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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

1.1 Aim and scope

The present thesis is concerned with the non-egioe®f referential subject pronouns and
the resulting “subjectless” sentences occurrin@loh English (OE) prose. The study is based
on the 450 occurrences of such sentences in asogmsisting of a wide selection of Old
English texts. The aim of the investigation is éscribe the non-expression of referential
subject pronouns, and attempt to determine whetigsystematicity can be seen with
regards to its syntactic — and to some extent gipadic “behaviour”. Such an endeavour will
primarily necessitate syntactic descriptions oféhgty pronominal subjects in evidence, but
occasional reference will also be made to certeagmatic characteristics of these empty
subjects. In investigating the status of such erpptypominal subjects, it is hoped that the
study can make a valid and useful contributiorhiofteld, particularly in helping concretise
an understudied subsection of the syntax of Oldi&mg¢hrough adding hard data to an area

which has traditionally been somewhat impressianist

1.2Background

A typological division can be made between langsaglich require overt referential subject
pronouns and languages which do not. In the vapawnadigms associated with generative
syntax, this phenomenon has been much discussed thedheading gro-drop ornull
subject based on the assumption that there is an “engtyioun present in the clause
structure, despite the fact that it is not phonmlally or graphically expressed. Languages
which do not require overt referential subject mnams in clauses containing a finite verb
have in generative terms been labefeo-drop languages. In languages of this type —
archetypically exemplified by Romance language$ sigcltalian and Spanish — clauses
regularly do not feature overt subject pronounsepk for emphasis, and may in this way be
considered “subjectless”. N@ro-drop languages, on the other hand, such as English

German and French, require subject pronouns tovéelp present in the clause structdre.

11t may be that “subjectless” clauses are a pdiyiin regional variants of some of these languags is

partially the case in Modern German (Axel 2005:. &)ch regional varieties will not be considereceheAlso,

in agreement with among others Haegeman (1996¢gf@m language” — or its newer equivalent, “SMS
language” — are not considered genuine exampldwedipe ofpro-drop or “subjectless” clauses examined here.



The Modern Germanic languages and French, therfirarly nonpro-drop. As such,
these languages represent a divergence from tlezajenle observed among the world’'s
languages, of which the majority allqwo-drop to some extefitThere is, however,
considerable agreement that the Germanic langueyesdeveloped from a stage where
overt subjects in fact were not obligatory in theuse structure. As Fertig (2000) points out,
Proto-Indo-European, the postulated ancestor lagggafall the Indo-European languages, is
assumed to have beep-drop language. Evidence from Gothic also suggestsProto-
Germanic — the partially reconstructed ancestth@iGermanic languages — was also a
language of this variety (Fertig 2000: 8). If thessumptions are correct, it would be
expected that the attested early Germanic textsrafbact this in some manner. Yet, as Fertig
also points out, “by the time texts started apmegin the North and West Germanic dialects,
null referential subjects had become the exceptitimer than the rule” (Fertig 2000: 8). This
increase in use of overt subject pronouns musbhsidered an innovation in and specific to
the Germanic languages.

While it may be true that empty subjects had becmtieasingly exceptional by this
time, the attested Old Germanic languages demaesirsituation where empty referential
subject pronouns at least to some extent co-octthrtiae innovative overt variants. In
addition to Gothic, which exemplifies East Germaeimpty subject pronouns have a notable
presence in, for instance, Old High German (OHG) @id Norse (ON).

In conjunction with this, it has been claimed tbatpty referential subject pronouns also
were a more or less regular feature of Old Engligitax, despite the fact that most OE clause
structures feature an overt subject pronoun. Fsiairce, the number of occurrences of
“subjectless” clauses in the OE corpus leads Tra§y92) to somewhat sweepingly state
that “[a] grammatical subject is not obligatoryQdE” (Traugott 1992: 170). Also, Baker
(2007) asserts that “in situations where ModernliEhgises a pronoun subject, the Old
English finite verb can sometimes express the stbjeby itself” (Baker 2007: 105).

Mitchell (1985) distinguishes three distinct tymgsnon-expression” of the subject, and also
discusses occurrences of “non-repeated” subjetishwve perhaps would call coordinated
subjects (Mitchell 1985: 629). He also claims #aipty subjects in OE were an “idiomatic”
feature of the language (Mitchell 1985: 633).

Now, it is clear that we are dealing here with anmgdmenon recognised by scholars of
OE, and even from a very early stage, the phenomesag linked to the ability of an

2 Gilligan (1987) investigates a sample of 100 modanguages, and concludes that only seven requéng
pronouns.



inflected finite verb to identify the subject oktlelause. It has been claimed by Ohlander
(1943-1944: 107, quoted in Mitchell 1985: 628), amothers, that an overt subject pronoun
in many cases was redundant, as the verbal irdlexinvariably would supply the necessary
information of person, number and gender needédetttify the subject. Mitchell objects to
this, on the grounds that the OE verbal inflectiorese “too ambiguous” to serve this
function, even at such an early stage of the lagg/gehistory (Mitchell 1985: 628). Visser
(1963: 4) agrees with this, saying that “use ofgtikject pronoun was the rule” due to
“extensive formal syncretism [in the verbal morpgf]”. Van Gelderen (2000) does not
share his view, stating that “[ijn Old English, pfmp is quite common” as a consequence of
“the strength of the verbal person features” (vatd@ren 2000: 121).

Two examples of OE clauses lacking an overt pronahsubject have been provided

below:

(1.1) Fordeem hit is neah peere tide pe ic getiohhod hasidwder weorc to fonne,
because it is near the time which | intended hadtbar work to do
& get naebbe [g pis gedon;
and yet not-have [l] this done
‘Because the time is approaching when | had inténdelo other work, and yet have |
not done this.’
(Bo 127.26)

(1.2) Ac se se de unweerlice done wuda hiewd, & sua éisl ofsliehd, him bid niddearf
but the-one who unwarily the wood hews, and thaddend kills, himp is necessary
deet he fleo to dara dreora burga anre, dag} [ sumere dara weorde genered,
that he flee to of-the three cities one-of, th&f [in one of-them become saved,
daet he mote libban;
so-that he may live
‘But he who hews the wood unwarily, and thus Kilis friend, for him it is necessary
to flee to one of the three cities, so that he magaved in one of them, so that he may
live.’
(CP 167.15)

As is evident, empty pronominal subjects of thedlkexemplified above are incompatible with
the grammatical rules of the modern language, wteghires overt pronouns in both cases.
Indeed, there are only very few environments incllstandard Present-day English (PDE)
permits omission of referential subject pronounsstmotably, perhaps in imperative main
clauses. Two such clauses have been provided beteexemplifying PDE and one

exemplifying OE.

(2.3) Shut the door.



(1.4) Gyf du sy godes sunu: cwed to pysum stanum pdeebieawende to hlafum.
if you be god’s son: say to these stones that ltleepme turned to bread
‘If you are the son of God, say to these stonasttiey should become bread.’
(££CHom | 266.12)

Empty subjects are also commonly observed in skconjunct clauses when co-referent
with an overt subject in the immediately precediigt” conjunct main clause. Again, two

examples of such clauses have been provided rdhirsg both PDE and OE.

(1.5) Peter studied hard and was rewarded at the exam.

(1.6) ba aras losep of swefene & dyde swa Drihtnes enigebebead
then rose Joseph from sleep and did as Lord’s dngetommanded
‘Then Joseph rose from his sleep, and did as tihé's. angel commanded him.’
(WSCp Mt 1.24)

As the constructions illustrated in (1.3-1.6) diéidiomatic in the modern language, they do

not represent the type of empty subject with whith thesis is concernéd.

1.3Relevance of the thesis

While the scholars mentioned above all agree timgttye referential subject pronouns occur
with some frequency in the language, it seeme liitinsensus has been reached with regard
to the actual extent of the phenomenon. This ibgges reflected most clearly in the widely
differing accounts of the role played by verbalentions in Mitchell (1985) and van
Gelderen (2000). The fact is that very little systtic research has been done on empty
referential subject pronouns in OE, and althoughyrsmewhat categorical claims have
been made about their occurrence, the fact rentla@wery little hard data on the topic has
been gathered. While it should be conceded, indas, that the tools necessary for efficient
study of this area of the language — namely syiatbt annotated corpora — have not been
available until recent years, the main goal of #tigly is to remedy this lack of hard data.

As we have seen, then, no in-depth study of thegmnenon has been carried out as of
yet, nor have anyone, to the best of my knowledgdeavoured to thoroughly quantify the
various instances of “subjectless” clauses in Gie present thesis will attempt to begin
filling the proverbial gap in these areas, althodgk to the restrictions inherent to a study on
this level, a full account will necessarily be inggible. It is simply beyond the scope of this

thesis to shed full light on an understudied aneihé time and space allocated. Still, it is

% More will be said on this is Chapter 3.



hoped that this work — if nothing else — may halparetise a formerly rather vague area, and

provide some basis for potential further studieshensubject.

1.4Some remarks on Old English

Old English is the language spoken and writtetnéarea that would be known as England
€.700-€. 1100 CE. An undocumented period of the languag®&0-€.700 is referred to as the
Prehistoric Old English (POE) period. The languags brought to the area by West-
Germanic soldiers and settlers, who during thé igntury onwards rapidly colonised the
Isles while displacing the native Celts. The Gerimaettlers consisted of several distinct
tribes, among them Angles, Saxons, Jutes and Rsisia fact which would later be reflected
in several distinct OE dialect areas. The langwageommonly refer to as OE is for the main
part comprised of texts written in the dialectlod West Saxons. A distinction is made
between the early (eOE) and late (IOE) periodsIdfEnhglish. The first period refers to texts
written betweert.850-€.950, and the latter to those written betwe®5%0-.1010.

Compared to that of other early Germanic languaesOE text tradition is quite
rich. According to Robinson (1992: 143), “Old Emstjliis second only to Old Norse in the
volume and variety of texts”. The considerable ektrpus consists of both prose and
poetry. Among the many genres included in the pt@gition are religious texts, histories,
chronicles and legal texts.

It is, perhaps, also interesting to note that Oioisthe direct ancestor of PDE, as the
modern version of the language is descended frdralect spoken in the Mercian and
Northumbrian regions of the country. This area wader heavy Scandinavian influence, and
by the Middle English perioct(1050-€.1450) displays multiple features that depart from

what one might refer to as common OE usage.

1.4.1 Note on the poetic tradition

While the OE poetic tradition is notable and exiemsfeaturing distinct works such as
Beowulf The Battle of Maldon, The Seafa@rdThe Wandererit will not be treated in this
work, where exclusive focus will be placed on daitected from OE prose texts. The reason
for this exclusion should be obvious. When studyrgyntactic phenomenon, it is necessary
to be confident that the clauses under analyses ttagir form for reasons of syntax only. This
is potentially problematic in poetry, because tyeax of poems is regularly different from
that of “everyday” language, and it is in many calsighly difficult to determine whether the

text of the poem takes its form for syntactic gtistic reasons. OE poetry was standardised

5



to a large extent, and relied heavily on allitematand strict rhythmic schemes (Baker 2007:
120). It is thus quite possible that the restricsianposed by metric features could have
affected the syntax of poems. The syntactic diffees between prose and poetry involve, for
instance, omission of subjects and objects, omssi@repositions, more flexible word-
order, and so forth (Baker 2007: 144-152).

Of course, it is not unproblematic to simply dgaed or disqualify the many examples
of empty pronominal subjects in OE poetry as pdetence — because it may very well be
that they do represent a genuine syntactic phenomdrhe problem is that we cannot be sure
if they are present due to syntactic or metric mmrations. The introduction of poetry into
the data material of this work would simply presia many methodological problems to be
worthwhile in a study of this size.

1.5The corpus
As stated above, the corpus for this study is basealtotal of 450 citations taken from a
variety of Old English prose sources. Texts frorthibe eOE and IOE periods are duly

represented. What follows below is a short presiemaf each of the corpus texts.

1.5.1 Early Old English texts

The extant texts of the eOE period are primaribsthassociated with the court of King
Alfred of Wessex. In the main, these texts aredlations into the vernacular from Latin
originals. The notable exception is theglo-Saxon Chroniclealong with parts of Alfred’s
Laws In terms of dialect features, the majority of trenslated texts are characteristically
West Saxon, an understandable consequence of themgfated and written in that area. The
exception here iBede which displays some notably Mercian dialect fesgy(Fulk and Cain
2003: 64).

1.5.1.1Bede

The OE version of the venerable Beddistoria Ecclesiastica Gentis Angloryrhistory of

the church of the English peoples,contained in four extant manuscripts, namely Ws§,

O and Ca. As the title would suggest, the workligstorical text detailing, first and foremost,
the history of the English church. The translafimm the original Latin has traditionally
been said to be the work of King Alfred himselft ldnile the text was translated during his
reign, this is no longer believed to be the case. ffanslation may, however, have been

commissioned by the king (Bately 1991: 72) In teohboth form and content, the translation
6



is considered to be quite close to the originaili,atnd as stated above, contains a notable

amount of Mercian dialect features.

1.5.1.2Boethius

The work commonly referred to simply by the namé&oauthorBoethiugBo), is the OE
translation of th&€€onsolatio Philosophia€lrheConsolationwas written by the Italian consul
Ancius Manlius Severinus Boethius while he sat isgored and awaiting execution. The
work takes the form of a conversation between Bastand the ‘Lady of Philosophy’,
somewhat resembling, perhaps, the dialogues betRie¢m and SocrateBoethiusbecame a
seminal work in medieval Europe, and was translateda variety of languages, including
Old High German and OE. The OE translation istaited to King Alfred himself. Due to the
fact that Alfred was no scholar of Latin, howevewyas required that the meaning of the
original was explained to him before he subsequehtitated the OE version (Clement 1986:
129). Additionally, the king introduced numerousieges to the OE version, so that the result
is “a translation only in the broadest sense ofbed” (Fulk and Cain 2003: 54-58). The OE

Boethiugs contained in two manuscripts — Ms C and Ms B.

1.5.1.3 Manuscript A of theAnglo-Saxon Chronicle

It has been claimed that tAeglo-Saxon Chroniclenay “be regarded as the most important
work written in English before the Norman conqudédfagoun 1935, quoted in Garmonsway
1954: xv). It is certainly one of the few originarnacular histories of medieval North-West
Europe. TheChronicletakes the form of a series of annals, coveringsimost extensive
form, the period from the Roman conquest of Bmitén the year sixty befor€ristes
geflaescnessthe incarnation of Christ’. The annals describihgse ancient times are
obviously based upon Latin originals, but the waajority of theChronicleconsists of
original West Saxon prose, ending in the year 1T54. manner of topics covered in the
Chronicleis highly varied, ranging from enumerations of likes and deaths of kings and
bishops, to detailed descriptions of battles, vagi natural phenomena.

Seven extant manuscripts of theglo-Saxon Chronicleave been preserved. The
manuscript forming the basis for the analysis ia #ork is Manuscript A (ChronA), which is
normally held to be the oldest surviving versidrnvds composed at various stages, and is
thus excellently suited to reflect the changingurabf OE. This presents a problem in terms
of periodic classification, however. Haugland (2024) classifies the entries up to 955 as

eOE, and the following entries as IOE. This systathbe followed here, and as six of the
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seven citations from ChronA discussed in the preserk cover the period 796-921, this text
must be regarded as eOE in our context. The fattlhie final citation covers the year 993
should not change this.

1.5.1.4Cura Pastoralis

Cura PastoraligCP), orPastoral Careis the OE translations of Pope Gregory the Gseat’
Liber Regulae PastoralisThe translation is considered to be the work imigkAlfred himself,
and the first of the so-called “Alfredian” transtats. CP is considered a faithful translation in
terms of content, yet many of the complex syntasttiactures of the Latin version have been
simplified (Fulk and Cain 2003: 52). In this walgettranslation can also said to be quite
independent of the Latin original. Thematicallye thork deals with the responsibilities of the

clergy, and is preserved in two manuscripts — ngitied Hatton and Cotton manuscripts.

1.5.1.5 TheLawsof Alfred

Alfred’s Laws(LawaAf) is a collection of laws contained in 7&8ens preceded by a
prologue in 49 sections which presents translatadrise Ten Commandments along with
other excerpts from the Bible. While the sectiasf the Bible are translated from Latin,
Alfred’s own laws are in genuine vernacular, “pifing] us with something very near to the
actual language used by the King” (Wrenn 1967: 19igLawsare preserved in the Parker

manuscript, the same manuscript as that contathenglo-SaxorChronicle

1.5.1.60rosius

The OId English version of Paulus Orositfstoriarum adversum Paganos Libri Septem
‘seven books of history against the pagans’, whilse-the OE version oBede-long
considered to have been translated by King Alfv&tile Alfred is no longer believed to be
the translator, it may be that he requested th& ¥mbe carried out (Bately 1991: 72, Fulk
and Cain 2003: 65). The translator of the O©sius(Or) is notable for taking a number of
liberties with respect to the source material. Maggects of the original have been changed
according to the translator’s tastes and knowleBgeinstance, the account of the geography
of the British Isles, along with Northern and WestEurope, have been changed, possibly
due to the fact that the translator knew more atimsge areas than the original author. The
episodes of Ohthere and Waulfstan are also inséeesl representing genuine OE vernacular
in a work which is primarily a translation. The @Eosiusis preserved in two manuscripts,
Ms L and Ms C.



1.5.2 Late Old English texts

If the early Old English period is associated viita court of King Alfred, the late Old
English period must surely be dominated by the nvaorks of Zlfric (c.950-c.1010), abbot
of Eynsham. While only two of his texts, the twoise of hisCatholic Homilies are treated
here, he was an extremely productive and pedadbgmaded writer, and one of the great

literary figures in England before the Norman ineas

1.5.2.1 Byrhtferth’s Manual

TheManual (ByrM) is the companion-piece to ByrhtfertitComputusa work of such
complexity that a commentary was needed. The sewtitten partially in OE and partially in
Latin, with large stretches of text being considegenuine vernacular — albeit very high-

flowing and academic. Byrhtferthianualis contained in a single manuscript, Ms A.

1.5.2.2 TheDialoguesof Gregory the Great

Pope Gregory'®ialogues(GD) is constructed as a series of dialogues betwezPope
himself and a man called Peter, presumably afeenmbdel of Plato. The work is in the main
concerned with presenting and discussing variouaaieis, signs and wonders. GD presents a
problematic case in terms of periodical placemeé&he text is a translation of a Latin original,
carried out by bishop Werferth at King Alfred’s lesh (Giles 1858 [1969]: 141), which

places the text firmly in the eOE period. Howeah surviving manuscripts are from the IOE
period, and from a syntactic point of view, it iffidult to determine whether the text
preserves eOE features or introduces charactersti©E. This difficulty might cause us to
treat GD as a separate category, but it is alsaehfal on the whole, the syntactic features may
be closer to IOE than eOE. There are three sunyimanuscripts, namely Ms C, Ms H and
Ms O.

1.5.2.3The West-Saxoiospels

TheWest-Saxoospelsare contained in several manuscripts, all from@te period.
Although the original translation is unknown, itlileely much older. Which Latin text served
as the basis for the translation is also unknovre \West-Saxon Gospetenstitute the oldest
full translations of the four gospels, althoughlieawversions exist in the shape of glosses in
two Latin manuscripts, which are referred to asliinelisfarneandRushworth Gospels
Because the words of the Scripture were consideaeked, and therefore nearly

“untouchable”, it might be feared that any examplieempty subjects contained in this text
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are the result of a “word-for-word” translationsrin Latin. However, this is not the
impression given by the text itself, which is nbaacterised by being gloss-like rendering of
the original. Although some adherence to the oalgis expected in a translation of the Bible,

the West-Saxoospelsare said to be remarkably autonomous (Haugland:ZIB722).

1.5.2.4 Alfric’s Catholic Homilies

Alfric’'s Catholic Homilies££CHom) is the OE version of tlsermones Catholicboth

written by Zlfric, abbot of Eynshans.950.1010). Alfric was a highly productive writer,
whose works constitute much of the extant IOE cemiuext. Considerable parts of his work
are didactic texts, many of which are intendeddiocate in matters of religion and language.
In an introductory statement to the second of wwederies of th€atholicHomilies the

author states that “I Zlfric the monk have turrtd@d book from Latin books into the English
tongue, for those men to read who know not Latoh” ECHom Il 1.29), yet Thorpe (1843:
V1) surmises that Zlfric served not as a “mere” ti@ns, but also as a compiler of material
taken from several sources. Among others, Zlfriatioas as his influences one Smaragdus
and one Haymo, who wrote sermons and commentaniéseoScriptures (Thorpe 18438).
Haugland points out that, while all of Zlfric’s texn English are based on various Latin
originals, the abbot added “extensive commentsobwn” (Haugland 2007: 16). It is thus
more than likely that considerable stretches dfstegpresent genuine vernacular OE.

The two series of thdomiliescontain paraphrases and other forms of discowrsed
upon the Gospels and the lives of various sairfis.Work is obviously intended for
recitation, as Alfric explains his decision to “det matter which | have turned into two
books” because he believes that “it were less texdio hear if one book is read in the course
of one year, and the other in the following (Tho846: 3).

ZElfric’s Catholic Homiliesare preserved in two manuscripts — Ms A, whichi@ios

ACHom |, and Ms K, which contains the entiretyreomilies

1.6 Research questions

While it is certainly difficult to formulate explichypotheses for a work which is explorative
in focus and primarily aimed toward the proverlaiahrting of unknown territory, some
central questions will still need to be asked. AB®claims made by others about both the
distribution and the characteristics of these ensphyjects are examined in the course of this
study, many hypotheses will be tested implicitlizeTcentral research questions are

formulated as follows:
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Research question 1: To what extent do empty pnamed subjects occur in the
selected corpus of OE prose texts?

Research question 2: To what extent is the ocaceref empty pronominal subjects
determined by syntactic criteria such as locatiothe clause,

type of clause, antecedent type, location of aulece etc.

Implicitly, then, it will be tested whether thesepominal subjects are as frequent as Baker
(2007), Mitchell (1985) and van Gelderen (2000)éhanggested. Additionally, it will be

tested whether the syntactic environments in wthehempty subjects occur have any bearing
on the permissibility of this phenomenon in OE. Sahtial parts of this study will thus take
the form of a qualitative analysis of the role aftanber of structural variables proposed by
previous scholarship. The particular syntacticecid to be tested will be presented in Chapter
3. An investigation of the syntactic criteria asated with the occurrence of empty subjects is
carried out because it is assumed that empty provasubjects occur with some degree of
systematicity in OE. Included here will also beimrestigation of the role played by the
verbal morphology in allowing the occurrence of ¢ymqronominal subjects. It will also be
tested whether the eOE texts display higher fregesrior empty subjects than the IOE texts.
This will be done in the interest of determiningetlier any development toward obligatory

overt pronominal subjects can be said to occur éetvthe two periods of OE.

1.7 Structure of the thesis

The thesis is organized as follows: chapter 2 prtsgarevious research on empty referential
pronominal subjects. First, a survey will be givérgenerative studies of the phenomenon
under thepro-drop heading. Further, accounts are provideds#arch into empty pronominal
subjects in OE specifically, and also in three otaly Germanic languages. Chapter 3
details the data collection process, as well asiéthod of analysis. Also included in this
chapter is a presentation of some of the centréhodelogical problems encountered.
Chapter 4 will then provide in-depth presentati@mglyses and discussions concerning the
empty subjects examined in this work. Finally, Cleajd offers a summary and reiterates the

conclusions arrived at in this thesis.
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CHAPTER 2

PREVIOUS RESEARCH

2.1 Introduction

While some of the most important claims concermngty pronominal subjects in Old
English have already been mentioned (cf. sectig)) the following chapter will present the
previous research on this phenomenon in some netad.dn addition to Attention will also
be given to the considerable amount of researanguty subjects in general carried out by
generative linguists working within the paradignissevernment and Binding (GB) and
Principles and Parameters theory. While there €aigireat wealth of research into empty
subjects in other languages, there is no extertsidg of work regarding empty pronominal
subjects as the phenomenon occurs specificallygnT®e arguably most important of these
works will be presented in sections 2.5 and 2.6.

These sections will, however, be preceded in se@i8 by a brief presentation of the
main points made in generative studies of emptyestsy Generative linguists have carried
out substantial research on the phenomenon, wheshdommonly refer to as being
explainable by thero-drop ornull subjectparameter. In fact, the overwhelming majority of
studies concerning empty subjects — and possibptyoategories as such — has been
conducted by generativists, and their work holdataral place in any presentation of
previous research on this topic. Section 2.4 wilsent a short survey of Sigurdsson (1993), a
generative study of argument-drop in Old Icelar{@tce). It is believed that his findings in
Olce are relevant and comparable to findings partgito OE, due to the close relationship
between these two languages. Finally, some notesnmty subjects in two other early

Germanic languages, Gothic and Old High German beipresented.

2.2 On theoretical affiliation

While considerable focus is given in this chaptegénerative studies, it should be made clear
that this thesis is not affiliated with the thearat frameworks of generative linguistics or
Principles and Parameters theory. Nor does it gtéonprovide a critique, or even an
exhaustive portrayal, of research into fine-drop parameter. Still, the great output these
scholars have provided must be duly consideredyrearty of their ideas, innovations and
accomplishments are undoubtedly of great merishlort, it would have been a major

oversight to ignore the generative work on phedrop parameter, as these investigations
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likely form the bulk of the linguistic knowledge tife phenomenon. However, the various
paradigms and frameworks of Chomskyan linguistidshave little bearing on the
interpretations and analyses presented later sithiesis.

2.3 Empty pronouns and thepro-drop parameter

While many languages, Present-day English inclugdederally do not allow empty pronouns
in the clause structure, there are certainly veapyrthat do. Romance languages like
Spanish, Italian and Portuguese are among thesecimlanguages, unstressed pronouns
serving as arguments in the clause are regulagypressed. The existence of such empty
pronouns caught the interest of generative lingursthe late nineteen-seventies, and the task
of “determining the nature and distribution of petiaally null but syntactically present
entities” claimed a great deal of scholarly attemiin the following decades (Jaeggli and Safir
1989: 9). The so-callegro-drop parameter was conceived as a means of expgjaand
categorising the existence and behaviour of sughtyepronouns functioning as either subject
or object!

Principles and Parameters theory operates witlkewa of natural languages as being
comprised of a number of parameters that may ormoaipe “set”. For instance, in a given
language, the word order parameter may be set tevk2h would result in that language
having a V2-constraint requiring the finite verbctume in second place in the clause
structure. Set parameters are in turn perceivéddivate” related properties, causing such
properties to occur in clusters. As Haegeman (18&8gs, “[i]f a language has property X, it
will also have property Y and property Z” (Haegeni®96: 19). Conversely, some
parameters are considered to be mutually exclusieaning that some parameters and their
related properties cannot co-occur. Terms suctulsubjectandpro-drop then, are
generative terms used somewhat interchangeabgfé¢oto the same phenomenon, namely
the omission or non-expression of a pronoun funatig as subject in a finite clause. Such
omitted, or empty, pronouns are referred to byef@ample Huang as being “null analogue(s]
of an overt pronoun” (Huang 2007: 51). Generatsvidassify languages aso-drop or non-
pro-drop according to whether or not the languageustjon permits empty pronominal
arguments. Thus, in languages which allow suchexgression, thpro-drop parameter is

said to be set. Oft-cited examples of this varge, as previously mentioned, languages such

1 Of course, this work focuses on empty subjects, witi therefore refrain from further discussiontbé
ramifications of thgro-drop parameter in conjunction with object omissiBasides, in a study of OE, it would
likely be difficult to make a rigorous distinctidretween instances of object-drop and “regularaneés of
verbs interpreted intransitively.
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as Italian, Portuguese and Spanish. In contragfijsbnand French are frequently highlighted
as archetypical nopro drop languages (cf. section 1.2).

Now, it should be pointed out here tipad-drop languages do not prohibit the
expression of subject pronouns. Referential sulpemtouns are commonly expressed in
these languages for purposes such as contrastpdrasie. According to Haegeman (1996),
overt realisations of subject pronouns are geneuskd when such usage “has some semantic
or pragmatic effect”. Using examples from Italighe also points out that the only cases
where an overt pronominal subject is impossibla expletive functions in combination with
“weather verbs” which would necessitate the insartf the so-called expletive or “empty”
in equivalent English clauses (Haegeman 1996: 21128 also well-known that expletive
subjects of this variety are a feature of qwo-drop languages. That is, languages with an
overt subject restriction demand the syntactic "dagbe filled?

The capability opro-drop languages for omitting subject pronouns heditionally
been linked with a strong verbal morphology. Thasrelation is referred to in generative
terms as theentification hypothesisA common argument is that a language with a full
system of verbal inflections can allow subject mnams to be omitted and still have sentences
remain unambiguous. The reasoning behind thisaistkie unique inflectional endings of the
verb will correctly identify the antecedent of tampty subject — and therefore also the
identity of the referent, and ultimately the meanaf the clause. Additionally, when a
language contains detailed and distinct inflectimmgerson, number, and in some languages
even gender, the subject pronoun may be perceivednty as recoverable, which is the key
point to this “agreement-theory”, but also reduriq&tuang 2007: 54). Substantial efforts
have thus been made by generativists to corratdtenflectional paradigms with tharo-
drop parameter, and claims have been made thatdgeg with rich systems of verbal
agreement indeed “are oftpro-drop languages” (Haegeman 1996: 24).

According to Huang (2007: 54), “[c]rucial evidenoesupport of this agreement-based
theory of null subjects” is available in quite adeivariety of the world’s languages. He lists
disparate languages such as Bani-Hassan Arabiceividareek, Modern Hebrew, Pashto and
Georgian as examples, and elaborates that thegratispond in the fact that agreement-

features determine which arguments may be omitedinstance, he says that Georgian has

2 However, Zimmermann (2009) claims that Old Fref@F) — traditionally described aspao-drop language
featured overt expletive subject pronouns “throughts period”, thus differing “fundamentally froother
Romance null subject languages” (Zimmermann 208%: Ammermann also proposes that OF should be
interpreted as non-null subject language, yet baedtill allowed empty subjects if “specific sttual
conditions were met” (Zimmermann 2009: 63, 90).
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verbal agreement with all types of argument, arrdespondingly permits all arguments to be
omitted. In addition, Pashto is cited as allowimgpping of both subjects and objects, “but
only if they agree with the verb” (Huang 2007: S8}erestingly, perhaps, Huang also
references generative studies indicating that adnldet thgro-drop parameter at
approximately the same time as they begin learantjutilising inflections (Huang 2007:
55).

As is evident, a quite convincing argument is miadehe correlation of empty
subjects and a strong verbal morphology. Howevés,dlear that despite the allure of the
theory, it is insufficient to explain th@o-drop occurring in many of the world’s languages.
The example of German is relevant in this conféhkis language has certainly retained a
fairly complex verbal morphology, yet it does nahstionpro-drop. German is a firm non-
pro-drop language, and requires an overt subject,venetominal or pronominal, referential
or expletive, in all declarative and interrogatétauses. Huang (2007: 57) points out that
German also “encodes a slightly greater range i&fomeand number agreement specifications
in the verb than Portuguese”, which ipra-drop language. The same can also be argued for
Icelandic. Conversely, there are languages suthetsamese, which permit empty subjects
but lack an inflectional morphology entirely (RosE3D8: 6).

Generativists have struggled with explaining th&ifficiency of the originapro-
drop theory for years, mainly through somewhat oduned theories aimed at ascertaining
what exactly it is that “licenses” and “identifiediese empty pronouns. It could very well be
said that in many of the cases, the hypotheselsebgdverning opro-drop have become too
specific to satisfy the stated goal of Generatineoties of languages, which is to formulate
general linguistic principles valid for all languesy To the best of my knowledge, there is no
consensus among generativists with regard to toisl@gm, which accordingly seems to
remain largely unsolved.

The fact that generative theorists may not haveesaed in devising a general set of
principles describing and predicting the rulesropéy subjects has little bearing on this
thesis, however. As previously stated, the objeatifithis work is not to use data from OE to
contribute to solving this problem, but to makdestzents about empty referential subject

pronouns as they occur in OE specifically. This nsethat the many revisions and

% There are some who classify Modern German as & genrurop language “due to the occurrence of
impersonal passives with an empty expletive” (A3@05: 27). It is believed that the description ajdérn
German as a nopro drop language has better justification, as thedsted variants of the language most
certainly do not allow empty referential subjeatqouns. As repeated before, these are also thy euipject
pronouns with which this thesis is concerned, dsd e kind oforo-drop chiefly discussed in this section.
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amendments to the originato-drop theory to a large extent may be ignored|, 8tshould
be kept in mind that the situation is complex, @nslfar from an uncontested fact that a full
system of inflections should equabo-drop capabilities.

That notwithstanding, it does seem likely that atibflections should play a role, at
least, in allowing empty subject pronouns. Ros&98) touches upon this, as she tentatively
relates the development of obligatory overt promomnndo-European languages to a
concurrent development toward simpler verbal inite@l systems. However, she admits that
it is “difficult to formulate this correlation asfalsifiable hypothesis” (Rosén 1998: 102).

Several generative studies have also proposedtiwnrthat inflections are secondary
to pragmatic context in the identification of emptpnominal subjects. The empty pronouns
are in these cases considered to be “bound byedulise] topic”, which means that the
empty subjects correlates with topic-prominencen@&h 1980: 139, 142, 144). The argument
is that an overarching pragmatic focus functiorasgopic need not be repeated in every
clause.

This would serve to explain why non-inflectionahdmages such as Vietnamese may
feature empty pronominal constituents. Languadges\iethamese and Chinese are claimed
to be organised along the lines of topic—commestesd of the subject—predicate structure
with which European scholars might be most familRosén 1998). In this connection,
Rosén’s claim that Old Norse was a topic-promit@nguage, as opposed to subject-
prominent, is certainly an interesting one, giies thany common denominators between
Old Norse and Old English (Rosén 1998: 38).

Incidentally, it has been suggested that it mightser to speak about a gengrad-
add instead gbro-drop, as the latter label does seem rather centréde Germanic
languages, and does not take into account thetfacempty pronominal subjects actually are
the norm for a great many of the world’s langua@éssection 1.2). Indeed, Gilligan (1987),
a study based on a data set of samples from manel®0 languages, shows that the “vast
majority of the world’s languages” do not requireed pronominal subjects. Instead,
“pronominal arguments of these sentences are @ilyoexical, i.e. they may be
phonologically null” (Gilligan 1987: 2). As Haugldr{2007: 58) points out, then, it certainly
yields very little meaning to speak ab@uo-drop for a language which has never employed

pronouns to be dropped from the subject position.
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2.4 Sigurdsson (1993)

While not directly pertaining to OE, Sigurdssonéngrative discussion (1993) of argument-
drop in Old Icelandic is highly relevant and potalhy illuminating for our purposes, as the
common denominators between the languages are Maryermanic languages, OE and
Olce shared considerable linguistic similaritiegigas such as vocabulary, syntax and
morphology. Sigurdsson notes that Olce had extepsiordrop capabilities, allowing the
omission of referential subject pronouns, includatgp “arbitrary” and expletive subjects, as
well as of objects of verbs and prepositions. Ingoatty, to him, Olce also featured topic
drop, defined as “missing arguments that do noabelike a pronominal, but like a variable
bound by a null-operator” (Sigurdsson 1993: 24%) s, it is presumably meant that the
clause-initial preverbal position is analysed asttpic position, in contrast to all the other
positions in which the subject could occur — whach analysed as subject positions. If an
empty subject occurs in clause-initial preverbaipon, then, that empty subject exemplifies
topic-drop. On the other hand, if the empty subgacurs in any of the other possible subject
positions, the token exemplifigso-drop.

Modern Icelandic still retains the capability fanission of expletive subjects and still
has restricted topic drop, but the language hdasdenuinepro-drop of both subjects and
objects”, a development which occurred as latdad &' and 19 centuries. Interestingly,
this linguistic change did not coincide with a da&tsation of verbal inflections, which remain
mostly unchanged from Olce (Sigurdsson 1993: 248-24 order to explain this according
to the identification hypothesis, Sigurdsson p@dad that agreement features never played
any part in the recoverability of subjects in Oldespite its rich verbal morphology. Instead,
many of the occurrences of empty arguments in @leeclaimed to baull topicsrather than
genuine examples @iro. A major argument in favour of this position isithhe properties of
Olce argument-drop seem to behave in a “cruciaffgr@nt” manner compared to tipeo-
drop seen in some stereotypical null-subject laggsaFor instance, empty pronouns in Olce
were unable to initiate discourse, a fact whichvites a clear contrast to languages such as
Italian and Spanish. Also, an Olce argument regutanuld not be dropped unless it served
some form of narrative topic function in the disks®1 We are thus dealing with a “separate”
category of argument-deletion operating in OlceicWlaccording to Sigurdsson does not
follow the established rules of the classical paim hypothesis.

The notion of topic-drop as a determining factotha non-expression of subjects is in
concordance with the conclusions of Gundel (19809, also with the findings and

conclusions of Rosén (1998) pertaining to Vietnanesich — again — is a language which
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does not feature a verbal morphology, yet stilufady omits arguments. While the majority
of the empty pronominal “subjects” thus are congddopics by Sigurdsson, he allows that
“at least some” empty arguments must be exampl&geoiuinepro”. He maintains that
Icelandic agreement was “nonpronominal” and asalréook “no part in identifyingro”
(Sigurdsson 1993: 277). Likewise, he also arguasdmpty topics are not identified by
agreement features (Sigurdsson 1993: 250). Thopeyesubjects which do exemplify
genuinepro were identified byree discourse indexingvhich is taken to mean that
recoverability is somehow “deducible from precediligrourse” (Sigurdsson 1993: 260), yet
these are according to Sigurdsson in the minofig cases of null-topics are also said to be
independent of an antecedent, in that they werssipte with or without” one, whereas
genuine subjeqtro “always required an NP antecedent in precedingpdise” (Sigurdsson
1993: 252).

The situation regarding the empty subject andnte@dent is potentially quite
complex, and Sigurdsson lists several examplesptesubjects which do not have a
singular antecedent that completely matches thatitgteof the empty pronoun. He identifies,
for instance, “split antecedents” and “partial @etdents”. “Split antecedents” are interpreted
as cases where several singular antecedents inrcatiob constitute a plural empty subject.
“Partial antecedents” are taken to include case=evbnly part of the antecedent is present in
the clause structure, i.e. where a singular anergezbrresponds to a plural empty pronoun,
with the implication that the empty pronoun mustdadditional, unmentioned referents.
There are also cases of empty subjects lackingeaésts entirely, but these are classified as
empty topics, and not subjects. In terms of distidn, Sigurdsson notes that empty subjects
could occur in both main and subordinate clausiggi(8sson 1993: 262).

2.5 Pogatscher (1901)

Pogatscher (1901) is one of very few existing sidin empty pronominal subjects as they
occur specifically in OE. Its main merit is thapiovides a quite comprehensive list of
examples of empty subjects in OE prose and poasryell as discussions of these. While the
majority of Pogatscher’'s examples are from poeing thus not of direct relevance to this
work, which for the reasons discussed in sectidrilfocuses on OE prose, his findings and
conclusions are highly relevant. Among these isd#monstration that subject pronouns
could be left unexpressed in most types of clausekiding main clauses, coordinated

clauses — whether syndetic or asyndetic — and dufaie clauses.
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In a voluminous survey (Pogatscher 1901: 262-278&)mpty pronouns occurring in
subordinate clauses sorted according to subordinate exemplified how empty subjects
could occur in structures introduced dy ‘before’, gif ‘if’, hu‘how’, siddan‘since/after’,
hweaetwhat’, hwy‘why’, peet'that’ and so forth. Thus, numerous examples arengof
adverbial, relative and complement clauses comgiampty pronominal subjects.

Supported by his many examples of empty subjecsirdinate clauses, Pogatscher
argues that “das pronomen im altenglischen nebemsatht ausgedriickt zu werden
braucht”, ‘the pronoun in OE subordinate clausesdrmeot be expressed’, and that these
instances cannot be regarded as examples of serifoal(Pogatscher 1901: 276). He goes on
to list corresponding cases of empty subjects hoslinate clauses in other Old Germanic
languages, such as Old High German and Old Sax®subsequently states that “missing”
subjects, whether occurring in main or subordictdases are examples of a language feature
common to all the West-Germanic languages (Pogaitskd01: 276-278).

As a consequence of this West-Germanic kinshgrukes for the omission of subject
pronouns in Old High German described by Kraus 4188-98) are also valid for OE,
according to Pogatscher. Kraus specifies five mategories of empty subjects as they
appear in OHG. Drawing heavily on Kraus, Pogatsphesents his material sorted according
to these categories. The categories are primagtigrchined by the type of antecedent —
whether nominative or non-nominative, nominal a@rmaminal — and where the antecedent is
found — whether in clauses preceding or following ¢émpty subject, and whether occurring
in main, coordinate or subordinate clauses. Cayelgosmprises the cases where the empty
subject is co-referent with a nominative elemertilevthe empty subjects in category Il are
co-referent with a non-nominative element. For baftthese categories, Kraus states that the
antecedent of the empty pronominal subject mayraocpreceding or following clauses
which may be superordinate, subordinate or cootéittathe clause containing the omitted
pronoun (Kraus 1894: 88-98). This means that thecadent could occur in all clause types.
For category ll, it is specified that the antecadgrthe empty subject may be a full NP, a
personal pronoun or a possessive pronoun. No raagven by neither Kraus nor
Pogatscher why the same should not also be trusafegory I. Category Il comprises the
cases of subject omission where the clause contpthe antecedent has no grammatical
relationship with the clause containing the empiiyjact, i.e. the two clauses are not
conjoined. Category IV is Pogatscher’'s own defamtiand differs from that of Kraus. This
category indicates that some empty subjects maggree in number with their antecedent.

This means that an empty subject inflected forpllneal may be co-referent with a singular
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antecedent, such as a collective noun, or seviegllar elements. He also speculates that the
converse may be possible, namely that a singulatyesubject may be co-referent with a
plural antecedent. Category V includes cases géstibmission where there exists no
antecedent recoverable from the context.

Pogatscher finally claims that “das subject niohgedriickt zu werden braucht” as
long as the concept of the subject is clear froenctbntext and in the hearer’'s mind
throughout the discourse. This way, the hearer evbypothetically be able to interpret
“subjectless” sentences in a way that would dlitive for the correct identification of the
subject. His term for this orschwebenwhich in most cases would be loosely translated as
‘having in mind’ or ‘having a vague idea’ (Pogateci901: 286). This corresponds well,
incidentally, with the definition ofiven informatiorprovided in Chafe (1976), namely “that
knowledge which the speaker assumes to be in thecmusness of the addressee at the time
of the utterance (Chafe 1976: 30). Also, as Hau{2007) points out, this bears strong
resemblance to the behaviour of topics in topicypnent languages, and it is recalled that
Rosén claims that ON, another early Germanic laggueould be typologically classified as
such a language (section 2.3). Attention must laésdrawn back to Sigurdsson’s claims that
topics were a substantial part of the argument-degabilities of Olce, which is a
subcategory of ON. It is interesting, in the ligthese claims and Pogatscher’s speculation,
yet again to accentuate the fact that OE and ONlasely related languages, and might have

shared this functionality.

2.6 Mitchell (1985)

Mitchell incorporates much of Pogatscher’s workis discussion of the subject in OE and its
potential for being omitted. In accordance with &sgher, he states his belief that non-
expression of pronoun subjects “which can be sagdgdliom a preceding clause must be
accepted as idiomatic OE”, and rejects the notia the existence of the phenomenon in OE
is due to scribal error (Mitchell 1985: 633). Heedphowever, find it difficult to explain why

it occurs “only spasmaodically”, and criticises Ptsgher’s idea of the subject “hovering”
(presumably Mitchell's clumsy translation wdrschwebenas a notion “impossible to apply

in practice”, thus practically dismissing it. Aldwg argues that such an explanation fails to
account for why subjects seem to be interchangealdyt and empty in “parallel situations”
(Mitchell 1985: 633). Mitchell additionally statéss fear that “the reason for the spasmodic
appearance of the idiom lies buried with its us€kéitchell 1985: 634).
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Mitchell (1985) operates with a basic demarcatietween two types of missing
subjects, for which he uses the lab®®-repetitionandnon-expressionr he first type
corresponds to empty subjects in second conjuaasek which are co-referent with the
subject of the immediately preceding “first” conjtiiclause (cf. section 1.2, examples (1.5)
and (1.6)). As previously mentioned, this type wipgy subject is outside the scope of this
work, on account of being an idiomatic feature afhbOE and PDE. This view is also held by
Mitchell (1985), who does not consider these subjemitted, but rather unrepeated. He also
includes in this definition cases where an NP seagesubject for two clauses while being
modified differently in the respective clauses aades where the same subject is valid for
more than one sentence structure, whether simpglergoined (Mitchell 1985: 628).

The label oihon-expressiols used for instances of missing subjects whezeethpty
pronoun is not identical with the subject of therigdiately preceding clause. Mitchell
subdivides this category into three distinct groupsich seem largely to be based on a
selection of Pogatscher’s sorting criteria. Fiistdssed are those cases of an empty subject
occurring in a second conjunct followed by a verftected for the plural, which refers back
to a subject elememnbtin the plural — such as “a collective noun or sirmgular elements in
the first [of the two conjoined clauses]” (Mitch&®85: 629). He notes here his belief that
modern readers more easily become aware of thée "gagn the second conjunct is not
introduced by a co-ordinating conjunction. The setcoategory constitutes those cases where
the antecedent is an element which is not the stbjets clause — cases where “the subject
has to be inferred from a word or group of wordsindghe nominative” (Mitchell 1985: 630).
This category would then be comprised of empty puoms which share reference with, in the
typical case, either the direct or indirect objafch preceding clause, whether immediately or
otherwise. The final category consists of emptyjettb in main clauses which are co-referent
with a subject in a nearby subordinate clause ‘ace versa” (Mitchell 1985: 632).

According to Mitchell, they are most frequent imfyerative-like” hortative subjunctive
constructions (cf. section 4.5).

Mitchell’s many examples have in common with thations comprising the corpus
of this thesis that they are highly diverse. Howewas the case also was with Pogatscher
(1901), no quantification is done, and nothingaisl ©f the distribution of the phenomenon in
OE. His three categories of “unexpressed” subjecta a good basis for further research, yet
they do not go far toward explaining the existeofcthis phenomenon. Aside from the
potential of Latin influence, which he acknowledgesa brief discussion of unusual word

order inBede no hypotheses are put forth designed to expteage “subjectless” clauses.

21



Mitchell, characteristically, states that “[tjheseroom for more work here” (Mitchell 1985:
628). This, then, is what this study attempts fopspy

2.7 Empty pronominal subjects in other early Germaic languages

It was mentioned in section 1.2 that the Germaangliages have developed from a stage
where overt subjects in fact were not obligatoryhi@ clause structure. It was also said that
Proto-Germanic, the postulated ancestor languatfeedbermanic languages, wagra-drop
language, and that overt pronominal subjects aggtactic innovation that becomes apparent
by the time extant North- and West-Germanic tegisear. It was also seen in section 2.4 that
Olce featured extensiy@o-drop capabilities, and sanctioned deletion of reetya of
argument-types. This language also featured tofmp-dapabilities, causing omission of
clause-initial pronominal subjects. It must be assd that the same is true for ON as a whole,
due to the near-identical status of Old Icelandid @Id Norwegian. We have also seen in
section 2.5 that Pogatscher, based on evidence@dnsaxon and Old High German,
believes empty subjects to be a feature commoh tlheaWWest Germanic languages. As
indicated in Chapter 1, evidence from Gothic haanltaken by some to suggest that this
claim can be extended to East Germanic as wetlitasted Gothic features very widespread
use of empty referential pronominal subjects. TdilWwing section will provide a brief
overview of the status of research into empty stbjan Gothic and Old High German, in

order to supplement the information given on Oitteection 2.4.

2.7.1 Gothic
Gothic is the only East Germanic language for witttual evidence exists. It is also the
oldest of the attested Germanic languages. Theiéagegis chiefly preserved in writing in a
4™ century translation of the Bible, contained inias fragmented manuscripts dating from
the 8" and &' centuries. As such, it is clear that any genextitiss one might make may be
inherently flawed due to the limited amount of migtleat hand, and must be taken at face
value.

As recalled, pronominal subjects are only rarefyylinexpressed in OE (Visser 1963:
4). Gothic contrasts with this in featuring exteesbomission of pronominal subjects. Indeed,
Streitberg (1906) and Abraham (1993) show thatestilgronouns actually are empty in the
vast majority of the cases (Streitberg 1906, Abnali®93 in Haugland 2007: 84). The fact
that the Gothic translation of the Bible is baspdua Greek source — and therefore

represents a translation of a firmpro-drop language original — may very well have
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influenced this syntactic feature, and there ase &hirly numerous instances with overt
pronouns where the Greek version would havezgad’ (Haugland 2007: 84). The fact that
the translator has supplied overt pronouns inastlsome cases may indicate that the Greek
usage in some instances contrasted with that ofdtise language. This, in turn, may

indicate that empty pronominal subjects are nasgmein the Gothic text exclusively as a
consequence of a literal, gloss-like rendering,disb because these subjects were considered
an idiomatic feature of the language. According¢otig (2000), there are also several
examples of overt subject that are present in tteek; but which have been realised as empty
in the Gothic text, another piece of evidence fawguthe notion that Gothic allowed empty
pronominal subjects (Fertig 2000: 10). It can thasoncluded with some certainty that at
least some of the cases of empty subject prondtested in the manuscripts are likely to be
representations of genuine Gothic idiom. Two clawesemplifying empty subjects in Gothic
have been provided below (taken from Fertig 2008;glosses and translations are added

here).

(2.1) swa wairpip sunus mans in daga seinamma. appapig{f,) skal manag gapulan
so becomes son of-man in day his. But first [Ie]lls3sG much suffer
‘So will the son of man be in his day. But firg lmust suffer many things.’
(Luke 17:24-25)

(2.2) nio wissedup [§ patei in paim attins meinis pkulda wisan?
not knew-2L [you] that in thoses fathers mine[l] should-kG be?
‘Did you not know that | must be about the affaifsny father?’
(Luke 2:49)

In terms of clausal distribution, empty pronomisabjects occur in all clause types in Gothic.
If it is true, as Fertig says, that Gothic “pres=rthe null-subject property fully intact”, this is
to be expected (Fertig 2000: 10). The overt sulgembouns, on the other hand, are
concentrated in a more specific syntactic enviramies is noted by Haugland (2007). Based
on Held (1903), she notes that “most of the oveshpuns appear in subordinate clauses”
(Haugland 2007: 84).

Fertig (2000) rejects the notion that verbal icliens have a function in allowing
empty subject pronouns in Gothic. He claims thiagfe is no connection between” insertion
of overt subject pronouns “and the ambiguity ofaofional endings”. Thus, there are several
examples of inserted overt pronouns even whenvéheal ending is completely
unambiguous”, while on the other hand, there arsyngases where verbs featuring

ambiguous endings co-occur with empty subjectstig-2000: 11).
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Finally, it is perhaps also interesting to poiat that this translation is older by several
hundred years than the oldest OE texts. In ternmgstdrical development within the
Germanic branch of Indo-European, Gothic can theesdid to represent a much “earlier”
stage than OE. One can only speculate as to tntisih of subject omission in OE at this
unattested time, yet it might well be surmised thatphenomenon was more widespread in

the Prehistoric OE period which is concurrent wiiité Gothic fragments.

2.7.2 Old High German

Old High German (OHG) is a term covering a var@tygarly German dialects textually
attested between c¢.700-1100, approximately makiagontemporary language to OE.
Unlike the scarcity of textual evidence in Gothiee preserved material from OHG comprises
quite a rich literary tradition. This tradition cgists mainly of translations, but also works in
the vernacular, such as thedwigslied'the Song of Ludwig’. Among the translated materia
are works such dsidor, TatianandOtfrid. These particular works form — along with
Notker’s translation oBoethiusand theBenediktinerregelfirhe Benedictine Rules’ — the
basis of a statistical survey performed by Eggegdre(1961) aimed at determining the
frequency of empty pronominal subjects in OHG. K&8lL9) and Sonderegger (1974)
describe increasing use of overt pronouns as avation in OHG compared to earlier stages
of Germanic, a view which is certainly supportedtig evidence seen in Gothic if this
language is taken to represent an earlier stafeedtermanic languages as a whole. Table
2.1 (extracted and compiled by Haugland 2007: &&he basis of Eggenberger (1961))
demonstrates the distribution of emptgrR0) subject pronouns in five OHG texts.

Table 2.1 Referential pronouns in OHG: the distidouof overt and empty pronouns in some
OHG texts (Haugland 2006: 86)

Benediktinerr. | Tatian Isidor Otfrid Notker, Boeth
n % n % n %)| n %| n %
Overt 24 11.4| 2,614 71.2 146 72.3| 4,753 88.8 439 99.1
ZERO 187 88.6| 1,055 28.8 56 27.7 597 11.2 4 0.9
Total 211 100.0| 3,669 100.0 202 100.0| 5,350 100.0 443 100.0

With the exception oBoethius then, which is a text belonging to the late OHsEqd, we
see very high frequencies of empty subject pronotine figure of 88.6% for the
Benediktinerregelins particularly striking, especially considerin@gtiModern German does
not permit deletion of referential subject pronaufse frequencies of 28.8% and 27.7%
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observed immatianandlsidor are also considerable. It is apparent from thesguincies that
subject pronouns were quite regularly left emptihat stage of the language’s development.
Indeed, Axel (2005: 28) argues that OHG “allowedwgeepro drop”, but that — unlike in
“canonical null subject languages”, overt and ensuilgjects are observed to co-occur. She
also hypothesises that “[t]he loss of the null-seabproperty in late OHG was [...] the result
of a grammatical competition between null and osaldject pronouns” (Axel 2005: 28). As
will be shown in Chapter 4, these frequencies arelnmigher than those seen in the majority
of the OE texts investigated in this work. This htigerhaps be an indication that OE
appropriated the “innovation” of overt subject ppans at an earlier stage than OHG.
Examples (2.7) and (2.8) illustrate “subjectledgiuses in OHG (both taken from Axel 2005;
glosses and translations are added here).

(2.3) quam [] thd In geiste In thaz gotesh(s
came-3G[he]then in spirit in the temple
‘He came then in the Spirit into the temple’
(Tatian 89.31)

(2.4) In dhemu druhtines neminjSarchennemes [...] fater
in the Lord’s name [we] recognise [...] father
‘In the name of the Lord we recognize the father.’
(Isidor 279)

As the case was with Gothic, however, the questises whether the empty pronominal
subjects present in translations suci asan may be the result of non-idiomatic or “direct”
translations from the source language — in thig tadin. Axel (2005) shows, though, that
overt subject pronouns were added with some dexgfresgularity in cases where it was felt
that the Latin usage was incompatible with tha®DbfG. According to Axel, this substitution
normally took place when the OHG clause had verbHor verb-late word order, which is
the word order commonly seen in subordinate clau3e$ thus normally had overt subjects
in subordinate clauses. This is also pointed olEdpyenberger (1961), who shows that the
majority of the overt subject pronouns in OHG arerfd in subordinate clauses. As seen
above, the majority of the instances of overt stitjpponouns in Gothic also occur in this
clause type. This correspondence between Gothi©&t@ is highly interesting, and may
lead to speculating that overt subject pronouns finstyhave started appearing in subordinate
clauses and from there percolated into main clausss, the question would remain whether
the same is the case in OE. This hypothesis witebed in Chapter 4.
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Axel claims that the use of overt subject pronomrsubordinate clauses is due to the
particular word order patterns common in clausesisftype, and speculates that “null
subjects were [...] dependent on verb-fronting” ¢AR005: 33). If this is the case, it would
entail that empty subjects are restricted to clawgsere the verb occurs to the left in the
clause structure. This would ordinarily corresptmdeclarative and interrogative main
clauses with verb-first and verb-second word ofdeel 2005: 31). In OHG, as in OE, these
types of word order are as a rule not seen in slihate clauses. She also points out that
“subjectless (declarative) verb-first order is tely infrequent” (Axel 2005: 33).

Axel relates the empty subjects of OHG to verbatphology features, and shows that
it is only in the third person singular and plutzt empty subjects are used predominantly as
opposed to overt realisations. In the first ancdbed@ersons, the overt variant is prevalent.
However, she is at a loss to explain this distrdytas it cannot be attributed to the strength
of the inflections (Axel 2005: 35).

2.8 The status of the research tradition

As the preceding sections will have shown, theitiadof research into empty referential
subject pronouns in Old English is very tentateved there is a real scarcity of studies aimed
at investigating this phenomenon. As has been skeemrominent works treating these
“subjectless” constructions has been largely pbgaal in focus, with the advantages and
disadvantages such an approach entails. Poga{d&tdr) primarily endeavours to provide a
list of examples, but does not elaborate on thieilligion of these empty subjects, and he
provides no quantification. Instead, the collea&dmples are used as the basis from which
Pogatscher draws his conclusions about the vaaspscts associated with the phenomenon,
including, for instance, the clausal environmentvhiich the empty subject may occur and the
possible types of antecedent with which the empbyp@un may share reference. His work
leaves it unclear whether the examples he provelagsent rare exceptions or more
frequently occurring phenomena. Also, if they dpresent a selection — as opposed to being
“all there is” — no impression is given of what tiogéal figures may be. The fact is that despite
the many examples given, we do not really know weugh about the distribution of the
phenomenon in OE. Also, the majority of his exampee taken from poetry, which, as noted
in section 1.4.1, may be problematic due to theasyit peculiarities often associated with
this genre. It was also seen that Mitchell (1988)ile an otherwise breathtakingly
comprehensive work of great philological value,dsasuch of its treatment on the topic on

Pogatscher (1901). While certainly not paraphrasabture, the treatment of empty subjects
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in Mitchell (1985) is very short, and offers nolreaprovement on the aspects of
Pogatscher’s study criticised above. In shorg dlear that the established tradition of
research is weak in terms of modern linguisticecidt. However, all of the works mentioned
here have maintained that this phenomenon is “idiadhor permissible in the OE period. In
light of this, it is felt that it must be a centfatus of this thesis to quantify the phenomenon

to as large a degree as possible.

2.9 Summary

This chapter has outlined the research traditiazoimjunction with empty subjects in OE. It
has also provided a brief survey of generative exanons of thgro-drop parameter. In
section 2.2 it was stated that, while generatigeaech constitutes the majority of inquires
into the subject matter, this work is independdrnhe generative tradition. Section 2.3
sketched the background of the-drop parameter, and briefly indicated some of the
problems inherent to the theory and studies baped ii. As an extension of the presentation
of generative work on empty subjects, a presemtati@Sigurdsson’s study of argument-drop
in Old Icelandic was provided in section 2.4. Sawdi 2.5 and 2.6 offered overviews of two of
the most important studies of subject omission lch English, carried out by Pogatscher
(1901) and Mitchell (1985). Section 2.7 providesight into the status of the research into
empty referential subject pronouns in Gothic and Bigh German, thus providing
counterpoint and additional information to the sBwt dedicated to genenaio-drop, Olce

and OE. Finally, a summary the status of the rese@adition into empty subjects in OE

specifically was presented.
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CHAPTER 3

METHOD

3.1 Introduction

This chapter will be focussed on detailing the radtamployed in collecting and analysing
the citations in the corpus of data forming theidbasthis study. It will also discuss some of
the main problems encountered in the process. Bleifically, section 3.2 provides a note
on the terminology used, and section 3.3 definestlope of the study. Following this, a
short presentation of corpus linguistics as a nektbolinguistic research is given, along with
a short overview of the York-Toronto-Helsinki Cogpof Old English prose (YCOE) and the
way it has been utilised to search for occurretesnpty subject pronouns. In order to
achieve as high a degree of transparency as pestiblexact search parameters used to
collect the data have been reproduced below. Furttiee method used in analysing and
categorising the collected tokens is explainedalimsome problems of analysis are dealt

with in some detail.

3.2 Note on terminology
In Chapter 2, various terms were used interchargéaldescribe empty pronominal subjects.
One of the most frequently occurring terms forphenomenon which can be defined as null-
realisations of a subject pronoun has been thergtwve termpro-drop.Null subjecthas also
been used in conjunction with the generative resemadition. This work has generally
preferred the terrampty pronominal subjedbut the ternempty subjedbas also appeared,
and will continue to do so. The teempty subject pronousppears when emphasis is placed
on the pronominal aspect of the empty argumertierahan the argument’s status as subject.
The phenomenon has also been represented by biteats; such asubject deletioror
subject omissiorOther possible ways of describing the phenomeraee been observed in
related literature, without necessarily being relpiced here. These include descriptions such
asnon-overt subjecindnon-lexicalised subjectn the remaining chapters of the thesis, the
phenomenon under analysis will in many cases legresf to simply a§,. This term will be
contrasted by its counterp&on, understood as an overtly expressed pronomingtstb
Additionally, it should be mentioned that someldd previously referenced terms are
highly “loaded” in a theoretical sense. This isexsplly true for generative terms suchpas-

drop, “smallpro” and null subject These terms are firmly embedded in parametrigrihand
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may not necessarily correspond completely withhaldata and examples discussed in this
study. Since this work does not define itself as pathe generative tradition, it was decided
that specifically generative terms would be avoitteds great an extent as possible in the
investigative parts of this study.

It should perhaps also be clarified that whilensll be the preferred term in many
cases, less theory-specific terms suchudgect omission, empty subjeetc.may and will

occur on occasion after this point, but mainlygarposes of prose variety.

3.3 Limiting the scope

In conjunction with the various types of empty |dt$ observed in the extant OE texts, three
main types have been distinguished by the researcbsponsible for compiling and
annotating the YCOE. These are empty subjectscelideler coordination, empty expletive
subjects, and what might loosely be called “otteeses”. It is with these “other cases” this

study will concern itself. Examples of all threeegories have been provided below:

(3.1) Pawees he paer gestonden lichomlicre untrymnessg] &roferde:
then was he there attacked bodily unhealthimeaséd [he] passed-away
‘There he was attacked with bodily infirmity andsged away.’
(Bede 232.20)

(3.2) Rihtlice [§] is gecweden paet heora an underfenge fif pand oder twa.
Rightly [it] is said that thene-one received five pounds and other two
‘It is rightly said that one of them received figeunds, and the other two.’
(A£CHom Il 320.74)

(3.3) Pa beseah he up. and geseah fela engla werod. @grmbeorhtnysse scinende. and
then looked he up and saw great anghlbst on great brightness shining and
daera halgena sawla wid hileogende mid unasecgendlicum leohte. anfidfligdon
the saints’ souls toward hiflying with immense light and [they] caused-todle
da deoflu him fram.
the devils him from.

‘Then he looked up and saw a great host of anglkising with great brightness, and
the souls of the saints flying toward him with inmse light, and they caused the
devils to flee from him.’

(Z££CHom 11 194.155)

Example (3.1) illustrates an empty subject elidedar coordination, i.e. a case where the
subject of a second conjunct clause has been dedataccount of being identical to that of
the immediately preceding “first” conjunct claug@.2) illustrates an empty expletive
pronoun subject, while (3.3) illustrates an exangsle third category. In this specific
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instance, the empty pronominal subject occurssaand conjunct clause and shares
reference with the direct object of a precedingmwause, and does thus not count as a
subject pronoun elided under coordination.

Now, these “other cases” have been stated by @@E/ corpus analysts to include
tokens corresponding to what generative literatefers to apro. Many of our cases thus
represent genuingro-drop. Once agairpro is defined as an empty element present whenever
a finite verb has no overt subject, and this ensptyject “is not coreferential with that of the
previous parallel clausé.In addition to cases g@io, this category includes cases where the
empty pronoun may be co-referent with the subjéth@immediately preceding “first”
conjunct clause, but where some other factor iates. Such complicating factors may
include cases where the number changes, or where igonly partial co-referentiality, i.e.
the empty pronoun shares reference with only datieopreceding subject. As will be shown
in Chapter 4, instances are also included wherertt@y pronoun is co-referent with more
than one single clause element, such as, for iostansubject and an object, or a subject and
an object of a preposition. These are instanceshndo not conform fully to the generative
pro-category, but which will be treated here regaslles

The types of empty subjects exemplified in (3.1d &h2), however, will not be
treated here. Empty coordinate subjects are natettleon basis of being idiomatic in OE, in
the same way as they are still idiomatic in PDE pBnsubject-realisations of the expletive,
or non-referential pronouit ‘it’ is also outside the scope of this work, whitituses on
omission of referential subject pronouns. Howeeetpty expletive subjects as a
phenomenon is not unrelated to the subject mattiistudy, as the existence in a language
of non-referential pronouns has often been linketthé language’s status as a mvo-drop
language (Haugland 2007: 46). At this point, itldaalso be noted that the modern language
does not sanction empty expletive subjects.

We are then left studying the “odd” cases of sulpeaission which often, but not
necessarily always, correspond to the generativallgro” category. It could also be
reiterated here that the phenomenon under anggsis counter to the grammatical rules of

PDE, which generally requires overt subject prosowith a few exceptions (cf. also section

! Most of the information given here concerning YC@&#l its use is chiefly paraphrased from the variou
reference manuals associated with the corpus, foural athttp://www-
users.york.ac.uk/~lang22/YCOE/YcoeHome.hithese include reference manuals for searchingdtmus
(http://www-users.york.ac.uk/~lang22/YCOE/doc/coigmexch/CSRefToc.hinand for the syntactic
annotations themselvelt{p://www-users.york.ac.uk/~lang22/YCOE/doc/antiotdYcoeRefToc.hth
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1.2). As also stated in Chapter 1, this is alse fan the other Germanic languages, as well as

French.

3.4 Corpus Linguistics

Data collection for this thesis has relied on carfguistics. Corpus linguistics as a method
for linguistic research involves the electronicrsaing of data collections which have been
specifically prepared for this purpose. De Smefihds a corpugs “a collection of language
materials (written or spoken) which are speciatlited for use in language studi€sThe use
of electronic corpora in linguistics dates backh® nineteen-forties, according to McEnety
al. (2006), yet it was only as personal computerseghwidespread availability that “the
exploitation of massive corpora became feasibleCEReryet al. 2006: 3-4). This is of
course due to the massive storage capacity of dteem computer. However, McEnesyal.
point out that the corpus method had been utivgek before that time, by researchers using
“shoeboxes filled with paper slips” as means oaddbrage. Regardless of how
unrepresentative or skewed the corpus data maylieeie McEnergt al.rightly state that
the methodology of these researchers was “corasedi in the sense that it was empirical
and based on observed data” (McEnetrgl. 2006: 3).

The most commendable feature of corpus linguistsca methodology is that it allows
the study of linguistic features without manuakasching for tokens in texts or personally
interviewing respondents. McEnegyal.list four main criteria for corpora, namely thagth
data should be authentic, machine-readable tertikal to be representative of a particular
language or language-variety” (McEnetyal. 2006: 5). They further define a corpus as “a
body of naturally occurring language”, but als@s$ by referring to Leech (1992) that
corpora are most regularly compiled with a spegficpose in mind (McEnerst al. 2006: 4).
Such purposes could be to facilitate studies ofahguage of teenagers in London (the
Corpus of London Teenage English) or to comparguages (the Oslo Multilingual Corpus).
There are, of course, also many non-specialiséstandard” corpora, such as the British
National Corpus.

In historical linguistics, it is a fact that resel@ers are naturally restricted to
considering the data contained in the extant tet$he case is in this study. There are no
native speakers alive to act as informants, arsliels, McEneret al.(2006: 178) point out
that studies of this kind have “always, in a sebgen corpus-based”. Indeed, tlaeg no

% Collected from
http://gandalf.uib.no/lingkurs/webroot/index.php@gacorpus/collections&lang=en&course=lingmet
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doubt also right in claiming that “[d]iachronic dipis perhaps one of the few areas which can
only be investigated using corpus data” (McEnretrgl. 2006: 96). There should be little

doubt, then, that extensive edited and searchabpp®ra offer a genuine advantage over
manually searching the entirety of the existinggitgl corpus of the published Old English
texts.

In the case of this study, access to and use of @@E, a syntactically tagged corpus
containing the entire OE prose tradition has pramgaluable. As mentioned in Chapter 1,
the type of subject omission investigated herefarly restricted phenomenon in OE, and as
will be demonstrated in Chapter 4, the frequencfeauses containing empty subjects are
very low. Many of the texts under analysis arelydong, and manually searching them for
examples would likely take an excessive amouninod tindeed, Susan Pintzuk has expressed
her opinion that “it would be impossible to do mudw on argument drop in Old English
without using the YCOE” and that “it would take yg#&0 search the texts manually for
examples” (personal communication May 2009). Ireotd illustrate this point, it may be
mentioned that Sweet’'s edition Glira Pastoralisconsists of 469 pages of prose containing
approximately 3400 clause structures. Distributeitegevenly over these pages are no more
than 37 instances of empty pronouns functioningudgect. It should be clear that manually
searching for these 37 occurrences would be timmstgaing, and such an approach would
also entail considerable potential for inaccuraay error.

As a consequence of this, the only feasible altemm&o the corpus-method would
have been to restrict the primary source matefitlis thesis to one — or even just part of one
— single prose work. This would have been unforteiimaterms of the representativeness of
the study, as it would have been very problematfotmulate generalisations of any kind
based on such a small sample. It should also b&idened that even investigating such a
small sample would doubtlessly prove very time-comisig. Use of the YCOE has

immensely simplified the process of data collection

3.4.1 The York-Toronto-Helsinki Corpus of Old English Prose

The YCOE is a syntactically annotated corpus ctoingi®f 1.5 million words. It is the third

in a series of historical English corpora, the oth being the Penn-Helsinki Parsed Corpus
of Middle English 1l (PPCME) and the York-HelsinRarsed Corpus of Old English Poetry.
Contained within YCOE is every extant prose teatrfrthe Old English period. The text of
the corpus is in the main identical to that of theversity of Toronto’s Dictionary of Old

English project, with only a few alterations fooféign” characters such asp andad.
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According to the corpus analysts, errors have loeerected “silently”, and some minor
changes have been made to word-division and cigaiti@n in order to facilitate syntactic and
part-of-speech annotations. The goal of the coipts provide a method of easily searching
for syntactic constructions in the OE texts. Imrterof theoretical affiliation, the corpus can
perhaps be said to somewhat partial to the framewafogenerative linguistics, particularly in
terms of the syntactic labels used, and also irfidireat of the parsed syntactic tree structures
with which the corpus operates. An illustration bagn provided in figure 3.1, demonstrating
the syntactic annotation of an OE main clause asgrted both by the text as it appears in the
corpus source and output files, and by a figureesgmting the same text in syntactic tree

structure.

Figure 3.1: An example of the syntactic annotalioM COE®

( (I P-MAT- SPE ( NP- NOM ( PROMN he)
(ADJP- NOM ( ADJ”N syl f)))
(VBPI forgif+d)
(NP (N mihte) (CONJ and) (N streng+de))
(NP- DAT (PRC$ his) (N'D folce))
(. ;)) (1D copreflives, +ALS [Pref]:19.11))

IP-IIAT-EFE

HNEP-NOM FI HP-DAT

PRO  ADJP-HOM forg!f+d CONT PR4\ND
he PsDLN mj.Lte and sireng+de h.L fl:uLe

Sj,Lf

Provided below is the same text in “regular” format

(3.4) he sylf forgifd mihte and strengde his folce;
he self gives power and strength to-his peaple-
‘He himself gives power and strength to his people
(ZELS (Pref) 19)

® This illustration has been taken from the syntaatinotation reference manual associated with YGOE
http://www-users.york.ac.uk/~lang22/Y COE/doc/antiotd Y coeRef.htm#example$ his information was
retrieved on 23 July 2010.
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As can be seen in the table, each word in the sdnps been tagged syntactically, and
arranged hierarchically in a syntactic tree stectuhere each single node is searchable by
the program associated with the corpus. All lape¢sent in the tree function as nodes. It may
be observed that there are three main “levelshénhierarchy, namely the clause-level, the
phrase-level and the word-level.

The corpus does not feature an easily accessiatelseterface like most modern
corpora. Instead, the corpus is accessed by theu€8earch program. This program requires
two separate types of input files which serve &irinct the corpus in what to search for, and
also informing it of where it will find the request information. The first is a command file,
which normally would be a query file identifyingetinode or nodes to be searched and a
specific query defining the relevant syntactic feat The second is a source file in which the
search is carried out. In our case, the sourcevitleld be a parsed corpus file containing a
specific prose text. Finally, after the search lbeen finalised and tokens found, the

CorpusSearch program creates an output-file deggilie identified citation’.

3.4.2 Data collection

In the case of this thesis, search parameters wayd to be defined which would efficiently
and reliably identify the relevant occurrencesmpgy subjects in the clause structure. Thus,
a search file was written instructing the progransearch in alinflectional phrasesnd to
search for all instances of empty subjects whiehnat directly co-referent with the subject of
the preceding clause, nor an example of an explstibject. The search file is illustrated in
(3.5) below.

(3.5) Search parameters for empty pronominal stbjec

node: IP*
guery: *pro* exists

Our first concern is “setting the node”. This opgenainstructs the CorpusSearch program to
search and print all instances corresponding wighquery command, so long as their position
in the underlying syntactic tree occurs below thentified node. As we are investigating
sentential syntax, the notie* has been set. The colieindicates that the search should print

all “hits” located in inflectional phrases. Howeyas a variety of types of inflectional phrases

* Again, the source of this paraphrased informatimm be found in the documentation of YCOE. SusatzBk
has also kindly instructed me in and recommendedd#iarch methods detailed in (3.6)—(3.9).
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are identified in the tree structure, the wildcaotnmand: was added, allowing the search to
be carried out in all types of inflectional phras@ther searchable nodes include, for instance
CP, which facilitates searches to be made within dempnt phrases, while tiNdP node

allows studies of the internal structure of nouragks. The query commaiyato* existswill
ideally list all instances of empty pronouns taggedpro*, which corresponds with the

“other cases” discussed above. Thus, empty codelsubjects, identified by the tagon*,

and empty expletive subject pronouns, identifiedH®rexp* tag, are excluded.

For purposes of comparison, it was also of intee&lentify the frequency of clauses
containing overt subject pronouns. A complemens@grch was carried out to identify such
pronominal subjects. Similar to the search pararaeteown in (3.5), this search also set the
node tolP*. However, in order to achieve as precise ressl{zoasible, a more refined
method of searching the corpus had to be usedtclséor these tokens. This was achieved
by instructing the corpus to “tie” each distincafff of the query command to the one
preceding it, with the first part of the query coamd initially being “tied” to the specified
node. These “parts of the query” are referred toadls by Susan Pintzuk. This method
reduces the chances of the corpus providing hitsiis of structure in different parts of the
node” (personal communication March 2010). Addidilbyy the commane@xistswas replaced
by the command®omsandiDomsOnly These terms are frequently used in connection wit
syntactic tree structures in generative linguistaesl basically mean that a specified node
“immediately dominates” another node. The term “iethately dominates” indicates that
there are no other nodes present separating thetgueestion in the syntactic tree structure.
iDomsOnlywould then indicate that a specified node immediateminates only one
particular node. In both cases, the dominating nedeferred to as thmotherwhile the
“dominated” node is referred to as tteughter’ The following search was used to identify

overt pronominal subjects in the corpus texts:

(3.6)  Search parameters for overt pronominal stbjec

node: IP*
query: (IP* iDoms NP-NOM*) AND (NP-NOM* iDomsOnl{?RO”N)

Here, as is evident, the node is set to IP*, amdpegated in the first call, while the first call i
reiterated in the second. This search file alldves@orpusSearch program to search within all

® These “familial” terms are related to the factttte syntactic tree follows a family tree struetufhus, terms
such asncestorsdescendantsnothers daughtersandsistersare commonly seen.
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inflectional phrases for instances where any notiveanoun phrases are immediately
dominated in the syntactic structure by any inftawl phrase, while any nominative
pronouns are immediately dominated by a nominatouen phrase.

Another major benefit of this search method was ith@ould be modified to show the
clausal distribution of the overt subjects. Thathe search would be able to show the details
of the clause types in which the overt subject pummoccurs. Combined with the occurrences
of Sy analysed for this study, these figures for oveshpun subjects allow for the creation of
very detailed statistical overviews of the clautiatribution of $ versus §onin OE. For this

purpose, the following search was used:

(3.7)  Search parameters for overt pronominal stdbjecsubordinate clauses

node: CP-THT*/CP-ADV*/CP-REL*
query: (CP-THT*/CP-ADV*/CP-REL* iDoms IP-SUB*) AN¥IP-SUB* iDoms
NP-NOM*) AND (NP-NOM* iDomsOnly PRO”N)

Here, a few changes have been made to the seansthilte CorpusSearch program has been
instructed to search not within inflectional phigdaeut within various types of complement
phrasesCP-THTindicates thapaetclauses should be search€®-ADVindicates adverbial
clauses, whil€€P-RELindicates relative clauses. Again, the wildcanthisgl instructs the
program that the search is to be carried out imaibants of a clause type. These nodes had to
be searched individually, as it would be impossiblprocure results from these three nodes
simultaneously. In terms of the query command gtiiinshould also be observed that the
calls have once again been “tied” to each othedeasribed above. The search command
itself indicates that the node identifying the cladype in question should immediately
dominate a node indicating a subordinate clausktteat subordinate clause should
immediately dominate a nominative NP, while thatnimeative NP immediately dominates a
nominative pronoun. With these search parametenese tsearches for each corpus text
produced exact figures for the distribution gf&n paetclauses, adverbial clauses and
relative clauses.

In order to provide results for overt pronominalbgcts in non-conjunct and second
conjunct main clauses, the search parameters ooceimad to be modified slightly. The
search used to find overt pronominal subjects meomnjunct main clauses is illustrated in
(3.8).
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(3.8)  Search parameters for overt pronominal stdbjacnon-conjunct main clauses

node: IP-MAT*

query: (IP-MAT* iDomsNumber 1 !CONJ) AND (IP-MATDoms NP-NOM¥)
AND (NP-NOM* iDomsOnly PRO”N)

As (3.8) shows, the node was selReMAT* in this instance, instructing the program to
search in all kinds ahatrix clausesa term corresponding to main clauses. As the wasan
previous searches, the query command once agaithadirst call to the node, but a new
search commandibomsNumber % is introduced. This command essentially means
“immediately dominates as first daughter”, andsediin this case to identify cases where a
main clause immediately dominates an element dkfagr a conjunction, when that element is
the first daughter of the “dominating” main clausether node in the syntactic tree. The term
“first daughter” would identify the first of sevénaodes immediately dominated by another
node, and it is the tad@ONJ which indicates that this “first daughter” is reotonjunction.
The exclamation point is used as a negative opeiratbe CorpusSearch program — meaning,
basically, “not”. Additionally, as was also donetive preceding searches, the query string
instructs the program to search within main cladsesominative NPs which immediately
dominate nominative pronouns in the tree structure.

The search parameters given in (3.9) were useeai@ls for overt pronominal subjects

in second conjunct main clauses.

(3.9)  Search parameters for overt pronominal stdbjecsecond conjunct main clauses

node: IP-MAT*

query: (IP-MAT* iDomsNumber 1 CONJ) AND (IP-MATDoms NP-NOM¥*)
AND (NP-NOM* iDomsOnly PRO”N)

The only difference between (3.8) and (3.9) is thatnegative operatbprecedingCONJ

has been removed, indicating that the search pmogheould produce hits for instances where
the first “daughter” of the matrix clause tag isamjunction. That is, the first word in the
clause should be a conjunction, and the main claade should immediately dominate a

nominative noun phrase, which again immediately idates a nominative pronoun.

3.4.3 Problems in using the YCOE corpus
While YCOE has been an invaluable tool in the dat&ection process, certain issues and

problems did present themselves. First, a mindolpro was observed with the way YCOE
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positions empty pronouns in the clause, which teduh some highly unconventional word
order patterns. As the corpus analysts themseti@a#,ahe empty pronoun label has been
inserted at the earliest possible position in taese containing it. In very many cases, this
position did not correspond with what the locatadran overt pronoun in a corresponding
structure would have been. Thus, the empty pronalnsimbjects had to be moved to what was
considered the most likely position, according yhast judgment. This was done by
analogy, and it is believed that in most of theesashe position of Feflects quite accurately
what the position of sz,n would have been, according to clause type. Whigenord order of
OE admittedly was somewhat less restricted thaninhaDE, it was certainly not entirely

free, and features a clear V2 constraint. This mélaat when the corpus placed the *pro*
label initially in a clause that would normally berb-second, the corpus “analysis” was
accepted. When the *pro* label was placed initiailya clause where it was felt that verb-
initial verb order would be the better analysisybwer, such as in an interrogative clause, or
a clause featuring a hortative subjunctive strggttire empty pronoun was moved
accordingly. Other than this brief example, though space will be dedicated here to discuss
the various word order patterns in main and sulbatdi clauses — as this has been done
excellently and exhaustively by, among others, B@€K1) and Heggelund (2010). Suffice it
to say that once the most likely location of thebjgect gap” had been determined, this
concern ceased to be an issue.

More serious, perhaps, is the fact that it canmayt@ttention at quite a late stage in
the process that thexistscommand used to search for empty subjects mapuigged”, and
also “may not restrict the search domain suffidigr{Susan Pintzuk March 2010, personal
communction). As such, there may be a risk thaahotlevant examples have been caught
by the search program. To ensure that this isheotase, alternative search parameters,
recommended by Pintzuk, were used to run anothessef searches of the corpus texts.
These searches provided no hits which were naadyrpart of my collected data, hopefully
indicating that the data collection method usea ienot too deeply flawed, and that the
CorpusSearch program has not “missed” a substamtraber of tokens. Still, it would be an
oversight to fail mentioning that this risk doesséx

Incidentally, a less serious consequence of thetliat theexistscommand does not
restrict the search sufficiently was evidenced wéegrches occasionally produced hits in
citations containing the grapheme-sequerm®>, resulting in hits containing no empty
subjects, but which featured this sequence in propens such aSempronius, Deprobane

and also in similar cases. It must be said, thotlgit,this is a minor problem which was
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easily rectified when the time came for manual gsialof the collected data — at which time

these instances were discarded from the analysestiaia

3.5 Method of analysis

The citations found by searching the YCOE wererendténto Filemaker Pro version 8.5,
where they were analysed and classified accordirgsiet of primarily syntactic, but also
pragmatic, criteria. The syntactic criteria cor@sg to the structural variables — referenced in
section 1.7 — which will form the basis for the gtitative analysis aimed at ascertaining the
role of the syntactic environment in which the eyngibjects occur. First, the citation itself
was entered into a separate field. Secondly, s glession of the OE text was added to
another separate field, followed by another fiedtaining a more or less idiomatic PDE
translation. These translations were, of coursereievant to the results of the study, yet
proved highly useful in the process of analysistipalarly in terms of correctly identifying
theantecedenbf the empty pronoun. Identifying the antecedeas wot always a
straightforward matter, and the addition of glossmed idiomatic translations served to
simplify that process immensely. This topic will toeated in more detail in Chapter 4. In
cases where there were doubts as to the identiheadntecedent, the immediately preceding
context was also added to the database, alsoetdeof its own.

Now, the termantecedenis well-known in syntax, and is very commonly used
conjunction with pronouns. It is remembered thanpuns commonly recapitulate or “point
back towards” nouns and other pronouns. The aneéetési the element which the pronoun
recapitulates, i.e. the antecedent is the elenosemhich a pronoun refers, whether nominal or
pronominal. Whenever a pronoun has an antecedenpronoun agrees with its antecedent in
number, person and gender. Not all pronouns hatezasents, but referential subject
pronouns typically d8.

When a subject pronoun is empty, the antecedeas tak particular importance,
because it is by identifying the antecedent thattieaning of the clause emerges. In our
context, the antecedent has been defined as thiéelagion in the text of the expression with
which the empty subject shares reference. If tfrexeace of gshould happen to be
cataphoric, it is the first occurrence of the cferent expression which will be considered to

be the antecedeht.

® In cases of situational reference, however, tfereace is to something outside of the text itdalkuch cases,
it is very difficult to speak of an antecedent.
' Cf. section 4.7.2. for the terminology employed.
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Subsequently, the citations were classified agogrtb various syntactic criteria.

First, attention was given to the instance git&:If. An entry was made in the database
indicating the number of the empty pronoun, whesiiegular or plural. In many cases,
distinguishing number was an easy matter, as tiregmonding verbal inflections serve to
disambiguate this quite efficiently. In most casesingular verb indicates that the empty
pronoun is singular, and a verb inflected for thegd would correspondingly indicate a plural
pronoun. This feature was, incidentally, also uksefaetermining the identity of the
antecedent (cf. also section 4.9). Secondly, d fredicating the likely person of the empty
pronoun was filled in, showing whether the instaot&, represented a first, second or third
person pronoun. Third, the clause type in whichettmpty subject occurred was identified.
Here, a distinction was made between non-conjurah iwlauses, second conjunct main
clauses, relative clauses, adverbial clausegastdlauses (cf. section 4.7.1).

Further, information identifying the grammaticah@ion of the antecedent was
entered into the database (cf. section 4.7.2). Hedsstinction was made between antecedents
functioning as subject, object, object of a prefpmsj subject complement or a genitive in its
clause. As some instances gff€atured antecedents which did not correspond tviéke
main categories, a “miscellaneous” category waabéished to cover the excess examples
(see further discussion in section 4.7.2.5). Amlé&fmnite” category was also established, on
the grounds that not all instances gff&ture a syntactic or overt antecedent, but ratig
on indefinite reference (see further discussioseiction 4.7.2.6).

Finally, the clause type in which the antecedesticcwas identified for each citation
(cf. section 4.7.3). Four main categories werebdisteed in this case also, distinguishing
between antecedents occurring in preceding mausets following main clauses, preceding
subordinate clauses and following subordinate elswu®nce again, categories representing
“miscellaneous” and indefinite antecedents weratec:

The database has also been provided with foundistategories denoting the distance
separating Sand its antecedent, distinguishing distances 8fvlerds, 4—6 words, 6—10

words and 10+ words separatinga®d the antecedent.

3.5.1Problems in using FileMaker Pro

Overall, FileMaker Pro has served its function wélhile there was a certain learning
investment, the program is intuitive and accesgs#ue once the record layout had been
composed, it was an easy matter to enter the apatenformation. Once all the citations

had been entered and analysed, FileMaker Pro atdddted easy searching, and simplified
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the process of collecting statistical informatiarconjunction with, for instance, the
compilation of tables. However, one central disadiage to using FileMaker Pro is the fact
that the program is not overly “intelligent”. Stdical problems occurred because it was
assumed that FileMaker was capable of distingugsbategories and criteria “intelligently” to
a greater extent than it actually was. When summmi{requencies for antecedent type, it
was found that the total number of occurrences dam@7%. This happened because
FileMaker could not distinguish between the tags (@bject) and “OofP” (object of
preposition) in a satisfactory manner. Instancesngethese tags were counted together,
which means that the prepositional objects werneadigtcounted twice. This was rectified by
manually counting the occurrences, which admittéglsomewhat contrary to the purpose of
compiling a database in the first place. Howeves proved to be only a very minor obstacle.

Attached is an example of a FileMaker record.

3.6 Problems of analysis

3.6.1 Are the selected texts representative?

As detailed in Chapter 1, the selection of OE téstming the basis for this study is fairly
extensive, comprising 11 works — six representirggearly OE period and five representing
late OE. In terms of content and sheer text lerthntext selection is in one way somewhat
skewed in favour of the IOE period. Figures dispthin the YCOE output-files show that my
corpus of eOE texts consist of a total 16 341 tekermile the IOE texts consist of no less
than 29 677 tokerfsHowever, despite the fact that the IOE subcorpueearly twice the

length of the eOE part, it was believed benefimahclude works by as many distinct authors
as possible in order to achieve as high a degrespoésentativeness as possible. As
Heggelund (2010) points out, one should alwaysidenshe problematic fact that “[t]he
dominance in Old English of certain authors, susldred and Alfric, means that individual
style may influence the results of linguistic intrgations” (Heggelund 2010: 44). As two of
the IOE corpus texts are authored by Zlfric, it yuagied important and necessary to expand
the corpus as much as possible. Thus, it was detednthat the discrepancy in length was

offset by the fact that more distinct texts wouldrease the representativeness of the

® The corpus analysts generally define a tokens&sjaence containing one main verb, i.e. roughly the
equivalent of a clause, although there are exceptimd variations to this rule.
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selection. The fact that the IOE texts are conaiolgrmore voluminous is perhaps
unfortunate, but is deemed here to be the lesset ev

As will also become apparent, though, it was ob=gthat the eOE texts have much
higher observed frequencies foy@mpared to the |OE texts, despite being neaitfythe
total length of the later texts. As will be seerCinapter 4, the total number of occurrences of
Sy in the eOE texts is 352, while the same numbethfedOE texts is 99. This could lead to
concluding that it was necessary to include motie 1€xts in order to achieve enough tokens
to allow for conclusions to be drawn. Also, it |lieved that a greater number of texts causes
a greater level of representativeness. Therefate,not consider it problematic that the IOE
period has somewhat greater representation in teftext length. In fact, it is thought that
the selection of texts is quite thorough, especiatien it is considered how much text can
realistically be included as background for a wakkhis limited size and scope.

Also, statistical tests for significance will semeecompensate for the fact that the size
of the samples is uneven. The statistical test bseelis the chi-square test. Unless otherwise
specified, the test in question will be a contingetable chi-square test

(http://faculty.vassar.edu/lowry/newcs.h#nlFor instances where comparable observed

frequencies were not available, the chi-square gesslof fit test has been used

(http://faculty.vassar.edu/lowry/csfit.htinln cases where this test has been used, a note

indicating this will appear in the text. Probalyitalues have been considered statistically
significant at the customary 5 percent level. Diriless otherwise stated.

However, no matter the quality and well-roundedrodgbe selection, the problem
arises whether it really is possible to make claion€OE based on this selection of texts alone
— or indeed any selection of texts. Does the lagguantained in these texts in all cases
represent “genuine”, representative OE? Any infarteare certainly long dead, and the
language they spoke seems decidedly alien to mpesksrs of the modern variant of the
language. Additionally, as stated in the introductithe extant OE texts represent the West-
Saxon dialect, for the most part, meaning thatekées may be less representative of the
language of Anglo-Saxon England as a whole. Alse, should consider the fact that the
extant OE material is very limited in size, whi@naender it problematic to reach valid
linguistic conclusions. Kohonen (1978) touches uthos, saying that “many crucial

arguments may have to depend on only a few ocotgeseof a form” (Kohonen 1978: 75).

°® However, it should also be recalled that a casebeamade for considering GD as belonging to the périod.
If so, the balance would be shifted by 5373 tokersch would even out some of the differences.
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Another problematic aspect of these texts is thetfeat the majority of them are
composed not in vernacular OE, but are translatomaraphrases of Latin originals. This
problem was also mentioned in conjunction withlthef overview of empty subjects in
Gothic (section 2.7.1), which, as recalled, featuetensive use of empty subjects. In
conjunction with this, it was mentioned that thatsy of the original Greek may have
influenced the syntax evident in Wulfila’'s trangbat of the Bible. Given the possibility of
such influence, it cannot be completely ruled bat the evident instances of &®uld be the
result of a non-idiomatic translation from the Geeehich was a genuingro-drop language.
The exact same problem exists for OE due to its Wgdume of translations from Latin. Like
Greek, Latin was a fullpro-drop language, and as such did not require oubjest
pronouns. It is thus not impossible that the laigguaf the original text may have had at least
some influence on the authors and scribes, andalsoson the extant OE texts. It is difficult
to exclude the possibility that instances gp&sent in translations from Latin originals may
in fact reflect the Latin idiom, and not that otima OE. As the majority of the OE text
tradition is based on translations from the Ldtns could constitute a problem in our
context.

At this point, though, it should be noted that Koo (1978) states that “it is
generally assumed that OE texts are remarkablygr#ent of the syntax in the Latin
originals” (Kohonen 1978: 74). Haugland (2007: &aB)p states that the translations “do not
generally strike the reader as slavish, glosstikaised renderings.” She also points out that
the translated prose generally bears great sityilarithe prose seen in vernacular OE
originals, such as thenglo-Saxon ChronicleHowever, she does point out that there are a
few notable exceptions, “particularly in Bede [where we find deviant or awkward
structures which may be directly dependent on thuece text or indirectly due to the
translation process” (Haugland 2007: 13). As shalseen in Chapter 4, the syntax of Bede
consistently shows higher percentagesgh3nost of the categories defined in the study.
However, while “latinisms” of this type are likepresent to some degree in the analysed
texts, one would in most cases expect the scriesrtect usages that contrasted with what
they felt was grammatically acceptable. Indeednibtéon that scribes would correct syntactic
usages at odds with their own sense of grammatigalstrengthened by evidence from
Gothic (2.7.1), where several instances have bbsareed of overt pronouns appearing
where the Greek original would have featured acttire with an empty pronoun. As
previously mentioned, Axel (2005) also reports tiatertain syntactic environments, OHG

texts consistently insert, &, in cases where Latin originals featugeGverall, then, it will be
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assumed here that the corpus of texts generaligsepts genuine and grammatical OE usage,
although one should certainly remain critical, @g# particularly in conjunction with a text
such asBede

In the end, though, one should realise that, whigeextant material may be
problematic in aspects such as those mentionedealialoes contain all the information
there is to be found about Old English, and mustetfore by necessity be considered to
represent the language in its entirety. In manysy#ye problem regarding representativeness
really becomes something of a moot point, given tinase texts represent our only vantage
point into the language of the Anglo-Saxons, an #iso the only possible way of drawing
any kind of conclusions about the English languagé was being written and spoken toward
the end of the first millennium CE.That being said, though, it is certainly still fid¢o be

conscious of the limitations and shortcomings efpheserved corpus of texts.

3.6.2 Could 3 be a result of scribal error?

Another methodological problem is the possibilifysoribal error. It cannot be excluded that
some of the instances of @iscussed in this study are actually represematineither OE

nor Latin, but rather of grammatical mistakes. Maaild mean that any such occurrences of
Sgwould be misleading if used as evidence in favda given argument concerning omitted
subjects in OE, and they may therefore serve tw ke analysis somewhat. The possibility
of such scribal errors is acknowledged by the YQ@O#us analysts, who state that tpeo*
category may encompass such “erroneous” tokenwilhglso be seen in Chapter 4, Allen
(2000) highlights the possibility of scribal eres a potential explanation for some of the
instances of $ However, it is highly difficult to decide exactivhich instances, if any, are
caused by scribal error. When dealing with a phesrmam of such restricted distribution, it
would be very difficult indeed to decide which iastes are genuine and which are errors,
and it seems nearly impossible to devise a systgralde of rigorously distinguishing
between the two. Given these difficulties, it iscahearly impossible to determine what the
statistical consequences would be of including mita€errors in our data material. Thus, it
seems best to let the general stance taken imthrisbe that the analysed occurrencesof S
represents genuine tokens valid for research. Sthisce also reflects, for instance, the view
held by Mitchell (1985), who, as recalled, referss as idiomatic in OE (cf. section 1.2).

19 Heggelund (2010) points out that the written laagriis often more conservative than the spokerutegey
and that the extant texts thus may represent kfighter idiom than what was actually spoken attthe of
composition. This is chiefly important for purpos#gating of texts, of course (Heggelund 2010: Z3je fact
remains that the information regarding the languzfgbee common man remains largely unknown.
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However, we should consistently have in mind thesgality that some of the analysed
instances may not, in fact, represent genuine @geaus yet this appears to be one of the
cases where it is impossible to reach a satisfadtoal conclusion. In historical linguistics, it
is sometimes necessary to acknowledge the factitbaixtant material will have to suffice.
Thus, in cases such as this, it is important taareraritical, but still allow analysis to be

carried out, despite how conclusive evidence maylvays be attainable.

3.7 Summary

This chapter has been concerned with the methbslegtiin connection with the processes of
data collection and analysis. The first part of¢hapter introduced terminology and limited
the scope of the study. Following that, corpusuistics as a method for data collection was
discussed, along with a presentation of the eleitroorpus used to procure the data forming
the basis for the analysis to follow in Chaptelrdorder to achieve as great a degree of
transparency as possible, section 3.4.2 detaike@xhct search parameters used to search for
instances of empty and overt pronominal subjecteenyork-Toronto-Helsinki Corpus of

Old English Prose. Some problematic aspects asedaiath use of the YCOE were
presented, before attention was given to the waydtiected tokens were analysed. Finally,
the last part of the chapter was dedicated to problrelated to the analysis. It is hoped that
this chapter provides insight into the processetatd collection and analysis, and will serve
to make the following chapter, constituting the mjpart of the study, as coherent and

accessible as possible.
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CHAPTER 4

DATA AND ANALYSIS

4.1 Introduction

The present chapter is concerned with the exangblespty subjects ¢$evident in the
selected corpus of Old English texts. The aim efdhapter is twofold. First, it attempts to
provide a brief overview of the relative distritartiof S,, and compare this with the
distribution of overt pronominal subjects occurringhe same corpus texts. On this basis, an
attempt is made to formulate statements on theriial development of empty subject
pronouns in OE. Secondly, in-depth presentatiomslyaes and discussions of the
characteristics of these empty subjects are gidere, the instances of, &ill be discussed
based on the various syntactic and pragmatic &itgmothesised to be of relevance to the
phenomenon (cf. sections 1.6, 3.5). Among thesdeanentioned the types of clause in
which S; appears, the grammatical function of the antedecteneferent with the empty
subject, the clause-type in which the antecederursand the textual “distance” between the
empty pronoun and its antecedent. However, immelgiareceding this, a section will be
dedicated to two specific variants gf Bhich are significantly more uniform than the
majority of the examples discussed here. Theserapy subject pronouns occurring in

“imperative-like” hortative subjunctive main clagsand empty subject relatives.

4.2 The relative distribution of S;in OE

As mentioned earlier, previous scholarship hasésteed that OE subject pronouns were
most commonly expressed, yet that the languagéagisgh a somewhat greater tendency to
omit such pronouns compared to the modern langlrrgeeding sections have also provided
insight into the status of subject omission in otk Germanic languages. It was seen that
Gothic relied extensively on empty subject prono{gsestion 2.7.1), and the same could also
be said to a certain degree about Old High Germsectipn 2.7.2). Several OHG texts utilised
Sy to a notably high degree, particularly Benediktinerregelnwhich featured empty subject
pronouns in 88.6% of the cases where the subjexttH#use was pronominal. At this point,
then, it is worth remembering Pogatscher’s claiat tmissing subjects” represent a language
feature common to all the early West-Germanic |laggs (Pogatscher 1901: 276-278). In
light of this and the various other statementsadsabout $in OE (cf. sections 1.2—-1.3, 1.6),

it is very much of interest to quantify exactly hoWten this phenomenon occurs in OE texts.
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Table 4.1 demonstrates the distribution pfrfSOE prose as represented by my corpus texts,
and provides a basic comparison between empty aed pronominal subjects. The table
gives the number of occurrences of overt and emgominal subjects in the corpus texts

and the relative frequency of,®xpressed as a percentage of the total.

Table 4.1: Pronominal subjects in Old English pr&envs. $

Texts Spron S

n %
Bede 3948 133 3.3
Bo 3 897 26 0.7
ByrM 356 1 0.3
ChronA 363 7 1.9
CP 4 839 36 0.7
GD 5296 15 0.3
LawAf 131 84 39.1
Or 2 303 65 2.7
WSCp 5792 35 0.6
AECHom | 5583 26 0.5
AECHom Il 4 801 22 0.5
Total 37 309 450 1.2

The table shows that,&ust generally be said to be a very restrictechphenon in OE. The
overall frequency for pversus §onin the combined texts is 1.2%, a very low rateegil
Excepting Alfred’sLaws which constitutes a rather special case, fregasraze generally
low on a text-to-text basis, ranging from 0.3% (HyiGD) to 3.3% (Bede). The remarkably
high percentage of 39.1% B LawAf is mainly due to its high concentratioh“onperative-
like” hortative subjunctive structures, about whinbre will be said below. Let it be stated
again however, that the omission of a subject prano imperative structures is not an
uncommon feature in OE, and does not represenypleeof omitted subjects with which this
work is primarily concerned. As will be seen beldlagse hortative subjunctives behave in a
fashion very similar to imperatives, and the imations of the high concentration of such
clauses in theawswill be further discussed in section 4.5.

Aside from the_aws then, the highest frequencies are seen in theetdtons oBede
andOrosius at 3.3% and 2.7%, respectively. Beh@ubsiuscomes thénglo-Saxon
Chronicle which displays 1.9% empty subjects. Behind thests, the percentages drop
quite sharply down to the 0.7% of bdbethiusandCura Pastoralis While the frequencies
of 0.5% for both the first and second series ofri Catholic Homiliesare certainly also

low, it may perhaps be more interesting to note lilee fact that the figure is identical for
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both texts. The two volumes of tlkatholic Homiliesare quite extensive texts, and for them
to show identical frequencies fog @ay suggest some level of systematicity — or etlser a
notable coincidence.

In this context, it may also be interesting to cangpthe figures for the OE version of
Boethiuswith that of the OHG version. As table 4.1 demaatss, the OE version features
0.7% empty pronouns in subject position, while@t¢G version has 0.9%, as referenced in
section 2.7.2. As the case also was with A£ACHondl llathese frequencies are notably even,
a fact which may perhaps serve to corroborate dtiemthat limited use of empty subjects
was indeed a realisation of a language-feature camtmearly stages of the Germanic
languages. It should be noted, however, that coedpiarthe other texts studied in
Eggenberger (1961) (cf. section 2.7.2) frequenaresconsistently much lower for the OE
texts studied here.

Indeed, one should always keep in mind that theguieacies overall are very low for
this phenomenon in OE. As has been stressed relhegieonominal subjects were fully
lexicalised in the overwhelming majority of OE cdaustructures. However, the percentages
indicate that the phenomenon is frequent enougbatoant closer examination. This is

supported by the fact that every single text urahedysis in this work contains examples of

S

4.3 The historical development of $

It has been suggested at several stages in theecofithis thesis that OE might represent a
stage in a development in the English languagerbVesing empty subject pronouns. As
recalled, overt subject pronouns are the norm witlyin the Germanic branch of Indo-
European, while the majority of the world’s langaagllow empty pronouns to function as
subject, regardless of whether those languagesréeaflectional morphologies. Chapters 1
and 2 have also shown that overt subject pronoanstituted a competitive innovation in the
Germanic languages, which ultimately supplantecethpty variant (sections 1.2, 2.7.2).
Given this, it might be expected that there wowddiore examples of,Present in the texts
belonging to the early Old English period, as tte OId English period would represent a
“further” step in a process leading toward the losmpty subject pronouns. Table 4.2
compares the distribution of, 8 the early and late OE periods. The table gillesaumber of
occurrences and the relative frequencies, expressadgercentage of the total number of

occurrences of pronominal subjects — overt and gmpt
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Table 4.2: Gonvs. §in eOE and IOE prose

Early Soron Ss Late OE Soron S

OE n n % | texts n n %
texts

Bede 3 948 133| 3.3| ByrM 356 1| 0.3
Bo 3 897 26| 0.7/GD 5296 15| 0.3
ChronA 363 7| 1.9 WSCp 5792 35| 0.6
CP 4 839 36| 0.7 £ACHom | 5583 26| 05
LawAf 131 84| 39.1| £ACHom Il 4 801 22| 05
Or 2 303 65| 2.7

Total 15481 351| 2.2 21 828 99| 05

As the table demonstrates, the frequency fas $§deed higher in eOE, showing an overall
frequency of 2.2% empty pronominal subjects, comgban the 0.5% observed in IOE. The
difference between the two periods is statisticsigificant {°= 241.87, g .0001).

However, there is considerable intertextual vasigtand both the low overall and text-
individual frequencies underline the fact that ikia very marginal phenomenon in both
periods. Given these low frequencies, it will cerabe difficult to claim that great
developments toward the loss of empty subjects baea made in the time separating the
early and late OE periods, even though the difiezdretween them is statistically significant.
One will also notice that the absolutely highesgtrencies for sare seen in the eOE period.

At this point, though, it should be stressed agiaa the statistics of LawAf are not
strictly comparable to the others due this textisaentration of “imperative-like” instances of
Sy mentioned above (also, cf. section 4.5). Whentthsis discounted, the overall frequency
for eOE drops to 1.7%. However, the difference leetwthe periods nonetheless remains
statistically significanty®= 148.27, g .0001). It should be noted here, though, thatethes
statistical tests only indicate that the differengedistribution of the two pronominal subject
variants presented here are not random, but cterefith period. They do not indicate
whether it is the time period or some other fathat is decisive in terms of explaining the
differences. In principle, the differences betwésntwo periods could simply be due to
individual variation.

With LawAf excepted, then, the higher rates pfr5eOE primarily stem from the
relatively high frequencies iBedeandOrosius at 3.3% and 2.7%, respectively. These
frequencies are, in this context of generally laguifes, notably higher than the highest
frequency found in the IOE period, namely the 0d#%he West-Saxoospels

Now, except for the “high” frequencies Bé¢deandOrosius— and the misleadingly

high result for Alfred’d_aws— the frequencies are actually quite similar fothbperiods.
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Byrhtferth’sManualand the two series of ZlfricGatholic Homiliesshow frequencies of
0.3%—-0.5%, which is very close to the frequenc.@P6 seen for botBoethiusandCura
Pastoralis The absolutely lowest frequencies in the entiipas are the 0.3% of ByrM and
GD, but in the case of ByrM, it should be noted thé figure in fact represents only a single
instance of g which makes it problematic to attach great vatue percentage value.
Additionally, this single instance is a hortatiwédginctive of the same variety which is seen
so often in LawAtf. It could also be remarked theg towest frequencies seen in eOE texts,
those of CP and Bo, are still higher than A£CHomd k&, which besides ByrM, demonstrate

the lowest percentages of the IOE period. Stidsthdifferences are negligible.

4.4 Introductory remarks on the analysis and categusation of the instances of g

While the research tradition on empty subjects Ei©certainly very tentative, the preceding
sections on previous research have suggested4imOg is unrestricted in terms of the
clause-types in which it may appear. That is, ensphjects have been said to occur in all
kinds of clauses, whether main or subordinate wedlas in the various subgroups of these
categories. As we shall see, the data collectedmjunction with this work provides
substantiation of these claims. Various other cédmave also been made regarding the
syntactic environments in which, 8ccurs, which will be tested in the following seos.

Thus, the ensuing sections will describe and aealysome detail the instances gf S
collected on basis of the primary sources.

First, a demarcation will be made between thosamees of $which fall into clearly
defined groups and those which exhibit more vamatiThe first category, which is the most
restricted in terms of observed tokens, will beradsged in sections 4.5 and 4.6. These
sections present instances gb8curring in hortative subjunctive constructions as the
subject of relative clauses, respectively. As idiseen, the constructions discussed in
sections 4.5 and 4.6 are uniform to the point witereay be asked whether they represent
forms of expression that were idiomatic at somgestaf the langauge. It might be an
overstatement to refer to these constructionsiamatic at the time of the extant OE texts, as
the observed frequencies are very low, but thegaboir with enough regularity in the data
material to suggest that the constructions mayebmants of fixed expressions. The fact that
they — relatively speaking — show a high degregntibrmity facilitates analysis and
classification to a much greater extent than thearaing examples. Therefore, sections 4.5

and 4.6 will be considerably shorter than the sestidealing with the less uniform examples.
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The examples which may defy easy classificatiaating to construction type will
be dealt with in the considerably longer sectioffs-4.10. These subsections are by far the
more extensive. The quantitative analysis of the ob structural variables proposed by
scholars such as Pogatscher (1901) and MitcheB85)1@ill take place in these sections, and
will comprise both the bulk of this study. Thispartly due to the fact that these instances are
more numerous, at 267 observed instances compathd tombined 183 of the two
categories mentioned above, but also because #magri more extensive treatment due

being more heterogeneous.

4.5 Hortative subjunctives

A considerable group of the instances ptiBder analysis occur in so-called hortative
subjunctive structures. These instancesg afdnbine with subjunctive verbs in structures
functioning in a manner closely resembling impeedi As recalled, imperatives constitute
one of the few areas in which the modern languagenits empty subject pronouns. Indeed, it
is perhaps the only case wheggsSthe favoured option in the modern language, as
demonstrated by example (4.1) below. As (4.2) shawgerative structures containing overt
subject pronouns are also sanctioned in PDE, y&} ¥ould more than likely be the

preferred realisation in most cases.

(4.1) Be quiet!
(4.2) You be quiet!

The situation in OE resembles this, in that varats seen between the two options, yet the
situation in OE is somewhat more complex, in the af subject pronouns varies between
positive and negative imperatives. The negativeanaof imperative construction, introduced
by the negative adverie ‘not’, normally prefers overt pronominal subjediitchell 1985:
374-375, 383-384), as seen in (4.3).

(4.3) Ne wep pu:
not weepwP.SG you
‘Do not cry.’
(ACHom | 425.187)

Positive imperatives, on the other hand, normagtdire empty pronominal subjects,

similarly to the situation in PDE. Still, overt gabt pronouns are also observed to occur,
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albeit less often (Mitchell 1985: 374-375). Below given two examples of OE positive

imperatives, where (4.4) contains an empty pronahsuabject and (4.5) the overt variant.

(4.4) Gif 8u heelend crist sy. Gehae}][8e and us;
if you savior Christ be, save.SG [you-sG| you-RFLX and us
‘If you are the Saviour Christ, save yourself arsd
(AECHom 1l 146.249)

(4.5) Ondswarede he him: Gif he Godes man sy, fylgadrge h
answered he them: if he God’s man be, follew:PL you-PL him
‘He answered them: If he is God’s man, follow Him.
(Bede 100.23)

In terms of syntactic features, it is observed puaitive imperative clauses are verb-initial,
with the subject in second position when the proniswovert. By analogy, it can be assumed
that this is also the likeliest location of the @yngubject, reflected by its placement in
example (4.4). According to Mitchell (1985: 375pwever, overt subject pronouns may in
some cases also occur in initial position. The tiegaariant is slightly different. As said
above, these structures are introduced by the ivegedverlne meaning that the verb is
pushed to the second position and the subjecetthird. However, iheis considered to be a
so-calledclitic (cf. for example Koopman 1997 and van Kemenade J128id therefore not
part of the clause structure, the word order remmlantical to that of positive imperatives.

Morphologically, the imperative mood in OE has idist inflectional endings only in
the second person singulaeko) and plural (@p). Quirk and Wrenn (1976) thus maintain
that the “imperative proper only exists in the sgtperson singular and plural,” yet allow
that there may exist a very rare first person pliaren (Quirk and Wrenn 1976: 85).

For exhortations in the third person, the subjwecinood takes the function of the
imperative. It should be commented, though, thateathe subjunctive mood is mainly
employed to express commands and exhortation®ithtid person, structures are also
observed where the subjunctive has been used settend person, as in example (4.6)
below! The result is constructions which resemble impegatto a significant degree. These
structures should, however, not be identified wggimuine imperatives, which Mitchell
stresses by “unrepentantly” referring to this védadegory as thpissive subjunctive
(Mitchell 1985: 373).

11t is difficult to determine why the subjunctiveood is used for some exhortations in the seconsbpeanstead
of the imperative proper. It could, however, becspeted that subjunctive structures were considaregaker
form of exhortation, thus providing a veneer ofitgriess for what is indisputably a command.
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Hortative subjunctives resemble imperatives in sdweays. Semantically, they
express commands, exhortations and encouragensgmisctically, they often have a clause-
initial verb, while the subject — and presumabbBoahny possible empty subject pronoun — is
postverbal, and typically located to the immediégat of the verlf. The empty subjects
occurring in hortative subjunctive structures daustarguably be said to represent a syntactic
“behaviour” which is reminiscent of that of emptybgects occurring in genuine imperative
structures. For an illustration of the syntactioifarities between imperatives and hortative

subjunctives, examples (4.6) and (4.7) have beeviged.

(4.6) Drihten. geheele [$ me
lord, savesBJCT[you] me
‘Lord, save me.’
(ACHom | 323.163)

(4.7) gif his hwa sie lustfull mare to witanne, secg [Bm ponne self peet.
if of-this anyone be desirous more to learn, ssmkcT[he] him then self that
‘if anyone desires to learn more of this, let hisels it himself.’
(Or 56.11)

Example (4.6) exemplifies a very similar structtoehat of (4.4). Aside from the
introductory adverbial preceding the imperativeuskin (4.4) and the vocative in (4.6), the
only discernible difference between the two isithperativezEro-ending of the verb in (4.4)
and the subjunctivee-ending of the verb in (4.6). In both cases the notanse features verb-
initial word order, with $occurring in the second position. The semantiglarities should
be apparent as well, as both are an impositiomdeigle salvation. Example (4.5) likewise
bears great similarity to (4.7), as both clausesr#roduced by an adverbial of condition,
followed by an imperative or hortative main clau&gain the difference between the two is
seen in the contrast between the imperative plafa¢énding of (4.5) and the subjunctive
ending of (4.7).

The structure seen in (4.4), (4.5) and (4.7), elzer introductory adverbial clause of
condition is followed by an imperative or subjumetmain clause, is commonly observed for

both variants. Thus, except for inflectional difeces, nothing seems to indicate that empty

2 A possible exception to this rule is seen in canmions with the indefinitenon‘one’, which is sometimes
seen to occur in the final position, exemplifiediX scillinga geselle him moone should give him 30
shillings’ (LawAf 44). Several examples of this variety are seen in Lawisfwever, it should be mentioned
here thatmonexhibits characteristics of both pronouns andNilk. For instancenoncan appear in clause-
positions where pronouns normally do not occursTas caused some to consithema nominal element. The
stance taken here will be that of van Bergen (20@@yever, who concludes thrabnmust be considered a
pronominal subject (van Bergen 2000: 116).
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subjects in subjunctive clauses should be treatddralamentally different to those in
imperative clauses.

In the examples of hortative subjunctives above ampty pronoun has been analysed
as occurring in the second, postverbal positiomil&rly to imperatives featuring empty
pronominal subjects, the decision to analygsasSoccurring to the right of the verb in
hortative subjunctives is made by analogy, as augrject pronouns in this type of
construction also appear postverbally, as illusttah example (4.8). Thus, the imperatives
and the hortative subjunctives can be said to heastically comparable in that they feature
verb-initial verb order, and have the subject posit unfilled or otherwise — in the position
to the immediate right. It may be observed thainstances of negative hortative subjunctives
featuring § have been found in the texts under analysis gwiark.

(4.8) Monnes cinban, gif hit bid toclofen, geselle mohsxillinga to bote.
man’s cheek-bone, if it be split, gigsacTone twelve shillings to compensate
‘If the cheekbone of a man is split, one shoulgedwelve shillings in compensation.’
(LawAf 50.1)

Table 4.3 below depicts the distribution of hoxtatsubjunctives featuring,$ the various

texts analysed here, as compared to the total nuofiliestances of Spresent.

Table 4.3: Hortative subjunctives compared to totalurrences of ssaccording to texts

Text Total S, Sg-subjunctives
n n %

Bede 133 2 1.5
Bo 26 2 7.7
ByrM 1 1 100.0
ChronA 7 0 0.0
CP 36 7 19.4
GD 15 4 26.7
LawAf 84 84 100.0
Or 65 5 7.7
WSCp 35 16 45.7
AECHom | 26 4 15.4
ACHom Il 22 2 9.1
Total 450 127 28.2

As the table shows, an entire 127 of the 450 ardlg#ations containing,®ccur in
hortative subjunctive structures. This correspdnds percentage of 28.2% of the total
number of tokens. There is, as seen, considenatdetextual variation. In some texts, such
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asBoethiusandOrosius only 7.7% of the occurrences of &e found in hortative
subjunctives, while in other texts, the figure igher. Generally, however, the frequencies are
well below 30%. The great exceptions are\test-Saxon Gospelst 45.7% and of course
Alfred’s Laws where all the registered occurrences &1 in fact hortative subjunctives.
This is also true of the single token in Byrhtfésthlanual It is recalled that LawAf was
remarkable in that an entire 39.1% of its pronoisudjects were empty, a figure no other
text comes near to equalling. The high figure fothbS, and $-subjunctives in LawAf is
explainable by the format and content of the tAsta collection of laws, this text takes the
form of a series of admonishments, where the sehijpeclause sets out the required

punishment when certain conditions have been metean in (4.9-4.11).

(4.9) Gif him mon aslea oper eare of, gesellg P6XX scillinga to bote.
if him one strikes either ear off, pagJscT[he] 30 shillings to compensate
‘If anyone cuts an ear off, he must pay 30 stghito compensate.’
(LawAf 46.159)

(4.10) Gif se hlyst odstande, paet he ne maege gehierasl|legy] LX scillinga to bote.
if the hearing is-stopped, that he not may hear;qgacT[he] 60 shillings to
compensate
‘If the hearing is damaged, so that he may not,Heamust pay 60 shillings in
compensation.’

(LawAf 46.1.160)

(4.11) Gif mon odrum peet neb ofaslea, gebetg fign mid LX scillingum.

if one another the nose off-strikes, compensateT[he] him with 60 shillings

‘If anyone cuts the nose off another man, he rnastpensate him with 60 shillings.’

(LawAf 48.163)
Extensive parts of LawAf take the form of conseaeitoccurrences of such sentences. There
can be little doubt that the reliance on this tgpsubjunctives has contributed greatly to the
remarkably high figures for,3n this text — in fact, there would have been nchs
occurrences without these third person exhortatibmsay even be said that the genre of
legal documentation, with its propensity for “conmda’”, facilitates the phenomenon of
“subjectless” sentences to a much greater degaeetéixts belonging to other genres.
Incidentally, this reasoning also explains the Higlguency of gsubjunctives in the West-
SaxonGospelsas most of these represent instances where @isisicts his disciples.

As seen above, the high occurrencesg gdubjunctives in some texts create statistics

which are not directly comparable with the othetsdorming the basis of this study. For this
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reason, once discussed here, hortative subjunatilese disregarded in the ensuing
sections.

While it is certainly interesting to observe hownyaf the total number of,;®ccur in
hortative subjunctives, it would undoubtedly be enoseful to provide an overview of the
ratio between empty and overt subjects in suclti&tres. Such an investigation lies outside
the scope of this work, yet a basic overview hanh@ovided, showing the distribution of
empty and overt pronominal subjects with threenefrhost frequently occurring hortative
subjunctive verbs in LawAf. This overview is prethin table 4.4 below. The statistics
presented in the table were procured by searchim@ictionary of Old English Web Corpus
for occurrences in LawAf of the subjunctive fortrete(n) gielde/geldeandselle Matches
were then sorted according to whether they featnosdinal or pronominal subjects, before a
distinction was made between overt and empty pramainsubjects. The indefinite pronoun

man‘one’ has been counted as a pronominal subjetisncontext.

Table 4.4: GonVvs. § with some hortative subjunctive verbs in LawAf

Verb Spron Sy

n %| n %
Betan‘compensate’ ( 0.0 38 100.0
Geldargieldan‘give’ 2 15.4 11 84.6
Sellan‘give’ 12 40.0 18 60.0
Total 14 17.3 67 82.7

As the table shows, the frequencies fpa& very high with these subjunctive verbs. The
overall frequency of 82.7% is notably high, paraly given the low general frequencies for
Sy, as seen above. The highest frequency fas Seen in combination with the vesbtan
‘compensate’, a verb which appears 38 times irhtrative subjunctive and which is empty

in all of the cases. The lowest, at 60%, is se¢h sallan‘give’. These high frequencies,

along with the high levels of uniformity observenthese instances of,®eg the question of
whether this variant of Jperhaps should be considered to be a fixed phoasetemnant of
such a phrase. It should be remembered that whilAf represents the eOE period, these are
in many cases ancestral Germanic laws which h&eg/lbeen conveyed orally for a very

long time prior to the conception of the text versiAs such, it could be speculated that these
laws have preserved evidence of an archaic forexpfession which to a great extent
preferred the omission of subject pronouns occgmith hortative subjunctive verbs. Of the
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14 instances of jan here, the indefinitenon‘one’ actually represents 13 instances. The only

exception, illustrated below, is an instance vhli#functioning as subject

(4.12) Gif he losige, & hine mon eft gefo, forgielde heehself a be his weregilde
if he escapessictand him one after capture, pagicthe him self according to his
wergeld
‘If he escapes, and one captures him afterwagtijin pay according to his wergeld.’
(LawAf 7.1)

This means, of course, thanifon‘one’ is analysed as a full NP, as many are likelgo (cf.

footnote 2 above), s virtually categorical in these cases.

4.6 Hatan + empty subject relative pronouns

Another distinct subgroup of the empty subjectsaurathalysis here is that of empty relative
pronouns functioning as subject in a relative atansconjunction with the veratan‘be
called’. Mitchell refers to this practice as onesef/eral variants of “naming constructions”
(Mitchell 1985: 533, 616-619). Two such instanaes exemplified below:

(4.13) He gesette under him gingran caserg] [8aximus waes haten,
he placed under him younger emperor, [who] Maximvas called
‘He placed under him a younger emperor, callediMas.’
(Or 146.20)

(4.14) peer hine afedde sum eawfsest munyglcR8manus hatte. preo gear.
there him fed some pious monk [who] Romanus callad, three years
‘A pious monk called Romanus fed him there foethyears.’
(££CHom 11 92.23)

This usage is clearly at odds with that of PDEatdeast the “standard” varieties of the
modern language require subject relative pronooie tfully overt. Object relatives, on the
other hand, may be quite freely omitted in PDE. &mauld also note the forhatte an

archaic variant of this naming construction (Mittli®©85: 616-617). For some texts, a
considerable number of the instances gfioBnd in the analysed texts belong to this catggor
while it is completely absent in others, as tabfebtlow shows. The table demonstrates the
distribution of empty relative subjects,(§ as they appear in the texts under analysis,

compared to the total number of instancesof S
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Table 4.5: The distribution of,& according to texts

Text Total S, Sg rel

nin %
Bede 133| 23 17.3
Bo 26| 2 7.7
ByrM 1] O 0.0
ChronA 7] O 0.0
CP 36| O 0.0
GD 15| O 0.0
LawAf 84| O 0.0
Or 65| 28 43.1
WSCp 35| 1 2.9
AECHom | 26| 1 3.8
ACHom Il 22| 1 4.6
Total 450| 56 12.4

As is evident from the table, a number of the takiem S, in the corpus texts represent
instances of S . Of the total instances of; § Orosius for example, 43.1% are empty
subject relatives. This frequency is notably higthan the frequencies observed in the other
texts. The frequency of 17.3% Bedeis also quite high. Five of the texts feature no
instances of Sewhatsoever, though. As a result of this, the oVeetdtive frequency for
Sgrel.in the texts under analysis is quite low, at 12.2Z%s frequency is notably lower than
that observed for ccurring in hortative subjunctives above. Asttiide demonstrates, the
collected tokens of Fepresent other uses of empty subjects than esupigct relatives in
most cases.

It should be mentioned, however, that the highuencies for S in Orosiusand
Bedemay not be exclusively motivated by syntax. In féoese high frequencies may perhaps
be better explained by textual factors, the mdstemt of which being tharosiusandBede
are historical narratives, in which a great deapce is dedicated to introducing the names
of characters and places. This leads to higherasdrations of “naming” constructions than
in other types of text, which in turn leads to l@gleoncentrations of,& On this
background, though, it is notable that ChronA, Wwha¢so is a historical narrative, features no
examples of S

It should be mentioned here that while table 4 &eigainly useful in determining how
many of the observed instances gafe empty relatives occurring in combination vath
form of hatenor hatte this table doesot, however, depict the relative frequencies pfS
versus what might be called:s i i.€. Overt relative pronouns functioning as thbject of a

relative clause. Although such a comparison wooldoubt be much more interesting, it has
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proven beyond the capacity of this work to compiteoverview of the situation regarding
empty and overt relative subject pronouns. Stijpad way of supplying at least an
indication of the ratio between the two would b@tesent a short study aimed at identifying
the frequency of §e versus Son.relin conjunction with the verlisatanor its archaic variant
hatte as they occur in the analysed texts. Althougta# proven too time-consuming to

conduct such an investigation here, an exampledf a structure is given in (4.15) beldw.

(4.15) Wees he sended from Westseaxna cyninge, se weeShatéelm
Was he sent by West-Saxon kiagwho was called Cwichelm
‘He was sent from the king of the West-Saxons, whs called Cwichelm’
(Bede 122.9)

Additionally, (4.16) and (4.17) below constitutergléel examples demonstrating contrasting

usages of Seand Sron.re respectively.

(4.16) & on his stowe gehalgode Seaxwulf biscop, se watsdnd & abbud paes mynstres,
and in his place hallowed Seaxwulf bishop, who tua@&ler and abbot of-the monastery
[Sg eet Medeshamstede is cweden, in Gyrwa londe.
which at Medeshamstede is called, in Gyrwa’s land.
‘and in his place hallowed Seaxwulf bishop, who Wesfounder and abbot of the
monastery, which is called Peterborough, in then&is land.
(Bede 280.24)

(4.17) Wees dis gefeoht geworden on paere meeran stowe gerciseDegsastan.
was this battle happened on the famous place wdailbed is Dawston
‘This battle took place in the famous place whihalled Dawston.’
(Bede 92.17)

4.7 Other uses of $

As previously mentioned, the data in the ensuing@e is less homogeneous than the
relatively clearly demarcated tokens discusse@atiens 4.5 and 4.6. Even so, numerous
patterns emerge even here — and some quite stgilsngThese patterns are based upon the
various linguistic variables used in analysingdiaga collected, and while the end result may
not lead to the formulation of a rule for subjestission in OE, it might at the least provide
an indication of the environments in which such simn occurred. As mentioned above, the
following sections will provide quantitative teggiof the variables proposed in the existing

literature, and each variable will form the fociseveral sub-groups in the following text.

3 Mitchell (1985ii: 88), however, points out that w@nnot be sure whethsefunctions as a relative or a
demonstrative pronoun in examples such as (4.183.groblem will not be addressed here.
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These variables include many distinct aspects,ofl®h as the various clause types in which
the phenomenon occurs, the type of antecedentwtiibh the empty pronoun shares
reference, the textual “distance” between antedesimh $, and so forth.

4.7.1 The clausal distribution of §

A main issue in the literature on subject omissioearly Germanic, and also in that directly
pertaining to OE, has been the clausal distributioiihe empty pronoun. As indicated at
several points in the course of this work, the texgsstudies of this phenomenon, while
certainly few and somewhat tentative, have sugdehbte the distribution of Snust have

been free, in that it could occur in all clausestypHowever, as observed in sections 1.3 and
2.8, only slight space is dedicated to the phenameand very little quantification is done.
As was also stated in these sections, it has beenteal focus of this thesis to remedy this by
guantifying the phenomenon to as large a degreessble.

Thus, this section seeks to provide a picture efréhative distribution of Sin the
various clause types in OE. The following sectiaiispresent and discuss the tokens pBS
they appear in the non-conjunct main clauses, seconjunct clauses, relative claudest
clauses and adverbial clauses of the analysed extpurposes of comparison, the
frequencies for Swill be contrasted with statistics for the distriion of S0 in the same
clause types throughout.

Finally, it should perhaps be reiterated that imség of hortative subjunctive
structures featuring empty subjects and relatisesgs containing empty subject relatives
have been omitted from this part of the study. Thesans that the instances girbrelative
clauses given in the table below do not represasgs of omitted subject relatives, as
discussed in section 4.6, but rather empty subjeatkuses introduced by an object relative
pronoun.

To introduce this component of the study, tablen&$ been provided. The table is
well-suited for introductory purposes, as it consaa concise summary of the data presented
in the ensuing sub-sections (4.7.1.1-4.7.1.5),rastihg the total occurrences gf &hd Sron
in the corpus texts, according to clause type. @/aimore detailed account will be offered in
the following sections, where the data for eachisgetype will be presented also according to
the distribution in the different corpus textssibelieved that a few initial comments may be
made on basis of table 4.6 alone.
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Table 4.6: The distribution of,n vs. Saccording to clause type

S)I’OI’] S@
Clause type n % n %
Main clauses 10 54p 99.5 52 0.5
2" conjuncts 5 637 97.6 139 2.4
Relative clauses 27179 99.9 4 0.1
Adverbial clauses 7221 99.5 39 0.5
paetclauses 4414 99.3 33 0.7
Total 30 597 99.1 267 0.9

As the table shows, the overall distribution givBrsus §onis very low indeed, at a

frequency of 0.9%. Granted, some variation is evideith S, being much more frequent in
second conjunct clauses, yet this low overall feggny is somewhat surprising given the
claims some scholars have made about empty sulije®ts. Indeed, the overall frequency of
0.9% really should be described as no more thahgiag, and while it has been reiterated at
numerous occasions that “subjectless” clauses isl@kld be regarded as the exception
rather than the norm, this is a notably low figuireis is especially true given the claims made
by, for instance, Baker (2007), Mitchell (1985)atigott (1992) and van Gelderen (2000) as
referenced in section 1.2 — who have stated thatexpression of the subject should be
regarded more or less as a regular feature ofitigubge. Based on the figures of table 4.6, it
must be concluded that these scholars may have thadelaims on uncertain grounds,
especially when it is considered that empty subjecOE have not been systematically
studied before. These conclusions remain valid idlse considers the frequencies f@rirs

the specific clause types. For instance, the oMegake of 0.5% $in main clauses certainly
does not support the concept that “pro-drop isegemmon” in OE (van Gelderen 2000:
149). The same is true also for relative clausel4D, adverbial clauses (0.5%) goebt

clauses (0.7%). The only clause type which caraimete provide some evidence in favour of
the claim that Sis a regular part of the language is second canglauses, although it must
be said that even here, the frequency is very low.

4.7.1.1 $in main clauses

Attention will now be turned to a more detailed owew of the distribution of Sand $on in
non-conjunct main clauses according to the textghich they occur. First, three such main
clauses are exemplified — and as the examples$rdbes they may be preceded by a
subordinate clause (4.18), (4.19), yet may alsodséone as a full sentence (4.20).
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(4.18) ba he pa Wigheard to Rome becwom, ger pon he todiiade becuman meahte,
when he then Wigheard to Rome came, before that hishophood become might
[Sg] waes mid deade forgripen,
[he] was with death afflicted
‘When he, Wigheard, came to Rome, he died beforht&l ascend to bishophood.’
(Bede 248.14)

(4.19) Gif he neere swutelice hreoflig.
if he not-was manifestly leprous,
[Sg weere ponne be his dome cleene geteald.
[he] wassBicTthen by his judgment clean considered
‘If he was not manifestly leprous, he was thensidered clean, by his judgment.’
(Or 243.62)

(4.20) [S] Weard pa fordrifen on an iglond ut on deere Wendelseae
[he] became then away-driven to an island out enMlediterranean-sea
‘He was then driven to an island in the Mediteeam’
(Bo 115.22)

While the data presented in table 4.6 reveals th&t mrucial information pertaining tg, &
main clauses, it is no doubt also of interest tavjagle a more detailed account of the
distribution of $ in main clauses according to the corpus textgrgthe inter-textual
variation demonstrated for the overall data (dfleéat.1). This information is provided in
table 4.7, below.

Table 4.7: GonVs. § in main clauses according texts

Texts Sron Ss Total
n % n % n %

Bede 995 96.6 34 3.3 1029 100.0
Bo 1143 99.6 5 0.4 1148 100.0
ByrM 138 100.0 0 0.0 138 100.0
ChronA 43 100.0 0 0.0 43 100.0
CP 943 99.6 4 0.4 947 100.0
GD 1157 100.0 0 0.0 1157 100.0
LawAf 25 100.0 0 0.0 25 100.0
Or 455 99.8 1 0.2 456 100.0
WSCp 2173 99.9 3 0.1 2176 100.0
ACHom | 1857 99.9 2 0.1 1859 100.0
ACHom I 1617 99.8 3 0.2 1620 100.0
Overall 10 546 99.5 52 0.5 10 598 100.0

As the table makes clear, the distribution gfrSmain clauses is extremely low in nearly all

the texts. In fact, only seven of the eleven cotpuss feature Sin main clauses, and for
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most of those that do, the frequencies range betwely 0.1% and 0.4% of the total. The
sole exception to this Bede which features an empty pronominal subject in 38%s non-
conjunct main clauses containing pronominal subj€eltte difference betwed&edeand the
other texts combined is statistically significantte five percent level{=178.44, §.0001).
Also, if the instances of,are considered without reference to the instant&s,4, it
becomes apparent that the 34 instanc&eotecomprise no less than 65.4% of the total
number of occurrences of; B this clause type. On basis of this table, tlitecen be
concluded quite emphatically thajsa was the preferred pronominal variant in the main

clauses of the corpus texts — whether belongirigegearly or the late period of the language.

4.7.1.2 $in second conjuncts

Similarly to section 4.7.1.1, the present sectidlhoffer a detailed presentation of the
distribution of $ and $ronin Second conjunct clauses according to textgylsagenting the
general overview provided in table 4.6. Three adgus this variety containing,&re
exemplified in (4.21)—(4.23).

(4.21) bees on paem eefterran geare Hannibal sende scipheReme,
this-G in the following year Hannibal sest ship-army to Rome
& [Sg4] paer ungemetlice gehergeadon.
and [they] there excessively ravagad-
‘In the year after this, Hannibal sent a fleeRmme and they there excessively
ravaged.’
(Or 96.16)

(4.22) ba gelamp hit pa da hi on deaere byrig betleem wicogbeet hire tima
then happened it then when they in the town Be#mtebojourned that her time
wees gefylled paet hio cynnan sceoki¢S,] acende pa hire frumcynnedan sunu.
was come that she give-birth should. and [she]-gpntb-to then her firstborn son
‘It happened, then, when they sojourned in the toiBethlehem, that the time was
come for her to give birth, and she gave birthe@oflrstborn son.’
(A£CHom | 190.16)

(4.23) ba eetywde him Helias mid Moyse
then appearede to-them Elias with Moses
& [Sg] to him spraecon.
and [they] to him spoke
‘Then Elias and Moses appeared to them, and theg speaking to him [i.e. Jesus].’
(WSCp Mk 9.4)

Table 4.8 presents the distribution @fssand S in second conjunct clauses according to the

corpus texts.
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Table 4.8: GonVs. § in second conjunct clauses according to texts

Texts Sron Sy Total
n % n % n %

Bede 584 93.6 40 6.4 624 100.0
Bo 333 97.9 7 2.1 340 100.0
ByrM 44 100.0 0 0.0 44 100.0
ChronA 131 94.9 7 5.1 138 100.0
CP 450 97.6 11 2.4 461 100.0
GD 1014 99.2 8 0.8 1022 100.0
LawAf 4 100.0 0 0.0 4 100.0
Or 365 93.1 27 6.9 392 100.0
WSCp 1135 99.0 11 1.0 1146 100.0
AECHom | 860 98.5 13 1.5 873 100.0
ACHom I 717 98.0 15 2.0 732 100.0
Overall 5637 97.6 139 2.4 5776 100.0

In combination with table 4.7, this table shows 84s more widely distributed in second
conjuncts than in main clauses, demonstrating anatifrequency of 2.4%. This is a
substantial increase compared to the overall freguef 0.5% Fobserved in main clauses.
The difference between non-conjunct and seconducchglauses is statistically significant
(x’=117.37, .0001). Also, as seen in table 4.6, the distribugdS,in second conjuncts is
higher than in any of the clause types discussesl e difference between second conjunct
clauses and all the other clause types combinalddsstatistically significant{=194.66,
p<.0001). Additionally, it is observed that many mtegts display relatively high frequencies
in this clause type compared to the other clausestyAlso, nine of the eleven texts featuge S
in this category. As the table shows, the frequeshcange from 0.8% to 6.9% of the total, but
“high” frequencies are not restricted to a singlarse, as the case was in table 4.7. The
highest frequency is observed@mosius which features an entire 6.9%if second conjunct
clausesBedeis very close behind with a frequency of 6.4Ble Anglo-SaxorChroniclealso
displays what must be referred to as a notably figguency, at 5.1%. At this point, it may
be surmised that it is the relatively high frequentempty subjects in second conjuncts that
leads to the claims concerning the idiomatic natdirgubject omission in OE, as discussed at
several stages previously. This category is cdytdie only one featuring statistics that even
marginally support the — possibly impressionistidaims made by many scholars of OE

about the permissibility of structures featuringpgyrsubjects.
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4.7.1.3 Sin relative clauses

Attention is now directed to the distribution gfiB relative clauses. As clarified above, the
few instances discussed here comprise empty prarasubjects of relative clauses
introduced by an object relative, as exemplifie@ir24) and (4.25).

(4.24) baed he paet heo him biscop onsende, pees lare & fpgg@ngolpeode,
asked he that they him bishop send, by-whose teg@md ministry English-people
be [S] rehte, paes Drihtenlecan geleafan gife leornade
which [he] ruled, the Lord’s faith grace learnt
‘He begged them to send him a bishop, by whosédteg@and ministry the English
people, which he ruled, might learn the grace of’'&taith.’
(Bede 158.6)

(4.25) & pa pa he ham ne com in da tid, pg][Bim bebead,
and then when he home not came in the time, wiiehHim commanded
se Godes wer Florentius pa wende his hamcymes &ldad op sefentid
the God’s man Florentius then expected his retochad-him waited until evening-time
‘And when he did not come home at the time whicln&e appointed to him, the man
of God, Florentius, expected his return and waitedhim until evening.’
(GD (C) 207.1)

Only very few of the instances of Bivestigated here are located in relative clauBles.four
instances classified as belonging to this categongtitute only 1.5% of the total observed
citations featuring empty subjects. Accordinglytasie 4.9 demonstrates, it may be stated
quite unequivocally that the general distributidrsgin relative clauses is extremely
restricted, with tokens being observed in only tfithe texts, namelBedeand Gregory’s
Dialogues In addition, of the four tokens observed in totlatee occur ilBede Once again,
then, it is observed th&edeprovides examples of rarely observed variantsgienomenon
which is already exceedingly rare. Table 4.9 shtheddistribution of $and $ron in relative

clauses.
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Table 4.9: GonVs. $ in relative clauses according to texts

Texts Sron Ss Total
n % n % n %

Bede 473 99.4 3 0.6 476 100.0
Bo 331 100.0 0 0.0 331 100.0
ByrM 15 100.0 0 0.0 15 100.0
ChronA 44 100.0 0 0.0 44 100.0
CP 346 100.0 0 0.0 346 100.0
GD 470 99.8 1 0.2 471 100.0
LawAf 9 100.0 0 0.0 9 100.0
Or 197 100.0 0 0.0 197 100.0
WSCp 209 100.0 0 0.0 209 100.0
ACHom | 321 100.0 0 0.0 321 100.0
ACHom I 364 100.0 0 0.0 364 100.0
Overall 2779 99.9 4 0.1 2783 100.0

As the table shows, the relative frequency pinSelative clauses is a measly 0.1%. This is
without comparison the lowest frequency gfa8cording to clause type seen in the entire
study. Given the figure of 0.1%, it seems unneggdseoffer further comment, except to say
that use of empty subjects in relative clauses doesppear to have been a viable possibility
for the authors and scribes of the texts analysed. iHowever, a methodological problem
was referenced in section 3.6.2 which is of paldictelevance here, namely that it is very
difficult indeed to achieve certainty regarding Wier some of the tokens of, 8ctually
represent scribal errors. Since there are so wvydkens belonging to this category, it may
very well be that some — or even all — of the ins&s grouped here do not represent

grammatical OE, but rather mistakes by authorsobas.

4.7.1.4 $in adverbial clauses

The following section will present the instancessgbccurring in the adverbial clauses of the
corpus texts. Examples (4.26) and (4.27) demorsaditerbial clauses featuring empty
subjects.

(4.26) Hu Boetius saede hu swytolg][Bngiten haefde peet hit eall sod weere
how Boethius said how clearly [he] understood Hed it all true was
‘How Boethius said how clearly he understood thafas all true.’
(Bo (heading) 10.13)
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(4.27) On pysum life we ateoriad gif J]Sus mid bigleofan ne ferciad:
in this life we waste-away if [we] us with with fdanot sustain
‘In this life, we waste away if we do not sustaurselves with food.’
(Z££CHom | 457.205)

Table 4.10 provides an overview of the distributddis, and $ronin adverbial clauses

according to the corpus texts.

Table 4.10: §onVs. § in adverbial clauses according to texts

Texts Sron Ss Total
n % n % n %

Bede 636 97.7 16 2.5 652 100.0
Bo 739 99.1 7 0.9 746 100.0
ByrM 50 100.0 0 0.0 50 100.0
ChronA 85 100.0 0 0.0 85 100.0
CP 1216 99.4 7 0.6 1223 100.0
GD 888 100.0 0 0.0 888 100.0
LawAf 51 100.0 0 0.0 51 100.0
Or 584 99.7 2 0.3 586 100.0
WSCp 947 99.6 4 0.4 951 100.0
ACHom | 1154 99.8 2 0.2 1156 100.0
ACHom I 871 99.9 1 0.1 872 100.0
Overall 7221 99.5 39 0.5 7260 100.0

The overall figure of 0.5%,3n adverbial clauses is identical to the freques@gn in non-
conjunct main clauses. This frequency is very I8wnilarly to comments made regarding the
situation of subject omission in main clauses, Whiisplayed the same overall relative
frequency, it must be concluded that overt pron@insabjects were the norm in this clause
type, and that empty realisations of subject prosare only erratically observed. It is
interesting, however, to note tHa&dedemonstrates a quite high frequency — relatively
speaking — for Sin this clause type. The 2.5% Boasted by this text is much higher than any
of the other texts, the closest “contender” beimg@.9% oBoethius The difference between

Bedeand the other texts combined is statistically digant (*=45.4, p.0001).
4.7.1.5 Sin peetclauses

Sy is also observed ipeetclauses in the texts under analysis here. Two plesof empty

subjects occurring in this clause type have beeangin (4.28) and (4.29).
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(4.28) Toaeteacte eac swelce se gesid his benum, peet tlearasis geat & weop & geornlice
added also thus the gesith his entreaties, thhaishears shed and wept and earnestly
baed & halsade, peet he to dsem untruman men inediia fore gebaede
prayed and entreated, that he to the sick man mt-amd him for prayed
& saegde peet pphim leof weere & his lif niedbehaefdlic:
and said that [he] him dear wasacTand his life necessary
‘The gesith also added his entreaties, and shesl &a wept and besought him to
visit the sick man and pray for him, and said thetvas dear to him, and his life
necessary.’

(Bede 396.23)

(4.29) Oft eac gebyred donne se scrift ongit daes costdadae him ondetted
often also happens when the confessor hears-¢éthgtations which he to-him confesses
deet [$] eac self bid mid dzem ilcum gecostod.
that [he] also self is by the same tempted
‘It happens often when the confessor hears ofaimptations which he confesses to
him, that he himself is tempted by the same thing.’
(CP 105.19)

Again, a comparison has been provided betwgem® $on as they appear jpeetclauses in

the corpus of texts. These statistics are presentedble 4.11.

Table 4.11: §onVs. $ in peetclauses according to texts

Texts Sron Ss Total

n % n % n 0
Bede 548 97.2 15 2.7 563 100.0
Bo 497 99.4 3 0.6 500 100.0
ByrM 39 100.0 0 0.0 39 100.0
ChronA 23 100.0 0 0.0 23 100.0
CP 826 99.2 7 0.8 833 100.0
GD 821 99.8 2 0.2 823 100.0
LawAf 7 100.0 0 0.0 7 100.0
Or 321 99.4 2 0.6 323 100.0
WSCp 399 100.0 0 0.0 399 100.0
AECHom | 480 99.2 4 0.8 484 100.0
AECHom Il 453 100.0 0 0.0 453 100.0
Overall 4414 99.3 33 0.7 4 447 100.0

The overall relative frequency of 0.7%i8 paetclauses is only marginally higher than the
frequencies observed for main clauses and adverbiases (0.5%). This means that many of
the conclusions drawn in relation with non-conjumetin, relative and adverbial clauses
apply here, as well: it is very difficult to speaka living idiom when clauses featured overt
pronominal subjects in over 99% of the cases. Heweattention should once more be drawn

to the fact that while overall frequencies are fowmost textsBedeagain displays a
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relatively high frequency. The 2.8% observed hermonsiderably higher than the second-
highest frequency — namely the 0.8% seen in CP4a@#éiom I. Again, the difference
betweerBedeand the rest of the corpus texts is statisticagigi§icant (;°=29.42, g.0001).

4.7.1.6 Summary

As has been demonstrated, then, there may be gase ¢o claim that the statements some
scholars have made about empty pronominal subje@g& have been somewhat
exaggerated. The data provided in the precedirtgpescave shown that the distribution of
Sy is actually very limited in all clause types excl second conjunct clauses, and even in
this clause type, the frequency is very low. It BB® been noted at several stagesBleate
stands out in many of these categories. This textclnsistently featured relatively high
frequencies for this restricted phenomenon, eveervthe frequencies demonstrated by other
texts have been negligible. In non-conjunct maauses, for instance, percentages did not
exceed 0.4% for any of the other texts, Betlefeatured $in 3.4% of the total cases where a
clause had a pronominal subject. In this contextenferally very low frequencies, such a
frequency must be said to be comparatively higlvals also demonstrated for most of the
categories that the difference betw@&sadeand the rest of the corpus of texts was statisgical
significant.

The high overall relative frequency observed faose conjunct clauses is not due
only to influence fronBede however, as this clause type genuinely did fegigher
frequencies on a general basis. This led to thelasion that second conjunct clauses, at an
overall frequency of 2.4%,Sis the only clause type even marginally suppgrtire claim
that empty subject pronouns are a regular or idimnf@ature of OE.

Additionally, if the observed frequencies fgri non-conjunct and second conjunct
main clauses are combined and compared to the ocechliequencies of all the types of
subordinate clause, it can be observed that theréifce between these clause types is
statistically significanty?=36.2, g=.0001). This could be used as evidence in favotinef
notion that overt pronominal subjects may firsténatarted appearing in subordinate clauses,
before spreading to main clauses (cf. section p.@<2the empty variant is exceedingly rare in
this particular environment. This could indicati®ager period of “competition” between
overt and empty subjects in this environment, otdlé in the “near-eradication” of, $
subordinate clauses. Of course, it should be keptind that while frequencies fog 1 main

clauses are significantly higher, the frequencresséll not particularly high.

69



4.7.2 Syntactic function of the antecedent

Attention will now be turned to the relationshiptlween the empty subject pronoun and the
expression with which it shares reference — ite@edent. As previously indicated (cf.
sections 1.2 and 3.3), subject omission by elligspermissible in PDE when the subject of
the second member of the co-ordinated structunenitted as a consequence of being
identical to the immediately preceding subject. $ame is the case in OE. Such unexpressed
coordinated subjects are easily recoverable, aggkbpts no interpretational challenge for the
listener. However, OE seems to have operated egh $tringent rules for omission through
co-reference, and there are in evidence quite a wagiety of combinations between empty
subjects and antecedents. The following sub-sextiolh present the various clause elements
with which the empty pronoun can share reference.

4.7.2.1 g co-referent with a preceding or following subject

In the corpus of analysed texts, numerous instamicespty subjects are observed to share

reference with the subject of a preceding — oraryvare cases, following — clause structure.
One such clause is exemplified in (4.30). In tlise; the empty pronoun in the main clause

shares reference with the personal pronoefunctioning as subject in the preceding

subordinate clause.

(4.30) swa swa héeohtlice onslepte, buton aenigre gefelnisse §&g$one gast onsende
just as-if he lightly in-slept, without any sendepain [he] the spirit on-sent
‘As if he had fallen lightly asleep, without angrse of pain he gave up the ghost.’
(Bede 296.14)

Evidence collected suggests that empty subjectinghi@ference with a subject of a
preceding clause fall into four main categoriesoatitig to the type of clause (main or
subordinate) in which the empty pronoun and iteeedent are found. While section 4.7.3

will provide a slightly more in-depth overview dfe clausal location of the antecedent, these
categories can briefly be summarised as followgtgrsubjects occurring in main clauses
which are co-referent with the subject of a prewgdiubordinate clause, as was seen in (4.30)
above; empty subjects occurring in subordinatesdawvhich are co-referent with the subject
of a preceding main clause as exemplified in (4#&19w; empty subjects occurring in main
clauses which are co-referent with the subjectfegeding main clause, but where the two

main clauses are not conjoined, and the gap anantfeeedent are separated by other

* This termwill also cover the rare cases of cataphoric refege
® In the following examples, antecedents are inditdty underlining.
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intervening referents or other factors complicatimg relationship between gap and
antecedent (4.32); and empty subjects of subomlitlatises which are co-referent with the
subject of a preceding subordinate clause (4.33).

(4.31) Mine gebrodra:gyrstandeeg gemedmode ure drihten hine sylfne
my brothers: yesterday vouchsafed our Lord him self
paet [$] dysne middaneard purh sodre menniscnysse geneosod
that [he] this earth through true humanity came-to
‘My brothers: yesterday our Lord himself vouchsbfieat he came to this earth as a
true human’
(£CHom | 205.195)

As indicated above, then, example (4.31) demomrestra instance of,$ocated in a

subordinate clause sharing reference with the stibjea preceding main clause.

(4.32) Ond heoda aspyredon peet, & hwonan he waeg} ¢@noman pa his lichoman,
and they then asked-about that, and from-wheredse fthey] tookrL then his body
‘and they inquired about that, and about whereameecfrom. They then took his body

[...]

(Bede 90.33)
Example (4.32) illustrates how the subject of amwause shares reference with the subject
of a preceding main clause, but where the emptyqarm and its antecedent are separated by

another referent — namely the masculine prorteineferring to the dead man.

(4.33) bonne is peaw pees apostolican sedles, ponnéikeopas halgiad, paet fshim
then is custom of-the apostolic see, when thdydps hallow, that [they] him
bebodu sellag,
directions giverL
‘Now, it is the custom of the apostolic see, whensecrating bishops, to give him
instructions [...]’

(Bede 64.13)

Example (4.33) shows an empty subject péstclause co-referent with the subject of a
preceding adverbial clause of time.

In addition to empty subjects sharing referencé aitother “regular” subject, there
are also in evidence a few cases wheris So-referent with more “unusual” subjects. Among
these are instances of @hich are co-referent with so-calletlique subjectécf. section
4.7.2.2), instances of,8vhich share reference with only “part” of a preogdsubject, and
instances of Swhich are co-referent with other elements in addito a preceding subject.

Examples of gco-referent with the subject of a following mainsoibordinate clause are also

71



seen. However, the latter types are exceptionatigly seen in the texts analysed in
conjunction with this work.

Now, as said, there arguably are present sevesaka# $which share reference with
only part of a preceding subject, frequently sifgthby a change in number in the inflection

of the verb. One such instance is presented i@)4.3

(4.34) On pyssum ealande com upp se Godes peow Agu&timsgyeferan;
on this island camee up the God'’s servant Augustine and his companions.
wees he feowertiga sum.
was he fortys.pL some.
Noman hi eac swylce him wealhstodas of Franclande m
took they also likewise theminterpreters from France with,
swa him Sanctus Gregorius bebead.
as them Saint Gregory asked.
& [S,] pa sende to Apelbyrhte aerenddracan
and [he] then sergs to Athelberht messenger
‘To this island came God’s servant Augustine, aisccbmpanions. They were forty in
all. They brought with them interpreters from Franas Saint Gregory had instructed
them. And he then sent a messenger to Athelberht.’
(Bede (O) 58.4)

Here, the antecedentss Godes peow Agustini&od’s servant Augustine’. The antecedent
is a third person NP functioning as part of thegecttin its clause. The subject as a whole,
which also includes the Nits geferarihis companions’, takes the singular vedim‘came’,
despite arguably being a plural elem&ifhe fact that the plural pronotmn‘they’ is used in
combination with the plural venhoman‘took’ the next time the group is referenced supgo
this “plural” analysis. However, the verb combinivgh the empty pronoursendesent’, is
in the singular. This indicates that the empty sabmust be correspondingly singular, and
thus it seems that;$efers to ‘Augustine’ alone, and not the groumaghole. This shows
that the empty subject need not correspond toll Glause element, but that the antecedent
actually may be only part of such an element.

Narratively, then, the author alternates betweegudar and plural pronouns in order
to shift the focus from the group as a whole tol#aeler of the group, namely ‘Augustine’.
This actually makes (4.34) one of the cases wher@érbal morphology is absolutely

instrumental in determining the intended referepfcéne empty pronoun, as this is the means

® According to Mitchell (1985), it is not unusuahtta combination of two or more entities functianas subject
combine with a singular verb. He states that etilengh two subjects linked land often take a plural verb,
there are also cases where such subjects take ome singular. This is relatively common when teeb
precedes the first subject, for instance, as the sain (4.34) (Mitchell 1985:; 15-16).

72



by which the author distinguishes between ‘Augustand his companions’ and simply
‘Augustine’. Note that the verb only distinguishresmber here, not person.

Also interesting to note, no doubt, is the fact tBan (4.34) is co-referent with a third
person NP occurring at quite some distance, aimdfect notco-referent with the
immediately preceding third person NBgnctus GregoriusSaint Gregory’. This means that
a certain amount of pragmatic inferencing is nemgst® identify the antecedent correctly,
and shows that it was quite possible fgité&occur at some distance from its antecedent. To
the modern reader, at least, it can in very masgsée difficult to identify the antecedent in
cases similar to (4.34), as there is consideranlgiguity regarding the identity of the empty
subject. It seems possible that such interpretatigifficulties must have been present for the

speakers of OE, as well. A somewhat related examgeen below:

(4.35) & ealne pone herbehet mid paem scipuponan wendan pe he ar to gepoht heefde,
and all the army he commanded with the ships frioenet turn which he before to
thought had,

& [Sgli up comon eet Leptan psem tune, & [8reedlice for to Cartaina,

and [they] up camet to Leptis the townand [he] readily wensG to Carthage
‘and he ordered all the army with their ships tmtixom that place, which he had
thought of, and they came to the town of Leptigl he quickly went to Carthage.’
(Or 107.11)

This is an interesting example in several waystFane observes two separate instances of
Sy in two consecutive clauses, which can be saiéfer to different antecedents. In the first
instance, gtakes the plural verbomon‘came’, indicating that the empty subject shoukbal
be plural, while the second instance takes theutangerbfor ‘went’. A possible analysis is
thus that the antecedent of the first instance,@o&prises both the subjdw, referring back
to Hannibale'Hannibal’, mentioned in Or 107.@ndthe direct objeceéalne pone her&ll the
army’. Both elements located in the preceding netanse. Arguably, the antecedent also
comprises an object of a preposition which may ay mot be part of the direct object,
namelymid paem scipurwith the ships’, in addition to the subject ane threct object. The
second instance refers only to Hannibal, repreddngée‘he’.

However, although the various syntactic elementspresing the antecedents here are
clearly distinct, it might be argued that they mesense represent the same entity or entities.
That is, it may be argued that the singular ‘he&@npasses both ‘Hannibal’ and the army, as
the singular verb in the latter instance could xy@aned by ‘the army and the ships’ being —
in manner of speaking — subordinate to and “inallidie the singular pronoun ‘he’. If so, the
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latter instance of Swould still include ‘the army’, yet be in the sudgr on account of being
focussed on the most prominent figure. If this wleecase, the variation between the
singular and plural would be explained, and thélenm of how the reader is supposed to
identify the distinct antecedents of two instanakeS, occurring in very close proximity is
also avoided. According to Mitchell (1985), the domation of a singular verb with “two or
more singular subjects joined bypd’ is not unusual, particularly when the two subgeate
“thought of as a unit” (Mitchell 1985: 14). Whilke antecedent in this case is not two
subjects joined bgnd but rather a subject, a direct object and anablgjea preposition, the
proposed explanation is certainly a possibilityhis particular instance. Example (4.36)

provides counterpoint to (4.35) in doing more @sléhe opposite.

(4.36) He ponan afor, & his fierdyelsedde on an oper faestre land,
he from-there went, and his army led to another|éamsd,
&[S,] peer gewunedon op niht.
and [they] there dwelledr until night
‘He went from there, and led his army to anothst-fand, and they dwelled there
until night.’
(Or 46.35)

Here, the plurajewunedondwelled’ indicates that bothe i.e. ‘Leonidas’, and ‘his army’
are intended as the antecedent of the empty suBjgatich, the antecedent in example (4.36)
comprises the subject and direct object@arate preceding main claus@se two elements
are obviously not considered a singular unit hasethe plural verb indicates.

In addition to cases where both a subject and gecoform the antecedent of an
empty pronoun, there are also a few examples waetbject and an object of a preposition
constitute the antecedent of an instance,afl8ch occurs with a verb inflected for the plural.
One such instance has been given below.

(4.37) ba astrehte se riggbine to eordan mid eallum his geferuswide forhtigende
then prostrated the Riggo hirFLx to earth with all his companions, greatly fearing
paet hi his fandian dorston. andJ$ecyrdon to heora hlaforde forhtmode cydende hu
that they ite try dared. And [they] returneel to their master fearfully saying how
hreedlice hi arasode wurdon;
quickly they discovered were
‘Then Riggo prostrated himself along with all hahgpanions, fearing that they should
dare try it. And they returned to their master,aeg fearfully of how quickly they
were discovered.’
(AECHom 11 99.244)
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Regardless of the numeral status of the verbswiliiich S, combines, though, instances of
“‘complex antecedents” such as those given above besn observed with some frequency in
the course of this work, and they occur in bothmaaid subordinate clauses. This provides
further evidence that,$heed not be co-referent with a “whole” clause @etnand it is

shown that it may be co-referent more than one eéleénThese “complex” antecedents are
reminiscent of the “split” and “partial” antecedsmlistinguished in Sigurdsson (1993: 252)
(cf. also section 2.4).

As we have seen, then, the situation regardp@n8 its antecedent can be quite
complex. Still, the examples of, &nalysed here display a clear tendency towaref@rence
with a subject occurring in the surrounding disseurAn entire 56.7% of the empty subject
pronouns in the corpus of texts used in this whikrs reference with a preceding or
following subject, whether nominal or pronomindltHose tokens of ghat share reference
with a subject and an additional element are iradiidhe figure increases to 60.8%. If
instances co-referent with an oblique experiennegadent — to be discussed below — are
also included, the figure increases further to 6.These figures make it quite clear that the
empty subjects analysed here by far most ofteresiederence with a preceding — or in rare
cases following — subject, whether in combinatioth\another element or not. This will
become particularly clear when contrasted withriggufor the other antecedent types
identified for this work.

4.7.2.2 Oblique experiencer antecedents
As previously mentioned, a few instances gh8&ve been observed to share reference with
oblique experiencer antecedents. These are elemnethis dative or accusative which
arguably are best analysed as subjects, despitg lmenon-nominative cases. While these
arguments are not strictly subjects in the traddlsense — that is, nominative elements
controlling verbal agreement — there are some vatiee that analysing examples such as
those given below as objects is somewhat misreptatdee. For the purposes of this work,
these arguments will be referred tooldique subjects

Oblique subjects, arblique subject-like NPis the terminology of Barddal (2000), are

not necessarily common, but are by the OE peritidbbserved with some frequency in
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combination with so-called impersonal vefbEhree examples of,3haring reference with

oblique experiencer antecedents have been givewbel

(4.38) & Romanumweard micel ege from him,
and the-Romans-becamesc great fear of him,
& [Sg] Uecilius pone consul ongean hiene mid firde sendo
and [they] Uecilius the consul against him witmgrsentpL
‘And the Romans feared him greatly, and (they) slemtconsul Uecilius against him
with an army.’
(Or 114.16)

(4.39) ba ofhreow_pam munudees hreoflian maegenleaste.
then grieved the monk-of-the leper’s helplessness
& [S,] bewand hine mid his caeppan.
and [he] draped him with his cape
‘Then the monk grieved for the leper’s helplesspasd (he) draped him with his
cape.’
(£CHom 1 369.139)

(4.40) Pa scamode pone biscé&p[S,] nolde him pa his costunge geandettan.
then was-ashamed the bishepnd [he] not-would him then his temptation confess
‘Then the bishop was ashamed, and (he) wouldadess his temptation to him.’
(GD 190.8)

In (4.38), $ is co-referent with the datilkomanunithe-Romans’, while the datijeam
munucethe monk’ serves the same function in (4.39)s@sn in (4.38), the plural ‘dative
subject’ does not agree with the singular wedard'becamesaG. This is because only the
nominative can control verbal agreement. Thus,sdawvith oblique subjects consistently
feature third person singular verbs (Haugland 2@d7). In (4.40), the oblique subject is in
the accusative, since the vestamodewas-ashamed’ invariably takes an accusative
experiencer.

It should be pointed out here that while thesevdadind accusative arguments for our
purposes have been interpreted as the syntaciiecssiof their clauses, this is not an
uncontroversial decision. There has been signifisaholarly debate as to the classification of
elements such as these, and the general conséiisseesns to be that oblique arguments
such as the above should be interpreted as obkéatgever, scholars such as Allen (1999),
Barddal (2000) and Haugland (2007), argue thaktloedique structures share many of the

syntactic features of subjects, and that a sulajeatysis is more fruitful than an object-

" Impersonal verbs are verbs which do not take gesytor lack a ‘personal’ or referential subjeft example
from Modern English would bme thinkswhere the verkhink in this context is impersonal, as there is no
nominativel present.
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analysis. An oblique subject analysis has been shiowe viable for many of the Old
Germanic languages, and Barddal states that “pp]blsubject-like NPs [...] pass all (known)
subjecthood tests of Old Scandinavian and Old BhgliBarddal 2000: 25). While her main
focus is on Old Scandinavian (i.e. ON, in the temwlogy used in this work), she claims that
oblique subject-like NPs function as syntactic saty in languages with “a similar structure
and a similar case system” (Barddal 2000: 28). Titkides OE®

Haugland points out that it is “well established &onumber of languages [...] that
non-nominative NPs can be subjects in terms otsiral behaviour” (Haugland 2007: 357).
Subjecthood tests referred to by Haugland inclumigtional criteria— i.e. that oblique
subjects have the same positional distributiorregular” nominative subject — aisdbject
raising, where oblique subjects appear as the “raisedéstbf infinitive aspectual verbs
such anginnan‘begin’. It is also shown that oblique subjects e@pear in control
infinitives. Additionally, it is demonstrated thalblique experiencers can control what Allen
callscoordinate subject deletig@ fact which also indicates that these argumfentstion as
subjects (Haugland 2007: 358-370). On the sem&avéd, it is pointed out that “[t]here is no
agent role, but one argument is typically humangagls the semantic role usually referred
to as theexperienceri.e. someone affected by the bodily state”. Thenagae is typically
assigned to the subject, yet that of experiencelatso be associated with subject function, as
the subject would then be the entity passively ggpeing the action or process denoted by
the verb.

In this study, 14 cases of, 8o-referent with an oblique subject have been mwiese
This means that 5.2% of the observed citationsifeeg S, have an oblique experiencer

antecedent.

4.7.2.3 g co-referent with a preceding object

While an entire 66.0% of the citations containinpge$amined in this work are co-referent
with a subject, a subject and another argument @béique subject, there are also in
evidence numerous instances gkBaring reference with a preceding object — whedlrect
or indirect. In other words, the empty subject rhayco-referent with a non-nominative

element found in the preceding context, includilegrents in the accusative or dative.

®However, many of Barddal’s own examples of “Old Esty actually represent Middle English.
° No instances of So-referent with an object in a following mainsubordinate clause have been identified in
the corpus texts examined here.
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Examples of $co-referent with objects occurring in the surrangdcontext have been given
in (4.41)—(4.43).

(4.41) & he geseah deer micle menigo monna seghweaederes hades
and he saw there great crowd persmfAsoth genders
& [S,] weeron missenlicree yldo & getincge men.
and [they] were various ages and ranks persons
‘and he saw there a great crowd of persons of petters, and they were of various
ages and ranks.’
(Bede 38.7)

(4.42) Leedde mon his lichomda Lindesfarena ea, & [$in brodra lictune waes bebyrged.
led one his body to Lindisfarne island, and [ithirethren’s graveyard was buried.
‘His body was led to the island of Lindisfarne, ahaas buried in the brethren’s
graveyard.’
(Bede 204.5)

(4.43) & mon geseah swelce hit weere an gylden handreofonum braedre ponne sunne;
and one saw as it were a golden ring in heaveraderahan sun
& [Sg] wees from paem heofone bradiende niper op pa eorpan
and [it] was from the heaven reaching down toethrth
‘and one saw in heaven, as it were, a golden nogder than the sun, and it reached
down from heaven to earth.’
(Or 123.20)

In all of the examples above, an instance gicgurring in a second conjunct clause is co-
referent with the direct object of the precedingm@ause. This does not, of course, mean
that all the instances in this category are of vhisety. As was seen in the cases whegre S
shares reference with a preceding subject, theyeprphioun could occur in virtually any
clause type, and so could the antecedent. Exar(hke$)—(4.46) serve to illustrate some of
the ways in which the clausal locations of the gnspibject and non-nominative antecedents

could combine.

(4.44) & pa dy seofopan daege, swa hgehaten weaes, aefter pon pg] [[8s fordfore
and then the seventh day, as him promised was,velfien [he] his departure
getrymede mid onfongennesse paes Drihtenlecan le@nblodes, peaette seo halige
fortified by reception of-the Lord’s body and blqddat the holy
sawl waes onlesed from paes lichoman hefignessum
soul was released from the body’s burdens
‘and on the seventh day, as was promised to hiter, b had fortified his departure
by receiving the Lord’s body and blood, the holylswas released from the burdens
of the body’
(Bede 266.34)
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(4.45) ba ofpuhte paet Mariuse paem consule, luliuses eame,
then displeased that Marius the consul, Juliusleync
pbaet mon daet gewin nolde hirateecan. & [g baed paet him mon sealde pone
that one the war not-would him entrust and [hepdskat him one gave the
seofopan consulatum, & eac paet gewin,
seventh consulship and also the war
‘Then it displeased Marius, the consul, uncleuiou3, that one would not entrust the
persecution of the war to him and he asked thatsbpald give him the seventh
consulship, and also the war.’
(Or 124.19)

(4.46) Ac himda upplican onwrigenesse & weorc somod widstodon,
but him then celestial obstacles and work toggbhevented,
paet [$] no hwaeder dissa gefremedae ne durhteah.
so-that [he] not either of-these achieved nor edraut.
‘But then celestial obstacles and work togethevgméed him, so that he did not
achieve nor carry these out.’
(Bede 410.1)

Example (4.44) illustrates an instance gfrSa subordinate clause co-referent with the
indirect object of the preceding subordinate clatare specifically, the empty pronoun is
located in an adverbial clause of time, and the@edent is located in an adverbial clause of
reason. Example (4.45) shows an empty pronoursectand conjunct clause sharing
reference with the indirect object of the precedingordinatdeetelause, while (4.46)
demonstrates an instance gfdgcurring in an adverbial clause which is co-refémwith the
dative direct object of the preceding second castjotause. These examples should serve
well to illustrate the fact that the empty subjactl its antecedent could occur in various
clause types and combinations of clause typessescahere the antecedent functions as
object in its clause. It should also be noted timathe same way as the antecedent could be
comprised of a subject and an additional element;mominative elements could also
combine in the role of antecedent. There are skeraanples where the antecedent of an
empty subject is comprised, for instance, of aaflioe indirect object, plus an object of a
preposition.

In terms of quantification, then, instances gt&Baring reference with an object are
relatively commonly observed, yet not nearly to degree of those which share reference
with another subject, an oblique subject or a sttbjeaddition to another element. The empty
pronouns analysed in this work are co-referent wiingle object — whether direct or indirect
—in 20.5% of the cases. When those cases thabameferent with an object in addition to

another element are added, the figure rises t@23t5may be added that if dative subjects
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are interpreted as objects, which perhaps mostashare prone to do, the figure would reach
28.7%.

4.7.2.4 S co-referent with an object of a preposition
A minor group of antecedents fog iBclude objects of prepositions. Examples illuttig

such antecedents are given below.

(4.47) We bebeodad pam deoflum pe on disum anlicnyssciadspizet hi ut faron. and da
we command the devils which in these idols dwedt they out go and the
anlicnysse tocwyson. paet ge magon swa tochawarsyvee¢ and mona. ne sind on
idols crush. so-that you may so know. that sunrandn not are in
disum anlicnyssunac [S] sind mid deoflum afyllede;
these idols. but [they] are with devils filled
‘We command the devils dwelling in these idolsleefand the idols to be destroyed,
so that you may thus realise that the sun and tierare not in these idols, but that
they are filled with devils.’

(Z££CHom 1l 286.239)

(4.48) Ne nimd hig nan man at rae [S] leete hig fram me sylfur.
not takes it not-one man from me but [I] lay-dowfrom me self
‘No man will take it from me, yet | will lay it doen myself.’
(WSCp Jn. 10.18)

(4.49) He geseah da peet hine ne mihte nan leece geheeldsetie his swurdes ord togenes
he saw then that him not might not-one leech tegal.set his sword’s point against
his innode. and feol himnuppon. peet Fhim durheode
his stomach. and fell i-upon. so-that [it] him through-pierced
‘He realised then that no leech could heal hind, set the point of his sword against
his stomach and fell upon it, so that it pierced tirough.’

(A£CHom 11 279.213)

In example (4.47), an instance gfiS co-referent witldisum anlicnyssurthese idols’, the
object of a preposition functioning as adverbiatlha clause. Similarly, the empty pronoun in
example (4.48) shares reference witb‘'me’, which is the object of the prepositiest‘at’.
This sequence of preposition and its object sattvesunction of adverbial in its clause. Note
also example (4.49), where the antecedent, whaé/aed as the object of a preposition here,
actually is the object of postpositionincidentally in the dative case.

This form of antecedent of an empty subject ishdgated above, very rarely seen. It
is observed in only 10 cases, which amounts teguincy of 3.7% of the total number of

antecedents. If the cases where the antecedenstsoofsan object of a preposition along with

19 Liuzza (2000:204) lists this example among thediexin the transmission of the text” (i.e. in thenslation
from Latin) due to the omission of the subject gnam The Latin version has the overt pronego‘l’, here.
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a subject or object are included, the figure insesao 6.3%. This is still a very low

frequency.

4.7.2.5 3 co-referent with a genitive
Yet another very minor category of antecedent geoled in cases where empty subject
pronouns are co-referent with a genitive occurimtihe surrounding context. Two examples

are given as illustration below.

(4.50) [...] eefter pon pe he wisse paet Ecgfrijpdita waes paes cyningesd his leafnes wees.
after he knew that Ecgfripe’s willwas the king’sand his permission was.
Forpon pe [g] him pa londare forgeaf & sealde, pe he paet myrmtegetimbrade.
because [he] him the property granted and gaveshwie the monastery on
constructed
‘[...] after he had ascertained that this was tiehwf king Ecgfrip, and was with his
permission, because he had granted and assigiéu the property on which he
erected the monastery.’

(Bede 314.12)

(4.51) pis ungeseelige gear & paet godlease gen to deegevadad, ge fore fleame cyninga
this unhappy year and the goodless still to daguglremains, both for flight of-kings
from Cristes geleafan & ppeft to deofolgyldum cerdon, ge for wedenheortnjszes
from Christ’s faith and [they] after to devil-idaleturnedrL, and for madness of-the
leodhatan Bretta cyninges.
tyrannical Britons’ king.

‘This unhappy and godless year remains odiouststthis day, both because of the
apostasy of the kings from the Christian faith #relr return to heathen idols, and the
madness of the tyrannical British kings.’

(Bede 154.6)

In example (4.50), the empty subject shares reteraithEcgfripes [...] paes cyningeéking

Ecgfrip-G', an element in the genitive, while the antecedemixample (4.51) is the genitive

cyninga‘’kings-G'. Very few instances of ghave been analysed as having a genitive

antecedent. Only four citations in the source taatge been classified as belonging to this
category, a figure which corresponds to a sligh®#20of the total number of antecedents. Of

these four, three are foundBedeand one irBoethius

4.7.2.6 “Miscellaneous” antecedents

There are also in evidence a number of empty supfeaouns demonstrating more complex
situations in terms of co-reference compared tarhan categories outlined above. These are
antecedents which for various reasons do not conforany of these categories. Due to the

non-uniformity of these antecedents, a ‘miscellaiséoategory was created to represent
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them. The antecedents in this category have in camthmt they do not occur as clause-

elements, but have other functions. Examples a®engn (4.52)—(4.54)

(4.52) Fordon se apostol Sanctus Pauhagl dy [$] cweaed [...]
for the apostle Saint Paul when [he] said
he da sona se apostol underdeodde & aeftercwaed [...]
he then at-once the apostle added and after-said
‘Because when the apostle, Saint Paul, saidle.Bt once agreed and replied [...].’
(Bede 82.30)

(4.53) ba he dis cwaed, sona in da ilcan tid_da cristnhdanaec.
when he this said, at-once in the same time thptideal he me.
Pa [S;] waes geworden, paes de he on minre ondwlitan bleow,
when [it] was happened, when he on my face blew,
da sona instepe gefelde ic mec batiende & werpende.
then at-once felt | me growing-better and recowgrin
‘At the same time as he said this, he baptisedwfieen it was done, after he had
blown on my face, | immediately felt myself recawner’
(Bede 402.33)

(4.54) Se donne de wilnad deet]Bvolde on deem angienne his lifes woroldspedig daor

he then who desires that [he] would in the begigmifihis life wealthy become

mid unryhte, se hine wile selfne][

with unright, he him will self

‘He who desires to become wealthy with unrighte@ssnn the beginning of his life,

will himself [...]’

(CP 333.1)
Example (4.52) demonstrates an instance wherentieeedent of the empty subject pronoun
is a left-dislocated elemerse apostol Sanctus Paulilse apostle Saint Paul’. This left-
dislocated element, which can be described mokessras an anticipatory “copy” of the
subject, stands outside the clause structure,fargddannot be said to have a clausal
“location” or even a real clausal “function”. Exalag4.53) illustrates a case where the
antecedent of the empty subject is the action @cess indicated by a verlcrstnade
‘baptised’. Another quite noteworthy example isegivin (4.54), where the empty subject can
actually be said to be part of its own antecedehich in turn is a left-dislocated subject.

Only a total of seven instances have been cladsaiebelonging to the
“miscellaneous” category. This corresponds to aen2e8% of the citations featuring an
antecedent. Of these seven instances, four caouipel inBede The remaining three are
found inCura Pastoralis Most of the antecedents placed in this particcdaegory

correspond to the examples given above.
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4.7.2.7 “Indefinite” antecedents

Finally, some instances of; &re not co-referent with a syntactic entity ocagrin the
surrounding context, but instead have indefinitgemeric reference. In some of these cases,
the indefinite pronoumorman‘one’ can be inserted in the vacant subject pasitT his

means that there is no syntactic co-reference wadhlyet it may be possible to talk about
“notional” co-reference, where the indefinite gntibrresponding with scan be inferred

from the context. Such indefinite antecedents ms®me instances used as agent-suppressing
devices, and thus correspond to cases where passigguctions would be used in PDE
(Allen 1999: 57). One such instance is given ib%} below, along with other examples gf S
where no overt antecedents are involved. Noticeithaddition to serving as agent-
suppressing devices, indefinite antecedents caawd been used to “down-tone” or “gloss
over” catastrophic events, such as those recounmtexamples (4.56) and (4.57). In both of
these cases, the implied antecedentasegadmany’, and the idea expressed is that battles
and epidemics will cause or have caused the de&thsonsiderable number of people. Now,
in principle, it could be possible that the inteti@dmtecedent is not ‘many’, but rather another,
similarly indefinite pronoun, such as ‘some’. Howewthis does not correspond with the
disastrous nature of the presented events. In suppthis, Thorpe (1846) has inserted the
word manegdmany’ in brackets in the OE version of the texgrg with the corresponding
manyin the translation (Thorpe 1846: 482-3). The usg,onstead of a pronoun here is to my
mind somewhat reminiscent of an act of censorshifhé author or scribe, perhaps due to a
consideration of the sensibilities of his read@tss may be speculation only, and
impressionistic speculation at that, but it is @ty difficult to see another explanation foy S
in (4.56) and (4.57), as the implied indefiniteqpwan does not function as an agent-
suppressing device here. This could indicate ttteraconcerns determine the “omission” of

a subject in such instances, although this is bgneans certain.

(4.55) He befran da hwam da gebytlu gemynte waeron. swéiceagetimbrode;
he asked then for-whom-+the buildings meant were. so gloriously constrdicte
Him waes gesaed. peaet hi waeron gemynte anum sutesemana byrig.
him-D was told that they were meant for-one shoemakiarRome city
And [§] hine eac namode
and [one] him also namesb
‘He then asked for whom the buildings were medrat tvere so gloriously
constructed. He was told that they were meant fmereain shoemaker in Rome, and
one also named him.’
(A£CHom Il 203.121)
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(4.56) ba dydon hi purh paes ealdormannes bene peet daudgm#iecon swa swa heora
then did they through the alderman’s prayer thatdévils spoke so as their
gewuna waesand saedon paet paer waere micel gefeoht toweard.
wont was. and said that there was great fight attha
and on aegdre healfe JSsceoldon feallan;
and on either side [many?] shoudd{all.

‘They did then, at the alderman’s prayer, so thatdevils spoke, as was their wont,
and said that a great fight was at hand, and dereside many should fall.’
(ACHom 11 280.23)

(4.57) Mid py seo hreonis pees oft cwedenan wooles feoid& all wees forhergende &
when the storm of-the often mentioned pestilead¢ar and wide all was ruining and
forneomende, pa cwom he eac swylce in pone daghpestre, pe da waepnedmen in
wasting, then came i-also likewise in the part of-the monastery, whiod men in
weeron; ond [g deeghwamlice gehweer of weorulde to Drihtne genenveseron.
were. and [many?] daily on-all-sides from world_tard taken were.

‘When the storm of the often-mentioned pestilerae tuined and wasted far and
wide, it also came to the part of the monasteryre/tiee men were. And many on all
sides were daily taken from this life, to the Lord.

(Bede 282.25)

(4.58) Nu sculon [g herigean heofonrices weard

now shouldpL [we] praise heaven’s guard

‘We should now praise Heaven’s guard.’

(Bede 344.2)
The vast majority of the instances gfifs this study have overt antecedents. Only twelve
cases of indefinite antecedents have been obsevegire which amounts to 4.5% of the
total citations featuringSAs (4.56)—(4.58) show, indefinite antecedents malf combine
with plural verbs, and in fact, four of these tweebases represent instances of plural verbs
combining with the empty pronoun. In example (4,%&)m Caedmon’s Hymrone of the
instances featuring a plural verb, the empty sulfjas been interpreted as representing a

genericwe

4.7.3 Location of the antecedent

As previously mentioned, the antecedent of the gregibject may be located in a wide

variety of clausal locations. In this context, fonain types of antecedent locations have been
identified, namely preceding main clauses, follaywnain clauses, preceding subordinate
clauses and following subordinate clauses. A “nlisneous” category corresponding with
that discussed in section 4.7.2.5 has also beetifidd. Those instances which do not have
an overt antecedent, but rather relies on geneiindefinite reference, as per section 4.7.2.6,
have been placed under the “indefinite” label.
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Some attention has already been given to theitotaft the antecedent in the sections
dealing with the function of the antecedent. Thepécs are closely intertwined and may in
many instances be difficult to separate effectivélyus, this section will attempt not to
reiterate the points given above, but instead seekovide a succinct survey of the
distribution of antecedents in the various claypes$ identified. Table 4.12 details the clausal

distribution of the overt antecedents of the insgsnof $ analysed in this work.

Table 4.12: Clausal location of the antecedentzof S

Location of the antecedent n %
Preceding main clause 139 54.3
Following main clause 2 0.8
Preceding subordinate clauge 108 42.2
Following subordinate clause 1 0.4
Miscellaneous 6 2.3
Total 256 100.0

Table 4.12 shows that the antecedent is most frelydecated in a preceding main or
subordinate clause. The antecedent occurs in agirecmain clause in 54.3% of the cases
where $ has an overt antecedent, and in a preceding subtectclause in 42.2% of the cases.
The combined frequency for these two clause typ@6i5%. The antecedent is located in a
following main or subordinate clause in 1.2% of tlases, while miscellaneous antecedents
comprise the remaining 2.3%. These figures showkenit abundantly clear thay'$

regularly anaphoric, and only exceptionally cataghd he difference between preceding
main and subordinate clauses is not statisticalyificant at the five percent level (chi-
square goodness of fj=3.64, p<0.06). However, its statistically significant at the six
percent level, and it should be kept in mind thatcustomary cut-off point at five percent is
more or less arbitrary. It is thus difficult to demhine how much value should be attributed to
this result. As a consequence, it is also diffitoltonclude whether the permissibility of S

was determined by the position of the antecedeatgreceding main or subordinate clause.

4.8 “Distance” between $and antecedent

Another factor which we may hypothesise to be @hevo the discussion of, $ OE is the
“distance” between the empty pronoun and its anleae i.e. whether Sand antecedent are
separated by longer stretches of text, or whetteetwo occur in relatively close proximity.
As noted in Chapter 3, it has been decided to ctenbhumber of words separating the two.

Table 4.13 presents the results of this analysghduld be unnecessary to point out that the
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statistics given below pertain only to the instanotS; sharing reference with an overt
antecedent, excluding those with indefinite refeeeMhe data below are given according to
texts, grouped in four categories with arbitrary-afi points.

Table 4.13: The distance betwegya8d its antecedent

Texts 1-3 4-6 7-10 10+ Total
Bede n| 20 24 23 38 105
% | 19.0 22.9 21.9 36.2 100.0
Bo ni2 10 2 6 20
% | 10.0 50.0 10.0 30.0 100.0
ChronA n| o 4 0 3 7
% 0.0 57.1 0.0 42.9 100.0
CP n 7 7 10 4 28
% | 25.0 25.0 35.7 14.3 100.0
GD ni3 3 2 3 11
% | 27.3 27.3 18.2 27.3 100.0
Or nibs 4 10 11 30
% | 16.7 13.3 33.3 36.7 100.0
WSCp nl 4 4 2 7 17
% | 23.5 23.5 11.8 41.2 100.0
ACHom | nl 6 9 5 1 21
% | 28.6 42.9 23.8 4.8 100.0
ACHom n|e6 5 3 3 17
Il % | 35.3 29.4 17.6 17.6 100.0
Total n| 53 70 57 76 256
% | 20.7 27.3 22.3 29.7 100.0

As the table shows, antecedents are quite equaliytdited in terms of the distance
separating them from the empty subject pronoun.oMeeall frequencies are all in the range
between 20.7% (1-3 words) and 29.7% (more thandr@sy. It must be concluded that no
discernable pattern emerges here, other than théntat the distribution is notably even. It
could also be observed here that the works of éidfenerally operate with very few words
separating Sand its antecedent. In the first series ofHloeilies only one instance of,3s
separated from the antecedent by more than tenswhréhe second series, the same is true
for three instances. In both texts, the empty puons located within six words of its
antecedent in the majority of the cases — thisgheire in 71.5% of the cases in £CHom |
and 64.7% of the cases in £CHom II. In this corioacit should be recalled that Alfric is
considered one of the great teachers of his agkthan his prose is renowned for its
accessibility. Perhaps the relatively short distalpetween Sand antecedent attested in his

texts reflects this fact. Overall, however, the m@onclusion to be drawn from table 4.13 is
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that S, does not necessarily occur close to its antecedibig is perhaps most strongly
demonstrated iBede as no less than half of the instances where thareten words
separate sand its antecedent are from this souBedeis in parts considered to be a rather
poor translation, often displaying very complexistures and generally “difficult” language.
In terms of presentation and ease of interpretatieen, the venerable Bedan in many ways
be said to be the polar opposite of Zlfric, and thino doubt reflected in the fact that half the
tokens in the 10+ category comes from this texe Righer text-internal rates in the 10+
category for ChronA and WSCp are based on verytééens in all, and thus not comparable
to the situation irBede Orosius another text considered syntactically “difficulélso

features relatively many cases whegafd the antecedent are separated by more than ten
words.

It should perhaps also be clarified here thatlthe category encompasses examples
with considerably more than 11 words separatingethpty subject and its antecedent. In
some cases, the two are separated by quite coaBidestretches of texts, and the empty
pronoun may additionally be separated from its@dent by several intervening pronouns,
complicating the process of identification furthierfact, textual distances of around 20
words are not uncommon. In example (4.34), foransg, $and its antecedent are separated
by 22 words. However, even longer distances haea bbserved, as illustrated in example
(4.61) below, where the two are separated by ni@e 40 words. This topic will be treated

further in the immediately following section.

4.9 Identification of the antecedent and possiblexplanations for S,

The preceding sections have presented and disctissedta collected on,&nd its various
types of antecedent. It has also been statedk ikatot always a straightforward matter to
identify the antecedent. This section will expandius notion, and elaborate slightly on the
identification of the antecedent of, &s this is no doubt a central concern in coryectl
deciphering the meaning of a clause containingnapitye pronoun. Consequently, the ease or
difficulty in identifying the antecedent may coiute to explaining why this phenomenon
appears in OE.

As seen in Chapter 2, a central concept in thergéime studies of empty pronominal
subjects is that verbal inflections serve to ungubusly make clear the referent of the empty
pronoun. As stated in section 2.3, this is refeteeds the “identification hypothesis”. When
confronted with data from languages such as Vieasaywhich does not feature a verbal

morphology yet still has empty pronominal subjentsyer generative studies have
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introduced addenda to existipgo-drop theories intended to explain the discrepaneibut
central importance is still placed on the role efbal inflections. Now, while the focus on
verbal inflections is certainly valid for many aetipicalpro-drop languages, such as Spanish
and ltalian, it is doubtful whether this hypothasisble to fully explain Sin OE. By the OE
period, the Germanic inflectional system had “detated” to the point where the verbal
morphology was in some cases insufficiently abldistinguish person unambiguously. As a
case in point, tables 4.14 and 4.15 illustratevireous inflections of two common OE verbs,

one strong (table 4.14) and one weak (table 4.15).

Table 4.14. Example of OE verbal inflectiohglpan‘help’ (strong, class 3b verb)

Present Preterite
Indicative Subjunctive Indicative Subjunctive
1 sg helpe helpe healp hulpe
2 sg hilpst helpe hulpe hulpe
3sg hilpp helpe healp hulpe
Pl helpap helpen hulpon hulpen
Table 4.15. Example of OE verbal inflectiohselan‘heal’ (weak, class 1 verb)
Present Preterite
Indicative Subjunctive Indicative Subjunctive
1 sg heaele heele haelde haelde
2 sg heelst heele heeldest haelde
3sg haelp haele haelde haelde
Pl haelap haelen haeldon haelden

As is evident from the tables, the verbal inflesti®f OE are still quite complex, especially in
comparison with the modern language. It is obsetikatinumber is distinguished in all cases,
except in the subjunctivi.It is also seen that person is generally distisiged in the present
indicative singular, leaving no doubt as to whetherreferent is a first, second or third
person entity. In the past indicative singular, Bear, more syncretism is present. For both
the strong and the weak verb, no inflectional digton is made between the first and third
persons. Thus, situations may arise when a vethrfeg azeroending — illustrated by the
strong verb — or are ending — illustrated by the weak verb — may be gondoiisly first or
third person.

The failure of the OE verbal system to distingusgitween the first and third person in

the past indicative singular certainly seems ta loeucial flaw when relying on the

1t should be noted that person is not distingudsteall in the subjunctive, but this, as Hauglé2@07) points
out, is a feature “OE shares with a prototypicatgrop language like Italian” (Haugland 2007: 59).
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morphological system to identify the antecederdaroEmpty subject. This problem comes to
the fore particularly in narratives relying on fhest tense to relay information, which all the
corpus texts do to a great extent. This is perpapscularly true for texts such 8sdeand
Orosius which are histories, but the past tense is gégeraployed much more frequently
than the present, which seems to have been useltlydhicases where direct speech is
delivered by one of the characters. In this wag,“theaknesses” of the verbal inflections in
the past tense become more prominent for our pagy@s the majority of the verbs in our
citations are in the past tense.

Now, this should be nuanced by pointing out thatlack of distinction between the
first and third persons in the past indicative siagmay not be such an immense problem, as
the third person is far more common than the firgshe corpus texts — and indeed quite
possibly in most narrative genres. The first perseems to be used primarily in direct speech,
as exemplified in (4.59)—(4.60).

(4.59) da cweed se Wisdom: [.af icwat hu [$] pin man tilian sceal.
then said the Wisdom: [...] but | know how [I] yoevil cure shall
‘then wisdom said: [...] but | know how | can cyur evil.’
(Bo 13.15)

(4.60) ba ondsworede ibim: Ic haebbu, cweaed [ paes treowes deael, pe his heafod on
then answered | him: | have, said [I], the 'sgrart, which his head on
aseted wees, pe he ofslegen wees.
placed was, when he killed was
‘Then | answered him: | have, said |, the parthaf tree on which his head was put,
when he was killed.’

(Bede 192.6)

At this point, then, it may be interesting to pi®ia brief overview of Swith regard to the
person of the pronoun to which the empty subjeahpun corresponds. This information is

given in table 4.16.

Table 4.16. Distribution of jsaccording to person

Person 3

n %
1st 7 2.6
2nd 8 3.0
3rd 252 94.4
Total 267 100.0
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As the table shows, of all the analysed citati@aduring $, the empty subject was
interpreted to correspond to a first person pronawnly 2.6% of the cases. Second person
pronouns occur slightly more frequently, at 3%cdmparison, $corresponded to a third
person pronoun in 94.4% of cases. On this bagsisayt perhaps be claimed that a third person
antecedent is more likely in many of the cases w/kierbal inflections ambiguously indicate
either the first or the third person — yet thisigroblematic conclusion. The distribution of
first, second and third person pronouns, both cauedtempty, probably depends on the type
of text, and without data contrasting the distridtof overt and empty subjects with all
persons, no solid conclusion can be reached. Vése@n (2000: 133, 149), however, has
provided contrastive data of this kind, showing tBain fact is more frequent in the third
person.

Additionally, however, inflectional syncretism wamre extensive than tables 4.14
and 4.15 would indicate, which means that distomgibetween person and possibly even
number could be “muddled” even further (cf. alsaugland 2007: 59-60). This point offers
good occasion to reiterate Mitchell’s statement ttiee verb endings were too ambiguous
[...] to have played much part” in the identificatiof S, (Mitchell 1985: 628). However, it
must be reiterated and commented specifically tierethe verbal inflections are fully
capable of distinguishing between the singulartaedlural. In fact, as we have seen, the
verb is in some cases instrumental in distinguiietween singular and plural antecedents.
A good example of this was given in (4.34), whéxe gingular inflection of the verb is the
only thing indicating that srefers to ‘Augustine’ alone, as opposed to ‘Augesand his
companions’. This means that, while there is atgteal of syncretism in the OE inflectional
morphology, verbal inflections could still play sambiguating role in the case of number.

We are left with a situation, then, where the vedyatem generally is able to
distinguish between the singular and the plurali®only variably able to distinguish
between person. Given this, it must be concludedfull agreement with Mitchell — that
while the verbal inflections of OE in some instameee sufficient and helpful in the
identification of the antecedent, they were in ynaases not “detailed” enough to perform
this task in a satisfying manner. This is contitaryhe views promulgated by tipeo-drop
theories presented in Chapter 2, and must alsaibdsbe directly contrary to van
Gelderen’s claim thatro-drop is “common” in OE as a result of “the strdngt the verbal
person features” (van Gelderen 2000: 121). Indema Gelderen claims that “the third person
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is in fact more specified [than the first and setperson, in terms of phi-featutés KAR ]”

(van Gelderen 2000: 132), which leads her to catietuthat third person pronouns may be
dropped more easily (van Gelderen 2000: 194). iitag very well be the case, yet, it seems
she fails to consider that third person inflectionthe past indicative are far less detailed than
those for the present, and the fact that the pretisrused far more frequently than the present
in the OE texts analysed here effectively servasitiermine van Gelderen’s claims about the
influence of strong inflectional third person fe&ts. While her contrastive data does show
that S, is more frequent in the third person than the &red second, her conclusions

regarding third person verbal inflections is in wigw unfounded. Given that the third person
was essentially indistinguishable from the firstgom in the preterite, and also provided that
the majority of OE prose texts are in the preteritdoes not seem likely that the verbal
inflections constitute an “absolute” key to expléie overweight of Scorresponding to third
person pronouns. There is also the fact to be derail that van Gelderen bases her analysis
on data from the Lindisfarne and Rushworth gospetéch are interlinear glosses, and thus
not representative of idiomatic OE.

Still, the fact that third person pronouns are nfogquently left empty is probably not
affected by this methodological oversight, and nesanexplained. As recalled, in
conjunction with OHG (section 2.7.2), it was selest 1S, was more common than,& in the
third person only. This observation correspond$ wiat of van Gelderen (2000). However,
unlike van Gelderen, Axel (2005: 35) does not ladttie this to the strength of the third person
verbal features. The question, then, is whetheetlseanything remaining to explain this
overweight of empty third person pronouns if weecgjyan Gelderen’s hypothesis.

It may be that there are properties of third peyg@mouns that make omitting them
“easier” — or, alternatively, there are properassociated with first and second person
pronouns that make omitting them “harder”. It ispever, doubtful whether these properties
are of a syntactic or morphological nature, andh@es pragmatic factors may be better suited
to explain this uneven distribution. No such explaon will be attempted here, but it may be
idly speculated that first and second person prosooay be more important in identifying
the actors in a text, as pronouns suclt & and eow‘you’ are more specifically linked to
human identity than the more gendrathe’ andseo'she’.

In terms of inflectional ambiguity, the instancésSp analysed in this work make clear
that empty pronouns were not restricted to appgammy in contexts where verbal inflections

12 phj-feature frequently represented simply @sis a generative term indicating the informationperson,
number and gender contained in a noun or pronoun.
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indicated person and number — as would be expé#atedere true that verbal morphology
features determine this phenomenon. My data hdactnshown that s;frequently co-occurs
with ambiguous verbs. There are several examplempty pronouns combining with
subjunctive verbs which, as recalled, are incapabtistinguishing person. Also, while most
verbs distinguish effectively between the singallad the plural, plural verbs are, like
subjunctives, incapable of distinguishing persdmer€ is only a single inflection for the
plural, both in the present and in the preteritecakdingly, verbs inflected for the plural
could be considered ambiguous in terms of idemigthe antecedent. The fact that 34.5% of
the instances of ombine with a plural verb should be indicativeled fact that the verbal
morphology in many cases was insufficient in idgmg the referent of the empty subject.
Thus, it must be concluded that while verbal irtfl@es can disambiguate the referent of an
empty subject in some cases, particularly in déifdiating between singular and plural
referents, it does do so systematically. It follptiken, that the “identification hypothesis” has
not been corroborated.

Coupled with inflectional ambiguity is the fact thas seen for instance in example
(4.34), $ may not necessarily be close to the last iteradfdts antecedent. As also
mentioned in section 4.8,8nd the antecedent could well be separated byajemtervening
referents. Now, if it is true that pronominal sudtgeare left empty on basis of being
“redundant” because they are easily identifiable stugrammatical or contextual factors, it
would be expected that the empty pronoun wouldestite grammatical function of its
antecedent, and also be “close” to it in termsegfual distance. As we have seen, this is not
necessarily the case, agdbten is co-referent with non-nominative elememtparts of
elements, and are also often quite distant fronatiiecedent. Additionally, the citations often
display confusing alternation between various dgtreferents, which makes correct
identification of the empty subject even more diift. For instance, cases have been observed
where several occurrencesh&he’ intermingle without further identifying markein the
discourse surrounding an instance gpiich correspond to a third person masculine
antecedent. Consider example (4.61), where therdift referents are identified by subscript

letters in the glosses.
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(4.61) ba eode hénn, swa swa hais hlafordes serendo secgan scolde.
then walked han, as if hehis lord’s errand say should
Ond mid py hépa geswippre mupe licetende aerend wreahte & ldassewade,
and when hedevious moutp feigned errand reported and falsely whispered
pa astod hesemninga, & getogene py waepne under his sceatderem pone cyning.
then rose hesuddenly and drawing the weapon under his garmeastied on the king
pa peet pa Lillageseah, se cyninges pegn him se holdestdde hacyld et honda,
when that then Lillasaw, the king's servant him the firmest, not-hgdshield at hand
peet_hepone cyning mid scyldan meahte: [Ssatte pa his lichoman betweoh beforan
that hethe king with shield might. [hgplaced then his body between before
pam stynge. & [Sg]purhstong pone cyninges pegn & pone cyning gewundad
the thrust, and [helhrough-struck the king’'s servant and the king maed
‘then he walked in, as if he would deliver his Isrdrrand. And as he then, with
devious words, reported his feigned errand and pene falsely, het then rose
suddenly and, drawing the weapon under his garmeastied on the king. When Lilla
saw this, who was the most devoted of the king’gas#gs, having no shield at hand to
defend the king, he interposed his body to meetithest. And he pierced the king's
servant and wounded the king.’
(Bede 122.21)

Here we actually have two instances gf\8hich refer to distinct and separate third person
masculine antecedents, namely ‘Eomer;,(heentioned by name in 122.8) and ‘Lilla’ (hdt

is observed that in this case, the distance bet@geand heis particularly long, as the two
are separated by more than 40 words. Even morgvadtey, perhaps, is the fact that in this
stretch of text, §is separated from its antecedent by another instah$, which refers to
another male character, ‘Lilla’, who is also reéerto ae This intermingling between
various instances of,&ndhereferring to different entities ensure that inseasy task to
distinguish between antecedents in cases suclsad tie author certainly makes no attempt
to distinguish clearly between the two. It is wontbting that Miller's edition oBedereplaces
the final emptyhewith a full NP to distinguish between antecedemthie idiomatic PDE
translation, where the final line is rendered agrifl Eomaer thrust through the king's
attendant and wounded the king” (Bede, translat®20). It seems excessively difficult to
successfully distinguish between these anteceadrgn relying exclusively on masculine
personal pronouns — whether overt or not. A singl@ample is given in (4.62), while
example (4.63) illustrates an instance pE&rrounded by two possible masculine
antecedents. In these cases, the verbal morph@ajyo help in identifying the antecedent.
It seems substantial amounts of inference andaéxiterpretation on the part of the reader is
needed to correctly identify the reference pf&nd the fact is that it would probably be

nearly as difficult to decipher these clauses ewtdre subject pronouns had been overt.
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(4.62) Lareow, ic brohte minne surdumbne gadteebbendeSeswa hwaer swa hgine
master, | brought my spdumb spirit having. Hewherever hehim;
geleecd [g; forgnit hine & [S,]i todum gristbitad & forscrincp;
takes [hg]throws-down him and [he]teeth gnashes and withers.
‘Master, | brought my son, who has as dumb spiviterever it takes him, it throws
him down, and he gnashes his teeth and withers.away
(WSCp Mk. 9.18)

(4.63) Se leecedonne heymd done untruman to snidanne, seresédeawad dset cumbl,

the surgeonwhen hecomes the patigph to cut, first heexamines the swelling

& siddan hinetweonad ymb daes untruman gedyld, hweeder he gedadizge daet

and after hima doubts concerning the patigspatience, whether hallow may that

hine mon snide.[5 Hyt donne his lseceseax under his cladum oddahirteewundad:

him; one cuts. [hehides then his surgeon-knife under his clothed hathim; wounds

‘The surgeon, when he comes to operate on theriakie first examines the swelling,

and afterwards he has doubts concerning the patigftie patient, whether he will

allow that one should cut him. He then hides hads under his clothes until he cuts
him.’

(CP 187.9)

Now, in cases such as the above, many medievabisugind scribes seem to have relied more
heavily on use of pronouns than is common today itamay even be said that such use of
identical pronouns could be a genre feature foryrmaedieval texts. The introduction of full
NPs to break up sequences of identical referegmt@louns would ease the process of
identification, as demonstrated by the insertiofEoimeaer’ in Miller’s translation oBede
Ease of interpretation seems not to have beersag ter the author, but it could be that this
reliance on pronouns could have been motivateghbyia restraints, as writing materials
such as pens, ink and vellum were luxury goods. él@nvthat may be, the examples above
serve to illustrate the difficulties involved inrcectly identifying the antecedent. It is hard to
see any syntactic systematicity at work here, amtlasitic inference and pragmatic
knowledge seems to be the main method of decipip@rstances of ssimilar to those seen
in (4.61)—(4.63).

Another possibility is that the prominence of figaires appearing in the text may
have served some function in determining whethbjesti pronouns could be left empty. That
is, it could be speculated that only pronouns refgrto the most prominent characters could
be left empty. We may then hypothesise that thetieof these empty subjects is
recoverable through representing “who the narragabout”. In example (4.34), for
instance, it was seen thagti8 fact did not correspond with the immediatelggeding third
person NP, as would perhaps be expected if syataetlundancy” or ease of identification

was the main motivation for utilising an empty poan, but rather with an NP occurring at
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some distance. The antecedent in question, ‘Auggisitan be argued to be the focus of the
discourse, as the entire section of text revolvearal his journey to England. It may be that
it is the status as theme or topic that allowsereatial pronoun referring to ‘Augustine’ to
be deleted here. Consequently, then, the readbirso$ection irBedewould realise — due to
his pragmatic knowledge — that ‘Augustine’ is tb&rent of the empty pronoun, on basis of
being the focus of the discourse. If this concépypa role in identifying the antecedent, it
would be expected that instances ph& regularly co-referent with the most prominent
figure in the discourse.

The notion that prominent discourse figures cad/e as an aid in identifying the
antecedent ties into the conceptshfmeandtopic. These concepts have traditionally been
somewhat interchangeably used to denote what titersze or discourse “as a whole is
about” (Matthews 2007: 407, 410-411). However stimition should be made betweepic
or themen the pragmatic sense atapicin the syntactic sense primarily utilised by
generative scholars — namely to indicate the entiupying the clause-initial position. As
mentioned in Chapter Bypic-drophas been suggested as an explanation for whaaepioe
be “subjectless” structures in languages such dd\Ofse and Vietnamese.

However, the citations featuring &nalysed in this work show quite clearly that this
hypothesis is erroneous — or at least not systepaatd thus inadequate at best. While the
examples discussed above illustrate examples ofygpnpnouns referring to the most
prominent figures, there are plenty of examplesctvitio not conform to this pattern, or is in
direct opposition to it. As a case in point, takaraple (4.61). Here, there are two instances
of S, where one refers to ‘Eomer’ and the other tolaLilDeciding which of them is the
most prominent figure is virtually impossible, &gy both play central parts in the discourse.
Regardless, that point is moot, as ‘Eomer’ andalérebothrepresented by empty
pronouns. The same is the case in example (4.6@xenthere are also two instances 9f S
referring to the ‘dumb spirit’ and the ‘son’, respieely. It is impossible to decide which of
them is the more prominent figure, and even iféheere a way of doing so, itis
inconsequential, as both of them are left empty.

Allen (1999) touches upon something very simitawhat has been discussed above
when dismissing what she calls the ‘thematicitydtiagsis’. She lists as a possible
explanation focoordinate subject deletiathat what determined the permissibility of utiigi
an empty subject pronoun may not have been thisoprgs co-referentiality with another
subject, but rather the empty pronoun’s statugtenie of discourse”. However, she rejects

this explanation on the grounds that it is difftdol “define exactly what is meant by ‘theme
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of discourse’ in such a way as to account for in@erous counterexamples, and also explain
why “the controller of CSD [i.e. the antecedentAR] is usually a subject” (Allen 1999: 55—
56). She concludes her discussion by saying thaéwiematicity may not have been the
determining factor allowing the non-expression gtiject pronoun, pragmatics may have
interacted with grammatical features to a greatesrg than in PDE. Thus, while dismissing
the “thematicity hypothesis”, she states that gslappear “that discourse factors could
sometimes interfere with what had become a graneaibticontrolled process” (Allen 1999:
58). This is an appealing notion, and it constwtdine point to leave off the current
discussion. It seems fitting to conclude that aati@r's prominence or importance as theme
or topic of discourse may have had some influemc&,pin combination with grammatical
factors. It is possible that such thematicity dooé of some aid in identifying its antecedent,
in certain cases — yet the counterexamples arenowusi@nd it would certainly be wrong to
imply that this is a main factor in the “subjectéslauses of OE.

As a final note, however, one should also condigeinconvenient circumstance that,
due to the fact that many of these texts are ta#insis, influences from Latin syntax may be
responsible for some of the occurrencesafiScussed here. The texts which feature the
highest text-internal frequencies of @mpared to sxn, BedeandOrosius are both
translations of Latin originals. As was said in @tea 3, though, it is difficult to determine
whether instances of,@re present because of the Latin original, or hvdrethey were
utilised by OE scribes who felt the constructioresavacceptable in the vernacular as well. As
referenced in Chapters 2 and 3, evidence colldobed Gothic and OHG suggests tentatively
that scribes would insert an overt pronoun if thrgty variant was judged to be incompatible
with vernacular idiom. The only way to rigorouslysck this would be to compare every
translated OE text with its Latin counterpart. tidaion, it would in principle be possible to
compare frequencies fog $ translations and non-translations — yet theegt@o few of the
latter in OE. In either case, this lies beyondgbepe of this work, and has consequently not
been done. Thus, the frequencies detailed in thdyswill by necessity have to be taken “at

face value”, but one should remain conscious opttssibility of influence from Latin.

4.10 Closing discussion

4.10.1 Predominance in second conjunct clauses
As demonstrated above, the majority of the instarndes, analysed here occur in second
conjunct clauses. While that in itself is unremétikaand may indicate simply that there is an
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overweight of second conjunct clauses in the sedkecbrpus, it was demonstrated by
comparing empty and overt subject pronouns accgridirtlause type across the corpus texts,
that S in fact occurs more frequently in second conjuhatises than in any other clausal
environment. As remarked above, this corresponds qell with the observed distribution

of Sy in languages such as Gothic, OHG and ON, as thageages primarily utilised empty
subject pronouns in main clauses, whether of thergkor non-conjunct variety. It was also
observed that for OE, second conjuncts is the dialyse type in which ®ould at all be
claimed to be an “active” phenomenon in the languagnd barely so, at an overall relative
frequency of 2.4%. Additionally, the relatively hifrequencies for Sn this clause type are
not restricted only t@ede but are rather quite evenly distributed amongcthrpus texts. In

all other clause types, the overall frequency fpv& observed to be less than 1%, and in
most of the clause types according to texts, thguiency was actually closer to 0.5%. This
means that if a “grammatical competition” betwegmisd Sron Similar to the one Axel (2005:
28) assumes for OHG also took place in the Endgisbuage, the contest was completed by
the period of OE — and overt subject pronounsadgfthe “winner” (section 2.8.2). Indeed,
these low frequencies lead to questioning whetberesscholars may not have overestimated
the occurrence rates of “subjectless” clauses inTIie data collected here certainly does not
agree with for instance van Gelderen’s claim tiidn ‘Old English, pro-drop is quite

common” (van Gelderen 2000: 12%)it is also impossible to agree with Pogatsche®{)9
that “the pronoun in OE subordinate clauses ne¢th@expressed”. It was suggested above
that the reason this linguistic phenomenon may h&es exaggerated by some previous
scholars is the lack of data in this area of redearto OE.

As for explaining the occurrence of the phenomegorgn the observed dominance in
second conjunct clauses, it seems to be no stoéttie imagination that one of the deciding
factors involved in the majority of the clausestfigimg S, discussed in this work is related to
the rules of OE governing the situational permisisjiof deletion of a clause element under
coordination. Contrary to the modern languagegeéinss that in some rare cases, subject
omission occurs in second conjunct clauses regadiewhether the empty pronoun is co-
referent with a preceding subject and regardlesghether the antecedent actually occurred

in the immediately preceding main clause.

13 Indeed, van Gelderen (2000) claims to have “itatsd that pro-drop occurs regularly in Old Englighat
“pro-drop is quite common” and that this is indigatof “the strength of the verbal person featur@sih
Gelderen 2000: 121, 149). Based on the figuresuds®d in section 4.7.1 , | do not see how thattcpassibly
be the case, as the frequencies fpar® very low. Also, as was seen in section 4.8,highly doubtful whether
the OE verbal inflections are as detailed as vadésen claims.
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The question remains, though, whether our exantplgsreflect cases where the
situational syntactic criteria for deletion of ébgct pronoun were met, or whether some — or
many — of the 267 instances gf @scussed here in fact represent grammaticalsertor
should be kept in mind that the total number ofun@nces is very low, both in observed and
relative frequencies. Also, it must be fair to Hagt the instances of,@re quite erratically
distributed, with no apparent text-internal systaaitg, in the sense that parallel structures to
those featuring sactually have sonin the overwhelming majority of the cases. If thées of
OE regarding subject omission had been the sanmeRI3E — and they do correspond in very
many cases — it is all too easy to imagine a stnathere a scribe, noting that his sentence
starts with a coordinating conjunction, determiteekeave the subject empty in the mistaken
belief that the subject pronoun in the second amtjwas co-referent with that of the
immediately preceding main clause. It may be tbatesscribes have simply “lost track” of
both the clausal location and function of the aatienit. Allen (1999) mentions this
possibility, stating that the “majority of the extinal examples [...] involve examples in
which it would be particularly easy for the autloorscribe to forget that the subject of the co-
ordinated clause was not in fact the grammatidajesti of the first conjunct” (Allen 1999:

57).

However, while the possibility exists that somemany of our examples of,&re the
result of scribal errors, it cannot be ruled ouwtt tthese examples actually represent cases
where OE may have had less stringent rules forahtaheletion under coordination than the
modern language. The phenomenon representegd isyc8rtainly rare and appears very
erratically, yet it seems too widespread to berelyticoincidental — especially in certain texts,
such as for instandgede The fact also remains that examples givre found in all the
corpus texts used in this work. It would then segtikely that all or many of the instances of
Sy treated in this work are consequences of slipthemart of the author or scribe. Thus, the
position adopted here is that the high frequenc§,ah second conjuncts is indicative of
some degree of systematicity, or remnant of sydieityain that these examples may reflect
an older set of rules for subject omission in e@&rmanic which by the time of the extant
texts had fallen into disuse in OE. One shouldlléeae that the extant Gothic manuscripts
and some Old High German texts feature very highuencies for S(cf. section 2.7).
Unfortunately, however, it seems very difficultnidt impossible, to achieve absolute

certainty here.
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4.10.2 Subject-antecedent predominance

As section 4.7.2 indicatesg 8 by far more frequently co-referent with a sgbjgccurring in
the surrounding context, or alternatively, para@ubject, or a subject in combination with an
additional element, such as an object or objeet mfeposition. The co-referent subject is
located in a preceding clause in the overwhelmiagpnty of the cases, but in three of my
citations, the antecedent is located in a follownmgn or subordinate clause. It was seen that
between 56.7% and 66.0% of the instances,alis€ussed here are co-referent with a single
preceding or following nominal or pronominal sutijEcThe frequencies for,&o-referent

with a subject occurring in the surrounding contasy seem slightly low, but it should be
remembered that “regular” deletion of co-referariijects occurring in second conjunct
clauses, as it is still practised in PDE, is owggite scope of this thesis (cf. section 3.3). On
this basis, it really must be said that the fregiesranging from 56.7%—-66.0% are actually
quite high, and there can be no doubt that thlsésilominant antecedent type. Combined
with the tendency of 30 occur more frequently in second conjuncts,issugsed in the
preceding section, the fact that the antecedertsecdmpty subjects discussed here are co-
referent with a subject in the majority of the aseuld constitute additional evidence for the
idea that OE at some stage may have had slighthreint rules regarding the permissibility
of subject omission in coordinate clauses. As dtatmve, the instances of &e so few in

my corpus of texts that it seems doubtful thatehees should still be “active” in the
language at the OE stage, yet as also mentionackaibds possible that the instances we do
see of this phenomenon may reflect remnants arsrefian older grammatical system

governing subject omission under coordination.

4.10.3 Distance/identification

The examples given in section 4.9 should demormstiatt identification of the antecedent is
not necessarily a straightforward matter. Firsalgfdata collected here shows thgisSnot
restricted to occur in close proximity to its ar@dent, as the empty subjects which had an
overt antecedent were quite evenly distributed tverfour identified categories indicating
the distance separating &d its antecedent. If it is the case that theaaaent should be
easily identifiable in order for subject omissiontake place, one would assume that the
empty pronoun would occur in very close proximiyits co-referent expression. As we have

seen, this is not the case in the corpus examieeg] And identifying the antecedent is in

1 These figures pertain to the instancesadiScussed in section 4.7 and onwards. This méemmsristances of
S, occurring in hortative subjunctive constructionsl @mpty subject relatives are not included here.
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many cases quite difficult. It was seen that thdalemorphology could be of some help, in
that it quite efficiently distinguishes between #iegular and the plural, and to a certain
extent between person, but that there is too myatrstism for the system to systematically
disambiguate the antecedent. This means, thenthid&identification hypothesis” has not
been corroborated. It is also seems that manyegptbblematic cases in terms of
identification involve several referents of the saperson and number, namely third person
singular referents, and thus even a system witmbiguous morphological marking of the
verb would be of little help. In fact, it seemsari¢hat in many cases, the clause would be
equally confounding if an overt subject pronoun badn present. However that may be, it is
certainly not the case here, as the ideal statédidmmifor the generativists investigatipigp-
drop, that verbal inflections make an overt subpgonhoun recoverable and redundant. In
addition, it was also observed that there is oft@mfusing alternation between referents,
which can greatly complicate the process of idexatiion. Examples were also given where
instances of Soccurring in close proximity to each other refeseparate entities, with no
way to distinguish grammatically between them.dses such as (4.61)—(4.63), it seems the
only way to identify the correct antecedents istigh pragmatic considerations.

It was further suggested that the prominence @ttiaracters appearing in the texts
could have some bearing on the identification efdhtecedent, in that such characters could
function as the themar topicof discourse. If this was a factor involved in |dbjomission,
one would expect instances of empty pronominalesuibjto correspond with any such
prominent figures. This would in turn mean that wéneer an empty pronoun is encountered,
the reader might be able to assume that the “gefpts to the most prominent figure in the
discourse through this entity’s capacity of them#opic, and thus have no problem
identifying the antecedent. However, clear counxtamgples were given to this “prominent
figures” hypothesis, and it is clear thgtd®es not necessarily refer to the figures in éxést
representing the discourse topic/theme. It wasloded that thematicity could very well play
a role in some instances qf, &and thus be of some aid in identifying the ardeog but that
this is probably not a major influence on the pesitiility of empty subject pronouns.
However, it seems likely that pragmatics and “tededing skills” must have been one of the
key factors in deciphering clauses featuring tlespty subjects. When thematicity is of little
help, and verbal inflections help to some extemy,dhis seems to be the final method of
correctly identifying the antecedent — and thus #h& meaning of the clause. Finally, the

possibility of influences from Latin was mentioned.
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4.11 Summary

This chapter has presented and discussed thealkgeted for this thesis, thus forming the
main part of this study. First, a presentation giasn of the relative distribution of,$ the
corpus of texts, compared and contrasted with tiseroences of ,n in the same texts. It

was seen that the frequencies fgm@re very low. In the comparison betwegraBd Sron,

the frequencies ranged between 0.390B3rM) and 3.3% $(Bedg.The sole exception was
Alfred’s Lawswhich, due to its reliance on hortative subjunetstructures, featured a
frequency of 39.1% S The difference between eOE and IOE was statibtisggnificant,

even when LawAf was discounted. This means thatgossible to discern a development
toward the permanent loss of empty pronominal subj@ the two periods of Old English.
However, it is unlikely that the figures illustraaemajor shift in OE from being a language
that permitted empty subject pronouns to one tlthhdt, as the instances of &e very few

in both periods. Further, it was seen that theyeseal tokens of sall into three main
categories: @n hortative subjunctive structures, empty subjetdtives and one final, less
uniform category. The latter is by far the largastl complex category, and the main part of
this chapter was dedicated to describing thesard@nces of $ This description was
presented as a quantitative analysis of the rokerafmber of structural variables proposed by
previous research. These included the types oselauwhich $occurs, the function of its
antecedent, the location of the antecedent andisitt@nce between,@nd its antecedent. By
comparing the clausal distribution of botha®id $ronin a variety of clause types, it was seen
that S most frequently occurs in second conjunct clauBkes.data presented led to
concluding that some earlier scholars of OE maeHh®een too quick in labelling
“subjectless” clauses a “native” feature of OEtresoccurrences are so very few. It was
confirmed that gis generally co-referent with a subject occurimghe surrounding context,
or with a subject in combination with another eletnd was also observed, however, that S
could be co-referent with many types of antecedeal,ding direct and indirect objects,
objects of prepositions, in addition to only part€lements. A section was then dedicated to
the difficulties involved in identifying the antetent, and thereby understanding the meaning
of the clause. It was concluded that there ilitthiformity to be seen among the instances of
Sy discussed in the main part of this chapter, asd #iat it is very difficult to determine any
systematicity in the examples discussed hereelhsampossible to draw conclusions based
on what “allowed” or governed,$ OE, but it has been suggested here that tlamext
occurrences may be the result of a combinatiomadbfs. First, it may be assumed that an

antiquated early Germanic grammatical system p&ngiempty subject pronouns can be
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held accountable for some of the instances; segpptigmatic factors may have factored in,
and finally; it may not be ruled out that somelddf tnstances of3een here may be the

result of scribal error.
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CHAPTER 5

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

The present thesis has been concerned with thexumession of referential subject pronouns
and the resulting “subjectless” sentences occuom@Id English prose. The study has
investigated 450 occurrences of such sentences fek® a corpus consisting of eleven Old
English texts. The aim of the investigation waslégcribe the occurrence of empty referential
subject pronouns, and determine whether any sysi@imaould be seen with regard to their
syntactic behaviour. While the study has been feediprimarily on syntactic aspects of these
so-called empty subjects, certain pragmatic fadtake also been taken into consideration.

Chapters 1, 2 and 3 provided the background ®sthdy. Chapter 1 accentuated the
distinction between languages which require ovefdrential pronominal subjects in the
clause structure and languages which do not. Itpgaged out that the modern Germanic
languages, including English, require pronominaijascts to be overt in all but a few
syntactic environments. However, it was also noed all the Germanic languages are
assumed to have developed from a stage where soebrpinal subjects could be realised as
empty, in a fashion comparable to genyine-drop languages such as Spanish and Italian. In
this connection, it was seen that some scholataphoBaker (2007), Mitchell (1985),
Traugott (1992) and van Gelderen (2000), assumeethpty subjects were a more or less
idiomatic feature of Old English, as well as in @otand Old High German. Still, it was
noted that little consensus as to the extent sfghenomenon has been reached, as evidenced
by the widely differing accounts of van Geldere@@@: 149) — who claims that “pro-drop
occurs regularly in Old English” and Mitchell (19883) — who says that the idiom appears
“only spasmodically”. On background of this, it wetated that the main purpose of this work
would be to quantify this understudied phenomenon.

It was decided that the focus of the study wasetexplorative, and primarily aimed at
providing a quantitative analysis of structuralighles proposed by previous scholarship as
being relevant to subject omission in OE. This siea was made on background of the lack
of solid data regarding the extent of the phenomen®E. Two research questions aimed at
facilitating study of empty subjects in Old Englisiere formulated, the phrasing of which
indicating that certain hypotheses would be testealicitly, including, for instance, whether
empty pronominal subjects were as frequent as stedey e.g. Baker (2007), Mitchell
(1985) and van Gelderen (2000). Additionally, ituMbbe tested whether whether the



syntactic environments in which the empty subjeciuored had any bearing on the
permissibility of this phenomenon in OE.

Chapter 2 presented previous research on emptgasbfirst, an account was given
of the generative investigations of the phenomanuader the labels giro-drop ornull
subject A generative study of empty subjects in Old India was offered before two of the
most central studies of empty subjects in Old EigWere presented. Short overviews were
also provided of the status of research into emapbjects in Gothic and OIld High German.
Chapter 3 was concerned with method and data tolte@nd also discussed various
problems of analysis.

Chapter 4 comprised the main part of this studwne the collected data was analysed
and discussed. First, it was observed that thei&egjes for empty subjects in Old English
prose were very low, but also that the distributtdthe phenomenon was significantly
greater in texts belonging to the early Old Engpshiod.

It was also observed that the 450 instances ofyesuyiijects could be separated into
three main groups. Two of these groups were eakifsified. These included cases where
hortative subjunctive verbs combined with emptyjscis and cases where subject relative
pronouns were left empty. The final category wasimess uniform. The majority of Chapter
4 was dedicated to classifying these instancespty subjects according to various syntactic
and pragmatic criteria. These criteria were fieserenced in conjunction with the research
guestions in Chapter 1, and detailed in full in @tba3. It was seen that empty subjects were
most frequent in second conjunct clauses, yet beem the frequencies were low on a text-to-
text basis. While it was noted that the empty ptoncould be co-referent with many types of
antecedent, it most frequently shared referende avgubject occurring in the precededing
context.

The overall low frequencies led to concluding thamne scholars, van Gelderen in
particular, may have exaggerated the distributioengpty pronominal subjects in Old
English. At several stages it was commented tleafrdgquencies were so low that the
phenomenon of subject omission must be charadctesis@early dead by the extant Old
English period.

In terms of why the phenomenon occurs in Old Ehgli® satisfactory conclusion
was reached. It was shown that the the notionthigaidentity of referent should be clear from
verbal inflections was not systematically valid sibme cases, verbal inflections were
admittedly helpful — particularly in differentiatiroetween the singular and the plural — yet in

many cases, the syncretism of the verbal systeds leathe combination of empty subjects
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with ambiguously inflected verbs — which, idealjould be impossible if it really is true that
the verb makes a pronominal subject recoverabtéftars redundant. In this context, even the
plural may be considered ambiguous, as most vaflesied for the plural have aonor-an
ending. This means that even though it is cledrgbme plural entity constitutes the
antecedent, the identity of the referent may sl be entirely clear.

It was also seen that the main problem in idemtgythe antecedent did not necessarily
depend on having available unambiguous verbalatifies. In a considerable number of
cases, it was seen that several referents of the samber and person intermingled with no
structural means of differentiating between themthese cases, the clause would actually be
equally inexplicable even with the presense ofwartgpronoun. In such cases, it seems only
that pragmatic factors may reveal the referenhefeémpty subject.

Based on the data presented in this thesis, themasi concluded that it was impossible
to reach an overarching conclusion regarding whavérned” empty referential pronominal
subjects in Old English. It was, however, specudlditat the tokens discussed here could be
explained by a combination of factors, of which eves pragmatic features. It was also
suggested that some may represent genuine renuofarsantiquated Germanic grammatical
system, and that some instances may simply beiaapla by scribal or authorial error.

While empty pronominal subjects have been stueigdnsively by generativists
investigating th@ro-drop parameter, this thesis is to the best of nonkedge the first in-
depth study of empty subjects in Old English. I&mmerit is that it concretises a formerly
understudied and somewhat impressionistic areangligh historical syntax. The presented
results also show that such a study was needetiyarly in order to dispel some
misconceptions about the extent of the phenomamtmei periodt.700-€.1100. While 1 do
not believe that the last word has been said raggempty referential pronominal subjects in

Old English, it is hoped that this work forms aibam which future studies can be built.
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SUMMARY IN NORWEGIAN

Denne masteroppgaven har befattet seg med ikkgktgttr sakalt "tomme” — referensielle
subjektspronomener i gammelengelsk prosa. Studienrdersgkt 450 forekomster av
"subjektlgse” setninger tatt fra et korpus bestéemdelleve gammelengelske prosatekster.
Malet for undersgkelsen har vaert a beskrive foreftemav disse tomme subjektene, og
avgjgre hvorvidt man kan observere noen grad aesisitet i forhold til disses syntaktiske
egenskaper. Enkelte pragmatiske faktorer har oligsd&handlet.

Studiens hovedfokus har veert kartleggende. | ogahédligere undersgkelser i stor
grad har basert seg pa et meget begrenset dat@ieatear man her forsgkt a kvantifisere
fenomenet i sa stor grad som mulig. Den kvantiéatimalysen har i hovedsak basert seg pa
diverse strukturelle variabler som har blitt foéesl tidligere forskning. Dermed har man
ogsa testet en rekke pastander vedrgrende dettmésets utbredelse i gammelengelsk, samt
undersgkt hvorvidt de syntaktiske omgivelsene dete subjektene forekommer i har hatt
noen betydning.

Studien er bygget opp pa falgende mate: kapitpee$enterer bakgrunnen for
prosjektet, samt forskningsspgrsmalene som damaenigqget for studien. Kapittel 2
presenterer tidligere forskning pa omradet. Hegérren presentasjon av relevant generativ
forskning pa det sakal{@o-drop parameteret, samt redegjarelser bade for tomme
subjektspronomener i gammelengelsk spesifikt, ng=mad ® andre gammelgermanske sprak.
Kapittel 3 gjor rede for metoden benyttet i forleisgt med datainnsamling og analyse.
Enkelte analytiske problemer er ogsa diskutert Kapittel 4 utgjer hoveddelen av studien,
der datamaterialet blir presentert og diskuterpial 5 oppsummerer de foregadende
kapitlene og konkluderer i forhold til forskninggspmalene det har veert operert med.

Studien konkluderer med at tomme subjekter i garanggisk er et mye mer
begrenset fenomen enn tidligere forskning har attyebrekomstene er faktisk sa fa at man
slar fast at fenomenet er mer eller mindre "dgdfainmelengelsk. Det slas fast at fenomenet
er noe mer utbredt i tidlig gammelengelsk i forntldenere gammelengelsk. Nar det gjelder
syntaktiske omgivelser, ble det sett at tomme $ijé all hovedsak opptrer i sakalte
"second conjunct clauses”, altsa det andre medldéramn® hovedsetninger som er bundet
sammen av en koordinerende konjunksjon. Det blé egt at de tomme subjektene i
flertallet av tilfellene er ko-referensielle medsebjekt som opptrer i den foregaende
konteksten. Det konkluderes ogsa med at det ekeligsa se noen systematikk i hva som
"tillot” eller "styrte” disse tomme subjektene. Digte likevel antatt at forekomstene diskutert i
denne oppgaven kunne forklares ved en kombinasjdak#orer, der pragmatikk uten tvil
spiller en rolle. Det ble ogsa foreslatt at noericekomstene kunne representere levninger
av et antikvert germansk grammatisk system. Mamé&uneller ikke utelukke at noen av
forekomstene rett og slett er utslag av grammatsike
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