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- ABSTRACT

This study presents an analysis of the history of

Englxsh quantifiers (each, all, both, some, ghy, etc.) in
which it is proposed that these words are begixénalyzed
as memberi_of.the syntactic category of adjectives until
the end of the'sixéeenth century when theydwerevre-analngd :

as a separate category. - Historical changes 1nvolv1ng.each

in thé each(.. . Jother reciprocal constructi¥dn are described‘_

the explanation of these changes is considered in terms of

H

its ability to provide evidence 1n the decision between two.

competing synchronic analyses of the each( .Yother con-

struction’ in Meagrn English. Both re-analyses are seen as

examples of* the types of ' contribution that diachronic studies
. - . . ’ "‘ ‘g
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en terms d'habllete pour fournir de l'evidence dans la
_déciston entre deux analyse .synchronigue concurrent de
-each(...)other construction dans ﬁ'anglais modern. Les
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deux re-analyse sont observe ‘comme examples des genre de Y
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de lesquelles il est propose que nes maots sont(mieux ana—

lyse comme membre de categorie syntaxique 4d° ajectifs ‘ @@
gusqu avant le seizigme-siecle‘quand ils ont ete re-
analysé,commé une\caﬁééorie ; part.. Changenient historique ;

impliquant each dans each(...)other construction réciproque

. D . . . e
sonp déﬁritg ll'explication de ces changements est considére

contfibution querleS'ééudes hilstorique peuvent faire 3 ) .

y ' . .

1'etude synchron{que de langage. S ‘ ) ' N
. 3 . N

: ' '

" B T o )
I
. P

- . o A

m"u

v Ul

Munde &



’
—~ e 4 i N
' .
- - . -
- e (4 . ,
T "
' y ’ ’ ) -
LR el .
LAAR LT B N e ) -
"
. .
[ - ,
s .
t ‘ { \ .
1 " N
o ) . )
t . -
b- :
» N i H .
-~
' 3
v \ ' N .
f '
i - , . ‘“‘ a
- v il . ¢
! : e e . T " - . 3
- f . 3 ' . .
. ¢ ' ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS -
- - . . ! B » - M
. + ~ . I
- o ) .
-
f . B .
-

| " "o helpful comments and'sug'gestiions; this t}ies'is g\i’l'as bene-
o N ' fitted greatly from his interest and encouragement

(I am gr‘ateful to Michael Canale for helping in the

LB ’ : ' translation of Old English and Middle Englishﬁmtations.
B ¢ thank Neil Hunter for prOOf reading the manuscript
LY, - r \ ,
i o, L
£ . ’
4 y ' o .
£ ' -
K ’ s , ,>\, .
‘):’ S :
£
U 5 ; s
: (‘ ' ) . R N ,
g N . o ) b '
‘;l ’ . \ N N
g \" . N ¢ 1 - i . -
N o LI . ~ ‘ , :
- o - ) - \ N _ _ P
/, ’ N i . . = "v)
. , ) . 'S
” - \ N ] .
. ‘8 ‘ N
QM - ~ N . " \ R
] ' : ¥ : N
. T o ) B \ ;
- . N ’ ) ,J . T “
- € A - <

Daﬁid 'Li\'gfxtfoot deserves sbedial thanks- for his manys

1 lx
‘ 1
, i
A
Yy
|
)
».
,
,
o
7
'
H
‘ 1
R ,
. ;
:
N
I3
&
¥
i
.
gv
3
.
1
A
s

o
a1 R
i
.
RN
‘
e
’ -
’
X -
;i s
.
’
b 304, € *
“ .



3

im0 T SRR L e+~ eam
i’ i

- i
:”'&z‘v"'z.i%&wﬂ; sy
N - - v
. )
4

W ad e

.t

. /‘“‘

-

5
s g SN 03 A P SR L At ¥

sk 242
\L
R .
PR N

-

.

\ ,
, CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION.‘ g e .

‘CHAPTER 2: THE HISTORY QF QUANTIFIERS..;V...:.........14 /

-

FOOTNOTES TO CHAPTER 2 .,.....;‘....

Middle English and Laters P

qunclunion..ul.' ......... ceeehans

’
P A Y * .
« R - R . »
Yo

Y S T~ m‘m-‘g U AT S SRt o (2 g 4 g R AIISTMEY T I P ORI A s m

v

K
'h \ . s

!-S
&
JE
™
o
e]
Q
£
=]
=
=
3
n

*

LEE R B R SR A K]

: .‘\r
‘

. 01d English: - .- “~\'; R ‘%-

Inflecticn of adjectives and quan@ifiérs in bEl....lB

7

.,q

Ve e

:
|

v
/

"The type 'AI1 DOYS' Ml vueruunrnre menirnsnnnrnensden 21

The t&pe 'all the bpys'..;;ig.;‘....:............[.22

¢ <t T

" The type 'the boys‘all";.;ji;;J;;qt,...,..~ .27

The type 'all, of the’ boys' ,J:zfl;...t ..... adi...28

The -type 'the boys were all ,:s ..... ;.‘.4t.

Adjectives and quantifiers used substantivally....ﬂBZ-

g - s

Inflection of adjectives and quantifiers a3

.The type ‘all of the boys ”..‘..qu.llg...y.

The type 'the_boys all'..;.;.:.ﬁi.......f... T "38‘

The type 'all ThHe DOYS'eeeneivetn. ... el

_ The type ‘the boys'wére all’,. .'......;L..;.... 5|
L:Ad_jectives and quantifiers used substantivally.... by

gQuantifiers as_a clhss.......:....:................48

Evidence of. confusion befdre the re~ana1ysis.......49

Lhdngea cauaed by the re-analysis..u,,..ﬂ.:;.......Sl

PRI 3 -

I it s 5 B s WA 5 g

. s i o =




¥
BT e

St o e g o s v-r‘xw L

o

B s T o - P

iv v

e «,euw-m%*,w-ﬂf’ﬂ%aaﬁﬁ, R

-

;s . e
CHAPTER 3:° -THE-.,EACH OTHER' RECIPROCAL CONSTRUCTION,“GY
v -3

+ Typés of reciprocal constnuctions...hig........fr.468_

‘Each and other as adjectives in OE and ME,.....,.ﬂ.?S
graer

The case system and "each other».f...

[ Y
Al

Each other! s...........u.....:......x..gq!;4;.

(M ~

©

OO‘.‘.P'AO.'

v

t

"

.

A

‘e

-

,....80
1000088

The types

’eaCh to other' and

The explanation of the historical changeS' . .
in the 'each other' ¢ nztruct;on.............,.QI

The

The

each-Interpretation ahalysis of the ., | .
diachronic changes in the, 'each other!' o
COﬂStI’UCtiOn...........--.‘....‘...-......w.,(..g.ﬁ

each-Movement analysis of the diachranic

'to each other' f..}.89A

Conclusion.,........................{........;

7

A

<

"’FOOTNO"EES TO CHAPTER 30......;..rnoo-t-h-c--tn...p

> ’

P

-

LY

»
. 1

[

0

L

Al

]

-

changes 1in the 'each other!' constructidnf.k;WQLOY‘
‘oo _. »l’ll,

t‘cu.llé

PR

- ’ -
. ki . .
L e f
- 2
. R &
' ' '
. N N A
-~
. N - h ” \
1
.
. L ‘4
* . -
N § ~ B o - .
g
. » { P - - \‘ - .
~ N
- ‘ - *
~ + ~—
N f .
.t ¢ .
. ~ s Al -
k] N N
, s
- 4 ' * S
[} s . 4 +
q 7
i g . .
. - .
.
.
. ' 3 - -
.“ -
v
, .
. . N N
' -
T
.
1
~ '
1
. .
‘
0 K} -
~ ¢ \
‘
o
&
~
- L4
- L] - Al
- . .
. . \\’
' .
- <+
- e i st s B i - e e ettt sy

BIBLIOGRAPHY, . uwl ginsus s vanevnoeitoomiseniionesnngesns

H

AR TR

e, h 2 (] Pl o Mo g
R b it e

3

- Ze 3
e Bty e

"

i

va
VY
v
)
]

e




g CHAPTER 1 - . ‘
IN’i‘RoﬁUc'rIc’)N -

A3
3 ¢ ’ L}

Historical change in language has been &, topic of in-
terest for .a long’ time. . The purposes of studying diachronic

R ‘t ’v ‘,
.change have varied from\tracing the parentage of languages

-

"and constructing trees of language @amilies to attempting
to determine how and when a given changé in a language tobk
place; The -purpose of the present s%udy is closer to that
of the latter type, but it does not stop with the history
of a language; it is based on an approacn to‘linguistics
that proposes that the results of diachronic studies can W.
contribute to the synchronic study of language. A fuiler,
description of the approach to be taken here is to be found
in Lightfoot (1976), on which this brief account 1s based.
*With the development of transformational—generative
. grammar linguiste have a way‘of viewing;and describing syn-
tactic'change in language'that was nothrovided by the~neo—

grammarian approach. As Lightfooft (l976)\points out, the

neogrammarian approach was noticeably inadequate for studies.

of diachronic syntax It allowed a means of expnessing
phonological changes by the writing of rules to correlate

a glven element of the phonological inventory at one time
with an element/elements at another time; but a corresbond-
ing attempt to relate a sentence at one time with a sentence

‘at another time is senseless.
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"gﬁaMmar) may result in several changes in the language out- -

}‘dlrection and, observing several chianges occurring at the .

. same tfme in a given Lahguage, looks fon one.change in thé

'mutual“intelligibility must be preserved between.the speak¥

:ﬁone that relates simultancous supgerflclal changes by demon-

‘
& . Fae
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Transformational generative grammar allows the linguilst”
to view (superficial) changes in a language as changes in _‘, ,g
1
I

the abstract formal system of rules that generates the

language. One change in the abstract system (i.e., the

’
-

put; to study diachronic change a linguist reverses ‘the o .

-
S ot it ™

L

R A, S
L s

gr: mmar of the language that wouid explain his observations T
He proposes orie’ grammar for thellanguage at .the eaPlier per— . «

iod and another for ‘the later period; basing his proposed o ;

E PO
. e,

grammars on'the'lahguage data of each period as well as oh i
" the necessity of.explalning the differenoes in the language
data observed at the two diff‘erent times. With this ap- ~ -
‘proach the study of diachronic syntax: is possible

Alth0ugh it 1s c;nceivable that a language could under-' ’ Vi ’
go several unrelated ehanges at one time, the number of ’

1

changes that can occur simultaneously is dulte 1imited'since
ers of the language before the change(s) -and those after
the change(s)~ Therefore it is Justifiable to say that in

the.study of diachronic change the preferred analysis 1s:

[
strating that they are the consequences of a single'change

in the grammar of the language. s

[ ’
° v
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1t can show that, of fwo;conpeting theorfes of grammar, one
is inadequate when historical data are considered ‘An ex-—
ample of. this type is Lightfoot (;974) in which’ Lightfoot

argues that historical changes in the. precursors of Modern

English modals (e.g. can, could, may, fight, will) can be

‘ fnsight fully described within the framework of a 'shallow .

syntax' as in the Extended Standard Theory, whéreas seven

simultaneous changes must be regardedcas'only accidentally
occurring at the same. time in a framework incorporating an

N ' "

Abstrgct syntax—lfor instance;_in the generativersemantics
frameworn of Ross 619672.

Second, the consideration of’historical data can pro-
vide evidence to aid ;n the defi&ion’oetween two comneting

synchronic analyses of a glven phenomenon. Lightfoot's,

~

(1974§ analysis‘shows thaf'an explanation for the- simultane-

ity of seVen diachronic changes in modals can be made upon

"the assumption that a syntactic category of 'modal' was

created in tge-sixteenth century . Thus it proviaeenan ar-

-gament for including the category 'modal' in a synchronic

description of Modern English——given that no further ‘re-

analyses have occurred, and there appears to be no evidence
for any.
1ysis for Modern English proposing one category for verbs

and a separate one for modals.

This. soft of ‘demonstration can give, evidence to aid in -

the resolution of synchronic disputes at two levels. First,

‘Chomsky (1965) is an example of a synchronic ana- -

On the other hand, Ross {1967)

T e e e et e e ¢ . n e

f
T N ki e £ "




(- . prgsents an analysls of Modern English in which no distinc-"
tion in category membership- is made between verbs and so-

called'modals; both are 1n'the same camegory—~ﬁhat of verbs. 3

“

The historical evidence presented by Lightfoot‘%upports the :

‘

former {type of) analysis for Modern English over the latter

(type),~stnce the forndr allows a good explanation to be

made for the dlachronic changes observed in Mmodals. T,

S R L

The study of diachronic change in 1anguage can thereé

‘o

. fore provide evidence to decide between different synchronic } ' f

Pa. -

analyses osha given phehomenon and between different theories . - -

of grammar. There is also another way 1in which the study . .

X

. o. of diachronic_change can contribute to the deyelopment of
- . «a theory of grammar. One'approaég to the problem of ‘ex-

plaining the facts of language use and acquisition is to ot

i Do
[

. B
develop a theory of grammar 50 restrictive that 1t is pos=

- sible for the child acquiring the language--or for the lin- i
guist-—~to find‘onlﬁ one possible grammar that is‘comoet}ble
. 'with the language data avallable. This. means that’ the gram-
- matical theory will specify a limited number of grammars ; IR

'

as possible systems to underlie human languagés.‘ In so do- ~ I

ing, the theory predicps what changes are possiole in éram: b
mars; a glven gramharlcen only change to anothter in the set:

"of possible grammars specified by the theory. The study of b
language changt can provide a test for the correctness of C ;

°

these predictions, it can also suggest ‘further restrictﬂons

C " on the theory. The'development of a theory of grammar aﬁd

v ' 10 .. ey
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(- ‘the study of diachronic change can interact in’this way. L

One example of‘a'restfiction on the theory of grammar
&ér ‘which the study of historical change ‘can provide evi—
) "_, ;‘A N ]
’ dence is the Opacity Principle proposed in Lightfoot (197&)

T NGRS e 4

_and developed in more tail in Lightfoot (1976). This is *
a proposal that:

L "...changes in vdrious places in the grammar may have .
’ the .effect of making existing deep structure analyses
" A , more opaque to the language learner, ‘harder to figure
o out® There seems to be a tolerance level for such

' exceptional behaviour or 'opacity', and when this 1s
reached a radital restructuring takes place and renders
the deep structures more transpareht, easler to figure
out and 'closer' to their respective surface structures"
(Light foot 1976, p. 6) ~ . 4

PR TR RS W‘ "‘ W‘a‘n SRR \:

The Opacity Principle will (ultimately) predict exaetly how |

much exceptional‘%ehavior—-how many 'exoeption features'--

can occur befgre a re- structuring will be provoked.
The Opacity Principle is 111ustrated .An Lightfoot'
(197Q) analysis of English modals. Lightfoot argues that ’
in early Qld-English the, phecursofs of Moderh EngliSh modals
(henceforth pre—modals) showed the behavior of normal gg{hsm~
K and should therefore be analyzed as verbs for this period
By the end of the Middle English period the ﬁ%e—modals had
undergone four chanées that made them exceptions to the nor-
mal behavior of verbs; that is pre—modals had’ four excep- #
- o tion features by the enq of the fifteenth century ) The phe~ ’
modals now looked like a dlstfnct class-—one separate from

. that of verbs--and Lightfoot proposes that they were re— o W -

' analyzed as a distinct category sometime in’the sixteenth o
(4 [ C ' : o R ' ¢ o ? ’ ‘ ne
. : .- 11 .
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century; ’Tbis probosal explains seven further changes in -
the (pre—)modals,that took place in the sixteenth céntury;

all seven changes follow from a re- analysis in which the

P

category 'modal' was created.
! Al

The general explanation for these diachrenic .changes

is, that pre-modals-héd beceme/gpaq&é as mgmbers of,the ca%g:“,J,,,r,ff7~

gory of verbs; and the four e: €4 upgsvproved to be

enough to provoke a re-structuring of the base; the re-

structuring 1s evidenced by the;seven lapef changes. The
Opacity Principle is progosed as a principle'of'grammati;
cal theory thgt restricts the set of possible syntactic
components, but 1lts effects can be seen most easily“in
such historical change. it is through the study of indi-
vidual cases of diachronic change that the functionihg of
the 6pac1ty Principle can be studied, and in this wdy a
determination of the tolerance level fof‘opacity in syn-
chronic grammgfs may ultimately be made.

. A second area in which the study of diachronic change
cén éoﬁtr;buté to the development of a restrictive t%f&ry
of, grammar is in“"ifs ability to provide evidence for the .
autonomy éhes;s. ,This-;s‘"...the claim that syntactic rules

operate independenbly'of considerations of meaning and use.

This restricts the definition of‘a possible rule of gram-

" mar.9." (Lightfoot 1976, p. 7). It is sometimes claimed

(e.g., in Stockwell 1976) t?at syntactic change which 1is got

caused by semantic and/or phonetic/phnnological factorsgg
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o "i‘ - does not ‘occur. The demonstration of diachronic syntactic

changes which are 1ndependent,o$/tﬂééé factors is thefefofe nen

T -
o -

} ‘.“”‘ an argiiment fqg/hhe’éﬁfgnomy thesis; the presentation of

8

suchexamples of change therefore (indirectly) aids in’ o ‘
| l developing a restrictive théory of language. .

0y

'So far I have emphasized the possible contributions to

synchronic studies that can be derived from the study of
diachronic changes in lénguége. Diachrbnic studles can also

be pursued for the purposes of understanding the history of

P it -

a giveﬁ language and contribdting to the deveiopment of a
théoéy of language change. These goals are closer to the
traditional ones’ for ﬁistorical linguisties. Linguists can
aftempt to develop a theory that specifles the types of -

changes that languages can undergo and -the méchanisms by .

”

which these changes.are effected. From thié viewpoint
Ligﬁtfoot's analysis of modals can be seen as gmbodying the
claim that change in the.base ruleslof the grammar 1is one
possible typé of historicgl.change, a c%aim that 1is not
uncohfroversial; other yprk on dlachronic syntax has con-
centrated on chaﬁges in transformations (e.g. Lakoff, Klima,
Traugott). Evidence to decide«mavters like these furﬁhers

. . the development of a theory of 1anguaée—change.
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CHAPTER 2

% PHE HISTORY OF QUANTIFIERS .

. i . »y "
'Synchronic descriptions of the syntax of Modern English

hd N

normally include 'quantifiers' as a syntactic category.

‘4his category includes each, all both some, every, either,

\few more, any, hone, etc.. These words behave differently

from those in any other syntactic category in Modern English,

** although they show similarities~to adjectives, Qdyerhs, and

nouns.. Distinguishiné quantifiers as a seoarate category
is Justified for Modern English but an examination of the
history of English\will show that this dtZtinction is not
‘warranted for earlier stages ‘of the language.

In 01d English (henceforth OE) and Middle English (ME)
the categories of adjectives, adverbs, and nouns showed

considerably more overlapping of functions and forms than‘

they do in Modern English (NEJ. . I will show that'this

‘overlappling occurred in ways that.allowed present-day quan-

tifiers to be considered as members of the category\of ad-
Jectives. In fact, .present-day quantifiers must be con-
sidered to be adjectives in OE and ME in order to allow
the'simplest syntactic descriptions of those periods. Varia-

ous historical changes resulted in the addition of ‘exception

‘features to these particular adjectives until a re-analysis

of them was finally provoked in Early Modern Englﬁgh (ENE);

the result of the re-analysis was that a separate category

14
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' themselves did not change in very radical ways, but ra"thes('W

- modified in which they can occur and their ability to stand

~ o 3 o » . . . ‘
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of 'qu&ntifiers' was established at the end of the: sixteenth
century } ’ . e

It will be seen that the behavior of the quantifiersl

N
[

that changes in other categories in the grammar a%g the

‘general clarification of distinctions betweeﬂ’these cate-

I V-

'gories caused quantifiers ﬁg gradually become isolated as

a class. An ‘analogy might be drawn to the old Joke: If
you volunteer, step fofﬁard{fif all butfong person step
backward% the one person 1s as isclated as if he had stepped

forward. In thils respect the history pf quantiflers provides

a good exémple of the Opacity Principle at work.. The inde-

pendence of syntactic change from semantig factors is‘aiéo
demonstfated since the quantifiers themselves did‘pot’hnder-
gé any'of the changes that iSOlatéd them, so it 1s)hard tq
see how anyone could claim that this re-analysis was the
result of semantic and/or phonetic or phonological factors.
Tpis reéanalysis therefore is seen as providing evidence
for the autonomy thesis as well as for the Opacity Pfinci;‘

ple.

The distinctive syntactic features of quantifiers in

NE are the varlety of posltions in‘rélatlon Lo the noun
B b -

alone as nouns. The possible positilons fofuquantifiers

are: 1) Preceding the hodif}ed noun (and any’adjecfive)

} 15
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as in ‘all boys' 2). Predeterminer position as in 'all the.
bbys' 3) Postnominal position as ini;the boys all’
Q) Followed by~g£ and the modified noun phrase as in ‘'all

of the boys’ '5) What I will, contrary to current usage,

cail postposed position gs In 'the boys were all.§

Not all quantifiers exhibit all of these characteristics,

of course. A syntastic peculiaﬁity of the class of quan-

tifiers in NE that I will not discuss is the fact that there

are co-occurrence restrictions on the use of quantifilers

with other quantifiers and with some adverbs .4
In OE, the q%?nﬁifiegs show the same positions and

the same abllity to occur alone as substantives:.

1) Preceding the noun modified as 1h 'all boys'

'OE:  ¢1000 Wid ealle wundela, genim pas wyrte (The

Oxford English Dictionary (OED): under all).

NE: 1873 Theognis bids his {riend '(Cyrnus) be as
much as possible all things to all men

" (OED: all) \ < _»

- . "

2) Predeterminer position as in 'all the boys'
OE: 855 Ofer al his rice (OED: all) '
NE: 1847 With all my heart, With my full heart
. (OED: all)

R

' 3)" Postnominal ﬁosition as in “he boys all’

OE: 885 And ba scipo alle 5eraehton (OED: all)
NE: 1782 The dogs did bark,”the children screame
Up flew the Windows all (OED: all)

4) In OE, with a plural noun phrase in the genitive case;

later followed by of and the. noun phrase as in 'all of
the boys'
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OE: 875 'Eh@ﬁ ‘he spraec to his lidrnaera sumum-

. (OED ¥ some) g
NE: 1891 Highetr up-...there” are some of the most
. , sublime scenes I, have looked on anywhere

t ’
f

+(.OED : some) !
/ -,

°
,,. foeu?

t
5) Postposed position as'in 'tﬁe po&é\were all...'

OE -al000 Hit is Adame nu eall forgolden (OED: all)
. 1850 Another is all Frivolity (OEB: all)

¥

C w
6) Used as substantives; ' oo B ,

".

OE: al000 AElc hine selfa begrindeb gastes duge4um'

. T(OED: each)
. NE:. 1871 Each did much to...purify the spiritual
self~respect of mankind (OED: each)

Quént;fiers:were easy to find in all of.these positions from
-OE tthE, so %'C9nciude that they were all productive posi- ’
tions %hrougﬁout\the history of‘qulish.

Y will first discuss the behavior of quantifiers in

ﬁﬁﬁ. I will show that,'almhough‘their syntaé%ic behavior in

+ OE 'is very similar to that in NE, this did not isolate them
- f | .

" as a class in'the earlier stage astip does now. This is

lbecaﬁse in OE, there were parallel constructions to those

‘of'quahtifiers in normal -adjective behavior,‘and 50 q&an—

N o
tifiers fit quitecomfortably into the class of adjectives
at this stage. ﬁext I will trace the development of these

parallels through ME and later and show that several of

' them disintegrate towards the end of the ME period and in

the fblléwing century, so that quantifiers--as adjectives—--

have acquired several exception features. By 1600, quanti-<

! 1
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fiers no ionger look enough like adjectives, and the lan-
guage resolves the resultiﬁg opacity by a re-analdysis in

which they are estag}ished‘és a syntactic category‘diqtiﬁct

from that of adjectives,

4

AInflectioﬁ of adj%ctives and quantiflers in Oﬁ

In bE, adiectives are inflected for case, number, and

génder.::?pere are two sets of inflectional endings, the

weak ahﬁ:%hé étrqng. The  former 1s used when the adjec~

tive is preceded by a demonstrative (se or pgg) br posses-
sive pronoun, when it modifies a noun in direct address,
regulariy when 1t occurs in the comparative degrge, and[
frequently when in the superlative degree; the strong de-
clension 1s used elsewhere (Kispert, p. 33). Quantifiers
are declined exactl& like adjgqctives in OE, using the same

inflectional endings and followlng the distinctions noted

" above for the use of the strong or weak set- of endings.

Their occurrence in the weak férm is rare bécause they do~
not occur in the comparatiQe or superlative degree normally,
and they do not appear to occur after demonstr§tive or
posseséive pronouns in OE. This leaves their main use of
the weak form as that'in direct address, which 1s a com-
paratively rarc use in 1tsclf. ‘

In fact, the use of qudntifiers in the weak form is

rare enough to cause some authors to state that they are

exceptions (as adjectives) in.that they are always declined

5
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Jstrong (Bright, p. lv; Sievers-Cook, p. 215; Quirk, p. 31).

LY
But Campbell says "From adjectives of indefinite quantity,
eall all, monié many, genag enough, &c., the weak forms .
—gre naturally rare, but are used when syntax demands, e.g.

ba monigan cyningas..." (p. 261). The reason for the con-
|

fusion is undougtedly the rarity of thg weak form of quan-
tifiers, as well as differences among grammarians in‘the
specification of the conditions for %pe use of the weak and
strong forms. Sievers-Cook, fgr example, says that the

weak form occurs whenever the adjective 1$ used as a noun

_(p.. 215). But quantifiers oceur in the strong form when

(

uséd substantivally: ' '

874 On allum bam pe him laestan woldon = (QED: all) !
al000 AElc hine selfa begrindep gastes dugedum .
(OED: each) -

al000 ponne ic winde st¢eal sincfag sweljan of sumes
bosme (OED: some)

So Sievers-Cook concludes that gquantifiers ére«exceptions

Lh occurring in the strong form when adjectives would use

the weak. But Kispert gives an example of an (attributive)

Idjective used substantivally in the strong form: ac se

onna hrefn fus ofér faegum [sceall fela reordian (p. 43).

Notice here that the adjective 1s not preceded by a demon-
strative or posscssive pfonoun. The fact 1s that adjqﬁtives

used as substantlives usually are preceded by a demonstra- "

2

ive--often enough so that Quirk says categorically:
""AdJectives used substantivally are preceded by a demonstra-

tive: séo_ae¥ele 'the noble (woman)'" (p. 88). However,

19
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although fhe weak form usually does occur in most of tﬁése
cases, the right qxplanaﬁibn for the weak form seems to be
that 1t occurs because of the demonstfative 6r possessive
and not’bécause of the substantival use. The féllowing
quotation nicely illustrates the distinction}‘

o

Matthew xv.1l4 Se blinda, gyf he blindne laet
' (Kellner, p. 146)

Here both instances of the agjective blind are used as
substantives, but the first one occurs with the demonstra-
tiveléé and 1s thus in the weak form, while the second
occurs without a demonstrative and is 1In the strong form.
The syntactic lmbalance 1n weak and strong forms of quan-
tiflers therefaore actually follows from the semantic charac-

teristics™of quantifiers; theilr indefiniteness precludes the

(Qrequent) use of demonstratives or degrees (with the ex-

ceptions of much, more, most; few, fewér, fewest). So quan-
tifiers (as adjectives) are not syntactically deviant with
respect to the strong versus weak distinction.

i

I conclude, therefore, that quantifiers .in OE act ex-

actly like adjectives as far as inflections are concerneﬁ, (ﬂ\

and to that extent appear to"be members of the same cate-

gory. Nouns and demonstratives, 'on the other hand, have

slightly different inflectional endings, and thus look like

\distinct categories from quantifiers and adjectives in this

respect.

20
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The type 'all boys'

This is a common construction for quantifiers and other
adjectives 1in OE, as in NE. The quantifier or othérvad;
Jective .1s infiected to agree in case, number, énd gender
with the noun in OE; the strong form of the adjective or
quantifier is useq since it is not preceded by a demonstra-
tive or possessive pronoun. This construction is exactly

o
the same for quantifiers and adjectives; quantifiers look
v

just like adjectives when they occur in it, : .

In fact, quantifiers look a bit more like adjectives
l v
when they occur 1n this constriaction in OE than in NE.
Attributive adjectives in OE and NE can commonly occur with

either a singular or plural noun--e.g., a/the black hole;

black holes. In NE-quantifiers differ from ordinary (attri-.

putive) adje®tivés -in that most- of them-have severe réstfic—

tions on their use immediately preceding singular and plural

o

substantives. . For example, each, everyY, and either can only’

‘ocecur before singular nouns, while many, several, and most
L]

can only occur before pluraIOZouns. Quantifilers iq‘bE are
restricted in this respect tob, but apparently not quite as
much; many and each could occur immediately before eilther a

plural or a singular noun in OE, for instance (Jespersen VII,

12.511; OED: many, each): . S
c893 paet Estland is swy¥e mycel, &

mani burh (OED: many) ]
c1000 AELcé wunde hyt zehaelep (OED: fach) .

-

21
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The type. ‘'all the boys "

Although in NE only quantifiers occugfin predeterminer

’~oosition, in OE there are several other typesiof adJectives
thag can occupy this poaﬂtion: ‘> ,
1) Kispert (p. 140) says that adjectives ending in -weard
may occur befoﬁe the determiner (se or kg_), Quirk says that
these adJectives usually precedg the, demonstrative: on

! sﬁﬁeweardum béem lande; of inneWeardre his heortan (p. 88).

2) Kispert states that normally éa, b€s and mIn precede a
Lo AT
noun and any adjectives modifying the noun "...but a meta-'

? . s

. thesis of positions also oceurs: ...on sele bam hean"

(p. 140). Mosse (p. 123) says: '"The order "adJective +
article (demonstrative, possessive) + substantive" that iS
still encountered in Lawman was undoubtedly a survival from
QE;™" he gives three examples from The Brut

end 12th ¢ at ae¥elen are chirechen (Mosse, p. 123)

end 12th ¢ mid deore mine sweorde (Mosse, p. 123)
end 12th C mid sele pan kinge (Mosse, p. 123)

I.have been unable to find any -further evidence about this .

b ’»

type, and moreé study 1s needed to declide this point cbnalu—
, A '
sively. Kispert's and Mosse 8 statements do seem to imply, i

however, that predéterminer position: for attributive adjec—~
~ - - -

T 'tives might have been a productive positiop in QOE; 1f so,

‘tion for quantifieﬁs. -

!

13) In OE possessive pronouns may precede the demonstrative

and,noun haele§ min se ledfa (Kellner, p. 138) Mustanoja3

,, 22




. of the noun modified (Kispert p. 92).

— . v eerw .- R TR o P,

says that this type (min se leofa (leofesta) freond) is

A

common "in OE (p. 298).
Pogsessive pronouné ih-Qé (sometimes called posses-

sive adjectives) include min, kﬁn, sIn, uncer, incer, ure/
- T N .

user, and eower. These possessivé pronouns are.fully de-
v - - B “

clined as stfong adjecfives to agree in nunber, gender, aﬁd_ -

a

- case_wiﬁhfthe.noun modified. Other possessive pronouris are.

bis, hiere, and hiera. These are the third person posses-

sives, and are not declined but remain invariant regardless
3 . . 5

o

Since most of them are declined exactly like adjectives
it seems that the possessive pronouns in OE should be ana-"
lyzed as adjectives. The third person possessives then re-

present invapiable adjectives like fela and unrim. As is

~
-

shown 1in the examples above, the possessives can co-occur
, ' L ’
with the deterpiner se (perhaps they also eo-occur with bes

but I have no examples of this type)z so should not be cate-

. ggrizedfas determiners. In OE as in NE elther se or -pes can

occur in a.nofin phrase, but not-both. This Pestricticn on

-,
o

co-occurrence is riaturally handled-by an analysfs in which
both are treated as 'determiners' .and only one determiner
is, (optionally) generated for each noun phrase. If posses-_
sives were treated as determiners a specific statement of
these co-gtcurrence re&trictions wou'ld have to be made--an

expense to the grammar with no‘@pparent corresponding gain..

If.possessives are analyzed as adJectives, they can co-occur

e
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" with other adjecﬁives and with either one of the determiners

se andbbes. Therefore, I propose that possessives ip OE
should be gqaly?éd as adjectives,3 and that the common QE

type 'min se leofa freond' is a paradllel in adjectives td

predeterminér position for quantifiers.
4) Numerals fq;iowed by adjectiG%s in the superlative de-
gree normally occur in predeterminer position (Kellner,

b pﬂ{ 110-1). The type “one the best knight' occurs from the

.
.

eleventh century on, while the plural typ% ‘three the best

ointments' 1s attested since the_tenth cemtury (Mustanoja,

. pp. 207-9): o L S
' < / / ' - 3 =
971 Eaer waeron breo ba betstan ele .(Kellner, pp.
10-1) ' ' = '
¢1000 bpis folc...haefp geworht ane parmaestan synne
. .and Gode pa,lapustan (Mustanbja\ p. 297) N
1091 :pas forewarde sesworan xii pa betste of pes
s cynges healfe “(Visser, p. 226: OED)

+ . The adjective 1is normally in the superlative in this type,

with only one_ early example’recorded'with the adjective in
the positive form (Mustanojé,’pp,.297—9). ~ v )

-3

There "is some,unéertainty over the interpretation of
these typeé. Mustanoja arguég that gne’in these construc-
tio&s is an emphatic, intensifying usg found élsewhére in 1
' 0E (pp.'297~8); while ozbens argue~§g£¥ one stands for .
'alone’ bf"only,',alcommon use of it in OE (Visgeﬁ}'p. 225)l
) As for‘Fhe plurgl #gyg,’Musézﬁoja 1s uncertain yhé%hqr or
‘not a partitive meaning is associated yith it (p. 300);

Visser asserts that there 1s no partitive meaning--at least ‘

¥ ] 1
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'(‘ in ‘the singularqtype—-since the noun, is singular and not in

the genitive (p 225). \ WhateQer the e£act interpretation

of these types is, however, they provide another case in -
which an adjective other than a quantifier charecteristically
occurs in predeterminer pbei%ion, although it 1is restricted

to the case in which a superletive follows. Mustanoja says:
"This peculiar rhythmic arrangement, which probably has’
counteréé?ts in most langgages in the wér%d, rs"responsi—

~4

¢ ble for¥such common types as all the world, both the(se)

* . boys, halfia bottle.,." (p. 299). Both he and Kellner point

out' that a similar ‘construetion occurs in, OE with some and
few: '

. P o

Mid feawum bam getrywestum mannum = (Mustanoja, p. 300) © #
HealfTdene for mid sumum pam here on Norphymbre

o * (Kellner, p. 110) X

§

| . _ For this type to hold.as a_parallel te quantifiers in normal
; / radjectives, I must estabdish that numerals in OE are in fact
I members of the category of adjectives.

Kellner says: "With the exception of hundred and ggég-
sand, which are always substantives, the numerals were in
01d English used both as a) Substantives (governing the
gehitive case) and b) Adjectives™ (p. 162). The firs%-pdint
to be made here is that the fact that numerals caA functiOn
.as subvtanL1VOs ‘does not mean that they arc noung, since

yadjeetives ln OE can function freely as substantives the
o cardinal,numbbals used as nouns fit very well into that

, ( - o ‘categéfy. The second point 18 that Kellner 1s apparently
(. . Co M
. \ — ‘ {\
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can also be used as adjectives and can be declinéd as well,

.although they are not usually inflected. But there are

A
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"*
net correct 1in execluding hundred and thousand from adjec-

pivai us;. The OED'says for ‘hundred: ™In OE. sometimes
used as a true adjective, elther invariable (iike other
cardindl numbers above three), or geclined 1ﬁ ¢concord with
its sb." Andlfor thousand, the OED has a section for 1ts
use as "adj. or quasi-adj., followed immediately by a plural
(or collect1§e) noun.," '

c975  Mi% peningum twaem hundredum (OED: hundred)
cl000 Iob...waeron eft forz oldene.. Eusend gﬂtyme
housan

oxena and busend assan (OED+
cl000 Mid twam hundred penejon (OED: hundred)

In each'of these examples the numeral does act exactly like

an adjective. OE had other invariable adjectives (e.g.

fela, unrim), so this invarlability alone i's not reason

enough to discount hundred‘and thousand as'adjectives.

Also, thelr occurring as invariable nouns 1s also excep-

tional (Bright, p.-1i1; Campbell, p. 285; Sievers-Cook, -~ .
. ;

p. 238-9; Kispert, p. 116-7).

The first three cardinals, &n, twégen, prIe, are the

only ones to be inflected consistently as adjectives for

each case and .gender {Kispert, p. 116). nghér numerals

numerous excéptions in the Northern dialects (Sievers-Cook,

»

1

p. 236). ‘
Numerals can OCcur in the typiCal adJectQVe position,

between the determiner and the 'modified noun:

3
L]
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cl175 Nu weren pas preo laze ze-writen inne pa o%dre
. table breode sunderlipes (OED: three)
¢1275 Bi-twene pis twam volke (OED: two)

-

14

It seems, then, that in the.simplest analysis of 'OE, numerals

should be considered to be adjectives. This means that a

fourth panallél to.predete}miner position for quantifiers

holds in OE.

&

These four parallels--especially the last two or per-

1

ﬁaps three, which represent common and apparently regular
t&pes—-support the proposal that predeterminer position
for, quantifiers does not diétinguish them from adjectives
in OE--not, at any rate, as clearly a% it does in NE. The
predeterminer bésition_of quaqtifiers in NE 1s unique aﬁd
hélps to define theif distinctness as a class, but in OE,
thig,is not the ;ase} ‘ N

' . T

i

The boStnominal position of quantifiers in OE is a

L4

possible position for other adjectives as well as for quan-

tiflers, so does not contribute substantlally to the opacity

\

of quantifiers as adjectives in OE. Quirk says (p. 88-9):

"It is by no means rare to find modifiers$ in general
(especially adjectives, and especially in poetlc
usage) following their nouns: freo¥oburh faegere
*falr stronghold', wadu weallendu 'surging waters',
niceras rniigene 'nine water-demons'. Even possessives
‘and emphatlc demonstratives can take this position:
épel ?zsne 'this eountry, wine mIn Unfert? 'my friend,
U, glngran sInre.'to her handmaiden'." ) '

Quirk also says that.adJectives in -weard are freqdently

v -
o « '
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found following the noun modified (p. 88). Kispert gives

a few examples of postnominal position also: dryhten sinne

'his lord,' Nergend User 'our Saviour' (p. 140). And, finalg ' 1

ly, numeral adjectives are found postnominally:

-

Beowulf Uncer tweza (OED: two) o

Beowulf Be baem §§bro%rum twaem (OED: two)
Again, as with predeterminer position, postnominal positlon . g‘
Poeé not distinguish‘quantifiers as a class on the grounds b ’j ?
of exceptional syntactic behavior becauseﬂdemonStratives .“‘1%
and attributive, possessive, and numeral adqectives can also ‘iikﬂ‘

occur in postnominal position. This shows a greater free- !
dom of position for all noun modifiers in OE that helped

to keep quantifiers from looking too distinet from other 1

adjectival modifiers. 4\‘\&\‘“‘ﬁﬁ\‘“““*-~m__

. X ’ ’
The type 'all of the boys! . .

LY

In NE, most quantifiers can'occur in this construction.
In OF the periphrastic genitive with of did not exist, but
many of its functions were handléd by the genitive'case in-
flection. So the same ‘'all of the boys' constructions could

occur im OE, with the genitive case of the noun in pléce of

of plus the noun phrase. All of these constructions are °

»

partitives, a common function'of the genitive in OE. Kispert

L

(p. 122) says:

"This common use of the genitive indicates the whole
from which a part is taken; the partitive genitive is
often accompanied by fela 'much, many', ma 'more', a

" superlative, sum 'a certain (one)', some other in-
definite pronoun, or a number."

’ 28
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(» ) Kellner (p. 108) says more geneqally'that the paftitive '
! - éenitive can be gbverned by nouns, adjectives in the gompara-'

tlve and superlative degree, numerals, interf%gative pro-

e

" nouns and indefinite pronouns:, . ~ 'y,

Beowulf Aénig‘ymbsittendra (Kellner, p. 109)°
Beowulf An aeZ®delinga /(Kellner, p. 109) - :
Beowulf Weordmynda dael . (Kellner, p. 109) : ]
Beowulf md%ma menigeo (Kellner, p. 109) i
Beowulf nan gi%billa (Kellner, p. 109) ‘ ‘
Elene ' folca gedryht (Kellner, p. 109)
Elene ariedsra sceolu (Kellner, p. 109)
Anglo-Saxon Chronicle ehta hund mila (Smith, p. 241)
Anglo-Saxon Chronicle twegen gebroda (Smith, p. 241)
‘ ) Anglo-Saxon Chronicle scipu Deniscra monna (Smith, p. 241)
N Anglo-Saxon Chronicle teoPan dael his londes -

: (Smith, p. 241) ’

K e o,

These examples show that, rather than being a syntactic

peculiarity of quantifiers, the use with the partitive geni-

1 ‘“‘“"‘*—“————tive*is—a4ehafae%erisféffshared—by—SEVerai*classe3"of‘words
- ! - -
with a partitive meaning.

Since it occurs with superlative and comparative ad-
Jectives, the fact that the partitive genitive is used after
) quanﬁifiers is not something that coTpletely separates quan—
tifiers from attributive adjectives syntactically In ad-
dition, all ana‘both do not geem to. occur in this construc-
tion until the end of the sixteenth century“(DED: §l£, gggg;‘
Jespersen VfI; 9.92); this means at least that quantifiers

(including all and both) were not a completely distinct and

. separate class, even within the adJective category, in OE.

U he g L A T MONTROTY b Y AT e

Cardinal numerals are also found with the partitive

genitive and this means that a good parallel in adjective

o
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behavior to the behavior of quantifiers exists in OE. I
have argued that numerals should  be considered to be mem-
bers of the category of adjectives in OE; the fact that

both numefals and quantiflers can’ take the partitive geni-

"tive strengthens the.case that quantifiers, too, should be

~

considered to be adjectives.

Vo
Fd

The type 'the boys were all,

*

Quantifiers may occur in a postposed position in OE,
as in NE. The OED says: "All adj. 1s often separated from
the sb. which it defines, by an auxiliary vb. or clause."

al000 Hit 1is Adame nu eall forgolden (OED: all)
al000 Us is eallum pearf %aet .ure aezhwylc oderne
- _llde ZOED* all)

Y Py

ree

e

T e

&1 000 nl fealias bezen on aenne Pytt (OEDT ©O)
The quantifiers here are inflected in the strong declension

to agree with the nouns they modify. With the elaborate
<

.inflectional system in OE for adjectives, -it 1s not diffi-

cult to locate the antecedents of eall, eallum, and begen.

Perhaps, 1nvok1ng the relatively 'free' word order of OE,

it could bé‘said that this postposition of quantifiers does
not contnibufe much to the opacity of quantifiers as adjec-

‘t1Ves, as f’r as Interpretation 1is concerned at least. But

there appears to be a more reasonable possibi}ity.

.;;n OE most adverbs are morphologicallyTderived from
nouns and adjectives. '"Most commonly, advéyrbs were specia-
lised uses of an old adjective case-ending in -e that we

can best call dative-instrumental (it is concerned with,

o 30

4

. e e o vy T Ay L PASIANE WK [T S e Ak M AR e e e e e W b b0 € b,

- .
B M Q




LA - - N a v .~
PR 1 » fr's

B O UV .Wmv.?w. B e L s T T SR L A= AU , Spys oy e Aise -
\
9w

.
1

~

e T g et Y
«
>
-
-

* (“ means and thence With mannmer)" (Strang, p. 272). 'An adverb

x>

formed- from an adjectiVeoin this way 1s identical in form
to the strong adjective in the Teminine singular .accusa-—
tive, or in ‘the nominative or agcusative plural of any gen-
der. This means that a pastposed quantifier (which is al-
most always strong),<when moved off a noun that was in any
one of these rorms would look exactly like an adverb formed
from the adjective (i e., from the quantifier). Another
"“r

frequent source of adverbs in OE 1s the use of any one of

. ‘ the oblique cases of a noun or adjective (with the neuter

e St e i e A e
!

’\) _—deqlension éndings). Quantifiers are no exception in this

respect; they may be used as adverbs 1in thelr oblique cases

Just like other adjectives. Kispert gives a few examples of

e each case (exeepﬁ-accusa31Ve plural, which he says is not

recorded in adverbial use); his 1ist includes gen. sg. ealles,
'»"“ dat. instr. 5g. ealle, accusative sg. eall and gendog ('enough'),
and dat. 1nstf;‘p1. miclum *(pp. 80-«1). So a quantifier moved
off a ‘houn in most oblique cases would also look like aKQor—
mal adverb. Note that the neuter accusative singular eall

1s identical to the strong forms of the nominative singular

P ke g e ae S

form of all genders. Therefore, many quantifiers moved

T e
~

off nouns would look like adverbs in form, and in their post-

—r—

posed positilon would look 1ilke normal adverbs and not ex-
ceptional adJectiyes. Probably, however, such postposing

&
wouﬁd be malnly off the subject noun: phrase (OED implies that

this is the usual case under the entry for all) and -therefdre

«C N
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the quantifier would very often be in a possible adverbial ‘
form.

It does appear to be true that the meanling of a sen-

.tence 1s often not more than slightly altered if at ali when

a postposed quantifier 1s interpreted as an adverb. The
OED says that a postposed quantifier may appear to refer to
the predicate; e.g., in "'Zior our mother is all wofull'...
all, originally an attribute gf complement of Zion, comés

to be viewed as qualifying woful = altogether woful" (OED:

L4

all). Therefore interpreting a postposed quantifier as an
adverb would normally not result im confusion or misinter-

pretation of the meaning of the*senpence, and such an in-

terpretation could survive in the language. \

This (proposed) advé}bial use of quantifiers has some-

#*
thing of a parallel in numeral adjectives; neuter forms of
cardinals can be used in multipiidative expressions as ad-

verbs (Campbell, p. 287):

e
sa,

c900 Lang SC1§ . a waeron fulneah tu swa lange
swa pa o (OED two)

. >
Adjectives and_gpantifiers used substantivally

A difference between quantifiers and adjectives in NE‘
is that quantifiers, but not adjectives, can be used freely
as substantives. But thls dlfference dld not' exlot in O,
Kellner says;\."Any adjectlve can bg used suSStantively"
(p. 312). Strang says: "Finally, it must be said of the

forms discussed here, and of all others whieh can be attri-

32
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butive within the NP, that as long as they remained highly
inflected they were free to act as heads. Demonstratives,
numenals, adjec@ives are all really pronouns'as well; the

traditional labels do not imply the distinctions we are now

familiar with" (pp. 300~1). Adjectives may be used substan-

tivally in OE to refgr to God, to‘han "and déscribing quali-~
ties of body and mind.m.dsed as well in,the singular as in
the plural, 1in the positi&e as well'as in the comparative

and superlative degree" (Kellner, p. 146), to things and

r

animals, and to abstract 1deas:d

Beowulf cwae¥ paet se aelmihtiga eor’an worhte
(Kellner, p. 145) '

ag00 Ne geald he yfel yfele (Kellner, p. 151)
Matthew Se %e underféh% rihtwisne on rihtwises naman,
he onféh? rihtwises méde (Kellner, p. 146)
cl1000 twegﬁg landes men and an aelpeddig (Kellner,
p. 146) '
971 Crist sylfa his geongrum saegde (Kellner,
p. 146) ~ -
(OE) Blanca (=white or grey horse, OE use; Kellner,
p. 150)

Beowulf s43 and riht (Kellner, p. 151)
The §ubstantival usagé’of adjectives was very free in OE,
thergfore; dadjectives could be useg substantivally for.any
type of referent, and this substintival usage was very fre-
quent (Kellner, pp. 146-51). So in OE, quantifiers looked

no different from all other adjectives: both could be freely

" used as substantlves.

I have sﬁown in this section that the syntactic func-
tioris and positions of quantifilers did not differ substan-

tially from those of adjectives in OE. The two classes

33
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behqye aliké with respect to 1nf1éction (including the use
of strong versus weak forms) with. respect to prenominal

('all boys"), predeterminer and postnominql position, use

'with'paftitive genitives, and‘use as substahtives I have

also shown. that the,postpOsing of quantifiers does not
necessarily make them loak 1ike exceptions to normal ad-
Jective behavior because tbey can then usually be 1nter~ :
preted as normally formed adverbs. I qonclude then, that
quan%ifiefs should be cénsidered to be members of theﬁsyn—
tac£ic category of adjectives in OE; there is not enough
motivation to complicate the grammar by settiﬁg up a distinct

category of quantifiers for this stage of,Eﬁglish s

i
[N

ME and later: Inflection of adjectives and gquantifiers

In late OQE, final -m coalesced with n and in very ea{}y
ME all vowels, in unstressed syllables were'weakengd to e
(Wyld, p. 239; Quirk, p. 11). These phonetic changes fe—
sulted <in the fairly elaporate OE inflectional systems for

nouns, adjectives, and demonstratives belng greatly simpili-

fied. The Northern dialedtspare ahead of the others in this

change, but by the twelfth or thirteenth century it is gen-

“erally true ﬁhap orily a # versus -g inflectional distlnc-

»

tion exists fordadjectives. The strong versus weak and sin-
gular versus plural distinctions are only partlially- made in
this system, and no'distinctions among cases are made. The

strong singular form of the adjective has a null (8) inflec-

34
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tional- ending, while the strong plural, and weak singular
and plural all have an ~e ending. This system, moreover,,
only applies to monosyllabic adjectives that end in a con-

sonant (Mustanoja, p. 276; Strang, p. 210; Mosse, p. 6l;

{
Curme, p. 198). "These distinctions in the inflection of
monosyllabic adjecfives are fairly well preserved in the
works of careful lldth-century writers like Chaucef and ’
Gower..." (Mustanoja, p. 276). All other adjectives are ’ g

' invariable in this period. ) ‘ \V} |

Quantifiers oh the whole (except for the survival' in
some cases of a genitive plural, which will be considered ' - Y
later) follow the adjectives in the simplification to two | |
fqrqﬁ (Emerson, xciv), although the weak‘fofms are rare as
in OE and for the same reas&ns:w The weak versus strong
distinction becomes quite confused and irregular in ME,
so _quantifiers would not appear irregular in this respect
at‘any rate, In OE some confusion is noticed by Quirk (p. 695
ahd Campbell (p. 261), but in ME this confusion appears to -

increase so that even 'in the earliest ME texts (e.g. The

Peterborough Chronicle) the difference between the strong

and weak déclensions 1s suppressed and there is a tendency
to use the adjective in an {nvariable form (Musfanoja, P.
276; Mosse, pp. U5, 90-1). So throughéut the ME period,
as i1n OE, no dlstinction betwgggfquantifiers and'agjectives
is made 1in inflection. Once final unstressed -e 1s lost

towards the close of the fifteenth century, of course,

¢

{

\' : 35 | o

VA

N emer e s e ek b ket T R m et o s A oA




P -

vt .

- - § : -
Mmoo AEHRTRR WSRO T T et iy 1 Sl

‘quantifiers and adjectives are ‘alike in not showing any

~(normal) inflectional endings. .The final -€ was often omit;

K] '
ted in prose earlier and was probably not pronounced any- : ‘ k.
G , o
:_‘ mqre, s0 invariable forms for both quantifiers and adJec- ' ‘;
tives should probably be considered -to accur earlier in ;
. H
"the period .(Wyld, p. 249). ' . f
LA ] | ‘ ‘ \ | g
g : %
The ' type 'all of the boys' E
o In early ME numerals still occur with the inflecued §
. . , !
) partitive ‘genitive: i
12th C xix wintre (wintre for the OE gen. pl. wintra* i
) ‘ g Mosse, p. B89} '

S end 12th C fele hundred wintre (Mustanoja, p. 291)

e et

_But as the inflectional endings disappear, an appositive
type of constrdction begins to appear with numerals. This,

copstructiOH instead of the one with a é%rtithe geniitive ‘

occurs as early as the thirteenth century and becomes -domi-

nant (Kellner, p. 162; Mustano}a; p. 291):

clBUO These hundird shepe that were ther
(QED: hundredy . . '
¢1200 Mani bpusend hall .saules .-(OED: thousand)

« The .same sort of appositive éxpression instead of a parti-

tive genitive begins to oceur with words expfessing measure ¥

c1275(c1205 he...lette 'aennc drope blod . A
(Mustanoja, p. 8l) ‘ o

1362-93 a dozeine -chickenes. (Mustanoja, p. 84)

c1386 no ‘morsel breed (Mustanoja, p. 84) S

This construction 1s frequent in the. thirteenth and four-

teenth centurles. But the appositive construction suddenly

' begins to die out with nouns of measure towards the end of

]

v .
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j CME; 1t does not appear in Caxton and- has mostly disappeared
Y by.she end of the fifteenth century (Kellner, pp. 109-110;
v Mustanoja, p. 84). But 1t continues to occur throughout
. the period and 1nto NE with- hundred thousand (e g 'NE a '
. o 'hundved sheAp) . ‘ ' - f\: :
‘ ' ' ' }
When ?he genitive periphrasis with of develops in the - C
twelfth Century, it is: used with caéd;nals throughout ME '
: - L (Musbanoja, pp. 79- 80) ! i
. ‘a1225‘ £1f.and sixti hundred of hepene monnen. ' s, 5
; o ZMustanoJa, p. (9) L :
. o ¢1386 of ladies foure and twenty (Mustanoja, p. 80) :
> o ; 1390 of smale whieles twelve (Mustanoja, p. 80) -
L ' ) . Sometime between the ME and NE period the of%periphrasbic
- genitive ceased to occur with smaller cardinals, but c¢on- ' L :
structions like hundreds of men, a-bushel of grain are still ;
, common consﬁructions'on into NE. -
) ;' In early ME quantifiers~oocur with the inflected pafl
titive genitive when the ofuperiphrasis develops they be-
A gin to occur with that ‘oonstruction (with the exceptions of B a
: all and both): ’ L A . L e
Lo ¢1175 Ga...per eni of pine cunne 11* in (OED: any): . . %z
o ’ cl200 Ne chaes himm nohht te Laferrd Lrist Till nan - R o
Y off hise posstless (OED: none) S
i ¢1200 Summe off ure little floce (Morris, p. 139)
i 'e1205 Ne mihten heo...heore nenne |c1275 none of . .
{ am} adun bringe” (OED: none) e R
¢ cl220 Tni of his limen (OED: anx; ' S ) - ;
: c1386 Everich of you schul brynge an hundred . ST 3
' knightes (Morris, p. 191) ' ‘ S &
¢1386 lle...maked ech of hem to been his thral L : FS
’ (OED: each)™ 1.
; - - 1388 *Thei token eueryche of hem a peny (OED: eyepx) )

4 ‘ So in ME through NE quantifiers have,parallels with numérals
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;.;The type: 'the boys. all'
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,”and with nouns expressing measure and this characteristic

‘.Aof quantifiers remains a reason to. regard numeral adjectives

ﬁd quantifiers as members of the ‘same category .

In .OF, numerals cQuld oceur immediately after’ the noun

"modified This use seems less frequent Ain ME the OED has

the last example for three in. this position as the following:

21300 Filuer thossand men.. he Fedd Wyt fiuve laues
. and fisses thfe (OED three)

This position is still used archaically or poetically, when
it ceased to be a productive normal pcsition for numerals,
one adjectival parallel fo:\quantifiers was. lost.

The characteristic posLtion for adjectival modifiers

|
T in OE was prenominal although this was by no means without

. eXCeptlons.- In ME' the postnominal peslition becomes a prc—

ductive one for adJectives as ds shown by the fact that- all

. rAew borrowings come in as postpositives "In this pgriod

-

most adjectives can occur as pre» and post—nominals"

(pightfopt'1975, p.,205). This means that with regard'to

“the postnbmihalrpésition'(and the ordinary prenominal as in

'all boys'; of course) quantifiers look 1ike adJectives in

.. Mb as long as this freedom in position lasts. But when, by

m

;the sixteenth century, prenomlnal pouitlon la‘standard guan-

':tifiers are exceptional in that they alone can occur in post- -

nominal -position. By this time no other type of modifier

‘can” (productively) occur in this position, so quantifiers are -

¢ '« 4 38 |

gz g 2T A Rt S 30
-

.
NP
B




Y

Turi§

B e

B

‘as the last survival of this type: ' -

v \

isolated -as a class in this respect, and the first‘bxcep-

hl

tion feature is added. , )

: -/
The type 'all the boys'

‘ Féur,paralleié‘tb predeterminer position for quantifi-
ers were suggested for bE. The first (adectiQes in -weard)
and third types (possessive pronowuns) do not seem to survive
in this position after the OE period in normal use.
T%éféecond proﬁosed parallél to predeterminerapésit10n~
for-quantifiers was with attribuéive adjectives. Mosse”

(p. 123) points out the 'dear my lord' type in Shakespeare

" 1601  Dear my 1oérd (Abbott, p. 25)
1605 Gentle my Lord (Jespersen II, 15.1
In fact, the normal use of an attfibutive djective in pre;
detgrminer position may be, said to/paﬁg:died outvprior to
Shakespeaﬂé's time. Both Jesp;pégh (1, 15.16) and Abbott
(p. 25) suggest that in the Elizabethan address good my

lord, my lord has become a sort of compound like the French

monsieur “or milord. Under this interpretation these examples

in Elizabébhén English represent -a frozen form, and not the
normal uéé oY attribhtive.édject;yes in prédeterminer pos¥-

tion. Jespersan (II 15.16) says that the 'dear my lord*

Torm ". .was then extended to similar groups" and giv§§ the

at

”

following examples. PR , ‘ S
1588 « sweet my childe (Jespersen II, 15.16)

- 1588 good my glasse (in addressing’ "the mirror,

+Jespersen II, 15. 16) ,

-,
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age. Viésgr glves as last examples:

It seems that by-this time the form ®as onli used iﬁ‘difect
address; thus Ehe Elizabethan use was a Very‘liﬁlted one, v
and predeterminer pééition for adjectives may be sald to ) '“‘.
have died out earlier. The wérd order found- in NE (ui g00

lord) Was alse'fOund in Elizabethan English (Jespersen II,

57 16) At any rate,‘whether it died out with the Eliza-

bethans or before them, this parallel to predeterminer posi-
tion for quantifiers no longer existed_by the beginninguof

the seventeenth century.

£x31

The 'one the best knight type' in OE was discussed

g

earlier. It occurs fthroughout ME as well Visser says, that
it occurs rather frequently in the fourteenth and fifteenth
centuries (p. 225)¢ 'In addition, this construction without
a following noun 1is recorded‘ln ME. Visser gives as earli-
est examples Chaucer "
c1368 I am so litel worthy,-and ye so good For ye
be oon the worthiest on lyve (Visser p. 225)

' ¢1374 For I have falsed oon the gentileste...and
" oon the worthieste (Visseb, p. 226) ,

¢

Mustanoja says that this construction "...becomes stereo-
typed and begins to deteriorate befoﬁe'thé end of the ME
plriod"‘(MustanoJa, p. 299).'. ’

'The types Tone the best,’ 'one -the best knight' and
'two the pyoudest knights' a;l die out in the £lizabethan

1611 - He 1s one The truest manner'd (Visser, p. 225)
1590-6 He 1s one the truest knight alive .
i (Visser, p. 226)
-1590-6 His stature did exceed The hight of three the
tallest- sonnes of mortal, seed (Visser, p. 226)
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" ‘Mustanoja, Visser, and Kellner all agree that these types

dié out in the Elizabéthap era (pp. 297-300,‘p. 225, and
pp. 110-1 respectively). Whatéver the reason for this con-
étrudbion dying out, the fact that it did means.that pre- =
determiner position is now ogcdpied by quantifiers alone.

This means that another exception feature is added to quan-

| \tifiers sometime between the late ME period and the end of

.ﬁhe sixteenth century.

The type 'the boys were all...'

» In early ME, as in QE, most adverbs are monphologicaily‘
derived. In OE the most common ending was the old dative=~
instrumental -e added to édjectives? and 1t 1is still used
in ME (Strané, p. 272). Before the simplification of ad-
Jective inflections to -e and @, this ending distinguished
an adverb from an adjecfiVe (in most of 1ts forms). But
when adjectives are simplified to two forms, adjectives will
very often end in -g and be indistinguishable from the ad-
verbs formed from themxin this way. And also, when final
-e is lost, these adjectlves and adverbs will still be in-
distinguishable from each other. This leads to con?usion
in their use: '

r

cl1205/c1275 for his wel dede (Mustanoja, p. 649)
end 1l4th C the condicloun of mannes goodes...ne
last nat perpetuel (Mustanoja, p. 648)

Adjectlives are often used in adverbial function in ME, and

the use of adverbs instead’of attributive adjectives-~--though

: -
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rare 1n early ME--is fr%gﬁent in latefME. This co;>kéion
and use of one form for the other is increased by the exis-
tence of areas where adjeqtival and gdverbial functioﬁs
\almost overlap--e.g. predicate adjectives and modal adverbs
(Mustanoja, p. 314):

cl386 he nas nat right fat, I undertake, But looked
. holwe, and therto sobrely (Mustanoja, p. 314)

~
Under these conditions, the postposing gf quantifiers is
not a use that would make them look exceptional, or disﬁinct
from adjectives: they will simply look like the fairly .
frequent type of adverbs that used to end in -e and are now

identical ﬁd‘their corresponding adjectives~-unchanged ad-

Y
’

verbs. ' B

ﬁowever, -e as an ending to form adverbﬂ/fé becoming
inactive by about 1170, aﬁd the adverbial ending -lice
'(;1{ in NE) is highly proéuctive.6 The psé of -lice in-
éréaées greatiy within the ME period (Mustanoja, p. 314)
and becomes the regular method of forming adverbs.

Strang says that throughout the history of English
there has been uneasinéss about adjectives and aqvefbs jden-
?ical'in form, and that there has been a steady érogress
from the plain, or uhchanged, type to the type in -ly=--
thaf is, progresé’toWaédé making a clear distinction in
form‘(p. 273; Curme; p. 355, agrees). The growth of the
-ly form:énableé this distinction<o be made.

. <

Evidence of the growing tendency to make a clear dis-

42




- - s
Wk st e i S 0 e o P

-

7
/

R RII VIE om,  yn
'

x,\

B s m o . PR P s v e Mt b g St Sorey s |t pret e e - b

+

tinction betwéen adverbs and adjectives by using -ly as
the distinctlive adverblal ending is the tendency to use

#
it even.on adjectdves that already end 1in -ly. The OED :

s

(-1y) states:

"It was, down to the 17th c., somewhat freguently
attached...eveh to adjs. in -ly, as earlily, godlily,
kindlily, 1livelily, lovelily, statelilly; but these
formations are now generally avolded as awkward..."

In addition, Jespersen says that -ly was originally only
added to words of native origin, but began later to be used
with French loans as well.. He givgs as examples princely
.and scholarly (Jespersen VI, 22.93),<which the OED dates
from a 1548 and 1598 respectively.

So from late ME, there 1s a growing tendency to make
unchanged adverbs distinct. from adjectives, and it is done .
by the increased useqor (only) one adverbial ending: -ly.
In the middle of the sixteenth century it looks as though
thls tendency reached a.peak. fhe‘use of ﬁugntifiers in y
peostposed position 1s contrary tq‘this'tendency, and 1t seems
reasonable to propose that towards the end of the sixteenth
century a third exception feature is added to quantifiers
as adjectives.~ ‘

This part ol the history of adverbs in_Eﬁglish is an

éxample of a'principle of historical change propased by

Lightfoot (Personal communication)}: that ianguégéé‘pﬁacticer,

therapy rather than prophylaxis. .In QE adverbs-wgré‘&is-

tinguished from adjectives by their —g enﬁ}ﬁg. Ihflectibnall"
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' mained, generally, lnvariable" (Mossé p. 91). They could

it was in OE (Emerson, cxxi Mustanoja, p. 642) and is at

have been throughout ‘the entire history of English.

i

R :
) !
f

e I T R T TP e e e e o ey oo = "y

f
-
- I

'endings were later. leveled to -e, although that chiange made

adverbs 1ndistinguishable from adjectives. Then the language

'extegged the use of the —lice form to remedy the problem

[

chab it had created. o

v

Adjectives and guantifiers used substantivally-
- - .

The OE freedom in thé use of adjectives as substantives

continued on through ME as well: "In ME adjectives could

,‘be usedxsubstanéively without any restriction and they re~

be «used in the singular or plural to refer to. persons, to
animals, to things and to abstract: 1deas-

end 1lUth C that fre ~ 'that noble (person)! .
end 12th C pe fremede - 'the strangers'. |
end 14th C pe broun 'the browns, the brown

’ beasts, stags'

Jend 12th ¢ pa ae¥elen 'the noble (ones, i.e.
o deeds) .
¥*mid 13th C heore hot - 'their g%(ness)'

end 12th C unholde 'the enemies'

(All quotations are from
Mosse, p. 91) :

The substantival use of adJectives is frequent 1n ME, as

least partly due to the same factors, in addition to being
a survivor'froh OE: "The distinction between-ﬁouns and
édJectives has never been a very sharp one, and thewéon—
version of nouns into adjectives and vice- versa is there-
fore a natural process" (Mustanoja, p. 602)« QuantifiersV

[

in ME continde to be used freely as substantives as they

by
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(’ So in early ME as “ln OE, both adjectives and quanti-
IS fiers have the ability to occgr freely as substantives and

'

what is a peculiarity “of quantifiers in NE 1s not one 1n N

.y
v
s k5o 7

the earlier periods But in late ME the substantival use
of adJectiVes begins to occur less frequently and less

:freely according to Strang (p. 205):

. . "pAdjectives in the late llc could freely be used

] * as head-words in reference to persons or things,

3 . singular ox plural. But this usage had really B

¢ _ become anomalous with the virtual, and in the.lS5c

& total, disappearance of adJectival inflections- for
number, and the growing Pronominal distinctions

'for human/non-human gender...By the end of the .
period [1570] éxceptigns can be found (cf+ 886), . -

, but something approachifng the present restric-~ S

) - ‘tions on adjectives %as_head-words is in opera- :

" tion.

’
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- '
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Tiie use of an adjective substantivally with a singlu-

lar réferent falls into disuse in late ME and is only occa-
sionally found after the ME period (Mustanoja, p. 645;
Keillner, pp. 1”7—89. The substantival use of an adjectlve

©oe . . to refer to an abst%%ct 1d%a dies down in the'second half i

13

P

e of the fifteenth century and the first half of the sixteenth u §=
¢entury, and although it 1s revived by Elizabethan authors,

= . it ‘dies out with them (Kellner, pp. 151, 154).

S
s Gt o
- ;t’;; -

= ' . When the free substantlval use of adjJectives dilsappears, E

' )', the distinction between the category of nouns. and that of g

. ‘ . .
¢ . - adJectives becomes much clearer, and quantifilers in sub-
E S stantival use look like nouns. Jespersen says that "The

formal distinction between substantives and adjectives 1s

Aen medawp s b

more pronounced in English than in any other language of

. . Q‘1:;5

»

"
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the same family;..." (II, 8.13). This distinction (in

NE) i1s the presence of the quite general -s plural and geni-
tige inflection for nouns. Once a word occufé with this
inflection, Jespersen says it is a noun (II, 9.21); Although
~s was not a plural marqu for adjectives, 1t spread in ME

to some adjectives (as well as to a great many nbuns which

had had different plurals in OE); although only the strong.
<

‘masculine and neuter singular adjective had a genitive in

~es, this nominal genitive was gradually extended to adjec—~
tives used substantivally, which then virtually became sub-

stantives (Jespersen II, 9.51).7 This is more evldence of

‘the growing tendency to' interpret adjectives used substan-

tivally as nouns.

‘¢The growth in the use of the propword one 1s part of
the same increasing distinetion between adjectives and nouns
as the decrease in the use of adjectlves as substéntives.-
Following are some of the examples proposed as the first

clear instances of the propword one:

1338 a moche felde; so grete a one never he behelde
(Strang, p. 271) :

1380 Wan he was armed on horsebak, a fair knyzt a
was to see, A i0lif on wyp oute lak, bope
strong & fers was hee (Kellner, p. 161)

.

M8sse agrees with Strang and Kellner that the use of the
propword ne occurs f;om the middle of the fourteenth cen-
tury; ‘at that time 1t was still superfluous (Mosse, p. 91).
Jespersén (1I, Appendix X) gives the Followtné aé an approxi-

mate chronology for the development of the propword one: -

be
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1300 a good one

1400 the good one

1550 never a one, such a one, (the) good ones

1600 one good one 4 .

18th C that one, a silver one

19th C the one (we) preferred, those ones, i one
toekeep company¥, the ones that..., my one

There are vagious explanations about ths reasons for
this development. It allows the distinction of s}ngular
versus plural to be made (ggg/gggg’, and as evidence for .
the importance of this function there is the fact that in

}

early gquotatlions using the propword the plural is more
frequent (Jespersen II, 10.82): The propword alsqﬁfills
a position in the sentence that 1is otherwise lacking (a
noun became an obligatory part of a noun phrase); this is

something like the use of it and there to fill the subject

position (Jespersén II, 10.12). Tied in with the develop-

ment of the propword are the loss of inflections and the

7

relative 'fixing' of word order in ME. It is in the fif-

teenth century that the use of 1t and there to fill the

. subject position is well-established (Strang, pp. 96, 211),

so filling the noun slot in a noun phrase fi%f in well witﬁ

.,

the time of that development. %,

The important thingbto notice here is that it 1s 1in
the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries ﬁhat‘the use of
the propword scems completely established: "Examples abound .
in the 16th and following centuries" (Jespersen II, 10.32).
So*the quantifier adjective, which 1s still completely free

to stand aione as a substantive, has an exception feature

b7
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by this time..

An interesting observation is that some of th; quan-
tifiers éould occur with one from OE onward; this was ori-
ginally the numeral one, but as one developed its indefi-
Jnite function, could be interpreted as the indefinite or,
finally, propword one instead (Jespersen II, 10.22):

971 AEt aezhwylcum anum para hongap leohfaet
(OED: “each)
¢1200 patt 11TI¢ an shollde witenn wel (OED: each)
al225 of euerich one (Jespersen II, 10.22)
c1225 Blesci? ou mid euerichon of %eos gretunges
e (OED: every) ]
c1250 Him and Ilc-on his kamel Wi% watres drinc .
ghe quemede wel (OED: each)
cl250 par-inne is monyon hungri hund (Visser, p. 79)

1

This use may have contributed Fo retarding the re;analyéis

of quantifiers by decreasing their opacity as adjectives.

Quantifiers as a class ' A

As waé mentioned earlier, quantifiers, numerals, and

a number of nouns of measure all could take the partitive

‘ genitive in OE, and then the of-periphrastic genitive 1n

ME. It seems possible that in the earlier stages this was
a genuilne 'semantic' partitive--a part of a whole was re-
ferred to. The fact that all and both do not seem to occur
with either a partitive genitive or an of-periphrasis until
much later adds support to this possibility. Jespersen

says that neitper all of them nor both of them is found in

Malory (according to Baldwin), but from Elizabethan times

these expressions become frequent (Jespersen VII, 9.95).

48
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The OED has as .first examples:
1593 Yea, all of them at Bristow lost their heads

¢(OED: all)

1590 I am sure you both of you remember me 7
(OED: both)

The OED (all) says that the all of construction is "...com-

paratively modern, and is probably due to form-assoc. with

none of, some of, little of, much of, few of, many of" and

¢alls it rare except with pronouns. For both the OED says:
"Both of 1s now used before pronouns and pronominal words,
instead of the simple both...The use with a sb., as 'both of
these arguments', 1s colloquial, but scarcely ever occurs in
literature.” This ﬁay be considered evidence that at this
time these quantifiers were considered to be pért of a class
and the construction with of was extended to them for that

!

r'eason.

Evidence of confusion before the re-analysls

Quangifiers have four exception features towards the
‘end of the sixteenth century: their .uses in postnominal and
in p¥éedeterminer positions, their postposing ('the boys were
all...'), and Fheir free use as substaﬁtiveg. There 1is evi-
dence that there was some confusion as to the status of
quantifiers 1in the second half of the slxteenth and first‘
"half of the seventeenth centuries, which would be expected
in a class whose category membershis is opaque.

In the second half of the sixteenth century, gquanti-

fiers begin to occur with the -s genitive that shows that

49
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they are being iﬁterpbetéd as nouns. Jespersen (II, 9.55{
says: "The genitive plural is practically never found in

thdse cases 1in which adjectives and adjectival pfonouns can
stand alone as principals, though Shakespeare has in manies

eyes ... in manies lookes..." More examples: ,

1509 and none's death discuss (Curme, p. 1T74;
Curme's apostrophe 1in none's)

1548 If eythers worke (OED: either)

1565 sommes consciences OED: some5

1580 as great delight in thy company as ever I did
in anyes (Curme, p. 174)

1591 as eithers way them led (OED: either)

1593 of eithers colour was the other  (OED: either)

1597 somes lot (OED: some)

1598 of manies ouerthrow (OED: many)

¢l600 they are both in either's powers (Schmidt:

- elther; Schmidt's apostrophe. Schmidt glves
. a number of such examples)

1616  boths talke (OED: both)

1653 for somes unquietness (OED: some)

1675 to somes understanding (OED: some)

1715 both's witnesses (OED: both)

1823 some's Self-love (OED: some; quotation is
from Byron) ] ,

The OED (§émg) says the possessive form of some is now rare.
"In early mod.Eng. sometimeé inflectéd as a sb., with geni-
tive both's" (OED: both). OED says of either: "...formerly
sometimes inflected in genit."”

More evidence of confugion as té éhe status of quanti-
fiers 1is tﬂz exlstence bf the follgWing type of construc-
tion in which they occur after of, normally only a noun posi-
tion: .

1489  Whether of the both 1t shall tortune (OED: both)

1544 We be borne for nelther of bothe (OED: both)

1584 The covetous man 1s the worst of both (OED: both)

1588 Neither of either, I remit both twain \
(Jespersen VII, 17. 81) /

*
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1621 = Wives were taken 1in Israel by .bils of Dowry,
‘ and solemne espousals; but concubines without
elther of both (OED: either)
1667 Either of both abhorreth one the other-
* . (OED: bgth)

1

The last example may be archaic; my other_ examples are in

the range of 1540 to 1620 These constructions are occur-

fring at exactly the time I gropose the category of quanti~\

fiers as distinect from tnat of adjectives was being esta-

‘blished, and the Quantifiers inflected in the genitive like
nouns 1in the‘previous set of exambles occur durlng the same
time span. Since adjecéiVes had begun to lose their abili-
ty tQ'occuf_freely as substéntives, gquantifiers began to
look like nouns rathcr than'(or in addiﬁioc to) adjectives
because of their continuing abllity to be freely used sub-
stantivally. By the middle of the sixteenth century quan-
tifiéps had four exception features and their categoriza-
tion as adjectives wa42§:coming opaque enough so that, i;
seems, they were beginning‘to be interpreted as hoqns
(probably in addition to being coﬁsidered adjectives because
of the other constructions in which they also occurred).
Things could have continued in this direction, so that

they became full nouns, but instead it appears that a re-

analysis took place and a separate syntactic category of

!

Changes caused by the re-analysis .

In earlier periods of English quantiftiers could occur
preceding a pronoun, OED says for all: '."‘with a pers.
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" Bible, which Strang (p. 140) says is almpst entirely in the

Mot a it e b 13 e o oty 7y e e ctr e = a

v

~
a

or rel. prom. (In the nom. all was formerly often prefixed

?

e.g.} all we, for which the mod.'u§age 15 we all, or all of N

L R
gg:)" This appears to be a very fréquent construétion in

ME, judging from the numerous examples of it given by MED:

¢l000 Ealle hi sind on Godes 5esih (QED: all)
a1225(°a12005 pburh heore vuelé raede, belen heo
" beo”® daedde (MED: bo) ~ '

cl275 Summe hi weren wyse, and duden al bi his rede
(OED: some)

1382 Alle wee as .shep erreden (OED all)

c1475(c1445) Resoun.,.allowlp bobe hem to be doon
(MED: bGthe)

all70 Here be within this castell thirty ladyes, and
all they be wydowys (MED: al)

1593 - as all you know (Schmidt: all) N

©1594 Both they Match not the high perfection of my
Toss (Abbott, p. 162)

1602 Into the madness wherein now he raves And all

. we mourn for (Abbott, p. 161) ’

1611 Alle we like sheepe haue gone astray (OED: .
all; gquotation is from Authorized Version of
the Bible)

-+ The '1611 example is from the Adthorized Version of the

language of Tyndale (1525); I have no other examples later

than Shakespeare.

i

Mustanoja says: "All followed by & personal pronoun

. occurs fsom OE down to earlier Mod E. "ealle hil sculen

buder cuwe (Poema Mor. l?b)" (p. 213), but gives no later

example. Relying on Mustanoja's statement and op the range
of the examples I have found, I assume fhat this type

died out by &he Seginning of7the§seventeenth century, and,
thus just about at éhe time of my proposed re-analysils of

quantifiers,
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In Shakespeare this type may have already been marked

and uged only for emphasis; this is what Abbott (p 316)

seems to imply: "So "we" is emphatic in, "all we like '

sheep have gone astray,"’an&”in Hamlet, i1.2.151 in both .

v .
cases, because of antithesis.
"Into the madness wherein now he-raves
And all we mourn for." (Abbott's emphases)

<

At earlier periods, this use may have been felt as a

substantival use of all in apposition to the pronoun we,

but when other appositive types died out (a_bushel “venym)

4

it may“haQe been felt as anomalous and given way to all of '

us- or we all. Otherwi§: it may have somethihg to do with
the establishment of th of-génitive following all and both.

I have no real. explanation for this construction dying out,

but include examples of it because of its possible relation—

4

ship to the re—analyeig of quantifiers, especially in view

®

of'its dying out at the same time as the re—analysis : ,
.
A construction in which a pronoun and a quantifier,

both inflected in the genitive, modify a noun, occurs frome
. the beginning of. the ME perilod: ‘

all?26 here elces riht hand (MED: éech)
¢l17% heore beira gast (OED; bo)
7 I377  her botheres myztes, (ORDY beth) -
" " ¢l1387-95 at oure allel cost (MED T al) ‘
all50 for here beyre lou  (MED: boY_
1513 our alleris offence, (OED: all)
1536 - gour bothe Sovereigne (OED: both)

The MED (al,. bothe) says that oure alre(s) =tof all of us;'

her Jbotheres ='0f both of them.!
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There are numerous examples of this construction in
ME (I have collected just over one hundred of them), all
the way up to 1500. Althougp I have only two certaln exam-
ples after 1500, as with the ;ast type I am eufe tﬁét it

«did not disappear instantly after that date; the problem

undoubtedly lies in ‘the difference between a good source

for ME--the MED--and a less extensive source for data after °

- the ME period. ' , .
It seems strange that a genitive plural marking should
exist at so late a stage as the end of ME, but all of my l
examples show some sort of inflection, and almost all show
a tlear survival of an old adjectival genitive‘plural‘. -
Mustanojereays that the inflectional genitive plural of all

is current in all dialects in ME in a partitiVe sense 'of

, .
all' and 1is particularly common after a possessiVe (p. 213).

The MED says "...in ME, the gen. [of b8] otcurs only in the
phrases oure beire etc." The OED (all) says about. this eon- ,
strpction with aii'- "Later northern writers, to whom.the

Asive ending, making alleris, alders, althers." Another un-

dlusual fact is that all and both are the most frequent quan-

tifiers in this type although they do not otherwise occd{

- with a genitive in the history vf English and onLy begin to

occur . with A rollowing of plus noun phrase at the end of the
‘ginteenth century The addition of .an ~s ending seems to

indicate that these quantifiens were felt -as nouns, or -
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perhaps they were felt as equivalent to the possessive

i

pronouns.
‘ The construction without a following noun also occurs
in ME; MED lists comparatively rew examples:
all2l Ealre biscope curs he habbe, and here ealre
pe her be ge witnesse (MED: al) -

?2¢1200 Exzperr berzre wass off sopfasst lufe filledd
. ED: either)

When it occurs without a followlng noun, the order ls either
with the quantifier preceding or following the possessive.
(

the OED says (for either) that this use survived until the
seventeenth century.

The construction with a'noun following appears frequent-
1y later, although in a somewhat different form:

1592 both our remedies (OED: both)

. 1595 to all our sorrows (QED: all)

1596 for both our sakes (3chmidt: both)

1601 were you both our mothers (OED: both)

1602 to both your honours (Schmidt: both)

1607 to all our lamentation (Schmldt: all)

1627  both their haire (OED; both)

1752 both our unhappiness (OED: both)
With only a few exceptions,8 all my examples of the ‘heora
beire gast' type have the possessive pronoun occurring first
and the guantifier following with some sort of géq;tival in-

‘ 'y

fiection. In addition, in the large majority of thbrgases
the following noun is singular. However, in all the exam=-

ples--without cxcepllon--that [ have lound fom 1592 on, the

quantifier precedes; the noun 1s either a sort of collec-

tive (e.g. unhappiness, haire, lamentation) that does not

normally occur with a plural -s ending, or is a regular

. 55
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(, . plural., The plural occurs even where a singular would be
expected because the quantifier undoubtealy modifies thé
pronoun instead of the following noun ¢ .g. the quotations i

from 1595 and 1601 above; Jespersen VI, 17.62). The fol-

et s e

lowing later quotations 1llustrate the same point:

1738 one brimmer to all your healths (Jespersen
_ VI, 17.6,)
1830 a sister died in both our infancles
(Jespersen VI, 17.65)
1915 I think she's been pulling both our legs
: successfully (Jespersen VI, 17.6))

‘ Jespersen glves some twenty-five other modern examples, and i

in all but one the noun Is in the plural:

1710 Dr. Swift is all our favourite (Jespersen VI,
17.62) * '

I have fourteen examples of the later type ('both our

mothers') from Shakespeare's works alone (that have been

quoted by Schmidt, OED, or Jespersen), so this 1s apparent-
1y a relatively frequent construction in spite of a dearth
of examples from the sixteenth century. A sudden and fair-

ly drastic change in a common constructioﬁimust be explained.

This change occurs at exactl& the poiht at thch I claim

that quantifierg were established as a category distinct

from adjectives. The shift in order and in :he number of

the following noun can be explalned in terms of the ré-analy— ]

sls of quantifiers. r
The first thing to be nocice& is that in the earlier

type the quantifier looks as though it is in the typicél g

adjective positioﬁf following the determiner and preceding :

56
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the noun. In addition, the construction looks something

"like the older construction in which two adjectives modi-

fying a nowun would each be inflected; this 1s especially
true for‘the later part of the period in which this con-
struction occurs when the inflection may no longer be re-
cognized. as being genitival. A reasonable explanation seems
to be that these old coﬁstructions were idioms or frozen
forms--by the sixteenth ceptury at least--and that they

ceased to occur when the ré-analysis of quantifiers took

’

place because their construction, no longer understood as
genitival, made them look like adjectival uses which were

anomalous after quantifiers were established as a category

‘distinct from adJectiveéiQ One other bbssiﬁilit}—is not un-

likely: especlally because of their -r ending (sharéd by the
majority of the examples), they may havegbeen re-interpreted
at some time within the ME period as b€ing adjectival pos-

sessive pronouns on an analogy to our, their, etc. (This -r

_1s the normal :.strong OE genitive plural inflection for ad-

Jectives.) If this were the case, again this adjectival.
inéerpretation wguld be expected to disappear once quanti-
fiers are a distinét category.

In the earlier stages of Engilish, quantifiers would be
generated under adjective nodes. This means that they would’
be on a 'coordinate'! level with other adjectives and with

the noun modified. After the re-analysis of 'quantifiers took

place, the change of st}gular to plural in the'following '
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noun 'can be explained if a well-established structural ana- 3
1ysis of ‘quantifiers is adopted in which the quantifier - g
" ocecurs. on a higher, separate node: ‘ . . f
g .
/{:////A\\\\\\L %
' Spec N R
both {
Spec R N ’
our mother(s) :

|

In this structure, the quantifier 'modifies' the whole
noun phrase our mother, and cannot be taken only with our.

The quantifier both requlres a plural noun when 1t occurs

in the 'all the boys' type. For all, either a plural or
singular noun can occur in this construction; perhaps plur-
al is more common. This would explailn the plural.maék;r

on the noun even when a singular form 1s actually the one
required by the meaning.

It is tempting to think that this raising of the quan-
tifier would also account for the loss of the 'all we'
type; 1ln NE a - pronoun not immedlately dominated hy '8¢
normally cannot occur in the 'nominative’ case, 50 this
would explaln why the 'all we' typce 1Is lost. However, it
does not explain why thg‘pronouﬁ cannot then occur in the

oblique case: %A1l us like sheep have...

& Co
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There aré two more changes that took place at about
the# time of the re-analysis of quantifiers which can be

explhined by it, and which therefore lend some support to

b

its existence.

In NE quantifiers cannot occur freely 1in conjunction

y

with each other, but in earlier stages of the language their

use seems to have been freer 'in this respect:

cl?75 Mid childe hil weren bope two (OED: both)

¢1420 Ppey weron hs bleynd all bothe, y wys, as ever
was ony stok or stoune (OED: all)

1413 The scorpyén...byteth and styngeth bothe two
at ones (OED: both)

1561 They all endeuor .to kepe 'still eyther bothe
kingdome safé (OED either)

1571 Yet would he retain with hym still Silan and
Sasilas, all both Lacedomonians (OED: both)

1600 To endeavour and strain themselves, both gll .

C

v9

and some (OED: all)
1600 Both find each other, and I lose both twain

(OED: both

I do not have any later examples llike these; the only others

N

I have—found are the following:

1621 Wives were taken in Israel by bils of Dowry,!
and solemne espousals} but concubines withou
either of both (OED: either)

1667 Either of both abhdrreth one the other

° {OED: both)

These twoaquotations are of é somewhat different type than
those in which two gwantifiers occur adjacentfy, and may

be ruled outd in NE by’a semantic rule rather than by a syn-
tactlic one of-co-occurrence; I wlll not explore thls prob-

- @

lem further.
My examples of quantifiers used freely in conjunction

with each other are adl in the sixteenth century or earlier--

59

Attt Dt b

——— gt 2 i g e

PRrEa

S




B L s e

B e T o egoe

o

perhapé in the seventeenth century or earlier, if the last
two quotations givén above‘are of the same type: These data
are compatible with thg proposal that quantifiers were
treated as normal adjectives earlier, and, in accordance
with the uses of that category were able to'be used in con-
Junction with each other freely~7like, for example, the big
bad woif. .More study 1is certainly needed to establish thié
point, but if it can be supported one of the majJor arguments
for generating quantiflers as a separate category in NE does
not hold for earlier stages; this is the necessity in NE of
preventing the occurrence of more than one quantifier in the

same noun phrase. (I am overgeneralizing quite a bit here;

“only sdme quantifiers must be prevented from co-occurring in

the same noun phrase: some few men, *all some men.) If it
I3

does prove to be true that quantifiers can co-occur freely .

in OE and ME and until the re-analysis at the end of the
sixteenthkcentury, then‘the categorization of quaﬁtifiers as

i
adJective; before that date 1s supported.

i

! . .
In OE, quantifiers could occur in a number of different

positions, but, not, apbarently, in the most typical adjéc—
tive position--between the determiner and‘ghe noun. This
situation for quantifiers is not'unique‘for adjectiveifiﬁow-
ever,'as possessive adjectives apparently did not occur in
this position either;9 it was argued earlier that possessives

'

should be categorized as adjectives. This means that the
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inability to occur between the determiner and the modified

noun did not make quantifiers distinct from (all) adjec-

tives in OE.

In ME-and in the beginning of ENE, although 1t seems

to happen only rarely, quantifiers do occur in thls positilon

© -

to a greater extent than, in NE:

1297 'in pe al worlde (OED: all)

al300- our bather slogh (OED: both)

c1430 the bothe endes (OED: both)

al500 Leeve you not this eich one (OED: each)

1589 Your some sweete smiles (OED: some

1615 Your elther person (OED: either

1615 Two rocks...whose each strength...(OED: each)
1704 The massle Goblets...Whose each capacious womb

(OED: each)

®

‘Quantifiers are being treated like absolutely mormal adjec-

tives when they occur in this position. This 1list includes
the latest examples that I have found of the construction

(excluding examples like thils much bread in NE), so it seems

that the censtruction--~though rare--was a poss%ple one until
the early seventeenth century. This lends some_support to

my proposal that quantifiers were re-analyzed ané established
as a ca%egory at about tpis time.

Conclusion

The distinctiye syntactlc features of quantifiers in
NE do not distinguish them in OE from the category of ad-
Jectives. The variety of p;sitions with respect to the _
modified noun and the ébility to be used frequ as substan-

tives are features shared by quantifiers and other adjectives

61

e

e -

L A M e

b LS G

o

it PROTRE

. "

o ek e N




e e

. e

o
fhrd

[N

g S L I - U I nets o e TR SN WA VAL A e 13 1) g e ey 5

P

in OE and theréfore, I propose, a syntéctic distinction in
category membership between quantifiers and adjecéives is
not justified for OE, "

Throughout the ME period changes in the usage of nouns,
adverbs, and numeral, possessive and attributive adjec%}ves
resulted in the decrease of éﬁe syntactlec features they
shared with guantifiers; quantifiers began to look like a
distinct class. They had acquired fdur exception features
by the end of the sixteenth century, which proved to be
enough to provoke a re:analysis in which a syntactic cate-
gory of 'quantifiers' was 'created.'

’ This re-analysls 1s seen as the effect of the‘Opacity
Principle, a possible principle of the theory of grammar.

The distinctness of quantifiers as a class at the end of

" the sixteenth century was due largely to the effects of

changes that had occurred in other categories in the gram-

mar, and parbicularly to the growing distinctness in the

category of adjectives from the categories 6f nouns and

adverbs; for this reason, the history of quantifiers,is

seen as a good example of support for the autonomy thesils,

Nt
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FOOTNOTES TO CHAPTER .2 - ,

For simplicity's sake I will refer to each, all, every,

A

any, some, etc. as quantifiers throughout the paper, .- '

although I propose that no such category exists in OE

3
e

and ME.

See, for example, Dougherty 1970 and 1971. These re- :
strictions could also conceivably be semantic in that
ﬁo reading--or a conflicting reading——is‘assigned and
ﬁhe sentence is’thrown out if the co—occurrence.restric— ?
tions are violated. | ?
This analysis is not without problems, however. As

stated earlier, after a possessive or.demonstrative

(se oreées) an adjective occurs in the weak form. This

diétinction in weak versus strong form would be more
difficult to state 1if possessivés are analyzed as ad-
Jectives. I have no solution to this problem, put can
only point out that the use of the weak and strong forms
was sbmewhat confused even\in OE (Quirk, p. 69; Cémpbell
p. 261), so that perhaps a simple way to state the dis-
tinction 1s not as valuable as it may'at first glance
seem to be. One might be tempted to propose that a
semantlc solutlion could perhaps be found in terms of

the definite versus indeflinite distinction; these words
are sometimes even used as labels in place of weak and
strong. However, this would seem to result in syntac-

\ -
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tic fules (rules of case marking and agreement) being
subject to semantic factors, which is tohtrary to thls
study's approach to linguistics.

It mightlbe that the use of a partitive in OE had more

to 'do with the semanti#s of a word than with (mere)

syntactic restrictions; as evidenced by the conspicuous

absence from these construction types of all and both--

quantifiers that do nofi have a genuine partitive sense.
Note the .use of the st#ong form of the adJectiQes here.
Originally -lice was not itself an adverb ending; -lic
was a suffix used in dériving an adjective from a noun,
and the -e 1s the same dative-instrumental cése ending
used to form aa;erbs from adjectives. But -e added to
forms in -1lic became so common that -lice was as a
whole interpreted as an adverbilal ending and added to
words that the -lic form's meaning would not fit .
(Strang, p. 272).

Note that Jespersen hefe is talking about somewhat dif-
ferent usages than the ones Mustanoja (p. 577) calls

French plurals on adjectives. However, when these

French plurals occur with adjectives being used sub-

stantivally, they will make them look like nouns and
so contribute to the growing logss of substantlval func-,
tlon for adjectives; whéther the -s 1s a French or

English -s makes no difference in this case because it

can be interpreted as the growing English plural -s.

1}

64

-y e

LY

L) T
.

paishins o 2




R U N O A Ui OT SOty VAU O SOOI

- - ; « P2

‘ ' . K
L i . ' . 4
( 8. The examples that do not fully conform to the pattern
' 0

followed by all -of the others are all with both (ex-

i

' ' cept one unclear case with all):

all00 both her love (MED: bothe)

cl430 by their both assente (OED: ‘both)
{Here the position conforms to the : 3
geheéral pattern, but no inflection

- appears on both..

cl400 bope oure will (MED: bSthe)

all00 bothe our hoostis (MED: bothe)

'al500 bothe per thees (MED: bothe) ‘

., In four of these quotations the quantifier occurs first;
however, this deviation from the pattern may perhaps be

explained by the fact that both bd and bothe occur at e

o 3h e e et e ahas Bt 8 A o

this time and bo seems to ﬁormally follow }ts noun--
efther immediatély or postposed to a position f;rther
righ£ in the seqtence. So there may have been pressure

‘ to further differentiate these two forms by strengthen-
"ing the’positioﬁal difference between them., At any rate, |
there are many ﬁore|exampies with both that fit the 1 ‘é
generai pattern exactly, and énly thésé few that do not.

One more exception.to the genergl pattern is:

. ' Chaucer I have herd al youre opinion 1
. ‘ (Jespersen VI, 17. l) .

QL here could be édverbial and refer to youre;gpinidn

&'as a whole, so this may not be an exception. Co J
9. Kellner (p. 138) does,'howevéf, give threb examples i N
ih which a possessive 1is preceded by se (Orosius:
3 ‘ ‘Se heora %gning'and two in Blickling Homilles). Again,
] (‘ ‘ 'fﬁrﬁher studeWOula be necessary to determine the point ‘

s : i 65 .
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for certain, but it §eems‘ffr§m Mustanoja, p. 398) " .

that predeterminer position for possessives was the

~common one, Also hote that heora is one of the inde-

clinable poqfessivés (and the form heora is a genitive

of the personal pronoun), so it could be intefpfeped

‘as the genitivé of a pronoun rather than as an adjec-

. %
tive; this may be a fine line to draw. )
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o CHAPTER 3
THE 'EACH OTHER' RECIPROCAL CONSTRUCTION

Each ather is sPmetimes described as having bec&méfé
compaound, sometimes as being ohly the Juxtaposition ﬁfzgggg
and "other. Morris (p,~150) says that angough each otru;-,-ri'~ '
is sometimes call rgciprocal pronoun 1t 15 not a. com= l
bound' "...in such phrases as "love egch other," "lgve (h
oQﬁranother," the construction is, each love the other, one

¥
love another; each and gone being subjects, and other. and

another objects, of their respective predicates" (Morris,

p. 150). Dougherty (1970, 1971, 1974) also claims that

each other 1is not ‘a pronoun or compound. The' OED (each)

says that each and other "...havue however long become a com-

pound..." Visser (p. 4l45) agrees that each other "...began

to be realized as a kind of compound object...If thi\change

in status should have been cdeval with that of 'each Wt

other' to 'at each other', and with the introduction of
the genitive 'each other's', it could only have haﬁ5ened'
afteb the Middle ﬁnglish period,.." ' ‘

I will first present some different ways of expressingf

reciprocity that have occurred througholt  the histcry‘of

English; then describe the history of the 'each other' con-

Iy

. .ocecurred in the 'each cher' construction will be examined

:"from the perspective of two synchronic analys & for‘NE——:.

PR '
< ' 1 ~
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-lyses will'be seen to be able to éxplain the diachronic

- changes which Visser suggests were the 1indicators of the

;) Simple pronouri--not very frequent in ME ' -
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one'proposing that each other is a pronoun in Ng, the\other
arguing that it is \not; The analysis of the history of the
'each other! constrqction,wiil be'seen as providing evidence
in the choice between these two analysesfa One (©of the ana-
changes_in;the'{eahh‘othef' construction as an example of
a re—énal&s%s provokedlby éhe Opacity Principle. The pro-

ﬁdééd're—anéiysis"occurs at the time of the historical

realization of each ot%er as a compound object, an explana—
tioff for the'occurrence of the re-analysis at the time ‘of

these changes is offered.

Types of reciprocal constructions

ﬁqglish in earlier times ha&,qdite a few ways of ex-
pressing the reciprocal notion. Below are examples of
eleven types (based on Visser, pp. U39 by7) 1nc1uding the - Jﬁa;
first and last occurrences of them listed by Visser ($§’§-‘

439~ 447) unless stated otherwise

¢

Beowulf Naes...long to. don 5aet pa aglaecean by eft
pemetton
¢1400 ‘But, syr meyr, May y take with the sojour?
" Som tyme we knowe us yore
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+2) Personal pronoun plus adverb: ™ gemaenelice in OE;

emel, samen, and together in ME and later

Defensoris Liber Scintillarum GebiddaP eow
gemaenelice (translating: orate pro invicem)
1440 Two marchauntes louyd hem to-gydere

3) ! Personal pronoun plus preposition--very frequent in
OE and early ME -

AE1fred Ne untreowslge ge no eow betweoxn ’
¢1l250 Ofte sibbe men foken (=deceive) hem bi-twenen

4) Every other

¢1175 We luuien ure efrec oder us bi-twenen swa we
weren brodre

c1386 the lovynge children, that whilom loveden so
flesshly everich oother, wolden everich of hem
‘eten oother, if they myghte

1470-85 they...wounded everyche other dolefully

13

5) Either other

Trin. Coll. Hom. ﬂbess"e wise beswikep her aiber o‘;_'\er

cl522 i1f we loue either other

6) Other alone f

'+ al023. Ne bearh nu foroft zesib zesibban,...ne bropor
oprum '
1620 would have caused you to slaye other
1809 We know not other--oceans are between
(quotation is from Campbell)

Visser states: "This now obsolete usage occurred in later
use only 1in Scottish dialects, where 1t 1is ‘also found in
other functlions than as object (p. NN;)EI
1785 when a ynuLhrui, loving, modest pair, In other's
arms, breathe out the tender tale ;
Except for Scottish dialects, it seems that this use of

other ceased at about the end of the sixteenth or beginning

69 R ;
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of the seventeenth centdry.

\

7) Personal pronoun plus self

AEl1fred Alexandres aefterfylgendas...hu hle hle selfe
mid missellican gefeohtum fordydon

1605 Get thee gone; tomorrow We'll hear ourselves

- again

o

Visser also lists:

1759-67 What can they be doing, brother?--quoth my
father,--we can scarce hear ourselves talk

However, this seems to be a questionable example of reciprocity.

~

8) No object (expressed) plus adverb: samod/samen, betwﬁh,

together, and mutually; very frequent with together in~
ME and in Shakespeare

cl225 He hehte alle his peines & adele his eninte-
) fon somed to f[ihte &
1655 Making her belleve that...as ofte as they shold
medle together, if she were...,confessed by him,
. she shold be cleere forgiven
1820 Scott The two brothers met as brothers who
loved each other fondly, yet meet rarely together
1847 Ch. Bronté We mutually embraced
1870 Tennyson For here two brothers one a king, had
met And fought together
1896 A. E. Housman Towns and countries woo together

1908 Wells I put my arms about her and we kissed
together

9) 'Q...other' Another way of expressijg the reciprocal
notion was with other--without a deferminer--and a gquan-
tifier towards the beginning of# sentence to make
the reciprocal notion more distinct (Visser, p. bU44),
Many quantifiers seem to be able to occur in this use;
of coursc, since other alone could express the recipro-
cal notion, 1t ls impossible to tell how much the quan-
tifier contributed to the meaning.

all...other ) )

c1380 Alle dedes and werkes of pe Trinite mai not be
departid-from opir . (OED: other)
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each...other

c893 & swe aelc aefter o¥rum @OED: other)

c1522 the conflict of diuers qualified elementes in
our body, continually labouring ech to vanquish
other ’

1538 . Ych one to the profyt of dyher (OED: each)

1611 ~ Let ecach esteeme other betiter then themselues
(Authorized Version of the Bible; 20th century
version: each of you should humbly reckon the
others to be of more account than himself;
Jespersen II, Appendix 5.5¢) :

eilther...other

Andreas AEgEer kara eorla odrum trymede Heofonrices
' hyh '

1677 There seems to be a more connatural Transmutation
. of elther into ovther (OED: elther)

every...other

-~

1154  AEuric man sone raeuede oker Pe mihte (OED:
ever ‘
alSOO(clﬁESg Every kynge werred upon oper MED:IeVeri)

“none...other

cl400 Noon of hem neuer tofore had seye ober, ne mnoon
of hem knewe opirs persone ne knewe of okirs .
comying (OED: other) .
1422-1509 non of us may well helpe other

one...another

1548 Wone then labored another touerthrowe

1551  nature dothe provoke men one to healpe another

1597 It is certaine, that either;wise bearing, or
ignorant Carriage is c£hght, as men take diseases,
one of another (Jespersen VII, 17.7)

outher...other

‘»

i
c¢893 A¥r heora ager mehte on okrum size Beraecan
(QED: ocuther) . ’
al450 Nys man'in erthe...Shall,..pces make, Er outher
of vs haue other slayne (OED: outher)
&
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any...other

c1386 If eny [various readings any, onx] of us have
more than other, Let him...part it with his
brother (OED: any)

=4

one...other

1604 tilting one at other's breast (Schmidt: other)

neither...other

c¢893 aet né%er ne mehte on obrum size Zeraecan
EOED: other) , A 3 i

-

whether (=which of two)...other

all23 Loc, hweXer paera jebroﬁra oferne ofer bide
(OED: other)

both...other

al500 But yef they loue both othir, thay shall be in
gret myssais (MED: bothe) )

10) Ohe another. This expression of reciprocity is current
in NE; first quotation from Visser:

1526 Owe no thinge to eny man; but to love one another
11) Each other. This is also current in NE; Visser gives
as first instance:

AElfric his suna ferdon, and denode aelc odrum
' l

Of these eleven ways of expressing the notion of re-
ciprocity, (1) - (4) apparently died out before 1500, (5)
died out in the early sixteenth century, and (6) - (7) had
died out by about 1600 except for the use of (6) in Scottish
dialects.,

Regarding type (8) Visser comments: "The gap in éhe

guotations given below between 1655 and 1820--1if not due to
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uncompleted research--is remarkable" (p. 442), He has many

examples before 1655, and only those listed above after 1820.

Perhaps the use in these later quotations represents a {(new)

i

innovation and is unrelated to the older use, or perhaps
4

the use in these later quotatlions 1s archailc or poetic;

three of the five quotations after 1820 are either Scottish

R

_or from poetry. One could argue, therefore, that type (8)

hY

also died out by about 1600 (and perhaps was reborn around

1820). In this case there are three ways or'expressing

reciprocity that died out by about '1600.

Type (9) is now obsolete (OED: other), or still occurs

with each, but only archaically or poetically (OED: each).

Most of the examples I have of the 'Q...other' construction

™

are from the late sixteenth century or earlier, a few are

from the early seventeenth centur&; the only ones later

.

than this are:

1657
1667
‘1677
<1821
1867

Priest and people interchangeably pray each

for other (Visser, p. 445)

Milton Responsive each to others note

(OED: each) . .

There seems to be a more connatural Transmu-
tation of either into other (OED: elther)
Keats Each unconfines His biltter thoughts to
other T(OED: each)

What was to be done, asked the enraged boys

one of another (Visser, p. 445) ‘

Of these, the 1667 quotation‘is from Milton, whose work

is not necessarily an accurate example of the English of

his time.

Visser states in his Preface:

- 73
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".,..1it 1s with due circumspection that quotations have
been adduced from works to which the following state-
ment, made by Addison in praise of Mllton in Spectator
no. 285, is applicable: "Another way of raising the

language...1is to make Use of the Idiom of other Tongues."

T

The 1821 quotafion from Keats 1s likely to be an example of

the OED's statement about the poetical use of each...other.

This leaves only three instances of the 'Q...other' type
later than the ‘early seventeenth century. It ‘seems justi-
fiable toésay that the 'Q...other' construction with other
alone had all but died out by the end of the sixteenth or
beginning of the*seventeenth century.

In the middle of the sixteenth century, the 'Q...other',
type begins to occur with the other instead of with other
alone; by 1600 this appears to be the normal construction:

al548 When bothe the armyes were approchyng to the

other (OED: other)

1593 Beauties red and Vertues white, Of elthers

,colour was the other Queene (OED: either)
cl1l600 each doth good turns unto the other
(Schmidt: each)
1865 Neither knew the other (Visser, p. Ul5)

Types (10) and (11) with one another and each other

are probably the most frequent ways of expressing recipro-

city in NE. One another has occurred only since the six-

teenth century, bub ecach olher Is recovded In all perlods
of the history of English from OE to NE. "Each and other
can occur in scveral different types of constructlions:

1) AdJjacent, a&s in 'The boys hated each other' (henceforth

referred—to as each other or each other sentences)
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2) With a preposition preceding as in 'The women gave

. compliments to each other' (henceforth the 'to each

other' type).
3) In earlier periods, with a preposition between each and
other (henceforth the 'each to other' type), as in:

> "1615 How these two could be...members...participant
: each of other (OED: each)

4) With a genitive/possessive marking as in 'They hoped

. for each other's ruin' (henceforth each other's).

All four of tgése types will be referred to as the 'each
other' construction.,

There are some 1important syntactlc differences between
the 'each other' construction in NE and 1n the earlier peri-
ods. These differences gnd their explanatioﬁ will EOnsti-

tute the topic of the remainder of thils chapter,

Each and qther as adjectives in OE and ME

As was argued‘in the préceding chapter, each, along
with the other precursors of NE quantifiers 1is best ana-
lyzed as an adjective in OE and ME and until a re-analysis
at the end of the sixteenth century.Q Its different syntac-
tic uses can be accounted for as the normal use of an ad-
Jecﬁivc in substantlval functiong or as Lhe normal use or’
a form of the (neuter) adjective in adverbial function.

Other can also be best analyzed as an adjective for

the earller periods of English; somé of the 1lmportant points

of its history are given below.
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Other originally served as the ordinal numeral for
'second.' It was not until the beginning of the thirteenth

century that secound came into the language from French.

Both qper and secound fulfilled the function of the ordinal
for a time; by the middle of the fourteenth century secound
became dominant (Mosse, p. 66; Strang, p. 272). The OED
has quotations for secound from 1200 on, and last quotation
for égggg as the Orainél"seqond'“as the following:

cl400 Costome ys be gEgg kynde

Other had meanings besides that of 'second' from the earli-

 est quotat%ggs in OE according to the OED:

‘the Pemainiﬁg
singular: ¢893 Hu Gallie wunnon on Romane,

Pene on o re healfe (OED: other)
plural: c893 Hu Craccus se consul wonn wi%
ba oﬁre consulas (OED: other)

'‘existing besldes, or distinct from, that already

mentioned or implied’
singular: ¢900 o%%e on bysse bec o0%%e on o%re

(OED: other) ,
plural: c888 Be ?aere sunnan & eac be odrum
tunglum (OED: other
All ordinals ip OE except other are declined like weak
adjectives; other is always declined strong, even when oc-
curring with a demonstrative or possessive pronoun (Strang,
p. 302; Kispert, p. 118; Campbell, p. 261):
c893 Se o’fer consul zehierde Diulius (OED: other)
c8¢¥ Ilu Craccus se consul wonn wild pa o%re consulas

(OED: other)
al225 All so as on neil driue% ut pen o%erne (OED:

(; other)
In this\ way other differs both from ordinal numerals and from

’
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all other adjectives including‘quantifiers, which occur in.
the weak form when the syntactic conditions for it are’met.

As was normal for all adjectives, other could be used
as a substantive, sometimes followed by a genitivé‘plural
or of plus a noun phrase:

Singular: )

c893 - pa jesette Galerius 11 cyninggs under him;

»ober waes haten Seuerus (OED: other)

c897 Paet.,.se ofer beo araered from Raem o%drum
(OED: other)

all25 bpe broper toke be'oberes wif (OED: other)

Plural:
971 Waes heora sum re’ra...%onne pba opre (OED: ,
other)

all00 On manezum landum ti11%7b1% redre Jonne on o¥rum
(OED: other)

Followed by a genitive plural or of plus a noun phrase

as in the 'all of the boys' type:

c893 Fkaer wear% Leostenas, oder heora ladteowa, mid
anre flan ofscoten (OED: other)

13.. Ooper [various readings auper, ouper, oon] o
Egg we most forga, For mai' na man haf heuens -
wa (OED: other)

(

In NE, other cannot be used in the singular without a
determiner or other qualifying‘word (e.g. any, some, no);
this holds true for its use as an adjectlve 'or as a noun:

*gﬁggg man drowned.

*Fred drowned, bet other was saved,

In OE and M% this restricgion did not hold. Singﬁlaryg&ggg
can occur wlithout a determiner or qualifying word when used
adjectlvally or substantivally. Thls use for substantivized
other is 1llustratéd in theifirst, sixth, and seventh quota-
® L3

tions above; the use of adjectival other without a deter-

miner or qualifying word is illustrated by the first example

3
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for ¢893 of other as meaning 'the remaining' and the second
quotation (c888) for other as 'existing besides,...' In the
plural, other has apparently always been able to occur with-
oulia determiner, as if does in the fifth quotation given
above. But it is the ability of géggg to,occur as a noun
in the singular without a determiner that 1s of particular
importance in the analysis of thé teach other' construction.
In the preceding sectfon it was stated that type (9)
'Q...other' began to occur with the other instead of other
alone at about the middle of the sixteenth century, and
that the last normal instances of other could be said to
be at the end of the sixteepth century.or early in the
seventeenth century. It seems that other begah to lose 1its
ability to occur without a determiner 6 at about the same
time 1in other constructions as well; the latest quotatioqs
in the OBD for other in a singular nominal function (othe?
than in the 'Q...other' type) without a determiner are the
following: ‘
~ al694 corftroversy, which I am less fond of every day
thdn other
1480 The barons sent to hym o time and gggggl
1596  Other than him they haue none ouer them
1483 All be he of his parente his affynyte or other
1561 Neuer thinketh vpon other but to pleaqe hir ‘
These quotations and those of the 'Q...other! type sugroest
that other cecased to be able to occur in the'singplar with-

out a determiner or other qualifying .word by the beginnihg

of the seventeenth century. The data glven in the preceding
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\ section 'on the use of plain other to express reciprocity

agree with this date.

'\Qgggg in 1ts eubstantival use took the normal strong
adjectival plurgi ig in OF and in early ME. But when final
unstressed -€ is‘lost,'ggggg occurs in exactly the same form
in the singular and In the plural instead of using the -5 .
plural ending of nouns. (By 1200 -es is the ordinary pﬂpral

ma:king for nouns accordlng to Morris, p. 53.) Some examples

\

‘ of(oﬁher AsS a plurel are found. in Chaucer; Malory has only

other, never others; Caxton has other:

Chaucer other sayn (Jespersen Il, 17.75)

cll7T ' Caxton The other deffended them with alle
their puissance (OED: other) -

1“70 85. Malory But in no wise there was no knight,

‘about Sir Tristram that would believe that
' . evelr Sir Palomides would hurt Sir Tristram,
*+  nelther by his own hands nor by none other
f\\” ..consenting {(Malory, p. 185; referenced by .
Jespersen II, 17.75)

1545  Ascham This 1gnorauncie in men whyche know not'
for what tyme and to what thynge they be fit -~
.causeth some to desire to be maysters and rule
other which neuer yet began to rule: themselfe
{Cyfme, P. 174)

"Thk substantivized pl others begins to appear towards the
middle of the l6th.c" (Jespersen, I, 17.75). More usually
has other but sometimes others, and the instances of gfgefé\\\\\
continue to increase until in Shakespeare others occurs as 2
the plural far mofe often than other. Later authors con-
tinue fo show goth forms, but others is the more common
one--except 1n Defoe (Jespersen II, 17.75):

1551 More the folysshétes of others (Jespersen\

y 14, 17.75) ‘ -
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1557  North That thy thoughtes were others than they
seemed (OED: other)

¢l600 Shakespeare as I all @ther in all worths sur-

‘ mount (Schmidt: other

1611 Bible, Authorizgd Version To the others he said

. in mine hearings (QED:. other)

The -s plural for gther is well-egtablished by Shakespeare's -
time, or by about 1600. fo ’ )

In OE and ME, oﬁher is most simply treéted as (only) an
adjective, with its substantiva% use treated as. theSnormal

use of an adjective in nominal ‘functions. One could also

suppose that other always e;istéd both a8 an adjective and

-as a noun, as in NE; the discussion that follows does not

depend on treating other as an adjective alone. 3 The facts
that other could occur without a determiner or qualifying

word until about 1600 and,that it occurred in the form

other for bothbsinguiarkaﬁd plural from Chaucer to’Shakespeaye

: . : M »
will be important in the analysis of the 'each other' con-

SR , [
struction. o . Ty

The case sistem and each other

:

Although each other has oceurred in sentences from OE

to NE, with the more‘higﬂly'devélqped case systems of the

‘earller periods of EninsH an-intéiesﬁihg situatibn appears.

each other ‘é
face) object of a verb as 1n: '
The candidates hated each other.- - IR

But this is not the case for OE and early ME. . f

-

-
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The§OED (each) states:

"Origlnally this' ' the reciprocal each other! was a . .

.+ ' phrase construed as in U "Distributing a plural subject
" or object¢ﬁ’5ach\being the subject, and other (inflected
in 'OE. & drne, o»res, 6orum, etc.) being governed in o
acc., gend., or dat. by a verb prep., or sb. '

" As loﬁg as the 1nflecti6nai syst?m made cleér distinctions
getween‘thﬁ va;gous cases of adjectives (some of which may
‘be used adverbialiy), each and other might oceur adjacently
" but could not be analyzed as a unit because of their difer-
ent inflectlions. All of the 05 and early ME examples I have
found of the reciprocal each other show different infléctions
for each andﬁggggg. (One apparent counterexample to this
statement will be discussed later.);’ ‘ . ‘
The follqwing are typical examp}es of each other with
:QEEEE in the accusative (first two quota?ion;),“genitive,
. and dapive' ‘

1) al0oo Uq is eallum pearf %aet ure, ae/hwylc oderne
. bylde (OED: each)

2) O0.E. Gosp. ba cnyhtas beheold aelc dﬁerne (Vissér,
g " p. 446) ST .

3) cl200 kat we sholden biwepen ure elch oyres sinne
3 " "(QED: edich) - . .

L) Wulfstan Jéowian and Senian aeghwylc odrum (Visser,

) T po oy \

P

/ - .
/ Inifﬁe (i!ut quobation\above, géggﬂg’fgaaﬁ*ﬁbﬂasativé

+
1

ulmt ,mf=1m /v(l .ui}r'( Live poverned by t lm ve rh «L,yjdn' ‘z'l(rlh\'!y_](.
2 //
is 1n ‘the, nomindtive ‘case slnce 1t ln B\ ;ub,tdnblviacd ad-

[

jectiVe psed as subject of the clause ure aezhwylc oderne !

-

y gd"(or, raqur,’ure ae:pwylc = 'each of us' is the subJect)
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So alﬁhough aeuhwglc and o@epne oceur adjacently, it 4s . ' i

clear that ‘they perform the separate grammatical functions

P

of subject and obJect In the clause,

-V e by an

2) .0.E, Gosp ba cnyhtas beheold aelc oférne "(Visser,
p. 6) ’ . C

In the second quctatibn oderne \is an accusative case

A g s s UOTT

-

-

of the substantivized adjective Tunctioning ds thg object

of beheold. Aelc could be ‘analyzed as a nominative case,

under which interpretation the sehtenqe has the two:subjects

TR el i itk AT

Pd cnyhtas and aele. This is apparently the only inter-
pretation allowed by ﬁhe'OED's étatement that éach 1n the R
Yeach other‘ ognstruction in older English wa; the subJect :
Visser. {p. UMS) suggests a two subject 1nterpretation for
sentences of thils type and polnts out that the presence of .
two subJects‘Waé common earlier (e.g. "He Alexander cwaeg")
, ird occurs also in NE‘ﬂe.g.l"My father he said"). A second
interpretation for aelc in this qmotaéion is that argued
for in the preceding chapter qu the type 'the Boys were
’all‘..' Under this 1nterpgétat19n aele 1s an accusative
neuter form of the adjectlve used aé arni adverb, AUnder

elther .interpretation, aele and oSerne are apain clearly

performing two separate ﬁrdmggticn] funct tous.,
o ” ~ '

3) .¢1200 bat we sholden bivepen ure elch odrces sinne
- (OLD: -each)

In the third quotation both of these "interpretations

. hd
are not possible. - Elch cannot be analyzed as an adverb

82 .
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because of t 1 presence of ure (='of us); the only possible

interpretation is that'ure elch (='each of us') 1s a subject.

If 1t 1s not possible to analyze elch as an adverb here,

and if it 1s therefore necessary to analyze it as a second

subject (with ig as the other subject), then perhaps all.
other instances of each, all and both in the type .'the boys
were”all..:' should be anélyzed as second.subjects rathern
than as adverbs. The two subject analysis accounts for all
of these types in a unifofﬁ way, whereas thé analysis proQ
pos%p in the preceding chapter cannot account for the third

-

quotation abgve in the same way. Y
]
1 p .
But there is another possible interpretation for ure
elch which 1s not inconsistent with the latter analysis.

The precursors of NE modals (can, could, shall, should,

‘.will, would, may, might, must; henceforth pre-modals) should

be analyzed as main verbs' in OE and ME aﬁbording to Lightfoot

(137“). Lightfo6t argues that, until a re-analysis occurred’
in the gixteanth century in which the syntéctic category of
'podal' was created, gLe pre-modals exhibited thHe behavior
of normal verbs, including the ability to take sentential
complements. This means that, in this third quotation, we
could be Interpreted as the éhbjuq} of sholden, and blwepen

ure_elch dhres sinne could be a sentential complement to

sholden. Under this interpretation ure elch 1s the subject

"of biwepen and odres_sinne is its object. Elch is then the

nominative;cése of the adjective used as a noun, and oores

~
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is the genitive case of the substantivized adjective modifying‘

the noun sinne. This‘interpretation 1s consistent with the

analysis of quantifiers proposed in the, preceding chapter,

‘and makes 1t unnecessary tb rely on the two subject ana-

lysis for any sentences. As in the other quotations, elch

and géggg arg clearly performlng §eparate grammatica fpnc—

tions and cannot be analyzed as a unit.’ S

'Unfortunately{ there is a problem with thig.interpre—,

tation of the quotatioﬁ. Ligh?fgbt (1974) states that the
subjgct of the seﬁﬁéntial cqmplement to a pre-modal "...,was
always deleted or moved out of §dggect position" (p. 27);
the‘pre—modals shared this property with verbs like 231,
(e.g. 'She tried____to work hard). In the 01206 quotation
the subject (ure elch) of the sentential complement to _

2 sholden has not been deletéd;‘it has been moved out ofrsub—
Jeet position but not out of the ééntential’complement al-
togq;her, which is what Lightfoot's examples suggest that
Pe means. If so, -perhaps Lightfoot's statement 1s too
strong, ang this 1s a counterexample to it. 1In any case,
this 1s the only example of thlis sort that I have, so 1t
coulq be at worst a single coﬁnterexample to the analysis «
proposed In the preceding chapter for ﬁhe type 'the boys
were. all...' It 15 not ossible couﬂteroxumplc to the
claim that each and other;in OE &nd carly ME show differ-
ent 1nflect1;ns when they occur 1in each other sentences.

This 1s also®the only example before 1590 that I have

v
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(’~ found 1in which each immediately precedes other's; however the

%
c1200 example is to be interpreted, It does seem clear that

N

elch odres cannot be interpreted in the same way (i.e., as

a unit) as each othér's in a NE sentence like:

We phould forgive each other's sins.

In this NE sentence each other's is a (group) genitive modi-

REL P

-

4 1
fying sins (i.e., equivalent to 'the sins of each other').
§Th1s interpretation is not possible for the ME guotation

because both elch and o%res would then be 1n “the genltive

<

g s~ o~

dase; the modern English practicé of putting the genitive, _
or possessive, inflettion on only the last word of a phrfse—- o~
. _the group_§énitive--did not come into the ldnguage until .
' the thirteenth century for an adJective/déterminer plus
noun (Jespersen VI, 17.1;), and even later for other types
of noun phrases; for noun phrase plus prepositional phrase,
Mustaﬁoja (p. 79) says that the first instances of the
group(genifive are in Chaucer. . Also, i1f one tries to in-

terpret elch odres in the ME quotation in the same manner

as each other's in the NE sentence above, one 1s left with

no slot in the sentence for the genitive ure. More will
be said later about. the genitive/possessive of each other

’ in the next scction, &?

3

) Wulfstan &cowlan and Senian acphwyle odrum  (Visser,
p. 4uy)
-

In the fourth example listed above aeghwylc 1is the

nominative case of the adjJective used substaﬁtivally as the .

\ . . 85
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subject of Seowian and Senian, and oSrum 1s the dative ob-

Jject. Once agaln, as the inflections on aeghwylc and o&fum

show, the quotation cannot be Interpreted as an example of
each other functioning as a unit.

In these four examples, then, and in all the other QE
and early/ME ex;;ples of the reciprocal each other which I
have found in Visser, the OED, or elsewhere, it 1s not pos-

sible to analyze each other as a unit; the inflections on’

A

-

the/ZBrds show that the two werds perform two different

grammatlical functions,

There 15 an apparent exception to thls statement in

eariy ME: ' o

1100 On minan lénde & -on “aelces dﬁres,mannes lande
(MED: ech)

«

In this quotatidn aelces, odres, and mannes each show the

genlitive inflection. But this %s not an example of the
reciprocal each other; 1t is difficult to see how the sen-
o

tence could even be Interpreted with aelces odres taken as

expressing a reciprocal notion.
Otheg used to be, the ordinal numeral meaning fsecond’
and 1t”appear§ that thls meaning continued on in the ME

and NE phrase every other; this phrase means 'every second'’

or 'every:alternate' according to the OED (other). Under

1

this meaning the OED gives the following quotations, among

others: °

1480 For which raunsoune to be payed eche other
chalyce .of englond was molte and made En to.

. moneye (OED: other), '
86 - ’ ‘
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1588 Spending euery other day in such sporte
(OED: other) .
‘ \

. It appears that-either each or every could be used in this

phrase. Morris (p. 148) states: "Each other gsometimes =
each alternate, every other, as--"Each other word Iowas a
knave."-~Gammer Gurton's Needle" (lﬁiig. This 1s not sur-

prising, since every and each used to

e more or less inter-

- changeable, with every being somewhat more emphatic, and

there 1s still sometimes no distinction made between them
(Jespersen II, 7.811). In fact, every (ME everi(ch)) was.
originally a compound from OE aefre and aelch (Jesﬁérsen
VII, 17.5;). '

The OED gives no earlier examples than 1480 of every/
each other as meaning 'every second,' but since secound

did not even appear in English until the beginning of the

thirteentﬁ century, other must have been readlly interpre-

_table as 'second' in 1100. It seems reasonable to suppose,

therefore that aelces odres in the 1100 quotation 1s an

earlier example of the ‘meaning 'every second' and is not
an example of the reciprocal each other which 1s the con-

cern of this chapter. .

Another “interesting éentence is:

. alhs50-21500(1436) Spayne nnd Flaundres s as yche
: rolLhoro l)l'()l here (MDD e l.)

llere 1t seems yche othere must have a recliprocal notlon and

both yche and othere. have the same ending which may be the

weak ‘and/or plural adjectival ending. At thls late date

-
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the ~e on yche would not still be interpretable as the ad-
verbial ending -e; yche could be intérpgeted as an uﬁ-

changed adverb, but the posltion in the sentence 1is an un-
usual one for an adverb. Since this 1is the only example i

have of this type, i1t may be a hapax legomenon, or, since

it occurs at so late a date, 1t may be considered as a "

/

forerunner of the NE each other's.

These are the only two examples in OE and early ME
in which each and other show the same inflection and could
possibly be functioning as a unit. In OE I have no such
examples, so for this .period at least can state that each
and other, though they may be found adjacent to each other,
function as separate elements with separate grammatical
functions as 1Indicated by their case endings.

It should be mentiqned that there do'not seem#to be

r" E, ° v
any examples in OE or ME of each(...)other in which other

is’ unambiguously plural. (In the dative the.slngular and
plural of other are identical in form,) If the two words
operate independentl&.of each other there is nofreason that
I can thinR éf for th; absence of this type, unless it has
to do with other being still felt as equal to 'the second'

in which case the plural would perhitps be less natural,

o

llach other's

There is only one example of which I am aware in which' ° .

each occurs 1in a scntence lmmediately preceding other's

v . " ™ o

&
-,
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beforé 1590~~the eari& ME seﬁtence discussed 1in the pre-
ceding section (01200 pat we sholden biwepen ure elch
odres sinne). In this quotation it is clear that elch is '
a nominative case subject and does not belong with the
genitive éiggg.

/At the end of-the sixteenth century a (group) genitive

of each other first appears; when referring to each other's

I mean a phrase that can be taken as the genitive form of

the unit each other. Visser\dates the first appearance of

¢ach other's as 1590, but he groups together each other's

and one another's'and his early examples (before 1816) are

with one another's:

L) 1590 They strained one another's hand (Visser, p. 446)

' 1599 Why the devil should we keep knives to cut one
another's throats? (Visser, p. Lugy
1816 That we may see-each other's faces (Visser, p. 446)

Schmidt references ten examples .of each other's in Shakespeare,

among them:
4

1590 we still did meet each other's man (Schmidt: each),

1593  You never shall, so help you truth and god,
Embrace each other's love in banishment;
Nor never look upon each other's face
(Schmidt: each) . .

1599  that the contending kingdoms

. Of France and England, whose very shores look pale
With envy of each other's happiness
- May cease their hatred; . (Schmidt: each)

1607 make each to _prescribe-t¢ other as each other's

leech (Schmidt other) "

", The types 'each to other' and 'to each other'

In OE and ME each _other does not seem to have occurred

-

following prepositions. There are only examples with the

89 ’
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g between each and other:

T H1) cwaedon aelc to oSrum (Visser; p. 44s)
ley foynen ech at other (Visser, p. 445)
1607 Pages blush'd at hgm and men of heart Look'd

~ wondering each at &ther (Visser, p. 445) ‘
1657 Priest and peoplg iﬂteréhangeably pray each

foy other (Vissér, p. UU5)

-
et "

This is the last example of the 'each to other' type glven
by Visser;u he notes: "According to the OED 'each to other' P
still occurs arch. or‘poet." (p. Ubs).

So it seems that the type 'each to other' occurs from

OE through ME and diles out-—in normal use--by the middle

e

of the seventeenth century.
The normal NE construction--the 'to each other! type—-~
begins to occur at the end of the sixteenth century; Schmidt

#

references two examples 1ln Shakespeare:

1590 And lead these testy rlvals so astray
As one cofie not within another's way
Like to Lysander sometime frame thy tongue,
Then stir Demetrius up with.bitter wrong;
And sometime rail thou like Demetrius,
And from edch other look thou lead them thus
Til oter their brows death-counterfeiting sleep
With leaden legs and batty wings doth creep.
(Schmidt each; A Midsummer Night's Dream
111, 358-365)

1591 this shauldering of each other in the court
ySchmidt each)

Visser lists as first examples of{this type:

1657 The Horses...struck at one another (Visse?,
" p. W4p)
1709 These Two Lovers seem'd...made for each other
(Visser, p. ﬂhG)

%
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The explanation of the historical changes in the ‘each other!

construction

The following historical changes in the 'each other!

construction have been described in the preceding sections:
¥r

1) Three types of reciprocal constructions died out at the
beginning of the seventeeﬁth century: type (6) Other alone,

-
(7) Persgnal pronoun plus self, and (8) No object (expresjed)
plus adverb. f

2) Each other's’is first recorded at the end of the six—'
teenth -century. ‘

3) The last normal (1. .e., not poetic or likely to be ar-
chaic) examples of the 'each to other' type are in the first
half of the seventeenth century; the first examples of the
'ﬁb each other' type are at the end of the sixteeoth cen-

' Al

tury.

These changes/all took place at about the same time,
50, in keeping with the approach to historical~linguistics
described in the first chapter of tﬁis paper, one would
look for one explanation that will account for all of the
changes. One would also -hope to find that such an explana-
tion will be.in terms of general principles of historical

change; the cxplanation to boe preferred is oncd that makes

use of principles that are useful 1in %he descriptlon of

" other diachronie changes. The determination of such prin-

ciples contributes to the development of a theory of change.

There are two competing analyses of the 'each other'

B
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construction in NE and two corresponding explanations of

s

the historlcal changes presented in this chapter. Ofe syn-

chronic analysis for NE involves a semantic rule of inter-

prétation for each other, while the other proposes a syn-

tactic movement rule for each.
Dougherty (1970, 1971, and 1974) proposes an analysis
of each other that involves a syntactic movement rule

(henceforth each-Movement) to convert the first sentence

\ below ihto the second:

¥ 1) ?The men will speak each to the other.
2) The men will speak to each other.

Both of these sentences ultimately derive from:2

3) -"Each of the men will speak to the other.
The relevént stages of the derivation are that a transfor-
mation called Quaptifier Postposing applies to (3) and
yie1d5{ ) ‘ ;
4) ‘Thg men each will speak to the other. ‘LK"

The application to (4) of a second transformation called x

3

Quantifier Movement glves:

[

5) The men will each speak to the other.

or, Dougherfy claims:6 '

"6) ?The mép will apéak each to the other
Under the each-Movement anaiysis the base comgonent will
geneﬁate deep structures with thg order of elements as ip

(3), but not as tn (1), (2,) (4), or (5)--all of whigh are

_related to (3) by some combinan;on'df tthe transformations

x ‘ 92
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anntifief Postposing, Quantifier: Movement, and ggég—Move—
ment. Ea¢h other 1is never present in aeep'structure, but,
is always the result of the application of these three
_transformations. | )
Jackendoi‘f‘ (1972) and Flengo and Lasnik (1973)7 pro-

poee a- semantic analysis of each other sentences. The

esséntials~of a semantic analysis are that each other is

rreely generated in deep strucﬁure as a pronounwunder noun

‘ nodes ‘and. that there is a semantic rule" that assigns an.

antecedent to. each other and a semantic interpretation to

the sentence in which. 1t occurs Jackendoff points out that

'..the environments of each othgr seém to be virtually
identical to those of reflexives, “and any anaﬂysis whioh

does not . capture this ﬂact is missing an important genera—"

: lization" (p. 173). He proposes that one rule can determine

the antecedents of both reflexive _pronouns and thé recipro~
cal pronoun each other in an eachalnterpretation analysis.

This generalization would resulb in a more economical gram-

mar than if’ the two typas of " pronouns had their antecedents -

determined. by two separate rules. , ‘

I assume a prammar nvolving theitrace theovy of move-
ment rules as proposed in Chomsky (19?3) and developed in
Chomsky- {1975, 1976). In t;is éremmarlall semantic inter-
preﬁation is to be done off a surface structure enriched
with trSCes. A trace 1s left by a nouﬁ phrase in the posi-

tion from which it moves in accordance with a-syntaetic

» ) 93 o
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rule. In a grammar of this type it seems that the each-
Movement enalysis will be more complicated in one respeot

- [
f

'‘than the each-Interpretatioch analysis.

In ordersrto determine a semantic interpretation for

!
’ L

a sentence with each other in it ;t is necessary~to first

<

,tdetermine the (possible) antecedent(s) of eaﬂh other, the

-antecedent will determine part of the meaning of the ‘sen~

i ¢

. ‘tence,. » In the each-Movement analysis, the possible ante-

cedents of each other will be those'nounophrases from whic¢h

>

each could have been mbved by the application of each~

‘Movement in accordande with the conditions to which this

./rule is subject (see Chomsky 1973) When each is moved by

| \ . ¥

the each-Movement transformation, it does nob leave a trace . =

since it ds not a noun phrase. This means that when it

comes time to do the semantic interpretation of a santence‘

!

with each otheriin 1t there will be no- indieation of’ the

~vpositio Sfnom which each was moved. and hence no 1ndication

' of the antecedent of each other.- So it is necassary, in~

,the each~Movement analysis, bo haVe a sémantic rule ﬁo deter— ..

:f,mine the (posaible) ancecedent(s) tf each gther This rule

’is néeded in addition to the syntactic agh-Movement rule,

“and the dcmuntlc rulo Lo actuallv Jpcclry n jnberpretatiohﬁ

+
> L] - t . f A

for the whole sentence ’ .," , ‘ P .
N I3

vuo, both the eacthovement and the, aol-Interpretation .

~
v

analysis need a semantié rule to: assign a semantic 1nherpre~

Y .1 H [

.;tation(s) to each oﬁher sentences the former needs 4, rule

v .
'y .

.t . . . . .
Vo N ) v, R . 4
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of each-Movement and a rule to assign an™antecedent to

each otheQ, while the latter needs only a le to aésign
each other an antecedent. The each-Movement analysls is
more comélicated to this extent; unléés it 1s simpler or

more adequate in other ways (e.g. in the statement .of co-

Ja §
occurrence restrictions on quantifiers and certain-advepbs; .

o

see Dougherty 1970; 1971), the each-Interpretation is to be

préferred.

This is one way in whicheto compare two synchronic

analyses, 'In the case of the comparison of the each-Movement

and each~Interpretation analyses, the assumption that (all)

semantic interpretation is to be done off surface é?ructure

makes 1t difficult to find smpirical predictions that dif

between the two analyses and on ghe basls of which they

fer

can be combaered.8 Historical data on the 'each other' con-

struction provide an additional means of comparing the two

-

analyses.

&

' The each-Interpretation analysis of the diachronic changes

in the 'eéach other' construc®ion

For OE and ME, sentences containing the 'each“other; -

v D

construction with no subject expressed (other than cach)

arc analyzed in the same way under eﬁtﬁér the eagh—ﬂhfer—

pretation or each-Movement analysls of the-diachronic changes

considered here. Examples of this type of sentence are:

-

1590 With greedy force each other doth assail
(Visser, p. Uuh) .
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dence in deciding between th? two explanations offered; it

Q

1483 Thenne eche kyssed other and efibraced straytelye
(Visser, p. 4au) R

o

Whether each prededes or follows the verb in ‘this type, it

”

1s analyzed as a substantivized édjective used as subject
and other 1S the object of the verb (or preposition, or is
used as a genitiye modifier_of a noun phrasej. This type

of 'each other' construction does not provide crucial eVvi-

. is in the analysls of other types of 'each other' construc-

tions that the explanations differ. ‘ L

6ﬁaer phé each-Interpretation armalysis of the diachronic i §
changes in the 'each other' construction, the general ex- '
planations 1s that in OE and 'ME each other sentences and the
'éach to other' type are analyzed with each as an adverb‘ ‘
and other as the object of a verb or preposition or used H
as a genltive modifder of a noun phrase. This interpreta-
tio? becomes opagque towards the end of the sixtegnth“century, /’

and a re—analysis‘of each other takes place such that it

begins to be anslyzed as a pronoun. A rule of each-Inter-

pretation-enters the language at this time to p%ovide an : §
antecedent for this pronoun--or perhaps tpe reflexive ante- {
cedent rule 1s generallzed to determine antecégents for’ «
each other as well as for reflexive pronouns (if such a rule
exists ‘at this time; I will not’ go into this aspect further).

‘ There 1s in OE nq,prbnoun‘each other and no rule of

each-Interpretation. I propose that each other and the

96
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teach t6 other!' type sentences are analyzed in OE with each

as an adverb; thils adverblal use of the accusative neuter

.

form of an adjective was discussed in the precedidg chapter.
Qgg;i in OE is the adjective used as the substaﬁtiviZed ob-
ject of a verb or prépgsit@qn, or as a genitive modifier
of a noun. This is possible because other alone (1.e. with-
out a determiner or otheg qualifyiﬂg.word) can occur‘in’
substamtivized functions in OE. This interpre@ationdbe~
comes opaque later for the following reas%ns.

First, the simplification of the OE inflectional systei\
makes it less clear that each and égggg'perfogm different |

-
grammatical functions in the sentence. Each begins to occur

without a c¢learly nomlnative case ending or a clearly ad-

.

verbial-ending: .

°

1398 Foules that lyue by blode ete not eche other

- (OED:. each) ’
1485 We will helpe eche other (Visser, p. Ul6)
1573-80 They do hate ech other deadly ~ (Vissger, p. Ui6)

In sentences with no other subject than each, it 1s clearer

that gach and other have separate grammatical functions, for

no subject can be found if'each other is interpreted as a

unit: . -

=

1258 |-aet aehe ober helpe faet for to done (OED: each) .’

But in sentences like those®™in the first proup qudted above,
cach and other could be intnﬁpretod ng:l!xnit; thorﬁwis'nn
longer any morphological marking to prevent such an inter-

pretation, -

97
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Second, other begins to 1oke its ability to oceur with-
out a determiner or other qualifying word. Once other be-
gins to reduire a determiner, as in NE, the OE analysis
proposed here for each other is no longer possible. gggég
seems to begin to require a determiner in the second half
of the sixteenth century; in the reciprocal type (9) 'Q...

a

other' the other begins to occur instead of other aloﬁe at

this time, and by about 1600 the other seems to be the nor-

mal construction, although (normal) instances of other
AN

¢

alone still occur' in the early seventeenth century. During

this time, a few instances occur in which each and the other

%
are adjacent: ‘ ~

1586 while each the other did deprave (Visser, p. 4i45)
1590-6 Striving each th'other to undermine (Visser,

p. 445) N
15%80-7 Each the other from to rise restraine (Visser,

. p. ) .
v 1647 Justlé each the other too much- (OED: each)

]

Third, other begins to take the hormal -s plural marker
for nouns, so0 other in the 'e\éh other' construction is no

longer interpretable as a plural. It 1s interesting to

LY

note that Scottish dlalects formerly used each others to
W~
refer to more.than two persons: ,

al649 They mutually entertained and feasted each
others at Christmas (Visser, p. 448)

Fourth, the interpretation of each as an adverb be-
comes opaque 1in thé slxteenth century. I h;ve discussed
. ' B
one aspect of this argument in the preceding chapter regard-

ing quantifiers in general; thé language's campalgn against

98
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unghanged adverbs see?s Qb be quilte s£rong in the miédle of
the‘sixteenth century. This*meané that the form each is
then becoming opaque as an adverb; the tendency is to have
adverbs end in -ly and so to be distinct from adJectives:
But the pdsition of each in each other éeqtences is also

becoming opaque for an adverb at this time.

The position of each in %h% following sentences is

@

post-verbal: -

c1386 They foynen ech at other (Visser, p. U45)
c1340 hy louye| ech ofren ase ham selue (Visser,

p. 446)

The position in the secqnd quotatioq is no longer a possi-
ble one for adverbs 1n NE; ech occurs between the verb louzer
and the object nggg, in what-I will refer to as post-verbal
”position. Adverbs do not qumally occur following the verb
in NE except when at the epd of the sentence (Jackendoff,'
p. 68)--unless the adverb precedes only other adverbs or
preposi@ional phrases. The only sentences in which an éd~

verb can occur between the verb and object in NE are thosg;

with a 'Qeavy'9 object (e.g. The giraffe selects carefully

the youngest and tenderest leaves upon the tree that are
B N

within its reach.) ,

This restriction on adverb position does not seem to .

have always existed. Although I have been unable to-find

a statement in a grammar about this position, a cursory

search |\through the® OED and MED has given me a number of

.examplels in which the, adverb occdrs post-verbally and 1in

:
.
\, ' ‘ 99 7 )
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which the object is not 'heavy:' _ .

cl1000 Abraham'fa undernan hefi"lice }a, word
\ (OED: heavily)

c1000 Fadward king gret wel Willem biscop (OED: .
well)

all22 1Ic Agathe...grete wel seo wufﬁfulle AEdelred
(OED: well) :

cl250 Laban and his moder...fagneden wel.&is sondere
man (OED: well)

¢1330 Soriandes...o? Torain ferd For to taken quicklike
te children “(OED: quickly)

cl400 And tat ye recorde wel e cumantemens of god "
(OED: well) .

cl400 Seyntes gyfen accydentaly blisse, when pei be
objectis to glade o] er seyntes; bot God hymself
deles, as he pacceptis seyntes (MED:.accidentalli)

IUSO(CIUOS) Hit 1is be holsemyst pyne...To bringe

Rt S M R = R ERRI L b YL T

) boldely a-bedde le best of le royaulme and arise .
with | e renke (MED: abedde)
c1449 Ve desyre...l'at ye woll...shew gracyeuxly )
your special favour & benevolence to us ’ x
- (MED: graciously)

1483 Bere eslly thy harme & it shall greue the the

lesse (OED: easily).
al529 Note and marke wyl thys parcele (OED: well)
1566  Speake hardly thy minde (OED: hardly) -

A much more comprehensive study would be required to aliow -
a strong stateﬁent about the time at which thils position ~
ceased to be avallable to adverbs, but it does seem from
the ease with which these examples were found that post-
verbal position was produc@ive for adverbs at one t{;e.
Since no example later than 1566 was found, I wirl state
tentatively that post-verbal position ceased to be a pro-
duzgiVQ one for adverbs sometime in the sixteenth centurjﬂ‘ J :
“The position of the negative not Juringkthe sixteénth
and seventeenth centurieé,is consistent with this statement.
Not used to occur normally after the first verb, whether

L4

that was a main verb or a pre-modal, gliving patterns like ° ,’3

L4 ¢ 1
‘e
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'T will not say' and 'I say not.!' 1In the early sixteenth -

century not begam to occur before the main verb; the pattern

o
W sy

was elther 'I do not say' or 'I not say.' All of these N

AN

P

patterns co-existed for some timé; it was not until the l&te

St SNt

e meoe

Rt ey ST e et

e
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geventeenth century that not became much less common in post-

veffbal position (Lightfoot 1974, pp. 28-9). It may be that

.the type '1 spoke not' occurred later mostly when there was
no. (direct) obJect of the verb, so that this p“!tion was

not then the same as what I have called post-verbal position

for adverbs; more study would he needed to dec%this
point. But my purpose in referring to the positions of not
is %erely to establish that there was a tendency in the
sixteenth century to avoid post- vepbal position in favor of
pre-verbal. This tendency may have operated simultaneously
on adverbs and on ;he negative not. This change 1n the !
negative construction lends plausibility to the statement
that post-verbal position ‘ceased to be productive for ad—

verbs sometime in the sixteenth century.

. I propose that the fact that adverbs ceaged to be able

'36 occupy a poSt—Ve}bal pasition as well a he language's

campaign’against. unchangeéd adverbs in favor/of the ~ly type
made the analysis ofiggég as an adverb in the feach other!'
conezruction bpaque by th middle or end of the slxteerith
century: . : ‘ \ . <

* -

Fifth, the growing regularizatioﬁﬁbf word- order has
-~ o

an effect on the opacity of the analysis praposed for each

\
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-.other in OE and ME. Jespersen (VIi,‘Z.lB) gives the fol-

lowing percentages (among others) of SVO~brdé} for the sen-

tences that contain a subject, verb and object: '
- Prose ' Poetry -
Beowulf R ' v C T 16 ga
Alfred . 40 t : - ot
Layamon - 48 . -
Ancrene Riwle 66 ° B .
Chaucer 84 o 51 o
Shakespeare W . 93 . 86
Milton 88 71
Shaw . 99.8 Co

. .
It can be seeh that there has 'been a steady increase in*SVO

»

order, which reached a peak at Shakespeare's time. . By the .
end of-the‘sixteenth century there would have been a strong

tendency to analyze a given sentence as exhibiting this . , .
,O - /

w.The 1ncreasi£g regularity in SVO order means’ that the

number"ofvéach other sentences wilth ﬁo other subjJect expressed
1s'probably degreésing; the analysis of these sentences with
ggég as subject is certainly bec 1ng'0paque as the regulari- °
ty °of the order SVO increases, since in these‘sentences the
subjec#ﬁgggg“dccugs after the verb: ’
Wulfstan deowian and 5eﬁiqn aeghwylc ofrum
y (Visser, p. ?MQ)

The increase in SVO order alse has an effect on each.

. AP e

other sentgnces 1n which a subject 1s expressed, e.g.: "~

%HSS We will helpe eche o;her (Visser, p. 446) - f;
In phese sentences theré is a subject, then a verb, and,

A

'Y
then each other. The tendency to analyze sentences as

‘
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. showing the increasingly general SVO order could result in
this type of sentence beginning to be analyzed with \eac
_other (as a unit) as the-opjecti Since gach is becoming
opa;ue as an adverb‘ and‘eche other 1s in the .most favored
~position for objects,.I propose thaft the pressure 1mposed
by, the growing regularity of SVO ord®r cqntributed towards
the re-analysis of each other as a pronoun so that 1t could, ;
as a unit, occur as the object of the verl. Each child has
to develop hls own grammar of the 1anguagé he is learning,
if the number of each other-sentences with no (other) ex-
pressed subjeet (e.g.®he quotation from Wulfstan above)
Was rather small because of the increase in SVO order;)the
chilad hae mainly the‘lat%er type (e.g. the quotation fron
. 1485 above) from which to draw his analysis of eacg other,
Being 1nfluenced by the large majority of sentences with
SVO order, he tries‘to impose this order on as many sen-
tences as he can. ‘In the case‘oﬁ;the second type of each
ggggg sentence the imposition of SVO order works 1f each
«gghgg as a unit ig analyzed as the object.
- For these five reasons; the analysis of the 'each other’
construction for OE and. ME 1s becoming opaque in the sixteenth

\

si teenth century each other was re-analyzed as a pronoun.

century, and a re-analysis '‘was provoked at the end‘of the -

This proposal oners an explanation for'the changes in the

- E-Y
'each other! cogﬁgruction described earlier,

—

-
First, the loss of three types of reciprocal construc-

- 103 :
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’\amples to the analysis I propose, each and other's “in sugh"
N - . v

1599 quotations from Schmidt: -

L . . - " 0/\ 0 a® W e N emeBwmanp g A ShpS WM £ RN ETTRORD NEY pAps 4t m_[é,,ww T o e

tions occurs in the early seventeenth century--just after

,
. :
" .
: i
X
,

the proposed re-analysis of each other as a pronoun. Earlier

>

in the sixteenth céntury one another had beén introduced.

{
L. ' . !

into the language as a reciprocal. The later.qstablishment i
¢ : . ’ ;
i

of each other as a reciprocal wolild make'it unnecessary to
-~

. \

«
. have SO many other ways of expressing reciprocity,.so some

could easily be- lost as ’red&hdant i

Second, the faet that each oWher's 1s first Vecorded

at ‘the end of the sixtgenth'century is explained if such | “

a re-analybis of each.other is assumed to have taken place. - \
Undeér the analysis of each other proﬁosed in this_?hap-

ter for OEEahd ME, there As no reason for there ﬁot'to~bé r\

some instances in these earlier periods éf gggh'immédia%ely

preceding other's, as in the early ME quotation discuséed ‘ ,

earlier (01260 Fat we shQ;den waepen ure elch géres sinne)

However, in order for such instances” not to be COUnterex—

. ° . : \
instances must not be analyzable as a unit. Thus, as in\

the ¢1200 quotation it must be clear that éach is a nomiL

|
i

native subject (or adverb ) and does not Belong with the

~ M |

genitive other's. . ‘ ;

However, _one would not expéct’ to [ind each other's in

OE or ME within a prepositional phrase as in the 1593 and

1593 You never shall, so help you truth-and god,
Embrace: each other's love in banishment;

Nor never look upon each other's- face
- (Schmidt: each) , , /

104 - ' . -
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1599 that the contending kingdoms
*0f France and England, whose very shores look pdle
With envy of each other's happiness .
May cease their hatred (Sbhmiqp: each)

" The adverb (or substantivized adjective used as subject)

would no;\\a ‘expected to occur in that p051tion, nor would

S
this each be expected to occur within an as-phrase as in
the following quotation: . . ¥
@ . p

1607 -make each to prescribe to other as each other's
leech (Schmidt.: other)

L
SO the analysls of the 'each other' construction which I

propose for OE and ME correctly predicts that quotations

like these could not. oceur in OE and ME’5 But once each other

‘i{s re-analyzed as a pronoun, it 1is free to occur in all the

positions availlable to nouns (provided'%hat there is an eli-

13

. gible antecedent for it).

Third, the fact that the type 'to each,other' begins

to occur at the end of the sixteenth century is explained

by the re-analysis [of each other as a (reciprocal) pronoun.
If each other is a jpronoun it can be generaéqd in any noun
sloé--for instance, after a pr‘eposition.10 The 'each to
other! type dies out becausé adverbs can no longer occur

. o b
following a verb, pther begins to require a determinerl ahd

'pcrhaps also because it begins to look llke a split compound,

Another bit of historical data also seems reksonable ™
in view of the proposals put forth here, and thius offers
some support for them., Visser (p. UU7)‘states: ", ..there

was formerly opcasionélly a tendehcyyto provide the verb

*
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With an accumulation of reciprocal objects and adverbs" e

he glves %xamples from Ben. Rule to 1682, including ‘the ;

3
.~ following (from p. 4&7). h - . ,g
' Ben. ‘Rule ta ofrre heom gemaenelice betwuh on pisse. T ‘
&enunge {eowian “ (ceteri sibi iInvicem serviant)
cl1175 e luuien ure efrec over us bi-twenen swa we A

weren bro‘ re ]

01375 fan kissit ai ilk o er sammyne (OED inserts
ilk between hai and,oler) :

1380 that theil :sle to gidre hem silf (1534<Tyndale:
that they sholde kyll one another) i e

1613 his mind and place Infecting one anotherh .,

.
R Y = WOREET L b SR e T e

reciprocally
1682 We mutually promote each other in the advan
tages of virtue ?$ﬁ~__\\/

Like the loss of'.three ways of expressing reciprocals séon
afte?r each other was re~analyzed as a reciprocal pronoun, ,
thes¢ data seem reasonable 1n‘light of the re-analysis pro-

3

\ h v ! - . .
posed. Once there were two main ways (each other and one .

éggﬁﬁgg) of unambiguouély expressing reciprocity, an accumu-
1atidn af reoip;ocalg in oﬁe sentence, like the acc;mulétion

. in the 1énguage\of maﬁy different ways of expressing r;-
ciprocity, becomes unnecessary. = ) \\ * g
So, the historical data presentéd here can be adequate- .

1y explained with the proposal that the' OE and ME analysis . »

-

of each other senténces became opaque by the end of the six—
teenth century and a ré&aﬁalysis was provoked in which each ,
other began to be analyzed as a (recciprocal) pronbun; At ‘

this time a Pul; of gggﬁfInterp}etation came into the lan-

sguage to determine an antecedent for the new pronoun. °The

explanation is in terms of the same general prinpiﬁle that

106
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was used in the analysis of quantifiers in the preceding‘ .

chapter-—-the Opacity Principle.

v
>

The each-Movement anq&ysis of the diachronic changes indthe

teach other' construction

Until the ené\of the sixteenth century, the analysis 3

~

of the"ééch other' construction is the same as’ that des-

cribed in the previous section. Each‘i; analyzed as an .

adverb and "other as an object in each other sentences,anq
in the 'each to other!' tjpex“There'is no ruﬁe.of each-
Movemeht\zh OE and ME. To propose that there was such é
rule fqr these periods would miss generalizations; since
each had the distribédzon of both adjectives_ and (at least

some) adverbs, it 1s most economically treated as an adjec—’

v

tive which can, like ‘all other adjectives, be used adver-
. : .

bially 1in seme of iﬁs cases’. If each is yreated as an ad-

verb its positiop ‘each other senétnces and ig the 'each

to other! tybe is pecounted for as the presence of an.ad-

@

verb *in post-venbal posifion, and.no rule of each-Movement
is needed. ) - AN

When adverbs can no longer occur post-verbally, and

each 1s opaque as

erb form because of the increased
use of the -ly fdrm, tAe each-Movement rule is introduced’
¥

to p odﬁcc the same output as In OF and

A

into the languag

ME--t'he each”othem: es. .

» \
But thére are two problems here. First, it lggge as
i
thoud;b%he loss of post verbal pdsition for adverbdb€ 'and the .
107 . v
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introduction of each other's and the 'to each other!' type_

occur simultaneously;-this means that when the each-
Movement @ule is first introduced it does not produce the
same output as _in OE and &E$ but produces in addition each
other's and the 'to each ofher' type, nelther of which
exlsted before. Second, there is no reason given for the
maintenance of post-verbal position for each when it is o
lost for all (other) ;@verbs. The gggg—MovementQanalysiss
for NE does not seem to allow‘a principled explanétion for

’

the introduction of thg each-Movement ryle or for thq intro-

ductidn of each other's and the 'td each ofhet' type.

However, as has already been stated, the data on post-

verbal position do not al}ow a strong statement to be made

s

about the date at which this position was lost to adverbs.

L4

b} . .
If the accumulation of more data were to show that the loss

of post-verbal poéition for adJegbs cccurred at an earlier

time than the I'irst occurrences of each other's and the

'to each other' type, a more reasonable explanation scan be
offered for the di%chronic changes. There would then be
two stéges Involved in the chanée-—the first in which ad-
verbs lose the abillty to occur postdyérbaliy, theﬁsecond

iy i - P
in which each othe¥y's and the 'to'cach other' type are

introduced. . . @

The each-Movement rule at the earlier stage would

look like this:

~

NP | each . V NP =3 1 3 2 % ¢
le 2 3 u ; o, h
108 R
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For the later stage, 1n which each other's and the 'to each

other' type have begun to occur, the rule would look like

this:
N\ ’
NP each X NP =—=> 1 3 2 1

1 2 3 4

The each-Movement ruie for the earlier stage allows each to

move only to immediately pgst-verbal position--its position

@

in each other sentences or tn the 'each to other' type.. For

the later stage the structural descriptlon of the each- .
Movement Tule has been generalized tc allow each to move
over an unspecified amount of material to a position im-
mMediately preceding én NP; 1t can move over a verb and a
prepositioﬁ to yleld the 'to each other' type, or over a

nquer of words to produce each other's in a position in

which it could not occur during any earlier period (e.g.

159gw‘thaﬁ the' contending kingdoms Of France and England,

whose very shores iook pale With envy of each other's
happiness Maé cgg;e thelr hatred; Schmidt: gégg).' Under
thils assumption about the date at which post-verbal posi-
tion for adverbs was lost, the each-~Movement rule 1§ intro-
duced in order to produce the same’output as 1n OE and ME.
At the later stage the rule is genenalized;(tﬁe’generaii-

.~

zation of a rule certailnly seems to be a-'possible type of

[} .
torical change. The question of Jwhy post-verbal position

rhis
for each was maintalned while it w lost for all otheg ad-

verbs still remains unanswered. Ih addition, no explana-

‘
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tion 1s offered for the loss of three other ways of ex-
pressing reciprocity shortly after these changes in the
'each»other' construction take place. ’

If the loss of post—Verbal position for adverbs can

be shown to occur at an earlier time than the introduction

l
of each other's and the 'to each other!' type, then the each-

Movement analysis of the dilachronic changes rests on a ten-

dency, or desire, to preserve the output of an earlier peri-
od. But a tendericy to preserve an earlier output can surely
not be a general principle of diachronia change-—it is con-
tradicted Qy every historical change that takes place. Such
a principle would not be expecteg to be developed as part

of a-theory of language change; 1it°would merely. predict that
sometimes (possible) changes would ngt take place.luAnd if
g%e(loss of post-verbal position for adverbs did occur at

the same time as the introduction of each other's and the

'to edch other' type, the each-Movement explanation faces

another problem in explaining these changes. Not only is.

! 3

post-verbal position for each preserved while it is lost

.0

for other adverbs, but also not even the proposal of a

'tendency to préserve the same oufpu&{ as a print¢iple will

o

sufflee Lo explalin the data, since the 1ater? output includes

cach other's and the '"Lo cach other! Lype, neither of which

Q

o

occurred earlier.-
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Conclusiom J ) -

The each-Interpretation analisis for NE allows- a prin-
cipled explanation to be méqe‘fér the diachronic changes
in the 'each other' construction that are described here;
The explanation is based on a’general brincsplé;—the Opacity
Principle. The presentatlion of support for this principie
contributed to the development of a restrictive theory of
grammar. .

The gggg—Movement analysis for NE also allows an ex-
planation of the diachronic changes, but it is not clear
that it allows any principled explanation to be made. The
explanation offered here does not éeem to support any prin-
ciples of grammar or principles of change that may aid ine
thé development of a theory of grammar or a theory of lan-’
guage change.

The adoption of the each-Interpretation analysis
for NE provides a good'explanation of the changes in the
‘each other' construction, while the adOptign of the'gg_c_p_-j
Movement analysis does'pom, so the forﬂﬁr analysis is sup-

ported as a synchronic analysis of NE while the latter is

not .

111 . )
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FOOTNOTES TO CHAPTER 3

The OED gives quotations up to the present for this

use: B.5a. "sing. One besides. "(a) Without qualify-

ing word; now only in some...or other, one...or other"

3

e

(OED: other). All of the quotations after 1480 use
other in 6né of éhese two 'idioms; since they involve
frozen forms~fhassume that these later quota}ions do
not glve evidence of the hormai use of other in the

singular without a determiner or other qualifying

word.

, ' v
The type 'Q...other' 1s not the same sort of fro-
zen, form, so I propose does indicate a normal use of

other without a‘determiner. In the 'Q...other'.type,
L) /\,~,

but not in the 'some/one...or other' type,' the two parts

¢

of the form--the quantifier and other--can each per-

form a variety of different grammatica13functions and

often occur at opposite ends of the sentence, separated
k .

by many other lexical items that can vany freely. In

the 'some/one...or other' type only a noun phrase Caﬁ

occur in between the two parts of the idiom. ¢

The OED has also the followlng later quotations under

‘the same heading:

1685 The lndians...thinking no other but I had
saved _the Indian's life .
1690 tTis fmpossible...po find any dther but the
setting of Mankind above the other kinds
of Creatures :

112
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1s a good date to consider as the time of re-analysis.

4 1755 This 1s no other than insulting a person . -

1846 Peter was not 1lkely to strike with other ‘
thanja right good will ] -

1895 He thought he could not doyother than
send the two prisoners for trial

I assyme that 'no/any other but/than' and '(do) other e
than' represené frozen_fgfmg in NE and QO not therefore b
give evidence of the normal use of singular other with-
outqh determiner or other qualifying word after 1561.

Of course, the 1561 quotation given in the text may

also represent a frozen form; it is perhaps impossible -

.
\ -
R L TRCT o 3“’""“*‘!5“ O T YT TS

to know exactly whén a phrase becomes a frozen f;rm.

But for my purpose here it is sufficient to be able

to say'that the quotations after 1561, at least, do

not suppértyphe~USe of other alonevas n?rma1|after
this.date. : .
If one analyzes other in OE and ME as an édjeétive only, A

0

and in NE as both an adjective and.a noun, then 1600

This 1s when other begins to be clearly treated as awi
noun by regularly showing the normal -g plural for

nouns.

v '

Visser‘g%ves one example later than 1657 which he con-

siders to be of the same type, -but it is with one

M g
another:

1867 What was to be done, asked the enraged
boys one of another (Visser, p. U45)

i
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Sentences are nerived from deep structures and trans-
formations apply to deep strucpyres or to structures
1nterhediate between deep anﬁ surface structures, but
for clarity and. brevity I will speak loosely through-

out this discussion about the derivation of one sen-

?

- tence from another and the application of\a transfor-

' Y

matlion to a’ sentence, and will omit many details that

are'irpelevent to the-.purposes of the discussilon.
Fiengo and Lasnik (i973) haye pointed out that Quanti-
fier Movement, as formulated by Dougherty, will not,

in fact, yield this last sentence (6); Dgugherty must
either extend ‘the range of. positions to which Quanti-
fier Movement can move each or change his gggQ;Movel
ment rule so that it can move each fnom a position
within Aux directly into a position immediately pre-
ceding other. Both of these changes’ seem possible,

~

and either would solve the problem.

. Although Flengo and Lasnik's formulation of an each-

Interpretation analysis has serious defects as pointed

out by Dougherty (1974), and is untenable as presented‘

by them, these defects are largely the results of the

particular analysis- presented. Dougherty's strohgest

arguments.are against the particular scmantic inter-

iy

pretations assigned to each other'sentences by Fiengo

and Lasnik, and not egainét a semantic analysis per

-

se.

-
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(w‘ € 8.. For instancg, the type of argument that suggests‘thaf. . .' {
°th; meanings of the two following sentences differ R . 2
—~ - and that they .should not be“;elat;d by a transformation )
. ~* has no foundas}bn ié’a'grgmma§ igxwhich_semantib in- E
» terpretation.is done off4§urface §tructure: A 1

Each of the childrén hit the others.
' The children hit each other.

The ipterpretatioh\of sentences llke these must ulti- é

. mately be determined of course, but this involves the

semantic rule of interpretation for ea¢h other sen-

LT e g

- T

: . tences--a rule 'that must be present in:either the each-

Movement or'each-lnterﬁ}eﬁation analysis, ana seems to , .

[

be independent of which analysis 1is .selected. This

sort of consideration cannot choose between the twoi" K o i

5
¢

analyses when they are to be part of a grammar in .

which semamtié interpretation is done off surface struc- «3

ture, ' " L
. * ]
9. The 'heaviness' of a noun phrase has to do with its

length and complexity; & preg¢ise specification is not

fl

. necessary for-my purpose heré since fhe objects 1in tqe
" quotations to be pre§ented are clearly not 'heavy.'
10. I am assuming,.qfﬂéourse, an 3nterpret1Ve analysis of

v

‘all pronouns In which they are freely generated in the ,

A A RS W Sk AN, YoPeou T R e gy
1

base under noun (phrase) nodes and are assigned an

o s oy

antecedent by an interpretive rule; see, for example,
R

{

F O RTINS iy e,

Jackendoff (1972), Dougherty (1969).
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