited there).

The relative robustness of the construction in EN from ME on and in the Scandinavian

languages again suggests a possible connection with VO-word order.

Some further remarks are warranted about the special status of ‘seem’. We have

seen that it is the only apparent raising predicate attested across the GMC lan-

guages – the only one found in GO and GE, for example. In that connection, it is

worth noting that it is also syntactically quite different from the numerous other

raising predicates in EN, as the following examples show. (For more detailed

discussion of these differences between seem and other raising predicates, see

Vikner 1995.)
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4.9.5.2 Accusative-with-infinitive constructions

The GMC languages also exhibit similar constructions in which a nominal phrase

appears to be the object of a finite verb with which it has no semantic affiliation. In

(4.226a), for example, there is no entailment ‘I believe him’. What is believed is the

proposition ‘He is a liar’. That is, him is not a semantic argument of believe.

Nonetheless, him behaves as if it were a syntactic dependent of believe, in that it

appears in the objective case which believe normally assigns to its nominal object. We

can show that the objective case is dependent on the verb here, since if we passivize

that verb, the pronoun can no longer appear in objective case:

The most common labels for these constructions are bound to particular syntactic

analyses. They are referred to sometimes as Subject-to-Object Raising (SOR) con-

structions, reflecting an analysis in which they are derived by raising the subject of the

infinitive into the object position in the main clause, analogous to SSR, and sometimes

as Exceptional Case Marking (ECM) constructions, reflecting an analysis in which the

main clause verb assigns its case “down into” the infinitival clause. For present

purposes, I will employ the more traditional and possibly more analysis-neutral label

“accusative-with-infinitive” (AcI) construction, though it should be kept in mind that

this label is also used for a rather different construction in Latin, for example.

Sigurðsson (1989: 81), following others, makes a useful distinction between L(et)-

type and B(elieve)-type AcI constructions (see also Fischer 1990), which will be

adopted in the following. The two have different syntactic properties in some lan-

guages, and a different distribution and developmental history across the family. So,

for example, the L-type (which involves causatives like ‘let’, ‘make’ and verbs of

perception like ‘see’, ‘hear’, ‘feel’) appears with bare infinitivals in Modern EN, and

resists passivization, while the B-type (which involves epistemic verbs/verbs of mental

process like ‘believe’, ‘think’, ‘expect’, ‘consider’ and verbs of saying like ‘claim’,

‘report’) takes infinitive phrases with to and allows passivization:
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DA and NO exhibit a similar contrast between the two types with respect to the

admissibility of a prepositional infinitive marker (Sigurðsson 1989: 83), and this, in

addition to other evidence, has led some investigators to conclude that B-type infini-

tive phrases are syntactically different from L-type infinitive phrases, containing more

structure. With respect to their distribution, the L-type is found in all of the languages

of the family, old and new, and its nativeness in GMC is beyond dispute. Examples

like those in (4.228) from GO are easy to find in all the other GMC languages.

Less clear is the status of the B-type in early GMC. On the one hand, it is attested in

GO with a wide range of verbs of saying and thinking, including domjan ‘judge’,

hugjan ‘think’, qiþan ‘say’, galaubjan ‘believe’, munan ‘think’, gatrauan ‘trust’,

wenjan ‘hope’, witan ‘know’, as in (4.229).
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Moreover, it is even found in the absence of a model in the Greek text in a few

instances, as in (4.229e), where the Greek has a subject control construction:

Taken at face value, these facts would suggest that B-type AcI was found even in early

GMC. There are, however, some considerations which weigh against such a conclu-

sion. First, it is counterindicated by the comparative evidence. B-type AcI was,

according to Fischer (1990: 73), attested in OE only in slavish translations from

Latin, and it did not emerge as a native (or nativized) possibility until ME (though

see Miller 2002: 160f., 170, who claims that it was a part of the language by at least

late OE, and perhaps earlier).39 In GE (and in the rest of continental West GMC) it is

still not possible:

Thus, B-type AcI is probably not to be reconstructed for GMC, and therefore, if it was a

grammatical possibility in GO, then GO must have innovated, independent of the rest of

GMC. A still more troubling consideration bearing on the interpretation of the GO data

is that many of the verbs found in B-type AcI constructions in the GO text are also found

elsewhere in subject-control constructions. Thus, next to AcI sentences like (4.229e) and

(4.229d), we find sentences like (4.229g) and (4.229h) with the very same verb.

39 Fischer notes (1992: 120) that the verb witan ‘know’ also appears in AcI constructions early on
in OE, even in native poetry, but suggests that this involves a specialized use in which it
approximates perception verbs semantically (to which group it belongs from an etymological
standpoint). However, see Miller 2002: 161.
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Taken at face value, this would be a surprising state of affairs, based on what we know

of the tendency toward mutual exclusiveness between these constructions in modern

GMC. In EN, where believe is an AcI verb, the literal equivalent of a GE sentence like

(4.229i) is quite bad. Conversely, in GE, where glauben ‘believe’ is a subject-control

verb, the equivalent of the EN AcI construction is impossible:

This being the case, the coexistence of the two in GO is surprising, unless one can find

a way to attribute them to distinct grammars. Indeed, it was noted as early as Apelt

1874 that, where GO diverges from the Greek construction on this point, it agrees with

the contemporaneous Latin Vulgate. Subsequent investigators have also settled on

Latin influence as an account of B-type AcI in GO (see Harbert 1978: 205 for some

discussion). Therefore, we can imagine that AcI was not a possibility in GO at the time

of the original translations, but that it worked its way into the texts under Latin

influence later on in the transmission process.

If we do dismiss the GO evidence for B-type AcI in this way, we are left with the

conclusion that it is found only in ME and Modern EN, and in the Scandinavian

languages (SW and IC) – that is, once again in those languages which have undergone

the shift to VO word order. Again, some investigators, including Fischer (1990: 128f.)

have suggested a typological connection between these two features. DA also conformed

to this expectation, up until recent times, but Platzack observes (1986: 129) that DA lost

B-Type AcI in the eighteenth century (one suspects GE influence here), and now

contrasts with SW in having subject control constructions in instances where SW has AcI:

4.9.5.3 Tough-movement constructions

In tough-movement constructions, the surface subject of the main clause is not

semantically connected to the predicate of that clause, but is understood to correspond
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to the object of a dependent infinitive. For example, in (4.230a), there is no entailment

that ‘this test is tough’; the sentence is understood as equivalent in meaning to

(4.230b).

On one analysis, sentences like (4.230a) are claimed to be derived by raising the

object of fail in a string like (4.230b) into the position of subject of the main predicate

tough, replacing the expletive. The process is conventionally referred to as tough-

movement because predicates of ‘ease’ and ‘difficulty’ are typical of the main-clause

predicates which appear in these constructions. The tough-movement operation, on

this analysis, would be superficially analogous to subject-to-subject raising, except

that it is an object rather than a subject which is displaced, but in fact there are some

differences between the two which suggest that they are not comparable processes.

Prominent among these is the fact that, unlike SSR constructions, in apparent subject-

to-object raising, the surface position of the “raised” nominal can be separated from

the associated infinitive by an arbitrarily long stretch of intervening syntactic material.

Its “long-distance” properties have led other investigators to conclude that the process

involved in linking the infinitive object position and the main subject position more

closely resembles relative pronoun movement, and accordingly they posit the fronting

of an abstract, relative-pronoun-like operator in these constructions.

There is reason to think that apparent tough-movement constructions (that is,

constructions in which the subject of the main clause predicate is the understood

object of its dependent infinitive, and not semantically connected to the main predi-

cate) do not represent a unitary construction across the GMC languages. The construc-

tion meeting this definition in GO, in particular, is quite unlike those found elsewhere,

though there is reason to think that it reflects native syntax. Consider the following

pairs of Greek sentences and their GO translations.
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We see in the first pair of examples that when the Greek deı̂ takes no nominal argument,

but only an infinitive clause, GO translates the construction quite literally, as an

impersonal construction. When in the Greek there is a nominal argument in accusative

case (‘It is necessary (for) us. . .’), as in (4.231d), GO personalizes the constructions,

turning the accusative argument into the subject of the modal skulan ‘should, be obliged

to’. Finally, when the Greek construction involves an accusative nominal argument and a

passive infinitive (‘it was necessary (for) us to be revealed’), GO does not copy the

Greek construction, using a passive infinitive. Rather, it uses the predicate skuld wisan

‘be obliged’, in place of skulan, with an infinitive which is not marked for passive.Weis

‘we’ is the subject (4.231e), as evidenced by the fact that it controls person/number

agreement on the copula and nominative plural masculine agreement on the predicative

adjective. This is an apparent tough-movement construction, as I have described them,

since the subject of the main clause corresponds to the logical object of the infinitive.

The same patterns are found with maht ‘able’, as well. There is no parallel to this in the

other GMC languages. However, the systematicity of the alternations and the apparent

absence of direct dependence on the Greek construction argue for nativeness.

There is, however, another possible analysis of these apparent tough-movement

constructions. While skuld and maht are translatable as adjectives meaning ‘obliged’

and ‘able’ respectively, and are listed as such in some dictionaries, they are also,

formally, the past/passive participles of the modals skulan ‘should’ and magan ‘may,

be able to’ respectively. We might therefore alternatively take sentences like (4.231f )

to be complex passive sentences with auxiliaries and infinitival main verbs, the passive

morphology showing up on the former, rather than the latter (contrary to the pattern of

all later GMC – that is, *‘He is shoulded to arrest’ rather than ‘He should be arrested’).
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Other GMC languages exhibit constructions superficially resembling EN tough-

movement constructions, whose predicates once again typically involve the notions of

ease or difficulty of performing an action. IC is an exception, according to Holmberg

and Rijkhoff (1998: 87).

However, superficial similarities here may mask deeper syntactic divergence in some

of these cases. Some investigators (Thiersch 1978; Hawkins 1986; Comrie 1995) have

pointed out that tough-movement differs between GE and EN in at least a couple of

significant ways. Among other things, in GE, the “long distance movement” property

of the construction seems to be lacking.

There are also far fewer predicates which participate in the construction than in EN.

Hawkins (1986: 78), citing König, counts only leicht ‘easy’, einfach ‘simple’, schwer

‘difficult’ and interessant ‘interesting’. EN, on the other hand, exhibits a much larger

inventory of tough-movement predicates.
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Thiersch (1978) asserts that the construction does not occur with true adjectives at

all, but only with those apparent adjectives which also admit of an adverbial interpret-

ation, an opinion which is seconded and argued for at length by Demske-Neumann

(1994). What appear to be tough-movement constructions in GE are in fact special

cases of what Demske-Neumann calls modal passive constructions. In these con-

structions, illustrated in (4.232h), a nominal phrase appears as the subject of a

sentence with a copula and a prepositional infinitive, the whole being understood as

having passive-like interpretation, with an element of modal meaning (possibility,

necessity/obligation):

Adverbs can be added to these, including modal adverbs such as kaum ‘hardly’.

Where the adverb is homophonous with an adjective, as is leicht ‘easy/easily’, the

result resembles a tough-movement construction. The resemblance belies a funda-

mental structural difference. In the former, the infinitive is the predicate, and the

adverb is a modifier. In tough-movement constructions, the adjective is the head of

the predicate.

Demske-Neumann (1994) observes that both tough-movement constructions and

modal passive constructions (or ‘retroactive infinitives’ – see Kageyama 1992: 114)

existed in earlier GMC. Sentence (4.233a), for example, is clearly a modal passive

construction, as is (4.233b), since leohtsamo is clearly an adverb on morphological

grounds. On the other hand, in (4.233c), we are dealing with a tough-movement

construction, since suuâre is clearly an adjective on inflectional grounds.
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The breakdown of morphological distinctions between adverbs and predicate adjec-

tives, however, precipitated reanalysis in some of these languages; GE gave up tough-

movement constructions, while perpetuating the modal passive constructions which

occasionally resemble them. In EN, the modal passive construction was virtually

eliminated, and is restricted in Modern EN to a few conventionalized cases, like ‘He

is (hardly) to blame’ (Demske-Neumann 1994: 11). For the most part, it has been

eliminated by replacing the unmarked infinitive with a periphrastic passive infinitive,

as documented in detail by van der Gaaf (1928a).

Curiously, as detailed by van der Gaaf, this same development came close to sup-

planting tough-movement constructions, and similar adjective þ infinitive construc-

tions. In (4.233), for instance, Early Modern EN uses an overtly passive infinitive

where Old and Modern EN would use an unmarked infinitive (see also Fischer 1990;

Miller 2002: 233f.). Thus, Modern EN tough-movement constructions appear to be a

restoration, rather than a continuation, of the OE phenomenon (see Demske-Neumann

1994: 224ff.).

SW and DA, according to Comrie (1995), have tough-movement constructions of

the EN type, as in (4.234), while DU retains both constructions. Note the predicate

adjective agreement in the SW example.
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5

The verbal systems of Germanic:

paradigmatic and syntagmatic

comparison

5.1 Historical prelude: the Indo-European heritage and

Germanic innovations

5.1.1 Types of verbal inflection

Verbal inflection in GMC tends to be more dynamic than nominal inflection. Verbs

participate in more inflectional categories than nouns do, inflecting for tense, mood

and voice as well as for agreement with the person and number of the subject, and the

endings of verbs, as an accidental consequence of their phonological shape, have in

general more successfully resisted the effects of final syllable reduction. So, for

example, of the eight originally distinct case endings of the singular of masculine

o-stem nouns in IE, only three (Genitive tag-es, Dative tag-e and instrumental tag-u)

remain distinct in OHG, and only the first of these is still found in Modern GE. On the

other hand, all of the three persons of the present tense verb, in both singular and plural,

are distinct in OHG, just as they were in IE. OHG goes so far as to preserve both the

thematic ending (-u) and the athematic ending (-m) of IE in the first person singular.

(OHG lacks the dual forms of IE, but their loss was not occasioned by phonological

reduction of inflectional affixes.) The Modern GE paradigm is only marginally less

rich than the OHG one, the first and third person plural forms having fallen together as -en,

and the first person singular -m ending having been lost except in the verb ‘be’, where

it is preserved as -n.

The GMC verbal system has also preserved much more of the internal inflection of

IE than has the nominal system. In IE, word stress in both nouns and verbs was
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moveable, as discussed in Section 3.3.4, capable of falling either on the root or on a

suffix. The presence or absence of stress affected the quantity and quality of the vowel,

and led to the vowel alternations which we know as ablaut, still very much a part of

verb inflection in many GMC languages. In general, the vowel /e/ appears in positions

which received stress. One refers to such forms as e-grade forms. On the other hand, in

unstressed positions, the vowel characteristically disappeared, yielding so-called zero-

grade forms. An original alternation between a root-stressed form and an affix-stressed

form is still reflected in Old Upper GE ziuhan ‘to pull’ z[ ]ugum ‘we pulled’. The

brackets indicate the position of the vowel which has been ‘zeroed out’ in the zero-

grade form. Note also that the two forms differ with respect to the medial consonant.

This is because of a secondary development in early GMC, Verner’s Law, discussed in

3.1.2, in which a medial fricative consonant became voiced when not immediately

preceded by stress. Given their common dependence on absence of accent, we expect

the voiced Verner’s Law fricatives to be found in zero-grade forms, and the corres-

ponding voiceless fricative to be found in e-grade forms. The expected pattern is

illustrated in the/h�g/ alternation of these examples. Still other forms exhibit a third

ablaut variant of importance, the “o-grade.” For discussion of its origin, see Beekes

1995: 166. This ablaut grade is also reflected in the paradigm of our example verb,

though somewhat obscured by later sound changes, in the third person singular zōh

‘I pulled’ (from a GMC *zauh, short /o/ having become /a/ in GMC).

Such alternations in the vowels and consonants of the root have ceased to play any

role at all in the inflection of GMC nouns. There are no GMC nouns which exhibit one

ablaut grade in one case and a different ablaut grade in another case. There are

similarly no nouns which exhibit Verner’s law alternations within individual para-

digms. It is only comparative evidence that allows us occasionally to recover former

accent variation in GMC nouns and its phonetic effects. So, for example, we know that

the /g/ of OE lagu ‘water, sea, ocean’ is voiced because of Verner’s Law (and that the

form therefore must have had original suffix accent) only because of cognates such as

Latin lacus (Bammesberger 1990: 156). Such paradigm-internal vowel-alternations as

are found with GMC nouns (e.g., OHG anst ‘grace-Nom/Acc’: ensti ‘grace-Dat/Gen’)

are due to the much later umlaut of the root vowel under the influence of the vowel of

the suffix. These too have remained of marginal importance, tending to be leveled out

over time. Ablaut alternations in verbal roots, on the other hand (and to a lesser extent

the Verner’s Law alternations that accompany them), have survived robustly as a

device for signaling tense contrasts in the GMC verb. The so-called “strong” verbs of

GMC preserve and systematize and even, to a degree, extend the inherited ablaut

patterns. In fact, Vennemann (2003c: 569) claims that the use of ablaut in GMC

verbs is more robust and systematic than in other IE languages, having undergone a

revivification which he attributes to language contact.
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It is also only in the verbal paradigms that inflectional prefixes are found, though

even there they are a marginal phenomenon. Surviving from IE are the GO reduplica-

tive prefixes in the preterites of a small set of strong verbs (Class 7 strong verbs, in the

traditional classification system). A few of these are exemplified in (5.2):

The prefix here is formed by copying the initial consonant or cluster to the left of the

stem, and adding a linking vowel /e/ (written <ai>). Whether the initial cluster was

copied, or only the first consonant of the cluster, depended in an interesting way on the

nature of the cluster, as these examples reflect (see Section 3.3.1). Reduplicative

prefixation is a relic here, though, and verbs of this class have been restructured in

the other GMC languages, where a new root-internal vowel alternation has displaced

reduplication as the signal of the past tense in this class of verbs. The continental West

GMC languages have developed one new inflectional prefix, the ge- which charac-

terizes past participles, through grammaticization of a derivational prefix with perfec-

tivizing meaning.

Overwhelmingly, though, in verbs, as well as in nouns, inflection in the GMC

languages has been effected through suffixation, and this has become increasingly

true over time. Both ablaut and reduplication are only relic means of marking past

tense in the medieval languages, tending toward reduction, simplification or elimin-

ation in favor of the innovative suffixal past tense to be discussed below.

5.1.2 Categories of verbal inflection: the Germanic tense/mood system and

its Indo-European antecedents

In this section, I will discuss the individual categories of verbal inflection, with the

exception of person/number agreement morphology (subject-verb agreement), which

is discussed in the preceding chapter. The inflectional categories of the GMC verb

reflect considerable conflation of those found in IE. Most notably, GMC reduced the

articulated aspect/tense system of IE, which simultaneously localized events in time

and indicated something about the shapes of those events, to a simple tense system

with a single binary opposition present/past. So, for example, the inflectionally distinct

Greek imperfect (used to describe continuous events in the past), aorist (used to

localize events in the past without indicating their extension or shape), perfect (used
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to describe a past event resulting in a state which continues into the present) and

pluperfect (used to describe a past event resulting in a state which continued through

some reference point in the past) all correspond to a single inflected form in GO – the

simple past – as the following examples show:

The absence of a contrast between a simple past and an imperfective, continuous past

still sets GMC apart from neighboring Celtic and Romance languages.

The loss of inflectional aspectual distinctions has been partly compensated for in

some of the GMC languages by the development of periphrastic constructions, such as

those to be discussed in sections on perfect (5.3.3 ) and progressive (5.3.5). 1

GMC also (along with other IE languages) has reduced the inventory of moods,

conflating the subjunctive and optative of IE (using forms which are etymologically

the latter). For further developments in this category, see Section 5.1.5.1.

1 Aspectual contrasts have also found occasional local expression. Among these, perhaps the
most interesting is the distinction between “habitual” and “moment-of-speaking” present
tenses – the former implying that the truth of the utterance is a matter of permanence, while
the latter implies that its truth is temporary which is signaled by alternative choices of copula in
some varieties of English.

(i) a. He be’s sick often (Irish English, Harris: 1993: 162)
b. He’s sick now (Harris 1993: 162)

A similar alternation (between habitual be and present 0) is a salient characteristic of
African-American English. The question of a historical connection between these two cases,
and between them and the partially similar Old English wesan and bēon contrast (Mitchell
1985: I, 260), has been the subject of debate (cf. especially Rickford 1999). I am unaware of
similar contrasts elsewhere in GMC, though they are present in the Romance languages, and,
possibly more significantly, in Celtic.
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In the category of voice, GMC has only isolated relics of the inflectional middle

voice of IE, primarily in the verb ‘is called’ (OE hātte). In place of this, GMC very

early introduced a periphrastic middle involving a reflexive pronoun. For further

discussion of such constructions, see Section 5.1.9.3.

GO, alone among the older GMC languages, has an inflectional passive (based on

the IE middle), but only in the present tense, as in (5.7a). Elsewhere, Greek passives

are rendered as either analytic passives, consisting of the past participle plus the verb

‘be’ or as inchoative verbs with the derivational suffix -nan:

5.1.2.1 Germanic tense morphology and its antecedents

The tense systems of individual modern GMC languages are considered in individual

articles in the two volumes of Thieroff and Ballweg (1994/1995). The morphological
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shape of the tense forms of many basic GMC verbs can be traced to IE sources. So,

for example, non-derived verbs typically (though not exclusively) had e-grade vocal-

ism and root accent in the IE present, and many of the basic verbs of GMC

accordingly exhibit /e/ in the present tense. The inherited GMC past tense derived

from the IE perfect, and exhibits a different vowel pattern. The perfect singular of IE

was typically root stressed, but had o-grade rather than e-grade vocalism. The perfect

plural, on the other hand, had stress on the affix. The vowel of the root, in the

absence of stress, dropped out, yielding zero-grade vocalism. GMC incorporated a

similarly suffix-stressed verbal adjective into the verbal system as the past participle

in verbs of these types, so that the past participles of these verbs, as well as the

preterite plurals, usually exhibit reflexes of zero-grade vocalism. Verbs of this

pedigree have been known since their description by Jacob Grimm as “strong verbs.”

The basic pattern for strong verbs just described (e-grade in the present, o-grade in

the preterite singular, zero-grade in the preterite plural and the past participle) is

reflected in the GO examples in (5.8). It is customary in grammars of at least the

early GMC languages to represent the ablaut of the strong verb classes by citing

these four “principal parts.” (These examples are drawn from only two of the

traditional seven classes of strong verbs, but they are sufficient for the present

purpose of illustrating the kinds of secondary changes which have affected the

subsequent shape of strong verbs in the GMC languages.)

Even in GO, the inherited pattern is already represented in a rather altered form. We

may begin by noting that in some of the present forms, the vowel of the root is i, not e.

This is because of later sound changes which turned /e/ to /i/ in front of a nasal

followed by a consonant (everywhere but GO), or in all environments (GO). Note also

the presence of /u/ in the zero-grade forms of hilpan and singwan in GO. In IE, since

this was a zero-grade form, there would have been no vowel here. The l itself would
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have functioned as a syllabic nucleus. However, early GMC systematically dispre-

ferred such syllabic resonants, and “resolved” them by introducing an epenthetic /u/ to

serve as the syllable nucleus, which was lowered by umlaut to /o/ in languages other

than GO when followed in the next syllable by a low vowel, as in past participles like

giholpfan. The second thing to note is the alternation between /s/ and /r/ in the preterite

of kiosan in OHG. This is a reflex of Verner’s Law, under which voiceless fricatives

turned into voiced fricatives in zero-grade forms – /s/ becoming /z/ in the present

example, which in turn became /r/ by a later change. Note, though, that there is no

similar alternation in GO between /s/ and /z/ in kiusan. This is a reflection of a strong

tendency in GMC, instantiated early on in GO, to eliminate the redundant alternation

between Verner’s Law consonants and their non-Verner’s Law counterparts in the

strong-verb system. Relic survivals strongly indicate that GO underwent Verner’s Law

with the rest of GMC, but all of the resultant alternations have been leveled out in the

strong-verb system, in favor of the voiceless alternant. This tendency toward paradigm

leveling is carried even farther in the Modern GE examples. Here, not only is the

Verner’s Law difference between the preterite singular and the preterite plural leveled

out, but so is the vowel difference. GE no longer shows any of the inherited variation

in root shape between singulars and plurals in the past tense of strong verbs.

(Etymologically identical alternations do survive in GE and elsewhere in GMC in

the present tense of “pretero-present” verbs, whose present tense forms are based on IE

perfects (GE darf ‘I may’/ dürfen ‘we may’).) What is true of GE is also true of the less

richly inflected modern languages (EN, continental Scandinavian, DU, for example),

where little trace of former singular/plural vowel differences remains in the preterites

of strong verbs. Among the modern languages, such alternations are found only in IC

and FA, and even these languages have given up the Verner’s Law contrasts between

singular and plural preterites:

Strong verbs like these stand in contrast to a second type – the “weak” verbs –

which form their preterites by suffixing a past-tense morpheme with a dental

consonant (/t/ or /d/) rather than by means of ablaut alternations. There are some

weak verbs in which the difference between tenses is signaled secondarily by vowel

alternations, for example, GO bringan�brāhta. These are still weak verbs, though

irregular, since the past tenses exhibit a dental suffix. The dental preterite of weak

verbs is a distinctive GMC innovation. The source of the dental past tense suffix has

been the subject of extended controversy, but it appears likely that it originated in

some way from a form of the IE ‘do’ root. Weak paradigms attracted a different

verbal adjective, also characterized by a suffix with a dental consonant (*-to), as
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their past participles. Weak verbs are the productive pattern in GMC, while strong

verbs are a relic class. From earliest times, when new verbs are added to GMC

languages, through derivation from other word classes or through borrowing, they

are added as weak verbs. Exceptions to this generalization (such as the borrowed

YI šextn ‘to ritually slaughter’, whose past participle is g@šoxtn (Jacobs 2005:

214), and the borrowed EN verbs thrive and strive – pointed out to me by Roger

Lass) are rare. Moreover, when verbs switch inflectional type, they change from

strong to weak and, again with marginal exceptions, not the other way around.

This difference in productivity can be viewed in part as a manifestation of a GMC

preference for affixation, instead of internal modification, as a way of signaling

grammatical contrasts, and in part as a consequence of the increasing complexity

of the strong verb alternations that resulted from secondary changes of the sort

discussed above. In Early Modern EN, such shifting from the highly varied and

increasingly atomistic strong classes to the more uniform and regular weak

patterns took place on a large scale. A partial list of verbs which shifted from

strong to weak in Early Modern EN is given in (5.10). Some patterns (e.g., that of

write/wrote/written and sing/sang/sung) resisted this trend more successfully than

others.

Interestingly, while individual verbs have shifted from strong to weak in other GMC

languages, no other language has experienced such a large-scale defection. By my

count, there are only about 70 basic strong verbs remaining in EN, compared to

roughly 180 in DU, for example, and about an equal number for GE (cf. Booij

2002b: 59f.; Messinger 1973: 17f.). However, it appears likely that the wholesale

abandonment of simple past forms in a number of GMC languages (AF, PG and YI, as

well as various GE dialects) in favor of the periphrastic present perfect as the sole

exponent of past tense is an alternative reaction to the same growth in complexity of

the strong-verb system. This is argued to be the case in GE in Born 1979. In some of

these languages, the weak/strong distinction continues to be signaled in spite of the

elimination of simple past tense, since there is still a contrast in past participles

between those which are formed by a dental suffix and those which are formed

by ablaut (e.g., PG g@maxt ‘made-PP’, g@num@ ‘taken-PP’ (van Ness 1994: 431),

YI geshikt ‘sent-PP’, gekumen ‘come-PP’ (Jacobs et al. 1994: 407)). In AF, however,

this difference too has been neutralized through loss of the participle suffix, result-

ing in the complete disappearance of the strong/weak verb distinction (Donaldson

1994: 495).
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5.1.2.2 Mood: indicative, subjunctive, and imperative

5.1.2.2.1 Subjunctive GMC has three moods: the indicative, the imperative and

an “irrealis” mood used for talking about contrary-to-fact scenarios and eventualities

with low probability of occurrence. There is a certain amount of terminological

confusion involved in labeling the latter. In grammars of the older languages, it tends

to be called “optative.” In grammars of the modern languages, on the other hand, it is

usually referred to as “subjunctive” (GE “Konjunktiv”). From the standpoint of ety-

mology, the former is more accurate, since the forms in question derive from IE optative

forms. In their use, however, they conflate the functions of the IE optative and the

subjunctive, which does not survive formally in GMC. Adding further to the termino-

logical confusion is the coexistence in GMC of two different inflectional paradigms for

this optative/subjunctive mood. These are most standardly referred to as present sub-

junctive and past subjunctive (or present optative and preterite optative) respectively.

It is important to keep in mind, however, that these terms are based on the morpho-

logical shapes of the forms in question, and not on their meanings. There is not, and

never has been, a contrast in time reference between the two (but see below for an

important qualification). Some grammatical traditions have dispensed with these labels

altogether. For example, in GE grammatical descriptions, they are generally known

respectively as subjunctive I ( for “present subjunctive”) and subjunctive II (for “past

subjunctive”). I will continue to use the traditional terms, and we will turn shortly to

evidence indicating that the labels “present subjunctive” and “past subjunctive” are not

wholly inappropriate.

Present subjunctives are so-called because their stem resembles that of the present

tense indicative – that is, the e-grade form of the root in strong verbs. Past subjunctives

are so-called because they are typically formed from the same root as that used in the

preterite plural – that is, the zero-grade root in the case of strong verbs. The following

examples, from GO and GE, show these similarities:
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In each of these cases, we see that the vowel of the present subjunctive is like that of

the present singular indicative, while the vowel of the past subjunctive is like that

of the past plural indicative, aside from differences introduced by later sound changes,

such as the umlaut in stünden produced by the former front vowel of the subjunctive

suffix. This alignment between present and past tense and the two types of

subjunctives appears to have been accidental in origin – reflecting two different

modes of forming optatives in IE (athematic and thematic) which had no original

temporal significance, and simply happened to line up in a particular way with

GMC present/past paradigms (Beekes 1995: 246). However, GMC has systematized

and reinforced this link between the two subjunctive formations and tense. For

example, those strong verbs which introduced a long /e:/ in place of zero grade in

the preterite plurals also did so in the past subjunctive of the same verb classes (GO

bērun ‘they bore-PastIndic’, bēreina ‘might they bear-PastSubjunct’), thus continu-

ing the formal correspondence between the two. Over time, the two types of

subjunctives have become progressively less distinct from the formally correspond-

ing tenses in the indicative. Present subjunctives have become less distinct from

present indicatives, and past subjunctives from past indicatives. So, for example,

while GO systematically differentiated past subjunctive from past indicative in

weak as well as strong verbs (habaida ‘he had’ /habaidedi ‘he might have’), past

indicatives and past subjunctives have become identical for regular weak verbs even

in such relatively conservative modern languages as GE and IC (GE hörte, IC

heyrþe ‘heard (3SgPastSubjunct/Indic)’. Both languages keep the two distinct only

in the subclass of weak verbs exhibiting “Rückumlaut” – that is, umlaut in the

indicative present but not the indicative past tense. With these verbs, the past indicative

has an unumlauted vowel, while the past subjunctive has an umlauted vowel (GE

brannte ‘burned-PastIndic’/ brennte ‘burned-PastSubjunct’). The increasing tendency

toward identity between the subjunctive and indicative has led to a virtually complete

formal merger of past indicative and past subjunctive in some modern GMC

languages.

Both types of subjunctive are used to express a (lesser or greater) disavowel on the

part of the speaker of the truth of the proposition. To the extent that there are clear-cut

differences in meaning between them, they tend to involve a notion like “degree of

potentiality for the proposition to be(come) true.” So, for example, in GO, GE, IC and

EN, present subjunctive is used for “fulfillable wishes,” while past subjunctive is used

for wishes whose likelihood of fulfillment is small. This contrast between two different

irrealis forms, based on a greater or lesser degree of realizability, appears to be a GMC

innovation.
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Because of the implied possibility of fulfilling the wish, present subjunctive in this

use comes close in meaning to an imperative, and is very often used with imperative

force. So, for example, in the GO Bible translation, Greek second person imperatives

are often translated as subjunctives, for reasons that are not always evident, but that

may have to do with differing degrees of assumed controllability of the action.

In all of the GMC languages except GO, the third person imperative has disappeared

as a distinct form, and present subjunctive has taken over the function of a command
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form for third person (see, e.g., Einarsson 1945: 150 on IC). In GO, where there is still

a third person imperative, both it and the corresponding present subjunctive forms are

used to translate Greek imperatives, depending on the degree to which the speaker

wishes the outcome. Third person imperative is used only when it is clear that the

speaker does not do so, as in the following:

Compare the following, in which the Greek imperative is translated as a present

subjunctive:

In other uses, the difference between present and past subjunctive is not so sharp.

For example, GE uses subjunctive in reported speech, to distance the speaker from

commitment to the truth of the speech being reported. In principle, either subjunctive

can be used basically interchangeably here, though where one of the forms is non-

distinct from its indicative counterpart there is a tendency to prefer the other.

GE does not exhibit the tense shift that characterizes indirect reporting of speech in

EN. In the GE example in (5.15a), the present tense verb of the reported utterance is

simply replaced by one or another subjunctive form to indicate the reporter’s lack of

commitment to the truth of the utterance s/he is reporting. The two subjunctive forms

are interchangeable for this purpose, and, crucially, whichever is chosen, this is still

understood to be a report of a present tense assertion. In EN, on the other hand,

indicative, not subjunctive, is used in indirect reporting of speech, but the “sequence of

tense” rule requires that the tense of the verb of the original utterance be shifted to

conform to that of the main clause verb:

(5.15) b. I heard that he was sick

That these two treatments of reported speech are not mutually exclusive is shown

by IC, in which an original present tense utterance like (5.15c) adjusts to the tense of

the main verb (sequence of tenses), but as in GE assumes subjunctive form, thus
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either appearing as a present subjunctive (5.15d) or as a past subjunctive (5.15e) (Kress

1982: 236).

This is significant, since it indicates the two different subjunctive forms do have

contrastive tense values for some purposes. It is not a difference in meaning, though.

This is shown by the fact that, when the original utterance has a past tense verb, it must

be reported in indirect discourse by means of a periphrastic perfect construction with

‘have’ in one or another subjunctive form (depending on the tense of the main clause).

Here, the perfect construction is what signals that the proposition refers to a reported

event in past time. The contrast between present subjunctive and past subjunctive is

without meaning, being automatically predicted by the tense of the main clause verb.

Nonetheless, the fact that fari and færi in (5.15d) and (5.15e) are differentially selected

by the tense of the main clause shows that for certain purposes (such as tense

agreement) “present” and “past” subjunctives do count as present and past forms

respectively.

In the modern GMC languages other than IC and GE, present subjunctive is still

distinctly marked only in the third person singular, if at all (EN live vs. lives). In these

languages, moreover, it can be regarded as a fossil form, since it no longer occurs

productively, but is restricted to fixed formulaic wishes, as the contrast between

(5.16a) and (5.16b) shows.
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As a productive device, however, it has been superseded in this function by modal plus

infinitive constructions.

(5.16) g. Ja, må hon leve. . .!

long may she live

(SW, Holmes and Hinchcliffe 1994: 295)

In some of these languages, the present subjunctive survives in a somewhat more

productive way as a substitute for third person imperatives in such contexts as recipes

(cf. Donaldson 1981: 160).

The past subjunctive, too, aside from GE and IC, is in the process of becoming

wholly non-distinct from the indicative preterite. To the extent that differences sur-

vive, they are restricted to strong verbs (e.g. DU kwam ‘came-PastIndic’, kwame

‘came-PastSubjunct)’ and irregular verbs. So, for example, in EN, the formally distinct

subjunctive is restricted to the singular of the verb be, and even this is in the process of

replacement by the indicative past: ‘If I was rich. . .’ appears to be universally

preferred by my students, notwithstanding the fact that it is stigmatized in prescriptive

grammar. A similar development is in progress in SW, where Holmes and Hinchcliffe

(1994: 298) report that a form identical to the indicative past is replacing the distinct-

ive subjunctive form in sentences like:
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In DA (Allan et al. 1995: 304) and in DU (Donaldson 1981: 160), only the indicative-

like form is possible in this context:

Although these languages are sometimes described as “losing” the subjunctive, it is

arguable that the subjunctive is still a distinct inflectional category from past tense in such

languages as EN, even when the two are formally identical, since a different mapping of

form and meaning is involved in each case. Not everyone agrees on this point, however.

Jannsen (1994: 111) and Fabricius-Hansen (1994: 51) claim that in such languages asDA,

NO, EN and DU, where the subjunctive has ceased to exist productively as a formally

distinct inflectional category, there is now only a single “past tense,” whose meanings

have accordingly been enlarged to encompass non-past counterfactual as well as past time

reference. The complexity of the result does little to recommend this approach.

5.1.2.2.2 Imperative For the most part, the GMC imperative has forms distinct

from those of the indicative only in the singular. Plural imperative forms are identical

to the corresponding indicatives, distinguished from them only by whether or not they

have a subject pronoun and their order with respect to that pronoun.

(The occurrence or non-occurrence of subject pronouns in imperative constructions is

discussed in detail in Section 4.12.3.)

GO, however, distinguishes third person plural imperative, for example, nimandau ‘let

them take’, from third person indicative nimand ‘they take’. GO is, in fact, the only GMC

language to exhibit distinctive third person imperative forms at all, and it has them in both

singular and plural (though not dual). The distinct imperative forms ofGOare the following:
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Table 5.1 Inflectional endings of active strong verbs in selected Germanic languages

5.2 Modal auxiliaries

The treatment of modal verbs is complicated by the fact that the semantic, morpho-

logical, selectional and syntactic criteria for their identification do not converge

exactly on a single set of elements. On the morphological side, most modal verbs

are, historically, “pretero-present” (or perfect-present) verbs – that is, verbs whose

present tense is formed on the IE perfect, rather than on the IE present (a fact related to

their generally stative meanings). This results in present tense forms which resemble

the past tense forms of basic strong verbs with respect to their vocalism and endings.

Thus, for example, the GO kunnan ‘to know’ has a present tense which looks like the

past tense of a corresponding regular strong verb of the same class:

Because of this origin, unlike regular verbs in the present tense, they are endingless

in the first and third person singular – a characteristic of strong verb past tenses.

Thus, for example, in GE, ich kann ‘I can’ differs from ich singe ‘I sing’.2 From a

synchronic morphological standpoint, this gives modal verbs the appearance of

inflectional defectiveness, since they lack the full range of person inflectional

endings and contrasts exhibited by other verbs in the singular present, for example

(EN he sings versus he can, DA jeg singer versus jeg kan). This property does not

pick out all and only modal verbs, since other verbs (EN dare and OE witan ‘to

know’, for example – also of pretero-present origin) share the anomalous inflection

2 For the same reason, pretero-present verbs have a different vowel in the singular present than in
the plural present (GE ich kann/wir können), like past tenses of strong verbs. Not having
recourse to IE perfect forms for the purposes of past tense formation, pretero-present verbs
formed weak preterites, adding the dental suffix directly to the zero grade of the root (GO ik
kunþa, GE ich konnte). The infinitive forms of pretero-present verbs are formed on their present
plural stems, and thus also show the reflexes of the zero-grade vocalism that was characteristic
of plural perfects in IE (GO kunnan, GE können).
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but fail to pattern as modals with respect to other criteria, including meaning (see

below). There is, though, a historical tendency to adjust the morphology in such a

way as to maximize the correspondence between this distinctive pretero-present

inflectional pattern and modal meaning. Thus, on the one hand, dare, historically a

pretero-present but with a non-modal meaning, now occurs with the regular 3Sg -s

in at least some syntactic circumstances (‘He dares to do that’, vs. ‘He dare not do

that’). Conversely, need, originally a regular weak verb, not a pretero-present, but

with a modal meaning, now tends to appear without the -s under some circum-

stances (‘He needs to do that’, but ‘He need not do that’). Note that it has also

assimilated to modals with respect to syntactic properties, such as the ability to

precede the clausal negator, and the ability to appear with prepositionless infini-

tives, which will be discussed below. Developments comparable to one or another

of these are also found in other GMC languages. YI flegn ‘used to’ and kern ‘ought

to’, originally non-pretero-present with modal-like meanings, have come to inflect

as a pretero-present in some varieties of YI (Birnbaum 1979: 263; Jacobs 2005:

216), while GE taugen, ‘be of use, avail’, and gönnen ‘to not begrudge’, original

pretero-presents with non-modal meanings, have ceased to inflect as pretero-

presents. Moreover, as Denison (1993: 296f.) points out, other members of the class

of pretero-presents without modal meanings have tended to disappear over time in

EN (e.g., unnan ‘to grant’, dugan ‘avail’, witan ‘to know’ and all other non-modal

pretero-presents in OE), thus further increasing the correspondence. While the

correspondence between this morphology and membership in the modal category is

not complete, it is the most distinctive characteristic of the class across the GMC

languages, and one which seems to have become more strongly aligned with semantic

properties over time. Other morphological properties include participation in the GE

double-infinitive construction in perfect tenses discussed in note 12. However, this is

again not exclusive tomodal verbs, since it is also foundwith verbs of perception. In EN,

modals are also characterized by defectiveness with respect to tense, connected in part

with the general conflation of preterite and conditional forms (see Denison 1993: 294).

Semantically, modals are auxiliaries which take verb phrases headed by other verbs

(the “main” or “lexical” verb) as arguments, and add to them an additional assertion of,

roughly, modality. Modality is of two basic types. On the one hand, the modal may

assert something about the possibility, probability, necessity, permissibility or desir-

ability of the event described by the other verb phrase (the “root” meaning of the

modal). In some of these cases, for example, ‘You may leave’, the modal serves as a

speech-act verb. Uttering the sentence amounts to bestowing permission. On the other

hand, the modal may assert something about the source and quality of the speaker’s

information for the factuality of that event (“epistemic” meaning). Individual modals

normally admit either root or epistemic meanings.
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Root meanings are sometimes further categorized as deontic (obligation and permis-

sion) and dynamic (those having to do with possibility and intent).

Epistemic and root interpretations of modals are found in all of the modern GMC

languages. However, epistemic interpretations seem to be less frequent in the earlier

languages, largely restricted in OE, for example, to ‘may/might’ (Denison 1993: 298).

Goossens (1982) claims that they are in large part a secondary development in EN. If

so, then their distribution across the modern languages would appear to be another case

of similarity by convergence.

The semantic argument of the modal is the entire predication (‘he is arrested’ in

(5.20a, b), for example). The first one asserts that that proposition is desirable. The

second asserts that it is hearsay. In neither one is there a direct, semantic connection

between amodal and the subject ‘he’, whose semantic role is instead determined entirely

by the nonfinite “lexical” verb. This property is sometimes referred to as “transparency.”

These semantic criteria for identifying modals, again, do not line up perfectly with

morphological and syntactic critera.Appear, for example,would seem to resemblemodals

semantically, but does not conform to the recognized class of modals inflectionally. Nor

does it share with the modals another widespread syntactic characteristic; unlike other

verbs taking infinitive complements, modals typically take infinitives without a prepos-

itional complementizer (to, zu, at). This syntactic criterion seems to recur at least as a

necessary condition for modals across most GMC languages (though not as a sufficient

condition, since there are non-modal verbs which take bare infinitive complements – see

Section 6.7.1). Thus, in FR, for example, all modal verbs take bare infinitives:
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The verb doare ‘dare’, on the other hand, another pretero-present verb which used to

take bare infinitives but which has a non-modal meaning, has now begun to appear

with a prepositional infinitive (as is also the case with EN dare).

In IC (where the various characteristics of modals converge less than elsewhere),

some verbs with pretero-present morphology and modal meanings take að infinitives,

rather than bare infinitives. This is true of kunna ‘know (how to)’, eiga ‘be supposed

to’, and þurfa ‘need to’, though not of mega ‘be allowed to’, and vilja ‘want’.

Therefore, modals resist identification as a unitary, exhaustive semantic morpho-

logical or syntactic category. In fact, in the great majority of the GMC languages, it

would seem that they can be regarded as simply a subset of verbs which happen to

share a cluster of semantic, morphological and selectional peculiarities, some of which

are shared by non-modal verbs. Modern EN is a very clear exception, however. In EN,

modal verbs have come to exhibit unique syntactic patternings which do set them apart

from all lexical verbs, and which indicate that they are in fact instances of a separate

word type. First of all, they, unlike lexical verbs, can appear in a special Aux(iliary)

position to the left of the sentential negator and frequency adverbs.

(5.22) a. He may not/often leave

b. *He leaves not/often

They are also able precede the subject of the clause in main clause questions (“subject-

aux inversion”), unlike lexical verbs with which an auxiliary verb ‘do’ must be used.

(5.22) c. May we leave now?

d. *Left they at 3:00?

They share these properties with the aspectual auxiliaries have and be, as well as the

“dummy auxiliary” do, though not with lexical verbs:

(5.22) e. He is {not/often} leaving

f. He has {not/often} left

However, the modal verbs differ from have and be in that they can only occur to the

left of the negator, and of medial frequency adverbs. Have and be, on the other hand,

can occur to the right of sentence adverbs, in a nonfinite form (present or past participle

or infinitive), just in case another finite verb occupies the leftward Aux position.
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(5.22) a. He must not have left

b. He must not be leaving

c. He has not been studying

d. He may not have been leaving

Probably to be connected with this is the fact that EN modals, unlike those of other

GMC languages, lack nonfinite forms; they do not have present and past participles

and infinitives. In contexts where we might expect nonfinite forms of modals, we

instead get nonfinite forms of unrelated non-modal verbs, or verb plus adjective

combinations, with equivalent meaning. This is in contrast to GE, for example, where

all modals have infinitives (and other nonfinite forms).

(5.23) a.*musting, *musted, *to must ! having to, had to, to have to

b.*shoulding *shoulded *to should ! being supposed to, etc.

Other differences between EN modals and those in other GMC languages follow

from this. EN modals cannot be “stacked,” as they can in GE, for example – that is,

they cannot appear as nonfinite complements of other modals or aspectual auxiliaries.

EN modals also cannot appear in infinitive clauses, as they can in GE.3

3 Restricted apparent exceptions to the prohibitions against stacking of modals and nonfinite uses of
modals appear in some nonstandard dialects of EN, e.g., Appalachian EN –might could, useta could,
musta didn’t (Wolfram and Christian 1976: 90) – and Scots EN (Brown 1991; Miller 2004: 53).

(i) You’ll have to can do it whether you like it or not
(Scots, Brown 1991: 75)

In at least some cases of stacking, these authors note that the first modal can often be paraphrased as
an adverb (might could ¼ ‘perhaps could’), and suggest that this may be the best analysis for them.
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Arguably further evidence of a different status for modals in GE than in EN is the fact

that in GE (and in other GMC languages), modals need not always be auxiliary verbs,

but can be the sole verb in the clause, as in the following cases, with understood but

unexpressed verbs of motion:

This whole cluster of differences between EN modals on the one hand and modals in

GE and elsewhere on the other follows from the more or less standard view that GE

modals are members of the lexical category verb, and therefore have a distribution not

unlike other verbs, while EN modals are members of the lexical category Aux, and can

only appear in the unique Aux position reserved for the finite verb of the clause. GE

modals (as well as the auxiliaries have and be in EN and elsewhere) are verbs which take

bareVPs as their complements. Like other verbs, they canmove into the auxiliary position

of the sentence just in case it is not already occupied (e.g., by a higher modal). If the Aux

position is occupied, then theywill, like other verbs, staywithin the verb phrase, appearing

in the appropriate nonfinite form. EN modals, on the other hand, are “native” auxiliaries.

They can only appear in the Aux slot. Thus, they will never appear to the right of the

sentential negator for example, nor in a nonfinite form. Further, since each sentence has a

unique Aux position, there will be only one modal per clause in EN. In GE, on the hand,

modals, since they are verbs, can head verb phrases which are selected by higher modals,

and they can in turn select VPs of their own. Stacking will thus be a possibility.

The situation is perhaps more complicated than this, however. In the GE stacked

modal example in (5.23h), we observe that the uppermost modal has an epistemic

interpretation, but the lower one has a root interpretation, and, in fact, it appears to

be impossible to construct examples in which the lower modal has an epistemic

interpretation. The same applies to cases like:

In the first of these, but not in the second, the modal may have the epistemic meaning

of ‘conclusion from indirect evidence’.
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Similarly, modals in infinitive clauses admit only root meanings – not epistemic

ones. (For GE, compare Fagan 1996; Abraham 2001a: 102.) Vikner (1988: 35) points

out that this is true in DA, van Kemenade (1992) reports the same distribution of

interpretations for DU and Brown (1991) for Scots. This being the case, we can

perhaps conclude that all epistemic modals are Aux elements in the other GMC

languages, as well as standard EN, and therefore restricted to finite positions, non-

stackable and so on, and that the difference between EN and these other languages is

that EN assigns the same status to root modals as well, whereas root modals elsewhere

in GMC are assigned to the category Verb. Abraham (2001a: 113) offers an analysis

along these lines.

How did EN come to be different on this point from other GMC languages? Earlier

investigators of the syntax of modals in Old and Middle EN claimed that, as in GE,

they had the syntactic distribution of verbs in pre-modern EN, citing, among other

things, the fact that they occur in syntactic frames other than in front of bare VPs –

taking direct objects, locative complements, finite clausal complements or no comple-

ments at all, for example – and that, unlike their Modern EN counterparts, they do

exhibit nonfinite forms.

The fact that they can no longer do so indicates that they have shifted categories, from

verbs to Aux elements, between Early Modern and Modern EN. (See Denison 1993 for

an overview of such analyses, and, more recently, Roberts and Roussou 2002.) Other

recent and systematic studies, on the other hand, have concluded that no such category

change has occurred; the appearance of category change results from the fact that in

earlier EN these forms existed as doublets of homophonous lexical verbs and auxiliar-

ies. The lexical verbs were lost and the auxiliaries retained. In OE, for example, in

addition to its modal meaning, cunnan ‘can’ also functioned as a lexical verb meaning

‘know’. Allan (1987:151) claims that it was only in these non-modal meanings that

these verbs could show verb-like syntactic behavior, such as appearing with direct

objects and in nonfinite forms. When they appear in meanings equivalent to Modern

EN modals, they are always finite, and only take bare VP complements. (See also van

Kemenade 1992 for a similar claim that modals were already syntactically distinct

from other verbs in OE.) Warner (1993: 146), on the basis of very detailed and

systematic examination, comes to a comparable (though somewhat less categorical)
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conclusion, claiming that by the time of ME, “pretero-present verbs subcategorized

for plain infinitives which denote necessity, obligation and related notions of futurity

are finite only.” According to this view, the impossibility of sentences like (5.26a) in

Modern EN does not reflect a change in the syntax of modals but a loss of the

corresponding homophonous lexical verbs. Modal verbs have always been distinct

syntactically from regular verbs; the difference between OE and Modern EN is that

a series of changes have taken place which make the distinction more salient.

The changes include loss of these lexical verb homophones of true modals, loss of

non-modal pretero-present verbs (leaving the modals inflectionally isolated), the

replacement of bare infinitive complements of non-modal verbs by to-infinitive

complements, and, in relatively recent times, the loss by lexical verbs of the ability

to appear in the Aux position, and to participate in subject-aux inversion, leaving

only modal verbs and aspectual auxiliaries with that ability. Against the background

of this reevaluation of syntax of modals in OE, it will be interesting to take a closer

look at anomalies in the behavior of modals in the other GMC languages. In SW, for

example, not all modals have infinitive forms (Holmes and Hinchcliffe 1994: 292),

though it is not clear that this breaks down in the same way as in ME, nor that the

division falls along root/epistemic lines. Skola ‘shall’, kunna ‘be able’ and vilja ‘want

to’ have infinitives and participles, but ma° ‘may, must’, tör ‘is probably’ and

(literary) lär ‘is said to’ do not.

5.3 Developments in the expression of tense in Germanic

As we have seen, GMC had only two inflectionally signaled tenses: “present” and

“past.” This minimal system was subsequently supplemented by the development of

periphrastic expressions for other tense/aspect distinctions, involving a combination

of various auxiliary verbs with nonfinite verbal forms: infinitives, past participles

and present participles. So, for example, individual GMC languages have developed

present perfect and pluperfect, future and progressive constructions, as well as

combinations of these – for example, future perfect progressives like:

None of these developments is traceable to the parent language, and they are absent or

underdeveloped in the older languages. GO, for example, has no systematic periphrastic

expression of future tense, perfect tense or progressive. Thus, the extensive use of

auxiliary verbs plus nonfinite verb forms across GMC languages, rather than inflection,
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to express distinctions in tense and aspect (and, as we will see, voice and mood) is a late

development, though not one which is unique to GMC; similar periphrastic construc-

tions have arisen in the neighboring Celtic and Romance languages.

5.3.1 Identifying periphrastic tense/aspect constructions

A discussion of periphrastic tenses necessarily confronts the vexed question of how

they are to be delimited. For example, the following GO construction appears to be a

progressive construction, contrary to the claim that early GMC did not have these,

since, like the EN one, it consists of ‘be’ plus an apparent present participle.

Note, however, that stative verbs like ‘know’ in general resist participation in progres-

sive constructions in languages which have such constructions. Moreover, the non-

finite verbal forms of GMC are ambiguous with respect to category. Thus, participles,

in addition to being parts of verbal paradigms, can also function as adjectives, or even

as nouns. Therefore, it is likely that the participle in this GO example is to be

interpreted as a predicate adjective, rather than a form of the verb. It thus means

something like ‘he was knowledgeable that. . .’. The problem illustrated by this

example is a general one, and the existence of such look-alike constructions can make

it difficult to identify and date the beginnings of periphrastic aspect and voice

constructions. (Compare Visser 1963: 1929ff. for a discussion of how this complicates

the dating of the EN progressive, for example.) Similar problems arise with respect to

the identification of perfect constructions in GMC. In their origins, the GMC perfect

constructions are often claimed to have been predications of states, in which the past

participle functions as a predicative adjective. Constructions like the GE

are usually regarded as arising from resultative constructions involving a transitive

verb haben with a direct object, of which the participial adjective, for example,

gebrochen is predicated, the whole thing meaning something like ‘I have it in a state

of brokenness’. From here, according to the standard story, the perfect construction

emerges by way of a process of grammaticalization in which haben ceases to function

as a lexical verb of possession and becomes an aspectual auxiliary, the participle

ceases to be a stative adjective and begins to function as a part of the verbal paradigm,

and the whole comes to describe an event, rather than a state. Exactly when such a
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transition takes place in individual languages is hard to pinpoint. ‘Have’ has clearly

become a perfect auxiliary, rather than a lexical verb of possession when it starts

appearing with intransitive verbs in constructions with no objects, as in the

following:

These examples show that by late OE ‘have’ had made that transition at least in

past perfect constructions, though not all investigators are willing to grant that it

had a full-fledged perfect construction. See the reservations expressed in Mitchell

(1985: I, 298).4

In a somewhat similar vein, it is observed in Einarsson 1945: 141 that intransitive

verbs of motion in IC participate in two different periphrastic constructions – one with

the helping verb vera ‘be’ and a participle which agrees with the subject and one with the

helping verb hafa ‘have’ and a non-agreeing participle (appearing with a default

neuter ending). These are illustrated in (5.31).

The two differ in that the former means, roughly, ‘he is in a state of having come (and

is therefore still here)’, while the latter has an actional interpretation (‘He has come in

the past, but is not necessarily here now’). See Yamaguchi and Pétursson 2003 for a

more exact characterization of the semantic difference. The construction in (5.31a)

differs in this respect from ‘be’ perfects in other GMC languages, such as DU (5.31c),

which do not imply a continuing state.

4 Brinton (1988: 99), on the other hand, places the origin of the EN perfect in prehistorical
times, stating that “the development of the perfect in GMC is primarily preliterary,” and
challenges the traditional derivation from stative possessive constructions, stating that “there
is no reason to believe that these collocations originally expressed possessive meaning. . .”
(Brinton 1988: 102).
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Kress (1982: 147ff.), like Einarsson, treats both of the IC constructions as distinct

periphrastic verbal aspect constructions, both of which belong to verbal paradigms,

classifying them respectively as “Resultative/Situative” and “Perfect” conjugations.

It is not obvious, however, in view of its stative meaning, that the former might not

be better analyzed as a predicate adjective construction with a participial adjective,

rather than a verbal construction with a verbal past participle. See Mitchell 1985: I,

303ff. for a similar reservation about whether there was a true perfect with ‘be’

in OE.

A similar set of questions arises with respect to progressive, or continuous tense,

constructions. As noted above, EN has a progressive construction, consisting of two

components: an auxiliary and a nonfinite verb form. The -ing gerund in (5.32) behaves

like a verb in, for example, taking adverbial modifiers and NP complements.

(5.32) I am slowly finishing this chapter

Since it is built up from the same types of elements as other periphrastic tense/aspect

constructions in the language, regarding it as a part of the tense/aspect system of

EN, that is, as a part of the verbal conjugation (in a sense appropriately enlarged to

include periphrastic constructions), seems unproblematic. IC also has a construction

which signifies continuous tense, called “progressive” by Thráinsson (1994: 163) and

“kursiv” by Kress (1982: 159). This construction, too, is formed with an auxiliary ‘be’

plus a nonfinite form of the verb – in this case, the infinitive. However, it also includes

a third element, the infinitive marker að.5

In IC grammars, this construction is also treated as a part of the verbal paradigm; Kress

regards it as constituting a “cursive conjugation” (cf. also Einarsson 1945: 143).

5 This construction is one of a family of aspectual constructions found exclusively in Icelandic,
which Haugen (1976: 307) reports have been attributed to Irish influence. The others include
inchoative constructions with fara ‘go’ (Ég fer að hlæja ‘I begin to laugh’) and perfective with
vera bu $inn (lit. ‘be lived’) (Ég er bu $inn að gleyma ‘I have forgotten’). The latter, according to
Kress (1982: 155), is similar in meaning to the present perfect, but differs from it in implying
the continued existence of a resultant state.
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Farther toward the margins is the construction in DA (5.33b) and FA (Barnes 1994:

211), and the YI construction in (5.33c), which includes, besides the auxiliary, the

nonfinite verb and the complementizer, a preposition.

Farther still from the canonical structure of a periphrastic tense/aspect is the construc-

tion in AF (5.33d) that Lockwood (1965: 210) refers to as “continuous tense” (see also

Donaldson 2000: 114).

The meaning of this construction again overlaps with that of the EN progressive, but

here we would be on more solid ground in denying it status as a part of the tense/aspect

marking paradigms of AF, since skryf is not a form of a verb at all, but a noun.

Ebert (2000: 607) extends the umbrella of “progressive constructions” far enough to

include paraphrases like (5.33e), found in a number of modern GMC languages, and

concludes that all of the modern languages have progressive constructions (see also

Donaldson 1993: 220).

Again, these constructions are functionally equivalent to the progressives of EN, for

example, since, as Ebert notes, they are the ones that are elicited by asking, “What is

X doing right now?”, but they deviate sufficiently from the canonical shape of periphras-

tic verbal constructions to make their inclusion in verbal paradigms a highly doubtful

step. Some guidelines for distinguishing “true progressive” constructions from look-alike

constructions, specifically with respect to EN progressives, are offered in Denison 1993:

372ff., but in general the boundaries between those constructions which actually warrant

treatment as part of the inflectional paradigms of verbs and those which do not are not

sharp.Drawing apossiblyarbitrary line, Iwill limitmyattention in this chapter to just those
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periphrastic constructions consisting of no more than a (verbal) form of the lexical verb

(infinitive, participle or gerund), an auxiliary, and an infinitive marker such as to and að.

Excluded by this criterion are such constructions as the “singulative aspect” construction

used in Yiddish to express one-time action (Jacobs 2005: 222), as in er tut a kuk ‘he gives

a glance’, since it appears to involve a noun, rather than a nonfinite verb form, though

as Jacobs points out, the situation is not quite so clear-cut as this.

5.3.2 Future

GMC lacks an inflectional future. All of the GMC languages allow the use of “present”

tense forms in reference to future time. This is the normal expression of future in GO,

for example (Streitberg 1920: 201). GO makes marginal use of the perfective prefix

ga- to reinforce the future meaning of present tense forms with durative verbs, though

always with an accompanying sense of perfectivity. So, for example, in the following,

the first verb translates a Greek future, and the second a Greek present.

Some (though possibly not all) of the modern languages have developed periphrastic

future constructions. Even in languages where a periphrastic future has developed,

present forms can be used to convey futuremeanings, and there are some contexts where

only the present, not the periphrastic future, can be used in reference to future time. So,

for example, present tense stands in for the future quite generally in subordinate time

and condition clauses (see Abraham 1989: 348f. for discussion).

The possibility of using simple present in future meaning is more circumscribed in

EN than in other GMC languages. Thus, for example, (5.35c) is possible in SW (and

other languages), but its translation into EN with a simple present tense is not.

If intended as a plain assertion about a proposed future action, the corresponding EN

sentence requires a (wi)ll:
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(5.35) d. I’ll call you tomorrow

(The use of present for future is not unrestricted elsewhere, however. Allen et al.

(1995: 269) point out that in DA, present-as-future is frequent with telic verbs (those

which imply a goal or end-point), such as ‘stop’, ‘come’, but not generally with atelic

verbs (which do not imply a goal or end-point), such as ‘live’, ‘read’, ‘eat’, with which

a future auxiliary is normally used.)

The present tense EN gloss on (5.35c), however, is possible in a situation with

intended future reference if uttered in a context where the speaker is offering a

reminder/asking for a confirmation of a pre-existing plan:

(5.35) e. So it’s settled. I call you tomorrow and then you call John.

In general, it seems to be the case that simple presents used as futures are possible only

where this requirement of referring to an already scheduled future event is satisfied.

(5.35) f. The train leaves on Friday

This restriction has to do with more general differences between EN and other GMC

languages with respect to the meaning of the simple present – in particular, it is related

to the general fact that the EN simple present does not point to specific instants in

time, but rather is used in predications of a generic, habitual, timelessly true nature,

with present progressive being used to locate events in the immediate now.

Correspondingly, present progressive can be used to express future tense in EN

without the limitations imposed on simple future.

(5.35) g. I’m seeing the new Star Wars film tomorrow

This present-progressive-as-future shares with present-as-future in other GMC

languages the property that it is limited to the near future.

(5.35) h. The world is ending tomorrow/ !!in four billion years

Abraham (1989: 352) also claims that EN, alone among the modern languages, uses

its future auxiliary in statements of habitual action, such as the following:

(5.35) i. She’ll sit there for hours just staring at the wall

(Abraham 1989: 352)

In addition to using present for future under some circumstances, each of the GMC

languages has developed future constructions involving auxiliary verbs of one sort or

another. These are relatively late developments, and in some respects highly individ-

ual. They differ from each other in terms of the source of the auxiliary, and in terms of

how much of the original meaning of the auxiliary carries over (Abraham 1989).

Abraham distinguishes three types of sources for future auxiliaries.
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Not taken into account in this typology is the striking use of haban ‘have’ as a

future auxiliary in GO for durative verbs (Streitberg 1920: 201), reflected in

(5.37a), for instance, where tauja and taujan haba translate a Greek present and

future respectively.

This is unique in GMC, though it has an interesting analogue in most Romance

languages, where the future suffix is derived from Latin habere (Roberts and

Roussou 2002: 36).

Case (5.36a) is instantiated in GE (and in perhaps part in YI – see below), which has

adapted the inchoative verb werden ‘become’ to use as a future auxiliary. Interestingly,

DU, AF and FR failed to develop a future of this type, even though the cognate of this

verb (DU worden, FR wurde) is used as an auxiliary in other constructions, for

example, passive (Abraham 1989: 362).

Case (5.36b), in which verbs of motion become future auxiliaries, is found in a

variety of West and North GMC languages. ‘Come’ as a future auxiliary is primarily

associated with continental Scandinavian (NO and SW but not DA), though it also

appears in Alemannic High GE (Abraham 1989: 362).

Most West GMC languages, on the other hand, including EN, tend to employ ‘go’

along with infinitives as a future auxiliary.
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This is not universal among these languages, though. WF, for example, lacks such

‘go’-future construction, aside from cases in which actual motion is involved, as does GE.

In general, the ‘go’ future is used for proximate future, for example, in EN, DU and YI.

Finally, in case (5.36c), future auxiliaries derive frommodal verbs. All modal verbs are

inherently future-oriented, since the sentences in which they occur describe potentialities.

In fact, though, only the modal ‘will’, with its original volitional meaning, and ‘shall’,

with its original meaning of obligation, evolve into future auxiliaries. All of the modern

GMC languages except for GE, which has chosen the inchoative werden as its future

auxiliary exclusively, and IC, which has developed no true future auxiliary at all, have

turned one or the other of these two modals into a future auxiliary (while sometimes also

retaining it in its modal functions). In earlier stages of GE, too, ‘shall’ was the most usual

choice for the expression of future, occurring with regularity in OHG, though generally

retaining some of its earlier modal meaning (Erdmann 1874: 5). Abraham (1989: 368)

notes that FR, lacking the ‘go’ future of other West GMC languages and the werden-

future of GE and YI, is unique among the GMC languages in having only the modal type,

with the auxiliary sille. There is wide variation across modern GMC with respect to the

choice between these two modals as the future auxiliary. Some dialects of EN use both,

and eighteenth-century prescriptive attempts at regulating their distribution led to the

notorious shall/will rule (cf. Crystal 2003: 194). Other varieties of EN (Irish, Scottish and

American) have only will, shall surviving only marginally, for example, in formulaic

polite requests like ‘Shall we go?’ DA ville has become a pure future marker, while skulle

retains more modal force, implying that the future event being asserted is a matter of

agreement/arrangement or promise (Allan et al. 1995: 269). On the other hand, in SW

(Holmes and Hinchcliffe 1994: 283), only skola has come to be a purely temporal marker

of future tense in the third person (while continuing a separate existence as a modal of

obligation); ville still only occurs as a modal verb of volition. In other persons, however,

skola too retains modal force, signaling intention or suggestion (Bandle et al. 2005: 1622),

in contrast to the modally neutral venitive future komma att. DU uses zullen alone as a

future auxiliary, while Low GE uses willen as a future auxiliary in reference to events in

the immediate future (Lindow et al. 1998: 104), alongside warrn ‘become’ (for future

events about which there is certainty (Lindow et al. 1998: 102)) and schölen ‘shall’.
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YI, too, uses the ‘want’ verb (veln) as a future auxiliary, at least through part of its

paradigm.

The first person forms here are identical to those of the corresponding forms of the

modal veln. However, forms with no /l/ appear in the second person and in the third

person singular. In this respect the future auxiliary is different from the modal verb,

which has /l/ throughout. Historically, this is because the future auxiliary is actually a

conflation of the original veln ‘want’ paradigm and the original vern ‘become’

paradigm (Lockwood 1965: 253). It is not clear, though, that it is so understood

synchronically. YI grammatical descriptions, including Jacobs et al. 1994: 406 and

Katz 1987: 138, identify all of these forms with a single future auxiliary, veln.

The transition from modal to future auxiliary is least far along in IC. Einarsson

(1945: 137) offers munu ‘may’ as a future auxiliary in his paradigms (e $g mun berja ‘I

shall (may) beat’), but this identification is called into question by Kress (1982: 166)

and others (cf. Abraham 1989: 375f.).

5.3.3 Perfect tenses and past tenses

The perfect constructions of the GMC languages are unconnected with (and semantic-

ally quite distinct from) the IE perfect. In fact, in early GMC translations, perfect and

pluperfect in other IE languages are treated as the translational equivalent of GMC

simple past tense.
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The periphrastic perfect constructions (present perfect, past perfect or pluperfect

and future perfect) occur in all of the modern GMC languages, and in the medieval

languages aside from GO, but it is still unclear to what extent they are a common

inheritance and to what extent they are of medieval origin, and therefore reflect

parallel developments in individual languages. They occur, for example, in OHG,

OE (see the preceding section) and abundantly in OS, for example (see Watts

2001):

Even in these closely related languages, though, there are individual differences in

their formation: OHG uses both haban and eigan as perfect auxiliaries, for example,

and EN from the earliest period uses ‘have’, not ‘be’, as the perfect auxiliary with the

copula, in contrast with the continental West GMC languages. The constructions

nonetheless share features in common across these languages, including the use of

two different auxiliaries, ‘have’ and ‘be’ (even in EN, until recent times), and arguably

their basic meaning as well.

5.3.3.1 The form of the perfect

In the usual case, the perfect tenses of GMC employ a combination of an auxiliary –

in either its present tense form (present perfect), its past tense form (pluperfect), or

its future tense form (future perfect) – plus a past participle. In the Upper GE

dialects, where the simple past forms have been lost even for the perfect auxiliary

(see Section 5.1.4.4), past perfect is now expressed by means of a present perfect

of a present perfect (see Grebe et al. 1966: 105, Curme 1952: 283 and Behaghel

1924 II: 272).

YI, too, has lost the simple preterite, leaving only the present perfect as a “past” tense,

and this has led to a similar development in the past perfect:
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In some of the older languages, the participle exhibited variable agreement with a

co-occurring NP (the subject in case the perfect auxiliary was ‘be’, or the object in case

it was ‘have’). The former case is illustrated in (5.41e). The latter is illustrated in

(5.41a). It was also possible to have a non-agreeing participle, however, even in these

early languages (5.41b).

In these older languages, the uninflected participle is decidedly the more frequent

(Watts 2001: 129). It is not clear that this variation is connected directly with the

assumed transition from adjectival participles to verbal ones. Participle agreement in

GMC perfect constructions has tended to disappear over time. So, for example,

Einarsson (1945: 163) notes that in Modern IC, the participle in perfect construction

with hafa ‘have’ takes an invariant singular neuter ending, as in (5.41c), but he notes

that in earlier stages, the participle could agree with the object, as in (5.41d):

Similarly, in OHG there was participle agreement with the subject when ‘be’ was the

perfect auxiliary, as in (5.41e), but agreement has disappeared byMHG (Paul 1989: 294).

This seems to reflect the more general treatment of predicate adjectives.

In NO, there is a split between BN, which has invariant non-inflecting participles,

and NN, in which participles of most strong verbs and a subset of weak verbs taking

være as their helping verb, inflect for agreement (Bandle et al. 2005: 1592).
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In SW, the distinction between default-neuter participles in perfect constructions

and agreeing participles elsewhere (e.g., in passives and in adjectival uses) has led in

relatively recent times to a further formal elaboration between invariant supine forms

and inflected past participle forms (see Section 5.5.3 and Holmes and Hinchcliffe

1994: 287 for discussion).

5.3.3.1.1 Omission of the perfect auxiliary SW, NO (Bandle et al. 2005: 1592)

and pre-twentieth-century Modern GE allow the omission of the perfect auxiliary in

subordinate clauses.

This construction was apparently borrowed into SW from GE in the seventeenth

century, but then lost from GE while it was retained in SW (Haugen 1976: 377).

5.3.3.2 Perfect auxiliary choice

With the exception of the OHG experiment with eigan, perfect auxiliaries in the

GMC languages have been limited to the cognates of have and be. GMC shares

this characteristic – the choice of these two auxiliaries as well as the criteria for sele-

ction, to a large extent – apparently exclusively with the Romance languages. The

GMC languages divide themselves into several groups with respect to how the two

auxiliaries are distributed. In some languages, only a single auxiliary has survived. In

SW and some varieties of NO (Haugen 1976: 80; Bandle et al. 2005: 1592), as well as

Modern Standard EN and some varieties of YI (Jacobs 2005: 217), ‘be’ has been given

up altogether, and ‘have’ occurs as the perfect auxiliary in all cases.
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Whether IC belongs in this group depends on the proper analysis of vera-perfects,

discussed in Section 5.1.4.1. In some varieties of AF, too, ‘have’ is used as the perfect

auxiliary with all verbs, although, more usually, ‘be’ is still used for the perfect of the

verb wees ‘be’ (Donaldson 1993: 237).

The opposite case is represented in Shetlands EN, where, as reported in Robertson

and Graham 1991 and Melchers 1992, only ‘be’ occurs as a perfect auxiliary (a

situation apparently unique in the GMC languages, though Melchers discusses reports

of apparent highly sporadic idiolectal parallels in southwestern NO).

Other languages have alternations in auxiliary choice; in DA, Northern Low GE

and, variably, OE and ME (Visser 1963: 2044; Mustanoja, cited in Mitchell 1985: I,

302), ‘be’ is selected by intransitive motion verbs and change of state verbs as a perfect

auxiliary, though the verb ‘be’ itself selects ‘have’:

In these languages, we can characterize the class of verbs admitting ‘be’ as ‘(intransi-

tive) verbs of change of position or state’.

Modern GE and DU also use ‘be’ not only with verbs of directed motion/change of

state, but also with some intransitive verbs of location and continued existence, which

do not involve change, such as GE sein ‘be’, liegen ‘lie’ and bleiben ‘remain’ (though
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not existieren ‘exist’ and verweilen ‘stay, linger’. (See Lieber and Baayen, 1997,

appendix, for an extensive list of verbs in DU categorized by auxiliary choice.)

Here, however, variability begins to manifest itself not only in the form of differences

between near synonyms, but also between speakers. In GE, for example, verbs of

position may take either auxiliary, depending on the speaker, and Ponelis (1993: 446),

Lieber and Baayen (1997) report both dialect variation and historical competition

between ‘have’ and ‘be’ as the perfect auxiliary with zijn ‘be’ in DU.

In those languages in which verbs of motion can take ‘be’ as an auxiliary, they do so

only in cases where the motion is “telic” – that is, motion toward a goal. In atelic uses,

the verbs of motion take ‘have’ as an auxiliary. Thus, for example, ‘run’ in Low GE

takes ‘have’, as in (5.44a), unless a goal of motion is specified (as in 5.43g).

How best to analyze the nature of perfect auxiliary choice has been one of the more

extensively discussed problems in GMC and Romance linguistics over the past few

decades, and it is impossible to do justice to that extensive literature here. The reader is

referred to Sorace 2000 and Lieber and Baayen 1997 for a discussion of some of the

research on the problem. The fundamental question is whether auxiliary choice is

determined by syntax or by semantics. A prominent early analysis of the former type

is the Unaccusative Hypothesis of Perlmutter (1978) (cf. also Burzio 1986; Rosen 1984),
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discussed further in Section 4.9.4.1.2.5. Under that hypothesis, the surface subjects of

the “intransitive” verbs which take ‘be’ as their auxiliary are in fact underlyingly direct

objects, while those which take ‘have’ are underlyingly subjects. This makes the former

lookmuch like passive sentences, and the claim is that ‘be’ appears as a perfect auxiliary

in these cases for the same reason that it appears as a passive auxiliary in some of these

languages. More refined versions of this hypothesis have been advanced. Other investi-

gators have argued that the determinants of auxiliary choice are fundamentally seman-

tic, and not reducible to syntactic structure. Investigators espousing a position of this

type are divided about whether there are multiple semantic determinants of auxiliary

selection, leading to irreducible scalarity in auxiliary selection (e.g., Shannon 1995) or

whether it is possible to identify a single semantic determinant (Lieber and Baayen

1997). Sorace (2000), on the basis of facts from some Romance and GMC languages,

advances the following descriptive Auxiliary Selection Hierarchy to characterize the

variation. Languages differ with respect to how far down the hierarchy ‘be’ extends.

5.3.4 The meaning of the (present) perfect and the past

What exactly the perfect means, whether it is an aspect or a tense, and whether it has a

common meaning across the GMC languages are also matters of substantial and

ongoing debate. This debate has been particularly vigorous in the case of GE, with

special focus on what sets the perfect apart from the simple past in that language.

Before returning to this case, I will establish a framework by discussing what makes

the present perfect distinctive in languages where such differences are more robust.

Both present perfect and past tense are used to describe events which took place in the

past. The main difference in interpretation between present perfect constructions and

simple past constructions in at least some languages is that the former but not the latter

suggest that the past action decribed is relevant, in some sense, to the situation at (or

beyond) the moment of speaking. Thus, for example, it may be that the action has been

completed immediately before the moment of speaking, as in (5.46a) (the “proximate

past” case). Or it may be that the past action is one of a possible series of actions, which

have occurred in the past but to which others of the same type may be added in the future,

as in (5.46b) (the “open time frame” case). Present perfect (5.46c) is anomalous because

the time frame in which the past events occurred is understood to have been concluded.
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(5.46) a. He has just left

b. I have only seen three Mel Gibson movies (this year)

c. !!In London in the 70s, I have seen Big Ben three times

There are rather remarkable differences across the GMC languages, though, with

respect to how this “present relevance” requirement is construed. On the one hand,

in (Standard) EN, DA and SW, for example, present perfect is also used to express

durative events which started in the past but continue on into the present, whereas in

GE, DU, AF and Irish EN these are typically expressed as simple present events.6

6 Correspondingly, GE uses simple past tense to refer to an event that started before some
reference point in the past and continued through the time of that reference point, while
English once again uses a perfect construction:

(i) Ich wartete schon eine Stunde
I had been waiting for an hour
(GE, Russon and Russon 1965: 64)
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Boogaart (1999: 151) notes that DU can use either present tense or present perfect in

such contexts, as can GE (Hendricks (1981: 40), though with a subtle meaning

difference. Interestingly, the EN, DA and SW sentences here lose the “continuing into

the present” sense when the time phrase is omitted, while retaining “present rele-

vance.” Example (5.47h) can be interpreted to mean that they are no longer married.

(5.47) h. They have been married

However it differs from

(5.47) i. They were married

in that (5.47h) still suggests that the time frame is still open, and that they may

therefore remarry at some point in the future, whereas (5.47i) does not. This indicates

that the default interpretation of present perfect is ‘event/ state existing prior to the

present, but with present relevance’, but that in some languages, the presence of

duration phrases allows the stretching of the event itself into the present.

In DA and SW, but not in EN, the requisite “present relevance” can be supplied by

the simple continued existence of an object/state created by a past event, as in (5.48):

This extended sense of “present relevance” is not just of importance for perfects in

these languages, but also for (structurally similar) passive constructions, which can be

in the present tense even when describing past events, just in case the objects resulting

from those events still exist:

But
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Variation is found with respect to present relevance even in dialects of a single

language. British EN, for example, requires present perfect in I’ve already eaten,

whereas American EN and Irish EN admit I already ate (Harris 1993: 162).

Various means have been advanced for capturing this difference between perfect

and past formally. Many investigators have attempted to characterize the difference

in fundamentally temporal terms, involving the basic oppositions anteriority/

non-anteriority and simultaneity/non-simultaneity. See Musan 2001 for a summary

of such accounts. In these accounts, which typically start out from the schemata first

advanced by Reichenbach (1947), tenses are characterized by reference to three

different points on the timeline along which they occur. [E] is the time of the event

itself. [S] is the time of the speaker’s utterance of the sentence. [R] is a “reference

time” – a third point along the timeline, which may or may not be distinct from the first

two – by reference to which the event is localized in time. Thus, for example, in

Andersson’s account (1989: 41), past tense means simply [E < S] – that is, that the

time of the event is anterior to the time of speaking. Perfect, on the other hand, shares

with the past that component of meaning, adds the additional component [R, S] – that

is, R is simultaneous with S – introducing the notion of present relevance. Andersson

thus maintains (1989: 45) that the perfect tenses of GMC are fundamentally tenses,

completely characterizable in terms of points along a timeline (see, however, Musan

2001 for an alternative view). Past perfect, in this scheme, is used to assert the

occurrence of an event E prior to a reference point R which is also prior to the time

of the utterance S [E<R<S]. Past perfect is thus a “relative past tense.”

The question of whether the two-part meaning of the present perfect ([E < R], [R,

S simultaneous]) can in turn be related to the two-part syntax (present auxiliary plus

participle) of the construction used to express it has also been a matter of debate. Some

investigators claim that it is compositional in this way. For a recent and detailed

discussion of this question, see Musan 2001. Thus, for example, Ballweg (1989), along

with others, claims that the present perfect involves the embedding of one tense

operator under another, that is, a perfect operator denoting anteriority with respect to

a reference time embedded under a present operator: (Pres (Perf (p))). Present perfect

sentences are thus a kind of present tense sentence. Present tense, as we have noted

earlier (Section 5.3.2), varies in its interpretation across the GMC languages. In some

of them, present tense forms can readily appear with future meaning, in the presence

of future adverbs. This is true of GE and the Scandinavian languages, for example, as

pointed out by Andersson (1989: 32), but much less so in EN:
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This is also, according to Andersson (1989: 31), related to the fact that in GE and SW,

present tense indicative can be used in commands (Du är tyst nu!), but not in EN,

where a future is required (You will be quiet). Ballweg (1989: 89) claims, in fact, that

“present tense” in these languages imposes no restrictions at all on the reference

time [R]. This is why so-called present tense can be used in reference to past time

(“narrative present”) as well as future. The idea that present perfect sentences are a

kind of present sentence is supported by the fact that in these same languages, present

perfect has the same unrestricted time reference as present sentences do; as Ehrich and

Vater (1989: 115) point out, it is possible for present perfect sentences in GE and SW

to contain future time phrases, and to refer to future events (anterior to a reference time

in the future). This is again not possible in EN.7

The fact that present perfect is compatible with future adverbs just in those languages

where present tense is also compatible with such adverbs is readily understandable

if we interpret the present perfect as a type of present tense. On the other hand,

Boogaart’s contrastive investigation of perfect constructions in DU and EN

7 Perhaps related is the observation by Haugen (1976: 80) that the present perfect in
Scandinavian but not English can convey a meaning of inferred probability of past events.

(i) Han har vært syk da han sa det
he has been sick when he said that
‘He must have been sick when he said that’
(Dano-NO, Haugen 1976: 80)
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(Boogaart 1999) suggests that the interpretation of the present perfect construction

cannot be simply a matter of the meaning of its components, but must be at least in part

a function of the availability of other tense/aspect forms in the system.

The special problem posed by GE and DU for the position that the meanings of

present perfect constructions are built up from the meanings of their components is

that the “present perfect” in those languages is apparently not always subject to a

present relevance requirement in the same way as in the other languages, and that

therefore, in a wide range of contexts, in GE, at least, it gives the appearance of being

semantically equivalent in sentences like (5.52a) to the simple past:

These languages seem to be quite different from EN and other languages on this point,

where sentences like !I have come yesterday are not possible.

Perfect sentences like (5.52a, c) tend to appear in GE and DU in non-narrative (and

therefore mainly in spoken language) excepting only for auxiliary and modal verbs.

The simple past is largely restricted to narrative discourse (and is therefore more

frequent in written language). This distribution is apparently old, being found, for

example, in OS, the ancestor of DU (see Watts 2001: 131).

In DU, the difference between simple past and present perfect involves more than

the type of discourse. The distribution and interpretation of the two is in fact highly

complex, and the reader is referred to Boogaart 1999 for details. In Boogaart’s

description, the interpretation of the perfect is not simply a matter of its compositional

meaning, but in part a function of the other forms with which it competes. Boogaart

(1999: 24) makes a further distinction in past tenses between imperfective past

([E, R< S]), in which the event described is simultaneous with a reference event in

the past, and perfective past ([R<S]). These two subcases are differently realized

in different GMC languages. In EN, the progressive is available to represent imper-

fective past, and because of its availability, according to Boogaart (1999: 24), the

simple past cannot have this interpretation of simultaneity (the “inclusion” reading) in

non-narrative discourse:
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(5.53) a. When John entered, Mary was writing/wrote a letter

In DU, on the other hand, the simple past is employed as the exponent of the imper-

fective past in such cases.

Further illustration of the equivalence of EN simple past and DU present perfect as

expressions of the perfective past is provided by (5.53d), the DU translation of (5.53c),

uttered in a context of after-the-fact realization. DU present perfect constructions thus

have, in addition to present perfect meanings, perfective past meanings – the latter

being unavailable to the present perfect constructions of EN. (For an apparently similar

claim for GE, see ten Cate 1989.)

Boogaart suggests in fact that the different distribution of simple past and present

perfect in DU according to discourse types is also not just a stylistic matter, but

an aspectual matter, having to do with the different role of tense in non-narrative

and narrative contexts; the restriction of present perfect to non-narrative discourses

is viewable in a very weak way as a “present relevance” effect. Statements made

in non-narrative discourse describe events as “viewed from the perspective of the

here-and-now” (Boogaart 1999: 25).

We see, therefore, that the perfect construction inDU has taken over a part of the former

territory of the simple past: that of perfective past meaning. GE perfects, according to

Boogaart, have developedyet further in the direction of overlap inmeaningwith the simple

past; unlike DU, for example, GE present perfect is compatible with imperfective, as well

as perfective past interpretations. Thus, the “inclusion” reading is possible in (5.53e).

Schematically, Boogaart (1999: 156) represents the difference in the interpretation of the

perfect construction in EN, DU and GE (in non-narrative contexts) in the following way:
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Extensively debated in GE is whether the present perfect has thus become simply

an alternative expression of past tense. The question takes on particular interest in

connection with the fact that in some GE dialects, particularly in the south (e.g., Swiss

GE, Keller 1961: 67), as well as southern dialects of DU (de Vooys 1957: 42), YI

(Jacobs 2005: 217) and AF (Ponelis 1993: 383), the simple past tense has disappeared

aside from relics, and the present perfect is the only means remaining of talking about

past time. At one extreme is the view that even in standard GE, simple past and perfect

are simply two morphologically different expressions of past tense (see ten Cate 1989:

141 for references). Lindstedt (2000: 371) claims that when a perfect construction can

be used as a narrative tense it has ceased to be a perfect; that this is what has happened

in South GE, as well as other adjacent languages, including North Italian and spoken

French, in what he views as an areal development. Others hold that simple past and

present perfects are always semantically distinct, though the two meanings are not

always distinguishable in practice. There is no room here to examine all of these

views, much less to attempt to arbitrate among them. The reader is referred especially

to Abraham and Janssen 1989 for a good representation of opinions.

Ballweg (1989: 94) and Zifonun et al. (1997: 1706ff.) propose a pragmatically based

account for the interpretation of the two tenses; while the meaning of “past” is

computable in one step ( [E<S], in our terms – that is, ‘look for an event time prior

to the time of speaking’), the computation of the meaning of “perfect” is a two-step

process. The perfect operator signals an event which is anterior to a reference time

(in our terms, [R]). Further, however, the reference time [R] must be identified by

equating it with the time provided by the higher tense operator, for example, present,

which, in the default case, is interpreted as ‘moment of speaking ([S])’. Thus, the

interpretation of present perfect (in the absence of contradictory time phrases) is

[E<R¼S]. Ballweg suggests that languages can deal pragmatically with this extra

computational step in two different ways. They can ignore it, in which case the present

perfect will “mean” the same thing as the simple past, as it does in the relevant dialects

and registers of GE. Or they can interpret it in terms of Grice’s Maxim of Quantity, and

assume that the speaker would not have gone to the extra effort of using the more

complex form without purpose. Such a pragmatic calculation puts [S] into special

focus, inducing the “quasi-aspectual” sense of “present relevance.” In fact, it is

possible to envision why speakers might follow these different pragmatic paths. In

EN and like languages, the present perfect and the simple past both belong to the same
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discourse types, and, therefore, choice of one over the other will always have salient

pragmatic consequences. In GE, on the other hand, the selection of one over another is

an automatic consequence of the discourse type in which it is being used (conversation

versus narrative), and therefore less pragmatically significant. In Southern GE, where

there is no contrast, these pragmatic considerations will not be active (Zifonun et al.

1997: 1706). Compare Musan 2001: 398 for an alternative view, in which the variabi-

lity in the interpretation of the GE present perfect is a matter of which component of

its structure is in focus. Note that present perfect is also routinely used to describe a

past event with present relevance in GE, in the presence of appropriate time adverbs,

such as schon ‘already’ (labeled “Up-to-Now” adverbs in Hendricks 1981). Thus, even

in GE, the present perfect is preferentially used in contexts of present relevance.

5.3.5 Progressive

As observed in Section 5.3.1, various GMC languages have ways of describing

continuous action, but not all of these can be plausibly regarded as integral parts

of the tense/aspects systems of those languages. The two constructions which may

most probably be identified as genuine progressive aspect constructions are the EN be

þ V-ing construction and the IC vera þ að þ infinitive construction:

The history of the EN construction is considered in detail by Denison (1993). It

is interesting to note that the progressive, continuous or ongoing action meaning

associated with the construction in the modern language was not a consistent feature

of the presumably ancestral OE ‘be’ plus present participle constructions (Quirk and

Wrenn 1955: 80; Mitchell 1985: I, 274). Mitchell concludes that in OE the progressive

and the simple present were only stylistic variants.

Both the EN and the IC constructions, since they describe ongoing action, are

incompatible with stative predicates such as vita/know, elska/love, hata/hate. In IC,

however, this restriction applies more rigorously than in EN. EN stative verbs like

live, dwell, sit, lie, remain, sleep allow the progressive, but their IC equivalents bu $a,

dvelja(st), sitja, liggja, verða, sofa do not (Einarsson 1945: 144).
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The development of progressive as an alternative to the simple present has given

rise to the possibility for expression of contrasts which go beyond mere aspectual ones.

In EN, for example, the simple present/progressive contrast has come to signal a range

of often subtle pragmatic contrasts. For example, in (5.55c), the choice of progressive

suggests an impermanence to the state described.

(5.55) c. I live/am living in Chicago

In (5.55d) the choice of simple present over present progressive for future action

conveys more strongly a sense of plan, intent or agreement. In adhortative questions

the choice of the progressive serves the purpose of softening and greater politeness

(5.55e). Other such pragmatic contrasts can no doubt be isolated.

(5.55) d. We leave/are leaving for Rome tomorrow

e. Shall we go/be going?

By contrast, in IC the progressive is used as an alternative to the simple present

for making the utterance more emphatic. According to Einarsson (1945: 144), “[t]his is

common in half-angry or surprised questions, exclamations or commands” (cf. also

Kress 1982: 161). Interestingly, as Einarsson points out, in these non-aspectual uses,

the veraþ aðþ infinitive construction is possible with stative verbs like bu $a ‘live’.

Th e M ode rn EN progressive con struc tion has no equi valent fun ction , tho ugh

emphasi s was perha ps a mong the functions of its precur so r in OE (Quirk a nd

Wre n n 19 5 5 : 80).

5.4 Voice inflections and voice auxiliaries

Middle and passive voice constructions are distinct from the corresponding active

constructions in two ways. First, they involve a different mapping from semantic

argument structure to syntactic positions. Thus, in a typical case, the subject of a

passive sentence corresponds to the object of its active counterpart. Second, these

voice constructions (sometimes) differ from the active by virtue of containing

distinctive morphological markers, in the form of auxiliaries or affixes, for example.

This section will discuss the morphological/syntactic means used to signal passive and

middle voice. Those properties relating to their effects on valency/argument structure

have been discussed in Section 4.9.4.
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5.4.1 Passive

IE did not have an inflectionally distinct passive as such, though the middle voice

forms could be used with passive force (Fortson 2004: 83). In some of the languages

descending from it, including GMC (GO), these developed into distinctively pas-

sive meanings. As we will see, this tendency of middle voice forms to develop passive

meanings is not an uncommon development, and it recurs at various stages in the

histories of the GMC language. In Greek, the middle voice and passive meanings

coexist, resulting in middle voice and passive voice paradigms which overlap consi-

derably in form. In GMC, reflexes of IE middle endings with middle meanings show

up in GMC only in relic forms, for example, in ON haiti ‘I am called’, OE hātte

(Krause 1968: 262). In GO, the original middle meanings have been lost, and forms

coming from this source have only passive value.

Inflected passives built with these inherited affixes are also clearly relics in GMC; they

occur only in GO, and only in the present tense, where the surviving forms have been

substantially reduced through paradigm leveling. Even in the present, they are not the

only means used for translating Greek passive forms. GO makes extensive use of

intransitive-inchoative -nan verbs for this purpose, such as hailnan ‘to become healed’:

There are no inflected passive forms in the preterite. Instead, GO exhibits the peri-

phrastic mode of passive formation found in the other languages, consisting of an

auxiliary verb wairþan ‘become’ or wisan ‘be’ plus a past/passive participle. In this

regard GO is not unlike Latin, which has inflected passives in the present, but

periphrastic passives with a past participle plus auxiliary in the perfect.
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The remaining GMC languages form passives in all tenses in this way, with the

past/passive participle plus a passive auxiliary deriving from an intransitive predicate

of existence (‘be’, ‘become’, ‘remain’). In some dialects of Southern GE, on the other

hand, the passive auxiliary cho, from the verb ‘come’, is used (Hodler 1969: 473f.).

GE, DU and FA make use of both sein/zijn/vera ‘be’ and werden/worden/verða

‘become’ with past participles in passive-like constructions. The two types of passives

differ in meaning, however. ‘Be’ passives (5.57a–c) are predications of a state, rather than

an event (‘statal’ passives), and do not imply an agent. ‘Become’ passives (5.57d–f), on

the other hand, are predications of events (‘actional’ passives) and do imply an agent.

It is widely accepted that only the second of these is a true passive, and that the first

is simply a predicate adjective construction with a participial predicate adjective.

318 5 The Verbal Systems of Germanic



(In Standard DU, and in AF, this opposition breaks down somewhat, since in the perfect

tenses, the past participle of the passive auxiliary worden is omitted, and the passive

construction thus resultantly contains the perfect auxiliary zijn plus a passive participle,

thus leading to a formal neutralization of the statal passive/actional passive distinction in

these tenses. See van der Wal 1990 for a discussion of the origin of this construction.)

The cognates of worden and zijn are used to form passives in other GMC languages as

well, for example, OE, GO, OHG, and Old and Modern IC, but in these languages,

unlike Modern GE and Modern DU, no corresponding state/event meaning contrast

has emerged. Compare the GO examples in (5.56c, d) and the following examples

from OE:

See also Mitchell 1985: 332. Van der Wal (1990) demonstrates that Old FR, OHG and

Middle DU also used both ‘be’ and ‘become’ for actional passives, as does NN, where

the GMC *werþan ‘become’ shares the function of passive auxiliary with its newer

synonym bli ‘become’ (from an older meaning ‘remain’):

Thus, the earliest accessible state of affairs in GMC seems to have involved peri-

phrastic passives with competing auxiliaries which overlapped functionally. Some

languages (GE and DU) have apparently resolved this competition by segregating

the two, and adapting the formal distinction between them to the expression of the

statal/actional opposition. Others, including Modern IC (and to a large extent, ON) and
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Modern EN, have resolved it by disposing of ‘become’, and using ‘be’ as the general

passive auxiliary in actional as well as statal passives.

In EN, the inherited verb werþan ‘become’ had disappeared not only from passive

constructions, but from the language in general by the fourteenth century. It is still

found in Old Modern IC, but functions as a passive auxiliary only in certain special

senses. In Modern IC, for example, verða passives are modal, implying possibility

(and, by extension, futurity):

Kress (1982: 151) points out, though, that the distinction between actional and statal

passives is formally signaled in IC when the verb involved is one which takes objects

in cases other than accusative. In such instances, the object retains its oblique case in

the actional passive construction, while in the statal passive construction, the participle

is construed with a nominative NP (see also Barðdal and Molnár 2000).

This is consistent with the idea that the actional passive involves a verbal participle,

which shares in the case-governing properties of its active counterpart, while the

participle in the statal passive is simply a predicate adjective, which, like other

predicate adjectives, is predicated of a nominative subject. Thus, the superficial

identity between statal and actional passives conceals a covert structural difference.

In continental Scandinavian (SW, BN and DA, and, under the influence of the latter,

NN and FA), the inherited ‘become’ verb (GMC werþan-) has tended to be replaced,

since the fifteenth century, by another actional passive auxiliary, bli(ve) ‘become’,

with regional survivals in SW (Holmes and Hinchcliffe 1994: 312). This may be due

ultimately to Middle Low GE influence (Braunmüller (1991: 205n).

320 5 The Verbal Systems of Germanic



5.4.1.1 Other passive-like constructions

Besides the GO inflectional passives and the periphrastic passives with ‘be, become’,

which are found in all of the GMC languages, there are other constructions across the

family which have been described as passive-like. Most interesting among these is the

s-passive of continental Scandinavian, discussion of which, however, will be deferred

until after middle voice constructions have been introduced, since the two are very

closely connected historically. The so-called passive infinitives in GMC are discussed

in Section 5.5.1.1.

Other constructions sometimes mentioned as alternative passives are EN get pas-

sives, GE bekommen passives, DU krijgen passives and DA fa° passives. The latter

three, however, qualify as passive only in the sense that they can be paraphrased by

means of passive sentences, and are best analyzed as simply active sentences in which

the direct object of the verb is modified by a past participle with resultative meaning.

The EN get passive is a more likely candidate as a passive construction, since in these

the subject of get does correspond to the logical direct object of the participle.

(5.62) c. He got arrested � He was arrested
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There are numerous differences between the two, however. Most significantly, get,

unlike be , in passive sentences imposes some selectional restrictions on its subject,

which cannot be an expletive element, for example:

(5.62) d. There were three men arrested *There got three men arrested

5.4.2 Middle voice

As noted in the preceding chapter, the label “middle voice” is applied to a hetero-

geneous set of constructions. On the one hand, in languages like Greek, middle voice

forms, in their core uses, signal reflexive or self-directed action in which the subject

of a transitive verb is understood to represent both the actor and the patient of the

action. Thus, elou $sato means ‘she bathed (herself)/he bathed (himself)’. On the other

hand, constructions like the EN (5.63) are also called middle voice constructions.

(5.63) These books sell well

Here, the subject of the verb is understood to represent its theme argument – the things

which one sells, in the present case. This is not an instance of self-directed action

carried out by an entity on itself. The actor – the seller of the books – is implied but

unexpressed. With respect to the semantic roles of their subjects, middle voice

constructions of this kind are much closer to passives. In the previous chapter

(Section 4.9.4.2), these were labeled Type I middles and Type II middles respectively.

The two types of middle voice constructions are quite distinct, but the fact that the

same label is applied to both types of construction perhaps involves more than a simple

matter of terminological confusion. There does seem to be a connection between

them, as reflected in the fact that many languages use the same means for expressing

both. Thus, IC setjast ‘to sit down’ (literally, ‘to set oneself down’) is an instance

of the ‘reflexive action’ middle, in which the normally transitive verb setja ‘to set’ is

construed with only one argument, understood to represent both actor and patient.

Hræðast ‘to be afraid’, on the other hand, is an instance of the more passive-like

middle, in which the subject argument is understood to be associated only with the

semantic role of object of the corresponding transitive, hraeða ‘to frighten’. Ég

hræðast thus does not mean ‘I frighten myself’, but ‘something frightens me/I am

frightened’.8 Compare GE sich baden ‘to bathe (oneself)’ and sich fürchten ‘to be

frightened’.

8 ‘Middle voice’ morphology can be associated with still other semantic effects. Holmes and
Hinchcliffe (1994: 308) also make note of what they term an “absolute” use:

(i) Deras hund bits
their dog bites (as a general rule)
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The GMC languages can be partitioned into those which mark middle voice

constructions (of both types) with a reflexive pronoun or an affix which derives from

one and those which do not employ such marking. 9 EN and DU are of the latter type;

their middle voice constructions do not include the reflexive pronoun:

In general, it appears that languages which employ reflexives or vestigial reflexives in

their (productive) derivations of unaccusative verbs (see Section 4.9.4.1.2.5) also

employ them in their middle voice constructions (see Fagan 1992: 200).

In the Scandinavian languages, the reflexive of the middle voice construction has

undergone a number of formal changes which made its identity as a reflexive pronoun

increasingly opaque. It was first reduced to -sk, in which form it appears in ON, and

then transformed to -st in Modern IC (see Ottósson 1992 for detailed discussion).

Correspondingly, it ceased by stages to participate in the inflectional alternations

characteristic of reflexive pronouns. First, whereas the reflexive pronoun sik was

exclusively accusative, and in contrast with the dative se $r, the clitic -sk of ON

neutralized the accusative/dative opposition, as the following alternations show (the

second example being notable as well for the stranding of the preposition):

9 Vater (1988) identifies a third sort of possible middle construction – that illustrated in (i) –
which occurs without a reflexive in DA and GE, as well as English.

(i) The pencil writes well
Der Bleistift schreibt gut
Blyanten skriver godt

They are not canonical middle voice constructions, since it is not the theme of the verb which
appears as an instrumental subject, but they have some of the characteristics of middle
constructions – referring to potentialities, rather than specific events, and requiring the manner
modification characteristic of middle constructions.
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Second, whereas the clitic -sk of ON was exclusively third person, and in opposition

to first person singular -mk, for example (5.65c), the -st of Modern IC is used for all

persons and numbers, thus having become fully indeclinable, losing all pronominal

features and becoming a pure voice marker (5.65d).

Eythórsson (1995: 235ff.) presents arguments that the reanalysis as voice marker

had already taken place in ON. His arguments include the striking contrast between

(5.65e), where the predicate nominal exhibits accusative case in agreement with the

(full) reflexive object in this still-transitive construction, and (5.65f), where the

predicate nominal exhibits nominative agreement, indicating that this is a middle

voice construction, which no longer contains an object for that predicate nominal to

agree with:

Kissock (1997) claims that IC -st has not yet acquired the status of an inflectional

suffix, however. Her arguments include the fact that it follows clear inflectional affixes

(5.65g) and that it can be separated from the verb stem by a clitic subject in some

dialects (5.65i).
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On the other hand, Einarsson (1945: 100) and Kemmer (1993: 189) point out that in

colloquial IC the order -ust-um, with the middle marker preceding the person affix, is

sometimes found instead of -um-st in cases like (5.65g), suggesting perhaps yet

another step toward inflectional affix status.

Where both the -st form and a construction with a full reflexive pronoun coexist in

IC, the two are not equivalent in meaning. Kissock (1997: 6) notes that brennast ‘get

burned’ is accorded a passive-like interpretation relative to brenna sig ‘burn oneself’.

Kress (1982: 144) notes that the former tend to take on a special, semi-idiomatic

meaning. Thus, baða sig means ‘bathe oneself’, but baðast means ‘to bask (in water or

sunshine)’ (see also Birkmann 1997). In contrast, GE and DA exhibit Type II middle

constructions with full-fledged reflexive pronouns.

Semantically, the dissociation of the actor role from the subject argument – crucial

in the transition from Type I to Type II middles – may have started out from such

pragmatically uncertain cases as (5.65d). The change is fully carried through in Type II

middles such as IC (5.66c), which approximate passive meanings:
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5.4.2.1 Other middle voice constructions

Most GMC languages, EN excepted, admit a periphrastic middle voice construction

with the verb ‘let’, which makes explicit the modal meaning of potentiality:10

10 The word order difference between DA and SW in these reflexive middles mirrors that
found with ‘passive infinitive’ complements of ‘let’. In DA, the logical object of the
infinitive precedes the infinitive, while in SW it follows it. NO allows both orders (Åfarli
1992: 34).
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Fagan notes that in DU, as in the other languages, the reflexive is required in these

paraphrases, even though it is not required in plain middle constructions in DU.

5.4.3 The Scandinavian s-passive

In addition to the periphrastic passives with ‘be’, ‘become’, and ‘remain’, some of the

Scandinavian languages have developed a new inflectional passive, expressed by a

morpheme -s(t), in origin identical to the ICmiddle voicemarker discussed in the previous

section. In ON and in IC, the -st suffix is used in some instances with clearly passive

force, but this is not the usual use. Thus, Heusler (1967: 138) notes such instances as

and spyriask, ‘be learned (by inquiry)’, f�þask ‘be born’, but points out that few

predicates in ‘pure’ Old IC have strictly passive sense. Similarly, Kress (1982: 143)

notes that reflexives are sometimes used in Modern IC to indicate that the subject

undergoes an action involuntarily, but observes that these translate into GE more

felicitously as reflexive [middle] verbs than as passives. In some instances, they are

associated with modal meaning of possibility, as in the following example.

In continental Scandinavian, on the other hand, this formerly reflexive suffix has

become a productive marker of passive voice, though it remains restricted in terms of

tense and register, in ways which vary from language to language. While the s-passive

is very common in the preterite in SW (Holmes and Hinchcliffe 1994: 310), it is

infrequent in the past in DA (Allan et al. 1995: 317). SW uses these s-passives much

more extensively than NO or DA (Afårli 1992: 15), and indeed there are a few verbs

which allow only an s-passive (Braunmüller 1991: 57). Afårli (1992: 16), who

considers them structurally parallel periphrastic passives in NO (BN and NN), notes

that they are restricted, with some exceptions, to the present tense, or to infinitives

(and in NN, to the infinitive alone), while periphrastic passives are not restricted in

this way.
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All investigators of the phenomenon point out that there is a tendency to use s-passives

to describe habitual events or potentialities, and to use periphrastic passives for

the reporting of specific events, in cases where both are possible (cf. Å farli 1992:

15; Allan et al . 1995 : 316, 319; Holmes and Hinchcliffe 1994: 310f.; Bandle et al .

2005: 1633).

The tendency for s-passives to be used in timeless statements, and their customary

modal force, reminds us in a general way of what was said about the meaning of (Type

II) middle voice constructions in the preceding section, and more fully in Section

4.9.4.2. Å farli notes this resemblance, but goes on to observe that there are several

reasons for continuing to regard these as passives, not as middles, in spite of it. First,

the characterization just given of the semantic difference between the two kinds of

passives is just a rough tendency; it is possible to use s-passives in reporting specific

events (5.68g) (and to use periphrastic passives to describe habitual action: cf. Allan

et al. 1995: 319). Second, unlike middles, s-passives need not contain manner phrases,

and they may contain overt agent phrases (5.68h) – a possibility which is unavailable

in middle constructions.

Other (somewhat muddled) tendencies toward complementarity in the distribution

of the two types of passive have been observed as well. Allan et al. (1995: 316) state

that in DA, s-passives are rare in compound tenses (e.g., perfect), but this does not
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seem to be the case in SW. See Holmes and Hinchcliffe 1994: 313 for a list of factors

serving to condition the distribution of the two in that language.

In both languages periphrastic passives tend to occur with concrete/human subjects,

and in statements with obvious future time reference. Among the more striking

differences is a reported distribution dependent on the interpretation of governing

modal verbs. Allan et al. (1995: 318) report that periphrastic passives with blive

generally occur after modals in their epistemic meanings, while s-passives tend to

occur after modals in their root meanings:

It would be interesting to investigate to what extent these differences in preferred

distribution can be viewed as vestiges of the origins of the constructions in question

(i.e., the resultative origins of the bli(ve) construction (Braunmüller 1991: 57), and

the middle voice origins of the s-passive), and to what extent it involves simple

arbitrary assignment of the two to mutually exclusive contexts by way of function-

alizing an emerging formal contrast, but of course such an undertaking is not

possible here.

5.5 Nonfinite verbal forms

The original inventory of verbal nouns in GMC consisted of an infinitive and two

participles – a present participle and a perfect participle. These were nominal elements

in IE, but, with the rise of periphrastic tenses and voices in GMC, they have come to be

incorporated in varying degrees into verbal paradigms as well, functioning as principal

parts of verbs, in addition to their roles as adjectives or nouns (see Section 5.3.1 for

some discussion of this categorial ambiguity).

5.5.1 The infinitive

The GMC infinitive derives from IE deverbal nouns with the suffix *-no-, added to

the present stem of the verb, appearing as -Vn in GMC, the vowel being determined

by the verb class (IE accusative *deik-o-no-m ! GO (ga)teihan ‘to announce’).

Infinitives still end in -n in GO, OE, OS, Old and Modern High GE, Modern Low
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GE , YI a nd DU . Ho we ve r, du e to th e e ro s io n of f in al s yl la bl e s, ot he r GM C

la ngu a ge s ha ve l ost th e na s a l. So , fo r e xa m pl e, i nf in i ti ve s e nd in - e (/ @ /) i n D A,

FR an d Sw i ss GE , - a in SW a nd I C. So me GM C la ngu a ge s , in c lu di ng EN a nd A F,

ha ve gi ve n up i nf in it iv e af fi xe s a lt oge th e r, a nd th e re is no fo r ma l di ff er en c e (w it h

ma rg in a l e xc e pt io ns , la rg e ly li m it e d to th e ve rb ‘b e ’ a nd , in AF , ‘h a ve ’ ) be t we en

fi ni te a nd no nf in it e ve r bs. I n AF , e ve n th e spe ci al f or m s of t he in f in it i ve s of ‘b e ’ a nd

‘h a ve ’ te nd to be re pl a ce d by th e c or re s po ndi ng fin i te ba s es i n ma ny ar ea s ( Po ne li s

1993: 411).

In GMC, infinitives are used to represent the untensed verb in construction with

modals and future auxiliaries, in nonfinite subject and complement clauses, in purpose

clauses and other adverbial clauses, and in infinitival relative clauses and questions,

where these are possible (see Section 6.5.1.11).

5.5.1.1 The voice of the infinitive

The infinitive has been claimed by some to have been neutral in voice in early

GMC, having either active or passive force depending on the context. In the older

GMC languages and some of the modern ones, including GE, it seems to admit

a passive interpretation after verbs of command, permission and causation. In the
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GO example in (5.70a) (and others like it) the infinitive translates a Greek passive

infinitive.

As the alternative glosses suggest, however, it is possible to analyze these as active

infinitives, whose non-specific subject is not expressed. This is a fairly standard

analysis (cf. Callaway 1913: 30ff.; Mitchell 1985; Kageyama 1992; Lightfoot 1991),

but, to the contrary, Åfarli (1992: 34) takes these to be passive constructions, following

Taraldsen (1983), as does Platzack (1986). This view is supported by the fact that in at

least some of these languages they may contain agent phrases:

Infinitives also appear with apparent passive meaning in some GMC languages

in “retroactive infinitive” constructions like (5.72) (see van der Gaaf 1928b,

Mitchell 1985: I, 394 and Kageyama 1992 for some discussion):
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Modern EN differs from OE in lacking both of these types of apparently passive uses

of infinitives without passive marking. Thus, in Modern EN we say:

(5.72) c. The king let his son be killed

d. These things are to be done

This difference is attributed by some to a reanalysis occasioned by the shift from OV

to VO in EN (cf. Lightfoot 1991). However, NO, also a SVO language, still exhibits

such constructions as (5.72e) without passive morphology.

Interestingly, both relative orders of object and verb are allowed here, though the

NP-V order is preferred. In this connection, Platzack (1986: 130) points out a striking

contrast between DA and SW with respect to the ability to use bare infinitives with

passive meaning. DA requires the object to precede the infinitive in such construc-

tions, while SW requires that they follow:

In SW, if the object of the infinitive precedes that infinitive, then the infinitive must be

overtly marked as passive. Compare SW (5.72h) with DA (5.72i):
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After modal verbs, overtly passive infinitive constructions are consistently used

even in those languages which allow “active infinitives with passive meaning” after

verbs of causation and command.11

5.5.1.2 Bare infinitives and prepositional infinitives

All of the GMC languages distinguish between “bare” infinitives and prepositional

infinitives – that is, infinitives preceded by prepositions. It is not clear whether this

opposition can be reconstructed for the parent language, since the different dialects use

different prepositions in the latter, and differ from each other as well with respect to

whether the infinitive inflects for case after the preposition. The Scandinavian lan-

guages use prepositions going back to Old IC at as an infinitive marker, while the West

GMC languages use reflexes of *tō. GO uses du, which, in spite of its resemblance to

*tō, cannot be related to the latter for phonological reasons.

The earlier West GMC infinitives inflect for dative case after the preposition (the

so-called “West GMC gerund”; e.g., OHG zi tuonne ‘to do’), whereas they are

uninflected in Scandinavian and in GO (GO du fiskon ‘to fish’). This formal contrast

between (preposition-dependent) inflected infinitives and uninflected infinitives has

largely disappeared in the modern West GMC languages (e.g., EN and GE), but is still

reflected vestigially in FR (Hoekstra 1997), where in the wake of phonological

11 It appears not to have been possible for conjoined active and passive infinitives to depend on a
common modal verb. When faced with translating such constructions, the Gothic translator
consistently rendered the passive infinitive as a finite verb. This appears to have been true of
other older dialects as well. See Harbert 1978: 115 and the references cited there.
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reductions formerly uninflected infinitives now end in -e, while those formerly

inflected for dative case now end in -en. As shown in example (5.74), after the

semi-modal doare ‘dare’ either type of infinitive can occur.

The -en infinitives ofModernFRhave a secondhistorical source, the gerund (-en¬ *-ande),

in which cases they do not co-occur with the preposition te, so that there is now a tripartite

distinction in FR between -e infinitives, -en infinitives and te. . .-en infinitives.

The distribution of the two types of infinitives (bare and prepositional) shares

at least a common core across the individual dialects. In GO, du-infinitives seem to

be restricted, with few exceptions, to subject infinitives, purpose infinitives and infini-

tives dependent on nouns and adjectives. In each of these cases independence from

the Greek model for translation can be demonstrated:
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In other functions, for example, in infinitival complements of lexical verbs, as well as

infinitives dependent on modal verbs and auxiliaries, bare infinitives occur.

In SW, the distribution of the two is quite similar. Bare infinitives are used with

modals, perception and causation verbs as in (5.77a-c), as well as with a diverse list of

verbs characterized by Holmes and Hinchcliffe (1994: 268) as “modal equivalents,”

some of which are listed in (5.77d.):

Prepositional infinitives with att are used, as in GO, with subject infinitives (5.78a),

infinitives qualifying nouns or adjectives (5.78b) and purpose clauses (5.78c).
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The basic difference between SW and GO is that SW has a group of control verbs

which take att-infinitive complements (optionally, according to Platzack 1986: 127):

Similarly, in OE, according to Quirk and Wrenn (1955: 86), bare infinitives were

still usual after modals and as complements of verbs of causation, intention, inception

and motion. Tō was the norm with subject infinitives (5.80a), infinitival purpose

clauses (5.80b), infinitival cause clauses and infinitival modifiers of nouns (5.80c)

and adjectives (5.80d). Something like this thus may well have been the original

distribution12 (see Miller 2002 for extensive discussion of OE infinitive constructions).

12 Mitchell (1985: I, 389) makes note of the fact that when two infinitives are conjoined in a
context where to-infinitives would be expected, the first one is often equipped with a prepos-
ition, while the second is a bare infinitive:
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The main deviation from this distribution elsewhere in GMC involves the extension

of the prepositional infinitive (at the expense of the bare infinitive) in some languages,

for example, DA, GE and EN, to a wider range of infinitival object complements.

Thus, for example, many of the GE counterparts to the SW verbs in (5.77d) also took

bare infinitives in MHG, but require zu-infinitives in Modern GE. These include

pflegen ‘to usually do’, beginnen ‘to begin’, wænen ‘to hope’, biten ‘to ask’, gern

‘to desire’ (see Paul 1962: 319 for discussion). (On the other hand, GE does not require

zu with (unextraposed) subject complements.)

Many of the SW verbs listed in (5.77d) as taking bare infinitives have counterparts

in DA which take at -infinitives (Allan et al. 1995: 277):

According to Platzack, whereas att is optional with SW control infinitive construc-

tions, at is obligatory in the corresponding DA constructions:

(For a discussion of other significant differences between at and att, see Section 6.4.2.)

In IC, prepositional infinitives even occur with some apparent modal verbs:

In some marginal instances, a single verb may occur with bare or prepositional

infinitives. This is true, for example, in EN with the quasi-modal dare, where the bare

infinitive tends (though not strictly) to go along with other “modal” features, such as

the absence of 3Sg -s and occurrence to the left of the sentential negator.

(5.82) c. He dare not do that

d. He doesn’t dare to do that
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In GE helfen ‘help’, lehren ‘teach’, lernen ‘learn’ and a few other verbs take bare

infinitives or not, depending largely on the weight of the infinitive phrase.

Other alternations are more complex. Thus, in EN, the verb see takes a bare infinitive

complement in active voice, but a prepositional infinitive in passive:

There are also dialectal differences. While causative have takes bare infinitives in

Standard EN, in Appalachian EN it can appear with prepositional infinitives:

(5.82) i. He had the blacksmith to make him a pair of forceps

(Appalachian EN, Wolfram and Christian 1976: 98)

5.5.1.2.1 Split infinitives The nature of the syntactic relationship between the

preposition and the infinitive in prepositional infinitive constructions also appears to

vary across the GMC languages. In some, including GE and OE, the preposition is

always immediately adjacent to the verb, and nothing – not even verbal particles – can

intervene:

In these languages the preposition appears to be morphologically associated with the

verb. In other languages the preposition exhibits a higher degree of independence,

being separable from the verb by intervening constituents (so-called “split infinitives”).

These are possible in SW, for example, as well as EN (where it is mildly stigmatized in

prescriptive grammar). In EN, these emerged in EME (Miller 2002: 229). DA, on

the other hand, does not allow split infinitives, as (5.83e) shows.
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A more complex situation in WF and NF is reported and analyzed by Hoekstra

(1997: 103ff.). Hoekstra distinguishes between two types of infinitive constructions

with the infinitive marker tu – “verbal tu-infinitives” and “sentential tu-infinitives.” In

the former, as illustrated in (5.83f) from the Fering dialect of NF, the infinitive marker

is immediately adjacent to the verb, as it is in DU and GE. Not even verbal particles

can intervene. In the sentential tu-infinitive constructions of (5.83g) and (5.83h), on

the other hand, the tu is separated from the infinitive by both particles and other

constituents, such as object nominals. This is impossible in DU and GE.

EN to shows a degree of freedom not found elsewhere in GMC, in that it can be

stranded by the ellipsis of the rest of the infinitive construction:

(5.83) i. You can come if you want to

5.5.1.3 Preterite infinitives

ON developed preterite infinitives, whose occurrence was conditioned by agreement

with the past tense of the verb governing the infinitive (see Haugen 1982: 162 for

discussion).
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These preterite infinitives are normally identical with the 3Pl preterite of the verb, just

as the present infinitive is identical with the 3Pl present, and Haugen suggests that this

was the analogical basis for their development. The form was restricted in ON

primarily to AcI constructions. It persists in Modern IC (but not elsewhere in North

GMC), where it is limited to the two modal forms mundu and skuldu.

(5.84) b. Hann sagðist það gera skuldu

he said-himself that to-do to-would

‘He said that he would definitely do that’

(IC, Kress 1982: 164)

To these, though, should be compared the unusual substitution of the past participle

for the infinitive in FA after past tense verbs, as discussed in Bandle et al. (2005:

1582).

5.5.1.4 Yiddish tautological infinitives

YI has a construction in which an infinitive-like form is used as a clause-initial topic,

and is resumed by a finite form of the same verb later in the clause:

However, as Jacobs points out, these forms are formed by attaching an -n to a

finite form, and are thus not always identical with the infinitive – particularly in

the case of irregular verbs. Accordingly, they seem to represent a distinct type of

nonfinite verb.
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5.5.2 The present participle and the English gerund

The present participle in GMC is based on an IE suffix *- o-nt, added to the present

stem; GO bairands ‘bearing (Nom. Sg.)’ ¬ *bher-o-nt-os. It inflects as an adjective

and has a distribution like that of adjectives occurring in attributive, predicative and

substantivized roles.

When functioning as nominals, these participles are generally interpreted as agent

nouns. As discussed in Section 4.2, it is necessary to distinguish between participles

functioning as nouns, which retain adjectival inflections (5.86d), and nouns derived

from participles (5.86e), which inflect as nouns:

The two also differ with respect to case governance in GO; present participles which

have been lexicalized as nouns, for example, fijands ‘enemy’ (¬fijan ‘to hate’) govern

the genitive, regardless of the case governed by the related verb, while present

participles functioning as occasional substantives have the same case assigning prop-

erties as the related verbs (Streitberg 1920: 214).

In the following GO participial absolute construction, the participle takes a full

array of arguments, appearing with an accusative object and a (dative) subject

argument.
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In these uses, GE grammars refer to “satzwertige” (roughly, ‘sentence-equivalent’)

participles, and it is clear that they in some sense stand in for finite verbs here. With

the exception of EN, however, participles have this sentence-equivalent function only in

modifying (adjectival or adverbial) phrases. Only in EN are they fully integrated into

the verbal system of the language, participating in the formation of verbal aspects (e.g.,

progressives) and representing the verb in nonfinite subject or complement clauses.

5.5.2.1 The English gerund

The participle of Middle andModern EN has parted company from the rest of GMCwith

respect to both its form and its syntax. On the formal side, the GMC participle in -nd has

been replaced by a distinct affix, -ung/-ing (see Denison 1993: 403, Lass 1992: 144ff.

and especially Miller 2002: 315ff. for discussion of the development of this construc-

tion). On the syntactic side, the new -ing forms were incorporated into the verbal system

in two different ways. They came to be used, together with ‘be’, in the progressive

construction, which in this form is unique to EN (see Section 5.3.5). Mitchell (1985: I,

280) reports a proposal by Nickel (1967) that the progressive in OE derives in part from

agent nouns ending in -end. Thus, (5.87a) becomes (5.87b), where it happens that ēhten

takes genitive objects.

Second, these present participles began to overlap with the inherited infinitive as the

exponent of the verb in nonfinite subject and complement clauses:

It is customary to label the -ing forms occurring in these latter contexts ‘gerunds’,

reserving the label ‘present participle’ for the fully homophonous -ing forms occurring
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in adjectival uses, and in progressive constructions (see, e.g., Lass 1992: 144). In cases

where they contrast, the differences in meaning between infinitives and gerunds are

sometimes quite sharp. Thus, (5.88e) presupposes that the book has been read, while

(5.88f) does not. In other cases, however, the differences are very subtle, involving at

most slight aspectual differences:

There are, on the other hand, contexts in which only gerunds, not infinitives, can

appear. So, for example, while ‘begin’, ‘start’ and ‘cease’ can take either infinitive or

gerund complements, ‘stop’ and ‘finish’ can only take gerundive complements.

Moreover, EN infinitive phrases cannot appear as complements of prepositions, while

gerund phrases can:

(5.89) a. He left without saying goodbye/*without to say goodbye

b. He was worried about falling down/*about to fall down

This may suggest that, in EN, gerunds are more “noun-like” than infinitives (as does the

fact that they allow genitive “subjects,” as in (5.88g)). Interesting in this connection

is the fact that, in EN, nominalizations of verbs which occur with the definite article

take the shape of gerunds, while other languages employ infinitives in this context.

EN gerunds in fact exhibit an extensively discussed ambiguity with respect to their

categorial status, behaving variously as verbs or as nouns. On the one hand, they may

co-occur with definite determiners and plural markers, and take complements with of,

just as nouns do. In these cases, they also take adjectival modifiers, just as nouns do.

(5.91) a. the repeated readings of the book

On the other hand they may take bare (accusative) complements, just as verbs do, in

which case they do not behave like nouns in other ways. They do not admit definite

determiners (although they do allow possessives), they do not pluralize, and they take

adverbial, rather than nominal modifiers. See Chomsky 1970 for a classic discussion of

these contrasts.
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(5.91) b. (His/*the) repeatedly reading (*-s) books

The situation is further complicated by the fact that even the “verbal” gerund can

appear variously with a genitive or an accusative subject, as in the following examples.

(5.91) c. I hate his/him loudly singing bawdy ballads

d. His/him loudly singing bawdy ballads annoys me

The remaining GMC languages, lacking a gerund, employ the infinitive in a wider

range of contexts. Thus, for example, in SW and DA the infinitive does appear as

complement of a preposition, as in the following examples:

Similarly, infinitive complements are possible in these languages after verbs like

‘stop’:

In other cases – particularly in factive contexts (those in which the truth of the

embedded proposition is presupposed) – other languages must sometimes resort to

finite clauses to convey the meaning expressed by a gerundive phrase in EN:
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The syntax of the EN gerund and its historical development are discussed in great

detail in Miller 2002.

5.5.3 The past participle and the supine

The GMC “past/passive” participles (or “second participles” (Mitchell 1985: I, 413))

are, historically, verbal adjectives, formed by adding either of two IE adjective

suffixes, *-no- or *-to, to the (zero-grade of the) verbal root. These came to be

associated with strong verbs and weak verbs respectively (broken, cried), presumably

due to the similarity between *-to and the dental preterite suffix of weak verbs. Not all

verbs originally had past participle forms. In GO, intransitive durative verbs such as

‘stand’ and ‘be’ lacked PPs (Streitberg 1920: 215).

In continental West GMC (GE, DU, YI and AF), the originally perfectivizing prefix

ge- has been grammaticized as a secondary past participle marker, attached to verbs

with stressed initial syllables (GE ge-se $hen ‘seen’ but eri $nnert ‘remembered’, spazi $ert
‘walked’). This may have been general West GMC. It is often missing in OE,

but apparently the circumstances of its (non)occurrence are at least partially predict-

able (Denison 1993: 414). In AF and some varieties of DU, the prefix is extended

even to verbs with atonic initial syllables (Ponelis 1993: 421). AF has lost the

participle suffixes, and the prefix thus remains as the sole morphological marker of

the participle.

As adjectives, past/passive participles occur in both predicate and attributive

positions, inflecting for agreement or not according to the rules determining adjec-

tive agreement in general. As was the case with the present participle, they can also

appear as the main predicate of absolute participial constructions in GO, for

example.

It is arguably only when they come to be incorporated into the system of verbal

voice (in the “actional” passive) or aspect (in perfect constructions), however, that they

undergo category shift, becoming a “principle part” of the verb. This category shift is

not necessarily accompanied by morphological changes, that is, loss of inflection for

agreement (cf. Mitchell 1985: I, 294, 302 for OE). In general, agreement morphology

remains on the participle in passive constructions, whether stative or actional, better

than in perfect constructions. So, for example, in SW, predicate adjectives inflect

for agreement with the subject (with interesting exceptions discussed by Holmes
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and Hinchcliffe 1994: 86ff.), and so do participles in actional (as well as stative)

passives:

On the other hand, there is no longer agreement between the object and a past

participle in perfect constructions, as in Old SW and ON. Rather, in Modern SW the

nonfinite verb in perfect constructions appears in an invariant form based on the neuter

singular, regardless of the gender and number of the object.

Modern SW has in fact developed this contrast between agreeing and non-agreeing

participial forms yet further, by developing a formal distinction in some paradigms

(primarily Class IV, which includes most historically strong verbs) between (non-

agreeing) supine forms, which occur in perfect constructions, and (agreeing) partici-

pial forms, which occur in periphrastic passive constructions (both actional and statal).

Example (5.94e) shows a passive construction with a participle inflected for (neuter)

agreement, and (5.94f) shows an invariant supine form in a perfect construction. This

elaboration of the system of non-finite verbal forms is unique to SW.

Agreement of the participle was optional in OE passives. In BN the participle does

not agree, but in NN it does.
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5.6 Verbal valency

Verbal valency is to be understood, for present purposes, as the number and type of

arguments required by a particular predicate, and the syntactic roles to which those

arguments are assigned. In general, the configuration of syntactic arguments in which

a predicate appears is a function of its semantic structure and the rules for mapping

between semantic arguments and syntactic positions (see Levin 1993 for discussion).

The latter are fairly uniform, at least across the GMC languages. So, for example, all of

the GMC languages have ‘put’ type verbs, which take a subject argument, a direct

object argument and a locative phrase (adverbial or prepositional phrase) argument,

since all of them contain predicates which describe an action by an agent on an object

which involves the movement of the object to a location, and all of them share

mapping rules which assign agent roles to subjects, location roles to locative PPs or

adverbs, and so on.

Given the definition, though, there are at least two ways in which languages might

vary on this point. First, they might “package” the semantic building blocks of actions

into lexical items differently. It is imaginable, for instance, that a language might lack

‘put’ verbs, and instead express equivalent ideas periphrastically with a sequence of

more elementary predications, involving ‘cause’, ‘move’ and ‘be’. Or they might have

a multiplicity of ‘put’ verbs, which are more specific because they incorporate

particular secondary predicates (‘put in a vertical position’, etc.). One interesting

systematic instance of crosslinguistic differences of this sort involves whether a given

language packages “manner of movement” or “goal of movement” together with the

primary predicate of motion in its movement verbs (French entrer dans la maison en

courant vs. EN run into the house. Cf. Talmy 1991). According to König (1996) the

GMC languages are almost without exception languages in which the expression of

manner is incorporated into the verb. Second, they might vary with respect to which

syntactic roles are assigned to which arguments. Variation of both sorts is found in
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the GMC languages. With respect to the first, for example, Plank (1984) and Fischer

(1997: 267) point out with respect to GE, and van Voorst (1996: 236) with respect to DU,

that, while EN uses verbs like ‘paint’ and ‘dig’ without differentiation in both describing

the action of ‘creation by painting/digging’ and ‘affecting by painting/digging’ (effected

vs. affected objects), GE and DU sort the two out, using different verbs in the two cases:

Other generally similar one-to-many correspondences are found in cases like know:

wissen ‘know (a fact)’, kennen ‘know (a place or person)’, können ‘know (how to)’;

and EN put, which variously corresponds to GE setzen, stellen or legen, depending on

the orientation of the placed object. There may be more systematic tendencies at work

here. Plank (1984) and König (1996) propose that EN verbs tend to be less semantic-

ally specific than their GE counterparts. Going along with this is the observation by

Abraham (2001a: 96) that in very many cases where EN uses a single verb form for both

transitive and intransitive (melt, grow), DU and GE systematically have two distinct

forms –melt versus es schmiltzt ‘it melts (intransitive)’/es schmeltzt ‘it melts (transitive)’,

grow versus wachsen ‘grow (intransitive)’/anbauen ‘grow (transitive)’.

Second, the GMC languages sometimes vary with respect to how individual argu-

ment roles are realized syntactically. A much-discussed case is that of non-agentive

subjects, which are allowed to a considerably greater extent in EN than in closely

related languages such as DU and GE. We can isolate a couple of different apparent

manifestations of this generalization. First, EN, relative to GE and DU, much more

readily allows instrumental, patient and locative subjects (cf. Rohdenburg 1974; Hawkins

1986: 57ff.; van Voorst 1996; Fischer 1997: 98; König 1996: 36ff., for example).
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Instead, in such cases, these languages often encode such arguments as prepositional

phrases. Compare (5.97a) with (5.97g), for example.

Another phenomenon of this sort – the most widely discussed one – involves

experiencer subjects in EN, which often correspond to dative objects in GE.

(5.98) a. I feel sick

mir ist schlecht

to-me is bad

(GE, Fischer 1997: 97)

b. He lacks a good friend

Ihm fehlt ein guter Freund

to-him lacks a good friend

(Fischer 1997: 97)

Similar differences are found with object arguments, though none quite so system-

atic as these. Van Voorst notes contrasts between EN and DU like the following:
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Both these and the subject cases, according to van Voorst, can be analyzed as results

of a general difference between EN and DU: the use of the transitive frame NP V NP in

DU is reserved for strongly transitive events, in which an agent performs an action on

an object which is wholly affected by that action. Where the action described does not

meet this threshhold, alternative constructions are used. This is the case, for example,

when the actor is not an agent, as in the instrumental subject cases, or when the object

is not fully affected by the action, as with predicates of experience, or, in the cases just

illustrated, when the action does not result in the consumption of the object: one can

chew meat in DU, but not gum. For a discussion of valency differences between EN

and GE, see Frense and Bennett 1996. Hawkins (1986) offers an alternative general

interpretation of facts like those under discussion as a reflection of a general typological

difference; subjects and objects in EN are more semantically diverse than in GE, which

observes a more restricted mapping from semantic roles to grammatical roles, and is

therefore more semantically transparent (see Fischer 1997: ch. 5, for discussion).

5.7 Head, complement and adjunct placement in the verb phrase

Verb position has always been without doubt the most extensively discussed and

debated issue in GMC syntax, and variation in the positions of verbs, both between

languages and within languages, is among the more striking features of the family.

Much early discussion of the crosslinguistic differences was framed within the rubric

Verb–Object (VO) versus Object–Verb (OV) languages. As traditionally construed,

though, this rubric conflated what have turned out to be a number of separate issues,

which require separate treatments. To see how, consider the facts of GE. GE has

clauses in which verbs precede their objects and other complements. This is the case,

for example, in main clauses, such as (5.100a). On the other hand, it also has clauses in

which the verb is in final position, following its complements. This occurs, for

example, in subordinate clauses, or when the verb is in a nonfinite (infinitive or

participial) form, as in (5.100b-e).
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This poses a typological dilemma. Given that GE has (at least) two different verb

positions – one for declarative main clauses and one for subordinate clauses – can one

of them be singled out as the basic verb position, and, if so, which one and on what

grounds? Is GE “basically” an OV language, or a VO language, for example? In some

typological studies, the question has been decided on functional/statistical consider-

ations; declarative main clauses are taken as basic because they are usable in a wider

range of contexts/less marked and perhaps more frequent than other sentence types

(such as questions or topic sentences). This was, for example, the procedure followed

by Greenberg (1963) in his seminal typological study of constituent order. But these

considerations are not based on grammatical structure in any way, and from a

structural point of view, there is no special reason why declarative sentences should

a priori be more basic than others; in fact, there turn out to be a number of reasons for

taking the verb-final order of embedded clauses to be more basic. A simple one is the

fact that in that order, the verbs are typically adjacent to their complements – the things

they are understood to go together with semantically – while in the verb-second order

of main clauses, they are often separated from their complements by one or more

intervening constituents, as the examples in (5.100) show.

In fact, there is evidence in at least some of these cases that the verb and the

complements adjacent to it do form a single syntactic unit, a verb phrase, since they

can be “moved around” together as a single entity – for example, to the clause-initial

topic position. Note that in these cases, the verb follows its complement.

Generative grammarians have built up a number of other arguments for the by now

widely accepted claim that verbs in the V-2 position do not originate there, but are

moved to that position from within the VP further to the right. The starting point of
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these is, often at least, that this idea harmonizes with our expectation that things which

go together semantically should go together structurally. So, for example, in a pion-

eering study which laid the foundation for many of these arguments, Koster ( 1975)

began with what we have been calling phrasal verbs, such as GE aufhö ren ‘to stop’, or

DU afmaaken ‘finish’. As noted in Section 2.4, these form, in some sense, a single

lexical item, but differ from ordinary lexical items in that the verb and the associated

particle can, under some circumstances, be separated from each other. Koster demon-

strated that the position of the particle in V-2 sentences mirrors exactly that of final

(finite or nonfinite) verbs in non-V-2 sentences. The simplest initial assumption for

accounting for this state of affairs, he argues, is that verbs (including those with

associated particles) are introduced as a unit in their rightmost position, and that they

remain in that position as finite verbs in subordinate clauses, or when they are

dependent nonfinite verbs. In main clauses, finite verbs are moved out of that final

position to the V-2 position, stranding the associated particle. This analysis satisfies

our expectation that the two components of particle verbs should form a unit, and it

also accounts in a straightforward way for the parallels in the possible positions of

inflected verbs in subordinate clauses on the one hand and particles and nonfinite

dependent verbs on the other. Thus, GE (and DU) are basically OV languages, since

that is the position of the verb within the verb phrase, when it has not undergone

leftward displacement.

Koster’s initial proposal has undergone extensive elaboration in the intervening

decades, and some of it (including the claim that subordinate clause verbs and

nonfinite verbs can be relied on to reflect the “basic” position of the verb) has been

called into question. It is nonetheless serviceable as a framework for our discussion

of variation (crosslinguistic and grammar-internal) in verb position in GMC. Given

such an analysis, we have seen that the problem of verb position in the GMC

languages factors into (at least) two separate problems. The first of these is what

the position of the verb is in a given language when it is in situ in the verb phrase,

under the facilitating (but controversial) assumption that this is reflected in the

position of nonfinite verb forms relative to other elements in the VP. The second is

the cluster of problems surrounding verbs which have been displaced from their

basic positions, including what positions they are moved to, which types of verbs

are moved, and under what circumstances such movement is possible/required.

Because of the way in which this volume is organized, these two questions will be

considered separately. The question of the basic position of the verb within the verb

phrase will be addressed in the current chapter. The syntax of displaced verbs (the

“verb-second” phenomenon) will be treated as a part of the syntax of the clause, in

the next chapter.
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5.7.1 The relative order of the verb and its complements within the VP

The modern GMC languages fall into two main groups with respect to the relative

positions of nonfinite verbs and their complements/modifiers. In one group, repre-

sented by Low GE, nonfinite verb forms follow their dependents:

To this “OV” group of languages belong most of the continental West GMC

languages (GE, DU, AF and FR). In the “VO” group of languages, consisting of

Modern EN, YI and all of the Scandinavian languages, old and new, nonfinite verbs

precede their complements, as in the following FA examples.

It is generally assumed that the OV order is the older of the two, and that some of the

GMC languages have undergone a historical shift in word order from OV to VO. See,

for example, Kiparsky 1995b, who proposes an account of this diachronic develop-

ment (which is not limited to GMC, but is found in other families as well). Eythórsson
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(1995 : 20ff.) demonstrates that in GO, independent of the Greek model, OV order is

the norm; where a single verb with a complex meaning in the Greek text is translated

as a sequence of complement plus verb, the two elements uniformly appear in the order

complement–verb (except in the presence of an element which forces movement to the

verb-second position – see Section 6.3).

And in Runic GMC, nonfinite verb forms seem to have followed associated phrases:

This suggests the possibility that GMC was originally an OV language, though the

truth may have been more complex than this, as we will see below.

5.7.1.1 Variation in verb position in OV languages: verb raising

and extraposition

In the GMC OV languages, to a substantially greater extent than in other OV

languages, such as Japanese and Turkish, it is possible for some constituents to follow

a verb in “clause-final” position (i.e., a dependent nonfinite form, or the verb in a

subordinate clause). These exceptions are customarily attributed to local reorderings of

elements at the ends of clauses – the subject of the present section.

5.7.1.1.1 Verb raising In general, it is expected that in verb-final order in sen-

tences containing multiple verb forms, the order of verb forms in an OV language will

reflect the relative depth of syntactic subordination of the verbs involved, since in OV
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languages verbs follow their complements and modifiers. That is, for example, infini-

tives dependent on finite verbs will precede those finite verbs, and nonfinite verb

forms dependent on other nonfinite verb forms will precede the latter. These expect-

ations are borne out in some cases, as in the Low GE sentences cited in the preceding

section and in the following FR example, from den Besten and Edmondson (1981).

Here, the infinitive ‘read’ is dependent on the modal ‘be able’, which takes dependent

infinitives, and the modal in turn is a past participle dependent on the tense/aspect

auxiliary, which takes past participles as its complements. This hierarchy of depend-

ency is reflected in the order of the verb forms.

However, this is not always the case. In the GE example in (5.105b), the finite verb

is not last, but precedes both of the nonfinite verbs.13

Since Evers 1975, constructions of this type, in which a governing verb precedes one or

more dependent forms rather than appearing in the expected final position in a subordinate

clause, have been referred to as “verb-raising” constructions, reflecting a widely

assumed analysis of them under which the final verb cluster undergoes a reanalysis

into a single complex verb, by way of “raising” the embedded nonfinite verbs and

adjoining them successively to the next higher verb in the syntactic structure. The

branches of the resulting verbal complex can (and sometimes must) then be reordered

relative to each other by an “inversion” operation under specific circumstances,

yielding structures in which the hierarchy of subordination is no longer directly

reflected in the word order. So, for example, in (5.105b) the branch of the tree

containing the perfect auxiliary has been inverted with the remainder of the verb

complex. In the following DU example, the same thing has happened, but the lexical

verb and the modal have been inverted with each other as well.

13 Note that the modal here does not show up in the past participle form normally governed by the
perfect auxiliary, but rather as an apparent infinitive. Constructions like those in example (5.105b),
in which an expected past participle assumes the form of an infinitive in the presence of another
infinitive, are referred to as double infinitive constructions, or Infinitivus pro Participio construc-
tions. There is variation across GE dialects with respect to which verbs govern this double
infinitive construction. See den Besten and Edmondson 1981: 24 and Broekman 1993.
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For the case in which a finite perfect auxiliary takes a modal verb as its complement

and the modal verb in turn selects a dependent infinitive of a lexical verb, Broekman

(1993: 120) notes the following patterns: in Low GE and in WF, the order is Lexical

Verb–Modal (Participle)–Perfect Auxiliary.

In High GE, on the other hand, the order is Perfect Auxiliary–Lexical Verb–Modal

(Infinitive), and in Standard DU it is Perfect Auxiliary–Modal (Infinitive)–Lexical

Verb. In both of these languages, the modal appears as an infinitive, rather than in the

past participle form expected of dependents of perfect auxiliaries – an instance of the

Double Infinitive Construction discussed in note 13. AF exhibits yet another possibi-

lity, according to Broekman (1993: 29): Modal Verb–Main Verb–Perfect Auxiliary,

while PG exhibits the fixed order Lexical Verb–Perfect Auxiliary–Modal Verb:

Thus, the attested orders come close to exhausting the logically possible permuta-

tions. The relative order of verbs also depends on the nature of the verb (modal versus

tense/aspect auxiliary and the number of verbs involved) in ways which vary widely

from language to language in continental West GMC. (The reader is referred to

Maurerer 1926, den Besten and Edmondson 1981, Haegeman and van Riemsdijk

1986, Rutten 1991, Haegeman 1993: 109ff. and Zwart 1996 for extended discussion.)

For example, Standard DU allows inversion in instances in which a simple infinitive is

dependent on a modal while Standard GE does not:

In GE, inversion takes place only if the verb dependent on the modal or aspectual

auxiliary in turn has an infinitive complement of its own. This is one of the parameters

of variation for inversion in a partial typology offered by Haegeman and van

Riemsdijk (1986). The others include whether inversion is obligatory or optional (as
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in the present case), and whether the verb inverting with its complement must be a

modal or auxiliary or not. These parameters interact with each other. So, for example,

modals may optionally invert in GE if they have a dependent infinitive and are in turn

embedded under an aspectual auxiliary, resulting in variation like that in (5.105g, h).

In (5.105h), the modal können is inverted relative to its complement:

Among the analytical controversies involving verb-raising constructions, beginning

with Evers (1975), is whether they are monoclausal or biclausal constructions – that is,

roughly, whether they have the syntax of simple or complex sentences. The consider-

ations that arise are discussed in detail in Haegeman 1992.

Haegeman and van Riemsdijk (1986), among others, observed that in many contin-

ental West GMC languages, including Swiss GE and West Flemish, it is possible for

an object NP to appear interspersed among the verbs in the final verb cluster.
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Haegeman and van Riemsdijk argued (1986: 428) that these constructions also involve

some version of verb raising, in part because they are constrained identically by the

same conditions as verb-raising constructions in the same language. They therefore

conclude that some of the OV GMC languages make use of an extended version of

verb raising, in which a subordinate verb together with its object complement, rather

than just the verb by itself, can be joined by verb raising with the higher verb to form a

verbal complex. Applying inversion to various branches of this verbal complex will

yield variation like that seen in (5.106). They call this extended version of verb raising

“verb-projection-raising.” Languages vary with respect to whether only nonfinite

verbs can be raised, or whether the verbs plus their direct complements can be raised

(the VPR case). Others, however, including Rutten (1991 ), Haegeman ( 1992) and

Louden ( 1990) , argue agains t t he e xis te nc e of V PR , a nd even of ver b ra isi ng itse lf, and in

favor of an analysis involving a process more like extraposition, as discussed in the

next section. The arguments are too technical to pursue here. Louden’s argument is

based on a previously overlooked (though not unique) word-order possibility found

in PG, in which the finite verb appears sandwiched in between two nonfinite verbs in a

position not straightforwardly derivable from any combination of verb raising and

inversion.

(5.107) Ich wees as er gehe hot welle schwimme

I know that he go has want swim

‘I know that he wanted to go swimming’

(PG, Louden 1990: 472)

5.7.1.1.2 Extraposition Subordinate clause verbs and dependent nonfinite verbs in

main clauses may fail to appear absolutely finally for yet another reason: some clausal

constituents may – and, in some instances, must – be displaced to the right of these

otherwise clause-final verbs, a phenomenon generally known as extraposition. So, for

example, finite object clauses in GE, unlike other object complements, must appear to

the right of the verb:

Extraposition can also apply to infinitive clauses. Hawkins (1986: 145f.) notes that

extraposition of infinitive clauses in GE is optional if the infinitive clause is the sole

argument of the verb, but obligatory when the verb has another argument. Example

(5.108d) is fine if the bracketed phrase is moved to the right of the verb:
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Extraposition in these instances is not restricted to OV languages; EN has obligatory

extraposition of clausal direct objects, for example, as the following sentences show:

(5.108) e. *I said [that they should leave the room] to the children

f. I said a word to the children.

It is also possible for non-clausal constituents to appear in the extraposition position

to the right of final verbs, but they are severely constrained in terms of both category

and function. In the modern OV languages only adverbial phrases, including prepos-

itional phrases with adverbial functions, are allowed this possibility:

Arguments of the verb, including prepositional phrases which are required to complete

its meaning, are not allowed to extrapose:

Strikingly, in the predecessors of the modern OV languages, the appearance of

constituents after the finite verb was not so strictly limited. Weerman (1989) notes that

it was possible for even such constituents as direct object NPs to follow nonfinite

verbs, and inflected verbs in subordinate clauses, in the ancestors of DU and GE. This

is illustrated by the following examples from Middle DU and OHG. In each case, the

order illustrated is entirely impossible in the modern language. See also Weerman

1997, Davis and Bernhardt 2002: 138, as well as Ramat 1987: 102ff. for OV�VO

variation in Runic GMC.
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On the basis of such alternations, Weerman proposes a rather different scenario

from the one traditionally assumed; early GMC was prevailingly but not strictly OV. It

also allowed VO as a secondary order – a possibility which Weerman links to its

relatively rich case inflection (the order VO being “licensed” by case morphology).

The erosion of case inflection, however, undercut the basis for such OV�VO alterna-

tions, forcing individual languages to settle on one of the two alternants. Some became

(strictly) VO, while others became (strictly) OV. Thus, rather than a linear development

from OV to VO, Weerman posits a development of the form OV (�VO)!OV or VO.

YI stands out among the modern languages in exhibiting a similar indeterminacy

with respect to basic word order. The original order of YI was presumably that of

MHG – that is, (predominantly) OV. However, VO order has become increasingly

frequent through time, so that by now the order nonfinite verb–object is overwhelm-

ingly the most frequent order (Santorini 1993: 234; Birnbaum 1979). Both OV and VO

orders sometimes remain possible, though:

In bitransitive sentences, both objects can follow the verb (if both are NPs), but,

according to den Besten and Moed-van Walraven, they cannot both precede it:

This raises the question of which of these orders is basic in the grammar of contem-

porary YI. On the one hand, one could assume VO and account for OV orders by way
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of scrambling of the object to the left of the verb. On the other hand, one could assume

OV and account for VO orders through rightward extraposition of the object. Both

positions have been argued for. For a review of the literature, see Santorini 1993.

Santorini’s conclusion is that the question is not decidable on the basis of grammatical

argumentation. Instead, she offers a statistical approach, demonstrating that, on the one

hand, OV orders occur more frequently than would be predicted under the scrambling

hypothesis, given the rate of occurrence of scrambling generally in YI, and that,

conversely, VO orders occur more frequently than would be predicted under the

extraposition hypothesis, given the general rate of extraposition in YI. She concludes

that it is unlikely that either order is derived, proposing instead that YI simply has two

distinct base orders, competing with each other in the synchronic grammar (a conclu-

sion which seems to be anticipated by den Besten and Moed-van Walraven 1986: 126).

Pintzuk (1993) makes a partially, though not entirely, similar claim for OE. OE

exhibits both verb-final and non-verb-final orders in embedded clauses. It has been

claimed by van Kemenade (1987) and others that OE was an OV language in subordin-

ate clauses, and that apparent failure of finite verbs in subordinate clauses to appear

clause-finally are due to the obscuring effect of verb raising and extraposition.

Assuming OV order, for example, the order VO in the subordinate clause in

(5.109h) would have to result from extraposition (necessarily, extraposition of the

liberal sort also found in OHG and Middle DU, which allows even direct objects to be

moved rightward across the nouns):

Pintzuk, however, argues that not all instances of nonfinal verbs in subordinate clauses

can be accounted for, starting from the assumption of verb-final order, by such

auxiliary assumptions, and concludes that OE was a “double base” language in which

two competing clausal structures coexist (the difference having to do with whether the

Aux slot (Infl), to which the verb moves from its position within the VP, occurs to the

left of the VP or to its right). Compare also Mitchell 1985: I, 405f., who notes

alternations in verb position in OE which he relates to an ongoing transition from

OV to VO.

Another apparent instance of a relic OV order in a language which has generally

developed VO syntax is found in ON, where objects can also precede nonfinite verbs –

an order not possible in modern North GMC languages:
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5.7.2 The order of objects

When both nominal objects of a bitransitive verb in the GMC languages are full NPs,

the indirect (recipient) object precedes the direct object in the unmarked case:

As noted in Section 4.1.2.3.1, Kiparsky (1997: 461) reports that this order is fixed in

case-poor languages such as EN, FR, DU, SW and West Flemish. So, for example,

reordering of the IO and DO NPs in Flemish results in ungrammaticality:

This restriction applies only to nominal IOs. Where the IO role is expressed as a PP,

it follows the direct object in the unmarked case, as other PPs do:

In the West Flemish example in (5.110e), both the indirect and the direct object

come (obligatorily) in front of the clausal negative marker nie, while in the NO

example in (5.110k), both of them follow the negative marker:
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Since the clausal negator is outside the VP, the objects in the West Flemish examples,

unlike those in NO – must also be outside the VP. This difference is attributed to

different conditions for the operation of Object Shift. Interestingly, though, the relative

order IO – DO is conserved in both cases.

5.7.2.1 Scrambling

The relative order of objects is harder to pin down in some GMC languages than in

others, due to the possibility of “scrambling.” Scrambling is the local reordering of

argument and adjunct phrases. GE, for example, allows either order of IO and DO

(and, for that matter, even allows these objects to precede the subject):

Because of scrambling, the relative order of arguments in GE is not fixed on the basis

of their grammatical roles, but may be varied to reflect the information structure of the

utterance, with thematic/old information tending to appear leftward of rhematic/new

information. Even in GE, however, Lenerz (1977) and Hawkins (1986: 44) conclude

that the basic order of arguments is IO–DO, based on observations like the following:

a. When theme/rheme distinctions are neutralized, for example, by choosing DOs

and IOs with indefinite articles, reflecting that they are both being introduced into the

discourse for the first time, the arguments appear in the fixed order IO–DO:

b. A rhematic IO may precede a thematic DO, in contravention of the theme/rheme

ordering principle, but the converse is not possible:
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Hawkins (1986: 44) makes the methodological point that “basicness is established by

showing that one order is free from grammatical restrictions which affect the other.”

Similarly, den Besten and Moed-van Walraven (1986: 126) point out that, while one

object can precede the verb in a YI bitransitive sentence while the other follows it, it is

distinctly odd for the DO to precede the verb while the IO follows it.

Kiparsky (1995b, 1997) claims that there is a unidirectional correlation between

richness of morphological case among the GMC languages and the possibility of

reordering nominal arguments by scrambling; in languages which are case poor (DU,

Flemish, FR, continental Scandinavian, EN and Afrikaans), the direct nominal argu-

ments of the clause must occur in a fixed order, which cannot be altered by scrambling

(see also Weerman 1997: 433). Scrambling is not excluded in case-poor languages;

according to Weerman (1997: 430), all of the OV West GMC languages allow it,

whether they have morphological case or not (to which list we can add one VO

language, YI – see Kiparsky 1997: 462). In DU sentences like (5.112d), for example,

the adverbs waarschijnlijk ‘probably’ and vaak ‘often’ can appear in any order, relative

to each other or either of the objects. That is, DU, a case-poor language, has scram-

bling, but unlike GE the two objects cannot be reordered relative to each other:

In the VO languages other than YI (that is, EN and Scandinavian), on the other hand,

even this limited possibility of scrambling is unavailable; verbs and objects cannot be

separated from each other by adverbs, and the two objects of double object constructions

cannot be separated from each other by adverbs (Kiparsky 1995b: 173n.).

The correlation between case morphology and fixed order of nominal arguments

does not work in the other direction. Kiparsky points out (1995b: 173n.; 1997: 462)

that some GMC languages with rich case systems nonetheless require fixed Subject–

IO–DO order. These include IC14 and the Grisons dialect of Swiss GE, in which direct

14 Kiparsky (1997: 483f.) observes that DOs and IOs are not reorderable in Icelandic with the
exception of those occurring with a small class of verbs including ‘give’, ‘show’ and ‘sell’.
Kiparsky concludes that this variation is not a consequence of constituent reordering (scram-
bling), but of the coexistence of two distinct argument frames for such verbs – a “recipient-
oriented” frame and a “transfer” frame.
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objects and indirect objects cannot be reordered, for example, as they can in Standard

GE, even though the two languages are equivalently rich in case marking:

Kiparsky concludes that, while case-poor languages have only syntactic position

available as a means of encoding argument relations, case-rich languages may use

either case or position or both for this purpose, and may therefore either be free-

constituent-order languages or (if they make use only of the latter) fixed-constituent-

order languages.

The uniform IO–DO order of GMC for full NP objects cuts across the divide

between OV languages and VO languages. However, when the objects are weak

pronouns, the distinction between VO and OV languages possibly reemerges as a

significant one in determining order of arguments. In bitransitive constructions in VO

languages, the order of pronouns, like that of non-pronominal arguments, is IO–DO:

In OV languages, though, the usual order for pronoun objects appears to be DO–IO:
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Thus, in at least some of the OV languages, the normal order of pronoun objects is the

opposite of that found with NP objects. Abraham and Wiegel (1993 : 38) refer to this as

“the puzzle of inverse clitic-order.” 15

In some of these languages, the opposite order is possible as well. In West Flemish,

for example (Haegeman 1992: 63; 1993: 146), clitic object pronouns may appear in

either order relative to each other (though they must always follow subject clitics, as in

the following example, where the subject clitic is doubled by a full pronoun).

5.8 Phrasal verbs

Highly characteristic of the GMC languages are “particle verbs,” or “phrasal verbs,”

that is, verbs which co-occur with morphemes, often homophonous with adverbs or

locative prepositions, forming with them a semantic unit. The lexical aspects of these

were discussed in Section 2.4. Examples include EN look out, GE  annehmen ‘accept’,

SW resa av ‘depart’, FR stilstien ‘stand still’, GO innatgaggan ‘go in’, AF aantrek

‘put on’. As noted, the meaning of a phrasal verb is sometimes compositional –

computable from the meanings of its constituent parts – but very often not, as in the

case of EN come around ‘revive’ versus AF omkom ‘to die’ (literally, ‘to come

around’), and some particles make more or less consistent semantic contributions to

the phrasal verbs in which they participate which are not obviously related to their

meanings as independent words. Syntactically, what stands out about them is that the

verbal particle and the verbal root are sometimes contiguous and sometimes not,

depending on the syntactic circumstances. This is most strikingly evident in the

modern OV languages, such as AF, DU and GE, in which, when the verb is final,

either as an infinitive or a finite verb in a subordinate clause, the particle immediately

precedes the verb (separable from it at most by the infinitive marker ‘to’ and the

participle prefix ge-), but when the verb is nonfinal, it is separated by arbitrarily many

other elements from the particle, which remains in final position:

15 Whether this is true of all pronouns (weak and strong) in all OV languages is unclear. Weib
states that in Bavarian when both IO and DO are clitic pronouns (thus controlling for
differences in pronoun weight) the normal order is IO–DO, and DO–IO is at best highly
marked, but see Abraham and Wiegel 1993: 38f. for an apparently conflicting claim.

(i) das’a’ma’n geem hod
that he me it given has
(Bavarian, Weiß 1998: 89)
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This pattern, quite robust in the modern OV languages, is seen as at least incipiently

present in early GMC by Eythórsson (1995: 39).

In general, verbal particles consistently follow the verb in VO languages, even when

the verb is a nonfinite form, though, as Jacobs (2005: 238) notes, YI is an exception in

this regard:

No consensus has been reached on the syntactic status of GMC phrasal verbs or the

status of the verbal particles which they include. At the center of inquiry has been the

problem of reconciling the fact that they are clearly syntactically complex, consisting

of two syntactically independent components, with the fact that they behave for some

purposes like single lexical items. As noted, verbal particles form semantically atomic

units with the associated verb, the two of them constituting a single lexical item

in some sense. Particles, moreover, can change the valency of the verb – a property

usually associated with derivational affixes. Thus, while DU bel ‘to phone’ is option-

ally transitive, opbel ‘to phone (someone)’ requires an object (Booij 2002b: 211).

Booij also notes (p. 210) that verbal particles are not capable of independent modifi-

cation. For example, when negating a sentence with the phrasal verb huishouden ‘keep

house’, in which the verbal particle is originally a noun, it is impossible to use the
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negative determiner geen as one normally would in a sentence with an indefinite

object. Rather, the sentential negator niet is used:

The fact that verbal particles behave neither like bound morphemes nor like other

phrasal accompaniments of verbs (such as adverbs, objects or prepositions) thus also

requires explanation. Recent approaches to this complex of problems are represented

in Dehé et al. 2002. According to one recent analysis (Farrell 2005), they do not

constitute a unitary syntactic phenomenon even within individual languages.

In the VO languages, Holmberg and Rijkhoff (1998) note interesting variation with

respect to the relative order of the particle and various objects. In one group – EN, NO,

IC and FA – lexical noun objects may precede or follow the particle, while pronominal

objects must precede the particle, intervening between it and the verb.

In DA, on the other hand, objects of all sorts precede the particle (5.118c), while in SW

objects of all sorts follow it (5.118d).
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6

The syntax of the clause

In this chapter we will examine those aspects of the grammar (morphology and syntax) of

the clause which are not readily subsumed under the (internal and external) syntax of noun

phrases or verb phrases.Much of the discussionwill relate to the very dynamic syntax of the

left periphery of the clause in GMC – such things as the syntax of auxiliaries, complemen-

tizers, verb-second word order, subject-verb inversion, clausal negation, topicalization,

relative clause formation, interrogation and left-dislocation. A large part of the recent

literature on the syntax of the clause in the GMC languages – perhaps the majority of that

work – is framed in terms of what is sometimes referred to as “extended X-bar theory,” and

Iwill adopt a bare-bones version of that approach here. I will assume throughout the chapter

that sentences may be represented by syntactic trees of the following general form.
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This tree and the associated examples reflect the claim that sentences in the GMC

languages consist minimally of a verb phrase, containing the lexical verb and its

modifiers and arguments, a position for a tensed element, such as a modal or auxiliary,

which is outside the verb phrase, and a Subject position. It also makes the claim that

the position occupied by the tensed element is the head of the clause (and that

therefore, the clause is a “Tense Phrase”). The subject occurs immediately to the left

of this head, in the “Specifier” position of the TP. Complementizers, such as the

sentential subordinating element that, when they occur, are held to be the heads of yet

another layer of clausal structure, the “Complementizer Phrase” (CP). As in the case of

the TP, the architecture of this phrase makes available exactly one slot to the left of its

head – the Specifier of the CP position – and this is held to be the position occupied

by clause-initial question phrases, for example. Much of the variation in constituent

order within the clause in GMC can be accounted for straightforwardly by statements

referring to a tree of this shape, which specify which elements can/must occupy which

of these positions under various circumstances. For example, the verb-second/subject-

aux inversion phenomenon characteristic of WH-Questions in the GMC languages can

be captured by assuming that when there is a question phrase in the Spec CP position,

the head of the next phrase down – the T element – must be moved into the head

position of the CP (the complementizer position), thereby occurring just to the right of

the question phrase, and in front of the clausal subject. More elaborate variants of the

tree representation of clausal structure have been advocated in recent literature, but

the basic structural assumptions implicit in (6.1) will be sufficient to facilitate my

description of such things as co-occurrence and relative order of constituents, scope of

adverbs and operators, and variation in the position of the finite verb within and across

the GMC languages.

6.1 Sentence adverbs

It is not universally agreed that the traditional label “adverb” describes a unitary

category. Adverbs are not distinguished inflectionally from other lexical classes. In

the sole inflectional category in which they participate, comparison, they are inflected

in the same way as adjectives. Nor are they distinguished systematically by their

derivational morphology. Some of the GMC languages have affixes which product-

ively derive adverbs (both VP adverbs and sentence adverbs) from adjectives (EN

obvious-ly, quick-ly, GO gatemi-ba ‘fittingly’, unwenigg-o ‘unexpectedly’, glaggwu-

ba/glaggw-o ‘meticulously’). Other GMC languages, such as GE, DU, and the

Scandinavian languages and Appalachian EN (Wolfram and Christian 1976: 105;

Montgomery 2004: 269), on the other hand, make less systematic use of special affixes

for this purpose; instead, they frequently use the same form for both adjective and
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adverb. In languages in which predicate adjectives take inflectional endings, the same

forms in adverbial use take an invariant neuter adjective ending, as in (6.2a). These

languages do, however, have suffixes for deriving adverbs from other categories. For

example, DA -mæssig is used productively to derive adverbs from nouns: regelmæssig

‘regularly’.

Syntactically, adverbs are distinguished by virtue of being the one lexical category

which does not take complements of its own:

Adverbs are often treated as members of a more inclusive class of “adverbials,”

which we may define as ‘adverbs and phrases of other category types, such as noun

phrases and prepositional phrases used in similar adjunct functions’. For example,

noun phrases are used frequently as time phrases, appearing in the particular case

required by this “adverbial” role. The case in question varies from language to

language, and sometimes even within languages (GO himma daga ‘today’ (lit. ‘this

day-DSg’), gistradagis ‘tomorrow-GSg’). Similarly, prepositional phrases are fre-

quently used as time phrases and location phrases, in which uses they also overlap

functionally with adverbs. I will not employ the label “adverbial” here, though, since

first of all it involves an undesirable confusion of lexical category with function,

and second, because in fact adverbs and other “adverbials” do not have the

same distribution even when they serve similar functions, as the following example

shows.

1 Haider (2004) claims that such “phrasal adverbials” are disallowed medially in VO languages
such as EN, as in (i) but not OV languages.

(i) He will {very soon/*without any difficulties} find an appropriate solution
(Haider 2004: 788)

However, there appears to be variation even within individual languages on this point:

(ii) We’d all the time get in fights
(Appalachian EN, Wolfram and Christian 1976: 99)
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It is customary to distinguish broadly between two types of adverbs – VP-adverbs

and sentence adverbs. This distinction embodies a syntactic and a semantic claim.

VP-adverbs are syntactic constituents of the VP, and they are understood to have scope

over (only) the VP – that is, their meanings combine with that of the VP, and they are

understood to qualify the action described by that VP. Manner adverbs, for example,

are a type of VP-adverb. Sentence adverbs, on the other hand, are syntactically

constituents of the clause, and outside of the verb phrase. Semantically, they have

scope over the clause – their meanings combine with the meaning of the proposition

asserted by that clause. (The notion of scope will also be of importance in the next

section, on the syntax of negation.) The different syntactic positions of the two types

of adverbs can be demonstrated in a variety of ways. For example, in EN, VP-adverbs

but not sentential adverbs can intervene between the verb and its complement, as in

(6.4a), and VP-adverbs but not sentential adverbs can be moved to the front of the

clause along with the rest of the VP, as in (6.5a).

The partitioning of adverbs into the two groups “sentence adverbs” and “VP-adverbs”

is probably not sufficiently fine-grained, however. In semantic terms, at least, sentence

adverbs are of a heterogeneous sort, and have been subjected to a variety of classifica-

tory schemes. Kotova (1986: 1) observes a major distinction between sentence adverbs

with “full-fledged lexical semantics,” such as frankly, shortly, probably, which can

often be paraphrased as a higher predicate (‘It is probable that. . .’), and adverbs which

do not exhibit full-fledged lexical semantics, such as only, also, at least, which are not

paraphrasable in this way, and are logically operator-like. Ramat and Ricca (1998:

192), focussing on the former type, distinguish speech-act adverbs such as briefly and

frankly, domain adverbs such as technically and linguistically, modal adverbs such as

probably, allegedly and hopefully, evaluative adverbs such as unfortunately and wisely,

and event adverbs such as yesterday and often, among other types. Ramat and Ricca

(1998: 192) assign them to a hierarchy of discrete functional/semantic “layers,” with

speech-act adverbs representing a relatively high stratum, while time and place adverbs

occupy a relatively low one. They view this hierarchy as a functional one, rather than a

syntactic one, but other recent accounts claim that different types of sentence adverbs,

too, appear at different levels in the syntactic tree, depending on their type. Many of the
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restrictions on relative ordering of adverbs of different types show some constancy

across languages. Some investigators (e.g., Travis 1988; Cinque 1999; Nilsen 2000),

have proposed that this fixity of relative order reflects hierarchical syntactic structure:

clauses are composed of several discrete phrasal layers (more than the three assumed

here), each of which is home to a different subset of “sentence adverbs” (see Nilsen

2000:21f. for a critical discussion of the ordering differences on which such claims

are based). So, for example, the following NO sentence shows the only admissible

order of the adverbs it contains. All other permutations are disallowed.

In spite of parallels in adverb order from one language to the next, though, there is

at least some crosslinguistic variation in adverb position in GMC. In SW and DA, for

example, the order is (manner adverb – place adverb – time adverb):

GE and DU, on the other hand, perhaps because they are OV languages, prefer the

opposite relative order: time adverb – (manner adverb)–place adverb:

Ramat and Ricca (1998: 206ff.) note that in European languages the same form can

often be used as either a VP-adverb or a sentence adverb, and derivational suffixes

which are exclusive to the one or the other are rare. So, for example, in the following

sentences, frankly can function either as a (VP-level) manner adverb or as a (sentence-

level) speech-act adverb, and wisely can function either as a manner adverb or an

evaluative adverb, the difference between the two being signaled by word order:

They point out, though, that a subset of the GMC languages does exhibit a derivational

affix (GE -erweise, Swiss GE -erwiis, DU -erwijs, DA and SW -vis), which is used
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exclusively to derive sentence adverbs. In GE, where it is most productively employed,

for example, there are contrasts like the following:

Other lexical devices are also used to signal the difference between sentence adverbs

and VP adverbs. In SW, NO, IC and DA, the modifying particle nog/nok occurs

obligatorily when one of these ‘two-way’ adverbs is used as a sentence adverb.

Ramat and Ricca (1998: 210 ) propose that this particle is on its way toward gramma-

ticalization as a derivational morpheme for sentence adverbs.

DA also exhibits a striking inflectional difference between sentence adverbs and VP

adverbs. In general, sentence-level adverbs ending in -lig, such as f�lgelig ‘consequently’,

navnlig ‘namely’, rettelig ‘rightfully’, sandelig ‘indeed’, visselig ‘assuredly’, do not take

the ‘neuter’ -t suffix, while -lig adverbs used asmanner adverbs (the canonical VP adverb)

do, often with sharp meaning contrasts (Allan et al. 1995: 336, 348ff.):
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As the optionality of -t in example (6.8f ) indicates, this contrast is not now fully intact.

Sentence adverbs can in general appear initially in the GMC languages. This

position is less readily available to VP-adverbs. Some, but not all of the latter, are

allowed to appear initially:

In EN, initial adverbs are followed by the subject, except for those adverbs which have the

force of sentential negation, with which the subject and the auxiliary must be inverted:

In the remaining modern GMC languages, initial sentential adverbs behave like

other initial constituents, occasioning subject-verb inversion in all instances.2 In all

cases, these initial adverbs appear in the same position as topic phrases in a given

language, and they are generally incompatible with the preposing of other topics,

suggesting that they are in the topic position of the clause. The difference between EN

and the rest of modern GMC with respect to inversion can be attributed to the fact that

it alone among these languages is a non-strict V-2 language (see Section 6.3.2). Also

attributable to this cause is another difference between EN and the other languages

with respect to adverb position; EN is alone in allowing sentential adverbs to intervene

between the subject and the auxiliary in main clauses:

The position of these adverbs may be identified with the postverbal ‘clausal adverbial

position’ of the other GMC languages, for example, SW (Holmes and Hinchcliffe

1994: 519), if the effects of V-2 on verb position are taken into account:

2 Exceptional in this respect is SW kanske ‘perhaps’, whose appearance at the front of the clause
may fail to trigger inversion, and which is in fact followed by subordinate clause word order, as
in (i), though inversion is also possible, as in (ii):

(i) Kanske han redan har gjort det
perhaps he already has done that
(SW, Holmes and Hinchcliffe 1994: 542)

(ii) Kanske har han redan gjort det
(SW, Holmes and Hinchcliffe 1994: 542)

There is an etymological explanation for its anomalous behavior (Holmes and Hinchcliffe 1994: 542).
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In addition, lower level sentence adverbs such as time and location adverbs can appear

at the end of the VP, following nonfinite verbs and objects, in VO languages (6.12a)

but not in OV languages (6.12b).

6.2 The syntax of negation

6.2.1 Some definitions: negation, scope and polarity

Negative words (like other semantically similar elements) have scope – defined here as

that part of the sentence with which they are understood to combine semantically, and

to which they add negative meaning. Sometimes the whole clause is understood to be

negated. Sometimes it is a single constituent within the clause.

In (6.13a), the whole clause is understood to be in the scope of negation, hence

negated; there was no event of can-opening. In (6.13b), the negation does not apply

to the predicate, but only to the noun phrase headed by difficulty. Thus, this sentence

asserts that there was an event of can-opening, denying only that it involved difficulty.

The former case will be of primary concern here. We will refer to it as sentential

negation, as opposed to constituent negation – the difference between them being one

of scope.

The determination of the scope of a negator is made easier by the fact that all of

the GMC languages have a class of elements which we can call polarity items, which

share with each other the property of having to occur in the scope of negation (or some

semantically similar operator, such as an interrogative word or a conditional comple-

mentizer). Thus, for example, such elements as EN any, ever, even and OS êniga ‘any’

can only appear in these contexts:3

3 EN any has a non-polarity use, roughly equivalent to every, in addition to its use as a polarity
item with an interpretation essentially like that of some.
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A still more restricted behavior is exhibited by another set of items, which for the

moment we will consider as polarity items (though see Section 6.2.3) – for example,

neouuiht ‘nothing’ and neo ‘never’ in OS. These appear only in sentences with clausal

negation, not in questions or conditional sentences. We can call the type represented

in (6.14) A-type polarity items, and the type represented in (6.15) N-type polarity

items (cf. Bernini and Ramat 1996: 120ff. on this distinction).

Note that OS neouuiht is not only an N-polarity item, in the sense that its occurrence is

dependent on a sentential negator; it is also overtly negative in form, incorporating an

identifiable negative morpheme. The class of such negative-incorporating polarity items

and the class of N-polarity items (those which are restricted to negative contexts) are not

coextensive. The former is a morphological category. The latter is a syntactic category.

While it seems to be true that negative-incorporating polarity items are always N-polarity

items, there are polarity items which do not incorporate negative morphology but which

are nonetheless N-polarity items, occurring only in negative contexts, as we will see.

The existence of items which must be in the scope of negation gives us a structural

test for our intuitions about negative scope. In (6.16a), the negative, whose scope is

restricted to the bracketed adjective phrase, fails to license a polarity item contained in

another phrase elsewhere in the sentence, in contrast with (6.16b).

6.2.2 Scope, polarity and syntactic position

As we observed earlier, it appears that there is a general relationship between semantic

scope and syntactic structure. In the general case, the negator has to be higher up in the
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syntactic tree than the polarity item, in order to license it. An interesting illustration of

this in EN is found in the following contrast: polarity items in subject phrases or topic

phrases in EN main clauses cannot be licensed by the sentential negator, while polarity

items contained in object NPs can. The same facts hold elsewhere in GMC, though,

as we will see, not all GMC languages exhibit this asymmetry.

There are reasons for thinking that this is because the subject noun phrase (as the

specifier of TP), and the topic phrase (as the specifier of CP) in EN are higher up in the

syntactic tree than the negative element n’t, and therefore cannot be licensed by it.

Observe, first of all, that when a clause like (6.17b) is embedded in turn in a larger

clause which contains sentential negation, the subject of the embedded clause can

contain a polarity item.

Similarly, in dialects of EN which allow the fronting of the auxiliary þ n’t in

declarative sentences (presumably to the C(OMP) position in tree (6.1)), polarity any

can again appear in the subject phrase.

In these cases, but not in (6.17b), the sentential negator is high enough in the clausal

structure to license the negative polarity item.

Interestingly, the observed exclusion of negative polarity items from the subject

positions and topic positions of negated clauses as in (6.17) is not universal in the

GMC languages. Some of the older languages, such as GO, OS and OHG, seem to

have systematically allowed sentences equivalent to (6.17b, c), in which a polarity

item in subject position or topic position is licensed by sentential negation.
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(In these languages, of course, polarity items can also appear in object phrases in

negative sentences.) Jespersen (1917: 58) and Traugott (1992: 269) report cases in OE

similar to those in (6.20). The facts of early GMC and modern GMC are contrasted in

Harbert 2002, where it is argued that the occurrence of these kinds of constructions,

with polarity items in subject position, and topic position in the older languages but not

in the modern ones, is related to the position of the sentence negator. This will be

discussed further below. In this connection, observe the following French example,

which appears to be like those in early GMC.

6.2.3 Polarity items, negative concord and multiple negation

In the preceding section, we looked briefly at polarity items like EN anything,

GO waiht, which I identified as polarity items because they are dependent on a
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co-occurring negator (or other operator). I also labeled the dependent negative neouuiht

in the old Saxon example in (6.16a) a polarity item. It is different from these other

polarity items in that it incorporates a negative morpheme (which lacks independent

negative force, and whose appearance is conditioned by the presence of the clausal

negator). Behaghel (1924: II, 76) refers to these two types respectively as “negative

summierende Glieder” and “positive summierende Glieder.” In early GMC the two

coexisted, sometimes alternating in the same texts, as in the following OS examples:

In still other languages, only the negative-incorporating forms are found, So, for

example, in YI, all non-specific arguments in the scope of sentential negation must

be negative in form.

Such so-called “double negative” constructions were also the norm in earlier EN

and GE, and they are still the norm in some dialects.

However, they have in relatively recent times become stigmatized by prescriptive gram-

mar in the standard languages, on the basis of the dictum that “two negatives make a

positive” (cf. Behaghel 1924: II, 80). The idea behind this prescriptive rule – that

sentences like (6.24c) involve “double negatives” or “multiple negatives” – is of course

inaccurate from a semantic viewpoint. (6.24c) involves only the simple negation of an
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affirmative proposition. The difference is made clear in an interesting way by the

following contrast in IC (Thráinsson 1994: 187): IC has two different “negative” indefin-

ite determiners, neinn ‘any’ and enginn ‘no’.Neinn (the only onewith an original negative

etymology, involving the GMC ne) is an N-polarity item. It has no negative force of its

own, and can only occur with a real negative element. Enginn (which was not originally

a negative word – see below) has independent negative force, as in (6.25c) – an instance

of true “double negation.”

Some recent investigators have concluded that what I have labeled negative-

incorporating polarity items are not simply another type of negative polarity item.

Rather, they are related to the clausal negator by a distinct relationship, that of negative

concord, through which their negative form “spreads” to them from the clausal

negator, under conditions which can differ from those in which a polarity item is

licensed by a clausal negator. Anyone and no one in (6.26) are thus related to the

sentential negation by different processes.

Languages like YI, in which all apparent negative polarity items are of the negative

incorporating type, are thus sometimes said to have “obligatory negative concord.”
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For discussion of the syntax of negative concord in GMC, and specifically for

arguments that negative polarity items and elements involved in negative concord

have different distributions, the reader is referred to Haegeman and Zanuttini 1996,

Horn and Kato 2000: 6 and van der Wouden 1997: part 2.

6.2.4 Negative complementizers and pleonastic negation

The following sentence would seem to indicate that polarity items need not depend on

a clausal negator, but may depend instead on an implied negation which is a part of the

meaning of a lexical verb; anything here seems to depend on doubt.

As Laka (1990) points out, though, this is not the correct analysis of such examples.

Doubt cannot license polarity items in its own clause (6.27b). It can apparently only

license polarity items in a clausal complement.

Laka (1990: 185) observes that we can account for this by assuming that, while doubt

cannot by itself license polarity items, when it takes a clausal complement, it selects

a complementizer with the abstract feature [þNEG], and that feature, as a type of

clausal negation, can license a polarity item within its scope. Interesting in this

connection is the fact that in several GMC languages (as well as Romance languages),

when a verb with a meaning of ‘hindrance’, ‘precaution’, ‘prevention’ or ‘prohibition’

takes a clausal complement, the complement clause actually exhibits an overt clausal

negator that lacks any independent negative force – a pleonastic negation. Van der

Wouden (1997: 196) refers to negation of this sort, following Jespersen (1917: 75ff.),

as Paratactic Negation. For discussion of its syntax and interpretation, see Van der

Wouden (1997: 200ff.).
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6.2.5 Constituent negation with sentential scope

As established in Section 6.2.3, the scope of a negator is normally determined by its

syntactic position, and polarity items have to be in the scope of the negative element on

which they are dependent – hence, lower than the negative element in the syntactic tree.

However, both the generalization that polarity items have to be licensed by negative

elements occurring higher up in the syntactic tree and the distinction between sentential

negation and constituent negation in terms of scope are clouded by the fact that, under

some circumstances, negative elements whichwewould identify as constituent negation

(because they are syntactically parts of noun phrases, prepositional phrases or other

constituents of a clause) nonetheless have the force of sentential negation – that is, they

seem to have scope over the whole sentence, as indicated by their ability to license

polarity items/tag questions higher up in the syntactic tree, as in (6.28).

Here, even though the negation is constituent negation from a syntactic standpoint,

since it is contained within the bracketed NP, it appears to have scope over the whole

sentence, so it can license polarity items which are outside of the phrase containing it.

We can refer to this phenomenon descriptively as “constituent negation with sentential

scope (CNSS).” (Jespersen 1917: 56ff. discusses this phenomenon under the label

“negative attraction.”) Because of CNSS, there are two roughly equivalent ways in EN

of expressing negation in sentences like:
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In the subject phrase example in (6.30a), however, only the CNSS option is available.

The sentential negation option is unavailable here, as we noted above, because the

polarity item in the subject position is too high up to be in the scope of the clausal negator.

Even if we use an indefinite article, rather than a polarity item, the sentence remains

odd.

(6.30) b. A salesperson will not bother you at any time

c. No salesperson will bother you at any time

CNSS is apparently preferred over the use of clausal negation here, too, where the

alternative sentence (6.30a) would contain a NP with a non-negative indefinite deter-

miner outside of the scope of the clausal negator.

There is crosslinguistic variation among the GMC languages involving the choice

between ordinary sentential negation and CNSS negation. GE differs from EN with

respect to sentences like (6.29a,b); in GE, only the CNSS option is possible. Ordinary

sentential negation is ruled out with indefinite objects (6.31c), and constituent negation

of the NP has to be used instead, as in (6.31b).

Santelmann (1994) claims that this is connected with the fact that GE, unlike EN, has

object shift (as discussed in Section 4.8.1.2.1), which moves the object leftward out of

the VP, and thus out of the scope of the clause-level negator. As a result, constituent

negation is required, for the same reason that (6.30b) is odd. Further evidence that

there is a typological connection between the position of indefinite NPs relative to that

of clausal negators on the one hand and the choice between CNSS and clausal negation

on the other may be found in the contrasts between DU and AF pointed out in Ponelis

1993: 463. In DU, objects (as well as sentential adverbs) precede the negative marker.

In AF, on the other hand, they follow the negative marker, unless emphasis is intended.
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Correspondingly, DU requires that sentences containing an indefinite object be

negated through CNSS – that is, by means of a negative article, which has the force

of sentential negation. The corresponding AF sentences, on the other hand, have

sentential negation together with an object NP with an indefinite article.

Other GMC languages supply some further evidence for such a connection between

object position and the possibilities for expressing sentential negation. Holmes and

Hinchcliffe (1994: 524) point out contrasts in SW like those in (6.33a) and (6.33b);

sentential negation with an indefinite object is expressed in either of two ways. In

(6.33a), we find a ‘not. . .any’ construction. The ordinary sentential negator (inte) is

used here in conjunction with a noun phrase whose determiner is a polarity item (na°gra

‘any’). In (6.33b), on the other hand, the sentential negator inte does not appear;

negation is conveyed instead by a negative determiner (inga) on the object NP (which

again has sentential scope because of CNSS). Note, though, that the object NPs in the

two constructions do not occupy the same positions. In the CNSS construction, the

object occurs to the left of the verb, while in the ordinary sentential negation construc-

tion, it occurs to the right. In subject position, on the other hand, apparently the CNSS

option with ingen is available, while the ‘any. . .not’ option is not (6.33e).
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(The availability of these two possibilities also depends on register, and on whether the

clause has a lexical verb alone or a lexical verb plus auxiliary. See Holmes and

Hinchcliffe 1994: 189ff, 523ff. for discussion.) Unlike GE, SW does not have ordinary

object shift, except for unstressed pronouns (see Bobaljik and Jonas 1996a: 206), so

objects normally follow their verbs. However, negative object NPs can be moved to

the left of the verb, as in (6.33b), yielding exceptional OV order (see Bandle 2005:

1155). When the objects are shifted to the left in this way, the sentential negative

marker is suppressed, and the constituent negation of the shifted object acquires

sentential force. Similar facts are found in DA (Allan et al. 1995: 516):

Similar facts are also reported for GE and West Flemish (Haegeman 1995: 167ff.),

NO (Christensen 1991) and Later ME (Ingham 2000). In the following, a negative

indefinite object whose negation has sentential force is preposed to the left of the verb.

Since such leftward shift of objects in Late ME appears to involve negative objects in

the overwhelming number of instances, Ingham argues that it is not ordinary object

shift, but a special leftward displacement linked to their status as negated phrases.

Thus we see that in the GMC languages, constituent negation can have sentential force

under some circumstances. The negated phrase in such cases is often shifted leftward

in the clause, relative to its basic position. This leftward shift of negative objects

happens even in languages which do not generally have object shift, such as SW, DA
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and Late ME. The observed asymmetries find a straightforward explanation under the

NegP hypothesis of Haegeman (1995), to which the interested reader is referred.

A rather different state of affairs is reflected in the older GMC languages (see

Harbert 2002 for detailed illustrations and discussion). In all of the modern languages,

as we have seen, a negated indefinite object NP can convey the force of clausal

negation (the CNSS phenomenon). In some of these languages, CNSS is the only

possibility for negating a clause which contains an indefinite object. In GO, OE

and at least some dialects of OHG, though, CNSS was apparently possible only under

more limited circumstances than in the modern languages. In GO, for example, where

the Greek Bible has sentences with CNSS, the GO translation systematically adds

a sentential negator ni whenever the negated indefinite object or subject follows

the finite verb, as in (6.35). This suggests that GO did not allow CNSS

when the negated constituent was postverbal (though a counterexample is found in

John 10:41).

Only when the indefinite NP preceded the finite verb (as a subject or a topicalized

nonsubject), as in (6.36), could it carry the force of sentential negation by itself,

without the need for the clausal negator.
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In the following example, in fact, the GO word order is changed, relative to the Greek,

in order to place the negated constituent preverbally.

A similar distribution is found in OE. When a negative noun phrase or adverb phrase

precedes the main verb (primarily in subordinate clauses) it can negate the clause by

itself, without the need for a clausal negator, as in (6.37). However, where the negative

phrase follows the finite verb (primarily in main clauses), as in (6.38), there is clausal

negation, rather than CNSS.
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And the same is true of at least some varieties of OHG. In the OHG Tatian, there is a

strong tendency to use the clausal negator ni not only when the negated indefinite

phrase is postverbal, as in (6.39a), but even when the indefinite phrase is preverbal, as

in (6.39b). However, there are at least a few examples showing that it could be

dispensed with in the latter case, as in (6.39c, d). Some of these are pointed out by

Behaghel (1924: II, 77), who also observes a connection with verb position. Thus,

CNSS was again apparently possible just in case the negative indefinite preceded the

finite verb (though it was apparently not preferred even then).

What appears to be a strong tendency in OHG toward avoiding CNSS in favor of

clausal negation appears to have the force of a requirement in OS, where there is no

single clear case of CNSS, even when the indefinite NP precedes the verb (and lots of

missed opportunities to deploy it) (cf. Behaghel 1924: II, 76).
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For the remainder of the older dialects, though, the generalization seems to hold that

a negative indefinite constituent can carry the force of clausal negation by itself,

without the need for a clausal negator, only in preverbal, not in postverbal position.

In this latter restriction they are different from the modern GMC languages. They are

also different from the modern languages in another, and probably related, way; all of

the early GMC languages express clausal negation by means of a preverbal negative

particle (ni, ne), rather than by a “medial” (postverbal) negator like GE nicht, IC ekki.

or EN not.

The connection between the possibility of CNSS and the position of the clausal

negator was pointed out in Haegeman and Zanuttini 1996, on the basis of modern

Romance and GMC languages. They claim (1996: 120) that in languages where the

clausal negator precedes the verb, constituent negation can take clausal scope only if

the negated consituent is “in a position c-commanding INFL” (that is, for our purposes,

in a position in front of the inflected verb), while languages in which the clausal

negator is not preverbal are not restricted in this way. Thus, for example, Zanuttini

(1997: 8f.) points out for the Romance languages that the kind of asymmetry we have

observed in older GMC (CNSS only when the negated constituent is preverbal) is

characteristic of those Romance languages which express clausal negation by means of

a preverbal particle, such as Italian, but not languages which have medial (postverbal)

clausal negators, such as Piedmontese. In Piedmontese, CNSS can be controlled by

postverbal negative indefinite phrases as well, just as in modern GMC (6.41d).
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Further support for such a typological connection is provided by the facts of ON. ON

gave up the GMC clausal negator ni early on, in favor of postverbal negative markers

(through a process to be discussed in a subsequent section). In fact, it developed two

postverbal negators in succession: a negative suffix, -a(t), restricted for the most part

to the archaic poetry of the poetic Edda, and a more modern one, the free-standing

negative adverb ekki (identical to the clausal negator of Modern IC). The former is

illustrated in (6.42):

(The origins of these will be discussed in a later section. See also Eythórsson 1995 for

more detailed treatment.) Significantly, in both of these stages of ON, contrary to the

other older languages, but like the modern ones, a negative indefinite object in either a

preverbal or a postverbal position could convey the force of clausal negation.
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Thus, ON patterns with modern GMC in both respects predicted by Haegeman’s and

Zanuttini’s generalization: it has postverbal clausal negators, and it allows CNSS with

negative indefinite phrases in postverbal position.

6.2.6 On formal differences between sentential negators and

constituent negators

There is extensive overlap in the GMC languages in the forms used for sentential

negation and constituent negation. GO was the most uniform of the GMC languages in

this respect, using the same morpheme, ni, for all types of negation.

It differs from the other GMC languages in that it does not show the results of lexical

incorporation, or fusion, of the negative particle with a following indefinite pronoun,

noun or adverb to yield intrinsically negative indefinite pronouns and adverbs such as

GE nie, niemand, nirgends, nichts, kein. The negative and the indefinite element remain

independent in GO, and can occur separately from each other (Behaghel 1924: II, 76).
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In all of these cases, the GO ni. . .ainshun, ni. . .waiht translate a single Greek word,

oude $n ‘nothing’ or oudei �s ‘no one’.
The development of such lexically incorporated negative indefinite forms is well

under way in other early languages, and they are widespread in the modern GMC

languages. One special case of this process of negative-indefinite incorporation has

been the development of distinctive negative determiners in noun phrases for constitu-

ent negation of indefinite noun phrases (e.g., EN no, GE  kein , DU  geen , AF geen/ g’n ,

YI keyn ). For a discussion of the similar development of ON engi, SW  inga, see the

next section. These apparently functioned originally as polarity items without inde-

pendent negative force, dependent on the clausal negation marker. As the differences

in these forms show, they are the outcomes of a number of apparently independent

lexical developments. EN no and GE kein, for example, come from combinations of

‘not’ and ‘one’, but two different negative morphemes are involved. This is thus a

further instance of convergence of individual developments in modern GMC.

For constituent negation of other categories, however, including prepositional

phrases, pronouns and adjectives, as well as those noun phrases which already have

determiners, or which do not admit determiners (pronouns and proper names, for

example), all of these languages use the same negative form used in sentential negation.
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That is, aside from negative determiners and other products of negative-indefinite

incorporation, the forms used for constituent negation are the same as those used for

sentential negation. There are some sentential negators, though, which are not also

found as constituent negators, including OE ne, MHG en, West Flemish en and

Modern EN n’t. These are all clitic-like forms which require a finite verb as a host,

and it is most likely on that account that they are limited to sentential negation.

6.2.7 On the typology of sentential negation in Germanic

6.2.7.1 The “cycle of negation”

As we have noted, in GO, and in other early GMC languages, a sentence could

be negated solely by an unstressable negative particle (GO ni, OE ne, OHG ni, Middle

DU and MHG en). These particles typically appeared immediately in front of the verb.

In some of these languages the negative particle seems to “attract” the verb, causing it

to appear farther to the left in sentential structure than it would otherwise (see Section

6.3.2 below). This shows up very clearly in OE, for example, where a pronominal

subject, which precedes the finite verb in main clauses, follows both the negative and

the verb in a negative sentence, as in (6.47c.).

Similarly, in GO, as Eythórsson (1995) has established, the normal order of the verb

is final in affirmative main clauses, but in negative main clauses it appears syste-

matically to the left of objects and other dependents of the verb, and adjacent to the

negator ni.
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And in ON poetry, while subjects normally precede the verb in affirmative main

clauses, they invariably follow V þ negative morpheme a(t) in main clauses.

In GO, the clause-initial ni appears to be closely affiliated with other elements of

the left periphery, hosting clitic conjunctions and question markers, for example

(nih¬ni þ uh ‘and’, ni-u¬ni þ -u ‘?’). In other languages, however, it often forms

a phonological unit with the verb.4

Where sentences with the negative particle also happened to contain nonspecific

arguments or adjuncts, these elements could be realized as polarity items. In GO, they

often bear the suffix -hun, which was restricted to (A/S-)polarity items.

4 However, it is also possible for the negative particle to appear as an enclitic on a preceding
element in some languages:
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Aside from these, the negative particle was the only exponent of negation in older

GMC. However, some of these languages developed an additional marker of sentential

negation, which eventually supplanted the unstressed preverbal negative particle in

some of them. These secondary negative markers arose by way of a process which is

standardly held to have proceeded in three steps. Through a process of semantic

bleaching, the polarity form of a nonspecific nominal lost its lexical meaning, and

came to be able to appear even in clauses where there were no argument positions for it

to represent, as a simple reinforcer of the negative particle (for the purpose of

expressing emphatic negation) in sentences containing no other stressable polarity

item which could be emphasized. We may think of these as “dummy” polarity items:

they did not contribute thematic meaning to the sentence. This is illustrated in the

following GO example, where waiht has no counterpart in the Greek text.

Eventually, in precursors of all of the modern GMC languages, these in turn lost

their emphatic character, and became simply a structurally necessary part of sentential

negation, co-occurring with the preverbal particle even when no emphasis was

intended. At this point, the expression of sentential negation was discontinuous,

involving a negative particle which preceded the inflected verb immediately and the

phonologically heavier former polarity item, which typically followed the verb in main

clause word orders. Some examples are given in (6.49c, d).

Finally, the preverbal particle itself disappeared in most of the modern languages,

leaving the other element (typically referred to as a “negative adverb”) as the sole

realization of negation, though FR and southwestern dialects of DU (Ponelis 1993: 464)

have retained the preverbal negative particle en. Haegeman and Zanuttini (1996) discuss

the syntax of en inWest Flemish, a Belgian dialect ofDU, in detail. They point out that it is

now optional there, that it can only occur with another negative constituent, and that it
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seems to have no independent negative force, serving rather solely as amarker of negative

scope. In consequence of these changes, both negative-incorporating polarity forms (EN

not, GE nicht) and N-polarity forms of other origins (e.g., SW inte, DA ikke, IC ekki, FA

ikki, which come from the neuter pronoun eit plus a generalizing suffix -gi, cognate with

the GO hun in as-hun ‘anyone’, etc.) have come to replace the original negative particle

as the basic marker of sentential negation. Old West Norse poetry exhibits the negative

suffixes -a and -(a)t, which originated respectively from themasculine and neuter forms of

the word ‘one’ (*aina, *ainata) (Eythórsson 1995: 229). They could originally co-occur

with ne, with restrictions; newas excluded from clause-initial positions, and in these cases

at was the sole negator from the earliest period. Subsequently, however, ne disappeared

from all contexts, leaving only at as a sentential negator (see Eythórsson 1995: 218ff. for

discussion). At is interestingly different from the other cases of polarity items becoming

negators, since it behaves as an enclitic, rather than a free morpheme, from the beginning.

Jespersen (1917) observed these parallel developments, which have counterparts in

French and Welsh, and they have been much discussed in later literature under the

name of “Jespersen’s cycle of negation.” Frisch (1997) presents a detailed study of the

internal staging of the process in ME, interesting especially for its methodology, which

focuses on the relative chronology of the rise of what he calls the “postverbal negator”

and the decline of the preverbal negator. Donhauser (1995) challenges Jespersen’s

cycle as a misleading simplification of a more complex reality. As noted in Section

6.2.5., these changes in turn were related to changes in the syntax of CNSS.

6.2.7.2 Afrikaans final negation

AF has developed a rather striking variation on the two-part negation structure. It has

developed an obligatory clause-final negative marker (the “associated negative,” in

Ponelis’ terms), which serves as a sort of signal of scope, following all constituents

which are in the scope of negation. This marker appears in clauses with the sentential

negative morpheme nie and in CNSS clauses.

The final negative is obligatory except when other negative elements appear clause-

finally. In that case, it is optional when the other negative element is a negated

constituent (6.50d), and disallowed when it is the sentential negator nie (6.50c).

6.2 The syntax of negation 397



This construction is discussed at length in Donaldson 1993, Ponelis 1993, Roberge

2000 and Bell 2004.

6.3 The syntax of the left periphery: topics, verb-second and

subject/verb inversion

The patterning of elements at the left periphery of the clause – in particular, the so-

called V-2 phenomenon – has been treated as the central problem of GMC syntax in

recent years, and its analysis has been the subject of a vast literature. Most of this

literature has focussed on the proper theoretical interpretation of the facts, which are

themselves relatively straightforward.

Descriptively speaking, the V-2 phenomenon is the requirement, apparently holding

under at least some circumstances in all of the GMC languages, that the finite verb of the

clause be no further from the beginning of the clause than second position (not counting

conjunctions). In subject-initialmain clauses,most of themodernGMC languages, aswell

as most of the medieval languages, typically have verb-second order, with the inflected

verb occurring immediately after the subject NP. Declarativemain clauses with verb-final

order are also found in earlymedieval GMC:Runic GMC,GO,OE (particularly in second

conjuncts of coordinate sentences (cf. Kiparsky 1995b: 147f.)), OHG and Middle DU

(Weerman 1989: 182ff.), but this order is in competition from the earliest times with

subject-verb order, and has disappeared across the board by later medieval times.

EN has V-2 order with a more limited extent than other GMC languages in subject-

initial main clauses. When the sentence contains only a lexical verb (as opposed to an

auxiliary verb), the verb follows not only the subject but also such elements as

frequency adverbs (He often left early/*He left often early). Only modals, have, be

and the dummy auxiliary do routinely precede such elements (He will often leave/has

often left early). That is, lexical verbs in declarative sentences in EN do not seem to

occur as far to the left as in other languages. We can account for this in terms of the

tree structure in (6.1) by claiming that in Modern EN, only modals and auxiliaries can

appear in the T(ense) position. Lexical verbs, such as left, remain within the VP and

thus follow frequency adverbs, for example, which mark the leftward boundary of the

VP. Similarly, modals, have and be but not lexical verbs can precede the clausal

negative marker not (He is not leaving/*He left not). When there is no modal or
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auxiliary available to precede the negative marker, a dummy auxiliary, do, must be

supplied to represent the T(ense) position (He did not leave). The prohibition against

lexical verbs appearing in this leftward position is a recent one in EN, dating from the

Modern EN period, and is connected historically with the development of a syntactic-

ally distinct class of modal verbs (see Section 5.2). It sets EN apart from the other

GMC languages.

When a sentence element other than the subject begins an independent sentence, all

of the GMC languages require the finite verb to follow that initial element immediately

in at least some circumstances with the subject coming third. This “subject-verb

inversion” is thus a hallmark of the GMC languages, though it is not exclusive to

them; Roberts (1993: 6) reports that Old French was a (strict) V-2 language, with

subject inversion, as are a number of other Romance varieties, medieval and modern,

and it may perhaps be interpreted as an areal phenomenon. The main parameters of

variation in GMC with respect to this second subcase of V-2 involve:

a. whether all verbs or only auxiliaries are subject to the V-2 requirement,

b. whether the effect holds in subordinate as well as main clauses, and, if so,

whether there are restrictions on the type of subordinate clause, and

c. what sorts of clause-initial constituents trigger (or are exempted from) V-2.

For a systematic overview of the variation, the reader is referred to Vikner 1995.

Variation in parameter (a) can be summed up in a few words: contemporary EN

stands out among all the GMC languages in that only modals, have, be and the

“dummy” auxiliary do show the V-2 property of having to precede the subject, for

example, in word questions, where the clause-initial position is occupied by a question

phrase. In (6.51a), the subject and the auxiliary of the sentence stand in the order

Aux-Subject, rather than in the order Subject-Aux which is found in declarative

sentences.

(6.51) a. What must I read?

In sentences in which there are no auxiliaries, but only a lexical verb, the dummy

auxiliary do appears in these “Subject-Aux inverson” cases.

(6.51) b. I read this. What did I read?

That is, the kinds of verbs which can precede the subject in EN inversion questions

are precisely the same as those which can appear in the T(ense) position in ordinary

declarative sentences, thus preceding such elements as frequency adverbs and the

clausal negator. In the other GMC languages, where lexical verbs precede frequency

adverbs and clausal negators in declarative sentences, they also precede the subject in

questions. That is, all and only those elements which can appear in the T(ense) position

in (6.1) in a given language can invert with the subject in questions.
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6.3.1 Main-clause/subordinate clause asymmetries in verb position

The GMC languages partition themselves into two groups with respect to the second of

the parameters above. Standard EN is among the group which shows asymmetries

between main clauses and subordinate clauses. In subordinate clause questions in

standard EN, unlike main clauses, the subject and the auxiliary remain in that order,

rather than inverting. (Not all dialects of EN show such an asymmetry between main

and subordinate clause questions, though. Some varieties which do not will be

discussed further in Section 6.5.2.)

(6.51) c. I wonder what I must read. I wonder if I must read this.

Most other GMC languages exhibit similar asymmetries (though with lexical verbs, as

well as auxiliaries), as the SW examples in (6.52) show. In main clause questions, but not

in subordinate clause questions, the verb is obligatorily the second element. Thus, in

(6.52a), the finite verb must precede the subject, while in the subordinate clause question

in (6.52b), it must follow the subject (as well as the clausal negator inte). In GE and DU,

the alternation between main and subordinate clauses is still more salient, since the main

clause V-2 order contrasts with clause-final verb position in subordinate clauses.

OE, too, has V-2 in main but not in subordinate clause questions.
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Note that in the GE examples in (6.52c, d), the verb appears in the V-2 position in

the main clause, where there is no complementizer, and appears finally in the subor-

dinate clause, where there is a complementizer. Similarly, in (6.51a) in EN, the

auxiliary precedes the subject in the main clause yes/no question, where there is no

complementizer, but it follows the subject in the embedded clause question in (6.51c),

where the clause is introduced by the complementizer if. The following examples

illustrate the same kind of complementarity for conditional clauses in GE and EN:

This complementarity between leftward occurrence of the verb and the presence of a

complementizer is the foundation of the standard analysis of such constructions in the

generative framework, under which the V-2 position of the verb is identified with the

C(OMP) position. In questions, the verb must move to that position from the T position

when the C(OMP) position is not already occupied by a complementizer. When it does

so, it comes to precede the subject. The tree in (6.1) provides for only one position still

further to the left in clausal structure: the Specifier position of CP. Therefore, the verb,

when in COMP, can occur no later than in second position. In cases where the verb is

clause-initial, as in yes/no questions or conditional sentences, we may assume that the

SpecCP position is occupied by a non-phonological element – an abstract question

operator. Some of the GMC languages also allow the clause-initial to remain empty in

declarative sentences too, yielding V-1 declarative order.

As a diachronic sidenote, Kiparsky (1995a) argues that the rise of V-2 in GMC was

a consequence of the development of subordinating complementizers (and therefore

of the CP architecture underlying V-2), as the language shifted from adjunction to

syntactic subordination as a means of expressing semantic relationships between

clauses. The interested reader is referred to that work for further discussion.

6.3.1.1 Absence of main/subordinate asymmetries

Such main/subordinate clause asymmetries in verb position are not always found in the

GMC languages, however. An exception of a rather trivial sort is found in GO, where,

unlike SW and Standard EN, verb fronting was possible in indirect questions, as well

6.3 The syntax of the left periphery 401



as main clause questions, as Eythórsson (1995: 49) notes. The following example

shows the verb in initial position in the subordinate clause, in contrast with the Greek

order, even though -u, the translational equivalent of if, is present.

However, this does not necessarily contradict the account of V-2 offered here. We

need only assume that, because of its clitic status, the complementizer -u ‘if’, unlike its

EN counterpart, does not “fill” the COMP slot, but, like other clitics, co-occupies that

slot with the verb which precedes it (and in fact depends on the verb to support it).

A second class of restricted exceptions to the main clause/subordinate clause

asymmetry in V-2 involves the phenomenon of “embedded root clauses.” Compare

the following examples from DA, for instance:

In the first of these examples, there has been topic fronting in the subordinate clause,

and the inflected verb precedes the subject, as well as the negative adverb. In these

respects, this subordinate clause resembles a main clause. The label “root clause” has

been devised to unite descriptively the set of main clauses and those subordinate

clauses which behave like them in showing V-2 order and topic fronting, for example.

Thus, (6.55a) involves an “embedded root clause.” Not all embedded clauses admit

this behavior. It is limited to ‘that’ clauses, and in fact only a subset of these. The

second example shows that this order is not possible under a verb such as beklager

‘regrets’. Embedded root behavior (verb fronting and fronting) cannot occur in

embedded questions or relative clauses:
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OE also exhibits this “restricted embedded V-2” (Kiparsky 1995a: 164n.).

Continental West GMC forms a still more restrictive subgroup, in which embedded

root behavior is found only in ‘that’-type complements from which the complementi-

zer has been omitted. In GE, only when an embedded ‘that’ clause lacks a comple-

mentizer does it behave like a main clause, with verb fronting and topicalization.

(6.57) Er sagt, morgen fahre sie ab

he says tomorrow goes she away

(GE)

The subset of main verbs which admit embedded root clauses in SW overlaps

extensively with the verbs that allow ‘that’ complementizer drop (and therefore

embedded root behavior) in GE.5

By contrast with these languages, two of the modern GMC languages, YI and IC,

exhibit what Vikner (1995: 80) terms “general embedded V-2” behavior. In these

languages, topicalization and subject-verb inversion are not limited to certain types of

‘that’-clauses, but can occur generally in embedded clauses. So, for instance, in the

following YI examples, the subject is preceded by both a fronted topic and a fronted

verb, even in the complement of a main clause verb ‘regret’ (6.58a), and even in

embedded questions (6.58b). The possibility of topic fronting in embedded questions

and relative clauses is severely limited, however (see Vikner 1995: 74).

5 In particular, a comparison of the list of verbs provided by Vikner which allow complementizer
drop in GE (e.g., ‘hint’, ‘indicate’, ‘answer’, ‘claim’, ‘report’, ‘learn’, ‘hope’, ‘think’, ‘say’)
with his list of verbs which do not (‘be sorry’, ‘confirm’, ‘regret’, ‘prove’) suggests that
factivity is involved in the distinction. Compare also Kiparsky 1995a: 164n. and Roberts
1993: 58. The correspondence between factivity and the possibility of complementizer drop
is not completely sound, however; ‘remember’, a factive verb, allows complementizer-
drop, while ‘doubt’, a non-factive verb, does not. See Vikner 1995: 72 for a discussion of the
difficulty of finding a natural class distinction between the two groups of verbs.
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Because the word-order possibilities in YI and IC subordinate clauses more closely

resemble those of main clauses, they are sometimes referred to as “symmetrical” V-2

languages, asopposed to “asymmetrical”V-2 languages likeGE, inwhich themain clause/

subordinate clause differences are greater. YI and IC are the two languages which allow

expletives of the clause-initial type to appear in embedded clauses (Vikner 1995: 70 and

Section 4.9.2 of the present volume). Among the approaches to explaining the difference

between symmetrical and asymmetrical languages has been one of roughly the following

sort: in asymmetrical languages, topics are in the same position as questions phrases, for

example, and therefore impossible in embedded questions such as (6.56c) in SW because

the (SpecCP)position inwhich those topicswouldoccur isoccupiedbythequestionphrase.

SymmetricalV-2 languages suchasYI, on theotherhand, allow the topicphrase tooccur in

thepositionnormallyreservedfor thesubjectof theclause instead (SpecTP).Thus, the topic

may co-occur with a question phrase in a subordinate clause, since the two are not

competing for the same structural slot, but when it does, the subject of the clause must be

postverbal since the preverbal position inwhich it would otherwise occur is occupied. The

interested reader is referred toKroch andTaylor 1997 for a discussion of these two types of

V-2, and a defense of the striking claim that both theYI type ofV-2 and the SWtype ofV-2

were represented in two different regional varieties ofME.This same constellation of facts

has been addressed in a rather different way, making more articulated assumptions about

structure, by other investigators. See Roberts 1993: 58ff., Vikner 1995: 80ff. and Thráins-

son1996: 264ff. for three rather different theoretical implementations of these alternatives.

6.3.2 The triggers of verb-second order and the typology of V-2

The final one of our three parameters has to do with the types of main clauses in which

V-2 appears. All of the GMC languages exhibit V-2 constructions under some circum-

stances. However, it has been usual in recent literature to propose a typological

distinction between “strict V-2 languages,” including all of modern GMC except

EN, and “residual-V-2 languages” (a term originating with Rizzi 1991), represented,

among modern GMC languages, at least, only by EN. EN resembles the strict V-2

languages in having inversion in questions, in imperative sentences, in complementi-

zerless conditional sentences, and in sentences in which a negative phrase with

sentential scope has been preposed, as the examples in (6.59) show.

(6.59) a. Why must you leave so soon?

b. Hear ye! (archaic)
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c. Had we only known, we could have helped

d. At no time can you leave the building

e. Not one piece of chocolate did she eat

EN differs from the strict V-2 languages like GE, however, in that in GE, but not

EN, preposing of ordinary, non-negative topics is also accompanied by inversion, so

that the verb in GE is in second position, but in EN it comes third.

If the extent of the differences between EN and the strict V-2 languages were

limited to only a single triggering environment, then it would hardly constitute the

basis for proposing a fundamental typological distinction. (As we will see, older GMC

had triggering environments for V-2 which are not found in either Modern GE or

Modern EN). However, advocates of the strict V-2/residual V-2 typology propose that

the differences are more extensive than this. In particular they claim that the two types

of language differ even with respect to the structure of superficially similar sentences

which begin with unemphatic subjects, such as the following pair.

It is claimed that the subjects in these two types of sentences are in different positions;

in GE, but not EN, the subject is displaced to the “topic” position (SpecCP), and the

verb is also moved leftward, to the C(OMPLEMENTIZER) position on the left

periphery of the clause. More generally, the verb is in the C position in every main

clause in a strict V-2 language, but is only in the C position in a residual V-2 language

such as EN when the presence of a specific trigger, such as a question phrase or a

negative phrase, requires it to be. See Rizzi 1991, among many others, and Travis 1991

and Zwart 1993, for a conflicting view.

Recent investigations of the older GMC languages (in particular, Kiparsky 1995a

and Eythórsson 1995) have shown that V-2 syntax was already to be found in the

earliest representatives of the family, but in a form that in some respects seems to

resemble Modern EN more than the other modern languages. Like all of the modern

GMC languages, the earlier ones all have V-2/subject-verb inversion in main clause

questions, as Eythórsson observes. It is, for example, present in GO:
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In fact, in yes/no questions, GO provides us with a boundary marker which lets us pin

down more closely the position to which the verb moves, in the form of the interroga-

tive affix -u. Eythórsson (1995: 104) claims that -u is an interrogative complementizer,

which, because of its clitic nature, does not block the verb from moving to COMP, but

in fact depends on the verb to serve as a host for it in that position.

There can be little doubt that this was the pattern of common GMC. The only modest

deviation on this point is the one noted by Taraldsen (1986a: 20), that Northern NO

dialects lack V-2 in certain cases of “light” (monosyllabic) question words (cf. also

Nordgård 1986; Vikner 1995: 53; Westergaard 2003):

We also saw above that preposed negative constituents are among the V-2 triggers

in Modern EN (6.59d). It goes without saying, of course, that they also occasion verb

fronting in the modern strict V-2 languages, as do all clause-initial constituents.

Eythórsson (1995: 24ff.) demonstrates that clause-initial negation triggered V-2 in

the earliest GMC for which we have evidence. In GO, as in EN, a clause-initial

negative “attracts” the verb to the left periphery. Eythórsson’s demonstration involves

cases where the GO order can be shown to be independent of the Greek. In non-

negative declarative sentences, as was demonstrated in (5.104), where GO translates a

single verb form in Greek with a verb-plus-complement sequence, the GO verb

follows its complement, showing that GO was not a strict V-2 language with V-2 in

all main clauses. However, when the sentence in question begins with a negative

element, the order verb-complement is found, showing that such negative elements

also cause leftward displacement of the verb in GO:
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In summary, GO shows V-2, but of a sort which is more reminiscent of the “residual

V-2” of Modern EN than the “strict V-2” of the rest of modern GMC, since it is not in

all main clauses that the verb appears in a leftward position, but only in clauses

beginning with certain specific “triggers,” such as interrogative or negative elements.

The evaluation of the evidence of the other early languages, and in particular OE, has

turned out to be more complicated, and more controversial. Unsurprisingly, OE shows

V-2 in all of the cases in which Modern EN (as well as the rest of GMC) does – in

questions and negative sentences, for example.

The question of whether it is a strict V-2 language, likeModernDUor SW, or a residual

V-2 language, like Modern EN, would therefore seem to hinge on its behavior in main

clauses which begin with ordinary topics. These show inversion in the modern strict V-2

languages, but not in Modern EN. Surprisingly, we get different answers depending on

which sorts of subjects we look at. If we restrict our attention to topic-initial clauses with

pronoun subjects, we find the order Topic-Subject-Verb, like Modern EN, as Eythórsson

(1995: 294) and Kiparsky (1995a) point out.
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A comparison of these examples with question sentences like (6.64c) reveals an

asymmetry very much like what we find in Modern EN: subject/verb inversion in

questions, but none in topic sentences. The facts are complicated somewhat by the

fact that not only subject pronouns, but also object pronouns can precede the verb in

topic-initial sentences, as in:

Nonetheless, they support the view that the verb is in a lower position in topic sentences

than in questions. We can accommodate these facts by assuming that (a) the verb is in the

auxiliary position (T in tree 6.1) in topic-initial sentences, and (b) the subject and object

pronouns of GMC are clitics in a position somewhere to the left of the Aux position, but to

the right of the C position. They will thus precede the verb in these topic-initial sentences.

In questions, however, and in negative-initial sentences, the verb will be attracted still

further to the left, to license the question element or negative element in SpecCP, and will

thus precede these clitics.

Kiparsky (1995a) and Tomaselli (1995) point out similar facts for OHG. In the very

early Isidor translation, noted for its independence from the Latin model, subject (and

other) pronouns appear between the topic and the verb, just as in OE:
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However, as in OE, in sentences with initial negatives and in questions the verb did

precede the subject (see above).

In the OE examples adduced so far, the syntax of OE seems to be like that of

Modern EN. Pronoun subjects follow the inflected verb in nonsubject questions, but

precede the verb in sentences with nonsubject initial topics. When sentences with

subjects other than pronouns are considered, however, this similarity breaks down. In

OE sentences with topics and non-pronominal subjects, the attested order is almost

exclusively Topic-Verb-Subject.6

6 Kroch and Taylor (1997: 304) note that the order Topic-Subject-NP-Verb is possible in OE
when the topic phrase is a “scene-setting” time adverbial:

(i) On þisum gēara Willelm cyning geaf Raulfe eorle Willelmes dohtor
in this year William king gave Ralph Earl William’s daughter
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See Kroch and Taylor 1997 and van Kemenade 1997 for further discussion of the still

problematic status of OE V-2.

6.3.2.1 Some additional environments for verb fronting

In addition to negatives, questions and imperatives, Eythórsson lists a few other

environments for verb fronting in GO. While verbs ordinarily follow their comple-

ments, as we have seen, they appear systematically in front of their objects when those

objects are pronouns, just in case the pronouns are not preceded by complementizers.

If there is a complementizer, the verb remains in the position following the pronoun.

The following pair of sentences illustrate this contrast:

Given the general tendency for pronouns to appear to the left in GMC clauses, it is

highly unlikely that they are postposed here. Eythórsson proposes rather that object

pronouns in GO are clitics, which must be supported by an element to their left;

fronting of the verb is used to satisfy this requirement, in case there are no other

candidates. Similar behavior is found in other older GMC languages (as well as

elsewhere); in many (though not all) OE texts, pronouns do not occur clause-initially.

In the OE Bede translation, for example, when no other constituent is clause-initial, the

verb must precede pronominal subjects in declarative sentences.

Again, the motivation for verb fronting here seems to be to support the clitic subject

pronoun. The verb follows the subject pronoun when it is preceded by a conjunction,

or by some other clause-initial constituent, so verb fronting seems to be a last resort.
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Similarly, Eythórsson (1995: 184) accounts for the Verb-Subject pronoun order found

in some early runic inscriptions in the older futhark as involving the same sort of verb

fronting to support a subject clitic (see also Hopper 1975: 36):

Compare GO (6.70a):

Roberts (1993: 96) notes the existence of a similar restriction on subject clitics in

Old French as well as other Romance languages (the “Tobler-Mussafia Law”).

Eythórsson also proposes that the verb is fronted in (6.70b), since it appears to the

left of the clitic conjunction -uh. Since -uh in GO is only used in clausal coordination,

Eythórsson identifies it as a complementizer element, and concludes that the verb to its

left has been moved to C in these cases as well:

It is not to support the -uh that the verb is fronted here, however, since, as

Eythórsson notes, where a nonsubject constituent is clause-initial, as in (6.70c, d), it

is possible for -uh to lean on that clause-initial constituent, and fronting of the verb is

not required.
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Eythórsson concludes (1995: 72) that definite, contrastive subjects are obligatorily

topicalized in GO, as in (6.70b), and that the verb is required to move to C just in the

case of subject topicalization, in order to satisfy a special licensing requirement on

subject movement. The fact that -uh attaches to the verb is accounted for by assuming

that (a) it is associated with the complementizer position, and (b) as a clitic it attaches

to the closest head to its left.

Other, inversion triggers found among the GMC languages include the OE þā ‘then’,

which triggered obligatory inversion even into the ME period (Lightfoot 1995: 41).

The idiosyncracy of this remarkably stable and invariant case is underscored by the

fact that other time phrases behaved like ordinary topics here, not forcing V-2 order.

In (6.71b), therefore, we have an apparent topicalized adverb in a non-strict V-2

language which is exceptional in that it obligatorily triggers V-2. Conversely, Vikner

(1995: 46) observes that there are some apparent adverbs in the (strict V-2) Continental

Scandinavian languages which appear exceptionally not to trigger inversion, at least

obligatorily. These include SW kanske ‘probably’, FA kanska ‘perhaps’ (Lockwood

1964: 154) and DA mon ‘I wonder’.

Vikner accounts for these by proposing that they are in fact complementizer

elements, and, as such, block the fronting of the verb.

What most of the instances of verb fronting to the V-2 position discussed so far have

in common is the fact that the fronting of the verb is related to the presence of some
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other constituent in the clause-initial position (a question phrase, a negative element or a

clitic pronoun, for example). We may presume that the preposing of the verb is needed

to “license” this initial sentence element. This analysis can be extended in a fairly

straightforward way to a class of other cases, in which there is no overt element, such

as yes/no questions and ‘if’-less conditional clauses. For these, wemay posit an abstract,

non-phonological element (an interrogative or conditional operator) in clause-initial

position, whose presence is the trigger for verb fronting (an analytical assumption which

is defensible on other grounds). Also explainable in such terms is the phenomenon

of “Topic-drop” (Huang 1984) in some GMC languages. In colloquial Modern GE,

for example, object pronouns may be omitted in conversational contexts in which their

referent has been established as the topic of discussion, but only with inverted word

order, indicating that this possibility is limited to the topic position, SpecC.

Huang argues that these are possible in GE (but not in EN, for example) because

GE has a “zero-topic” available. Instances of “spontaneous” verb-first order in

declarative sentences arguably go here as well. In many of the GMC V-2 languages,

old and modern, the verb can appear initially in a declarative clause even though none

of the triggering elements is present, giving the impression of spontaneous V-1 order.

(These kinds of sentences tend to occur most frequently in lively narration.)

Vikner claims that such sentences are possible only in strict V-2 languages (though

not in all of those). This, however, seems to be true only of the (accidental) set of

modern GMC languages, since V-1 declaratives are also found in OE, which, as we

have seen above, was not a strict V-2 language (see Kiparsky 1995a: 142f.). There is

no independent evidence for “spontaneous” declarative V-1 in GO.

In any case, Vikner proposes further that the presence or absence of V-1 declaratives

in the modern languages does not correlate with any other structural feature of these

languages, concluding that:
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the possibility of V-1 declaratives is determined by some property, maybe

a lexical one, which is entirely unrelated to other differences between V-2

languages. It is hard to see what Yiddish, Icelandic, colloquial Dutch,

colloquial German, andMalmö Swedish would have in common that is not

found in, for example, Danish, standard German, and standard Swedish

(Vikner 1995: 90).

6.3.2.2 Quotative inversion

Given what has been said about V-2 in EN so far, sentences like (6.74) are unexpected

in at least three ways.

(6.74) “Good luck,” said his father

First, the verbwhich appears in front of the subject is not a modal or aspectual auxiliary,

but a lexical verb, even though lexical verbs cannot in general precede the subject in EN.

Second, inversion isalwaysoptional inthesecases.Theverbcanfollowthesubjectaswellas

precede it. Finally, inversion takes place even though the fronted constituent (the quotative

complement) is not the type of element (e.g., a question phrase or a negative adverb) that

triggers V-2 in EN. It appears, rather, to be an ordinary fronted topic, of a sort which is not

otherwise associated with inversion. “Quotative Inversion” therefore seems to be a type of

inversion process distinct from those involved in the V-2 phenomenon. The syntax of such

constructions has been analyzed by Collins and Branigan (1997) and in later work by

Collins. Establishing the antiquity of this phenomenon poses some difficulty. In strict V-2

languages, where all constituents appearing at the beginning of a main clause trigger

V-2order, it wouldnot seem tobe possible todistinguish quotative inversion from themore

general case. It is possible to establish that it existed as far back as OE, however. An

exhaustive examination of the OE translation of Bede’s Historia ecclesiastica gentis

Anglorum gives evidenceof the following robust patterns. First, pronoun subjects preceded

their verbs in non-interrogative non-negative sentences, so long as there was at least one

element in front of them to give them the syntactic support which they required as clitics

(Section 4.8.1.4). Thus, the pronoun subject and the verbwere not inverted, for example, in

sentencesbeginningwithcoordinating conjunctions, as in (6.75a).Nor, crucially,were they

inverted in sentences which began with ordinary topics, as in (6.75b, c). That is, as I have

mentioned,OE, likeModernEN,wasnot a strictV-2 language.Topic frontingdidnot cause

inversion,at leastwithpronounsubjects.Nonetheless,pronominalsubjectsalwaysfollowed

the verbwhen the latterwas the quotative verb cweðan and the sentence-initial positionwas

occupied by (all or part of) its quotative complement (6.75d, e). Thus, as inModernEN,OE

doesnot show inversion in caseswhere there is a preposed topic and the subject is a pronoun

in the general case, but it does show inversion of verb and pronominal subject when the

preposedmaterial is a direct quotation. OE, therefore, had quotative inversion.
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6.4 Complementizers

6.4.1 That-clauses

Some verbs take clauses as subjects or objects. In the GMC languages, clauses used in

these roles are preceded by a complementizer, which marks them as syntactically

subordinate to the clause in which they function as arguments. The employment of

syntactic subordination as the means for expressing relationships between clauses in

such cases is argued in Kiparsky 1995a to have been a GMC innovation, as was the

development of a lexical category of complementizers. Kiparsky argues that IE

employed parataxis (or coordination) rather than hypotaxis (or syntactic subordin-

ation) to encode such relationships among clauses. Other IE families, including, Italic,

Hellenic, Slavic and Celtic, have also developed complementizers as markers of clause

subordination, but there is reason to think that these developments have taken

place independently; whereas the Romance languages derive their finite clause com-

plementizers from the interrogative pronoun *kwo, as does Gaelic (gu), the GMC

languages are united in employing reflexes of the demonstrative pronoun *tod for

this purpose.

GO makes use of the particle ei, apparently also a pronoun in origin, as its basic

complementizer for finite clauses. Ei may appear by itself in introducing both subject

and object clauses, as in:
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More frequently, however, ei occurs in combination with a second element, þat(a),

which originates from the same source as the homophonous neuter demonstrative þata

(¬*tod), yielding a new, compound complementizer þat-ei.

The pronominal origins of the first part of this compound complementizer are

reflected in the fact that it occasionally inflects for case when the subordinate clause

it introduces is the complement of a verb which assigns oblique (dative or genitive)

case:7

GO ei and þatei are largely complementarily distributed, the former occurring in

subjunctive counterfactual clauses after verbs of wishing and command, for example,

while the latter occurs in themain in indicative clauses after verbs of thinking and saying,

for example. No other GMC language exhibits such a distinction in complementizers.

7 Arguments are presented in Harbert 1982, 1992 that, even though þamm- in this example
receives its dative case from the main clause verb, it is a part of the subordinate clause. As
Streitberg (1920: 239) points out, such case inflection of complementizers is apparently no
longer productive in attested GO, since in other examples one finds the invariant (historically
accusative) form þat-ei even when the clause occurs as a complement of a verb like fraþjan
‘understand’ which assigns dative case:

(i) froþun þat-ei du im þo gajukon qaþ
they-knew that to him the parable spoke
(GO, Mark 12:12)
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The West GMC languages share with GO the use of a neuter demonstrative

(that, daß, dat, etc.) as a complementizer, though not in combination with other

complementizer elements. Also apparently from the same source are the Scandinavian

complementizers að, at, att, in spite of their different appearance (Vigfusson

1874: 28).

The that complementizer appears to be omissible in the GMC languages from most

object clauses, but not from subject clauses:

6.4.2 Infinitive complements

The shape of infinitive complements is more varied than that of finite complements.

EN has the most articulated set of different nonfinite complement types, and will

therefore serve as our starting point. We may distinguish first of all between bare

infinitive complements and to-infinitive complements, the former now restricted to

occurrence with a small set of verbs of perception and causation:

(6.78) a. I let/ helped/ saw him leave

All other types of infinitive complements involve the infinitive marker to. Among

the constructions with these “prepositional infinitives,” we may distinguish between

Control constructions, such as (6.78b), Accusative with Infinitive, or Subject-to-Object

Raising constructions, such as (6.78c) and (6.78d), and for-NP-to constructions, such

as (6.78e):

(6.78) b. I tried to leave

c. I forced him to leave

d. I believe him to have left

e. I would hate/prefer for him to lose
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As discussed in Section 5.5.1.2, to-infinitives have tended historically to be gener-

alized in control constructions like (6.78b) and (6.78c) in some GMC languages, EN

included, at the expense of bare infinitives.

The constructions in (6.78d, e) are of late origin. The for-NP-to construction in

(6.78e), according to Fischer (1990: 29), is first unambiguously attested in the six-

teenth century. In this construction, the for appears before all constituents of the

infinitival clause, including the subject, just as that does, and is standardly analyzed

as a complementizer.8 Some other GMC languages have apparent analogues to these

for-to constructions. So, for example, West Flemish has vu. . .te, and DU has om. . .te,

where in each case the first element is optional.

The existence of such infinitival constructions, with both an overt complementizer

(for/vu) and an infinitive marker (to/te), raises a question of analysis in other cases, in

which only a single marker is involved. Is att in (6.79a), for example, the counterpart

of to in EN or of for – that is, an infinitive marker or a prepositional complementizer?

Here, unlike EN, we cannot use its position relative to the subject to help decide,

because infinitival att clauses in SW never have overt subjects. Platzack (1986: 123)

argues, however, that it is possible to apply other tests to make this determination,

and arrives at the striking result that the “infinitive marker” has a different status in

8 In this respect, it is different from another construction, earlier in occurrence and of arguably
separate origin – the for-to construction, exemplified by the following examples from (early)
ME and Irish EN.

In these constructions, there are no overt subjects in the infinitive clauses to mark the boundary
of these and thereby pin down the position of the for and to, but, as van Gelderen (1993: 87)
notes, in the earliest ME cases, at least, for-to is preceded by constituents of the infinitive
phrase in examples like (i), suggesting that the for of for-to is not a complementizer on the left
periphery of the infinitive phrase. Both Fischer and van Gelderen analyze for-to as a complex
infinitive marker here, not a complementizer.
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different Scandinavian languages. In SW, it is a complementizer, and as such can

never be preceded by constituents of the infinitive clause, such as a subordinate clause

negator, for example. In DA, on the other hand, it is an infinitive marker or tense

element, and therefore can be preceded by negation belonging to the infinitive clause:

Cf. also Thráinsson (1998: 355ff.), who notes that NO allows either order.

Platzack claims that a number of other contrasts in the distribution of at/att follow

from this difference in syntactic status. For example, at appears in DA Subject Raising

constructions, but att may not appear in SW Subject Raising constructions.

There are also apparent differences in the West GMC languages with respect to the

status of the infinitive marker ‘to’, as noted in Section 5.5.1.2.1. In some of them,

including GE and OE, the preposition is always immediately adjacent to the verb, and

nothing – not even verbal particles – can intervene. In Modern EN, and in FR, on the

other hand, it is possible for adverbs to intervene between the to and the infinitive (the

so-called “split infinitive”). On the basis of this difference, Kageyama (1992) argued

that to changed between OE and ME from a part of the verbal morphology – a

nonfiniteness marker on the verb – to a syntactically independent nonfinite tense

marker in the clause – essentially, the nonfinite counterpart to auxiliaries – which

occupies the T slot in the tree in (6.1). The reader is referred to Thráinsson (1998) for

a review of the literature on the complex question of the syntactic status of infinitive

markers in GMC. Thráinsson suggests, among other things, that a simple distinc-

tion between complementizers and nonfinite tense markers may be insufficient to

account for the range of variation, whose description might require a more articulated

syntactic tree.
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6.5 Relative clauses, questions and other fronting constructions

All of the GMC languages share a class of constructions in which a clause containing a

gap or a pronoun is preceded by a constituent which completes the meaning of that

clause, by “substituting in for” the gap or pronoun. Schematically, such Filler-Gap

constructions have the following shape.

(6.80) XPi [S. . ...0i/ proni. . ...]

This class of constructions – relative clauses, WH-word questions, topic sentences

and various types of left dislocated sentences – will be the subject of the present

section. Though they differ from each other in various ways, they tend to exhibit

parallels in behavior in individual languages – with respect to whether or not they

admit preposition stranding, the amount of syntactic distance allowed between the

filler and the gap and so on. By way of attempting to highlight these commonalities

while at the same time following the construction-by-construction approach of the

present volume, I will proceed as follows: I will describe the constructions one at a

time, starting with relative clauses. However, when stranding and other phenomena of

similarly general relevance are encountered for the first time in the course of these

discussions, I will take a slight detour in order to subject them to a general treatment.

6.5.1 A typology of Germanic relative constructions

6.5.1.1 The Germanic type

Relative clauses are clausal modifiers of NPs. The NP and the clause taken together

will be referred to as a relative construction, and the NP (or its head noun) as the head

of the relative construction. The examples in (6.81) illustrate some types of relative

construction found in GMC:

The relative clause is typically defective, missing an argument or adjunct constituent,

and we link the head noun to the clause by interpreting it as if it were in the position of

the missing constituent – that is, as a filler for the gap. I will refer to the position of the

gap in the relative clause as the relativized position. Thus, in (6.81a), the noun phrase the

man is understood to be linked to the position of the object of the preposition to. Wemay

say that the object of a preposition has been relativized here.
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Under some circumstances the relativized position is not realized as a gap, but filledwith

an overt “resumptive” pronoun understood to be coreferential with the head NP. In some

cases a relative pronoun appears between the head and the gap, on the left periphery of the

relative clause. This pronoun typically (with some exceptions, to be discussed below)

exhibits the case marking expected of the relativized position, and is therefore a more

plausible candidate for “filler” than the head noun. We can imagine that it originates in

the position of the gap, where its case is determined, and is then displaced from that

relativized position, to the left periphery of the relative clause (“WH-Movement”). Since

the landing site for this movement is the position immediately to the right of the head noun,

wemay imagine that this movement is motivated by the need to place the relative pronoun

in a position sufficiently local to the head that the two can be “linked” or identified with

each other. Thus, in relative constructions with relative pronouns, at least, the relationship

between the head and the gap is not a direct but a mediated one, and there are two separate

relationships to deal with in these constructions: the local relationship between the head

and the relative pronoun, and the relationship between the relative pronoun and the position

relativized.

In the usual case in the GMC languages (and in fact in Western IE languages in

general), the verb of the relative clause is finite, the clause and the head noun form a

single NP constituent, the noun precedes the relative clause, and the latter is introduced

by a relative marker of some sort – in (6.81a), the relative pronoun who. This is not the

only form which relative clauses take in the IE languages. Two other types of relative

clauses are also widely attested: participial relative clauses and correlative clauses. In

the former, the verb of the relative clause is not finite but appears in a nominalized

form, as in (6.82a). These kinds of relative clauses typically precede the head noun and

are not introduced by relative pronouns or particles.

The GMC languages have, from the earliest times, made use of “participial relative

constructions” which show these same properties.
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The relative order of the head and the participial relative phrase varies from

language to language. In GE, a participial relative of this type precedes the head,

while in EN it follows the head. This difference can be derived from the general

preference mentioned in Section 4.2.3.2.1 that heads and modifiers within NPs be

ordered in such a way that the head of the modifer occurs on the periphery of its own

phrase which is closest to the modified head.

The participial “relativization strategy” is more restricted than the finite relative

strategy in GMC in one important way: the head noun can only be understood to stand

in a subject relation to the participial verb. Thus, relativization of the direct object

position cannot be effected by this strategy (except indirectly, by replacing the active

participle with a passive participle). In the remainder of this chapter, these participial

relative constructions will be left out of consideration.

In the remaining type of IE relative construction, the correlative type, the relative

clause is an independent clause, rather than a subordinate clause, which occurs

adjoined to the left of the main clause, as in (6.83a).

Note also that the “head” is not external to the relative clause, but contained in it – as

shown by the fact that it is preceded by a relative particle. We may therefore speak of

this as an “internally headed” relative construction. The head is linked to themain clause

by means of a coreferential demonstrative pronoun in the latter. For a discussion of

the semantic interpretation of correlatives (and in particular, for a demonstration that

they are very different semantically from embedded relatives, and do not actually

involve noun modification), see Srivastav 1991.

Kiparsky (1995a) argues that these correlatives are the earliest type of relativization

in IE. (Outside of Indic, they are found in other early IE languages – Hittite, for

example.) In GMC, only a few traces of them remain. They are to be found, for example,

in OE generalizing (‘whoever’)-type relative clauses, for example, as in (6.83b).

Here again, the “head” noun is inside of the relative clause, which is therefore

internally headed. The evidence for this is that it is preceded by a preposition which

belongs to the relative clause. The relative construction precedes the main clause and

the main clause contains a demonstrative pronoun (ðære), coreferential with the head.
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Thus, these OE constructions exhibit all of the characteristic properties of the Hindi

correlative, and may therefore be regarded as a continuation of that type in GMC. Such

constructions are not limited to the medieval languages. Dal (1966: 205) cites

examples from Early Modern GE.

Kiparsky (1995a: 155) suggests as well that this correlative syntax underlies the

phenomenon known in classical philology as “Inverse Attraction” found in some

medieval GMC languages (as well as elsewhere – see Grimm 1866; Hahn 1964). This

phenomenon is illustrated in (6.83c).

Here, we see that the head of the relative clause (den schaz) again behaves in one

respect as if it belongs to the relative clause, rather than to the main clause; it appears

in accusative case determined by the role of the relative pronoun in the relative clause.

Again, this seems to be restricted to cases in which the relative construction occurs on

the left periphery of the main clause, and the latter contains a resumptive pronoun –

that is, in a structure which resembles the correlative type. “Inverse attraction” is

not widespread, even in medieval GMC. It occurs in native compositions in MHG

(see especially Grimm 1866) but is avoided in GO, even when it occurs in Greek

(e.g., Luke 20:17) and is found in OE apparently only in literal translations from the

Latin.

The dominant relative construction type in GMC, however, has always been one

which involves an “external” head, not contained within the relative clause. This head

is modified by an embedded clause which has a finite verb and which is introduced

by some form of relative marker – a complementizer or relative pronoun. Normally,

the relative clause follows the noun immediately, and forms with it a single NP

constituent, though in all of the GMC languages, it is also possible for the relative

clause to be separated from the modified head noun by a limited string of constituents,

including nonfinite verbs in clause-final position (“Extraposition”).

6.5.1.2 Types of relative markers: ‘that’-relatives, ‘WH’-relatives and others

What I have referred to loosely as “Relative Markers” in fact seem to be of at least

two distinct types: relative pronouns and relative “particles” or complementizers.
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Individual languages in the GMC family make use of one or both of these devices,

alone or in combination. The distinction between these two is in some instances a

matter of ongoing controversy. In the following, I will take a particular position, not

universally agreed upon, about ways in which the two can be told apart, and I will

discuss the distribution of these two types of markers in GMC. I will also argue,

though, that the issue is clouded by the existence of a third variety of relative marker,

an inflected complementizer, which shares features of both of the other two types.

As a working principle I will adopt the position that a relative marker can be

identified as a pronoun if it shows a subset of the characteristic inflectional or

distributional properties of pronouns. So, for example, relative pronouns can be

identified as pronouns first of all by virtue of the fact that they inflect as pronouns

do, at least for case, and in some of the GMC languages for number and gender as well.

This is illustrated by (6.85) from GE.

In some cases, the inflectional characteristics are highly reduced. So, for example, in

languages such as EN, where the relative pronouns are based on interrogative forms,

they do not reflect number distinctions, just as interrogative pronouns do not. Who is

both singular and plural. Moreover, in all but formal registers of EN, the contrast

between objective case and nominative case has been leveled, leaving only a minimal

case contrast between genitive (whose) and non-genitive (who). Nonetheless, the fact

that they participate in case contrasts demonstrates their status as pronouns.

In addition to showing at least a subset of the inflectional characteristics of pro-

nouns, relative pronouns can also be identified as pronouns by virtue of the fact that

they exhibit some (though not all) of the distributional characteristics of pronouns.

They cannot appear in subject or object positions in a clause, since they are always

obligatorily leftward displaced, occurring at the beginning of the relative clause. In

this respect, they are different from other pronominal forms with which they are

homophonous (i.e., question pronouns or demonstrative pronouns – see below) since

the latter can appear in situ in non-initial positionswithin their clause (e.g., in ‘Who gave

what to whom?’). However, while they never appear in argument positions within the

clause because of this property, they can bring a bit of their local syntactic environment

along with them to the front of their clause by carrying along, or “pied-piping,” the

phrases containing them, and this allows us to observe their pronoun-like distribution

within those phrases. All of the GMC languages allow pied-piping under at least
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some circumstances. Thus, as illustrated in (6.86) from DA, for example, relative

pronouns of the hv-paradigm can occur as prenominal genitives within noun phrases

and as objects of prepositions within prepositional phrases, just as ordinary pronouns

can. (Pied-piping of the preposition is optional and literary in DA. See below for further

discussion.) The fact that they occur in positions characteristic of pronouns here

(possessive modifier, object of preposition) allows us to identify them as pronouns.

Many GMC languages also allow relative clauses to be introduced by what are some-

times termed “relative particles,” or “relative complementizers” – non-pronominal

markers of subordination which occur instead of or in combination with relative

pronouns. The distinction between these and relative pronouns has been the subject

of confusion and controversy in the literature. I will start with the most clear-cut

instances, by way of establishing the criteria for distinguishing them from relative

pronouns, and then proceed to some instances which are more controversial. GO ei and

þei are particularly clear cases of elements introducing relative clauses which are not

relative pronouns. These elements can introduce relative clauses by themselves under

restricted conditions, as in (6.87a, b). One of them (ei) also co-occurs systematically

with the overt relative pronouns of GO, always following the pronouns (6.87c).

To my knowledge, no one has ever analyzed them as relative pronouns. There are

several reasons for this. First of all, they do not show any of the distributional or

inflectional characteristics of pronouns. They do not inflect for case and number, for

example, and they are never preceded by a pied-piped preposition. Moreover, they do
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not resemble any of the uncontroversial pronouns in GO. Rather, they are identical

in shape with elements which introduce nonrelative subordinate clauses, as in (6.87d)

(cf. Section 6.4).

Furthermore, they are not in complementary distribution with uncontroversial

relative pronouns, but sometimes co-occur with them, as in (6.87c). Thus, the GO

case provides us with evidence that GMC introduced relative clauses in at least two

different ways: with a relative pronoun (P-relatives) or with a complementizer-like

element (C-relatives). Moreover, the GO examples provide us with a cluster of

properties by reference to which we can at least provisionally begin to distinguish

the two. Relative complementizers do not have the inflectional or distributional

properties generally exhibited by pronouns. They do not inflect for case, for example,

or pied-piped prepositions. Since they do not occupy the same positions as relative

pronouns, they may under some circumstances co-occur with relative pronouns.

Moreover, in the GO cases discussed so far, at least, they are identical with elements

that introduce nonrelative subordinate clauses, and they show no resemblance to

pronouns occurring elsewhere in the language (unlike the þo of example (6.87c), for

example, which is homophonous with the demonstrative pronoun).

Consider the Scandinavian sem/som and its predecessor, er:

Informal treatments, at least (e.g., Holmes and Hinchcliffe 1994: 220 and Granberry

1991: 42), all characterize som as a “relative pronoun.” Einarsson (1945: 127) also

identifies IC sem as a relative pronoun. Applying our criteria, however, we find

that, like GO ei, þei, and unlike the clear relative pronouns of other GMC languages,

som/sem never inflects, is never preceded by a preposition belonging to the subordin-

ate clause, never occurs as a part of a largerNP, does not come from a pronoun historically

but a comparative/predicative particle equivalent to EN ‘as’, and is not restricted to

relative clauses. Most revealingly, it also introduces embedded questions, for example,

where it co-occurs with, rather than taking the place of, the interrogative pronoun:
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Again, therefore, we have reason to regard these as C-relative constructions, not

P-relative constructions.

An apparently quite similar case is that represented by OE/Early ME þe, as well as

its cognates in other West GMC languages. þe can introduce a relative clause by itself,

as in (6.88e), or together with a relative pronoun, as in (6.88f).

þe has all of the properties enumerated for ei and som, except that it does not occur as a

complementizer in non-relative clauses. First, it is invariant – never inflected for any of

the categories for which pronouns are inflected. In this respect, it is different from the

clear relative pronouns of OE, such as the co-occurring ðare of example (6.88f), which

does inflect for case, number and gender. Second, it does not appear in any of the

positions characteristic of pronouns. Pied-piping of prepositions was obligatory in the

case of the undisputed relative pronouns of OE, as in (6.88f); the preposition could not be

left behind. þe, on the other hand, occurs exclusively at the left edge of the clause – that is,

in the position to which complementizers are restricted, and can never be preceded by a

pied-piped preposition. In (6.88e), as elsewhere, the preposition is necessarily stranded.

Moreover, like GO ei, OE þe can be preceded by an overt relative pronoun, as in (6.88f),

in which case it is clearly not itself the relative pronoun. It is also, unlike the undisputed

relative pronouns of OE, not formally similar to any of the other pronouns (demonstra-

tive or interrogative) of the language. This array of facts has led many investigators

(including, for example, Jespersen 1927; Allen 1980a) to conclude that OE þe is not a

relative pronoun, but a relative complementizer, though this view has been disputed.9

9 In a recent paper, Seppänen (2004), while agreeing that þe is a complementizer in cases where it
occurs with another relative pronoun, as in (6.88f ), claims that it has a different categorial
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The distinction still becomes somewhat more problematic in the case of relative

particles which are etymologically related to (and therefore resemble) pronouns in a

given language, since the formal similarity can predispose one to think of them as

pronouns. Of this type are YI vos and Bavarian wo, both deriving from interrogative

forms, and, perhaps most controversially, EN that, which is homophonous with the

demonstrative pronoun.

status in cases like (6.88e), where it introduces the relative clause by itself. In these cases,
according to Seppänen, þe is itself a relative pronoun. I reject this view in the present treatment,
in favor of the view that þe is a complementizer in all of its uses, though it is not possible in the
present context to justify that choice in detail. Seppänen’s view requires us to suppose that OE
had a relative pronoun þe which happened to be homophonous with a complementizer and
(unlike the other relative pronouns of OE) not homophonous with any of the other pronouns in
the language. Further, unlike any of the other relative pronouns of the language, the proposed
pronoun had none of the inflectional or distributional properties which allow us to identify
pronouns of other types as belonging to that category, such as marking for case and the ability
to pied-pipe prepositions. Seppänen points out correctly that there are other items generally
considered pronouns which lack one or another of these characteristics. However, þe, in its
usual uses, lacks all of the characteristic inflection and possibilities of occurrence which would
lead us away from the default assumption that it is always a complementizer, and toward the
alternative conclusion that it is sometimes a (highly defective) pronominal. Under the view that
þe is sometimes a pronoun, its systematic un-pronoun-like behavior in inflection and distribu-
tion would apparently have to be stipulated, while they follow without stipulation from the
default view that þe is a complementizer, not a pronoun, in all of its uses. This is an especially
important consideration in view of the fact that this cluster of “minor idiosyncratic properties”
(Seppänen 2004: 75) is not unique to þe, but is shared by a whole class of relative markers in the
GMC languages, including GO ei, þei and Scandinavian som/sem. These too are inflectionally
invariant, do not pied-pipe and are identical with complementizers occurring elsewhere in the
language, though not with pronouns. Identification of these elements as belonging to a unitary
class of (relative) complementizers allows for a natural account of these properties. See
Seppänen 2004 for the opposing view, and van der Auwera 1985, Seppänen 1993, 2000 and
Seppänen and Kjelmer 1995 for arguments intended to show that, contrary to the position taken
here, Modern EN relative that, the successor to þe, is also a pronoun rather than a comple-
mentizer. There is at least enough uncertainty in the situation, though, that native speakers (as
well as linguists) occasionally treat relative þe and that in a way which clearly shows that they
regard them as pronouns. Seppänen (2000) points out a few cases in OE in which þe exhibits the
pronoun-like property of being able to precede the relative complementizer þe, as in (iii) (see
also Wülfing 1894: I, 411, who characterizes it as “rare”). Similarly, as pointed out in van der
Auwera 1985 and Seppänen and Kjellmer 1995, speakers of Modern EN have at various times
in various places extended possessive -’s to relative that, as in (iv). This is in fact standard in
Scots (Roger Lass p.c.), as well as Appalachian EN (Montgomery 2004: 266).
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Lowenstamm (1977) argues that vos is a relative particle/complementizer in (6.88h),

as does Jacobs (2005: 236ff.), while Lockwood (1995: 124) calls it a relative pronoun.

The argument that vos is a relative complementizer, and not a relative pronoun, is

complicated by the fact that a homophonous form does still serve as a relative pronoun

in the language, as in (6.88i). We know that vos is a relative pronoun in this example

because, like relative pronouns elsewhere, it can appear in construction with a prepos-

ition, which it has pied-piped to the front of the relative clause. The ability to be

preceded by a preposition is distinctly a (pro)nominal property.

However, Lowenstamm points out that when the antecedent of the relative clause is

animate, as in (6.88h), vos is inflectionally invariant, always on the clausal periphery,

and cannot appear inside of pied-piped PPs or NPs. When the relativized position is

contained in a PP or an NP, vos occurs at the beginning of the clause and the PP or NP

is left in situ (with a resumptive pronoun marking the relativized position).

Moreover, in such uses, the relative particle vos does not carry over the semantic

features of the pronouns from which they derive historically. YI vos is etymologically

a neuter/inanimate question word, but in (6.88j, k) it introduces relative clauses on

animate, masculine heads, and in (6.88h) it introduces a relative clause on an animate,

feminine head. Thus, it does not show any type of pronominal behavior: pied-piping of

prepositions, inflectional variation, or agreement with features of its antecedent.

Further evidence that vos is a complementizer comes from the fact that it is used

elsewhere in YI as a complementizer introducing non-relative clauses:
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Finally, Lowenstamm supplements these arguments with others based on co-

occurrence. First of all, note that in (6.88j) and (6.88k), there is no gap in the relative

clause. Rather, the relativized position is occupied by a resumptive pronoun. Resumptive

pronouns are normally found only in relative constructions with particles, not those with

relative pronouns. The explanation for this is straightforward. In relative constructions

with relative pronouns, the relative pronoun is itself the relativized argument, which is

moved to the front of the clause, leaving behind a gap. There is thus no place for a

resumptive pronoun. Relative particles, on the other hand, do not originate in the relativ-

ized position, but are generated in clause-initial positions. In such cases, the relativized

position can be realized independently as a pronoun in situ.

The categorial status of EN that has been a matter of prolonged debate even among

linguists. Much of the literature on both sides of this issue is summarized in van

der Auwera 1985, and the reader is referred there for the argumentation. The case for

that as a complementizer, rather than a relative pronoun, is again a cumulative one;

it fails to behave in a pronoun-like way in any respect. Not only does it not follow

prepositions or occur with genitive/possessive marking – in standard EN, at least, but

see note 9 – (neither of which is probative in itself, as van der Auwera notes), but it

does not encode animacy and number, unlike the corresponding demonstrative pro-

noun. In short, there seems to be no convincing evidence for treating it as a pronoun,

aside from its homophony with the demonstrative, though the latter fact is mitigated by

the fact that it is also homophonous with the declarative complementizer.

Finally, as we will see in Section 6.5.1.3, the relative that of ME, like many of

the relative particles listed above (GO ei, OE þe, NO som) actually co-occurs

with (relative or interrogative) pronouns in some cases. The fact that it co-occurs with

relative pronouns makes it particularly clear that it cannot be a relative pronoun itself

(at least in these particular constructions), but must belong to some other category.

A particularly problematic additional case is posed by the GO relativizers izei

and sei, exemplified in (6.89) and (6.90).
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On first consideration, there are at least a couple of reasons for interpreting these forms

as relative pronouns. First of all, unlike the relative particles considered so far, they

are sensitive to some of the features of the head of the relative construction; izei appears

only in relative clauses modifying masculine nouns, and sei only in relative clauses

modifying feminine nouns. Such sensitivity to gender is the kind of behavior that we

would expect of relative pronouns. Second, they look like relative pronouns. The

uncontroversial relative pronouns in GO are formed by appending the complementizer

ei to pronouns. In the third person, the pronouns in question are demonstratives

(Masculine sa þ ei! saei, Feminine so þ ei! soei, Neuter þata þ ei! þatei). In the

first and second person, they are formed on personal pronouns (e.g., 1Sg ikþ ei! ikei).

If there were counterparts to the latter in the third person – that is, relative pronouns

formed on personal pronouns, rather than on demonstrative pronouns – the results

(is þ ei ! izei) and (siþ ei ! sei) would look essentially like the relativizers actually
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attested in (6.89) and (6.90). This is the prevailing opinion of the etymologies of these

forms – espoused by Eckhardt (1875), Delbrück (1900), Feist (1923: 223) and Krause

(1968) – though there is a second view, held by Streitberg (1920: 228) and Klinghardt

(1877), according to which they come from indeclinable complementizers, and their

association with pronominal gender features is a secondary development.

Even if izei and sei are etymologically relative pronouns, though, there are several

reasons for suspecting that they are at least not to be so analyzed in the synchronic

grammar of GO. In particular, as noted by Streitberg, unlike the clear relative pronouns

of GO, they are indeclinable. Unlike the demonstrative-based third person forms, or

for that matter the personal-pronoun-based first and second person relative pronouns,

izei and sei have no oblique forms. They are used only in subject relativization.

Perhaps more revealing, they have no distinct plural forms, even when used with a

plural head, as in the examples in (6.92). Here, we do not find the form *eiz-ei (from

eis (3PlNom) þ ei), which we would expect were iz-ei in fact a productive relative

pronoun. Similarly, there is no corresponding neuter, *itei. These gaps would all be

surprising if izei were in fact a productive relative pronoun.

Second, if izei were a relative pronoun based on the third person personal pronoun,

we would have to wonder why this relative pronoun should not be able to originate in

nonsubject positions, as well as subject positions, pied-pipe prepositional phrases to

the front, and so on, just as the clear relative pronouns in GO are. Such restrictions on

relative pronouns would at least require exceptional stipulation.

Thus, there are several respects in which the analysis of izei in the synchronic

grammar as a third person pronoun /is/ plus the complementizer ei appears to be

insufficient. Klinghardt (1877) also noted that izei tended to undergo phonological

reduction of a type to which the productive relative pronouns of the language were not

subject (appearing as ize in seven of eighteen occurrences), and interpreted the

phonetic instability of the final vowel here as further evidence that izei was not

perceived, by the time of attested GO, at least, as a compound of a pronoun plus the

complementizer ei.
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I therefore conclude, as Klinghardt, Streitberg and von der Gabelentz did, that

izei is in fact a relative particle – a complementizer of some sort, rather than a

relative pronoun – possibly arising, as did the relative complementizer of YI, through

fossilization of an original relative pronoun. It is less far along on this trajectory

than its YI counterpart, since it still preserves one vestigial pronoun-like feature, in its

sensitivity to the gender of the head. We may regard it, therefore, as an “agreeing

complementizer.” Agreeing complementizers – complementizers which participate in

formal alternations conditioned by co-occurring NPs – have been posited for

other languages as well. This has become a more or less standard analysis for the

well-known que/qui alternation in French, illustrated in (6.93a).

Qui is clearly not a relative pronoun, since it does not have to appear on the

periphery of the relative clause, adjacent to the head, as seems to be required of

relative pronouns crosslinguistically. In (6.93a) it appears in what seems to be the

complementizer position of a more deeply embedded clause, adjacent to the subject

“gap.” Nonetheless, it manifests at least one pronoun-like property, in its sensitivity

to the grammatical role of the relativized argument. Qui appears only in instances of

subject relativization (a restriction which, interestingly, it shares with GO izei).

An essentially parallel case is found in West Flemish, as reported in Bennis and

Haegeman (1984). The general strategy for relativization in West Flemish is a

complementizer-initial strategy, using the invariant complementizer da, which is

homophonous with the ‘that’ complementizer of the language. This is in fact the only

possibility if the object is being relativized. However, when subjects are relativized,

another option becomes available, as shown in (6.93c):

As in French, the appearance of the special relative form die is restricted to cases of

subject relativization. Further, as in French, this special form always appears adjacent

to the subject gap, even when that gap is in an embedded clause, as in (6.93d). Again,

the fact that it does not move to the front of a relative clause like a relative pronoun

suggests that it is not one, but rather an agreeing complementizer (though see Bennis

and Haegeman 1984 for an alternative view).
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In summary, therefore, in addition to relative pronouns and invariant relative

particles, the class of relative markers appears to include a “hybrid” category of

agreeing complementizers. The assumption of such a category enables us to accom-

modate the existence of relative markers like izei, which exhibit a certain amount

of sensitivity to nominal features but not the full paradigms of the true pronouns of the

language, and which lack entirely the distributional properties of relative pronouns.

One significant distributional characteristic shared by all of the candidates for this

status which we have discussed (the inflected complementizers of French and West

Flemish, as well as GO izei and sei) is the fact that they are only deployed in the

case of subject relativization. Given this characteristic, the der which occurs in DA

subject relative clauses (Section 6.5.1.9) also comes under consideration.

6.5.1.3 Co-occurrence of relative pronouns and relative particles

Some of the GMC languages allow (or require) both relative pronouns and relative

particles/complementizers to co-occur at the beginnings of relative clauses. Such

co-occurrence is found in GO, OS, early OHG, Middle DU, FR, OE and ME. The last

two have to be treated as two independent cases, since there is no continuity between

them; ME uses different lexical items than OE for both the relative pronoun

(se vs. who) and the particle (þe vs. that), and according to Allen (1980a: 204), the

OE construction died out before the ME one arose, indicating that the latter is not a

simple relexification of the former. Note also that the particle used in GO (ei) is not

etymologically connected to the ones found in West GMC (þe/(da)t), suggesting again

that the common inheritance is not the particular construction, but the template.
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Among the modern GMC languages, this possibility seems to be found only in FR

(where the complementizer (da)t appears to be required) and Bavarian. Some of the

medieval languages which allowed the construction (e.g., ME and Middle DU) have

lost it. It is unrepresented in Scandinavian relative clauses, but complementizers do

co-occur with question pronouns in Modern SW (6.95a) and Belfast EN (6.95b).

In GO, the relative pronoun cannot occur without the complementizer ei (though

the converse is possible). The complementizer also seems to be required in FR.

Elsewhere, the pronoun can occur by itself. When both occur, pronouns and comple-

mentizers appear in that order. We can account for this by assuming the following

structure for such doubly introduced relative clauses. The complementizer is the head

of CP, while the relative pronoun phrase is the phrasal specifier of CP.
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Although this assumption about phrasal architecture allows for a straightforward

description of the possibility of doubly introduced relative clauses, it does not explain

why some languages allow both positions to be filled while others do not, and I am

unaware of any fully satisfying answer to this question. When only the relative

pronoun phrase is present the construction will be called a P-relative. This case will

be further divided into D-relatives and W-relatives, depending on whether the relative

pronoun is etymologically connected to the demonstrative pronoun paradigm or the

interrogative pronoun paradigm (see below). When only a relative complementizer

or particle appears, the construction will be called a C-relative. Where both positions

are filled, it will be termed a P/C-relative. Where neither is filled, it will be termed

a 0-relative.

6.5.1.4 Types of relative pronouns: demonstratives and interrogatives

Paul (1962: 358) and Dal (1966: 198) claim that “asyndetic” (0-relative) clauses, such

as the OHG (6.97), represent the oldest type in GMC, but there seems in fact to be

little basis for this claim. These are in fact sparsely attested in the early dialects.

GO and OE do not admit them. It is only in OHG that they are found with

frequency among the early dialects. There is also no evidence for Dal’s claim (1966:

198) that the relative pronouns were a late development, and that C-relative clauses

preceded them historically. In GO again, the overwhelming majority of relative

clauses are introduced by relative pronouns; the C-relatives are restricted to certain

special cases, as will be seen below in Section 6.5.1.5.1. Moreover, the particular form

of relative pronouns in the early languages would seem to point back to a common

inheritance; the fact that OE, OHG, OS and GO all agree in having relative pronouns

based on the demonstrative paradigm (as opposed to the interrogative paradigm found

in Latin, for example), followed (optionally or obligatorily) by complementizers,

suggests that this is a common pattern inherited from the parent language. There is

no evidence for the “growth” of relative pronouns within GMC proper. I also see no

compelling reason to accept the common claim (also made in Dal 1966: 198; Paul

1962: 258) that these relative pronouns started out as demonstrative heads of relative

constructions – that is, as constituents of the main clause – and that they were

reanalyzed as belonging to the relative clause. GMC has had D-relative pronouns (based

on the *to paradigm of IE) apparently as far back as we are able to discern (see also

Behaghel 1928: III, 713). They are the basic type in GO,OE, GE andDU. They set GMC

apart from its neighbors (Celtic, Italic and Slavic) and seem to be a GMC innovation.
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In addition to these D-relatives, some of the GMC languages have developed

relative pronouns based on the interrogative paradigm, at different times and in

different distributions. There is general agreement among the modern languages in

the use of W-relative pronouns when the phrase modified by the (nonrestrictive)

relative clause is not a NP but a clause.

This seems to be a late usage, however. The OED lists 1390 as the earliest

occurrence in EN. Behaghel (1928: III, 757f.) cites only one example from Late

OHG and attributes its existence to Latin and French models. It thus represents another

instance of similarity by convergence, rather than by inheritance.

W-forms have also come to be used even in languages which use D-relatives

or C-relatives in the usual case, in relative clauses on quantificational heads like

‘everything’, ‘something’ and ‘nothing’, as well as on demonstrative heads.

Another widepread occurrence of W-forms in relative constructions involves their

use in so-called “Free Relatives.” I will defer discussion of these to Section 6.5.1.10.
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In addition to these uses, some of the GMC languages have also come to use

W-forms as relative pronouns in relative constructions headed by lexical nouns. This

usage is not original, apparently – it is missing in GO, OHG and OE, for example – but

it has developed to at least some degree in the great majority of the modern languages.

In many of them, this has remained a restricted strategy, limited to certain syntactic

contexts, or stylistically constrained. So, for example, Kress ( 1982: 252) characterizes

its use in IC as generally archaic:

In some languages, though (YI, AF and EN), W-relatives have completely displaced

D-relatives. In YI, one of these W-forms has in turn gone on to become an invariant

particle, vos . In addition to vos, YI also has two sets of inflected W-relative pronouns:

ver/vemen/vemens (human only) and velkh – the latter belonging to the written

language, according to Lockwood (1995 : 126). AF will be discussed in the next

section.

6.5.1.5 The distribution of D-relatives, W-relatives and C-relatives in Germanic

In the following sections, I will discuss the various patterns of distribution of

C-relatives, D-relatives and W-relatives. The particular interest of the coexistence of

these different types of relative construction is that they are frequently not interchange-

able, but complementarily distributed. There are circumstances in which only one can

be used. The situation is made more interesting by the fact that, in many cases,

particular patterns of distribution recur across the individual languages, and more

interesting still by the fact that these patterns sometimes appear to be the result of

parallel developments, rather than common inheritance.

6.5.1.5.1 The Gothic type As noted above, in GO, relative clauses are over-

whelmingly introduced by D-relative pronouns, with attached complementizers.
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C-relatives are restricted essentially to two cases: they occur (with the complemen-

tizer ei) in modifying time or manner heads, as in (6.102), and they occur (with

the complementizer þei) in relative clauses modifying generalizing pronoun heads

(the ‘whoever’ type) (6.103). Ei and þei can be shown to be complementizers because

they are also used to introduce non-relative clauses, including object clauses.

None of the other GMC languages restricts the distribution of C-relatives in this

way, but it is interesting to note that even in some other GMC languages which do

not make general use of a C-relative strategy, it is still possible to use a C-relative

precisely in the case of relative clauses on heads which are time words. So, while OHG

does not generally introduce relative clauses with the complementizer thaz/daz,

it does so in (6.104a). (We know that the thaz here has to be a complementizer, not

a relative pronoun, since it does not agree in gender with the head.) Curme (1952: 202)

cites a number of similar instances from Modern GE, including (6.105b).

An apparently similar case is reported from AF by Ponelis (1993: 294ff.). In AF,

relative clauses are virtually always introduced by a WH-form (e.g. wat). Exception-

ally, however, relative clauses on temporal heads do not require wat, but allow dat (the
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‘that’ complementizer of AF) instead. That is, apparently, C-relatives are allowed in

AF too, just in case the head is a noun denoting time.10

And van der Auwera (1985: 162) cites the following example from DU:

Similarly, in OE, while the specifically relative complementizer þe was widely used

in relative constructions of all types, the “general purpose” that-complementizer þæt,

as reported by Allen (1980a: 102ff.), introduces relative clauses when the head is

a time phrase, or when it was the universally quantified pronoun eall ‘all’ – an

interesting point of comparison with the GO examples in (6.102) and (6.103).

6.5.1.5.2 The German pattern Modern GE lacks C-relatives; relative construc-

tions are always introduced by relative pronouns. The relative pronouns are of the

W-type when (a) the modified head is a clause (cf. Section 6.5.1.4 above), or (b)

when the modified head is an inanimate quantificational pronoun or demonstrative

(e.g., alles ‘everything’, nichts ‘nothing’, etwas ‘something’, das ‘that’). In relative

10 In fact, Ponelis treats these cases in a fundamentally different way. He takes the bracketed
clause in (i) to be a NP complement clause, not a relative clause:

and claims that the originally relative wat is expanding into non-relative functions, gradually
replacing the complementizer dat even in complement clauses. He notes, however, that this
cannot occur with ‘non-temporal NP complements,’ as in (ii):
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constructions on lexical heads, D-relative pronouns are used virtually exclusively, as

in (6.105):

There is one systematic exception to this, involving the relativization of objects

of prepositions. When the object of the preposition is inanimate, the D-relative

construction alternates with a W-relative construction, involving a ‘wo-compound’,

in which, descriptively speaking, the object of the preposition is replaced by an

etymologically interrogative form, wo, which is prefixed to the preposition, with a

linking consonant -r- in case the preposition begins with a vowel. Because of the latter

property, the resultant forms are often called “R-compounds.” The two possibilities are

illustrated in (6.106a, b).

We see here a very modest encroachment of W-forms on the relative functions of

the D-forms. It may be important as a sort of “foot in the door” – a special context of

occurrence from which W-forms might subsequently have been generalized at the

expense of D-forms in some GMC languages (e.g., DU) (cf. Ponelis 1993: 190f. for

discussion of staging in the spread of W-relative forms).

FR represents the mirror-image of GE here. When relativizing objects of preposi-

tions, FR uses a W-form following the preposition, but uses a D-form preceding

the preposition (which is usually stranded). Both of these are possible with animate

antecedents.

6.5.1.5.3 The Early Middle English type What I am calling the EME pattern

(because it originates there earlier than elsewhere apparently) is also found in at least

one other GMC language, AF, as I will argue. Let us start with the AF case.

In DU, relativization involves two distinct types of relative pronouns: D-forms and

W-forms. Ponelis (1993: 190) claims that the W-relative forms of DU arose under
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Romance influence. In Standard DU, only D-forms can be used to relativize direct

arguments (NPs whose role in the relative clause is that of subject or object), while

only W-forms can be used to relativize prepositional objects and possessives.

Burridge (1993: 243) describes a system apparently like this for Middle DU as well,

noting, though, that sometimes the D-form used in direct case relativization failed to

inflect, and observing that in this regard it seems to have behaved like the invariant

relative marker þe in OE – that is, as a C-relative particle.

From this foothold in oblique case contexts, there has been a historical tendency for

the W-forms to work their way up the hierarchy of grammatical relations, occurring

eventually in direct cases as well (Ponelis 1993: 190). Ponelis points out that, while

D-forms are still preferred in Standard DU for direct relatives, neuter dat is largely

replaced by wat colloquially.

This displacement was carried even further in AF; according to Donaldson

(1994: 493) and Ponelis (1993: 188), AF (having eliminated D-forms entirely) now

makes use of W-relative pronouns in all positions:
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Note that in the relativization of prepositional objects, we find an alternation based

on animacy which is very much like the one we observed in the GE examples in (6.106).

Consider now the syntactic status of wat in (6.109a). If we analyze the direct relative

wat as a relative pronoun, as suggested by Ponelis and Donaldson, we have to ask why it

should fail to have special forms for use when the relativized subject or object is

animate, as W-relative pronouns in EN do, for example. In AF, the relative form

introducing direct relative clauses is an invariant wat, regardless not only of whether

the head noun is singlar or plural, but also of whether it is animate or inanimate.

We can, of course, simply state that the animacy contrast is neutralized in direct

case forms of the relative pronoun, but this begs the question of why just there.11 For

one thing, the distinction between animate and inanimate is still signaled in the

interrogative pronouns in AF (wie ‘who’ vs. wat ‘what’).

11 Ponelis (1993: 193), while continuing to label the W-relativizers of AF as pronominal,
does make note of their invariance, and attributes these developments to a combination of
creolization and the consequent loss of gender (facilitating the extension of the originally
neuter wat to original common gender heads) and the influence of the model Portuguese, with
its invariant relative complementizer que (also historically interrogative and neuter).
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If the animacy contrast is leveled out in the case of the invariant “direct” relative

pronoun – as a consequence of creolization, let us say – we might ask why it was

not leveled out here, too. The answer, of course, is that animacy contrasts on interroga-

tive pronouns are semantically contentful, whereas in relative pronouns they are

redundant and dispensable, since their semantic content is recoverable from the head.

Still, formal correspondence between W-relative pronouns and W-interrogative

pronouns is usual in languages that have both, and gratuitous divergence from this

pattern in AF would at least be a puzzle. And the puzzle would be compounded by the

fact that the putative W-relative pronoun of AF does not lack an animacy contrast in all

positions in its paradigm, but only in the direct case. The relative pronoun does have a

special animate form, wie, contrasting with inanimate wat, when it occurs as object

of a preposition, and as a genitive modifier of a NP, as shown in the examples in

(6.111)-(6.112) (though Ponelis notes (1993: 189) that in colloquial AF, the invariant

wat strategy is tending to encroach on these positions, too):

If the animacy distinction was simply given up in direct case relative pronouns, why

was it not given up in the case of the oblique ones too? In fact, the paradigm in

question would be a typological oddity in the GMC languages, where, in general,

contrasts in animacy, number and the like are generally more robustly signaled in

direct cases than in oblique cases (think of EN who/what versus whose, for example).

And the puzzle would deepen in the face of contrasts like the one in (6.113):
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When objects of prepositions are relativized in AF the preposition can be pied-piped

or stranded. Stranding of the sort reflected in (6.113b) (“plain” preposition stranding,

as opposed to R-stranding) is very frequent in AF relative clauses, according to

Ponelis. Note, however, that if we construe wat in (6.113b) as a relative pronoun

which has been fronted out of its prepositional phrase, we must also reckon with the

mysterious change in form which this movement imposes on it. Why should wie

become wat just in case it is moved? Why should the fronting of a relative pronoun

be accompanied by a formal change, resulting in the loss of its specification for

animacy?

These problems disappear if we take the wat of direct relatives in AF to be

something other than a fronted pronoun – a relative complementizer, for example,

like the izei of GO or the som of DA or (to cite some etymologically closer examples)

the cognate vos in YI or the qui of French. As a complementizer, its formal invariance,

and its reduced sensitivity to features of the head, are expected.

As further corroborative evidence, wemay note thatwat appears as a complementizer

even outside relative contexts, as in the cleft construction in (6.114):

The arguments for relative particle status are very much like those introduced by

Lowenstamm (1977) for YI. I conclude, therefore, that the most plausible analysis

of the AF facts is that the relative pronoun (wie) is restricted to relativization of

the positions of objects of prepositions and possessors, and that the wat employed in

direct relativization is not a relative pronoun any longer, but an invariant relative

particle, or complementizer. A pattern strikingly similar to this is to be found in ME,

in its very early stages, which arrived at it by a quite different route. The introduction

of this pattern is documented in prodigious detail by Chevillet (1981). In OE, relative

clauses were introduced by a D-relative pronoun (se-relatives) or by an invariant

relative complementizer (þe-relatives) or by both in combination (se-þe-relatives). It

was impossible for both to be absent – that is, there were no 0-relatives. This pattern

continued on into the EME period, and is reflected, for example, in the twelfth-century

Vespasian Homilies in Chevillet’s data, and in contemporary texts, such as the Bodley

Homilies. It should be noted, since it will become important, that the D-relatives

predominated here, occurring almost twice as often in this text as the C-relatives.
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At the end of the twelfth century, however – perhaps even earlier in some dialects –

two changes took place quite abruptly, and from all appearances, simultaneously.

W-relative pronouns were introduced, but apparently only in the position of prepos-

itional objects. And the D-pronouns of OE disappeared. In the Trinity Homilies of

c. 1200, for example, all of the direct relatives are introduced by bare complementizers

(þe or þat), while W-pronouns appear in oblique object position. The contemporary

Vices and Virtues exhibits at most two possible instances of an old D-relative pronoun

in direct cases, as opposed to many others with bare complementizers:

At this point, objects of prepositions are relativized with W-pronouns, but subjects

and direct objects are relativized with C-relatives (cf. also Allen 1980a). In the still

earlier and more northerly Ormulum (1180), we find this same pattern, though

in addition to objects of prepositions, the W-forms were also used in relativizing

(soon-to-disappear) dative arguments of verbs like ‘follow’, and possessors.
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C-relatives continued to be possible in relativizing objects of prepositions, and

when they were used, the preposition was stranded. Thus, two possibilities existed

for relativizing these positions: pied-piping, with a W-pronoun, as in (6.116b), and

stranding in C-relatives. The stranding possibility is illustrated in (6.118).

This EME pattern was relatively short lived, but robust while it lasted. It is, in the

main, the same pattern as attested in AF, though arrived at in yet another way –

through the virtually simultaneous adoption of WH-relative pronouns, exclusively in

oblique contexts, and the elimination of the inherited relative pronouns across the

board, leaving the C-strategy as the only one available for direct case relativization.

The EME pattern is of course also the same pattern found in French, and many

investigators (e.g., Traugott 1972: 154) attribute the rise of W-relative pronouns in EN

to French influence. If this is correct, one is led to wonder what language-internal

factors might have made this particular bit of French morphosyntax sufficiently

attractive to prompt its repeated borrowing into GMC. A comparable pattern is also

found in Scottish Gaelic, where relative pronouns exist (unlike Irish), but are restricted

to relativization of prepositional objects, a C-relativization strategy with an invariant

particle a being used in relativization on direct case positions.

We see, therefore, that what appears to be a new pattern – C-relatives for direct

cases and P-relatives for objects of prepositions – has arisen at opposite ends of the

GMC world, and apparently from opposite directions, structurally speaking: in the one

case, by supplementing an original C-relative strategy with a P-strategy, just in the

oblique cases, and in the other, by reanalyzing direct relative pronouns as relative

complementizers, thus restricting an original P-strategy to oblique contexts.

Some descriptions of the continental Scandinavian languages suggest a similar

pattern there. Koefoed observes that in DA, subjects and objects are relativized by

the invariant relativizer som, but that P-relatives with WH-pronouns can be used in

relativizing possessors and prepositional objects, with or without pied-piping (though

in both cases C-relatives are also available).
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Similarly, in SW, Granberry (1991) claims that whereas relativization of direct

argument positions involves the invariant particle som, W-forms can be used in

relativizing possessor and prepositional object positions:

However, the situation here is rather murky, and different descriptions seem to

contradict each other. Anward (1982: 58) gives examples of W-relatives in SW even

in relativization of direct case positions, for example. Matters are still further compli-

cated by questions of register. Some sources (e.g., Allan et al. 1995: 201 for DA and

Holmes and Hinchcliffe 1994: 222 for SW) characterize the use of W-forms as

restricted to formal registers. A detailed account of areal and register variation in

usage for all of the languages we have been looking at is of course not possible, and the

reader is referred to the relevant individual descriptions. Again, though, there seems

to be at least a tendency in these languages, where both strategies coexist, to prefer the

C-strategy for direct relativization and the W-strategy for oblique relativization.

6.5.1.6 The expression of person in relative pronouns

Since relative pronouns based on demonstratives and interrogatives are inherently

third person, a problem arises when the head of the relative construction is a

pronoun in the first or second person. Different languages have addressed this problem
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differently. The most straightforward resolution of this conflict is offered by GO, in

which the appropriate personal pronoun is used as a relative pronoun on non-third person

heads (independent of the Greek, which uses a third person relative pronoun here).

A more usual treatment has been to introduce the relative clause in the usual way –

either with a D-pronoun or a relative complementizer – but to inflect the verb of the

relative clause for first or second person agreement:

In Modern GE, such agreement mismatches between the relative pronoun and the

verb are avoided; third person agreement is the rule in such constructions:

Remarkably, though, since the sixteenth century the D-relative in such constructions

in GE has come to be optionally reinforced by a following personal pronoun, in which

case the agreement is with the personal pronoun, and not with the D-pronoun.
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Not clear is whether this pronoun is a resumptive pronoun in subject position within

the relative clause, or whether the der and the ich form a single, complex relative

pronoun.

6.5.1.7 Correlates and non-correlates of the P-relative/C-relative distinction

It has been noted in individual languages in which both constructions co-occur that

particle relatives and pronoun relatives are subject to different syntactic restrictions.

This section will present a catalogue of the differences which have been pointed out,

with a view toward attempting to determine what crosslinguistic generalizations can be

made.

6.5.1.7.1 Distribution in restrictive and non-restrictive clauses First of all, it

has been claimed for Modern EN that P-relatives and C-relatives differ in their ability

to introduce nonrestrictive relative clauses (NRRELs). Nonrestrictive relative clauses

are relative clauses which provide incidental information about a NP whose referent

is already assumed to be sufficiently established. They contrast with restrictive

relatives (RRELs), in which the relative clause plays a role in the identification of

the referent of the noun phrase – predicating information about it which helps the

hearer to narrow down the possible referents. Relative clauses modifying heads which

are unique-referent nouns or proper names are thus normally nonrestrictive.

NRRELs are parenthetical, and are thus set off by pauses – reflected orthographically

in EN through the use of commas. It has been claimed that in EN, only relative pronouns,

not the complementizer that, can introduce NRRELs. Thus, the versions of (6.122a, b)

with that are ungrammatical for most speakers (though see Jacobsson 1994 and van

der Auwera 1985 for counterexamples). However, among the languages which allow

C-relatives, this restriction seems only to hold for Modern EN. It did not hold of OE

(Allen 1980a: 91), and in the Scandinavian languages, som can introduce NRRELs:

(6.122) d. De eleverna, som är mycket unga förresten, är mycket otrevliga

those pupils who are very young by the way, are very unpleasant

(SW, Holmes and Hinchcliffe 1994: 536)

NRRELs and RRELs are still distinguished in the Scandinavian languages, though,

in that while relative som is omissible in cases of nonsubject relativization in RRELs

in NO, for example, it is not omissible in such cases in NRRELs (Askedal 1994: 263).
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6.5.1.7.2 Stranding differences In Modern EN, when the constituent being ques-

tioned is the object of a preposition, the preposition may be treated in either of two

ways. It may be carrried along to the left periphery of the clause, along with the

leftward-displaced question phrase or relative phrase (the pied-piping case), or it may

be left in its normal position within the clause, while the relative pronoun appears

by itself at the front of the relative clause (the “preposition-stranding” case).

(6.123) a. the man to whom I spoke

b. the man who/that I spoke to

The availability of the pied-piping and stranding options is connected in part with the

type of relative clause. This is true at least in the obvious sense that in C-relatives there

is no relative pronoun to carry the PP along to the clausal periphery, so that stranding is

the only option. In this section, we examine the variation in the distribution of these two

options across GMC, by way of seeing whether a closer connection can be established

between the type of relative clause and the choice of pied-piping or stranding.

In OE, at least, the connection appears to have worked in both directions. Allen

(1980a) observed that in OE, C-relatives with þe allowed (and required) stranding of

the preposition when a prepositional object was relativized, but that, on the other hand,

in D-relatives stranding was not possible; rather, the preposition had to be pied-piped

to the front of the clause, along with the relative pronoun.

In fact, Allen states this more generally for OE: in constructions involving the fronting

of any constituent, not just relative pronouns, stranding of a preposition is disallowed.

Thus, pied-piping is required in the question fronting case of (6.124c) and the topic

fronting case of (6.124d) as well.
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It is only in the case of C-relative clauses and similar constructions (see Allen 1980a)

where there is no (overt) leftward-displaced constituent, such as a relative pronoun,

question phrase or topic phrase, that stranding is possible in OE. Allen’s account for

this is that two fundamentally different syntactic processes are involved. P-relatives inOE

involve movement of the relative pronoun, but C-relatives, with no overt relative pro-

nouns, involve deletion of the relativized argument in place. Movement out of prepos-

itional phrases, stranding the preposition, is not allowed, but deletion of the prepositional

object is. This accounts for the asymmetries observed. Kiparsky (1995a: 150) takes up this

non-movement analysis of C-relatives as well, and claims that a number of differences

between C-relatives and P-relatives in OE, with respect to preposition stranding, the

possibility of resumptive pronouns, differences in the size of the syntactic domain over

which they can operate, and others, support such an analysis.

Letting the OE asymmetry guide our expectations, we might expect that P-relatives

elsewhere in GMC will disallow stranding, and that C-relatives, on the other hand,

will allow it. These expectations are only partially borne out, failing, in some

languages, in both directions (see Allen 1980b: 313). On the one hand, it does seem

to be the case that other languages sharing with OE a set of relative pronouns derived

from demonstratives (the D-relative languages) do not allow stranding, but require

pied-piping. This was true of GO, for example, and still appears to be true of Modern

GE and Modern DU. On the other hand, as we shall see, it is not true in general of

those languages in which D-relatives have been supplanted by W-relatives.

Correspondingly, stranding in C-relatives, which was quite generally possible in

OE, also appears in some other languages with C-relatives.

However, as Allen (1980b: 313) notes, this does not hold true for YI. YI, as noted

above, has C-relatives, in which the complementizer derives from a former relative

pronoun (Lowenstamm 1977). Here, when the relativized constituent in a relative

clause introduced by vos is the object of a preposition, the preposition cannot be

stranded, but must take a resumptive pronoun in its complement position.
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In this respect, YI is different from AF. The wat-relatives of AF, which were argued,

like YI vos relatives, to involve a complementizer derived from a W-relative pronoun,

do allow stranding.

Conversely, an innovative group of modern GMC languages has come to allow

stranding as a general option not only in C-relatives, but also in P-relatives, as well

as other “fronting” constructions, such as questions and topic sentences. This group

consists of EN, AF and the Scandinavian languages.

Thus,while theremayhave been a correlation inGMCbetweenC-relatives and strandingon

the one hand and pied-piping and P-relatives on the other, in modern GMC we find both

C-relatives in which stranding is disallowed and P-relatives in which stranding is possible.

While OE did not generally allow stranding in question and topic constructions like

those in (6.124c, d), there was a marginal exception, apparently common to all West

GMC languages. While it was impossible to strand prepositions when topicalizing a full

NP, as in (6.124d), it was allowable to strand them when topicalizing a pronoun, as in:
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This, as Allen notes (1980a: 53ff.), correlates with another difference between these

two kinds of prepositional objects; full noun phrases occurring as objects of prepos-

itions obligatorily follow their prepositions. On the other hand, personal pronouns

occurring as objects of prepositions are allowed to precede those prepositions. Both of

these cases are illustrated in (6.127b). Allen concludes that stranding is possible for

just those prepositional objects which can precede their prepositions.

OE is not alone in admitting stranding under these circumstances. Other West GMC

languages like DU, GE and FR, while not allowing preposition stranding as a general

possibility, do allow it in the case of prepositional objects which precede the preposition.

So, for example, in DU, question pronouns of a type which follow their prepositions, as

in (6.127d), are not separated from those prepositions, while those which precede their

prepositions in “R-compounds,” as in (6.127c), can be separated from their prepositions

(Vat 1978).12 See also the FR example in (6.107b).

12 FR, unlike DU and GE, appears to allow stranding not just in the R-stranding case, as in (ii),
but even when the fronted pronoun is not of the sort which follows the associated preposition,
as in (iii), and even when the fronted phrase is a full NP, as in (iv).

Such sentences are impossible elsewhere in continental West GMC. Hoekstra argues that cases
like these in FR do not actually involve preposition stranding, but rather an empty resumptive
pronoun in the position of object of the preposition.
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Because of the special morphological shape such pre-prepositional pronouns some-

times take (e.g., waar instead of wat in 6.127c), Ponelis calls such stranding of

prepositions “R-stranding,” to distinguish it from “plain stranding” – the more general

possibility of stranding found in some languages in which even post-prepositional

objects are separated from their prepositions. R-stranding appears to be a common

West GMC possibility. OE allows R-stranding in all sorts of fronting constructions,

including questions and topic-initial sentences, while plain-stranding is limited to

C-Relatives, as in (6.124a).13

Among the modern languages, EN, AF and the Scandinavian languages allow ‘plain

stranding,’ while DU, YI and GE either do not allow stranding in P-relatives at all or

allow only R-stranding. The more complicated case of FR is discussed in note 12.

Hoekstra (1995) concludes that it, too, allows only R-stranding, appearances notwith-

standing. Are there generalizations to be made about this distribution? One fact we

have noted is that the original D-pronouns of GMC do not seem to allow plain

stranding (e.g., in OE and GE). This generalization only works in one direction,

however, since there are also some languages (e.g., DU) in the non-stranding group

which have introduced W-forms in the position of object of preposition, and yet still do

not allow stranding. Second, we note that the languages which do not allow plain

stranding in P-relatives have in some cases preserved the OV subordinate clause order

of early GMC, while the languages which allow plain stranding include those which

have become systematically VO in subordinate clauses. In fact, under some accounts,

the shift in word order is claimed to be an essential step in the development of the

stranding possibility (e.g., Lightfoot 1991: 120). However, YI has also undergone the

OV to VO shift, yet it does not allow stranding of prepositions, so the shift in verb

order is apparently not a sufficient condition for the development of stranding.

Conversely, AF retains embedded-clause OV word order, and yet allows plain

stranding. Ponelis attributes the rise of stranding in AF to EN influence, though,

so we may be dealing with a contact phenomenon here. Finally, we note that

(again excepting AF) the languages with plain stranding are ones whose ancestors

had a long-standing, robust C-relative strategy (OE þe, ON som), which could also

be used for relativizing objects of prepositions, and in which stranding has always

been possible (and in fact required). It may therefore be that stranding in the

13 Vat (1978) argues that these cases too are in fact covert instances of R-stranding. The
interested reader is referred to that paper.
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P-relatives and questions in these languages was an analogical generalization

from the C-relative constructions to which it is native. That is, ‘the man who you

talked to’ was licensed analogically by ‘the man that you talked to’. Cf. Dekeyser

1990: 92, who gives an early example of stranding with a P-relative from the

thirteenth-century text of Layamon’s Brut, but claims that stranding with P-relatives

was rare until Late ME.

6.5.1.7.3 Alternation with 0-relative clauses Many of the GMC languages

allow 0-relative clauses – that is, relative clauses which are not introduced by either

a relative pronoun or a complementizer.

This is possible in SW, DA, NO and Middle and Modern EN. Unintroduced relatives

are not possible, on the other hand, in Modern GE or DU. One generalization that

possibly emerges here is that 0-relatives tend to appear in languages which have C-

relatives, and not in those which do not, and from this it appears reasonable to

conclude (as many investigators do) that the 0-relative is not a separate type, but

simply a C-relative in which the complementizer is deleted (see Dekeyser 1990: 100,

for example). Again, however, the correlation is not seamless. On the one hand, there

are some languages in which I have argued that C-relatives exist, but in which

0-relatives do not. These include first of all the three languages in which it has been

claimed that relative complementizers have arisen in fairly recent times from

W-forms, namely, Bavarian, YI and AF. The list also includes OE, however, where

C-relatives (with þe) existed from the earliest times, but where 0-relatives are virtually

unattested.

Conversely, 0-relatives, while not frequent in any of the older GMC languages,

seem to be much more abundant in some texts in OHG (particularly the poetry of

Otfrid) than in ON or OE, even though OHG has no developed complementizer

strategy for relativization (see Behaghel 1928: III, 742).
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6.5.1.7.4 Resumptive pronouns In some languages, under some conditions, the

position relativized can be realized as a resumptive pronoun rather than a gap, and it

has been claimed for some of these languages that the availability of the resumptive

pronoun option depends on whether the relative clause is a C-relative or a P-relative.

Traugott (1992: 229) and Kiparsky (1995a: 151) point out that in OE, resumptive

pronouns seem to be restricted for the most part to C-relatives, as in (6.129a) (where

they occur with some frequency). Kiparsky uses this as one of his arguments that OE

C-relatives do not involve movement of a relative pronoun. Resumptive pronouns are

not wholly unattested in relative clauses of the se(-þe) type (see Wülfing 1894: I, 410;

Seppänen 2004: 84), but they are quite rare there.

Thus, at least in OE, there seems to be a correlation between C-relatives and the

possibility of resumptive pronouns. In fact, this state of affairs seems to have continued

throughout the ME period (cf. Visser 1963: 58ff.):

Looking across the family, we find such a correlation in at least one other language.

Resumptive pronouns are fully grammatical in the YI vos-relatives in (6.88j, k),

for instance, though apparently disallowed in relative constructions with velxn,

vemen (Jacobs 2005: 236). The possibility of the resumptive pronoun was presented

in that section as one of the arguments that vos is a particle and not a fronted relative

pronoun.

Resumptive pronouns are also usual in som-relative clauses in SW (Zaenen and

Maling 1982), though under quite different syntactic circumstances. The difference

has to do with how deeply embedded the relativized position must be before it can be

realized as a resumptive pronoun. OE and YI allow resumptive pronouns in very

“shallow” positions – objects, and even subjects, of the relative clause – while in SW,
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according to Zaenen and Maling, the resumptive pronoun cannot be closer than two

clauses away from its antecedent.

In SW, moreover, the possibility of a resumptive pronoun does not correlate with the

absence of pronoun fronting, since it is possible to get resumptives in W-questions:

This suggests that there are two different types of resumptive pronoun in GMC: the

shallow type, found in YI and in OE, which appears to be freely available even in

simple relative clauses, and the deep type found in SW, which is restricted to complex

constructions – particularly in those where the position relativized or questioned is

found in a “syntactic island,” such as the embedded question in (6.129d). In these

cases, the pronoun has been claimed to serve a specific function: facilitating the

processing of complex structures (cf. Zaenen and Maling 1982).

The situation of Modern EN differs from that of SW essentially only in degree. As

in SW, resumptive pronouns in shallow positions, as in (6.129d), are entirely ill

formed, while the deep kind are not infrequently heard, though generally judged as

marginal. Again, the judgments seem to be independent of whether the construction is

a P-relative or a C-relative. Both are equally well (or ill) formed.

6.5.1.7.5 Boundedness differences It has long been recognized that relativization

is sometimes subject to restrictions on the types of syntactic boundaries that are

allowed to intervene between the head/relative pronoun on the left edge of the con-

struction and the relativized position (the gap). For example, in EN it is not possible for

the relativized position to be inside a more deeply embedded relative clause.

(6.130) a. *This is the car which I know the [the man [that bought [ ] ]

Beginning with Ross (1968), these restrictions have been known as island constraints,

and the configurations from within which relativization is prohibited are called

syntactic islands.

On the other hand, it has also long been noted that these constraints do not apply

in a uniform way across languages. In the modern Scandinavian languages, for

example, sentences like (6.130b, c) are fully well formed. For a full discussion of
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(the absence of) island constraints in Scandinavian, see the papers in Engdahl and

Ejerhed 1982.

In at least one case, it has been claimed that sensitivity to syntactic islands depends on

the P-relative/C-relative difference; Kiparsky (1995a: 150) has claimed that in OE it

was possible to relativize positions within syntactic islands, such as relative clauses,

but only in C-relatives.

And, in fact, it seems that the correlation holds up in certain cases; in languages with

only P-relatives, relativization is constrained by island constraints. However, the correl-

ation breaks down in Modern EN, where C-relatives, as well as P-relatives, are sensitive

to island constraints. Thus, replacing the pronoun which in (6.130a) with the comple-

mentizer that still results in ungrammaticality.

6.5.1.8 Other cases of pied-piping and stranding

Section 6.5.1.7.2 considered variation across GMC with respect to whether, in the case

of relative or interrogative pronouns which function as the understood objects of

prepositions, the preposition appears together with the pronoun at the front of the

clause (the pied-piping case) or whether only the pronoun appears at the front of the

clause, separated from the preposition (the stranding case). More generally, we speak

of pied-piping when a movement operation moves not only the specified element X (a

relative pronoun or question phrase, for example) in a configuration like [YP. . .X. . .],

but also the phrase YP which contains it. When only X is moved, leaving the

containing phrase behind, we speak of stranding. Besides the case where YP is a

prepositional phrase, there are several others, and the possibility of stranding or
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pied-piping varies across languages and across syntactic categories. Stranding appears

to be the more usual possibility. So, for example, when the relative pronoun is

understood to be the complement of an adjective, the adjective phrase is always

stranded, not pied-piped.

Besides the case of prepositional objects discussed above, in fact there are only two

other cases in which pied-piping is found, and in which, therefore, the pronoun appears

at the left periphery of the clause not by itself, but contained within a larger phrase.

Van Riemsdijk (1982) observes that GE infinitival clauses can appear along with their

objects at the front of the clause in (non-restrictive) relative clauses of the following

sort (cf. also Ross 1968: 113). Pied-piping here is optional.

The only other instances of pied-piping involve cases where the containing phrase is a

NP. The behavior of NPs with respect to stranding or pied-piping is quite complicated,

and depends on both the position in the NP that the relative pronoun or question word

occupies, and the position of that NP in the sentence. There are also differences

between relative clauses and questions with respect to pied-piping in these cases. In

most GMC languages, relatives or question words occurring as prenominal possessors

within NPs must pied-pipe the NP containing them. Stranding is disallowed:

(6.133) a. *[Whose] did you see [[]pictures]?

In GO, stranding was arguably possible here, as in (6.133b), though we cannot tell for

sure that this is a native GO construction, since the constituent order corresponds

exactly to that of the Greek.
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However, native texts in other early GMC languages seem to confirm that possessors

were more readily separable from the nouns they modified than they are in the modern

languages. They are often separated from the associated NP in OE, for example:

Stranding of NPs in relative clauses is more generally possible when the relative

pronoun is associated with a complement position inside the NP:

In these cases, pied-piping of the containing NP is also possible, and in the case of

constructions like (6.134d), where the relative pronoun is contained in multiple NPs,

any of the containing NPs can be pied-piped.

Pied-piping in questions is much more constrained than pied-piping in relative clauses.

Neither GE infinitive pied-piping nor NP pied-piping like that in (6.134 c, d) is possible

in questions:

In general, question phrases may pied-pipe a NP in the GMC languages only if they are

in the pre-head genitive position within that NP (Whose pictures did you see?, but not

*Pictures of whom did you see?). Pied-piping is generally obligatory in the former
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case, and stranding is disallowed. There is, however, one unusual but rather wide-

spread phenomenon in GMC in which movement of a question element in the pre-head

position in a NP results in stranding of that NP. Following den Besten (1985), we

can call this phenomenon wat-voor-split. GE and DU exhibit complex interrogative

specifiers consisting of an interrogative pronoun (wat/was) and an etymological

preposition (voor/für), the latter having apparently lost its status as a preposition, since

it no longer determines the case of the following NP. The two elements together mean

‘what kind of’.

As (6.136a) shows, this interrogative specifier can pied-pipe its NP, but, in contrast

with the general impossibility of extracting an element from a prenominal position

within a NP, the wat/was can also be extracted here, stranding the NP:

(6.136) b. [Wat] heeft hij [voor romans] geschreven?

(Du, den Besten 1985: 34)

In addition to DU and GE, the construction is also found in YI (Jacobs et al. 1994:

413) and Low GE (Lindow et al. 1998: 296). A similar construction is also found in

SW (Anward 1982: 53) and NO (Lie 1982: 195). Lie characterizes it as a loan from

Middle Low GE, still dialectically restricted in NO.

6.5.1.9 Special properties of subject relativization

Across the GMC languages, one frequently encounters special syntactic behavior

when the gap in a relative clause is in subject position, adjacent to a complementizer.

We may divide these into two types. On the one hand, there are special forms which

can be employed only when relativizing subjects. We have seen at least one instance

of this type: in GO, the special relative markers izei and sei, which I have identified

as agreeing complementizers, are used only for subject relativization (as are their
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apparent counterparts, West Flemish die and French qui). Possibly also to be included

here is the DA der ‘there’, homophonous with the presentational subject expletive,

which can appear only when the subject is being relativized. It is optional, but when it

is used, the relative complementizer som is not used:

The temptation here is to take der to be either a relative pronoun or a resumptive

pronoun in the subject position (under a non-movement analysis). However, both of

these are counterindicated by the fact that it also shows up in embedded questions,

where it co-occurs with a fronted question pronoun (again, just in the case of ques-

tioning the subject).

The fact that it can co-occur with a pronoun fronted from subject position, but cannot

co-occur with the complementizer som, suggests the possibility that it too is a member

of the class of agreeing complementizers, deployed just in case of subject gaps.

On the other hand, there are numerous instances of options which exist for the

relativization of all nonsubject positions, but which are disallowed exactly in the case

of subject relativization. One such case is found, for example, in GO, in relative

clauses modifying universal pronouns of the ‘whoever/whatever/wherever’ type.

When nonsubject positions are relativized in these, the relativized clause is normally

introduced by the invariant complementizer þei:
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The nativeness of this pattern is supported by its independence from the Greek model

for translation. Thus, it appears that in GO, subject relativization required either a

relative pronoun or an agreeing complementizer, as izei has been argued to be. An

ordinary complementizer could not appear adjacent to the position of the relativized

subject. Applying the label by which this phenomenon has been known descriptively

for many years, we may say that GO exhibits (a version of) the “that-trace effect.” The

phenomenon is so called because of the observation that in many languages, the gap (a

“trace” of movement, in some analyses) in a relative or topic or question construction

cannot be adjacent to (certain kinds of) complementizers. The phenomenon is evident

in EN in asymmetries like the following, for example.

Descriptively, the gap in the relative clause cannot be in the subject position, adjacent

to a that complementizer. (Omission of the that makes the sentence well formed.)

While sharing something in common, these special requirements for subject relativiza-

tion demonstrate intriguing variation across languages. For example, the EN facts are

not quite parallel to those of GO. In EN, the effect disappears if the complementizer is

in turn adjacent to the head of the relative construction. Thus, there is no that-trace

effect in (6.138g).

(6.138) g. The man that [] saw him was your father

In GO, on the other hand, a bare complementizer apparently could not introduce a

relative clause with subject relativization even when it would be adjacent to the head

of the construction. Overt relative pronouns were apparently required even in that

position, as in (6.138c, d). Moreover, in the EN case the ill-formedness can be

eliminated by dropping the complementizer, while GO apparently did not allow

complementizer-drop.

A comparable, though still different, subject/nonsubject asymmetry shows up in the

Scandinavian languages; in SW (as well as other Scandinavian languages) som is

freely omissible in nonsubject relativization, as in (6.138h).
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However, the som cannot be left out in the case of subject relativization, as in (6.138i).

Similar facts obtain in other continental Scandinavian languages, and, as the following

examples show, the pattern holds true of questions as well as relative clauses:

FA, by contrast, allows deletion even in the case of subject relativization:

The continental Scandinavian restriction on som deletion next to a subject gap in a

relative clause seems to find a close parallel in Modern Standard EN, though one of

rather recent origin; relative that (the that introducing the relative clause) can be

deleted freely in instances of nonsubject relativization, as in (6.139d), but it cannot

be deleted in instances of subject relativization:

(6.139) d. The man (that) you saw is his father

e. The man *(that) saw you is his father

That drop was possible here in ME and into the Modern EN period (6.139f, g). It is

now impossible for most speakers of Standard EN, however, though still possible in

various EN dialects (6.139h). (See Bever and Langendoen 1972 for further discussion

on the history of this construction.)

Finally, we should make mention again of the fact that the W-relative pronouns of ME

were first introduced only in oblique positions, spreading from there to object

positions, and then, only toward the end of the ME period, to subject positions. Thus,

there was a (relatively brief) period in the history of the language during which
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subjects were the only arguments which could not be relativized by means of relative

pronouns.

In summary, we see the following special treatments of subject relatives in GMC:

some languages have forms which can only be used for subject relativization. These

include GO izei/sei, West Flemish die, and DA der. In some, subject relativization is

prohibited from positions adjacent to (non-relative) complementizers. This that-trace

effect shows up, though in rather different ways, in GO and in EN. Finally, the Modern

Scandinavian languages, as well as Modern EN, prohibit the omission of (relative)

complementizers in cases of subject relativization.

6.5.1.10 Free relatives and attraction

As we have seen, relative constructions usually have NP heads, which the relative

clause is understood to modify. Demonstrative pronouns, like other NPs, can serve as

the heads of relative constructions. In case the language in question has D-relatives,

demonstrative heads will be homophonous with the relative pronoun, as in:

All of the GMC languages, however, also exhibit constructions in which one of the two

pronouns is unexpressed, as in:

Such constructions are often called free relative constructions. They are also some-

times referred to as headless relative constructions, though the question of whether

the sole pronoun in such constructions (for which I will adopt the neutral label

“pivot”) is a relative pronoun inside the relative clause or a demonstrative head

belonging to the main clause has been a matter of controversy (Bresnan and

Grimshaw 1978; Groos and van Riemsdijk 1981; Harbert 1982, for example). The

details of the relevant argumentation, especially for the modern languages, are too

complex to pursue here, and the correct answer may in fact vary from one language

to another. For example, the pivot in GO free relatives clearly seems to belong to

the relative clause, since it is routinely preceded by prepositions belonging to the

relative clause, as in (6.140c), and can show up in a case determined by its role in

the relative clause, as in (6.140d).
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On the other hand, in OE, the pivot in free relatives does not appear in the case

appropriate to the role of the relative pronoun in the relative clause, but always in the

case appropriate to a demonstrative head of the relative construction, as determined by

the role of the NP which it heads in the main clause (see Allen 1980a:108).14

Thus, it appears that the pivot in free relatives in GO is a relative pronoun, and not a

demonstrative head (for further arguments, see Harbert 1992), while in OE, it appears

to be the demonstrative head of the relative construction.

The status of the pivot in GO as a relative pronoun, however, is obscured somewhat

by the phenomenon of attraction; while the pivot does often appear in the case

appropriate to the lower clause, as in (6.140d), it can, under specific circumstances,

appear instead in the case appropriate to the role of the whole NP in the main clause, as

in (6.141a).

14 When the free relative construction is in “Left-Dislocated” position, the pivot does show up in
the case appropriate to the role of the relative pronoun in the relative clause:

It is likely that such instances of apparently Left-Dislocated relative constructions are in fact
correlative constructions, of the sort discussed in Section 6.5.3.
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Which of the two competing cases appears on the pivot is determined as follows: when

the case appropriate to the whole NP, as determined by its role in the main clause, and

the case expected of the relative pronoun, by virtue of its role in the subordinate clause,

are different, the pivot in GO free relative constructions appears in whichever of those

two cases is rightmost on a Case Hierarchy of the form Nom<Acc<Dat/Gen. In

(6.140d), the subordinate clause verb requires dative case and the matrix clause

requires nominative case, since the whole relative construction is the subject of the

main clause. Dative case, the more oblique of the two, appears on the pivot. In

(6.141a), the subordinate clause requires nominative case, since the relativized pos-

ition is that of subject of the relative clause, while the main clause requires dative case,

since the relative construction is the object of the main clause verb, fraþjan, which

assigns dative case. In Harbert 1992, arguments are presented showing that the pivot is

still a relative pronoun even when it appears in a matrix-clause-determined case,

indicating the need for a rule which assigns the matrix case “down into” the relative

clause when the Case Hierachy condition requires it. The existence of such a process is

confirmed by the fact that it applies in headed relative clauses elsewhere in GMC, for

example, in MHG, as in (6.141b), where both the head NP and the relative pronoun are

separately represented, and the constituency of the affected relative pronoun is therefore

not in doubt. Here, both the head NP and the relative pronoun show up in the genitive

appropriate to the role of the head NP. (In GO, attraction is found only in free relatives.)

Attraction of the sort illustrated is primarily a characteristic of early GMC (though not

found in OE), but it has a functional equivalent among the modern GMC languages in

the form of matching conditions – a requirement, roughly speaking, that the pivot

simultaneously satisfy the case and category requirements of both the main clause and

the relative clauses. Under this restriction, for example, in GE, if the relative construc-

tion is in a matrix context requiring nominative case but the role of the relativized

position in the relative clause is an accusative position, as in (6.142a), the choice of

either case on the pivot yields ill-formedness. On the other hand, when both clauses

require the same case, as in (6.142b) the result is well formed.15

15 This is a constraint that is sensitive only to superficial case forms; where a neuter pivot appears
in a context in which the matrix clause requires nominative and the embedded clause
accusative, it can satisfy both since the two forms are homophonous:

(i) Was er kaufte, dauerte nicht lange
what he bought lasted not long
(GE)
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When the relativized argument in the embedded clause is a prepositional phrase but the

relative construction is the object of a transitive main clause verb, which requires NP

objects, the sentence is also bad. The phrase containing the pivot must satisfy the category

requirements of both the lower verb and the higher clause. Thus, (6.142c), the literal

translation of GO (6.140c) is ungrammatical in GE (or EN). Note that (6.142d), in which

the preposition has been stranded and only the relative pronoun has been fronted, is good.

The pivot thus appears to have to satisfy both the requirements of the main clause (as if it

were the head of the relative construction) and the embedded clause (as if it were the

relative pronoun). This apparent split allegiance of course contributes to the difficulty of

determining which clause it belongs to syntactically, and arguments have been mounted

for both analyses. The syntax of thesematching constraints is discussed in detail in Bresnan

and Grimshaw 1978, Groos and van Riemsdijk 1981, Harbert 1982, Suñer 1984, Grosu

1996 and Vogel 2001, 2002. Both attraction and matching can be understood functionally

as strategies for insuring that grammatical information about both the relative head and the

relative pronoun will be signaled, even though only one of them is overtly represented.

As we can see from the above examples, another way in which free relatives differ

from each other across the GMC languages involves the etymology of the pivot. Some

of them, like GO and OE, use D-forms as pivots, while others, including all of the

modern languages, have W-forms.16

16 FR is a bit odd here in that the choice of demonstratives or interrogatives in these free relative
constructions is dependent on the animacy of the head.
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In at least some of the latter, the W-forms appear to have arisen historically by

successive reduction of generalizing (‘whatever’) type relative constructions of the

form ‘so what so’, which appear to have been common to the West GMC languages:

The W-form here appears to belong to the matrix clause, as indicated by the fact that it

can be preceded by a preposition of matrix clause origin, as in (6.143e), but never by

one of embedded clause origin. (Cf. Allen 1980a: 114, Dal 1966: 200, Behaghel 1923:

I, 369, all of whom concur that the relative clause proper begins with the second swā/

so.) The development from these constructions to the W-form free relatives of Modern

GE is schematized by Behaghel in the following way:

(6.143) g. so wer so ! so wer ! swer ! wer

These W-form free relatives have in part inherited the generic meaning of the earlier

‘so-what-so’ constructions, and are accordingly used in gnomic statements like

(6.143h, i). However, they can also have individual reference, as in (6.143j):
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(6.143) h. Who(ever) steals my purse steals trash

i. I take what(ever) I can get

j. I like what you are wearing

6.5.1.11 Infinitival relative and interrogative constructions

Modern EN admits relative clauses with infinitive verbs:

(6.144) a. I found a topic about which to write

These Modern EN infinitival relatives admit overt relative pronouns only in the case of

relativization of a prepositional object, and only when the preposition is pied-piped,

rather than stranded. Infinitival relatives involving the relativization of “direct-case”

positions – subjects, direct objects and prepositional objects with stranding – do not

allow relative pronouns. The distribution of relative pronouns in these is thus reminis-

cent of the pattern found in EME finite relative clauses (6.5.1.5.3) – relative pronouns

in prepositional object positions, but not in direct case positions. Relativization of

possessors does not appear to be possible at all in infinitival relatives (6.144e).

(6.144) b. I found a man (*who) to fix the sink

c. I found a man (*who) to hire

d. I found a man (*who) to talk to

e. *I found a man whose car to borrow

These contrast with infinitival questions, which are also found in Modern EN, in a

variety of ways. When the direct object is being questioned in an infinitival question,

the interrogative pronoun, unlike the relative pronoun, appears obligatorily (6.145a).

In infinitival questions, moreover, unlike infinitival relatives, the pronoun may occupy

a possessor position (6.145c), while infinitival questions about the subject of the

infinitive are not possible, with or without a question word (6.145b).

(6.145) a. I don’t know what to fix

b. *I don’t know who to fix the sink

c. I don’t know whose father to invite

d. I don’t know who to talk to/to whom to talk

Christensen (1984) notes the existence of what appear on first consideration to be

infinitival relatives in NO. These always lack relative pronouns, and prepositions in

them are always stranded.
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However, she argues that these are in fact not infinitival relatives but purpose phrases.

First of all, they are not admissible in contexts where interpreting them as a purpose

clause modifying the action of the main clause is unavailable.

Second, the til-phrase in (6.146a) is in fact a constituent of the VP, not of the NP, as

evidenced by its distribution in sentences like the following:

The same considerations would seem to apply to other languages as well. Thus, while

GE has sentences like (6.146h), which look like candidates for infinitival relatives,

such an analysis is counterindicated by the impossibility of (6.146i), with an infinitival

relative on a lexical head in subject position (though GE does allow corresponding

constructions with indefinite pronoun heads, as in (6.146j)).

(6.146) h. Er gab ihr Medizin zu trinken

he gave her medicine to drink

(GE, Tappe 1984: 230)

i. *Ein Mann die Spüle zu reparieren ist an der Tür

a man the sink to fix is at the door

(Tappe 1984: 227)
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j. Etwas zu trinken ist im Kühlschrank

something to drink is in-the refrigerator

(GE, Tappe 1984: 230)

OE, too, exhibits apparent infinitival relatives (Allen 1980a: 105; Kageyama 1992).

The OE constructions differed from those of Modern EN in two ways. First, relative

pronouns were never allowed in them. Thus, when the relativized position was object

of a preposition, the preposition was always stranded (Allen 1980a: 105). Second,

according to Kageyama (1992: 121), citing Visser (1963: 979), there were no infini-

tival relatives with subject relativization in OE. Miller (2002: 221ff.) argues that these

apparent infinitival relatives in OE, too, are in fact infinitival purpose clauses, and that

true infinitival relatives emerged only in ME.

Infinitival questions are absent in both GE and the continental Scandinavian

languages, but they occur in EN and in AF.

According to Allen (1980a: 212), they did not exist in OE, and became possible only

in EME:

6.5.2 Questions

Several aspects of the syntax of questions have been treated earlier, in conjunction

with the discussion of the syntax of relative clauses. For example, infinitival questions
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are discussed in conjunction with infinitival relatives in Section 6.5.1.11, pied-piping/

stranding of prepositions in questions is treated in conjunction with stranding

in relative clauses in Section 6.5.1.7.2, and co-occurrence of complementizers and

question words is treated in Section 6.5.1.3. The present section will be devoted only to

such aspects of interrogative constructions as are unique to those constructions.

Characteristic of all GMC languages is the occurrence of subject/verb or subject/

Aux inversion in questions in at least some contexts. Inversion normally takes place in

main clause questions, though Katz (1987: 195) and Lockwood (1995: 122) note that

in YI it is more usual than elsewhere to convey interrogative force without inversion,

through intonation alone.

In the case of yes/no questions, inversion is usually the only syntactic signal of

the interrogative. GO, however, employs a special clause-initial particle -u as an

interrogative marker in such questions, along with verb fronting. This particle attaches

to the right of the first element in the clause (whether main or subordinate), and is

treated in Eythórsson 1995: 104ff. as a complementizer.

YI, too, often exhibits a yes/no interrogative particle tsi, borrowed from Slavic

(Lockwood 1995: 122; Jacobs 2005: 229).

It is optional in main clause questions, but obligatory in indirect yes/no questions

(Jacobs 2005: 229f.), where it may be translated as if.

A question particle could also introduce yes/no questions in ON:

The other GMC languages exhibit overt yes/no interrogative complementizers only

in subordinate clauses.
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In most of the family the interrogative complementizer is distinct from other

conjunctions, but in EN (if ) and SW (om), it is homophonous with the conjunction

used for conditional clauses. In West Flemish (unlike DU, for example), the interroga-

tive conjunction used in indirect yes/no questions can co-occur with the complemen-

tizer dat (of dat ‘if that’) (Haegeman 1992: 46). In some varieties of EN, including

Irish EN, South African EN, African American EN and Appalachian EN, yes/no

questions are signaled by inversion rather than by conjunctions even in subordinate

clauses:

Main clause WH-questions in GMC languages typically begin with a question phrase

followed by a verb or auxiliary, followed by the subject, while in subordinate clauses

the order is typically WH-phrase–Subject–Verb. In Irish EN, African American EN

and Appalachian EN, however, and optionally in AF, inversion also takes place in

subordinate WH-questions:

Some languages allow (and in fact sometimes require) a complementizer after the

question word in subordinate clauses. In DA, for example, the question word must be

followed by der in the case of subject questions.

In general, exactly one question phrase appears at the front in an interrogative clause.

In instances in which a single clause contains multiple WH-phrases, only one of them

is at the beginning of the clause, while the others remain in situ.

(6.152) a. Who bought what where?
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Exceptional in this regard are multiple WH-questions in YI, where more than one

such phrase may be fronted to the same clausal periphery. Jacobs et al. (1994) note that

this feature is shared with many languages of eastern Europe, and so may be an areal

feature. This possibility is not found in all dialects of YI. Those that do allow it differ

with respect to whether it is allowed in both direct and indirect questions, or only in

indirect questions (Jacobs 2005: 231; see also Diesing 2003).

A rather different instance of multiple question phrases is the phenomenon of “partial

WH-movement” in FR and some dialects of GE, in which, in a question containing

multiple embedded clauses, each of the clauses begins with a WH-phrase. The

one beginning the most deeply embedded clause is the “real” question phrase –

the one whose form is appropriate to the gap in that clause. Each of the higher clauses

in turn begins with a dummy or placeholder WH-form, which is typically the invariant

question word ‘what’.

The GE construction has been widely discussed, for example, in van Riemsdijk 1983a,

McDaniel 1989 and Sternefeld 2002. McDaniel (1989: 570), for example, presents

arguments from intonation and word order that these constructions do form a single

syntactic unit, and are not two separate questions, one of which is parenthetical (‘What

do you think? Who did it?’). Note, for example, that the second clause in (6.153b) has

subordinate word order, indicating that it is an embedded clause. McDaniel suggests

that the construction serves to make possible the questioning of relatively deeply
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embedded positions in the northern dialects of GE, in which the direct fronting of

argument question phrases out of finite clauses is prohibited.

In addition to alternative questions and specification questions, the GMC languages

also exhibit what we may term “confirmation” questions or “tag” questions, in which a

declarative statement is made, followed by an interrogative codicil, or “tag,” which

invites the hearer to confirm the correctness of the proposition. Tag questions have a

different shape in EN than elsewhere in GMC. In EN, the tag consists of a copy of the

auxiliary of the main clause (a dummy auxiliary do being supplied if the main clause

lacks an auxiliary) and a pronominal copy of the subject of the main clause. A clausal

negator may be included or not, depending on the degree of the speaker’s certainty

about the truth of the proposition:

(6.154) a. You saw him, didn’t you? / (So) you saw him, did you?

These “copy tags” are not shared by the other GMC languages, and, indeed, seem to

be restricted to EN and the Celtic languages. Other GMC languages use the more

common device of an invariant tag element. Some languages have tags of different

polarity, depending on the expected answer (6.154e, f ).

There are no examples of tag questions in GO, but GO does have some interrogative

particles which are functionally similar to tags to a certain extent in that they express

the speaker’s presuppositions about the truth of the proposition. For example,

questions begin with ibai when the speaker presupposes a negative answer.
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6.5.3 Topic constructions and left dislocation constructions

The GMC languages exhibit two other construction types besides relative clauses and

WH-Questions of the form XPi [S] in which a phrase (typically but not necessarily a

NP) is followed by a clause. These are Topic constructions and Left-Dislocation (LD)

constructions. In both of these, the leftward XP is understood to establish the topic of

the following clause, which in turn is a statement about that topic. The most obvious

difference between the two is that there is a gap in the topic construction but not in the

left-dislocation construction, which instead contains a resumptive pronoun understood

to refer back to the leftward constituent.

(6.155) a. Those books I refuse to read

b. Those books, I refuse to read them

In (6.155b), the resumptive pronoun is itself not displaced leftward, but appears in

the position in the clause appropriate to its grammatical role. This type (the ‘Hanging

Topic’ LD-construction (HTLD)) is the only type that exists in EN, but we will shortly

be contrasting it with another type which prevails in other GMC languages. There are

other well-known differences between Topic constructions and LD constructions.

See Zaenen 1994 for some discussion of these. Among other things, topic phrases

and left-dislocated phrases seem to be in different positions. The former, but not the

latter, are incompatible with question phrases.

(6.156) a. *These books who reads ?

b. These books, who reads them?

Moreover, in IC, as in other strict V-2 languages, the Topic phrase counts as the

clause-initial constituent for the purpose of V-2, while the LD phrase does not.

478 6 The syntax of the clause



Such differences have led some investigators to an analysis under which the leftward

phrases in LD constructions are introduced in that position, whereas Topic phrases are

moved to their position by the same sort of operation which fronts Question phrases.

Consonant with this claimed difference in derivation are a number of other differ-

ences between the two which have been discussed generally under the label of

“connectedness phenomena.” Topic phrases behave in a number of respects in ways

appropriate to the position of the gap – the two positions are thus “connected,”

whereas (Hanging Topic) LD constructions do not exhibit such connectedness

between the leftward NP and the resumptive pronoun. So, for example, in languages

with morphological case, NP Topics exhibit the case appropriate to the position of the

gap, whereas Hanging Topics in HTLD constructions appear in nominative case

regardless of the case of the resumptive pronoun, as in (6.157b). Similar connected-

ness effects, involving pronoun interpretation, idiom chunks and quantifier scope, are

discussed in Zaenen 1985, 1994, Vat 1994 and van Riemsdijk (1994) and the

references cited there.

However, the GMC languages other than EN exhibit a second type of LD construc-

tion, first labeled by Zaenen “Contrastive Left Dislocation (CLD),” which has an

interesting tendency to pattern with Topic constructions, rather than HTLD con-

structions, with respect to connectedness properties. In the CLD construction, the

resumptive pronoun does not appear in its usual position in the clause, but at the left

edge of the clause, adjacent to the LD constituent. Sometimes the fronted resumptive

element assumes the same form as a relative pronoun.

Sometimes, however, in IC and SW, it appears as a personal pronoun, thus resembling

the HTLD construction aside from word order.

As these examples show, these constructions also differ from HTLD constructions in

that the LD phrase in them exhibits case connectedness effects; it appears in the same

case as the fronted demonstrative or pronoun, unlike the HTLD constructions like

(6.157b).
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Such contrasts in case connectedness are supported by parallel contrasts involving

reflexives and reciprocals, for example (though the contrasts are often not sharp

(cf. van Riemsdijk 1994: 7)). Thus, the LD phrase in the IC CLD in (6.158b) can

contain a reflexive, whose intended antecedent is the subject of the following clause.

On the other hand, the LD phrase in the HTLD construction cannot (6.158c). Similar

contrasts are found in other languages (see Vat 1994 for DU and GE).

The HTLD type of LD construction appears to be distributed widely across languages.

The CLD construction, on the other hand, is more restricted. Among Western

European languages, it seems to be limited to GMC, though it has been noted that

with respect to connectedness phenomena it resembles another type of LD, the Clitic

LD construction, found in other European languages. See the papers in Anagnosto-

poulou et al. 1994 for details. Both HTLD and CLD constructions are found in early

GMC languages, as the following examples from OE illustrate:

In some of the early languages, notably OHG and MHG, connectedness effects in the

CLD construction take an unusual form. When the LD phrase in MHG contained a

relative clause, it was the relative pronoun in that relative clause, rather than the

resumptive demonstrative in the main clause, which determined the case of the LD NP,

as in the following example – an instance of what is referred to in grammars of the

classical languages as “inverse attraction.”

Case agreement of this sort appears to have been quite standard in MHG (see Grimm

1857). GO, however, systematically goes out of its way to avoid imitating such inverse
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attraction when it appears in the Greek model for translation (Grimm 1857: 412). The

following example is representative. In the Greek version, ‘stone’ is accusative.
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germanischen Sprachen. Tübingen: Max Niemeyer. 85–102.

Bammesberger, Alfred. 1986. Der Aufbau des germanischen Verbalsystems. Heidelberg: Carl

Winter.

1990. Die Morphologie des urgermanischen Nomens. Heidelberg: Carl Winter.

Bandle, Oskar et al. 2002–2005. The Nordic Languages. 2 vols. Berlin: Walter de Gruyter.

Barbier, Isabella. 1996. On the Syntax of Dutch er. In Rosina Lippi-Green and Joseph

Salmons, eds., Germanic Linguistics: Synchronic and Diachronic. Philadelphia:

Benjamins. 65–84.
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Birnbaum, Solomon. 1979: Yiddish. A Survey and a Grammar. Toronto: University of Toronto

Press.

Blevins, Juliette. 1995. The Syllable in Phonological Theory. In John Goldsmith, ed.,

Phonological Theory. Cambridge: Blackwell Publishers. 206–244.

Bloomfield, Leonard. 1933. Language. London: Allen and Unwin.

Bobaljik, Jonathan and Dianne Jonas. 1996. Subject Positions and the Roles of TP. Linguistic
Inquiry 27: 195–236.

Boekx, Cedric. 2002. On the Co-occurrence of Expletives and Definite Subjects in Germanic.

In Werner Abraham and C. Jan-Wouter Zwart, eds., Issues in Formal German(ic) Typology.

Amsterdam: Benjamins. 45–64.

Bonebrake, Veronica. 1979. Historical Labial-Velar Changes in Germanic: A Study of the

Counterdirectional Sound Changes in English and Netherlandic. Umeå: Umeå University.

Boogaart, Ronny. 1999. Aspect and Temporal Ordering: A Contrastive Analysis of Dutch and

English. PhD dissertation, Vrije Universiteit.

Booij, Geert. 1995. The Phonology of Dutch. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

2002a. Separable Complex Verbs in Dutch: A Case of Periphrastic Word Formation. In Nicole
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484 References



Braunmüller, Kurt. 1991. Die skandinavischen Sprachen im Überblick. Tübingen: Francke.
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Tense and Aspect in the Languages of Europe. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter. 365–83.

Lockwood, W. B. 1964. An Introduction to Modern Faroese. Copenhagen: Munksgaard.

1965. An Informal History of the German Language. Cambridge: W. Heffer and Sons.

1968. Historical German Syntax. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

1995. Lehrbuch der modernen jiddischen Sprache. Hamburg: Helmut Buschke.

Louden, Mark. 1990. Verb Raising and the Position of the Finite Verb in Pennsylvania German.

Linguistic Inquiry 21: 470–477.

Lowenstamm, Jean. 1977. Relative Clauses in Yiddish: A Case for Movement. Linguistic

Analysis 4: 197–216.
Lutz, Angelika. 1991. Phonotaktisch gesteuerte Konsonantenver€anderungen in der Geschichte
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INDEX

Note: The major Germanic languages (AF, BN, DA, DU, EN, FA, FR, GE, GO, IC, ME, MHG

NN, NO, OE, OHG, OS, SW, YI) are cited with such great frequency throughout the book that

citing each mention of them in the index is not practicable. Rather, the index only lists the

discussions of these languages in the introductory chapter.

ablaut 6, 22, 89, 271, 275

accusative-with-infinitive constructions

261–264

adjectives, in adjective phrases 171–175;

agreement on predicate adjectives

219–221; in comparative constructions 11,

174–175; complements of 171–174;

position in noun phrase 127–130; weak and

strong inflection of 6, 130–137

adverbs 370–376; order of 373; sentence

adverbs and VP adverbs 372–376
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Aktionsart see verbal aspect
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Appalachian English 115, 182, 194, 196, 218,

228, 370, 475

Armenian 11, 141

articles 9, 137–155; co-occurrence with

genitive phrases 150–155; definite 6,

141–146; indefinite 139–141, 146–148;

omission of 145–148; proprial article 160,

162; weak quantifiers 137–139

aspiration 44–45; preaspiration 45

assibilation 49

associative NPs 162–163

attraction 467–468

auxiliary position 288–291

Bala 137

Balkan languages 11

Balto-Slavic 11

Basque 10, 11

Bavarian 48, 146, 218, 366, 456

Bislama 13

Bokmål 20

breaking; in Gothic 55; in Modern Frisian 64;

in Old English 55

Breton 140

case 103–122; alternatives to 107–111; in

experiencer constructions 116–122;

instrumental 104; lexical and

structural case 112–122, 245; loss of

the accusative/ dative distinction

105–107, 121, 177–179; loss of lexical

case 114–122

Celtic 6, 9, 22 , 167, 273, 415, 436, 477

Chinese 222

circumflex accent in Norwegian 86

complementizers 415–419; sources of

415–417; with infinitives 417–419

compounding 29–32; genitive compounds 31;

genuine and non-genuine compounds 30;

linking morphemes in 31–32; root

compounds 30

505



conjunction(s) 11; clitic 395, 402, 406, 411;

interrogative 406, 475

continental Scandinavian languages 19

control constructions 257–258

Crimean Gothic 14

Czech 10

Danish 20; loanwords in Faroese 23

Dano-Norwegian 20

dative movement 109

dative sickness in Icelandic 117

definiteness; and expletives 233–234; and

impersonal passives 246

deflection 90–91

derivational morphology 26–29; borrowed

suffixes 26, 29; category shift/ zero

derivation 29; Kompositionssuffixe 29;

in loanwords 25; non-cohering suffixes

29; prefixes 13, 27, 40; stem-based

and word-based lexicon 29, 30

diphthongs 63–65; centering 64

discourse particles 32–36; down-graders and

up-graders 34; evidentials and 33

double object constructions; and dative

movement 109; order of objects in

365–368; passive and 240–242

doubly filled comp 434–436

DP-hypothesis 160

Dutch 17

East Germanic 7, 14

East Norse 19

English 18–19; as a typological outlier 13

Estonian 40

Ewe 212

exceptional case marking see

accusative-with-infinitive constructions

experiencer constructions 6, 10, 116–122, 214

expletive arguments 224–236; and definiteness

233–234; S-initial expletives 231; in

transitive expletive constructions 214,

235; valency and 234–235

extraposition 361–363, 423; and

expletives 226

factivity 403

Faroese 19, 20

Finland Swedish 85

Finnish, 11

Frankish 48, 52

French 10, 12, 55, 315, 397, 434, 437, 447;

Norman French loan words in

English 23

fricatives 45–53

Frisian 13, 17–18

front-rounded vowels 63; inward and outward

rounding 63 see also umlaut

futhark see writing systems

future 297–301; future auxiliaries with

298–301; use of present tense in

expressing 297–298; the shall/will

rule 300

geminate consonants 74–77; degemination of

75–76, 78–79; High German Consonant

Shift and 75; Holtzmann’s Law 74;

Verschärfung 74; West Germanic

gemination 74–75

gender 93–103; agreement on adjectives

95–96, 98–100; common 101–102; in

loanwords 25–26; loss of gender

distinctions 13; and noun classes 93–95;

relative frequencies of 102–103; syntactic

and semantic agreement with pronouns

96–98

genitives; double in English 158; group 163;

Saxon 156

Germanic languages; distinctive

characteristics of 6–7; genetic

relationships among 7–8; typological

classification 12–13

Germanic foot 80–81

Goedelic 46, 213

grammaticization 22

Great Vowel Shift 64

Greek 10, 11, 22, 141

Grimm’s Law 42

Hanseatic League 9, 18, 23

Hebrew; influence on Yiddish

compounds 29, 30; loanwords

in Yiddish 23

Hebridean English 213

Heliand and Genesis 18

Hellenic 415

High German 15–16; influence on

Scandinavian 23

High German Consonant Shift 47–48, 52, 71;

and geminate consonants 75

Hungarian 11, 40
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Icelandic 19

imperative see mood

inalienable possession see meronymic

constructions

infinitives 6, 331–342; bare and prepositional

287, 336–340, 417–419; double infinitive

construction 286, 355; for-to 417–419;

preterite 342; split 340–341, 419;

tautological 342; voice of 332–335

inflection; inherent and contextual 90;

nominal 89–122; prefixes 272;

verbal 270–284

Ingvaeonic see North Sea Coast Germanic

Insular North Germanic 19

inverse attraction 423

Irish English 213, 218, 273, 310, 311, 418, 475

island constraints 458–459

Italic 22, 415, 436

Italian 12, 315

Japanese 222, 358

kennings 26, 30

Landsmål 20

Latin 22, 437; loanwords in Old English 24

left-dislocation 478–481; connectedness

effects in 479–481

length 74–79; closed syllable shortening and

76; of consonants see geminate

consonants; foot-final lengthening and

77; great quantity shift and 77;

homorganic lengthening and 76; open

syllable lengthening and 78; trisyllabic

shortening and 78

Limburger 13

linguistic convergence 8–12

Lithuanian 10

loanwords 22–26; gender assignment and

25–26; nativizing 24–26; loan-translation

24–25

logophors see anaphors

long object shift 188–189, 192–195

Low German 8, 18; loanwords in

Scandinavian 23

Luxembourgish 13, 16

Maxim of Quantity 315

maximize onset 72

meronymic constructions 164–167

meteorological constructions 226, 232

middle constructions 251–255, 323–328; in

Icelandic 255, 324–327; ‘let’-middles

327; middle voice in Indo-European 318,

323; reflexive suffix in 255, 324–328;

in West Germanic 252–255

minimal rhyme constraint 66

modal passive constructions 268–269

modal verbs 285–292; and the auxiliary

position 288–291, 398; root and epistemic

meanings of 286–287, 290–291; as

speech act verbs 286

mood 6, 273, 278–284; imperative 280–281,

284; subjunctive 278–284

negation 376–398; constituent negation

with sentential scope 11, 383–392;

cycle of negation 394–397; final

negation in Afrikaans 397–398; the

NegP hypothesis 387; scope of 376–379;

sentential negators and constituent

negators 392–394

negative complementizers and pleonastic

negation 382

negative concord and multiple negation

379–382

negative-indefinite incorporation 394

negative polarity items 376–382, 395–396

nominalization 123–124

nominal phrases 122–171; complements in

126; determiners in 137–155;

discontinuous NPs 168–171; genitive

phrases in 148–167; headed by lexical

nouns 126; without nominal heads

122–124; position of adjectives in

127–130; with pronoun heads 124–126

nominative-with-infinitive construction see

subject raising

non-finite verb forms see infinitives,

participles

North Germanic 7, 19–20; influence on

English 9, 23; mutual influences in 9

North Sea Coast Germanic 7–8, 17–19;

characteristics of 179, 203

Northwest Germanic 7, 14–15

Norwegian 20

number 91–93; dual 93, 179, 195; plural

marking in loanwords 25;

pluralia tanta 92

Nynorsk 20
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objects, order of 365–368; weak pronouns

and 368

object shift 183, 384–387

obstruents 41–53; biases in voicing

assimilation 44–45; final devoicing of

50–51; laryngeal features of 43–45;

postvocalic voicing/lenition of 51–52, 53;

place features of 42–43

Olang Tirolese 186

Old French 399

Old Norse 19

Old Saxon 18

palatalization 48–49; in Yiddish 54

paradigm leveling 91

participles 6, 343–349; in absolute

constructions 344; the English gerund

344–347; past/passive participle 275,

276, 347–349; present participle

343–344; supine 349

particles see phrasal verbs

passive constructions 10, 318–323; auxiliary

choice in 12, 13, 319–322; complex in

NO 244; in ditransitive sentences

240–242; expression of the agent in

238–239; ‘get’-passive 322–323;

inflectional in Gothic 274, 318;

intransitive and unaccusativity 247–251;

impersonal 245–246; nonlocal 244–245;

periphrastic 6, 274; prepositional 242–243;

Scandinavian s-passive 328–331

Pennsylvania German 13, 16, 361

perfect constructions 10, 302–316; choice of

the auxiliary with 13, 294–295, 302,

305–308; omission of the auxiliary in

304; in Indo-European 302, 275; loss of

simple past tense and 12, 303, 315–316;

and past tense 309–316; present relevance

and 309–316

phrasal verbs 36–40, 366, 368

pied-piping 424, 427, 429, 445, 451, 456,

459–462; of infinitive clauses 460; of

noun phrases 460–462

possessive constructions; dative

possessors 11; external possessors 13,

165, 167–168 see also meronymic

constructions; postnominal periphrastic

160–161; prenominal periphrastic

158–160; proper name possessive

markers, 161–162

preaspiration see aspiration
predeterminers 165, 167–168

preposition stranding 445, 454, 456

present tense, meaning of 298

pretero-present verbs 285–286, 292

pro-drop 221–223

progressive 295–296, 316–317

pronouns 175–213; atonic and clitic 181–192,

368, 408; loss of case distinctions in

177–179; personal 175–203; possessive

148–149, 151–153, 155–157, 195;

predicate possessive 195; referential

properties of 196–213; reflexive see

anaphors; loss of reflexive 179–181;

resumptive see resumptive pronouns;

and verb-fronting 410–411; T/V 192–195

proper names as possessors 155–157, 160–162

psych-shift 120–122

quantifier stranding and quantifier float

169–170

questions 473–477; infinitival 471, 473;

multiple-WH-questions 475–477;

partial-WH-movement questions

476–477; question markers in 395,

474; tag questions 477

quotative inversion 414

R-compounds 441, 454; R-stranding 456

reduplication 69, 272

relative clauses 11, 420–473; agreeing

complementizers in 430–434; attraction

in 467–468; correlative 421–423;

C-relatives, P-relatives, D-relatives and

W-relatives 436–459; expression of

person in 448–450; free relative

constructions 466–470; generalizing

relative constructions 470; infinitival

471–473; matching effects in free

relatives 468–469; non-restrictive 437,

450; participial 421–422; relative markers

in 423–434; relative particles/

complementizers 425–434, 445; relative

pronouns 7, 12, 423–425, 436–459;

typology of 420–448; unintroduced 436,

456–457, 465; with subject relativization

462–466

replacive morphemes 89

resumptive pronouns 430, 457–458

retroflex consonants 42, 54
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Rhenish Fan 47

Riksmål 20

Romance 6, 9, 10, 11, 44, 140, 273,

299, 305, 308, 390, 411, 415

Romanian 10

Rückumlaut 279

Russian 10

Scandinavian dialect continuum 3, 19

Schwyzertütsch 13, 16, 360; Grisons

dialect of 367

Scottish Gaelic 10, 140, 415, 447

scrambling 366–368; richness of case

morphology and 367–368, 108

Shetlands English 46, 216

Skeireins 14

Slavic 10, 11, 415, 436, loanwords in

Yiddish 23

sonorants 53–56; liquids 54–56;

nasals 53–54

sonority hierarchy 65–71

South African English 475

Spanish 222

Standard Average European 9–12, 164

spread glottis see aspiration

state and non-state languages 13–14

stem-based and word-based morphology 91

st�d 86–87

stops 41–45

stress 79–84; ablaut and 271; in derived

forms 84; Germanic accent shift and 6,

79; the Germanic foot and 80–81;

effect of Latinate vocabulary on 81–82;

prefixes and 81; three-syllable window

and 82

strong verbs 271, 274–276

subject agreement 214–224; asymmetries in

subject-verb agreement 217–218; with

complementizers 218–219; concord with

nonverbal predicates 219–221, 303–304;

with expletives 235; Northern Subject

Rule 218; and pro-drop 221–223;

between subject and verb 214–218;

syntactic correlates of richness of

agreement morphology 221–224;

thematic and athematic endings 270;

and verb position 223–224

subject raising 259–260; infinitival

complementizers in raising

constructions 419

subjects 214–255; derived subjects in passive

constructions 237–251; in imperative

clauses 236–237; in middle

constructions 251–256

subjunctive see mood

supine see participles

suprasegmental phonology 65–88

Swedish 20

syllable boundaries 72–73; Gothic word

division and 72; maximize onset and 72;

minimal rhyme and 72; preference for

bimoraic syllables 72

syllable codas 73–74; epenthesis in 73;

preference for coronal

consonants in 73

syllable onsets 66–73; in Gothic 66–71;

place-based restrictions on 69–71;

sonority-based restrictions on 68–69;

in Yiddish 72–73

syllable structure 65–74

tense 6, 272, 274–276; periphrastic expression

of tense and aspect 6, 292–317; in

reported speech 281–282; sequence of

tenses 281–282

that-trace effect 464

Tok Pisin 13

tone see word tone

topic constructions 478–479

topic drop 413

tough-movement constructions 264–269

Turkish 10, 358

two-reflexive languages see anaphors,

short-distance and long-distance

umlaut 28, 58–63, 89, 271; a-umlaut 59;

i-umlaut 59–63; u-umlaut 63;

primary umlaut 59; secondary

umlaut 60–63

unaccusative hypothesis 256; and auxiliary

selection 307; and intransitive passives

247–251

unrounding 63

verb-first order; in conditional sentences 413;

in declarative sentences 413–414;

in yes/no questions 413

verb fronting 11, 354 see also verb-second

order; in conditional clauses 413;

in yes/no questions 413
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verb-object and object-verb languages 12,

353–368; and preposition

stranding 455

verb phrase, order of elements in 353–368

verb-projection raising see verb raising

verb-raising 12, 358–361

verb-second order 7, 370–376, 398–414;

exceptions to V-2 412, 406; in embedded

root clauses 402; strict V-2 and residual

V-2 languages 404–410; and subject-verb

inversion 398–399; symmetrical and

asymmetrical 400–404; triggers of

404–414

verbal aspect 39–40, 297; present verbs with

future meaning and 298

verbal valency 350–353; and expletives

234–235

Verner’s Law 42, 49–50, 271, 276

Vlaams 17 see also West Flemish

voice see also obstruentsfinal devoicing of;

obstruents, laryngeal features of;

biases in voicing assimilation 44–45,

274, 318–331

vowels 56–65; tense/lax contrasts in 58

was-für split 170, 462
weak verbs 276–277; dental suffix in 276; shift

from strong to weak 277

Welsh 140, 218, 397

West Flemish 12, 23, 108, 183, 184, 188, 219,

229, 237, 360, 365, 368, 386, 394, 396,

418, 433, 434, 475

West Germanic 7, 15–19

West Germanic dialect continuum 3

West Norse 19

word order see adverbs, order of; object shift;

objects, order of; scrambling; verb-first

order; verb-second order; verb phrase,

order of elements in

word tone 84–88; in Dutch and German 87–88;

in Swedish and Norwegian 85–87

writing systems; Gothic 14; Runic futhark

14–15, 19; Yiddish 16

Wulfila 14

X-bar syntax 369–370

Yiddish 16

Yorkshire English 194
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