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|. Introduction

From around the sixth century on, all of
the West Germanic languages began to
use their distal ,simple’ demonstrative in
functional and semantic slots which
nowadays we would associate with the
definite article. (McColl Millar 2000:
279)

1. Introduction

This thesis is a usage-based study of the Old &mgillemonstrativese and its
development into the definite artidlee In it, patterns of nominal determination in Old
English and their influence on the phenomenon degmy emergence will be
discussed. | intend to hypothesize about the reakehind a possible grammar change
— from a grammar that has no definite article taamgmar that employs this functional
category—, suggesting a possible WHEN and WHY. Overall, tthigsis tries to
contribute to the ongoing debate about the existeh@ definite article in Old English.
A central aim in this regard is to set up cleastable criteria for ‘articlehood’ and to
check if these criteria can be successfully appiedn older language stage. It will be
shown that demarcating the category ‘article’ fromther categories like the
‘demonstrative’ is by no means a simple task. Gahgrmy discussion of the
emergence of the linguistic category ‘article’ wile embedded into a broader
discussion of linguistic gradience, diachronic graldess, grammaticalization and
reanalysis.

Further, | will argue that the article category tbereloped due to the previous
emergence of a positional, syntactic, lexically ensgecified ‘determination slot’.
Based on the results of the empirical investigatiowill be suggested that the speakers
of early Old English already employed this ‘slat’their grammars, which is seen as a
necessary precondition and trigger for the devekgnof the definite article. It will
thus be suggested that the change from demonstragivdefinite article is a change
which was driven by a “lexically underspecified ri$yctic] construction” (Van de
Velde 2010: 291) — in other words, the grammatzedion of a schematic construction
with a slot (Trousdale & Traugott 2010: 12; cf. B¢2003a,b, 2007; De Smet 2008).
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|. Introduction

Next to being influenced by semantic-pragmatic desit the change s
conceptualized as a so-called “form-driven chan@@scher 2007: 66), where mostly
formal ‘system-internal’ factors (e.g. structuragularization as a principle of economy,
formal pattern recognition and transfer) are respgme for the grammaticalization of
the demonstrative.

In addition to that, | will demonstrate that thisaghmaticalization of a schematic
construction was mostly triggered by analogicakoséng (cf. Fischer 2007; De Smet
2010). Analogy will be treated as a “psychologiga#tal phenomenon which has causal
efficiency both in language as in culture” and © simply a “descriptive device”
(Itkonen 2005: xii). Analogy will be conceptualizéd a wider senseas ‘rule
generalization/ extension’ at a higher meta-lingioilevel (Traugott & Trousdale 2010:
36; Fischer 2007). Although the development of #necle category is definitely a
multi-causal phenomenon, it will be argued that ptax analogy and frequency effects
are the main motivating forces behind the obses/abguistic change (Fischer 2007: 4,
cf. Hawkins 2004). Especially the frequency of ligjic surface forms (i.e. concrete
tokens), the influence of taxonomically related stomctions and preferences in
cognitive on-line processing will be discussedwitl be assumed that learning a
language is schema-based rather than rule-basedhandtructural similarities (i.e.
position and the overt shape of forms) can be aecau stimulus of change (Fischer
2007: 326).

In English, the demonstrative and the definitechtare essential parts of the noun
phrase (henceforth also NP). As a matter of faouvdver, the NP- despite its

functional importance has usually been relatively neglected as a tdpiesearch.

The English NP has always been treated as ther|besther of the VP. It
seems to be less problematic, simpler, and moeggktforward than the
VP, which consequently is taken to offer more emgitatnd more rewarding
research questions. (Jucker 1993: 7)

Nevertheless, “the seeming simplicity of the NPeddfthe motivation- and the

challenge — to dig deeper in an attempt to uncthesfull breadth of the intricacies and

! In contrast to the classical concept of analogictvis now known as ‘four-part’ analogy and ‘leveji
(Traugott & Trousdale 2010: 32).

12



|. Introduction

complexities” (Jucker 1993: 7). In full agreementhathis position, | am motivated to
meet this challenge.

To introduce the phenomenon, some important symefyrodiachronic and
typological facts about the definite article shml mentioned. Today, the definite article
is a functional element which, among other thfngearks ‘definite”® reference in a
subset of NPs (cf. Christophersen 1939: 84; Mussaid60: 169; Kisbye 1972: 1,
Traugott 1972: 85-87; Mitchell 1985: 127ff). In Bemt Day English, singular count,
plural count and non-count nouns are not suppasetdur ‘bare’ when they are used
in a context where the speaker or hearer knowsrthiges from previous discourse, the
intermediate or larger situation or general worltbkledge; in other words, in all
contexts that make it clear that the noun refera tmique, identifiable entity. In those
cases, the overt marking of definite referencebiggatory, and mostly this is realized
by the definite articléhe as a default (cf. Quirk et al. 1985: 5.12).

According to some internet statistitBe is the most common word in the English
language (followed byf andto)*. The definite article is such a central elementhef
modern NP that the rise of such a category may seeawoidable’ in retrospect.
However, it is highly problematic and circular tgpéain the rise of any category by the
sheer fact that it exists today. Therefore, on¢hef main questions examined in this
thesis is what particular factors conditioned &tiemergence in the English language,
especially when one takes into consideration thati@ usage is not a general tendency
among languages and that “most of the world gategalquite well without being
obliged to distinguish consistently betwehga articleandan article’ (Lyons 1999: 48).

Diachronically, it is established knowledge thaeé ttefinite English articlehe
developed out of the OE deictic demonstraseand its forms (Mitchell 1985; Traugott
1992). Also typologically, a definite article oftemiginates from a demonstrative. Still,
there are many languages that have no articld é&t.gl Finnish, Kiswahili, Russian or
most Slavic languages; cf. Giusti 1997: 102; McQdlllar 2000: 275) Languages

% The definite article is also used to mark genegference in Present Day English (see section 2.2).
% Note that it will have to be established what isamt by the term ‘definite’ (see section 2.2).

* http://www.world-english.org/english500.htm

® Some do not have an indefinite article (e.g. lnéie, Bulgarian or Arabic).

13



|. Introduction

may indicate definiteness in alternative ways: dlgio position (e.g. in Chine%ecf.
Diesing 1991), case (e.g. Finnish and PersianKaflsson 1983[1995]: 18; Buchholz
2004: 11; Chesterman 1991), or verbal aspect (seton 2.3.2). If definiteness is
marked in a grammar by a determinative, this cao &k done in various ways: one
finds pre- vs. posthead or free vs. bound morphcéddorms. Moreover, articles have
been shown not only to have developed out of detratthaes but also out of possessive
pronouns, classifiers and other elements (Lyon9198). In other words, to mark
definite reference by using a functional elemeke kihe article is just one option out of
many options to mark definiteness.

It also has to be pointed out that within the Ifflcopean languages article
emergence is a rather late development, espedralthe Germanic languages. It is
claimed that in Gothic (Got), Old High German (OKH®)Id Saxon (OS) and Old
English (OE) the definite article is only emergi(ihilippi 1997: 62). The following
sentences 1a) — d) show that all the listed Gerrlanguages did not obligatorily mark

definite or indefinite reference.

(1)" a. ip sainngaggands  pairh daur hairdeis ist lambe
but who goes througlfthe] dooris [a] shepherdfor [the] sheep
Got (J.X.2)
b. uuantra giboran ist man in  mittilgart

because (it) was born [a] man in [the] world
OHG (Tatian.174.5)

c. stonc da eefter stane stearcheort onfand feondes fotlast
jumped then behindthe] stone [the] stoutheartedound enemy’s footstep

OE (Be0.2288)

d. efeo man mid sulicun dadun  dodes gesculdien
if sometimes [a] man with such actions [the] death deserves

OS (Heliand. 5244)

® Chinese sometimes uses classifiers as definitdesror position to indicate semantic definiteness
" Examples (1) and (2) are taken from Philippi (1:952).
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However, what we may find in these languages ingsie#he use of demonstratives in a

similar way to that of the definite article in theodern Germanic languages (2).

(2) a.jah andhafjands sa hundafaps qap
and answering the/that captain said

Got (M.VIIL:8)

b. so er bifora wardh chichundit dhurutdhen forasagun
so he before was forseen by the/those prophets

OHG (Isidor.28.5.6)

c. thatall thia elilendun man iro vothil suohtin
thatall the/that strange mertheir home looked-for

OS (Heliand.345)

d. Men ne cunnon secgan to sode...hwmem hlaeste onfeng
people cannot say for sure  ...whdthe/that cargo  received

OE (Beo0.50)

These demonstratives are used rather restrictedlzannot easily be labeled as articles
(Philippi 1997: 63). As will be shown, the distrimn of sein Old English differs from
that of moderrihe

This leads to the questiongéand its forms already functioned as an articl®Iid
English. Opinions differ on that question. Althouijis debate is far from being settled
in the literature, two things have been taken foanted among most diachronic
syntacticians. Firstly, researchers agree thatdefeite article developed out of an
anaphoric or resumptive use of the demonstratigeo&dly, they agree that this process
took place sometime between the Old English and dMidEnglish period (cf.
Christophersen 1939; Mustanoja 1960). However ginestion as to when the definite
article emerged in English heavily depends on how defines demonstratives and
articles in the first place, and what grammatieatéires one believes to be affected by

the postulated change. In other words, it is neggds define ‘true article usage’.
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This directly relates to another essential poirdte\that the term ‘article’ is often
confused or used synonymously with the more motienm ‘determiner’. Bloomfield
introduced the concept determiner in 1933, while term ‘article’ is much oldét.
However, a conceptual difference between thoseests. In this thesis, | will work
with the following distinction: the term ‘articleefers to a word category, i.e. a cover
term for certain lexemes (e.g. Pie or Gemder, die, daswhereas ‘determination’
denotes a function in the noun phrase which cariubdled by a set of elements
(‘determinatives’) (this important distinction whie further elaborated in section 2.1.3).

Regarding potential causal factors, the diachremergence of the article has been

interpreted as:

= triggered by the loss of nominal morphology esgdbBcian the adjective
paradigm (cf. e.g. Philipsen 1887; Behaghel 1928yistophersen 1939;
Heinrich M. 1954; Mustanoja 1960; Giusti 1993; Hokng 1993)

» influenced by language contact with Old Norse (Mé@®bllar 2000)

= as functional reanalysis towards or within DetemniRhrase (DP) structure (cf.
e.g. Philippi 1997; Lyons 1999; Roberts & Rouss6032 Osawa 2007)

= as a grammaticalization papar excellencecf. e.g. Traugott 1982, Lehmann
1982[95]; Himmelmann 1997; Lyons 1999; Hawkins 2004

For example, Himmelmann (1997), based on Greenberg. (1978) and Lehmann

(1982[95]), postulates the following grammaticatiaa path for deictic particles:

Deictic Particle + Categorial Noun > Demonstratiigronoun >
Demonstrative Determiner > Weakly Demonstrativeifef Determiner >
Definite Article > Affixal Article > Noun Marker (linmelmann 1997: 23)

Generally, each of these lines of investigation hasmerit. As a matter of fact,

somewhere in the process some kind of reinterpoetaf the grammar must have taken

8 Lowth (1762) seems to be the first to take thicleg as a separate word class; before that, therg w
considered particles.
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place (whatever this grammar looks like), in orftera default marker to arise. Also,
most of Lehmann’s grammaticalization processes Z[BH: 164) can be identified in
article development in English (see section 3).

Nevertheless, some challenges remain. Althouglofathe accounts mentioned
above provide schemes that more or less fit thengghenon descriptively, they are
explanatorily weak, because they do not really eatrate on the causes of the
actuation of the change. Moreover, | will arguet tleanalysis and grammaticalization
are epiphenomenal descriptive terms rather thaf' ‘tausal mechanisms and should be
broken down “into more fundamental mechanisms ofglege change, including
(among others) analogy” (De Smet 2009: 1730).

Therefore, regarding the rise of such a highly desg linguistic element, this
thesis in detail aims to answer two central quasti@) At what point in time “did the
demonstrative cease being a demonstrative and lgetoenarticle?” (Spamer 1979:
241) and b) What surrounding or preceding factaggeéred this particular kind of
development?

The first question relates to the necessity to tdate the observable change in a
precise way, by setting up clear criteria for digtiishing between demonstrative and
article. Otherwise, it will not be possible to deise the categorical change properly.
The goal is to present an account of the change & ‘articleless’ grammar (Gonstraive
at ;) to one that uses the artidlee as the default filler of an existing determinatsiat
in the prehead to mark definite refereriGg... at t). In other words, the first question
relates to the WHEN (particular point in time) aH@OW (categorical change). The
second question aims at the WHY (causal triggethefdevelopment angoints to a

more general question, well framed by Hawkins:

Why is it that grammaticalization clines are seiniation in some languages
but not in others, or set in motion at some stag&mguage and not in
others? (Hawkins 2004: 82)

Could the emergence of the article have been aic@nce? This seems highly unlikely
if we consider the parallel development in the Gamo and even the Romance
languages (cf. Philippi 1997). However, typologdigalbne gets the impression that
there is also something arbitrary about article ettgyment, especially when we
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consider that many languages function perfectlyhout it. It is especially this
typological variation which makes the grammaticatian of the demonstrative in
English such a highly interesting topic, and dedityi one worth investigating.

This thesis, with all its tentative suggestionsupposed to complement and add to
current views on the subject. The rest of thisoetiction gives a preliminary account of
the phenomenon (1.1) and the data used (1.2)\opedésents the approach taken (1.3)
and discusses the overall goals and limitationthigfthesis (1.4). Finally, an overview

of the structure of this thesis will be given (1.5)

1.1 The phenomenon

Modern Englishthe descends fronrse the masculine nominative of what is known as
the Old English simple demonstrativevo members of the paradigm have survived in
Modern English: the neuter nominative/accusativenfppeet has preserved “its pure
demonstrative signification” (Christophersen 1998) and shows up as Modfat.
The masculine nominative forree (employing the onsep- from the other cases)
developed into the definite artidlee (van Gelderen 2007: 297 cf. Christophersen 1939:
84; Mustanoja 1960: 169; Mitchell 1985: 127ff).

Concerning its Proto- and West-Germanic ancestbies,demonstrativese is a
continuation of the Proto-Germanic pronominal stém®s, *si, *pat, *tod (Prokosch
1939: 269). Table 1 shows the Old English paradifse

singular plural
masc. fem. neuter. all genders
N se, s€ S20 peet pa
A Jpone pa Jpeet pa
G pees pbage, pare pees para, pa&a
D peam, pim paee, pare peam, pim peam, pim

Table 1: Declension afein Early West Saxon (Hogg 1992: 143)

As can be seen, the demonstrative system is sfite celaborate in Old English. It

displays an interesting feature which Old Engliss m common with Gothic (Got) and
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|. Introduction

Old Norse (ON): the simple demonstrative is fornfien two stems, one witk- (se
seg and one withp- (te/ to) (Kisbye 1972: 1415.

Generally, Old English syntax (at least in its &dal’ West Saxon form) is
constructed according to a complex relationshipvbeh gender, number and case. It is
a system where number and case information isechr(primarily) by inflection
(McColl Millar 2000: 27). Compared to Present Dayglish, Old English was highly
inflected. Nouns, pronouns, demonstratives, ingatives, and adjectives were
inflected for nominative, genitive, dative, accisatcase and for some remnants of an
instrumental case still remaining in the demonstedf Pronouns, demonstratives and
adjectives were also marked for number (singuham, pin, plural urea, ewerwith a
third category duaunder, inkerin the pronoun system) and gender (mdss. fem.
hire, neut.}* and agreed within the phraée a feature still present in Present Day

Germari® but lost from English by the time of Chaucer.

(3) se adiga apostolat Petrus
DEM-NOM masc. ADJ-NOM masc. CN-NOM masc. PN
the/that blessed apostle Peter

(cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:35.1.46)

° Other West Germanic dialects derive the simpleatesimative exclusively from thetd stem. Compare
OHG der, diu, dagGemder, die, dap OSthe, thiu, thatand OFrighi, thiu, thetwith ON s4, s, patand
Got.sa, 9, patg (cf. Kisbye 1972). According to Lass (1994: 148 two-part constructioim several of
the listed languageeflects “a well-attested type of IE demonstrasystem”, including the idiosyncrasy
of having an */s-/ stem for masculine and feminimen.sg., and a */t-/ stem for neuter nom.sg. ahd al
other forms (for further details on the IE systesa £ass (1994: 143)).

1 There was a masculine and neuter instrumentalisings well with the formgon and py but it is
doubtful if the instrumental should be consideredal inflexional form. Hogg (1992:143) refers t@s a
“fossilized relict at least partially detachablerfr the normal paradigm.” Thus it is not listed iable 1,
though some grammarians list it as well.

1 verbs inflected for person and number and hadhditative, imperative and subjunctive mood.

12 General agreement between modifiers and head inrfEshows a few exceptions. These are mainly
motivated by two tendencies: a) the tendency tonaseral gender rather than grammatical gender with
human beings. b) The other is “to generalmet (neut.dem.) to objects, anehe (masc.acc.) andes
(masc.neut.gen.), without regard to gender, tocatdi accusative or genitive endings respectively”
(Traugott 1992: 177)

13 CompareDas wunderbare Lacheln daeten Manres (MAS.SG.GEN)beeindruckte mictand Das
wunderbare Lacheln deneten Madchen(FEM.PL.GEN)beeindruckte mickvith The wonderful smile of
the nice man/ of the nice girls impressed me.
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4) Ge furdon on pa wildan fenras hi ferdon.
DEM-ACC ADJ - ACC CN- ACC pl.
They even into the/those  wild marshes tregel

(cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:1010.11.1779)

NPs in Old English are definite or indefinite. Geally, a definite NP consists of a
personal pronoun, a demonstrative pronoun, a notmunrique reference (proper noun)
or a common noun marked by a possessive or deratimstdeterminative. When it
comes to the class of determinatives in Old Engliste has to keep in mind that they
“appeared in a considerable variety of forms, ewgthin one dialect” (Hogg 1992:
142). The different spellings in Table 1 reflectrsoof the varieties which can be found,
probably due to stressed and unstressed positidhe isentenc¥'

Finally, the contrast between the two demonstratise and pes must be
mentioned. The simple demonstratige is distinct from the so-called compound
demonstrativépes pesis common to all Germanic dialects except Gothit isnformed
from the simple demonstrative by the addition of article-se/-si*> In Old High
German we haveéése,in Old Saxontheseand in Old Norsesja (Kisbye 1972: 141;
Lass 1994: 144ff}°

singular plural
masc. fem. neuter. | all genders
N pbes peos pis pas
A pisne [as pbis [ais
G| Dhisses pisse, pisre pisses | pissa, pisra
D| pissum pisse pissum pissum

Table 2: The declension of Old Englisbs(Mitchell and Robinson 2001: 18)

The semantic opposition betwesaandpesis not clear; it is claimed thdges often
contrasts withse “by pointing to something near” (Mitchell 1985: M2similar to
today’sthis, butsecan sometimes be translated as modlesandpesasthe However,
already in Old English (but especially in Middle giish) the sense dbestended to

include a stronger deictic notion contrasting wst#s developing anaphoric function.

14 Brunner (1965: §§337) and Campell (1959: §708rofiverviews of various dialectal and diachronic
(early and late) forms used during the period.

15 possibly related to the verb “see” (Gothi) (Kisbye 1972: 141).

'® see Appendix IV for the declension of the OGH, @® and the ON compound demonstratives.
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The inflections obesdecayed together with those of the article; moshs marked for
case were lost by the thirteenth century, althoogbe-marked forms can be found
longer in conservative texts, which generally kegp gender distinctions in their
paradigms to a later point in time. Howevees is much less frequelit than se
(Mustanoja 1960: 173; Mitchell 1985: 136; Lass 190m4)*8

1.1.1 One for all and all for one? - The employment of se in Old
English

The definite article had its origin in the demoastre. This can be considered a
frequent typological development, as both elemargsalways applied to referents that
possess some quality of identifiability. The fosecould either be used in two ways: as
an independent element (comparable to PDE complereénelative pronoun
that/which/wh® heading an NP, or dependently as a determinaticembination with
a noun. According to Mitchell (1985: 128ff$e could be used independently in the
following ways™:

It is used in a second, subsequent sentence td esfaetition of a preceding noun

(5)°  and peer 8a burh getimbredg,paes ilcan gearém
and there the burgh built, and in the same ybat

et Bricge
atBridgeworth
(ChronC 96.31 (912)

In this example, the antecedent functions as aecbbutse can also be found referring

to a preceding or a following clause, as in

" Shannon (1964: 32) counted approximately 280 elesmyfseand four ofbesin the Parker Chronicle
from 734 to 891. For further information on thetbiy of pessee Mustanoja (1960: 173); Mitchell (1985:
136); Lass (1992: 114).

18 Note that Old English also had no grammaticalipeaximal/distal contrast as in PDis vs. that
Only after the 12th century does the old neuterinative/accusative singulfaetbegin to emerge with
a clear distal sense (opposedis) (Mustanoja 1960: 168ff; Lass 1992: 114;). Aldwe hew plural types
pes-eandtho-seemerge only after the 13th century.

19 The following list is incomplete as it only lisise most important uses. All of the paragraphs—(B)
not indicated otherwise refer to Mitchell's paragraphs. For a more dethtteatment of the Old English
uses of the independent demonstrative see Mit¢h@l5: 128ff).

20 Examples (5) — (12) are taken from Mitchell (19828ff).
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(6) dada he wees gebroht to geleafan mid deepeigge,

When he was brought to faith, with the touch,
ba weard seo twynung pupket us eetbroden
then was the uncertainty  Hbyat from us taken

(FECHom i. 234.23) (cf.§ 316)

Semay also sum up what has gone before. In thistimmd is frequently tautologic and

anacoluthic as well, e.g.

(7) Seo ilce burg Babylonia, seo de maest wees 7 eerest ealra burga,
This same city Babylonia, that the greatest wasd first of all cities,

Seois nu leest) westast
that/this/whichis now least and most deserted
(Or 74.22)

(8) pa land pe man haet Gallia Bellica, be edstamis
The land that one calls Gallia Bellica, by (ffeastof thatis

sio ea pe man heet Rin.
the river that one calls Rhine
(Or 22.22).(8317) (cf. Willfing 1894: 372-4)

Sealso has an emphasizing, special-subject-charfgimgtion. In such examples it is

likely thatsecarried stress, e.g.

(9) [Herodes] dohte gif he  hiealle ofsloge,
[Herodes] thought if he them all slaughtered,

baetsean ne aetburste pe he sohte,
thatthat-one should not escape whom he sought
(A£CHOom i.82.12)

Hereseindicates that the subject is no longer Herodéghmiinfant Christ. The use of
se avoids the ambiguity which the use of the pers@mahoun sometimes gives. Even
when the pronoun is not ambiguogscan be used where we expbetor shein PDE.

Note that in (10), again a change in the subjectb@observed.
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(10) Hi habbad mid him  awyriedne engel, mancgrfieend
They had with him corrupt angel, mankind’s foe,

andseheefd andweald on dam mannum de heora cyppeseodr
andthat-one has power over the men that their creatoletwg
(AECHom ii. 488.14).(8320, §321)

Sometimes a demonstrative can be used when aveslatbnoun could also be used.
(8322, 8327). e.g.

(11) Abel, Adames sunu, rihtwis and Gode andfenge
Abel, Adam’s son, righteous and to God loyal,

boneofsloh Cain his brodor
whom/this-oneslew  Cain, his brother
(AECHOom ii.58.25)

The demonstrative also appears in the Old Englighivalent of the ModE parenthetic
and explanatory “that is”. Various forms likeet i8" or paet sindcan befollowed by
several possible complemen(soun complement, prepositional phragg}23, §324,
8325, 8326) (cf. Wilfing 1901: 374-8Fe is also frequently used in cataphoric
(forward-pointing) constructions where Present OEyglish prefersthis (Traugott
1992: 172F? The oblique cases of the neuter demonstrétseécan be used as adverbs
and conjunctions, either alone, €bges py or with prepositions, e.¢o paesandforpon
(8318, § 2418-20). As the definite article did detvelop out of the independent use of
se,this independent demonstrative usage will notdmdtdvith any further in this thesis,
unless aspects of it are related to the developofetependense

Dependentse is by definition accompanied by a noun or nounivaent (=
‘determinative se’). It shows uses very similarthat of the ModE definite articlthe
but also of the demonstratitieat As the examples (12 — 20) show, it is often fdussi
to givesea deictic reading and interpret it as a demonsgeabut it can be translated by
ModE theas well.

% peet is/ peet wads used with a singular noun complement irrespebtiof its gender. With a plural
complement we fingbeet sindr pa sind

22E.g. in Present Day English one might sdg:said this: (that) the king lefin Old Englishseis used in
this constructionHe that said: (that) the king had lefivhere the demonstrative precedes the verb
(Traugott 1992: 172).
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(12) sedeada cniht
the/thatdead boy/warrior /...
(ACHom i. 492)

(13®  Men ne cunnon secgan to sode ...hwaeem hleeste onfeng
people cannot say for sure ....whthe/that cargo received
(Beowulf 50)

It can refer backwards, referring to something ties already been introduced, e.g.

(14) pa Eadmund clypode a&nne bisceoppe him pa gehendost waes
then Eadmund summoned a bishop who him then nearest was

pa forhtode  se bisceop
then was afraid the/that bishop
(AElfric Saints XXXII.56)

(15) Genim oe ane iserne hierstepannaburh da pannanis getacnod
take an iron frying pan e/ that panis signified

se wielm daes modes

the fervour of the spirit
(CP 163.22)(8330)

It may point forward,

(16/* hie habbaddaarodnesse 8a bieldo daet hie magon anweald habban

They have the spiritandthe courage that they may power have
(CP 41.17)

It can refer to something for which the reader nmakt on outside knowledge, e.g.

(a7) se sealmscopguaed
the psalmistsays
(CP 29.8) (cf. Hillweck 1887: 1-14) (§330)

23 Example (13 & 15) taken from Phillipi (1997: 85).
24 Examples (14), (16) — (18) are taken from Mitcli@d85: 133ff.)
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Secan occur with cardinal numbers, e.g. (18) anday be expanded by an additional
adjective (19 & 20).

(18) pa twa byrig... Sodomé&omorre
the/thosetwo cities.. Sodom & Gomorrah
(Or1.7)

(19) onpam ilcan ekge gefuhton wi Walas

onthe/that same day fought with the Welsh
(cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:495.1.163)
(20) furdon on pa wildan fennas hi ferdon
even intothe/those wild marshes they traveled
(cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:1010.11.1779)

In all the examples listed above, the usagesefs very similar to article usage in
Present Day English. Nevertheless, as will be showthe next section, the overall

distribution ofsediffers significantly from that of modeihe

1.1.2 Is there an ‘article’ in OIld English? — Problems of
categorization

One of the main questions discussed in the litezaisi whether the fornse already
should be analyzed as an ‘article’ in tH&@ntury. Concerning this question, opinions
differ. Early writers such as the German scholars Flamr@85(125) or Brunner (1942
[1965]: 261) positively state that the demonstee was indeed used as a “definite

article™

Das urspringliche einfache Demonstrativprononsen sio, daethat im
Ae.[Old English] meist nur noch die abgeschwachteddtitung des
bestimmten Artikels. (Brunner 1965: 261 8337)

Philipsen (1887: 6, 10, 14) distinguishes betwericlas “mit starker Demonstration”
mit “schwacherer Demonstration” and “ohne demomiseaKraft®. Also Christophersen
is one of those who strongly believe in the existenf an article around 897 (cf.
Christophersen 1939: 92; Kisbye 1972: 1).

Similarly, in more recent literature, Lass statest t
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[tlhe OIld English equivalent of the definite articlvas a fully inflected
deictic (‘demonstrative’) adjective/pronoun, quedaborately marked for
case, number and gender (Lass 1992: 112).

Thus, Lass interpretse as the “equivalent” of the definite article. Hoveeyon closer
inspection, the case sk and its role as or development into an articlenisch more
complicated than such statements suggest. Varimldgms arise if one simply equates
OE sewith ModEthe The distribution osein Old English differs from that of modern
the in various ways. Sometimes Old English fails to Eapghe demonstrative when
one might expect an article in Present Day Englisth vice versa.

For example, in a short passage fréhtiric’'s Colloguy, an Old English dialogue
between a schoolmaster and his pupils, it can Bergbd - as exemplified in line 6 and
11 (oxan) — that the NP remains bare and stays unmarkéuyualh oxan has been
introduced in the previous discourse (line 3) s the referent is already known to the
speaker and hearer. In Present Day English thisdisated by the use of the definite
article or some other determinative.

1 [The teacher:] Hwaet cunnguas pine 1 What carthese your fellowgdo)?

geferarn?

[...] [...]

2 [Pupil B:] Eala, leof hlaford, pearle ic deorfeAlas, dear lord, a lot | work. | go out at dawn

3 Ic ga ut on deegreed pywenakanto felda,  driving oxento (some) fields, and I tie them to

4. ond iugie hie to syl; nys hit swa stearc winter plough; there is no such strong winter that |

5 peet ic durre lutian set ham for ege hlafordesvould dare to hide at home for fear of my

6 mines, ac geiukodarxan, ond gefeestnodon lord, but when | yokethe oxenand fastened

7 sceare ond cultre mid paere syl, eelce deeg ithe plough and the ploughshare to that

8 sceal erian fulne aecer oppe mare. plough, each day | must plow a full acre or
more.

[...] [...]

9 [The teacher:] Heefst pu eenigne geferan? Have you (got) any mates?

10 [Pupil B:] Ic heebbe sumne chapan pywendéave one boy who drivéise oxenwith a

11 oxanmid gadisene, pe eac swilce nu has iggjoad, who is now hoarse because of shouting

12 for cylde ond hreame and the cold.

[...] [...]

13 [The teacher:] Eala, oxanhyrde, hwaet Alas, oxherd, what do you work?

14 wyrcst pu?
15 [Pupil D:] Eala, hlaford min, micel ic Oh, my lord, much | work.
16 gedeorfe. baense yrthlingc unscenp Whenthe farmerhas unyokedis/ the oxenl

17 pa oxan ic leede hie to leese, ond ealle nihtlead them to the pasture and all night | stand
18 ic stande ofer hie waciende for peofum, ondver them watching for thieves and again at
19 eft on aernemergen ic beteeceldamm dawn | take them badhk the farmerwell fed
20yrplincge wel gefylde ond gewaeterod and watered.

Table 3:.£lfric’s Colloguy (Garmonsway 1938: 19ff.)
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On the other hand, the oxen is marked overtly byrm of sein 17. Also the farmersg
yrthling) gets repeatedly marked Isg (line 16, 19)So does the plougfpeeresyl) in
line 7, which gets introduced for the first timelime 4. In other words, the system does
not seem to follow a particular pattern here, amel ise ofse with common nouns
appears to have been optional when it comes tointadefiniteness.

Another interesting point is thf in pa oxan(line 17) can even get a possessive
reading, being translated hs oxen This can also be seen in the following example

where the possessive is more likely to be usedadB

(21) hu eelc sunu bid gingra  ponnesefaeder on disum life
how every son is younger than his father in this life
(ACHom i. 290)

Finally, in line 1 of Table 3 above, the demonsieapasco-occurs with the possessive
pronounpine in the same NP; a pattern which is considered umgpatical in PDE.
Admittedly, pasis the compound demonstrative here, but similaesavith the simple
demonstrative can be found in many Old Englishstext

(22) & his paeem godan willan  wel gefultmode Felix se biscop,
and his that good will well was seconded (by)Felix the bishop
(cobede,Bede 2:12.142.18.1372)

As a reaction to such patterns, one finds a deipatee literature about whether the
demonstrative should already be analyzed as aiteérticle in Old English; or, to put
it differently, about whether the usage & in textual output really justifies the
assumption that it already was an article in OldIBh.

In contrast to what the statements by Brunner alip8en above suggest, several
recent studies do not postulate the existence ofefmite article in Old English
(Traugott 1992; Denison 2006; Osawa 2007; Van ddé&/2010; cf. chapter 3). Ackles
elaborates:

[T]lhe entire system for the expression of defirgssi indefiniteness
differed from Old English to Middle English. Old #rsh contained
elements to which the Middle and Modern Englishirdef articles can be
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traced, at least phonologically, but the Old Ernglelements did not
function as definite or indefinite articles. (Ackl&997: 27)

Generally, it is virtually impossible to pin dowhet exact moment in time when a
linguistic element (a ‘form’) takes over a new ‘@ion’ (e.g. the overt ‘grammatical’
expression of ‘semantic dimensions’ like Time, Midgaor — in this case—
Definiteness). On top of that, researchers oftemalowork with the same categories
and definitions, which often leads to confusion.aiflexactly the definite article is said
to have emerged in English will depend on how osfends demonstratives and articles
and what grammatical features one believes tofeetafl by the postulated change.
Unfortunately, proposals to define ‘articlehoodvearemained ‘sketchy’ so far.
Most authors have avoided setting up criteria ateéinition of the category. Some
linguists categorize a word as a definite articldhew it is only used for
individualization, while there are others who caiesiit a true article only when it is an
obligatory satellite of the noun. For example, Minstja decides to treaeas an article
at a stage when it is used to single out an indalidand does not have *“its full
demonstrative or numeral power” (Mustanoja 19601)230n the other hand,

grammarians like Christophersen point out that

in point of principle we cannot recognize &€ as an article until the
development is completed and the word has becorhgatdry in all such
cases. Till then, we have only extended use of modstrative pronoun.
(Christophersen 1938: 83)

For other researchers, the ‘demonstrative vs.l@riiiscussion is beside the point and
they regard it as a pseudo-problem created byntipesition of modern terminology on

older structures (Mitchell 1985: 329; cf. Christepden 1939; Quirk and Wrenn 1958:
70). Quirk and Wrenn (1958: 70) remind us that

the existence of a ‘definite article’ in OE is axed question, but it seems to
be one which has been raised largely by our désiienpose upon OE a
terminology familiar in and suitable for ModE: wketoday we havéiree
contrastive and formally distinct defining wordse, that, this, each with a
name, in OE there were twegeandpes and we are left as it were with a
name to spare. The problem partly disappears wieereflect that in many
instances of their use todathe and that are interchangeable (‘Do you
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remember the/that man | was speaking to last nigm?E se (peet, sep
embrace practically the whole range of functionsqgueed today, jointly or
separately, byhe andthat

Finally, Bruce Mitchell describes the search fdicé use in the Old English period as
a “terminological will-o’-the-wisp” (1985: §329Y. Still, the issue seems worthy of
some investigation in so far as we might be dealinipy a category change in the
grammar. The essential point is that such a catajochange cannot be described

properly unless ‘article usage’ is properly defined

1.2 The data

The empirical part of this thesis includes a qa#ilie and quantitative analysis of
definite NP types in various Old English prose ekt the York-Toronto-Helsinki
Parsed Corpus of Old English Prose (YO®E For analysis, theCorpusSearch
Progranf’ and AntConé® were used. For the empirical investigation, | héed to

focus on written records which, among other thirfigléijl the following criteria:

a) coverage of the period of interest
b) original text rather than translation

c) prose rather than poetry

Ad a) To investigate change in progress, it is obsly a prerequisite to use textual
evidence which covers the period of interest. Winitevidence needs to be dealt with
which linguistically mirrors theterminus post quemof article emergence or

demonstrative usagé\s this lies in prehistoric times, where we unfogtely lack

textual evidence, one at least needs to go asdek bBs possible and deal with the

% Also, Fischer warns us of the following: “Anothdanger inherent in the comparison of syntactic
structures, which is much less likely to occur indachronic comparison of phonological and
morphological forms, is that there is a naturatiaty to interpret an older construction very mfrom

the point of view of the modern system [...] This paps especially when the form of the construction
has remained more or less the same” (Fischer Z®)7:

% http://www-users.york.ac.uk/~lang22/Y COE/Y coeHontim

% http://corpussearch.sourceforge.net/index.html

%8 http://www.antlab.sci.waseda.ac.jp/software/Ant€dnelp_3.1.2/AntConc_Help.htm
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earliest available texts in Old English, as theng®afrom demonstrative to article
possibly started there already.

ad b) A second influential factor which has to besidered is whether the text is a
Latin translation or not. Working on a Latin traatsbn might be a problem as the
translator might subconsciously take over syntactostructions from the source
language. This does not necessarily have to beabe, but the chosen translation will
have to be checked for its Latin influence in acarhus, | concentrated primarily on
all those texts available which do not constituamslations. Unfortunately, in the given
literature of those days originals are scarce.

ad c) Finally, | support the proposition that prdses to be preferred to poetry
because the artificiality of verse form entails ffreservation of linguistic archaisms.
Poetry is said to be more or less archaic in sfiyhés in itself is not detrimental as those
archaisms may be telling us something about olleguage stages. However, it can be
the case that in poetry a linguistic pattern isntbwhich might only occur due to
rhythmic considerations or ornamentation. Conchlusidrawn from metrical texts can,
from that point of view, be deceptive as they tellmore about poetic conventions of
the time than about unmarked grammatical structufes example, demonstrative
usage is said to be lower in poetry due to metgoakiderations anseis undoubtedly
more frequent in natural prose (Christophersen 1889. Of course, prose is by no
means a second-class genre and should not be éynorepletely. Linguistic patterns
found in poetry can be very informative as well afbuld be analyzed extensively.
This will definitely be the aim of future investigans, but for this thesis | will limit
myself to prose texts.

Regarding those prose texts, it has to be said ithttie development of literature,
prose generally tends to come late. Old Englisls@fist appears in thd"@entury and
continues to be recorded from then onwards. Theomiyajof the surviving prose is
Latin translations, sermons, saints’ lives andgrelis works. However, also secular
prose exists, as for example legal documents, lawls, or works on medicine and
geography. Secular prose is especially interedb@gause one can expect a certain
originality in the text type here (i.e. the textllwiot be modeled on Latin examples).

Bately points out that
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[o]ne of the most significant literary achievemeotshe Anglo-Saxons was
the establishment of vernacular prose as an addeptzedium both for the
dissemination of knowledge on a wider range of ectigj and for the
provision of moral instruction and entertainmeny.tBe time of the Norman
Conquest, English was being used for scientific aratlical works, legal
documents, historical records and religious ingtonc of all kinds]...].
Translations and reworkings of Latin texts had madailable to educated
laymen and clergy alike key works on philosophy d@hdology, world
history and geography [...]. Much of the survivingd@nglish prose corpus
in anonymous, and some of it is strictly utilitarjdbut the status which it
achieved is indicated by the fact that its autlockided a king (Alfred), an
archbishop (Wulfstan), two bishops (Werferth akthelwold) and an abbot
(£lfric). (Bately 1991: 71)

Besides, two other practical factors were takem iobnsideration when choosing
written records to be analyzed. To analyze a largeunt of data, using a certain search
program seems a necessity. Additionally, as thestopre of interest is a syntactic one,
syntactic annotation is most welcome in order t@alble to search for certain structures.

In the end, theAnglo-Saxon Chroniclesvere chosen as a starting point for
empirical analysis because they qualified on alh{so- especially thd?arker and the
Peterboroughmanuscript. Those prose texts cover the periomtefest, are no mere
translations of some Latin original and they aratagtically annotated in the YCOE
corpus. Moreover, thAnglo-Saxon Chronicles a secular category (cf. Greenfield and
Calder 1986; Treharne and Pulsiano 2001; see fusthetion 4.1). This is the reason
why these manuscripts were used as textual evid@ntke Especially for some detailed
qualitative analysis of the data, | will mostlyyen the two chronicles. In the course of
my research, however, it turned out to be necedsagxtend the database and to study
several other early prose texts as well. It turoetthat the two Chronicles yield results
which are simply not conclusive enough to postulhésarticle’s (non-)existence (5.2).
Moreover, both texts belong to the same genre. Thius findings in the two
manuscripts tell us nothing about the situationahinal determination in other genres.
Therefore, it was necessary to include other maipisan this investigation.

In the end the following were used as a source:
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Manuscripts period | word count Latin manuscript
Translation®® | in YCOE
Peterborough Chronicle 0.3/4 40,641w no cochronE.o34
/Elfric’s Catholic Homilies 0.3 106,173w no cocathom1.93
FElfric’s Life of Saints 0.3 100,193w no coalelive.o3
Bede’s History of the English Churgho.2 80,767 w yes cobede.o?2
Boethius 0.2 48,443 w. yes coboeth.o2
Cura pastoralis / The Pastoral Carg 0.2 68, 556w yes cocura.o2
Orosius 0.2 51,020w. yes €00rosiu.o2
Parker Chronicle 0.2 14,583w no cochronA.o023
Laws of Alfred 0.2 3314w no colawaf.02
Laws of Alfred Introduction 0.2 1,966w no colawafint.oZ
Laws of Ine 0.2 2,755w no colawine.ox2

Table 4: Early Old English manuscripts (0.2 andgeBodj° investigated

Note that some of these texts are indeed Latirskaéions. As mentioned before, Latin
translations can be very different from originadgd for an investigation like this
original texts should be preferred. Unfortunatehgst of the manuscripts which have
survived from the earliest stage (0.2) are trammsiat How this may affect the results
will be discussed later on (section 5.2). Also nibiat the texts show regional variety
and belong to different genres. This is the reasby we should not understand these
texts as one corpus sample, but rather interpeeh ths separate texts being investigated
individually (cf. section 4.2).

Dealing with historical data, it is also necess@ryriefly remark on the issue of
reliability. The problem is that in Proto-Germawoiceven Old English textual evidence
is regional and rare. Generally, not much is kndvout the Old English dialect
situation®* Toon (1992: 415 - 428) reminds us of the chanceial of OE documents

and the scarcity of homogenous texts:

29 see YCOE manual: http://www-users.york.ac.uk/~2iy COE/info/Y coeTextInfo.htm#coadrian.o34

%0 In the YCOE corpus, “texts from the Helsinki Cosphave the Helsinki period attached as an extension
following PPCME2 practice. [...]. When Helsinki pros two periods, the first being period of
composition, and second, period of manuscript, hmhods are included in the filename” (YCOE
manual http://www-users.york.ac.uk/~lang22/Y COE/¥Edes.htm).

% There are four main dialects in Old English: Northuian in the North, Mercian spoken in the east
midland and the northern two-thirds of the westlarids, West Saxon spoken in the South West and the
southern third of the west midlands, and Kentishthe southeast. Due to these “dialectological
complexities and the fact that the bulk of survivi@dld English [...]Jis West Saxon” (Lass 1992:35), inos
forms presented are from West Saxon.
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Even when OIld English patterns are quite distima, still have data for
only one limited set of styles and registers. [...lirGstatements about
English before AD 800 are essentially reconstrustionformed by a
smattering of information. (Toon 1992: 428)

Without enough textual evidence, it is very difficto reconstruct syntax, and “any
claims about changes between PrGem and OE musbisdered only tentative”
(Traugott 1992: 169). Of course, linguists are edgebelieve that it is possible to
observe linguistic change in the Old English peribdt often these changes rather
represent inconclusive tendencies. What can benadxtas rather the greater or the
lesser use of a construction. Additionally, for terticular use ofe,its usein prose
texts is conditioned by various factors that infloe its observable frequency in the
data. For example, rhythmical considerations do ardy play an important role in
poetry, but also in prose, depending on the wetstyle and subject matter. Moreover,
it seems likely that a genre like law texts willt@atially include fewer definite contexts
than some other text type because in law textsefieeent is often indefinité

To trace the demonstratives’ development seemsetoegsier in the Middle
English period as this is a period which is acd#ssthrough extensive material.
However, it is still difficult to draw up a comprehsive picture of what happened
exactly from Old English to Middle English. The ¢arage recorded in the manuscripts
from the end of the Old English period is very eliint from the one in the early years
of Middle English. Nevertheless, one cannot asstimethe language itself generally
changed as drastically and suddenly as the writteords suggest.inguistic and
political dominance, which formerly had been sitghin Wessex in the southwest,
shifted to the southeast and especially the sostheallands. The manuscripts written
before 1100 are for the most part West Saxon,lmutécords of Middle English can be
found farther to the North. Today’'s modern standgedgraphically has its historical
bias in the southeast midlands, especially in tlestme dialects of the capital and the
Home Countries, not in West Saxon (Lass 1992: 23&€cording to Lass (1992:33),

% (e.g. gif hund mon toslite 0d3e abite, at forman misdeede geselle Vllinga

(colawaf,LawAf_1:23.86_ID)f a dogtears someoneapart or bites him, this first offence costs seven
shillings
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the ‘Englishes’ of the fourteenth-fifteenth centtiwhich are roughly precursors of ‘our
English’, do not have a detailed Old English armgest

In other words, some of the suddenness of the wéisker linguistic changes may
be a textual and geographical artifact. It is als® that various elements of the Old
English system were preserved longer in some dsatban others. In other words, it
remains difficult to trace the article’s first agpance in any straight fashion down to
the later stage, where it is fully implemented itite system (Ackles 1997: 32). For
now, it is important that the statements made i fibllowing sections about the
condition of the demonstrative in early Englishdddoe evaluated in the light of these

reservations and that an exact course of articleldpment cannot be ascertained. Yet,

[n]Jone of this means that the linguist has to gipe But it does mean that
the process of linguistic investigation must pratég deductive inference
to a much greater degree than is necessary witbsem-day language and,
of course, that the results achieved must necésdaei that much less
certain. (Hogg 1992: 20)

1.3 The approach

As far as the theoretical implications of this ikeme concerned, they are based on the
hypothesis that languages “have conventionalizedasyic structures in proportion to
their degrees of preference in performance” (Hawk#B904: xii). If performance
changes (for whatever reasons) and usage pattecosne used more frequently or less
frequently or if they become ambiguous, this carkena speakét interpret the
underlying grammatical structures differently.

From this point of view, grammar is usage-basedd ail grammatical
generalizations are basically variable and proisluland are derived from the user’s
experience with language (Bybee & Hopper 2001: @8; Pierrehumbert 1994a).
Grammatical (or linguistic) structure emerges tigtouepetition, categorization and
conventionalization rather than “being the resultaopre-existent matrix” and the
emergence of grammar must be understood as anragailgesponse to the “pressure

of discourse” (Bybee 2001: 3). The speaker's eepee with language and the

% No matter if child or adult speaker.
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frequency with which one encounters certain linguistems affects “cognitive
representations and categorization and thus teenaized grammar of language users”
(Bybee & Hopper 2001: 2). In other words, “languagers are assumed to generalize
patterns of language from their everyday experiemeking out and storing the
regularities they come across” (De Smet 2008: BAus,"[e]very utterance, including
every historical innovation, is sanctioned both te regularities that constitute
grammar and by more general functional, cognitived goragmatic factors and
constraints” (De Smet 2008: 86).

The approach presented here is generally compatiittrefunctional, non-nativist
theories of language, like Construction Grammar daseloped by Hopper 1988;
Langacker 2003; Goldberg 2006; Tomasello 2006), kiasv Performance Grammar
(2004), and Emergent Grammar theory (MacWhinney919%hese are usage-based
theories of language, where grammar is considerdxgt t‘the cognitive organization of
one’s experience with language” (Bybee 2006: 714Q ahere it is argued that
processing has tremendous influence on the gramahaystem. Grammar is “simply
the name for certain categories of observed repetitin discourse” (Hopper 1998:
156) and it “is not to be seen as smurceof regularity, but instead as what results
when formulas are rearranged, or dismantled andsesabled, in different ways”
(Hopper 1998: 167).

Additionally, my present thesis treats language aystem of culturally evolving
constituents whose properties largely depend onntleehanisms that underlie its
transmission. Transmission among speakers and geney is driven by an imitation
instinct that manifests itself most prominently‘atcommodation’. The properties of
English as well as any other language are therdfest understood if the language is
regarded as a historical Complex Adaptive SystdniJell-Mann 1992).

Some claims and assumptions for this thesis are:

= Speakers accommodate their style of speaking torbeanore like that of their
addressees based on a universal, perennial nesod@l approval and mutual
intelligibility.
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= Mostly, speakers imitate linguistic strings whicéive a certain input frequency,
so that frequency has an influence on the way troitaakes place (i.e. perfect
or altered).

= A change in the frequency of certain linguistictpats and ambiguous linguistic
input can lead speakers to analyze their linguistput differently than the
previous generation did.

= Generally, speakers are cognitively highly capatieanalogical reasoning,
pattern recognition and pattern abstraction on mewsls simultaneously. They
tend to recognize similarities between structured aften extend a salient
productive schema analogically to new linguistiwimnments. In other words,
influenced by the frequent repetition of certaimgliistic feature combinations,
speakers are able to extract certain schema thatbeaextended to new
formations.

» The general structure of nominal determination ild @nglish and various
developments within the NP prehead had a seveextefin the particular
emergence of the article.

= The observable reinterpretation of the demonsteadiyv default article seems to
have led to the increased production of the vepesyof definite NP patterns
that had been frequent in the first place due ¢oraplex multi-level frequency
and analogy effect.

» Linguistic categories are an epiphenomenon, th@mbrership is historically
unstable and category boundaries are fd2z$till, if one wants to employ
categories in grammatical description, clear deata criteria have to be set

up.

The proposed framework bases its assumptions dim§a in frequency studies which
postulate that it is high token frequency whichvies the triggering device for many
changes (cfe.g. Haiman 1994; Boyland 1996; Bybee & Hopper 2@)bee 2003a,b;
Krug 2003) and also on studies on analogical raagdief. Hofstadter 1995; Gentler et
al. 2001; Anttila 2003; Itkonen 2005; Fischer 2007)

Although analogy has long been understood as armriammt factor in linguistic
change, it has not been positioned as a primamngriforce of grammaticalization.

However, the notion of 'analogical extension’ at&limportance in many instances of

3 In diachronic processes of category change (aftgnammaticalization process whereby elements are
‘recruited’ for a new function), elements show di#nces in progress in this transition. Often ameht
acquires all characteristics of a category in p-stese manner.
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grammaticalization has led to “significant rethimiof the role of analogy” (Traugott
& Trousdale 2010: 32f):

Whereas much work on analogy has focused on ing@idhanges, and
attraction to exemplars, a recurring theme in laterk has been the
possibility of conceptualizing rule generalizatioektension (or, more
recently constraint optimization) as analogy aighér metalinguistic level
of analysis. (Traugott & Trousdale 2010: 36)

Pushing the argument further, Givon points out that

[a]lmost all creative-elaborate diachronic change language, be it
phonological, morpho-syntactic, semantic or disseyragmatic, is in
principal analogical That is, it involves the language user’s recagnit-

conscious or subliminal — of similaritiebetween two structural or
functional contexts. (Givon 1991: 258, emphasigioail)

Especially Fischer (2007) stresses that analogibalking and reasoning cause
linguistic change (cf. Itkonen 2005). Thus, obsbleaeanalyzes will only be seen as
the epiphenomenal results of previous analogicatgsses which take place in the
minds of speakers. In chapter (6) of the presesgish it will therefore be argued that,
from that point of view, reanalysis becomes a usefil secondary descriptive device.
Analogy will be considered to be the primary driyifiorce in linguistic change.
Inspired by Givon’s reductionist cycle of languaggevelopment (1979: 3%) | will
present the following cycle for speaker-internabqasses which take place during the
grammaticalization process: (1) MEMORIZATION/IMITAON > (2) ANALOGY >
(3) CATEGORIZATION > (4) ALIGNMENT (cf. section 6.3).

Discussing the emergence of the definite articleukhalso be embedded into the
broader discussion of notions like gradience aralgginess (cf. Denison, 2001, 2006;
Aarts 2004, 2007a, 2007b; Rosenbach 2006, 2007t 2007, Trousdale & Traugott
2010). | will argue that the change from demonsteato article shows that the
phenomenon of synchronic gradience (i.e. the orgdion of members within a
category and the nature of boundaries between sy is a result of diachronic

gradualness and grammaticalization. Thus a diaahrparspective is the key for

% “DISCOURSE > SYNTAX > MORPHOLOGY > MORPHOPHONEMICSZERO"
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gaining a better understanding of a form’s “stepewiacquisition of [semantic/
distributional/ categorical] properties” (Denisodd®: 300; cf. DeLancey 1997).

Moreover, it will be argued that in language changemight find so called form-
driven phenomena, where the motivation for chasgsot always driven by discourse-
pragmatic needs. It actually might be the casedlwitange occurs for ‘formal’, system-
internal, psychological reasons (e.g. ritualizatiBotomatisation, effective processing
and structural simplification) (Haiman 1998: 16isdher 2007: 66).

Additionally, a proper understanding of languagarge has to take into account
the driving force of lexically underspecified canstions (Van de Velde 2010: 291 cf.
Bybee 2003a,b, 2007; Traugott 2006). Constructiosan@nar in particular has long
been aware of the fact that syntactic constructioas exert influence on other
taxonomically related constructions (Traugott 200825; cf. Hopper 1988; Goldberg
2003, 2006; Tomasello 2003a,b , 2006; Croft & Gru2904; Fischer & Stefanowitsch
2007; Bergs & Diewald 2008; Trousdale & Gisborned@0 Thus, the formal and
functional development of linguistic forms and cioastions is often influenced “by the
analogical links to other constructions in a larggxonomic network” (Kaltenbdck
2010: 21). How such a network conceptualizatiorhwts assumed analogical transfer
between various constructions may also exert infteeon the development of the
determination slot in Old English shall thereforisoabe discussed. Finally, the
proposed ideas are also compatible with researchuoman learning abilities in first
language acquisition and Artificial IntelligencedeAslin et al 1998, 1999; Bates &
Goodman 1999; Steels et al. 2002; Tomasello 20p%4,b

Obviously, each linguist has an own point of viewhich s/he believes is “true”,
but one should not forget that we manipulate thgdistic landscape “depending on the
kind of pictures we happen to be interested innggefLass 1997: 3). Investigating
linguistic change is essentially “the adventure lioiguistic time-travel, and the
manipulations we perform on the scenery to makscénery’ rather than just confused

images whizzing by” (Lass 1997: 3).

% Moreover, it is also compatible with a generaliz2drwinian approach to language evolution and
change (cf. Dawkins 1989; Dennett 1995; Lass 1%8#; 2004), in which constituents of linguistic
competence are regarded as neural associatiomnzattet replicate (cf. Rumelhart & McClelland 1986
Pulvermiiller 2002).
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As a matter of fact, every linguistic theoreticabael is nothing more than “a
heuristic device” which “cuts away some reality fass are cleaned up” (Fischer 2007:
56; 82) and “linguistic rules are meta-descriptilices that exist only in the minds of
linguists” (Skousen 1989: 139-40). Being fully aaf these contingencies, this thesis
nevertheless aims to present some explanationshwtonitribute to the research

conducted so far.

1.4 Goals and limitations

Dealing with the definite article in English and diachronic development, one needs to
be aware of the multi-layered character of the phemon. On the level of linguistic
description, it is obviously necessary to study\heous diachronic stages of English
and its ancestors, to get a feeling for when andrevfinguistic changes originated or
ended. A deeper understanding of Old and MiddlelieiIngs compulsory as these
periods set the stage for the rise of the artistiditionally, the researcher should have
acquired general morphosyntactic knowledge reggrdime English NP and its
characteristics (especially nominal determinatioWhat is more, the definite article
should always be put in relation to the indefiratéicle as both make up the English
article system. It also has to be put in relatmthe other central determinatives.

Outside the target language, the situation of #fenie article in other Germanic
languages at that time should be of interest. Atingrto some, language contact might
have influenced the development (McColl Millar 2D0Although the development of
the article in the Germanic languages seems siroitathe surface level, it is not
completely identical. Thus, the differences mighgoatell us something about the
catalysts behind article formation. Moreover, as very term suggests, a central and
possibly defining function of a definite articlets mark the NP as ‘definite’. Therefore,
the notion of definiteness will also have to becdssed.

Various linguists interpret the development of #récle as a grammaticalization
processpar excellencepthers as reanalysis or parameter change. Ths ymiton a
meta-theoretical level as these processes are ajeswremata for the description of
linguistic change. The hypothesis that conceptnalagy plays an important role links

the phenomenon to the field of cognition and how hlmman mind conceptualizes the
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world schematically. As this thesis is a corpusebastudy, the domain of Corpus
Linguistics also becomes important, with all it®lgems regarding the representation
and reliability of data. In short, dealing with tBaglish definite article turns out to be a
risky business! Discussing all the issues at oscgmply impossible. It would go far
beyond the scope of even a PhD thesis to presktitealmportant insights of related
areas sufficiently.

Due to length restrictions and to avoid unnecesddfysion, this paper does not
discuss the development of the indefinite artal&t’, although | am aware of the fact
that the development is closely related and cabeoseparated from the definite one.
This thesis also excludes a detailed account oOfBecompound demonstratipesand
its potential development intahis. Still, the compound demonstrative will be
investigated to a certain extent, as its developnmsems to be linked to the
development okeinto the definite article. Moreover, this studyedonot consider the
parallel developments in related languages, althdugm aware that such typological
research has to be carried out in the future. Aatthtly, there is no intention to give a
complete analysis of NP intricacies. This thesiesdoot want to be an in-depth analysis
or authoritative treatment of English NP syntaxaocomprehensive discussion of the
concept of definiteness. However, it tries to beriels as possible when it comes to
references and links to other fields of interest.

What this thesis tries to do is to shed light are particular phenomenon and
explain it from a particular perspective. This esinough questions on its own. The
overall goal of the thesis is to trace the develephofsediachronically from early to
late Old English and to discuss the status of tdmenfin early Old Englishlt will be
investigated if and when the usage s&fin Old English warrants speaking of the
existence of an article. In order to be able tonemghat question, | will analyze early
demonstrative usage and its role in the processsandp clear criteria for articlehood
which will be tested on Old EnglisMoreover, | will present a potential explanation fo

category emergence and give a potential answer toat wtriggered the

3" As far as | can see, the indefinite article haanbstudied in more detail already. (cf. e.g Chpk&rsen
1939; Heltveit1967; Hullweck1887; Rissanen 19675skand 1935; Wilfing 1894)
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grammaticalization process/ functional reanalygishe demonstrativé® Here, | will
link the emergence of the article to surroundingteyic conditions (e.g. taxonomically
related constructions, the overall frequency dajfuiistic surface forms).

Another main goal of this thesis is to provide aalptive basis and check claims
that have repeatedly been made in the grammar bmokdld English (e.g. Mitchell
1985; Hogg 1992) by investigating a large datagsetitatively and quantitatively. To
the best of my knowledge, no existing study onatiele tests its assumptions against a
large text sample using a computer accessible sof@onsequently, | would like to fill

this fill the empirical gap and analyze texts usangprpus search program.

1.5 The agenda

The present study is organized as follows: In ttesgnt Part I, theoretical background
information shall be provided. Chapter (2) of Parthus establishes basic facts
regarding the English NP and nominal determinationparticular (2.1 & 2.2).
Terminological and conceptual clarity are a prergtpl before we can discusg, its
OE usage, and its diachronic development. Thushheter tries to set up clear criteria
for distinguishing between demonstrative and a&ti(2.3). In particular, it will be
necessary to introduce and discuss the determmatiection.

In chapter (3), traditional explanations of Engligiticle emergence will be
discussed. Starting with traditional philologicaws on the development of the article
(3.1) and a subsequent discussion of a languagaat@tenario (3.2), | will continue to
present functionalist and formalist proposals for tevelopment of the demonstrative.
Studies will be compared which either conceptualasicle emergence as a
grammaticalization phenomenon (3.3) or as categbriganalysis (3.4). In (3.5), the
most important facts from the previous sections$ el summarized and once again the
major research questions of this thesis will béiroed.

Part 1l of this thesis constitutes the empiricabastigation. Here, several new

empirical studies will be presented which descrimeminal determination in Old

¥ Generally, the need for a theoretical alternativeges when current theories are somehow found to
be unsatisfying. The reasons for which | consideme of the current theories as insufficient will
hopefully become apparent in the following chapters
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English and the role (feon a qualitative but also quantitative basis &.3.2). First,
however, some information about the examined maiisavill be provided in chapter
(4) of Part Il.

In chapter (5)seand its usage will be investigated. First, som&dodetermination
patterns in thénglo-Saxon Chronickewill be discussed. Afterwards, | will split upeth
Parker andPeterborough manuscriphto various diachronic subperiods (5.1). Then, |
move on to check the criteria for articlehood whidve been set up in the theoretical
part (2.3.2), with the main aim of deciding whetluer not se is already used as a
definite article in Old English (5.2). The manugptrivhich will be analyzed as an
example in detail in (5.1) is tHeeterborough ChronicleAfter analyzing it in detail, |
will extend my investigation to several of the et available texts in Old English. It
will be necessary to analyze other texts as sonestifindings in theAnglo-Saxon
Chroniclesare inconclusive or suggest a comparison withragine older manuscripts.
On top of this, it is very much desirable to invgste more than two Old English
manuscripts in order to make general claims abwoeitstatus of Old English nominal
determination. The established criteria for artioed will also be tested in those
manuscripts, in order to see if changes from aly ¢éama later Old English stage can be
observedAs a conclusion to chapter (5), a possible WHENckEiegory emergence will
be proposed.

Chapter (6) hypothesizes about the reasons behagdtential grammar change,
suggesting a possible WHY. In particular, the 1ahel fate of the demonstrative as well
as surrounding conditions in the NP in general bdlstudied that may have led to the
emergence of a ‘determination slot’ and, as a aumesece, the functional category
‘article’. In section (6.1), it will be argued thamulti-level frequency and analogy
effects are responsible for the emergence of aaddlyi underspecified determination
slot. Additionally, the change can be seen as amele of structural simplification. In
section (6.2), additional factors which may hawsodkd to the grammaticalization of
the demonstrative will be discussed. Among thempaioeessing efficiency, prosody
and the ‘heaviness’ of the prehead.

After | draw my conclusions in chapter (7), thedeafinds the references used in
this thesis as well as several appendices witthdéaiinformation about the manuscripts

(Appendix 1), the YCOE annotation (Appendix Il)etliunctions of the CorpusSearch
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Programme (Appendix 1ll), Old Germanic forms of teempound demonstrative
(Appendix 1V), an English and a German Abstractgépdix V & VI) and my personal
Curriculum Vitae (Appendix VII). Also note the CDeR1 which is attached to the back

cover. It includes all the search queries and dutlms used for analysis.
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In every phenomenon the beginning
remains always the most notable
moment. (Thomas Carlyle)

Giving a phenomenon a label does not
explain it. (Taylor Caldwell)



Il. Nominal Determination

The guises and disguises of grammatical
categories are more intricate than the
common view of an ideal one-to one
correspondence of form and function
makes us believe. (Leiss 2007: 74)

2. Nominal determination

In this thesis | try to answer the question of WH&MN WHY the demonstrative ceases
to be a demonstrative and develops into the defaniticle. However, the question as to
when the definite article developed in English higadepends on how one defines
demonstratives and articles in the first place whdt grammatical features one believes
to be affected by the postulated change. In otherdsy it is necessary to define
‘articlehood’. Unfortunately, proposals to defireetcategory have remained vague so
far. Most authors have avoided setting up demamcatriteria or a definition of the
category. Additionally, researchers who work on m@h determination often use
different terminology and definitions, based on thdividual model they work with.
This has often led to confusion and misunderstaysdiwhen discussing the topic of
article development. Thus the following sectionsgrgs the basic terms and concepts
related to nominal determination which will be eoydd in this thesis. Terminological
clarity is a necessary precondition for a propescdption of the categorical change
observedMoreover, in this chapter | will especially try $et up clear testable criteria
for distinguishing between demonstrative and at{2l3).

To define a linguistic category is generally a idiift task. Categories are
epiphenomenal “notational tools” which are “abdtratealized means of reflecting
syntactic and pragmatic differences between sedynsigilar constructions” (Keizer
2007: 3). A clear categorization of an element fiero simply impossible, and it is
mostly debatable which categories should be usedoel a particular grammar. This
relates to the concept of diachronic ‘gradualnassl synchronic ‘gradience’. Not every
member of a category displays every syntactic onasgic property ascribed to the
category because category membership is historicaistable. Elements can change
their category status in time (see further 2.3tIemains to been seen if it is possible at
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all to clearly demarcate the category ‘article’nframther categories like demonstrative
or adjective, and it also needs to be checkedgédtcriteria can successfully be applied
to an older language stage (chapter 5).

The demonstrative and the definite article are r@gdeparts of the English NP.
Both elements mostly occur with common nouns angehbeen classified as
‘determinatives’. Determinatives are dependenty émlind in the prehead of NPs and
function to mark definite/ indefinite reference. drder to understand this class better
and in order to understand what is meant by ‘fumgito mark definite reference’,
several NP features shall be discussed in thewolp subsections: the concept of head
and dependent (2.1.1), referentiality (2.1.2), thiéerence between word class and
function (2.1.3), the semantic notion of definitesg2.2) and finally the distinction
between determination and modification (2.3). Nibi&t | am well aware that most of
the ‘hard facts’ being presented here are stilhlyigdisputed among grammarians.
Especially the classification of words or the stane of underlying representations is a
matter of heated debate. Due to length restrictmmyg those structures, concepts and

terms will be presented which are relevant fortfartanalysis.

2.1 The noun phrase *°

In most contemporary models of grammar, sentencescamposed of constituents
which can have smaller constituents themselvesh $oastituents can differ in their
structure and also in their grammatical functiohud, they can be subsumed under
different categories. Constituents, which contain “a cerdaral most important word
augmented by appropriate accompanying words tlatoehte its contribution to the
sentence” are called phrases and “are assignetirasa categories” (Huddleston &
Pullum 2002: 22). A phrase normally has an obligateead and various dependents.
The head may also function “in a manner equivaernie whole construction of which
it is part” (Quirk et al. 1985: 61). Usually, phessare named after their heads
(Huddleston & Pullum 2002: 24). As the demonsteatwd article are part of the noun
phrase (NP), I will exclusively focus on the sturet of that phrase.

% The following information will be based on Quirk &.’s A comprehensive grammar of the English
language(1985) and Huddleston and PullunTee Cambridge grammar of the English langué2@02).
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2.1.1 Heads and dependents

The lexical category which primarily functions a® Mead is that of nouns. Nouns can

be divided into different semantic classes:

~ count concretbun, pig, toy,...
abstractdifficulty, remark,...

common:<<
concretdautter, gold,...
Nouns < -~ non-count abstrantusic, homework
- proper: John, Paris,...

Figure 1: The most important noun classes (Qui.€t1985: 247)

Grammarians distinguish between proper nouns antdrmm nouns. Common nouns
are the largest class which comprises words depatlhkinds of physical objects,
substances and abstract entities (Huddleston &uRulR002: 107). The class of
common nouns is traditionally separated furtheo iobunt nouns, denoting bounded
countable entities and non-count nouns, denotirmpunded mas¥. Both of them are
further divisible into concrete (accessible to slemses, observable) and abstract nouns
(typically non-observable and non-measurable). Comans can either be singular or
plural, whereas non-count nouns are normally sargul

Proper nouns are normally names of specific pe@béees, months, days, etc. and

differ from common nouns in several wdysProper nouns generally have “unique

“0 There are also nouns with dual class member shijpraexamplestone Whereas in aJhe house is
made of stonene deals with the non count material irHg) collected five stoneme is confronted with
the countable object. For further information orclassification, partitive constructions, dual class
membership, see Quirk et al. (1985: 8§ 5.4-5.9).

“! Generally, not all nouns have singular and pléoah. There are plural-only nouns including thegkar
group of bipartites as well as singular-only no(fisddleston & Pullum 2002; 3.1-3.3).

“2 A further distinction can be made between promems and names. A name functions as a single unit
with respect to grammar even if it may consist afrenthan one word. If a composite nankéngy’s
collegé consists of more than one word and is gramméfieadalyzable that structure cannot be varied
by the insertion of words or change of inflectidime Haguecannot be transformed intd’'ke beautiful
Hague(cf. Quirk et al. 1985: 288)
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denotation” (Quirk et al. 1985: 288), are usuallgtten with a capital letter, have no
plural form and in the case of Present Day Englislually take no adnominal
dependent§’®

Note that the structure of an NP does not haveltow the classical pattern with a
noun as the head. The head of an NP can also benaym tie) or even an adjective
(the pooj or an existentiall(need some screws but can't find pigf. Huddleston &
Pullum 2002: 56; 410-424). Concerning the depersdenthe phrase, Huddleston and
Pullum (2002: 326) state that an NP consists aidan as head, alone or accompanied
by one or more dependents” which may be addedddh#ad (either obligatorily or
optionally) in pre- or posthead position and whéeh usually divided into three groups:
determinatives, modifiers and complements (cf. Qeiral. 1985: 62). The following
table gives a first overview which helps to undamstthe English NP-structure better. It

can be seen that determinatives precede modifigreiModern English NP.

“3 However, occasional exceptions occur. There amuwistances in which proper nouns take on the
characteristics of common nouns (Quirk et al. 1988). In a sentence likall of them wanted to be
Shakespearethe proper noun is ‘reclassified’ into a commomumoSimilarly, in a sentence likehe old

Dr. Brown | knowwe find modification and determination of the pgopoun.
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Function |Determination Modification Head | Modification/
Complementatior

cover Determinatives Modifiers Nouns
term
word Articles Adjectives Common | Prepositional Phrase
class: . o Noun -
Demonstratives Adjective Phrase Non-finite clause, etq.
lexemes/ Proper
lements : o P .
elen Personal/Possessive Genitive Phrase Noun Appositive NP
(which can Pronouns
be used in a . -
. Participle Pronoun | Non-appositive NP
partu_:ular Universals
function) : P -
Ordinal number Adjectives| Finite clause (e.g.
Existentials Relative Clause)
noun/ nominal Existential
Numerals/cardinal
numbers VP
Disjunctives

Distributives
Interrogatives

Genitive phrases

Table 5: Modern English NP Structure (adapted fi©allins & Hollo (2000) and Huddleston &
Pullum (2005))

The following elements are considered to be deteatiies in Modern English: the
articlesthe and a/an the demonstrativethis/that, these/thoseersonal pronounge,
you, etc. possessive pronoumy, her etc. universal determinativedi, both existential

determinativessome, anycardinal numberspne, two thregetc. the negative particle

4 Within the modification function, there is prembctition where modifiers precede the head and
postmodification where elements follow. Generalppst-head dependents may be complements,
modifiers or peripheral dependentdhe function complementation will be reserved toaat of a phrase

or clause which follows a word and completes thecHjzation of a meaning relationship which that
word implies. Several phrases can function as cemehts: prepositional phrases, relative clauses,
infinitival clauses. As such, complementation may dibligatory or optional on the syntactic level.
Complementation also overlaps with other functisugh as adverbials and modifiers (Quirk et al.5198
245ff.)
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no, disjunctive determinativesither, neitherdistributive determinativegach, every
etc.*® Also other elements (interrogative, genitive comstion) can be determinatives.

An important distinction which is often not beingde in syntactic description is
the distinction between word classes and functiéodowing Huddleston and Pullum
(2002), | will make a distinction between deterntioid, a function performed by
elements in NP structure, and determinatives, wlsclthe cover term used for all
elements which can perform that function. Similarthe determination/determinative
distinction, | also differentiate between the fuoet ‘modification’ and the class of
‘modifiers’, i.e. the lexemes or word classes thah fulfill the function. Pre-head
modifiers may be attributive adjectiveshd latest gossip) nouns krick walls),
participles the loomingcrises) ordinal numeralsniy secondaccident)or genitive
phrasesd gentleman’slub) (Collins and Hollo 2000: 57

To conclude, it is essential to understand thatldpendents categorized in Table 5
can fulfill different functions in the NP; one didm (the determination function) is to

define what ‘reference’ an NP has.

2.1.2 Referentiality

Determination is linked to the pragmatic concept‘reference’. Every noun has a
certain denotation, a meaning inherent in its kaxientry. In linguistic discourse

however, most NPs are also ‘referential’, which ngethat they refer to entities in the
linguistic or situational context. They either nefe an independently distinguishable
entity (set of entities) in the outside world (realfictional) or to an earlier or later part
of the discourse. Here, it is important to concalyudistinguish between the referential
phrase and the referent (in the outside world) twithey refer to.

What kind of reference a noun phrase has is detedhnby determinatives which

are dependents found exclusively in NPs and whightly mark reference (Quirk et al.

> see Huddleston and Pullum (2005: 356) for a cotapist. Also note that in PDE certain co-occureenc
restrictions between determinatives and noun claesist. See Quirk et al. (1985; 257-264) for farth
information.

“® In contrast to Huddleston and Pullum’s propos@0@ 355f.), | will not assume that determinatives
can also function as modifiers or that modifiera @alfil the function of determination as this wduinix

up different levels of investigation (cf. Van delde 2010: 294).
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1985: 64). Reference can be definitiagl, indefinite @/an), partitive 6omé@ or
universal &@ll). Semantically most NPs are determined somehow é&vao element
marks the NP overtly; either they are definiteratefinite in their meaning (which can
be inferred from the individual context). In ModeEnglish, however, the overt
indication of referentiality is obligatory with gualar count nouns in definite and
indefinite contexts. Almost all singular count neurequire a determinative when they
are used referentially (Quirk et al. 1985: 64; 5HAddleston & Pullum 2002: 330; cf.
Van de Velde 2010§’

For example,in a sentence lik&he boycleaned his bikethe NPthe boy is
referential and refers to a particular identifiabtey known to the speaker and the hearer
(Huddleston & Pullum 2002: 399Reference here is given to the noun by the addition
of the definite article and is heavily context-degent. Which particular boy one talks
about depends on the context (Huddleston & Pull0f22399). Also the pronounisis
referential through its anaphoric relation to iteemedenthe boy Generally, NPs are
referential expressions. Note, however, that thennoy itself is not referential in this
case. Rather it denotes a set of entities of aioekind. InThe boy cleaned his bike
bike by itself is non-referential and denotes a setrmtities of a certain kind (two
wheeled vehicle). Only with the addition of a deterative (in our caséis), can the
noun start to realize a function in English (Hudtbe & Pullum 2002: 55). In other
words, very often the determinative added to thenrteas the function to add discourse-
pragmatic reference to the NP (Huddleston and RuR002: 399ff.).

NPs are generally referential but not every NFAgsa matter of fact, most NPs can
be used referentially or non-referenti&ftycompare, for exampléjary lives next door
vs. Mary is still a very popular girl nameln the second sentence we are not talking
about a specific Mary in the real worlglo called ‘bare role NPs’ which are restricted to
the function of predicative complementswas elected presideif and negative NPs

(No carin the racg are always non-referential. Also certain deteatires mark an NP

“’See further Quirk et al. (1985: 266) for severaysvin which the identity of the referent may also b
determined.

8 See Huddleston and Pullum (2002: 400) on howsbfte a referential reading.

9 Interestingly, the interpretation of bare role N®gotentially definite. IrHenry became treasurethe
office of treasurer is definite as it refers to difice in some particular organization. That's wig could
replace the sentence bignry became the treasurezithough the NP does not take a determiner here.
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as non-referentialefther, each, any Generic interpretations of nouns, likelilons are
dangerousare considered to be non-referential as well. ,Stitin-referential NPs are
less frequent than referential NR$uddleston & Pullum 2002: 402 f£¥.

‘Generic reference’ has to be distinguished frometsfic reference’. There is a
difference between a sentence likee zebra is sleeping in the caged Zebras are
funny animalsin the first sentence the reference is spedificthe second it is generic
and refers to the class of ‘zebra’ without a refeeto a specific on&. Note that
generic reference is a tricky concept. It is comiyjassumed that it is a form of
reference opposing specific reference. However ymaiters have realized that generic
reference has a variety of interpretations. Unfuataly, a discussion of those would go
far beyond the scope of the discussion here (cgs@nmman 1993: 14).

In contrast to determinatives, modifiers do noed®ine reference, but they rather
‘restrict’ reference in the NP. Modification as @an€tion is mostly optional, mainly
performed by the open word class adjective. Quirlale state that “[m]odifiers add
‘descriptive’ information to the head, often resting the reference of the head” (1985:

65). For examplean old marhas a more specific meaning treman®?

2.1.3 Word class, function & positional slot

Another observation can be made with reference dblelr' 5. It has been said that
determination is a function and that a determimaglement fulfills this function as a
reference marker. Although in other languages deteting elements can occur in
various positions, in English it can be argued thapositional syntactic slot’ in the
prehead is reserved for determinatives. Therefaréhis thesis, | suggest to associate
the determination function not only with individuedrms but also with a positional

fixed slot. Determinatives (slot fillers) have te mserted there and nowhere else. This

* See Huddleston and Pullum (2002: 402ff.) for o#pecial cases of non-referential NPs.

1 Whereas number distinction is largely irrelevant generic reference the distinction between sagul
vs. plural and definite vs. indefinite is importdot specific reference (Quirk et al. 1985: 269 |he
distinctions of number which apply to this or thmember, or group of members, of the class are
neutralized, being largely irrelevant to the gemeonncept” (Quirk et al. 1985: 265; cf. Quirk et 5985:
5.52ff).

2 Note that there is a distinction between restrictand non-restrictive modification (cf. Quirk dt a
1985: §17.3 ff). Also, ordering principles for pnead modification exist (cf. Collins & Hollo 20088).
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determination slot is situated left of the modifioa slot. This suggestion will turn out
to be essential later on because | will argue thatrder for the category article to
develop this determination slot had to emerge.first

It is essential to understand that determinatioa fgnction which can be fulfilled
by lexical items either by virtue of their form drat their meaning or by virtue of the
position they assume in a structure. Function amoh fare related indirectly. In other
words, a function is different from the lexical mbeme that fulfills it. At the same
time, it is also different from the syntactic stwhich represents a formal unit, which
can also be employed to fulfill the function. O thne hand, there are forms which can
fulfill the determination function, e.g. possessiva demonstratives, because they are
conventionally associated with meaning that inciudeimplies determination; e.my
has the semantic meaning [possessed by the speaiarihis automatically implies
determination. In this thesis, any lexeme that eapress the determination of a
referent, no matter where it is to be found in skatence will be considered a member
of the set of determinatives. On the other handreths the option that a ‘local’ slot
exists in the syntax, and the way this slot igfilcan signal definiteness as well. A slot
Is nothing but a relative position which can b&dllby a formal element. If such a slot
exists, filling the slot or leaving it empty can (@ become) meaningful in itself. | will
come back to this idea in the following section agdin in section 5.2, 5.3, 5.4 & 6.1.

Before a potential determination slot can be lookedn detail, 1 would like to
briefly discuss the notion of ‘definiteness’. Asstltoncept has already been mentioned
several times, | will briefly discuss it from a tretical and comparative point of view.
Moreover, to complete the picture, | would likeri@ntion some facts about the usage

of the definite article in Modern English.
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2.2 Definiteness

As has been mentioned above, some determinativehawe additional meanings (e.g.
the pronourmy expresses possession whereas the demonstitatiseexpresses spatial
deixis), but one general function of all determived is to specify the definiteness or
indefiniteness of an NP’s referentdn English the definite articlthe demonstratives,
possessive pronouns and genitive phrases are saidatk the NP’s reference as
definite. The indefinite articlea/an, cardinal numbers, and quantifiers mark it as
indefinite. Which, whatetc. are indefinite as interrogatives, definite ratatives.
Additionally, some heads determine their own refeectype. Within the class of nouns,
proper nouns are said to be logically equivalerttdfinite description and therefore can
be analyzed as incorporating their own determihkerefore, in English, an NP with a
proper noun as the head normally does not contagparate word with determinative
function® For example, personal names, temporal names, sewmgraphical names
and other locative names take no article in Eng(sly. *The John is a nice gy
Personal pronouns have long been interpreted asrantty definite and take no

determinative’”

2.2.1 Typological facts

There is considerable variation in the expressibrdefiniteness across languages.
Especially, articles, which only express (in)de#niess or (non)specificity, are not that

frequent cross-linguistically (Himmelmann 1997; bgo1999; van Gelderen 2007).

*3Determinatives generally serve to mark the NP disite or indefinite, but at the same time someals
express gquantification (existential quantificatim@me of itvs. universal quantificatiorall of it). See
Huddleston and Pullum (2002: 358ff) for details.

* At least in English, but this does not necessdmiye to be the case in all languages. In otheyuiages
like Greek, determinatives are found before prommems as wellAlso in English exceptions exist where
a proper noun takes the definite article (¢l Netherlands; the John | knpcf. Quirk et al. 1985:
5.70-7.72).

5 “What distinguishes personal pronouns from fulfimiee (or demonstrative) NPs is their lack of
descriptive content (beyond partly descriptive graatical features like gender in some forms). A
pronoun is therefore used, in general where theceésed descriptive content can be readily recalere
from the discourse or the non-general context” (k3/4999: 30). In all those cases | will speak a@iréh
definite NPs’.
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Thus it is interesting to briefly consider some rsirelated to article usage and
grammatical definiteness marking from a typologpaispective.

Not all languages mark the semantic concept ofndefiess overtly in their
morphosyntax. Those that do are a distinct minotignguages in Western Europe and
the countries around the Mediterranean show thatggse concentration of languages
marking definiteness in their grammar. Many langsag.g. Japanese, Finnish and the
Slavic languages (except Bulgarian and Macedoni@dm)not have a definite article.
Adding a definite article to the head is not théyamay of making definite reference to
some entity. Languages may indicate definitenessutih position (e.g. in Chine$e
cf. Diesing 1991), through case (e.g. Finnish ardsiBn; cf. Buchholz 2004) or, for
example, through verbal aspect (e.g. Russian dksL£994, 2007; Abraham 1997;
Philippi 1997).

Definiteness can be expressed morphologically @ngminal adjectivés. For
example in Serbo-Croatian, and to a lesser exter@lovene, the short form of the
adjective is interpreted as indefiniteof grad“ a new city”), while the long form with
the suffix-i is definite and/or specifimpvi grad” the new city”, “a certain new city”)
(Aljovic 2002). In Finnish, word order mostly indites if an NP is definite or indefinite.
CompareKadulla on auto On the street is a car. VButo on kadullaThe car is on the
street (Karlsson1983[95]: 18). It is also common definiteness to interact with the
marking of case in certain syntactic contexts. Bmgnlanguages direct objects receive
distinct marking only if they are definite. For exple in Turkish, the direct object in
adamlari goérdim(meaning “I saw the men”) is marked with the a#ix (indicating
definiteness). The absence of the affix means that direct object is indefinite
(adamlar gorduntl saw men”)>®

One either finds a free lexical item (etge) as article or, as like in Turkish, an
affixal article of some kind, which is added somewvéhin the sentence to mark

° Chinese sometimes uses classifiers as definitdesror position to indicate semantic definiteness

" This is also the case in Old English (see furthr4).

*8«Some languages also have a special article foemEnand proper names, or differentiate the defini
article with respect to proximity to the discoupseticipants.” (Giusti 1997: 102).
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definiteness? Either the article is an invariable word and mdteicted (for this reason it
is often labeled “particle” in descriptive grammaos, the article is an inflected form,
encoding features such as number, gender andTdasas particularly the case in Indo-
European, e.g. Present Day German (Lyons 1999: 67).

Generally, there also exists a typological distorct between preposed and
postposed articles following the nouhhe belongs to the preposed free-form lexical
type. The great majority of languages with a lelxendicle are closely comparable to
English in terms of the article’s position in thd®?NFree lexical determinatives in
preposed position tend to occur at the beginninthefNP before the modifier (Lyons
1999: 64) (see section 6.2.1 for why this mighthmecase).

As has been mentioned before, there are langualgie$ o not employ articles
but mark definiteness only through other deternnmeat Many languages use
demonstratives rather than articles to indicaténidehess’ Also in terms of historical
development, often a demonstrative (normally the-pximal demonstrative or

equivalent) develops into a definite article (dnvGelderen 2007: 275f.).

It is in fact usually a deictically unmarked demivasve, or a non-proximal
or non-first-person one, which provides the sowfca definite article. One
consequence of this is that in many languages #fei@g article is
segmentally identical or very similar to one of themonstratives (though
differing in stress). (Lyons 1999: 116)

A second possibility can be observed in the Nordrn@anic dialects, which have
developed their article from the third person pramgostposed, which was originally
treated as clitic and afterwards as an ending. @d@illar 2000: 305)**

Another interesting fact is that article developimsmmetimes seems to be an areal
feature resulting from language contact. Here, Bagkan “Sprachbund” (an areal
grouping of languages in the Balkan region) prosiden interesting example. The

languages in that particular region belong to d#ifé Indo-European sub-families

%9 E.g. Romanianom (man),om-ul (man-ART: the man)pm-ul bun(man-ART good: the good man). Or
in Basque:emakume(woman), emakume-a(woman-ART: the woman)emakume ederr-gwoman
beautiful —ART: the beautiful woman).

% for forms and info on demonstratives see (Lyor91913-116)

®1 Often, the articles are then subsequently analgsedffixes, as for example the Scandinavian defini
suffixes (van Gelderen 2007: 275).
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(Slavonic, Romance, Hellenic and Albanian). Newddhs, they share features of
syntax and morphology not especially common outshile region. One of those
features is that most of the languages have aitkefirticle. Two aspects, in particular,
are striking. Bulgarian and Macedonian are almtmssteaamong the Slavonic languages
with a definite article (Lyons 1999: 48). Additidlya apart from Greek in the south, all
languages involved (Bulgarian, Macedonian, Romanamd Albanian) have a
postponed article appearing as a suffix on the Imeach or some other word in the NP
(Lyons 1999: 48).

The “Sprachbund” example shows that language coméght have an influence
on the development of specific morpho-syntactid¢uess, but especially it shows that
even a Romance language (Romanian) can followfardift path in its grammatical
marking features (suffix instead of lexical elenseimt the prehead) due to the contact
situation. On the other hand, the “Sprachbund” epanshould not be misleading.
Definiteness marking does not only occur as anl &ature. There are many examples
of languages or small language groups that diffemftheir neighbors by having a
definite article and where no contact situation legisto its emergence. Erzya-Mordva
and Moksha-Mordva, two closely related Uralic laages spoken in the west of the
Urals (Kramsky 1972; Comrie 1981b) are a good examphese languages have a
definite article in the form of inflectional matation the head noun. The fact that this
article is purely a Mordva development which canmetfound in the rest of the Uralic
languages shows “that languages can develop aitdefdss marker spontaneously”
(Lyons 1999: 49). This is relevant for one of thaimarguments in this thesis namely
that morphosyntactic change can be driven by farsystem internal pressures and not
only by external factors like, for example, langeiagpntact (see chapter 6). Article
development is not very common in the languagethefworld, and many languages
can perfectly express communicative intentions euitht. This seems to indicate that
sometimes the article may emerge for reasons thlerthe ‘communicative needs’ of
the speakers, a point | will come back to in sec03.3 and 6.3, where theories on
article emergence are being discussed.

At this point the question remains: What exactlylédiniteness? Let me point out
in advance that this question is very difficultanswer because the whole notion is a

compositional concept which includes many chargtier features. For example,
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Chesterman points out that “definiteness itsekingued not to be a primary notion at
all, but compositional” (Chesterman 1991: 8). Ma&m researchers often do not
clearly distinguish between the semantic conceptefiniteness and ‘grammatical’

definiteness, which is in a way derived from sentagiéfiniteness.

2.2.2 Defining definiteness

Definiteness has been investigated extensively &gious linguists from several
schools®? One needs to make a distinction between ‘semangigmatic definiteness’
and ‘grammatical definiteness’ (the overt encodofgt). It is essential to realize that
the semantic-pragmatic concept occurs in language= if the corresponding
grammatical category is lackingilhe grammatical category definiteness must be
understood as being similar to other functiona¢gaties like Tense, Mood, Number or
Gender etc., which also need not be expressedalgxiBut, like these, grammatical
definiteness is the grammaticalization (i.e. th@resentation in grammar) of a
semantic-pragmatic notion (Lyons 1999: 278) (cttisa 3.2).For example in Hausa,
the definite article suffixn/-r is only an optional marker. Thus it is possiblet imaa
sentence a common noun which is semantically defloy having anaphoric reference
(because it was mentioned before) still occurs lflayens 1999: 52). This shows that
although the NP’s reference in the outside worldiéginite, it is not obligatory to
overtly indicate this ‘fact’ in the grammar of thadrticular language.

There is still no general agreement among lingwistat definiteness is. Generally,
it is a functional category pertaining to NPs. distbeen stated that “[a] definite NP has
a referent which is assumed by the speaker to benbiguously identifiable by the
hearer (in brief, a known or identifiable referén{ffhesterman 1991: 10). Quirk et al.
point out that a definite NP refers “to somethinigich can be identified uniquely in the
general knowledge shared by the speaker and he@@entk et al. 1985: 266). In

62 ¢f. Christophersen 1939; Kramsky 1972; Givon 19@82enberg 1978; Comrie 1981; Hawkins 1987,
1991, 2004; Lyons 1980, 1995, 1999; Chesterman,1B®43; for definiteness and aspectuality cf. Leiss
2000, 2007; Wood 2003, 2007; Osawa 2007; Bauer ;2@0the logical semantic analysis of definite
NPs cf. Stalnaker 1974;Grice 1975; Kempson 1975;tlie relationship between quantification and
definiteness cf. Milsark 1977; Barwise & Cooper 198/cCawley 1981; Cann 1993; for relevance
theory cf. Sperber & Wilson 1987, 1995.
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contrast to this, “an indefinite NP has a referghich is assumed by the speaker not to
be unambiguously identifiable by the hearer (i.enew, or unknown, referent)”
(Chesterman 1991: 10).

An essential component of the given definition sgeto be the notion of
identifiability. Next to identifiability other comgnents of definite meaning have been
listed in order to account for the occurrence diiniteness marking. All in all, six
major components of definite meaning have been udsad extensively: a)
referentiality, b) familiarity, c) identifiabilityd) uniqueness, e) inclusiveness and f)
specificity. Note that all these components, whictvould like to discuss briefly,
overlap and are not distinct aspects.

As this thesis is about the development of the Bhglefinite article, | will take
the Modern English definite article as an examfilés mostly via the definite article
that definiteness is realized in English. As Chestan (1991: 4) points outhe
constitutes “the prototypical core of definitenesgression in English”, and Quirk
defines the definite article as “referring to sonieg which can be identified uniquely
in the general knowledge shared by the speakeheakr” (Quirk et al. 1985: 266).

Definiteness is definitely linked to referentiali(g). To be precise, it is a property
of the referent, not of the NP. Using a definitenesarker often gives the NP reference
(however for see generic reference see below). ustconsider the following

example®&®:

(23) | bought the car
(24) Put the clean towels in the bathroplease.

In such sentences, the article in the NP speai&&yence. Fbought carwould be ill
formed as the specific reference in the outsideldvoeeds overt marking with the
singular count nouns in this context. Moreover, rigferent in both sentences is marked

as known to the hearer and the speaker. This leadbe so called ‘familiarity’

% Examples (23) — (28) are taken from Lyons (1998).3
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hypothesis (b) first presented by Christophersé&89) and extensively modified by
Hawkins (1978Y"

Thesignals that the entity denoted by the NP is fiaamtb both speaker and
hearer, anc is used where the speaker does not want to ssyrchl shared
familiarity. (Lyons 1999: 3)

In (23) and (24) speaker and hearer are familidhéoreferent. Familiarity enables the
speaker and hearer to identify the particular egfer However, in other English

sentences such as

(25) The presiderdf Ghana is visiting tomorrow.

(26) They've just got in from New York. The plamas five hours late.

(27) I've just been to a wedding. The brigdere blue.

familiarity is problematic because although therbeavill probably accept that there is
a president of Ghana it does not mean that s/he/kiitis person. It is also unlikely that
s/he knows the particular plane which flew in frof. Still the article is used here. In
(27), the hearer knows that weddings involve brialed makes the natural reference to
the bride at the particular wedding, but it is troke to say that the hearer really knows
the bride. (S/he does not know the bride’s namg &tee hearer associates a definite
noun phrasetite bridg with some entity [bride] which he expects to fiml or
associates with the situation [wedding] (Lyons 1999

That is why in the case of English, Huddleston Batlum are sympathetic to the
familiarity thesis, but they prefer to see definges as being about ‘identifiability’
(2002: 365). Identifiability (c) refers to the idehat the use of the definite article
“directs the hearer to the referent of the NP lgnaling that he is in a position to

® Hawkins redefined Christophersen’s familiarity iis focation theory in terms of speech act theory
(1978).
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identify it” (Lyons 1999: 6). The notion of idenability does not replace familiarity,
but it can help where familiarity fails as in theses just mentioned.

Interestingly, there are also cases in English ehéentifiability does not work.
Associative uses of the definite article in genexsd problematic for identifiability
(Lyons 1999: 7). In the sentence (28) the definitigcle is sanctioned by the relative

clause afterwards.

(28) Mary’s gone for a spin in the car she jusidit

Here, the hearer finds out that Sally just boughéabut that does not help him/her to
identify it. S/he would not know the car if he sawTo account for article use in those

cases, linguists moved on to the notion of ‘unicassh (d):

The definite article signals that there is just cemtity satisfying the
description used. This unigueness is generally atsolute, but is to be
understood relative to a particular context. (Ly@8989: 8)

Thus in (27) there is just one bride at the wedding28) there is just one particular
car. Uniqueness fits well for singular count noudswever, definite articles sometimes
also occur with plural or mass nouns which do méémto a single, unique referent.
This leads to the employment of the last charastiercomponent. With plural and mass
nouns, definiteness involves not so much ‘uniquenast the notion of ‘inclusiveness’
(e): “the reference is to the totality of the oltgeor mass in the context which satisfy
the description” (Lyons 1999: 11).

(29) We are looking for the answers

(30) | can’t find_the shampdaout here this morning.

Here, the reference is to all the answers whickteaid to the shampoo container left
there. Thus, with plural and mass notimsis rather a universal quantifier similarat.

Also note that uniqueness is linked to the notibimolusiveness. Inclusiveness is the
same as uniqgueness when the NP is singular betteisgtality of objects which satisfy
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the description is only one (Lyons 1999: 12). At ttame time, uniqueness often is
equated with ‘specificity’ (f), which can be defthas the “uniqueness of the entity”.
“Specificity is relevant for whether to refer @domanashim (for specific) or a®ne (for
nonspecific) in English” (Frawley 1991: 70).

To summarize, it can be said that not every passibmantic aspect is included in
all cases of article usage. Moreover, in the cowfsigs diachronic development, the
English article, in later developmental stagesp asts employed in situations other
than marking the referent as definite/indefinitee(2.2.3 below; cf. van Gelderen 2007:
276). However, marking familiarity, identifiabilityand uniqueness is the article’s
central, prototypical job.

2.2.3 Article usage and its distribution in the noun classes in Modern
English

All the semantic components of definiteness whiakiehbeen discussed above can be
found in Hawkins’ list of article usage in Modermdtish (1978). Hawkins argues that
in its most prototypical usage the referent of &inite NP is part of a ‘shared set'.
Physical and mental objects occur in sets of dfiekinds, and if both speaker and
hearer share knowledge that a given referent etdakcin a given set, this set is a shared
set. Examples of such shared sets relate to uypge tfthe Theis used when the
speaker or hearer knows the entities from previbssourse, the intermediate or larger
situation or an association set or general worlovkadge (Hawkins 1978: 167). When

using the definite article the speaker performgdfewing act:

He (a) introduces a referent (or referents) tohtbarer; and (b) instructs the
hearer to locate the referent in some shared sebjetts, [...] and he (c)

refers to the totality of the objects or mass witthiis set which satisfy the
referring expression. (Hawkins 1978: 167)

Based on this observation, Hawkins (1978: 106-1&®) Himmelmann (1997: 36)
distinguish the following uses dfe®™

% Hawkins himself reflects on the work of Christopgen (1939). Compare Quirk et al. (1985: 5.27-5.35)
for their list of definite article usage.
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i) Anaphoric and immediate situation usélse intended referent is part of the
situation. He can be visible for speaker and hedilex in Pass me the bucket

pleasé or invisible as irBeware of the ddg

i) Anaphoric usethe intended referent was mentioned before, &ed bought

me a bucket, but the bucket had a hole.in it

iii) Abstract-situative usethe referent is part of the world knowledge oé th
speaker, e.ghe sunthe Queenthe Prime Ministerorthe pubin a sense of “the

pub one finds in every local community”.

iv) Associative-anaphoric uséhe textual appeal to general knowledge gives ris
to ‘associative anaphora’. After mentioniaghouseone can continue witthe
roof, the windows, the siz&he first NP is a ‘trigger’ for the following so-ed
‘associates’. InThe man drove past our house in a car. The exHansts were
terrible. Here car triggers the exhaust fumes. The essda#iire which needs to

be fulfilled is a part-of condition.

Hawkins also lists so-called ‘unfamiliar uses’, wwné¢he concept of a shared set does
not apply. When using the definite article in thasstances, the speaker leaves the

notion of semantic definiteness more and more lokehin

v) unfamiliar usescomplex nominal phrases that cannot be subsumedriuhe
first four points. They are not situational usesttod they are not associates of
some trigger in previous discourse, and the speakérhearer do not share any
knowledge of the referent on the basis of previousntion either Here, 4
subtypes exist:
a) establishing relative clausBill's fed up with the book which | have just
given him for his birthday;
b) NP-complementsBill is amazed by the fact that there is so muéh din
earth;

c) genitive attributes:, e.¢he beginning of the war, the weight of the card
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d) nominal attributeghe name Algeron, the color red, the number sé%en.

As mentioned before, another possible way of uthegarticle is with generics:

vi) generic uséChesterman 1991:52f) The horse is a useful animal

Herethe refers to the species, type or class and notgesneferent. In a sentence like
The African Elephant will soon be extintite article denotes the entire class rather than
an individual member. Thus those generic NPs wtakk the definite article have to be
interpreted non-referentially. Generally, specifise of the articles is much more
frequent than generic use. Also a number of fixgaressions require the article rather
arbitrarily, because the expression does not tefarspecial entityHe plays the violin;
We dance the rumpgHuddleston & Pullum 2002: 407f§. Here the article functions
as a sheer marker of nounhood. | also would likeaimment briefly on some of the
occurrence restrictions of the article with thei@as noun classes.

If an NP is definite in Modern English, the defeniarticle is used as the default
marker to overtly mark definiteness, if no othetetdinative already marks it. Overt
definiteness marking is obligatory with singulamunb nouns, plural count nouns and
non-count nouns in contexts which make it clear ttn@ NP refers to a unique,
identifiable entity known to the speaker and hedrecontrast to this if the context is
indefinite— the indefinite articl@/anor no article is used. Generally, the distributain
the definite article/the indefinite article is deteéned by a combination of three binary
oppositions: identifiable referent vs. non-idetifie referent, count vs. non-count and
singular vs. plural. For count and non-count notlesdistribution of articles has been

listed as the following:

% Additionally, Hawkins discusses article usage veitiperlatives, ordinals, and some adjectiszsne,
identical, next, other, onlywhich must also be considered part of unfamilises, but which he himself
does not categorize.

67 Chesterman (1991: 52f) is aware of the fact tiBrierics is thus not a clear-cut unitary phenomgnon
but rather seems to be more of a cover term farity of ‘non-particular’ kinds of readings.”

® These fixed expressions denote musical instrumeatademic subjects, illnesses, transportation,
seasons (cf. Huddleston & Pullum 2002: 408).
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Count Non-count Count Non-count

the tiger the furniture a tiger - furniaur

the tigers - tigers

Table 6: Use of the definite article (adapted fiQuirk et al. 1985: 265)

Singular count nouns are not supposed to take trearstill, exceptionally, instances
of such a pattern occur. To mark definite contéxtaot always the case as there is a
group of bare singular count nouns in fixed expoess where we expect a
determinative as they denote a real location, Eikes in hospitabr at sea, leave town,
start university As a reaction, the table above has been sevaiglized (Chesterman
1991, 1993).

To defend the proposed distribution, it could bguad that cases likEd is in
hospital are given non-referential interpretations. “Inghecases the noun acts as an
indication of the associated activity, and does hate its standard denotation”
(Huddleston & Pullum 2002: 407ff.). The nouns whppérmit this use are a restricted
group: common activities of everyday life, ek is in prison(= serving time); meals
are generally expressed by bare NWWg, had lunchWe talked about it at dinngand
bare NPs are used for times of the day following pnepositiorat, by, before, until,
after (e.g. after dawn (Huddleston & Pullum 2002: 407ff5. Still such patterns are
interesting especially as is other languages sdnikose phrases take an article: e.g.
Germanich gehe in die Schule

Table 6 is also concerend with the question of Inwany articles exist in English.
According to Chesterman (1993: 13), there is dsagrent about that question. For him
“[n]o unified theory of the English articles in yatailable” (Chesterman 1991: 39).

Some studies assume two articlé#s and a; others include zero; others
include unstressesome and still others distinguish between zero and nul
forms (Chesterman 1991: 40)

% Note however, thanorning daytime eveninganddark takein+the instead oft. In contrast to this, in
a number of expressions involving repetition (elay by dayorarm in arnmj or in certain fixed phrases
(e.g.mother or child)we find no article.
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One can distinguish between so-called ‘surfacecladti the visible morphemeabe
a/anand ‘invisible’ ones as, for example, lifike coffeeor hand in handTake the two
NPsI like musicandl like Peter.Although superficially the two noumausicandPeter
look alike as they have no article as a dependeerte is a conceptual difference. In the
first case we have a common noun which can haveakbed ‘article contrast’, e.g.
musicvs. the musi¢cwhereas in the second cdeterusually does not take an article.
Thus Quirk et al. (1985: 246) proposed thaisic has a so-called ZER@rticle but
proper nouns, which generally do not have this loharticle contrastRetervs. *he
Petel) are considered to have ‘no article’ at all.

Chesterman criticizes Quirk’s article distinctio993: 13) for various reasons.
First of all, it is not true that proper nouns neteke an article e.grhe Peter | know
Additionally, Chesterman points out that Quirk sfatthat the zero article has an
indefinite reading and thus occurs before indedimtass and plural nounshgese,
biscuitg. This, however, forces Quirk to come up with ad&ege hybrid* (Chesterman
1993: 13), namely “zero article with definite meagi, to account for the lack of article
before singular count nouns in idiomatic expressildke hand in handcf. Quirk 1985:
274). Alternatively, Chesterman (1993: 13) like mathers (e.g. Yotsukura 1970) calls
the lack of an article in bare indefinite NPs ZEB@I in definite situations NULL® In
other words, Chesterman postulates the existenteooinvisible articles. In this paper,
I will not employ the term ZERO article or NULL aite. Either an NP has a visible
article as a dependent or it does not. This cdreeltethe or a/an If not, the noun will
remain ‘bare’ and the NP has no article.

To conclude this section, it is clear that one #&thdae aware of the difference
between semantic definiteness and grammatical itefess, which is the overt
expression/marking of semantic definiteness by gmatital (syntactic) elements.
Whereas semantic definiteness is a universal feagmammatical definiteness marking
is encoded differently in various languages. Oneddi free lexical forms (like
determinatives) to mark definiteness but also molgdically bound affixes. Moreover,

some languages use different case or word ordeat& definite or indefinite referents.

0 For an extensive discussion of the differencewéen the two, see Chesterman (1993) and Quirk et al
(1985: 5.39-5.51)
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All in all, it seems that it is very difficult toadine definiteness in general, and
therefore it is also rather difficult to define wiha meant by a ‘definite NP’. The
following working definition of a ‘definite noun pase’ will be used for this thesis: a
definite noun phrase refers to specific, identigabntities shared by the hearer and
speaker. Although this definition does not incldlde possibility that the article is used
with generics or instances which Hawkins has grdupéiis unfamiliar usage category,
it still seems reasonable to use it for this analy&eneric NPs are seen as non-
referential and not as definite. So the proposetiniten should enable us to
differentiate clearly between definite and inddBnand non-referential contexts in this
older language stage (see further section 5).

Finally, it has been shown that if a Modern EnghéP has definite reference, this
has to be marked overtly by a determinative withgsiar count-nouns, plural count
nouns and non-count nouns, although exceptionst.ekisre, the definite article
functions as the default marker but of course otleterminatives can also be used to

mark definiteness overtly in those cases.
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2.3 Prehead dependents (determination VS.
modification)

In the previous sections, several elements weresusned under the cover term
determinatives. However, it is not always easy &ride on what grounds an
“adnominal dependent in a given language or langwsgge is in fact a determinative
or a modifier that is conveniently (“parasiticallylised for expressing definiteness,
deixis, etc.” (Van de Velde 2010: 266). As a mattefact, an adequate analysis of the
English NP structure is difficult. Denison showsittlinot a single one of the ‘facts’

[related to category membership in the NP] [...],stsaightforward, even in PDE”

(2006: 283) and Ackles makes the following remark:

Achieving an adequate analysis of the structurthefModern English NP
has proven to be a challenging task. Among the npaalglems have been
the difficulties of analyzing the relationship be®wn the items traditionally
labeled demonstratives, definite and indefinite icka$, possessive
adjectives, possessive pronouns, quantifiers, maimerand simple
adjectives. The co-occurrence restrictions androrgeules of these items
are complex and filled with many idiosyncrasiescKikes 1997: 46)

A definition of determinatives is hard to find, aeden modern grammars disagree
about which elements can fulfill the determinatimmction or how the structure of
nominal determination should be modeled (Quirk €t1885: 253ff; Payne &
Huddleston 2002; Coene & D’hulst 2003; Denison 30U6ere are even linguists who
propose that we should “get rid of” this categotl tagether (e.g. Spinillo 2000)
because not enough elements would behave in ahaayustifies to group them under
such a separate category.

Nevertheless, to postulate such a category seemsh&wv legitimate as formal,
semantic and distributional criteria for the idénétion of the category can be set up
(cf. Giusti 1997: 103; Diessel 1999b: 118; Huddias& Pullum 2002: 354-358, 452,
538; Van de Velde 2010: 268-269). What is debatabfecourse, is whether all

elements which are listed as determinatives rekdserve to be members of that group.
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2.3.1 Aristotelian categories — gradience & gradualness

How should one decide when to categorize an elerasné determinative or, for
example, a modifier? When syntacticians deal witguistic elements they realize that
they often behave similarly (syntactically or seti@ily) and group them into
categories according to certain criteria. For eXamglements which behave more like
the articles have been grouped under the termrit@tatives’, whereas elements which
rather behave like adjectives have been groupedruhd term ‘modifier’. At the same
time, the article and the adjective are considéinedmost prototypical members of the
category.

Categories are mostly derived by means of form&hitiutional and semantic
criteria. Nevertheless, it should not be forgotteat categories are epiphenomenal
“notational tools” which are “abstract idealized ane of reflecting syntactic and
pragmatic differences between seemingly similarstoictions” (Keizer 2007: 3).
Categories are “systematic and idealized represensaof the way we believe grammar
to be mentally constituted” (Aarts 2004: 3). Alss Denison points out, they are a

“secondary phenomenon” and do not necessarily payehological reality:

What speakers experienceusage from which they no doubt intuit patterns
of various kinds. Most linguists attempting to gexiee from usage find it a
helpful economy to recognize that words generadlitgzn according to a
relatively small number of syntactic categoriest bategories are still a
secondary phenomenon. (Denison 2006: 282)

Therefore, it is always debatable which categaslesuld be used to model a particular
grammar. When categorizing, grammarians mostlysingn “Aristotelian categories
with necessary and sufficient conditions for mermsbhgr and hard-and-fast boundaries”
(Denison 2006: 279).

[M]any schools of modern linguistics generally ataprigid approach to
categorization by not allowing degrees of form slasembership, degrees
of resemblance to a prototype or overlaps betwedsgories. This all-or-
none conception of categorization (Bolinger 196a¢gback to Aristotle,
and has been pervasive and influential, especialljormal linguistics.
(Aarts 2004: 1)
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Normally, any category is “defined by a basket obgerties” with no “intermediate
possibility between categories”, which leads toiue constituent analysis of each
sentence” (Denison 2006: 282). Often, howevergaratategorization of an element is
simply impossible, and therefore Aristotelian catégs have been called into question
by some linguists (Denison 2006; Croft 2007). Ohehe reasons why categorizing
certain linguistic elements is a fuzzy and vagusifess is that category membership is
historically unstable (see below). Not every membéra category displays every
property. As a consequence, some researchers gestabre and more categories or
subcategories to account for every occurring lisgeipattern. An example of this
strategy would be the postulation of a postdeteemiategory as a category in between
determiners and modifiers floating between the tategories (Quirk et al. 1985: 253-
264 or Davidse 2000). An alternative strategy iprmpose ‘gradience’ in grammars.

The term gradience is used in different ways irgdistic discourse. It is a
“grammatical notion which refers to the (perceivedterlacing of the categories in
language systems” (Aarts 2004: 5); in other wortdsyncerns the “nature of boundaries
between categories” and the “organization of meséthin the category” (Traugott &
Trousdale 2010: 2055ome members of a category are conceived of ag beatter’
than others so it has been suggested that moretypatal/central and less prototypical/
peripheral members of each category exialowing for degrees of membership (Quirk
et al. 1985: 90; cf. Plank 1992; Denison 2006%uch a suggestion corresponds to
‘goodness of exemplar’ or to ‘degree of membershipprototype theory (Denison
2001, 2006; Aarts 2004, 2007a,b; Rosenbach 20@&,; Zoroft 2007).

Researchers have long been aware of gradient pleragomwhen dealing with
categorization as a cognitive mechanism in psyobaistics (see prototype theory).
Most of the work on categorization has been donéatb domain (Labov 1973; Rosch,
Mervis & Catlin 1976; Lakoff 1987a; Taylor 1995n the domain of syntax, however,
less attention has been paid to gradient phenontée@ the notion is often ignored

especially in the generative paradigm.

"L Another point of view is to see categories as egpimenal entities “rooted in discourse and ipstofac
subject to variation across and within languag&$ments, can, for example be “grammaticalized to a
higher or lesser degree” (Van de Velde 2010: 26 opper & Traugott 2003; Bybee 2003).
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One scholar who has dealt with syntactic gradieaagarts (2004, 2007a,b), who
understands gradience as “an undeniable propergnyfcategorial system, including
grammatical descriptions” (Aarts 2004: 3). In hiorly he makes some further
distinctions. He distinguishes between ‘Subsect@eadience’ (SG), which is
“intracategorical in nature and allows for memba&fra class to display the properties of
that class to varying degrees” (2004: 1), and fbdetive Gradience’ (IG) which is
characterized by “two form classes 'converging eath other”. SG “allows for a
particular element x from categoayto be closer to the prototype Afthan some other
element y from the same category, and recognizeseaand periphery within the form
classes of the language” (Aarts 2004: 6). IG, andther hand, “obtains between two
categories, such that they gradually converge @amother by virtue of the fact that
there exist elements which display properties ¢ lmategories” (2004: 6).

Aarts bases his distinction on a morphosyntactit distributional approach and
claims that SG is much more frequent than 1G. Hesequently defends a position that
allows for gradience but keeps up “sharp bounddresieen categories” (Aarts 2004:
1).

I will argue that grammatical form classes can tietly kept apart while
allowing for them to ‘converge’ on each other. Cergence occurs when an
elementa from class A displays morphosyntactic propertiésanother
distinct form class B. Unless the B-like propertt#s: outweigh the A-like
propertiesp will be assigned to class A. (Aarts 2004: 3)

By doing so he tries “to find a middle ground betweformalists who marginalize
gradience to the periphery of grammatical analyaig] functionalists who believe that
gradience is central because it is so widespreagtammars” (Traugott & Trousdale
2010: 30f.).

Especially in diachronic syntax, where grammatealon and gradualness are
extensively researched, linguists are becomingeasingly aware that the recent

discussion about the synchronic (gradient) arctutecof grammars

intersects with the gradual changes which appedretaharacteristic of
grammaticalization on the assumption that: “charagyesalways manifested
in synchronic variation” (Andersen 2001: 228) (Tgatt & Trousdale 2010:
19).
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Haspelmath (2001: 16539) points out that “sincemgnaticalization is generally
regarded as a gradual diachronic process, it isa®d that the resulting function words
form a gradient from full content words to cleandtion words”. The phenomenon of
grammaticalization is the reason why syntactic gaties are considered to be gradient
(cf. Hopper 1987; DelLancey 1997; Bybee & Hopper130Qdraugott and Trousdale
propose to see “gradualness as in some way a drachdimension of gradience”
(Traugott & Trousdale 2010: 26) but they also cdesiit necessary to “restrict
‘gradience’ to synchronic analysis, and ‘graduashe® diachronic” (Traugott &
Trousdale 2010: 5).

Aarts has been criticized for his distinction ofd@d SC by several researchers (cf.
Traugott & Trousdale 2010:31; Croft 2007). Yet, beneral view on the employment
of categories as a necessary tool seems more thaticpl. Although some elements do
not fit their categorical profile perfectly, thisoels not need to be an argument for
abandoning categories altogether. How could anywes do without categories as a
descriptive device in synchronic linguistic destap? First of all, there is a
psychological reality to categories: human mindegarize all the time. For example,
speakers cognitively differentiate between nound a&arbs. Secondly, we should
remember that not all elements convert from onegmaty to the next and if they do,
they do not all move at the same time. In diaclo@nocesses of category change (often
a grammaticalization process where elements armguited’ for a new function),
elements show differences in progress in this itians Various researchers (e.g.
Hopper (1987) in his Emergent Grammar) and espgagmhmmaticalizationists (e.g.
Traugott 2003; Bybee 2007; Traugott & Trousdale ®04uggest that all syntactic
categories are epiphenomenal entities which aredaa discourse and vary across and
within languages (Van de Velde 2010: 267; cf. Byl2@®3a,b; Hopper & Traugott
2003). Moreover, “a gradient of prototypicality hih a category is still compatible
with an insistence on clear yes-or-no membership@tategory” (Denison 2006: 284).

If one wants to keep up the notion of categories,goal must be to delimit them
clearly somehow. It is important to set up cleateda for one or the other category.
Especially those elements that represent the pyobf the category should be
demarcated clearly . The set of determinativesizzyf and not every element which

nowadays is considered to be a member of thimsegssarily used to be a member of
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it at earlier linguistic stages. The article howegve considered the prototype of the
determinative category; thus in principle in shobkl possible to set up criteria and
check if a certain element deserves to be memhbiiabtategory.

This also relates to an important point which igeofignored when criteria for
word class category membership are listed. Wheorites to setting up characteristic
criteria for a certain category, one question isdivthe relevant properties for category
membership are (i.e. what attributes we associdte particular categories)” (Traugott
& Trousdale 2010: 29) and second, if the relevawperties are equally important.

These questions will have to be discussed in theWong sections.

2.3.2 Demarcation criteria for ‘articlehood’

So far, diagnostic criteria for ‘articlehood’ hamet been clearly defined by linguists.
Thus the goal of this section is to set up andusisc¢estable criteria for the demarcation
of the definite article and the demonstrative. Wies observe these two prehead
dependents in Modern English, they are highly fesqubut behave differently;
syntactic and semantic differences can be obsemaetthe following section, | would
like to discuss those observable differences. | aito look at the behaviour of
adjectives in comparison because it will be sholat in some ways demonstratives
behave more similar to adjectives than to the lagicSeven criteria which will define
‘articlehood’ will be proposed. Those criteria arestly based on Van de Velde’s
criteria for ‘determinerhood’ (2010: 268f.). Somfetlrese criteria should be regarded as
syntactic criteria others as more semantic ones.'sBgtactic’ | mean formal and
distributional features like e.g. occurrence resitbns or positional independence. By
semantic, | mean those which are related to thenmgaf the element.

| would like to make clear in advance that all thréeria to follow build up the
notion of articlehood ‘together’. Each criterionlpge to decide on articlehood. The
plurality of criteria in itself suggests that beiag article is not an either/or question, but
a gradual issue. An element can be more of aneadrdess of an article. The main idea
is that if an element does not fulfill any of thateria it is not an article. If an element
meets several of the criteria, this increases itfedihood of being an article. At the

same time it will be argued that some criteriaragge important (primary) than others
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(secondary criteria). Only if the more importantesnare fulfilled, it can safely be
assumed that an element is an article. (This iddabe discussed at the end of this
section).

Note, in addition, that all seven criteria are lohea the behavior of the article in
Modern English, which means that all the critemia met in Modern English but that
some of them were potentially not met in earli@gss of English. Additionally, some
criteria may not fit article usage in other langesmgThis means that the proposed
criteria are not universal. Although it may be aideble goal to find universal criteria
for articlehood this is not the aim of this thed#oreover, it seems impossible to find
universal criteria as categories and their charatie features differ from one language
to the other. Finally, | would like to point outaththe following discussion is non-

exhaustive and potentially expandible by otheediat

2.3.2.1 Criterion: Predication

As a first criterion | would like to discuss prediimn. One observable difference
between the definite article and the demonstrativdodern English is that wheretse
cannot act as a predicative complement, the demadivet and also the adjective can;
e.g.*The problem is thes. The problem is thisr The problem is obvious

A predicative complement is an element of the watei of a sentence which
complements the subject or object. It may be nohuinadjectivaf® and is linked to the
subject by a copular verb. In the case of Englisis, copula isbe but also some other
verbs fulfill this function (e.gto becometo get to fee| to seemHe becam@residen}.
Predicates can either be “identifying (equativescsjcational, extensive...)” (e.d-his
is Saral) or “characterizing (ascriptive, classificationediensive...)”(e.gHe is deadl
(Van de Velde 2010: 2945

2|f the complement after a copula verb is a noua pronoun, it is usually called a predicative roahi
such aghe king of Englanih a sentence likele is the king of Englandf the complement after a copula
is an adjective, it is called a predicative adjegtie.g. inShe is beautifu(Huddleston & Pullum 2002;
Collins & Hollo 2000).

3 Demonstratives cannot function as characterizimgplements because they “ascribe a property and
are hence incompatible with the functional, ratthem lexical semantics of the determinative” (Van d
Velde 2010: 294).
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Dealing with predication, Van de Velde presents ftilowing criterion to distinguish
between determinatives and modifiers: “If an adm@helement can act as a predicate,
it is not a determinative” (2010: 268). Van de \&dcriterion has been designed to
demarcate all determinatives, which is problematithe case of the demonstratives,
which can be used predicatively in PDE but are iticehlly categorized as
determinatives. Van de Velde is aware of this &awl points out that the true status of
demonstratives as determinatives is debatable.

Even if the criterion turns out to be problemaritic a successful demarcation of
all determinatives, | will employ this criterion tdefine articlehood. Thus the first
criterion is PREDICATION : A pre-head dependent which cannot function as a
predicative complement is likely to be an articleSuch a definition does not mean
thatall elements, which may be banned from the predipasition, are always articles
(Van de Velde 2010: 268). Some adjectives, for getamdo not occur in predicate
position either, this however has different reag@enison 2006: 283).

2.3.2.2 Criterion: Independence

A second difference between article and demonsgé&gtivhich can also be observed
when analyzing the predication patterns above)asthe articleheis dependent on the
noun and inseparable from its head (cf. Giusti 1998). In other wordghe does not
occur except before nouns and has no other funoiaependent of the following noun.
It cannot head its own NP (e.tht is interesting In contrast to thisthis/that,
these/thosare separable from their heads and can head dlgirphrases (e.g. as a
subject or object complement); compénes manwith | like thisor | do not trust_that
manvs. Thatis our man in HavanaAlso the adjective is separable from its heblale(
day was beautifilwhen used predicatively and can even act asatsleeadLet’s help
the_poor Based on this observation, the second criteridNEEPENDENCE: A pre-
head dependent which cannot occur independently afs head is likely to be an
article. Note that this criterion is closely linked to tHRREDICATION criterion
because demonstratives and adjectives especiahd salone when functioning as

predicative complements.
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2.3.2.3 Criterion: Co-occurrence

A third factor is co-occurrence restrictions. Asipead elements, adjectives show
almost no co-occurrence restrictions. The use ofadjective does not generally
preclude the use of another adjective. They occith \@eterminatives and other
adjectives and even itseliny big beautiful housemy big, big wedding except for
semantic contradictions in some casddg*was a short tall kid Demonstratives and
articles, on the other hand, are more limited girthbility to co-occur. Aside from the
fact that both can occur with adjectives, theidigbio occur with other determinatives
is limited. The demonstrative cannot be used wgélii and its usage also precludes the
use of another demonstrative in Modern Englighi¢ that housg Admittedly, we find
patterns likehis my uncléut they are highly marked. Still they exist. I ttase of the
definite article, however, it can be said that aneot co-occur with itself or other
determinativeg*the the house; *the my hoysé& hus, articles are mutually exclusive
with each other and with other determinatives. I&® drticle is in “a choice relation”
and non-iterative (Quirk et al. 1985: 254).

Some people will argue that the existence of PDiages likeboth the meror all
the mercontradict this (Spinillo 2000: 174; Denison 20@84). Indeed, such examples
show that English has a complex system of co-oeoge restrictions in the prehead
and that it is not easy to account for all possied and word order patterns by simple
rules. In order to deal with such patterns, severatels have been proposed. For
example, it has been argued thath or all are not prehead elements but constitute the
head of the phrases listed above. It has also beggested that those words generally
do not belong to the class of determinatives. Altitoit does not make sense to exclude
those elements from the determinative class as ab&iously determine reference, it
seems possible that in the cases above we facealbptieal constructions in the sense
of both of the memnwith a different underlying structure amd the menndeed being
some kind of complement.

As an alternative, Quirk et al. (1985: 253ff.) sagg the following
subcategorization of determinatives in a) Predetesrs* b) Central determinefsand

" all, both, half such, double, what, twjame-thirdetc.
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c) PostdeterminerS. The idea behind such subcategories is that acarébe set up that
in the three subclasses only the order a) + b) is @cceptable and that items from a
single subclass can only combine with the otherclsisises but they cannot combine
with themselves. In other words, central deternneatare mutually exclusive. There
cannot be more than one before the Héad.

Another possibility to deal with the issue is tosputate a gradient scheme with
prototypical members and less prototypical membmrdhe class. Whereas those
elements which show no co-occurrence with eachrathe considered prototypical,

those which are not, should be positioned on tlectdal side.

No co-occurrence > little co-occurrence > co-ogmence

Article > demonstrative > adjective

The more selective a word is, the more likely itasbe an article. All other elements
(which by some researchers are categorized as gme-postdeterminatives) show
gradience in that respect. This being the casmdgse that an element only deserves to
be termed ‘article’ if it does not co-occur witketf or other determinatives.

Here, ‘co-occurrence with itself’ is an essentiahdition. Only if the element does
not occur with itself, one can be sure that it s aticle. Without this particular
constraint, the criterion becomes circular. Fomepk, if a speaker parses the utterance
the big houseand s/he does not know beforehand tthest is supposed to be the
determinative anthig the adjective, then the observation thigt andthe co-occur with

each other could lead to the conclusion that bd#ments are adjectives. In other

5 Central determiners being articlabe, a/an;demonstrative determinativethis, these, that, those
possessive pronoungter, our, etc.; genitive phraseghe captain’s, my family’setc.; quantifying
determinativessome, any, nogither, neither, another, each, enough, much, morest; quantifying
NPs:a few, a little;interrogative/relative determinativashich, what.

'8 cardinal numberdive, sixteenetc. and quantifiergvery, little, few, many, several, (a) dozen.

" See Huddleston and Pullum (2002: 356, 352ff) fdifferent categorization and for number agreement
and selection within the NP. Note that this subgatization is only necessary if one growglk both
such cardinal numbersfige, etc.) and quantifierseyery as determinatives. This decision is highly
debatedAll andsuchhave been categorized as determinatives becaoanseally they are very similar
to the article and always precede adjectives. Hewesome researchers do not include those elements
(numerals etc.) in the determinative class. Formgta, for Szabolcstverycannot be a determinative; at
least not in patterns likdohn's every wordSzabolcsi 1987: 170). For Spinillo (2008)chis not a
determinative.
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words, this criterion cannot be applied withoustfidetermining whether something is a
determinative or not. If one does that, howeves,dhterion becomes circular. The only
way to make it non-circular is to test it on twieas of the same type. Only then, we
do not need any predefinitions. So the only sateraon to decide whether something is
an article and to distinguish between the classés basically apply the criterion on the
same token of the same type (libig, big housevs. * the, the house Thus, the third

criterion isCO-OCCURRENCE: a pre-head dependent which cannot co-occur with

itself and or determinatives is likely to be an aricle. ’®

2.3.2.4 Criterion: Relative Position

Another characteristic feature of the article iattlh mostly occupies the position left of
the modifier in the NP. In the NP, the article iea the leftmost node (e.g.he
beautiful girl). The same holds true for the demonstrative. Basethis observation,

Van de Velde concludes that

[i]f an adnominal dependent occurs to the rightfelement that is not a
determiner, but an adjunct [i.e. modifier], it istra determiner itself (Van
de Velde 2010: 269.

Similarly, in this thesis it will be suggested tifiat an element to be an article it must be
positioned left to any modifiéf. The fourth demarcation factor shall therefore be
RELATIVE POSITION : a pre-head dependent which occurs to the left of gn
modifier is likely to be an article. In other wordsan element that occurs to the right of
any modifier is not an article. Obviously, for thigterion to work we need to define

which elements are modifiers. An obvious criterroay be: an adnominal dependent

"8 In contrast to this, the fact thhig in the case obig, big housecan co-occur with itself makes it an
adjective. Obviously, demonstratives fulfil thisterion, which shows that one cannot clearly demuizrc
demonstrative from article, if this criterion waetonly one applied. That is why more criteria hbgen
set up.

van de Velde (2010: 269) points out that “thedattriterion is perhaps not entirely watertightsome
cases, a plain adjective indeed precedes thearéislinso beautiful a daughtgQuirk et al. 1985: 1323;
Payne & Huddleston 2002: 435). However, this caresion did not occur until the thirteenth centuny i
English (Fischer 1992: 215), and has a somewhatialpstatus, in that the indefinite article in this
construction, like in its Dutch counterpart, istbrgcally presumably a reinterpreted flexional moeme”
(Van der Horst & Van de Velde 2003).

% Note that some modifiers can also occur rightheirt head, e.g. ithe person responsibler the
president elecfcf. Huddleston & Pullum: 560). This however, does influence the presented criterion.
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that does not meet at least one of the criteriatioeed here is not a determinative, but
a modifier. Note that this criterion does not exiéuhe possibility that elements which

occur left of a modifier are modifiers themselves.

2.3.2.5 Criterion: Obligatoriness

Another noticeable difference between the article the one hand and the
demonstrative and the adjective on the other isttiearticle is the obligatory default
element to mark definite reference with count no@wan de Velde 2010: 268).
Adjectives, on the other hand, are optional elemevtich can be disregarded without
damaging the grammaticality of the phra8ampare a sentence likdoeautiful girl
gave me a smilayhich is ungrammatical without a determinative, #mel sentenc&he
girl gave me a smilewhere no adjectival modifier is added but whidiil ss
grammatical.

The demonstrative is not getting employed as argatory default marker either.
If a demonstrative is used as a prehead dependemtnioun phrase it automatically
gives the NP reference and determines it, buttti@s is a “parasitic” side effect, as the
main job of the demonstrative is to indicate spateixis (Van de Velde 2010: 266).
This means that a speaker’s choice to use the damatime is first and foremost
semantically motivated. Only the article has toused ‘obligatorily’ in some casés.
The article is the default marker, which is useddf other element functions as a

determinative. This leads to the following oppasiti

obligatory not obligatory

Obligatoriness article demonstrative/ adjective

So the fifth criterion concerm@BLIGATORINESS: a pre-head dependent which is

an obligatory default marker to indicate referentidlity is likely to be an article.

8 Usage then could be seen as syntactically motivaiher than semantically.
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2.3.2.6 Criterion: Exclusiveness

If we move on to semantics, it can be said thaeciljes are semantically “rich”; they
encode referential information. The definite agioh the other hand, has specialized in
exclusively expressing definiteness and does nptess other meanings. Unlike other
determinatives, it has no other function than abuating definite status to the noun it
determines. For example, the article is alwaysnaéutith regard to proximal distance
(Diessel 1999b: 118). The demonstratives also ssplefiniteness but are semantically
richer as they express—proximity. So they have a stronger semantic vg{Bristi
1997: 111, cf. Sommerstein 1972; Lyons 1977; Diek389 a,b).

[Demonstratives] are primarily used to focus thearkgs attention on
objects or locations in the speech situation (oftertombination with a
pointing gesture) [...] orient[ing] the hearer outsidf discourse in the
surrounding situation. (Diessel 1999b: 2).

From that perspective the demonstrative must beidered a less prototypical member
of the category than the article. The possessigaqum, which is also a determinative,
has even more semantic content and thus is leseacéman the demonstrative. This
relates back to the concept of gradience: in the@fdeterminatives there are elements
which only fulfill the determination function (naiyehe definite and indefinite article),
but there are other elements which express additimeanings (signal other semantic
aspects) as well. The fewer additional meanings ed@ment has, the more
central/prototypical the element will be in theeggiry. The articles, which are limited
to the indication of definite/indefinite referenae most central. Demonstratives will
be less central than articles as they also expegss, and possessives will be even less
central than that because they clearly expressepsgs. From a certain perspective one
could argue that the determination function attacteethem parasitically. The sixth
criterion | would thus like to list is what has betermed theEXCLUSIVENESS
criterion (Van de Velde 2010: 268f.n pre-head dependent which exclusively

expresses (in)definiteness is likely to be an art&®?

8 The exclusiveness criterion has to do with theasgin content of the element; however, it is natyea
to employ. If one wants to decide if a certain fonma language functions as an article or as a
demonstrative, very often it will be difficult togge, if a deictic reading in a certain utterarscpadssible
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2.3.2.7 Criterion: Syntactic Motivation Only

Finally, in some cases it can be observed thatattiele, as a semantically empty
satellite of the noun, is simply indicating nountlo@iusti argues that “contrary to
other determiners, articles are not inserted faonasdic, but rather for grammatical
(morpho-syntactic) reasons” (Giusti 1997: 104).

For example in a number of fixed expressions, thela is required rather
arbitrarily, as the expression does not refer gpeacial unique identifiable entity\Me
dance the rumba(Huddleston & Pullum 2002: 407f.). Also, as wasntioned before,
the article is used with generic reference, €lge African Elephant will soon be extinct
Here,the refers to the species, type or class and notdimgle referent. In a sentence
like this, the article denotes the entire clashieatthan an individual member and
functions as a sheer marker of nounhood. Thus tigeseric NPs, which take the
definite article, have to be interpreted non-reiéedly. In none of these examples we
find that the article is semantically motivateditadoes not indicate a definite referent
(i.,e. a specific, unique, identifiable elephant)y amore. Instead the prototypical
elephant is being refered to. Whereas exclusivéastin motivation is not sufficient for

an adjective or a demonstrative, using an artidda be exclusively syntactically

motivated.

sufficient insufficient
Syntactic article demonstrative/ adjective
motivation

Thus, the seventh criterion SYNTACTIC MOTIVATION ONLY: a pre-head
dependent which is exclusively syntactically motivad is likely to be an article.

What other differences can be identified? Adjectivage an open word class,
whereas the article and the demonstrative belorsgdlosed word class. On top of that,
adjectives are gradable and articles/demonstratiwvesnot. However, | believe that
those facts are less reliable to serve as diagisofti articlehood. The fact that article

and demonstrative belong to a closed word clags®isa good demarcation criterion

or not. In many cases a non-deictic reading isnofite possible as a deictic reading. This problelnbei
discussed further in section 5.2.6.
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because they both are. This only helps to diststgthhem from adjectives. The alleged
nongradability of both elements was also mentioneds definitely the case that
morphological grading is rare or nonexistent whhb article. Nevertheless scalar focus
particles likealmost or quite which are similar to grading adverbs are sometifoesd

in front of determinatives, e.guite the mar{cf. Van de Velde 2010: 269rom such a

point of view gradability seems to be possibleradie

2.3.2.8 Primary and secondary criteria

In summary, the following seven criteria will beedsto determine articlehood. If an

element fulfills these criteria, it is an article:

1) PREDICATION: a pre-head dependent which cannotinction as a
predicative complement is likely to be an article

2) INDEPENDENCE: a pre-head dependent which cannaadccur
independently of its head is likely to be an artie

3) CO-OCCURRENCE: a pre-head dependent which cannato-occur with
itself and other determinatives is likely to be ararticle

4) RELATIVE POSITION: a pre-head dependent which ocurs to the left of
any modifier is likely to be an article

5) OBLIGATORINESS: a pre-head dependent which is arobligatory default
marker to indicate referentiality is likely to be an article

6) EXCLUSIVENESS: a pre-head dependent which exclisely expresses
(in)definiteness is likely to be an article

7) SYNTACTIC MOTIVATION ONLY: a pre-head dependent which is

exclusively syntactically motivated is likely to le an article

When we look at Present Day English, it can be mesethat whereas the definite
article meets all the criteria at this stage, teendnstrative does not meet all of them.
The semantic and syntactic behavior of the adjectoategory - not being a

determinative - meets none of the criteria setan@fticlehood.

82



Il. Nominal Determination

Article + |+ [+ |+ |+ |+ ]|+
Demonstrative - - + |+ |- - R
Adjective - - - - -] -

Table 7: Fulfillment of criteria in Present Day Hish

This leads to another essential point. So far,ingthas been said about the quality of
the listed criteria. Only when the criteria are leggpon a certain data set in order to
decide if certain forms deserve articlehood, wi# Wwe able to see if the criteria are
really useful for the demarcation of a definitecetin Old English or not. The reader
will find a detailed discussion of the applicalyiliaf the proposed criteria in the second
part of this thesis (chapter $)Moreover, as already indicated, these criteriabased
on PDE usage; they are in a way arbitrary angbst hocdecision. So although the
usefulness of the criteria still has to be testad] although defining criteria based on a
certain linguistic stage as a means to distinguatiegories at an earlier stage may be
criticized in general (cf. Spinillo 2000), | wilake them as the basis for now. Note
however, that some of the criteria potentially vaidlve to be dismissed in the course of
this analysis.

Finally, also note that the listed criteria do hetp to demarcate the whole class of
determinatives; a task which is much more difficlResearchers still argue about the
category membership of several determinatives.example it is a widely discussed
issue if demonstratives in general should be subduminder the category
determinatives. Several researchers suggest thadrdstratives should constitute their

own class or rather be considered as modifiersGuefsti 1997; Diessel 1999a,b). This

8 For example, as will be shown in 5.2.2, the INDRIBENCE criterion will be disregarded for various
reasons.
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thesis, however, is about the definite article,chihi consider the prototype member of
the category, and the criteria have been set egdlusively investigate articlehood.

The main argument is that an element needs to kehaa certain way, needs to
meet those criteria in a certain way to deservengpetalled a definite article.
Articlehood is an ‘umbrella term’ for an elementiah fulfills several different sub-
conditions at the same time (i.e. shows a cer@mnasitic and syntactic behavior). One
criterion on its own does not constitute articlethoonly when several criteria are met,
can we speak of a definite article. This direcdgds to the essential question of how
many of the criteria have to be met in order forelament to deserve articlehood? This
will be an arbitrary decision, made by the researclA very restricted (but possible)
point of view would be to demand all seven critéade met for an element to deserve
the title ‘article’. Personally, | consider suchaproach too strict. How then should we
deal with the proposed criteria and their (nonjifaient?

One option is to take a gradient perspective. liebament in a certain language
stage only fulfills 2 out of 7 criteria it will bguestionable to call it an article; if, on the
other hand, for example, 5 out of 7 criteria ard,nta@s reasonable to interpret it as an
article. The plurality of criteria seems to suggéstt being an article is not an either/or
guestion, but that an element can be more of acleadr less of an article. Category
membership thus is gradient. The reason for thiisdan be understood much better if
one takes a diachronic perspective and understtraisthe behavior of linguistic
elements constantly changes in the course of iinepossible that an element changes
category membership because it grammaticalizesnVilbeng so, the element takes up
new characteristic features and loses others aet tfiose features are taken up one
after the other. This can lead to the fact thas possible that an element at a certain
point in time does not fulfill all ‘necessary’ @iia and must be considered as a non-
prototypical but valid member of the category, whpotentially will meet more and
more criteria in due course.

The second option is to ask oneself if some cadtare more important so to
speak better, more-centralthan others. Those then wouidve tobe met to deserve
articlehood. This amounts to weighing the crite@aich a line of reasoning will be

proposed in the following paragraphs.
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Some of the listed criteria indeed seem to be nmomortant than others. | will
suggest a distinction between PRIMARY and SECONDABRITERIA. In our case, |
argue that the primary ones are CO-OCCURRENCE, RHUE POSITION,
OBLIGATORINESS and SYNTACTIC MOTIVATION ONLY. Thos®ur criteria are
directly linked to what could be called a ‘positabrsyntactic lexically underspecified
slot’ in the prehead. The fact that an article doasco-occur with other determinatives,
the fact that it occurs left to the modifier anc tfact that is has to be used as an
obligatory default, even in cases where in the ednsemantic definiteness plays no
role anymore (see generic usage), is not so muelatare of the particular form, but
rather the result of the existence of a syntadsicahderspecified slot, which is
functional in itself.

For example, it is not correct to speak of obligakss with reference to the form
but with reference to the slot. A phrase likee*meets supervisas ill formed but you
find sentences likhe meets my supervisevhere no article is used here; thus the article
is not an obligatory marker. Rather it is the d#éfavarker if the slot is not filled by
another determinative. It is a default filler o$lat which has to be filled obligatorily. A
slot is nothing but a relative position; a struetwhich can be filled by a formal
element. It seems reasonable to assume that theemanspeaker becomes aware of
such a slot s/he can assign a function to thisadawell. In other words, if such a slot
exists, filling the slot or leaving it empty can beeaningful in itself. The slot itself
becomes functional. Certain ‘regularities’ can lseyved in how to fill the slot. For
example, it seems to be one characteristic featutiee slot that it can only be filled by
one determinative at a time.

As has been mentioned in section 2.2.1, definiemesnarked overtly in various
ways in the languages of the world. On the one hamdelement that has some
additional semantic load (possessiveness, deigis)be positioned rather freely in or
outside of the NP (position after or before thed)ear, on the other hand, a fixed
position might be reserved for those elements. Tomes criterion to distinguish a
determinative from an adjective in a language mightthat a particular syntactic slot
for its occurrence can be indentified. Such asotieein the prehead left to the modifier

slot in Modern English. If the speakers feel theassity to fill the slot obligatorily in
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certain situations (for reasons which will be dssed in section 6), it is a logical
development that one of its potential fillers beesrthe ‘default’.

What | suggest is that we should not separate tiemof articlehood from the
existence of a determination slot. In order to Ep&faan article, a slot has to emerge
first in the cognitive makeup of the speaker. Igesg]l that the term article should only
be introduced in English when we also can idendiffixed positional determination
slot. Only after the positional fixation of suchskt does it make sense to call an
element an article. In other words: no slot noceti

This also specifies the type of criterion. Notdlkhe criteria are scalable. With the
EXCLUSIVENESS criterion an item can carry more esd semantic content — a
gradient scale so to speak, but there are oth@rieri where a ‘more or less’ notion
cannot be applied. Either a language has a sIbiQF! Admitteldy, it will be difficult
to decide when exactly this slot emerged as it belldifficult to distinguish between a
grammar where definiteness is marked often but gptionally (and in different
syntactic locations), and a grammar which emplofigeal positional slot which (under
certain conditions) needs to be filled. Here, hosvethe argument should be that as a
qualitative criterion in the Hegelian sense at pamt a quantitative change amounts to
a qualitative change. If we can observe an increaswert definiteness marking at a
specific positional location in the phrehead, thiggest a change in the grammar as
well. To conclude, it must be said that all theesia which have been set up in this
chapter will be applied to an older language siagehapter 5. Then it will be seen if

they work to clearly separate the two word classes.
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The conditions of the birth and life of a
grammatical category are still involved
in  much obscurity. (Christophersen
1939:18)

3. Established views

One of the main questions of this thesis is WHYedinite article developed in the
English language. Before | present my own ideagpaiential causal triggers, which
may have led to the grammaticalization of the destrative (chapter 6), some
established proposals on English definite articleeggence shall be discussed in the
following chapter. After a discussion of some ttadial, philological studies, more
recent functionalist and formalist views on the jeabwill be compared. Here, some
general, theoretical implications of both lingusssichools will also be presented briefly.
Finally, 1 will argue for a different perspectiva ¢he topic, which should complement

and add to current alternative views on the subject

3.1 Traditional philological views on the developme nt of
the definite article

3.1.1 German dissertations

Dealing with the history of the English article,eooannot overlook the vast number of
‘German dissertations’, which dealt with the depat@nt of the article in older periods
of English and/or in other Germanic languages Ktillweck 1887; Philipsen 1887;
Wilfing 1894; Diehn 1901; Seidler 1901; Lauster®d4; Reinicke 1915; Steinhoff
1916; Matthiesen 1918; Weinmann 1920;Paschke 1®83%)ese dissertations were of a
descriptive nature and primarily described therittigtion of the article in a particular
text or in a certain period. As has already beemtimeed in the introduction, early

writers such as Flamme (1885) or Philipsen (18&fiete in the existence of a ‘real

8 see Grimm 1837; Bruggmann 1904; Behagel 1923; ri¢him 1954; Rennhard 1962; Giusti 1993 for
further German and non-German works on the topic.
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article’ in Old English. Note, however, that thegkrtations belong to the earliest works
on the article and were written by scholars witGerman speaking background. That
particular national background may have influenttesl categorization of OEeas an
article because in the Old High German system andrdeed argue that an article was
already used (McColl Millar 2000: 306f). Thus ther®an scholars may have judged
the OE system according to their German standands umjustifiably employed a
particular categorization without being aware ofegarical differences which might
exist in the two languages. The Old English sysmmnominal determination is
different from the German one and the German detrain® has stalled as a “near
article” (McColl Millar 2000: 309) Thus, we have toe careful with their hasty
statement and base such a statement on cleaieciated textual evidence within the
target language (McColl Millar 2000: 309). After,alhe potential existence of the
category depends on the defining criteria of thegary as well as its interaction with

other elements in the particular grammar.

3.1.2 Article as a necessity

One of the most essential works on the Englishchrtsystem is Christophersen’s 1939
monographThe articles: a study of their theory and use irgksh. Christophersen’s
study is a reaction to an earlier comment by Garliwhich he cites (1939: 20):

It is sometimes said that such relatively insigmifit words [i.e. as the
articles] are grammatical tools. But the functidrtamls is to achieve some
specific end. That is precisely what, in many caties article does not do,
or at all events does only in a very slight andeutasn degree. Often it is
mere useless ballast, a habit or mannerism accépteth entire speaking
community [...] the accumulation of old rubbish isesasy. (Gardiner 1932:
47)

Christophersen, opposing Gardiner, aims to show th& modern article system is
necessary to the smooth running of English as guige. McColl Millar (2000: 301)

points out that although Christophersen is cormecaying that the article in Modern
English is obligatory and needed as an overt mahesrs unaware that Gardner, if one

removes the strong language, has a point whengé#yat there is an arbitrary nature to
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the development of the article. After all, as ha&erb shown in the section on the
typological distribution of definiteness marking32), articles are typologically rare.
Christophersen (1939: 20) suggests that languagedap definite articles because
they shift along the typological continuum from 8gtic to analytic in a direction from
intricate and complex to greater simplicity (cfsgersen 1922: 319ff). However, such a
suggestion is problematic. Although one sees eeeleaf such an assumption when
having a look at some languages (e.g. all Romaaugulges have a discrete article of
some kind, while Latin still used a demonstratiweg, cannot automatically assume the
same in the case of English or other languagesguages like Greek or Scandinavian
dialects developed articles before they shifted@lihe synthetic to analytic continuum.
Moreover, as has been said before, there are naagydges which have developed no
need article, even if they lost case and gendeesys(e.g. Farsi; cf. Abraham 2007).
Above all other things, | believe that one aspest highly problematic in
Christophersen’s reasoning. Saying that X emergeduse there is a universal need for
it in the language, and proving that by the faeit th is now part of the language is a

highly circular argumentatiofr.

3.1.3 Loss of morphology — disappearance of gender and case

As already mentioned in the introduction, sevechiotars (e.g. Behaghel 1923; Giusti
1993; Holmberg 1993) assume that generally the ddbseominal morphology has lead
to the rise of an article system in many languagesording to them, the decay of OE
inflections made it necessary to find new meansxpiressing various relations of the
noun. The question however is, whether this geraysérvable breakdown of nominal
morphology led to the emergence of the articleatiy@

It is well known that a massive breakdown of theecand gender system can be

observed from Old English to Middle English. Mainly was phonological change -

8 Another article that includes circular reasoniaghe work by Purdy (1973); the circularity hasoals
been noticed by McColl Millar (2000: 311-214) andtdfell (1985: 133). Purdy states that there is no
article in Old English yet, but there was a vacuimits pronominal and determiner systems, a
“semantic/grammatical voidthich was very susceptible to being filled by ainiéf article” (Purdy 1973:
123). The inevitable filling of the void slot is gqamentatively supported by the fact that English
developed the overt marker.
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main stress became initial - that ‘forced’ the mesuring of morphology simply by
eroding distinctions. Phonological development, time beginning unrelated to
morphology,led to the development of a more analytic langu&dd.English words of
more than one syllable were stressed on their $yltable. The heavy stressing on the
first syllable of practically all words had a faaching effect on the development of the
language. The vowels of the final syllables begabd reduced to a uniform sound as
early as the 10th century leading to phonetic amibés within the paradigiff. Many
inflections were falling together so that in masstances morphosyntactic categories
such as case and gender were no longer expresastiguously.

As has been mentioned in the introduction, Old Bhginflections indicated
number and case. The 4-case system was simplerthbhamof Latin as there was no
ablative, no locative or instrumental case anyngalieof them in time merged with the
Dative). Although Old English had a rich case maoipgy and although the endings of
the cases varied with different noun declensionsstnof the endings were already
multiply ambiguous in Old English so that morphologas relatively inexpressive
(Lass 1992: 105). It was rare for a single noumféo be marked for gender, number
and case uniquely (not so for determiners and pnos)o Such a situation led to
analogical remodeling; Somestems and-stems took on masculirestem genitive

singular in—esetc. Also, the decay of the Old English inflecabeystem resulted in the

collapse of weak vowels intea (schwa) and the merger of final and n in weak

syllables®”

Also the gender system changed. There has beestaital shift in English from
grammatical to natural gender. In the Old Englisingnatical gender system (similar
to that of Modern German and French) every nouorgd to a particular class, which

does not necessarily correspond to sexual gendbeireal world. “On the grammatical

8 Fischer (1992) agrees with the idea that initie#ss must have played a role, as it contributetthéo
neutralization of vowel quantities. However, shénpo out that it cannot have been a decisive factor
when one considers the fact that other Germames&initial) languages did not all lose theiréctions.

8 The disappearance of the final vowels startethénNorth and was completed by the middle of tH& 13
century, while in Kent the old inflectional formsere preserved in part as late as the first halhef14"
century.
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level gender is simply a classifying device thatdicts concord.” (Lass 1992: 1G8).
As a result of the vowel leveling in the Old Enplisndings, grammatical gender ceases
to exist in the course of late Old English andyesfiddle English®®

The reasons for the breakdown of the inflectioyateam are diverse and will not
be dealt here in detail. According to Hogg theséiskvere not caused by the Norman
conquest, but he understands them as the productarfg term trend in the history of
language (Hogg 1992: 10). Fischer suggests tha¥itieg settlements in the Danelaw
influenced the language due to a process of pidgfiimn with “a concomitant loss of
morphological structure and the development of aremanalytic language (see
O’Donnell & Todd 1980: 47-8; Poussa 1982)" (Fisci®92: 208Y° The process is
definite multi-causal and affected the completegyleage system in a space of three to
five generations (Ackles 1997: 32).

The question, however, is whether this observabhleaknlown of nominal
morphology led to the emergence of the article aliy@ Typologically, Holmberg
(1993) observes a complementary distribution betmezese morphology and articles in
European languages. On the one hand, accordingetcadthor, languages without
articles (most Slavic, and Finno-Ugric languagestjriand the Old Germanic dialects)
have a rich system of case morphology. On the dtaed, languages that have a rather
poor system of case morphology (the Celtic, mostthef Romance and modern
Germanic dialects) have lexical determiners. AlswisG (1993) observes that all

languages with articles only develop them when thsy losing or weakening case

8 “In many cases there is nothing in the form of tmain itself to indicate gender. Gender may be a
covert noun category; overtly realized only in cmrtand anaphora, i.e. the main signal of gend@idh
English texts is the concordial relation betweeman and its modifiers and anaphors” (Lass 1998) 10

8 The process again began in the North. In somehNotbrian texts it is noticeable in the second bélf
the 10" century. In the South, excluding Kent, grammatigahder disappears in the course of the late
11", 12" and 1% centuries. By around 1200 the old system is irsicleTable disrepair in most dialects,
and except in Kent the shift to natural gendess pretty well complete by the end of the centlitye
changeover does, however, show a certain disongedj as late as the thirteenth century, the west
midland dialect preserves some traces of the atdigrs in non-sex items where the marked determiners
were still distinctive: e.g. ‘assailedepentoun and wonnaim'.

% Mustanoja elaborates: [T]here are scholars whielthat the leveling of the case-endings is dye t
or at least promoted by, the increasing fixity afrdrorder in OE and the appearance of new perifibras
forms of expression, but the opposite view, thatpkriphrases and word-order gained significandg on
after the decay of the case-endings had creategd for new means of linguistic expression. [W]tat
ever the causes and mechanism of the decay of theinflectional endings may have been, this
development brought about a striking change insthecture of the English language. The functions of
the old case endings were largely taken over byqgsions and word-order. (Mustanoja 1960: 67f)
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morphology. It is therefore possible that, from &#dglish to Middle English, the
article somehow ‘had to’ develop to identify theseanformation which was no longer
visible on the noun (Philippi 1997: 63).

Admittedly, in cases like German, case is realiaadhe article. However, there
are several counterarguments to the hypotheses mesttioned: First of all,
typologically it is not necessarily the case tha article is superfluous in a language
that has case morphology. For example, one finélaitearticles as well as rich case
morphology in Ancient Greek. As McColl Millar (2000 285) points out, in some
languages, e.g. the North Germanic ones, a fullieldped article system existed —
“albeit from a different source — at a time whemethalso had a relatively complex

synthetic morphology” and he concludes that

[tihere cannot be the one-to-one correspondenceletyeen grammatical
‘simplification’ and the growth of an article, evéfrwe have the suspicion
that just such ‘simplification’ does encourage tlevelopment of an article
system in a wide range of languages (Christophet£39: 20) (McColl
Millar 2000b: 285).

Second, it is not correct that languages withowgeceorphology necessarily have
articles. Chinese is a good counterexample. Thittlly loss of case morphology can be
compensated in different ways without using anchatilt is well known that in
languages like Dutch or English prepositions hakem over functions of case markers
(Philippi 1997: 63). As a conclusion, the propobkgdothesis must be criticized, mostly
due to the fact that it is not very detailed araj/ston the surface. Moreover, as pointed

out, many counterexamples can be found typologicall

3.1.4 The weak and strong adjective declensions

Another hypothesis, which specifies the earliercade of inflections’ proposal and
which has often been submitted by present-day gmmams, links the rise of the
definite article to the weak form of the adjectiiMustanoja 1960: 232; cf. Brunner
1962; Fischer 2000). It can be observed that in aetnative + adjective + noun

combinations,se is almost always used in connection with the wedjective (cf.
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Flamme 1885; Hillweck 1887; Philipsen 1887; Wilfih§94; Funke 1949;). Lass
(1992: 114) points out that

[tlhe definite article and demonstrative are intietyaconnected, historically
with the adjective, since one of the main contrmisadjective inflection in
Old English was the definiteness of an NP.

In Old English, adjectives belonged to two declensi the ‘weak’ and the ‘strong’
declension. “Which declension an adjective followad a given context was
syntactically determined” (Hogg 1992: 128). Broasiheaking, if the adjective was in a
definite NP then the weak declension was usedwélse the strong was used.

masc neut fem masc neut fem
nom.sg| - - -l-u -a -e -e
acc.sg | -ne - -e -an- -e -an
gen.sg | -es -es -re -an -an -an
dat.sg | -um -um -re -an -an -an
nom.pl | -e -/-u -al-e |-an -an -an
acc.pl | -e -/-u -al-e -an -an -an
gen.pl |-ra -ra -ra -ra/-ena -ra/-ena  -ra/-ena
dat.pl | -um -um -um -um -um -um

Table 8: Strong and weak adjectives in Old Engliékcher 2000: 1593

Mitchell elaborates on the observable general tecyle

[T]he attributive adjective before a noun is deetinweak if it is preceded
by a demonstrativesé, pek or by a possessive (e.gin, hig, but strong
without one of these elements. (Mitchell 1985: 51)

1 Grammarians use the term ‘weak’ for the first tgmel strong for the second because adjectives in a
definite NP were formed according to theor weak declension wheras in the indefinite NR tivere
formed according to the vocalic or strong declemsidote that the adjective was not strong becduse t
noun was strong or weak. The assignment was sycaligtdetermined. In this respect the adjective di
not agree with the noun. (Hogg 1992: 128)

%2 The strong adjective is more highly marked thanwieak one.
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Mitchell also discusses some exceptions to this.rAlthough the demonstrative is
commonly associated with the weak adjective, theknagjective does not always take
a demonstrative (Mitchell 1985:8 114-115). Mostla#se examples, however, seem to
be instances ofum/-andative confusion in the plural and singular ane explained
away by Mitchell (1985: § 114-116).

How did this regularity come about and why shouldthe responsible for article
emergence? In Proto-Germanic the weak adjectivailedsion alone, without
demonstrative or possessive, could signal defiagsr(Heinrichs 1954), but according
to Philippi (1997: 63) this changed in the courkére:

Weak adjectives were formed by adding a demongéraguffix en/onto
mark definiteness and substantiation. In the coofseme, however, the
demonstrative force of the suffix eroded and waslamger sufficient to
indicate the demonstrative character of the adjeciiherefore the need for
a new reference marker arose. The East and Westl&@muoages used the
demonstrative pronoussa/thata/sowhich was realized in pre-adjectival
position.

In other words, in earlier stages the weak adjestiwere supposed to have some
“deictic Kraft, whilst the strong adjectives were originally laxck such force” (McColl
Millar 2000b: 278). Later on, in Old English, therdonstrative needs to be present to
“support the teetering weak adjective as deternmsgstem [...] in order to make certain
that there was deixis in the expression” (McCollldi2000b: 278). The strong form of
the adjective seems to have been neutral to defust indefinite in Pre Old English.
Later on, contrasting the weak form, the strongnfmame to be associated with the
indefinite. As, for example iblind man(a) ‘blind man’vs. Se blinda marithe/ that
blind man’, whereblind carries the masculine nominative singular ending of the
weak declension (McColl Millar 2000b: 278).

One argument against the proposal is that the dbsbe weak strong adjective
distinction did not prompt the emergence of archatin other languages, for instance in
Russian (Leiss 1989, 1994; Abraham 1997; Phili®87). Additionally, the hypothesis
is only a valid one if the pattern ‘Dem + weak atide + noun’ in definite cases and
‘strong adjective + noun’ in indefinite cases iplkgd consistently. Is it really the case

that definite contexts are always indicated overiythe use o§€? Is it really the case
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that then always the weak adjective ending is used?really the case that the strong
adjective declension is always used in indefinibatexts? Mitchell notes that some
examples of weak adjective + noun cannot be exgthiny dative confusion in the
plural and singular and have to be taken serio{Ml{chell 1985: § 116-117). He also
lists some examples where a demonstrative is usiédstvongly inflected adjectives.
He points out, however, that the real existencthefpattern is doubtful because all the
found examples involve the possibility of aom/-anconfusion in the dative singular
masculine or neuter (Mitchell 1985: § 119). In a@ge, it will be necessary to check
the frequency of any ‘exceptions’ in prose and y®lif those cases can safely be
dismissed as archaisms, scribal error or analogicafusion, as is suggested in the
literature. All those questions will be investighten section 5.1.1.2. Thirdly, the
arguments given above rely on an assumption thansider to be seriously flawed. It
has been claimed that from Pre Old English to Qidlish the demonstrative suddenly
had to be used together with the weak adjectivalmssthe deictickraft of the weak
adjective suffix eroded. This is given as the emptoon why the use of the
demonstrative became obligatory together with teakiadjective.

As my data will show (5.1.1.2), however, | was alwaable to successfully
distinguish between the strong and the weak endingmy texts (following the
declension in Table 8). Why then, if one can sligitinguish between weak and strong,
and if we assume that strong indicates indefingenshould we assume that suddenly at
that early stage, the weak adjective ending lestéfinite marking capacity. For what
reason should we assume that the delatadt of the weak adjective suffix suddenly
eroded, if it is still identifiable and distinguesble from the strong one. To claim that
this simply happened is an easy way out. Why shawld ending have lost the
indication of definiteness and the other not? Obsip the argument would be valid
later on, when we have a complete breakdown ofeds@dns and cannot distinguish
between weak and strong any longer. But the suietof ‘Dem + weak adjective’ can
already be observed at a stage where we still imglish. This rather implies double
marking but not a shift in definiteness markingnirmne element to the other. This
objection is also supported by McColl Millar, whefers to the work of Samuels:

95



lll. Established Views

Samuels has shown that the London English of Chiautene had retained
— for at least some, more conservative speakeosne semnants of the old
distinction between strong and weak adjectives (84sn1989a; see also
Elliott 1974: 55). Yet the tripartite system tbfe, that andthis was in full
use in just these dialects in a manner very clageot entirely identical —
to that found in English today (McColl Millar 2000p84)

In other words, the breakdown of the weak/strongaiye declension took place too
late in order to justify the proposed hypothesis.

Rather, | agree with linguists such as Barbaran8t(d970: 301), who argues that
due to the syncretism of several endings in thekvpeaiadigm, case and gender could
no longer be distinguished sufficiently, so the dastrative was first needed to
disambiguate case and gender. As the demonstpnaeligm was still more prominent
and also automatically marks a noun phrase as iggfitdefiniteness marking finally
shifted from the weak adjective paradigm to the olestrative (after a potential phase
of double marking). For Strang this distinction & a function as it exercises a
“principle of economy”. The strong adjective endirsgstill useful when there is no
other defining element because it is still disivetof case and gender. In the weak
adjective declension, endings are not that distiacny longer so that case and gender
need to be indicated by the preceding demonstraltivie claimed that this functional
interdependence of the demonstrative and the aegeehding explains the rise of the
article and the decline of the weak/strong distorctThe increasing presence of the one
(the article) obviates the need for thtber (Fischer 2000: 160).

Still, another factor must be mentioned. Frequemay play a crucial role here.
Obviously, Dem + weak adjective + N combinationseklut are presumably rarer than
for example Poss + N, Dem + N or even Zero + N @eter 5). Even if a speaker
becomes aware of the strong link between demonarand the weak adjective, s/he
does not necessarily need to apply this to all rothstances where the NP occurs
without such an adjective. Especially when we findny NPs with surface structures

which lack adjectives.
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3.1.5 An alternative scenario

Also Spamer (1979) links the article’s developmienthe breakdown of inflections but
points out that the observable process has littldat with definiteness marking or the
weak/strong distinction but with the internal syntethin the NP.

Spamer assumes that the distinction between “strand “weak adjectives is a
misconception in the first place (Spamer 1979: 246McColl Millar 2000b: 282). He
proposes that the traditional “weak” adjective ® @ real adjective but belongs to
another word class — being an adjunct. Accordindgspamer, there were only two
classes of words in Old English which could precadeead noun in an NP: modifiers
(strong adjectives), and adjuncts (as part of apmamd with the head noun, elgick
wall). The important point for Spamer is that a) thgeetive occurs before the adjunct
in Old English and b) that, in contrast to Modemgksh, only the adjunct category is a
recursive category In other words, there are not two inflectional eyss for
adjectives. There is simply the adjectival declensthe traditional “strong” one, and
there is the adjunct declension, the “weak” oneusTt several elements precede the
head noun they are not all adjectives; rather titeerent phrasal structure of Old
English NPs (even if not realized) is [modifier][adjunct] + [head noun]Also the
strong adjectives and the demonstrative pronounvarg similar if not identical in
function, whichleads Spamer to the following hypothesis: the destrative pronoun is
an adjective in morphological and functional temns both modifiers are non recursive
(Spamer 1979: 247).

The modifier was declined with “strong” endings,dathe adjunct (or
adjuncts) followed the “weak” declension. The atljet declension in
Germanic [...] was a modification of the declensionsystem of
demonstrative pronouns (see Meillet 1970: 96 amdkddch 1939: 275-276
for details). Thus the adjective and the demorisgase/seo/paet share
many formal markings. But there is more: when ath Exiglish noun phrase
begins with the demonstrative, any “adjectives” eithfollow take “weak”
endings. The initial demonstrative pronoun and dbgective (by which |
now mean a modifier marked by “strong” endings) #erefore mutually
exclusive. The demonstrative and the adjectivetfanan the same way in

% Compare Modern English where both categories ansidered being recursive. With this argument
Spamer contradicts traditional grammars (see Spafi€s: 244).
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the noun phrase: they take essentially the sammg@n contrast to the
adjuncts), they occupy the same initial positiond ahe use of one
precludes the use of the other. They both belontheéosame form class
which | have here called “modifiers”. Another wa¥ making the same
claim is simply to say that the demonstrative, wheroccurs at the
beginning of a noun phrase is actually an adjec{Sspamer 1979: 247)

This would explain why a demonstrative never ocowrth a strong adjective. In
Middle English, however, the inflectional endingsbhoth adjectives and adjuncts were
lost, and the adjective and adjunct declensiorstimjuishably fell together. As a result
adjectives also became recursive. Only afterwdrdgiemonstrative which is perceived
always to occur before the merged adjunct/adjediass is assigned to a new category
— namely the article category (Spamer 1979: 248).

Interesting at first, Spamer’'s reasoning is profaéen If the demonstrative is
nothing but a specialized adjective and the adjedbtiecomes recursive in time, then
nothing would block the surface ordesld the manSpamer 1979: 248) which usually
does not occur. Spamer explains this by the fadt th

Middle English speakers [...] would have realizedt ttree had to occur
initially and could not be repeated in the samemglirase, they would have
naturally concluded thahe belonged to a form class different from that
which included adjectives. In a word, they would/daoncluded thathe
was an article. (Spamer 1979: 248)

It seems reasonable to assume that Middle Engbiskers would have judgédld the
man as ungrammatical simply because in their injha always occurs before. This
word order pattern could be caused for discouragfpatic reasons (as, for example, is
the case with fixed PDE adjective ordering). HoweVé is difficult to see why the
process that he [Spamer] is discussing should hemgght this about” (McColl Millar
2000b: 284). Additionally, Spamer fails to discBE examples of his adjunct group
and does not elaborate why such adjuncts are reeu(sf. Fischer 2000: 164ff.).
Finally, Spamer’s adjunct/adjective distinction go®t directly motivate the proposed
reinterpretation of the former adjectival demortste into the new word category
article.
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The is, in other words, an historical
accident. (McColl Millar 2000b: 275)

3.2 A language contact scenario

Another hypothesis is that the article developee ulanguage contact. McColl Millar
(2000a,b) closely links the development of the i article to the language contact

with Old Norse. The grammatical system was not sehhaltered by the semantic drift

of sebut by the development of the distal demonstrdtiave which was encouraged by

contact with the Scandinavian system (2000a: 33a3ed on a detailed analysis of all
demonstrative forms in 11 selected texts from wi#ler calls ‘the transition’ period,
he tries to show that “the intense Scandinavialu@nice over the dialects of the North
of England in the Anglo Saxon period [...] was respble for the direct transfer of
semantic and formal structures for the descriptibdefinition and deixis from Norse to
English” (2000a: 11).

English developed into a tripartite system, simitar all other modern West
Germanic dialects (except Germignwith a discrete article, a simple demonstrative
(with distal meaning), and a compound demonstrginith proximal meaning). When
this development took place in the late Old Engpshiod, some languages already had
a separate system of distal demonstrative pronandsarticles. This was the case with
the Celtic languages, French and the Scandinavaects (Calder 1923 [1990]: § 117;
Wessen 1958: § 128; Iversen 1973: § 148-149). WhleMcColl Millar the Celtic
language® and FrencH do not qualify to have brought about the changeGMI
Millar 2000b: 302f), the contact with Norse doegxhto the simple demonstrative

% Which employs a simple demonstratiger/die/daswith near-article meaning and a compouties
(cf. McCaoll Millar 2000a: 306ff.)

% It is a disputed question how much influence thati€ language had on English (for the Celtic
Hypothesis see Filpulla, Klemola & Pitkdnen 2002l dlpulla, Kemula & Paulasto 2008) but for
McColl Millar the contact with the Celtic languagdal not influence the shift towards the articletsys.

% Although the French influence appears to be meooenjsing — it has a preposed definite article t-it, i
unlikely to have had an influence either, as Einghiad no substantial contact with French before5106
and the development was well underway before this.d
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singular plural
masc. fem. neuter. masc. fem. neuter.
N sa su pat peir paer pau
A pann pa pat pa peer pau
G pess peir(r)ar pess peir(r)a peir(r)a peir(r)a
D peim pei(n)i pb(v)i peim peim peim

Table 9: Declension of simple demonstrative in ®lldrse (Gordon 1957: § 109,111 in McColl

Millar 2000: 22f.)

Old Norse had the following compound demonstrap@eadigm:

singular plural
masc. fem. neuter. masc. fem. neuter,.
N sja,pessi sja, pessi petta pessir pessar pessi
A penna tessa petta pessa pessar pess
G pessa pessar pessa pessa pessa pessa
D pessum pessi pessu pessum pessum pegsum

Table 10: Declension of compound demonstrative id Rorse (Gordon 1957:§ 111 in McColl

Millar 2000a: 23)

Additionally to that it had an article-like elem&htwhich could occur independently as

a premodifier, but an enclitic usage was more commo

singular plural
masc. fem. neuter. masc. fem. neuter.
N inn in it inir inar in
A inn ina it ina inar in
G ins innar ins inna inna inna
D inum inni in inum inum inum

Table 11: Declension of determiner in Old Norser@®n 1957: § 112 in McColl Millar 2000a: 24)

This threefold situation influenced the Old Englddmonstrative paradigm. Thus the

development of English should be analyzed as a atemtliform of koin&isation

97 «

[T]he Scandinavian languages show a split betwe@®finer apparently originally derived from the

personal pronoun and the simple and compound ddratiue paradigms, largely held in common with
the West Germanic dialects”. (McColl Millar 200@22).
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following the contact between Norse and Englishe Thitial friction between Old
English and Old Norse gave rise t&@n&®, and the process of its dissemination (and
tempering) was a series of koineoids (2000a: K0)neis “a language or dialect where
a harmonization (or leveling) of grammar and phoggl for the sake of mutual
comprehension has taken place between speakeiffeoéult varieties of essentially the
same dialect continuum” (Siegel 1985).

There was a peaceful co-existing in the North betwkhe speakers of Norse and
English and there was some understanding amondesggdicColl 2000a: 57).In
order to make communication smoother, grammatiogblgication would be involved.

Living with both languages

a doubtless unconscious decision was made about wds central, what
peripheral to the system, what features were napgswhat not, to the
good running of a language (Dones et al 1966). &% loe seen in later
varieties, these decisions gradually set adriftateifeatures of the ancestral
language, such as grammatical gender and caseg wanicentrating (and
often simplifying) other features, such as wordeord...] The problem is
that once one feature (say, case-distinctive madoglyp becomes
peripheralised, and is eventually jettisoned asielohy or ambiguous, other
originally central features which relied upon tmew peripheralised set
(such as grammatical gender) are inclined to foltbem to the periphery
(Vachek 1980: 373). This process is continued, aswil see, until a new
status quo of a largely coherent system is achiefddColl Millar 2000a:
58)

It seems possible that the Scandinavian speakiethéeneed to “carry over linguistic
material” from their language. Although they cobiave carried over their own native
mode of defining (postponed clitic), they went &rother option, namely to “use the
building blocks of the new language to create dssdgnthe same semantic distinction
without using the same morphological materials” @d# Millar 2000b: 303). The
phonologically distinct elemerste was reinterpreted. The gradual simplification o t
demonstrative’s morphological form supported thactf Since, due to loss of
inflectional endingspaetwas the only element that remained phonologicdistinct

and could be stressed more easily, it is not ssingithat it became associated with

% The term is also used by Trudgill (1983: 105). &ttat McColl Millar distinguishekoine from the
concept otreoleor pidgin (cf. 2000: 44ff.).
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pure distal meaning (2000a: 337). Finally, Kuene which had developed in the North
was imported to the Midland dialects because ageRaine features helped to dissolve
several linguistic ambiguities. In the end, thesdedts would transfer material to the
South.

According to McColl Millar, the development of tlaticle was not an unlikely
event; nevertheless it was by no means inevitdbhglish could have followed the
same path as High German and might have ended tpavsimple demonstrative
pronoun with near-article uses. That this was riee tase has to do with the
development othat as a pure demonstrative with only distal meanidge to the
specialization othat a gap “opened in the semantic fabric of the lagglidahat was
filled by the (McColl Millar 200b: 275).

How sound is McColl Millar's argumentation? It imié that contact between two
languages can influence one or both contact laregiagesearch has shown that not
only lexical entries are taken over but even morgyratactic features (cf. Thomason
2001; Heine 2005’ It is well known that the English language hasrtned from
Norse not only vocabulary but also function wolfsMoreover, the proposal that a
(tripartite) system emerged as a consequence girtbeexistence of a tripartite model
in the other language, is a very attractive oneniploys the idea that what speakers do,
largely relies on the overall systemic nature eirttanguage. Most of the time a system
is open to change because of internal ambiguiéied, change in one area might have
consequences for another part of the system. Akep@aight parse a certain structure,
take it as a model and reinterpret another ambig@gtwcture according to that model
or, as here in the given substratum situation,his@ative (Scandinavian) construction
and fill it with L2 (English) lexical forms.

What is especially interesting about McColl Millarhypothesis is that he draws
attention to the fact that a change in a languagmat only occur because there is an
overwhelming need for them but because of othdpfacin his opinion external ones,
which push the change into a certain direction.eédj linguistic change does not

always happen for the sake of clarity on the listen side or to improve

% Of course, it depends on the type and length ofam.
190 Most famous is the case of the prondlueybut alscshall can be mentioned here (Kirch 1959: 508; cf.
Samuels 1969, 1989b; McIntosh 1969).
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communication. It is necessary to look for addiéilbnognitive factors which might
influence a change (e.g. to make the grammaticaesy more regular). Those changes
can be based on available patterns elsewhere irgrdmamar, which suddenly get
employed analogously. This thought will also beetakip in the next section where
functional explanations for article development Wwé discussed.

However, McColl Millar's hypothesis has to be temhtwith caution. Firstly,
several researchers believe that the Viking denpbgcapresence neither was that
enduring nor were the Northern dialects spoken lemgugh for such heavy influence
(Thomason & Kaufman 1988: § 9.8.6.3). Secondlyhas been suggested that the
tripartite split (and particular the enclitic defig particle) was only developing later in
Scandinavia in the Viking period too late to influence the Old English development
(Skautrup 1944: §23%'.Secondly, McColl Millar's work displays some medogical
weaknesses. Although he manages to demonstr@atereakdown of the inherited case-
and gender-based paradigms (2000a: 11), which ragg breated a system open to
change and open to the employment of external iistigustructures in order to fight
ambiguity, he has a hard time presenting convintéxgual evidence for his proposed
spread of article features from the North (wheee $lcandinavian dialects were present)
down to the South. Here he relies on the work bérd to argue for the plausibility of
such an influence (cf. Ekwall 1963: 54-67; Samu&€89b). As many other before, he
manages to demonstrate that Southern texts are coaservative than Northern ones
and that inflected forms linger on in the Southt be is not able to trace the trickling
effect from the North to the South, which admite® largely impossible due to the
shortage of the Old English materials. Migratiortitgrms have been discussed (cf.
Poussa 1982; Samuels 1969 in Lass 1969) but treededmains undecided if, why and
how a relatively low status northern dialect aféetite (potentially) prestigious dialect
in the South in its determination system? To cate]u believe that a language contact
scenario is not unlikely, and as language changdways multi-causal it might have
influenced the process to a certain extent bughaays, further conclusive research is

definitely needed to support or falsify tkeinescenario.

101 Admittedly, later work (e.g. Hadley & Richards Z)Grgues for a longer period of influence (against
Thomason & Kaufman 1988)).
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3.3 Down the cline - article development as a
grammaticalization phenomenon

Next to McColl Millar's language contact scenatime emergence of the article has also
been interpreted as a grammaticalization phenomgraonexcellence(cf. Lehmann
1982[95]; Traugott 1982, 2003; Hopper 1987; Himmeahim 1997; Heine 2003).
Himmelmann (1997), based on Greenberg (1978) ahdnban (1982[95]), postulates

the following grammaticalization path for the déknarticles:

Deictic Particle + Categorial Noun > Demonstratiigronoun >
Demonstrative Determiner > Weakly Demonstrativeilef Determiner >
Definite Article > Affixal Article > Noun Marker.flimmelmann 1997: 23)

Essentially, such a path suggests that articlegldpvas “part of a greater process of
redesignation of purpose of morphological compamenithin a system” (McColl
Millar 2000b: 277). In the case of English, thenfi@r demonstrative grammaticalized
and stalled as a definite article. In the followisgction, some conceptual tenets of
grammaticalization theory will be discussed brigfy3.1). Afterwards, some specific
proposals on the grammaticalization of the defiaitigcle will be presented (3.3.2) and
evaluated (3.3.3).

3.3.1 Grammaticalization
3.3.1.1 Definition & parameters

The term “grammaticalization” was introduc¢&tby Meillet (1912: 131) as “le passage
d’'un mot autonome au role d’élément grammaticalthe change of an independent
entity into the status of a grammatical elementr&§avith full lexical content turn into

form words, which fulfill various grammatical fumahs. Not only lexical elements can

undergo grammaticalization but grammatical elemdots can become even more

192 Although several grammarians dealt with grammiéitiation before him (e.g. Bopp 1816, 1833).
However, the phenomenon was then discussed unfferedit names (e.g. “Agglutinationstheorie”) (cf.
Lehmann 1995).
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grammatical. Such changes are accompanied by thectren of phonetic form, the

bleaching of semantit¥ and other tendencies (see Lehmann’s parametensbel
Since Meillet’s definition, research on grammairaion has evolved and today

we find rather narrow as well as very loose dabng of grammaticalization. Whereas

Brinton & Traugott (2005: 99) define grammaticatina as

the change whereby in certain linguistic contexteakers use parts of a
construction with a grammatical function. Over tintbe resulting
grammatical item may become more grammatical byuisiog more
grammatical functions and expanding its host-class.

Lehmann and others define the grammaticalizatioa hguistic sign in a very broad
sense- namely as “a process in which it loses autonomypdégoming more subject to
constraints of the linguistic system” (Lehmann 20045). Croft even offers an
extremely loose definition and understands granuakiation as “the process by which
grammar is created” (Croft 2006: 366).

In 1985, Lehmann tried to measure the degree ommpaicalization and
postulated six parameters based on three majorctaspehich are relevant for the
measuring of the dependency of a linguistic forneighit, cohesion and variability of
the sign. From that perspectivihe degree of grammaticalization depends on how
autonomous the sign still is. The lexical form isrmindependent and more complex
than the shorter, simpler and bounded grammaiticai {Lehmann 1985: 306).

As can be seen in Table 12, some processes affectemantic properties of a
linguistic element, others its morpho-syntactic ©nm the semantic realm, lexical-
referential meaning develops into systematic-gratitalameaning. The process of
attrition leads to fewer semantic features of amifcf. Sapir 1921; Talmy 1988). The
weight or substance of a lexical item is reducedubh phonetic and semantic erosion.

Formally, the element loses its syntactic indepandeand its morphological
distinctiveness. The more grammaticalized a linguiglement is, the more its
bondedness increases (e.g. it may fuse with otleenemts; agglutination, cliticization

and fusion are developmental steps here). Alsotagymatic and paradigmatic

193 The concept of ‘semantic bleaching’ has been séyariticized as many linguists rather observe
‘pragmatic enrichment’, in which an element mightde some of its meanings but gains new semantic
meaning at the same time (Sweetser 1988, 1990; ¢tdpp raugott 2003: 20).
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variability is lost (i.e. the grammaticalizing elent becomes fixed in position and is the
only one left in its paradigm). Moreover, the elembecomes increasingly obligatory
(Fischer 2007: 118; cf. Heine & Reh 1984; Lehma®85} Bussmann, Kazzazi &

Trauth 1996: 196). Usually, the degree of gramrmaénation is measured with these

parameter$®

Parameter Weak grammaticalization Process n@moammaticalization

Integrity Bundle of semantic features; Attrition Few semantic features;
possibly polysyllabic oligo- or m@egmental

Paradigmaticity Item participates loosely Paradigmation Small, tightly integrated
in semantic field paradigm

Paradigmatic  Free choice of items according Oligftation Choice systematically constrained
variability to communicate intentions useaykly obligatory

Structural scope Items relates to constituent @nsdtion Item modifies word or stem
arbitrary complexity

Bondedness Item is independently Coalescence m ist@ffix or even phonological
juxtaposed feature of carrier

Syntagmatic Item can be shifted around Fixation Item occupies fixed slot

variability freely

Table 12: Correlation of grammaticalization paraamegfter Lehmann (1995: 164).

Note that several important aspects of grammatiaadin are not subsumed under
Lehmann’s parameters. The first is the notion gh&hronic layering’ which reflects

“the fact that various stages of the process (he. still lexical and the already
grammaticalized forms) occur side by side” (Fiscl2®07: 119). The second is
‘divergence’, the process when grammaticalized ramatgrammaticalized forms of the
same origin go their own separate ways and do mftience each other anymore.
Thirdly, ‘persistence’ points to the fact that ‘tes of the original lexical meaning of the
linguistic elements that are grammaticalized adherthese elements” (Fischer 2007:

119). Finally, there is a performance and procgsaspect to grammaticalization. The

1% There has been severe criticism of the paramétérdeffers and Zwicky 1980; Joseph & Janda 1988;
Herring 1991; Ramat 1992; Janda 2001). For othgswed measuring strong or weak grammaticalization
see further Lehmann (1982[95] ch 1V, 1985: 30ffgike & Reh (1984 ch 1.1); Bybee & Dahl (1989:
59ff); Croft (1990 ch 8.5.1) and Hopper (1991: 22ff
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grammaticalized elements appear to be more produati the grammars containing
them than their lexical donors, with the resultt tthee grammaticalized forms are more
frequent. High frequency is a result of the highember of constructions and contexts

in which a “gram” can be used in (Hawkins 2004:.80)

3.3.1.2 Phenomenon vs. theoretical framework

Grammaticalization has often been interpreted diferently in the literature. On the
one hand, the term is used for a single, observdidehronic phenomenon in a
particular language. A particular entity undergaegradual, formal as well as semantic
change. In doing so it is said to follow a ‘unidtienal’ development along certain
“paths* (Bybee 2003b), which have also been termelthes* (Halliday 1961,
Andersen 2001), “channels” (Lehmann 1995) or “ckair{Heine, Claudi, &
Hunneneyer 1991). Evidence for various developmegrdaths has been accumulated
(cf. Heine & Kuteva 2002). Campbell (1998: 239i9td about 30 as instances of

grammaticalization some of which are listed below:

a) Demonstrative pronoun > Definite article

b) noun > Grammatical gender (‘man, male, boy’ >saudine; or ‘woman,
female, girl’ > feminine)*®

c) Numeral 'one’ > Indefinite article
d) Noun > Indefinite pronoun ('person, man, bodyng’ > ‘one’)

Comparable to those paths, Givon (1979: 33) pastila reductionist cyclic process of
language: “DISCOURSE > SYNTAX > MORPHOLOGY > MORPRBONEMICS >

ZERO” and verbalized that cycle in sentences [tkeday’s morphology is yesterday’s
syntax“. However, the movement of the linguistiereent may complete Givon'’s cycle

but can also only be patrtial.

195 According to Hawkins (2004: 80) the precise relasinip between the ‘donor’ property and the
grammaticalized property can vary, but there isagisvsome natural and plausible link between them, a
for example in b) where the semantic concept ofculasty expressed iiman or boy end up in the
grammatical masculine gender.
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On the other hand, grammaticalization is also useckfer to grammaticalization
theory, a fully-fledged framework, which aims topain’ language change and the
development of grammar. Especially among functistglit has become a widely-used
framework within the last twenty vyears. Most fupatlists interpret
grammaticalization as an explanatory mechanismghwvimdependently causes language
change- comparable to reduction, drift or ease of effort.

Functionalist approaches to linguistic change cotraée on the way language is
used in communication and how this leads to a obangts learners’ grammar (the
bottom-up approach). Functionalism advocates tdysgrammaticalization from “the
performance angle because here variation and fegziis to be found which forms the
beginning of change” (Fischer 2007: 66). From saigierspective syntax arises “out of
discourse-pragmatic phenomena, and [...] the languagem [consists] of fluid
patterns rather than clearly outlined terms andchgples” (Fischer 2007: 61).
“Structural changes are aligned with patterns o, wd usage shapes grammatical
representation” (Traugott & Trousdale 2010: 21 Qrbft 2000; Bybee 2006).

Also formalists have tried to explain grammaticatian phenomena. The formalist
approach’®, which “claims that language universals can bdamed by an innate (and
therefore universally shared) language faculty umbans” (Kirby 1999: v), generally
takes a rather restricted perspective on languhgage'®’ Change in the language
output is the result of changes in the individu&i®logical grammar’. This change is
caused by change in the innate (formal) paramgttes (the top-down approach). The
setting and resetting of the parameters forms #sckmechanism for major linguistic

1% Regarding formalism it is important to point obat this approach goes under a number of different
names — Chomskyan, generative, innatist or natiktof these are Chomskyan in the sense that they
directly expand on the basic suggestions of Chofaskgrk, but there is a great deal of diversity.

7 Functionalism and formalism differ from each other various points, most of which cannot be
discussed here (cf. Givon 1995; Newmeyer 1998; dir#002; Fischer 2007). For the formalists, the
proper object of study idangue (competence’, ‘I-language’); for the functionalists is parole
(‘performance’;'E-language’)Opinions also differ on what a “grammar” is. Om thne hand, grammar
has been equated with the syntactic component @atynalist perspective); on the other hand, it is
synonymous with all language output, characterizngorpus of utterances, including the lexicon or
phonological rules. Finally, opinions differ on hdle grammatical system gets into the brain ofikd ch
(ontogeny) and how performance influences and atmtigs underlying grammar (phylogeny) (Fischer
2007: 56ff). One question of debate is whetherdistic change is gradual or abrupt. This, however,
depends on the perspective one takiesve focus on textual output, change is definitghadual and
piecemeal because diachronic texts show evidensenafl gradual changes. If we focus on individual
grammars, change is sudden and catastrophic &tdeaording to formalist reasoning) (Lightfoot 299
18) (see chapter 3.4.3).
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changes (Fischer 2007: 3; cf. e.g. Lightfoot 198Bpmsky 1981: 1-16). Note that in
formalist models, grammaticalization is not enttl® theory-relevant autonomy, and
cases of grammaticalization are considered reguses of reanalysis (cf. Newmeyer
1998; Campbell 2001a; Campbell & Janda 2001; Rel&iRoussou 2003). (This point
will again be discussed in section 3.4).

As can be seen, grammaticalization has been agpmdday different schools in
different ways, which sometimes may confuse theaoemer to the field. Still, it must
be concluded that grammaticalization has become pepular®®, and there seem to be
several reasons for its popularity: a) The ternmngnaticalization labels almost any
development by which a form or structure becomesengopammatical than it formerly
was and b) grammaticalization can be found onrajuiistic levels. In a fascinating way
it clearly shows how strongly connected morphosynsgmantics and phonology are

and how much all of them seem to be subject torgépenciples and tendencies.

Typically, semantic/pragmatic, morphosyntactic, andrphophonological
changes [all] may affect an item that is gramméticay. Bybee, Perkins
and Pagliuca (1994: 20) refer to this phenomenon“ths dynamic
coevolution of form and meaning”. (Traugott & Trdase 2010: 27)

In other words, grammaticalization has become tkeept example for the
interdependency of the linguistic system as “thessfcomponential change par
excellence” (McMahon 1994: 161).

Grammaticalization theory also became the temperakedy against the linguistic
disillusionment that linguistic change might be retictable and could only be
explained in retrospectiVd® For example, Heine announces that grammaticaizati

which is believed to follow ‘unidirectional’ paths,

not only allows for historical reconstructions balso makes it possible
within limits to predict what is going to happentire future, or else what is
likely to exist in some unknown language (Heine3)9®eine 2003: 598).

1% Grammaticalization theory has been employed tdfay aew ways of reconstructing semantic change

(e.g. Traugott 1980); b) describe and explain tinecture of grammatical categories across languages
(Bybee 1985; Bybee et al. 1991, 1994); c) undedstwammaticalization as being synonymous, or nearly
synonymous, with grammar; d) interpret grammarhasrésult of an interplay between conceptualization

and communication (Heine 2003: 577).

199 5uch negative feelings are often expressed irspbrike “every word has its own history”.
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As will be pointed out in section 3.3.3, it is attea of a more recent debate if this is

really the case, but let us turn to the grammatatbn path for definite articles now.

3.3.2 Article development

Typologically, it is mostly a demonstrative morpherwith deictic meaning which
grammaticalizes into the definite article (Lyon®929331)!*° Next to the development
of spatial deictics into the definite article, aas$t four other sources for articles have
been attested: personal pronouns, relative pronogosjunctions and copulas
(Himmelmann 1997: 30; Diessel 1999a-H)Several researchers have especially dealt
with the grammaticalization of the demonstrativebnglish. For example, Lehmann
(1995) and Hawkins (2004) discuss article develagnrem a typological perspective
(3.3.2.1), whereas Traugott (1982, 1991, 2003)tities the semantic-pragmatic shifts

that are involved in article development (3.3.2.2).

3.3.2.1 Typological perspective

According to Lehmann, the free demonstrative pronavhich is often the ancestor of
the article, in its full form generally contains dwsemantic and one syntactic
component. On the one hand, the pronoun has a ‘iignative element in the narrow
sense which embodies definiteness and a pointisyg® (Lehmann 1995: 37). On the
other hand, the pronoun contains a deictic elemdnth directs “the attention to
something located in regard to the speech situaispeaker vs. hearer, visible vs.
invisible, etc.)” (Lehmann 1995: 37). Additionallyhere is a formal categorical
component, which makes the pronoun either syntbtiautonomous (functioning as a
head) or dependent. So the demonstrative can dithad its own NP or it can be
attached to a noun attributively (Lehmann 1995: @f30 see demarcation criteria in
2.3.2).

10Which often develops into a demonstrative deteative (Diessel 1999a,b).

111 Until today there has been no convincing evideiocethe lexical source of decitic elements. It has
been assumed that so-called “attention-getters’himitave been the source (Traugott 1982: 269; cf.
Brugmann 1904; Anderson and Keenan 1985).
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For Lehmann, the weakening of the deictic componenthe first step of
grammaticalization. As an example he lists theeawé reduction of Vulgar Latinetce
hoc illac ‘look this over there’> Frenchela ‘that’> ca ‘it’ (Lehmann 1995: 38). As a
next step, the semantically bleached demonstra@tiwaoun then might develop along
two principal grammaticalization clines, correspioigd to whether the categorical
component is a dependent or the head: either gldps into a “definite determiner”
(when adnominal) or into a personal pronoun (asthdaehmann defines a definite

determiner as

an adnominal demonstrative pronoun which is deitllic neutral and
therefore mainly used for anaphoric purposes. Exesnipeside Late Latin
ille, are Gothic 8, so, pata OE se, seo, paednd Homericho, he, toall
deriving from PIE %0, sa, todPersianan and Japanessonoappear to be
well on their way towards this stage. (1995: 38)

Finally, this definite determiner reduces to meeéirdteness and will result in a definite
article. One gets Frende, la, OHG ther, thiu, thaz Engl. the and Attic ho, he, to
(Lehmann 1995: 38; cf. Greenberg 1978, Givon 19&8grwards the article may get
agglutinated (affixed) to the noun. A phenomenornctvloccurs in Romanian, Swedish,
Danish, Basque, ljo (Kwa), Koyo (Kru) and severainyan languages. Finally, further
semantic weakening may even reduce definitenessiarking nominalization. The
element then is a nominalizer which simply sigrihlt the words it gets attached to are
nouns (e.g. in the Abkhaz or Dagbani language)rflasin 1995: 38f.).

Additionally, the use of the article involves a dwal expansion “in the set of NPs
that are compatible with the erstwhile demonsteatiwarking” (Hawkins 2004: 83).
One can attach the article to more NPs than isilpeswith a demonstrative pronoun,
since the definite article has pragmatic and syimt@coperties (e.g. anaphoric reference
marker) that permit such a high frequent use, witidh demonstrative has not (cf.
Hawkins 2004 81ff).

Note that no shift is obligatory in the cline (Hagpp& Traugott 1993: 39). For
Himmelmann (1997: 4) this also explains why langsadiffer in their article usage.
Phonetic erosion and contextual spread develop witHifferent pace in various

languages:
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Die erwahnten Unterschiede der Gebrauchsbedingutig&efinitartikel in
westeuropaischen Sprachen sind also, sehr verbinfgesagt, darin
begrindet, dass Definitartikel ein (instabiles) d8tem in der
Grammatikalisierung von Demonstrativa aufweisenm(fdelmann 1997: 4)

If we combine Lehmann’s and Hawkins’ ideas andteeldnem to the criteria for
articlehood set up in section 2.3.2, it can beestahat the demonstrative, which
embodies definiteness and a deictic element Idsesl¢ictic feature through a process
of ‘'semantic bleaching/attrition’. Thus it fulfillthe EXCLUSIVENESS criterion. The
article can also be used as a sheer noun marksr;rélates to the SYNTACTIC
MOTIVATION ONLY criterion. Also, the definite artie involves less formal marking
compared to the demonstrative. This is not neciégdae case (cf. Dutch, French,
Italian where there is still gender and case markin the article) but Englistine has
fewer and more reduced segments that the origimadodstrative (generally a schwa
vowel and reduced stress). This fulfils Lehmanmitedon of ‘Phonological attrition’.
Moreover, the former free choice item becomes maral more obligatory
(‘Obligatorification’) and starts to occupy a fixedbt (‘Fixation’). This relates to the
criteria POSITION and OBLIGATION. The fact that th®rmer independent
demonstrative cannot occur without a head noun argm relates to the
INDEPENDENCE criterion.

3.3.2.2 Subjectification

Another researcher who has particularly dealt whtnemergence of the definite article
in English is Traugott. Generally, she attempts dstablish characteristics for
grammaticalization different from those of Lehmajoh Traugott 1982, 1991, 1995,
2003). Her main goal is to identify the semantiagmatic shifts that precede
grammaticalization processes. In her earlier rebedt982), Traugott assumes that
shifts in the semantic realm, which are motivatbtbugh pragmatics, trigger the

grammaticalization proces¥’

12 Thus, one has to deal with “meaning-shift’, whareelement might lose part of its meaning but, on
the other hand, gains pragmatic functions (Hoppéefr&ugott 2003: 20). In contrast to the traditional
semantic bleaching model, Traugott postulates ss*End-gain-model”.
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Traugott assumes three functional-semantic compgsriananguage. First of all,
there are so-called ‘propositional’ elements whicllanguage uses to express truth-
conditional relations. The propositional componémiolves the resources of the
language which make it possible to talk about sbingtNext, as a second component,
there are ‘textual’ markers which keep discourseecent (e.g. connectives, anaphoric
and cataphoric pronouns, complementizers,...). Binallhere are subjective,
‘expressive’ elements in language which are useexjmess personal attitudes to the
topic itself and to other participants in the sgresituation (e.g. honorifics or turn taking
markers) (Traugott 1982: 248).

Traugott then formulates hypotheses based on fifie between these components.
The first hypothesis (A) suggests that if a shiit meaning takes place in the
grammaticalization process, this shift will takeq® to reach a more ‘personal’ level in

communication.

Hypothesis A. If a meaning-shift in the process gphmmaticalization
occurs within a component, it is more likely to ahve “less personal to
more personal” than the reverse. (Traugott 1983) 25

For example, the Old Englidfutan,on the outside” does not reflect the opinion df th
speaker but expresses mere location, whereas thefuthe textual connectivieut,
which butandeveloped into, indicates the speaker’s attitude.

The second Hypothesis (B) postulates unidirectignal

Hypothesis B. If there occurs a meaning-shift which the process of
grammaticalization, entails shifts from one funoabsemantic component
to another, then such a shift is more likely tofimen propositional through
contextual to expressive than in the reverse doec{Traugott 1982: 256)

While the old English numeraln ‘one’ designates a distinction in number (singwsr
plural), the modern indefinite article(n) is already more personal as it “introduces
fresh material to the hearer’'s consciousness” @o#ul982: 250, cf. McMahon1994:
168).

Later on, Traugott reformulates her shift from prsiional to textual to expressive

meaning. She postulates a tendency towards “sufijatbn” and
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“intersubjectification”. Subjectification is “the edelopment of a grammatical
identifiable expression of speaker belief or speatttude to what is said” (Traugott
1995: 32) and “arise[s] out of the cognitive andnoaunicative pragmatics of speaker-
hearer interactions and discourse practices (segdcker 1977, DuBois 1985, Hagege
1993, among others)” (Traugott 2003: 634). Thusrev shift looks as follows: ‘non-
subjective > subjective > intersubjective’ (cf. igatt 1989; 1995).

Traugott also identifies this shift in article desgment and distinguishes between

the demonstrative and the article:

The function of demonstratives is primarily to itl§nor index things in the
world and relate them to the speaker’s point ofwithe function otheis to
signal that whatever is being talked about hasadirdeen referred to, or to
treat it as if it were already salient in the he€areonsciousness. It can also
have an expressive meaning when associated wittiastime stress as in
‘the man around town’. (Traugott 1982: 250)

The development of the definite article represdhes evolution of a grammatical
marker with a textual function (anaphora and catagh This function was carried by
se, seo, pagh Old English. Aghe developed, the demonstrative was partially relileve
of this function and continued primarily to funatias a marker which either establishes
the speaker’s physical distance from objects in ditgation outside the text (at the
propositional level), or the speaker’'s evaluativistahce (at the expressive level)
(Traugott 1982: 252). One witnesses a specializatfdunctions.

The article also shows the shift from propositiaabugh textual to the expressive
component. The demonstrative and the article baihehthe textual function of
anaphora.That manand the mancan both refer back to some entity previously
mentioned; buthe has also acquired an expressive participant-@ienteaning, so that
in a sentence likdhe woman was walking down the straethe beginning of a novel,
where no situational context has been set up,dhders are invited to react as if the
situation were in their consciousness. “In this sgeifthe] acquired an expressive

function in addition to its cohesive one” (Traugb®¥32: 252).
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3.3.3 Reconsidering functionalism

When we compare the Old English deictic demonseatand its elaborate declension
with the Modern English, the artictbe as a monosyllabic marker, it is definitely true
that most of Lehmann‘s grammaticalization paransetgphonological reduction,
semantic bleaching, obligatorification, fixationarc be applied to the observable
diachronic development. However, such parameteiis my opinion — cannot be
considered causal mechanisms of change. Rather tdeselopments are the
epiphenomenal result of ‘something else’ (Van déd¥e2010: 291; cf. Ackles 1997,
Campbell 2001b; Joseph & Janda 2003). There mustobee initial trigger in the
language system for a lexical element to grammiageaOne aim of this thesis is to
discuss such potential triggers for the grammatiadbn of the demonstrative.
Postulating the sheer existence of the grammatai#dn cline ‘demonstrative > article’
is simply not satisfying enough.

Several researchers have repeatedly attacked ¢hethét grammaticalization has
explanatory power and should be used as a thedangtiage change. First of all, it is a
question of debate if grammaticalization really @& so-called ‘unidirectional’
phenomenon®® Various examples have been found which demonss@itee kind of
‘degrammaticalization’ (cf. Newmeyer 1998: 260Morde 2001, 2009; Joseph & Janda
2003, Joseph 2001a).

Another point of critic is that often researchers dot discuss how exactly
Lehmann’s parameters are affected. Are they adictéd at the same time or one after
the other? Which parameter will be affected fivgihjch one later? Grammaticalization
processes need a trigger. Is one of the paransielsa trigger (e.g. attrition) or is it a
sheer consequence of some other causal mecharfisncgitain element has a certain

property is it then likely to take up another oraet on? Certain properties and

113 Nevertheless, most researchers consider caseSeirofposite direction rare compared to those
examples that support the hypothesis. Most couxdenples are said to be “idyosynchratic” (Heine 2003
582) and seen as exception to the rule. Next tcersthLehmann rejects the existence of
degrammaticalization and refers to the importantea aunidirectional heading: “We must therefore
conclude this discussion with the observation tltatogent examples of degrammaticalization have bee
found [...] if grammaticalization is a unidirectionprocess, one must ask why this should be so”.
(Lehmann 1991: 19)
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linguistic behaviors may feed each other; one &sireg the likelihood of the other. For
example, a rise in the frequency of an elementnoléads to its automatisation and
attrition. Another question which is especially erg@sting for this thesis is how
Lehmann’s parameters obligatorification and fixatioteract and influence each other.
May fixation lead to the obligatorification of afement or vice versa?

Researchers also often neglect the impact of therativsynchronic linguistic
system on the direction of linguistic changes. Mithhas repeatedly referred to this
shortcoming and mentions “the shape of the curgemtnmar” as an important factor
that might constrain the path which a grammatiaadjzlement takes. She also stresses
that “[tlhe formation of new grammatical categoriesmotivated or hindered by the
contours of the existing grammatical system” (19960). In this thesis, | will argue
that lexically specific instances of grammaticdil@a are mostly caused by changes
which affect the setup of the entire grammaticaktey and which can affect more than
one linguistic item at the same time (cf. Van déd¢e2010: 291).

This relates to the fact that grammaticalizatioterfputs too much emphasis on
individual, isolated lexemes. The grammaticalizatd element X and its development
into element Y has usually been looked at frompbiat of view of individual lexemes.
For example, a shift from one to another categenften seen as an isolated instance of
grammaticalization. However, it has to be pointed that individual lexemes do not
grammaticalize in isolation and without reason.e@fa closer look will reveal that not
an individual form grammaticalizes but the larggntactic construction which the form
IS embedded into.

Another problematic point is that often in gramroalization studies semantic
change is said to precede structural change. FRunadists working on

grammaticalization have

a strong inclination to see changes as taking plgcadually by
imperceptible shifts, and being steered on by sémipragmatic forces.
Any concomitant morphosyntactic (and phonetic) ¢gesnare seen as a
(mere)resultof this earlier ‘conceptual manipulation’(Fiscl2007: 82).

However, we might find so called form-first phenoraen language change, where the

motivation for change is neither always semanticpragmatic. The essential question
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is how much the semantic/pragmatic and phoneticiplogical levels (and
developments in those realms, e.g. frequency sffseimantic bleaching; phonological
erosion; communicative creativity etc.) interactthwiand trigger change on the
morphological and syntactic level. Also syntactigsiion, formal similarity or the
adjacency of signs can be important driving foliedgguistic change.

[T]here are also changes that proceed formally chdnges where new
forms arise (or disappear) because a learner seelteon between two
structures on the formal level. (Fischer 2007: 123)

“By neglecting form, the formal similarity of pattes and the adjacency (contiguity) of
signs are neglected as an important formal foragrammaticalization” (Fischer 2007:
122). This thesis argues for the possibility thahange can occur for syntactic, system-
internal reasons (Haiman 1998: 161; Fischer 2003). @rticle development is
interpreted as a form-driven change (see sectibi)6.

Last but not least, some grammaticalization studas be criticized for the fact
that they often completely avoid to answer the WlidMestion. Authors rather
concentrate on ‘proving’ the existence of a paléiceline with empirical diachronic
data. Still, one of the most important questiongmvbealing with grammaticalization is
how similar processes in all the languages of tloeldvare motivated. Why does a
certain element follow a certain cline in one laage but not in another language? This
implies two questions at the same time: one asKimg the starting point of
grammaticalization, the other asking for its course

Admittedly, several researchers have taken the Wjd&stion seriously. Already
in 1912, Meillet aimed to answer the WHY and HOWa process and notes:

Thus languages follow a sort of spiral developmtrdy add extra words to
intensify expression; these words weaken, decayfalhdo the level of

simple grammatical tools; one adds new or differeatds on account of
expressiveness; the weakening begins again, amh smdlessly. (Meillet
1912: 140)

Meillet believes that grammaticalization takes pl@ecause the speaker has the wish to
express himself more clearly. Words which are ueéidn lose their expressivity

through steady repetition, therefore they woulddnesnforcement. Although this idea
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was taken up by many (cf. Lehmann 1985), Meillat'swer (change being driven by
“communicative creativity”), from my point of views definitely too fuzzy* I will
argue that communicative efficiency cannot alwagsseen as the driving force of
linguistic change or grammaticalization in partaul

In general, many advocates of grammaticalizatisu@® that languages are as
they are in order to solve problems for their usansl owners. If one wants to
understand languages one needs to ask what spedde@nd of them. For many
linguists, the speakers’ creative use of languagmnsidered to be the playground that
nurtures and determines the direction of changethm first place.lf, however,
grammaticalization (as language change in genesaprimarily determined by the
interaction of hearer and speaker and communicatirgtegies to support the ease of
communication for both, this implies that changgasil-oriented. Especially in North-
American linguistics such an idea is mostly rejdcbeecause there is no means of
empirical checking. The idea that the speaker trdeally aims to improve his
communicative efficiency and therefore (subconsgiguchanges his languages to
fulfill certain needs is problematic. Ultimatelyhi$ should make language more and
more efficient over time. However, this does n@rmsdo be the case.

Languages need to fulfill a number of potentialbntlicting functions at once: for
example, they need not only be speaker friendlyedfidient, but also listener friendly
and effective. They serve not only communicatiansaction, but also help to express
and to establish the identities of groups and iddials. Although | do not want to deny
the fact that language use shapes and changearagquage system, it should be pointed
out that suggested pragmatic-discourse based $attay not always be responsible.

This relates back to Traugott’s proposal (notiorswbjectivity), which was taken
up by many researchers (Krug 2000; Verhagen 2006)vhich has also been criticized
(Abraham 1991; Bybee et al. 1994). Traugott’s thidorplies that in stages like Old
English the personal opinion of the speaker coultlbe expressed sufficiently. This
assumption cannot be supported by facts. It hasetassumed that the Old English

speaker, perhaps with the use of different constmug, was definitely able to express

114 Meillet and Lehmann’s early (and necessary) foonsthe description of the process scheme has
somehow distracted from the important question, Ha@wd WHY the process is initiated in the first
place.
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personal attitudes. This then questions Traugai&imption on the pragmatic necessity
of such a development. Moreover, it has been obdgdiat pragmatic force increases in
time, but that such an increase can often not kmergbd at the beginning of the
grammaticalization process and thus cannot be gtutet as a trigger device (Sweetser
1988; Bybee 1994).

Several researchers approach the WHY questiorreliffiy by suggesting that the
triggers for grammaticalization are metaphoricahgfer/metonymy (semantic change),
frequency effects or other psychological factorsr [Example, cognitive-semantic
approaches to grammaticalization have been putai@which focus on the cognitive
make-up of the speaker. Cognitive reasons, not lgnggnagmatic ones, lead to

grammaticalization.

Rather than subscribe to the idea that grammadigalution is driven by
communicative necessity, we suggest that humarutayes have a natural
propensity for making metaphorical extensions kbadl to the increased use
of certain items. (Bybee & Pagliuca 1985: 75)

These factors have to be taken seriously as stuwies repeatedly shown that they
influence linguistic change. From such a perspectgrammaticalization depends on
general cognitive processes (e.g. metaphoricasfegrritualization) in the brain (Heine
1991, 2003) which, among other things, can infleetiee semantic development of an
expression. In other words, paths reflect metaphbrprocesses that are based on
human cognitive make-up, and they reflect the erfees that humans commonly make
when they communicate (Heine, Claudi & Hinnemeg911 39; Bybee 1994: 302; cf.
Bybee 2003a,b). These models try to focus on egfilams which can be linked to
general cognitive development and which try to ¢eeidhe gap between system internal
effects and speaker oriented issues. They seema @ble to deal with semantics, use
and formalism at the same time and therefore wltliscussed in more detail at a later
stage.

All points of critic are especially relevant forethdevelopment of the article.
Although grammaticalization theory definitely prdes a process scheme that fits the
phenomenon descriptively, it does not deal withdaeses of either the actuation of the

change or its apparently irreversible spread withire population. Although
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explanations are put forward (e.g. Traugott's sciifjeation hypothesis) some of them
are questionable. That is why this thesis trieoffer an alternative explanation for
article development, which discusses how ‘formadctbrs (e.g. position, formal

similarity, frequency) play an important role iretdevelopment.
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3.4 Categorical reanalysis - formalist views on art icle
development

The emergence of the definite article in the Emglenguage marks a change in the
overall structure of the English NP. Therefore, aima of this thesis is to model such a
change precisely. How does a grammar which requaresobligatory definiteness
marker differ from one that does not require it?iM/Bome researchers have neglected
the attempt to formally describe such a changapwsargenerativists have tackled the
problem. Within formalist modeling, the change fratemonstrative into article is
understood as an abrupt, semantic-syntactic rei@etion of the grammatical system
where new functional material is created by categbrreanalysis due to textual
ambiguity and for the sake of structural simplifioa (cf. e.g. Ackles 1997; Roberts &
Roussou 2003; van Gelderen 2004, 2007). Beforeduds some generative proposals
on article emergence (3.4.2 & 3.4.3), some basietgeof formalism will be presented
(3.4.1).

3.4.1 Representational innateness and abrupt change

Formalist views on language change which follow wwek of Chomsky are based on
the assumption of representational innateness gigniversal Grammar (henceforth
UG)), parameter change (3.4.1.1) and the mechanidmreanalysis (3.4.1.2).
Additionally, most formalists model syntax using>&ar structure which they assume
to be universal (3.4.1.3).

Generally, the grammar of an individual is suppasecdonsist of a set of fixed and
invariant ‘principles’ valid for all languages amadset of ‘parameters’ (not fully fixed)
which define the range of possible cross-linguigdation (Haegemann 1997: Zhe
task of the language learner is to fill in the wauor parametric options which are
allowed by UG constrained by the evidence in tlarler's language environment. In
other words, children are endowed with innate kmealge about permissible classes of

structures or grammatical operations on those tstres, and exposure is only a
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triggering device to start off the acquisition pess:*> Obviously then, UG must be rich
enough to account for the acquisition of all pdssilanguages (cf. Chomsky 1965,
1981, 1986b, 1996; Hyams 1986; Manzini & Wexler898ghtfoot 1991; Fukui 1993;
Baltin & Collins 2000; Fodor 2001).

3.4.1.1 Change through parameter resetting

Regarding language change, the notion of paranseténg and resetting has played a
considerable part in formalist models. Especiallightfoot (1979, 1991), van
Kemenade (1987), Kroch (1989a,b), van Gelderen4R@nd Roberts and Roussou
(2003) pioneered the application of generative gnam to diachronic data (cf.
Haegeman 1997: 15).

In most formalist frameworks, linguistic change $®en as instantaneous.
Especially from the point of view of language asition (which is also a model for

change).

15 The position that our linguistic abilities do nderive from environmental input alone and that
linguistic constructs are innate has been put fodwby Chomsky (1965). Chomsky's framework
postulates that humans are genetically equippéu wvitversal principles which enable them to ledm t
syntax of a language. Categories and rules of gukage are thus genetic predispositions, i.e. [dirés
Universal Grammar (UG). The child is also equippéith a Language Acquisition Device (LAD), which
refers to the child’s ability to construct or tavient’ a grammar based on primary linguistic d&aL),
using those innate predispositions as a startirigt fdackendoff 2002: 70). The existence of UG is
supposed to follow from logical and biological cimfgsations — one of them being the ‘poverty-of-the-
stimulus argument’: the environmental linguistipu a child receives is insufficient for the constion

of a grammar, i.e. if something develops in thédihibrain that did not go in, it can only comerfrahe
structure of the mind itself (cf. Chomsky 1965, @88 Lightfoot 1989; Radford 1990; Chomsky &
Lasnik 1993; Fodor 2001; Kirby 1999). This argumisnéssential because any innate component to our
knowledge of language is therefore logically mordess shared by every other member of our species.
In other words, if grammar is innate, we have adyemade explanation” for universal properties of
language (Kirby 1999: 14; cf. Pinker 1994; Fiscl2f07). Research and experiments have been
conducted in favor of domain-specific innate reprgations for language which oppose the idea that
language can be acquired only through imitatiomfoecement and analogy. Throughout the years,
different lines of evidence have been offered wofaof genetic control over linguistic knowledgeext

to the poverty of stimulus, these arguments inclU8pecies specificity, genetically based language
disorders, studies of lesioned brains, activatitudies of grammar in the normal brain, structural
eccentricity of language, linguistic universals,dualarity of processing, dissociations and critjgatiods

of language learning.
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Grammar 1 Grammar 2

v

N
output 1 Output 2

Figure 2: Formalist model of language transmisgiased on Andersen (1973) in Fischer 2007: 76)

The speaker of the next generation (Grammar 2)tagts his grammar on the basis of
the first generation output (supported by his U&j.a consequence there is no direct
link between Grammar 1 and 2 (Fischer 2007: 76)this so-called ‘structuralist
approach’ (Lightfoot 1991) change “is initiated whéa population of) learners
converge on a grammatical system which differstiteast one parameter value from
the system internalized by the speakers whoseiitigloehaviour provides the input to
the learners” (Roberts and Roussou 2003: 11). Hamge occurs when the trigger
experience for a parameter setting has become @bsclambiguous, due to language
or dialect contact or phonological/morphologicabs#on (Roberts and Roussou 2003:
12).

The changeghen moves through a community because individoaks after the
other acquires the new parameter setting (Ackl€/195) and “while historically it
may appear that the language gradually change® the&o gradual change within the
grammar of the individual” (Ackles 1997: 15). Acdorg to this point of view “the
spread of a new parameter setting through a spssmomunity is typically manifested
by categorically different usage on the part ofetént authors rather than by variation
within the usage of individuals” (Lightfoot 199164)1'° In other words, formalism
“privileges abruptness, understood as saltationdgott & Trousdale 2010: 24f.).

118 | inguistic variation within the language use ofeompeaker is a highly discussed point among
formalists as empirical evidence shows that sometiome speaker produces utterances which can only
be accounted for if we assume that he uses thedaltithe ‘new’ parameter setting at the same tise

the question is if (s)he simultaneously has twargnars?As a reaction to this question, those linguists
who follow the structuralist approach to changégmipostulate adaptive rules to account for vammain

the output of individuals: “When speakers finiste theriod of rules testing, they still produce oaitpu
which they later recognize as defective in some.Wagy then apply Adaptive rules to mask such dutpu
making it acceptable according to local norms” {&ikeft 1993:95). In contrast to this, those lirsisli
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It is not surprising that change is abrupt for gateists, as they focus on the
endpoint of a change, when the parameter gets rEsen, variation has already shifted
to zero in the grammar of a next generation of lspesa All the smaller changes
(‘shifts’) which cannot be linked to any principté grammar directly are classified as
‘triggers’ which only lead up to ‘real’ catastrophor radical grammar change. The fact
that an individual’'s speech varies, does not mbah his grammar changes (Ligthfoot
1999: 80)*’

This leads to the important distinction betweergger and ‘change’ in formalist
frameworks. Lightfoot differentiates between thtgpes of ‘change’: 1) triggers, 2)
small scale grammar changes and 3) large scalggeban

1 Triggers (on the 2 Minor grammar 3 Major grammar
Type of change PLD level) changes changes

Characteristics Involves variables Involves changesin  Involves changes in
(small changes) on the grammar the grammar
the output level
Progresscs grad- Change is piece-meal, Change is abrupt
ually until thresh- may diffuse lexically
old is reached

s haphazard, but  Involves recategoriza- Involves parameter

may lead to change tion (morphological shifts, and clusters

in the grammar and categorial) of simultaneous
changes

Table 13: Types of change according to Lightfoiot Fischer 2007: 108)

The trigger experience of a child “varies from perdo person and consists of an
unorganized, fairly haphazard set of utterancegjhtfoot 1999: 66). As minor shifts
on the output level, they only have an effect amneémerging grammar when they cross

a particular threshold which forces the systemhiét and results in a new grammatical

who are working within the so called ‘variationagbproach’ (e.g. Kroch 1989a) support a double-base
hypothesis. Although the powerful mechanism of adgsis is not rejected, it is being argued thateat
than having “categorically different usage, indivédl speakers are able to acquire two grammarshatd t
these two grammars may remain in competition ovegt (Ackles 1997: 16).

17 This is different from the functionalist model, ere those small shifts are recognized as changes
within the grammar. For many functionalists “théseno build-up towards a radical grammar change”
and change is thus conceptualized as somethingigréieischer 2007: 106).
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property (Lightfoot 1999: 91). Whereas triggers iddonot be considered as changes,
the second and third type should. Also note thaermery change is abrupt or includes a
real parameter shift; only major, large scale clear(dype 3) are and do.

In contrast, small scale changes (local micro-ckapglo not include parameter
shifts. Here lexical items (only) become categatizdifferently. This kind of
reorganization takes place in a piecemeal fash®rorganization may affect some
words sooner than others. So a Type 2 change whialives recategorization may
diffuse lexically and does not include a paramedbift but rather some kind of
reorganization of existing surface patterns. Thestbppment of the demonstrative into
an article is conceptualized as a Type 2 changbdR®and Roussou 2003).

The important and powerful underlying mechanismpoesible for syntactic
change of Type 2 and 3 is reanalysis (cf. Lightfd®79, 1991, 1999; Roberts 1993b;
van Gelderen 1993; van Kemenade & Vincent 1997tzBknet al. 2000; Fischer et al.
2000a; Roberts & Roussou 2003). Generally, reaisalys problematic term because it

has been used in various ways by different schalagisschools.

3.4.1.2 Reanalysis

In general, reanalysis is the diachronic procesw/lgh a form comes to be assigned a
different syntactic function from the one it origlty had. However, no change in the
surface form is observable. Researchers from diiitetheoretical schools have tried to
define reanalysis. For Langacker (1977: 58), givangather functionalist definition,
reanalysis is a “change in the structure of ane&sgon or class of expressions that does
not involve any immediate or intrinsic modificatiohits surface manifestationtnder
such a broad definition of reanalysis (as a stmattthange), it includes semantics and
phonology. At the same time, reanalysis is involwedgrammaticalization because
grammaticalization involves structural change (fatti& Trousdale 2010: 3342

In formalist frameworks reanalysis is conceptualize a narrower sense, as a
“mechanism which changes the underlying structdira syntactic pattern which does

not involve any modification of its surface mant&sn [e.g.morphological marking,

118 Recently, Lehmann has defined “reanalysis of atrantion” even more generally as “the assignment
of a different structure to it” (Lehmann 2004: 162)
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and word-order]” (Harris & Campbell 1995: 50for them ‘underlying structure’
includes change in constituency, hierarchical stmeg category labels and grammatical

relations.

Reanalysis takes place on the syntagmatic levdamduage, causing a
single surface sequence of linguistic element ¢eive a new syntactic and
semantic interpretation. This happens as an atieenanalysis is assigned
to an existing surface sequence in ambiguous emvients. The immediate
result is a split between an old representation ameéw one for the same
surface sequence; later the newly established septation may manifest
itself in new surface sequences irreconcilable Withold analysis (De Smet
2009: 1728f.)

Recently, in the Minimalist programme, where theraion has shifted from

macro-parameters as exemplified in e.g. Baker (R@®Inicro-parameters
as exemplified by the ‘cartographic’ work on migrarameters (e.g.
Chincque and Kayne 2005), reanalysis has beenimedeih the generative
literature as small abrupt steps. (Traugott & Tdals 2010X)

Reanalysis is conceptualized as small abrupt stdpsimportant axiom of reanalysis is
that it depends on the possibility of more than analysis of a given construction due
to surface ambiguityrhisallows some kind of reinterpretation of the patt@h Trask
2000: 274; Harris & Campbell 1995: 51). One shduddaware that reanalysis is not
parameter changper se Roberts (1993a: 311) makes a clear distincti@arametric
change affects the whole grammar as there we havaj@ resetting of a grammatical
option (Type 3), whereas reanalysis is a ‘hiddemange in the sense that it only
constitutes a grammatical reorganization of exisfiarface patterns (Type 2).

As was mentioned in the previous section, the gratiwaization of the English
demonstrative is seen as a case of reanalysismbst formalists, grammaticalization
cannot be separated from the concept of reanaysigs not entitled to theory-relevant
autonomy (Hopper & Traugott 2003: 50-69; cf. Newerey998; Campbell 2001a;
Campbell & Janda 2001; Norde 2001). Although gratrocakzation is accepted as a
descriptive term, it is rather seen as a casetefnal reinterpretation (reanalysis) of the
principles and parameter system (van Kemenade 19897; Lightfoot 1991; van
Gelderen 1993, 2004; Roberts & Roussou 2003). Grtroalization is said to be
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located in the shifts of functional properties ligase, agreement, tense, etc. “hence in
the relationships within and between functionaljgrtions and the lexical projections
for which they are relevant” (van Kemenade & Vincg#897: 7). Grammaticalization is
the creation of new functional material and ther@byolves categorical reanalysis of
sometimes lexical or already functional materiabl§Brt & Roussou 2003: 2). In other
words, it is a change in category membership. Whahges is the way functional heads
are realized. “Assuming a universal hierarchy afictional heads [...] the change
involves the overt realization of these heads.” d&ts and Roussou 2003:35).
Grammaticalization involves historical upward mowsnof forms which were base
generated to a higher position in the functionardmchy, turning into abstract heads
(see 3.4.1.3 below). Cases of grammaticalizatiaith sas the development of the
definite article in English, are thus consideredutar cases of reanalysis. From that
perspective, grammaticalization always involvesnadgsis but reanalysis does not

necessarily involve grammaticalization.
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3.4.1.3 X-bar structure and functional categories

One of the suggested principles which is assumebetainiversal is that of X-bar

structure (Stowell 1981; Chomsky 1970; Jackendéff7t Kayne 19943 According

to the standard views of X-bar structure, each imalggical category that is

syntactically relevant heads its own phrasal pt@me¢ conforming to the general phrase

structure rules.

Figure 3: XP-structure

Phrases may be headed by either lexical elemerftsctional elements. Different from
“lexical” categories like N(oun), V(erb), A(djecgy, P(repositiorff°’, functional
categories are grammatical categories which maymay not put inflectional
morphology in the syntax, e.g. Tense (T). In otherds, grammatical features can also
function as heads which project a phrasal categmmytaining a specifier and a

complement.

119 A phrasal category, an XP (or X”), is projectedrh a head X. Between these two is an intermediate
level X’. XP immediately dominates, besides X’, $yecifier position (SpecXP) which is thus sister t
X': Also, depending on its lexical properties, thead may take one or more complements as sister.
Essentially the complement is optional. The specidind complement positions are occupied by phrasal
categoriesin addition it is possible for phrasal categoriede adjoined to some or all of the projections
of X (X itself, X’ and XP) (Ackles 1997: 5; Lyon999: 41). The places where the line braches atedcal
nodes, so the node joining X and ZP is the X' notlés also said to project X', and both X’ and Xdte
projections of X. There is a debate over how mamyegtions and how much iteration is possible withi

a phrase. Generally, it is assumed that X’ nodes itaate (indefinitely) and that X” is the highes
possible projection of X, closing off the projectioA Head is labeled Xand X" is labeled X® or
maximal projection (Ackles 1997: 6).

120\which denote real-world entities, states, acesitiproperties, relations etc.
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FP
Specifier F'

F complement

Figure 4: FP-structuté'

Functional categories contain “closed-class granwalat morphemes, purely
morphological material (bound morphemes or morpbaoplogical features) or perhaps
no overtly realized material at all, depending be tanguage” (Roberts & Roussou
2003: 45). Each functional category has a full pérstructural status (Roberts
&Roussou 2003: 45) and can act as a trigger forvéheent’ (Robert and Roussou
2003: 6).

In the most recent ‘generative’ model, MinimalisMpvement is an important
mechanism. Grammatical structures are generatddti help of three mechanisms:
Merge, Move, and Attract/Agree (Ackles 1997: 9; Bab and Roussou 2003: 18; cf.
Chomsky 1995, 2000T.he syntactic component is expanded with infornmatrom the
lexicon. Merge, as a binary operation, connects tesocal items into one more
complex item, thus building phrase structure. “Agyre the operation that manipulates
combinations, by establishing a relation betweeicé items within a syntactic space”
(Roberts and Roussou 2003: 18). Move takes suckrged unit and connects it with

the larger unit:

Underspecified lexical elements (e.g. when infatdl morphology is
absent) will move since their function can onlyfhlty specified by their
functional head (Fischer 2007: 1143.

2L E represents any functional feature here.
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3.4.2 DP-Analysis as a model for nominal determination

After this general introduction the question remsalmow formalists model the change
from demonstrative to article. To understand the lbf argumentation better, it seems
necessary to first have a look on how nominal deiteation is modeled in gener&f In
earlier formalist models, scholars assumed thatNRes a maximal projection of the
Noun. Moreover, determinatives were understood ¢oirb specifier position and
adjectival expressions adjoin mainly to N'. Compéns are typically expressed by
prepositional phrases (Lyons 1999: 42; cf. Radf988).

NP
Spec N’
[\\\
N PP
l El*.
Italy’s invasion of Albania
the invasion of Albania

Figure 5: Traditional NP-structure (Haegeman 1293:

Such a model is very similar to the traditional ogptualization of the NP (see
Huddleston & Pullum 2002) and has also frequentigrbemployed by non-generativist
research. However, this model has been criti¢PZexhd since Abney (1987) a different
approach has become popular in which the NP is tmmgnt of the determiner (Det or
D). Here, the functional category D is the heathefphrase, rather than the Noun. Thus
the phrase is called DP not NP. The category NPegists but only within the DP as a

complement of the head D corresponding to what tseeé N''*

122 Grammatical features such as case or agreemebiearg checked through out the derivation. If the
features are interpretable they are erased, ifthetderivation ‘crashes’ and is ill formed (cfséher
2007: xiv).

123 A rich and inspiring formalist literature on noralndetermination exists. The work of Greenberg
(1978), Seiler (1978), Rijkhoff (2002) Coene & DIlbu(2003a,b) offers interesting insights into the
diachronic, synchronic and typological structureofins and nominals (cf. Longobardi 1994, 19965200
Chierchia 1998; Zamparelli 2000). The evolution defterminer systems in various single language
families has been discussed by many linguistsf¢cfRomance languages: Selig 1992; Vincent 1997;
Stark 2005; for Germanic languages: Abraham 1984 2000; Bauer 2007; for English: Philippi 1997;
Osawa 2007; Wood 2007).

124 cf. Haegeman 1997: 21

125 for DP-hypothesis also see Szabolcsi 1987; Hdil88; Ritter 1988; Longobardi 1994, 2005.
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N
N

N

Figure 6: DP- analysis

DP thus is a projection of the functional categofyD(eterminer). Abraham (2007: 5)
elaborates on the difference between NPs and DPs:

According to Longobardi (1994: 624; 2005:24, 2Wg tifference between
NP and DP is that NPs —determinerless, bare nosinahre inherently
predicative and thus cannot occur in referentigluarent position. [...]

Only DP can occur in argument positions, which nézdefer to theta
characteristics which in turn are contingent upbe semantics of the
predicating verb. The role of picking out a paracueferent is taken care
of by a functional D. The role of functional D ie thange predicative
nominals, bare NPs, into arguments, DPs, by idgngfthe referentiality of

a nominal. This selection operation is best expldiby the theory of theta-
binding proposed by Higginbotham (1985).

In other words, the determiner forms a functiortallsaround the NP and can express
various functions, like definiteness specificityeixds, number, gender and so on
(Bernstein 2001%° So the task of a functional D is to change preilieanominals into
arguments by identifying the referentiality of anmaal.

An extensive discussion is still going on about tluenber and nature of possible
other functional heads in the English DP. Othecfiomal heads, which are presumed to

be involved in nominal structure, are, for exampeam(ber) and K(ase) (Lyons 1999:

126 Comparable to the IP and CP shells around the VP.
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44). Models also differ in respect to the questdrether all NPs are DPs. Some claim
that all NPs are contained in a DP (e.g. Abney 188ffer 1991), but others argue that
some NPs are not (e.g. Lobeck 1995). For examipisn't clear if [-definite] NPs are
headed by a D. Additionally, researchers withinftaenework do not agree how many
and what kind of projections are necessary to mdéaélnominal structure in other
languages (Ackles 1997: 48ff; Haegeman 1997: 25;Riter 1991; Lobeck 1995;
Giusti 1997; Abraham 2007).

This relates to the question whether D(P)- strgcaxists across all languages and
language stages even when no D-word shows up gveaénerally it has been agreed
that parametric differences between languagesestaated to the properties of that part
of the sentence where morphological informationhsas tense, agreement, main
/subordinate are expressed (van Kemenade & Ving6A7: 3). The claim is that
parametric differences in different languages aistbhcal stages of one language are
differences in functional properties only. Sevdmmalist syntacticians side with the
view that functional architecture is universal @l languages (which implies a great
number of innate functional heads in UG) but thadepends on each particular
language, whether the functional category is exy@e@sovertly or not (then being a
‘silent’ function) (e.g. Roberts and Roussou 2068). example, “[l[languages can differ
in that in one language a given functional headaf &n overt exponent, while in the
next language F has no exponent* (Roberts and RouaB803: 6). In other words, the
category exists but may remain empty as a “sileatégory. Thus, for one group of
formalist syntacticians the idea is that even itedminatives are absent, nominal
reference or other properties of argument NPs oanle accounted for if one assumes
a D projection, which might be left ‘empty’.

For a second group of researchers, an overtly rddik&ctional category D is not
universal. Categories can be emergent and do e k@ be operative from the
beginning. In languages without overt determinardunctional D-projection exists in
order to derive the referential status of nominkisthese languages the referential or
definite value of the nouns is checked againstrotha@sting functional projections.
Thus, functional categories do not have to be daperdrom the beginning in all
languages but can emerge over time bringing abeddio syntactic phenomena. This

approach insists on evidence in the surface streidtar the postulation of a category.
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(Abraham 2007: 2; cf. Gil 1987; Vincent 1997; Chlea 1998; Progovac 1998;
Vincent 1997; Boucher 2005).

Arguments for an emerging DP come from first largguaacquisition where
determiners emerge rather late. Osawa sees soradlelsabetween phylogeny and
ontogeny, where a DP-structure does not exist & grefunctional stage before 24
months. “In both domains, functional D emergesrlated the emergence of a D-system
brings about the change from NP to DP” (Osawa 2664). Additionally, one can find
extensive typological evidence of languages withadeierminers (Abraham 2007: 10;
Osawa 2003§%’

As could be seen, many researchers are in favaminfersal DP modeling but
some do not agreewith arguments on both sides (Huddleston & PulR@0O: 357f.;
cf. Spinillo 2000; Denison 2006). As was shown igufe 1 and Figure 2, the position
of the definite article is either specifier of NP bead of DP depending on the
framework one has chosen.

In this thesis, | will assume a rather traditioN&d analysis with the Noun being the
head of the NP and the determinative as a dependémt prehead. One of the reasons
not to work with a DP structure is that it is theun which defines the selectional
properties of the noun phrase. Moreover, the rasfgBlPs which do not contain a
determinativerfioney is great, love is mystery,is.)nuch larger than the small group of
NPs which do not have a noun as ultimate hdamth( the largesgt Finally, the
determination function does not need to be fulilley a determinative but can also
have the form of an embedded NP (e.g. Genitivedehr@iuddleston and Pullum 2002:

357f.). Still, it was necessary to present the Détdeh, because the following line of

27 Finally, it seems implausible to postulate thes&tice of a non-active, empty, covert functional
category which has no visible counter part. Any glahould insist on evidence in the surface strectu
for the postulation of a category (Fukui & SakaD30327). Fukui and Sakasi (2003: 329) argue ttiat “
functional categories are present in a languagethay are not active, what does their existencamme
exactly?” and propose “The Visible Guideline fomEtional Categories”: “A functional category has to
be visible (i.e. detectable) in the primary lindigisdata. One only should assume those categdras t
one has evidence for. Robert and Roussou ref@ig@pproach as “What you see is what you get” 8200
24). If functional heads were always there in pphee (with some of them never to surface) then this
leads to a long list of universal functional catég® for all languages (as proposed by Roberts and
Roussou 2003) and requires an explanation, why taeical appearance is blocked in one or the other
language (Fischer 2007: 115).
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argumentation can be followed more easily if on@ws about the model and its

different interpretations.

3.4.3 Article development — from Spec to Head

Depending on the assumption of a universal DP,hypotheses for the development of
the article have been be postulated: a “Ceverovert-D Hypothesis” vs. an “Out of
nothing-to-D Hypothesis” (Abraham 2007: 3). In the first

a silent DP might be invoked for a language intmdg lexical determiners
in D after changing the triggering grammatical a®inantic features and
thus satisfying singular reference and anaphaaastlausal binding in due
course. Hitherto undetected patterns of definitenasrking (covert DPs
either in the linguistic sense or in the metalisgjai sense) are being
replaced by an article system where D is overtess Icovert. (Abraham
2007: 3)

In other words, DP structure is universal with Détnlg a projection of the functional
category determiner. In Old English, however, ardil covert DP is replaced by overt
marking (cf. Wood 2007; Abraham 1997; Leiss 2007 the second hypothesis, no DP
existed in Old English yet. Old English had an NRiture without a D-projection
where one finds demonstratives or other elementy specifying the nominal
(Yamamoto 1989; Osawa 2003, 2007).

Those in favor of the first hypothesis argue tragntifying the reference of a
nominal is not always taken care of by an overtAbr@ham 1997, 2007; Leiss 2000,
2007). Sometimes, morphological case on the headnsnocan determine the
referentiality of a nominal indirectly. For Abrahatfm]orphological case alternates
contingent upon the choice of aspect determinethitiiess versus indefiniteness”
(2007: 5) and while there was no overt D-categassent in language states as Old
English, Old High German, Gothic, or Latin “refetiatity was ascertained through the
interaction of means other than direct lexical xfg”(Abraham 2007: 5). In other
words, an empty D-slot filler is assumed for Oldgksh.

Evidence for an empty but existing D-category corfresn word order in Old

English nominals. When possessives or demonstsatigeur with adjectives they often

134



[1l. Established Views

occur before the adjective. Woods (2003) argues dbmonstratives, possessives and
adjectives are strictly ordered in Old English ahédn there must be some functional
layer above NP.

What arguments get listed for the second hypotf@eBisnctional elements are
generally defined as phonologically and morpholallycdependent and are usually
inseparable from their heads. They mostly lack wdigsee content or the semantic
contribution is second-order (Osawa 2007: 317). |[&Vthe modern PDE article has
these features, the demonstrategn Old English syntax does not have these features
In Old English — as was shown in the introductiorthis thesis- the demonstratives
could co-occur with possessive pronouns in the sphrase. Also, word order was
much freer than in Modern English. Demonstratived possessives could appear to the
right of the adjective and after as well as beftire noun. Finally, NPs remained
unmarked (bare) in contexts where one would expacbbligatory article in PDE to
indicate definite reference.

This has led the supporters of the second hypatheshree conclusions: Firstly, it
has been concluded that word order patterns wee d&gict in Old English and the
patterns one finds might simply be discourse-pragmigstrictions on the mutual
ordering in special cases without an underlying@atical distinction.

Secondly, it has been suggested that demonstratimdspossessive pronouns
should not be treated as determinatives but rahenodifying elements in Old English,
thus occupying the modifier slot (Spec) in the agtit tree. The demonstrative carries
more information e.g. definiteness, deixis, spapiaximity (Ackles 1997: 105) and
thus, formally, does not qualify as a functionaath@nd cannot be a determiner (1997:
107). Demonstratives are “generated in a Spegfasition, similar to an adjective,
which is lower than the article.”(Giusti 1997: 11jIn other words, the demonstrative

Is in a lower Spec position (together with the atiyes), because only the article heads

128 The demonstrative checks its referential featimeSpecDP. If an element in Spec makes the revelant
features (morphologically) ‘visible’, the corresplimg head in agreement with it will be empty.
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the phrase as a true determiner (Szabolcsi 1994stiG1997)!%° Only articles are
defined by the fact that they are functional heads.

The article is a minimal marker of definitenesskks remarks:

[The definite article’s] syntactic function is aogbus to that of the
indefinite in that it is the minimal marker of thmgesence of a functional
node when that node is the leftmost node of a Nife. definite article is the
minimal marker of a Determiner Phrase, and theaigbe definite article is
a surface manifestation of an underlying changthénstructure of the NP
(Ackles 1997: 3)

Thirdly, and this being the overall conclusionh#s been argued that no DP existed in
Old English. In other words one could also say iat English had a flatter structure
than Modern English (Yamamoto 1989; Osawa 20037 2Blyamae 2005).

[Aln OE nominal structure is expected to have acture paralleling an OE
flat clause structure against the analysis tha@BNNP contains DP layer
(cf. Wood 2003, Alexiadou 2004). | propose that RE has a partially flat
structure. (Osawa 2007: 313)

For Osawa, the presence of a few pronominal elesrimfore the head nominal and the
word order does not give crucial evidence for al@fr or the presence of a D-head
(Osawa 2007: 322). In time, however, the loss afecenorphology triggered the
emergence of DP “assuming that a Referential rbleominals must be bound by either
a functional D or morphological case (Osawa 200B)3

Thus, if one opts for the non-universal existentéhe D, then the emergence of
definite articles in languages represents the appea of the grammatical functional
category D* triggered through the interaction of reanalysid aemantic weakening.
On a syntactic level the structure of the phrasghaged through a reanalysis towards
a D projection (Lyons 1999: 323; cf. Osawa 200Vhe earlier D-less NPs change into
DPs via the emergence of a D-paradigm for nomifialghtfoot 1991; van Gelderen
1993, 2004; van Kemenade 1997; Roberts & Rouss@B)2The determiner slot

129 Gjusti leaves open the question what kind of aatgghey are. Demonstratives might be a new
category (indexical), or we can analyse them ae&djes, since they are modifiers of the noun.rp a
case, demonstratives are not if) b contrast to articles.

130 The semantic function of determination is no dautitersal.
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emerges as an innovation in Old English and as msemuence the modifying
demonstrative acquires its new status as deterfaitiele. In subsequent periods the
determiner function consolidates its position ammterand more elements are recruited
as fillers of this new function (Van de Velde 202®3). What makes such a process
possible is the broad functional overlap betweematestrative and definite article
which can beseen as a deictically unmarked demonstrative. Tthes change is
understood as an internal semantic-syntactic nmgrdgation of the grammatical
parameter system where new functional materiataated by categorical reanalysis of
lexical or already functional material (Lyons 19923; cf. Roberts & Roussou 2003;
van Gelderen 2003; Osawa 2007; Van de Velde 2010).

Especially Philippi (1997) has tried to account floe article’s development. She
relates the rise of the article to the loss of\hebally governed partitive genitive and
object case. She argues that in the Germanic |gegugwithout overt D),
morphological case performed the task of defingsnmarking. Lexical definiteness
markers already existed in the Old Germanic langsabut they where rather
demonstrative pronouns. Demonstratives optionadigupy Spec, FP as’ s already
occupied by case (cf. Uriagereka 1992 a). Therdftwalemonstrative in Spec, FP may
only act as a redundant reference marker whiclnlis allowed in emphatic contexts. In
other words, as a reference marker, the demongrationoun is redundant. In time,
however, due to the gradual erosion of inflectiomalrphology, genitive is lost as an
object case and collapses with other cases. Ib iemger possible to mark definiteness
of the NP morphologically. Simultaneously, lexicdéfiniteness markers become
obligatory in indirectly anaphoric contexts in thikddle English period. The emphatic
demonstrative is reanalyzed as the functional ledddP. Also the restrictions on the
use of definite determiners are gradually lostthis position the determiner takes over
the function of specifying the referential inter@ateon of the NP (Philippi 1997: 90ff).

In the course of history case morphology is weattesiech that it can no
longer function as a syntactic head of FP, the etiphdeterminer is
reanalysed as the functional head of the NP (Rhilip97: 91)

Also Van Gelderen, who reports ¢ime Definiteness Cycle in Germansuggests that
“the change from demonstrative to article is deteed by (a) the shift from specifier to
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head” and she explains that “demonstratives migigirate as adjectives”, but in an
intermediate stage “[are] analyzed by a subseqaaguage learner as situated in the
Specifier of the DP” (2007: 279) and finally becohead of the phrase, which is when
they turn into articles in accordance with ceree@onomy principles.

It can be concluded that in formalist modeling éhare two options for the article’s
development: Either D already exists (because inisersal) and the demonstrative
pronoun, through reanalysis, gets raised in tini@ hposition, which is the point when
it turns into an article, or D has to emerge yethwhe demonstrative moving into D

which results in the creation of the new category.

3.4.4 Reconsidering Formalism

As was shown in the previous sections, formaliseaechers account for the difference
between demonstrative and article usage by hawiegiemonstrative in Spec position
and the article in D position. This, of courseaisnodel-internal difference. Still, the
model clearly distinguishes between the two elemddbwever, the question remains
why categorical reanalysis should bring about angbafrom Spec to Head in
particular?

Most formalists argue that Spec to Head movemeiat t®nsequence of certain
economic principles, which motivate change and hie¢pchild to acquire its grammar
(cf. e.g. van Gelderen 2004, 2007). Here, one gémpeinciple is the “Head preference
Principle (HPP)” which states that whenever possilword is rather interpreted as a
Head than as a phrase (van Gelderen 2007: 284)Gétderen claims that the HPP is
relevant to a number of historical changes and rbasteen as a cognitively innate
principle which leads to syntactic change. If tigliistic input is ambiguous, the
speaker will apply the HPP and preferably interpeegments as heads. For van
Gelderen, one example of the HPP is the developnoénfull pronouns into
demonstrative pronouns and finally into articlean\Gelderen 2007: 284). Another
universal principle is that of Late Merge (Chomdl®95: 316, 378) which states that is
it more economical to merge late. The ‘Late Mengenciple accounts “for the change
from lexical head to functional head or from fuoathl to higher functional head” (van
Gelderen 2007: 284).
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Van Gelderen reformulates the two principles int@:onamely the ‘Principle of
Feature Economy’: “minimize the semantic/interpbétafeatures in the derivation”.
When phrases “are reanalyzed as heads and highds, ey lose semantic force and
formal features” (2007: 286). She also relates thissreenberg’s Definiteness Cycle
(1978) and translates the descriptive Greenbergjate of a) into b) within a DP

structure:

a) demonstrative > def. article > case/non-geredlass marker

b) specifier > head > affix > zero

Van Gelderen finally concludes that grammaticalorats

the result of ‘internal pressure’ in children’s awtion of language,
especially Economy Principles and Feature ReargliZgionomy principles
account for changes from “phrase to head and frmwel head to higher
head. (van Gelderen 2010: 130)

In other words, she is talking about structural @ification here. Robert & Roussou
(2003) also mention structural simplification asnatural mechanism of linguistic

change:

Structural simplification is a natural mechanisntbénge, and therefore the
fact that grammaticalization is a widespread artdraékind of change. Our

general characterization of grammaticalization therthat it is categorical

reanalysis which creates new functional materiaj that this reanalysis

always involves structural simplification (RobertRbussou 2003: 3).

To conclude, languages have a tendency to simpkfya principle of economy and
structural simplification is a formal principle bfG.***

Note that the proposed structural simplificatioon@eptually, is not influenced by
semantic reduction or communicative simplificatiorhe question then is why the

structural simplification did not take place earfielhe answer for that can only lie in

131 The reason why languages do not get simpler anglsi to a point of ‘structural perfection’ is that
“the simplification effected by changes is alwagsdl, and many increase complexity elsewhere in the
system.”(Roberts and Roussou 2003: 17).
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factors which are considered as external trigggranbst formalists. Why then should
we understand those factors, e.g. frequency, pracgretc. as external in the first place
and not term observable shifts in the phonolodesdltzal domain as ‘real change’ as
well? To exclude semantic and pragmatic forcesaasal mechanisms is one of the
main weaknesses of the formalist framework. Thiwéaeer, is not the only reason why
the generativist endeavor has generally turnedoole problematic over the years.

First of all, the general assumption of an innateversal Grammar has strongly
been rejected by many researchers (Chafe 196 D&%ing 1977: 79-80; Itkonen and
Haukioja 1997: 166; cf. Lamb 1966; Bowerman 198&wkins 1988; Elman et al.
1996; Deacon 1997; MacWhinney 1999). According &oSnet, Universal Grammar is

typologically difficult to operationalize (Croft,(®1; Newmeyer, 2004),
implausible from an evolutionary perspective (Cimissen and Chater
2008) and unnecessary from an acquisitional petisee¢Slobin, 2001;
Tomasello, 2006).” (De Smet 2009: 1730).

Innateness claims are not arguments based on eeiden such a genetic basis but
mostly derive from the poverty of the stimulus argunt. For many years, however,
functionalist research and the social/cognitiveitpms have presented various studies
rejecting the poverty of stimulus-argument and sufapg the adequacy of a strong
(general but not language specific) learning meigmanwithin the child (cf. e.g.
Newport, Gleitman & Gleitman 1977; Arbib & Hill 188 Hawkins 1988; Gopnik, Choi
& Baumberger 1996; Aslin, Saffran & Newport 199%dDinard & Clark 2003)*
These findings underline how much language acdquisits influenced through the

environment and that syntax might be learnable aftelf we, as a consequence, do not

32 The assertion that cognitive mechanisms are instechas been countered with proposals of how
general mechanisms could achieve aspects of graoah&howledge and evidence has been brought
forward that general cognition does contributermngmatical development. The speech that childran he
is not as impoverished as Chomsky has supposedcl@hme that language experience simply does not
provide sufficient feedback has been rejected. &ebketo find evidence in favor of a non-genetic
explanation for language acquisition has focusedhenfollowing aspects: I) the power of statistical
learning mechanisms and pattern abstracting &sl{Saffran, Aslin & Newport 1996; Aslin, Saffran &
Newport 1999; Marcus et al. 1999), II) the conrmttbetween general, non-linguistic development and
linguistic development (Shore, O’'Connell & Bates849 Gopnik, Choi & Baumberger 1996; Perez-
Leroux 2001), Ill) the quality of ‘motherese’ (Nea, Gleitman, & Gleitman 1977; Nelson et al. 1984;
Hoff-Ginsberg, 1985, 1986; Morgan & Demuth 1996;fiHeinsberg 1998), IV) the role of feedback
(Chouinard & Clark 2003)
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accept the notion of a universal grammar estaldige formalism, an explanation
based on UG should not be favored even if it migghinternally coherent.

Moreover, it has been criticized that formalism stomes languages as ‘idealized’
formal systems. Chomsky chooses to work on an licsgseaker-listener, in a
completely homogenous speech community” (Fisch@i7287). However, the decision
to concentrate mainly on competence and the comgukge, not taking into
consideration performance, is problematic when dimes to answering language
change. First, a completely homogenous speech coityrzannot contain innovative

individuals, a point that even generative histdricgyuists are aware of:

A central idea behind the minimalist programmehis idea that language is
in some sense a perfect system (the strong mirstrthkesis: see Chomsky
(1995: 1-10), (2000: 96f.), (2001: 1-2). Now, petfsystems do not vary
over time, so the very existence of synchronicataon among grammatical
systems also poses an apparent problem for thagstronimalist thesis.
(Roberts and Roussou 2003: 1)

Second, the decision to concentrate on the competeinan ‘ideal’ speaker has lead to
a situation which ignores variation, but it is nigstariation which provides the play-
ground for change. If one ignores variation, orterofgnores the possible trigger/initial
stages of certain changes. Some changes can ondxdained by the influence of
semantics. For Lightfoot, the situational contggrtggmatics and communicative needs
(e.g. the need to be polite or expressible) areeslernal factors, not relevant to
grammar change. But we have seen that externatabcontact factors can play a role
(as suggested by McColl Millar). In this case aeralative model which includes those
factors may be more interesting.

Admittedly, Lightfoot does not completely deny thiabse factors play a role as
triggers. A change on the level of the PLD may lemad real grammar change. Still it
seems difficult to me to distinguish between PLIQgers and real changes (cf. Croft
2000: 49-50; Fischer 2007: 102). Such differerdgrmonly makes sense if we assume an
independent, innate, syntactic module in the fitate which | simply do not.

It has also been stated that for formalists the k®gchanism is reanalysis.
Generally, | agree that change first and foremastus within the individual and

accumulates as it spreads through a populatiopedkers. However, | would like to
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point out that the ternre-analysis seems to be ill-formed especially from the
perspective of the child in the language acquisipoocess. It is a misconception to say
that a speaker, when s/he encounters ambiguousimfis or her language acquisition
process: re-analyses this input. If anything at all the childalyzesand categorizes
the linguistic data in a certain way, but how skiathle learnere-analyze a system that

he/she acquires for the first time.

[O]ne can only ‘re-analyze’ something that pre-txiso if a child learns a
language and parses a patrticular string with a arealysis, no ‘ re-analysis’
has occurred from the point of view of the learnet.the term ‘reanalysis’
is therefore not accurate in a composition semasgiise, except in the case
of language users who reanalyze their own strustuf@raugott &
Trousdale 2010: 35)

In other words “reanalysis does not occur in thgsptal sense of the word” (Fischer
2007: 145).

From an outside perspective, on a metalevel speals it is a valid observation to
state that linguistic surface fornget reanalyzed ife-organized, but on the individual
speaker’'s level a different process takes placere,He suggest that rather than
reanalyzing anything, the speakeecognizespatterns, draws analogies, and finally

categorizegshem in a certain way. This idea will be discuskether in chapter 6.

133 This is where, according to formalism, languagengfe really occurs.
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Why is it that grammaticalization clines
are set in motion in some languages but
not in others, or set in motion at some
stage of language and not at
another?[...] The intuition is that there is
some structural pressure or need for the
relevant grammatical category (F2: P2)
and that this motivates its expansion out
of an earlier F1: P1. (Hawkins 2004:82)

3.5 In search for synthesis — summary and outlook

After presenting and discussing various proposalthe article’s development, | would
like to point out that | do not want to dismiss gvhypothesis that has been presented
in the past but add to current views on the subfeltinge is often multi-causal, which
means that all the explanations proposed in theskdions do not necessarily exclude
one another. Still as Hawkins makes perfectly clear in the quotaabove- the
essential question is why grammaticalization cliaesset in motion in some languages
at a particular time but not in other languages.

Various explanations on article emergence have dessmussed in this chapter. In
(3.1) traditional views on the development of tledimte article have been presented.
The German scholars at the turn of the last certange to the conclusion that a) the
definite article already existed in Old English ahdt b) it developed as a necessary
linguistic tool due to the decline of the inflectad system and the shift from a synthetic
to an analytic language.

Again, | would like to point out that the existermfethe article in Old English still
has to be confirmed empirically and remind the egdldat the loss of inflections has not
lead to article development in many languages. b\@e articles exist in several
languages which have rich case morphology (as ogpcdl data shows). | have also
discussed the hypothesis that article emergendiekied to changes in the adjective
paradigm (weak-strong distinction), and | havedttie show why this proposal does not
seem to qualify as an explanation either. Additignaan alternative scenario by
Spamer (1979) was presented. Here, especially qnemant shall be kept in mind,
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namely Spamer’s idea that the demonstrative hasdifymg status in Old English; an
idea which is also supported in many formalist niede

| have also illustrateed that from early reseanstvards, authors have been aware
of the fact that there is an arbitrary nature t® development of the article (Gardiner
1932: 47; McColl Millar 2000: 309) and that thetbiof a grammatical category often
takes place under obscure conditions (Christophet889: 18). For example, McColl
Millar calls English article development an “histal accident” (2000b: 275) and
motivates the process through language contact. Ior an external cause
(Scandinavian influence from the North) is respblesfor the observable demonstrative
split in the nominal system.

McColl Millar also draws attention to the fact tlsme linguistic developments do
not only occur because there is a communicative faethem but for other reasons (in
his point of view external ones). This point is @dplly noteworthy because in this
thesis it will be argued that the article does pomarily develop for the sake of
communicative efficiency but that its developmentriggered by multi-level frequency
and analogy effects (e.g. analogical pattern reitiognand transfer). This point will
especially be elaborated on in chapter 6.

This relates to the functionalist explanations farticle development. The
grammaticalization of the article is said to besmaliby semantic or discourse pragmatic
developments (e.g. Traugott’'s subjectification). m&8atic change in this case
conceptually precedes structural change. Howevers iquestionable if pragmatic
pressures are really the main trigger for the olad¥e category change. Traugott’s
argument for the pragmatic necessity of the deveta comes across very hasty and is
only applicable for article development at a latevelopmental stage.

Grammaticalization theory often neglects the syoctur system and the shape of
the current grammar (internal structure) as a giglecause for or constraint on change.
It might be possible that sometimes structural geaprecedes semantic change or at
least occurs at the same time. In the next chaptexdll argue for the fact that the
grammaticalization of the demonstrative is formatlsiven. | will also imply that
grammaticalization is rather a descriptive labal docertain type of change, which

should and can be explained as the outcome of fundamental mechanisms.
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Finally, formalist models have been discussed. tistnof them the demonstrative
formally (i.e. theory-internal) does not have tteng status as the article. Only the
article heads the phrase and is to be found inHs formal distinction underlines the
syntactic and semantic differences of demonstraivé article; differences which are
often being ignored in the functionalist literatule the course of my analysis, | do not
want to argue that the demonstrative is a typedciive; rather | will suggest that the
difference between the demonstrative and the aritcthat the article is bound to the
existence of a determination slot.

Generally, formalists interpret article developmead categorical reanalysis.
Changes in grammar are caused by reanalysis. mbigever, does not explain why
reanalysis takes place when it does. | have alsihagsized that reanalysis seems to be a
problematic term. In the chapters to come, it Wél argued that reanalysis is based on
analogical reasoning and could be termed analogyelis

Finally, the formalist DP model with its univerdainctional categories has been
criticized because it does not seem the best miad#e first place. First of all, it
invokes ‘silent’ categories, which we have no ewitefor and secondly, it is based on
the notion of Universal Grammar, which is questldaall together.

Generally, it seems to me that the two major apgrea of functionalism and
formalism have to be unified, if there is to befisignt explanatory adequacy. “[T]oo
strict an adherence to one or the other theoryndéiads to a neglect of the philological
details” (Fischer 2007: 2). In this respect, bottesnal and internal structures have to
be taken into consideration when looking at languagquisition or change and article

emergence in particular.

What we need is a description of morphosyntactiange that does full
justice to form as well as meaning, and takes &lith@ change into
consideration. What we need therefore is a thdwaylboks at performance
facts, takes account of variation, and gives eguaight to form and
function. (Fischer 2007: 82).

After some theoretical considerations have beemsemted in this and the previous
chapter, the ® part of this thesis constitutes the empirical stigation. The overall
goal of the following chapters is to trace the depment ofse diachronically from

early to late Old English, to discuss the statughef form and to suggest when the
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category potentially emerged (chapter 5). Aftersara potential explanation for the
emergence of the definite article will be preser{tdwpter 6).

In the literature, it has been claimed that thgquency ofseincreases steadily from
Old English to Middle English, and that this ingeas a direct result of and evidence
for the emergence of the form'’s article functiomeCaim of the following chapters will
be to find empirical evidence for this increaseofher major question is if it is safe to
assume thase already had article status in Old English or ifoibk on that role earlier
or later (Middle English). This question will beckded by employing the criteria for
articlehood, which have been set up in sectior2I18will be seen if and how those are
met by the formse in various earlier and later Old English texts. Bmrer, the
quantitative and qualitative analysis of a largetadset should shed light on the

plausibility of the theories on article emergendach have been presented in chapter 3.
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A theory is the more impressive the
greater is the simplicity of its premises,
the more different are the kinds of things
it relates and the more extended the
range of its applicability. (Albert
Einstein)

Every theory presented as a scientific
concept is just that; it's a theory that tries
to explain more about the world than
previous theories have done. It is open to
being challenged and to being proven
incorrect.(Marvin Harris)
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4. Textual Evidence

Before any empirical studies are presented, | wbkidto provide some information on
the investigated manuscripts. As was already meatioin the introduction, the

following Old English prose texts have been chdsemnalysis:

Manuscripts period | word count Latin manuscript
Translation | in YCOE
Peterborough Chronicle 0.3/4 40,641w no cochraBéE o
/Elfric’s Catholic Homilies 0.3 106,173w no cocattitho3
/Elfric’s Life of Saints 0.3 100,193w no coalelio8.
Bede’s History of the English Church 0.2 80,767 w esy cobede.o?2
King Alfred’s Boethius 0.2 48,443 w yes coboeth.o2
King Alfred’s Pastoral Care 0.2 68, 556w yes cacn?
Orosius 0.2 51,020w yes €00rosiu.o2
Parker Chronicle 0.2/3 14,583w no cochronA.023
Laws of Alfred 0.2 3314w no colawaf.02
Laws of Alfred Introduction 0.2 1,966w no colawafo2
Laws of Ine 0.2 2, 755w no colawine.ox@2

Table 14: Investigated early Old English Manuserijat2 and 0.3 period)

Among them are the A and E manuscript of Aimglo-Saxon Chronicle

4.1 The Anglo-Saxon Chronicles

The Anglo-Saxon Chronicles a collection of annals in Old English tellirgethistory of
the Anglo-Saxon tribes. It is likely that the Chida had its origins towards the end of
the ninth century during the reign of King Alfredhet Great (871-899), who is
characteristically associated with prose writinghait time and is said to have compiled
the chronicle (Hunter Blair 1966: 12). The chroeid of enormous importance as it is
one of the earliest fundamental cultural documentspiled in English. It is the first
continuous national history of any western peopléheir own language and it seems
that “at this time no other European nation app#ydalt confident enough in its own
language to record its own history” (Swanton 1998. In other words, the Chronicle
is the single most important source for the hisadrperiod between the departure of the
Romans and the Norma@onquest (Hunter Blair 1966: 11). It does not csinsf one
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text, but of a number of individual texts with andar core but considerable local
variation, each having its own history.

Nine manuscripts, of which none is the originalsien, survived in whole or in
part. The oldest surviving manuscript was probdddgun at the end of Alfred’s reign,
whereas the most recent one was written at PetargbrAbbey. The original chronicle
might have been compiled in the early 890s by #adn Wessex but was lost (Abels
2005: 15). Seven of the nine manuscripts todaybeafound in thdBritish Library. The
other two are to be found in ti&odleian Library,Oxford and thelibrary of Corpus
Christi College Cambridge.

Essentially, the chronicle grew out of so calledtEaTables. With the use of list-
like Easter Tablegsonsisting of separate lines for astronomical dathvery short notes
the clergy determined religious feasts in futurarge The chronicle is a composite
document using several sources for information.oR¥sx of world history from the
beginning of the Christian area to the year 11(abty came from one of the small
encyclopedic volumes similar to the Roman “cosmplgyd. Other annals were
transferred from Bede’s chronological appendixhia Ecclesiastical HistoryWe also
find continental sources and even oral transitiares incorporated. Apart from a few
exceptions the annalists are anonymous and usimafigrsonal (Swanton 1996: xx).
The chronicle entries are very short at the beguaind it is debatable if they should be
considered ‘Literature’ at all. However, througle tourse of time from the 9th to the
12th century-, one can witness the emergence of a distinct pyesee, evolving from
brief announcements to lively sketches of dramatents. From 890s onwards, entries
become fuller, more complex and more coherent imgeof content. Moreover, the
style becomes increasingly personal and colloqwieth annalists even taking sides
(Swanton 1996: xvii).

4.1.1 The Parker manuscript

For this thesis two of the nine manuscripts wereseh for analysis. The first is the
Parker Chronicle,also called the Winchester Manuscript, which obhetonged to

Matthew Parker, archbishop of Canterbury 1559-%day it is held in the library of
Corpus Christi College, MS 173, ff.I-32 and is thldest surviving manuscript of the
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Chronicle. TheParker Chronicle mirrors the oldest linguistic stage available to
researchers of Old English, because it “was noudirbinto conformity with the late
West Saxon literary standard” (Swanton 1996: xki:Bately 1986: Ixxii)** The text
also includes certain sections which are not iretlith any other version. The Parker
Manuscript was begun at OIld Minster, Winchesteremvta scribe wrote out the
genealogy of King Alfred and then began copying auversion of the Chronicle
(Swanton 1996: xxi). The first chronicle entry o fthe year 60 BC and the scribe
stopped with the year 891. After that several odwibes continued through the tenth
century (Bately 1986: xxi). The manuscript telloabthe Danish invasion during the
reigns of Alfred and his son Edward until 924. Tarker Chroniclealso includes a
copy of theLaws of Alfredand theLaws oflne which were originally bound in after the
entry for 924. Moreover, it includes four poems tmaditional alliterative verse
(Swanton 1996: xxi). The manuscript becomes indégenof the other recessions after
the entry for 975 and the last vernacular entripisl070, describing the institution of
Lanfranc as archbishop of Canterbury. “With theepton of a relatively long entry for
1001 (describing Danish raids in Hampshire and Dgvihe later entries are typically
scant, single-line, single-event, formulaic entriegt valuable because independent of
other recensions” (Swanton 1996: xxfi).

4.1.2 The Peterborough manuscript

The other manuscript which will be studied in tthssis is thé>eterborough Chronicle,
which was once owned by William Laud, Chancellor @kford University and
archbishop of Canterbury 1633-1654. Therefore italso known as the Laud
Manuscript. The Chronicle is currently held at Bedleian Library, MS Laud 638°
Generally, thePeterborough Chroniclevas maintained longest, its earliest entries refer
to 60BC down to 1154 (Middle English times) (Irvie@04: xiii).

Down to the close of 892, tHeeterborough Chroniclembodies the contents of
the Parker Chronicleor, to be precise, the ‘common stock’ of the clolen known as

134 Here it makes sense to speak of a kin8diriftspracheather than a standard.

135 For further details on different scribes and pgssain theParker Chroniclesee Earle (1865);
Plummer (1952) and Bately (1986).

136 http://www.bodley.ox.ac.uk/dept/scwmss/wmss/mealienss/misc/12th.htm
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“the first chronicle”, which is not only incorpoeat in theParker (A) but also in
manuscripts (B) and (C). An exception is the Peterigh’s Preface where it follows
the Worchester manuscript (8. Additionally, various charters and local detait®at
the Peterborough Abbey were included that are mdiet found in other version®
Especially after 1023the Peterborough Chronicleecomes more original and fewer
northern events are described (Swanton 1996: xwrwine 2004: xxxvi; cf. Plummer
1952)1%

Generally, the manuscript can be split up intoehrain parts: a) the entries up to
1121, and the so-called ‘two continuations’; b) 114231 and c¢) 1131-1154The
entries up to 1121 are all “in a homogeneous hartdiak” (Clark 1958: xi) and thus
are considered to be written by one scribe contislyo

At first glance, it may seem confusing that authgrsin the Peterborough
Chroniclehas been ascribed to one hand down to the entid/1fsl (Earle 1865: xliii).
This relates to the fact that there was a firelifiGlat the Peterborough monastery and
the original manuscript supposedly was destroyeulvévyer, shortly after the fire an
unknown manuscript was borrowed, possibly from atlsé library, and was copied up

to date, so that one finds a new chronicle withysner 1121.

The E-text, all the evidence would suggest, is pyoof the Anglo-Saxon
Chronicle made at Peterborough in about 1121, psrha part of an effort
to replenish library stocks after the disastrowe 6f 1116, and continued
thereafter up to 1154. (Irvine 2004: xiii)

In other words, one scribe worked on the manusanite or less continuously; first he
brought the manuscript up to date and then he ruoedi over the following ten years to
add new material (Irving 2004: xix; cf. Clark 195@&}.

137 Although the manuscript has some elements in comwith the northern version of the Worchester
manuscript it makes no use of the Mercian Regateromits the Brunanburh panegyric.

138 Also the Chronicle contains thirty-eight Latin ee$, which occur sporadically in E through the
manuscript up to 1062. Those entries mostly detl universal and English ecclesiastical history ared
very uniform in style (cf. Irvine 2004 Ixxxviii).

139 Historically, the Chronicle is one of the few fitsand accounts from the period 1070 to 1154 in
England (Irvine 2004) and “it gives 75 years’ higtbeyond any of the others” (Earle 1865: xliii)fté
1122 the Chronicle becomes unique. Clark (1958) alaborates on the importance of the later part of
the chronicle (from 1070 onwards).
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Whereas the so called first continuafitris still written in late Old English, the
second continuatidf* shows mixed forms, leaves the conservative artharauage
behind and switches to an early form of Middle EstglFor this thesis, however, only
the part of the chronicle down to 1121 will be gmel, as the continuations are not
available in the YCOE corpus but the PPCMEZ2, whiliagged slightly differently
(especially when it comes to nominal determinatianyl thus output structures often
cannot be compared.

The two texts have been chosen as examples of @Jtisk prose because they are
secular prose, no translations and are availabla tagged format. On top of that,
another idea was relevant. The idea was to splthapgexts into diachronic periods in
order to investigate the emergence of the artisla diachronic process throughout the
centuries. Being annuals written by various scrilesughout the years, they may
enable the researcher to gain insight into diffelieguistic stages.

With respect to this idea, one objection comes tmdmimmediately. The
Peterborough Chroniclevas rewritten in 1121 by one scribe and as a cuesee it
might have been the case that this one particaidoes changed ‘older grammatical
structures to conform to the linguistic norms of211while copying. Therefore one
could argue that if th@eterborough Chroniclenirrors some language stage it is the
one of 1121 and no other. The essential questidrihss text, then, can be split up into
meaningful diachronic subperiods at all? This a#gms reasonable if we assume that
the scribe was faithful to the original and did hgpercorrect. To answer this question
is difficult. The text shows some peculiarities tok scribe and sometimes slightly
differs from that of other manuscripts (cf. Irvig®04: cviii-clxv). Still it is difficult to

distinguish reliably those differences that havisesr as a result of “variations in the

10 The so called first continuation (1122-1131) iely and detailed and has unique records of evants
the area as well as insights into the life of oadyn people. It records the Conquest as well as
ecclesiastical scandals. After 1131 the manusergst laid aside. The second continuation (1132-1154)
was written as a composite account about 25 yaseslby a second scribe in a completely differemtch
who brought things up to date at around 1155. Alkll, the two continuations stand on their own in
terms of information, style and language (Clark&:98i, cf. Ker 1957 and Irvine 2004).

141 Next to several other developments towards Midgtglish, Allen (1995: 170-176), shows that the
early material, the first continuation and the setoontinuation differ in their case-marking syssemnd
show a progressive deterioration from the West-8astandard. Also, Earl (1865: xliii) points out tha
“the variety of styles renders it one of the cliighinaries of the English language before the Cestju
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exemplars in the course of historical transmissitvain those which “may have been
introduced by the scribe” (Irvine 2004: clxff.).

Several researchers attest a faithful copying m®ceor example, Irvine does not
identify any peculiarities for the demonstrativesl goints out that the scribe “seems to
have copied fairly faithfully the morphology of tlexemplar or exemplars used [...]
since morphological practices vary according to difeerent sections” (Irvine 2004:
cxxxix; cf. Allen 1995: 170). Clark also remarks tire “general conservatism” of the

“inscrutably conventional copied annals” (Clark 89%l) and states that

this part [up to 1121] of the text represents tmenediate original fairly
faithfully; for the regular differences, affectingll aspects of language,
which are maintained between the copied text arel Beterborough
Interpolations in the same hand imply that thisb&cwas a faithful copyist
(Clark 1958: xxxv).

Trusting such statements, | believe that to sjlithe text is feasible.

As mentioned in Clark’'s statement above, TReterborough Chroniclealso
incorporates about 20 interpolations. Those infatpms, which vary considerably in
length, were apparently incorporated by the ficstbe when copying the annals up to
1121. These passages show very late charactestibeir language (Irving 2004: xc)
so that it has been suggested to exclude the ol&igns from the text when analyzing
it, because the later passages show different &ageguse and might level the output.

Why | decided not to exclude the interpolations wtamalyzing the manuscript
will be explained in section 5.1.3. It will also beeresting to check if findings in the
Parker Chronicle are supported by findings in theeterborough Chronicleor if

observed tendencies must be regarded as textifattst

4.2 Early Old English Prose

Next to theAnglo-Saxon Chroniclesther Old English manuscripts were investigated.
To extend the database more prose t&isere studied, especially those which are

available from the earliest period (0.2). The manpss (listed in Table 14) were

192 5ee Appendix 1 for a detail list on the chosenusaripts.
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particularly chosen because most of theraxcept the law texts have a high word
count (> 40.000w-- ~100.000w.) and thus provide large samples. Maeane idea
was to study texts from various genres. In termgheir genre, the chosen manuscripts
are historical annals, law texts, religious homsilad philosophical texts and thus vary
in their prose styles (Bately 1991: 81). This i& @f the reasons why these texts should
not be treated as one corpus sample, but shouidrrbe interpreted as separate texts
being investigated next to each otf&r.

Also note that some of the texts are Latin trarmtat which are very different
from original and for an investigation like thisethlatter should be preferred.
Unfortunately, most of the manuscripts which havevised from the earliest stage
(0.2) are translations from a Latin source texcépt the Laws). Nevertheless, as will
be shown, some translations are more literal th#rers. Very often the term
‘translation’ does not seem to fit the final protuas often passages are changed to such
an extent, that they do not really deserve the tanymore, and "[e]ven translations
which closely follow their Latin originals often ewine fidelity to their source with a
sensitivity to the idioms of Old English” (Batel®Q1: 82).

Additionally, most of the 0.2 texts are texts whighre translated by King Alfred,
king of Wessex (877-899), to revive education irgland. Although we cannot be sure
that Alfred translated all of them himself, a certAlfredian style can be identified?
This style is very different from the elaboratelstyf later writers like e.gZlfric, a
scholar with classical education, fluent in LatmdaEnglish (Wardale 1935: 266). This
means that the results in the individual texts dbtell us much about the Old English
which was spoken on the streets, but about a yeyific register used by one person

(or a team of translators).

143 additionally, their regional and dialectal differees should prevent us from interpreting the tests
one sample.

144 Wardale points out that for Alfred, a statesmarowlas only self educated to some extent, reading
Latin must have been difficult. That's why Alfreihtself in the preface tBastoral Carepoints out that

he “translated the books as he understood thentaumd most intelligibly render them, which seems to
suggest a certain amount of difficulty with the mieg of the Latin and in finding fitting English in
which to convey it” (Wardale 1939: 238).
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4.2.1 Alfred’s rendering of Boethius’s De consolatione Philosophiae

It would go far beyond the scope of this thesipr@sent as much information on every
individual text as was presented on the Chroniclégrefore, only the most important
background information about the texts shall bevioied.

One of the texts chosen is King Alfred’s translataf Boethius’sDe consolatione
Philosophiag(*On the consolation of Philosophy’), which waseoof the most widely
read and influential books of the Middle Ages. Big$ was a patrician Roman consul
and Christian philosopher (although his philosophgssentially pagan), who wrote the
consolationein prison'* It purports a dialogue between himself and a #ignamed
Philosophia (‘Lady Philosophy’) who visits him inshcell. They discuss injustices of
fortune and the divine influence on existence. Tk tries to preserve classical
philosophical knowledge. Originally written in Latithe work was translated many
times including translations by Chaucer and Qudaaketh (Wardale 1935: 252). Also
Alfred had this text translated into West Saxord ha demanded some severe changes,
eliminating autobiographical references to Boetland presenting the dialogue as one
between the inquirer's mind and a male personiboatof Wisdom, rather than
Philosophia. He also added an introduction to ttensiation accounting for the
historical background of Boethius’s fate. Generdily gave it a stronger Christian
character (Marsden 2004: 37). Wardale states {hais’' well-known work Alfred has
treated with remarkable independence, even foretldays” (Wardale 1935: 252), and

Bately mentions that

[a]t some times it seems as though he is usind & texts as no more
than a spring-board for his own considered respotseheir contents and
his personal interests (Bately 1991: 77).

The Old EnglistBoethiushas been preserved in three MSS. The most comiplé&apt
in the Bodleian Library Oxford (Mitchell & Robinson 2001: 226; cf. Sedigéd 1899;
Whitlock 1966).

145 Boethius was imprisoned and executed by TheodeeicGreat, who suspected him of conspiring with
the Byzantine Empire (Mitchell & Robinson 2001: 226
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4.2.2 Alfred’s translation of Gregory’s Cura pastoralis

King Alfred also distributed a translation of poBeegory the Great'€ura pastoralis,

a handbook for priests, to churches throughoukimgdom. The English version of the
handbook is commonly known &astoral Careand deals with the responsibilities of
the clergy. In the case &fastoral Care relatively minor changes within the paragraph
and on the syntactic level were made (Bately 198).: Alfred’s translation is also kept
at theBodleian Libraryand is the oldest known book written in Englishitiwt Alfred
started his series of translations (Wardale 193&f.2 Marsden 2004: 30; cf. Sweet
1871; Ker 1957).

4.2.3 Bede’s Historia ecclesiastia gentis Anglorum

Bede’sHistoria ecclesiastia gentis Anglorufirhe ecclesiastical history of the English
people’) is a record of the ecclesiastical and tali history of the nation of ‘the
English’, which is firmly set in the context of Gétian history. Bede, also referred to as
the Venerable Bede, was a monk at the Northumlmianastery of Saint Peter. Bede’s
writing was immense; thélistoria ecclesiastica gentis Anglorums said to be his
greatest achievement and gained him the title “Famer of English History”. In five
books it tells the story of the isles from JuliugeSar’s invasion in 60 BC to the year in
which Bede finished the document: 731 (Colgrave &nfs 1969; Ray 2001). The
main focus of the text is on the conflict betweemfan and Celtic Christianity. Bede
also wrote a preface for the work and dedicates @eolwulf, king of Mercia.

The first twenty-one chapters, which cover the qukribefore the mission of St.
Augustine, are compiled from earlier writers sustOaosius and Gildas. As many other
texts from that period, the text is less objectiven modern historical writings, being a
mixture of fact, legend and literature (Marsden £2083). It is very likely that King
Alfred commissioned the translation from Latffi, which again supported the
increasing importance of the vernacular. For th& time people could read about the
history of Britain in their own language (Marsde®02: 43; cf. Wardale 1935: 239).

Also the Anglo-Saxon Chroniclewhich was composed at that time, draws heavily on

146 Alfred’s direct involvement in the translation hast been proved (Marsden 2004: 69).
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the Historia (cf. Higham 2006). The translation (showing Weak&h and Anglian
features) tends to stick closely to the origindlaet which sometimes leads to awkward
results. Alfred had some passages which suitedpuaiitically translated very closely,
but he cut down and summarized others only bri@ffardale 1935: 248). The Old
English translation is preserved in four main manpss and some fragments (Marsden
2004: 70). The most authoritative manuscript (wersO; Hatton 43 (4106)) is
considered to be the earliest and is again to bedian theBodeleian Library Oxford
(cf. Colgrave & Mynors 1969; Harrison 1976; HunBdair 1990; Ward 1990; Higham
2006; Wright 2008).

4.2.4 Orosius’s Historiae adversum paganos

Orosius, a Spanish priest, was an eaflxéntury Christian historian and is best known
for his Historiae adversum paganoshere it is suggested that the world has improved
since the introduction of Christianity. He wrotee ttext as a response to the belief that
the Roman Empire declined after the sack of RomaAlasic the Goth in 410 as a result
of its adoption of Christianity. “Orosius made bisok a survey of the earlier history of
the world with its sufferings from war, earthquakpsstilences and fire, but especially
from war” (Wardale 1935: 244). The text covers pleeiod from the fall down to about
417. The text was translated very freely and abated into West Saxon to have a clear
message for a “ninth-century Christian England kited by the attacks of pagan
Vikings” (Bately 1991: 77). For example, some pantsgeography were added. Again,
the translation was potentially commissioned byreédf (Wardale 1935: 244ff.; cf.
Sweet 1883; Bately 1980 Wardale 1935).

4.2.5 Laws

Legal documents such as wills and laws were tis¢ iocuments to be written in the
English vernacular. Thus the following texts hal®aeen chosen for investigation:
theLaws of Alfred, Alfred's Introduction to the Laesd theLaws of Inelt appears that

“law-making had [...] become a public display of rbp@wer and prerogative, and it

was an opportunity to set out ideological aspiraio(Marsden 2004: 45). The law-

157



IV. Textual Evidence

makers’ priority lay in integrating the needs oé thew church within the established
legal system. Additionally, another object of thaglo-Saxon law was to “formulize
and contain the more destructive aspect of the @eiorfeud system, whose structure
of reciprocal loyalties demanded the exacting @Enge for wrongs done to kin or to
associates” (Marsden 2004: 45; cf. Liberman 1968ydth 2001).

In terms of language, the laws are of a very eleargncharacter because they
generally were the first texts where prose begatake the place of verse (Wardale
1935: 238): “The prose used in the lawcodes, esfpethe earlier ones, is concise and
unadorned and reflects their oral and formulai@ios in Germanic law-making”
(Marsden 2004: 46).

4.2.6 /AElfric’s Life of Saints and Catholic Homilies

Next to thePeterborough ChroniclandParker Chronicle which have been tagged as
texts from middle Old English, | also added thstfjpart of£lfric’s Catholic Homilies
and hisLife of Saintdo extend the sample of 0.3 texf&lfric was an English abbot and
a prolific writer. He gained reputation as a schaWinchester and novice master at
the abbey of Cerne, Doresetshire, where he wradwn famous sets of his English
homilies, which were dedicated to Sigeric, Archbglof Canterbury. The first series of
forty homilies is devoted to a plain descriptiontloé major events of the Christian year
(cf. Bately 1991: 79%*" As a third major work, he wrote theives of Saints
Interestingly, some passages in thees of Saintare written in a kind of rhythmical,
alliterative prose (cf. Skeat 1966; Hurt 1972; Mage & Swan 2009).

| did not add other texts from the 0.3 period beeathe main period of interest
turned out to be the earliest available writingyvefacular prose, and those are tagged

as 0.2.

" The second series deals with church doctrine @idri.
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It is not until the second half of the ninth
century that we have a clear and
unambiguous evidence of the use of
English on any large scale for the
writing of prose. (Bately 1991: 71)

5. Nominal determination in Old English prose

This chapter constitutes the empirical analysished thesis. In it several studies will
shed new light on nominal determination and dedilNP patterns in Old English. The
role of the demonstrativeewill be analyzed on a quantitative but also qualieabasis.
The main aim of this chapter is to answer the goesthensetook up article status in
Old English by analyzing various Old English prdsets. In order to answer this
question, | will start with a thorough analysistbé Peterborough Chronicland then
extend my analysis to various other Old EnglishtsgeXspecially the criteria for
articlehood, which have been set up in sectior22\8ill be tested. It remains to be seen
if it is possible at all to pin down the exact mame&hen the article emerged, or if
article development is rather a gradual proceswhich the formsg when taking up its
new function as the definite article, slowly bueadily changes its semantic and
syntactic behavior. My main conclusion will be tlaadietermination slot already existed
in the early Old English period (0.2) which pavkd tvay for the grammaticalization of
the demonstrative.

As already mentioned, especially regarding the oisé¢he demonstrative, Old
English NP structures are formally different frohe tstructures one finds today. It is
worthwhile to investigate those different strucgiemd their frequencies by looking at a
large set of corpus data. To the best of my knogdedot many existing studies on the
Old English NP test their assumptions against geldext sample using a computer
accessible corpus. Therefore, this quantitativéyarsashould help our understanding of
Old English NP structure.

In general, the researcher should never take hakdftatements for granted. Very
often, reported instances of certain patterns aftewan alternative interpretation or a
different kind of translation than the one thasanetimes given in the handbooks. In

addition, the listed examples are often presentédobcontext, so we cannot analyze
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their contextual embedding or their discourse-pratgrfunction on the basis of these
studies. Another important factor, which is oftenssing in the handbooks, is a

discussion of frequency. Valid claims on how Oldyiish grammar should be modeled
need to be established on the basis of the frequanmertain patterns. The existence of
a small number of interesting ‘exceptional’ pateedoes not necessarily indicate that
they are representative of the grammatical systerase. Those instances might be
typos, frozen expressions, highly marked styliggoetic) devices or simply archaic

forms which represent an older language stage. rEéges to the crucial question in

guantitative analysis of how many instances ofréage pattern a linguist needs to find

in order to legitimately assign productive statusuch a pattern.

As a first attempt to analyze the usage of the destnativeseand to trace the birth
and development of the definite article, theterborough Chronicleand theParker
Chronicle were investigated. Several search queries were tourdetermine the
frequency of some determination patterns (positocamturrence and non-occurrence of
determinatives in the prehead) section 5.1, those patterns will be discussedl. 1%
Additionally, in section 5.1, | investigate whetheithin a single text Feterborough
Chronicle, a change in demonstrative usage can be obsdraeldronically. This was
done by splitting up the text into subperiods @&).1.

In section 5.2, | will continue to discuss the s$abf the formse and establish if
and to what extent the criteria for articlehood,jckbhave been set up in section 2.3.2,
are met byse After this individual case study on tReterborough Chroniclesome of
the searches will be extended to other Old Engirsise texts for reasons which will be
discussed later (section 5.3). Information on thectation of the YCOE corpus, the
various features of the CorpusSearch program amdiéailed structure of the query
files can be found in Appendix | and II. All seaeshrun can be found on the CD-Rom
which accompanies this thesis.
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5.1 Nominal determination in the Anglo-Saxon
Chronicles

As the demonstrativeeis part of the prehead, | mainly analyzed the @&head. The
elements which are mostly used to mark definiteeregfce in Old English are
demonstratives, possessives but also genitive rwmtisns. When they function as
determinatives all those elements combine with compCN] and proper nouns [PN].
Thus, in the course of my research, common andeprmepuns and how they combine
with the above mentioned determinatives were exadiirin the following section,
however, mostly the results for the common nounlgoations will be presented, since
the story of the definite article appears to begvaball other things, a story about its
relationship with the common noun.

Table 15 lists some of the definite NP pattéths/hich were investigated in the
PeterboroughandParker Chronicle The middle column lists the patterns searched for
and gives the assigned search query number (e®). 86 easier reference in the
Appendix; next, the number of hif€ in the two documents is shown. Note that for all
of the searches below the query files were wriitersuch a way that the particular
structure searched for can sometimes be precededebgral further elements or
followed by other elements within the NP. The foelways lies on the noun and the
simple question is how many times certain eleméatsl the position immediately
preceding it.

Additionally, the numbers in table 15 include forwfsse (simple demonstrative)
and pes (proximal compound demonstrative) in all case comations. Both forms are
represented here because at this stage of ourtigetesn the number of all
demonstratives (the complete set) will be compa@dhe number of the other
determinatives (i.e. possessive pronouns and gerptirases). Note that later on forms
of peswill be excluded from the calculations when neaegsThis is essential as it is
unlikely that the definite article derived from tbempound demonstratiyees.As will

18 Several other searches were conducted as welibumnly be discussed later on.
199 As the YCOE corpus is not tagged for number (mmular vs. plural distinction), the hits always
include singular as well as plural nouns.

161



V. Nominal Determination in Old English Prose

be shownforms ofpesare much rarer thaforms of se.Neverthelessthe development

of the compound demonstrative will be investigatea separate section, because any
potential increase in the usage j@fs may be used as indirect evidence for article
emergence. This will be elaborated on in sectian252 (cf. Mustanoja 1960: 173;
Mitchell 1985: 136; Lass 1992: 114).

PB PA
Pattern Search | Hits Hits
guery
a) NPs total (incl.Pro,PN;CN) | S56 15972 | 6208
b) NPs with CN S56a 6043 2140
C) NPs with PN S56b 2865 1756
d) Dem + CN S11 2026 562
e) Poss + CN S15 531 135
f) Genitive Phrase + CN S53 534 262
0) Dem + Adjective + CN S12 262 119
h) Dem + PN S10 79 40
i) CN + Adjective (postpos.) S52 8 2
) Dem + Poss + Adj + CN S45 1 0
K) Poss + Dem + Adj + CN S46 2 0
)] Poss + Dem + CN S38 0 0
m) Dem + Poss + CN S32 0 0
n) Adj + Dem + CN S43 1 1

Table 15: Definite NP patterns in tReterboroughandParker Chronicle

At first, | searched for definite NP patterns whimte still well established in Modern
English (d-g). Note that these basic patterns Hreather frequent in Old English as
well. However, from h) onwards, | was searchingdausual patterns which show that
in Old English the system of nominal determinatiiffers from the modern one. Some
of these patterns would be considered ungrammati¢&lesent Day English.

5.1.1 Basic determination patterns

Generally, the Old English part of thieeterborough Chronicleconsists of 40,641

words. The text includes 15972 noun phrases of wbi@43 consists of a Common
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Noun compared to 2865 which consist of a PropemiNdteParker Chronicle(14.583
words) includes 6208 noun phrases with 2140 inalgidi common noun.

In the Peterborough Chroniclghenceforth also PB) the combinatorial pattern
‘Demonstrative + Common Noun’ (Dem+CN) occurs 2Qa#6es. This means that
33,5% of all NPs including a CN have this structure

(31) pa noldon hi faron ofpone ford.

then  would not  they cross  ovdre/that ford
(cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:0.30.27) S11

This pattern is much more frequent than ‘Demonistat Proper Noun’ (Dem+CN)
with only 79 hits (ex.32); this comprises only 2, 6¥all NPs which include PNs. Still,
the construction is a productive pattern in Old lishg The Parker Chronicle
(henceforth also PA) shows very similar resultshwid Dem+PN hits (2,2% of 1756
NP including a PN).

(32) se Cynewulf rixade  Xxxxi wintra.
The/that Cynewulf ruled  thirty-one winters.
(cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:755.39.775) S10

To use a demonstrative with a proper noun is exdhemare in ModE — at least in the
singular. As this pattern sheds additional lighttie&® semantics adeand its functional

role, it will be discussed in more detail in sent®1.2.7.

5.1.1.1 se as the most frequent determinative

Also, the frequency of Dem+CN was compared to theguency Poss+CN or
GenP+CN. Generally, structures in which a demotigerammediately precedes a
common noun are about four times higher than famngde Poss+CN (531 hits, ex.33)
or GenP+CN (ex. 534 hits, ex. 34).

(33) heom to{es cynges hearme & swicdomdneora castelas ageafon.

to them to the/that king’s harm and betrayaheir castlegthey] gave up
(cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:1118.6.3594) S15
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(34) heom tdpaes cynges hearme & swicdome  heora castelas ageafon.

to them to the/that king’s harmand betrayal their castles [they] gave up
(cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:1118.6.3594) S53

Poss+CN combinations and GenP+CN each add up wut 8 % of all noun phrases
including a common noun in contrast to 33,5% Dem+CN

The situation is very similar in thearker Chronicle where Dem+CN occurs 562
times, which amounts to 26,2 % of all NPs includeagcommon noun (2140 hits).
Poss+CN (135 hits) adds up to 6,3 % and GenP+CRI If#6) adds up to 12,2 %. This
shows that the demonstratige is the most frequently used determinative to mark
definite reference overtly. In other words, the ampt of possession is less often
expressed than the concept of deixis (mg.housevs. this/that housgin the prehead.
Of course, we do not know if deixis is still expged in all those cases or if the semantic
notion has bleached and the demonstrative is a@xelysused as a marker of definite
reference. Still, the fact that Dem+CN is alreadyighly frequent pattern in the
grammar will be essential for the line of reasortimipe outlined in chapter 6.

5.1.1.2 se + adjectival modification

Another pattern which was analyzed is he&vcombines with modifying adjectives.
This combination is also extensively discussechin literature. The breakdown of the
weak/strong distinction in the adjective paradigas frequently been made responsible
for article emergence (section 3.1.4). In the paeh® the adjective is said to be
“declined weak if it is preceded by a demonstra{se, pek or by a possessive (e.g.
min, hig but strong without one of these elements” (Caripb@59: 261; Mitchell
1985: 51, 8102). In other words, ‘Demonstrative €ak/ Adjective + Common Noun’

%0 with adjectives, the handbooks also differentiaééween prehead and posthead modification. Old
English adjectives could either occur prenominalty postnominally (Quirk and Wrenn 1958:88-89;
Lightfoot 1979: 168ff; Mitchell 1985: §132; §1594f1ff.). Regarding postposition, we find 8 valid
examples where the adjective is postponed to thd heun in the PB and 2 in the PA. In the PB, ou¥

of 8 cases the slot before the head noun is fikgd another element. E.g. doe ea hi tugon up heora
scipa 0d done weald iiii mila frafpam mupan utanweardun{They pulled their ships up to the forest 4
miles fromthe external mouth (cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:892.8.1324) S52,A@ genamon pa
Walas. & adrifon sumre ea ford ealne nsickarpum pilum greatuninnan pam wetergThen the Britons
went and staked all the ford of a certain river twigreat sharp stakesin the water)
(cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:0.28.25) S52.
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Is supposed to mark definite NPs, ‘Strong AdjectiveCommon Noun’ indefinite
NPs™*

Mitchell, for example, doubts the existence of Hieernative ‘Demonstrative +
Strong Adjective + Noun’ in Old English prose (Mitdl 8118; 1985: 58). Still, some
exceptions exist. For example, the Old English e oderis always declined strong
even after demonstratives (Campbell 1959: 261). ddmparative and the superlative
in —maare only declined weak. Also weak formseail, monig, genogetc. are very
rare. Fela, gewunga, bewungare indeclineable. Additionally, one exceptionthe
vocative, where the adjective is declined weak athlbprose and poetry when used
without a demonstrative or possessive (Mitchell3L9815-117).

In this section | would like to have a closer loakthis claimed regularity in the
Peterborough Chronicland check how the demonstrative combines withathective.

Is it really the case that the weak adjective v8agk used with the demonstrative and
the strong one without it? If not, any explanatwiich links article emergence to this
regularity must be dismissed. Also, the frequentcpaiential adjectival combinations
should be checked because, as | argued in sectionly a high frequency ofsé +
Weak Adjective + Noun’ would make it a salient patt which is strong enough to
influence the system of nominal determination effety. After all, the obligatory use
of sein combination with weak adjectives has to extamdll those definite NPs where
no adjective is used.

In the Peterborough Chronicl@62 hits for Dem+Adj+CN (ex.35 & 36), and 20
hits for Dem+Adj+PN (ex.37) can be found.

(35) Her se eadiga apostoqNOM-SG-masc.) Petrus
Here [at this date] the/this blessed apostle Peter
geset biscopsetl on Antiochia ceastre.

occupied [the] bishop’s seat in Antioch city.
(cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:35.1.46) S12

(36) furdon orpa wildan fennas(ACC-PL-masc.) hi ferdon.
even intahe/those wild marshes they travelled
(cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:1010.11.1779) S12

31 “When a genitive of a noun or a genitive groupcedes the combination, adjective + noun’ it too is
followed by the weak form of the adjective” (Mitdh£985: §113).
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(37) & se ylca Raulf(NOM-SG-masc.) waes Bryttisc on his moderhealfe.
& the/this same Ralph was British  on his mother’s side.
(cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:1075.1.2693) S13

In ex.35, 36 and 37 it is indeed the case thathisé definite noun phrases the
masculine sg. nominativea-ending and the masculine pl. accusatiaa ending belong

to the weak adjective paradigm. Compare the folhgwable:

nom.sg| - - -/-u -a -e -e
acc.sg | -ne - -e -an- -e -an
gen.sg | -es -es -re -an -an -an
dat.sg | -um -um -re -an -an -an
nom.pl | -e -/-u -al-e |-an -an -an
acc.pl | -e -/-u -al-e -an -an -an
gen.pl |-ra -ra -ra -ra/-ena -ra/-ena  -ra/-ena
dat.pl | -um -um -um -um -um -um

Table 16: Strong and weak adjectives in Old EndliShcher 2000: 159)

Out of 262 instances (excluding special adjectlikesoder, etc.), only 13 examples can
be listed where we unexpectedly find a strong dajee@nding in the combination. This

amounts to 5% of all cases. Some of these arél listee:

(38) on odrum wes Basecg & Halfdene
In another [one] were Bagsecg and Halfdan,

d0a heedene ciningaNOM-PL-masc.).

the/those heathen kings
(cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:871.11.1134) S12

(39) pa amansumede he ealle pa men [aat yfel deedg ACC-SG-fem.)
then excommunicated he all the men thiedthat evil deed
haefden don.
had done €ochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:1070.61.2631) S12
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(40) 00 peet pa gode meenNOM-PL-masc.) be pis land bewiston
until the/those good men who looked after this land

him fyrde ongean saendon. & hine gecyrdon.

sent an army against him  and turned him back.
(cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer];:1091.25.3090) S12

(41) & pa ofepone midne sumor(ACC-SG-masc.) com
And then aftethe/this mid(dle) summer came

pba se Denisca flota to Sandwic.

then the Danish fleet to Sandwich.
(cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:1006.5.1678) S12

(42) Fand pa hidde pra ealde wealldACC-PL-masc.) writes
found then  hidden e/these old walls writings
bet Headda abbot heafde aer gewriton,

that Abbot Headda had earlier written
(cochronE-INTERPOLATION,ChronE_[Plummer]:963.21.83&12

(43) & forbearnde pa burh Madante & edlgehalige mynstresACC-PL-neut.)
And burned down the city Mante andth® holy ministers

pbe weaeron innon peere burh.

which were inside this town.
(cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:1086.41.2869) S12

It can be argued, however, that one has to disatideast some of those cases as
positive evidence. Most of the strong adjective iegsl in combination with the
demonstrative should be regarded as scribal esrgshonetic or analogical confusion,
because for many of the examples (e.g. ex.38 & &@grrallel alternative with a weak

adjectival ending can be found in the same mamis@x. 44 & 45):

(44) Eac weard on Ispanie ppathaedenan mefNOM-PL-masc.)
It happened in Spain  th#te/these heathen men

foran & hergodan uppon pam Cristenan mannan...

went and raided against the Christian men...
(cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:1086.149.2952) S12
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(45) das ping we habbad be him gewritene.  aag@degode ge yfele.

these things we have about him written, blo¢hgiood and the evil,
baetba godan men(NOM-PL-masc.) niman eefter peora godnesse.
thatthe/these good men perform after the goodness

& forleon mid ealle yfelnesse.
and let go all the evil (cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:1086.139.2946) S12

Also, in pa ealde wealldex.42), it was probably the case that the scribeduan-e
ending to agree with the noun declenstem Moreover, it can be observed that many
examples come from later entries when case forme waéeady declining. If we
dismiss all the late examples (i.e. those after éhtry for the year 1000), only 2
examples remain. If we do not dismiss any of theda@mnples, it still can be confirmed
that the majority of the 262 cases follows the €tubf ‘Demonstrative + Weak
Adjective +Common Noun'.

In a second step, | examined the pattern ‘Weak didje + Common Noun’.
Mitchell claims that although the pattern ‘Weak éatjve + Common Noun’ occurs
more often in Old English prose, most of the canest be considered exceptional as
well. He states that with most of the cases indaeve, it again seems reasonable to
assume a potentialm/-anconfusion. In many cases in which we haae instead of
umin the dative singular (masculine or neuter) athie dative plural, it is likely that the
speaker simply substituted them with -an due to analogical leveling (Mitchell 1985:
115-117).

To investigate the ‘Weak Adjective + Common Nouattprn, | searched for the
combination Adj+CN in two-word NPs. Here, the NPFsigposed to be indefinite and
thus remains without a determinative (e.g. ex. 4B)t of 146 cases, one can find a
strong adjective ending in 123 cases (e.g. ex.B18)23 hits show a weak ending as in
ex. 47. This amounts to about 16%:

(46) Hy arerdonunrihte tollas (ACC-PL-masc.).
They levied unjust tolls.
(cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:1086.30.2861) S100
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(47)

& heo siddan wunodon oihtan gelefan (DAT-SG-fem.)
and they afterwards remained fthe] true faith

odoe Dioclitianus rice.

until Diocletian’s rule.
(cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:167.2.78) S100

However, it can be observed that almost all of2ZBeexamples are dative cases where it

seems likely that theumwas indeed substituted bgn. Additionally, many examples
are expressions of time (ex. 49, 50 & 51), whickemfbehave as frozen idiomatic

expressions and may have preserved the old funofitimee weak adjective as a definite

marker. Finally, example 53 is a vocative constam;twhich according to Mitchell

often takes both forms.

(48)

(49)

(50)

(51)

dises geares sende  se cyng toforan laengtas dohter
This year,  sent the king before spring, hisgther

mid maenigfealdan madmanDAT-PL-masc.) ofer see.

with manifold treasures overseas
(cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:1110.5.3482) S100

& to Pentecosten  forman sipe (DAT-SG-masc.) his hired

And at Pentecost f¢the] first time his court
on pam niwan Windlesoran heold.
in that new Windsor (he) held.

(cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:1110.1.3481) S100

Her hine bestael se here on midne winter
Here stole away the raiding army rmd winter

ofertwelftan niht (ACC-SG-fem.) to Cippanhamme.

after [the] Twelfth Night to Chippenham.
(cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:878.1.1206) S100

& py ilcan geare aaniddan wintra (DAT-SG- masc.)
And in the same yearbefore midwinter

foroferde Carl Francna cyng.

passed away Carl, [the] Francs’ king.
(cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:885.12.1275) S100
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(52) & he is bebyrged agaldan mynstre(DAT-SG-neut.) on Winceastre
& he is buried Iqthe] old monastry in Winchester

mid Cnute cynge his feeder.

with king Cnut, his father.
(cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:1041.1.2126) S100

(53) oc ic wile oe gebidden laleoue freond NOM-VOC-SG-masc.)

but | wish  to ask you, Oh dear friend
baet hii wirce aeuostlice on pere werce.
that they should work hastily on the work.

(cochronE-INTERPOLATION,ChronE_[Plummer]:656.14.3@100

Interestingly, in almost all of the examples thateat is a definite one (e.g. ex. 47, 49,
50, 52). What Mitchell often interprets as a simg&ive confusion might sometimes
occur for another reason. The weak adjective endiigint have been used because the
context of the NP was definite and not indefinithis means that in those examples the
weak adjective ending alone, without demonstrative possessive, successfully
indicates definiteness. So rather than the adgedieing in the ‘wrong’ declension, one
could argue that a form ekis missing here. This would then mirror the archae of
the weak adjective, which in Proto-Germanic coudphal definite reference on its own
without the additional use of a demonstrative Ktdinrichs 1954). This lack of an overt
determinative in noun phrases with definite refeeens something that will be
investigated in detalil in section 5.1.2.5. The m@aamnt for now is that those adjective
examples cannot be seen as clear counterexamplé® tule’: ‘strong ending in
indefinite context’.

How is this result relevant to the research quastasked in this thesis? First of all,
when analyzing théeterborough ChronicleMitchell's statement can be confirmed
that apart from some exceptions and potential datenfusion “the weak-strong
distinction in the declension of adjectives is dstently observed in the prose”
(Mitchell 1985: 141, 67). Second, the investigat@dmples help us to comment on the
hypothesis about article emergence presented tiose1.4. There it was argued that
the weak adjectival ending still had some defimitarking capacity, but the additional
determinative was necessary to disambiguate cakgearder (see Strang’s argument, p.
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96). Disambiguating case and gender is seen asetmon why the demonstrative
spread as an obligatory definiteness marker ancehigedeveloped into the definite
article.

| wonder, however, how sound this argument is, itinee when the whole
inflectional system was collapsing. Admittedly, foug the demonstrative in use in a
construction as a means to disambiguate could teepreted as a counter-act to the
inflectional breakdown. Such repair-mechanisms hdeen observed in other
languages. In the case of Old English, however ravhalf of the system is full of case
syncretism already, it is not likely that this wtag only reason why the demonstrative
became an obligatory default marker in all defingdentexts. For example, the
explanation does not help in all those cases wihere is no adjective.

This relates to the question of the pattern’s fesmy. If one takes into
consideration that the ‘Demonstrative + Weak Adyectr Common Noun’ pattern only
occurs 262 times, the question is why this pattammmbination— which occurs more
rarely than many other structures in the preheatiould have such a strong influence
on the general economy of the NP? Even if a spdaker weak adjective usage to the
obligatory use of the demonstrative in definite teats, s/he does not necessarily need
to apply this ‘rule’ to all other instances whelne NP occurs without such an adjective.

It may therefore be confirmed that the demonsteaiswused obligatorily with weak
adjectives to refer to a definite referent, busitess clear if such a regularity has the
power to exert that much influence on the systemarhinal determination leading to
obligatory definiteness marking in general.

So far, four basic determination patterns have loksussed: Dem+CN, Poss+CN,
GenP+CN and, in the last subsection, Dem+Adj+CNvds shown that Dem+CN is
more frequent than the other patterns. All thesalte do not tell us anything about the
historical development feso far. However, one major goal of this thesi®igace the
development ofefrom a diachronic perspective. In order to dolstecided to split up
the Chronicles into subperiods and look at thenviddally to see if any changes in the
demonstrative’s usage can be detected. Splittintpe€hronicles into periods, after all,
seems to be possible because the annals werenw§terarious scribes and copied
more or less faithfully throughout the years, whattould make it possible to observe

linguistic changes.
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5.1.2 Diachronic development of se

To investigate the emergence of the article,Rhgker Chronicleand thePeterborough
Chroniclewere split up into the following periods: 3 foretParker text (Al, All, Alll),
which ends in 1070 and 4 for the Peterborough Bite-PlIb), because it extends over a

longer perio

152
d:

source file Peterborough ChroniclécochronE.o034.psd)
subperiods Pla.psd Plb.psd Plla.psd Plib.psd
coverage <731 733-991 992-1070 1071-1121
NPs total 3035 3293 4532 5112
incl. interpolation | incl. interpolation | new scribe; 1070 the Parker
654,656, 675, 777,851, 852, incl. interpolation | manuscript ends
remarks 686 870 963, 1013,1041, | Incl. interpolation
1052, 1066, 1102, 1103, 1107,
1069, 1070 1114, 1115, 1116
source file Parker Chronicle(cochronA.023.psd)
subperiod Al.psd All.psd Alll.psd
coverage <731 733-891 892-1070
NPs total 1866 2084 2258
Mostly new scribe
translations
Al.psd can be
remarks compared with
Pla.psd in terms
of temporal
coverage

Table 17: Diachronic subperiods of tAeterboroughand theParker Chronicle

When splitting up the text into the given periotte basic idea was to provide a more
or less balanced amount of NPs in each perdddditionally, factors relating to the
manuscript’s composition played a role. In tharker Chronicleonly three periods
were created because the amount of NPs is lowahaahree periods seemed more
appropriate than four. Secondly, the manuscripsemith 1070 and this falls together
with the end of the Plla section in tReterborough ChronicleThe Old English part of
the Peterborough Chronicleends with 1121 marking a natural boundary. Not th

Pla.psd ends at the same entry as Al.psd. To wseritry for 733 to begin a new

152 searches were conducted on the various subg®ertbe output was normalized accordingly

133 Dates represent the entries for the particular.yea
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section was inspired by Earle, who points out thahe Parker manuscript the entries
down to 731 must be assigned to Alfred’s reign aftdn are mere translations from
Bede and others. He considers the section to weot& of collection, translation and
bookmaking” (Earle 1865: viii). Alll starts with ¢hyear 892 where we have a change
in scribe (Bately 1986: xxi-xliii). Additionally, e entry for the year 991/992
(beginning of Plla.psd) can also be interpretedh dextual boundary because at this
point, according to Earle, who suspects a new scfiiiegins a series of comparatively
unbroken continuity [...] [that shows] traces of tdary motive which has not appeared
in the earlier Chronicles” (1865: xlv).

The Peterborough Chroniclealso includes about 20 interpolations. It has been
argued that they should be excluded because thglgtrifevel’ the output negatively.
As keeping them does not alter the overall outcarh¢he study®® they were not

excluded.

5.1.2.1 Evidence for article emergence - the rise of the demonstrative

Graph 1la and 1b show the results of 4 searchesvirat run on the subperiods of the
Parker and thePeterborough ChronicleAll of them show the diachronic development
in the frequency of some definite NP patterns. #dlarches were for NPs with a
common noun preceded by a certain determinativetaation. Note that the output for
the searches including demonstratives this timdudes all forms of the compound
demonstrativghes. However,the development of the compound demonstrative lvall

discussed separately in this sectioh.

134 Compare Graph 1a and 1b; here it can be seeththaumber of demonstratives increases drastically
although the interpolations have been included poténtially level the output. This means that if we
exclude the interpolations, it is likely that theciease of demonstrative would even be higherthero
words, we can assume that if the interpolations ieeh left out, the diachronic development of ¢erta
patterns would be even more radical.

135 Also, in all four searches all the cases werewsad in which the common noun appeared in the
genitive. Genitive constructions often do not fimctas the head of a phrase but as a determinative
themselves. The intention was to focus on thosescddOM, DAT, ACC) which can function as the
subject and object of a clause. (e.g. S49)
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700

OD + CN (that/the castle)
600 -

500 A

B PRO + CN (his castle)

400

300
B NP-Gen + CN (the king's
castle/ Alfred's castle)

200 A

100 A B D + ADJ + CN (the large
castle)

Pla (0-731) PIb (731-991) Plla (992-1070) Pllb (1071-1121)

Graph la: Determination in CN-NPs in tReterborough Chroniclénorm. in 5000 NPs)

700

@D + CN (that/the castle)

600

500 OPRO + CN (his castle)

A0 + CN (castle)

300

B NP-Gen + CN (the king's

200 - castle/ Alfred's castle)

100

BD + ADJ + CN (the large
castle)

Al (0-731) All (732-891) Alll (892-1070)

Graph 1b: Determination in CN-NPs in tRarker Chroniclg(norm. in 5000 NPs)

The first bar represents constructions with a destrative immediately preceding a
common noun, e.g. ModEhat castle(S49) The black bar represents the ‘Pronoun +
Common Noun’ combination, e.gur castle(S50. The hatched bar gives the hits for a

possessive construction before the head noun,rpsittike king‘'s castle the king'‘s
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castle or Alfred's castlg(S53).The last bar represents Dem+Adj+CN combinations lik
the large castle §12).Note that other NP patterns exist, which could bbsamed
under another bar (named ‘rest’) but this bar isginen.

The graphs show that the frequency s# before common nouns increases
drastically, reaching a peak in late Old Englishe Qraphs also show that Poss+CN as
well as the combination with adjectives (Dem+Adj+HCi¢main stable in frequency,
whereas prehead genitive constructions even dexnedilequency (at least in the PB).

The findings in théParker and Peterborough Chroniclsupport the claim that the
demonstrative becomes more and more frequent feoty ©ld English to early Middle
English. This is often interpreted as direct eviefor the fact that the forsetook up
its new article function. As an article the semeaidty bleached anaphoric reference
marker would be used much more often than as aiclemarker. The question is if this
assumption is warranted without further analysigndiividual examples and without
testing clear criteria for articlehood. For exampieould be the case that the increased
frequency of the Dem+CN construction results frome fact that the number of
common nouns is generally higher in the later sasti Thus, the results presented so
far are only a first step to fulfill our agenda.€Tfollowing table should help to shed

further light on the increase of Dem+CN:
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@ | NPs total (S56) 3035| 5000 3293 | 5000 4532 | 5000 5112 | 5000
b | NPs incl. CN (S56a) 982 | 1618 1251 | 1899 1783 | 1967 2077 | 2031
c | Dem + CN (S49) (token) incl.
pes 199 328 269 408 557 614 763 746
d | Percentage of Dem+CN (S49)
(token incl. pes)
within NPs incl. CN ~20% ~21,5% ~31% ~36,5%
e | Dem+CN (S49)(token) 162| 267| 256 | 389 488| 538|  657| 643
excl. pes
f | occurrence of compound 37 61 13 19 69 76 106 104
demonstrative pes
g | Dem * CN (type) 92| 151 92| 140 141 155| 167 163
incl. pes
a | NPs total(S56) 1866 | 5000 2084 | 5000 2258 | 5000
b | NPsincl. CN (S56a) 478 | 1281 788 | 1891 874 | 1935
¢ | Dem + CN (S49) (token) 82| 220 170 | 409 260 | 576
incl. pes
d | Percentage of Dem+CN
occurrence (incl. pes) within ~170, - 0 ~300
NPs incl. CN 17% 21,5% 30%
e | Dem+CN (S49)(token)
excl. pes 80 212 166 398 240 531
f | occurrence of compound 2 5 4 10 20 44
demonstrative pes
g | Dem + CN (type) 40| 107 55| 132 9 | 216
incl. pes

Table 18: Diachronic analysis of demonstrative esaghe PB and PA (type vs. token frequency)

In Table 18, row a) lists the number of NPs insalbperiods; row b) lists the number of
NPs which include a common notii.Note that in the second column of each period
the numbers have been normalized in 5000NPs. Roanad)e) show the increase of
Dem+CN including and excluding all forms of the qmund demonstrativees In
both cases, the usage of the demonstrative stesditgases: from the first period,
where the demonstrative occurs 328/267 times inONG® to the last period with
746/643 times. As can be seen, the situation ig senilar for theParker Chronicle
where we can also observe an increase of the deratws.

Also, it can be seen that the rise of frequencyhef Dem+CN construction has
nothing to do with the fact that the number of coonnmouns is generally higher in the

later sections. When we consider the general oecoer of common nouns in the

%6 This means that here, pronoun NPs, NPs with propens and all other NPs where no common noun
functions as the head are excluded.
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sections of the PA and the PB (row b) it can beedtthat while the number of common
nouns only increases slightly by a factor of >1*75the amount of the Dem+CN

pattern more than doubles (from 328 to 746) (rowl'b)s increase is also indicated by
the percentages in row d). The percentage of Deme€&Nrrence within NPs including

a common noun increases from 20% to 36,5%.

The results support the idea that the increaseglémcy mirrors a change in the
syntactic structure, witeeadopting an article function. On the other hand, ititcrease
in seforms is still not as conclusive as it first seemgould be based on the fact that
simply the number of definite NPs (with definitdeneence) may be higher in the later
parts of the text. There a narrative structure lbpge the annual entries get longer and
more paragraphs are used to report on and ref@mtarticular referent. This increases
the anaphoric usage of the demonstrative. Thusaralysis of tokens alone is

insufficient.

5.1.2.1.1 Direct evidence — Token frequency vs. type frequency

In order to answer the question if the usagsestally increases in an absolute sense in
time, also ‘type’ frequencies were analyzed and maned to ‘token’ frequencies. By
token frequency | mean the number of all Dem+CN lioations. By type frequency, |
mean the number of cases where the demonstrativarsoavith different common
nouns. It might be the case that a combinationthieekingoccurs a hundred times in
the text. As a ‘type’ this will be counted only @cThe idea was to investigate with
how many ‘different’ CNseoccurs in the individual periods.

Graph 2a and 2b visualize row c) from Tableab® show again (as was shown in
Graph la and b already) that forms of the demamgtrateadily increase in connection
with common nouns. This is the case in both teXtss, however, regards token
frequency.

3" from 1618 to 2031 (see line b).
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Graph 2a: Token increase of Dem+CN (includieg in the PB (norm. in 5000NPs)
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Al (0-731) All (732-891) Alll (892-1070)

Graph 2b: Token increase of Dem+CN (includp®g in the PA (norm. in 5000 NPs)

However, when we investigate the increase witheddffit types of nouns, it can be
observed that type frequency does not increaseeandins more or less constant. Table
3a and 3b, visualize row g) from Table 18. Dem+@hd) does not increase and stays
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around 150 typés®. This means that in thPeterborough Chroniclese constantly

occurs with around 150 different common nouns ithediachronic section.

700

600

500

400

300

200 A

i B B

Pla (0-731) Plb (731-991) Plla (992-1070) Pllb (1071-1121)

Graph 3a: Type increase of Dem+CN (includpgg in the PB (norm. in 5000NPs)

Why is it important to make a distinction betwegpet and token increase? As a matter
of fact, the result in 3a) implies that it is ligethat the token increase of the
demonstrative in the later periods is not so muesedd on the fact that the
demonstrative grammaticalizes and thus extends ugéage to new syntactic
environments but that it is rather based on thé tzat the individual entries tend to
become longer and that therefore a particular eeteis referred to repeatedly. This is
different from an alternative scenario, namely @reere not only token but also type
frequency increases. Only an increase in both dmnaould clearly attest that the form
seextends its usage and is used more frequentliffereht syntactic contexts.
Interestingly, this is the case in tRarker Chronicle where also type frequency

increases and doubles from 107 to 216.

%8 The number of types was calculated with the hélthe CorpusSearch lexicon function (ml_make
lexicon) (see Appendix ILi.iii).
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Al (0-731) All (732-891) Alll (892-1070)

Graph 3b: Type increase of Dem+CN (includpeg in the PA(norm. in 5000 NPs)

In the PA the fornseis used more and more often in time and its usagends to
different CNs. It remains unclear why the resulthe PBis different. It is not clear
whether we face a textual artifact here, or if destative usage increases due to the

changing categorial status from demonstrative tiolar*>°

5.1.2.1.2 Indirect evidence — increase of the compound demonstrative pes

The compound demonstrativpes was also studied because | believe that its
development can be an indication of the potentiaérgence of the article. As can be
seen in row f) in table 18, the numberpafls+tCN increases from 61 instances to 104 in
the last periotf®. Admittedly, we cannot speak of a steady risehia Reterborough
Chronicle because in the second period a sharp declinpesfoccurrence can be

observed (see Graph 4a).

1391t may be possible that the interpolations inRtBeare responsible for the different result.
180 This was again calculated with the help of Cormasgh lexicon function (ml_make lexicon) .

180



V. Nominal Determination in Old English Prose

Pla (0-731) Plb (731-991) Plla (992-1070) Pllb (1071-1121)

Graph 4a: Occurrence of compound demonstrédgn the PB (norm. in 5000 NPs)

It remains unclear why this is the case. InRiagker Chronicle however, the number of

pestCN patterns increases sharply from 5 to 44 cases:

Al (0-731) Al (732-891) Alll (892-1070)

Graph 4b: Occurrence of compound demonstrggesn thePA (norm. in 5000 NPs)

First, the increase is only slight, but from AllAdll we can observe a sharp increase. It
seems reasonable to argue that when the $ertakes up article function and its deictic
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force diminishes (so that proximity or distancents longer expressed by it), another
element will be employed to fill this semantic gapdeed this gap was filled by the
compound demonstratijgesand by a new use of the neupsetin Middle English. As
Mustanoja mentions the Modern English “demonsteapvonourthis goes back to OE
pes (160: 173). Already in Old English the sensepafsincluded a stronger deictic
notion, contrasting wittsés developing anaphoric function. Neverthelessy tbéen
were still interchangeablese may be translated athis and pes as the/that (see
introduction). According to the literature, the tdifproximal opposition between
this/that, these/thosenly emerges after the ®2century (cf. Mustanoja 1960: 173;
Mitchell 1985: 136; Lass 1992: 114} Still it could be argued that an increaséesis
indirect evidence for the split betwesawith its new role as a definite article apés
as the remaining demonstrative with the speciattion of expressing proximity or
emphasis.

As can be seen, the idea to create subperiod® éintlo-Saxon Chroniclet® find
conclusive evidence for the increasesefdid not yield results as compelling as hoped
for. It was shown that although the token frequeotge increases dramatically, type
frequency only does in thBarker Chronicle It could also be seen that although the
frequency of the compound demonstratipes increases in both Chronicles, this
increase is not constant in tReterborough ChronicleTherefore, the question remains
how much those results are textual artifacts.,Shk results in th@arker Chronicle
demonstrate a constant increase on all levels. ,Tihgeems safe to postulate that in
general, a diachronic increase of the fa@tan be observed. Again note that the rise of
frequency of the Dem+CN construction has nothindgdawvith the fact that the number
of common nouns is generally higher in the latetieas.

Based on these results, | would like to returr®mgearches conducted in Table 15
on page 162 and discuss the patterns j) — n) bedhay can also help us to understand
the status of the formebetter. These patterns related back to the criteriarticlehood
which have been set up in 2.3.2 and which shatebd now. In the following section

only thePeterborough Chroniclevill be analyzed.

181 Only then does the old neuter nominative/accusatingularaetbegin to emerge with a clear distal
sense (opposed tus). Also the new plural typpes-eemerges only after the 13th century (Mustanoja
1960: 168ff; Lass 1992: 114).
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5.2 Demarcating a category - demonstrative or artic  le?

After this mere quantitative analysis of definit® patterns in th&eterboroughand
Parker Chronicle | would now like to proceed to the more qualitatenalysis of the
semantic and syntactic behavior of the fa®nAs has become apparent in the first part
of this thesis, the existence of a category ‘agtich Old English is an extensively
discussed issue. One option is to assume that rtfeée aexists’ as soon as a few
semantically bleached cases can be identified wkerexpresses definite contexts
without indicating spatial deixis. If semantic btbeng of the deictic force is regarded
as the only evidence for the demonstrative’s degraknt into the article, the ‘birth’ of
the new category can be postulated quite early,ehamhen we find the first cases
where a semantically bleached demonstrative is.ug§edn the other hand, we only
accept the existence of the new category wdemeets the criteria set up in section
2.3.2, then the article’s ‘moment of birth’ will pdend on the fulfillment of those criteria
and potentially take place later. To go for theosecoption means that we have to
investigate textual output of the time systemalycahd observe how often and in what
wayssewas really used.

In 2.3.2, | have tried to establish objective cr#t¢hat shall enable the researcher to
distinguish the article from other elements in @id English NP prehead. The aim of
the following sections is to employ those critehmte that the existence of the definite
article has been linked to the existence of a detetion slot (see 2.3.2.8). To begin
with, | checked the criteria in only one manusc¢nmely thd?eterborough Chronicle
Obviously, this does not tell us anything aboutdbaeeral state of Old English, as more
texts from different genres and regions will havebe analyzed for that. For now,
however, the application of the criteria on onlyedaxt aims to show if it is possible to

positively demarcate the category article at all.
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5.2.1 Criterion: Predication

The first criterion which was established is PREBRITON: a pre-head dependent
which cannot function as a predicative complemetiikely to be an article. Searching
for predication pattern® however, did not turn out to be conclusive in the
Peterborough Chronicle

Although the manuscript is full of predicative attjees and common and proper
noun constructions which are used predicatively {@sexample, in ex. 54 - 58), no

example could be found where the demonstrativeesl predicatively.

(54) Alswa ic beode pe Saxulf biscop paet swa g hit geornest.
Likewise | command you, Bishop Seaxwulf, thatgss you desired it

paet seo mynstre beofreo.
that the minister should Hece.
(cochronE-INTERPOLATION,ChronE_[Plummer]:675.4065%4

(55) & waes paer mid him 00 done byre be Swelga weard
And was there with him until the time that Swegasdead
(cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:1013.38.1877)

(56) & he weese eahtoda cining se pe Brytenwealda wees.

and he washe eighth king who the wielder of Britian was.
(cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:827.3.980)

(57) & Godwine eorl _weaelseora healdest mann
and earl Godwin _watheir most loyal man.
(cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:1036.10.2102)

(58) & Godrum se norderne cyning foroferde.
and Guthrum, the northern king, passed away.

baes fulluhtnama wagBdelstan
whose baptismal name wathelstan
(cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:890.2.1309)

162 |ike X + is/ was/ became + this/that
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Of course, the lack of such a structure must besidered as negative evidence and is
never as reliable as positive evidence. It canlyelsi the case that such a predication
pattern exists in other Old English texts. Stilh the case of thd”eterborough
Chronicle the result suggests that the criterion PREDICAYIB met becausse is
never used predicatively. This then seems compatioth the assumption thate
already functioned as the definite article but doest actively support it. However, |
would like to point out that the criterion does rsaéem to be the most well reasoned
criterion in the first place. Why | question theatjty of the criterion will be discussed
in the next section, together with the INDEPENDENGEEerion.

5.2.2 Criterion: Independence

Next, it was decided that a pre-head dependenthad@anot occur independently of its
head is likely to be an article. As was already tiomed in the introduction, it is often
the case in Old English that the demonstrativedstahoneseis used independently as
a demonstrative pronoun (comparable to Matiis/that;these/thogebut also as a

relative pronoun (translatable as todaytsawhich) (ex. 59-61).

(59) per gegadorode  six hund scipa, padh he gewat eft in to Brytene.
there gathered sixhundred ships; whibse/whichhe went backotBritian.
cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:0.24.23 1D

(60) & pa hi eerost togedore geraesdon, ba marohofs des Caseres gerefan,
And when they first joined battle, the men killedhe emperor's tribune,

sewes Labienus gehaten.
whowas called Labenius
cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:0.26.24 1D

(61) paer man sloh eac cc preostgpa comon dider
there they also slew 200 priestsvho had come there

paet heo scoldan gebiddan for Walana here.
that they should pray for the Welsh army.

cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:605.5.257_ID
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In examples 62 & 63, we can see thattis also often used in fixed phrases l&eer

that, beyond thatlt is also often used in fixed phrases likat is..., that was.., (ex.64)

(62)

(63)

(64)

Siddan ofepaet ne rixodan leng Romana cinigas on Brytene.
Afterwards, beyonthat, no longerruled the Roman kings in Britain.
cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:409.2.104_1D

& eefterponn feng to rice Hengest, & aesc his sunu.
And afterthat, succeded to the kingdom  Hengest and Aesc his so

cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:455.1.141_ID

& peet iswid Adelinga ige.
& that isnear Athelney.
(cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:878.21.1226)

Also seis used independently in object position:

(65)

(66)

(67)

(68)

186

& he hafddpa 00 he ofslohdone ealdorman be him lengst wunode.
and he hadhat until he killed (the) ealdorman who stayed wiiim longest.
cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:755.1.739_ID

papaet onfundon da Romani, pa noldon hi faron ofereptmnd.
When the Romans dicovertb@t, they would not cross over that ford.
cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:0.30.27_ID

& pa ongeat se cynifget
and then perceived the kitigat.
cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:755.12.749_ID

And bed him paethe scolde peetgeten mid his writ
and asked him that he should that confirm with his charter

and mid his bletsunge.
and his blessing.

cochronE-INTERPOLATION,ChronE_[Plummer]:675.4.538_|
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(69) das sindon pa witnes be peer weeron,  Rapegewriten
These are the witnesses who were there  and wdte that/it

mid here fingre  on Cristesmele

with their finger on Christ’s mark
cochronE-INTERPOLATION,ChronE_[Plummer]:656.88.485_

In all those cases, the form occurs independeritlg dlead. Thus it can safely be
concluded that the criterion INDEPENDENCE is nott.fefact that, in contrast to the
PREDICATION criterion, seems to confirm the nonst&nce of the article.

However, | suggest that the criterion must be deréed for the following reasons:
The fact that the formsefulfills other functions next to being a determinat(i.e. it is
used as a relative pronoun as well) should not@nite the decision whether it deserves
to be treated as an article in some cases. The @mears independently, but this
happens only in those cases where it fulfills tinecfion of a relative or demonstrative
pronoun. The real question, however, is-ifin its role as a determinative (i.e. a
dependent prehead elementjt behaves in a way that justifies articlehoodeas of
demonstrativehood.

In almost every language it often is the case dinat form is employed to express
various functions. For example, in Modern Englise form have functions as a full
lexical verb in sentences likehave a carbut also as an auxiliary, which is part of a
construction as, for example, inhave seen his calOf course, the auxiliary usage
historically developed out of the lexical verb. €laim thathaveis not an auxiliary
because it is still used as a lexical verb somegvktse is seriously flawed. Similarly, it
seems too restrictive to decide that a form onlgedees the term ‘article’, if it
exclusively exists as a dependent of a head anddasher functions. This may be the
case for Present Day English with the faim, but does not necessarily have to be the
case at the beginning of category emergence, whewacategory often develops out
of an existing category which fulfills certain otHfanctions. Of course, it is reasonable
to suggest that a prehead marker which only falfithe function and which is bound to
its head is likely to be an article; but that doesimply that a linguistic form which has
a second function cannot function as an artickeels

For the same reason, also the PREDICATION critetions out to be problematic.

Even if several cases could be found, wierevas used predicatively this would only
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tell us something about the fact tisain its functionas a demonstrative pronoun can be
used predicatively, in the senseTdie problem is thisTo find an element in such an
independent position again does not tell us angthinout the role which the forse
may have taken up as a prehead dependent. Fromainaf view, the criterion is only
helpful for Modern English where we have two sefmarfmrms— this and the. In
Modern English it is possible to clearly distinduisetween the demonstratitiés and
the definite articlghe. It can be checked easilytiieis used predicatively — which it is
not. In Old English, however, it is impossible forgnate the possibility thase,when
used in predicative (i.e. independent) positionysed as the demonstrative pronoun,
which has nothing to do with its role as a preheéeigrminative. Thus, the two criteria
shall not be investigated further and will not Ippléed to other Old English prose texts

(see 5.3 for clarification).

5.2.3 Criterion: Co-occurrence

The next criterion is CO-OCCURRENCE. It has beecidkdl that the article is a non-
iterative category in Modern English. It cannot urcwith itself or other determinatives.
So an element which can co-occur with itself antteotdeterminatives should not be
termed an article.

In the Peterborough Chronicleo example can be found where a forns@bccurs
with itself in one NP. Patterns with Dem+Dem+CN %84 and Dem+Dem+Adj+CN
(S38a) do not exist. As a matter of fact, howesegnd a possessive can both precede
the noun in the same NP in Old English. Example® 701, show that patterns like
Dem+Poss+Adj+CN (1 hit) as well as the variant PB&sn+Adj+CN (1hit) can be
found in thePeterborough Chronicle

(70) ac he teah ford pa his ealdan wrenceas
but he brought out these his old tricks.
(cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:1003.6.1640)S45

(71) pet he mid pam dynte nieder sah...
that he with the/that blow sank down
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andhis pa haligan sawle to Godes rice asende.
andhis the/that holy soul to God’s kingdom rose.
(cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:1012.12.1834)S46

This pattern is claimed to be relatively common tK§ Rissanen 1993: 2545 Allen
(2006: 155) states that the Poss+Dem constructi@s ‘genuine OE usage [...] found
in all sorts of writing”. According to Traugott, 8s+Dem+Adj+N’ is as possible as
‘Dem+Poss+Adj+N when an adjective is present, hetfirst is more frequent. When
no adjective is present ‘Dem+Poss+N’ is preferréchgott 1992: 173; cf. Mitchell
1985: 104-12; Heltveit 1977; Allen 2006, 2008; W@&ii07).

The existence of such structures has repeatedly bsed to argue against the
existence of a determination slot, which can omyfilbled by one element at a time and
hence against the article category in Old Englgh@sawa 2000; Denison 2006; Van
de Velde 2010). Some researchers, however, argii¢hin co-occurrence of Poss+Dem
(or Dem+Poss) has to be treated with caution faoua reasons.

First of all, “it has [...] been widely observed thait all OE examples need to be
analyzed with Dem and Poss as part of the samenadimiWood 2007: 350). In
example (70)pa (translatable ather) might be an adverb, which is not part of the NP
altogether. An alternative reading for Dem+Possalso possible in which the
demonstrative is used in a topicalized, apposisitracture: [demonstrative] + [poss+
noun] ¢these, his old tricks Such a structure is also used in Present Dalighng.g. in

(72) Dada was coming out dfis, his special lavatory, as Nicandra, on her return

from the dining room, arrived.
(BNC H7H W_fict_prose).

In Present Day English, however, we “usually us®@mma in writing to indicate such
apposition, however OE scribes didn't use punabumatike that” (Wood 2007: 351).
From that point of view, it is hard to decide ifchua pattern should be analyzed either

as an appositional construction or Dem+Poss irsénee NP.

183 Kytd & Rissanen provide a corpus based study tiya&ing Dem+Poss combinations in Old English,
Middle English and Early Modern English (1993: 258)so see Allen (2006) for a potential prehistory
of Poss+Dem and its occurrence in various Old Ehgianuscripts.
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Moreover, it may as well be the case that we findidden genitive in the
construction in ex. 71. Due to the free word ordtecpuld be argued that the possessive
pronoun is part of a genitive construction; eél@t holy soul of hislf we take that into
consideration, we cannot be sure if the two exampiethePeterborough Chronicle
count as positive evidence for the existence ofRfbes+Dem/Dem+Poss construction.
Also note that no examples for Dem+Poss+CN or HdesHCN without the adjective
were found in théeterborough Chroniclé®*

Secondly, it has been claimed that the Poss+Dem#Pess construction

is especially common in texts for which a Latin suis either known or
probable. This is suggestive of Latin influenced amdeed in texts which
are close translations from Latin, we usually fthdt Det Poss translates a
combination of possessive and a demonstrativedarotiyinal (Wood 2007:
152)

This is why it could be argued that the patternusthdve dismissed from evidence as a
Latin calqueand that the existing co-occurrence patternsareptional and should not
be interpreted as evidence against the existenaelefermination slot.

For example, Allen (2004: 16) has found a correfatbetween the presence of
Dem+Poss in a manuscript and the existence of an Lstburce, although the
constructions are used in places that do not nagbsdiave corresponding Latin

constructions. Allen suggests

the Det Poss construction was not simplgaigque but part of a particular
register in OE. That is, it was similar to a Lationstruction, and so it was
seen as appropriate for the translation of Latirfoora high style (Allen
2006: 152f.).

Thus, from her point of view, the pattern is notatin calque “but nevertheless
particularly likely to be found in texts influencdxy Latin" (Wood 2007: 350). This

184 See Allen (2006: 156f.) who suggests possibleoresafor this lack in thénglo-Saxon Chroniclesn

one of her studies, Allen investigates if Dem+Pasd Poss+Dem are really in free variation or ifythe
are completely different constructions. Beside otiwngs, she argues that Poss+Dem is only used in
combination with adjectives. She argues that “thet Boss and Poss Det constructions are not simply
variants of each other, to be accounted for bygtmeereal freedom of word order in OE. There are two
major differences between the two: (1) the Det Rmssstruction may use eithse or pes but the Poss
Det construction is limited teeand (2) the Poss Det construction is only usetl witollowing adjective”
(Allen 2006: 164). According to Allen the demonsira forms a unit with the adjective and the noun.
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makes it a marked construction favored by only sespeakers, for example translators
who use a Latinate register (Allen 2004: 16).

Kyt6 & Rissanen (1993: 258) also show that the tracson is favored in certain
genres and was probably supported by Latin modsvever, Kytd & Rissanen also
observe that “few of the extant Old English [Poseri) examples are literal
translations from Latin” (1993: 256)They list various examples, in which the
construction is used in the Old English text, whesesimilar pattern can be found in the
Latin source. Often the word order in the Old Eslgliext is completely independent of
the order found in Latin. | generally support thaew that the patterns
Dem+Poss/Poss+Dem should not simply be dismissex@ptionakalquesbut have
to be analyzed in detalPoss+Dem/Dem+Poss examples from native poetryculase
writing must be seen as counter-examples to thgesiign that the pattern is always
influenced by its Latin source. The fact that thegtgrn occurs in th&eterborough
Chronicle which is a secular text and no Latin translatisnsuch a counter-example.
Unfortunately, we only find 2 instances of the domstion in the Peterborough
Chronicle. As different syntactic structures can also be assigoethe examples, |
decided to disregard both. On top of that, neithgrattern like Dem+Poss+CN (S32)
nor Poss+Dem+CN (S38) can be found in the manus&gnething we would expect
if the pattern was truly productive. Thus, | comguhat in the case of tieterborough
Chronicle the criterion CO-OCCURRENCE is met. This suggé#s#s a determination
slot which can only be filled by one element ainzetalready existed.

However, more examples are needed and this cntevilb have to be checked in a
larger sample to get more conclusive results; ealiyed order to see a) if clear, non-
ambiguous examples can be found, b) how frequeosethare, c) if the pattern
Dem+Poss/Poss+Dem without adjectival modificat®iprioductive as well and d) if a
Latin source always exists. Only then can we confine productivity of the pattern. If
we find that Poss+Dem/Dem+Poss are free and frequarants of each other, then it
can be argued that a particular determination Bkt not yet developed because
Poss+Dem and Dem+Poss occur in the same noun phyasethe other hand, we only
find a few ambiguous examples, then it can be asdutimat a determination slot has

already emerged and can only be filled by one detetive at a time.
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5.2.4 Criterion: Relative position

The next criterion is RELATIVE POSITION: a pre-hedependent which occurs to the
left of any modifier is likely to be an article. Aglement which occurs to the right of
any modifier may be something else. In the liteat®ld English examples have been

listed where the demonstrative pronoun occurs tiglhe adjective. For example,

(73)'*>  Onwlancan psem wicge.
On proud that horse.
(Battle of Maldon 240)

This kind of word order variation argk’sability to ‘still float around freely’ in the NP
would also corroborate the statement that no detetion slot has emerged yet and
that thussehas not taken up article function yet. If the &gednad already analyzed the
grammatical input in such a way that a determimagiot left to the modification slot
was assumed, then the speaker would feel the tibiigép position the determinative in
this fixed location. However, the example in 7&imsbiguouswlancanmay be used as
a substantive adjective, i@n the horsethe proud (one)and thus the sentence could be
given a different reading.

In the Peterborough Chronicleonly one example can be found in which the

adjective preceeds the determinative

(74) & pa biscopas Eadnod &lfhun. & seo burhwaru
and the bishops Eadnoth adtfhun and the townpeople

underfengon haligan pone lichaman
took up holy the body.
(cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:1012.15.1835)S43

Here too, it can be argued tHaligan is a substantive adjective in the genitive to be
translated ashe body of the holy (onePnce again, the example is ambiguous and
therefore | conclude that the criterion RELATIVE 8IDION is met. Obviously,
patterns where a free floating demonstrative octutbie right of the adjective are not

productive. Nevertheless, it will be necessaryxterrd the search to a larger sample.

185 Example (73) taken from Mitchell (1985: 70).

192



V. Nominal Determination in Old English Prose

5.2.5 Criterion: Obligatoriness

The fifth criterion which shall now be applied tetdrminese’s role in Old English is

OBLIGATORINESS. As already mentioned, one of thestrinteresting characteristics
of sein Old English is its paradigmatic variability. Asgued in section 2, an element
only functions as an article when it is the deféilldr of a determination slot which has
to be filled obligatorily to indicate definitene@$ definiteness is not already indicated
otherwise by another element in the NP like a msge pronoun). This condition is
met in Modern English: singular and plural commanims generally do not occur bare
when they are used in a context where the speakkearer knows the entities from
previous discourse (75a), in the intermediate ayeasituation (75b) or from general
world knowledge (75c); in other words, in conteittat make it clear that the noun
refers to a unique, identifiable entity. In thosases the overt marking of definite
reference is obligatory, and this is accomplishgdubking the definite article as a

default*®®

(75) a) She gave me a plant as a present.
*Now | have to water plant every day.
Now | have to water the plagwtery day.

b) *The father kissed bride.
The father kissed the bride

C) *Sun goes down in the east

The surgoes down in the east.

1% Note that the article is not always obligatoryNtodern English; several exceptions can be listed.
Some fixed phrases without an article exist altiotige noun seems to denote a specific entity or
identifiable location, likeEd is in prison, Ed is at sea, He leaves town, taets university However, it
has been argued that is such cases the bare naurt® given non-referential interpretation in thase

of, for instanceEd is serving timeThe nouns which permit this use are a very i@stti group. Also in
sentences with a predicative complement, klg.became presidenthe phrase can be given a role
interpretation. Nevertheless, it is possible heraese the article, e.gle became the president.
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In Old English, however, it has been observed tiatuse of a determinative in those
cases does not seem to be obligatory (see alsd.ih2). The following examples

illustrate this:

(76)*°”  on sumre stowe hine man mihte  rsefde geraecan

in certain place it one (SUBJ) could wilthe/his] head  touch
(#Elfric Homiliesl, 34, 508.18)

(77)'%® Gecystga cyning abelum god, peoden Scyldinga  degn betstan
kissed then [the] king prince good]the] Lord of Scyldings warrior best,

ond behealsegenam
and by[the] necktook
(Beowulf1870)

Traugott states that in Old English prose, as shiowii6) & (77), the “absence skis
common in possessive constructions involving boagspof a possessor that is subject
of the clause” (Traugott 1992: 17and Ackles remarks that

[nJouns in Old English very often appear with aedetiner-like or article-
like element of one form or another, but can, aexy ¥requently do, appear
“bare” in places where Middle or Modern English Wwbuequire a
determiner or the indefinite article. (Ackles 1930)

The non-occurrence of the demonstrative has alen beted with cases where the noun
is unique, e.gearth, hell, devil, worldheaven, etc...In addition, the demonstrative is
said to rarely occur before the ordinal directigN®rth, South,.), feasts, divisions of
time, and usage is especially variable beféosl (Flamme 1885: 5-27; Wiilfing 1894:
278-85; Mitchell 1985: 134)° These special cases, but especially the factigfatite

NPs often occur ‘bare’ (see the example#aditifric’s colloquyin 1.2.1), are two of the

167 Example (76) is taken from Traugott (2002: 172).

188 Example (77) is taken from Philippi (1997: 85).

189 Especially in poetry the noun is commonly usedreban definite contexts without any overt
indication. The literature even speaks of freeatarn in some cases. However, when it comes torpoet
this ‘increased bareness’ of nouns in definite extst may also be due to metrical factors or ardamgiz
tendencies (Christophersen 1939: 86f.; Mitchell3:IR5).
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main arguments for the non-existence of the articl®©Ild English. The criterion of
OBLIGATORINESS does not seem to be met.

Again, it is necessary to investigate how frequbetcases of those bare nouns in
definite contexts really are. The hypothesis i thhigh number of bare noun cases is
an indication that no determination slot (which tabe filled obligatorily) has emerged
yet. In such a scenario, the fosahas not taken up article function yet. On the othe
hand, it can be assumed that the fewer the unmadsses get in time, the more likely it
is that the system is heading towards some consisbbligatory marking of
definiteness. Again, | propose that this consisterarking is a result of the prior
emergence of a determination slot. If a determomaslot is conceptualized by the
speakers and thus implemented in their grammagicaem, then one feature of this slot

may be that it needs to be filled by an overt el@nifereference is definite.

5.2.5.1 Bare common nouns in the Peterborough Chronicle

To investigate this line of reasoning, bare commoun patterns were analyzed in the
two manuscripts quantitatively and qualitativelyddcided to search for all one-word
NPs including a common noun (S23). In other wotdsve collected NPs where the
CN stands completely alone (unmarked) and is nadifled by any additional word.
Such a query produces 717 hifs.

As the corpus is not marked for definite NPigecause this is obviously a matter of
context— | had to sift through every example individuallydadecide if the reference
was definite or indefinite based on the context.pdimted out before, a noun phrase
was counted as having definite reference when ¢fexant referred to was a specific,
identifiable entity (that was mentioned in the poers discourse or that was clearly

inferable from the larger context/world knowledgé)also distinguished between

0| have not investigated NPs with adjectival mamgifion or post-head modification, ekhey met wise
men who lived in this landObviously, it may be the case that also compl®s Nxist where definite
reference is not marked by a determinative. Fomgta in section 5.1.1.2, adjectival patterns were
discussed. There, it was shown that in some césegp, he is bebyrged agaldan mynstre DAT-SG-
neut) on Winceastre he is buried in (the) old monastry in  Winchester
(cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:1041.1.2126) S100) ardahative is ‘missing’ although the referent
(mynstrg obviously is definite. Thus, to investigate thiiterion in more detail, further research will be
necessary in the future. Still, one-word NPs seebeta legitimate start to test obligatoriness.
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referential and non-referential NPs. Table 19 shdles distribution of indefinite
definite and non-referential bare one-word NPs.

As | wanted to analyze only those NPs where thdaextrs clearly definite, the
first task was to exclude all the indefinite anchswieferential cases. 305 bare cases of
singular, plural or non-count common nouns in alefmite context were identified (I,
a,b,c). In a second step, 175 NPs which were gleanh-referential were excluded (ll;
d,e,f.g,h). For example, predicative complementstwases likén prisonorto court’*
were excluded from further analysis because a mterantial NP obviously does not
require a definiteness marker.

As a third group (lll), I also excluded ambiguowases, which may either get a
definite reading or a non-referential one. For eplemwe find several idiomatic, fixed
phrases which repeatedly occur without a deternvi@aflthough in i)to sciponmay
get a definite readingdturned to the shipsthis phrase can easily be interpreted non-
referentially in the sense @in board.Other idiomatic phrases, too, repeatedly occur
unmarked.Here, | argue that they constitute complex predgafixed combinations
which must be considered inseparable units, in lvkiie noun can also be interpreted
as non-referntial. For example, the noun is nevadified by an additional element (see
I, Kk, 1). Finally, we find time expressions (eig.winter, in spring where the noun stays
unmarked, although a definite readinghis winteris also possible. Again, | argue that
with those time expressions overt definiteness mgris not necessary. Whereas the
full prepositional phrasén winter is referential and refers to a particular moment i
time, the noun within the prepositional phraseas-neferential.

Note that it is obviously very difficult to decidkean NP is clearly non-referential
or if a referential reading is also possible. Baraple, in example h) it could be argued
that the NP is compatible with a definite readimgthe sense die brought X under _his
control. In any case, it was necessary to exclude all gmalbis cases and only focus on

those cases where the the context is clearly defini

™ 1n most of them we do not find article usage iagent Day English either.
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bare CN NPs 717 | Old English examples (S23)
excluded 49 | (wrong tagging, i.e. proper nouns,...)
1) indefinite 305 | a) & himadassworon.and swore hinoaths
(cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:1086.160.2964)523
b) & he getimbrade Bebban burh. sy waes aamdtheggebetined. &
peer eeftemid wealle and he built Bamburgh. This was enclosed with
[a] stockadeand after that witja] wall.
(cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:547.1.189)SP3
) & pa gewrohte he weathid turfum and then he constructed a wall
with turf.
(cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:189.1.82)S23
1)} 175 | d) Her Eadbald Cantwara cining foréferdenses ciningxxiiii wintra.
non-referential ...hewas kingfor 24 years.
(clear cases) (cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:639.3.340)SP3
e.g. predicative .
co?‘npl catlv e) & se eorl Rodbeard of Nordhymbran noldénirede cuman.
plements
and the earl Robert of of N. would not colmeourt
( cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:1095.9.3203)SR3
f) & hine he seetten cweartern and he put hinin prison.
(cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:1086.94.2913)S23
g) & genamfrid wid Cantwarumand madeeacewith Kent.
( cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:865.1.1074)SP3
h) & he sona gerad eall Nordhymbraland lhingewealde
and he soon arranged all the land of Northumhmaler control
(cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:948.1.1364)SP3
1)) 118 | i) Se here gewende pa sciponmid pam pingum pe hi gefangen
non-referential/ heefdon.The army went bado [the] ships[on board] with the things
definite they had seized
(ambiguous (cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:1016.94.2028)S23
cases) j) Her on pisum geare com aedeling Eadmundes sumgeshider to
lande. Here in this year came the noblemen Eadward thg'&ison
hereto [the] land
(cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:1057.1.2416)SP3
€.g. idiomatic k) Her Eleutherius on Rormanfeng biscopdom
expressions Here Eleutherius in Romgicceeded tfthe] bishopric
e.g. (cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:167.1.73)S23
16x
her on lande [) Her se eadiga apostol Petgeset biscopsetbn Antiochia ceastre.
24x% Here the blessed apostle Petecupied [the] bishop’s sedt the city
hider to lande of Antioch.
(ashore) (cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:35.1.46)S23
15XL0 sc(ijpon m) And on pes ylcan geare=fter midewintre se cyng let...
(on board) And in the same yeafter midwinterthe king had...
(cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:1083.32.2793)S23
2;<g'rgg]s?ons n) ac him com t@n niht se apostol Petrus.
P came to hinat night the apostle Petrus
(cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:616.4.267)SP3
1V) definite 70

Table 19: Relation between non-referential, defiaibd indefinite context with bare NPs in B
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By excluding all non-referential and indefinite eas 70 bare instances of singular

count, plural count and non-count nouns in a dfinbntext remain. Yet, on a closer

look, this number includes various special pattéisted in Table 20.

D?finite 70 | bare common noun examples (excluding indefiniteexis)
reference
i) genitive 9 And ic £delred pes kyningas broder pet ilce tydiel Cristesmel
noun-noun And |, £8elred, the king’s brother, grant the same withrist's mark.
(cochronE-INTERPOLATION,ChronE_[Plummer]:656.98.3823
ii) 10 | Eanbalde arcebiscop. & frafidelberhte biscope
appositions ...bybishop.Zthelberth.
(cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:791.1.882)S23
iii) syntax 18 | on pa ilcan tima pa common hi to MedeshamstederrBiea and braecon.
slogonabbot & munecas & eall paet hi peer fundon.
at that time they then came to Peterborough, buaratidemolished, killed
[the] abbot and [the] monkand all that they found there
(cochronE-INTERPOLATION,ChronE_[Plummer]:870.5.1)373
pa gyrnde he grides & gisla. pet he moste unswit@ngemote cuman. &
ut of gemote
then he asked for safe-conduct and hostages, ehatiGht coménto [the]
meetingand out of [the] meetingafely.
(cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:1048.68.2297)S23
iv) bare 32 | pa pe nolden &er to his libbendum lichaman onbuganupeadmodlicen
cases cneowumabugad to his deedum banum.

Those who would earlier not bow to his living boiiyse now humbly bow

on [the] kneesto his dead bones.
( cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:979.19.1488)SP3

Her sunne adeostrode on xii kalendae Iulii.

Here[the] sungrew dark on [20 June].
(cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:540.1.3823

Table 20: Bare definite common noun phrases irPtBe

In several instances, the head noun can be anafgzedcomplex construction with a
genitive noun that functions as determinativel{)various appositive constructions (ii),
it can be argued that no determinative is necesstirgr, because the common noun is
combined with a proper name which already givestestruction definite referent¢&
Finally, as shown in iii), it can be observed thrasome of the cases the noun is
part of a special syntactic construction, in whe#veral referents are combined by

coordinative ‘&’; e.g.slogonabbot & munecasé& eall peet hi paer fundorin many of

"2 However, note the different Old English word order
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those listings, reference is clearly definite (¢hg particular abbot of the Peterborough
monastery) but remains unmarked. Whenever such eragions occur, it is frequently
the case that no determinatives are used. Thuggueathat this pattern is a special
stylistic device used in Old English. Also in ModeEnglish, such a phrase could be
translated akilled abbot and monks and all that they found ¢her

If we again exclude all those cases, only 32 ircgarcan be identified where one
can argue that a determiner is really “missing”’n&ally, such a result immediately
raises various questions. Are 32 cases a sufficremhber to support the “free
variation”- argument? | doubt it. After all, oneshéo compare this number to the
thousands of instances in the manuscript whereimge & determinative before the
common noun to indicate definite reference. In Beterborough Chroniclea CN is
introduced by a demonstrative 2026 times. In 53ksa possessive pronoun preceeds
the CN, and in 534 cases a genitive constructiea gection 5.1.1). This means that in
3073 cases, a determinative overtly marks defisgenThus, the 32 examples do not at
all suggest that definiteness marking was stilicatl.

Before jumping to conclusions, the 32 instancesinede analyzed:

9 >land land, nation, country
4 >fyrd/ army

4 >sunnésun

2 >cneow knees

2 >cynind king

1 >scip' ship

1 >burgh town

1 >tund town

1 >eardd earth

1 >heofent heaven

1 >peodland nation

1 >middangeardearth
1 >gemoté meeting

1 >modé mind

1 >wage way
1 > harfest harvest

With the nounfyrd (ex. 78), a determinative is indeed missing beedtise [Saxon]

army’ was introduced in previous discourse (alreadertly marked byse several
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173
)

times); ' so that in the passage a particular army is b&ihkgd about; still the noun

remains bare:

(78) pa waes pagyrd gesomnod et Cynetan.
Then was there[the] armyassembled at Kennet.
(cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:1006.25.1698)S23

Nevertheless, it could be argued that a spellirgjake may have occurred here with the
r in paerbeing at . This then would mean that a demonstrative wad.us
With the wordsearde(ex. 79)andpeodland(ex. 80),cyning lond, scipandburgh

a determinative is also missing:

(79) & se cyng hine da geutodeof earde.
And the king them banished from [the] land.

(cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:1002.7.1630) S23

(80) He weard widgeondpeodland, swide geweordad,
he became  wideeyond [the] land  greatly honoured

forpam pe he weordode Godes naman georne,
for that he worshipped God’s name eagerly,
(cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:959.16.1385)S23

Once again, it has to be pointed out that the agle® of those examples has to be
guestioned because we find hundreds of examplésiPB whereyning, lond, earde,
fyrd, scipandburgh are used with a determinatiVé. Thus it may be the case that the
examples listed here are simply scribal errors, reshthe scribe left out the
determinative unintentionally. Similarly, the exdmpvith tuneis not a clear-cut case
either (ex. 81)Although the town referred to in the given contisxthe particular town
of Sherborng "’ the phrase could also be analyzed as an idionmaiiereferential NP,

in town

173 3a hit winter leohte pa ferde fyrd ham & se here com pa ofer Martinus messan torjistole to
Wihtlande (cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:1006.15.1688. |

1" For examplegyningoccurs 581 times with a determinative.

75 Again tune is regularly used with the demonstrative or otteterminatives in other parts of the
Peterborough Chronicle
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(81) & he hefde [t biscoprice @t Scireburnan L winter
And he had the bishopric at Sherborne 50 years

& his lic lid peer on tune.

& his body lies there in [the] town.
(cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:867.11.1096)S23

If we exclude all those cases for the reasons meadi, the number of 32 is reduced
even further. If we look at the rest of the liste find the examplesun, heaveror

middangeard Those cases are especially interesting, as theybe interpreted as
inherently definite, similar to proper nouns. Tha#snote entities which in the world

knowledge of the speakers are unique and whichhteneasily be identified.

(82) Her sunne adeostrode  on xii KI. lulii.
Here [the] sun grew dark  on [20 June].
(cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:540.1.183)S23

(83) & men gesegon read Cristes mebn heofenum
and men saw a red sign of Christ in [the] sky/in heaven

after sunnan setlan gange.

after[the] sun  went down.
(cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:774.3.815)S23

(84) On pam tidum aras Pelaies gedwild gevittlangeard.

In those times arose  Pelagius’ heresy througfitvef world.
(cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:380.5.101)S23

Also Traugott’s statement that especially body $dd not take determinatives can be

confirmed as we find two instances whknee/sare used bare.

(85) pa pe nolden aer to his libbendum lichaman onbugan,
those who would not earlier to his living body bow

pa nu eadmodlicen cneowumabugad to his deedum banum.
those now humblgn [theirlkneesbow  to his dead bones

(cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:979.19.1488)S23
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Uniqueness seems to play a role here as well: tisereo need to overtly mark a
person’s knees as the speaker conceptualizes mskoees as something unique and
thus inherently definite (ex. 85). Thus, it seernat tthis special category of unique
entities resists determinative usage more oftem tbthers. Other words which

conceptually could be seen as members of suchup gi@moon, hell, headr flod.

5.2.5.2 Unique common nouns

It seems worthwhile to investigate this potentiaugp in more detail in order to find out
if these nouns never take a determinative or ifjasaries. Additionally, an interesting
question is if a determinativie used more consistently with these special naurise
later periods of the PB. In other words, the hypsit is that if those cases are the last
ones to resist consistent, overt definiteness mgrkhey should remain bare more often
in the earlier periods and only take up articlegeskater, when article usage generally
spreads to instances of marking nounhood rather dieéniteness. | therefore analyzed

the following words and their occurrence in the Biods.

sun | moon| heaven| hell | knee | head | (middle) | flood/ tide
sunna| mona| heofen| hell | cneow| heafod| -earth flod
(m) | (m) | (m) | (m.) | (n) (n.) middan-
geard
(m.)
used |4 |- |+ |-+ |- |+ |-|+|-|+ |- |+ |- [+ |-
with d
Pla - 120- == |- - 12- |-1- |- |- 1 |- -
Plb 2 121(6 |-|1 |- |-1|-|-|1]2 |- |- - - -
Plla |- |[-1|- |-[- |- |-|-]-|-15 |- |- - 1 |-
Pib |- [-[4 |-|4 [2]-]-]- 12 [2]- |- |1 |-
Total |2 |[3|10|-/4 |1 |- |1|- |2|8 |1 |- |1 (2 |O

Table 21: Distribution of determinatives with unéggcommon nouns in the PB

As can be seen, obligatory marking in tBeterborough Chroniclés not consistent.

Whereasnoonandflood are always marked overtly, oritpee, hellandmiddlearthare
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always used without a determinativelead heaven and sun exhibit inconsitent
behavior'’® As the number of hits is very low in tHeeterborough Chroniclehe
conclusions which can be drawn from this can oelypain tentative. On the basis of
this small sample it is simply impossible to makey aclaims about a potential
diachronic development. What can be shown, howeasethat the ‘group’ shows no
consistent use of determinatives. Some unique ntakesa determinative, other do not.
It remains to be seen if similar tendencies camdbatified when investigating a larger
text sample.

So far we can only conclude that definiteness marks already quite consistent in
the Peterborough Chronicléecause the cases that still resist marking caan layge
extent be explained. In other words, evidence sstgginat the OBLIGATORINESS
criterion is met in théeterborough ChronicleDoes that mean that the criterion is also
met in Old English prose in general? As a mattdaof, thePeterborough Chronicles
a rather late document. It has been tagged o.BidbeHelsinki Corpusand the process
of obligatorification might be well on its way. hérefore conducted the same search in
the Parker Chronicle which is the oldest surviving Anglo-Saxon Chrdaitagged as

02/0.3. Again, the results are similar:

bare CN NPs PA
TOTAL 251
excluded 16
indefinite 121
non-referential/clear| 98
definite (16)/8

Table 22: Relation between non-referential, dedimitd indefinite contexts with bare NPs in the PA

After all the indefinite and non-referential contexare subtracted (Table 22) and after
all exceptional pattern§ are excluded as well, only 8 cases remain, wheescould

argue for the determinative to be indeed missimgs€ are

76 T0 investigate the behaviour of these unique né@s\ntcon concordance programme was used.
1772 cases had an appositional structure and 6 eas@scomplex noun construction.
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3Xsun sun

1x mondmoon

1x edeldgentry, nobility;

1x heforiheaven

1x flod/tide

1x middangearémiddleearth

Again, this suggests that indicating definitenessrity has become obligatory asdis
already used more or less as the default markdo &o. Admittedly, it could also be the
case that we face a textual artefact here as bmthn@@les belong to the same genre. As
the situation may be different in other genresyiit again be necessary to have a look

at other manuscripts.

5.2.6 Criterion: Exclusiveness

The next criterion is EXCLUSIVENESS: a pre-head afggent which exclusively
expresses (in)definiteness is likely to be an lartiGenerally, as was shown in section
2.2.2, the concept of ‘definiteness’ is quite fuzityincorporates several semantic
notions, e.g. specificity, uniqueness, etc. androfiot every feature can be assigned in
every case where an article is used in PresentEayish. In other words, it is very
difficult to decide which utterance should be giaefdefinite reading’. Moreover, it is
also very difficult to decide if a noun phrasensampatible with a deictic reading. A
potential deictic interpretation dhe is sometimes even possible in Modern English;
although the article category is well establishedhat linguistic stage. For example,
imagine a woman shopping, who tells the shop astdisttake the blousdolding a
blouse in her hands. Here, the context suggestsmiaould read some spatial deixis
into the.

In Old English, it is often possible to translate either asthis/that giving it a
deictic reading or ashe exclusively indicating identifiability or spediity. The
compatibility of definiteness with spatial deixis obviously the reason why articles
tend to develop out of demonstratives in the fitate. Most of the demonstratives can
thus be interpreted in two ways. When we consideexample taken from thearker
Chroniclewe can see that the determinative can eitherwve@edeictic or an identifying

reading:
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(86) py ilcan geare drehton pa hergas on EagliuBn& on Nordhymbrum
The same year harassed  the raiding armies in Bagtia and N.

West Seaxna londs wide be paem sudstaede mitkstgain,

Wessex widely along the south coast witdateey bands

ealra swipust miflaem sescum be hie fela geara aer timbredon.

most of all witlthe/those ships which they had built many years
earlier

pba het eelfred cyng timbran lang scipu  ornigerescas

then king Alfred had built long ships  agaitisise/the ships..

(cochronA-2b,ChronA_[Plummer]:897.17.1125)S49

While, for example, Ropers (1918: 35-6) and Coni@&86: 54-5) analyzéasemin
example (86) as a ‘stressed’ deictic demonstrédtivevith those ships which” it can
also be analyzed as the unstressed variawith .the ships which.” (Christophersen
1939: 92).

The same problem exists in thieterborough ChronicleFor example, in the
following passage, there are several cases wheoelale reading is possible (see line 2,
5,6, 12 & 18)

(87)178

Her com Swegen mid his flotan to Nordwic. 8Here Swein came with his fleet to Norwich, and
pa burh ealle gehergade. & forbaerndon. completely raided and burned dotrat/the town

pa geraedde Ulfkytel wipa witan on East Then Ulfcytel decided witkthe councillors in east
Englum. paet him baetere weron paet man widAnglia that it would be better that they [one] made

hearm orpam eardegedydon. forbam pe hi harm in that/the country because they came

unwares comon. and he fyrst neefde peet he hinexpectedly and he had no time in which to gather
fyrde gegadrian mihte. da undsam gride pe his army. Then under the cover which should have
heom be tweonan beon sceolde. pa besteal been between them, the army stole up from the ships

2
3
4
5  pone herefrides ceapode. aer hi to mycelne peace withthat/the army before they did too much
6
7
8
9

10 hereup fram scipon. and wendan heora fore and turned their force to Thetford.

11 to peodforda. da Ulfcytel peet undergeat. pa Then when Ulfcytel realized that, he sent that they

12 seonde he paet man scedidesciputo [one] should chop uphose the shipsBut those, who
13 heawan. ac hi abrudon pa de he to pohte. antle thought of failed and then he secretly gathdied
14 he pa gegaderode his fyrde diglice swa he army as fast as he could.

15 swydost muhtese herecom pa to peodforda And the _army then came to Thetford, within three
16 binnon iii wuca paes pe hi aer gehergodon  weeks that they had earlier raided Norwich. And
17 Nordwic.and peer binnon ane niht weeron. andvere there one night, and raided and burned down
18 pa burh hergodon & forbaerndon. that/the town

cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:1004.14.1665_ID

178 The Modern English translation is taken from Swar(tL996: 135).
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A factor that could help to distinguish articlehasdstress. As early as Wiilfing (1894
277-287) some philologists tried to only count #asstances ase which do not carry
stress as ‘definite articles’. Butorking on Old English data, stress is what turasto
be one the main problems. There may have beeraxatite in the pronunciation eé
as demonstrative and as article, and at some potirhe the latter must have become
unstressed (i.e. using a schwa This, of course, is not marked in writing
(Christophersen 1939: 96), and thus we cannotngdisish whense clearly carries
emphasis (Mitchell 1985: 128).

In the passage above, we find one case (line 1B)yemn non-deictic reading makes
far more sense because the determinative is usad asaphoric reference marker (the
referentthe armyhas been introduced earlier in line 5). Of couoss could argue that
as soon as such an example can be found in anexthave to speak of article usage.
The question, however, is how many of these sewslhtibleached cases have to occur
to safely argue for the existence of an article.aAgdiachronic phenomenon, one will
expect that those cases increase in time, but dgaimot really possible to employ the
criterion objectively. As the contradicting integpmtion of the two researchers has
shown, the final choice is highly subjective. THere, this criterion is unfortunately not
applicable and will not be investigated any further

5.2.7 Criterion: Syntactic Motivation Only

Closely related to the EXCLUSIVENESS criterion I tlast criterion SYNTACTIC
MOTIVATION ONLY, which also turns out to be diffiduto interpret. It has been
decided that a pre-head dependent which can exelydbe syntactically motivated is
likely to be an article. As was discussed in sec2.2 and 3.3.2.1, ‘definite’ articles
often reach a developmental stadium in the granualaation process, in which
semantic content has bleached so much that-tlayeast in some language$unction
as nominalization-markers only (cf. Lehmann 1998:)3An example for such usage in
English is the article’s usage together with gemeeference, e.gThe lion is a
dangerous animalHere,the refers to the species, type or class and not‘tefaite’

referent.
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As has been pointed out, using an article in swades does not reflect an early
stage in the grammaticalization process (cf. Lyb®89: 340). It seems unlikely that in
Old English, where the article only is about to elep, one will find such examples.
Interestingly, Traugott (1992: 176) claims that |ggeric NPs introduced by the
incipient definite article clearly exist in OE”. 8lists the following example:

(88) Se lareow sceal bion  on his weorcum healic, deet he sitifai
The/A teacher must be in his works excellent, that he in ifés |
gecyoe lifes weg his hiermonnum

may teach life’s way to his followers
(CP 14.81. 2(=ID cocura,CP:14.81.1.525))S49

Here, however, the NP may not be generic aftelTalé passage, taken from tGera
Pastoralis reports on the ‘ideal’ teacHét, so that it could be argued that the author
speaks about a specific type of teacher (in thefsall possible teachers), which would
explain definiteness marking.

Generally, it again seems necessary to confirm phigicular usage by finding
examples in the texts investigated in this studytHe Peterborough Chroniclehe
combinatorial pattern ‘Demonstrative + Common Noaeocurs 2026 times. In order to
investigate the possibility thaeis used with generic reference, these examplesdad
be analyzed. To reduce the amount of 2026 exampleecided to only analyze
instances where the head noun takes a nominatse axad thus can be presumed to
function as a Subject (S11a). Admittedly, this diexi was mostly made to reduce the
number of NPs which had to be analyzed. On tohisf however, this procedure seems
reasonable because Subject-NPs (which are asswnoadur in the nominative in Old
English) are likely to have generic reference {ehg Lionis a dangerous animal)

755 examples exist where the head noun has a ntoweirgase and all of them
were analyzed in their context one by one. | wgdrto detect instances wheseis
used to refer to a type or class (in a more or tessreferential way) and not to a
specific, identifiable referent, which has beemadticed in the text or can be inferred

from world knowledge. As a matter of fact, in nafedhe 755 exampleseis used with

7% In several chapters, the behaviour of the idemsprthe ideal teacher and the ideal ruler, ae. a
discussed (cf. Sweet 1958: 74-172)
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generic reference. This then does not seem to in@atible with the assumption thee
already functioned as an article. The non-existeoicéhe pattern implies that the
Criterion SYNTACTIC MOTIVATION ONLY is not met in le Peterborough
Chronicle

Note however, that the lack of this structure moimclusive. First of all, it might be
the case that we find such a pattern in the 12aieles which were not investigat&
or in other Old English texts. However, based oa évidence in the PB, | do not
assume to find many examples which clearly prowe éistence of the pattern.
Secondly, the criterion is problematic for anothesison. Even if it can be confirmed
that seis not used with generic reference, this doespnove that the form is not an
article.Secould be used as an obligatory default markendiccate definite reference in
a fixed syntactic position something that we have decided to be a strongatidn for
articlehood- but at the same time it may not be used with gemeference, at least not
yet. It may take up that function only later in @pe.g. in the late Old English period or
the Middle English period. Thus, the SYNTACTIC MQ/ATION ONLY criterion

will not be investigated any further.

5.2.8 se with proper nouns

One aspect which may shed additional light on tthe of the formseis that it is used in
combination with singular proper nouns in Old EsigliThe pattern Dem+PN occurs in

79 instances in the PB. Those include plural cesspeoples as

(89) ba ferdon pa Pihtas.
Then went the Picts
(cochronE, ChronE_[Plummer]:0.13.12)S10

Such a construction still exists today. If one adels these e.ghe Scotsthe French

names of places, etc., 28 instances show a condninaith a singular personal name.

180 Again, it might be possible that we face a texarifact. No examples may be found because a) the
Peterborough Chroniclés simply to small in sample size or b) becausa terms of its genre the
Chronicle mostly refers to concrete, unique eveviiere specific people and specific events are being
listed.
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(90) & seoAglbriht onfeng Persa biscopdomes
andthat Agilbert received the bishopric of Paris
on Galwalum be Sigene.
in Gaul on the Seine.

(cochronEChronE_[Plummer]:660.1.493)S10

The infrequency of this combination shows that sagbattern is already rare in Old
English, which might be due to the fact that a narieherently definite on its own and
does not need overt definiteness marking. This kewas the crucial point. as proper
nouns are considered to be inherently definite’ddditional’ use ofsecan only mean
that the speaker, when using such a constructiantsasto add some deictic meaning. A
metaphorical pointing gesture, so to speak. Ittbas be assumed that when the faen
takes up article function and looses it deicticteaty then the number of cases where it
can be found together with proper names will desgea

Interestingly, when we investigate the cases withper names from a diachronic
point of view, looking at the distribution of thatpern in the four diachronic subperiods
of the Peterborough Chroniclethe hypothesis can be verified. The number oégas
decreases from 16 in the first periods down to hélast period (for a detailed analysis

see Table 24 in the next section).

5.3 Summarizing the results for the Peterborough
Chronicle

Let us summarize the most important findings presskso far. In the last subsections, |
have presented my results on the diachronic dexweap of the formse First of all, it
has been shown that generally the demonstrativahés most frequently used
determinative element to mark definiteness in tBe loreover, it could be confirmed
that the demonstrative is used more or less ceamigtin combination with weak
adjectives.

| have also tried to trace the developmentsefiachronically and discussed to
what extent the criteria for articlehood are met thg form in thePeterborough

Chronicle.Table 23 summarizes some of the findings:
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Pla Plb Plla Plib
(< 731) (733-991) (992-1070) (1071-1121)
NPs 3035| 5000 3293| 5000| 4532| 5000 5112 5000
a) | Dem+CN
with pes 199 328 269| 408| 557, 614 763 746
(token frequency)
b) | Dem+CN
without pes 162| 267 256| 389| 488 538 657 643

(token frequency)

c) | Dem + CNincl. pes
(typ frequency) 92 151 92 140| 141 155 167 163

d) | occurrence of
compound 37 61 13 19 69 76 106 104

demonstrative pes

e) | Dem+ sg. proper 10 16 11 17 7 8 0 0

names

f) | bare common
NOUNS 6 10 8 12 8 9 12 12

9) predication - - - - - - - -
h)

relative position - - - - 1 1 - -

) co-occurrence - - - - 1 1 1 1

Table 23: Diachronic development of nominal deteation patterns witkein the PB

Generally, it can be said that the token frequentyse+CN increases in the
Peterborough Chronicl¢row a and b). The usage sd#constantly increases in time and
has almost tripled by the end of the manuscripsoAhe occurrence of the compound
demonstrativpesalmost doubles from the first period to the lastiqgd (d). This can be
interpreted as direct as well as indirect evideflocghe fact that a determination slet
and as a consequence the articleleveloped from early Old English to late Old
English. Moreover, the usage s with proper nouns decreases in time (e). This fact
also supports the view that the fosmtook up article function — thereby becoming less
eligible for the earlier demonstrative function.

However, the picture is not as conclusive as itmseat first because it can be
observed that type frequency does not increadeeiReterborough(row c) but only in
theParker Chronicle(see Graph 4b). On top of that, some of the testiéetia have not
lead to conclusive results. Either it has been ssfiide to apply them, or the results

turned out to be inconclusive. If we summarize findings for the tested criteria, it
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must be concluded that by looking exclusively ae fheterborough Chronicle

articlehood cannot be attested free of doubt.

CRITERION criterion | criterion | conclusive/ suggests
could met inconclusive det. slot
be and article
applied function

PREDICATION: yes yes inconclusive

a pre-head dependent which cannot
function as a predicative complement is
likely to be an article

INDEPENDENCE: yes no inconclusiveé
a pre-head dependent which cannot ocqur
independently of its head is likely to be an
article
CO-OCCURRENCE: yes yes conclusive yes
a pre-head dependent which cannot co-
occur with itself and other determinatives
is likely to be an article
RELATIVE POSITION: yes yes conclusive yes
a pre-head dependent which occurs to the
left of any modifier is likely to be an
article

OBLIGATORINESS: yes yes conclusive yes
a pre-head dependent which is an
obligatory default marker to indicate
referentiality is likely to be an article
EXCLUSIVENESS: no
a pre-head dependent which exclusively
expresses (in)definiteness is likely to be|an
article
SYNTACTIC MOTIVATION ONLY: yes no inconclusive
a pre-head dependent which can
exclusively be syntactically motivated is
likely to be an article

A} %4

U

Table 24: Criteria for articlehood in tieterborough Chronicle

As can be seen in Table 24, the EXCLUSIVENESS moite could not be applied
successfully at all. The criteria PREDICATION anNDEPENDENCE could be
applied, but the results are irrelevant for theustaofseas a determinativeseis only
used independently in its role as the independemtamstrative pronoun which has
nothing to do with its role as a determinative. anly, the fact thaseis not used as a
predicative complement is not conclusive eithecalse investigating predication again

means to analyzese as a demonstrative pronoun. With regard to SYNTACT
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MOTIVATION ONLY it has turned out that finding evethce for the usage st with
generic reference does not enable us to demaleataticle either.

Only the three criteria CO-OCCURRENCE, RELATIVE PRO®N and
OBLIGATORINESS have turned out to be ‘useful’ crige All of them could
successfully be applied and the results suggesttia®eterborough Chroniclenirrors
a grammar in which a determination slot (that ltadé filled obligatorily in definite
contexts) was conceptualized by the speakers.

Admittedly, the results are not very compellingodten, due to the size of the text
sample, only a handful of examples could be fouMdst examples were ambiguous
and had to be dismissed as evidence. The low freyusf the remaining examples (e.qg.
in the case of bare noun NPs) makes it hard topreetheir relevance. For example,
with the OBLIGATORINESS criterion it had to decidédthe 32 cases of bare noun
NPs in definite contexts constitute enough eviddonargue against the existence of an
‘obligatory marking rule’. | have argued that 32sea do not seem to be enough
evidence for a system that allows definiteness mgrio be optional.

Also note that théeterborough Chroniclés a rather late Old English text; it has
been given 0.3/0.4 status in the YCOE corpus. ¢ihinbe the case that a determination
slot was already established at this point in tidlso theParker Chronicle which in
some respects differs from tReterborough Chronicles tagged as an 0.23 document.
Moreover, both texts belong to the same genre. ifl@ans that all the findings in the
two manuscripts (5.1 & 5.2) tell us nothing abd situation of nominal determination
in other genres.

| have therefore decided to continue the investigalby analyzing more texts, in
particular some of the earliest texts availableséhwhich have been marked 0.2 in the
YCOE. This increases the scope of the investigaiimmger sample) and enables us to
test the following hypothesis: If a determinatidotsseems to be established in the
Peterborough Chronicleit is likely that the emergence of the assumedl tslok place
earlier, namely in early Old English period (0.2)even before that. Thus, if it can be
shown that the syntactic and semantic behaviohefformse in early Old English
strongly differs from its later behavior (represshtoy 0.3/0.4 texts), this potentially

suggests that a determination slot was only abm@nterge in early Old English. To
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claim the existence of a definite article beforee thlot's emergence would be
unwarranted.

If, on the other hand, it can be shown that the atestrative is already used
obligatorily in a certain position and does notommur with other determinatives in
early Old English, then it must be concluded thia¢ tspeakers already use a
grammatical system in which a determination sla baen implemented and in which
the ‘rule’ is to mark definiteness obligatory ang filling this positional slot. Only a
grammar which employs such a determination sladado employ a default filler for
definiteness marking, which is the reason and éndgr the grammaticalization of the
demonstrative. Only then does it makes sense toresthat the demonstrative takes up

its new article function.

5.4 Nominal determination in early Old English Pros e
texts

Some of the nominal determination patterns, whigrensearched for in th&nglo-
Saxon Chronicleg¢see 5.1.1. Table 15), were investigated in séwandier Old English
texts as well. Next to thBeterboroughand theParker Chronicle the following texts

were analyzed:

Manuscripts period | word Latin manuscript
count Translation in YCOE
FElfric’'s Catholic Homilies 0.3 106,173w no cocathom1.03
/Elfric’s Life of Saints 0.3 100,193w no coalelive.o3
Bede’s History of the English Churgho.2 80,767 w yes cobede.o2
Boethius 0.2 48,443 w. yes coboeth.o2
Cura pastoralis / The Pastoral Care| 0.2 68, 556w yes cocura.o2
Orosius 0.2 51,020w. yes €00rosiu.o2
Laws of Alfred 0.2 3314w no colawaf.02
Laws of Alfred Introduction 0.2 1,966w no colawafint.oZ
Laws of Ine 0.2 2,755w no colawine.ox2

Table 25: Early Old English manuscripts (0.2 arRiperiod)

The results have been listed in Tables 26 and TAble 26 gives the raw numbers;

percentages were added in Table 27.
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Dem + PN
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Dem + CN
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Genitive Phrase + CN
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Poss + Dem + Adj + CN

Poss + Dem + CN

Dem + Poss + CN

Adj + Dem + CN

Table 26: Determination patterns in early Old Estylinanuscripts
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NP Pattern PB.034 | LOS. 03 | CH. 03 PA.02 |BED.o02 |BOS.02 |CUR.02 |0OSl.02 |LAW.02|LAWI.02|INE.0o2
NPs incl. PN 2865 3770 3529 1756 3005 357 801 3034 15 39 13
Dem + PN 79 112 77 40 109 28 39 103 0 0 0
(percentage in NP incl. PN) % 2,7 3 2,2 2,2 3,6 7,8 4.9 3.4 0,0 0,0 0,0
NPs incl. CN 6043 14715 17150 2140 12577 5960 8568 6709 637 256 526
Dem + CN 2026 3951 4207 562 3246 1801 3119 2208 135 51 110
(percentage in NP incl. CN) % 33,5 26,9 24,5 26,3 25,8 30,2 36,4 33 21,2 19,9 20,9
Poss + CN 531 1984 2290 135 1359 644 1184 765 52 39 68
(percentage in NP incl. CN) % 8,8 13,5 13,4 6,3 10,8 10,8 13,8 11,4 8,2 15,2 12,9
Genitive Phrase + CN 534 1034 1556 262 1483 288 554 659 51 16 32
(percentage in NP incl. CN) % 8,8 7,0 9,1 12,2 11,8 4.8 6,5 9,8 8,0 6,3 6,1
Dem + Adjective + CN 262 1617 1691 119 1353 595 788 346 11 6 10
(percentage in NP incl. CN) % 4,3 11 9,9 5,6 10,8 10,0 9,1 5,2 1,7 2,3 1,9
Dem + Poss + Adj + CN 1 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0
(percentage in NP incl. CN) % 0,02 0 0 0 0,02 0,02 0 0 0 0 0
Poss + Dem + Adj + CN 1 2 4 0 26 2 2 11 0 0 0
(percentage in NP incl. CN) % 0,02 0,01 0,02 0 0,21 0,03 0,02 0,16 0 0 0
Poss + Dem + CN 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 2 0
(percentage in NP incl. CN) % 0 0 0 0 0,02 0,02 0 0 0 0,78 0
Dem + Poss + CN 0 2 0 0 13 16 5 1 0 0 2
(percentage in NP incl. CN) % 0 0,01 0 0 0,10 0,27 0,06 0,01 0 0 0,38
Adj + Dem + CN 1 0 0 1 8 2 4 2 0 0 0
(percentage in NP incl. CN) % 0,02 0 0 0,05 0,06 0,03 0,05 0,03 0 0 0

Table 27: Determination patterns in early Old Esfghanuscripts (%)
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Generally, it can be observed that nominal detemtion patterns are distributed
similarly in the manuscripts. In all texts the patt Dem+CN makes up between 25%
and 30% of all NPs which include a common noun.yOnlthe three law texts the
percentage is lower (around 20%) but this is prbbalgenre issue. It seems reasonable
to assume that in a law text, fewer examples of WRk definite reference can be
identified because such a text makes very gene@nsents about human interaction in
general, e.gif a farmer kills_anox of_someneighbor etc. Not many cases of unique,
specific referents can be expected here. Additipnal law texts individual legal cases
are listed one after the other and no narrativectire (with the use of anaphoric
reference markers) emerges.

The other basic determination pattern Poss+CN adds 6-15% in the texts. The
GenP+CN pattern occurs in a range between 5 andidi2domanuscripts. Therefore, it
can again be generalized that Dem+CN is the mesguént pattern to mark definite
reference in Old English.

The pattern Dem+PN is used as rarely as inGhmonicles— around 3%- with
Boethiusbeing the exception with a higher percentage (J.8fterestingly, the usage
of Dem+Adj+CN differs slightly in the manuscript/hereas it is only used in about
2% of all the cases in the law texts, it is usedcimmore in the homilies or the
philosophical and religious texts (around 10%).sTdfi course may again be a matter of
genre. Descriptive narratives are stylistically emoomplex, and it is to be expected that
adjectival modification of some concepts is mokelly in a philosophical or religious
manuscript than in a law text or a chronicle.

Additionally, | would like to draw the reader’s atttion to the bottom right of
Table 28. It can be observed that in the 0.2 penmmdle instances of unusual (word
order) patterns can be found. The demonstrativaredn a different position in the pre-
head and co-occurs with other elements. The nunabethese examples is still
extremely low (< 1% of all NPs including a CN), larte can definitely find more hits
than in the later 0.3 period (compare the numbehitsf in the 0.3 texts (bottom left)
with the 0.2 texts).

In the following sections, those unusual deternimapatterns shall be studied in
more detail. In other words, | will try once agamapply the criteria for articlehood. |

decided to concentrate on the three criteria whiakie turned out to be the only
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conclusive criteria. Interestingly, those were thees which have been termed
PRIMARY CRITERIA in 2.3.2 and which have stronglgdm linked to the existence of
a determination slot: CO-OCCURRENCE, OBLIGATORINES®Sd RELATIVE
POSITION.

5.4.1 Criterion: Co-occurrence

First, the CO-OCCURRENCE criterion was tested. Asswhown in the last section,
co-occurrence of Poss+Dem/Dem+Poss does not exisieiParker Chronicleand is
very rare in the Peterborough Chronicle Interestingly, no instances of
Poss+Dem/Dem+Poss without adjectival modificatioould be found in the
Peterborough ChronicleThis is the reason why it is necessary to inges#i this
pattern in other manuscripts. If more examples @bccurrence can be found in the
earlier 0.2 texts than in the later manuscripts,cae assume that some change in the
grammar has taken place which is responsible fodibappearance of the pattern.

Indeed slightly more examples of co-occurrence lwarfound in the earlier 0.2
texts. Although theParker Chronicleand thelLaws show almost no co-occurrence
patterns, the demonstrative collocates with thes@esve in the other four investigated
0.2 manuscripts. There, also instances for Dem+Russ without adjectival
modification can be found.

Table 27 shows that the search query producedfdritall the four types of co-
occurrence patterns iBedeand Boethius:®* The first type, Dem+Poss+Adj+CN, we

only find in BedeandBoethiug(3 examples all together; e.g. ex.91).

(91) pa sumu we nu gemdon gepeodan
(of) which some  we now have taken care to insert

in pis user ciriclice steer

in this/the our ecclesiastical history
(cobede,Bede 4:8.282.20.2857)S45

Again, it is debatable if we should analyze the With Dem+Poss as elements of the

same NP, or if we give the demonstrative apposti@tatus. In 91, it is possible to

181 Compare Allen’s study (2006: 157) on the co-ocence patterns in OE texts.
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interpetthis as an independent appositional phrase in the séitisis, our ecclesiastical
history. To argue for an appositional structure also seeasaonable becaupes here is
the compound demonstrative with a stronger defotice. As was pointed out earlier,
the article did not derive from the compound denrartise.

More examples for the word order variation Poss+B&dy+CN are listed; 11 in
Orosius (e.g. ex.92), 26 irBede (e.g. ex.93). The pattern is also attested twice in

Boethiuge.g. ex.94) and twice i@ura Pastoralis

(92) pa sendon hie Filonemmora pone geleeredestan mon
Then sent they Filontkeir that/the most learned man

to pon paet he him sceolde Gaiuses mildse gearen

to the one so that he  should carry him (news aiuy& mercy
(coorosiu,Or_6:3.135.25.2855)S46

(93) & his paem godan willan wel gefultmode Felix se biscop,
andhis that/the good will was well seconded by bishop Felix
se cwom of Burgundena rices daelum, beaer he weemad & gehalgod.

who came from the district of Burgundy, where s torn and consecrated.
(cobede,Bede 2:12.142.18.1372)S46

(94) Swapeah is an selmihtig God hispaere hean ceastre

nevertheless (there) is an almighty God his that/the high castle
(coboeth,B0:40.141.6.2813)S46

Also the simple Poss+Dem+CN pattern without and@nje occurs. The pattern is not
very frequent with 3 examples Bede(e.g. ex.95), 1 ilBoethius(ex.96) and 2 in the
Introduction to Alfred’s Law$ex.97).

(95) Fordon he wiste & gemunde:  se pe cwaed,dufa pinne Dryhten God,
For he knew and remembered: he who said: love your Lord God,

se ilca cweed, lufa dupinne done nehstan

He also said: love yowyour that/the neighbor
(cobede,Bede 4:29.370.6.3698)S38

(96) gegaderode pa saula & pone lichoman hsgam anwealde

gathered the souls and the body vhith that/the power
(coboeth,B0:30.69.22.1291)S38

218



V. Nominal Determination in Old English Prose

(97) Gif hwa slea his done nehstan mid stane 0dde mid fyste,

If anyone beats his that/the neighbor with a stone or with (the) fist
(colawafint,LawAfEI:16.41)S38

The word order variation Dem+Poss+CN occurs motenofl3 times irBede (e.g.
ex.98), 16 times iBoethius(e.g. €x.99), 5 times in tieastoral Care(e.g. ex.100) and
once inOrosius(e.g. ex.101) and twice in thaws of Ingle.g.ex.102).

(98) & pa gemette  pone his gepoftan  sleepende.

And found this/the his comradessleeping.
(cobede,Bede_3:19.244.1.2492)S32

(99) da mine peowas sindon wisdomas & creeftas & sode welan;

These/The my customs are wisdom and virtues and true wealth
(coboeth,B0:7.18.5.287)S32

(100) Swa eada his folgeras swa hie unwiderweardran & gemodran beod,
So alsahese/the his followersso friendly and unanimous they are,

swa hie swidur hlecad tosomne,

so close they unite together,
(cocura,CP:47.361.19.2448)S32

(101) Se heora cyning ongan da singan & giddian,
This/The their king  began to sing and recite
(coorosiu,Or_1:14.35.14.683)S32

(102)  Gif ceorl ceap forstild & bired into rasrne,
If [a] husband steals cattle and brings it te ouse

& befehd paerinne mon, ponne 18§ his deel
and one finds it there then [he] ftris his part

synnig butan pam wife anum,

Is alone guilty without the wife
(colawine,Lawlne:57.153)S32

Again we may subtract several ambiguous casese¥ample, ex. 98 seems to be an
appositional constructionpéne is singular whereasis gepoftanis plural which

suggests a construction liled found this, my comradesh ex. 99 & 100da could
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also be the adverthen. Still, it cannot be denied that the results confiimat the co-

occurrence of Poss+Dem/Dem+Poss in one NP existéddi English.

Note that the manuscripts chosen are mostly traostafrom a Latin source. The

guestion then is if the high amount of co-occureemeght be due to Latin influence and

should be disregarded as evidence (see sectid3).512 the previous section, | already

argued that those patterns should not be dism&sédtincalques Even if some of the

examples might be direct translations from theioalLatin source, many of them are

not. This shall be exemplified by a small studyastigating thérosiusexamples.

5.4.1.1 The influence of Latin on the co-occurrence of determinatives in Orosius

Below the 11 examples of Poss+Dem+Adj+CN and thgample of Dem+Poss+CN in

Orosiusare listed with their Latin counterpatfé.Nowhere we find a direct translation

of the Poss+Dem combination. In terms of conteetde find corresponding Latin NPs

in examples 103 — 109, but those have differensi¥irctures.

(103)

(104)

ne dorste Cassander self on daem feereltanarg,
not might Cassander himself on this way come
for his daem nihstan feondum pe him ymb waron.

because offis those/the nearest enemies that him around were
(coorosiu,Or_3:11.81.16.1619)S46

Cassandefinitimorum ( of the near onegbellis implicitus Lysimachumcum
ingentimanupro sesociis in auxilium misit. Seleucus quoguevus Antigono
hostis accessitic siquidem Seleucus plurima per orienteefia gessit

& hiora peet pridde gefeoht waes on Lucaniam,
andtheir that/the third fight  was in Lucania,

on Arosinis peere dune;

on the field/hill Arosinis
(coorosiu,Or_4:1.85.29.1727)S46

82 The Latin passages are taken from Sweet (1883).
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(105)

(106)

(107)

(108)

Interea reversum ex Sicilia Pyrrhum Curius comxaepit;tertium id bellum
(3 the battld contra Epirotasapud Lucaniam in Arusinis campgisstum est.

a sendon hie pider Amilchor, heora pone gleawestan mgn
then sent they Amilchor thither, their that/the most skillful man

baet he Alexandres wisan besceawade,

that he Alexander’s manner (may) watch
(coorosiu,Or_4:5.90.20.1828)S46

Amilcaremquemdamvirum solertia praecipuum, (a man distinguished by
skill) ad perscrutandos Alexandri actlisexerunt qui omni civibus suis per
tabellas scriptas et post cera superlitas, eabati

Onhiora peem forman gefeohte  weaes Romana lll M ofslagen,

in their that/the first fight was Romana Il M slain
(coorosiu,Or_4:7.97.5.1989)S46

Namin primo conflictu (in the first fight) tria millia quingenti cecidere
Romani

ZEt paem feordan cirre  hie sendon Hanhaora pone unweordestan pegn

At the fourth occasion they sent Harthair that/the unworthiest thane
(coorosiu,Or_4:7.97.19.2000)S46

etcumbis missis legatis nihprofecissentpostetiam decem principibus
supplicantibus nec impetrarentnovissime Annonis, minimi hominis inter
legatos (lowest of man, among the legatgrsratione meruerunt.

ba sendon hie Filonehiora pone geleeredestan mon
Then sent they Filortaeir that/the most learned man

to pon paet he him sceolde Gaiuses mildse geearen

tothe one  that he should carry him (news ofJuSainercy
(coorosiu,Or_6:3.135.25.2855)S46
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apud Alexandrianmprofligate caedeatque urbe propulsgxpromendarum
guerelarumcausa Philonemyirum sanein primis eruditum, (a man indeed
exceedingly educatg@degatum adCaesarenmiserunt.

(109) & Mammeais sio gode modor sende  aefter Origenise
and Mammeadhis that/the good mother sent after Origenise,

paem geleeredestan meessepreoste,

the most learned mass-priest
(coorosiu,Or_6:18.143.3.2999)S46

cujus mater Mammaea Christiang Origenem Presbyteruaudire curavit

In the following examples, 110 — 112, the corresipog Latin passage does not even
include a Latin NP which corresponds to the OldIEshdtranslation’.

(110)  Onhiora deem eaerestan gewinne Amilcor, Cartaina cynig,
Ontheir that/the first battle/war  Amilcor, king of Carthage

ba he to Romanum mid firde faran wolde,
when he against the Romans  with an army échiat go (to war),

ba weard he from Spenum bepridad & ofslagen.

then was he by the Spanish  overcome and killed.
(coorosiu,Or_4:7.98.3.2012)S46

Anno ab urbe conditi®XVIl, Amilcar, dux Carthaginiensium, ab Hispaiis
bello, cumbellum adversuRomanos pararebccisus est.
(no Latin counterpart)

(111) Hiora Oeet eefterre gefeoht  waes aet Trefia deere ie,

their that/the second fight was at Trefia the river
(coorosiu,Or_4:8.100.3.2061)S46

Pugnatumdeinde ad flumen Trebiam, iterumque Ropemclade suerati
sunt. Qo Latin counterpart)
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(112) & begeat Siracuses, heora pa welegestan burg peh he hie
and obtained Syracustheir that/the wealthiest town (the one that he)

et paem aerran feerelte begietan ne mehte,

at the preceding expedition could not obtain,
(coorosiu,Or_4:10.103.8.2133)S46

secunda oppugnationex cepit, quam, cum jam pridem obsedisset,
Archimedis Syracusani civiadmirabili ingeniopraediti,
(no Latin counterpart)

Finally, example (113), and (114) show that somesiiihis even the case that no related
Latin passage can be found in the Latin origin&ke Tollowing examples were added to

the Old English version as new text.

(113) Se heora cyning ongang pa  singan & giddian
That/the their king  began then  to sing and to recite
(coorosiu,Or_1:14.35.14.683)S32

(114) Eala, Romane, hwa maeg eow nu truwian
Alas, Romans, how may you now trust

ba ge swylc lean dydon eowrum pam getrywestan witar?

that you such reward gave (toyour those/the most loyal councilors
(coorosiu,Or_5:4.119.3.2492)S46

This shows us that in the particular case @ifosius very often the existing
Poss+Dem/Dem+Poss construction must not be integras a direct translation.
Rather, the creativity of the scribe suggests thatpattern was indeed part of an Old
English register. Still, one aspect has not besoudised yet. Even if we accept that co-
occurrence was part of an Old English registerptitéern is extremely infrequent. Even
if we do not exclude any of the potential ambiguexamples, 44 cases Bede 20 in
Boethius 7 in thePastoral Care 12 inOrosiusand 2 in the laws texts do not seem a
sufficient number to argue against the existencea afetermination slot which we
assume can only be filled by one determinativetaha. They constitue less than 1% of
all CN NPs. Poss+Dem/Dem+Poss is not productiveepatat all. Thus, it must be
concluded that the CO-OCCURRENCE criterion is megarly Old English.
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5.4.2 Criterion: Relative position

The next criterion is RELATIVE POSITION. In tHeeterborough Chronie we could
only find one instance where an adjective precéueslemonstrative but it was possible
to interpret the adjective as the head of a sepait with a genitive construction
following.

In theParker Chroniclewe also find only one example:

(115) & preo stodon aefeweardum paem mudan on drygum,

and three stood atpward the (river-)y mouth  on dry land
(cochronA-2b,ChronA_[Plummer]:897.30.1136)S43

In Bede 8 instances of the pattern Adj+Dem+CN can be douut interestingly all
cases include adjectives which mearddle (eg. ex. 116-118). This then leads to the
question if the pattern is really productive oitiis only applied in the special cases of

middleand-weardum

(116) Wees micel fyr  oneeled onddum pam huse

A large fire had been kindled imiddle that/the house
(cobede,Bede_3:8.180.26.1799)S43

(117)  we da weeron anidre deere s&

we then were in middle the sea
(cobede,Bede 5:1.384.18.3832)S43

(118) & he mec forlet imiddum paem peostrumond daere ongrislican gesihde.
and he me left in middle the darkness and that fearful vision.
(cobede,Bede 5:13.426.16.4287)S43

Also the two cases 2 Boethiusincludemiddle(e.g. ex.119):

(119) Hu meahtes pu  bion amdre pisse hwearfunga
How might thou be imiddle this change/instability

paet du eac mid ne hwearfode?

that you did not also change with?
(coboeth,B0:7.18.26.299)S43
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In Pastoral Carewe find 4 hits all of which includmiddleor from behinde.g. ex. 120,
121 & 122):

(120) hebid omiddum daem ofne gecirred to are.

he is inmiddle the oven turned into bronze
(cocura,CP:37.267.24.1747)S43

(121) Fordeem afner,  da da he ongean donedsrtie draf,
Therefore when he turned against the onedhate him,

ne ofstong he hiene  no mid dy speres orde,
he did not stab him not with the spear’s point

ac midhindewerdum dam sceafte

but withhind part of the shaft
(cocura,CP:40.297.9.1957)S43

(122) & gad from geate to geate ounidde da ceastre

and go from gate to gate throughddle the castle
(cocura,CP:49.383.1.2586)S43

In Orosiuswe find two examples, again both of them usedogcel constructions with

-weardum

(122)  ponneis an port @udeweardum paem lande
there is a port osouthwards the land

bone man hee Sciringesheal.

that one calls Sciringesheal.
(coorosiu,Or_1:1.16.2.281)S43

(123) Swa egefull wees Alexander  pa pa he wadsdaum,
So terrible  was Alexander  when he was indndi

oneasteweardum pissum middangearde paette pa from him ondredan
oneastwards this middleearth, that then from him were afraid

be waeron on westeweardum.

those that were westwards
(coorosiu,Or_3:9.74.2.1454)S43
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As all of the 16 examples where an adjective preseithe demonstrative are very
special, they do not indicate that the demonstasvstill floating around freely in the
prehead of Old English. The pattern Adj + Dem isnbymeans a productive pattern of
Old English. In other words, | suggest that alreadyearly OIld English the
demonstrativese (and presumably all other determinatives) mostiguo in a rather
fixed position in front of the adjective. This s@gis that the RELATIVE POSITION
criterion is met in Old English and that a deteramion slot to the left of the

modificational elements may have already been quineézed by the speakers.

5.4.3 Criterion: Obligatoriness

In order to investigate the OBLIGATORINESS criterion a larger scale, | decided to
analyze four of the selected texts in more deBslle(80,767w.),Boethius(48,443w.),
Pastoral Careg(68, 556 w.) an@®rosius 61,020w.). The texts were chosen because they
have a high word count and thus represent the rlatgeg samples among the
manuscripts. Note that in the handbooks on Old iEngjterature all of them are treated
as translations from Latin, but as has been poiotgdn previous chapters, for some
texts the term ‘translation’ does not seem toditduse the Old English version strongly
deviates from its Latin counterpart (especi@iosiusandBoethiu3. Therefore, | argue
that those texts are representative of Old Enghisise and can be used for analysis
without having to take into consideration the pbiity of transfer phenomena from
Latin. The Law texts were only excluded from analysecause it would go beyond the
scope of this paper to analyze all manuscriptseNwbwever, that | am well aware that
the OBLIGATORINESS criterion should also be invgated in this particular genre.

Such an analysis will have to be one of many fupuogects.

5.4.3.1 Bare common nouns

To answer the question how obligatory the overtkingrof definiteness was in early
Old English, the same procedure was used as inP#terboroughand Parker
Chronicle All one-word NPs including a common noun (S23yeveearched for. This
produced 1325 hits fdBede 601 hits forBoethius 744 hits forPastoral Careand 839
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hits for Orosius(see table 28). Again note that a search querprierword NPs does
not produce an output which includes all the podtrtases where overt definiteness
marking may be missing®®

Again, every example was analyzed individually, &aded on the context it was
decided if the NP was definite, indefinite or naferential. In order to reduce the
number of 3509 examples, and in order to make tesidmparable to th@arker
Chronicle where 251 NPs were analyzed, | decided to hakesar look at the first 250
examples listed in each output file. In other wofds each text, | analyzed the first 250
examples of NPs with a bare common noun.

Following the procedure that was set up for Beterboroughand theParker

Chronicle,all indefinite and non-referential NPs (e.g. 12829) were excluded:

(124) He cueed: da ic heefde done weall durhdyrelod da geseah iduru.

He said: when | had the weall pierced | sapdoor
(cocura,CP:21.155.3.1053)S23

(125)  Oeette da sacerdas ne scoldon no hieratheafd scieran
that the priests should not their heads shav
mid scierseaxum ne eft hi ne scoldon hira loccas lsetan weaxa
with razors nor should they let their locks grow

ac hie scoldon hie efsigean msickarum
but they should  clip them wiltissors
(cocura,CP:18.139.11.945)S23

(126)  Gif ge nu gesawan hwelce mus feastre hlaford ofer odre mys,
If you now saw some mouse thas lord over other mice,

& sette him domas, & nedde hie eefter gafole,
and set them judegments  and subject them buotéi

hu wunderlic wolde eow daet pincan.

how wonderful ~ would you think it
(coboeth,B0:16.35.30.648)S23

183 The output of the query only lists one-word NPsrehthe noun stands completely alone (unmarked)
and does not get modified by any additional word.(an adjective) or phrase (e.g. a relative clause
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(127) & huhe Darius pone cyning  oferwon,;
and how he  king Darius overcame
& hu he self weard mid atre acweald.
and how he was with poison killed
(coorosiu,OrHead:3.9.32)S23
(128)  peet he weere on Truso on syfan dagum &miht
that he was in Truso in seven days and nights,

baet peet scip wees ealne weg yrnantier segle
that the ship was all [the] way under sail
(coorosiu,Or_1:1.16.21.296)S23

(129) onsumera hit bid wearm, &on wintra ceald.
in summer it was warm anth winter cold
(coboeth,B0:21.49.19.894)S23

After doing so, | ended up with the following numiaé definite NPs in which the noun
referred to a specific, identifiable entity: 40 exales inBede 18 inBoethius 19 in the
Pastoral Careand 26 inOrosius

250 bareNPs | Bede| Boethius| Pastoral C.| Orosius
exclude 7 12 7 8
indefinite 138 | 169 186 139
non-referential| 65 51 38 78
definite 40 18 19 25

Table 28: Relation between non-referential, indefimnd definite contexts with bare NPs in 0.2
texts

As a next step, which was also taken in the Chlesjspecial syntactic constructions
were excluded. After doing so, in all four textgae only a few cases remained where
no determinative is used although reference is nadespecific, identifiable entity (see

Table 29)!** If we now calculate how many bare noun case®finite context we find

'8 These numbers include singular count, plural camdtnon-count nouns (compare Table 19).
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in the whole sample of one-word CN NPs (not onthimfirst 250 NPs), we end up with
165 examples iBede 26 inBoethius 36 in thePastoral Careand 57 inOrosius*®®

Manuscripts | definite | special | bare bare CNs
contexts | constr. | CNs in
in the in 250 | complete
first 250 sample
examples
Bede’ 40 9 31/250| (165/1325)
Boethius 18 7 11/250, (26/601)
Pastoral C. | 19 7 12/250) (36/744)
Orosius 25 8 17/250, (57/839)

Table 29: Bare definite common noun phrases iry&id English prose

These are the the ‘famous’ cases of bare defimtens which are always discussed in
the handbooks and which are considered to be imporevidence for the non-
obligatoriness of definiteness marking in Old EsigliOnce again it has to be pointed
out that the number of examples is extremely low.

For example, in the case of Bede, 3246 cases wara fwhere the demonstrative
preceeds the CN, 1359 cases where a possessiveupromarks the NP overtly and
1483 cases where a genitive constructions funcesrns determinative. This means that
in 6088 cases definiteness is overtly marked bgtarthinative irBede Now, it simply
cannot be argued that 165 instances (where an aetdgrminative is missing)
corroborate the assumption that Old English wamguistic stage where definiteness
marking is optional. Given the fact that only in axtremely small percentage of
definite NPs the noun remains bare, it can onlgdiecluded that definiteness marking
is already quite consistent in early Old Englisid ahat the OBLIGATORINESS
criterion is met.

If we analyze the examples in detalil, it can adgm@rseen that the nouns which are
reluctant to overt marking are again special ofiég. instances below show that again
the majority of examples which are found withoudederminative contains body parts

and unique words likéhe devi) heaverorthe segle.g. 130 — 135).

'8 |n the Peterborough Chroniclein 32 cases a determinative was missing. InPthgker Chronicle,8
examples out of 251 lack a determinative.
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(130)

(131)

(132)

(133)

(134)

(135)

230

He is swide biter on mude

Heis  very bitter in [the] mouth
(coboeth,B0:22.51.2.927)S23

baet he wearp peet sweord onweg pashlanda haefde,
so that he threw the sword away thatrhgnis] hand had

& him to fotum feoll.

and himto [the] feet fell
(cobede,Bede 1:7.38.18.318)S23

To hire gerestscipe ponne hire wer nalggengan,
To her bed then her husband shall not go,

gr pon paet acennde befiom meolcum awened sy.

before the new born is weanefl [the] breasts
(cobede,Bede_1:16.76.27.711)S23

Gif hine ponne yfel mon haefd, ponne bid fed y purh pses monnes yfel
If then an evil man has it, it is evil tigh the man’s evil,

pbe him yfel mid ded, &urh dioful .

who does evil with it anthrough [the] devil
(coboeth,B0:16.38.26.702)S23

On Oeere waeron da steenenan bredu de @ \wi@s on awriten
In it were kept the stone tablets on whiche 8w was written
mid tien bebodum,[... ], & eac se sweta mete

in ten commandments [...] and also the sweet foo

oe hie heton monna, se him cuofihefonum

they call manna which came to therfnrom [the] heaven
(cocura,CP:17.125.17.847)S23

& pone maestan deel his hasdéoferseten.

andthe greatest part of it hdthe] seacovered
(coboeth,B0:18.41.28.758)S23
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5.4.3.2 Unique common nouns

If we again examine the group of ‘unique’ noung(@eaven sun etc...), it can be

confirmed that those words do not consistentlystedefiniteness marking. Most of
these words repeatedly occur in combination witlet@rminative in the texts.

Table 31 shows how often some unique nouns ocdbr aviwithout a determinative in

the selected old English texts.

sun moon heaven | hell knee head (middle) | flood/
earth tide

+d/ -d + - + - + - + - + - + - + - +

PA 2 |4 1 1 |- - - - - - 1 - - 1 1 1
Bede 2 |1 1 - - 4 | - 1 13 |- 1411 |4 (22 |1 -
Boethius| 35 | 1 10| - |8 |- 1 1 |- - - - 9 |2 - -
CuraP. |4 |- 1 - - - - 7 |- - 100 - |9 |- - 1
Orosius |6 |- 2 - 2 |- - 2 |3 |- 7 1 (8 |8 3 1
Laws A B - B B - - B B - B B B - B B B
LawsAl |- - - - - - - - - - - - - 2 - -
Lawl - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

(02 [4o]s [15]1 [10]4 Ju Jarfe o [32]2 [0[35[5 [3 |

ACH1 18 | - 13|- |4 |5 - 9 (1 (1 2711 |23 |53 |1 1
ACH2 19 |5 - - 2 |- 1 108 |- 24 | - 18 |21 |1 1
ALo0S 20 | - - - 1 |- 1 5|5 |3 29 (1 |18 |60 | 2 1
PB 2 |3 10| - |5 |1 - 1 |- 2 8 1 |- 1 2 -

Table 30: Distribution o$ewith unique common nouns in Old English texts

The nounssun, moon, heaven, kndéeadandflod are marked by a determinative more
often than they occur bare. Orilgll andmiddleearthmostly occur bare. Also, it can be
seen that the situation is similar in the later usznipts. There the use s¢with unique
nouns does not become more consistent.

Admittedly, it is true that the handbooks are corrghen they claim that if a noun
occurs bare in a definite context, this is modtly tase with unique nouns, (body parts,

directions, devil, middleearth, ...which could be interpreted as inherently definite

231



V. Nominal Determination in Old English Prose

(similar to proper nouns), but as these words #enased with determinatives as well,
the lack of a determinative in a few cases doessaggest a linguistic state where
marking of definiteness is entirely optional. We ¢hus conclude that the cases of bare
nouns seem to be special cases being the lasttorgmradically resist the marking

process.

5.5 Preliminary conclusions: category and slot
emergence at 0.2

In this chapter | have analyzed a large amountaté ¢h order to find out about the
status of the Old English demonstratise | have investigated several definite NP
patterns in various Old English prose texts. Sdvasarch queries have been run to
determine the frequency of some determination petéosition, occurrence and non-
occurrence of determinatives in the prehe#@d) the demonstrativee is part of the
prehead, mainly the OE prehead has been analyzsdmGn and proper nouns and
how they combine with demonstratives, possessiwnes genitive constructions have
been examined. Also the criteria for articlehoodhiol were set up in section 2.3.2,
have been tested. First, thHeeterboroughand the Parker Chronicle have been
investigated; next the investigation has been eldério other early Old English prose
texts. This has been necessary because it hagltamtehat by exclusively looking at
the Peterboroughand theParker Chronicle the existence of a determination slot and a
definite article in Old English could not be atezstree of doubt.

On the one hand, evidence exists which seems gesti¢hat the fornsetook up
article function. When investigating the developtehse diachronically by splitting

up the texts into periods it could be observed that
a) the token frequency sk+ CN drastically increases in both Chronicles;
b) the use of the compound demonstrafigsincreases;

c) usingsewith singular proper names decreases.

This has been interpreted as strong evidence éofaitt that the fornseloses it deictic
force and takes up article function whereas thepmmd demonstrative gets employed
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more often to express proximity or emphasis, thefdbng a semantic gap that was
opened by the grammaticalizationsaf

On the other hand, the picture is not as concluas/gé seems. For example, it has
been observed that type frequency only increaseshenParker but not in the
PeterboroughChronicle Additionally, the diachronic development of thengpound
demonstrative pes shows some unexplainable fluctuation in tiReterborough
Chronicle Thus it has to be concluded that the diachromiestigation of the
Peterborough Chroniclgielded inconclusive results.

Moreover, some of the tested criteria have not leadonclusive results either
because some patterns only occurred once or twitkeeiPeterborough Chroniclein
addition, the application of some criteria has éarout to be problematic. For example,
the EXCLUSIVENESS criterion could not be appliecsessfully at all. The criteria
PREDICATION, INDEPENDENCE and SYNTACTIC MOTIVATIONDNLY could
be applied but the results do not really tell usmaboutsein its function as a prehead
determinative. Thus, only three criteria have tdroet to be helpful for investigating
the role ofsein the Old English prehead. Those have been REVATPOSITION,
CO-OCCURRENCE and OBLIGATORINESS. All of them suggthat the grammar
used in thd?eterborough Chroniclemploys a functional determination slot.

Finally, the results in thBeterborough Chronicland theParker Chronicletell us
little about the situation of nominal determinationother genres. The two manuscripts
are tagged as rather late (0.3/0.4) texts. Fordhts other reasons (mentioned in the
subsections), | have also investigated other Olgligim texts. On the basis of these, the
following results have been obtained:

Generally, it can be observed that nominal deteation patterns are distributed
similarly in the manuscripts. It can be generaliteat Dem+CN is the most frequent
pattern to mark definite reference in Old Engligh.all texts the pattern Dem+CN
makes up between 25% and 30% of all NPs which dechicommon noun. Only in the
law texts is the percentage lower (around 20%).thistis probably a genre issue. The
other basic determination pattern Poss+CN adds ou$-15% in the texts. The
GenP+CN pattern occurs in a range between 5 and it288 manuscripts. In other

words, the concept of possession is less ofteneszpd than the concept of deixis (e.g.
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my housevs. this/that housgin the prehead. This fact will be highly relevdot the
argumentation to come in chapter 6.

The pattern Dem+PN is as rare as in @teonicles,(around 3%) withBoethius
being the exception with a higher percentage of4/7,8terestingly, the usage of
Dem+Adj+CN differs slightly in the manuscripts. Whas it is only used in about 2%
of all the cases in the law texts, it is used muebre in the homilies and the
philosophical and religious texts (around 10%).sTdf course may again be a matter of
genre. Some genres are stylistically more comgiar bthers, and it is to be expected
that adjectival modification of some concepts isrentikely in a philosophical or
religious manuscript than in a law text or a chetei

Regarding the criteria for articlehood, the follagicriteria have been tested on the
early Old English prose texts: RELATIVE POSITION,O@CCURRENCE and
OBLIGATORINESS. Note that this thesis is basedlmnitlea that the existence of the
definite article is linked to the existence of asgional, lexically underspecified
determination slot. It has been argued that we ldhoot separate the notion of
articlehood from the existence of a determinatih. $n order to speak of an article, a
slot has to emerge first in the cognitive makeuphefspeaker. The term article should
only be introduced in English when we also can tifigna fixed positional
determination slot. This slot becomes functional aertain rules on how it has to be
treated are attached to it. Only after the posaidixation of such a slot, is it likely that
an element is employed as its default filler. Tinee¢ tested criteria are strongly related
to such a functional slot.

Regarding the RELATIVE POSITION criterion, it hagdm concluded that the
examples where an adjective precedes the demowsteae not very convincing ones.
The pattern Adj + Dem is by no means a productiggepn of Old English. In other
words, the demonstrativee mostly occurs in a rather fixed position in fraoft the
adjective in Old English. This suggests that the RHBVE POSITION criterion is met
in early Old English and that a determination sbothe left of modificational elements
has already been conceptualized by the speakers.

Regarding the OBLIGATORINESS criterion, only a hadf cases exist where
the determinative seems to be missing althoughreeée is made to a specific

identifiable entity. Only these few represent tfarious’ cases of bare definite nouns,
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which are always discussed in the handbooks andhwénie considered as important
evidence for the non-obligatoriness of definiterassking in Old English. In has been
shown that most of the cases are special uniquasndihey seem to be special cases
being the last ones to sporadically resist the mgrgrocess. Note that for each of those
cases counterexamples can be found where the saumeisr marked byge or another
determinative. Based on these results, we haveriolude that definiteness marking is
already quite consistent in early Old Englistence, it can only be concluded that the
OBLIGATORINESS criterion is met.

Regarding CO-OCCURRENCE, it could be shown that t ththe
Poss+Dem/Dem+Poss construction is part of an Olglign register. The question,
however, is if the pattern is frequent enough toatgue against the existence of a
determination slot, which can only be filled by ateterminative at a time®s Denison
(2006: 290f.) points out, a pattern might be infregt for other reasons than marginal
grammaticality, including full grammaticality butestricted pragmatic usefulness.
Therefore, in a strict sense, the CO-OCCURRENCIEemon is not met.

Still, it must be made clear that even if we téke ¢xistence of such co-occurrence
patterns seriously, they constitute less than 1®IdEN NPs. Poss+Dem/Dem+Poss is
not productive pattern at all. As a consequensaighest that the speakers of early Old
English already use a grammatical system in whictletermination slot has been
implemented. Based on the results for the otherdxteria, | argue that in early Old
English it has already become the ‘rule’ to markrdieeness obligatorily by filling this
positional slot. The fact that Poss+Dem still exishows us that the emergence of such
a determination slot is a gradual process. Obwousiwill take some time until the
system reaches a point where definiteness marlangrbes completely regular and gets
extended to all the cases that we know of today.

| have to admit that the idea to set up criteria ddiclehood based on Modern
English and to apply them on an older languageestag failed. Out of 7 criteria, only
3 turned out to be useful. And out of those 3, dhblearly speak for the existence of a
determination slot. This, however, again underlindst scholars have said about the
fuzziness of categories and the inability to cagptimguistic relativity by Aristotelian

categorization. Language is constantly changing, larguistic behavior at one stage
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may not be analyzable with tools that have beemgébr anaylzing linguistic behavior

at a later stage (see my final conclusion (chaptéor further thoughts on this issue).
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Every utterance, including every
historical innovation, is sanctioned both
by the regularities that constitute
grammar and by more general
functional, cognitive and pragmatic
factors and constraints. (De Smet 2008:
86)

Analogy making lies at the heart of
intelligence. (Hofstadter 1995: 63)

6. Causal mechanisms of category emergence

The second major aim of this thesis is to exantieeréasons for a particular change in
grammar— from a grammar that has no definite article taamgnar that employs this
category. As has already been argued in chaptadBathe change in grammar which
is seen as the prerequisite for article developneriEnglish is the emergence of a
positional, syntactic, lexically underspecified efetination slot, which becomes
functional itself. In the last section | suggestieat this slot already existed in the early
0.2 period. Why and how the emergence of such ermé@tation slot was likely in the
history of English and what factors may have ledthe emergence of the article
category will be discussed in the following section

Generally, the development of the definite artitias been interpreted as a
phenomenon caused by grammaticalization or reasalysth a heated debate about
those two notions being either epiphenomenal detbeei terms or ‘real’ causal
mechanisms and thus driving forces of linguistioletion. Although linguistic change
tends to be multi-causal and although | will najusr against the general possibility to
describe and name the inferable reinterpretatiotheflinguistic system as a case of
reanalysis or grammaticalization, | agree with R&s(2007) and De Smet (2008, 2009)
that often the process of reanalysis can and shbeldoroken down “into more
fundamental mechanisms of language change, ingu@mong others) analogy” (De
Smet 2009: 1730). It will be suggested that noy seimantic—pragmatic but also formal
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‘system-internal’ factor8® are responsible for the grammaticalization of the
demonstrative. All of these factors push the dermatige down its grammaticalization
path. When it comes to the development of the defiarticle, a usage-based,
analogical model of morphosyntactic changeespecially taking into account the
frequency of linguistic surface forms (i.e. conerdbkens) and cognitive on-line
processing- seems to be the most fertile one (Fischer 200@f. 4jawkins 2004). From
such a point of view learning a language is schbased rather than rule based, and
structural similarities (i.e. position & overt sleapf forms) can be a cause or stimulus of
change (Fischer 2007: 326).

6.1 Slot emergence and grammaticalization of a
schematic construction

So far one could conclude that it is quite obvieds/ the demonstrative should have
developed into the definite article. What makeshsacprocess likely is the broad
functional overlap between the demonstrative aedi#finite article, which can be seen
as a deictically unmarked demonstrative. The detnainge was already very close to
the definite article in terms of semantic contesat,that all it had to lose was its deictic
force. Moreover, the demonstrativdike the article- is attached to the head in the left
periphery so that formally the syntactic positidntlte two elements is similar. Thus,
one could interpret the rise of the article asapée grammaticalization effect driven by
the semantic and positional relatedness of demainarand article. What | hope to
show, however, is that although those factors definplayed a role in the process, it
would oversimplify the picture tremendously if ostepped here. As has been argued in
previous chapters already, the development of #fimite article does not only involve
the processes of attrition (semantic bleaching,nplugical reduction), fixation and
obligatorification of a particular overt elemeseg the), but it also seems to be linked
to the cognitive conceptualization of a lexicallgyderspecified determination slot. In
the section on nominal determination, where theega for articlehood were set up, it

18 By ‘system internal’ factors | mean the impacttoé shape of the grammatical system. For example,
the notion of ‘system internal’ forces includes,cang other things, the idea that speakers strive fo
structural simplification as a principle of fornaid functional economy.
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was argued that one should not speak of the exmsteha definite article in English
unless such a slot has developed (see sectio2.B.2). The essential question then of
course is why the speaker’s mind constructs suslotaand why certain functions are
attached to it.

Based on the results discussed in chapter 5, desimop crucial observation can be
made in Old English: it is hard to find noun phsagéth a common noun as a head in a
semantically definite context which are not markgdan element in the prehead that
overtly marks them as being definite. Already a¢ #marliest attested stage of Old
English, a demonstrative or a possessive or aigembnstruction almost always occurs
somewhere in the prehead and marks the head astelefi

So if there is a common noun which is heading andefNP in early Old English;

[CN]NF’{def}

and if the prehead can be filled by various elesient

[_+_+ _ + CN]pwe

then it is very often the case that somewhere enptlehead at least one element X (by
definition being a member of the class of deteritnnes) marks the NP as definite.
Speakers simply often feel the need to express rd@maotions like [possession] or

[deixis]. Let us call this STAGE 1 af'?’ and assign the following NP-schema to it:

[x determinative"' Zch NF>{def}188

18" STAGEL1 at1is represented by the linguistic evidence foundlithe investigated manuscripts tagged
as 0.2 (see results in section 5).

18 Note that the given annotation of the NP-schemasdnot follow any current formalization
conventions used in a generative or a functionaé&work. In this notation, X, Y and Z represent
concrete tokens or words with their word classchital as a subscript in lower case. The [...] bracket
represent a presumed syntactic construction whearedg brackets { } are reserved for indicating the
type of referentiality. Also note that in order keep the formalization short, any kind of potentid?
posthead will not be included in the annotation.
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This rather simple NP-schema is very frequ&hOf course the NP can potentially be

extended by adjectival modifiéf§, numerals etc., represented asdfer:

[x determinative"' Ymodiﬁer"'- .t ch] NP{def}

At STAGE 1 the speaker faces input in which s/lt@gaizes various other NP types as
well.*®* For example, as was shown in section 5.4.1, NEstwb determinatives in one

NP occur:

[x determinative"' xdeterminative"' ot ch] NP{def}

For example,his pa haligan sawleto Godes rice asendé® On top of that, the

determinative is sometimes preceded to its lefatgyther prehead element:

[Y modiﬁer+ Xdeterminative"' ot ch] NP{def}

An example of this less prototypical word ordertgat isseo burhwaru underfengon
haligan pone lichaman®® However, as was shown in section 5.2.4, such pattare
very rare, which leaves [erminativet Zenlnpidey @Nd [Xgeterminativet Ymodifier + Zen] NP{def}
as the prototypical NP-schemata for NPs with d&fineference. Thus, for STAGE 1,
one thing which can safely be generalized is th&emnever demonstratives or
possessive or genitive constructions are being ,usieose elements are mostly

positioned left of the head noun.

89 e.g. pa noldon hi faron oferpone ford. They would not cross ovethe/that ford

(cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:0.30.27)

or baennese yrthlingcunscenfpa oxan ic leede hie to laes®Vhenthe farmer has unyokedhe oxenl

lead them to the pastu(&armonsway 1938: 19ff.)

1% Her se eadiga apostdPetrus geset biscopsetl on Antiochia ceadttere [in this year]the blessed
apostlePeter occupied [the] bishop’s seat in Antioch ¢@gchronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:35.1.46).

91 Obviously the same holds true for the later stagfeBnglish. A speaker encounters and uses many
different types of NPs in his/her in- and output.

192 4is the/that holy souko God’s kingdom seticochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:1012.12.1834).

193 the townpeople took umly the body(cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:1012.15.1835).
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What is essential for the following argumentatisrihiat putting determinatives left
of the head at this stage does not necessarilyyithgl existence of a fixed positional
slot in the prehead, where determinatives haveetinberted® The speaker simply
faithfully copies the linguistic constructions s/leacounters in order to follow the
linguistic majority patterns in his/her speech camity. English being a left-branching
language, modifying and determinating elements kiroluster left to the head. Thus,
the speaker, who follows a natural tendency toatajtin his own linguistic production
puts those elements there as well. The word ordinmthe prehead at this stage still
shows more variation and is less rigid.

At the same time, one can also argue that the ibmaif defining the referent is
‘parasitic’ on the formal element. The definitendsmction only attaches to the
determinative ‘parasitically’. Using for example damonstrative, automatically gives
the NP definite reference. Still, the demonstrasiverimary function is to express a
spatial relationThus, the second essential point is that at sulthgaistic stage, the
overt marking of definite reference does not nearélgshave to be obligatory yet. What
comes to mind are languages where common nounsaligretay unmarked in definite
contexts but where demonstratives exist as predepdndents but can be used more
freely (e.g. Finnish see section 2.2.1). Also i @nglish, we still find the cases of
bare NPs with common noun heads when referringdefiaite referent® At this stage
marking definite reference is still optional.

Nevertheless, it might be possible that some spsdke. a younger generation of
learners) interpret the linguistic input of Stage differently and develop an
understanding of a regularity, where marking dédinieference in a certain fixed
position in the NP is obligatorily (> STAGE 2 a}l.tWhat causes this new interpretation
of the linguistic system?

It is assumed that the learner’'s mind is sensitovestatistical information. How
often a pattern occurs in the input will be infltiashbecause the learner is likely to be

affected by the relatively high frequency of certgatterns. When analyzing the

% This can also be compared to the situation of dvén Old English, which seem to float around
rather freely in the clause and still can occusemeral positions (even between auxiliary and maib),
not being limited to occur at the margins of theeuske (like in PDE).

195 Although they seem to be rarer than suggesteaeimandbooks (see chapter 5).
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linguistic STAGE 1 input, the learner's mind comgaitthe following pattern
preferences: First of all, the cases where no elemdound that overtly marks the NP
as definite are rare. As shown in chapter 5.2.5 &d3.1, if one excludes non-
referential readings or special stylistic constiarg, bare definite NPs with common
noun heads are rather infrequent. Or to put it nsargly, when the NP is definite, the
common noun that functions as the head is almeghya preceded by at least one
determinative. Secondly, if more elements are tofdaand in the prehead the one
determining reference will most of the time be fdun the left of the elements which
modify reference (e.g. attributive adjectives). rally, the demonstrative is used four
times more often as a prehead element than thee$Xi¢s or a Genitive Construction
(see 5.1.1.1).

What ‘conclusions’ might the learner draw on thsipaf this input? Conclusions
which presumably make him/her dissect the linguigtiput in a particular way and
which— from a diachronic ‘meta’ perspectivdead to a change in the overall linguistic
system (linguistic output of STAGE 2 a).tFirstly, the learner potentially concludes
that most of the time semantic definiteness is edudvertly by some material element
and may feel the need and obligation to always arseeslement to mark semantic
definiteness overtly in order to produce a pattenrch is observed to be frequent in the
first place. In other words, overt marking is ipiated as the default option if the

referent of the NP is definite.

[Xdeterminative+ ch] NP{def}

The learner abstracts this pattern and also applieghe rare NP cases where common
nouns occurred bare so far; in other words, is@imed that the learner overgeneralizes
this pattern and extends the schema to non-pratatyjpstances.

Secondly, I would like to suggest that the learnenceptualizes a positional
determination slot (before the adjective/ adjuncsifion), which is reserved for

determinatives:
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[ [_IoeterminaTion + [_IvopiricaTion + [Zerl HEaD] Npigen™®

When the learner dissects the input, s/he will fadeterminatives in this particular
position (left of modifiers) most of the time. Thigll support the learner’s awareness
that certain elements cluster in that location.tfit stage, the speaker starts to put
determinatives only in this slot in order to stickthe observed preference of the speech

community.

[ [X determinativ; DETERMINATION T [_-lMODIFICATION + [ch] HEAD] NP{def}

For the generation of learners, at some point, sioé becomes functional itséeff’
meaning that ‘rules’ are attached to the slot hbhas to be treated. For example, one
rule is that filling the slot is obligatory if théP is definite. Another rule which was also
mentioned earlier is that the slot can only beedilby one element at the time. This
explains why co-occurrence of Poss+Dem in one Nig¢lwstill exists in Old English
(see 5.2.3 & 5.4.1), hardly occurs in later stagfeEnglish. | do not intend to discuss
the question if the conceptualization of a deteatiom slot automatically implies the
conceptualization of a modification slot as wellhaugh it seems likely.

The third conclusion that the speaker draws isdlieg needs a default slot filler. If
s/he concludes that definiteness marking is olbiyats/he will choose an element to
fulfill this role by default whenever the positisgnot already filled by another element
which parasitically marks definiteness. The speaiilr choose one of the linguistic
forms that are available. As the demonstrative i®ady quite frequent as a
determinative, its high frequency makes it a pra@nincandidate for ‘the job’ of a
default filler. Not only is it close in terms of mmantic content but also its high

frequency plays a role. So in a way we encountBeguency effect here, where an

1% Subscript in capital letters represents the syictéunction of an element.

197 As far as the language is concerned the pointodfesnergence will differ per speaker and thus the
process from a meta perspective will be graduantan outside perspectivewhen we observe all the
Old English speakers and what they-dpthe process of slot emergence is a gradualloméll not be

the case that a whole speaker community, from ayeta another, uses the slot. From the learnensrin
perspective, however, it is assumed that the catEdimn of a determination slot is a rather sudden
development in his/her learning process. Eithgremker has conceptualized a slot or not.
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element which was already used quite frequentlys(tkalient) became even more
frequent: a process which develops a self-perpewdiynamic (see 6.1.2 for a detailed
discussion of frequency).

Before a learner can extend a schema to new iretasibe has to become aware of
the ‘schema’ in the first place. The speaker comp#nie NPs in his input to each other,
draws analogies and abstracts a common underltigrp. In more theoretical terms,
we can say that the learner observes “discreteetbisf usage, which then license the
extraction of [a] more abstract schema]...]” (Isra@D6: 223). In our case this schema

could be formalized as the

[[X determinativdpETERMINATION + [Zcn] HEADINP{den— CONSTrUCtiof®

As many linguistic patterns are already compatibiéh this abstract schema in early
Old English, the high type and token frequency oths NPs will lead to a high
productivity for the schema (De Smet 2008: 91).dthe creation of the slot is licensed
by the existence of many NP patterns which alrdadyre construction. That the slot
emerges at a certain point is therefore strondlyenced by frequency. The number of
[X determinativet Ymodifier+ Zenlnpidef; - Patterns and [eterminativet Zenlnpdery Patterns has to
be high enough, before the speaker becomes awaep abstract schema. Before we
discuss the role of analogy and frequency in tloegss in more detail, | would like to
make some further remarks on what has just been sai

Let us summarize what has been stated so far: @wegeneration of speakers — in
contrast to the ‘parent’ generation — seems toyapiplee new ‘rules’ to form its
linguistic output. In very simple terms the thredes could be: a) always mark definite
reference overtly b) mark definite reference iregan slot and c) to do so useas the
default slot filler. So, whereas for the first geateon of speakers (STAGE 1) marking
of definite reference is only a ‘variable ruf& this seems to be different for the second
generation (which in return is responsible for linguistic output of STAGE 2). The

parent generation does not have a locally fixetigad slot reserved and they do not fill

19 Again note that this formalization does not folltive annotation of a specific Construction Grammar
framework.
199 ysing determinatives more freely and only in dars@mantically motivated situations.
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this slot obligatorily to indicate definite refex@ Nevertheless, the next generation
receives input where such a position is filled mokthe time. This might lead the
younger generation to draw different conclusionsfthe parent generaticfi®

Of course, this directly leads to the question vty learner deviates from the
parents’ practice for whom definiteness markingny optional. Why is it the case that
a child which receives input where definitenessnty marked ‘sometimes’, opts for
obligatory definiteness marking ‘all of the timerhe following scenario seems likely:
Although the parent generation does not mark defieiss obligatorily, because it still
follows a variable rule, it is likely that the cthihevertheless receives input where the
demonstrative is marked most of the time.

As was already mentioned, not marking definiterassrtly is already rare. We
also know that the child develops its hypothesisualbhe grammatical system early in
the period of language acquisition on the basithefcaregivers’ child-directed speech.
Extensive studies have shown that this kind of eatse’ tends to be more listener
friendly and more explicit than adult-adult langaa@ee Clark 2003: 38ff and Hoff
2001: 119 for references). Based on those studague that if definiteness marking is
already very frequent in Old English, it is likellyat it is even more frequent in Old
English mothere$8". When talking to the child, the caregiver has twdiays: either
s/he relies on the fact that the child infers dedimeference from the context, which is
difficult for the child, or s/lhe marks definiteneseplicitly, which is much more listener
friendly. With an adult, one can be less explicibwing that the adult will be capable
of identifying definite reference from the contextowever, the caregiver will not
demand such discourse-pragmatic skills from thé&lchiiis likely that s/he will try to
be more explicit and thus mark definiteness motenothan when talking to an adult.
That means that the caregiver will exploit the &bl rule in such a way that marking
definiteness occurs more often than not markingtithe same time, the child receives

20 Although it is possible that also an adult speasfethe parent generation changes his grammatical
system by conceptualizing such a positional detetion slot, | think this is rather unlikely. The
language learners of the next generation will keedhes to conceptualize the slot during their laggu
acquisition process. For the parents, marking defiess will still be a question of variation. Chas in

the grammatical system of adults which are mirrdrgatonsistent changes in their linguistic outmurtct

to be rather superficial ones.

221 This idea is obviously based on the assumptiohpgheents at that time addressed their childrea in
similar manner like today.
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input where overt definiteness marking may be $icgmtly higher than in adult-adult
conversation. Analyzing that input, the child maypbthesize that definiteness marking
is obligatory.

Moreover, it is more difficult for a speaker toadish a detailed hypothesis when
to mark or not mark definiteness overtly, than ¢ofgr a simpler rule, namely marking
definiteness all of the time. From that point odwj the obligatorification process it a
matter of systemic simplification. Generally, a isbte (conditioned) rule is more
complex than an unconditioned rule which says: &svmark definiteness overtly”
because the speaker does not have to hypothesz¢ w&hich context demands overt
marking or not®

Finally, the adult speaker, who still has a vaeablle does not consider it
grammatically ill-formed when somebody marks deémeference all of the time. In a
system where definiteness can be marked optionatyneone who opts for the
possibility to mark it all the time, linguisticallydoes the right thing”. The adult
grammar does not forbid to always mark definitereegdicitly. If two people speak to
each other, the one who uses the pattern optiomalllynot notice anything special in
the output of the one who uses it obligatorily. $htine child will not receive negative
feedback. In other words, to change to a systenrevtiefiniteness has to be marked
obligatorily, is compatible with the parent systeamd will thus receive positive
feedback. On the other hand, for a speaker who thasrule to always mark
definiteness, not marking it will be experiencedleformed output. Therefore, for the
younger learner generation, the parents (with thBooal rule) sometimes “make
mistakes”. The learner generation may be awarehobet instances but as those
‘mistakes’ occur rarely, they will not stir the teing process in a different direction.

In other words, an obligatory marking rule is atdesstablish itself in a population
of learners because the behavior (linguistic otpytroduces can also be produced by
the carriers of the optional marking rule. It wilbt be recognized as unfamiliar.

Therefore, the spread of obligatory marking is lijkesince bearers of the optional-

292 As was mentioned in section 3.4, structural sifigaiiion is seen as a natural mechanism of linguist
change and especially grammaticalization. Langudge® the tendency to simplify as a principle of
economy. Some researchers even understand stiusitoification as a formal principle of UG (Rolber
& Roussou 2003: 3).
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marking rule are unable to recognize anything aliethe speech output produced on
the basis of the obligatory marking system, whetesmrers of the new system would
perceive output of pre-change system as ungramaha#itt this leads to an irreversibly
one-sided accommodation pressure towards obligatarking.

Linguistic accommodation derives from instinctsttheake humans behave more
favorably towards others whom they recognize asilainio themselves, and the
instinctive response, which makes humans try amsgnt themselves as similar to
others (cf. Dawkins 1989; Dunbar 1997; Liebermaopldy & Cosmides 2007; Park,
Schaller, & Van Vugt, 2008¥° Generally, speakers will not deviate from the spesf
their community for the simple reason that they twwém belong. They normally
accommodate their style of speaking to become tilagehat of their group based on a
universal, perennial need for social approval anduad intelligibility (Homans 1961;
Giles & Clair 1979; Trudgill 1986; Giles & Couplari®91). If a younger generation’s
production deviates from the parent generatios, leww way of speaking is more likely
to spread, if the parent generation still ‘beliévbat the younger generation speaks like
they do®®* The choice to mark definiteness all the time impatible with that.

| would also like to make some remarks on the motibreanalysis and gradience.
The change | argue for (the emergence of a slatiwbhecomes functional itself) can be
seen as an instance of reanalysis. In sectioméafalysis was defined as a grammatical
reorganization of existing surface patterns. Suchange is initiated by a population of
learners, which, due to ambiguities or changingepatfrequencies in their input,
converge on a grammatical system which is diffefesrh “the system internalized by

203 A specifically human instinct for imitating one ather’s behavior is probably the most important
property of human organisms for the transmissiolingluistic competence constituents. This instimas
been genetically selected to guarantee the acaptamd integration of individuals within groupsdéan
allow it to benefit from kin based and reciproctittasm. Competence constituents become stabilifed,
they generate behavior which makes their spealadimvie that they are similar and therefore biolatjjc
related to each other. Such an imitation instirext e plausibly conceived to have emerged in the
biological evolution of the human species, whiclehsiracterized by the emergence of social grougs th
are not only characterized by complex patternsoebgeration but also by an exceptional size (¢f. e.
Dunbar 1997): if co-operative behavior is biolodlicanost likely among kin, it will clearly pay toppear
related to organisms on whose co-operation onendispeand the best way to appear related to an
organism is to adopt its physiological and behaliddiosyncrasies and to become as much like it as
possible.

204 Of course, it is also possible that ‘stigmatiziaguistic forms spread, even if the parent genenais
highly aware of the linguistic deviation; .elike as a disourse marker has recently become more and
more frequent.
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the speakers whose linguistic behavior providesinpeat to the learners” (Roberts &
Roussou 2003: 11).

The formalist framework interprets the grammatizatiion of the demonstrative as
a formal upward movement from a lower base gengrptesition (Spec) to a higher
position (turning into an abstract head) in thectional hierarchy (Roberts & Roussou
2003: 35; cf. van Kemenade 1987, 1997; Lightfod®1t9van Gelderen 1993, 2004).
Note, that such a statement is nothing but a famedlway of expressing the different
syntactic behavior of the element. From such a tpoinview, the creation of a
determination slot, which is postulated in thissibe and which leads to observable
changes in the patterning of the linguistic outputould also be interpreted as an
example of reanalysis. The linguistic system at SEAL with [Xyeterminative® Zcn]NPidef;
gets reanalyzed by a new speaker generation inr thequisition process as
[[X determinativépETERMINATION T+ [Zen]HEAD]NPEdey With & local slot, which has to be filled
obligatorily.

On top of that, | would like to remark @etaking up its new role as a slot filler.
Sés recruitment, which increases its frequency, matcally triggers the
grammaticalization of the element. Frequent usdghe element leads to its attrition
(semantic and phonological reduction) (see nexi@eon frequency effects, 6.1.2). As
a matter of fact, howevese only starts to grammaticalize in its role as aeahefent
prehead element in a certain construction. Use@peddently as a demonstrative
pronoun it follows another developmental path aedps it deictic forcé?® To claim
that the formse grammaticalizes therefore is a rather superfstalement. The forree
undergoes grammaticalization but in the ‘broadeorenabstract NP-construction with
se (now taking up the role of an article) being #efilof it. The demonstrative from
that perspective — does especially grammaticalize in the context dfe t
[[X seermeand DETERMINATION + [Zen] HEAD] NPt — CONSErUCtioN.

The observation that linguistic elements often dbgrammaticalize on their own

but in larger constructions is not new. Bybee maltear that

25 Eor example, the decline of fXerminatvet Xdeterminative™ -..+ ZCN]NP{def} —patterns.
208 See section 1.1.
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the grammaticalization of lexical items takes plasghin particular

constructions (Bybee, Perkins, and Pagliuca 1994udott 2003) and
further that grammaticalization is the creatiomefv constructions (Bybee
2003) (Bybee 2007: 965).

One could also argue that the emergence of theaslbtthe [[Xcmnd DETERMINATION +
[ZcnlHEAD] NP(defy — CONStruction is a grammaticalization procesdsalf. As Haspelmath

points out:

A grammaticalization is a diachronic change by White parts of a
constructional schema come to have stronger irtedegpendencies.
(Haspelmath 2004: 26)

A new construction is thus a “grammatical primitiwehich is “both the source and
outcome of grammaticalization” (Traugott & Trousel&010: 13). So the change from
demonstrative to definite article is a change whighs driven by a “lexically
underspecified [syntactic] construction” (Van deldée2010: 291) — in other words the
“grammaticalization of a schematic constructionhw[g] slot [...]” (Trousdale &
Traugott 2010: 12; cf. Bybee 2003a,b, 2007; Tra@@d6; De Smet 2008).

Finally, it has been claimed that such a grammiaticastruction also establishes a
gravitational pole that can attract new items Kifug 2000: chapter 5.7)his relates
back to the notion of gradience and gradualnesstgA2004, 2007a,b; Traugott &
Trousdale 2010). In section 2.3.1 it was mentiotigat category membership can
change diachronically. This can lead to a gradueeiase or decrease of the number of
members of a certain category. This, in synchr@axplains the notion of gradience
with some elements being more prototypical membéis class, while others are less
prototypical and often boarder cases which are harassign to one or the other
category. For example, it can be observed that slements currently move around in
the left periphery of the English NP. Elements whised to behave like modifiers take
up the characteristics of intensifiers or deterimes. When doing so they change their
position (movement to the left) and also their setica (cf. the work by Adamson
2000; Davidse 2000; Breban & Davidse 2003; Breb@®d82 Davidse, Breban & van
Linden 2008; Breban 2010) on subjectification aategory shift in the premodifying
string). As the demonstrative and the possessimequn were two of the first elements
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to be used as slot fillers (= determinatives) fe tdetermination slot, their behavior in
many ways is more prototypical than the behavioptbier ‘younger’ determinatives.
One should not forget that the categorization Gatevere modeled after the semantic
and syntactic behavior of those elements in tis¢ pitace. Other elements have joined
the category of determinatives later and some el&nare still on their way, e.g.
developing from being attributive adjectives towsagetting a determinative status (e.g.
both, all). %’

What | argue for in this thesis is that for thosvelopments to take place, a
determination function in a local slot has to depdirst. Elements will get employed as
potential ‘slot-fillers’ in a gradual manner onlya slot developed in the first place. In a
way they are sucked into the positional slot. Ksuiglea that constructions establish a
gravitation pole in a way is a statement about tioncbut also about form. The term
‘pole’ already by definition incorporates the netiof locality. Elements move towards
a certain position, they become fixed in a certagation. Such a process can definitely
be subsumed under the term grammaticalization, foutall this to happen, the
emergence of a lexically underspecified slot whmeleds to be filled obligatorily seems
to be a prerequisite.

After this excursus on reanalysis and gradieneguld like to return to the impact
of analogy and frequency. In the next sections Il specifically argue that the
development of a [[¥eterminativépeTERMINATION + [Zen] HEAD] NP{defy —CONStruction is caused
by analogical processing in the speaker’'s mind laypdhe high frequency of certain
prehead elements. Let us turn to analogy first.

6.1.1 Analogy

Although analogy has always been considered anniéglséactor which works in
language change, it has not been considered asma@ driving force of
grammaticalization by most researchers who work the field. However, the
“fundamental importance of extension in most insgsnof grammaticalization has in

the last decade led to significant rethinking o€ tiole of analogy” (Traugott &

297 Of course, elements which joined the category |atg. the indefinite articla/an, which developed
out of the numerabne can reach a very prototypical status as well.
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Trousdale 2010: 32f.; cf. Fischer 2007). Analogy h&en defined in many different
ways, which often leads to confusion. The classicahcept of analogy, which
nowadays is termed ‘four-part’ analogy and whichsadibes individual linguistic
change®®, has recently been refined and conceptually ‘uegiato an ‘explanatory
mechanism’ (Traugott & Trousdale 2010: 32). Thentemalogy has been widened to
mean ‘rule generalization/ extension’ and thus theen put on “a higher metalinguistic
level of analysis” (Traugott & Trousdale 2010: 36).

In this thesis, the ‘wider’ conceptualization oféative analogy’ will be employed.

Analogy will be understood as

a) a problem-solving “relation of similarity” (Arh 2003: 428)

b) a psychologically real phenomenon and

c) a “historical process which projects a geneadilim from one set of expression
to another” (Frawley 2003: 77).

Analogy is defined broadly as “an attempted tranefea structure from one domain of
reality to another” (Antilla 2003: 430).

What makes analogy so attractive as a mechanisrohange is that it is an
“important cognitive principle working in other dams, thus providing the theory with
an external explanatory base” (Fischer 2007: 84)ious cognitive studies have shown
that we must postulate an innate faculty of anaiagi that is not domain-specific
(Itkonen 2005: xi; cf. Hofstadter 1995; Gentnerabt2001).Studies have shown that
pattern-finding is typical of primates (Fischer Z0@49)**° Also Itkonen (1994: 45)

298 Egur part analogy is often formalized as A: B =XQiCampbell 1998: 91).

299 primates (animals and children) have to “becomaravef the iconic relations (similarities and
differences) between one object and another, aath lhe indexical relation between an object aad it
function/use, so that they know what is good toasat what to avoid, which animal to trust and which
flee. In a next stage, the repeated correlatiowdsen an object and its use leads to a higher-degef of
iconicity. It is a higher, more abstract level, dese they learn by an analogical generalizatiohahg
object that looks like object x with a functionig,also bound to have function y. The comparisamis

no longer based only on the immediate context et an a collection of past experiences, on an
abstraction. They begin to learn to recognize tyfpa® past tokens. All this is still part of animaains

as well as ours. Symbolic representation is onp &fether still in that at this level the combined
iconic/indexical relation begins to be used semdydrom the individual context, object or occasion
which it was first learned. Symbolic reference heqppwhen we can transfer the referential functions
from one set to another. In the earlier learniregehwas iconic overlap between the members witlsiet;a
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points out that primates learn “[tlhe propertiescofoccurrence and succession, and in
particular the causal properties, of things andhes/g..] on the basis of analogy”.

For example, psychological experiments (Posner &l&&968; Medin & Schaffer
1978) have shown that when subjects are exposgedmetrical objects, patterns of
dots, and “line drawings of facial features” theg able to form categories “based on
similarity to a prototype that may never have appean the experiment” (Bybee 2007:
8). Such studies show that similarity and frequentyexperience, which lead the

subject to draw certain analogies, determine caizajon (Bybee 2007: 8).

When less central constructions or interpretatiares subsumed under the
central or prototypical one, it is natural to assuthat the latter has been
(analogously) extended to them. (Itkonen 2005: 24)

Also in the linguistic domain, an analogical actisrperformed when the individual a)
constructs similarities between two linguistic s (generalization), b) abstracts a
more abstract pattern (analogical reasoning) arexends° this abstract patteft to

a new instance (analogical extension).

The perception of similarity, or perhaps better thability to see a
difference [...] between two linguistic signs or betm two referents, may
cause the learner/speaker to shift such an eletoeanother set in his
processing system, a set that is functionally omdly close (this
mechanism is often called ‘abduction’). (Fische®@20324)

The speaker has a certain input available, whictategorized in a certain way. The
speaker will try to align new (less prototypicalput with those existing categories.
Especially studies in language acquisition havemshbow important analogy is
(cf. e.g. Bod 2006, 2009). In the brain of the dhanalogical processes are at work
when the child acquires its first language patteB8wmne researchers argue that most of
the utterances which a child produces cannot bdusexl purely by imitation. This is

at the higher symbolic level we distinguish a pattihat distinguishes a set as a whole, and weem
apply this same pattern to another set.” (Fiscb@72132)

219 The application to a new instance of course isedsubconsciously. The speaker does not actively
analyse the input.

21 An abstract pattern could also be termed ‘undeglystructure. Note however, that this usage of
‘underlying’ does not imply any underlying deepustures in the traditional generative sense.
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not possible as children produce novel utterandeishwthey have not heard before.
Therefore, certain domain-specific mechanisms (Wwhace part of UG) must be
available to the child to build these phrases.

Although the kind of mechanism, which lies behime tability to create novel
utterance, is still being disputed, | argue that divserved ability does not necessarily
point to some Language Acquisition Device (LAD) piesupposed by generative
linguists. It is more likely that very simple openg principles work on the input. An
awareness of ‘'same’ and ‘different’ — in other wetlde ability to draw analogies — may
help children to produce novelties. Seen from {batspective, they are not really
novelties, but extensions of some of the input thaye heard most frequently before
(Fischer 2007: 72ff; cf. Bod 2006; 2009). In otheords, the imitation of existing
patterns plays an important role.

Research on such general operating principles &as tonducted by Peters (1985)
and Slobin (1985a). By being able to categorizetwdhisameand what isnot-samethe
individual draws analogies based on the linguistierances heard in context. Both, the
form and the situated meaning of the utterance iemgortant hints. Additionally

frequency plays an important role (Slobin 1985&85L66).

Peters and Slobin recognise different stages dfeteht types of operating
principles (OPs), beginning with simple ones dephmth extraction and
segmentation of the acoustic ‘noise’ children fresteive, later followed by
OPs recognising internal segments (bound morpher@#¥y to distinguish
‘frames’ (syntactic patterns) from ‘slots’ (contentords), and OPs
monitoring feedback. (Fischer 2007: 73)

Analogy thus becomes *“a principle of synchronic ngraatical organisation and
language use, meaning that it is part and parcéhetcognitive abilities that speakers
bring to the task of interpreting, producing, anere acquiring language” (De Smet
2009: 1731). This gives analogy a double statuseehanism of change and a strategy
of synchronic organization at the same time, wigisles it even more “substance as an
explanation of language change” (De Smet 2009: 1731

Analogical reasoning is especially compatible witisage-based models of
language and change (cf. Bybee 2006; Goldberg 26f@6ykins 2004; Tomasello
2003a,b, 2006; Langacker 2000: 59-60; Itkonen 19%Bsearch on ‘Analogical
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Modeling’ has so far concentrated on phonology, phology and morphological
change (cf. MacWhinney 1978; Skousen 1989, 199Zy8a 2003; Antilla 2003;
Chapman and Skousen 2005; Deutscher 2005; Itkob@s) 2Nevertheless, syntax has
also been investigated (cf. Itkonen & Haukioja 1.98@derson 2006).

Itkonen and Haukioja (1997) investigated analogpralcedures when it comes to
novelties in syntactic structure. They were ablestow that complex syntactic
structures can be induced by analogical extensiothe basis of simpler patterns given
in the learner’s input and not necessarily on thgidof a presupposed UG (ltkonen &
Haukioja 1997: 145ff.) Also Bod (2006, 2009) witls lcorpus-based computational
experiments on the CHILDES database (Data oriep@ding-models; DOP), has
shown that the acquisition of more complex abstsgotactic constructions and ‘rule-
based’ aspects of language is possible on a piaimbexemplar-based basis, where
the frequency of input patterns determines whichlages are drawn and which
syntactic structures are produc¢étiThose models, driven by structural analogy, allow
for productivity and meta-linguistic judgments (B606: 292) and produce “a new
sentence-structure out tdrgestas well asmost frequenbverlaps with structures of
previously experienced sentences” (Bod 2009: 753).

Admittedly, analogy has also been criticized aseaplanatory mechanism for
historical changes. It is often difficult to judgfee exact impact of a given analogical
model on a given change (Lass 1980; 1998). Anaddgaasoning is seen as being too
vague and “somewhat tautological’ (De Smet 2008: ®Ohas been “felt to be too
unconstrained to serve as a restrictive hypoth@sishange” (Traugott & Trousdale
2010: 6; cf. Kiparsky 1974; Lightfoot 2004: 743JillS

the requirement of basic similarity still offerscaterion — if sometimes a
frustratingly vague one — on what changes to expedtwhat changes to

%12 This, according to Bod, is possible because pdiadgstic research has shown “that language users
store virtually every linguistic token they encaem(see Tomasello 2003; Jurafsky 2003 for overviews
In fact, without massive storage of exemplars, dgagcies can never accumulate, and conventional ways
of speaking cannot be learned” (Bod 2006: 293).

#3Bod points out that ‘rules’ are frozen generali@asi most frequently heard in the input: “The only
‘rules’ in exemplar-based syntax are the decomjpwsiand recomposition rules that construct new
representations out of previous representationgh@@maccount, knowledge of language is viewedasot

a grammar but as a statistical ensemble of langergeriences”(Bod 2006: 318).
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rule out, and in this way further contributes tglexatory adequacy (De
Smet 2009: 1749).

Moreover, analogical change is not completely ustamed. Which analogies are
drawn is influenced by the “[fl[requency-sensitiveogessing system” (Fischer 2007:
326). If a pattern never or rarely occurs in a lagg, it is not very likely that the
speaker will adjust his or her grammatical systeoud this pattern.

So although it “may take some mental effort to imeathat the very concept of
structure, as it applies within a single languagd®ased on analogy” (Itkonen 2005: 8),
functional and formal analogy must be seen as drkeoessential factors in language
learning and change. Analogy should thus be unolaisin two ways - primary causal
motivation and type of linguistic change at the samme (Fischer 2007: 329).

In the present case of article development, it alems useful to employ analogy
as a mechanism. When the speakers analyze theiE@ijtish input, they draw the
following analogies: First, the speaker assignssdrae structure, namely {ferminativet
Zenlnpiden, 1o constructions like Dem+CN or Poss+CN. In a sdcatep, this
construction gets extended to the other semantidafinite but syntactically bare CN
cases (being the less frequent and thus less ppatat). This analogical extension of
[X determinativet Zcn]nPgde}, l€adS to an increase in frequency of the pattehich— after a
certain threshold is being reached in terms ofueagy— will lead some speakers to
reanalyze their input and conceptualize a detertmoimasiot which has to be filled
obligatorily. The existence of such a slot and fthies’ attached to it increase the
consistent marking of definiteness in more instanaehich in turn will lead to the
recruitment (obligatorification, fixation, etc.) tfe default filler.

In such a scenario, analogy implies reanalysiss Thiectly relates back to the
ongoing discussion about the primary statl®of either reanalysis or analogy in
grammaticalization (Lightfoot 1995; Hopper and Tgati 2003; Lehmann 2004;
Kiparsky 2005; Fischer 2007; Roberts 2007). Whersase researchers believe

24 First of all, it has to be made clear that theaing discussion is related to the question if régmis
deserves to be called a causal mechanism of ctaraje This debate is based on the simple wisttdor
finite set of mechanisms attributable to human oaeator, perceptual and cognitive abilities, which
interact with linguistic substance” (Bybee 2001019 .inguists search for mechanisms which work on
linguistic “change in general, not only grammatization, and are motivated by various activities in
which speakers engage” (Traugott & Trousdale 2@2): Therefore, there seems to be the wish to eeduc
the set to only a short list of the most basic emadt powerful mechanisms.
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reanalysis to be a primary, causal mechanism ottrérsize the notion. Traugott and
Trousdale (2010: 37) point out that reanalysis theen criticized because of “the ‘re’-
in the term, the association of reanalysis withupbress, and neglect of relationship
between reanalysis (mechanisms) and parsing (nioinya

| also would like to comment on the debate and wueshe notion of reanalysis.
One problem with re-analysis is that the term onlyrks if we take a meta-, non-
speaker based perspective. The individual speakes dotre-analyze anything in the
process of first language acquisition. The childreheanalysesthe linguistic input
available. Moreover, there is “a logical flaw and anresolved ontological issue” (De
Smet 2009: 1729) when it comes to reanalysis. Ambtjygcannot explain the

introduction of syntactic innovations.

The notion of reanalysis suggests that a new categgn be createéx
nihilo on the basis of some structural ambiguity. Thispisblematic,
however, because it is logically impossible for amovation to be
introduced on the basis of an ambiguity that dyrispeaking exists only in
retrospect — that is, after the change has talasefdFischer 1988, 2007: ch.
3,p.c.; Los 2005: 117; McDaniels 2003). (De Smé&x2A.729)

The question remains where innovative structurgbregentations come from
ontologically. When it comes to reanalysis, moreingolved than the syntactic
representations and their syntactic ambiguitieg diicome of reanalysis is influenced
by the language stage that exists prior to reaisal\®peakers store and reproduce
regularities which they produce in their output gradse in their input. This does not
only imply that they “recycle stable grammaticattpens” but also that “by the same
mechanism speakers can also turn out historicaviations” (De Smet 2009: 1731).

Also Fischer explains that

[i]f reanalysis can be said to take place [...], akds placeafter an
analogical processl would argue that analogy is primary or at teaskt
stands on an equal footing with reanalysis sinceeanalysis, both a
semantic-pragmatic and a structural one, takesphathin the contours of
the communicative situatiomnd the grammatical system in which a
structure operates. The reanalysis will thereftse be confined and shaped
by the formal structures that already exist. My diyyesis is that a reanalysis
of a structure will not as a rule result in a tiytadew structure, but in one
that is already in use elsewhere (cf. also ItkoA8@5: 110-13). It is the
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superficial similarity (analogy) that a languagemperceives between two
structures and between two communicative uses @i tlhat causes a
reanalysis in one of them, so as to bring it irelwith the other. The
perception of similaritymust be logically primary to the reanalysis. (Rec
2007: 123)

The result of such a line of reasoning is that angnexamples, reanalysis can easily be
interpreted as analogy-based (cf. Plank 2004; KKkar2005). Thus, | agree with
researcher like De Smet and Fischer that reanal§fls#gomes to some extent
epiphenomenal as an independent mechanism of chiimget necessarily as a type of
change” (De Smet 2009: 1730).

6.1.2 Frequency

As could be seen, an important factor which isdliydinked to analogy is frequency. It
only seems possible for the speaker to extrack ¥t@terminativet Zen]npides SChema and
extend it analogically, if s’The becomes aware @& gthema in the first place. This
awareness will be favored and triggered by the lirglquency of syntactic patterns
which are compatible with such an underlying schemiaterpretation. Therefore,
frequency plays an important role when it comesrtalogical modeling (cf. Itkonen
2005: 60; Hook 1991; Bybee 2003a,b). An exceptigrfedquent form of a single word
but also a certain linguistic syntactic pattern roagstitute a model according to which
the forms of semantically related words or pattesins realigned. Already in 1985,
DuBois writes that “recurrent patterns in discout@ieens exert pressure on linguistic
types” (1985: 359-60).

For a long time, frequency-based approaches hastelpted that token frequency
often motivates grammatical change and acquis{8ylee 1994, 2001, 2002, 2003a,b;
Bybee & Hopper 20015 Bybee and Hopper (2001: 10-18) list several effediich
frequency can have on language:

(1) phonological reduction in high frequency woeadsl phrases;

215 ¢f, e.g. Quantitative frequency studies: HoppeFraugott 2003: 126ff.; Haiman 1994; Boyland 1996;

Krug 1998, 2001, 2003; Scheibman 2000; and forhd@mtc frequency studies: Kroch 1989a,b; Stein
1990a; Hook 1991; Laury 1997).
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(2) functional and semantic change (e.g. bleachiumg;tional shifts,
generalizations) due to high frequency of items;

(3) the formation of underlying constructions;

(4) increased accessibility (speed of lexical as@dsndividual words in

lexical decision tasks);

(5) the retention of conservative characteristiteqlent units are resistant to

reformation)*®

Article development seems to be an example ofA3)ertain degree of type and token
frequency “is needed to uncover the structure afdew@nd phrases” (Bybee 2007: 15).
High frequency also gives a construction a stromgental representation, which makes
it “more available or accessible for novel usesYyl{Be 2007: 15). In other words, a
pattern has to reach a threshold in terms of frecuén order for a speaker to become

aware of its abstract structure.

The frequency with which certain items and strinfgtems are used has a
profound influence on the way language is brokeninfp chunks in
memory storage, the way such chunks are relatexthier stored material
and the ease with which they are accessed. (Byhdepper 2001: 3}’

This relates to Langacker’s notion @ftrenchmenfor modeling the strength of mental
representation. The frequency of linguistic itemdinked with the neuronal cognitive

implementation of such:

Every use of a structure has a positive impact®deagree of entrenchment,
whereas extended periods of disuse have a negatpexct. With repeated

218 Frequency supports linguistic innovation and covesion effects at the same time: “High frequency
constructions can also retain conservative morpftasyic characteristics even in the face of new
productive morphosyntactic patterns” (Bybee 200®)6"Frequently used words and phrases are highly
entrenched and more likely to be accessed as white and less likely to be reformed on-line. Thus
their general structure — the morphological regtyaf high frequency nouns, and verbs, or thecitme

of high frequency constructions will tend to be preserved. We can say, then, thattition has a
reductive effect on-line, but a conserving effattstorage” (Bybee 2003: 621). For example, irregula
verbs likeate or broke keep their irregular forms contrasting the prodlitst of —ed or modals keep up
their question and negation building.

2" This also relates to studies on automation, asddéa that syntactic structures function as foaicul
or holistic phrases (cf. Wray 1999; Wray & Perkd@00; Bybee 2001).
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use, a novel structure becomes progressively eftegh) to the point of
becoming a unit. (Langacker 1987: 59)

The notion of entrenchment can be responsiblen®etmergence of a grammatical
structure (Krug 2003: 15} As Fischer specifies:

Structures or collocations, both at token- angjp¢devel (or a combination
of the two), that occur frequently may become awati@mnh because neuronal
sequence sets (i.e. token-sets, types or consindyipes that are connected
to a particular token when it is used) are stremggld every time they are
fired. This creates not only formulaic phrases ba token-level (fixed
collocations, idioms etc.), but also morphologiead syntactic ‘formulas’
on increasingly higher type-levels, e.g. the typfeature-set of a Noun, the
familiar structure of NPs and VPs, and the famwierd orders that obtain
within a particular language (e.g. the typical [NWB NPO] sequence of
English declarative sentences). (Fischer 2007: 139)

Frequency has not only an effect on cognition imegal and the structure of the
synchronic linguistic system but also on grammétiaion. Bybee & Hopper (2001)
point out that frequency is not simply a resultgphmmaticalization but a ‘primary
contributor’ and ‘active force’ to the process. JHoecomes obvious, if we interpret
grammar as the result of interplay between conedigation and communication
(Heine 2003: 577). On the one hand, higher frequénthe data (for example a corpus
of manuscripts as in the case of this thesis) igontant evidence for the degree of
grammaticalization. On the other hand, high-tokesgdiency of grammaticalizing
elements provides the trigger device for observabénges in the form and function of
the grammaticalizing construction, because the toggen frequency affects the nature
of the cognitive representations in a speaker'sBybee 2003b: 602-605}°

Bybee bases many of her assumptions on Haiman Y1&%d Boyland (1996).
Haiman sees parallels between general culturalgrhena and grammaticalization. He

believes that grammaticalization is a kind of ritzetion process due to steady

218 «“Frequency and entrenchment have significant apueseces for the debate over fixedness and age-
thresholds in the grammars of individual speak€reft (2000: 57-58) and Aitchison (2001: 202-204)
cite evidence for the position that adult gramn@rsd lexicons) are not fixed but can change through
shifting frequency conventions among different abgroups.” (Krug 2003: 15)

219 How frequency may influence the cognitive représéon on a neural level is shown in neural
network and Connectionist models (see e.g. Pulviben2002: 19, 163).
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repetition and automatizatidf’ Bybee adopts the idea of Haiman: “Frequency of use
leads to weakening of semantic force by habituatiothe process by which an
organism ceases to respond at the same level épeated stimulus” (Bybee 2003b:
604). Also, the high frequency and the automatesl afsgrammaticalizing schemata
triggers phonological reduction (egping to- gonnaas well as phonological fusion.

Additionally, words or phrases with high frequerinysome contexts show some
other characteristic: a growing autonomy from othees of the same morpheme. This
is known as ‘divergence’. The grammaticalized forane often semantically opaque
and independent from the meaning of their relathesause they have strong individual
cognitive representations that do not need the ractdicomparison with other
constructions (Bybee 2003b: 618). For example, fthease(be) going tas becoming
less and less associated with the individual mar@sego, ing, andto, until a point
may well come when speakers are surprised to futdvbat its etymological source is”
(Bybee 2003b: 618).

Also, “the loss of semantic transparency accompanythe rift between the
components of the grammaticizing construction drairtlexical congeners allows the
use of the phrase in new contexts with new pragnassociations, leading to semantic
change.” (Bybee 2003b: 604). For example, new padignfunctions can be attached to
the grammaticalized entity as a result of its grayvambiguity and autonomy, e..
don’t knowcan turn into a discourse marker. Divergence akthg up new functions
can be seen as an act of ‘emancipation’ in Haimserse.

Finally, phrases and combinations that often odogether will sometimes be
stored as “one chunk” (Bybee & Scheibman 1999). Tieguent use of various
sequences and words leads to their implementatidisiagle processing units” in the
human brain (Bybee 2003b: 603).

If we apply those ideas to the development of timehstrativesein Old English

and its recruitment as a default slot filler of @merging determination slot (= definite

220 n a first step called ‘Habituation’, the steadypetition of some cultural behavior sets in. Rejoeti
then leads to an ‘Automatisation’, which conseqlyecdin lead to some reanalysis of the gestureheas t
sequence does not get interpreted as separate®mity longer, but as an automated “chunk”. This
finally brings about a loss of meaning of the singbnstituents. Through the weakening of the irnldial
gesture, there is also some ‘reduction of form’'isTin a final step, leads to ‘Emancipation’, ag th
original instrumental function is substituted byreosymbolic gesture (Haiman 1994, 1999).
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article), then Bybee’s statements on grammatictimacan be confirmed: The frequent
co-occurrence of the demonstrative and the nowasléo the implementation of those
items as being members of a particular construdByiee & Hopper 2001: 14). Also
note the demonstrative’s increasing independerm® the meaning and usage of its
relatives (i.e. the independent demonstrative pmohoNote how the demonstrative
within the construction develops differently fronhet independent demonstrative
pronoun. The form expands syntactically and is usednore cases and thus its
pragmatic use is widened. As the form is attacheny ¢losely to the head noun, one
could even argue for a loss of former constituemiriglaries in the NP. For example
Bybee and Hopper argue that NPs are often “indesgndtonation units” (2001: 8; cf.
Ono and Thompson 1994; Croft 1995).

So far, it has been stated that the cognitive t&ffe¢ frequency actively shape
grammar. This makes frequency an important trigngefactor for linguistic changes. At
the same time, a grammaticalization process canrakult in an increase of type and
token frequency. Then, increased frequency is ékaltr of other mechanisms. Still the
question remains, why certain words or construstiare frequent in the first place.
Items are frequent for many different reasons. I@nadne hand, frequency results from
content - what speakers want to talk about, eem#elves (hence the high frequency of
first person pronouns). On the other hand, “the spgakers structure their discourse,
leads some elements to be more frequent than diliByisee 2007: 18).

It was suggested that the determination slot endeajsome point in the early Old
English period (0.2) because the number offfninaivet Zenlnpides @aNd [Xgeterminativet
Y modifier +...+ Zenlnpidey Patterns in the input was high enough to affectndog
representation. This directly leads to the questitry the slot did not develop earlier
and why demonstrative usage had been increasing leefore the emergence of a
determination slot.

As was mentioned, the steady repetition of an ehnheads to its semantic
weakening (Haiman 1994; Bybee 2003a,b). Througiuizat usage the demonstrative’s
deictic force started to become weaker. This se@sgecially likely with the
demonstrative. If one uses a demonstrative taaliiefpoint’ to an element in a context
where that particular object is visible, then tis¢eher does not only have to rely on the

semantic force of the demonstrative but the sibmadi context helps him to identify the
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referent anyway. Thus, the demonstrative is not \&rong. Bleaching will happen
naturally, due to the situational circumstances.

This ‘weak demonstrative’ then could be used inr@aber range of pragmatic
situations. When the deictic restriction of the destrative is abandoned, the referent’s
identifiability is “defined relative to the whol&igible) situation or the whole previous
text (within memory)” (Hawkins 2004: 84). The derstnative is then not only used to
refer “to objects existing in the immediate sitoatiof utterance” (Hawkins 2004: 84)
but also refers to previous discourse sets. Inrotloeds, through the loss of its strong
deictic force, the demonstrative’s usage expand&andirections: from visible to non-

visible and anaphoric situations. Also, it expafidm

anaphoric references based on previous mentaoho(se: the hou¥do
general-knowledge-based inferences and stereotypines’ (@ house: the
door) — cf. Minsky (1975), Clark & Marshall (1981). (iW&ins 2004: 85).

Examples of this new kind of usage can be foundleiric’'s Colloquy(Garmonsway
1938: 19ff.), which was already presented in thiduction:

(136) ondiugie hie  to syl [...] ond gefeestnodan
and | tie them to [a] plough; [...] and fastened
sceare ond cultre mid peere syl

ploughshare and colter to the plough

eelce deeg ic sceal erian fulne aecer oppe mare.
each day | must plow [a] full acre or more.

In this passage, we find the anaphoric referenmkepaere sy(to the plough), which is
based on the previous introduction afossyl (to a plough). Here, it can be argued that
the deictic force okeis already very weak or not the primary reasonsis usage.
Moreover,seis used in a context where the farmer refers terity which does not
exist in the immediate situation of the utterance (he fictional schoolroom where the

teacher and the pupils are talking to each other).
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Additionally, secan also point forwards:

(137)  hie habbada arodnesse& da bieldo  daet hie magon anweald habban
They have the spirit and the courage that they pmaver have.
(cocurgCP:5.41.17.224 1D)

Also, the usage dafeis extended to cases where the speaker has t@mehys world
knowledge:

(138) Fordeem cuassk sealmscop

For thisthe psalmistsays:
(cocura,CP:36.251.19.1646_1D).

As can be seen, the demonstrative is used for adbrarange of pragmatic situations
than only marking a visible situation (Hawkins 2088). Such an expansion leads to an
increase in demonstrative usage, which also exphlaimy the demonstrative is used 4
times more often than a possessive pronoun or #&igertonstruction in the Old
English prehead (see the results presented iroaestl.1).

Another factor which may have triggered the inceeasdemonstrative usage was
the fact that the case system started to break dowarly Old English. As was pointed
out in section 3.1.3 and 3.1.4, the inflectionadecand gender system was declining.
Due to the syncretism of several endings in thekwadjectival paradigm, case and
gender could no longer be distinguished sufficiergb the demonstrative was needed
to disambiguate case and gender (Strang 1970:R8dher 2000: 160). This may have
lead to an increase of the demonstrative in frémtdgectival modifiers in definite NPs,
which, in turn, increased the frequency of the eteative in [Xyeterminative™ Y modifier +
Zcnlnpidey - patterns.

To conclude, the weakening of the demonstratives (@uits semantic bleaching)
and its case-disambiguating function lead to a finsrease in demonstrative usage.
This then triggers the conceptualization of the wloich, in a second round, pushes the

demonstrative down its grammaticalizing path evether.
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6.1.3 The cognitive cycle of grammaticalization

It can be concluded that grammaticalization invehamalogical extension and often
generalization to greater type and token frequgficgugott & Trousdale 2010: 36).
The combination of analogical reasoning with th#uence of frequency seems to
provide a plausible explanation for the emergentea mew category (namely the
article-category) and the grammaticalization patbrfionstrative > article”.

Grammaticalization, from that point of view, is mreoan umbrella term and
definitely a notion which can only be applied fr@an outside perspective. As a matter
of fact “clines cannot be part of a speaker's grammand hence cannot be
[psychologically] real” (Fischer 2007: 117). Grantioalization thus is an
epiphenomenal result and a notion which shoulddh¢ $p into many other speaker
internal mechanisms.

So the question is what processes take place devkeof the speaker. For most
grammaticalizationists the main mechanisms atittteynal cognitive speaker level are
metaphorical and metonymic (Hopper & Traugott 2002 84-98; Fischer 2007: 121).
Fischer, however, points out that metaphorical metbnymic processes are also based
on analogy (Fischer 2007: 122).

| argue that in the process of grammaticalizatithke, high frequency of certain
linguistic items triggers cognitive analogical peeses (like categorization or the
construction of a formal schema). Those analogiad to a particular structuring of a
speaker’'s grammatical system. The ‘new’ interpretadbf the linguistic input (of the
new generation of learners) is responsible forft#w that certain linguistic items or
constructions in return grammaticalize. Evidenaesiach a process will be ‘visible’ in
such a sense that the overt form of an elementféstad (e.g. reduction, fusion of
forms, etc.)

To specify this general statement, | would likeptopose the following cycle for
speaker-internal processes in grammaticalizationichw are triggered by the token

frequency of certain linguistic forms and pattemghe linguistic input:
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()
Memorization @
Imitation Analogy
Ritualization/Habituation

)
Alignment @
Categorization

Figure 7: Cognitive cycle of speaker-internal pgsss in grammaticalization

When the speaker hears certain linguistic item#iepes and constructions frequently
enough, s/he starts to memorize them, imitatesnimet and thus ritualizes his output
through constant repetition. When parsing the inthe learner/speaker also starts to
become aware of semantic and structural similaritiethe input, which due to his/her
ability to draw analogical conclusions, will makenther categorize the input. This
formal and semantic categorization (e.g. into wadesdses, construction types, etc.) will
make him/her align any input into those existintggaries or rearrange his repertoire of
existing patterns to match the input.

This cycle in return will increase the frequency aafrtain forms in a speaker’s
output. An increase in frequency and all the cogmiprocesses suggested above, have
a direct effect on the linguistic form (e.g. ritzaktion leads to attrition; strong
entrenchment leads to a stronger adjacency of fotims conceptualization of a
determination slots leads to fixation on the deteative element; etc.).

This gets us back to Lehmann’s parameters, whrcom fthat perspective, rather
have to do with the ‘fate’ of the individual gramticalizing form and what happens to

it in the grammaticalization process. In contrast&éhmann, the cycle in Figure 7 does
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not concentrate on the individual form but on tbgrative processes that go on in the
speaker’s mind. Analogy is seen as an internalyitiog, mental psychological process,
something that affects and shapes a speaker's msetap. The cyclic process
(including all the notions mentioned above, frequenanalogy, categorization
alignment), leads to an increase in frequency oérgain form. Thus the frequency of
certain forms and patterns is at the same timeisatanechanism and a result.
Frequency and analogy are primary factors whereasanatysis and

grammaticalization a) come later being effectshefprevious factors and b) are not part
of processing itself. The generally used term rbaig (with the (re-) attached) is a
term which can only be applied from an outside npespective. A system can
undergo some re-interpretation in time, but thaviddal speaker does not set up his
linguistic system by re-analyzing. Only if we orttiie re- and focus on ‘analysis’, the

perspective is a speaker-internal 6ffe.

221 admittedly, this statement has to be qualified,fas example, speakers sometimes do reanalyse thei
own linguistic system in the course of time. Foample, during the language acquisition processgsom
children go through a period where they store fists as chunks and are not aware of the reguddr
past tense marker. Later, however, they revise thitial hypothesis about that, forming an awarsene
about the past tens@dmarker. Thereby they definitely reanalyse theeapsivhich they set up before.
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6.2 Additional Factors: processing efficiency, pros ody,
cognitive salience and syntactic heaviness

What other factors may have supported the conckptoargence of the determination
slot? Although | primarily argue that the demonsteadevelops into a definite article
because the speaker draws analogies influenceckgyeint formal patterns in his input,
| also suggest that the observable change is sigapbby a general tendency to make
on-line processing more efficient for the ‘pargge. the speaker/ listener who receives
linguistic input one by one in a parse string ialéme) (6.2.1). Here the work of John
A. Hawkins (1978, 1983, 1991, 2004) is very valealtlawkins has not only worked
on definiteness, the definite English article andrphosyntactic change, but has also
been shaping the theory of ‘performance grammarwimch he points out that
grammars are profoundly shaped by on-line procg$éi

Additionally, it will be suggested that prosody mago have exerted an influence
on the emergence of the determination slot (6.ERglly, it will be proposed that the
speaker’s analogical process is not only triggénegrototypical patterns in the domain
of the definite NP in Old English, but that als@ teneral structure of the NP (on a
more abstract constructional level) and the cogmigeneral salience of the common
noun may have supported the process (6.2.3).

6.2.1 Processing Efficiency

Hawkins (2004) postulates his so called ‘Perfornrea@cammar Correspondence
Hypothesis’ which states that the common preferermfeperformance and grammars
are structured by general principles of efficieacyl complexity. Hawkins believes that
those principles can account for “numerous aspettgrammaticalization in the

evolution of morphosyntax” (Hawkins 2004: 13).

222 Drawing his ideas on insights from psycholingaisthodels of production (Levelt 1989) and
comprehension (Fodor et al. 1974), connectionistghits (MacDonald et al. 1994; Elman 1996) and
functional ideas proposed by Givén (1979, 1995)imda (1983, 1985), Comrie (1989), Gell-Mann
(1992), Sperber & Wilson (1995), Newmeyer (19983spkelmath (1999a), Bybee & Hopper (2001), and
Croft (2003).
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Generally, Hawkins makes the following predictiatsout grammar: if a certain
linguistic structure is preferred over anotherlsd same type in performance, then the
preferred one will be more productively grammatizd, in proportion to its degree of
preference. (If A and A’ are more equally preferrélden A and A’ will both be
productive in grammars). Secondly, if there is efgnrence ranking A>B>C>D among
structures of a common type in performance, thdrerd will be a corresponding
hierarchy of grammatical conventions (with cut-péfints and declining frequencies of
languages)” (Hawkins 2004: 6). Thirdly, if two peeénces are in (partial) opposition, a
grammar will show variation in performance, withtbdeing realized at the same time,
depending on its degree of motivation in a giveacttire (Hawkins 2004: 6).

Moreover, Hawkins argues that all grammars strioe dn increase in system
internal efficiency. Such a statement is, for exEnpnspired by the observable
linguistic fact that the more common a word is, sherter it is in generaf?® Efficiency,
according to Hawkins, is increased in various wétys “increased by minimizing the
domains (i.e. the sequences of linguistic forms #m&r conventionally associated
properties) within which certain forms are assign@dawkins 2004: 9). Moreover,
speakers also increase efficiency when they not omhimize the overt form of their
linguistic entities (e.g. phonemes, morphemes...}, When they also reduce their
conventionally associated functional propert@sFinally, efficiency is increased by
providing an early access to as much of the syiotartd semantic representation as
possible. This is being reached by arranging listguistrings in such a way that on-line
property assignment is maximized (Hawkins 2004: 9).

It is important to note that, according to Hawkiegficiency can either involve
more complexity or less complexity in a grammaipeteding “on the proposition to be
expressed and the minimum number of properties rihegt be signaled in order to
express it” (Hawkins 2004: 9). A language will degein a certain direction because it
will compare “alternative form-property parings fexpressing the same proposition”
and will favor the most efficient one being “theeowhich has the lowest overall

complexity in on-line processing and that providbe earliest possible access to

22 The same correlation was proposed by Greenbe@$}1if relation to markedness hierarchies such as
Singular>Plural> Dual.
22 This will at the same time maximize the role ofitextual information.
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properties in the ultimate proposition to be comioated” (Hawkins 2004: 25). Low
overall complexity is reached when the speaker toagparse “fewer forms and
properties and smaller domains [...] while still coomitating the same proposition”
(Hawkins 2004: 25).

Hawkins ideas on ‘natural’ economic principles amet new. Moreover,
performance economy is not the only factor thatcamventionalized in syntactic
structure. A language also strives for explicitnesd communicative creativity, which
are competing motivations. “[S]triving for claritylill lead to other developments than
“striving for ease” (cf. Haspelmath 1999 a’h).

To specify this line of argumentation, Hawkins pyses three major principles:
Minimize DomainsMinimize FormsandMaximize On-line Processindiawkins 2004:

28).%?° The first principle, Minimize Domains (MiD) is da&d as follows:

The human processor prefers to minimize the coedesequences of
linguistic forms and their conventionally assoaiasyntactic and semantic
properties in which relations of combination and/ adependency are
processed. The degree of this preference is piopaftto the number of
relations whose domains can be minimized in compgeBequences or
structures, and to the extent of the minimizatidfecence in each domain.
(Hawkins 2004: 31)

Domains are to be minimized. For example, pardiegdependency and meaning of a
lexical combination likecount + onis more efficient if the two words occur next to
each other (e.gcount on my father in my college yeatlan if they occur separated
from each otherdpunt in my college years on my fathérhis is the case because the
combinatorial dependency in the first example carparsed on the basis of only two
words. Therefore, a language strives to reduce awmahich ultimately reflect “the
size of any constituent intervening betwemuntandon’ (Hawkins 2004: 26). MiD
thus results in “proximity effects” (Hawkins 20027) and also offers a potential

explanation for adjacency in syntax. Elements nmetiget attached closer to each other

225 For a discussion of such competing preference®sessler’s notion ofiatural principles in conflict
(Dressler 1977, Dressler et al. 1987) or the ideeompeting motivationfHaiman 1983; DuBois 1985;
Croft 1990) and Langacker’s optimality (1977) (Helepath 1999a).

%6 To model the precise role of these processingciplies in relation to typology and evolution of
language, Hawkins suggests to use a multi-facton@lex Adaptive System-model described by Gell-
Mann (1992) (Hawkins 2004: 93).
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and sometimes are even stored as a single unit.al4é@®implies that phrase dependents
and their heads will not easily be split up (Haveki004: 26).

The second principle, Minimize Forms (MiF) is defthin the following:

The human processor prefers to minimize the forommhplexity of each
linguistic form F (its phoneme, morpheme, wordpbrasal units) and the
number of forms with unique conventionalized préypeassignments,
thereby assigning more properties to fewer formisesé minimizations
apply in proportion to the ease with which a givaemoperty P can be
assigned in processing to a given F. (Hawkins 2684

Any receptive or productive processing of linguistems requires effort. If one reduces
the “set of units a form that need to be articuaaed processed”, this minimizes this
effort (Hawkins 2004: 38). MiF is based on notidike “Say as little as necessary”
(Levinson 2000: 114; cf. Haiman 1983; 1985) and thasaim to reduce forms to “the
minimum point at which communicative goals canllJstie met” (Hawkins 2004: 27).
MiF is a principle of least effort and is stronghfluenced by frequency. The more
often a linguistic form is produced the more itlvget reduced. Hawkins applies his
ideas to grammaticalization of the demonstrativeEmglish, which is based on the
predictions of MiF (Hawkins 2004: 81).

Using his theory of definiteness (1978, 1991), Hiaskpresents four major
semantic/ pragmatic stages in the languages ofwibidd in which demonstratives
develop into definite articles by expanding th&msntic and pragmatic range. Stage 1
and 2 were already mentioned in 6.1.2 but shathbetioned again:

In Stage 1, the deictic restriction of the dematste is abandoned. “The explicit
or implicit contrast between entities near the kBpeaand far from the speaker”
(Hawkins 2004: 84) is no longer expressed. Theonotf identifiability of referents
(see also 2.2.2) is “now defined relative to theolgh(visible) situation or the whole
previous text (within memory), and uniqueness (ngeaerally, inclusive reference)”
(Hawkins 2004: 84). At this stage, definite artclare restricted “to anaphoric
references to the previous text and /or to objegisting in the immediate situation of
utterance” (Hawkins 2004: 84).

In a 2" stage, article usage expands in two directiomsn fvisible to non-visible
and larger situations (comparend the steps.the king has abdicat¢é@nd from
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anaphoric references based on previous menaoho(se: the houyeo
general-knowledge-based inferences and stereotiypioes’ @ house: the
door) — cf. Minsky (1975), Clark & Marshall (1981) (H&ims 2004: 85).

In Stage 3, article usage is extended to gendecareces

that signal inclusiveness only, with little or ncagmatic delimitationtbie
lion is a mammal, the Italians eat pizzd&he level of accessibility that is
required at the end of Stage 2 has become so Wweak tan be abandoned
and the definite article can be used with semaatid truth-conditional
content only. At the same time, pragmatic condgiohappropriateness still
apply to NPs that are not used generically, andelnganust disambiguate
between generic and non-generic, find the P-senvthis is required, and
assign a pragmatically unrestricted inclusive itetation when it is not.
(Hawkins 2004: 85f’

In other words, in the'8stage, pragmatic delimitation is abandoned and &Es
permitted to refer universally and genericallyald" stage, when the definite article is
extended to specific indefinite references in addito definiteness, “the definite article
has abandoned uniqueness/inclusiveness, in ceus@s, while maintaining the
existence claim” (Hawkins 2004: 85). NPs with thefimite article now only assert
existence. The article now not only marks ideniareferences but also generic
reference and purely existential claims.

Finally, further extensions can be observed asfah@ loses all connections to
definiteness when it only gets used for syntactiqppses like agreement or as a noun
class marker (Hawkins 2004: 86). Generally, eadyestkeeps the previous stages’
usage but introduces more ambiguity and polysenspeéially the later use of the
article involves a gradual expansion “in the setNdfs that are compatible with the
erstwhile demonstrative marking” (Hawkins 2004:.83ne can attach the article to
more NPs than the demonstrative (e.g. attachatjectivesthe richor relative clauses

the Mary who lives next dopbecause the definite article has semantic, prégraad

227 pccording to Hawkins the middle and modern periofishe Germanic languages seem to be an
example of this stage (Hodler 1954). German hasldped slightly further than English using the
definite article with generic plurals contrastingdgtish which does not. For example, a sentenceHike
zieht den Rosen die Nelken Ybe prefers Def+ Dat+Pl roses Def + Acc+Plural eions) is ‘he prefers
carnations to roseésn English. Generic plural usage is also much further extenddetench (cf. Lyons
1999:52): comparelle adore les romans policie(she adores DEF novels detective) watie adores
detective storiegHawinks 2004: 85).
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syntactic properties that permit such a high frequese. In other words, when the
article extends it's pragmatic and semantic ramgbecomes more productive in the
syntactic rules of the grammar (hence more freq#éhtn this diachronic process, the
demonstrative loses phonological substance. Engisthas more reduced segments
than the demonstrative: CV rather than CVC, a schoveel and reduced stress. This is
a consequence of MiF.

Additionally, according to Hawkins, the rise of ttefinite article is also based on
the predictions of his third major principle: Maxaa online-processing efficiency
(MaxOP). To attach the article before the lexidam is efficient because, otherwise
important aspects of syntactic and semantic inééagpion would be delayed (Hawkins
2004: 89).

The parser receivdmguistic elements “one by one in a parse strifigawkins
2004: 20). When doing so

[tthe human processor prefers to maximize the $giroperties that are
assignable to each item X as X is processed, tharepeasing O(n-line)
P(roperty) to U(ltimate) P(roperty) ratios. The nmaization difference
between competing orders and structures will haénatfon of the number of
properties that are unassigned or misassignedimoaXstructure/sequence S,
compared with the number in alternative. (Hawkif84 51)

In other words, it is not efficient “to delay tlassignment of properties in the on-line
parsing string. Speech is a linear sequence of Soamd properties, each of which
contributes to the ultimate syntactic and semamfpresentation of the sentence in the

string.” (Hawkins 2004:28). Thus, a speaker willvays prefer early properties

228 From a formal syntactic viewpoint the definiteicle joins the set of categories that can constoact
project to NP, i.e. N, pronouns, other determinex®n inflected adjectives within general NP analys
(Hawkins 1993,1994: 352f., 403ff.) (thus becomingrenproductive). All those categories are normally
uniquely dominated by NP not by VP, PP or AdjP, étcthis position they can act as “unambiguous
signals” for construction in comprehension as wesllproduction models (Hawkins 2004: 87). In other
words, the definite article constructs a (case-e@yNP and attaches specified categories to thse{ca
marked) NP. Hawkins thus predicts a syntactic pssicg function of the expanding article: “The dién
article constructs a (case-marked) NP” (Hawkins2@Y). This function also helps to understand why
definite articles are very productive in NPs withodifying adjectives or relative clauses whose
“attachment to NPs is not guaranteed by their ovajeption properties” (Hawkins 2004: 90). In those
NPs the article acts as a nominalizer. For exaniplan NP likethe richthe article is obligatory because
it helps the parser to interpret rich as a noun amtan attributive adjective (2004: 90f). Also, hwit
ambiguous nouns and verbs, the determinative heldsambiguate a clause likeey want to filnfrom
they want the filmThe article constructs the NP. Increased artislege then means a greater activation
of this NP construction in performance (Hawkins 2089).
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assignment, so that he can build his or her “ult&apresentations sooner” (Hawkins
2004: 29). For example, the parser will preferausk where already at the beginning of
the clause most properties are assigned. Compare:

a) John went in the late afternoon to London afteoragl siesta®®

b) John went to London in the late afternoon afteoragl siesta.

In the first sentence, the second PP daughtereoivth (o Londor) is delayed. In b)
however, the parser gets this information earlidre effect can be observed in an
example with a noun clause and the presence anénabsof an explicit

complementizer:

a) | believe the boy knows the answer.
b) I believe that the boy knows the answer.

A verb like believeallows a complementation pattern which the pacaerimmediately

identify when he hearthat In the absence dhat he will need to wait until the end of

the clause until he can correctly parse the inténdeaning of it. This at the same time

can lead to some kind of “misassignment” (HawkiA84£ 51ff.).Believecan also take

a direct object. This means that without the otleat, it can be the case that the parser

interpretsthe boyas a direct object although the speaker did nenththis. Hawkins
230

claims that grammars strive to avoid such misassenis=™ If one applies this to the

case of the definite article, it can be said that

[w]hen the parser receives the first two words skatence, e.ghe boyin
English, it can recognize the category determinaptn, it can attach them
to a mother noun phrase, it can assign lexical-sémeontent tdoy and a
uniqueness semantics to the definite determinewkites 2004: 20).

22 The examples are taken from Hawkins (2004).

230 Related to the principle of MaOP is the notiorfiofassignment'. It simply states that unassignment
takes place when “a particular syntactic structureemantic property which could be assigned edrlie

a structure/ sequence S is assigned later in amattve S (Hawkins 2004: 51).
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This argument is supported by typological reseandhich shows that “there is a strong
tendency for the definite article, if a free forto, occur initially in the noun phrase,
independently of a language’s general constitueterpattern” (Lyons 1999: 47

One can also simplify MiF and MaOP with the slogdfpress the most with the
least’ and ‘Express it earliest’. Thdinimize Formsfollow from the former, while
Maximize On-Line Processirigllows from the latter (Hawkins 2004: 25).

Finally, Hawkins argues that in the case of Old IEhgthe development of the
definite article also preserved a processing refyldde again refers to the breakdown
of the inflectional system. Generally, any detemnitis not only the first constructor of
NP in on-line processing”, but can also be a casggaer (Hawkins 2004: 92). In
contrast to pronouns, which are often rich in caseking and which therefore can
assign case simultaneously with NP constructioe toun lost its inflectional

distinctiveness in the older periods of Germantus

[tihe expansion of the definite article succeededanverting many NPs of
the form Np[N] into Np[defN], thereby preservingpaocessing regularity
that was threatened by case syncretisms on nowavskihis 2004: 92).

The expansion of the demonstrative determinerlega@ to the availability or loss of
other devices in the life cycle of grammatical gatées, which are able to perform
these functions as well (Hawkins 2004: 93; cf.isec6.1.2 and 3.1.3 & 3.1.4).

So in order to answer why the definite article ‘sldobe recruited for more and
more NPs in performance and grammar and gradugtiliggn the semantic-pragmatic
conditions of its deictic source” (2004: 91), Hawnki believes that processing of
grammar is the reason.

What is important in Hawkins’ theory is that theparded semantics and
pragmatics of the definite article compared wite ttemonstrative are a consequence

not a cause of the grammaticalization process. fleg to Hawkins,

[tihere is no compelling semantic/pragmatic reastuny the definite article
should emerge out of a demonstrative to expressimgathat are perfectly
expressible in languages without definite articl&st there are some

231 The majority of languages which used phrasalkdiitiicles also prefer the left-periphery of the. NP
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compelling reasons, involving the processing ohgrar, that can motivate
an expansion of the determiner category, and tlaat motivate it in
language types and at historical stages at whigippears to happen. And
these reasons can also make sense of a numbepaes in the grammar
of definiteness that would otherwise be mysterigdawkins 2004: 84)

Moreover, there is no plausible semantic reasonHawkins why the article should
expand to generic NPs and indefinites resulting polysemy, which requires
disambiguation and enrichment, when a languageskpessive alternatives for these
meanings (2004: 92).

This relates back to a point which has already bwade by Mithun (2003) and
Fischer (2007) in section 3.3.3 on grammaticaloratit does not always seem to be the
case that changes in grammar are only driven bgnpaéic-discourse needs. Speakers
also change their grammatical system (e.g. by giadbleveling), in order to increase
systematic regularity. This, however, does not ss&ely increase communicative
efficiency. Generally, as was mentioned beforegleges do not seem to become more
efficient over time. A certain change which leadsrtore efficiency in one realm, may
disturb certain structures in another realm.

In the case of article development in English, duar for a so-called form-driven
change (Fischer 2007: 66). As can be seen, thalbwliape of the synchronic system
leads to the formation of a new productive gramoaatschemaThe emergence of the
[[X determinativdDETERMINATION +ZCN]Npidey — CONstruction is mostly influenced by the
existence of specific majority patterns in the @udglish NP. The speaker becomes
aware of this majority pattern and automaticallplags it to get rid of the odd-man-outs
which do not fit the pattern. Such a strategy mpy more efficient as it represents a
simplification for the speaker, with a change franmore complex, variable rule to a
simpler ‘unconditioned’ rule.

Thus the motivation for the change is not only satisaor pragmaticAs Fischer
points out “[T]he formal similarity of patterns arkde adjacency (contiguity) of signs
are [...] an important formal force in grammaticaliaa.” (Fischer 2007: 122). |
advocate that in the case of article developmemhasitic change and structural change

co-occur. Efficiency, from that perspective, isteys internal but does not necessarily

275



VI. Causal Mechanisms of Category Emergence

lead to any communicative advantages for the spgake increase in expressiveness,
clarity...).

Admittedly, a principle like MaxOP can make parsiegsier for the listener,
which in a way increases communicative efficierfop. top of that, any ‘ease of effort’
principle fits the idea that also the speaker psofstill, the arguments presented here
stress the fact that a preference for regularityesdaot necessarily lead to
communicative efficiency.

This relates back to my thoughts on grammaticatimain section 3.3.3. Heine and
many others believe that grammaticalization is watéd by speaker-hearer interaction
and the improvement of communicative efficiency froving informativeness,
expressivity, etc.) (Heine 1991a: 150-151; cf. Happand Traugott 2003). | cannot
completely agree with this idea of goal-orientedipem solving, because it seems to
underline the whole metaphor that the speaker egtisits down and makes
adjustments to his or her language to solve comeatine problems. Instead, | suggest
that the emergence of the [[XeminativipeTERMINATION H[ZcnlHEAD]NP(defy — CONStruction
should be interpreted as a diachronic kind of fodmven, systemic grammar

optimization, which takes place in language actjoisi

6.2.2 Prosody

Another factor which may have supported the speskdstraction of the [gtterminative™
Zenlnpgei—SChema  and  the emergence of the gffminaivioeETERMINATION +
[ZcnlHeAD]NPdey — CONStruction is prosody. Studies have shown phasody, rhythm
and melody can exert influence on morphosyntax rmngpohosyntactic change (Peters
1995; see Schluter 2005 for overview). For exampgsearch on so called fillers’ and
‘protomorphemes’ in first language acquisition sope the claim that speakers do not
only become aware of the determination slot eabily,are also quite willing to fill it.
When moving from the ‘one-word’ to the ‘two-wordiagie, many young children
already produce vague schwa- or nasal like ‘fillsgllables in positions where
particular free target morphemes are requiredefSiltypically occur at positions that
are occupied by function morphemes in the adulgjuage (like articles or pronouns).

An adult target is generally more likely to be appmated by a filler syllable when the
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target is a full unstressed syllable which tendtdwee a fixed position (or slot), but is
not particularly salient semantically (Peters 19564).

Filler production is strongly influenced by the poaly, (i.e. rhythm and melody) of
a particular language. In English, filler insertigaflects the prosodic characteristic that
open-class words are often preceded by unstregfiatis function words. Close-class
morphemes tend to be part of unstressed syllabldsopen-class words generally
contain at least one stressed syllable. This distin influences the rhythm of the
language, as the open class items provide thegstoeats, whereas the closed class
items contribute the weak ones. So-called ‘fornwlehildren’, who are sensitive to
rhythm and intonation, try to reproduce these rimythpatterns from early onwards
(Peters 1995: 472ff; 1997).

In the beginning children’s utterances contain mylabic unsegmented chunks,

which they only learn to segment in time.

As learners become able to segment these churé§sfittd structure in the
form of “frames with open slots” (Peters 1983, 1986.] The fixed
elements of many of these frames are grammaticapmemes such as
pronouns or demonstratives. The next step for thb8dren is to combine
and expand these patterns. (Peters 1995: 476)

Therefore, two major, often simultaneous strategie®m be indentified for the
acquisition of grammatical morphemes in Englishitlom one hand, the child discovers
and fills in the gaps between open-class items, andhe other hand, it generalizes the
fixed part of a frame to include other elementg taa occur there (Peters 1995: 477).

Taelman (20073*? refers to the concept of ‘form driven’ learning.

[...] [Fillers] are instantiations of an important nguage learning
mechanism that has only recently been recognizesuels: ‘form-driven’
learning. 'Form-driven' learning entails that thddfirst acquires the form,
and gets full grips on the meaning and functiothef form only later on. In
other words, the child has discovered sound matatriparticular positions
in the input, but has not yet analyzed the form #mal function of this
material accurately. Nevertheless, the child tteesitegrate these elements
in her own speech utterances. Little by little tteld discovers the full
distribution, function and shape of what turnstoube function morphemes.

232 hitp://lwww.cnts.ua.ac.be/~taelman/postdoc.html
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In other words, the child tries to imitate the stue of the input as closely as possible
and by all means (using ‘protomorphemes’), evemwrifrather because it has only
become aware of the surface structure and drawsges from it.

If we apply the insights gained in these fieldghe ideas in this chapter, we can
state that, when learning or analogizing, the legarwho is helped by intonation and
position, favors the [[¥eterminativépETERMINATION + [Zen]HEAD]NPidey — SChema in order to

fulfil the prosodic and syntactic conventions ofgiish mentioned above.

6.2.3 ‘Heaviness’ of the prehead: a general [X+CN]yp preference

Another factor, which may have also led to the gmece of the determination slot, is
that in English one finds a general ‘one word’ @adh pattern preference for NPs with
common nouns. As will be shown, most NPs follow[dnt+ Z.]np — Schemawith one
prehead element before the head (including allsygfecommon noun phrasésy.In
this section it will be argued that the most fragiudmmon noun pattern in Old English
Is the [X+ Zq]np - constructiorwith only one prehead element preceding the common
noun. This prototypical construction, which is fawore frequent than the {dnp -
construction where the common noun occurs withoyt@ehead elements, may have
also had a subtle but underestimated impact ofetinerging) structures on the definite
NP level.

Especially Construction Grammar has long been awhthe formal influence of
taxonomically related constructions on other camdions (Traugott 2007: 525; cf.
Hopper 1988; Goldberg 2003, 2006; Tomasello 20032006; Croft & Cruise 2004;
Fischer & Stefanowitsch 2007; Bergs & Diewald 2008usdale & Gisborne 2008).
Construction Grammar is a usage-based frameworkishassentially cognitive and
holistic (non-modular) (Fried & Ostman 2004: 25fdavhich has recently also dealt
with the phenomenon of grammaticalization (Traug@fi07, 2008; Trousdale 2008).

Construction Grammar treats

all types of expressions as equally central to wapj grammatical
patterning (i.e. without assuming that certain ferare more ‘basic’ than

233 e. indefinite, definite, referential or non-redatial.
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others) and in viewing all dimensions of languaggnfax, semantics,
pragmatics, discourse, morphology, phonology, pgsoas equal
contributors to shaping linguistic expressiofis.

Thus “constructions may range from fully substdrtbafully schematic” (Fischer 2007:
143). Most researchers, who work in the framewatscribe to the idea that the
formal and functional development of linguistic ftg and constructions is influenced
by the analogical links to other constructions ita@er taxonomic network (Croft &
Cruise 2004: 262-264).

Two notions of Construction Grammar are especiagtigealing: On the one hand,
constructions are seen as “automated routinizedksiyDe Smet & Cuyckens 2007:
188) that are stored holistically. On the otherdjatonstructions, which are seen as
independent, are nevertheless related to othertrootisns of varying degrees of
complexity and abstractness (Croft & Cruise 20082-264). Due to this kind of
relatedness “constructions are organized into nddsvof overlapping patterns related
through shared properties” (Fried & Ostman 2003: 12

These complex hierarchical networks involve taxomolnks which relate
different constructions in terms of schematicityg(eCroft & Cruise 2004:
262-4)?% What this means is that individual constructs. (ire concrete
realizations and empirically attested tokens of there abstract
constructions; e.g. Goldberg 1995) are hierarclyidalked to (sanctioned
by) other more abstract schemas, with several dewél schematicity.
(Kaltenbock 2010: 29)

This also means that the more abstract constricti@so known as ‘macro’-
constructions) can exert influence on the more—@ac (sometimes purely lexical) so
called ‘micro-* and ‘meso-' constructions (Traug@®007: 525). The nature of this
influence is still debated but may include analabielationships which are based on
the language- user’s perceived (conscious or sufmiinrecognition of the similarity of
the two constructions (Givon 1991: 258; Kaltenb@6Kk0: 33).

In the following section, | would like to discussow such a network

conceptualization with its assumed analogical feanbetween various constructions

234 \www.constructiongrammar.org
2% See Croft and Cruise (2004: 264) for such a tamoadierarchy.
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may also exert influence on the development ofdéermination slot in Old English.
The argument which | have in mind is related to twmmcept of ‘heaviness’ and
‘syntactic weight’. The term ‘heaviness’ is alsoolmn as ‘linguistic complexity’,
‘syntactic weight’ or ‘syntactic length’ (Crystalo@3: 90, 263, 499). ‘Weight’ is a
relative concept which “relates the relative lefgpmplexity of different elements of
sentence structure” (Crystal 2003: 499). A claussubject or object is considered to be
heavier than a lexical NP. A pronoun as subjedoissidered less heavy than an NP
with a prehead (cf. Crystal 2003: 49%he order of elements in languages seems to be
influenced by their heaviness. Short elementsfareexample, positioned before longer
ones in right-branching VO languages whereas loefEments tend to occur before
short ones in left-branching OV languages. In thesis ‘heaviness’ was interpreted as
the amount of words within the NP. Again tReterboroughand theParker Chronicle
were investigated, to provide empirical supporttfer following argumentation.

To investigate the influence of heaviness, oneipltesguestion is how ‘heavy’ the
prehead is in general. In other words, how many N&s no word, one word, two
words, three or more than three words as preheamegits. As a first step it was
investigated how heavy NPs are in general. Graphdbvs the result for all NPs in the
Peterborough ChronicleQuite unsurprisingly, most NPs (48%) are one whifls
because this search includes NPs with common nguopger nouns and the class of
pronouns (S60-S63).
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more than three
11%

O one word NP
three word NP

11%

W two word NP

one word NP
48%

Othree word NP

B more than three

two word NP
30%

Graph 5:Heaviness in th@eterborough Chronicle

As a next step, prehead patterns and the “heavofdbe prehead” was investigated. If
we look at the class of Proper Nouns, we can s&eNRs with no element preceding
the head® are the vast majority (S60c-S63c).

2% Note that in the YCOE corpus nouns and pronours hat been tagged as heads or prehead elements.
Thus, when conducting searches in the corpus, $t med possible to distinguish between nouns which
function as heads or those which have another ifuméh the NP. Still, it seemed necessary to only
concentrate on those cases where a proper noucamnimon noun functions as a head. That is why the
search query was designed in such a way that ¢wlget NPs were counted in which the proper and
common noun occurs in the last position of thengtrirhis means that for this study, a common opg@iro
noun was considered to head a phrase if it occumr¢le last, right most position of the NP. Thiasv
decided in order to increase the chance to reabiyyae NPs where the CN functions as a head. Téis a
means that the results presented in Graph 6a,Babddo not include the statistics for all NPs \ehie
‘head’ noun is followed by a relative clause or anfier posthead complementation pattern. However,
this does not seem to be a severe problem, asdireinterest lies on the heaviness of the prehedd a
preferred pattern preferences in the prehead.
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6%

1%

Oone word NP (PN)

M two word NP (X+PN)

Othree word NP (X+X+PN)

B more than three (X+X+X+PN)

Graph 6a: Heaviness in tReterborough Chroniclaith Proper Noun NPs

However, with NPs that have a common noun as tnead, relations are completely
different (S60b-S63Db). In this case, 67% have &gad which consists of one element.
16% have a prehead with two elements or more tvaretements, and only in 17% of

all the cases the common noun has no prehead.

2%

Oone word NP (CN)
W two word NP (X+CN)
@ three word NP (X+X+CN)

B more than three (X+X+X+CN)

67%

Graph 6b: Heaviness in tiReterborough Chroniclevith Common Noun NPs
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This means that two out of three NPs show a paptezference for a one word prehead,
and one third follows a different pattern. It ispanmtant to understand that [X&dne
includes definite and indefinite NPs as well as N#Ath modifiers in adnominal
position. NPs likemy king, no king, one king, two kings, that kinggag king.. are
included here.

The Parker Chronicle shows the same results. Agéth, proper nouns an empty
prehead is the vast majority:

Oone word NP (PN)
M two word NP (X+PN)
Othree word NP (X+X+PN)

® more than three (X+X+X+PN)

Graph 7a: Heaviness in tRarker Chroniclewith Proper Noun NPs

Again with common nouns, we face a ‘one elemenprabead’ - preference. In the
Parker Chronicle the vast majority of NPs with a common noun asdhare NPs with
one prehead element (70%). About 13% have two peebEments, 1% of all NPs has
a prehead which has more than three elements &6cha@e no prehead.

283



VI. Causal Mechanisms of Category Emergence

Oone word NP (CN)

M two word NP (X+CN)

Othree word NP (X+X+CN)

H more than three (X+X+X+CN)

Graph 7b: Heaviness in tiRarker Chroniclewith Common Noun NPs

What conclusions can be drawn from this? It camliserved that also on the level of
the general NP (including definite and indefinitntext) a preference for at least one
prehead element exits. In other words, a singleneh¢ before the CN is the most
common discourse pattern in the general NP. Thagnwhe speaker hears a common

noun, most of the time s/he will only find one etarthpreceding it. This suggests three
possibilities:

a) the speaker may observe that syntactically mwiofte time the common noun is
preceded by another (one more) element; a generald.|np preference.

b) the speaker may become aware that the elemdatebthe common noun
semantically always restricts the scope of possiflerenceMy king one kingor
even great kingall have one thing in commoithey specify or determine the
common noun in a particular way and

c) the speaker possibly recognizes a frequent grostress pattern with X being

the unstressed element that precedes the stresaddhboun.

From that, the speaker may come up with a genéstfact NP schema for NPs with a

common noun as a head:
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[X + Zcn]ne- constructiof®”

This construction, so to speak is the prototypigadductive schema for NPs with
common nouns. If this is the case, it may easileh@ad some supporting effect on the
emergence of the determination slot and especiallyhe fact that it has to be filled
obligatorily (i.e. marking definiteness overtly).

If a speaker observes that the [X &]dp- construction is generally most common
with common nouns, s/he consequently may apply sbleema on a ‘lower’ level,
namely the level of the definite NP. S/He puts Ement in front of the common noun
simply to stick to the observed preference of theesh community. Remember that
also in the definite NP the [Xerminaive + Zenlnpigefy - SChema is the most frequent
pattern, so that this structural pattern preferecene be observed on more than one
level. From that point of view, a particular pattgmreference does not only exist in the
definite NP but also on the more general levelsTdunsequently will reinforce the use
of demonstratives.

The proposed pattern preference with common naunigfinite NPs is also based
on the idea that the speaker is generally veryittemsbout common nouns. It has been
argued that the speaker becomes aware of the }bpreference. Why should this be
the case? On a superficial level, many definitewasd NPs exist which do not show a
[X+Z e preference. If we look back at graph 5, we cantkae most NPs are one
word NPs, because pronouns and proper nouns ofiad &n NP on their own. Why
then should the speaker even become aware of erfg@fschematic pattern [X&dne
if such NPs are embedded in a vast amount of ‘corel WMPs’? Regarding this question,
| believe in what might be called the supremacthefcommon noun.

The class of common nouns has a dominant posigcause of its high frequency.
In the Peterborough Chronicleve find 6210 words tagged as common nouns in a
manuscript with 40,641 words altogether. This ig&nas much as the proper nouns in
the text.

237 pgain note that a potential NP posthead is ndtied in this annotation.
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CN PN Pro
PB 6210 3019 2832
PA 2160 1847 849

Table 31: Noun classes in the Peterborough anceP&tkronicle

Even if we add the number of pronouns and propensd5851), common nouns are
still the most frequent noun class. A similar ditiia can be found in thé&arker
Chronicle with 2160 common nouns in a text of 14,583 woidsre, the group of
common nouns is still the most frequent one, alfo@roper Nouns are relatively
frequent. Additionally, several studies have shakat the common noun generally is a
very prototypical category from a psychologicalmiaf view. Note the predominance
of common nouns in the early acquisition proce$s Benedict 1979; Drama 1987,
Hoff 2001; Clark 2003; also see Whaley 1997 for ¢bexmon noun as a typological
universal). This prototypical character also gittes common noun a salient status in
psychological computation.

Thus, | argue that speakers differentiate betwberstibcategories common noun,
proper noun and pronoun among NP heads. Linguiatiegories are a psycholinguistic
reality and although it is hard to pin down the @x@ognitive processes, categorization
Is not arbitrary and originates from semantic agdtactic features (cf. Aarts 2004,
2007). It has repeatedly been pointed out thataslhesyntactic features (for example,
position in certain syntactic slots) might evembare influential than semantic features
when it comes to assigning categorical membershgermain words.

NPs with no prehead element are the most frequesg m both chronicles because
most of them are pronoun NPs. Nevertheless, thakspenight not take their behavior
into account when it comes to determination pasteAs a matter of fact, the syntactic
behavior of pronouns differs vastly from the sytitadehavior of nouns as, for
example, modification is not possibletffe nice she Thus, it is highly debatable if the
speaker cognitively links pronoun usage to commamnnusage and if the structure of
pronoun NPs plays a role in the speaker’s analbgé@soning when dealing with CN
NPs.
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6.3 Preliminary conclusions: multi-level frequency and
analogy effects as triggers for article development

In this chapter, various potential triggers for #mergence of the determination slot in
the [[XdeterminativdpeTERMINATION + [ZenjHEAD] NPider; — CONStruction and the development of
the new definite article category in English haeei presented. It has been argued that
the increasing usage of the OId English demons&at@nd its consequential
grammaticalization mirrors a change in the gramnmamely the emergence of a
determination slot that has to be filled accordmd@ determination slot emerges as an
innovation in early Old English and as a conseqeghe demonstrative acquires its
new status as an article. The demonstrative isitecras the default filler because of its
semantics, syntactic position and its early higlgfrency. What makes such a process
likely is a) the broad semantic overlap between alestrative and definite article
(which can be seen as a deictically unmarked detradive) and b) the demonstrative’s
high overall frequency. On the one hand, the detnainge was closest in terms of
semantic content (after all, all it had to lose wasleictic force). On the other hand, the
demonstrative was already quite frequent in thenmigyg. Its high frequency made it a
prominent candidate for ‘the job’. One explanatwimy the demonstrative was already
frequent, even before it was recruited as a defdattfiller, is the fact that its deictic
force weakens due to frequent usage:

First, definite reference is inferred from conte@nly if a speaker wants to express
spatial deixis, s/he uses the demonstrative. Whanthe speaker wants to express
spatial relations, s/he will use the demonstrat&s.this will be the case relatively
often, the frequent usage of the demonstrativesléadts semantic bleaching. Semantic
and formal reduction is the simple result of aryaiization or habituation process. The
demonstrative’s deictic force becomes weaker sbitlt@an be used in a broader range
of pragmatic situations. This increases the ovdraljuency of the demonstrative.
Another factor which may have led to a higher numbk demonstratives in Old
English may be that the demonstrative’s usage ase®in combination with the weak

adjective paradigm to disambiguate case and gender.
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In a next step, the increased frequency of the dstrative triggers the
conceptualization of the determination slot, whialm,a second round, pushes the
demonstrative down its grammaticalizing path ewarther. The conceptualization of
this slot is not only triggered by the frequencylad demonstrative but by the suggested
analogical and cognitive processes on differenglfevAt a certain stage the speakers
conclude that that definiteness is expressed gveitl that point, the speaker changes
from a system where definiteness marking is optidmaa system where it becomes
obligatory. For various reasons, the option to mawvertly is exploited more often,
which leads to the fact that a learner generatawsitucts a different grammar, based
on the idea that marking definiteness is obligatdryis interpretation is compatible
with the adult grammar input and is easier to ledriine same time.

The following Figure visually sums up what has bstated so far:

1% Level of definite NP:
early high token
frequency of frequency effect
demonstrative analogical I:>
reasoning

[X determinative® ch] NP{def}
pattern preference

2"7 Level of general NP

(definite and frequency effect

indefinite): .

general |\}p pattern analogical emergence of further

preference reasoning determination I:> grammaticalization
for [X + Zednp slot of se

3 Level of word class:

Salience of common frequency effect I:>

noun (due to its high cognitive push

frequency)

4™ Level of Prosody:
preference for filler

: prosodic
production preference E>

> STAGE 1 at{ > > > STAGE 2 at$ > > >

Figure 8: Multi-level frequency effects that triggan increase in demonstrative usage and the
emergence of a determination slot in early Old Bhg|
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The first frequency effect takes place on the l®@fg¢he definite NP. We can observe a
general pattern preference for gfminatve + Zerlnpigen in the definite NP. This is
especially based on the fact that the demonstratidens its scope due to losing its
deictic force.

The second frequency effect can be found on arraadevel (2° level), namely
on the level of the general common noun NP (incigdiefinite and indefinite NPs). A
general [X + Zj]np prehead bias with common nouns exists. The spgakézrs to fill
at least one slot before the head noun. This cgugerficial tendency and pattern
preference might also influence the speaker indeisision to take the [¥terminative
Zcnlneidery @S an exemplary model. One takes in many diffesgnttures, abstracts what
they have in common, namely one element beforedh@non noun, and then, through
a process of analogical reasoning, uses this pattethe level of the definite NP.

On a third level of word class, the psychologiagbremacy of the common noun
(due to its high frequency and its semantic loadjhinhave pushed the process even
further. Finally, on yet another level (4 dne), prosodic pattern preferencesamely a
preference for filler production seems to support the process as well. This retates
the often underestimated interface between proandymorphosyntax, as prosody can
exert influence on the grammatical componentsd@racts with.

| argue that these factors combined lead to theganee of the determination slot
and the entrenchment of the [6rminativioeTERMINATIONT[Z cn] HEAD] NP{der —CONStrUCtioN.

In other words, one faces a complex multi-levelgirency and analogy effect that
influences the observable linguistic change.

As soon as a fixed determination slot comes intistemce, this influences the
system in several ways. Only after the emergenca determination slot, various
further developments can occur. On the one hanlg, tben a ‘real article’ develops.
The demonstrative is recruited as the defaultrfil@nly then, will it undergo further
morphosyntactic change (further attrition, furtheduction, further expansion of
scope) For example, the article will expand in its range@pplication; being applicable
to generics or specifics. Alsa, point might come at which the article is analyasd
grammatically and semantically empty, and it mighen be the case that the definite-
indefinite distinction collapses. Finally, languagsannot only acquire the category but

also lose it again (Lyons 1999: 340).
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On the other hand other modifying elements, (passegronouns etc.) will be
interpreted as determinatives as well. The classdeterminatives also gradually
continues to accrue its membership by the recruitraEmore and more slot fillers. The
slot filler status, originally associated with taeicle, is also extended to other words it
shares semantic or pragmatic traits with it. Theemheination slot, an innovation of
early Old English is then consolidated in late @dglish. A first instance of this
consolidation is the more predictable and stringhsiribution of the article (Denison
2006; Van de Velde 2010).
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“We shall not cease from exploration

and the end of all our exploring will be

to arrive where we started and know the
place for the first time” (T.S. Eliot)

7. Conclusion

In current comprehensive descriptions of Englistarnar (cf. Quirk et al. 1985;

Huddleston & Pullum 2002) the definite artidlee is treated as the most prototypical
member of the class of determinatives and as aorapt element of the English NP.
In Modern English, where the overt marking of deéinreference is obligatory, the
definite article is the default marker to fulfilishgrammatical function. As a matter of
fact, theis the most frequently used word in the Englistglaage’™®

One of the most interesting aspects of the Englisicle system and the definite
article in particular is their rather late diachimdevelopment (cf. Christophersen 1939:
84; Mustanoja 1960: 169; Kisbye 1972: 1; Traug82Z 85-87; Mitchell 1985: 127ff).
Typological facts illustrate that article developrhes not frequent among the languages
of the world (Gardiner 1932: 47; McColl Millar 2000: 30%¥, and the birth of this
grammatical category in English has even beendalléhistorical accident” (McColl
Millar 2000b: 275), which took place under “obscuomditions” (Christophersen 1939:
18).

Scholars seem to agree that whereas West Germashicchdefinite article as such,
the masculine nominative form of the Old Englishmgie demonstrativese
grammaticalized and developed into the definitéclart(van Gelderen 2007: 297 cf.
Christophersen 1939: 84; Mustanoja 1960: 169; Milch985: 127ff). What scholars
do not agree on is why the category developed drether the fornseshould already
be analyzed as an ‘article’ in early Old Englistitgla 890 AD). In other words,

238 http://www.world-english.org/english500.htm

239 As was discussed in section 3, article usagetis fiequent tendency among languages (Himmelmann
1997; Lyons 1999; van Gelderen 2007). The langudlygismark the semantic concept of definiteness
overtly in their morphosyntax are a distinct mimpriThose languages that mark definiteness do not
necessarily employ a definite article for this. @&lsosition, case or morphological affixation arediso
mark definite reference (cf. Chestermann 1991;iBg4991; Buchholz 2004; Giusti 1997; Leiss 1994,
2007; Abraham 1997; Karlsson1983[1995]).
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researchers disagree whether the article alreaidyedxin the early Old English period
or developed only later in late Old English/earlidifle English.

All these facts and open questions have made gogafy interesting to revisit
category emergence and explore the phenomenondrdiachronic perspective. Thus,
the overall aim of this thesis has been to desdhkelinguistic change. The question
which seems most interesting when discussing laygehange is why some changes
are set in motion in one language at a particutae,tbut not in another language. For a
scientific community seeking ‘the truth’, it is gy not enough to label a certain
linguistic phenomenon. To observe a diachronic ggs@nd state that, for example, it is
a case of grammaticalization or reanalysis, dodsemplain what has triggered the
reanalysis or the grammaticalization of the paléicelement. Thus, one specific goal
of this thesis has been to explore and discusscéiusal triggers which led to the
development of the article.

With regard to the highly debated “vexed questi@@uirk and Wrenn (1958: 70)
when the definite article emerged as a new cateigdgnglish, it has hopefully become
clear in the course of this thesis, that a ‘cotraaeswer to this question heavily depends
on how one defines articlehood in the first plaameg what grammatical features one
believes to be affected by the postulated changdortiinately, proposals to clearly
define the category have remained ‘sketchy’ soN&ist authors have avoided setting
up criteria or a definition of the category. That the reason why 7 criteria for
articlehood have been proposed and applied on Gdtidh data.

Some scholars refuse to set up and impose den@raatieria on linguistic output
because they question Aristotelian categories @adjether arguing that category
membership is fuzzy. Syntactic categories are epipmenal and vary across and
within languages. Thus, hard-and-fast boundarietvd®n categories and clear
conditions for membership are often impossible & gp. Being aware of the
phenomenon of gradience, | still believe in theaggahusefulness of categorization in
synchronic grammar description. Thus, a secondctbge of this thesis has been to
check how successfully criteria which are basedhensemantic and syntactic behavior
of an element in Present Day English can be apphiesh older language stage.

When sifting through the literature on the develepinof the article, it can be

observed that not many studies have tested th&inggions against large text samples.
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Repeatedly, the grammaticality of a certain coms$ion is postulated based on the
existence of one or two examples found in the haakib on Old English. A lack of
large-scale corpus studies on the topic can becideteBy analyzing a large data set
(using a computer accessible corpus), | wantedl tilnis empirical gap and check some
of the claims that have been made in the grammakd¢e.g. Mitchell 1985; Hogg
1992).

The empirical part of this thesis includes a gaéire and quantitative analysis of
NP types and nominal determination patterns inoweiOld English prose texts in the
York-Toronto-Helsinki Parsed Corpus of Old EnglRtose (YCOE*. For analysis,
the CorpusSearch Prograffit and AntConé* have been used. By using corpus
linguistics as a method, this thesis has also afetnto introduce the notion of
frequency as a crucial factor which helps to judige grammaticality of a certain
construction. High frequency is seen as evidencetli@ cognitive salience and
entrenchment of a grammatical construction.

In the following sections, | will once again preséme most important ideas and
findings of this thesis (7.1). Note that sectio®,3.5 & 6.3 also provide detailed
summaries of the ideas and results which have lokgtussed in the individual
chapters. | will close this thesis with a discussid some theoretical implications of my
findings (as well as their weaknesses and strepgtis potential directions for further

research (7.2).

240 http://www-users.york.ac.uk/~lang22/Y COE/Y coeHontm
241 hitp://corpussearch.sourceforge.net/index.html
242 hitp:/lwww.antlab.sci.waseda.ac.jp/software/Ant€drelp_3.1.2/AntConc_Help.htm
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7.1 Summary

To answer the question why the category developéthglish, several explanations on
the article’s emergence have been discussed infitste part of this thesis. First,
traditional views on the development of the deéindrticle have been presented.
Especially scholars at the turn of the last centegalt with the phenomenon and
concluded that the definite article already existe®@Ild English and that it developed
as a necessary tool due to the decline of thecitndleal system and the general shift of
English from a synthetic to an analytic languagéar(fme 1885; Philipsen 1887,
Behagel 1923; Bruggmann 1904; Christophersen 1G3#nm 1837; Heinrichs 1954;
Rennhard 1962). Although their methodology is ratheak and their conclusions are
of a rather descriptive nature, their work has beemtioned because it represents the
idea that the article already existed from 890 anwgcf. Christophersen 1939: 92;
Kisbye 1972:1). | have also elaborated on the eeffinypothesis that article emergence
is linked to changes in the adjective paradigm kasteong distinction). Although my
analysis of adjectival patterns has confirmed thatefinite NPs the weak adjective is
used more or less consistently in combination 8&hl have argued that it does not
seem likely that the article developed primarily dsambiguate case and gender
(5.1.1.2)*%

Functionalist and formalist explanations on artidevelopment have been
presented as well. Whereas functionalist reseandenstands the development from
demonstrative to article as a grammaticalizatioth par excellencecf. e.g. Traugott
1982, Lehmann 1982[95]; Himmelmann 1997; Lyons 13®&wkins 2004), which was
mostly triggered by semantic-pragmatic factors (@@t 1982), the formalist
framework argues that the observable change isxam@e of reanalysis towards or
within Determiner-Phrase structure (cf. e.g. Phpilid997; Lyons 1999; Roberts &
Roussou 2003; Osawa 2007). As has been shown, iitdsed possible to apply
Lehmann’s grammaticalization parameters succegsiutien tracing the steps sé’s

243 Also language contact was presented as a potétigigér and external cause (Scandinavian influence
from the North) which may have been responsiblettierobservable demonstrative split in the nominal
system.
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development Generative proposals are also of interest becdisg manage to
formalize the linguistic change in a precise way l[@ast theory-internallyj*
Nevertheless, as this thesis has tried to reveaigschallenges remain. Although most
of the presented accounts provide schemes that moiless fit the phenomenon
descriptively, the given explanations were feltb® insufficient because they do not
really concentrate on the causal triggers for thenge. Moreover, | have supported the
idea that reanalysis and grammaticalization arphegiomenal descriptive terms rather
than ‘real’ causal mechanisms and thus should tleebrdown “into more fundamental
mechanisms of language change, including (amongr®ttanalogy” (De Smet 2009:
1730).

As a reaction to those perceived theoretical anthogelogical shortcomings, a
non-nativist, usage-based, form-driven, analogrmaldel of morphosyntactic change
has been proposed (Fischer 2007: 4; cf. Bybee 200Reug 2003; Tomasello 2003a,b;
De Smet 2008; 2009). Although the development efdtticle category was definitely a
multi-causal phenomenon, | have argued that itbmexplained best if one takes into
account a) the frequency of linguistic surface fer(ne. concrete tokens), b) the
importance of analogical reasoning as a mechan@ncthiange, c) the influence of
taxonomically related constructions and d) prefeesnin cognitive on-line processing
(cf. Hopper 1988; Goldberg 2006; Tomasello 2006scker 2007; Trousdale &
Gisborne 2008).

7.1.1 Article development as a consequence of the previous
emergence of a determination slot

Above all other things, this thesis is based onidlea that a proper understanding of
grammaticalization has to take into account thamn#d constructions can be driving
forces of linguistic change. The change from denratige to definite article has been
conceptualized as a change which was driven bgxacdlly underspecified [syntactic]

construction” (Van de Velde 2010: 291) — in otheres, the grammaticalization of a

24 The formalist model, which positions the demoriatesin Spec position, defines article emergence as
a diachronic movement (raise) from Spec into thadHgosition further up in the syntactic tree.
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schematic construction with a slot (Trousdale &ubett 2010: 12; cf. Bybee 2003a,b,
2007; Traugott 2006; De Smet 2008).

It has been argued that the article category dpeelodue to the previous
emergence of a positional, syntactic, lexically ensgecified ‘determination slot’. This
functional determination slot is an integral pafttbe definite NP construction in

English, which has been formalized in the followimgy:

[[X determinatileETERMINATION + [Zch HEAD] NP{def}

The emergence of this schematic construction whkitiploys a determination slot is
seen as a necessary precondition and the mairetriggthe grammaticalization of the
demonstrativeThe fact that the determination slot developed badame functional
itself leads to the recruitment of the demonsteatas a default slot filler (= definite
article). It is this employment as an obligatoryotsfiller which triggeres the
grammaticalization of the demonstrative. Therefanethe case of English, the term
article should only be introduced, when we also adentify a fixed positional
determination slot in the definite NP.

This relates to the general observation that lisiguielements often do not
grammaticalize on their own but in larger constiutd. It is a rather superficial
statement to state that the fosmgrammaticalizesSeonly starts to grammaticalize in
its role as a dependent prehead element. It undergoammaticalization but in the
‘broader’ more abstract NP-construction w#(now taking up the role of an article)
being a filler of it. The demonstrativefrom that perspective only grammaticalizes in

the context of the [[Xemid DETERMINATION T [Zen] HEAD] NP{defy — CONStruction.

7.1.2 Grammaticalization of se as a form-driven change triggered by
complex analogy and frequency effects

A second line of reasoning presented in this thieassbeen that complex analogy and
frequency effects are the main motivating forcesimee the emergence of this
schematic construction (Fischer 2007: 4, cf. Hawk2004). Analogy has been

conceptualized in a wider sense as ‘rule genetalizaextension’ at a higher meta-
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linguistic level (Traugott & Trousdale 2010: 36s€her 2007) and has been treated as a
“psychologically real phenomenon which has caudétiency [...] in language”
(Itkonen 2005: xii). Pattern recognition and thelagical transfer of formal patterns
from one domain to another is seen as one of the me@sons for the observable
change. Influenced by the high frequency of preheatterns like Dem+CN or
Poss+CN in the definite Old English NP, the leararalogically abstracts a pattern
preference for [¥eterminative™ Zen]npidery, Which finally licenses the conceptualization of a
specific local determination slot and the cognitiventrenchment of the
[X determinativéDETERMINATION * [Zen]HEAD] NP{deft — CONStruction.

A central characteristic which has emerged oubhefgresent analysis is that in Old
English the overt marking of definite referencealkeady very frequent and the
demonstrative pronoun is the most frequently usechent to do s°. Thus, when the
speakers analyze their Old English input, they dilasvfollowing analogies: First, the
speaker assigns the same structure, namelyelXnaive+ Zenlnpides, t0 CONstructions
like Dem+CN, Poss+CN or GenP+CN. At this stage (SEAat 1), definiteness
marking is not yet obligatory. In a second stepwéner, some speakers extend this
schema to the semantically definite but syntadticehre CN cases (being the less
frequent and thus less prototypical). This leadantancrease in frequency of the pattern
which supports the conceptualization of a detertionaslot that has to be filled
obligatorily. The existence of such a slot and thies’ attached to it increase the
consistent marking of definiteness in even more&imses, which in turn will lead to the
recruitment (obligatorification, fixation, etc.) tfe default filler.

It has also been argued that the cognitive entreeah of the
[[X determinativépETERMINATION *+ [Zcn]HEAD]NPIdey CONSEruction is not only sanctioned by a
pattern preference in the definite NP, but thaathdgon preference for [X + CNj on the
level of the general NP (with definite and indetienreference) also exerts an influence
on the level of the definite NP. In Old English m@N NPs follow an [X + Z]np—
schemawith one prehead element before the head (includihtypes of common noun

phrases§*° In other words, the most frequent common nourepatis the [X+ Znp -

245 n all the investigated texts the pattern Dem+Chkes up between 25% and 30% of all NPs which
include a common noun.

248 e. indefinite, definite, referential or non-redatial.
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construction with only one prehead element precgdine common noun. This
prototypical construction, which is far more frequethan the ‘bare’ [&]np -
construction (i.e. the common noun occurs withawt prehead elements), may have
also had a subtle but underestimated impact ofetinerging) structures on the definite
NP level.

Finally, it has also been suggested that rhythrattepn preferences on the level of
prosody have influenced article development as.\V@lidies have shown that rhythm
and melody can influence morphosyntax and morphasyin change (Peters 1995; see
Schluter 2005 for overview). When learning or agalmg, the learner, who is helped
by intonation and position, favors the [minativipeTeErRMINATION T [Zen] HEAD]NP{der; —
schema in order to fulfill the prosodic and syntacbnventions of English mentioned
above. This line of reasoning makes article devalem a kind of “form-driven
change” (Fischer 2007: 66). The formal shape ofntlost frequent syntactic (but also
semantic and prosodic) NP patterns is analogicaktended to new instances (see

section 7.2.).

7.1.3 Obligatory definiteness marking as a means to increase
efficiency

Another point that has been made was that the demadive only starts to
grammaticalize because the overt marking of defirdss becomes obligatory. This
motivates the speaker to employ a default markatl ithose cases where definiteness is
not yet expressed ‘parasitically’ by another deteative (e.g. demonstrative,
possessive pronoun, etc.). This line of reasonimgctdy leads to the question why
definiteness marking becomes obligatory and why wmeaker extends the
demonstrative’s usage to all those ‘unmarked’ diefiNP cases, which still used to
occur bare in early Old English (i.e. ffaren). Here, it has been reasoned that
marking definite reference obligatorily by emplayira functional element in the
prehead can be interpreted as an example of stalied cognitive simplification as a
means to make on-line processing more efficient.

First, it has been assumed that it is more diffidal a speaker to establish a

detailed hypothesis when to mark or not mark defiress overtly, than to base
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linguistic production on a much ‘simpler rule’, naly marking definiteness all of the
time. A variable (conditioned) rule is more comptean an unconditioned rule which
states: “always mark definiteness overtly with caonmouns” because here the speaker
does not have to hypothesize about which contextades overt marking or not. Thus,
the obligatorification process is a matter of systesimplification.

Additionally, it has been suggested that obligatory marking rule is able to
establish itself in a population of learners beeatie behavior (linguistic output) it
produces can also be produced by the carrierseafpgtional marking rule. It will not be
recognized as unfamiliar. Therefore, the spreadbigatory marking is likely, since
bearers of the optional-marking rule are unableetmgnize anything alien in the speech
output produced on the basis of the obligatory ingrisystem, whereas bearers of the
new system would perceive output of pre-changeesysts ungrammatical. All this
leads to an irreversibly one-sided accommodatiessure towards obligatory marking.

Second, it has been proposed that the article’®ldpment increases on-line
processing efficiency. Based on Hawkins' ‘Perforces®Grammar Correspondence
Hypothesis’ (2004), which argues that grammarssatectured by general principles of
efficiency and complexity, it has been assumed ety aspects of grammaticalization
and developments in morphosyntax can be accounted dne takes into account the
speaker’s striving for structural and cognitiva@éncy (Hawkins 2004: 13).

Hawkins’ Maximize On-line Processing — principl@dawkins 2004: 28) predicts
that it is highly efficient to attach an articlefbee the lexical item because otherwise
important aspects of syntactic and semantic inééagpion would be delayed (Hawkins
2004: 89Y*" As a speech string is a linear sequence, it iseffatient “to delay the
assignment of properties in the on-line parsinmgtr(Hawkins 2004: 28). In the case
of English, the listener receives the first two dsermf a sentence, e.the boy and
already recognizes the category determinative auch.nAlready then, the speaker will

247 Every form and property contributes to “the ulttmayntactic and semantic representation of the
sentence in the string” (Hawkins 2004: 28). Thusspeaker will always prefer early properties
assignment, so that he can build his or her “ulttmapresentations sooner” (Hawkins 2004: 29).
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be able to attach the elements to a mother nouasphand assign lexical-semantic

content tcboyand uniqueness semantics to the determinative Kina2004: 205*

7.1.4 Slot emergence in the early Old English period (0.2)

The empirical investigation has revealed that {eakers of early Old English already
employed a determination slot in their grammarsorher to shed light on the question
as to when the article developed, several caseBestihave been set up. In those
studies, the semantic and syntactic behaviourefifmonstrativee has been analyzed
thoroughly.

In one case study, | have tried to investigatedineelopment o§ediachronically.
When splitting up thePeterboroughand Parker Chronicleinto periods, it can be
observed that a) the token frequency s& + CN drastically increases in both
Chronicles; b) the use of the compound demons&isincreases; c¢) usinge with
singular proper names decreases. This has beeprate as strong evidence for the
fact that the formse already loses it deictic force quite early andetakip article
function, whereas the compound demonstrative gefslayed more often to express
proximity or emphasis, thereby filling a semantiapgthat was opened by the
grammaticalization ofse In other words, the observable diachronic develems
suggest that the formetook up article function from early Old Englishveards. Still,
the existence of a determination slot and a defiaiticle in Old English could not be
attested free of doubt by exclusively looking a¢ tPeterboroughand theParker

Chronicle®*®

248 This argument is also supported by typologicataesh, which shows that “there is a strong tendency
for the definite article, if a free form, to ocduitially in the noun phrase, independently of agaage’s
general constituent-order pattern” (Lyons 1999: 4).

9 For example, it was observed that type frequenaly increases in théarker but not in the
PeterboroughChronicle Additionally, the diachronic development of thengpound demonstrativiees
shows some unexplainable fluctuation in Beterborough ChronicleThus it has to be concluded that
the diachronic investigation of tiieterborough Chroniclgielded inconclusive results.
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To investigate the change from demonstrative ticlarqualitatively, 7 criteria for

articlehood>® were set up:

1) PREDICATION: a pre-head dependent which canaottion as a predicative
complement is likely to be an article

2) INDEPENDENCE: a pre-head dependent which caoocctr independently of
its head is likely to be an article

3) CO-OCCURRENCE: a pre-head dependent which casorotcur with itself
and other determinatives is likely to be an agticl

4) RELATIVE POSITION: a pre-head dependent whichuss to the left of

any modifier is likely to be an article

5) OBLIGATORINESS: a pre-head dependent which islaligatory default
marker to indicate referentiality is likely to ba article

6) EXCLUSIVENESS: a pre-head dependent which exablys expresses
(in)definiteness is likely to be an article

7) SYNTACTIC MOTIVATION ONLY: a pre-head dependemhich is

exclusively syntactically motivated is likely te lan article

These criteria are based on PDE usage and atitiilrdnic stage the definite article
meets all of them. Still the criteria are in a vaabitrary and setting them uppast hoc
decision.

When applying the criteria, some of them have eatdlto conclusive results, or
their application has turned out to be problemdiar. example, the EXCLUSIVENESS
criterion could not be applied to the Old Englistnquage stage at all. The criteria
PREDICATION, INDEPENDENCE and SYNTACTIC MOTIVATIONDNLY could
be applied but the results have not revealed mboltaein its function as a prehead
determinative. Thus, only three criteria have tdroet to be helpful for investigating
the role ofsein the Old English prehead. Those were RELATIVESFDON, CO-

20 Generally, it has been suggested that articleliv@h ‘umbrella term’ for an element which fulfills
several different sub-conditions at the same tinge $hows a certain semantic and syntactic behavio
One criterion on its own does not constitute atiolod, only when several criteria are met, it makes
sense to speak of a definite article.

301



VIl. Conclusion

OCCURRENCE and OBLIGATORINESS. Interestingly, thoseteria are directly
linked to the existence of a determination %ot.

Based on the results for all three criteria, it baen concluded that the speakers of
early Old English already used a grammatical systewhich a determination slot was
implemented. Already in early Old English it becathe ‘rule’ to mark definiteness
obligatorily by filling this positional slot.

The fact that exceptional patterns still existed).(€o-occurrence of Dem+Poss,
Poss+Dem) has shown that the emergence of sucheamnieation slot is a gradual
process. Obviously, it took some time until the teys reached a point where
definiteness marking became regular and got extetwlall the cases that we know of
today. For example, the definite article expandeds range of application to generics
or specifics only later. This shows that it is siynpnpossible to exactly determine a
point in time when the article’s existence can beficmed beyond doubt (see 7.2). All
that can be said is that as soon as a determinataindeveloped, the speakers of
English started to employ the forse as a default filler. As | have concluded that the
determination slot already existed in early Old lighy it seems reasonable to argue that

the demonstrative took up article function in thésiod.

7.1.5 The cognitive cycle of grammaticalization

Echoing comments on grammaticalization and rearglgsother major argument in
this thesis has been that those two notions aherapiphenomenal and should be split
up into many other, speaker-internal mechanismam@raticalization, from that point
of view, is more an umbrella term and a notion Wwhaan only be applied from an
outside perspective. As a matter of fact “clinesnzd be part of a speaker’s grammar,
and hence cannot be [psychologically] real” (Fis@@@07: 117). Whereas a system can
undergo some re-interpretation in time, the indialdspeaker generally does not set up

his linguistic system by re-analyzing.

1 The fact that an article does not co-occur witreodeterminatives, the fact that it occurs toléfieof
the modifier and the fact that is has to be useshasbligatory default, even in cases where irctirgext
semantic definiteness plays no role anymore (seergeusage), is not so much a feature of the quaati
form, but rather the result of the existence ofyatactically underspecified slot, which is functidnn
itself.

302



VII. Conclusion

To specify this general statement, | have concdipadh a cycle for speaker-
internal processes in the grammaticalization pmcesich are triggered by the token

frequency of certain linguistic forms and pattemghe linguistic input:

(1)MEMORIZATION/ IMITATION/HABITUALIZATION/RITUALIZ ATION >
(2)ANALOGY > (3)CATEGORIZATION > (4)ALIGNMENT.

It has been argued that when the speaker hearsidiitgitems and constructions
frequently enough, s/he starts to memorize thentaies the input and thus ritualizes
his/her output through constant repetition. Whersipg the input, the learner/speaker
also starts to become aware of semantic and stalitimilarities in the input, which
due to his/her ability to draw analogical conclusiowill make him/her categorize the
input. This formal and semantic categorization .(égo word classes, construction
types, etc.) will make him/her align any input itbmse existing categories or rearrange
his repertoire of existing patterns to match thmuinFor example, the emergence of the
determination slot has led to the increased praoiuaif the very types of definite NP
patterns that had been frequent in the first place.

This cycle in return will increase the frequency aafrtain forms in a speaker’s
output. This increase in frequency also has a deffect on the linguistic form (e.qg.
ritualization leads to attrition; strong entrencimnéeads to a stronger adjacency of
forms; the conceptualization of a determinationtssléeads to fixation on the
determinative element; etc.).

In contrast to Lehmann’s parameters, the postuleyeté does not concentrate on
the individual form but on the cognitive processieat go on in the speaker’s mind.
Analogy is seen as an internal, cognitive, mensgcpological process, something that
affects and shapes a speaker’s mental setup. Ttle grocess (including all the
notions mentioned above, frequency, analogy, categgmn alignment), leads to an
increase in frequency of a certain form. Thus tregudency of certain forms and
patterns is at the same time a causal mechanisra eglilt. Frequency and analogy are
primary factors whereas reanalysis and grammateiadn a) come later being effects

of the previous factors and b) are not part of psstng itself.
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7.2 Theoretical implications and directions for future
research

Having summarized the main findings of the analysiss section will address some
theoretical implications and potential directions future research. First of all, it has to
be admitted that the idea to set up criteria facl@hood based on Modern English and
to apply them on an older language stage has falatlof 7 criteria, only 3 turned out
to be useful and out of those 3, only 2 clearlyagpier the existence of a determination
slot. This failure, however, underlines what scholhdave repeatedly stated about,
gradualness, the fuzziness of categories and #i®lilly to capture linguistic reality by
Aristotelian categorization (cf. Aarts 2004, 20®7aDenison 2006; Traugott &
Trousdale 2010).

The notion of gradience can be understood mucleibétbne takes a diachronic
perspective and understands that language is cdlystthanging. When an element
grammaticalizes, it may change its category menhigersin the process of
grammaticalization, a form can lose old and takeeny characteristic features. Thus, it
is possible that an element — from a synchronicspestive— does not fulfill all
‘necessary’ criteria at a certain time and mustdesidered as a non-prototypical but
valid member of the category, and may meet more raack criteria in due course.
Additionally, the number of the overall membersaofertain category can increase or
decrease diachronically. This, in synchrony, exgaivhy some elements are more
prototypical members of a class, while others ass prototypical and cases, which are
hard to assign to one or the other category. Ineth@, it has to be concluded that
linguistic behavior at one stage may not be analgzaith tools that have been set up
for analyzing linguistic behavior at an earliergga

Another issue, | would like to comment on once aga that article development
has been conceptualized as a form-driven changeswhestly formal ‘system-internal’
factors (e.g. pattern preferences, structural eg@ation as a principle of economy) are
responsible for the grammaticalization of the desti@tive. “The formal similarity of
patterns and the adjacency (contiguity) of sigres[ar] an important formal force in

grammaticalization” (Fischer 2007: 122). Generalily, grammaticalization studies
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semantic or pragmatic change is said to often peestructural change. However, as
Mithun (2003), Hawkins (2004) and Fischer (200 Aenpointed out, it does not always
seem to be the case that changes in grammar ayedoweén by pragmatic-discourse
needs. Speakers also change their grammaticalnsy(stg. by analogical leveling), in
order to increase systematic regulaffyIn the case of article development in English,
it has been argued that the overall shape of thehsgnic system leads to the formation
of a new productive grammatical schemalhe emergence of the
[[X determinativdDETERMINATION *+Zcnlnpidey — CONStruction is mostly influenced by the
existence of specific majority patterns in the @laglish NP. Thus, | have suggested
that in the case of article development, semati@nge and structural change co-occur.

Several important issues could not be dealt witkthia thesis. While my analysis
has first and foremost concentrated on simple defidP patterns, more complex NPs
have not been investigated. For example, the OBOIGRINESS criterion has only
been checked on one-word NPs. It will thereforeneeessary to also investigate
‘heavier’ NPs with post head complementation (eetative clauses, etc.). Additionally,
it would have gone beyond the scope of this thisi®ok at the development of the
definite article in other languages. It has neveerb my intention to set up criteria
which are universal and which can thus be appledther languages. However, as a
next step, it would be interesting to compare krtdevelopment in other languages,
and check if it may also be interpreted as a forived change.

| have also not discussed the development of tdefimte article. However, |
believe that the emergence of the {&minativipETERMINATION +Zcn]NPidefy - CONStruction
has led to the development of the indefinite aatimé well. We know that Old English
had no indefinite article (cf. Rissanen 1967; M@tl985). The indefinite articla/an
developed out of the numerane. Compared to definiteness, indefiniteness was
completely unmarked in Old English. In a few inst® it was marked byn or sum
Clearly, however, those elements were not nearlyeggient ase As many languages

again show, a language can do perfectly withoutfindeness marking. Thus, it seems

%52 Also Hawkins (2004) suggests that expanded semsarthd pragmatics of the definite article
compared with the demonstrative are a consequarice cause of the grammaticalization process.
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likely that the indefinite article also emergedaasonsequence to the prior emergence of
the determiner slot in the NP.

Many other questions remain. One of them is why @carenot observe the frequent
use of an article before proper nouns in Englisihy\Woes the assumed preference for
obligatory definiteness marking not seem to coarnhée case of proper nouns? As could
be seen, such a structure was possible but notidrégn Old English. However, it
decreased. In PDE,l Hike the Susiis considered grammatically incorrect but such
structures can be found in many dialects of Itabaa of German, e.dch mag die
Annall like the Anné (Austrian German). Here, it has been pointed tbat proper
nouns are different from common nouns. As the proein generally has a “unique
denotation” (Quirk et al. 1985[95]: 288), this sema feature seems to block the use of
an additional marker. A constraint for obligatorgfiditeness marking with this
subcategory seems likely.

Finally, 1 would like to stress once more that thaline presented in this thesis is
based on evidence which comes from prose textsfrowt poetry. Also note that my
conclusions in this study are based on a limitddbEelata. It may be the case that by
looking at even more texts or other genres, thearné may be different. Awas
already mentioned before, an extensive study onatlvetexts would be an interesting
future project. In conclusion, | hope that the prasstudy has succeeded to show that
handbook statements should not be taken for gratiatl the formal and functional
diachronic development of linguistic forms and damnsgions is influenced by the
analogical links to other formal constructions, ahdt analogy and frequency have

been underestimated as driving forces of linguishiange.
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Appendix I: Manuscript information

The York-Toronto-Helsinki Parsed Corpus of Old Englitoseor York Corpus of Old
Englistf>® (YCOE for short), is part of thEnglish parsed corpora seri@é and was
compiled by Ann Taylor, Anthony Warner, Susan Rikiz Frank Beths at the
Department of Language and Linguistic Science, ensity of York. The YCOE is a
1.5 million word, syntactically-annotated corpusthwithe main goal “to facilitate
automatic searching for syntactic constructionsiy(®r 20035>°.

The corpus (i.e. the annotated text files) is tigted by theDxford Text Archive® free

of charge for non-commercial use. Regarding aniootaitt follows its sister corpora the
Penn-Helsinki Parsed Corpus of Middle English IPGME2Y>’ and theY ork-Helsinki
Parsed Corpus of Old English Po€ttyand can be accessed by the same search engine,
CorpusSearch® (Taylor 2003). However, due to the inflected natof Old English
there are some essential differences in annotéétween the Middle English and the
Old English corpus.

There are two types of annotation in the corpus. ta one hand, texts are
syntactically parsed according to tRenn Treebank formathich is based on earlier
versions of generative (x-bar) syntax. Those filage the final extensiopsd On the
other hand, part-of-speech tagged files with theereston.pos exist as well (Taylor
2003)2%°

In terms of filenames, all of them “begin witb following Helsinki practice. Texts
that were included in the Helsinki Corpus have shme filename [...] [and] have the
Helsinki period attached as an extension followlPBCME2 practice. [...] When
Helsinki provides two periods, the first being periof composition, and second, period

of manuscript, both periods are included in thenfiime” (Taylor 20033**

253 For detailed information on text files and anniotasee
http://www-users.york.ac.uk/~lang22/Y COE/YcoeHonterh

24 http://www-users.york.ac.uk/~lang22/Y COE/doc/amtion/parsed-corpora-series.htm
255 http://www-users.york.ac.uk/~lang22/Y COE/doc/amtioin/Y coeLite. htm#introduction
28 http://www.ota.ahds.ac.uk/

27 http://www.ling.upenn.edu/hist-corpora/PPCME2-REFE-3/index.html

28 http://www-users.york.ac.uk/~lang18/pcorpus.html

29 http://corpussearch.sourceforge.net/CS-manual&osihtml

260 hitp:/lwww-users.york.ac.uk/~lang22/Y COE/Y coeFilem

251 hitp://lwww-users.york.ac.uk/~lang22/Y COE/Y coeFilem

335



Appendices

For example, th&arker Chronicleand the Old English part of theeterborough
Chronicle can be found under the filenancechronA.o023and cochronE.o034in the
YCOE. cochronA.023is a text composed in period 2 for which the marips was
written in period 3. Also note that “[sJome of thexts in the corpus are included in
more than one manuscript version. The texts inwblvave the same filename but end
with a capital letter, different in each case, @ading the manuscript. This letter is in
most cases the traditional letter name for the et (e.g., cochronA is the A
manuscript of the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle, the othbesng designated cochronC,
cochronD, cochronE)” (Taylor et al. 200%5.

Similar to the information provided in theelsinki Corpus of Old Engligf®, the
following background information is given about theanuscripts which have been
investgated in this thesis (Taylor 20873

Information on cochronA.023

Text name: Anglo-Saxon Chronicle A

File name: cochronA.023

DOE short title: ChronA

Cameron number: B17.1

Manuscript: Cambridge, Corpus Christi College, 173

Manuscript date: s. ix/x?x

Dialect: West Saxon

Genre: History

Latin translation: NO

Word Count: 14,583

Edition: Plummer, Charles. 1965 (1892-189B)vo of the Saxon Chronicles Parallel.
Oxford: Clarendon Press. Reissued D. Whitelock ofak952.

Remarks: Attached to the filename within the IDais indication of scribe, where
cochronA-1 indicates scribe 1, cochronA-8a indisateribe 8a, etc. Bately 1986: xxi-
xliii (The Anglo-Saxon Chronicle: A Collaborativediion) was used as the source for
information about and identification of the scribdlote that CorpusSearch treats each
scribe as a separate text and computes the staigtpropriately.

Information on cochronE.034

Text name: Anglo-Saxon Chronicle E
File name: cochronE.o034
DOE short title: ChronE

22 http://www-users.york.ac.uk/~lang22/Y COE/Y coeFilem
263 hitp://icame.uib.no/hc/
54 hitp://lwww-users.york.ac.uk/~lang22/Y COE/info/Y @@xtinfo.htm#coadrian.o34
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Cameron number: B17.9

Manuscript: Oxford, Bodleian, Laud Misc. 636

Manuscript date: s. Xij xii med.

Dialect: West Saxon/X

Genre: History

Latin translation: ?

Word Count: 40,641

Edition: Plummer, Charles. 1965 (1892-189B)vo of the Saxon Chronicles Parallel.
Oxford: Clarendon Press. Reissued D. Whitelock 0@k 952.

Remarks: Only the text up to the first continuatisrincluded. The interpolations are
indicated in the token ID by cochronE-INTERPOLATION

Information on coaelive.03

Text name  ZElfric's Lives of Saints

File name coaelive.03

DOE short title LS

Cameron number B1.3.2 - B1.3.35

Manuscript London, British Museum, Cotton Juliuy¥EE
Manuscript date  s. xi in.

Dialect West Saxon

Genre Biography, lives

Latin translation No

Word count 100,193

Edition Skeat, Walter William. 1966 (1881-190@lfric's Lives of SaintsEETS 76,
82, 94, 114. London: OUP.

Information on cocathom1.03

Text name  Alfric's Catholic Homilies |

File name cocathom1.03

DOE short titte  A£CHom |

Cameron number B1.1.2 - B1.1.42

Manuscript Cambridge, University Library, Gg.3.28
Manuscript date  s. x/xi

Dialect West Saxon

Genre Homilies

Latin translation No

Word count 106,173

Edition Clemoes, P. 199ZIfric's Catholic Homilies: The First SerieBETS s.s. 17.
Oxford: OUP.

Information on cobede.o2

Text name  Bede's History of the English Church
File name  cobede.o2

DOE short title  Bede

Cameron number B9.6

Manuscript Cambridge, University Library Kk.3.18
Manuscript date  s. xi2
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Dialect West Saxon/Anglian

Genre  History

Latin translation Yes

Word count 80,767

Edition Miller, Thomas. 1959-1963 (1890-1898he Old English Version of "Bede's
Ecclesiastical History of the English Peopl&ETS 95, 96, 110, 111. London: OUP.

Information on coboeth.o2

Text name  Boethius, Consolation of Philosophy

File name  coboeth.o2

DOE short title  Bo

Cameron number B9.3

Manuscript London, British Museum, Cotton Otho A.V

Manuscript date s. x med.

Dialect West Saxon

Genre Philosophy

Latin translation Head: ?

Proem: No

Body: Yes

Word count 48,443

Edition Sedgefield, Walter John. 189dng Alfred's Old English Version of Boethius
de Consolatione Philosophia®xford: Clarendon Press. Reprinted Darmstadt 1968

Information on cocura.o2

Text name  Cura Pastoralis

File name cocura.o2

DOE short title CP

Cameron number B9.1.2,B9.1.3

Manuscript Oxford, Bodleian, Hatton 20

Manuscript date s. ix ex.

Dialect West Saxon

Genre Religious treatise

Latin translation Yes

Word count 68,556

Edition Sweet, Henry. 1958 (187XKjing Alfred's West-Saxon Version of Gregory's
Pastoral CareEETS 45, 50. London: OUP.

Remarks Defective section 33 replaced by CottomrTiils B.XI, see cocuraC

Information on coorosius.o2

Text name Orosius

File name COO0rosiu.o2

DOE short title  Or

Cameron number B9.2.1 - B9.2.7

Manuscript  London, British Museum, Add. 47967
Manuscript date s. x1

Dialect West Saxon

Genre History
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Latin translation Yes
Word count 51,020
Edition Bately, Janet. 198The Old English Orosiu€ETS s.s. 6. London: OUP.

Information on colawaf.02

Text name  Laws of Alfred

File name colawaf.02

DOE short title  LawAf 1

Cameron number B14.4.4

Manuscript Cambridge, Corpus Christi College, 173
Manuscript date  s. ix/x - x2

Dialect West Saxon

Genre Laws

Latin translation No

Word count 3,314

Edition Lieberman, F. 1903-1Bie Gesetze der Angelsachselalle. Reprinted Aalen
1960.

Information on colawafint.02

Text name  Alfred's Introduction to Laws

File name colawafint.o02

DOE short title  LawAfEl

Cameron number B14.4.3

Manuscript Cambridge, Corpus Christi College, 173
Manuscript date  s. ix/X - x2

Dialect West Saxon

Genre Laws

Latin translation No

Word count 1,966

Edition Lieberman, F. 1903-1®ie Gesetze der Angelsachsklalle. Reprinted Aalen
1960.

Information on colawine.ox2

Text name  Laws of Ine

File name colawine.ox2

DOE short title  Lawlne

Cameron number B14.4.5

Manuscript Cambridge, Corpus Christi College, 383
Manuscript date  s. Xi/Xii

Dialect West Saxon

Genre Laws

Latin translation No

Word count 2,755

Edition Lieberman, F. 1903-1Bie Gesetze der Angelsachselalle. Reprinted Aalen
1960.

339



Appendices

Appendix II: The corpus: YCOE

I have no intention to present a detailed accofialldhe annotational intricacies to be
found in the YCOE. However, some characteristictuiea of the corpus seem
noteworthy, as the reader needs to know about sbas&c features, in order to
understand the query and output files of the pteseanalysis. Especially the lack of
certain annotation labels or the lack of some $earnction calls makes it difficult to
search for certain structures of interest. If thiss the case, it was pointed out in the
various chapters. Generally, however the corpusnisnvaluable tool to analyze the

syntactic structures of Old English.

Il.i Annotational features®®®

[1.i.i General annotation

All texts which have been annotated for the cormesdivided into ‘tokens’. “A token
consists most basically of one main verb (or vedguence) with all associated
arguments and adjuncts” (Taylor 2003). Mostly, tukare either matrix IPs (IP-MAT),
or CPs (e.g. direct questions CP-QUE). Each tokeanclosed in a ‘wrapper’, which is
a pair of unlabelled parentheses. The wrapper centhe parsed text, a unique ID node
to identify the token (including the filename), thigort title for the text, and page or line
numbers to find the token in the text (Taylor 2063)

For example, the beginning of thHeeterborough Chronicleis annotated the

following way:

%5 The following chapter has been adapted fromtE CorpusSearch Lite: a beginner's guide, the
YCOE Lite: A beginner's guide to the York CorpusOtd English the YCOE Syntactic Annotation
Reference Manuand theY COE Part-of-speech Reference Manual.

286 http:/lwww-users.york.ac.uk/~lang22/Y COE/doc/ammioin/Y coeLite. htm#tokens
http://www-users.york.ac.uk/~lang22/Y COE/doc/coigrerch/CSLite.htm#structure_of_tokens
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( (CODE <T22060_ChronE_[Plummer]_B17.9>))
( (CODE <T22060000100,0.1>)
(IP-MAT (NP-NOM (NP-GEN (NR Brittene))
(N~N igland))
(BEPI is)
(ADJP-NOM-PRD (ADJP-NOM (NP-EXT (NUMP (NUM ehta) (NUM hund))
(NP-GEN (N"G mila)))
(ADJ"N lang))
()
(CONJP (CONJ &)
(ADJP-NOM (NP-EXT (NUMP (NUM twa) (NUM hu nd)))
(ADJ”N brad))))
(. .)) (ID cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:0.1.2))

The first parsed token in thigarker Chronicles:

( (CODE <T22010_ChronA_[Plummer]_B17.1>))
( (CODE <T22010000100,0.1>)
(CODE <SCRIBE:1>)
(IP-MAT (NP-DAT-TMP (D"l py) (N"D geare)
(CP-REL (WADVP-TMP-1 0)
(C pe)
(IP-SUB (ADVP-TMP *T*-1)
(BEDI w+as)
(VBN agan)
(PP (P fram)
(NP (NP-GEN (NR"G Cristes))
(N acennesse)))
(NP-NOM (NP (NUM cccc)
(NP-GEN (N”G wintra)))
(..)
(CONJP (CONJ &)
(NP (NUM xciiii)
(NP-GEN (N~G uuintra)))))))
()
(ADVP-TMP (ADVAT pa))
(NP-NOM (NP-NOM (NR”N Cerdic))
(CONJP (CONJ &)
(NP-NOM (NR”N Cynric)
(NP-NOM-PRN (PRO$ his) (N*N sunu)))))
(VBDI cuom)
(PP (RP up) (P +at)
(NP (NP-GEN (NR”G Cerdices))
(N oran)))
()
(PP (P mid)
(NP-DAT (NUM v) (N”D scipum)))
(. .)) (ID cochronA-1,ChronA_[Plummer]:0.1.2))

As can be seen in these examples, the syntactatation in thepsdfiles uses “limited
hierarchical bracketing made up of labelled paresgls to represent syntactic trees [...].

Relations on the tree are defined with respeciottes. A node is any label in the tree;
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in the parse, nodes are represented as a labgledpmarenthesis” (Taylor 200%Y. In
the examples above, IP-MAT, NP-NOM, N*G, PP, VBE. are all nodes.

In terms of formal labels, “each set of parentheggpsesents a constituent. The
open parentheses have an associated label, idegtthye constituent as either a phrase
label (CP, IP, NP, ADJP, etc.) or a word labeldatalled a part-of-speech (POS) tag)
(N, ADJ, etc.). The initial part of the label prdes formal information (i.e., part of
speech (N, ADJ, etc.) or type of phrase (NP, ety for inflecting categories, case
(NP-NOM = nominative NP, N*N = nominative noun, .Btavhile further labels, if
present, generally provide functional informatiohHD = left-dislocated, -PRD =
predicate, etc.).” (Taylor 200%}

“Terms used to define nodes in relation to othetasoare the same as those used in
family trees (mothers, daughters, sisters, descagdal...] Tree structures can be
defined by a combination of two relations: domira@nd precedence. On the tree, a
node X dominates a node Y, if Y is a descendanX;oénd in the parse, a node X
dominates a node Y, if Y is contained within thergpdheses labeled by X. X
immediately dominates Y if no other node interveesween X and Y.” (Taylor
2003¥%°

X dominates Y:
(X (Z (W..)

(W ...)
(Y..))

X immediately dominates Y

(X (W ...)
(Y ..)
(W ...))

27 http://www-users.york.ac.uk/~lang22/Y COE/doc/cagearch/CSLite.htm#structure_of tokens
288 hitp://lwww-users.york.ac.uk/~lang22/Y COE/doc/ammioin/Y coeLite.htm#labels
259 http://lwww-users.york.ac.uk/~lang22/Y COE/doc/cagearch/CSLite.htm#structure_of_tokens
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“Precedence in CorpusSearch is defined over sjdieas is, over two or more nodes
that are immediately dominated by the same noder(tbther). Therefore, in the tree a
node Xprecedesa node Y, if X and Y are sisters (i.e., have thme mother) and X is
to the left of Y. In the parse, Hrecedesy, if X and Y areimmediately dominatetdy

the same node, and X is to the left of Y. (In tlaesp as it appears on the page, X may
be physically above Y, or to its left, becauseha wvay the parses are lined up, but the
relations are the same.)iimediately precede¥ if no other node appears between X
and Y. All the basic search functions in Corpus8edr..] are based on these two
concepts.” (Taylor 2003%°

X precedes Y

M (X ...)
(W ...)
(Y..)
Z..)

or

M (X ...) (W ..)(Y..)(Z..)

M
T

Wy
[

X immediately precedes Y

(M (W ...)
(X ..)
(Y ..)
..)

or

MW ...) (X ) (Y ..) (Z..))

M
T
wxX ¥ 2
I

20 hitp:/lwww-users.york.ac.uk/~lang22/Y COE/doc/cagearch/CSLite.htm#structure_of_tokens
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Regarding syntactic phrases, the major phrasaldae given belov’*

NP noun phrase

WNP wh- noun phrase
NUMP number phrase

QP quantifier phrase
WQP wh- quantifier phrase
ADJP adjectival phrase
WADJP wh- adjectival phrase
ADVP adverbial phrase
WADVP wh- adverbial phrase
PP prepositional phrase
WPP wh- prepositional phrase
CONJP conjunction phrase
INTIP interjection phrase

XP X phrase

Some major part-of-speech categdriéémost of them occurring in NPs) are:

Nominals and Pronominals

N Common noun, singular or plural

NR Proper noun, singular or plural

MAN Indefinite "man"

PRO Personal pronoun

PRO$ Possessive pronoun
Adjectives and Adverbs

ADJ Adjective

ADJR Comparative Adjective

ADJS Superlative Adjective

ADV Adverb

ADVR Comparative Adverb

ADVS Superlative Adverb

Quantifiers and numerals

Q Quantifier
QR Comparative Quantifier
QS Superlative Quantifier
NUM Numeral

2 for a complete list, see
http://www-users.york.ac.uk/~lang22/Y COE/doc/antiotd Y coeLite.htm#syntactic_labels
2"2For a complete list, see:
http://www-users.york.ac.uk/~lang22/Y COE/doc/antiotdY coeLite. htm#pos_labels
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Wh-words

WPRO Wh-pronoun
WADJ Wh-adjective
WADV Wh-adverb

wQ WHETHER

CONJ Coordinating conjunction

C Complementizer

D Determiner

P Preposition or subordinating conjunctio n

NEG Negation (note that NEG can adjoin to v erbs,quatifiers,
conjunctions, etc.)

RP Adverbial particle (note that RP can ad join to verbs)

FP Focus particle

FW Foreign word

INTJ Interjection

XX unknown or problematic word

I1.i.ii Annotational structure of NPs?"3

Generally, the internal structure of all phrasesimilar. “The phrasal node (NP, PP,
ADJP, etc.) immediately dominates the head categNryP, ADJ, etc.); that is no

intermediate bar-levels are indicated” (Taylor 2003For example:

(NP-DAT (N”~D anginne))
(ADJP-NOM (ADJ"N hwilwendlic))
(ADVP-TMP (ADVAT +afre))
(ADVP (ADV sodlice))

As can be seen, noun phrases also may be labeliedse.

-NOM nominative
-ACC accusative
-GEN genitive
-DAT dative

273 http://www-users.york.ac.uk/~lang22/Y COE/doc/amtion/Y coeRef.htm#noun_phrases
and http://www-users.york.ac.uk/~lang22/Y COE/donfatation/YcoeRefToc.htm
2" hitp:/lwww-users.york.ac.uk/~lang22/Y COE/doc/amtioin/Y coeRef.htm#examples
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At the word-level, case is indicated by a labedaied to the main category label with a
caraf (Taylor 2003f" Essentially, nouns, adjectives, quantifiers, deieers,
numbers and participles may be labelled for case.

nominative N (NN, ADJ"N, D”N, etc.)
accusative A (N"A, ADJ"MA, DA, etc.)

genitive G
dative D
instrumental |

Heads always project a phrasal node, except detativés, which do not project DPs
but may head NPs alone (Taylor 206%).

(NP-NOM (D”N se) (NN sunu))
(NP-ACC (D"A pas) (N*A boc)
(NP-NOM (D”N p+at))

“Secondly, single-word modifiers may not projecplarasal node when that node is
predictable on the basis of the head within theotation schema. Multi-word
modifiers, on the other hand, (i.e., modified mzad very happy always project a
phrase in order to make relations with the phrésar't(Taylor 2003’

(NP-NOM (ADJ”N wurdful) (N~N cynincg))

<-- single-word modifier "wurdful" does not projec t a phrase

(NP-NOM (ADJP-NOM (ADV swyde) (ADJ”N f+ager)) (NN f+amne))

<-- multi-word "swyde f+ager" projects a phrase

27> While case is a fully productive category in Oldglish, many case forms are formally ambiguous,
and sometimes remain ambiguous even in contextb@bi& approach to indicating case in the corpus is
to mark it when it is clear, but not when it is dgunus, or potentially ambiguous.

see http://www-users.york.ac.uk/~lang22/Y COE/doaddation/Y coeLite.htm#pos_labels

278 hitp:/lwww-users.york.ac.uk/~lang22/Y COE/doc/armtioin/Y coeRef.htm#examples
“Thttp:/lwww-users.york.ac.uk/~lang22/Y COE/doc/antiotd Y coeRef.htm#advp
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HP-HioM
HP-Hiok ADIP-HOR NN
|
ADN NN @-‘-N f4arne
wr+dful cy‘m‘ru:g swnr+de  fager

“Each single-word modifier in a constituent with kiple single-word modifiers

appears as sister of the head” (Taylor 26(3)

(NP-DAT (D™D pam) (NUM”D twam) (ADJR"D +arrum) (N~D bocum))
NP-DAT
B HUNMD  ADIRAD HAD

+arm Tt +armtn bocutn

“Complements of the head, on the other hand, alyaggct a phrasal node, whether
they consist of a single word or not. Genitives always treated as complements”
(Taylor 2003)*"°

(NP-NOM (NP-GEN (NPR"G Godes))
(N~N gesceaft))

(NP-DAT (Q"D sumum)
(NP-GEN (N~G pinga)))

(NP-NOM (NP-GEN (D"G p+are) (NG sawle))
(N~N gecynd))

(NP-ACC (NUM"A Tw+agen)
(NP-GEN (D”G pissera) (N"G d+ala)))

“Thus in the annotation, both modifiers and commats are sisters of the head”
(Taylor 20035

28 http://www-users.york.ac.uk/~lang22/Y COE/doc/amtioin/Y coeLite.htm#structure_of phrases
279 hitp://lwww-users.york.ac.uk/~lang22/Y COE/doc/amion/Y coeLite.htm#structure_of phrases
280 hitp:/lwww-users.york.ac.uk/~lang22/Y COE/doc/amion/Y coeLite.htm#structure_of phrases
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(NP-DAT (ADJ"D od6rum)
(ADJP-DAT (ADJ"D mislicum) (CONJ &) (ADJ"D manigfealdum))
(N~D bisgum)
(NP-GEN (D"G disses) (N~G kynerices)))

HP-DAT

ADTA ADIP-DAT HAD HP-ZEH
D+J.\'u.m anIDn COMT ADTAD bizgum DG/\NG

rrus]JLum and rrmu@Jzaldu.m +dizses  loymerices

[l.i.iit Annotational idiosyncrasies

Note that in the YCOE, all forms afe andpesare tagged D(eterminer), no matter if
they are used independently, (for example as éivelpronoun) or when when used as

a determinative (Taylor 2008§*

(DN se)
(D™A pone)
(DG pisses)
(DD p+am)

Be aware that this kind of annotation makes iticlitt to differentiate between those
demonstratives that are part of an NP and thosechwlact independently as
demonstrative, relative or even personal pronoiihsis, search queries were always
written in such a way that the demonstrative ispsgpd to (immediately) preceed a
noun (see chapter 5.1.1)

Generally, this study is not interested in the dtgwaent of the compound
demonstrativepes. Therefore, it was sometimes necessary to excluderahs of pes
(find and subtract them from the number of hitd)isTwas done with the help of the

CorpusSearch ‘lexicon functioA® a function of the program which takes the content

281 hitp://lwww-users.york.ac.uk/~lang22/Y COE/doc/amioin/Y coePos.htm#determiners
282 hitp://corpussearch.sourceforge.net/CS-manualéoexhtml
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of a file and creates a lexicon listing includimg total number of occurrences of each
lexical entry. (5.1.25%3

Also number in not labeled in the corpus. No didion is being made between
singular and plural. Singular, plural and colleetivouns are all tagged N, whereas all
personal names, places, dates, languages and n&f@ed are tagged NR. This enables
the researcher to differentiate between Common Blamd Proper Nouns in the queries
but not between singular and plural (Taylor 2083).

Finally, note that adjectives are not tagged diffelly if they are weak or strofi?
Moreover, adjectives are treated the same way ritemahich side of the noun they
appear as modifiers. This applies to numbers a$ agefuantifiers, which makes it
slightly harder to analyze postmodification. As angequence, it was sometimes
necessary to sift through the output and analyzsyehit individually (e.g. when
investigating adjectival modification patterns (3.2), the development of se
diachronically or in the study on bare common nbiis).

283 http://www-users.york.ac.uk/~lang22/Y COE/doc/cagearch/CSRef.htm#lexicon
84 hitp://lwww-users.york.ac.uk/~lang22/Y COE/doc/amion/Y coePos.htm#nominals
285 hitp://lwww-users.york.ac.uk/~lang22/Y COE/doc/amioin/Y coePos.htm#adjectives
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Appendix IlIl: CorpusSearch®®

lll.i Basic concepts

CorpusSearch, written by Beth Randall, is a verwertul program which finds
linguistic structures in a corpus of parsed, lathedentences (in the Penn Treebank
format). In order to do that, it needs two piecésnéormation. On the one hand, a
corpus of sentences to search (source/input fded)a specification of what structures
to search for (query/command file). The files usgdCorpusSearch have dedicated
extensions. Query/command files must endgininput files are not restricted in their
extension, but all corpus files end.psd. In the default case, CorpusSearch will name
the output file with the same base as the query whiln the extensionout. (Taylor
2003¥%’

file type extension

query/command filg .q

source/input file .psd

output file .out

e.g. query file e.g. output file
nouns.g nouns.out

source file:?%8

A source/input file is any file that contains parskbeled sentences, in our case these
are the parsed text files from the YCOE. Moreowere of the most important features
of CorpusSearch is that it was also designed tacBean its own output files. In other
words, the source file can also be the former dufiel of a previous search. This

makes it relatively slow, but increases utility.| Aélevant data, such as the complete

288 The following information is taken from
http://corpussearch.sourceforge.net/CS-manual/@tsiteml,
http://www-users.york.ac.uk/~lang22/Y COE/doc/cogmerch/CSLite.htm#running_cs
http://www-users.york.ac.uk/~lang22/Y COE/doc/cogrerch/CSRefToc.htm

27 hitp://lwww-users.york.ac.uk/~lang22/Y COE/doc/cagearch/CSLite. htm#running_cs
288 http://corpussearch.sourceforge.net/CS-manual/\hainl#source
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text of the token and the ID tag, which tells yohene the example comes from, is

passed along from search to search (Taylor 2883).

command file:**°
The query/command file contains a query which dbessrthe structures being searched
for as well as possible control and output spediitns. Such control and output
specifications are called ‘output format commarasd do not influence the search in
terms of counting, but only tell the program how tturrent search should be printed
out. For example, one can decide whether to pndices or not, whether to remove
certain nodes or not, whether to print out the wheéntence or just the phrase
consisting the token or not etc. (Taylor 208%).

In terms of structure, a query file minimally conttwo things: a specification of
the node, and the query itsélf.Every query requires a specification of a noderiter
to run, which is introduced by the node commande Ttode command gives
CorpusSearch a domain to search within. Settingnttae properly is key to using
CorpusSearch effectively. Generally, it is a godédai to always set the node as IP*,
which is a good general default. However, as thesis deals with NP structure, the
basic node has been set to NP* (Taylor 2603).

node: NP*
The query itself tells CorpusSearch the structarseiarch for and is introduced by the
command query. The simplest query consists of glesisearch function call. Each call
is enclosed in parentheses.

node: NP*
query: (D™* iprecedes N/*)

289 hitp://lwww-users.york.ac.uk/~lang22/Y COE/doc/cagearch/CSLite.htm#intro

29 http://corpussearch.sourceforge.net/CS-manual/Camdffile. htm
http://www-users.york.ac.uk/~lang22/Y COE/doc/cogresch/CSLite.htm#structure_of_a_query

21 http://www-users.york.ac.uk/~lang22/Y COE/doc/capearch/CSLite.htm#some_useful_commands
http://www-users.york.ac.uk/~lang22/Y COE/doc/cogmrerch/CSLite.htm#advanced_commands

292 Technically the node and the query are commanage#isbut they are usually just referred to as the
node and the query.

293 Search terms are always node labels. The asteflskving the NP indicates any label starting with
NP, including NP itself; that is,* can match any number of things or nothing. Theradt can be used
anywhere within a search terfdP*ADT will match for exampleNP-ACC-ADT, NP-DAT-ADT, NP-
DAT-RFL-ADT, NP-ADT , etc.
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In this query, we can identify the following par3?* and N** are search terms while
iPrecedesis a search function. This query, for instanceydges for structures within
NPs in which a determiner immediately precedes mngon noun.Most search
functions in CorpusSearch, as seen before, areyb(teke two arguments), but a few
(such aexist9 take only one argument:

node: NP*
query:(PRO exists)

Here, all those NPs are searched for in which axquo (potentially beside other

elements) exists (see llLiii).

output file:***

CorpusSearch always builds an ‘output file’, whiobntains the sentences with the
specified structure. The output is divided intcethparts: preface, body, and summary
(Taylor 2003).

The preface contains the date and time, the nantheotommand file (i.e., the
query/coding file), the name of the output filee #pecified node and the quehy

For example,

/*

PREFACE:

CorpusSearch copyright Beth Randall 2005.
Date: Wed Jul 25 14:08:30 CEST 2007

command file: C:\CSWB\S12.q
output file:  C:\CSWB\S12PBcomp.out

node: NP*
query: ((D"* iprecedes ADJ¥)
AND (ADJ* iprecedes N”*))
*
/*
HEADER:
source file: C:\CSWB\cochronE.034.psd
*/
The body of the output files contains the RifsIn the final section (summary) statistics

are listed showing a) the number of hits (disticmhstituents containing the structure),

29 http://corpussearch.sourceforge.net/CS-manual/tstated_Output.html
http://www-users.york.ac.uk/~lang22/Y COE/doc/cogmerch/CSLite.htm#output

29 hitp://lwww-users.york.ac.uk/~lang22/Y COE/doc/cagearch/CSLite.htm#output_preface
2% http:/lwww-users.york.ac.uk/~lang22/Y COE/doc/cagearch/CSLite.htm#output_body
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b) the number of matrix sentences (“tokens”) comiej hits and c) the total number of

tokens in a file (Taylor 2003)'. For example,
/*

SUMMARY:
source files, hits/tokens/total
C:\CSWB\cochronE.o34.psd 262/252/3644
whole search, hits/tokens/total

262/252/3644

lll.ii Main search functions and logical operators

Several search functions exist in CorpusSearchhig study, the following are used
regularly and thus should be described briefgxists, iPrecedes, iDomsOnly,
iDomsLast#, domsWords#, domsWordsA#. has been pointed out earlier, all those
functions are based on the two annotational tneestsire concepts of dominance and

precedence. Nodes either precede or dominate ¢laeh o

( (IP-MAT (NP-NOM (PRO”N hi))
(VBDI oncneowon)
(ADVP-TMP (ADV/T 8a))
(CP-THT (C o+at)
(IP-SUB (NP-NOM (PRO”N hi))
(ADJP-NOM-PRD (ADJ”N nacode))
(BEDI w+aron)))

(-.)
(ID cootest,Gen:3.7.132))

IP-MAT

NP-HOM 1 ADVETMP CETHT ;
PR&L*N u:uru:ne|01.=.ﬂ:|n ﬂDL"'T AUB |
rL +||:La +.:1|+at NP-NOM ADIP-NOM-PRD — BEDI

PR&L"'N ADTH Waromn

hi nacode

Note that in the example given, the NP-NOM domigatee pronourhi and hi also

precedes the adjectivecode

297 hitp://lwww-users.york.ac.uk/~lang22/Y COE/doc/cagearch/CSLite.htm#output_summary
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exists:2%

The simplest command in CorpusSearclexsts It specifics only that a node exists.
Exists searches for labels or text anywhere in the sestgfTaylor 2003). This
command is useful in initial searches if one wantéind out, for instance, how many

NPs exist$ °For example,

query:(NP* exists)

iprecedes: %

A node X immediately precedes a node Y if X and ré aisters and X is to the
immediate left of Y. In other words, X and Y argam@nt and there is no sister in-
between. For example, in this study, tokens wemgcbed for strings, in which a
determiner immediately precedes a nominative, atugs dative or genitive common
noun (Taylor 2003).

query:(D"* iprecedes N*N|N*A|N"D|N"G)

Running such a query in the YCOE, the following N&siong many others) are listed

as output:

ta noldon hi faron of¢pone ford.
(cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:0.30.27)

geferdorpis land norpanweard.
(cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:0.13.13)

As can be seen in the query above, search termgHhvene node labels) may also
contain so-called ‘logical operators’. For exam@& represented by a vertical bdy (
representing the idea of EITHER/ OR as wellNM3T represented by an exclamation

point (). OR allows a list of alternates to be used as a sisggech term. CorpusSearch

298 http://www-users.york.ac.uk/~lang22/Y COE/doc/cagearch/CSLite. htm#exists
299 hitp:/lwww-users.york.ac.uk/~lang22/Y COE/doc/cagearch/CSLite.htm#exists
39 http:/lwww-users.york.ac.uk/~lang22/Y COE/doc/cagearch/CSLite. htm#iPrecedes
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interpretsNOT (as for exampleD) as everything that is not a determiner. Note that
these operators only work on search terms andmsearch functions (Taylor 200%).
iDominates, iDomsLast & iDomsOnly:*%?

GenerallyiDominatestranslates as “immediately dominates”. That iglofninates Y if

Y is exactly one generation apaillomsLastmeans “immediately dominates as last
child” holding the most right position in the no#&iDomsOnlymeans “immediately
dominates as only child”. This last function is fusefor finding, for instance,
pronominal NPs or all NPs consisting of only a casnnmoun (no genitives) as in the

following query (Taylor 2003

query:(NP* iDomsOnly N~AN|N~A|N/D|N”I)

with the output:

ac him com to omiht se apostol Petrus.
(cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:616.4.267)

or

Her se eadiga apostol Petrus gésstopsetlon Antiochia ceastre.
(cochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:35.1.46)

idomsWords# & domsWords>#:3%

These commands specify that the dominating coestitoontains a specific number of
words glomWords#pr more omsWords>}or less domsWords<j}than a specified
number. Such a command is useful if one, for instars interested in the ‘heaviness’
of a constituent (see 6.2.3). The query below $emrdéor NPs (without Genitive NPs)

with 3 words3®®

301 http://www-users.york.ac.uk/~lang22/Y COE/doc/cagearch/CSLite.htm#logical_operators
392 http://www-users.york.ac.uk/~lang22/Y COE/doc/capearch/CSLite.htm#iDoms

393 http://www-users.york.ac.uk/~lang22/Y COE/doc/capearch/CSRef.htm#iDomsLast

304 http://www-users.york.ac.uk/~lang22/Y COE/doc/capearch/CSLite.htm#iDomsOnly

395 http:/lwww-users.york.ac.uk/~lang22/Y COE/doc/cagearch/CSRef.htm#domsWords

%% ysers.york.ac.uk/~lang22/Y COE/doc/corpussearchi@3$itm#advanced_search_functions
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query:(NP-NOM*|NP-ACC*|NP-DAT*|NP domswords 3)

There a many structures that fulfill such a se&udation. For example,

& bed Beorn paet he sceolde faran mid him to damgeyo Sandwic. & fylstan
him to paes cynges freondscipgcochronE,ChronE_[Plummer]:1046.35.2200)

or
Leidon pa Godes curs &alre halgane curs& al Cristene folcespe aniping
undyde paet peer wees gedon.
(cochronE-INTERPOLATION,ChronE_[Plummer]:656.1137346

or

Siddon coman opre agcebiscopto Cantwarbyrig. seo waes gehaten
Theodorus. swide god man & wis.
(cochronE-INTERPOLATION,ChronE_[Plummer]:656.12B%

Also note that a third logical operator, namAIND, can be used to join more than one
search function call. The output then satisfiescihreditions before and aft&ND. 3’
For example, the following query searches for Bfise nominative, accusative and

dative NPs consisting of two elements which hapeoper noun as their last element.

query:((NP-NOM*|NP-ACC*|NP-DAT*NP domswords 2) AND (NP-NOM*|NP-
ACC*NP-DAT*|NP iDomsLast NR"*))

The output file lists, for example, the followingsh

parse Columbangetimbrade mynster,
(cochronA-8,ChronA_[Plummer]:565.5.213)

Her cuom micel sciphere &est Walas
(cochronA-1,ChronA_[Plummer]:835.1.668)

397 hitp:/lwww-users.york.ac.uk/~lang22/Y COE/doc/cagearch/CSRef.htm#logical_operator AND
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Appendix IV: Old Germanic forms of the compound
demonstrative

COMPOUND DEMONSTRATIVE Old English:

singular plural
masc. fem. neuter. all genders
N bes péos bis bas
A pisne s bis [as
G pisses pisse, pisre pisses pissa, pisra
D pissum bisse pissum pissum
| pys pys
(Campbell 1959: 8711 in McColl Millar 2000: 21)
COMPOUND DEMONSTRATIVE Old High German:
singular plural
masc. fem. neuter. masc. fem. neuter.
N | dése, déser désiu, disiu diz dése déso désiu, disiu, thisu
A désan désa diz dése déso désiu, disiu, thisu
G désses désera désses désero
D désumu déseru désumu désem/n
(Instrumental missing)
(Braune 1963: 8288 in McColl Millar 2000: 19f.)
COMPOUND DEMONSTRATIVE Old Saxon:
singular plural
masc. fem. neuter. masc. fem. neuter.
N these thius thit these/a thius thesa/e
A| thesan/en/on thesale thit these/a thius etlaes
G theses/as thesara/o, theses/as thesaro/oro thesaro/oro thesaro/oro
thesoro
D thesumu thesaru thesumu thesum/n/on thesum/n/on  suntii@/on

(Holthausen 1921: § 338 in McColl Millar 2000: 20f.
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COMPOUND DEMONSTRATIVE Old Norse:

singular plural
masc. fem. neuter. masc. fem. neuter.
N sja, pessi sja, pessi petta pessir pessar pessi
A penna tessa petta pessa pessar pessi
G pessa pessar pessa pessa pessa pessa
D pessum pessi pessu pessum pessum pesspum

(Gordon 1957:8 111 in McColl Millar 2000: 23)

In early documents the new determinative could paodependently as a premodifier,

thus suggesting that its grammaticalization wasa atelatively early stage. More

common however is an enclitic usage, whose paradidatassical’ Old Norse was:

singular plural
masc. fem. neuter. masc. fem. neuter.
N inn in it inir inar in
A inn ina it ina inar in
G ins innar ins inna inna inna
D inum inni inu inum inum inum

(Gordon 1957: § 112) McColl Millar 24)
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Appendix V: Abstract

Contributing to the ongoing debate about the emtsteof a definite article in Old
English, the present thesis discusses patterngrofnal determination in Old English
and their influence on the phenomenon of the emmemef the category ‘article’.
Specifically, a usage-based study of the Old Ehglesmonstrativee (seo - paegnd its
development into the definite artictbe is carried out. Theoretically, this study is
embedded into a broader discussion of linguisteadgnce, diachronic gradualness,
grammaticalization and reanalysis. Empiricallyisitbased on a large quantitative and
qualitative analysis of definite NP patterns inesaV early Old English prose texts in
the The York-Toronto-Helsinki Parsed Corpus of Old EsfglProse(YCOE)). For
analysis, the&€orpusSearch PrograrmndAntConcwere used.

To shed some light on the causal mechanisms bethiadgiven observable
linguistic change- from a grammar that has no definite article toramgnar that
employs this functional category this study elaborates a possible WHEN and WHY.
A central aim in this regard was to set up clesstable criteria for ‘articlehood’ and to
check if these criteria can be successfully appieain older language stage. It is shown
that demarcating the category ‘article’ from otkategories like the ‘demonstrative’ is
by no means a simple task. To answer the questivh@ther the article already existed
in Old English, the semantic and syntactic behawiothe demonstrative pronoun is
investigated thoroughly by analyzing a large dath with a special focus on the
PeterboroughandParker Chronicle

It is argued that the article category developed wuthe previous emergence of a
positional, syntactic, lexically underspecified telenination slot’, which becomes
functional itself. Thus, it is proposed that theamhe from demonstrative to definite
article is a change driven by a “lexically undegped [syntactic] construction” (van
de Velde 2010: 291) — in other words, the grammbnation of a schematic
construction with a slot (Trousdale & Traugott 201@; cf. De Smet 2008; Bybee
2003a,b 2007; Traugott 2006). The empirical evidemadduced suggests that this
determination slot already existed in early Old liig

Next to being influenced by semantic-pragmatic des;t the development of the

definite article is conceptualized as a so-call&mm-driven change” (Fischer 2007:
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66), where mostly formal ‘system-internal’ factdesg. structural simplification as a
principle of economy) are responsible for the graticalization of the demonstrative
(cf. Hawkins 2004). It is demonstrated that thengraticalization of the schematic
construction was mostly triggered by analogicakoséng (formal pattern recognition
and transfer) (cf. Fischer 2007; De Smet 2010).n@naticalization is seen as an
epiphenomenal result and a notion which should @i gp “into more fundamental
mechanisms [...] including (among others) analogyé @met 2009: 1730). Analogy is
treated as a “psychologically real phenomenon wlhiak causakfficiency both in
language as in culture” and is not simply a “dgsore device” (Itkonen 2005: xii).
Analogy is thus conceptualized in a wider sens&us generalization/ extension’ at a
higher meta-linguistic level (Traugott & Trousd&@10: 36; Fischer 2007).

Although the development of the article categorydefinitely a multi-causal
phenomenon, this study suggests that complex apand frequency effects are the
main driving forces behind the observable lingaisthange (Fischer 2007: 4). The
frequency of linguistic surface forms (i.e. coneretokens), the influence of
taxonomically related constructions, and prefersnoecognitive on-line processing are

in particular seen as reasons for the diachronieldpment.
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Appendix VI: Zusammenfassung

Die vorliegende Dissertation beschaftigt sich neitndaltenglischen Demonstrativisa
(seo - peet)und dessen diachroner Entwicklung zum bestimmtetikér the
Grundsatzlich wird die altenglische Nominalphrasel wler Einflul ihrer generellen,
formalen Struktur auf die Emergenz des Artikelslygsiart. Theoretisch ist die Frage
nach der Entstehung des Artikels in eine breitaskizsion der ThemeiGradualness’,
‘Gradience’,"Grammaticalization’ undReanalysis’ eingebettet. Empirisch basiert die
Dissertation auf einer grol3en qualitativen und ¢tetiven Korpusstudie friher
altenglischer Prosatexte (syntaktisch annotierteildhripte imYork-Toronto-Helsinki
Parsed Corpus of Old English Prog€COE)). Zur Analyse wurden weitgehend das
CorpusSearchind dasAntconcProgramm benutzt.

Die zwei Hauptfragen der Dissertation sind a) WANBr definite Artikel im
Altenglischen auftritt und b) WARUM sich eine ersglhe Grammatik etabliert, welche
das obligate Markieren von definiter Referenz vegtaEin zentrales Ziel der Arbeit ist
es, die definite Nominalphrase im Altenglischenardtu beleuchten und klare testbare
Kriterien fir die Kategorie ,Artikel’ zu erstellerEs soll Uberpruft werden, ob diese
Kriterien auch erfolgreich auf &ltere Sprachstutergewendet werden koénnen. Im
Laufe der Dissertation wird sichtbar, dass es laohtes Unterfangen ist, die Kategorie
,definiter Artikel’ von anderen Kategorien wie deBemonstrativum’ im Altenglischen
einwandfrei abzugrenzen. Dies ist eine Konsequemzhistorisch gesehen graduellen
Grammatikalisierung des Demonstrativums hin zumindeh Artikel. Um der
maoglichen Existenz des bestimmten Artikels im Adfeschen auf den Grund zu gehen,
wird das semantische und syntaktische VerhaltenDageonstrativums an Hand von
mehreren frihen Manuskripten, mit einem besondé&@kus auf denPeterborough
undParker Chronicleanalysiert.

Grundsatzlich wird argumentiert, dass die Entwiniglules definiten Artikels von
der vorangehenden Entwicklung eines so genanngatgldischen ,determination slots’
abhangt. Dieser Slot ist innerhalb der NP formdkft und lexikalisch unterspezifiziert.
Die Grammatikalisierung des Demonstrativums wirdoahauptsachlich von der
Grammatikalisierung einer grol3eren syntaktischexjkalisch nicht spezifizierten

,construction’ (im Sinne der Konstruktionsgrammatikvorrangetrieben. Das
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Demonstrativum grammatikalisiert in diesem Sinnehnallein, sondern eingebettet in
eine groflRere syntaktische Konstruktion (vgl. van\eidde 2010: 291; Trousdale &
Traugott 2010: 12; Bybee 2003a,b, 2007; Traugot®620De Smet 2008). Die
empirischen Studien weisen darauf hin, dass dest@rmination slot bereits im frihen
Altenglischen existiert.

Weiters wird die Entwicklung des Artikels als sogenter ,form-driven change*
(Fischer 2007: 66) verstanden. Neben semantisdmwatischen Faktoren werden
system interne Faktoren (z.B. strukturelle Veraihfang als Prinzip der Okonomie; vgl.
Hawkins 2004) als Ausloser fir die Grammatikalisiey gesehen. Grammatikalisierung
wird zum Epiphanomen und basiert auf grundlegemd®&techanismen. Einer dieser
Mechanismen ist ,analogical reasoning’ (formalessiverkennen und deren Transfer)
(vgl. Fischer 2007; De Smet 2010). Analogie wird psychologisch reales Phanomen
verstanden und nicht nur als deskriptiver Terminosder Dissertation wird Analogie
als ,rule generalization/ extension’ interpretientyas wiederum Sprachwandel
motivieren kann (vgl. Traugott & Trousdale 2010; B&cher 2007).

Obwohl die Entwicklung des Artikels definitiv einutti-kausaler Prozess ist, wird
argumentiert, dass hauptsachlich komplexe Analogiel Frequenzeffekte fir dessen
Emergenz verantwortlich sind (vgl. Fischer 2007:Hawkins 2004). Im Speziellen
scheinen die hohe Frequenz von gewissen NP MuddernEinflu von verwandten,
nominalen Konstruktionen sowie psychologische Pefiizen im kognitiveriOn-line

Processing’ fur den Sprachwandel verantwortliclsein.
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1998 — 2005, Wien Studium der Anglistik und Arkenistik/ dt.

Philologie (UniWien)

Sep. 2003- Jun. 2004, Toronto
2-semestriger Forschungs- und Studienaudéirdan
der University of Toronto

06. 12. 2004, Wien Diplomprifung
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Forschungsinteressen

Language variation and change

Syntax (nominal determination)

First language acquisition

Coghnitive linguistics /psycholinguistics /neurolingtics /anthropological linguistics
Evolution of Language

Speech impairment

Publikationen

Monographien

Sommerer, Lotte. (2005).earnability of Syntax An Evolutionary Approach.
Unpublished MA thesis. University of Vienna.

Sommerer, Lotte. (forth.Ild English se: from demonstrative to article. Ags-based
study of nominal determination and category emezgednpublished PhD thesis.
University of Vienna.

Artikel

Sommerer, Lotte. (2006). 'Language acquisitionsiead— a network based approach to
two-word stage syntax'. VIEWS, 15 (1) [Vienna EsglWorking Papers], 25-57.

Sommerer, Lotte. (2008). ‘'Noun phrase typologythedemergence of the definite
article: analogy, accomodation and frequency effeeiEWS, 17 (1) [Vienna English
Working Papers], 63-90.

Ritt, Nikolaus, Lutzky, Ursula, llles Theresa & Sararer, Lotte (2010). ‘Historical

linguistics in modern English Studies curriculee ¥iennese approach’. VIEWS, 19 (4)
[Vienna English Working Papers]. Special Issuep52-

Besuchte Konferenzen und gehaltene Vortrage

2005, 16- 20 Juli,
Santiago de C., Spanien NRG3 (New Reflections @m@aticalization)

2005, 29- 30 Oktober,

Graz, Osterreich OLT (Osterreichische Linguisigung).
Vortrag: 'Grammatikalisierung aus historisch
konnektionistischer Perspektive: Demonsteatn
frhen English' with Prof. Dr. Ritt, N.
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2006, 6- 8 April,
Manchester, UK

2006, 17- 21 Juli,
Paris, Frankreich

2006, 21- 25 August,
Bergamo, lItalien

2008, 11- 15 Marz,
Barcelona Spanien

2008, 4- 5 April,
Sheffield, England

2008, 15- 19 Juli,
Leuven, Belgien

2008, 25- 29 August,
Miinchen, Deutschland

2009, 2- 3 Oktober,
Vigo, Spanien

DELS (Directions in English Laage Studies).

LCM 2 (Language, Culture ariddvR).
Vortrag: 'Languages as Darwinian culturatesns:
optimality, evolutionary stability, and humaenterest’
with Prof. Dr. Ritt, N.

ICEHL 14 (International Confece on English
Historical Linguistics).
Vortrag: "The emergencetbk as a definite article in
late Old English: an evolutionary connedsbon
perspective'.

EVOLANG"Evolution of Language Conference)

Workshop on the History atidi&ure in the English
Noun Phrase, Philological Society of English
Vortrag: '...towards the emergence of tHede
artice: Old English noun phrase typology andit-
level frequency effects'.

NRG4 (New Reflections on Gramaoadization 4).
Vortrag: 'Getting going on a path: Old Esfjlnoun
phrase typology and the emergence of thaitkef
articlethée.

ICEHL 15 (International téoence on English
Historical Linguistics).
Vortrag: 'Old English noun phrase typology @ahe
emergence of the definite article: a quatitie study
based on the thieterboroughandParker Chroniclé

NP1 (International Workshop on$tkeicture of the
Noun Phrase in English: Synchronic and Diewit
Explorations).

Vortrag: 'DP in Old English? Category emeigs
noun phrase typology and multi-level frequyen
effects'.
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2010, 23- 27 August,

Pecs, Hungary ICEHL 16 (International Conferemed=nglish
Historical Linguistics).
Vortrag: 'Investigating bare common noundefinite
contexts in Old English'.

2011, 15-15 April,

Salzburg, Austria AAUTE, Austrian Associationldmiversity
Teachers of English (19. Jahrestagung)
Vortrag: ‘Analogical transfer in Old English syntax
article emergence caused by formal pattern
recognition and transfer’

Lehre

VK 102 - Language Analysis
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PS 2 — Mechanisms of Language Change: 1810 - 2010
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Business English

English Conversation Skills

Deutsch als Zweitsprache

Weitere wissenschaftliche Tatigkeiten
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Chief
01.04.2010 - -... FOLH (Folia Linguistica Histaagi- Ediotrial Team
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19.05.2010- ... Ersatzmitglied der Fakultatskonferenz der
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1998 — 2000, Wien Kellnerin mit Inkasso T.GRIBAY'’S
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1999 — 2003, Wien

2001 — 2003, Wien
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2005 Nov./Dez.,Wien
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