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. .'revolution' which supposedly overturned ‘the old order at the end i
. “of the OE period (McLaughlif "(1970), for example, writes that the
. lines of grdmmatical deyelopment were established in Middle English~
~  {ME}), was merely a speeding-up of changes which were already = . _
clearly- in progress since the earliest attestations of the language. .
The. direction that English was to follow was appdrently determined .
by the word-order of ‘the Indo-European (IE) proto-language. . '
; 4 .
OE is not as synthetic as most grammars would have it. The
. infleéticdnal system showed signs of weakness from the earliest
records on. Because of the especially large number (ten} of noun
declension paradigms, it was in the nominal System rather-than the
verbal (which had béen considerably *simplified in Proto-Germanic)
that the breakdown of inflections was ‘first apparent. Jespersen
*. (1948) holds that the 'inconsistency' of the flexional. sys€em is
the principal cause of its simplification (VII:177), hut this in-
consistency seems rather to resemble a fault in the substance of .
¢+ the grammar; where pressure from a specific source manifests {it-
self first. The inconsistency, is of two tfypes, that of the.case-
* assignment ruyles and that of the case-marking systemiitself.

-
L4

The case of an OF noun is determined not exclusively by its
function in the sentence, but by a mumber of factors. It may be’ -
governed by a preposition whi¢h has the same function as the case .

> inflection (e.g. the intrumental .preposition mid), by a preposi-
“tion which has e different function (e.g. andlang: 'along’ + geni-
tive}, by a verb Ye.g. bel8osan 'lose' + dative object), or by its
.function alone (e.g. a partitive genitivs). The dative and accusa-
tive cases are the first to fall together: the dative supplants the
accusative in the non-neuter personal pronouns (mec, pec, hine -
fare replaced by mg, th him), while the accusative supplants the
dative inthe neuter (personal and demonstrative) pronouns (him,
paem arc replaced by hit, paet). Certain of these changes clearly

owe nothing to phonetic reduction, and the dative and accusative o
, cases merge in the pronouns before: they merge in the noun suffixes.
} By the time of this latter confusion, the ambiguity of use is com- 4 ?
(. bined with the ambiguity of the inflections themselves. PN
. . .’ g - - £

Few OE endings consistently express the same function, and prac- ..
tically no fungtion is consistently represented by one ending, evers
! /in the earliest t&xts. The only ending common to every noun in. the

same case is the dative-imstrumental plural -un; by around 1000 A.D.,
when Beowulf is writien down, it is occasionally spelled -an, as

is the preterite nlural ending -on, while the infinitive ending =-2n
is sometimes spelled -on. These fluctuations in spelling indicate
that the vowels have been levelled to (2], centuries before the.on-
_set of the ME period. But the inflectional system is becoming re-
‘dundant even .in early OE. An overtly-marked subject/object distinc-

. . , SR
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inflectionsg, d. wyhat ‘the relaticnship is between the breakdown of -
_the case system and the rise of fixed word-order, prepositional
phrases, and verb periphrases. The explanation proposed for the
phegonenon of syntactlc drift is considered superior to the
traditional explanation ~f.the erosive effect of phonological change,
and to the postulatign of a metacondition responsible for the
.proliferation “of free-standing segnents rather than bound rorphenes,
-First of ail it is shown that 014 Znglish and Modern English are
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It is commonlv assumed that [English ha: evolved trom a language
dependent for its grammatical marking upon~1anect10nb,-t0 one which
makes use' of fixed word-order and “function words ' (prepo>1t10ns, i R
auxiliaries) 1nstead It is commonlyv aSSUmed that the tanguage has )
undergone a ‘drift’ from 'svuthet1c1t"' té 'analyticity'. This as- O
sumption is based on.the observation that 01d EnglisH (OE) nouns '
and pronouns mark four or five cases, three genders, sometimes .
three numbers, and OE verbs mark three persons and two mdods;
while Modern English (NE) has cnly,one produg.ive case marker’ (=s). “ ‘ .
and number maryer (-s) for nouns, one rerson and number marker L
_ {=s) for verbs, and its word-order is 'less.free! thén that of OE. L

W, “The question to which I address myvself imftially is why the Engllsh 4
languige should have levelled almost all its -inflections, and what f
the 1 elatlonbhlp is between the breakdown of the case-systen and - . 4
the rlse of fixed word- order prepositional phrases, (PP) and verb
per1phrd>es. It will be*.seen that the answer cannot be found within -
the hlstorv of Englisn. b F ;

{n 1921, \Sapir applied_ éhe name 'dr1ft~' to the levelling of
“the :ubJect/ob;ect dlstlnctlon, the fixing of word-oraer and the
rise of the invariable word in English. Th€ drift of a language,
he said, was "constituted by the unconscious selection on the part ;
of its >peaker> of those individual variations that are cumulative - :

- "im some special direction” (p.155). He observed that changes to ~-¥
come were "in a sense-prefigured in certain cbscure tendencies of . ‘ ;
the présent” {p.155), and he was unable to interrelate- his three E

~drifts, except by hinting that it was the 'nibbling awav' of the -

- .inflections by phonetic processes that necessitated the takeover

of their functions by fixed word-order (p.164,166). The erosive: -
effect of phonological change is indeed the trad1t10na1 éxplana- -,
tion vor the 'dramatic' change of" qtructuge in Englisii - the fix-
ing of a heavy stress accent.on-the initial svllable in Proto-

.*  Germanic is of'ten held responsible - and this view is explicit -
not only in older accounts, such’as Kellner's (1892; cf>p.17) oand - . b

- ByIdls frevised-1927; cf. p.19), hut also in recent and even forth- J 4
coming works (Pvles 1964, cf. p.152; Vennsmann (forthcoming)). - E

!
i
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“There is abpndant counter-evidence to this view in the study of - :

Fnglish, héwever, although 'the causes of, the drift are not exposed - ;

there. It will flrst become apparent thﬁt 0B was much more simiiar - ;
_structurally to NE than is traditionally assumed, apnd that the E
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, . .'revolution' which supposedly overturned ‘the old order at the end

. . . “of the OE period (McLaughlin (1970), for example, writes that the
", lines of grammatical deyelopment were established in Middle English-
~ (ME)), was merely a speeding-up of changes which were already & . _
clearly. in progress since the earliest attestations of the language.

.- The direction that English was to follow. was appdrently determined
by the word-order of ‘the Indo-Eurcpean (IE) proto-language.

.
-

0§ is not as synthetic as most grammars would have it. The
. - inflectional system showed signs of weakness from the earliest
records on. Because of the especially large number (ten) of noun
declension parasdigms, it was in the nominal System rather-than the
verbal (which had béeﬁ considerably°simplified in Proto-Germanic)
that the breakdown of inflections was First apparent, Jespersen
. *» (1948) holds that the 'inconsistency' of the flexional.sysfem is
the principal cause of its simplification (VII:177), hut this in-
consistency seems rather to resemble a faul® in the substance of
* ° the grammar; where pressure from a specific source manifests -it-
self first. The inconsistency, is of twd fypes, that of the.case-
assignment rules and that of the case-marking systemxitse}f.
The case of an OE noun is datermined not exclusively by its
function in the sentence, but by a inumber of factors. It may be’ °
governed by a preposition which has the same function as the case .
* inflection (e.g. the instrumental .preposition mid), by a preposi-
"tion which has a different function (e.g: andianga'along"k geni-
tive), by a verb ve.g. belEosan 'lose' + dative object), or by its
function alone (e.g. a partitive genitiVS). The dative and accusa-
tive cases are the first to fall together: the dative supplants the
accusative in the non-neuter personal pronouns (ESEJ EEEJ hine -~
are replaced by mg, §§3 him), %hile the accusative supplants the
dative iﬁ\thq neuter (personal and demonstrative} pronouns (him,
kaem are replaced by hit, paet). Certain of these changes clearly
owe nothing to phoretic reduction, and the datiwe and accusative
, cases merge in the pronouns before: they merge in the noun suffixes,
¥ - | By the time of this latter confusion, the ambiguity of use is com-
(. bined with the ambiguity of the infleét}on§ themselves.

- R > - ~
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Few OE endings consiétently express the same function, and‘prhc-,.
tically no fungticn is consistently represented by one ending, cven
s { /in the earliest t&kts. The only ending common to every noun in. the
same case is the dative-imstrumental plural -un; by around 1000 A.D.,
when Beowulf is written down;_it is occasionally spelled -an, as
is the preterite plural ending -on, while the infinitive ending -an
, is sometimes spelled -on. These fluctuatiohs in spelling indicate
that the vowels have been levelled to [2], centuries.before the.on-
_set of the ME period. But the inflectional system is becoming re-
‘dundant even .in early OE. An overtly-marked subject/object distinc-
) . , Y |
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cion, Surely indispensable to any 'svnthetic' language. whese word-- | .
+ order is characterxxtrcallv 'free'; is absent in both the singular .
and plural of th. very common al *declension nouns {which absorb
noun§ from cther declénsions throuqhout the OF period), and, it is .

marked-by the determiner only ir the masculine singular. The nuwnor-

ous n-stems {(or-weak deu’enSLOn} and the femginine.o-declension are

even less*clear, since not onlv are the nominative and accusative

forms 1nd1st1ﬂgu15hable in the plural, but the obtique case markings >
are all idertical in th¢ singular (-an iA the n-stems and -e in the '
o-declension). In practice, the suhiect/object: d15t1nct1on -is ab- .
sent in the plurdl of every noun deciension - in fact, singe written

OFE is very conservative, oné can assume that the spoken forms are

even less distinctive morpho&oglcally than the attestations from v/
wh1chlw¢ c?nstruct\ﬁhe system. . ‘ 4:> C *

With natural gender already, supplanting grammatical gender in .
some cases (e.g. the neuter maegden 'girl' and the masculine wif-
pann 'woman' are ‘sometimes pronominalized as.feminine with heo),
it is evident that the case and gender assignment rules are losing -
the motivation that they must have possessed before the OE period, ~ ‘
perhaps in Proto-Germanic. Perhaps the inflectional end1ng was at .
one time predictable from the .phoneti¢ or syntactic environment, o
just as ablaut in the strong verbs seems\to be a reflex of the
_two accent types in Proto-Indo-European (PIE) {Prokosch, p.%20),
qu is subbequentlv used to d13t1ngu1sh morpholoa1ua1 C?tegorles
- tenses in Germanic, types of derivatives in Sanskrit; and umlaut,
orlgvnall)\asszmllat1on to a following high vowel, is genera11zed
as z plural marker in German. By the ehd of the OP period, chil-
| dren are apparently unable to recover any motivation for the - -re-

- lation between houn g;oun1ngs and suffix types; ME nouns eventually

take no more than two endings, -e in the dative singular {final

< schwa is to disappear from all werds in the thirteerith ceatury -in
the Vorth) and -es, which is extended to all plurals and all posses-
_sive ﬁﬁms.? . >

The inability of the'OE inflectional system to distinguish cases
constistently suggests thHat we must look elsewhere in the grammar
for}the carrier(s) of the.'functional load'. c

N » -

Function words - unstressed subject pronouns, articles, prepo-"
sitions, auxiliaries, modals - are characteristically, absent from
'synthetic? lan?uages; early Sanskrit makes use only of preposit:.ons,
and very few ‘of these; Function words ‘are well-represented in OE,
however. Definite and indefinite dnticles are to be found in the
oldest gocuments although the latter .are rare. Prepositions are
egmmon at’' all periods; sometimes they are obligatory (as in the case
of the agent in a passive con:tructlon, whick -requires fram; of or
~  by), sometimes merely usual (the instrumental case is accomoanled

by mid as early as 750). Since of still.carries the meaning 'from',

:
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it is'not yet common as a marker of" the pOsqeqsoz but the partitive. -
genitive is sometimes replaced by a PP,.and instances of ofperiphrases
. - _are tc'%e found in the tenth‘vﬁntur\ in the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle, °.

* “the Lindisfarne Focpels and the w}xtlngs of Aelfrig. ‘A periphrasiz .
with to ocrablonalh) replaces the dative alone at this*time (¢.g. - .
paes’ Pe der dyde td Sarran 'that which (she)aeﬂrller d1d to Qarah'
Caedmon) ; - . ‘

i ! )
’

N .

The verbal system of OE is’no longer the chple.two-tense one-
voice one of Proto- Germanic (PGmc). *From the beginning of the periqd
is agtested the perlphra51> wIth have or be in the present or preter-
ite ¥o express the perfectlve aspect, A progressive periphrasis
is Introduced with be in the present or preterite afd the present -
partLCIple (wdeéron, Feohtende tthey were- f1ght1ng ). . Temporal as 2
well as aspectual auxiliaries develop: a future, with will (4-voli-
tion, intent) or shall + obllgat1on) and the infinitive becomes
weli-established. The‘pa551ve is expressed by heon., wesan or
weor8an and the paSt participle. Inflections of tl the subjunctive
mood are blurred in OE, and p rlphrabtlc ﬁub;unCTlves are’ ‘commoq, v
especially in the preterite ¥where the subjunctive suffixes are=
being neutralized as [@] as early as the tenth centu¥y). plodal )
use ‘of magan and motan ;§ found in the earliest texts; Bede (in, ,< .
thé early tenth ceptury} often uses sceolde and- th¢- infinitive

- instead of the pre er1gp subjunctive. This replacement of °ynthetic 1
forms by\knalyt1c constructions leads to the es*ablishment of . the ////ﬁ
k3

s new category of Modal in the fifteenth and sixteenth centyries,
which is charact erized by such features as’its inVersion wtth the .
. subject NP in 1nterr0gaf1ves, a feature which is restricted to
the category of Aux in ME. The cateaory sfrAux is- clearly*repre-
sented by surface segments in the earliest OE. ) N
Altkough OF makes considerable usze of function words - indeed, .

the modern range of uses is clearly estabiished at this time » they.. 7
are but complementary torthe veritable 'strucdture marker of the lan-

' guage. Aimosr-ag} etcen} the most recent histories of Eng11sh con-
sider word-order, if’thev consider it at all, to »e nothing more
than a stylistic.device of 0E. Frles‘wrltes in 1540 that ‘''the order .

4 of...worjl..ghas o bearing whatever upon the grammatical relation-
“ships involved...word-order is non-distinctive and.connotative" .
(on his' first. page) But it has been recdgnized within the past ~
few years that wor d-order is the prime signal of xunc+1on in OE, “*
as it is in NE. Trahgott states this in 1969 (p.6,,% and Strang in
1970 (p.345}), and Cardner ur;tes a thesis tp provc this pblnt in
1971, ‘ Lo

, a » . Ml
Word-order within the NP has been constant thr?bghout the his-

tory of English: quantifier - definite"article or possessive pronoun

L

- numeral - adiective - noun (all these (or his) three good old .

. I
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- black hens). This fixed word=erder allows the demonstratives and~\d//”
adjectives to be reduced Prom complex sets of forms agreeing with <
thdir head in case, number and gendery to 1nupr1ab1e forms. In
view of this, it cannot be argued that word-order is fixed in order -

- to'cbqngnsate_for the ergsion of the inflectional endings. P .

L . -
h
.

- Order within the VP, hoWwever, is not as rigidly prescribed. 3.
~The MV and the Aux do not always appear in the same order; nor do .

the object and the verb. Frles) in trying to show that Word-order .

_is incidental in OE, reports”that half of object” “precede the verb ¢

in 1000*A.D., and- alf follov- (his p.2). He does not take into

account the “fact .tHat verb- -position often‘characterlveﬁ certajn \

clduqe types. In fact, there are’ three baSic word-orders inm,OE:

SOV, VSO and SVO. The first two are inherited from PGmc as unma;ked»

and marked -orders, respectively; they exist side by side with the

innovated SVO order. Verb-initial order character1zes the interro-

.Sgative and imperative clause types, as well as jusStifying or inten-

sifying clauses (cf. NE 1liRe it vou—ay not); but...).."The old verb-

final order is pneferred in subordinate and coordinate clauses; one

study (Smith) has it occurring in 65% of relative clauses (with the .

relatlvq partlclé be) and comp%pmént clauses, while 53% of SOV

clause$” are‘subordinate, and the Test beg1n w1th coérd1nate conjunc-

tions. In addition to the clause”tp tinction, %ne ought to

keep in mind the distinction p€tween poetry and prose, if on¢ is

to determlne the value.of th® m3Any . statistics that have been pub-

lished in sypport of var1od§ p051t10ns on OF word-order. The word-

order of English in 1000 A,D. cannot be taken to be that of the poems

-Maldon and Beowulf, for etawﬁle which are written down at that time.

The language of poetry is espécially conservatlve and often retains

SOV order in independent clauses, .-One stug),(Funke) indicates that .

40% of 1ndependent clauses are verb-final in Beowulf while onlv .

12% are verb- flnal 1n.Ae1fr1c proqe, which is cbntemporar} w1th it.

i s -

y The order §V0 thén, is unmarked early on in 1nu»pendent clauses..~
Inverqaon of, suh1eut and verb decreases in frequency in declarative
leUSCb,LhTOUEhOUt ‘the OE perlod ngain less’ noticeably in poetry .
than i pro:# (the tenth century poem }Maldon inverts more frequentlv
than_Ae¢lfric's prose). Some have invoked fhp principle of 'weight', ,
supposedly an innovafion of OE, to.account for the rise, of SVO order
in English. The distinction between light and heavy elements, it .
seems, is originally- phonological, but-it is-subsequently associated
with 'formsclass membership*. According to this pr1nc1p1e, light ¢
_elements (be, auxiliaries, unstressed pronouns) tend to be ordered
toward the beginning of the sentence, sometimes eten preced1ng the
subject. One can apparently d1$t1ngu1qh hetween a verb with full 1
lexical meanimg and a new auxiliary by this princirple (Strang, p.347)
the .increasingly frequent auxiliary avoids sentence- final position.
Strang gives the normal word-order of late tenth certury English

as this: optional 'pre-head'’ (unstressed function word) - subject - -

o " ‘ %
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< verb - light function words stressed pnly in contrastive cond % ions
(e.g. personal pronouns) - medium function words which are commonlyw_
. Stressed (e.g. adverbs) - non-finite verb - heavy, simple or com-
pound non-verbal full-words. and endocentric phrases (i.e. phrases
which have thé same function as the one of their elements which is
modified by the others:-'the little garden') - exocentric phrases
(e.g. ?in the little garden') - dependent&clause - independent
clause (p.313), The elements following the verb are ordered in,
terms of progressive weight, According to Traugott (1972),
'split coordinates! such as Christ sleptiand his apostles-dre
favoured in OE because "complex sentence elements fare} ordered,
‘within spécific limitations, according to their length and func-
tional load rather than according to their syntactic gro&pings:
the_ longer and'more complex the construction,{the more likely it
is}.to be split and part put at the end of the sentence...From
ME on, ordé;ing is based chiefly on syntactic groupings..." (p.97),
S Gordon (1966) suggests that<SV0O order is ®stablished with pronouns
. as well as nouns, because the pronoun develops -accusative forms
with the Full‘phonetic weight of monosylkabic nouns; OE hie, ‘for
example, Which'is used for 'she!, 'her', 'they' and ’théﬁT? is light,
-~ wwhile the newer her and them, along with the emphatic him and
“ and the older ne, thee and you, are, heavy, and are therefore sy
for post-verbal position. It will be seen, however, that .imputing
a causative role to the principle of weight is misled; other factors
are at work in the determination of word-order.

&
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It is the rising predominance of SVO order in OE that makes the
breakdown of the inflectional system possible.’, The predominance

~ of this.ordes can explain a great yariety of other historical develop-
ments as well. Tt is responsible tor Beyer and Langendoen's 'per-
ceptual strategies' in English (1971): a string consisting of a )
Jominal phrase and a finite verb,which agree in number is perceived
as the beginning of a sentencg, and the verb phrase (optionally in-
cluding, a nominal) is perceived as the end of a sentence (p.45).
Bever and Langendoen claim that as noun declensions are levelled,
these two strategies determine more and more false segmentations
of NV as subject — verb, and it becomes obligatory to introduce a
relative ciause marker on non-initi#l nouns that are subject of
relative clauses, Thus Chaucer's he seht after a clierl was in the
toun becomes ungrammatical; the strfng cherl - was is erceptually
misTéading. Kunmo {1974) points out that the relative fr:ronoun can
be deleted in English only when the subject of the relative clause
is clause-initial: *this is thk problem # uhfortunately no one paid

, any attention to, ; . ) -

-

’

The perceptiovn of the preverbal NP as subject of the verb may
also contribute to the disappearance of the objective pronoun whom.
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In ME, who«often occurs in 1nterrogat1veq 1n§tedd of whom, i.e. im- ° .

medlately before the verb as a relative the tendency is not as .

« strong (man.whom I saw). _-It is curious,. in fact, that one of tha
last refuges of whom is w1th multiplé embeddings of the type we .
feed children- whom we ‘think are hungry (cf. -Jespersen I1Y: 10.‘,

. VI g .56), where children is not even the object of any embeddedc s

. ver . -

- . “’S . ~ « . R
‘ . . / \ . .‘.,‘ . ‘. / \ ‘ ' N ) i .
. NPT VP - NP VP S _
" we SN L ve /. \ 3
o TV L ap . v i
cL ‘feed * 4/‘\\\;\ . : . feed //‘\\\\\ , . :
. . . B ,N ‘ : . N
.. . _-+ children -\ hgldren / ~. . .
: ' NP ;P\ NP VP\- \
. .oe : we - - T we » .
) rd T & "-‘-"; V’ ) NP . . — ‘1/ NP
CL - o _ P think ) care for childrén
.o =T s -

*

. - - NP vp Coe N
v " children..ave hungry \ £
. . . T, o We feed Chlldren
We feed children whom we think are hungry. * who we. care for. . .

i
- '

- Apparently, then, when an NP is followed by ancther NP which is sub-
ject of: a multiply-embedded claiise} -the first NP is taken as object
' of the embeddings. This is.perhaps a case of hypercorrection, al-
though such, constryctdons are found as early as Chiucer (yet wol
we us,_avyse Whem thHat we wol [that, depending on.the manuscript
shal ben our justise (Jespersen, I11:10.7 3)), where chere are no :
certain attestatlons of who be1ng~used for whom. k

L4 « . b s

* The apparent attestationd of who for whom in Chaucer arid the

Ancren Riwle (c, 1225) are possibly examples Tes of another plienomenon ) :
. 1nstead: the ney personal use of impersonal verbs (esg.. and who-so

liste it here). , But thlbadevelopment is also closely related to - . o

the rise of SVO ordér. Impersonal verbs are common in OE, and are )

respon51ble for most.of the sentences .which lack overt sub;ects.

The verb is always third persom singular), and accompanied by an -

animate dative or accusatlve whfch usually precedes it, especially S

_1f a pronoun (a pronom1na1 complement never follows dn 1mpersona}) ‘

" When the datlve/accusatlve distimetiop is no Ionger clearly marked . N -1
Aﬂ_{gmnouna,dggdma§1e"t1ves and .determiners no longer indicate case .

at all, this preverbal complement .is redefined as subjective, be-

cause of the dominance of - the SVO pattern. Pronouns, which often

retain archaic characterlstlcs, still refiect. a sub1ect/ob3ect

- . he \
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distinction in NE, and they Weep alive thé impersonal construction
until the early NE period’cf, methinks, which is in OF me dynced °
'it seems to me'; and woe is me). Alternate constrlictions with it
are found in the earliest OF documents (hit licode him 'it plea-od
him'}), indicating that there is already some pressure.to fill the
subject slot before the verb (subject slot-filling is.well-advanced
by the fourteenth century), However, the. complement is usually
' intérpreted’ as subject, so that we'like.it survives Shakespeare's’
it-likes us wéll (Hamlet). A
- The changeover of impersonal to personal verbs is also closely
related to the changeover of intransitive to transitive, which takes
place throughout the history of English. 1In PGmc, a causative infix™
-ja- on-the singular preterite verb stem transforms the verb from
strong to weak, and from intrapsitive to transitive: falljan > fell,
- satjan »set;, The distinction betweeR.causative and intransitive
is already blurred/in OE: one finds fifon 'flee' used to mean 'put
to flight', and nearwian 'be narrow' used to-mean 'make narrow'.
The confusion .increases in ME,.when manv verbs are used indiscrimi-
nately as intrangitive, reflexive or causative; so that by the time °
of Shakespeare, die can be used for 'kill', learn for 'teach/, -fall
for 'let fall', ~This tendency is reinforced by the loss oﬁ/the ver- -
bal'prefix'gg:, which distinguishes many OE transitive and /intran-
sitive verbs, and the loss of the. dative/accusative distinction,
which distinguishes direct from indirect objecys, It becomes un~
clear whether answer (as in answer me!) is a transitiver or an in-
 transitiye verb, so that as early as Aelfric, one finds such a -
verb in the passive: ic eom forgifen 'T am allowed'. Such con-
structions are presumably not‘uncommon in spoken OE, and are well-
established in the written language by the early thirtgygnth century
%“(e.g. ure. Lauerd heo ibonked 'our bqfd be thanked' (Ancren Riwle),
and T fand Jesus bowndene, scourgede, gyffene galle to drynke (Ham-
-pole, 1370)). - :

.
?

.
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» ° Just as preverbal NPs are interpreted as subjective, postverbal
*NPs are interpreted ‘as objective, The construction ic hit eom 'I
it am' is usual in OE; by the fourteenth century it am I is alter-
nating with it is I; and by the end of the sixteenth century, “the
‘alternation 1s between it is I and it is me (the latter is -found
\three times in Shakespeare, two of which are vulgar uses!, The
objective’ form wins out in the end. Occurrerces are found even of
hens pust vs fle (in the fifteenth century Yowneley Plays) and_
where shali's lay him? (Shakespeare), where’ inversion of the subject
and verb a'lows for the subject to be in the'objective case (shall's
is perhaps confused vith let's). Sapir observes that, the functional
subject/object distinction in English is superceded by a strictlwv
positional‘distinction in respect to the verb, just as my. and mi“_
originally distinguished in ME on purely phonetic grounds (word-final
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n drops before the consonant of thefollowing word), are row prenomi-
nal and postnominal forms of tne possessive (my father father mine:
it_is my book:the book is mine) (p.167). Jespersen aiso considers
".that the subject/object distinction 1n pronours is one of po<1t1bn
and he acknowledges the importance of the role of word-order in

- bringing about shiftings of the original relation between the two
cases (VII:6.4g), whereas Sapir suggests éhat position graduallv :
took over functions originally ‘foreign to it, as syntactic .rela- -
tions were more and more inadequately e\pressed bv 1nf1ect40ns )
(n 166) .o . . :

P

L
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. Hxstorlan% of Engllsh gener lly account for such - developments °*
as these by isolating a number of different factors, with more or
less ngenuity. Many take care to point out that no one factor can

h\»yd responsible for any- change. Sapir, for example, assembles’
fcur reasons for theadlsappearance of whom: first, it dees not be-
long to ,the set of persondl pronouns, which alcne mark a subject/

.obwect dlst1nct10n, but to theé set of interrogative and relative
pronouns; second, 1nterrog§t1ve pronouns and adverbs tend to be in-

variable in English since they. are emnhatlc, third, an objective
pronoun rarely-occurs in sentencefinitial p051t10n (*hlm I saw);
“and Yourth, [hutm] is clumsy: before the alveolar stops of do antl
_did. ‘§ap1r observes that the valxe of each tendency is variable,
dependlng on tgr individual and thé locution, and that the 11ngu1§t
can' never be certain that he has.“isolated a11 thé determinants of
any drift. Jes»ersen attributes the personal use of impersonal
verbs to three causes: the greater interest’ taken‘ln persons than
in things, the 1dent1ty in form of<the nominative and obllque cases
in founs,- and the 1mp0551b111cy of dlstlngulohlng the cases.in cer-
tain constructions (e.g. Chaucer that made m37 to mete) (ILI:11.2).
Such, an approach’ is not confined to antediluvian writers.' Stevick
. (1968) is quite imaginative in hi% selection .f contributing factorss
He. explalnq the use of me in it_is me, for example, as follows, Tt
i’s, fiot’ by analogy with Ton- copuid ConﬁtTUCtlonS like it hurts me, -
that it is T develops into it is me, Qecause in the former the verb
is prominent (accentuated) and in th latter the:personal pronoun
is_prominrent. Simultaneous w1tn,th15 evelopment, however, is the
gﬁﬁwth of a new syntactic pattern it is me You saw, where the ab-

* sence of a nglat;ve pronominal form as object of the “embedded verb

forces the pXonoun antecedent into the, objective case. Secondly,
pronoun subjécts are commonly lightly stréssed, unless they .are em-
phatic,-while object pronouns are often prominent.and clause- final,
and are therefore associated with emphasis which is not neceqsarllv
the result of contrastive conditions. Consequently, the case forms
of pronouns are selected not only by syntactic rules, but also by
the, requirements of relative stress. Thus the stressed form me is
selected in the sentence pattern-it is --- (p.301). Strang's account
of the rise of SV(O order in OE is extremely comple\. The subject'’s
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"being clause-initial in the eighth century is but ,,eontineent;fact

of ,ordering, secondary to the primary nucleus objc:. - verb; the
innovation ot’;hé'pr1nc1p1e of weight and the new’ ilternative or-
dering’ creates an unstable situation, with *he verb sometimes pre-
ceding the nominals. It is now the p051t1on of the verb'which iz
contingent in second position, "This too- ;: unstable, since verb- -
second position is in compet1t1on with the 1dentgf1cat10n of verb-
position with clause type. She acknowledves ‘that she is not ofFer-
ing a full explanation of why the movement should follow these lines,

_and observes that the sweeping changes in positi nal syntax of ,the « -

elghth to -the tenth centuries affect all dialect: in exactly the 4
same ‘way (p.349), but she ntﬁrlbutes the transition partly to
"factors we may regard a$ accidéntal and eVolutionary: that is to
say, a pattern might come to-predominate through 2 series. of coin-
cidences" and partly to the breakdown of the SUbJECt/ObleCt morpho-
logy (p 312). McLaughlin skates that there are ma.y contributing
‘factors, both 11ngu1st1c and cultural, to account for the gradual
loss of the gender. and case d1st1nct10ns in English and the use of
other devices to signal relat1onsh1ps among nouins, He has thé Ger-
manic shift of accent to the initial syllable partly responsible
for the collapse of the case system in the Germanic languages gener-

ally, and cites the cultural milieu of the Germanic tribes in Brlta1n,‘

S their contact with non-Germanic-speaking peoples, and especially
the effects of the Scandinavian and Norman invasions, to explain
why English should have acgc ﬁp11shed the change so much more drama-
tically than the cognate 15 guages, . ; -

. . !

The factors which .the above writers and many others put forward
to explain,why a certain change comgs about,- can e\pla1n at best
only why the change comes about at the time it does, rather than
at another. These are changes which will take place because of
the structural makeup of the language, and they are merely-retarded
or accelerated by such factors. To speak as Strang does of ‘series
of coincidences' and 'accidental and evolutjionary factors!' is to

. ignore the relationship between these changes and the changes in

related languages. Hpw can SVO replace SOV as the primary unmarked
order in OE 'acc1denfa11y ,» when a parallel development occurs more
or less 51mu1taneously in the Scandinavian runes, 01d Icelandic,

01d High -German (OHC) and 0ld Saxon? What is more; SVO order.51m1-
larly replaces’ SOV in Vulgar Latin, so that all the Romance languages
'share this new order - and Albanian, Modern Greek, Lithuanian and

the Slavonic languages have all evolved from SOV languages to SVO.

R. Lakoff, in her examination of drift {1972), does not ignore
the fagt that parallel developments are taking place in the languages
.of the Indo-European family. Shé claims to be able to relate Sapir's
three drifts for English - the levelling of the subject/object mor-
phology, the fixing of word-order and the rise of the invariable
word - and to subsume them under the larger drift which characterizes

i
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the entire Indo-European-group. She postulates a 'metacondition!
) for the purpose, which is neither a universat—eondition on the form
. of grammars,\por a part of any <va.nronic grammar. It cannot be y
- stated formal}y, and it cannct be ldarned by the speaker, but it 4
. . is responsible for the preference of the IE languages for indepen-
dent segments in surface structure, rather than bound forms (inflec-
tions), Avcordlng to her, there is a 1easonable amount of evidence
"that case and verh end1ngs were originally 1ndependent elements thep-.
. selves, so that her metacondition must have arisen in _the Janguage
_at a »ertaln point*in time. The conclusion ids that, as mystexious
* as the metacondition is, it must exist if we are not to_attribute
* the par@llel developments of the IE languages to coincidence. .

Ir is- curious tkat Lakoff should have; reserved for a footnote
{no. 16) the suggestion that motivation for theSe changes can begin
to be qeeh if the possibility is considered that. they are ultimately
. «dug to a shlft from underlyving SOV to 5V) order. For in hex analysis
<he ‘tackles ‘the the resémblances among the IE languageq head on, B
unlihe the thistorians of Efiglish above, but she fails to take ‘into
account the interrelationship of such Lhanoes within any one language.
4 / 1
Through the examination of th*rt\ dlverse languages of' the world,
treenberg (1966) has revealed that there are.surprising correlations
between the word-order of a language and other of its properties.
Six of thé languages investigated have VSO as primary:unmarked order;
all«have prepositions rather than postpositions, the adjective and
the genitive follow the noun, the main vérb follows thne auxiliary, .
the comparative construction is ordered ad1ect1\P - marker - stan- . .
dard (e.p. sweeter than ghee), and SVO is always an alternative
ordér, Eleven languages of the thirty are SOV, and they all have
) pOth051u10nﬁ rather than prepositions, the auxiliary follows the ",
. main verb and the comparat¥ve construction is ordered standard -
, “ marker - adjective (e.g. Vedic ghrtft svﬁdiyab 'sweeter than ghee'),
" In most of the SOV languages, the adjective, demonstrative and num-
eral precede the noun; if the genitive Follows ‘the noun, then the
ddiCCTIVC does as well. SOV languages tend to be :ufflxlng\rather
than prefixing, while VSO and SVO tend to use bofh processes, SVO
languages, .which. Greenberg finds to make up thirteen of his thirty,
share many features with YSO: most hre prepositional; in most, the
adjective follows thLe noun. * In general, thesn, the modifier tends
to precede its head in a VO language, and to follow it in an OV
language. \ universal of Greenberg's which is of particular interest
in this study is No. 41: "If in a language, the verb follows both
the nominal subject;and nominal obiect as the dominant order [SOV],
the language ?lmost always has a case systen', - .

v
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"¢ can now conéeive of a va1id explanation for the breakdown

.
EMC * = - A )
P i e S . . ;

.y »

ra




of the case system, the_fixing of word-order and the NG ensing use |
of function words in English, ard account for similar developments
in rglated Iangu15e<
Study of ‘the Germanic family of languages reveals that Enelish
(along with, perhaps, Dinish) has proceeded farthest in the dircec-
tion that all are heading in. The developments which distinguish
.- the PGme language from its PIE ancestor already anticipate those
N whlch characterize the derivative languages.. A considerable amount
" of inflectional simplification accompanies the shift of accent
from the freely-placed PIE one of pitch, to the initial Germanic
one of intensity. The PIE pltLh accent apparently affects vowel
. qralitvy ratheér than vowel quantity, whereas the Germanic stress
. = accent contributes to the shortening and loss of sounds (Bennett
© 1872). The noun morphology is conservative: the three genders
- are retained and the case inflection.of Germanic in the fourth
century A.D. is as rich as that of Homeric Greek. The nouns re-
tain the athehatic type of PIE inflection (the typ- ending in -n-
acquires great importance and gives rise to the weak inflection
of nouns), but the thematic type (reprzsented by stems ending in
a vowel, e or o) is better-represented, The stem is distinct from
the endan in the athematic type of inflection (e.g. Sanskrit
dint-am (acc. sg.),.dat-ah (gen. sg.); Gréek (o)dont -a, (o)dont-os
| Latin dent-em, dent-is; PGmc *tank -u{n}, *tunp-iz; 'tooth' in each
rasg).  But the endings are often fused in the\thematlc type, so
that PGmc *armaz (nom, sg.), *arma(n) (acc. sg.) tend to be cut
*arm-az, *arm-a(n)y, and the ending of an athematic noun like Gothic
fotu 'foot' is subject to levelling as 1f it were part of the in-
Tectional suffixes.rather than precedlng them. The stem perhaps
‘.%tandx without suffix alreadv in PGmc in the nominative and accusa-
txve cases. ‘ .

..

»

¥
g The verb system of PIE is reduced in PGme to a tuo-tense one-
Xvoxac system withont aspect marking. The perfect .nd aorist forms
. are collapsed into a new preterite; the subjunctive and optative .
arc collapsed into one mocd. The verbs gre divided into a class -
of strong, based on the PIE ¢/o ablaut, and a cluss of weak (2 PGme
. imnoyation), making use of a dental unflx in the preterite and past
participle, and originally formed from strong verbs or other cate- - °
. gories, The Germanic languages all preserve vowcl mutation as a
mgrker of tense today, although there has been a constant shift from
strong tc weak in each language (German schmerzen 'hurt (intrans.)',
. bellen 'bark', fluchen 'curse' were formerly strong; similarly w1th
English chew, nelp, laugh and Norwegian svgmme 'swim', lese 'read’).

~

As to the word-order of PGmc, there is no consensqsf Fourgjuet
~ (1938) holds that it is free, somehow determined by the real world
‘of objects and events, and the 1nd1v1dua1's intention, in commenting
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on then, and points to Gothic texts and Beowulf as eyidence of this
{(from Smith, p. 5). Meillet (1917) also considers that Pome word-
order is flexihle and has no grarmatical value (p.100). Lockwooa
(1968), on the other hand, suggests that the finite verb is commonds*
in second position in PGme, in accordance with the 'immemorial. tradi-
tion' of German (p.258). He allows for the possibility chat verb-
final order is introduced because of the influence.of Latin (p.260).
Delbrueck, however, holds that the verb is usually final in PGme, -
and that it subsequently advances tc¢ second position in independent
clauses, remaining a2t the end in subordinate (from Huchon, p.253;
Smith, p. 2). Indeed, Smith (1971 offers ample evidence that
Delbrueck is right.

In the oldest runic inscriptions and in Gothic, verb-final order
is unmarked in both dependent and independent (indicative) clauses
{62% of all sentences are verb-final in the runes of Smith's corpus}.
But it seems that the Germanic dialects underge a radical change
of ordering around 690 A.D.: the Scandinasian runes (the runes now
show dialectal variation) apparently now use SOV order in main clauses
only to create a deliberate archaic effect, but normally preserve
it in subordinate clauses (which begin with conjunctions; it is
only a secondary order in relative and complement clauses). In 0l1d
Icelandic, the verb may occur no later in the sentence than third
position (where it is usual in subordinate elauses). But in OE,

OHG and 01d Saxon, verb-final order remains an important alternative
rattern, which the cencinental dialects lend to restrict to, and OF
merely to prefer in, subordinate clauses.

Verb-initial order is inherited from PIE as marked (cf. Vedic,
Slavic, Hittite, Latin), and is restricted i.. PGmc to imperative
sentences, conjoined clavses (with or without.a connecting word},
and usages of dramatic or nathetic foxce, especially im poetry.
fn North and ¥est Germaric, verb-initial order also characterizes
interrogative sentences. . )

“Verb-second order, however, is a strong Germanic innovation.

It is a secondary alternative order in the earl’est runes and Gothic
{occurring in 197 of sentences in the runes, ar 21% in Gothic),

and ‘only in indicative ard optative indenend.ut ciauses as an al-
ternative to SOV order. Around 600 A.D.,. it becowes overwhelmingly
dominant in main cluuses (indicative and optative, relative, comple-
ment aund interrogative clauses with question-words) in the runes

and all Scandinavian dialects (in 0ld Danish 3ndr01d‘Norwegian, four
_out c€ five sentences are verb-second), and it is already the un-
marked order by the time the West Germanic dialects are attested,
although the preference is less strong than in the North,

. R

Verb-third order figures little in Gothic and the earliest runes,

'
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and only as a result of topicalization with the other cleint: ro-
taining their order. This is a%zo the vase with OHA and 01d Saxon,
but 0ld Icelandic uses it customarily in lependent clanses, and O
uses it with equal frequency in dependent and independent claviscs

{as do the early runés and Gothic), dependirg on whether the clause -
begins with a non-subject element, usually a time or piace adverbial
(herc the ‘other dialects tend to invert the suviect and the verb).,

OE already shows a tendency to avoid ‘inversion; -it is to resirict

it in interrogative sentences to the auxiliary (*See vou that?,

*What say your?), and the introduction of dummy do contriputes to

the retention of subject - main verb order ((Do) vou see that?), -

It is ciear, then, that PGmc is in transition from SOV order
to SVO. The steadv-diminishment of SOV characteristics can be
traced in each language with the help of Greenberg's findings.
There seems to be a tight correlation between the order of-con-
stituents dominated by the highest nodes of a phrase marker, and -
the order of constituents dominated by the lower nodes. Thus
[there are examples o7 the SOV tyvpe of comparative construction
‘in.the Old Norse Edda and in 01d Icelandic (hon var hverri konu
- ) frifari 'she was Than any other ‘woman more beautiful’ (OIcel}},
although the predominant tvpe in the Germanic texts is SVO, )
- the marker being a particle or a dative suffix. Relics remain in
, OHG; for exarmple, dana mér 'by_so much the more! is found alongside
the newer mér dan. OV languages may also express comparison with-
out the use of a comparative sufix on the adiective (cf. Japanese
inu wa neku yori takai 'dog cat from big'), and examples of this
too are feund in Gothic, 0ld Tce’ ndic and OE (e.g. Paet waes faer
mvcel...ponne peos aeSele gewvrd zeara gonguin 'that was long-ago much
{=more} than this ncble event, in the passage of vears' (OE)).

The underlying order of clements 1n the predicate may be reflected
in compounds,  The old OV type, as 1~ OE nanslvht 'manslaughter!
1s still produttive in NE {pot-smoling, partv-crashing), but the great
rajority of neu compounds are of the VO type (pickpocket, singsong,
do-gooder (¢f. older evildoer)). oOlder verb-final.order is reflected
in preposition-incorpordting nominalizations as well: outcome, in-
‘take, upkeep; while the newer formations are in the reverse order:

handout, drive-in, mix-up, ‘

The developrment of adverbs into postpositions and then preposi-
tions is well-attested in the Germanic family. The ablative.and
locative are apparently among the first cases to collapse: that this
occurs in the IE proto-language is indicated by the fact that the
prepositions whicn perform thejr functions are cognate in most of

] { the IE lanpuages. Germanic up (German auf) is related to Greek hxpé,

of Latin sub and Sanskrit uUpa; through (German durch) is related to

S Sanskrit tirih and Latin trans; out, in, at, on and under are also
inherited from PTL. The prepositions which supercede the hardier
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dative and genitive cases, however, vary qreqtlx from ldnquage to
language, even withip the Germanic famzlv* ‘German von, English of, ~ -
Norwegian til, aat, French de, Bulgarian od, all é?ﬁ?é°< what is .
formerly ezpres;ed by the genitive case. The original adverbial
use of these forms is apparent in the older texts: Homer uses ERE
(COgn?te with of, off) as an adverb meaning 'far away'; néos apo
balinei 'from-shlp away he-goes' develops, with-the change of order,
into apd neds bainei. Similarly, in the ninth century, Zu ig
exclusively adverbial in OHG, and examples can be founa\k1th the
¢ognate to in OF (gg gode’hé to !'then walked he there')d In the . . -
OE him cenlice wi® feoht 'him keenly against (he) fought', one may
observe not only the transition from adverb to postposition; but
2lso the process whereby such particles betome attached to verbs
as preverbs: Greek agobainei 'it results', German zugehen 'to
. ..come about', English w1th5tand'5 Postpositions are attested in .
the old Fermanlu dizlects, especially in J1d \orse "(Freslondum on
'in rriesland' (Beowulf)), and they may still be found in poetry
(She must lav her conscious head A husband's trusting heart beside -
(Byronj). The origin of prepositions may also be reflected in .~
such constructions as all the world over, all* the way through.
These considerations will be of especial interest in respect to
;sthe history of German,

-

The history of attributes and 'genitives i} not so clear. All

the modern Germanic languages order qualifying adjectives before
their heads, as is characteristic of the OV rather than the VO

) type. There are indications that the older order is the reverse:
Smith gives examples of demomnstratives, adjectives, possessive
pronouns and title nouns following their heads in the earliest
Germanic texts, and in restricted (and therefore archaic, for .
Smith) usages later on, such as fiddlers three, Snow White, words
a-plenty. The order of the genitive is even less clear, as 1its
position is very varizble, and only OHG and 0ld Icelandic order
it consistently, the former before its head, and the latter after.
The partitive genitive is ordered after the noun in the earliest
runes, Gothic, 0ld Vorwegian, 0ld Icelandic and OE, and before the
noun in Old Dan15h 01d Swedish and 0ld Saxon. Today the infl ected ’
genitive can still occur before or after its head in German and
.Norwegian, but the other Germanic languages prepose it., It is trme,. -
rowever, that adjective phrases and relative clauses follow the nouft
in Germanic languages (éxcept Cerman), in aucordance with the/VO
type: and Creenberg's Universal 5 states that :f a.language has
dominant SOV order and the genitive follows the noun, then the ad--
jective also follows the noun - therefore, perhaps the shift/of
the adjective to postnominal position generally lags behind ;the
shift of the verb to second position, and the shitf't of the adjective
to prenominal position lags behind the shift ~f the 'verb to final
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position, ‘the gen1t1ve nmaking the moye before the adiéctive. In
this case, the head % modifiér order that is occdsionully attested -

in the earlv Germanic texts is a relic of a VO order which precedes
the OV order in PIE (thisz is leCUqSGd below), and English retains
its preposed adjective as an archaic,0V characteristic, althougi

it is otherwise 'a fairly consistent Y0 language

It shoyld be observed that the order in compounds and morpholo-
gically der1Ved forms~can be of only limited value in determining
former underlving orders. Givén. (1071), Lehmann {1969, 1972} and
Mlller (1974) rely heavily upon it to demonstrate the direction
of change in various languases Thus Givén ‘claims that evidence e
of the partitive genitive preceding its head in PGmc can be found
1n the bufflxe> -ful and -less, hhlch.derlve from adjectives:

(of) ;ov full, {(of} joy less (cf ‘German er ist es los ‘'he is {of)
it rid’, hhere es is an old genitive of ez, and los is cognate with
less). But this notion is rather 51mp115t1c, as we can see from
the | prccedxng paragraph, especially when the precise time that such
constructions cgme into the language is not. taken into account.

‘Notice that the OV compound formation type is still productive in -

English (preposition-incorporating nominalization); yet it does not
reflect the order in the VP at all. Lehmann (1969) considers that
the paucity of dJdvandva-type compoundc (e.g. bittersweet, secretary- ,
treasurer, psycholinguistic) in the early IE dialects is good evi-

dence that coordinating structures are not prominent in PIE (p.5).
It will be seen below that this too is an oversimplification.

PGme, theng is ambivalent in structure, and although the various
dialects all bhOh SV0 as primary unmarked order in main clauses
arouna 600 A.D., and proceed to innovate articles, auxiliaries, etc.,
each develops somewhat differently. The relationship between the
old verh-final order and the subordinate clause, for example, differs
in each, 1In North Germanic, the two ave hardly related at all, while
in OHG and 01d 'Saxon, they are clogély identified, even in the earliest
texts. OE, on the other hand, usés verb-final order in both dependent
and independent clauses (although with greatér frequency in the former),
and enly verb-initial order is identified with any clause type.
The consolidatinn in English of SVO drder and all the trimmings i¢
uninpeded throughout its history, but the history of German is bizarre.
German has not only retained the ambivalence of structure of
PGme, but it has compounded it. OHG develops unstressed subject
pronouns (which are absent in Gothic), a definite article and later
an indefinite article. It innovates a periphrastic passive with
sein ('be'), and a periphrastic future, although context and a tem-
poral adverb usually suffice. Constructions with scal and willu
plus the infinitive are occasionally uséd to express simple future
time, but it is not until late Middle Hl%h German (MHG) that the
modern future construction with werden ('become') und the infinitive




.

I's establishe ' (werden is used in OHG with the pBLsent partxnxple
as an incept ve). A perfect periphrasis with hahen arises in the
ninth century, and is used with intransitive verbs erbs by the early
eleventh century (ih hian gesunddt 'l have sinned'); that is, the
part ciple is no longer used adjectivally with the object f{as in
phigboum hab&ta sum giflanzdtan 'fig-tree had a-certain-man
planted' (c¢. 830)). The comparative in Gothic js formed with only
a dative suffix; OHG innovates.the particle darne (OF innovates
konne) OHG and OFE in fact undergo st?ikingly similar develop-
ment, until English emerges from the Norman occupation with only
two endlngx per noun stem. "German retains to .this day its four-
case, three-gender nominal system, its double adjective declen-
s1on its person, number and mood markings on verbs - some modern
Arammarxanw of German consider®inflection the most mmportant mar-
ser of function in the language (e.g. Schmidt (1967): "Die Flexion
(Deklination und Konjugdtion) ist das wichtigste Beziehungsmittel
unserer Sprache" (p.78)). However, many dewelopments which are
taking place in modern German (”Hh) recall thos. in the history
of Fﬂgllsh Case, number and gender are no longer marked on the
noun,* but*only on the article. Fven in ORG, noun declension is
not sufficient to mark these features; -{e)n in the weak masculine
declension (Knaben} is seven-way .ambiguous, and the aouns Jungen
'boy', fedank.ns 'thought'. and ngeq 'day' are all in the genitive
case, Three of the four cases are 1ndlst1ngulshable in all nouns
in the plural. Even wher determiners and adjectives are present,
the nomipative and accusative are distinct onlv in the masculine
singular, and the feminine noun never d15t1ngu1shes dative and
genitive, : - . \

As in English, the dative/accusative distinction is blurred
first in pronouns in some Low German dialects, the dative supplants
the accusative .in khe first and second persons singular (mi, thi), <.
khll@ in others it is the reverse (mik, dik); in the plural, uns,

: and fu (both dative) ,are used in both cases. Later, as in OF ’

the dative replaces the accusative in the third person-as well

in Low German (ihm or =m xupplants 1hn) I NHG, however, the e
dative/accusative distinction is® lost only in the first and second
persons plural pronouns (uns, euch), There is also a move from
intransitive to transitive verbs: ich werde geholfen ' am helped”
is possible in some dialects of Low German, whereas helfen takes

a dative object in NHG; in NHG, fuer jemanden kochen 'for someone
cook! is being replaced by jemanden bekochen 'someone (= direct

ol ject) be~cook', jemandem raten 'to-someone advise' by jemanden
heraten 'someone {=direct object) advise', nach/zu einem Ort reisen
'to a place travel' by einen Ort anreisen 'a place (= direct object)
to-travel’. There is also a shift from impersonal to personal use
of verbs: mir ahnt, es ahnt mir 'l sense' becomes ich ahne; mir hat
getraeumt 'I had a dream' becomes ich habe getraeumt; es verlangt

\ . ) )
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mich 'I am desirous! hé%omes ich verlange,

There is a strong teﬁdency in German to replace the genitive—.
and dative cases by prepositional phrases. Goethe's sich einer
Sache erinnern ‘oneself of-a thing remind (remember a thing)?! is- .
replaced by sich an eine Sache erinmmern, The partitive genitive -
is qommonly replaced by von (eine Schar froehlicher Kinder becomes’
eineSchar von ?roehlichen Kindern 'a band of happy children'}, and
the objective ggniﬁive by zu (Liebe des Vaterlandes becomes Liebe
zum Vaterland 'love of thé_?htherland'). Adjectives previously
complemented by an inflected noun row take a PP: einer Sache faehig
hecomes zu einer Sache faehig 'of a thing capable'; ed ist mir
schnerzlich becomes ex ist schmerzlich fuer mich 'it is painful |
for me'. Notice that the cases of these nouns and pronouns are .
still rigidly prescribed by the prepositions, rather than by the ;
verb, adjective or head noun; the phenomenon cannot be construed\
as a mere reaction to the weakening of the inflections. It is ‘}\

2 result of a change of word-order, as willfbe seen,
Individual cases are-indeeu suffering losses, however. The geni-
tive, which-is extraordinarily frequent and ver$atile in OHG and )
MHG, and which remains the only oblique case for nouns in Engl?&hﬂ T
Dutch, Norwegian, Danish and Swedish, is entirely disappearing’in ‘
most German dialects, and is hardly used in the colloquial 1anguage.6

%

-

- .

_As object case for verbs, it is replaced by the accusative or an

and the accugative; as a partitive, by von and the dative or by

¢ (ein Glas Wassers hecomes ein Glas Wasser 'a glass of water!').

The possessive is usuzlly replaced by von and the dative as well

(das Haus von meinem Vater 'the house of my father') or by a 'posess- -

sive dative' (meinem Vater sein Haus 'to-mv father his house'), .

vhich is becoming more and more frequent in various Germanic languages .

{especially putch and Afrikaans). 7
The number of strong verbs-is decreasing, as many go“over to :

the weak type; i.e. the preference is for an invariant stem. * The -

verbal affixes, though, are not reliable® the weak verbs cannot dis-

tinguish mood in the preterite, so that the preterite subjunétive

i< normally replaced by the periphrastic wuerde would' and the -

infinitive (cf. the tendency in Bede, ahove). Reflexes of the sub-

junctive’ tend to be restricted to the alxiliary (or the auxiliary

as main verb) (as in English, which retajns a mood distinction in

be (if he were here)i; and its use is in¢reasingly restricted to

unreal conditions an¢ indirect discourse: older *ich will, dass sie

pluecklich sei 'I want that she happy be' and *ich befehle, dass sie

gehe 'T command, that she go! are no longer grammatical. Cérman

surpasses English in analyticity in respect to the preterite form:

in German, it-is falling out of the spoken language, being replaced

by the periphrastic perfect - even in such a use as was machtest du, .

14
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als ich angehommen bin? 'whuat werc, you doing when 1 arrived?!, the .
"imperfect' has a literiry tinge, especially in the South,

Thus German and English share many parallel .developments. -The
word-order is more fixed in both than in the older. stages; it is
of _conrse important in the near absence of subject/ovject morpho-
logy (the German dialects often drop the masciline singular dis-
tinction today), but it is not definitive in German as it is in
English. Die Mutter liebt die Tochter and weil die Mutter die ‘
Tochter liebt are usua’ly unambiguous. But the order ‘of subject .
and object may be reversed, in which case intonation is the dis-
ambigyating factor: in.diesen Stunden unterrichten die Kinder
die Studénten 'in these classes teach the children the students;

. in these classes it-is the students that feach the children (not . .
the teacher)}'. The fléxibility of Germangword—order'and its con-

tinuing use of inflections are related to the fact that the early
identification between verb-final, order and the subordinate clause

* has been not weakened but strengthened in the course of the history

of the language. Because of this, German has not onlv retained

many archaic features, but it has also innovated archaic features.,
Verb-second order is primary in main clauses from about 600

‘A.D., and subject slot-fillers eventually come into use sentence-

initially, as in the other languages (es war einmal ein Koenig

'it was once a king; once upon a time there was a king'; da kommt

doch gestern der Karl zu mir, und sagt... 'there comes so yesterday

the Karl to me, and says...'). However, the order of the elements

. in the VP in main clauses remains: the reverse to English: sie hat
nach ihrem schweren Unfall sehr:-bald wieder gehen gelernt jsﬁe has /;
atter her bad accident/very soon/again/to-walk/learned: sne learned/*
to walk/again/wery soon/after her bad accident'. .This separation
of the finite and non-finite parts of the predicate in main clauses
(and in subordinate clauses without conjunctions: waerest du dort

“gewesen... 'had you been there...'} is often referred to as the
. Rahmen ('frame') const&uction., Some have held that this construction

\ was introduced 'from above', i.e. via the literarv-lamguagej but — - -

) there is no evidence of this, as the construction is found’ in all

‘ manner, of texts in the fourtecenth and fifteenth centuries, and 1s

\ well-establishhd. in the:pamphlets and dialegues of the sixteenth

. century. It becomes a rigid rule in the seventeenth and eighteenth

. centuries, but it is possible to 'break' it from the second half

of the eighteenth century (the Sturm.und Drang period), in accordance’ ’

, with the.length and content of the sentence clements. This is con-

. dJemned in Goethe's time by such grammarians as Gottsched and Adelung,

. ‘and the school grammars are still inflexible on it, but reputable
writers often violate it from this time on (Engels writes ‘in a letter .
in 1886, "Das deutsche...das uns auf der Schule eingepaukt wurde,
mit seinem scheusslichen Periodenbau und dem Verbum durch zehn Meilen
Einschiebsel vom Subjckt getrennt, hinten am,Schwgnzﬂ, "the German...

¥
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that was crammed down omr throats-in scheol, with.its atrocious
périodic construction, and the verb divided from thé subject by
ten miles of interpolations, at the tvail-end™); There is no clear )
diachronic tendency in.the writings of the ‘past two hundred years,

however, for the Rahmen cdnstruction to be more or less rigidly

. Pand
adhered to. , _ .

- The use of verb-fifal order in subordinate clauses is occasion-
ally disregarded by classical writers as late as the nineteenth
century, but it becomes regular around’ 1500. The second half of
the fifteenth century sees great activity in the translation of
Latin, and some constructions which are infrequent in OHG and MHG
become commoner at this time. - Some- have since fallen out of use,
‘e.g.” the accusative and infinitdve construction as in Lessing's
(in ‘the eightéenth century} die Theaterstuecke, die er so vollkommen

. hach dem Geschmacke seines Parterres zu sein urtheilte 'the plays,
which he so perfectlv after the taste of his parterrs to be considered; .
the plays, which he considered- to be so entirely in keeping with the
taste of his pit', THe fixing of the verb in clause-final position
in dependent clauses is considered by.Behaghél (1923), Lockwood
1968 ) and others to be a result of ‘this Renaissance imitation of

. Latin. The close identification of verb-final position and the
- subordinate clause is. attested in the earliest dovcuments, however,

-

.

The rigid fixing of verb-final order in dependent clauses and-
. of the Rahmen construction in main clalises in the sixteenth century
" 1is accompanied by some interesting phenomena, Some postpositions
¢ develop sporadically in OHG (halb 'side' as in unser halb 'on our
- side') and MHG (halbén (same meaning)), but they cease to be pro-
ductive and are vctained only in frozen forms (elg. deshalb 'because
of that'; meinethalben 'for mv sake'). But in the classical period,
many develop and are still in use today. The adverb entlang 'along’
is borrowed from Low German, and used as a postposition (das Tal
. eatlang rausthen 'rush along the valley'); it is now unusual except
‘as a postposition, although it is occasionally used prepositional®ty
in older writers. The postposition gegenueber 'opposite' is formed
. in the eighteenth century; in the sense of 'vis-&-vis' it is always
, postnosed in modern German. Similarly, zuwider 'contrary to' and
. zufolge 'according 'to' begin to be used postpositionally around this
time, The construction von,..Wegen 'from thé way (of something) .
because of'.is attested from the thirteenth century, but at the J
beginning of the seventeenth, wegen begins to be used ulone, before
Or after the noun, In the aighteenth century, nach ‘after' begins )
to .be postposed. No such formations occur in the other Germanic
languages. '
-~
o NHG also innovates the adjectival or participial modifier con- .
' struction, whichprecedes its heud (unlike its equivaleht in English,

.
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the relative clause)., Such constructions occur,§porudi£azly in

OHG, and less frequently in MHG (except in frozen exXpressions like
wol getdn 'well-done'), but they become common, in early NHG,, especially
in the language of the Chancery, where-Latin i~fluence is raphant, )
They*are also found, however, in sixteenth ceirtury writers ,who

avoid Latin usages. It is chatacteristic of a language with verb-
final order, as has been seen, to place the modifier before its )
kead; only the attributive adjective and possessive noun remdin-

in this position in the other Germanic languages. Kuno (1974)

shdws why the preposed participial construction jis introduced into
German: it is a device which minimizes patterns causing perceptual
difficulties. The centre-embedding of clauses, as in the cheese

[the rat [the cat chased) ate) was rotten and that [that [ the world

is round) is obvious] is dubious, reduces comprehensibility in any
language because of the Jimitations on human memory, and it is ap-
parently avoided by left- or right-embedding,-depending on the gen-
eral 'structure of the language. A VSO or SV0 langudge moves elements
from left to right; thus English would right-embed the clauses in'

the above example: the cat chased the rat that ate the cheese that
Jas rotten. A consistent SOV language like Japanese would left-.
embed them: cat chased rat ate cheese rotten was, placing the rela-
tive clauses before their heads. In postneminal position, they

would guarantee centre-embedding. It is because the non-finite parts
of the verb are final in main clauses, and all parts in subordinate
clauses, that German too may prepose clauses as participial con-
structions: die in diesem Fruehjahr besonders zahlreich auftretenden
Maikaefer tthe in this spring particularly numerously appearing June
bugs' (which myst in English be yight-embedded: 'the June bugs which
are appearihg in especially great numbers this spring). The same
“holds for adjective phrases, i.e. when the main verb of the embedded
S is a copula and the predicate contains constituents in addition to
the adiective, Whereas in older writers, constructions are found

such as der rciche Seneca an Witz und ‘Vermoegen 'the rich Seneca in
wit and ability' (Opitz, 1597-1639) and sein frommes Leben trotz
alles Refchtums 'his pious life despite all (his) riches' (E. T. A,
Hoffmann, 1776-1822) "(cf. Chaucer's the clerke's tale of Oxenfprd),
this ordering is no longer possible, and the entire adjective \ghrase is
preboseg (postposed in English): ein fuer Eindruecke empfaengliches .
GCemuet 'a to impressions receptive nature', . ?

s
’

. Germarn doeé make use of (rightward) extraposition, however, there-
by relaxing its verb-final constraint in subordinate clauses and non-
. finite-verb-final constraint in main clauses. The entire subject
clause is extraposed in ich denke, dass es deutlich ist, dass die
Lrde rund ist 'I think it is clear that the earth.is round', and

a relative is extraposed from an \P in er hat gelacht, weil ein Mann
es gemacht hat, den er'nie vorher gesehen hatte 'he laughed because

a man did it, whom he had never) seen before', Jt was seen above.

:
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. that the Rahmen construction can be broken depending upon the fength
or content of the constituents in the VP (e.g. scin Freund wurde
Jahrzehntenlang mit Vorwuerfen neherschuettet wegen Details der \n-
‘ordnung und Herausgabe (Kafka) 'his friend was for-decadzs with ree
proach showered because-of details of (its) structure and publica-
tion'). Kuno (1974) considers, however, that German would be un-
speakable if it adhered rigidly to verb-fimal order in dependent
clauses without making use of preposed participial constriuctions,
because of the inevitability of centre-émbedding when. elements ,
are*transposed to the right in a verb-final language. : -

Many characteristics of verb-final order are manifést in the
German independent clause, although the finite verb must appear in
second position, It has been seen (three pages ago) that. the-order’
of elements, excepting the finite verb, is-the revérse of the
English order; adverbs, verbs, "and direct and indirect objects )
"are 'serialized* from right to left in German, as in consistent
SOV languages. Maling (1970)7 considers ‘that the order of ©Ybiects
. relative to the verb is indicative of the basic word-order of a
language, and proposes a nniversal principle in accordance with ’
. which the direct object occurs closer to the verb than the.indirect
object -in the unmarked or dominant order (p.139). She therefore
holds German to be an SOV language, giving the example Die Akademie/
hat/im vergangenen .Jahr/dem Schriftsteller A/den Preis/verliehen,
where the indirect object duly precedes <he direct object, in opposi-
tion to the English The Academy/awarded/the prize/to writer A/during
the past vear. Maling claims that this principle can also explain
certain developments in the history of English syntax. The ordering .
of objects in OE, she says, is roughly the same as in modern German,
but with the-shift of the verb between the OF_and ME periods from the end
of the VP to the beginning of the VP, the ordering of objects is -
reversed, It is not clear, however, what the order of objects in
" OF is. Tnstances of the SVO-type are frequent, for example, he
séalde his sweord }pam ombihthegne (Beowulf) 'he gave his sword .to
the attendant' (cf., German er gab dem Diener sein 5chwert, where
no pai ¢ of the verb occurs clause-finally, unlike Maling's example),
Furthermore, in the case of pronominal objects, the indiréct follows '
the direct in modern German: (er gab es ihm), and precedes the direct
in modern English (he pave him it). Indeed, it is the rule in
Lnglish that the nominal or pronominal indirect object precedes the
direct object, unless it is a prepositional phrase (he gave it to him).
It is probably true that the direct object occurs closer to the verb
than the indirect in general, but’ the order of objedts cannot be
taken as a criterion for the determination of underlying basic order,
since typological shifts do not affect all asmects of a language
simultaneously, . |
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.~ Ross (1970) tries to show that a langtage can prove itself Syv°
= or SVO by its direction of-deletion of indefinitely manv OCCUrTeNces
, of a repeated MV in a conjoined structure, He formulates a rule
of papping which operates forward to delete identical elements ' g
when they are-on left branches of a tree (as in av SVO languace), ‘
and operatés backward when they are onjright branches fas. in SOV3,
Ross' rule of gapping is optional, and ' it can anrly at any Y
point in a derivation.” English chn gap only forward, (*1 fish and e
! Bill ate rice), and Japanese only backward (watahusi wa sakana 0,

. ‘ Biru wa gohan o tabeta 'I (prt) fish (pet), Bill (prt) rigé (prt)
ate'), in keening with their respective basic word orders, German, .
howevcr, gaps only forward in main clduses (*Ich den Rischs(nd . :
meine Mutter aufass den Reis 'l the fish and my mother a&; the

b

rice'), but both forward and backward in subordinate clayses: ~

weil ich den Fisch, und meine Mutter den Reis aufass, wurden wir

beide krank; weil ich den Fisch aufass, und meine Mutter den Reis,
wurden wir beide hrank 'because T ate the fish and mv mother the
rice, we both got sick'. 1In view of these facts, and the fact
that German has rnles which permute elenents rightward arounq\a - -
variable (e.g. extraposition), Ross concludes that the underlving

. order of the language is SVO, and not SOV as is oFten-nSSumed §n

, gencrative analyses. Thus forward gapping mav apply before th

rule that shifts the verb to clause-final position in 5ub0rdina}3

clauses, and backward gapping may apply after. If SOV order were

basic in main clauses, then backwaTd gapping, as formulated by Ross,

would he applicable there By his criterion, not oniyv German, but

but Hindi ond Turkish 1130 are SVO languages, although classified - -

. .as SOV by Greenberg (both have rules moving element< trom left to

' right: Hindi cancextrapose from an NI' to the right of the verb, ; -

- and Turhish allows a dative or locative NP to follow the verb; .
and both lunguages gap in either direction). Rogs even concludes !
that PIE is an SVO language as well, since all its descendents ure

v for hir VO, e

[t seems that Rods has since revised his voqltxon and that he ' ’

considers papping to be the output of stwo separate xulo\.3 Similarly,
Maling (1970) proposes that a Flrst rule conjunction reduction,

- " which ‘is probably univer<al, account for the reduct,on of VS04 VSO

to VSO + V0, and 30V +S0V to SO +50V; and a second rule, forward -

capping, be language-specific, since Chinese and Thai are apparently

SVO languages but do not gap. Both of Maling's rdles apply after

any movemeni transformations - an SOV language with both rules could

pup both forwards and backwards - so that the phenomena of gapping -

cannot reveal what is the underlving order of any language,

According to Smith, appina is abundantly attested in the early
fermanic dialects, and it is forward in every instance but one (in
! a rune ¢, 700 A.D.), Repardless oF whether gapping is indicative
of basic order, it is ev1dent that' Fermdn hdq alone ahong the Ger-

-
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. manic¢ languages shown signs of changing its direction of developrment |

» - sipce the Renaissance, Another area where ihis is apparent is its
plural formation, The -s plural marker gpoes back to PIF (cf. treel,
Latin and Gothic and 01d Saron dagds 'days"), and it replaccs am
other plural markers in French, Fnglish and other redated languages.
In OHG, however, this ending disappears, and must be borrowed back
from Low German in the early NHG period, so that it now marks
.plural om borrowed words (Bonbons 'candies') and family names

. (Buddenbrooks). A considerable variety of plural markers is

retained in German, and the two .most productive types are not

even inherited fiom PGmc, but innovated. The PIE neuter n-stems

. . (e.g. Latin genus) lose their -s in PGme through rhotacism: .

: *kalboz (nom.Y, *kelbiro (gen.Y, *halb (acc.), *kelbir (nom. pl.]
'calf', and this -ir, although a stem final, is generalized as a
marker of plural.” In OHG, only a few nouns take -ir in the plural
(the names of domestic animals and plants), but it is later extended
to- other neuter stems (Weiber 'women', Kinder 'children'), and then
to masculines (Maenner 'meh', Schier 'skis'). The other innovated
plural marKer is umlaut, which is originally, purely phonological.

By the MHG period, the article functions extensively as sole marker

B of plural (as in French): daz kint, diu kint (now das Kind, die )
Kinder), but in early NHG, when verb-final order inm dependent clauses
.and the Rahmen construction in main clauses become rigid rules, a
move backwards toward syntheticity is made. Urlaut and the -er
plural ace generalized to more and more words (formerly invariable

~ - Boden *floor' is now Boeden in the plural, Brot/Brote 'bread/loaves'
Ts'now Brot/Broeter).” Recall_Greenberg's universal that states that
SOV languages tend to have casc systems. MWhile case and number are
certainly distinct, and number inflection is almost always retained
when case morphology colllapscs,9 nevertheless the generalization of
umlaut and an innovated suffix as plural markers in German subsequent -
to an increasing rcliance upon the article as sole marker of plural
deronstrates a move awav from ‘the invariable word and scgmentaliza-

) tion characteristic of a Vo lanpuage, back towards the fusion of

. stem and affix characteristic of the OV type.

Indged, there is no consensus on the underlying order of Modern
German, as thore is no, consensus on what should be the criterion
for its determination. The formulatien of (a) papping rule(s) is
not bevond dispute; other phenomena which typically accompany oné.
order or the other, such as the order of objects and the position
of afljectives, apparently develop at different paccs from each

- - other, so that at any point in time such a feature could ‘refeeet |
an archaisat or an innovation. For example, the garly Germanic .
dialects show siens of developing into 5V0 languages, where the
adjective typically follows its head, yet this order seems to be
archaic rather than innovative.  Greenberg classifies German as :
SVO, presumably because of its-wverh position in main clauses,

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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" extremely common in Yierman. Bach {1962), however, treats 1t

\ ’
.
¢

althoush it 1s actually more characteristic of’the language that
the verb he ‘in second position than that the verb immediately
follow the subiect - topicalization of OhJLttb and adverbs is

as SOV in the interests of simplicity of description® a nhrase
structure rule rewrites the VP as NP$Verh, and a set of trans-
formations then generates subordinate ¢lauses included in larger
constructions. I the Verb remains in clause-final position

after these rules have applied, and a final S.boundary follows,
theiman oblipatory rule moves it to second pesitiom. This andlysis
accounts fer the reverse order of eleménts in the predicate in
German, and all threc verb positions are derxivable awith only one
specific and explicit verb-position Tule. Vennemann (1072, 1923),
on the other hand, attacks transformational grammar for thus
characterizing Gefﬂan as a syntactically simple language;
assumes that it is an SVO language with "verv many compYicated

e

rules nrrnnnino all constituents in an unnatural order™'(1973, p.46).

since sone "overt manifestatiors of primary semontic cat‘aO*leq"
are not hasic but derived by rule, whife the basic ofder is cons
fined to the subordirute clause fa’ secondary semaptic catega-y),
His theory predicts that German will replace its klinm: ral seriali-

zation rules with natural ones, and become a consiste.t SVO language.

But it is not clear that advlts do represent primary categories
fe.g. singular, prcsent,'indicative, active, mzin clause) most often
to children, as Vehnsmann says, and the notion of conflict between
the rules of the ba«o and przmarv categories such as these is rather
too -vague to be worked with at present, Tysugott's (1967, 1 1969)
dissatisfaction with a Bach-type analysis for OF, where the situatio
15 rouphly similar though the word- order is not ds fived as in Germa
s differently based, She savs that there is, at present no principl

“to choose between SOV for the sake of- simplicity and SVO ag more in

heeping with the historical develonment of the language (1957},

In view of the apparent change of word-order of the MV and Aux be-
tucen OF and the later periods, she cannot choose between the solu-
tion that 68 and ME both have underlyving SVO order (i.e. Aux 4!V)
and an order-switching transformation was delcted at the and of the
OF period, and a solution which sbandons the principle of the ordere
string, base, and has an order-introducing transformation added to
the prammar at the end of the OF period (1959), IHowever, unless one
reluctant on-a priori grounds to allow for diachronic change in
phrase structure rules, it seems correct to reverse the order of

the NP objcct and the Verb in the Lase VP at some point in time,

and tﬁj order of MU and Aux, and of NP and Postpoc.iion, etc.

A\\um)np that therc is no good reason tu suspend the eriterion
of axmplxaxt\Lof de\crxpt1on in determining the underlving order
ot a language at a given point in time," let us try to determine
when and "why it should happen to change. Tt is clear that a shift
from SOV to VO is alread> underway in P6mc. At aroind the same
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time, the same shift is §aking place is Romance. The parallel deve-
lopments are rerarhably Similar to those in the Germanic family -
one wonders all the more at the appeal of.Strang et al, to 'acci-
dertal -and evolutionary factors'. Classical Latin, like PCme, 1%
ambivalent -in syntactic structure. Although verh-final order is
the most usuial, Latin has mainly prepositions rather than post- .
positions (the ¢onstruction annd post ‘'after a year, a vear after-
ward® testifies to the adverbial origin of post- and prepositions;
originally the case stands alone as in portd ab iit 'from-the-gate
away he-went'; then with a change of word-order,- .b becomes attached
to the noun).® The .0V comparison type is replaced in Classical Latin
by the VO tvpe major quam tii 'bigger than you'; the old construction
lingers with pronouns (& major). The genitive modifier precedes
-the noun- in early Latin, and the order subsequently shifts.

v

—_ P

Latin noun morphology is incofisistent in the same way as that
of PGmc: the three-way gender system and the distinctions among the
various declension® types are largely arbitrary. The genitive case
is represented by seven differént endings. Only a few verbs causa-

- tive in form remain (in early Sanskrit, every verb can form its
J » -

causative}; by late Vulgar Latin, the frequentatives are Svnonymous -
with simple verbs, and sometimes replace them (e.g. cantire.replaces
canere 'sing'). .The verb svstem, at least that which is attested,
15 completely synthetic except for the passive in some tenses,
which makes use of the auxiliary be and the past participle. The
forms of thé berfect tense vary greatly in fairly arbitrary ways,
and vhis accelerates the disappearance in French of the variously
Yormed- 'pasc€ simple' and its replacement by the 'pussé composé!?,,

a perfect periphrasis. Although most adiectives and adverbs are
compared svnthetically in Latin, a few fim their comparatives wi<h
adverbs which later become otligatory for all in many of the deriva-
tive languages (plus or magis pius 'more pious').’?

The accent in early Latin is thought to be one of pitch; inten-
sity is added to it during the Classical period, so that by the time
of the breakup of the Empire, the distinction between long and short
vowels js'lost, and the word has strong and weak syllabies instead.
By Late Latin, feminine nouns are no longer declined (cf, Gmc),
the plural ending is.generalized t¢,-s, and all prepositions take
the accusative. The stage is set for the almost total cnllapse of
the morphology during the Vulgar Latin.period. v the fifth cenhtury
A.D., only two of the six Latin cases remain in Gallg-Rrman, the
subjective and the oblique (the other Romance dialects retain only

>

one): . )
‘ m. singular f. m. plural f.
* subjective - 1i murs la rose 1i mur les roses:
oblique lo, le mur la.rose les murs les roses
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The neuter survives in adiectives only until the *iddle French {MF!
period., Notice that the form of the masculine noun is identical

in the subj. sg. and oblique pl., and in the oblique sg. and the
subj. pl.. The article, on the other hand, i: identical in the
subj. sg. and pl.,. Such a system iz not bound to last, By the
twelfth century, the oblique case supplants the subjective in .
41no>t every noun, and by the sixteenth centurv the plurzl -s

i$ heard only sentence-finally and. before vowels. The dative and
genitive rases are replaced in 014 French (OF} by the prepositions
4 and de, res pectlvely

L1

" The svnthet1L forms of the Latin pas.ive are replaced by be and
the past partxu;p‘e. The old svnthetic future, which becomes in-
distinguishable from the present in the third conjugation in Common
Romance (Latin lego/legam, legis/leges, etc. become ir Romance
lego/lega, leo=(s)/lege(s), etc.), is replaced by a periphrastic
infinitive plus habgre - this may b: a rather older development,
judeging from the order - and thzx in turn oeuoneﬂ synthetic (daras
'vou will give' is found in the tenth century).. Later, new peri-
phrases arise to replace this synthetic future, this time with the

" auxiliary preposed, not postposed. consistent with SVO order:
Spanish ir 'go' and the infinitive, French aller 'go!' with the in- ot

finitive (it seems that.some Freich children are todayv unaware of
the existence of the simple future)l. A conditional mood is also

. created in CF using the same anxiliary as the future (cantare

habebam is coilapsed into chanterais 'I would sing'). The auxilia-
ries avnir and Stre and the pa<t participle conbine to. form 3
periphrastic perfect, plupcrfect, anterior past {i'eus almp),-
tufure.perfecL, and two past subjunctives (1‘ale aimé, j'eusse aimé).
The present perfeoct ('passé comr 5€') eventually evolves into a
simple past in most Romante langusses (as in Cerman), although

the sirple past form is still alive in l'ortugese, South Italian,
Provencal ond most ‘merican Svanish dialects. The number of present
tense forms is e¢xtended in -everal Romance langnages fas in OF}:
French tries out varicus durative constructinns, chough none survive
tong (je vais allant, je suis allant, je su.. 4 éllsr, je suis aprés
a aller): Spanish, Ttalian and Fortugese all establish constructions
7xke estov estudiando (Span.) 'I am studying'.”

Host Romance languages tend incr=asingly to avoid use of the
subjunctive, Its use is ontiunal, according to the nuance of doubt,
in the early dialects; then ripid rules develop in each. (Rumanian

_alone teads 1o prefer the subjunctive to the infinitive, even in a

structure like 'it began.to snow'; it shares this tendency with the
Ralkan langiages.j The-subjunctive, generally becomes the automatic
consequence of the presence of certain verbs (elg. of emotion) and
conjunctions in the Pomance lanpuages. . In the.sixteenth century,
when the present subjunctive and indicative forms are falling to-
gether, que becorcs the regular marker of the subjunctive in French,

\
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In the Romance family, ‘as in the Germani¢, nos* of the many im-
personal verbs of the old dialects either disappear or are used per-
sonally (e.g. OF apert 'it is evident' and chaut 'it matters' disap-
pear; (il) m'enpuie and (il) me souvient become je m'ennuie '1 an
bored' and je me souviens '1 remenber'). “lany intransitive verbs

,become transitive as well (this has recently been the case with
sortir, descendre, etc., which now can mean 'take out' and 'take
down' as well as 'go out' and 'go down'). ’

Latin word-order is relatively flexible; the subject/object
marking is still fzirly consistent. The verb commonly occurs clause-
finally, although second position is accepted with the copula esse
quite early on. By the, Late Latin period, only 25% of verbs are

" ¢ final in main clavses, and 37° in dependent (in a work of 383 A.D.),
whereas 815 are final in main, and 93% in dependent, in a section
of Caesar's work (according to Lehmann 1972). The Latin interroga-
tive is marked, not by word-order, but by enclitic particles (-ne,
-nonne, -numj which follow the First word'of the sentence (cf. the
interrogative enclitic in Gothic: ga-u-laubeis? '3o you believe?!),
The particles disappear, in accordance with Greenberg's Universal

. .19, that question partibles do not occur. in VSO (SV0) languages.

" Intonation is often the only nmarker of interrogation in the Romance

languages, but OF inverts the subject and verb, as do the West and

North Germanic languages. Inversion is retained in all Romance

languages as a stylisticallyv marked order (e.g. French vint la guerr 2

'then came the war', Spanish no- quiern vo el caballo 'I don't want

the horse') and after certain, adverbials (e.g. Spanish—bntonces

'then'). NMNotice that verh-initizl order 13 contingent in such cases;

4 what is distinctive is the order of the subject and verb relative to
each other, and not the position of the verb in tne sentence, as in

*ierman, .

. -

By the early twelfth century, according to Erunot and Bruneau,
two out of threc sentenced are in SVO order in French, and by the
thirteenth century, it i< three out of four. Verb-final order is
retained to a certain degree in subordinate clauses in OF: the past

’ participle and infinitive occasionaily linger in clause-final posi-
tion even in “F, and are retained in this order in certain frozen
‘ constructions today (e.g. il est parti sans mot dip€ 'he left without
word to-say; he left without saying a word'). Sofie Romance languages
reflect the archaic SOV order in their placement of object pronouns.
, In French, Ttaliar, Rhetish and Rumanian, the object pronoun is
- generally prdclitic to the verh, except in the affirmative impera-
tive (French il ne regarde, regarde-moi, ne me rcgarde pas). Another
reflection of SOV days is the preposing of a small number of the
-commonest attributive adjectives in_the lestern Romance languages
. (Rumanian postposes adjectives only for stysistic relief), all the
p other adjectives followiag the noun. A further archaic feature is
the order indirect object - direct object with the first and second




person pronouns as indirect object in French {il me le donne,
il te le donne, but il le lui lonne}.

i
.

sn interesting parallel between English and French is™ the dev-
elopuwent of it is me/c'est moi. In the twelfth centurv, the French
construction is ce suis-je, ce es-tu, etc. (cf, Chaucer's it am I,
and Modern German es bin ich). However, in Fremch as in English,
the verb comes to agree with the preceding NP with the rising domi-
nance of SVO order (subject/object marking disappears at the end

. " of the fourteenth ceftur® in French), and c'est becomes fixed as
subject - verb, There is no evidence that c'est ie is ever said

L et ie
(as it is T is said in English); there is a strong tendency from
.. the OF period on for preverbal propours to appear as unstressed

'conjunctive' forms (je, tu, il, etc.) while those following the
‘verb or a preposition are formally distinct as 'disjunctive' forms .
{moi, toi, lui, etc.) - the positional rather than the functional
factor is thus stronger in French throughout its history than in
English. The construction c'est il outlives ce suis-je, but c'est
lui is found as early as L460. The expression c'est tends in Modern
French to be invariable din number and tense (c'est eux que j'ai vus
'it's them that 1 saw'; cf. Engllsh there's -three people altogether
I invited). .

This c'est allows French to retain normal order, in cases of

topicclization. Whereas English may simply prepose an object

it order to emphus1he it; tolerating QSV order in a main clause
(evs. .that film you want to see?), French will make usé of two

clauseT, 50 that the preposed ob1ect is merely a relative pronoun:
c'est ce film-13 que tu veux voir?. Similarly, French does not
tolerate the order adjectiye - sub1ect - verb. (courageous I am!), -
but inserts an object pronoun between the sub1ect and tke verb in*
order to retain the normal order of a main|clause in spite of the
topicalization: courageuse, je le suis!u .

\

. Although English shows a <ertain aversion to inversion during

its history (c.g. the main verb may no longer precede the subject

in an interrogative; only the auxdliary may), French innoyates many ~
more devices to retain nofmal order. The OF interrogative inverts
as does the OE: eSt morte m'amie? 'is dead my sweetheart?', but this
does not last long in tte case of nominal subpjec.s. .These are soon’
retained sentence-initially and represented pronominally after the
verb: mon amie e¢st-elle morte?. This 'complex inversion' is still
taught in the schools, and used in the literary language, but it

has been replaced in the spoken anguage by other constructions,

In the fourteenth century, -t- begins to bhe’inserted between the
auxiliary and the pronominal 1 subject in the third person in inter-
rogatives (mon amie a-t-elle p}eure“] and the frequency of the
sequence -t-1(1s) after the verb gives rise to the use of t1 as

5,
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an interrogative particle, enclitic to the verb (this is still in
use in some French dialects: c'est-ti pas beau? 'isn't that nice?';
and is customary in Québecois: tu viens-ti? 'are you coming?'}.

In this way inversion is avoided. . Another device iz est-ce aue,
which develops in the fifteenth century, and is still prefixed to
the declarative SVO string to form a question: est-ce que tu as
vu ¢a? 'is it that you saw that?' (Popular Rumanian similarly pre-
-fixes oare “whatever' and South Italian che 'what' to its yes/no
questions to retain normal order). A further device, in the case
of interrogative-word quesiions, is the reinforcement of the inter-
rogative word by que, and the retertion of normal order: ol que tu
as fait ca? 'where that you did that?'. This que then tends to
disappear, and the interrogative word is now commonly used with
normal crder in France (quelle heure il est? 'what time it is77),
Intonation is indeed often sufficient in French as in [ngllsh

" (where the Aux may sometimes bé dropped when the tense is clear
from the context: you want to come?), Inversion is practically
abandoned as a sign of interrogation in the French of France.

-

The development of the ncgative construction is dlso consistent
with the ascendence of SVO order. In OF, ne suffices before the
verh (as does ne in OE), the modifier precedlng the head in ac-
cordance with the SOV type. No word can negate unless ne is present

before the verb: je ne vois personne 'I not see person; I see no one',

ie ne vois aucun des étudiants 'I not sée -some-one of-the students;

I see none of the students’'. Latnr ne becomes redundant and falls™
out of use (as in English: OE ic ne secge —7ME I ne seye not—» ] say
‘mot), and these sther words acquire negative force (Qui est 137 :
Personne 'fho is there? No one') In the new order, the modifier
follows its head, in accordance with SVO order (je le fais pas 'I

it do not; I don't do it")(For some.reason, English develops a

dummy do which moves- the negative adverb back to preverbal position:

I don't saz) )

French Further demonstrates its typological consistency (in com-
parison with English) by its compounding technique$ and NP-internal
ordering’, Whereas English can still create OV compounds, although
this order does not surface in the predicate, French can create only
VO compounds: gratte-ciel 'skyscraper', tue-mouches !'fly-swatter’,
which indicates that. the OV order, with pronouns is-veryv'much of a
frozen construction.” English is also capable of left-embedding

many types of modifying nouns (Mary's brother's wife's friend,
office supplies company inspector), while French must always rlgﬁt—
embed them: 1'ami de la femme du frére de Marie, inspecteur d'une
compagnie de fournitures de bureau. This is well-illustrated by

the reverse orders of the abbreviations NATO and OTAN in the two
languages, and of MUCTC (Montreal Urban Community Transit Commissjon)

RN

tn

and CTCUM (Commission du Transport de la Communauté urbaine de Montréal).

¢
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The Germanic and Romance families, then, are in the process of
consolidating SVO order, and they develop from-languages which are
themselves in transition from SOV to SVO orders. The evidence
suggests that these developments are set off by the same impetus.
Lehmann (1971) writes that the Romance languages establish SVO

» order during a period for.which we have little data, but, in fact,
the increasing dominance of SVU features in Latin makes the subse-
quent developments mere sequels., This is not'so clear, in the case
of the Germanic family, where the proto-language must be reconstruc-
ted. bBut it is well-known that the IE languages generally develop
prepositions, SVO-type comparison constructions, postposed relative
clauses and adjective phrases, and other features of the new type,
as well as fixing their word-order and losing their inflectional
systems. Lithuanian, an extremely conservative language morpholo-
gically, which retains seven cases and three numbérs{ nonetheless
establishes SVO word-order, and its prepositions are more numerous
than its postpositions. The Slavonic family is similarly conservd-
tive; Russian still has three genders and six cases, but it too has
SVO as its primary unmarked order, prepositions rather than post- ' o~
positions, and the genitive following the noun. Icelandic innovates
the same SVO features as Russian, despite its archaisms. Only the ‘
descendents of the Indo-Iranian branch of IE, and Armenian, retain
SOV.word-order, although Persian has prepositions, and its adjective
and genitive follow their head.

~

Developments within the IE nroto-language must be responsible
tfor those in the evolution of the derived languages. Scholars dis-
agree, howsver, on the original word-order of PIF. Fourquet, Kuhns
and Braune believe it to bé free, determined only by the psycholo-
gical motives of the individual sneaker!? This view is compatible
with the studies of Dover (1960) and Staal (1967), who claim that
it is impussible to characterize svntactically the word-order of

. Classical Greek and Sanskrit, respectively, and that if such charac-
terization seems to be possible, it is a strictly secondary (inci-
dental) phenomenon.

Dover observes that in the fifth and fourth centuries B.C., the~
Greek subject precedes the verb as a general rule (four times as
often as the reverse order in independent c1ause§ in Xenophon,
arnd nine times as often as the reverse order in Telative clauses
in Lysias). The ratio of OV to VO orders fluctuates more, but OV

“usually occurs at least twice as often in most types of clause,
Dover says, however, that due to the great variety of orders both
among dislects and_within authors, no syntactic rule of word-order
can be established for Classical Greek. The primary determinants
of ‘word-order lie 'outside the utterance'; they are 'logical
principles'. He proposes two logical types for Greek: the nucleus
(an element which is not predictable from the preceding elements)
and the concomitant (which is predictable). For example, the

b
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string degs bite, svntactically only XPt VP, is actually in Gré%k

N+C, C:Nor NrN, depending on vhether it is the response to.

the question "Which animals bite?", "What do dogs do?" or "How

do some animals defend themselves?"’ Dover; invokes this principle

to explain why Greek utterances identical in structure and content

may differ in word-order; in English word-order is supposedly

determined by syntactic categories, and intonation by logical

categories.” When syntactic principles supercede logical (the

rules of word-order in New Testament Greek are much more easily

definable in syntactic terms than those of Classical Greek),

the %galgs are weighted in favour of SOV because (1) demonstra-

tives are preferred sentence-initially, and many are pronouns;

(2) the content of the subject can be expressed by the person

endings of the verb, so that if the subject is nucleus, it will

precede rather thanifollow the verb (?); and (3) many,verbs have

the charactet of copula, and thus tend to be sentence-final (?).

Apart from the fact that the verb usually follows the subject

and object at the end of the clause in Classical.Greek, however,

we of the post-Greenberg era can see many chdracteristics of °

various word-order types in Greek, and need not appeal to such

random assemblages of factors as_ Dover's three. The language is

basically a prepositional one; only a handful of usages represent

the postpositional aspect of SOV order (e.g. arithmou néri 'as to

number!). By the end of the fifth century B.Ca, preverbs and

verbs are indissoluble, testifying to an older SOV order (cf.

Latin inclaudere 'enclosc' vs. recent English close in). The

negative adverb precedes the verb, also testifving to OV order.

Greek is a poor candidaie for a free word-order language.
/ Staal makes a similar claim for Sanskrit. The Indian theorists,

he says, deny any word a specific position, apd consider sentences .

differing only in word-order equivalent and synonymous., Western

Sanskritists, however, find in Sanskrit certain 'preferential!’,

*habitual’ or 'traditional' arrapgements, and Staal accuses-them I

of being preoccupied with usage rather than grammaticality (i.e,

performance rather than competence}. Staal states that Sanskrit

word-order cannot be described by even a very complicated set of

grammatical rules. He proposes that the base of the language con-

+ - »sist not of ordered strings (S-NP+VP), but of unordered sets '

(S »{NP, VP}, NP> {N, Num, Case, (S)}), generating 'wild trees’
whose branches are in no specific order. The system of grammatical’
relations would be iderntical to that in ordered-string rules; once
gen~raced, they undergo a-set of {morphological) transformations
which affix the agpropriate inflections to each word, Staal does
not stop here; he*proposes that a universal base for all languages
be of this type, to account for the discrepancy among word-ordzis
i the languages of the world, and since it is meanﬁ@gless to gene-
rate the NP and VP in any particular order for such languages as
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Sanskrit, Greek and Latin. He claims that Chomsky's (Aspects) .
system of grammar is appropriate only for languages with fixed
word-order, but.that_thesepiapguages actually introduce order
transformations very early in‘the transformational component. .
He grants that universal base rules of the type he proposes may
contribute to a more complicated particular grammar than if the
particular grammar is analyzed alone, but if one has a 'general

. theoretical purpose', one must assume an unordered base,

Chomsky (1965, p.125f.) would agree that a language whose word-
order was absolutely free would have no need of ordering rules,
either in.the base or in the trahsformational component, and that
a set-system would be well-suitéd to such a language. But he denies
the existence of any natural language which lack$ 'internal organi- _
zation and order of derivation'. In other words, there exist no
languages with morphology but without syntax. Staal is right, how-
ever, in his observation that transformational grammar cannot state
anything about the relatively free word-order of richly inflected
languages versus the relatively' fixed ‘word-order of poorly inflected
ones. Chomsky calls this freeish word-order 'stylistic reordering’,
and considers it a phenomenon of performance which 'has no apparent
bearing on the théory of grammatical structure'. In the context
of historical linguistics, however, it is indeed important to know .
what ‘part of the grammar is undergoing change, if at one point it
distinguishes among infledtions and at another among word-orderings.
Vehnemann (1973) criticizés transformational grammar for ordering
deep structures linearly, claiming that PIE marks relations morpho-
logically rather than by word-order. But he thinks that a transfor-
mationalist is bound to consider that most IE languages are altogether
simpler than the proto-language, since they have lost most of their
morphological and scrambling rules. I cannot see any transformation-
alist holding this position, .though, because there has been a simul-
taneous increase in the number of.catégories (e.g. Det, Modal) and rules
such as extraposition and subject-raising, and in the complexity of ,
rules of intonation = in fact, this is a suggestive area for research.

) <

Staal's presentation of Sanskrit as a free word-order language
is yet to be reconciled with Chomsky's denial that such languages
exist. ﬁtaﬁl's statement that Mestern Sanskritists are concerned
with performance rather than competence when they observe certain
patterns recurring more often than others in Sanskrit, is probably
the opposite of the truth. The flexibility of word-order is surely
more of an exiralinguistic phenomenon than recurrent word-order pat- =~
terns, Since all the other IE.languages indicate SOV origins, it
is likely that the appearance of free word-order in Sanskrit is the
result of the development of an elaborate case svstem, which in turn
is the result of the establishment of SOV as primary order (cf,
Greenberg's Universal 41). It will be seen below that the underlying
word-order of Sanskrit undergoes rather rapid change. .

-




’ N AN T
Staal points out, however, that even if no free word-order
. language exists, the unlvelsal base must be unordered to account
for the various word-orders of the world's: 1angu1§es. But it is
fallacious. to argue that the common denominator of a variety of
word-orders must be the absence of word-order. There is every
reason to suppose that languages dlffer in word-order because they
. change their word-orders in time. The grampatical relations of
. .. the base can indeed_be expressed by different rewriting rules,
as Staal and Chomer y agree, and it is thus possible that the order
of base constltRents is subject to diachronic change. Furthermore,
of the six possible surface word-orders in respect to S, V and O,
- only three are found with any frequency according to Freenberg S
findings - and two of these (SVO and -VSO) share a great number of )
features, There is therefore all the less reason to postulate
an unordered-set base, : . -

Rejecting the view of Fourquet, Kuhn and Braune (and imnlicit
- in Dover and Staal) that PIE word-order is not syntactically défina-
' ble, let us consider an alternative. Delbrueck’s position, that
PIE is a verb-final language, finds. support among many recent
Indo-Europeanists and historians of various IE languages. Smith
, assumes that the order of PIE is SOV, and cites thé dominance of . ° ;
’ this order in Sanskrit, Latin, Hlttlte, Luvian, Lycian, Celtic ’ )
" and the earliest Germanic dialects. Watkins (1960, 106414) formu-
lates the following patterns for PIL sentences:

Declarative with simple verb: #,,  V# (unmarked) oo

) oy, e (stylistically marked)
) . Declarative with verb and #., . PV# (unmarked) &
‘ - preverb:
8P, ..V# (stylistically marked) -

Nominal (i.e. without copula): gggd\...N# (unmarked)

“N...gggd,” (styllstlcally marked) -

But there are complicationc to the view of PIE as an SOV language.
Miller (1974) gives evidence that it.is itself in transition from
VS0 to SOV order, and that before it completes this change, it
shifts to SVO. There is some reason to ‘suppose that, subject per-
son markings on v¢rbs may arise, as pOStpOaEd personal pronouns,

the first person singular pronoun in PIE is thought to be *e&om

(cf. Sanskrit aham), and *-m and *-mi seem to be the first person
singular verb end;n?s in PTE (cf. Greek e1m1 'T am'); c¢f. Latin -0
and ego 'I', and Greek -5 and egd(n) 'I'. §1m11ar‘v OHG' blntlst(u)
and OE bindest 'vou bind' are thought to be derived from bindss

’ / f
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The two morphological classes of person endings and subject pronouns, -
are apparently identical in Bantu; and in Hebrew the person affixes

. appear as. prefixes in some tense-aspects (e.g. egtov 'I will write',

tictov 'you will write'), and as suffixes infothers (c.e. catabti ¢
.'T wrote, catabta 'vou wrote'), and are clearly cognate with the
subject pronouns, (e.g. ani 'I', ata ‘vou'), The suffixation of

the person markers in PIE is thus construed as indicative of an

older VSO order. 1In addition, there are compounds in the orders

VS and VO which apparently antedate the shift to SVO grder: such
compounds are retained in Greek in names such as Menélaos 'with-
.Stand-man' ‘and in poetry. The productive type in EIE and the early
IE dialects’ is indeed the SV, OV-type (cf. Greek theodtos fgod-
given' and theopoiéd *god-make; make into a god'), Since a consis-
tent SOV language (such as Japanese) will not perpit the verb to
surface before any nominal, it seems that VS and VO compounds must

be the residue of an earlier VSO order.. Prefixe$ are uncharacter-
istic of an SOV ldnguage, yet *w-~ and *d- are reconstructible for
PIE, and seem very ancient. Coﬁﬁhnctioﬁ_bOpy and dele-tion, like
gapping, ought to operate from right to left in a verb-final 1anguage,t7
leaving the ieftmost conjunction to surface (as in kigveda iiréyaé_ :
ca drlhd dydvi ca bhfma tujete 'and the mountains firm, and¢heaven, ‘
earth trempXe'), but deletion of all but the,rightmost is the most
favoured ﬁgf;ern in the early IE languages, and Miller asserts that

this is 4 rés%dual rdther than an innovative/feature (it"is not clear
why}. There are also signs of old prepositive conjunctions (as are

found in,Arabic, a VSO language)}: *nu, *to, *su/so. More recent in

PIE are the SOV-type postpositive conjunctions *kWe (cf. Latin -que,

Greek -te) and *(y)o, but they are attached to the leftmost and not

the rightmost memEer of a heavy NP, so.it seems that the typplogical
change from VSO to SOV is never completely carried out. !ith the

shift to SVO order, . these-postpositive conjunctions are replaced by
prepositives, Which differ in each language group (cf. latin et,

Greek kai, Germanic *undi). ‘

.

¢
L

The shift from SOV to SVO is inhibited in the east, apparently,
Miller says, by the close contact with the SOV Dravidian languages.
The Indic languages thus preserve some SOV features, such as the
~operation of conjunction deletion from right to left, which have
dropped out of the other IE languages. In Vedic Sanskrit, gapping
generally operates from left to right, .and .the positioning of con-
junctions is also harmonious with SVN structure. This indicates
that the shift from SOV to SVO begins‘before the appearance of the-
‘earliest Indo-Iranian texts. -

Lehmann (1973) also comes to the conclusion that PIE evglves
from VSO to SOV, ~He suggests that the adoption of OV structure .
superimposes a pitch accent on the stress accent. The negative

“and inpterrogative particles are apparently never postposed, as one

-
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would expect in an SOV language. For these and other reasons, he
congludes that pre-YE borrows various SOV characteristics From some
SOV Yanguage, such ‘as verb-final order, postpositiong, the OV tvpe
of comparatlve ccn\t;uctlon and the order of nominal modifiers,

If PIE develops from VSO to SOV order, this may account for the
increase in morphological comple\lty which is postulated for the
prehaterarv dialects and attested in the Greek of the first millen-
ium B.C.. 1t seems that Homeric Greek {c. ninth century) is mor-
phologically simpler than New Testament Greek-(first century A.D.),
It alsc seems that the oldest stage of PIE that is reconstructible
has only six cases, the dative and instrumental being originally
\econdsrv functlons of the -locative (kurv!ow1cz, p.1993. As many
as eight cases arve attested in som® of the historical languages
(e.g. Sanskrit), Perhaps this increase in syntheticity is the re:
sult of the establishment of SOV order -at some time following the
earliest stage accessible to reconstruction, It may also be that
the failure of “SOV order to be fully consolidated in the early IE
.diz lecis is responsible for their appearance of free word-order,

It appeara, then, that the parallel development of the IE lang-
uapeb 1c determined bv (a) change( s) of word«order in the proto-

language. Some Jinguists try to explain the relation between the
position of the verb and the phenomena which accompany it; that is,
to explain what Greenberg merely describes with his universals,

Kuno (1974) prov1des convincing reasons for the preposing of
relative clauses in SOV languages. The same principle of the
avoidance of centrc-emhedding accounts for.the use of clause-
final con1unctron< {including complement1~er5) ‘in SOV languages,
and clause-initial conjunctions in VSO Janpuapes., Otherwise con-
junctions would be juxtaposed, just as the articles are juxtaposed
in German *der die den Plankton-fressenden Fisch-essende Mensch
'the person who eals the fish wnhich eat the plankton'. The juxta-
position of only two articles is grammaticazl. in German|{die den
Plapkton-fressenden Fische); even if the construction s righ™-
embedded as a relative clause, the two articles are juftaposed
(die Fische, die den Plankton fressen). In English, such partici- -
pial constructions may be preposed only if.there is no chance of
justaposing artjcles: *the the p}ankton eating fish, the fish that

cat the nlanktoﬁ Centre~cmbedding in NPs would be guaranteed in
an SOV language with prepositions, if thev are combined with pre-
posed attributes: [of [in{on table]vaqe]flowers]colour ; 'German is
obliged to postpose such attributes since it has principally pre-
positions: die Farbe der Blumen in der Vase am Tisch., A consistent
SOV langauge with postpositions would produce table-gn vase-in
flowers-of colour, with untrammeled left-embedding. &

<
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Some IMnguages are predominantly S4V, but thev postposc their
relatives and use clause-initial marking of embedded clauses,  In
Persian, which retains many SOV characteristics, but innovates some
SVO featurcs, the object may follow the verb if it is definite (i.c.

. marked with the accusative -ra). Uhen the object of a verb is a T
clause, it obligatorily follows the verb, and the¢ same is truc of
sentential subjects., A relative clause on an NP in the mredicate
must also be extraposed. The typological history of Bengali is
<jmilar to that of Persian, and sentential objects are hare impos-
sible in normal object position; they are either topicalied, and
leave behind a pronominal copy, or they are extraposed to the
right of the verb. 1t is clear that a"Ianguage cannot insist
uron verb-final order if it postposes its relatives., C //’

Vennemann (1973 1874} also attempts to account for Greenberg's
universals. He invokes two principles for the purpose, the princinle
of ambiguity avoidarce and the principle of natural serialization.
The principle of natural serialization states that the operator

.will precede the operand in an OV language, and the operand will
precede the operator in a VO language. This is merely a paraphrase
of Freenberg s own descripfion of his findings, however ('We have
here rl e. in VO languages] a general tendency to pui modified be~ _
fore modifier" (p,100)); it can hardly be called upon to bo an ex-" | -
planation of itself., Similarly, Lehmann's (1973) strurtural prin-

ciple that modifiers are placed on the opposite side of a basic’
syntactic element from its primary concomitant, is of more deqcrlp-
tive than explanatory value,

Vennemann's s principle of disambignation must be taken seriously,
however. He invokes it to account for the fixing of vord-cider as com-
penration for the erosion of the morphology of a lansuage by sound
lrws, When the subhiect and object mav no longer be disambiguated
morphologically, word-order rules arlse' and- these eventually be- AN
come redundant and are dropped when the function words {that bave
replaced the inflections) are degraded into a new morphology. "Yenne-
mann is not alone in helieving sound change to be the causal factor
in syntactic drift, h4s we have seen, ‘Most traditional histories
of. English, for example, attribute thé collapse of the OF case sys-
tem to the fixed initial stress accent of PGme (neglecting the fact.
that the word accent in Latin is on the penultimate or antepemnnlitimate
syllable, and that its casc svstem collapses even more rapidly than
that of OE). Vennemann claims that when a langnage has SVO order,
but retains its subject/object morphology, it is the casc that the
morphology is unreliable and inconsistent, and the learners of the
Tanpuage.mistake word-order for the primary marker of ~tructure.

Bnt the subject/obiect marking in Latin remains quite un: mbiguous
long after SVO features are innovated - in fact, the subjestive/
coblique distinetion even survives the drastic morphological simpli-
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fication of the Vulgar Latin perxod in the case of 0id Tyench, where
there is no question about the primacy of SVO world-order, let alops
the presence of SVO characteristies. (such as prcpo~1t10nq} Ralti.,
blavonlc and Greek alse change type prior to the weakening of theiz
morphologies. Classical Greeh has four ca 1868, prepositions in
) lqrge Jumbers, and even a well-established def1n1te article and
a less well-established indefinite article. (tis); Modern Greck is
clearly SVO in order, and it retains three_cases and genders in.
its nouns -. the non;natlve and accusative are distinct in all
masculines and feminines in both numbers. It is abundantly evident
that the weakening of case inflections does not bring about a
compenqatory fixing or change of word-order.

-

. rurthermore, ir has not been as>umed since the early dav< of
Indo-European studies that “all inflections result from fusion with .

i .free~standing functlon words, although the PIE instrumental in+lec-

- tion seems to be adverblal in origin. Vennemann must also ex-
plain why the inflections should he replaced by functior words and
not new infléctions. There are instances of inflectione heing re-
constituted as such when some phonological law has reduced their
distinctiveness {(e.g. the person,endings on Romance yerbs).

The effects of sound change are not as irresistible as Vennemann
considers them, Even taking into account the fact that inflections
ave acquired by children later than nouns and verbs, =nd ave thus
notoricusly susceptible to change, an explanation must he offered
for the retention of certain infléctions during periods ¢f preat
'phOnOIOQICdI levelTing. For instance, akthough -s falong with -m)

is already d1sappear1np in the speech of upper class Romans, it
alone survives the Ctataclysmic Vulgar Latin.period as a'noun inflec-
tion, Compare the retention and generalization of -s as plural and
possessive marker in Middle Enplish; furthermore, -es disappears
from the adjective genitive, although it is phanologxcal‘y identical
to the -es of the nominal genitive, Similarly, -en d1~appears in
English as a plural marker for nouns and verbq but it is retained
to mark the past participle, Adent1val 1nflect10ne disappear on
predicate adjectives in late OE, and remain before the noun until-
the HME period (cf, Modern Germdn where the prcdiuate adjective is
invariable, and the preposed adiective is inflected for three
genders and two declensions). It is odserved above that among the
earliest weakenings of the OF cuse system, is the confusion of the
dative and accusative pronours hine and him.
t *
, A development in Swédish is informative. The genitive is retained
here only as a possessive with nouns (the partitive genitive has
disappeared). No possessive dative (of the type meinem Vater sein
Haus} or 'strengthened’ genitive (meines Vater sein Haus) is used,

i




PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC
'

SR S S S RO SN Y X e E I T PN L .

. e ° /

, The genitive marker is generslized to -s in all conteasts, w1th pro-
nouns as well as nouns (although there are some frozer relicg of
other suffixes in the dialects, and fixed expressions in the
literary language). But the prepositional genitive is developing -
rapidly, and more and more prepositions are being grammaticalized

(i.e. losing their lexical meanings) in this construction’ (eqpe-
cially pd and hos)." In Norwegian, nine different.prepositions
are used to replace the inflected genitive., It is clear that

the genitive case is not falling out of use because of the variety
of its forms and uses, since the universal gj_lnflectinn is being
replaced by a new variety of forms and uses, It is_weakened be-
cause Of the exigencies of word-order. - The ‘inflected ucnitive:
must stand before the noun in Swedish, reminiscent of sev days,
but a relative clause-attached to this genitive creates a prob-

lem, 1In the colloquial language, the genitive phrase is occasione
ally ordered before the ;noun head, the last word of the phrase

toking the -s (e.g. <1on1n utanfbr‘_parrens F1m111er 'sailors out-of
prlson s families), but this constructiop often Teads to 'misunder- i
standing and ridicule® (Wellander). The literary language also . .
prerosas the genitive phrase, but-in an even more awkward way, as
the head of the relative takes the =S (sidmans utanfor SpAarTen
familjer 'sailors’ out-of prison families), The innovatio of the
postposed prepositional phrasé allows the relative to follow imme-
dlatelv its head, which in turn follows its head (familjer till
s jOman utanfér spirren 'families of sallorsout “of prison'). «n
this way, SVO order {;;tonsol1daxed in the {E languayes. “

It is clear that inflections cannot be eroded away if they are .
still functional - or if they are %till harmonious with the basic ]
word-order of the language. The abhility of phonological change to
neutralize them is testimony to their having been superceded by
some other erammatical marker - or of thein incongruity with other

eatures of the langusge. If a language is SOV, it tends to have
a case syst-n {Gresnberg's Universal 41); but a language may have
a case system and have evolved to anothet type slnce word- order
change precedes the collapse, as well as the development of a case
systen, -

What, then, can be the cause of word-order change? It is likesly
that a given word-order will change in ohe direction rather than .
another, Vennemann (1973) provides many rather far-fetched reasons
for the 'naturalness' of change along these lines:

VSO =D FW0 (fr-~¢ word-order)

N AT
SVO &= SOV

i

_Miller suggests a more promising explanation. Assuming that the

*The translation frum the Swedish is from a dictionary; it is of
dubious accuracy, ‘
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first rule of the base of any language is S=NP +VP, becausc the
; 3 . orders- VOS .and OVS occur infrequently in the world's languages,, : .2
and because there i$ apparently no verb-initial language vhich
does not allow the sub1ect to surface before the verb, Miller
states that VSO order cannoc be generated without some movement
ruic, 1f verb and object are both:dominated by VP. If the order
of the VP is NP+V, and the movement rule is loct a shift of
- order to SOV is accomplished, _If the order of the VP is V4 NP, .
¥ and the movement rule is, lost,” the shift is to SYO. If the lang- -
uage has clear subject/object marking, he savs, then its base order ’
is ‘likely to, "be NP +V (i.e. SOV), so that loss of the movement rule
would result in an SOV. language. "This is rot an uncommon order
change: not only is it postulated for early PIE, but also for i
Amharige4nd other modern Semitic:languages of Ethiopia, which are ‘
. ) SOV and derived from a VS0 proto-language (cf. Arabic; which is
\ VS0). The change thus formulated does not involve any change of
- ordering in the base component.. But the shift f*-m SOV to SVO :
{also evidenced outside the IE family, in Bantu, ~hich, like French,
still preposes its object pronouns) requires a reversal of the order
of the NP and V in the base VP. Milier .does .not explaln wh¥ some
verb-initial languages should come to have clear suhject/ob1ect mar-
king and others not, and why this featurs should correlate with =
upderlving NP +V order, in addition, since every VSO language allows .
\ SVO order to surface, two movement rules must be po-tulated if -
the underlying order is s taken to be NP4V, so that it may be pre- ST
: ferabTe to postulate a shift of order ih the base in the case of )
‘. the VSO to SOV change, after all,

Bach_ (1967) suggests that *' hesc order for a universal base
is SVO, because of the nccessity, for distinguishing the subject from
the object in the most efficient way, Indeed, Greenberg's findings
reflect SVO as the most frequent order (followed by S0V, a d then
VSD). However, Vennemann (1973) and Kuno both conqlder 90 ‘4 superior
- order, Vennomann holds that the most natural position forﬁ%he verb
“is outside. the subject - object nucleus, where its tehse, aspect
and mood markings do not interrupt the 'propositional Sexu§' between-
S, 0 and V. He considers SVO inferior because the verb %3 here bur-
dened with the- syntactic function of dlst1ngu1sh1 g the subject and
the object, in addition to its semantic function of relating the
comment to the topic. It is not clear, however, why it should be
more hurdensome” to differentiate the subject and object than to
mark clause~final position, as the verb certainly does in SOV
languages (thereby obviating the need for relative pronouns in
relative clauses, for example). Vennemann might as well say that
SVO is superior to SOV becavse the verb is there relieved of the
-,ntactic function of marking the end of ‘the clause. - It is even
- less clear in what respect his sc-called semantic function and syn-
~tactic function should be two taska at all
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Kuno's rgasons “for the superiority of SOV to SVO aive more pause,
From the point of view of perceptual ease where embedded clauses

are involved, SOV and VSO orders clearly avoid centre-embedding.

Any embedded: S on the subject posigion in an SVO language is bound

to be centre-embedded unless it is extraposed to the risht of the
highest vkrb. In an SOV language, however, it is possible to left-
embed such-.clauses and thereby retain them adjacenf to their head,
both in subject and in object position. Kuno is puzzled by the

fact that the IE languages abandon this percentually >unerigr order
for a perceptually inferior one - a shift to V50 order would incur

no i8ss of this kind; sincé rizht-embedding in a verb-initiAI lang-
uage does the job of left-embedding in a verb-final language. The
SV0 languages must develon syntactic devices like extraposition and *
subject-raising to avoid centre-embedding in subject posjtion. -~
Evidentlv perceptual ease is not the governing factor in languace
change., Bever and Langendoen write that inflectional systems r
sentences easier to understand, but the language more difficult

learn, that such systems develop partly for perceptuali ease, and
disappear partly because of the learning difficulty. They postulate’
a historical competition between what makes a language easy to under-
stand and what makes it easy to learn. The learning of a ‘predictive’
grammar is for them constrained by a function of its Fformal simplicity
and the simplicity of systems for speech perception and production,
and there is evolutionary pressure to maximize the recoverability

of deep structure relations, bringine about surface order constraints

in some period$ and inflectional systems in others. This is misleading,

however. The role of systems of speech production and perception
.s not a diachronic one; Kuno's treatment of speech perception can
be uséful in explaining, for example, why an SOV language may require
a case systom < that is, the nature of, and relations arong, these’
rules that are formaily simple in a synchronic grammar. Notice that
the diachronic phenomena which Bever ™nd Langendoen claim cannot be
related ¥v each other by an examination of the rules alone (that is,
the disappearance of inflections in English and the appeararce of
restrictions on the absence of relative clause markers on clauses
modifyiny postverbal nouns) ahe seen in this study to be both of them
results of the establishment of SVO order in English; this is a syn-
tactic relationship-that awaits fornalization,

. ’ ~ :

In trving to account for the changes of word-order that languages
undergo,lmany linguists arc tempted by a foreign influvence explanation.
The IE languages of India are inhibited in their chdnge from SOV
to SYO by close contact with the SOV Dravidian languages. Tocharian.
too, seems to undergo a dramatic change from jncipient 5V0 structure '
with inflectional suffixes inherited frqm PIE, to SOV structure with
agglutinative suffixes; Lehr--a (1973) attributes this to borrowing.
The Finno-ugric family isfS; , but Finnish and Estonian innovate SVO

f
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word~order and some inflectional rather than agglutinative features,
apparently because of contact with I laﬁguqqe;. 01d Norse, on the

other hand, seems to undergo a peculiar loss prefixation, for
which there are no phonological reasons, and this occurs rather late
(around the first half of the ninth centurv), so it cannot be an
archa1<m. Lehmann (1973) attributes this to contact with languages
of “the Finno- -Ugric=group, from which 01d Norse is to borrow some
ordering rules (e.g. for the-genitive) and syntactic patterns for
postpositions and suffixes. Thus Firmish and 0ld Norse impose .
their own features on each other. Munda, an Austro-Asian language,
riginally VO_and non-agglutinating, like its cognate Khmer- '
N1 obar (spoken imsoutheast Asia). However, speakers of Munda
go to India in the\>}rst and second millenia B.C., and their language
shifts to the agglutlnatlng OV type, because of the influence of
the Dravidian languages. “Proto-Amharic is VO, and At shifts to OV
hecause of contact with the Cushitic lan?uageq of Eth1op1a.

Now the- phenomenon of borrOW1nv is among the most popuIar expla-
nations for any kind of linguistic change to be found in the litera-
ture. In fact, most of the features which® are interrelated in this
study as hatmonious with certain structures,. have been attributed
by some linguist at some time to the random influence of borrowing.
This explanation is by no means an outdated one; Lockwood (1969)
considers the PGmc periphrastic verbs an imitation of Romance develop-
ments, and the reduction of the PIE tense system to past and preterite
due to Finno-Ugric influence. ‘Traugott (1972) does not discount
the infiuence of French aad Scandinavian upon the disappearance of
grammatzcal gezder in English., Invocatiams of foreign influence
are innumerabl However, the only role of foreign influence which
is well-attested is its tendency to accelerate changes which -are
already underway in a language. The breakdown of the OE inflectional
system, for example, is underway from the earliest records. But it
proceeds most rapidly in the North and Midlands, undoubtedly because
of the extensive bilingualism there with Scandinavian dialects. ,
Many iannovations begin in this area, although they shaye ro specific
features with the language of the invaders.
logy of Persian is drastically levelled during the Moslem conquest,

Unless it can-be shown that the word-order changes described
above.are immanent in languages, and are thus accelerated, rather -
than caused, by ctontact with other languages, the foreign
influence explanation ought to be a very last resort. It was not:’
imagined fifteen years ago that a verb-final ianguage has structural
reasons for requiring postpositions rather than prepositions; perhaps
further research will reveal that phenomena which.cannot now be -
accounted for without recourse to a foreign influence explanation
are IJkerse éngendered by the internal structure of the language

i

Similarly, the morpho- .
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. itself. Besides, what detefmines whether Finnish is té/gorrow(
word-order from Old Norse, and not the pattcrns of fixatjon
‘that Old Norse supposédly borrows from Finnish? //

This study, in fact, un¢overs more uﬁanswereﬂ/questions than
it does answers. The ultimate causes of word-ofder change remain -
obscure; it is unclear why flew High German shotild begin to innovate
SOV characteristics rather jthan continue to develop along&the lines
of early Middle English’tegards an SVO type. [Is the contact with
Latin verb-final order vi4 translation in,the second half of the
fifteenth century, com?}ﬁed with the retained SOV features of ’
Middle High German, sufficient ‘to set off a regressive movement? '
¥hy should PIE appareatly never fully. consolidate SOV order? ‘

A more fruitful/area for research is the 'interrelationship
among the various £haracteristics of a certain word-order type.
In particular, it! is unclear whether the position of the verb ‘
exerts, a diachronic influence upon the order of the other consti-
tuents. That it does is suggested by the evidence of New High
German, in which the fixing of clause-final order ‘in dependeht
clauses and of all non-finite parts of the verb in main clauses,
seems to precede thg rise of postpositions and the preposing of -
participial constructions. In Vennemann's (1973) analysis, the
change of yerb position is brought about early in the typological
shift from SOV to SVO; it is necessitated by the breakdown of the
subject/object morphology (which in turn occurs very early in’the
case-weakening procegs). The position of the verb then brings . .
about all related changes. However, examples abound of langyages
innovating yliverse features of the SVO type before the verb is
fixed «in second position. Postpositions are replaced by prepositions
in Latin and Greek long before the 'shift of the verb to second posi-
tion. Similarly, Miller indicates that conjunctians begin to be
preposed rather than postposed in the early Indo-Iranian dialects
and that various other SVO features are innpva}ed, and yet the
surface order SVO is never established at all (j

-

presumably because

of contact With the Dravidian larguages). Furthermore, the subject/
object distinction is often netained intact throughout the shift
from SOV to SVO word-order, as in Greek. If it is not the under-
‘lying order*df the subject, object and verb that causes the early

IE dialects to innovate SVO features like prepositions and conjunc-
tions on the left, then why .do such innovations eccur? Does a change
in any part of the base component (e.g. NP+ Adverbial Prt.>Preposi-
tion + NP) suffice to bring about a ghange of order in the other base
rules, so that eventually VP=V + NP is changed to VP NP+ V? Kuno's
work does not suggest an answer to this diachrenic question; centre-
embedding is not guaranteed more by the clause-final position of

_the verb than by, say, the postposing of relative clauses in a verb-
final language. It is only the combination of the two that leads
to centre-embedding. ' :
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I have also left une\plalned the 1elation between unstressed

subject pronouns articles and aux1113r1es and the rise of SVO order.
There is some evidence that the auxiliary moves to clause-second )
position before the MV (cf, German and OE; one study (Funke) indi-

cates that the aux111ary ¢ah never occur in final position in a main
clause in OE). Some reconciliation with the principle of weight
m1ght be accomplished, Vennemann (1974) and Miller discuss the

raison d'8tre of the definite article, Vennemann arguing that topi-
calization problems arise during the breakdown of the subject/object
morphology, and Miller- countering that Greek develops an article
when this morphology is still intact.- I leave uneXplalned and un-
formalized the shift from impersonal to personal use of verbs,

and of intransitive to transitive, that is so well- attested in the
development of the”European languages. What is the precise relation
between infléctional systems and word-order types; why should case,
number and gender features become prefixed rather than suffixed to ;
nouns (cf.-Latin regis, regi, regem, reges 'of—the klng, to-the-king,
the-king {acc.), the kings' and French du roi, ap roi, le roi, les
rois (this »s not'being represented phonetlcaTIy)) in the shift from
SOV to SVO? When the morphologlca1 and scrambllng rules of a language
are lost, where exactly is the simultaneous increase in complem1ty°

o

“Lehmann (1973) .suggests axc01relat10n between word-order type
. and phonological structure. The syllabic structure of OV languages
. is often-(C)CV (as in Japanese; in Turkish, a syllable-final conso-
1 nant must be a single resonant). A VO language ‘which'is inflectional -
rather than agglutinating, tends to have closed syllables, and.conso-
nant clusters are as frequent here syllabie-finally as syllable-lnltlally.
- Vowel harmony is characteristic of OV languages, he says (cf. Turkish,
Finno-Ugric); “the assimilation process, like deletion rules and the
ordering of adverbs and objects, operates.from right to left. In VO
languages, on the other hand, assimilation suppasedly operates from
left to right (cf. Umlaut; if this is true, then this is another
aspect in which French is more consistently SVO than English; since C
in French assimilation” is usually progressive rather than regressive:,
absorbe [apsorb] vs., FEnglish [abzorb] ). Finally, OV languages often
have an accent of pitch (cf. Japanese PIE), which varies the quality

~

! rather than the quantity.of vowels, whlfé VO languages tend to have
an accent of stress,. If these correlations hold, they remain to be
. explained.

~

However, an explanation has been offered for the phendhenon of
> syntactic drift, an explanation which is superior to that of the
erosive power of phonological change and to the postulation of a
metacondition Tesponsible for the proliferation of free-standing
segments rather than bound: morphemes in the surface structure, It
has been demonstraced in this study that the independent but parailel
developments which take place in related languages are due to ’stru~-

. .
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»  tural features of the proto-language. Meillet (1017) is thus mis-
taken. in his belief that the principles of change which are active
before, during and after they are manifested in various 1#nguistic
developments can be only acknowledged by the linguist, and not
explained (p.9). "It is also clear that, while word-order change
is not the sole cause of syntactic changes it can be called upon
to relate many diachronic developments which -have untii now defied

explanation., ' ° ~ R

-
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Notes

1. This work was partially supported by Canada Council Grant
No. 873-1570, Diachronic Syntax and Constraints on Grammars.
I am grateful to the unst1nt1ng David Lightfoot for 'his many -
kinds of help,

She states the oppositeé, though, in 1972: "Surface nominal func-
tion is primarily indicated by case in 0ld English. Other factors
are, however, also important, notably word-order and the use of
prepositions' (p.80). )

This is in keeping with a principle of Greenberg's, that.the
higher a construction in a phrase marker, the freer the order

of the constituent elements (p.104). The order within a
morphologicsl const-uction is the most fixed of all.

Pronouns retain an old mode of comparison in Latin, and reflect
earlier object - verb order in French and Bantu, as will be seen
below, . :

~

The dual role of these particles is reflected in the ambiguity
of John decided on the boat, John was working on the stage.-

6.1 Germanists speak of three different levels in Germar: Schrift-
sprache 'literary language', Umgangssprache 'colloquial language!',
~and Mundarten 'dialects’, '

7. This article, "On 'Gapping and the Order of Constituents'',
in Qu rterly Progress Report No. 97, MIT, is unavailable to me.
T re d of it in Smith, p.I19f.. - ‘

"8, This, too, is from Smith, p.18.

9. Cf. Greenberg's Universal 39: Where morphemes of both numbsr




and case are present and both follow or both precede the noun
base, the expression of number almost a]ways comes betwegn
the ncun base and the expression of case,.

The 1967 article is "Deep and Surface Structure in Alfredian .
Prose", PEGS paper No. 14, partial prepubllcatlon draft,
Washington,,K D.C. It is unavallable to me; 1 read of-it in
Smith, p.56, .
David Lightfoot has pointed out to me that the view of German

and OE as underlying SOV languages, with a transformation moving
the verb to second position in independent clauses, is con-
sistent.with Emonds' (e.g. 1972) constraints upon transfor-
mations. If a rransforé%tlon may only move an element into

a position where it is ‘immediately dominated by the highest

S (belng a 'root' transformation), or where it may be generated
by a phrase structure rule (being a 'structure- preserving' trans-
formation), then-no transformation may be postulated for German
and OE which moves the verb to clause-final position in subor-
dinate clauses.

There is the same tendency-in English for the comparative and
superlative to be formed analytically in monosyllabic and bi-

" syllabic words, where this was formerly not the case: compare
Milton's elegantest and sheepishest with modern most plain,
most cruel, most simple.

The relevant works are unavailable to m2; I read of them in
Smith, p.5, 52: Fourquet's L'Ordre des €léments de la phrase

en germanlque ancien, University of Strasbourg, 1938; Kuhn's

"Zur Wortstellung im Altgermanischen", Paul und Braune Beitraege,
Vol.57, p.1-109 (1892); Braune'c "Zur Lehre von der deutschen .
WOrtqtellung" Forschunpen zur deutschen Philologie, Festgabe
fuer Rudolf Hildebrand, Leipzig, p.34-51 (1894).

14, These works are unavailable to me. I read of them in Lehmann
. ' ‘ (1969:9): '"Preliminaries to a Historical and Comparative Analy-
: six of the Syntax of the 01d Irish Verb'", Celtica VI, p.1-49
(1960); "Preliminaries to the Reconstruction of IE Sentence
‘ Structure", Proceedings of the Ninth International Congres$
of Linguists, The Hague, p.1035-42, 1045 (1964). ‘ o

H
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