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ABSTRACT 

This study presents an analysis of the history of 
]' 

Engl:Lsh quantifiers (each;· aIl, ~ot h, ~, (n:L, et~.) in 

whlc'h i t ls proposed that these words are be~t analyzed 
, " 

. " 
a~ member~ br, the sYntàctic category of' adj e~t ives unti,l 

~he end bf the slxteenth century when they were re-analyz~d 

as a separate category .. I1istoricp.l changes lnvol ving each 
, 

. ' 

in the è~Ch( •.. )other reciprocal construct~n are described~ 

the explanation o'f these changes ls' cons;l.dered in terms of 

its ability ta provide ev.idence in the decision between two 
, , 

competing synchT,0!lic' analyse!? o.f the ~ac,h( ... )other èon~ 
:.,. ~ ,,( -;.-, 

'II: . 
struction'in M6~rn English. Both re-analyses are seen as 
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ABREGE' , 

./ ,/ 

Ce~ et ude present un ana.lyse d' histoire d' ,Anglet'erre ' 

\ / ' -./( ) "a 'determiner les 'quanti~es each, aIl, bot~, sorne; any, .. -. , 
l' '/ Q 

de lesquell~s il est p~oRose q~e ~ei mots sont mieux ana-
, f ' 

lYS~ comme membre 'de 'cat·é'gor{e syntaxique d' ajec'tifs " ~ 
/ / 

jusqu'avant le seizi~me'sieéle,quahd ils OBt ete re-
- -

,/" , ,/ , 
~nalyse,comme une. c~tegorie a pa~t •. Changemeht historique 

'impliquant each dans each ( ... ) other constructi'on r~ciproque 
......--- . ' 

,/ " ,', .' ,/,/ 
sont decrit~ l~~xplication de ces changements est ~onsidere . '. . 

,/ ,/' . 
en terms d "h.é!-bl1ete pour fournir de l' evidence qa.ns la 

./ 
.decision entre deux an~lyse.synchronlque concurrent de 

" ' 

,each(. ;,'. )other., cohstructiol) dan~ l'anglais modern. Les 
, .. 1 ..... ;' l r 

, deux' t'e-analyse, sont observe 'Ç!omme examples des gen~e de 
~ . ) .. " 

, ' , 
"./' .... 

cont~lbu~ion querles'etudes historique peuvent faire a 
./' . 

l'etude synchronique de langage. 
\ 

r, 
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CIlAP'1'ER l 

IwrROOÙCTION 

f .. • ' ,,,, 

, ' 

" 

'1' 

Historical, .ch~n,ge in ,lang\lage. has b.een à topic of in-' 
. , 

'-

" ..... 

, tet'est 'for .,a long' time ... T~e purp.ose,s of stSldy,1ntt d'fachronlc 
1 .' 

.- change have varied from ,traclng the parent age of.' Hmguages -- , , ' 

and constructlng trees of langu~ge ~amilies fo attempting 
\ ' .. \ 

to determine-how and when a given change ln â language touk 

place.· The ,purposè of' the present sfudy is closer to 1 that: ' 
1 , 

of the latter type, but it . . does not stop w~ th the h:}(st'çn>Yt".l 
" 1 

on an approaeh to l1nguisties 
, , 

of a lahguâge; it is based 

that prop~ses that the pesults of diachronie studies can 1 

eon~ribute to thé synChronie study of langu~ge. A fuller, , -

description' of the approaeh to be taken here is to be round' 
, " 

in Lightfoot (1976), on whieh this brief aeeount ls based . 

. With the deveiopment· of transformational-generative 
, ' , 

,gramfnar linguists have a way of viewing, 'and describing syn ... 

tae~ic change in language'that was not~provided by th~ neo-
. 

gr,ammarian approae,h. As Lightfoot (1976). points out; ~.he 

neogr,atnmarian approach was notieèably Inadequate fot' studies. 

of diachronie syntax. It allowed a means of exp~e~si~g 

phonologieSl changes by the writlng of rulss to.correlate 
.' 

a glven element of the phonologie al invent9ry at onè time 

with an element/elements at another time, but a correspond­

ing attempt to relate a sentence at one time with a senienee 

'at "another time' ls sens,eless. 
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, " ~-' 

Transformational-generat,ive gratnmar a;I.lows the linguist'" 
li' \ • 0 ... ' ~. 

" ~o v,iew (superficial) changes in a language as chang'es' in 

the abstract, formaI system of rules that g~nerates the 

languag~d One change in the abstract syste~ (i~e.J e 
• 

'gra~ar) ~ay resul t in s:~veral. changes 'in the- langu out-

,P.ut; ,~o study diachronie change a linguist reverses 
,,'.,' . .. " 

, i . di-rect,ion and, obse:rving severai Changés occurring at the. 
1 • ~I 1 

sarne t-lme ion a given l'at:lguage J looks t'or, one -change ln the 

~rirrupa't~f' the ~-langÙ~gE{ ~hat: wo~i'~ explain his obseryations. 

He proposes one' gr~Un1niiI~ fQr 'the ';lan;Üage at ,the' earÜ.:er ~ per-

"" . , 

F iod and another for 'the later period; baslng his p~oposed 
, ' . 

~ ," • 1 (!' 1 

grammars on 'the' language data o~· each per~9d as weIl as on 
\ 

J _ - - ... 

the necessity of explairting the'dtf~er~nces in the laqguage 

data observed at the two different ti~e~~ 
, . 

". 'proach thé study of diach~onic. syntax-i.s,'Poss.191e . .. 
, Although it is conceivaGle that a la~guage poulp und~r-' 

, 
go seve~al unrelated changes at one time, tbè nwmber of 

, , 

changes that can occur simultaneously i5 quite limited since . " . " 

mutual' -intelligibili ty must be preserved b,etwe6;!1' the speak­

ers of the language before the cha~ge<s1 'end t6os~ after 

the change(s)-: Therefore l.t is justifiable to 'say' ,t'hat in 
. ' 

the.study of diachronie change the preferred analysis 15\ 

',one t.hat rc latc:.> slrnultancou3 O'UP'cl" f1 c laI ctw.ne;ccr by dernon­

. strating that they are the conseque.nces of a single change 

in the grammar of the language . 
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This, sort b.f 'delnonstrrapon can ,give .. ,~vldenc~ to aid in 

res<?lufiOh, ~f, SY~~hrOnlc o~lsputes ~t '.,t~o 1e'vel·~,:'. ,Firs,t, 

1 t can show .that, of tWQ~ competing theories ,of grammar, one 
~ 1 • 

, 
; 

tfie 

15 ina~~quate when historicàl dat~ are considered. ~n ex-
, ' 

amp:le of, t'his type i5 LightfoQt (i1974) in ~hich' Llghtf'Qot 

argues that historioal changes in~the,precursor~ of Mod~rn . . ' 
\ . 

Engllsh rnodals (e.g. can~ could, may, ~ight~ ~) can be 

'fnsightfully described within the f~amework'of ~ 'shallow 

syntax' as 'ln the Ex~encfed' Standard Thaory, whéreas seven 
\ , 

1 

, simultaneou~ changes must be regarded ~as onl~ accidentally 

occurr,irig at the' same, tirne in a fr~ewo~k incorpQra~ing an 
\ . .:. , '" \ ' 

ab~tract syntax--for i~stance, in th~ génerat~ve semantics 

framework o·r Ro'ss ("1967 ~. 

Second, the conside~ation of historrc~l data can pro­

~ide evidence to aid in the dedi&ion bétween two competing 
l' 

synchronie analyses '~f fi: g,1 ven ·ph~nomenon. Lightfdot '8
0 ... , 

(1974-) ana1ysis ;shows that" an expl-anatlon fç:>r the- simultane':" 

i ty o.f 'seven diachronie, changes in modars can b'e made UpOf.l \ 
, '. 

.~ 

--the a8sumption that a' syntactic category ot: 'mo(lal' was 

" 
c7'eated ~n. t5,e . si~teenth ce:nturY'. , Thus :1,t provides an ar­

,gurnent for ln~ludlng the c~~egory 'modal' in ~ synchronic 
•• ,1 

description 9 f MOde1\n Englïsh--gi ve'n that nu fu'1:'th~r re-

analyses have occurred, and there appears to be no évidence 

fo!" any. 'Chomsky (1965) fs an ~~ample ot: a syncl)ronic ana­

lyais l'or Modern Engl1sh propo'sing' one category fer verbs 

, , , 
/ 

and a sepa~ate. one for' modals. On the other hand, Ross < 19671) 

" 
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presents an analysis of Modern English in which no distlnc-', , . 
tion in Cqtegory membership· 15 made between verbs and S9-

, 
called 'modals; both, are in' the same ca;tegory--ihat, of verb's. .. 

, "-

The historical evidencè presented by Lightfoot "Supports the 

f~~mer {tYP'e of) analY,siS f'~( .Modern Engli,sh over the 'lat'ter 

(tYPE~), 'stnce the for~r allows a good explanati.on to be 

made 'for the, dlaehronip c.hangeS observed in inodals. 

The study'of diaéhronic change in langua&e can there~ 

, foi'~ provide' evlden~e ta decide betwee,n dlfferent synchronie ,_ 

analy~es d,ft a ~i ven ph,e'nafuenbn~ and between different theories 

of grammar. There:\.5 als'o another way in which the study 
, ' 

of diachrbn,ic .change can qontribute to' the de.velop~ent of 

.a theory of grammar. o~e'appro~ to the problem of'ex­

plalnlng the facts of la~g~age use and acquisition is to 
'il 

develop a theory of gr.ammar sa restrictive that it i8 pos~ 
, 1 

sible for the ch~l~,acquiring the language--or for the lin~ 

guist-..rto find only one possible grammar that 'is comp .. at~ble 

'with the language data'available. This- means that' the gram-

matical theory will specify a limlted humber of grammars 

as possible systems ta underlie human languagés.' In ~o cto-
.. J' &. 

'ing, the theory predicts what changès are possible in gram-

mars; a gi ven grammnr can only change to ,anottrer 1f-l the set' , 
l ' 

. of possible grammars specified by the theory. The study of 

• language change" can provide· a 'test for the correctness of 
, v 

o , 

these predictions; if can' aiso ~uggest'furthei rest~ict~on~ 
, 0 _ • • \ ' 

\ 

on the tQeory. Tne,devel~pment'of a theory of grammar afid 
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'the study of dlaChron~:c change ;pan interact in.' this way. 

One ~xarnPle o'~' a 'restr:1..ction on the tneory of grarnmar 
! -, • 

w' , 
f.I>Jt 'whi~h the study c'f historical' change 'can provide evl-
t. " ,. '. • 0 ,. -\ 

d~nce ls the 0pacity Principle propos~d in Lightfoot (1914) . , , , 

, and deve~p.ped ln m02' e ta1t in Llghtfoot (19y6),' . TPi~ ~s 

a proposal that; . ' 

" ... changes ln v rlous pla.ce's in the grammar, may hav.e 
t.he .effect of maklng' ex1stlng deep structure analy:ses 
more opaque to the lang!lage learner., ,harder to figure 
out: There $eems to be a tolerance lev~l for suph 
except ional behaviol\r or 'opacl ty' ~ and when thls l,S' 
reached a radN:a-l restructurlng tak-éS pla~e and renders 
the deep structures more t~ari8pareht, easler to fig~re 
out and 'closer 1 to t,helr respectl v'e ~urface structures" 
(Lightfoot 1976, p. 6). ~' \ :,,' 1 

The OpacltY'Pr'lnclp-le wlll (ultlma~'ely) preçi,lct eXé!-etly how 
- . 

much e'xceptional pehavior--how ',ma.ny "~?Cception ,feàtu~es '--

can O,CC,lU" ~e' a re-st'ructuring will, be pro·voked. 
, d 

The Opacity Principle i5 111ustrated,ln Lightfoot 1 s'· 

(1974) analysis ,.'of English mod·al~. Llghtfoot argues that 
, . 

in ear,ly Qld' Engliph the" precursors of Modérn EngliSh modals 
, \ ' 

(he~?eforth pre-modals) show-ed t,he behavlor of normaL, ~~ 
1 .,' ,~ 

and should the'r'~fore be arialyzed as vërbs for thls period. , . 
o 

By the end 'of the' Mlddle .,Eng.11sO 'per-iod, the p"re,:,mo.âais ha4 
, . ~l ~, " , 

'und~rgon~, -(our cha~s that made them excePti~:>n~ to :the nor-

mal ,behavI0,p, or verbs; that l,s, pre.-modals had' .f~ur exce'p'- ~T' 
, 

a tion featu;-es by tlo1e enq of t'he fifteenth cent ury.: The pr,e ... 

modals now·ioo~~d liK~ a dii~fnct cla~s--one sepa~ate from 
, , , 

that of v.erbs--and L1ghtfoot' propose's that they were ,re-
l • ,IV" .. ~ . , 
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I~ . 
cent ury,.' ' Thi~ proposaI explalns seven further changes in ' 

. 
the (p:r:e- )mooals . that took place in the, s ixteenth century; 

aIl seven changes' foilow from a re-analysis in whlch the 
1 ~ , fi> 

category'" 'mod-al ,. wa~ c~~ated. 

Tbe gene~iü explartation t'or these diachronie .ehanges ~ ., 

ls, that pre-modals. hàd become/~-PiU1ûe as m~mbers o~~ 

gory 'of v~rbs; and ~~xeept1.on -j'eatures' proved to be 
• __ ------ _ , • 'J • , 

enough to provoke a re-structurthg of the base; the re- ' 
• 

", 

structurlng 18 evldenced by the;seven la~er changes. The 

Opacity Principle 15 proposed as ,a principle' of grB,Jlllllatl-
. ;, 

ca,l theory that restrlcts the set of' possible syntactic 
, ~ 

compon~nt~, but its effects can be 5een most easily in 

such historical change~ It 15 through the study of InQi­

vldual cases of diachronie change that the functloning of 

} 
~~i 

, , 
J 

1 
t 

,~" the Opaclty P~lnclple can be studied, and in this wsy a 
1 

determination of the tolerance level for opacity in syn­

chronie gra~rs May ultim~tely be made. 

A second 'area in ~hich the study of diachronie change 

can contribute to' the,deVel"opment of a restrictive theory 
~ 

9f . gra.mma: ls in "llS abillty to provide 

autonomy thesls •. This ls " •.• the claim j . . . 
op,erate indepenaently' of êonsider.at ions 

evidence for the, 

that J3yntact,ic rules 

of meaning and Yse. 

This reat~icts the definition of a possible rule of gram-
'" 

ma~.C!." (Llghtfoot 1976, po, ~ .. ). lt is sometimes claimed 

(e.g~,±n Stockwell 

caused by semantlc 

\ 

, " 

1976) that syfttactic ~hange whlch ia not 
'--./' -Ir 

and/or phonet1c/ph'OnologlCal factor~J, 
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does not ·occur. The de~ons~ration of diachronie syntàc~lc . '. 
changes which are independent~fiês~ factors'is therefo~e 

,. -------------- --
an arg~ment fo~---âût'~nomy thesls;' -the presentation of 

- examples of change the~efore '(indirectly) aids in 
, ~ 1 ... 

developing a restrictive theory of language. 

So far I have emphasized the possible contribution~ ta 

synchronie studies that can be deri~ed from the study of 

diachronic changes in language. Diachronie studies can also 

be pursuèd for the purposes of understanding the history of 
. , 

a given language and contributing to the development of a 

theory of language change. These goals are closer to' the 

tra~itional ones' f~r ~storical linguistics. Linguists can 

attempt to develop a theory that specifies the types of' 

changes that languages can undergo and~he mèchanisms by 
, 

which these changes are effected. From thi~ Viewpoint 

tightfoot's analysis of modals can be seen as embodying the 

claim that change in the. base rules of the grammar i8 one 

possible type of historlca~change, a ciaim that is not 

unc0l1troversial; other work on d,iaChi:'onic syntax has côn­

centrâted on changes in transformations (e.g. Lakoff,-Klirna,-
! 

Traugott). Evidence to decide \nat-ters like these f,urthers 

the development ?f a theory of ~anguage- change. 
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CHAPTER 2 

THE HISIJ:'ORY OF QUANTIFIERS . 

... 
Synchronie descriptions, Qf the syntax of Moq.erri .English 

1 

, ,( 

norm~lly'include 'quantifiers' as a syntactic ,c~tego~y. 

~his category includes ~, aIl, ~, sorne" évery, either, 

Dlli, more, any, hone ~" etc.. These words beha ve d~ffe,rently 

from those in any, other syntaptic 9ategory in Modern tni~ish, 
. , ' 

.' al though they, show si~ila~ities _ to adj ect~ ~es, ~d'yerl?s, and 

nouns. Distinguish~ng quanti,fiers _as a separate cates;ory .. 
15 JU5tified for Modern Engl~sh" but an examination of thé 

, ' -. ~~.~ 

history of Englis~ will ~how th&t thiS'~l~tinction is not 

warranted for earlier stages'of the language. 
" 

In Old English (hencefortp OE)'ànd Middle English (ME) 

the. categories 'o.f, ~adj ectivés, adverbs, and nouns sboweèl .. " .-
considerably more overlapping of f~nctions an~ forms than 

they do in Modern Engli~h (NÉ). ,1 will show that 'this 

. overlapping occurred in ways that ,allowed present-da'y quan­

t ifiers to be considered as members of -the category of ad-

ject1ves. In fact"present-daY quant1fiers must be con-

s1dered to be adj e.ctives in OE and ME in order to allow 
, . 

the simplest syntactic descriptions of those perlo~s. Vari~ 

ous historical changes resulted in the addition of'~xception 

'features to these particular adjectives unt1I a re-analysis, 

of them was finally provoked in Early Modern Eng11sh (ENE); 
/ilfV ' 

the result of the re-analysïs was that a separate category , 
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Qf ',quàntifiers' was established at the end of the. slxteent'h 

century: 
tJ 

It will be seen that, the behavior of the,quantifiers l 

th~mse}ves di(i not changé in very radical ways, but ra'the1 <,~~ 
~} J..~ 

that changes i,n other categories 1,n the' grammar a~ the ," 
, f'~ 

, , general clarification of distinctions betwe~ these cate-
, " 

.. 

~ , ~~ 

'gorles caused quaJltlfiers~:«'" gradùally become isolated as , . ~~ 

a class. A~'analogy mlght be d~awn to t~e old joke: If 

yo~ volun'teer, step fo~ward;' ,if aIl bu.t;' one: person step 

backward '. the one person ls as isolated as if he had stepped 

forward. In this ~espect t~e hlstory pf quantifiers provides 

a good example of the Opaclty Princlple at work. ' The Inde­

pend"ence of syntactic chang~ from semantic, factnrs ls a1so 

demonstrated sinee tQe quantifiers themselves did ,not under-

go any of the changes that iSQlated them, 50 it i8 hard ta 
~ fi .. ~ 

see how any~ne couid elaim t~a,t this re-analysis wa,s the 
. 

result of semantlc and/or phonetic or phonological factors.' 
f 

T~is re~analysls therefore ls seen as providlng evidence 

for the autonomy the sis as weIl as fiaI' thè Opacity Princi­

pIe. 

'l'he distinctive ,sYntactie featur,es of quantifleI's ln 

Nb: are the variety of posl tlons ln' relatIon Lb the n'oun 
• 'j"''' 

modi,fied in whicn they can occur,and tnelr abl11ty to stand 
, 

al one as rtouns. The possible p~sitlons for o quantlflers 
" 

are: 1) Precedlng th'e modlfied noun (and any' adjective) 
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aà in 't aIl boys' 2) ,Predeterminer position as in 'aIl the, 

" boys' 3)" p.ostnomlna1 position as in ,) thé boys aIl' 

4) Foilowed by-~ and the modiried'noun phrase as in tall 

ot the boys l 5) Wha t l will, contrary to cur;rent upage', 

calI postposed position as in 'the bOys were aIL .. ' , 
\ 

Not aIl quantifiers exhibit aIl or these char~c~eristics, 

l' 

of course. A syntaotic pecullarity or the class of q~an­

ti~iers in NE that l will not disèuss i5 the faet that th~re 

are co-occ~rrence restrictions on the use of quantir~ers 

with other quantifiers and with sorne adverbs. 2 

, 1 
In OE, the qU!ntifiers ShO"~ the same position~ and 

the same ability to occu~ alone as substantives:-

1) Preced1ng the noun modlfied as ln 'aIl boys' 

'OE: clOOO 

NE: ).873 

"Wi~ ealle wundela, genim pas wyrt~ (The 
Okf-ord Eng11sh Dletionary (OED): under all), 
Theognis bids his ~riend '(Cyrnus) be as--­
much as possible aIl things to aIl men 

, (OED: ~) '~ , , ~ 

2) Predeterminer position as in 'aIl the boy~' 

OE: 855 
NE: 18117 

Orer al his riee (OED: aIl) 
With aIl my heart, Wlth my full heart 
(OED: lli) 

3) '. Postnominal posi t 10,n as in ~he boys a, 11 , 

OE: 885 
NE: 1782 

And pa selpa alle jeraehton (OED: aIl) 
The dogs did .bark, the children scream~, 
Up rlew the windows a~l (OED: aIl) , ' . .~ 

4) In OE, with a plural noun phrase in the geniti ve case; 
later fèllowed by of a~d the,noun phrase as in 'aIl 'of 
the boy:s' 

'16 ... 
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OE: 0875 

NE: 1891 

~ 

-, 
, , 

- f)a*'t:~he spraec to his liOir~~era surnum"', 
(Ogt.nr sorne) . , _ ., 
Higherup-:-.. there""'afe. sorne of the most. 
sublime scenes Il pave looked on anywhere 

,(,OED: ~)'" \ -. , , 
-1 ~ 1 ~ ~ .., 

5) Postposed position as'~~ ,\fie p~~âîwere aIl .•. ' 

OE: ;'a1000 
NE:, ': ,1850 

Hit i5 Adame nu eall.forgolden (OED: aIL) 
AnOther 15 ~ frivolity (OED: all) 

\, 

~) Used as substant'ives l, ' " " 

OE: alOOO 

NE:, 1871 

-~. 

AEic hi ne s~lfa ~egrindep' gastes dug~u'm~' 
(OED: each): ' 
Each Oid ~uch to ... purif~ the spiritual 
se+1'-resp:ect of manklnd .' (OED: each) . -, " 

Quantifiers were easy to find in aIL of.these positions from 
, 

-OE to NE, 50 l conclude that they were aIl productive posi-
" 

t~ohS throughout'the history of E~glish. 

, ' , f>-"""! willfirst discuss the behavior of quantifiers in 

,{JE. 
,,'J; -

l will show that, 'al~fiough' their syntaètic behavior in 

r bE'iS verY,~imi1ar to that in NE, this did not is01ate them 

. aS,a class Jn'the earlier stage as it does now. This is 

because in DE, there were para11el constructions to those 
, .. ' 

of 'quahtifiers in normal, adj ectl ve behavior,- and so quan-
- " \ 

tir'iers fi t qui,t~"'è-omfortably into the class of adj ectives 
1 

at this stage; Next l will trace the development of these 

~arallels throu~h ME and later and show that ~everal of 

thern d1sintegrate towards the end of the ME period a~d in 
, . 

the follow1ng century, 50 that quant~riers--as adject~~es--' 

have acqu1red several ~xceptJon features. 

, ,; 17 

By 1600, quant i.:. 

" .. 

.' 

". > ....... ~~~V<'". " .• . . 

'i 

· J 
1 

) 
1 

f 



..... 

" , 

.t· 

.' 

( 
1 

, , 

o 

- - ......... 1'- ~"" •••• "" '",t">"-"')\~'~ __ ~",.~~,,'f "'" -"""'''''-'Wty , ... ~ ........ ,_ 

~ fiers no ]onger look enough like adj ectives, and tqe lan-
1 

guage resolves the resulting opacity by a re-ana~ysis in 

which they are estatlished,~~ a syntactic category' di~tinct 
, from that of adj ecti ves. 

" 'e Inflection of adjéctives and quantifiers in OE 

I~ CE, adj~ctives are inflected for case, number, and 

gen.der. ' . There are two sets of inflectional endings, the . "-~ " . .' ' .. : .. :i~ .:,. 
. wePlk :à'nGÏ t:he strong. The' for~er is used when the adj ec-

Q' , ~ .. • 

tive is preceded by a demonstrative' (se or ~) 'br posses­

sive pronoun, when ~t modifies a noun in direct âddress, 

regularly when it occurs in the comparative degree, and 

frequently when in the superlative degree; the stro'ng de­

clension is used elsewhere (Kispert, p. 33). Quantifiers 

are de'Clined exactl.y like adjEjctives in OE, using the s.ame 

inflectional endings and following the distinctions noted 

above for ~he use of the strong or weak set· of endings. 

Their occurrence in the 'we~k f~rrn\is rare b~cause they do 

not occur in the· comparative or superlative degree normally, 

and they d~ not appear to occur afte~ demonstrative or 

possessive pronouns in OE. This leaves their'main use of 

the weak form as that in ~irect address, which i8 a com­

paratively l'arc UGC ln itsclf. 

In fact, the use of quântifiers in the weak form iB 
1 

rare enough to cause sorne authors to state that they are 
'. 

exceptions (as adjective$) in.that they are always d~cllned 

18 
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,strong (Bright, p. ~v; Sièvers-Cook, p. ?15; Quirk, p. 31). 

t But Campbell says "Fr'om ~dj ectives of indefi~ite qU~ntitY, 
~ aIl, monig many, Senes enough, &c., the weak forms. 

~re naturally rare, but are us~d when syntax demands, e.g. 

l'? moiligan cyningas ... " (p. 261). The reason f'or the con-
1 1 

fusion is undoubtedly the rari~y of' the weak form of quan-

tifiers, as weIl as dif'f'erences among grammarians in the 

specif'ication of the conditio~s for the use of the weak and 
j 

" strong forms. Sievers-Cook, f'or example, says that the 

weak forrn occurs whenever the adjective i5 used as a noun 

(p., 215). 
t 

,But quantifiers oceur in the ,strong f'orm when . 
used substantivally: 

874 On allum 'pam ,Pe him laestan woldon . (OED: aIl) 
1 alOOO AElc hine selra begrindep gastes dug~um 

alOOO ponne ie winde sèeal sincfa3 swe13~n of sumes 

1 
(OED: e@.eh) ~ 

bosme (OED:~) q 

o Siévers-Cook concludes that quantifiers are-exceptions 

n occurring in the strong form when adjectives would use 

he weak. But Kispert gives an example of' an (attributive) 

djeetive used substantivally in the strong form: -ae se 

onna hr'efn fus ofér sc eal] fe la reordian (p. 43). 

otice here that the adjective is not prec~ded by a demon-

trative or possessive pronoun. The fact is that adJe§;tives 

Bed as substantives usually are preceded by a demonstra-

ive--often enough so that Quirk says eategorieally: 

"Adjective~ used substantivally are preeeded by a demonstra-

1 tive: sëO ae~ele 'the noble (woman)'" (p. 88). However, 
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although the wea~ form usually does occur in most of these 

cases, the right ~xplanati6n for the weak form seems to be 

that i~ occurs because of the demonstrative or possessive 

and not because of the substantivaI use. The fo1lowing 

quotation nicely illustrates the distinction: 

Matthew xv.14 

Here both instances 

/ 
Se blinda, gyf he blindne laet 
(Kel'l,~~{ ( p. 146) 

of the adjective b1ind are used as 

substantives, but the flrst one occurs with the demonst~a-
.-

tive Se and ls thus in the weak form, while the second 

occurs without a rlemonstrative and ls in the strong forrn. 

The syntactic imbalance in weak and strong forms of quan-

tifiers therefQre actually fo11ows from the semantic charac-

teristics'of quantifiers; their indefiniteness precludes the 

(frequent) use of demonstratives or degrees (with the'ex-
Il 

ceptions o-f much, ~, most; few, fewer, fewest). So quan-

tifiers (as adjectives) are not synt~ctically deviant with 

respect to the strong versus weak distinction. 

l conclude) -therefore, that qukt Ü'iers .i~ OE act ex­

actly Iike adj ectives as far às inflections are conc~rned, (\ 

and to that extent appear to·be members of the same cate­

gory. Nouns and'demons~ratlves, ~n the other ha~~, have ,... 

slightly different inflectlonal endfngs, and thud look Iike 

distinct categories from quantifiers and adjectives in this 

respect;. 
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e 'aIl bo s' 
- ! ' 

This i3 a common construction for quantifiers and other 
, 

in OE, as ln NE. The quantifier or other~ad-

j ecti ve "is Inflected to agree in case, number, and gender 

with the noun in OE; the strong form of the adjective or 

quantifier is used since it is not preceded by a demonstra~ 

tive or possessive pronoun. This construction i5 exact1y 
~' 

the same for quantifiers and adjecti~es; quantifiers look 

Just like adjectives when they oceur in it . . - -
In faet, quantifiers look a bit more ~ike adjectives 

\ 

~hen they oeeur in this constrüetlon in OE than in NE. 

J,ttributive adjeet'ives in OE and NE, can commonly oeèur with 

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

bl-ack holes. ln NE' quantifier,s differ from ordinary (attri­

butive) ad je 1ft ives 'in that' most'-of them-havé severe r·est'r.ic-
- . 

tions on their use immediately prece.ding sïngular and plural 

sùbstantives. ,For example, eaeh, every~ and either can only' 
.. . . 

oceur before ~ingular noUns, while many~ several, and most , 
, ' 

can only occur before Plurallouns. .Quantifiera in -OE are " 

restricted in this respect t , but apparently not quite as 

much; many and ~ could oceur immediatëly before either a 

plural or a s~ngular noun in OE, for instance (Jespersen VII, 

1 .' 12.511 ; DED: many, ~): 

e893 paet Estland is swy~e mycel, & 
mani) burh (üED: manx) 

cl000 AElce wunde hyt 3ehaelep 
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The type, 'aIl the', boys' 

Although in NE only quantifiers occu~in predeter~iner 

"position, in OE tqere are severa1 other types of adjeètives 

thal can occupy this posd tion: ') , 

1) Kispert (p. 140) says that adjectives ending in -weard 

may occur befo~e the ~~term~ner (së or ~); Quirk says that 
~ 

these adjectives usua11y precede th~demonstrative: on 
.. ~ r~ • 

sü~w~ardum p~m lande; of inne*eardr~ his heortan (p. 88). 

2) Kispert states that nOrma11y.~ë, pés and mln precede, a 
~ 

nOUn and any adjectives mOdifying the rtoun n ••• but a meta~'~, 

, the"is of positions also oeeurs, ••• on sele p~m hea";"'· . L-
(p. 140). MO,sse (p. 123) says: '~.lI'he order "adjective + . 

articl; (demonstrative, possessive) ; substantive" that is 
Il , " 

stll~ encountered in Lawman wa:s undoubtedJy a survival from,' 

,OE;" he g1 ves three example s from The Bru,t.: 

end 12th' C 
end 12th C 
end' 12th C 

a t ae~e 1en are "c hil"ec hen (Mos se, p. 123',) 
m1d deore mine sweorde (Mosse, p. 123) 
mid sele #an k1nge (Mosse, p. 123) 

l .~have been unable" to .find any 'further eV1dence àbout this 

type., and morè. study i5 needed ta decide this point c<;mclu-
\ l ,/" 

,s1.ve'ly. K1spert's and Mosse's stat,ements do seem to imply, 
. , 

however, that predéterminer position'for attributive adJec-.. \ . 

-'tlvès 1fIlght have been a productive' position in OE; if 50, 
, 1 • 

,this type provides a good parallel~for ppedeterminer pos~-
, 

'bion for quantifiera. 
, ' 

.3) In OE possessive pronouhs may. prece~e the demonstrative 
" 

andnoun: .- haele~ m!rî 'se le6ra (Kellner, p. 138)'. MüàtanoJ a'.r 
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says that this typ,.e' (mi'n, se 'leofa (leofesta) freond) 15 
A. 

common 'in OE (P. 298). " l . ' 
Possessive pronouns 1!-1 d (sometimes called posses­

sive adjectives) include ~[n, pIn, 51n, ùncer) inoer~ urel 

~ser, and eower. These possessiv~ pronouns are,Tully de---, - . 
" ' 

clined as stro.ng adj ectives to agree in number, gendei', and, 

case with 'the ,'noun modlfied. Other possessive prono'Uns are 
" 

~~ aiefe, ~nd hiera. These are the third person posses­

s~ves, and are not declined but remain invariant regardless 
t \ 

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

Since mo~t of ~hem are declined exactly like adjectives, 

it seems th~t the possessive pronouns in DE should be ana~" 

lyzed as adjectives. The third person popses3~ves th~n re-
, " 

present inva~~âble adjectivè~ l1ke fela and unrim. As ls 
. 

'shown in the examples above, the possessives can co-oo cur v' 
, . 

,"" . 
with the d~ter~iner ~ 

but 'l"have no examples 

(perh~pa ~hey also c~-occur with ~ 
, 

oT thls type), 50 s~ould not be cate~ 

gprized: as d.eterminers. Il'1 CE as in NE el thë'r se or 'pes can 

occur .in' a, nOlln phr,ase, but not, both. This restrictiàn on ., 
:1 

co-occurrence is riat~rally handled~by an analysis in wh!Ch 

both are treated as 'determlners' ,and only one dete,rminer 

-ls"" (optionally) generat;ed for each noun phrase. If pos'ses-, 

~ives Wére treated as determ~ners aspecific statement of 

" ' these co-o(),currence r'éatric.tlons wou'ld have to be made--an 
, <l 

expe'nse to the gralTlJTtar wi th no ~ppareot corresponding gain., 
, - , 

If ,posses~i veS are analyzed as adj ect ives, they'can co .... oc~ur 
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with other adjectives and with either one of the determln?rs 

se andope&. Therefore, l propose that po~sesSive~ ir tE . 

should be analy~d as ~jectives,3 and that the common OE , . 
type 'min se leofa f~eond' Is a parallel in, adjectives to 

predeterminer position for quantifiers. 

4) Nume.rals f~lîowed by adjecti;~s in the superlative dé­

gree normally oceur in-pr-edeterminer po'Si t ion (Kellner, . , 

V' pl. 110-1). The type "'one the best knight '. oeeurs from the 

eleventh eentury on, while the plural ty~~ 'three the best~ 
, 

ointments' is attested since theatenih ceRtury (Mustanoja~ 

pp. 207-9): 

971 

c1000 

109.1 

e. 

;' / ' 

baer waeron preo pa betstan ele ,(Kellner, pp. 
~LlO-l) . 
pis' folc ... hqefp geworht ane-t~maestan synne 

. al1(l, Gode pa,loapustan (Mustan j a\, p. 297) • 
'pas foreward'e ,esworan xii ka betste of res 
cjng~s heaife (Visser, p. 26: OEQ) 

, . 
. ~he adjective 15 normally in the superlative in thls type, 

- ;, 

with only oheoearly example'recorded with the adjective ln 

th'e P9s-1tive form (Mustanoj'a, 'pp~, 297-9). 

There'is some.uncertainty ove~ the Interpretation of ". 
tQ~s,e types, Mustat;ojà argue;' that ~. in these qonstruc-c 
tions ls ad emphcitlc, Intensifyini us; foand ~liewh~re in \ 

;, OE (pp,. '2~7-8),' 'while otrye~s argue t_~h on~o stan~s for 
f 

'a1one' br 'only J" a common use of 1t in OE (Vlsser-,. p. 225). . ' 
~ , 4 

\ \ ~ Je 

As fol'. ~he Plur,:l ..t:~f~,' Mustanoj a Is unç{:!Ttain ~hethe;F or 
o ," 1- ('" • 

°not a partitive meaning ls associatcd ~ith it (p. 300); 

Visser asse~s that there ls no partitive meaning--at least 
• 1 
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in ,the singular type--since the noun,is singular and not in 

the genitive (p. 225). Whatever the ~xact Interpretation . ' . 
of these types is, however, they provide another case in 

which an adjective other thaQ a quanti~i?7 characteristically 

~ccurs in preqetermlner position, although it is restricted 
" 

tq the case in which a superlativè follows. Mustapoja says: 

"This peculiar rhythmic arrangement, which probably has' 
e C 

" 

counter~~rts 
",. 

in most languages in the w6rld, rs responsi-
• ...s • 

ble for'}s'uch common types as aIl thé world,. bath the(~) 

boys, ~a~lf ~a bot t le. \ ." (p. 299). Both he and Kellner point 
- . out' that a similar construction occurs i~ OE with sorne and 

few: 
. / / . 
Mid feawum ·am etr westum mannum (Mustanoja, p. 300) r t 
Heai fdene for mid sumum am here on Npl"phymbre (' 
(Kellner, p. 110) 

l .. . 
For this type ta hold,as a paral1el t~ quantifiers in normal 

,adj ecti ves, l mu~'t estabJ.ish that. numera15 in OE are in fac t 

membera of the category of adjectives. 

Kellner says: "With the exception of hundred and thou­

~, which are.alway~ substantiyes, the numera15 were in 

Old English used both as a) Substantives (governing the 

geni t 1 ve cilse) and b) Adj ec t 1 ve~ ", (;. 162). The rirs t, ,p~lnt ' ; 
te;> be madt f'Icre is th,at, tre "f;lot that numerals carl funetion' 

.El/S SUbstantlv~3,'doeg not mcan t'tmt thcy urc noun3; !.Jlncc 

à~J eètlves 'ln ,OB ean functlon freely as sùbstan.tl'{es th'e 
\ . 

c'ard~nal .~unM~aIS. used as nou~s' fit very weIl int,o that 

The second point. is that Kellner i5 apparently 
. \ 
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·11 
not correct in excluding hundred and thousanQ'~rom adjec-

tival use. The OED says fol:' 'hundred: 'uln OE. sometimes 
. 

used as a true adjective, either invariable (like other 

cardinal numbers above three), or declined in concord with 

its sb." And fer thousand, the OED has a section for its 

use as "adj. o.r quasi-adj., followed immediately by a plural 

(or collective) noun." 

0975 
clODO 

clODO 

Mi~ peningum twaem hundre~um (OED: hundred) l' 
rob ... waeron ert ror30laene"'Fusend.;ltyme 
oxena and l'usand assan (OED': housarHl) 
Mid twam hundred pene30n (OED: hundred) . 

In each'of these ex~mples the numeral does aet exactly like 

an adjective. CE had other invariable adJect,ives (e.g. 

~, unrim), so t~is invar\ability alone 1's not rea'son 
, . 

enough to discount hundred and thousand as adjectives. 
r 

AIso, thelr occurring as invariable nouns is also excep­

tional (Bright, p. 'lii; Campbell, p. 285; Sievers-Cook~ 

p. 238-9; Kispe~t, p. 116-7). 

The first three cardinals" ful, twëgen, prIe, are the 

" only ones ta be inflected consistently as adjective~ for 
1 

G each case and.gender {K~spert, p. 116). Hlgher numerals 

can also be used as 'adjectives and can be declindd a~ weIl; 

altho~gh they are not usually infl~cted. But there'are , ,. 

numerous e?Cceptions in the No'rthern dialecis (Sievers-Coo~, 

p. 236). 

'Numerals can.ooeur·in the typical adject~e position, 
.' 

between.the determiner and the'modified 'noun:. 
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cl275 

Nu.wer~n pas preo la;e 3e-writen Inne pa o~re 
table breode sunderl1pes (OED: three) 
Bi-twene pis twam volke (OED: two) > 

of , 
It seems, then, that in the simplest analy~is 9f'OE, numera~s 

, 1 

shoùld be ,considered to he adjectives. This means that a , 

fourth par,allel to, pre,determiner position for quantifiers 

holds in OE, 

\ 

These 'four parailefs--especially the last two or per-

haps three, which represent common and apparently regular 
\ . 

types--support tHe proposal that predeterminer position 

for, quantifiers d~es no~ distinguish them'from adjectives 
, , 

in OE--not, at any rate, as' clearly a~ it does in NE, The 

predeterminer -posltion of quan.tifiers ln NE ls unique and ' 

helps to deflnè th~ir dis'tinctness as a class, but ln OE, 
" 
tbi~. is not the càse,' 

\ 
.# 

'The, t-ype 'the boys aIl' 7 
1 

. . ~he postnominal positlonrof quantifle~s in OE 15 a 

possible pos~tlon for other adjectives as weIl as for quan-

tifiers, so does not cbntribute substantially ta the cpacity 

04'. quantifiers as adj ecti ves in OE. Quirk 'says (p. 88-9 b 

"It ls by no means rare te find modifiers in general 
(especially adjectives, and especially in poetic 
usage) followlng their nouns: freo~oburh faegere 
'Tair stropghold', wadu weallendu 'surging waters', 
nlceras rilgene 'nlne water-demons'. Even possessives 
'and' emphatic demonstratives can take this position: 
éeèl fysne 'this country, wine mIn Unfert~ 'MY friend, 
'U', g ngran sInre, 'te' her handmaiden'. " 

Quirk aiso says that\adjec~ives ln -weard are frequentIy 
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found following the noun modified (p. 88). Kispert glves 

a few examples of postnomlnal position also: dryhten sTnne 

'his lord,' Nergend ûser 'our Saviour'~ (p. 140). And, final­

Iy, numeral adj eetiv,es are found postnominally: 

Beowulf 
Beowulf 

Uncer twe3a (OED: two) 
Be J>p.em 3ebro~rum twaem 

o 

(9ED: two) 

Again, as wlth predeteNminer position, pos~nominal position , 
, . 

does not d~stinguish quantifiers as a class on the grounds 

of exception~l syntactic behavior because demon'stratives 

and attribut+ve, possessive, and numeral adjectives can also 

ooeur in postnominal position. This shows a greater free­

dom of position for aIl noun m~difiers in OE that helped 

to keep quantifiera from looklng too,distinot from other 

adjectival modifiers . 

. 
The type 'aIl of the boys' 

In NE, most quantlfiers can oC,our in this oonstrei.on. 

In OE the periphrastie genitive with of did not exist, but 
'.. - . 

many of' its.functions were hand1ëd by the ~enitive'case in­

flection. So the same 'aIl of the boys' construptions coul~ 

oceur lrr OE; wlth'the genltive, case of the noun in place of 

of plus the noun phrase. AlI of these constructions ~re 

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

( p. 122) 5 ay 5 : 

"This common use of the genitive Indlcates the whole 
from which a part ls taken; the partitive genitlve i5 
often accompanied by fela 'much,'many', ma 'more', a ' 
superlative, sum 'a certain (one)', some-other in­
definite pronëüiî, or a number. 11 

28 

. , 

. . 

.. _ .. _-------_........ .. 

," 



l 
î 
\ 

t 
i 

( 

.1 c . 
! 

'\ 

, , 

Kellner (p. 108) says more gene~a11y' that the partitive 

genitive can be governed by nouns t adjectives in the ~ompara­

,tive and superlative degree, numerals, interrbgatlve pro-

nouns and Indefini te pronouns:. ' 

. . . 

Beowulf A~nigymbsittendra (Kellner, p. 109)' 
Beowulf An ae~elinga /(Kellner, p. 109) 
Beowulf W~or~mynda dael . (Kellner, p. 109) 
Beowuif ma~ma menigeo (Kellner, p. 109) 

/ />{ Beowulf nan gu,-cbilla (Kellner, p. 109) 
Elene' folea gedryht (Kel,lner, p. 109) 
Elene ar~easra sceolu (Kellner, p. 109) 
Anglo-Saxon Chronicle ehta hund mila (Smith, p. 241) 
Anglo-Saxon Cçronicle twegen gebro~a (Smlth, p. 241) 
Anglo-Saxon Chronicle se1pù Deniscra monna (Smith, p. 241) 
Anglo-Saxon Chronicle teopan dael his landes 

(Sm 1 th, p. 241) 

These examples show that, rather than being a syn~actic 

peeuliarity of quahtifiers, the ~ie with the partitive geni­

tive 13 a eharaeteristle shar:ed by se<Jcz al c-Iass-e-s--of ·word!3 
1 

wlth a partitive meaning. 

Since it oceurs with superlative and comparative ad­

Jectlv~s, the fact that the partitive genitive ~s used aftcr 
li;"! 

quantlfiers is not something that cOTPle~elY sep~ra~es quan-

tlfiers from~ttrlbutive aQJectlves syntactically. In ad-. " 

dition, aIl and both do not seem tQ ooeur 1n this constrùc-

tion until the end of the sixteenth century4 ('c)Et>: ,ill, ~; 
. 

Jespersen VII, 9.92 ); this means at Ieast that quantifiers 

(lncludlng ~ and both) were ,not a compietely distinct and 

separate class, even within the adjective category, in DE. 

Cardinal numerals are aiso round with ,the, partitivè , 

genltlve and this means that a good parailei ln adjective 
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behavior to the behavior of quahtif~e~s exists in OE. l 

have argued that numérals should'be considered to be mem-
, \ 

bers of the category of adjectives in OE; 'the fact that 
, 

bath numerals and quantifiers can' take the partitive gen1~ 

'tive strengtnens the.case that quantifiers, t'oo, should be 

considered to be adjectives. 

The type 'the boys were all ... ' 

Quantifiers may occur in a postposed position in OE, 

as ln NE. ,The OED says l "All adj. 'ls often separated from 
1 

the sb. which it detlnes, by an auxillary vb. or clause." 

alOOO Hit i6 Adarne nu eall forgolden (OED~ all) 
alOOO Us ls eallum pearf ~aet,ure ae,hwylc o~erne 

~lde (OE~l all) 
CùOOO ~ fewlla bejen on aenne Pytt (OED: bo) . , 

~he quantlfiers here are inflected in t,e strong decl'ension 

té agree with the nouns they rnodify. With the elabora~e 
~ 

_ inflectio'nal system in OE for adjectives, -lt ls not dlffi-

cult to locate the antecedentS of eall, eallurn, and be3en. 

Perhaps, invoking the relatively 'free' word order of' OE, 

it could be' sa1d that this postposition of quantifiers d.oes 
, 

not cont~ibute much to the opacity of quantif'iers as adJec~ 

-'tives, as f~r as interpretation is concerned at least", But 

th~re :'appears to be a more reasonable POSSl

4e
i lty. , 

.f 
,~n OE MOSt adverbs arè morphologically er1ved f'r~m, 

nouns and adjectives. "Most commonly, advè'rbs were specia­

lised uses of an old adjective case~endlng in -e that we 

can best call dative-lnstrument~l (it ls concerned wlth, 
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means and thence with manner)" (Strang, p. 272). 'An adverb. 

formed.from an adjectiv~D1n this Wày is identical in form 

to the strong adjec~ive in the feminine siniular,accusa­

tive, or in ~he nominative or accu~ative plural of any gen­

der. This means that a PQstposed quantifier (which fs a1-

most always strong)', ,~hen moved éff a noun that was in any 

orle of these forms would loo~ exactly llke an adverb formed 

from the adjective (i.e., from the quantifier). Another 
~;~,' ~ 1/ 

frequent source of adverbs in OE is the use of any one of 

the oblique paseS of a noun or adjective (with the neuter 

~-de~len~ion ëndings) •. Quantifiers are no exception in this . , 
respect; they may be used as adv:erbs in their ,oblique cases 

, , . 
Just like other àdj'e,c''t:!.yes. Kispert gives a few ex-amples of 

. . t' . ' 
each case (ex~èp~· àccusative plural, which he says is not 

recorded in adverbial use); his list includes gen. sg. ealles, 

dat. instr. sg. ealle, accusative sg. eall and genog ('enough'), 
J/.~ --

and dât. inptr. pl. miclum'(pp. 80-1). So a quantifier moved 

off a ~oun in most oblique cases would also look llke a(nQr-
\ 

mal âdverb. Note that the neuter accusative singular eall 
'" ,-

ls Identlcal to the strong forms of the nominative singular 

form of aIl genders. Therefore, many quantifiers moved 

off nouns woul? look llke adverbs in form, anq in their post­

posed position would look IJke normal adverbs and not ex-

ceptional adjectives. 
1 

ProbaQly, however, such po~tposing 

woU)d b~ mainly off the subject noun'phrase (O~D Implles that 

this is the usual case under the entry for aIl) and ·,ther-efctre 

1 (> 
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th~ quantifier would very often be in a possible adverbial 

form. 

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

_ tenee is often not more than slightly altered if at aIl when 

a postposed quantifier is interpreted as an adverb. The 

OED says that a postposed quantifier may appear to refer to 

the predicate; e, g., in '" Ziàn OUI' mother 18 all wofull', ',' 
... 

aIl, originally an attribute or ~omplement of Zion, cornes 

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

aIl). Theref@re interpreting a postposed quantifier as an 

adverb would normally not result in confasion or mlsinter-

pretation of the meaning of the .. sen,tence, and such an in-

terpretation could survive in the language. 

This .(proposed) adveltbial use of quantifiers has scJme-.. 
thing of a paral1el in numeral adjectives; neuter forms of 

cardinals can be used in multiplicative expressions as ad-

verbs (Campbell, p. 287): 

e900 Lang se1Ru •.• pa wae;on fulneah tu swa lange 
swa pa o~ru (OED: two) 

, 
Adj eéti ves and quantifiers used sUbstanti'yally 

A differenee between quantifiers and adjectives in N~ 

15 that q.uantifiers, but not adj eetlves, can be uS,ed freely 

as subst.unt..lves. l3ut t.hln dU'fcrence ùJd noV ('xlu!.. in OE. 
~ 

Kel1ner says:\. "Any adje9tive çan be used substantlvely" 
" (p. 312). Strang says: "Finally, 1t must be sa id of the 

forms discussed here, and of aIl others whieh can be attri-
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butl the, NP~ that as long as they remained highly 
, " 

infl they ~ere free 'to'act ~s head~. Demonstratives, 

nume adjec~~_ves are aIl r,eally protJ.ouns as well;"the 

traditional labels' do not imply the distinotions we are now 

ar with" (pp. '3°9-1),. AdJ~q-tives I)1ay be used 'substan-
, . 

y ln OE ta re'fe,r to Gad, to, man "and describing quali-

ties f body and mind .• ,. used a's weIl ln, the singular as in 

the Plural, in the positive aJ,l weIll a,s i.n the comparative 

and s' perlative degree" <K~~lnèr, p. 146), to things and 
.JI 

~nima s, and to abstract ideas: 5 

Beowulf 

a900 
Matthew 

c1000 

971 

(DE) 

Beowulf 

cwae~ paet se aelmlhtiga eor~an worhte " 
(Kellner, p .. 1~5) 
Ne ~eald he ~f~l lfele, (Kellner, p. 151) 
Se ~e ~derfeh rihtwfsne on'rihtwfses naman, 
he onfeh~ rihtwfses méde (Kellner, p. 146) 
twegen landes men and ânaelpe6dig (Kellner, 
p. 146) 
Crist sylfa nis geongrum saegde (Kellner, 
p. 146) 
Bl~nca (=white or grey horse, DE,us~; Kel1ner~ 
p. 150) 
sô~ and riht (Kellner, p. 151) 

The substantivaI usagè of adjectives was very free in DE, 

ther~fore; adjectives could be used substantivally f?r.any 

type of referent, and this substantivaI usage was very fre-
J 

quent (Kellner, pp. 146-51). SA in OE, quantifiers 10ok~d 

no dlfferent from aIl other adjectives: both could be'freely 

used as substantives . 

.. 
l have shown in this section that the syntactic func-

tions and positions of quantifiers d1d not differ substan­

tlally f~om those of adjectives in DE. The two classe~ .. 

• 1 

'. 

, 
1 

"1 

J 



, ... 
(. 

11>. , , 

( \ 

-

beh~v'e alikê with respect to' inflecbion (inc~uding the use 

of strong versus weak forms), with,respeèt to prènominal 
_1 1-

('all boys"), predeterminer and postnomln~l positi9n, use 

. with 'partit.ive gen,.tives, and ~se as substantives. l have 
, ' 

als'o shown. thâ~ the; po.stpos{~g of quan~iflers does not 

necessarily make tpem l~o'k' ~ike' :ex.cePtlo~S to .,normal ad­

jective behavior because/they can the~ usuall~ be i'riteI"-
- - , '. ~ "' ~. 

preted as' normally formed 9-dve,rbs. ~ ç.onclude, then, that 
~ quantifiers should be consldered to be members of the syn-

tactic category of adjectives in OE; there la not enough 

motivation to complicate the gra~ar by sett~rtg up a distinct 
/ 

~category of quantifiers for this stage Of,~gliSh. 
\ 

ME and 1ater: Inflection of adjectives and quantifiers 

In late OE, final -~ coalesced wlth ~ and in very ear1y 
\, 

ME aIl vowels,in unstressed sy11ables were'weakened to e 

(Wy1d, p. 239; Quirk, p. Il). These phonetic changes re­

sulted~n the falrly elaborate OE inf1ectional systems fo~ 
.' 

nouns, adj ecti ves, and demonstratlv,es being greatly 'simpil.l­

tied. The Northern dialects are ahead of the others in this 

change, but by the twelfth or thirteenth century lt ls gen­

erally true 1ha: only a ~ versus -~ lnflectio,nal disq.nc­

tion exists for adjectives. The strong versu~ weak and sin­

gular versus plural distinctions are only partia11y<made in 

this sys,tem, and no' distinctions among cases are made.' The 

strong singular form of the adjective has a null (in inflec-
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tional- el'lding, while'the strong plural, and weàk singular 

and plural aIl ,bave a~ -~ endlng. This SY$té~, moreover,. 
. ~ 

on1y applies to monosyl1abic adjectives that en~ in a con-

sonant ~MUS~anOja, p. 276; Stran~, P', ?IO; ~ossel p. 6~; 
o , 

Curme, p. 198). "These distinctions in th~ inflection of 

monosyllab1c adjectives are fairly well'preserved in the 

warks of careful l~th-century writers 1ike Chaucer an? ' . 

Gower ... J (M~stanoja, p. 276). AlI other adjectives are 

invariable in thls periode ' \J 
Quantifiers on the whole (except for the survival' +n 

sorne cases of a genitive plural, whlch will be considered ' 

later) follow the adjectives ln the sl~plirication to two 

for~s (Emerson, xciv), although ~he w~ak forms are rare as 

in OE and for the S<;l.me reasons~, \ The weak versus strong 

distinction becomes quite confused and irregu~ar in ME, 

so,quantifiers would not appear irregular in this respect 
\ 

at any rate. In OE sorne confusion 15 noticed by Quirk (p. 69) 

ahd Campbell (p. 261), but in ME this confusion appears'to , 

increase 50 that even 'in the earliest ME texts (e.g. The 

Peterborough Chronicle) the difference between the strqng 

and weak declenslans ls suppressed and there Is a tendency 

ta use the ~djectlve ln an Invariable form (Mustanoja, p. 

276; Mosse, pp. 45, 90-1). So throughout the ME perlod, 

as in OE, no distinction betw~quantifiers and~ a~Jectives 

ls made in lnflection. Once final unstressed -e ls lost 

towards ~he close of the flfteenth century, of course, 
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.q~antifier,s, and adjectives are 'allke in not ·sho.wing any 

-(n6rma~) inflect~onai endings. ,The rinaI -e W8S often omit-- . 
~ed in'prose earlier and was probably not pronounced an~-

1 • 

_ '1 1 mqrè, - S?' invarlabl,e torms for bot"h quanti.(iers and adj ee-
, 

tives should probably be considered -to' OOeur ea~lier tn 

-the pepiod ,(Wyld,,. p. 249). 
1 

:.,-" .!J 
The- type 'aIl of th~ bOYS' 

In early ME numerals still occur with the infleeted' 

partit1y~ 'genlt1ve: , 
, , 

12th C xix wlntre (wlntre for the OE gen. pl. wlntra;. 
Mosse~, p. 8g~" 

end 12th C fele hundred wlntre (Mustanoj a', p. 291) 

But as the lnflectlonal e~dings disappear, an apposltlvé 

type of' ~onstrùe~10n begins to appear with ,numerals. This 
• ~ D 

,cons'truction lnstead o-f the one w1th a partitive geniltive 

occurs as early as th~ thirteènth eehtury and becomes'domi­

nant (Kel~ner, p. 1~2; MustanoJa; ~~ 29~): 

c~340, These hundird' shepe that were ther 
( OED: hun'drè'd)., . 

c1200 ~an1 .puse~d, hall. -saules .'-(OED:, ·thoUSai1~J. 
, \" 

~' The ~ame sort of appo~itlve ~~press16n-instead of a pa~ti-

ti ve ' geni ti Vè begins to oçcur wl-th words expressing measure,!' 

CJ,2 7$(eI205 

1362-93 
c1386 

Thls construction 

teenth centuries. 

., 

he ... lptt~'aennc drop~ blod 
(Mustanoja, p. 8Q) 
a dozein~ -chickehen (MuatonoJa, p. 8~) 
no 'morsel breed (Mustanoja, p. 84) 

15 frequent in tbe.th~~nth and four-

But th,e appositive construction suddenly 

begins to die out wlth nouns of measure towards the end of 

" 

*' 

, , 

-'. 

'. 

, 
, .] 

.' 



e , 
", 

, > 

t 

'~ 
" 

" . }. 

t , i 

" ~ 

( 

, .. 

,. 

''''''''~~''''--'<.~'''''''1'~ .' '''l'''I'1'Pj'' ___ ,....~ ... ,.._ ............ """ , , 

.' 

, . . 
. r:tE; it dO.es not appear Il? Cq.xton, and' h?s mos.~'ly c;iisappeared 

,~, ' R • 

by_the end of the fffteenth century (Ke11ner, pp. 109-1~O; 
.. . , ";' ~ 

Must~·noj a', p. 84)., 
. . 

But it contihue~ to oceur ~hroughout' 
, st 1 

the perlod and into"NE wlth,hundred,' thoùsând. (e.g-. 'NÉ ~ 

hundred sheep)' .. ' . 
• J t 

, , ' .. 
Wh,en flle, génltive périphr~sis with of develops in ,the" 

, twelfth' ée-ntury-" it 1,s' \lsed wtth è~nalS" th~Oug,~out' M~' 
, i' 1 ~ , R 

(Must~noja,:pp. 79-80): ' " 

p \ r. • 

, , al225' 

,olj'86 
. 1390 

l " • 

fif ·and sixti hundred -of hepene' monnen. 
'(Mu~tanoj a', p. 79) , , 
~of ladies foure "and' twen~ (Mustanoja J 

~r smale whleles twelve ~ustanoja) p . 
p. 80) 
80) '. 

Sometime between the ME a'né! ,NE period the of~periphrast-ic 
~ 

.' gen1tive ceased to oceur with srnaller card1nals, but ~on- 1 

" 

struct ions like hunclrèds of men, a, bus'hel of grain are still 

,common constructions' on into NE. , ~ ,'. ~ 

In early ME qù~nt,~fiers. 'o'ceur wi tD the inflected par­

titive $enitivé; when. the' 2!.':'pe~iPhr,as~s àeve';lops :t'hey, be~, 
, :. ,~ , " ~, ; 

gin ,to otcur with that ·oônst!'Uct,lôn. (with-'tiJe' eXgeptions I!),f 

<:11 and both): 
" 

Cl175 
c1200 

01200 
'c1205 

c1220 
c1386 

01386 

,~ 1388 

, 1 l' ' X ' 
Ga •.. per eni of Sine, cu'tine' Il, ln ' (OED: B;n>:)', 
Ne chaes himm no ht te Laferrd.Crist Till nan 
off hise posstless (OED: none) ',',~" -
Sutnme off ure I1ttle f1oce-rMorris, p.',139) 
Ne mihten heo .•• heore nenne ,lc127" none of .. 
-,zam1 adun bringe' (OED:inone) , ~,~', 
~of his 11men (OED: any5 '. ::" 
Everich of you' schul brynge an hundred . ' 
knlghtes (MorriS, p. 191) 
lIe .• :maked eeh of hem to been his thral 
(OED: each)-

'Tnel token eUèryche of hem a P&oy (OED: every) 
. 

So in ME t~rough ,NE quantlfiers have, parallels with numérals 
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" q,nd 'with nouns exp:r:ess1ng ineas\iI'~ ;" and ',this 'characterist'1c 
\ .. ,-, ' '" ~ , J • ~ - ,1 '-' , ~, '.. ., 

, ,: 'of' quantifi~r~: ~.emains: a rea's~'li "to,'re~~;d 'hlimerai adj ectives 
, >' - '.' - ~ - •• ..... ~ - " ' 

"~ à~'d ,q~ant1vfièf'S'" às members:', of the 's~Irl,e category. 
• .,', :' • <) ,... '" • 1 • 

, " 
,,' T.b'e ty~e' ~ the ~o~-s:j,ll i 

, , 

: I~ ,OB" riumera,ls' C:.9ur~t accur immedia'tely aft'ér' the -noun . ' ~ 

lIlodifled. 'rh1.s ûse se~ms 'less t'requent 'ln ·ME; tHe OED has 
; < "~'.. ~, .,: w," • 1 , • , 1 !, ". 

tbe 'las't examp;té for three ~n. tl';lis' :,15051 t'lon 'as, the follow1\'1g: 
, . ~- . 

a1300 F1ue;~ th~.ssa,n~:, men., .•. he" 'Fedd w-yt f'iüe Iaue~ 
~ ",arld ,f,:I.p~es °th~e {OED:' thr'ée) , 

\ ~" 

This position i5 still' 1,lsed archaioaliy df' poeti'~ally i 'when 
" ~, ....', .. 

" It ceased. tÇ> ge a. productive nOl"mjl.l pOpltiori for"riumerals'; 
l , __ "......, l< • ~ " .. • ' 

one à~jjectival ,parall'eL f'o, qua:~tiflers waa, los-t., 
" - , , 

, The· Cha!,â,cte~1'sti~ 'pos,ttio~" fora'dJec'tival rnQdif'i_é~s 
, l ' ", , ' 

OE ~wa.s pre~ominal' altnough t,his '~J.as by ,no. m~n$- without 
v .' , l , ~' -, . . 

exceptionS:':,". ,I~, ME' tt;te postno'rÙtuÙ p.e'S1. tian 'becom,~s a pro-_ 

ductiveone for ~~JeQtiveB.as ~~ &hO~n'~~ the fact thatail 
T' 1_ " ," \ 1 l " ~- " ... ' 

tî __ éw _oo.rrb~.ings co~~, ~n \'lB ppstpositi ves. "In this, p~r~od 
most .adjectJ,ves, Gan' oc,cur as pre';"' 'and post-noiÎ1inals" 

, . , . 
. - " 

'(Lig'ht'.t:opt 19?5, 'p. ,205). Thl'$ means that with regard ,to 
, " 

, '~t~e postnolThi'nal ,p~,sition' (an4 the O~dinary prenominal as in 

i al'l bo'ys 1, of course.) quant~fiers l,ook like adj ec tives in 
" ~. ,'., # 

ME ns ~one 'as this f.reedom in pos;1 tion Iasts. , But when, by 
, , 

;the slxteenth ccntury, prenominaI pOGit~on ls\tandard, quan­

'titiers are exceptional in that they alone can occ~r in post- ~ 
" . . , 

norninal-'position. By this tre no other 'type of' modifier 

·can" (productively) occur IIJ thls positf-on J 50 quantifiera are" 
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lsô1ated -as a c1ass in this respect ~ and the first excep­

tion feature is added. .. 
, f 

The tYpe 'aIl th~ boys' 
1 

Four, parallels t'a predeterminer position for quant1:f1- -

ers wel'e suggested for: OE. The firi,'3t (ad{ectives in -weard) 

and third types' (possessive prono~ns) do not seem to survive 
, , 

in this position after tne OE perlod in normal Use. 
\'-?:. ," ' , 

, Th~ second proposed parallel ta predeterminer position, 
"­

for'qwantlfiers was with attributive adjectiv~~. Mosse~ 

(p. 123) pçlints Qut the 'deal' mylord' type in Sh,akespeare '// 
// 

'as the last survival of this ty~e: 

" 1601 
10605 

Dea~ my lord (Abbott, p. 25) 
Gentle my Lord (Jespersen II) 15.1 

/ 
/ 

In fact, the normal use of an a~tributive djeotive in pre­
./ 

det~rmin~l? position may be, said to baVe 'dled out prior to 
,/ , 

,/ 
/ 

Shakespear'e's time. Both Jesprsen (tI,'15.16) and A~bott 

(p. 25) sugg,est that in' the Eli~abethan address good my 

lord', my lO!,d has • .-~ecarne a sort of c.ompound llke the French 

monsieur "'or milord. Under thls lnterpretatlon these e:xamples 

in Elizabe'than Eng~;tsh represent 'a froz~n farm, and not the 

normal use o'r attrib'utiva, adjectives 'in prédeterm1ner posi"-
\ . , 

tion. Jespersen ,(II, 15 .. 16 ~ says that' the ~ dear my lord f 
( .... 0 

"forro " ... was then, ex'tended to slm11ar groups',' and giveJ3 _the 

rQ11ow1ng examples: "~. ' 

1588' 'sweet, my childé (Jespersen 1+, 15 .. 16) 
1588 good Tf1:! glasse (in addressing' the' mirror; 

·Jespersen II, 15.16) 
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It seems that by othis tlme the form ~léi5 ~lY used 1~ 'direct 

addressj thus the Bllzabethan use was a very 'llmlted ohe, 

.' and predeterminer position for adjectives may be said- to 
,~~ r 

have dled out earlier. The ward order,round in NE (my good 

~) W'as .?-c1so-1''ôund' in EH.zabethan Engllsh (Jes'pèrsen II, 
_, __ r 

.15-';f6). At any rate, whether It died out wlth the Ellza-
• 

bethans or ,before them, this parallel to .pred:etel'Îniner posi-

tion for quantifiers no longer existed by the beginning of 

the seventeenth century. 

The 'one ,the best/kn~ght type' in OE was dis~ussed 

earlier. It oceurs throughout ME as weIl; Visser says, that 
> 1 

it occurs rather frequently in the fo~rteenth and fifteenth 

centuries {p. 2~5)~ in addition, thls construction w1thout 
~ 

a following noun ls recorded in ME. Visser gives as earli-

est examples Chaucer: 
" 

c1368 

1 c 1374 

l am so litel worthy,<and ye 50 good, for ye 
he oon th"'e worthiest 'on lyve (V-isser/ p. 225) 
For l have falsed oon' the gentfleste' ••. and 
oon the worthie$te (Visset, p. 226) 

MustanoJa says that this construction JI .... I;>ecomes stereo-

• typed and begins 1;0 deteri6ra~e befo1"e 'the end of the ME 
, 

period" (Mustanoj~, p. 299). 
. 

'The types 10ne the best,' 'one ,the hest knight' and 

'two the prouùest knights t,aIl '(;11e 9ut ln' the Eilzabethan 

age. V!ss~r gives as last examples: 

, " 

1611 'He, 1s one The true5t manrter'd (Visser, p. 225) 
1590~6 He 15 ohe the truest knlght-alive 

(Visser, p. 22b) , 
.1599-6 His stature did e~ceed The hfght of three the 

tall~st. sonnes of mortal, 'aeed (Visser, p'. 226) 
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'Mustanoja, Visser, and Kellner aIl agree that these types 

aie out in the Elizabethan era (pp. 297-300,'p. 225, and 

pp. llO-l respectively). W~atever the reason for this con­

~tru6tion dying out, the fact that lt did means that pre- ~ 
o , 

determiner. position i5 now occupied by quantifiers alone. 

Thls'means that another exception feature ls addéd to quan­

~ titiers sometime between the late ME period and the e:nd of 

, the sixteenth century. 

The t~Ee 'the bo~s we,re aIl. .• , 

\ In early ME, as in Ç)E, most advet'bs at'e morpholog'ically 

derived. r'n OE the most common endlng was the old dative-

instrumental -e a-dded to adjectives, and ,it ls still used 

in ME (Strang, p. 212). Before the simplification of ad­

jectlv~ Inflectlons to -~ and ~, this ending distingulshed 
, 

an adverb from an adjective (in most of Its forms). But 

when adjectives are simplified to two forms, adjectives will 

very often end in -~ and be indistlngulshable from the ad-
\ 

verbs formed {rom them 'ln this way. And also, when final 
, . 

-e is lost, these adjectives and adverbs will still be in-

distlngulshable from each other. This leads to confusion 

in their use: 

c 1205/c 1275 
end 14th C 

for hie weI dede (MustanoJa, p. 6~9) 
the condicloun of mannes goodes •.. ne 
last nat perpetuel (Mustanoja, p. 648) 

Adjectives are often used in adverbial function in ME, and 

the use of adverbs instead of attributive adjectives--though 
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rare in earlg ME--iB fre~uent in late ME. This con~ion 
and use of one form for the other is increased by the exis-

tence .of areas where adjectival and adverbial functions 

almost overlap--e.g. predicate adjective~ and modal adverbs 

(Mustanoja~ p. 314): 

c1386 he nas nat right fat, l undertake~ But looked 
holwe, and therto sobrely (Mustanoja, p. 314) 

f' 

Unqer these conditions, the postposing of quantifie~s is 

not a use that would rnake them look exceptional, or distinct 

from adjectives: they, ,will simply look like the fairly 

frequent typ',~ of adverbe that used to end in -~ an~ are now 
l. 
.,~ 

identical to their corresponding adjectives--unchanged ad-

verbs. /, 

However, -e as an ending. to form adverbs(f: beooming 

inactive by about 1110, and the adverbial ending -lice 

, (;1L in NE) is highly productive. 6 The ~s~ of -~ in­

~r~a~es greati~ ~ithin the~~E period (Mustanoja, p. 31~) 
, . 

and becomes the regular method of forming adverbs. 

Strang says'that throughout the history of English 

there has been uneaslness aQout adjectives and adverbs iden­

tical'in form, and th~t there has been a steady progress 
, , 

from the plain, or unchang~d, type to the type in -!l-­
that i5, progres~ ·to'wf1~d~ making a clear distinction in 

" . 
rorm (p. 273; Curme, p. 335, agrees). The growth of the 

:"!l, form, enables this distinction "to be made. . , 
Evidence of thé grow~ng tendency to make a clear dis-
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tinction betwèen adverbs and adj e'ctives by using -Ji. as 

the distinctive adverbial ending 15 the tendency to use .. 
it even,on adject1ves' that already end ln ...:!.l./ The OED 

(-!.l.) states: 

Urt was, down to the 17th c.~ somewhat frequent1y 
attached .•. even to adjs. in -!l, as earlil~, godllly, 
kindllly, livelily, lovelily, statelily; but these 
formatiohs a~e now generally avoided as awkward ••• " 

In addition, Jespersen says that -ll was originally only 

added to words of native origin, but began later to be u5ed 

wi th French loans as weIl.. He gl ves as examples prlncely 

,and 5cholarlY (Jespersen VI, 22.93)' which the OED date~ 

from a l5~8 and 1598 respectlve1y. 

SO from late ME, there 15 a growing tendency to' make 

unchanged adverbs distinct, from ~djectives) and it 15 done 

by the increased use of (only) ?ne adverbial ending: -!l. 
In the mlddle of the sixteenth c,entury i t looks a:;; though 

this tendency reached a,peak. Thé'use of quantifiers ln 
. ! 

postposed positlon ls contrary te,. this tendency. and 1t se.~ms 

reasonab1e to propose that towards the end of the slxteenth 
r 

centurr a t~ir~ except,ion 'feature 'ls added te quantifiers 

as adjectives. ' 

This part of the history of adverbs in' Eng11s}l 16 an 

example of a' prlnclple of histo'rlcal change ~roposed' .by 

Lightfoot (Personal communication): that iangu'age's 'pract:Î.çe . ,- ,. -

therapy rather than prQphy"laxis. ,In OE adver.bs' were, dû.s-. . . 
-

·tingul~hed fr.om adjectives py tbel:v -i en,dJhg. Inflectional 
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',endlngs we~e, laier. leveled to -!!, although that change f!!àde 

adverbs indlstinguishable from adjectives. Then the language 

, exte~ed the use of the -llbe forro to remedy the prpblem " -1 .' 
that 1t had created. 

Adjectives and quantifiers used substantlvally' 

The OE freedom in the use of adjectives as substantlves 

'continued on through ME as weIL: "In ME adjectives cOIUd 

be used,substantlvely without any restriction and they re~ 

malned, generally, invariable" (MosséJ p. 91). They could 

be rUsed in the slngular or plural to refer to, person,s" to 
, ,J , 

'animaIs, to things, and to abstract' idea~: 

.. 
• 

end 14th C 
end 12th C 
end 14th C 

j end 12th C 
1.. 

'~ld 13th C 
end 12th C 

that fre 
pe fremede 
pe broun 

pa ae~elen 

heore hot 
unholde 

'that noble (pèrson), 
'the strangers', , 
tthe browns, the brown' 
beasts, stags' . 

'the noble (ones; i.e. 
deéds) J' ' 

'their 1)6t(ness), 
'the enemies' 
(ALI quotations are 'from 
Mo,sse, p'. 91) 

The substantivaI use of adjectives ls frequent in ME, as 

it was ln OE <Elnerson, c:xxi; Mustanoja', p. '642) and ls at 

least partly Que tq the sarne factors, in addition to being 

~ survivo~ fro~ OE: "The distinction between' nouns and 

adjectives has never been a very sharp one, and the-con-
f 

version of nouns into adjec~lves and ~ice've~sa is there-
.. ' .. 

fore a natural process" (MustanoJa, p. 642)~ Quantifiera 

l 
~ .... 

1 
.. 1 

1 

) 

~ 
f 

\ ' , ' 
~ , 

1 , 
t .' 

1 
'.', ..... ' :j 

in M~ continùe to be used f'r,eely as subs tanti vas, as they : - , " ~ - " ~,: .... - , 
1 

have ~een throughout :the entlre history of Engllsh. 
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80 in ear1y ME, as ~n OE, both adjectives and quanti-
, 

fiers have the ability to occHr freely as substantives, and 
~,;:; 

what i8 a peculiar{t~'~t quantifiers in NE is not one ln 

the earlier peri~ds. ' ~~t in late ME the substantivaI use 

o~ adjectives begins to occur less frequently and less 

,freely according to Strang (p. 205): 

"Adjectives in the late 14c could fl'eely be used 
as head-words i~ reference to person~ or things, 
singular o~ plural. But thls usage had really , 
become anomalous with the virtual) and in the, 15c ': 
total, disappearance of adjectival in~lections'for' . , 
number,' and the gro~ing.p~onominal distinctions 
'fo~ human/non-human gender ... 8y the end of the '­
pèriod [1570J eXé!eptiG;Jns aan, be found (cf~. ~86), 
but something approac~ng the present restrlG­

,tians on adjectives ~s.head-words is in opel.'a-
'tion." t, 

TMe use of an adjective 8~bstantiva11y with a singu~ 

1ar rêf-erent falls into disùsa ln late ME and is only occa­

sioqally found'after the'ME period (Mustanoja, p. 645; 

Ke~lner, pp. 147~8). The substantivaI use of an adjective 

to refer to an a~st~ct Idê"a dies down in.! the 'second half 

of the flfteenth century and the first half of thé slxteenth 
{1 

èentury; and although it i~ ~evived'by Elizabethan authors, 

it aies out wlth them (Kellner, pp. 151, 154). 
il 

~ When the free substantival use of adjectives disappears, 
-~ , 

~he distinction between the category of nouns, and that of 
~ . 

adjectives becomes much clearer, and quantifiers in sub-

stantlval use look 1ike nouns. Jespersen sa~s tNat "The 

formaI distinction between substantives and adjectives 18 

more pronounced ln English than in any other language of 
, ( 

""45 

• & 

1 
j 

\ ' 

, , . 

j 



-

(~ 

.... 

1 • 

c. 

• 

. '. 

the same ramily; ... " (11,8.13). This distinction (in 

NE) is the presence of the quite gen~ral -~ plural and geni-
.' 

tive lnf1ectlon for nouns. Once a word oceurs wlth this 

Inflection, Jespersen says it Is a noun (II, 9.21). A1though 

-5 was not a plural marker for adjectives, it spread in ME 

to some adjectives (as well as to ~ ~reat many nbuns which 

had hact different plurals' in OE); although only the strbng. 

'masculine and neuter singu1ar adjective had a genitive in 

-~, thls nominal genitive was gradual1y extended to adjec­

ti ves used substanti vally, which then virtua1ly bec'ame sub-; 

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

the g~owlng tendency to' interpret adjectives used substan­

~ivally as noans. 

The growth in the use of the propword one is part of . --
the same increasing distinction between adjectives and nauns 

as,the decrease in the use of adjectives as substantives.· 

Fol1owing are sorne of the examples proposed as the first 

cle~r instances of the propword ~: 

1338 

1380 

a moche fe1de; so grete a one never he behe1de 
(Strang, p. 271) 
Wan he was armed on horsebak, a fair kny~t a 
was to see, A lo11f on wyp oute lak, bope 
strong & fers was· hee (K~11ner, p. 161) 

'" 1 Mosse agrees wlth Strang and Kellner that the use of the 

propwor~~ne oceurs from the rnidd1e of the fourteenth cen­

,tury ; ~t t at tlm~ it was still superfluous (Mos~e, p. 91). 

Jespcrs n (l~, Appendlx X) givCG the followlng as an approxi-

mate chrono1ogy for the development of the propword one:-
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1300 
1400 
1550 
1600 
18th C 
19th C 

There 

':l 
a good one 
the good one 
never a one, such a one, (the) good ones 
one good one 
that one, a si1ver one 
the one (we) prefer~ed, those ones,'~ one 
t~ keep compan~, the ones ~hat .. ~, myone 

are various explanations about the reasons for 
1, 4 

thls deve1opment. It al10ws the distinction of singu1ar 

versus plural to be made (one/ones), and as evidenc~ for, 

the imRortance of this fundtion there is the fact that in 

éarly quotations using the propword the plural is more 
'1.\ 

frequent (Jespersen If, 10.82). The propword alsq fi1ls . , 
a position in the sentence that ia otherwise lac king (a 

noun became an obligatory part of a noun phrase); this i5 

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

_position (Jespersen II, 10.12). Tied in with the d~velop~ 

ment of the propword are the 1055 of inflections and the 

re1at~ve 'fixing' of word order in ME. It i8 in the fif-
" 

teenth century that the use of it and there to fili the 

5ubject position i5 well-established (Strang, pp. 96, 211), 

50 filling the noun 5lot in a noun phrase fi~ in weIl with 

the time of that development. 

The Im~ortant thlng to notice here is that it 18 in 

the sixteenth and seventeent,h centuries that. the use of 

the propword sccms completely established: "Examples abound 

in the 16th and following centuries" (Jespersen II, 10.32). 

So~he .quantiflèr adjective, which is still completely free 

to stand alone as a substantive, has an exceptl~n feature 
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by thls time. ' 

An interesting observation is that sorne of the quan-, 
r c 

tlfiers could occur with one from OE onward; this was ori-

ginally the numeral one, but as one developed its inde fi----, 
~nite function, could be rinterpreted as the indefinite or, 

flnally, propword one instead (Jespersen II, 10.22): 

971 

c1200 
a1225 
c1225 

01250 

01 250 

AEt ae3hwylcum anum para hongap leohfaet 
(OED: - each) 
Patt il~n shollde witenn weI (OED: each) 
of euerich one (Jespersen II, 10.22) ---­
Blesci~ ou mid euerichon of ~eos gretunges 
(OED: every) 
Him and 1'lc-on his kamel ,wi~ watres drinc , 
ghe quemede weI (OED: each) 
par~inne is ,monyon hun~ri hund (Visser, p. 79) 

This use may have contributed to retarding thè re~analysis 

of quantifiers by decrea~ing their opacity as adjectives. 

Quantifl~rs as a olass 

As was mentioned earlier, quantifiers, numerals, and 

a number of nouns of measure aIl could take the partitive 

genitive in OE, and then the Q!-periphrastic genitive in 

ME. It seems possible that in the earlier stages thls was 

a genulne 'semantic~ partitive--a part of a whole was re-

ferred to. The tact that aIl and bath do not seern to occur 

wlth either a partitive genitive or 'an of-periphrasi3 until 

much later adds support to this posslbility. Jespersen 

says that nei ther aIl of thern nor bot~l of them is found ln 
1 

Malory (according to Baldwin), but from Elizabethan tïmes 

these expressions become frequent (Jespers~n VII, 9.92), 
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The OED has as.flrst examples: 

1593 Yea, aIl of them at Bristow lost thelr heads 
(-OED: aIl) 

1590 l am sürë you both of you remember me 
(OED: both) 

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

paratively modern, and 15 probably due ta form-assoe. with 

none of, sorne of, I1ttle of, much of, few of, many of" and , 
calls it rare except with pronouns. For both the OED says: 

"Both of ls now used before pronouns and pronominal words, 

instead of the simple both ... The use' with a sb., as 'both of 

these qrguments l , 15 colloquial, but scarcely ever oceurs in 

11terature." This may be considered evidence that at this 

time these quantif+ers were conslde~ed to be part of'a class 

and the construction with of was extendèd 'to them for that 
/ reason. 

Evidence of confusioh before the re-analys1.s 

Quantifiers have four exception features towards the 

'end of the sixteenth century: their.uses in postnom1nai and 

1n predeterminer positions, their postposïng ('the boys were 

aIl ... ' ) ~ and their free use as sUbstantive~. There i5 ev·i­

denee that there was sorne confusion as to the status of 

quanti fiers in the secon~ half of the sixteenth and first 
") 

half of the, seventeenth centu.ries, whlch would be expected 

in a class whose category membershl~ 15 opaque. 

In the second half of the sixteenth eentury, quanti-

fiers begln to occur with the -3 genltive that shows that 
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they are being interpreted as nouns. Jespersen (II, 9'?5), 

says: "The genitive plural is practical1y never found in 
, 

those cases in which adjectives and adjectival pronouns can 

stand alone as principals, though Shakespeare has in manies 

eyes •.. in manies lookes ... Il More examp1es: 

1509 

1548 
1565 
1580 

1591 
1593 
1597 
1598 
c1600 

1616' 
1653 
1675 
1715 
1823 

/ 

and none's death discuss (Curme, p. 174; 
Curme's apostrophe in none's) 
If eythers worke (OED: either) 
sommes consciences OED: sorne) 
as great delight in thy company as ever l did 
in anyes (Çurme, p. 174) 
as eithers way them led (OED: either) 
of eithers colour was the other , (OED: either) 
somes lot (OED: sorne) 
of manies ouerthrOW--(OED: rnany) 
they are both in either's powers (Schmidt: 
either; Schmidt's apostrophe. Schmidt gives 
a number of such exarnples) 
boths talke (OED: both) 
for somes unquietneSS--(OED: sorne) 
ta somes understanding (OED:-soffie) 
both's witnesses (OED: both) 
sorne's Self-love (OED: sorne; quotatlon ia 
from Byron) ----

The OED (~) ~ays the possessive form of some i5 now rare. 
lj 

"In ear1y mod.Eng. sometimes inflected as a sb.) with geni-

t.ive both's" (OED: both). OED says of either: " ... formerly 

sometlmes inflected in genit." 

More evidence of confusion as to the statua of quanti-
, 

fiers 15 the existence of the follo~ing type of construc-

tion in which th~y Odeur after of, normally on1y a noun posi-

tion: 

11189 
1544 
1584 
1588 

Whethel' of the both it.. sllall l'Vl'tUtw (OEV: both) 
Wc be borne for neither of bothe (OED: bothr--­
The covetous man 15 the worst of both (OED: both) 
'Nerther of either, l remit both twaln ---
(Jespersen VII, 17.81 ) l' 
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1621 

1~667 

Wives were Daken in Israel by.bils of Dow~y, 
a~d solemne espousals; but concubin~s witpout 
either of both (OED: either) 
Either of both abhorreth one the other-

. 'cOED: b.otl1) , 

The 1ast example may be archaic; my other, examples are in 

the ~ange of~1540 to 1626. These constructions are occur­
/ 

',ring at exac't1y the time l ~ropose th~ category of quantl-
~ 

fiers as distinct from t~at of adjectives was being esta-
'-" 

blished~ and the ~uantifiers inflected In the genitive like 

nouns in the previous 'set of exarnples occur during t'he sarne 

time span. Since adjectives had beg~n to 10se their ab~li­

ty tQ occur.free1Y as subst~ntives, quantifiers began to 

look like nouns rather than (or in addition to) adjectives 

because of their continuing ability to be freely used sub­

stantivally. By the middle of the sixteenth century quan­

tiflers had four excep~~n features and their categoriza­

tion as adj ecti ves wascq,~coming opaque enough 50 that, ;t 
8eem3, they were beginning t9 be interpreted as no~ns 

(probably in addition to being considered adjectives becau~e 

of the other constructions in which they also occurred). 
~ 

Thfngs could have continued in this direction, sa that 
.' \ 

they became full n0uns, but instead it appears that a re-

analysis took place and a separate syntactiç category of 

quantifiers was estab~lshed. 

Changes caused by the re-analysis 
, 

l~ earlier perlods of Engllsh, quantl0iers could occur 

preced111g a pronoun. OED says for ill: ".,.,wit,n a pers. 
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ot' re'l', pron" (In the !l0rn. 'a11. 'vias 'former1y often prefixed;. 

e.g,; aIl we, for which t\e, "rriod" ~,sage i~t we al~, or all of 

us: ) If This appears ta be a' very frequent construc tian in -,- .' 

ME, j udging from the numerous example s .of i t gi ven by -MED: 

clO~O Ealle hi sind on Godes 3esih1e (OED:~) 
a1225(?a1200) purh heore vuele raede, beien heo . 

beo:;:- daedde (MED! bD) , 
c1275 Summe hi weren wyse-,-and duden al bi his rede 

(OED: sorne) 
1382 Alle w~s .shep erreden (OED: aIl) 
c1475(c1445) ~esoun, •• allowip bore hemtO be doo~' . 

(MED: bo'the) 
a1470 Here be within this casteIl thlrty ladyes, and 

1593 
. 1594 

160'2 

1611 

aIl they be wydowys (MED: al) 
as aIl you know (Schmidt: aIl) 
Both they Match not the high perfection of my 
105s (Abbott, p, 162) . 
Into the madness wherein now he raves And aIl 
we mourn for (Abbott, p. 161) 
AIle we like sheepe haue gone astray (OED: 
aIl; quotatlon 15 from Authorized Version of 
the Bible) . ' 

1 

The 1611 example ls from the Authorized Version of the 

Bible, which Strang (p. 140) says ls almost entlrely in the 

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

than Shakespea~e. 

M\1stanoj a says: Il AlI followed by a personal pronoun 

occurs fJom OE down to earlie,r Mod. E, "ea11e hi sculen 
'X' 

puder cu1J1e (Poema Mor. 174)" (p, 213), but gives no later 
i 

e.xample, Relyin~ on MustanoJats statement and o~ the range 

of the examples l have round, l assume that this type 

died out by ~he be~lnnlng of the\seventeenth century, and! 
1 

thus Just about at the time of· my proposed re-analysls of 

Q~ant i fiers • 
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In Shakespeare thls typ~ may hayë a~ready been marked 
o 

and u~ed only for emphasis; this ~s what Abbott (p.,316) 

seems to'imp1y: "So "weil ls emphatic in "aIl we fike f _ 

• sheep have gone astray,'" and' in Hamlet, 11.2.151., in both 

, , 

" 

• • 
cases., b~cause of antith'esis. 

" . (' 

' ''Into'the madness wbereln now he·raves ~ 
And aIl we mourn for." (A'bboIT' s. emphases) " 

At earlier perlods, this use may h~ve ~een felt as a 

substantivaI use or ~ ln apposition to the pronoun ~, 

but when other ~pposltive types dled out (a bushel ··venym) 
, 

'it may. have been felt as anomalous and g~ven way to aIl of 

~ or we ail. Otherw\se it may hav~ somethlhg to do wlth 

the establishment of t~ 2f-génitive followlng al.1 and botb.' 

l have no real" explanatioo' fof,thls construction dying out, . 
" 

but lnclude examples ot it because of its possible relqtion-
~ . 

snip to the re-analysi~ or quantifiers, espeéially in v~ew .. 
of' ~~s dying o~t at the aame time as' the re-analysis. 

, ..,' . l ,.,.' 

A construction .ln which a pr<;>noun and a qua'ntifier,. 

P?th inflected' in the genitlve, modify a noun~ oècurs from~ 
\ ~ 

the tieginning of: the .M~ pe~iod: 

a1l26 here elces riht nand (MED: êch) 
c1175 hcore beira gast (.OED; ho) -. 
rJ77 hûr botheres r:OY3tes.. «(JEU:.~) 
c138'f-95 nt oure {lllel' cost' (MED: al) 
a145Q for here beyre lou (,MED: bÔ, 
1513 our alleris offence (OED: aIl) 
1536, your bothe Sovereigne (OED: bot'h) 

The MED ,(gr b6theJ says that our.e alre(!!) .lOr all 9f US\;' 

he!' ~otheres ='of both of'them.! 
. , ' 
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There are numerous examples of this construction in 
t • " 

ME (~ have collected just over one hundred '?f them), al~ 

the way up to 1500. Although l have only"two certain e~am­

pIes after 1500, a,s wi tb the laa~ type l aJ1l s,ure that it 

• ..did not disappear instantly after that date';, the pr0b.lern 
4 

undoubtedly lies in 'the differençe between a good source 

ror ME--the MED--and a less extens~ve source' for .data after 

, the ME period. ' 

It seems strange that a genitive plura+ marking should 

e'xist at 50 late a stage as the end of ME, but all of my 

examples show sorne sort or inflection, and almost aIL show 

a 'clear survl val of an old adj ectivai gen~t;1v~' plural .. , _." 

Mustanoja says that the inflecbional g~nltive p~ural 9f aIl ..,... 
is current in aIl dialects in ME in a partitive sense 'of 

i 
aIl' and is particular1y common after a poss'ess.tve (p. 213.). 

, . 
The MED says " ... in ME,"~he.gen. (or:e.§.] oecurs on~y in the 

phrases oure beire etc." The' OED (aIl) says about, this con- '. _ 
, , 

strvction wlth aIl: ' "Later no~thern ~rlters, to whom,the , -- , , 

":er ',had no ,longer a gerd.tive foroe';-'adtlèd 'a second posses-
'--. ~ ~ ~ , 

s:!,ve ,en4ing, . maJ~lng a,l~eris, alders" althers." Another I,1n-

ùsual' f~ct'is ~h~t'ill,à,nd b6tJl a~e' the most frequent quan­

tlflér.S· ~n",~hi.~ ty'pe s 1:1~~:h~iJ~h: t~ey do not otherwise occur 

wit~, a genltive. in thè,histôry, of,English a~d,~nl~ begin to 
< t' ~ .. ;, ~ 

o<:aur :wlth .a' fOllqWlpg 2! pll,ls no~n :phrase at the end of tl:le 
.. ' '0' " 

's:Ùtteenth ce'ntury., The add1J;1on' o'f",an ,-.§. ending seems" to 
, " ~ .... .' , 

indica,te thatthese qua~t'itiers' were ,f~lt 'as 'nou'~s; or 
"1 '1 .. 

, , . " , , , 

.. .; <~)':",:,; :',.,,'" 

" '! , ' . 
~, • 1 ' 

" ' 

- •••• _ ....... "" ... 1 

ï, 
t 

1 • 
1 f . 
1 ; 

,1 

.' , 
~ ... ,. 
, , 

, 1 

,- ',~:: ''"1 \,' , • 

. • l, ~-'.~. "." •. : t '.. __ 

. ... •• J • .', • -;.~ • , 



" 1.' 
~' 

\ 
7 

',' 

; 

, , 
i , , 

t 
r 
i 

, 1 

1 

~ 

~ "( 
r : 

,', 

" 

~ 

... ~ ~ ..... ,~~" ..t ... , ... __ ",,_ ~-;, • ..,.".,.,.~cc~~~_w40.,~ .. ~ ''''_ .. ,,:........ ____ ~ .... ,t ~~~~~~ __ .. ~ ~_ 

~' 

, -

pe~hap6 they were felt as equivalent to the possessive 

pronouns. 
, 

The construction without a following noun also oceurs 

in ME; MED lists comparatively few examp1es: 

a1121 

?c1200 

Ea1re biscope curs he habbe, and 
pe her be ge witnesse (MED: al) 
E~~err pe73re wass off sopfasst 
( : ei h1:!r) " 

here ealre 

lute filledd 

When it oceurs without a followlng noun, the order 1::; cHheZ' 

with the quantifier preceding or fOl1owing the possessive. 
( 

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

seventeenth century. 

The construction with a noun following appears frequent-­

ly later, although in a somewhat different form: 

1592 
,1595 
1596 
1601 
1602 
1607 
1627 
1152 

ooth our remedies (OED: both) 
to aIl our sorrows <1ED: aIl) 
for both our sakes (~chmldt: both) 
were you both our mothers (OEo:-both) 
to both your honours (Schmidt: both) 
ta aIl our lamentation (SchmIdt! aIl) 
both their haire (OED; both) ---
both our unhappiness (OED: both) 

With on1y a few exceptians,8 aIl my exarnples of the 'heora 

beire gast' type have the possessive pronoun occurring first 

and the quantifier following with sorne sort of g~~tival in­
\ 

flectlon. In addition, in the large majority of the cases 
.." 

the following noun 15 singular. However, in a11 the exam-

plcD--wl thollt C'xc('pLlon--that J have round l'i'orn 15();? on, the 

quantifier precedes; the noun is eithel' a SOl't of collec-

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

normalfY occur with a plural -5 ending, or i8 a regular .. 
, 55 
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plural~ The plural occurs even where a singu1ar would be 

expeéted because the quantifier undoubtedly modifies the 

pronoun instead of !he following,noun (r. g . the 

from 1595 and 1601 above; Jespersen VI, 17.6
2

), 

quotations 

The fol-

10wing 1ater quotations i11ustrate the sarne point: 

1738 

1830 

1915 

one brimmer to aIl your healt~s (Jespersen 
VI, 17.62) 
a sister died in both our infancles 
(Jespersen VI, 17.6 2 ) 
+ think she's been pu1ling' bath our legs 
~uceessfully (Jespersen VI, 17.62 ) 

Jespersen gives sorne twenty-five other modern examples, and 

in aIl but one the noun 15 in the plural: 

1710 Dr. Swift is aIl our favourlte (Jespersen VI, 
17.62) 

l have fourteen examp1es of the ~'ater' type (' both our 

mothers') from S~akespeare's ~orks alone (that have been 

quoted by Schmidt, OED, or Jespersen), sa this ls apparent­

ly a relatively frequent construction in spite of a dearth 

of exarnples from the slxteenth century. A sudden and fair­

ly drastic change in a cornmon constructio~ must be explained. 

This change oeeurs at exaetly the point at whi~h l elairn 
,j 

that quantifiers were establlshed as a category distinct 
i 

from aàjectives. The shift in order and in the number of 

the tollowlnc; noun can oe expléllned ln tCl'lJl~ of the re-analy-

sis of quantifiers. 

The first thing to be not1ced i8 that in the ea~lier 

type the quantifier iooks as though it i5 in the typical 
'"'--\ 

adjective position, followlng the deterrniner and preceding 
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the noun. In addition, the construction looks something 

'like the older oonstruction in which two adject~ves modi­

fying a no~n would each be inflected; this is especially 

true for the later part of the period in which this con-

struction oceurs when the inflection may no longer be re-

cognized.as being genitival. A reasonable explanation see~s 

to be that these old constructions were idloms or frozen 

forms--by the sixteenth century at least--and that they 
\ ' 
\ 

ceased to occur when the re-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 adjectives. One other possibility is nct un-

likely: especially because of their -r, ending (share'd by the 

maJority of ~he examples), they may have,Jbeen re-interpreted 
,/ 

at sorne tlme within the ME period as bling adjectival pos-

sésslve pronouns on an analogy to ~, their, etc. (This-~ 

,1s the normal .strong DE genitive plural inflectlon for ad­

Jectives.) If this were the case, again this adjectival, 

interpretation would be expeeted to disappear once quanti­

fiers are a distinèt category. 

In the earll~r stages of Engliah, quantifiers would be 

generated under adjective nodes. This means that the-y would" 

be on a 'coordinate' level with other adjecti,Ves and with 

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

place, the change of to plural in the followlng 

\.' 
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noun'ean be explained if a well-established structural ana-

1Y'815 of 'quantifiers ls adopted in whleh the quantifier 

Deeurs, on a hlgher, separate node: 

N 

/~ 
Spec N N 

both ,A 
Spec N FJ 

our mother(s) 

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

The quantifier both requlres a plural noun when it oeeurs 

in the 'aIl the boys' type. For aIl, either a plural or 

singular noun can oceur ln thls construction; perhaps plur­

al 18 more common. This would exp~aln the Plural.ma~k~r 
on the noun even ~hen a singular form ls actually the one 

required by the meaning. 

It is temptlng to think that thls raising of the quan-

tifler would aIso account for the loss of the 'aIl we' 

type; in NE a'pronoun not immedlately dominated hy 'S' 

normally ean~ot oceur in the 'nominative' case, 50 this 

would explnJn Wlly the 'all we' type ls loat. Ilowevcr 1 1 i 
, . 

does nat explain why the _pranoun cannat the,n occur ln the 

oblique case: fAII us l1ke sheep have ..• 
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There ar~ two ,more changes that took place at about 

t~ tirne of the re-analysis of quanti fiers which can be 

explàined by it, and which therefore lend sorne support ta 

its 

with 

use 

existence. 

In NE quantifiers cannot occur freely in conjunction 
~ 

each other$ but in earlier stages of the language their 

seems to have been freer îrl this respect: 

cl275 Mid childe hii weren bore ywo (OED: both) 
c1420 pey weron as bleynd aIl bothe, y wys, as ever 
~ was ony st ok or stoune (OED: aIl) 
1413 'l'he scorpydn ... byteth and styngeth bothe two 

at ones (OEDI both) 
1561 They aIl endeuqr:-:-:-to kepe'still eyther bothe 

kingdorne safè (OED: either) 
1571 Yet would he 'retain with n.yrn still Silan and 

Sasilas, aIl both Lacedornonians (bED: both) 
___ ._~1"'-6><-0""-.'O _____ 'I'JL.J~1Ideavour and strain __ thernselv_e.s, bothEiJl 

and sorne (OED: aIl) -
1600 Both find each other, and l lose both twain 

(OED: both)' 

l do not have any later exarnples like these; the only others 

l have found are the fOllowing: 

1621 

1667 

. Wives were ta ken in Israel by bl1s of Dowry,! 
and $olemne espousals~ but concubines withou 
either of, both (OED: either) 
Either of both abhdrreth one the other 
(OED: both) 

These two, quotations are of a sornewhat d~nt type than 
" 

t~ose in whlch two q~antifiers oc CUI' adjacently, and rnay 

-he ruled ouié.ln NE by a semant1c ru le l'alhC'l' t.hun by a syn-

tact.lc one of-co-occurrence; l wU! not. explore th1:.; pI'ob-

lem furt he r . 

My examples of quantlflers used freely in conJunetion 

with each other are ail in the slxteenth century or ear1ier--
. , 
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perhaps in the seventeenth century or earlier, if the la'st 

two quotations given above are of th~ same type. These data 

are compatible with the proposaI 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-ïlike, for example, the big 

bad wolf. More study is certainly n~eded to establish thls 

point, but if ft can be supported one of the major arguments 

for generating quantifiers as a separate category i~ NE does 

not hold for earlier stages; this i8 the necessity in NE of 

preventing the occurrence of more than one quantifier !n the 

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

-- ---,---------------------.-'. -on1Y~-sèïne quantifiers must be prevented frOID co-occurring in 

i':.~: 

, 
~ 
l ( 
! -.-
1 

! .. 

the'same noun phrase: sorne few men, *all sorne men.) If it 

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

in GE and ME and until the re-analysis at the end of the 

sixteenth\century, then the categorization of quant~fiers as 
1 

adjective~ before that date is supported. 

i 
In G~, quantifiers coùld occur in a number of different 

positions, but. not, apparently, in the most typlcal adjec-
Il 

tive position--between the determiner and'the noun. This 

situation for'quantifiers is not"unique/for adjectives;~~ow-
'_'C J 

ever,'as P9ssesslve adjectives apparently did not occur in 

this position either;9 it was argued earlier that possessives 

should be categorized as adjectives. .. 
60 
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Inabi11ty to occur between the determiner and the modified 

noun did' not make quantifiers distinct from (aIl) adjec­

tives in OE. 

In ME, and in the beginning of ENE, although it seems 

to happen only ~arely, quantifiers do occur in this position 

to a greater extent than,in NE: 

1297 'in P; al wor1de (OED: aIl) 
a1300" our bather slogh (OED: both) 
c1430 the bothe' endes (OED: ,both) 
al500 Leeve you not this eich-onë (OED: each) 
1589 Your sorne sweete smiles (OED: somer--­
,1615 Your either person (OED: eitherJ 
1615 Two rocks ... whose each strength ... (OED: each)' 
1704 The massie Gob1ets ... Whose each capacious womb 

(OED: each) .., 
'Quantifiers are being treated 1ike absolutel~ normal adjec-

tives w~en they occur in this position. This 1ist includes 

the latest examples that l have found of the construction 

(exc1udlng examples 1ike thls much bread in NE), 50 it seems 

that the ccnRtruction--though rare--was a possible one until . , 
the ear1y seventeenth cen,tury. This lends sorne support to 

my proposaI that quantifiers were re-ana1yzed and estab1ished . 
as a category at ~bout thls tlrne. 

Conclusion 

The distinctive syntactic features of quantifiers in 

NE do not distinguish them in OE frorn the category o~ ad­

jectives. The variety of positions with respect to the ~ 

modified noun and the ability to be used free1y as substan­

tives are features shared by quantifiers and other adjectives 
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in OE and the~éfore, l propose, a syntactic distinction in 

category membership between quantifiers and adjectives is 

not justified for OE. 

Throughout the ME period changes in the usage of nouns, 

adverbs, and numeral, possessive and attributive adjectives 
, , l' 

resulted in the decrease of the syntactic features they , 
. 

shared with quantifier~; quantifiers began to look like a 

distinct class. They had acquired four exception features 

by the end of the sixtienth century, which proved tQ be 

enough to provoke a re-analysis in which a syntactic cate-

gory of 'quantifiers' was 'created.' 

This re-anâlysis is 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 larg,ely to the effects of 

changes that had occurred in other categories in the gram-
. 

mar, and particularly to the growing distinctness in the 
, . 

category of adject~ves from the categories of nouns and 

adverbsj for this reason, the hlstory of quantlfiers.ls 

seen as a good example of support for the autonomy 4hesis. 
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FOOTNOTES TO CHAPTER,2 

1. For simplicity's sake 1 ·will refer to ~, aIl, every, 

any, ~, etc. as quantifiers throughout the paper, \' 

although 1 propose that no such category e~ists in OE 

" and ME. 
,', 

2. See, fo~ examp1e, Dougherty 1970 and 1971. These re­

strictions cou1d also c~ncelvably be semantic in that 

no reading--or a conf1icting reading--is assigned and 

the sentence is thrown out if .the co-occurrence restric-

tions are violated. 

3. This ana1ysis iB not without ~rob1erns~ however. As 

stated earlier, after a possessive or,demonstrative 

(se or.~) an adjective occurs in the weak forme This 

distinction in weak versus strong form wou1d be more 

dlfficUlt to state if possessives are ana1yzed as ad-

jectivee. 1 have no ~olution to this prOblern, but can 

on1y point out that the use of the weak and strong forms 
. . 

was somewhat confused ev en in OE (Quirk, p. 69; Càmpbell 

p. 261), so that perhaps a simple way to state the dis­

tinction 18 not as va1uable as it rnay at flrst g1ance 
-

seern to be. One might be ternpted to propose that a 
, 

sernantlc solution could perhnp:.. be round in ter'ms of 

the dcfinlte versus indefl':lite distlnctjon; these words 

are sometirnes even used as labels in place of weak and 

strong. However, this would seern to result in syntac-

\ 
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c tic rules (rules of e marking and agreement) being 

subject ta semantic fa tors, which is ~o~trary ta this 
, 

, study's approach ta li guistics. 
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4. It might be that the u e of a partitive in OE had more 

5~ 

6. 

ta 'do with the semanti s of a ward than with (mere) 

syntactic restrictions' as evidenced by the conspicuaus . 
absence from these construction types of aIl and both--

1 ---

quantifiers that do no~ have a genuine partitive sense. 
1 Note the ,use of the st~ong form of the adjectives here. 

Originally -~ was not itself an adverb ending; -lie 

was a suffix used in d~riving an adjectiv~ from a noun, 

and the -e Is ~he same ~atlve-instrumental case ending 

used to form adverbs from adjectives. But -e added ta 

forms in -lie became 50 common that -lice was as a 

whole interpreted as an adverbial ending and added to 

words that the -lie form's meaning would not fit 
- 1 

(Strang, p. 272). 

7. Note that Jespersen here is talking about somewhat dif­

ferent usages than the ones MUstanoja (p. 277) calls 

French plurals on adjec~ives. However, when 4hese 

French pl~rals occur with adjectives be{ng used sub­

s ta'nt iVlllly, thcy w;tll make them look Il kt" nouns and 

5·0 conl.l'lbute to the growing 10G5 of Gubsl.ant.Lval f'unc- a-

tion for adjectives; whether the -s i5 a French or 

Eng11sn -~ m~kes no difference in thi5 case because 1t 

can be interpreted as the growlng English plural -s. 
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8. 'l'he exampl,es that do not fully conform to the pat ter'll 

",followed by a~l 'of the others are aIl with both (ex-, 
, ( 

, , 

; cept one unclear'case with aIl): 

a1400 
c1430 

c1400 
al~OO 

',a1500 

both her love (MED: b6th~) 
by their both a'!3sente ( OED: 'both) 
[Here the position conforms to-the 
gehèral pattern, but no inflection 
appears on both.: 
bope oure will (MED: b6the) 
bothe our' hoostis (MED: bothe) 

,bothe êer thees (MED: b6the) 

In, foUr of th,eS,e quotations the quartifier oceurs first; 

howe'ver, this deviation from the pattern may pe.rhap~ be 

exp1ained by 'the fact that both 2.2. é\.nd b6the oeeur at 

thls time and bo ~eems to normally follow its noun--
«( 

elther immedia~~ly o~'postpo~ed to i position ~~rther 

r1ght in the sentence. So there may have-been pressure 

to further differentiat'e these two forms by strengthen-
, 

'ing the'positional difference between them. ~ At any rate, 

there are rn~ny more examp1es with both that fit the 
1 

general pattern exactly. and 6nly these few that do not. 

One more exception to the gener~l pattern is: 

Chaucer I have herd al youre opinion r 
(Jespersen VI, 17.61) 

Al here cou1d be adverbial and refer to youre opinion . . 
\ as a whole, so thls may not b~ an exception . 

. 
9. Kellner (p. 138) does,' however, elve three examples 

io whlch a posse'ssi ve i~ preceded by se (Orosius: 

Se heora ~nin$ and two 1.n Blickling Homiltes). Again, r ,l" 

'further study would be necessary to determine the point 
" 
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for 'certain, but it 8eemS ,Ù'rom Mustanoja, p. ~98)' ' . 
( , , , 

that, predeterm~ne~ p<;>sition for pOssessives was the 
comman one. Also note that heora i6 one of the 1nde-

clinable possessivés (and the form heora 18 a genitive .... 
, , 

of the personal pronoun), 50 1 t cou.ld be 1nterpre~ed 

as the gen1t1ve of a pronaun rather' than aq an adJec-
"-

t1vej this may be a fine 11ne ta draw. 
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CHAPTER 3 

,THE 1 EACH OTHER 1 RECIPROCAL CÇ>NSTRUCTION 

Each other 1$ s rnetirnes descrlbed as havlng bec orne;' a 

,cornpoaund) sornet 1mes as 

and -other. Morris (p 

,eirg only the j uxtapositlon p'f ~ 

50) says that aLthough each ?tltelÎ'-

is sometimes calI rec1procal pronoun 1t ls not a, ~om~ 
, ~ 

po~ndj "._ .. l,n such phrases as "love each other," "lqv,e 
/-

on5~nother J Il thé const~uction Is, ~ love the other; ~ 

, "', love another; ~ and ~ being 6ubjects, and other. and 

another objects, of their respective pred1cates" (Morris, 

p.150). Dougherty (l910,.J.971, 1914) also claims'that 

éach other ls not' a pronoun or compound. The' OED ,(~) 

says that each pnd other " ... ha~é however long become a com-
, , 

pound ... " Visser (p " 445) agrees that each other " ..• began 

to be realized as a klnd of compound object ... lf the change 
\ " 

ln status should have, been c(j~va,l wi;h th~t of .' each', ' 

other.' to 'at each other', and w~th the introc;luction of 

the genitive 'each other's', it could only have h~~ened' 

after the Middle English pe~iod~ .. " 

, 1,; wiil first pr~sent sorne dlfferent ways o~, eX'presslng', 

{'cclproclty t.ha't' have occurr'cd' throuBhobt :the history 'of 

f ' 

" 

.. 
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, j 

, , 
'-(, 

,~ " 

" » Engllsh j then ~e5~rlb~ the history'of the 'each other' con-
t '. • 

• 
) 

. , , 

,1 

. struqtlon'ln more detai1: ,The dlach~onlc Ghange~ ~ha~ ~~~e :':; 
• , 1 ~ ..... " • ~ J ~, '.. , ... : • ", :, 

,occurred 

, .. from the 

.. 

ln the- t ea~h ~thert constructl,on will' he: e~~1#e~'", . ,~ ,:',' ""~' 

perspective' of ,two syn~~ronlc ànalYS~~ NE--:".; " .. ",' ""', ' 
, . 
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one proposing thÇi.t each othe'p 15 a pr~noun in NE, the other . ' 
" -

arguing that' it' i5 ,not. The analysls of the history of the 

'eac)1 othet' , construction ,will be seen as provlding ev'idence 

L1 in th~ 'cholce be,tween these two analyses. One "t0f the ana-. 
. ~y'ses will be seen'to be able to explain the diachronie 

changes l.nQ the' '.eaèh othev' construction as an example of 
" t 

a -re-analysis provoked by t~he Opaci ty Principle. The pra-
l ~ • '. 

posed re-ana.l,ysls' Oceurs at the tlme of the historlcal 
, , 

cha,nges which VJ.sser sugg~sts were the indïcators of the 

reallzatiQn of each other 'as a compound obJ ect; an explana­

tloH 't'or the':,'occur.rence', 'or the' re-analysis at the tlme' of 

these changes Is offered. 
t ' 

Types of reciprocal construètions 

Engllsh in earller times had, quite a few ways of ex­

pressing the reci~rocal notion. Below are examples of 

eleven types (based on Visser,. pp. 439-4117) Including' th~ 

first and l.ast occurrences of them listed bY' Visser (.~,. 
, ~, 

439-447) unless stated otherwise: 

i) Simple pronouri--not ve~y frequent ln ME 
-1" 

Beowu1 f Naes ••. long to, ;Son, ~aet ,pa aglaecean Dx. eft 
r;emetton 

c1400 'But, syr meyr, May y take wlth the sajour? 
Som tyme we know'e !!ê. yore 

~. 
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, -
'2) Personal pronoun plus ad~erb: 'gernaenelice in OE; 

ernel, sarnen, and together in ME and later 

Defensoris Liber Sc1{1til:larum Gebiddap eow 
gernaenelice (translating: orate pro invicern) 

l4~0 Two marchauntes louyd hem to-gydere 

3) ~ Persona1 pronoun plus preposition--very frequent,in 
OE and early ME 

AElfred Ne untreowsige ge no eow betweoxn 
c1250 Of te sibbe men foken (=deceive) hem bi-twenen 

-
4) Ever;Y' other 

cl175 We luuien ure efrec o6er us bl-twenen swa we 
weren brobre 

c1386 the lovynge chi1dren, that whl10m loveden 50 
flesshly everich oother, wolden everich of hem 
eten oother, if they myghte 

1470-85 they ... wounded everyche other dolefully 
f 

5) Elther other 

Trin. Coll. Hom. ~pesse wise beswikep her aiper oper 
c1522 if we loue' either other 

6) Other alone r 
al 02 3, 

1620 
1809 

Ne bearh nu forort 3-esib 3eslbban, ... ne bropor 

îprum 
would have caused you to slaye other 

We know not other--oceans are between 
(q~otation is froID Campbell) 

Visser states: "This now ob~olete usage occurred in later 

use only in Scottish dialectn, whcrc 1 t is 'aloo round in 

uLIIer' f'unel.lol\:: t.11!ln an obJect. (p. IIII~.)'": 
, 

1'(85 wllen a y\)ut.hl'ul, lovl/l!~, lII(\del31. patr, ln ot~IH'r"s 
élt'mS J breathe out the tendel' tale 

Except for Scottish dialects, it seems that thls use of 
s 

other ceased at about the end of the sixteenth or beglnnlng 

69 

.. "f~, f"- ;,. ~ 

.- , '~ .(;: 
" l " ' 

1 

, 1 

. 

'1 
1 
~ 

\ j 
f 

\, 

j 



( 

1 

l 

( 

of the seventeenth century. 

7) Personal pronoun plus self 
J -

AElfred Alexandres aefterfylgendas ..• hu hie hie selfe 
m1d misselliqan gefeohtum fordydon 

1605 Get thee gone; tomorrow We'll hear ourselves 
,il( again 

Visser also lists: 

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

Howevèr, this seems to be a questionable example of reciproçity. 

8) No object (expressed) plus adverb: samod/samen, betwuh, 
together, and mutual!y; very frequent with together in' 
ME and in Shakespeare 

9) 

c1225 He hehte aIle hls peines & a~ele hls cn~p~e' 
fon somed to flhte ";\J 

1655 Making her belleve that •.. as of te as they shold 
medle together, if she were •.. confessed by hlm, 
she sho1d be c1eere forglven 

1820 Scott The two brothers met as brothers who 
loved each other fondly, yet meet rare1y together 

1847 Ch. Brontë We mutua1ly embraced 
1870 Tennyson For h~re two brothers one a klng~ had 

met And fought together 
1896 Aj' E. Housman Towns and countries woo together 
1908 Wells l put my arms about her and ~e kissed 

together, 

'Q ••• other' Another way of expr~ssi g the reciprocal' 
notion was with other--wlthout a de ermlner--anq a quan-
tifier towards the beginnlng of~ sentence to rnake 
the reclprocal notion more distinct (Visser, p. 444). 
Many quantifiers searn to be able to occur ln thls use; 
of C0Ul'f,C, slnc<:' othor nIonc could ('xprcss the T'oc1pro­
cal notion, 1t ls impossible to tell how much the quan­
tifier contributed to the meaning. 

aIl ... other 

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

c893 & 8we aelc aefter o~rum ~OED: other) 
c1522 the conflict of diuers qualified elementes 1n 

our body, continua11y labour1ng ech ta vanqu1sh 
other 0 -,-

1538 _,Yen one to the profyt of gther (OED: each) 
1611 Let each esteeme other better then themselues 

(Auth'Or1zed Version of the ,Bible; 20th century 
version: each of you should humbly reckon the 
others to be of more account ~han himselfj 
Jespersen II, Appendix 5.56) \ 

either .•• other 

Andreas AEgeer para eorla o6rum tr~mede Heofonrices 
hyh 

1677 There seems to be a more connatural Transmutation 
of elther into other (OED: e1ther) 

every ... other . 
1154 AEur1c man sone raeuede o~er pe rnlhte (OED: 

e~6r~) a1500(c1 5 Every kynge werred upon oper MED: ev~r1) 

- none ..• other 
, 

c1400 'Noon of hem neuer torore had seye oher, ne noon 
!Df hem knewe op:l.rs persone ne knewe of ofirS-
comylng (OED: other) . 

1422-1509 non of us may weIl helpe other 

2ill:. ••• anot her 

1548 
1551 
1597 

Wone thèn labored another touerthrowe 
nature dothe provoke men one to hea1pe another 
It i8 'certaine, that e1ther, w1se bearing, or 
ignorant Carriage ls clught, as men take diseases, 
~ of another (Jespersen VII, 17.7) 

outher ... other 
' .. 

c893 

a1450 

1 1 

I\Er heora a~er meht~ on oprum s13e ,eraecan _ 
(OEO: outh~ _ 
Nys man/in erthc ••. Shall ••. pCC3 mnke, Er outher 
of vs haue 'other slayne (OED: outher) 

• 
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any ... other 

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

one ... other 

1604 tiltlng ~ at other's breast (Schmidt! other) 

neither ••. other 

. cB93 paet na~er ne _mehte on oprum sije 3eraecan 
(OED: ot her ) J • 

whether (=whlch of two) ... other 

al123 Loc, hwe~er paera 3ebr01ra o~erne ofer bide 
(OED: other) 

both ... other 

a1500 But yef they loue both othir, thay shall be in 
gret myssals (MED-:-b'Othe) , 

t 

10) Ohe another. This expression of reciprocity is curr~nt 
ln NE; first quotatlon from Visser: 

1526 Owe no thinge to. eny man; but to love one another 

Il) Each other. This 15 also current in NE; Visser gives 
as first instance: 

AElfrlc his suna ferdon, and denode àe1c ôSrum 
1 

Of these eleven ways of expressing the notion of re-

èiprocity, (1) - (4) apparently died out before 1500, (5) 

dled out ln the early sixteenth century, and (6) - (7) had 
" died out by about 1600 except for the use of (6) in Scottish 

dialects. 

Regàrding type (8) Visser comments: "The gap ln the 

quotatlons given be10w between 1655 and 1820--if not due to 
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uncompleted research--is remarkable" (p. 442). He has many 

examp1es before 1655~ and only those listed above after 1820. 

Perhaps the use in these later quotatlons rep~esents a (new) 

innovation and is ûnrelated to the older use, or perhaps 
( 

the use in these later quotations ls archaic or poetic; 

three of the five quotations after 1820 are elther Scottish 

or from poetry. One could argue, th~refore, that type (8) 
'. also died out by about 1600 (and perhaps was r~born around 

1820). In this case there are three ways of expresslng 

reciprocity that died out by about '1600 . 

Typ~ (9) 15 now obso1ete (OED: other), or still oeeurs 

with each, but on1y archaical'ly or poetically (OED: ~). 

Most of the exalTlples l have of the 'Q ••• other' construction 

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

from the early seventeenth centurYj 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 Sëems to be a-more connatural Transmu­
tation of either into other (OED: either) 
Keats Each unconflnes His bitter thoughts to 
other rOED: each) 
What was to be done, asked the enraged boys 
one of another (Visser, p. 445) 

Of these, the 16'67 quotation 18 from Milton, whose work 
o f 
is not necessarlly an accurate example of the English of 

\ 

hie tlme. Visser states in hie Preface: 
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" ..• it 18 wlth due cireumspeetlon that quotations have 
been addueed from works to whlch the fOllowlng state­
ment, made by Addison in praise of Milton ln Spectator 
no. 285, is applicable: "Another way of raising the 
language .•. 15 to make Use of the Idiom of other Tongues." 

The 1821 quotation from Keats ls likely to be an example of 

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

This leaves onl'y three insta,nces of the 'Q ••• other' type 

later than the' earlY seventeenth eentury. It' seems j usti-. 
fiable tOfusay that the 'Q .•• other' construction with other 

alone had aIl but died ou~ ~y ~he end of the sixteenth or 

tieglnnlng of i~eNseventeenth century. 

In the middle of the slxteenth century, the 'Q ... other', 

type begins to oceur wlth the other Instead of with other 

alone; by 1600 this appears to be the normal construction: 

a1548 When bothe the armyes were approchyng to the 
other (OED: other) 

1593 Beauties red and Vertues white, Of eithers 
~colour was the other Queene (OED: either) 

e1600 each doth good turns unto the other 
(Schmidt: each) 

1865 ~elther knew the other (Vi~ser, p. 445) 

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

are probably the most frequent ways of expressing reclpro­

city in NE. One another has occurred only si~ce the slx-

l,('unt.h cent.ul'Y) buL each oLhC'I' l n l'(~corùed 1 n all pCl'lod~ 

of the history of English from OE to NE. 'Ea~h and other 

can oceur in ~H'verul ùiffcl'cnt typc:.; or cOllnLI'ucL!OllG: 

1) Adjacent, às in 'The boys hated each other' (henceforth 

referreù-to as each other or each other se~tences) 
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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 prepositton between each and 

other (henceforth the 'each to other' type), as ln: 

~1615 How these two could be ... members ... partlclpant 
each of other (OED: ,each) 

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

\ for each other' 5 ruin' (henceforth each other' s). 

AlI four of these types will be referred to as the 'each 

other' con~~ruction. 

There are sorne important syntactic differences between 

the 'each other' construction i~ N~ and ln the earlier peri­

ods. These differences and their explanation will consti-

tute the topic of the remainder of this chapter. 

Each and Qther as adjectives in GE and ME 

As was argued in the preceding chapter, each, along 

with the other precursors of NE quantifiers 18 best ana-
, 

lyzed as an adjective in OE and ME and unti~ a re-analysie 

at the end of the slxteenth century. rts different syntac­

tic uses can be accounted for as the normal use of an ad-

Jectlvc ln :3ulwt.nntlval functiortn 01' an t.tw nOf'lIlal ulle of 
1 

a form of the (neuter) adjective in adverbial function. 

Other can a1so be best analyzed as an adjective for 

the earlier periods of Engllsh; sorne of th~ important points 

of Its hlstory 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 oper and secound fulfilled the function of the ordinal 

for a time; by the middle of the fourteenth century seco~nd 

became dominant (Mosse, p. 66; Strang, p. 272). The OED 

has quotations for secound from 1200 on, and last quotation 
~ 

f9r other as the ordinal- 'seQond'" as the following: 

cl~OO Castome ys pe ~ kynde 
'1 • 

Other had meanings besides that of 'secon~' from the ~arli-
, 

est quotations in OE according to the OED: 
r~ . 

'the remaining' 
singular: 0893 Hu Gallie wunnon on Romane, 
Pene on opre healfe (OED: other) 
plural:' c893 Hu Craccus se consul wonn wl~ 
fèa o~re consulas (OED: other) 

'existing besides, or distinct from, that already 
mentioned or implled' 

singular: c900 o~~e on Fysse bec o~~e on o~re 
(OED: other), .,.-­
plural: c888 Be Paere sunnan & eac be o~rum 
tunglum (OED: other) 

AlI ordin~ls in OE except other are declined like weak 

adjectives; other ls always declined strong, even when oc­

currlng with a demonstrative or po?sessive pronoun (Strang, 

p. 302; Kispert, p. 118; Campbell, p. ~61): 

c893 
c81l 
a1225 

In tgW8Y 

Se o~er c9nsul 3ehlerde Diulius 
Hu Crac eus se consul wonn wl~ ra 
(OED: other) "-
AlI 50 as on neil d;iu~ ut f'en 
other) 

(OED: other) 
o~re consulas 

o1erne (OED: 

other differa both from ordinal numerals and from 
" 

16 
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aIl other adjectives including quantifiers, which occur in, 

the, weak form when the syntactic cOnditions for it are/met. 

As was normal for aIl adjectives, other could be used 

as a substantive, sometimes followed by a genitlv'e' plural 

or of plus a noun phrase: 

Sing\.llar: 
c893 'pa ;esette Galerius Il cynin~s under him; 

.oper waes haten Seuerus (OED: other) 
c897 Daet .•. se o~er beo araered from ~aem o~rum 

(OED: othe--rr-
al~25 pe broper toke pe'operes wif (OED: other) 

Plural: 
971 Waes heora sum re~ra ... ~onne ra 0rre (OED;. 

other) 
allOO On mane,um landum til~bi~ redre ~onne on o~rum 

(OED: other) 

Followed by a genitive plural or of plus a noun phrase 
as in the 'aIl of the boys' type:--
c893 raer wear'S Leostenas, o~er he.ora ladteowa, mid 

anre flan ofscoten' (OED: other) 
13.. Ooper [various readings aupêr, ouper, oon] Q 

pa~m we most forga, For mai na man haf heuens 
rwa (OED: other) 

In NE, other cannot be used ln the slngular without a 

determiner or other qualifylng word (e.g. any, ~, ~); 

thls holds true for its use as an adJectlve'or as a noun: 
b 

*Other man drowned. 
*Fred drowned, but other was saved • 

• In OE and ME thls restriction dld not hold. Singülar other 

can occur wlthout a determlncr or qualifyinr, ward whctl used, 

adJectlvally or ?Ubstantivally. This use for substantivized 

other i6 illustrated in the first, slxth, and seventh quota-

tians above; the' use of adjectival other without a deter-

miner or quallfying word 18 111ustrated by the flrst example, 
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for c893 of other as meanlng 'the remalnlng' and the second 

quotatlon (c888) for other as 'exlstlng besldes, ... ' In the 

plural, other has apparently always been able to oceur with­
~ 

out _a determiner, as It does in the fifth quotation given 
1 

above. But it Is the ability of other tO,oeeur as a noun 

in the singular withqut a determiner that is of partieular 

importance in the analysis of the 'each other' construction. 
• 

In the preceding section it was stated that type (9) 

'Q ... other' began to occur wlth the other instead of other 

alone at about the middle of the sixteenth century, and 

1 that the last normal instances of other could be said to 

be at the end of the sixteenth century.or early in the 

seventeenth century. It seems that other began to lose its 

ab1lity to occur wlthout a determiner,at about the same 

tlme in other constructions as weIl; the latest qUotatio~s 

in the OeD for other in a slngular nomlnal function (oth~~ 

than in the 'Q.~.other' type) without a determlner are the 

fo11owing: 

.. a1694 

1lJ80 
1596 
llJ83 
1561 

~o <:oversy, which l am less fond of every day th1~rother 
The barons sent to hym 0 time and other l 
Other thàn him they haUe none ouer them 
AlI be he of his parente his affynyte or other 
Neuer thlnketh vpon other but to pleaBe hir2 

'l'hese quotatlons and those of trIe 'Q ••• other" type :';Uef~('st 

that O't.hN' ccased to be able to occur ln the sin~,ulul' wHh­

out a determ'iner or other' quallfylng.wprd by the beginnlng 

of the seventeenth century. The data glven in the preceding 
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section'on the use 'of plain other to exp~ess reciprocity 

,a,g't>ee wHh', thls date. 

. Other ln It,s substantivaI use took the normal strong 
~ 

~djectival plural -~ in OE and 1n early ME. But when final 
,,\ 

unstressed -~ is lost, 'other oceurs ln exactly the same form 
" 

~n the singular and in the plur~l instead of uslng the -8 
" ./ -. 

plu:ra,l endlng of nouns. (By 1200' -~ 18 the 'ord;nary p~ra1 
1 

ntarking for nouns according to Morris, p. 53.) Sorne examples 

of,other as a plural are fOUnd, in Chaucer; Ma10ry has only 

;other, ,never others; Caxton has ether: 

Cha~cer other sayn (Jespe~sen Il, 17.75) 
clJ.t77 'Caxton The other def-fended thgm with all'e 

\ thei!' puissance (OED: other) p" 

, , lQ7o-85 , Malory But in no wise there was no knight, 
about Sir Tristram that would belleve that 

I.H 

., . 
, \ ' 

ev'er Sir Palomldes would hurt Sir 'Tristram, 
" nelther oy his own hands nor by rrone other 

',consenting (Malory, p. 185; referenced by 
J~persen II, 17.75) 

1545' Ascham, This ignorauncie in men whyche know not' 
for wna,t tyme and to what thynge they be fit , 

·causeth sorne to desll'e to be maysters and l'u1e 
pther whlch neuer yet began to rule'themselfe 
\ C~me, p. 1711) 

tlTtf substantivized pl others begins to appear towàrds the 

middle of the 16th c" (Jespersen, II, 17.75). More usua11y 

has other but sometlmes others, 'and the instances of ~~ 

continue to increase until in Shakespeare oth~rs oc;:rs as ~ 
.". 

the plural far mQFC often than other. Later authors con-
.; 

tlnue tO show bo~h "orms,. but others 15 the more common 

one--except in Defoe (Jespersen II, 17.75):, 

155~ More the'i. fo'lysShetes of 'others (Jespersen 
ii, 17.75) 
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1557 

c1600 

1611 

c 

North That thy thoughtes were others than th~y 
seemed (OED: ot her) . 
Shakespeare as l aIl @ther in 'aIl worths sur-
mount (Schmidt: other) , 
Bible, Authorizid V~rsion Ta the others he sa id 
in mine hearlng\ (O~D;. other) 

The -~ plural for other ls well-~abliShed'bY Shakespeare's • 

tif!1e, or by about 1600. '; r • / • 

In OE and ME,' other i5 rriost simp1y treated as (only) an. 

adj ectl ve, wi th i ts SUbstant,i va~ Use t.reat~d as. the\norr~al 

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

suppose that other always ex;lsted both a13 an adj ective and. 
,,' .. f 

-as a noun~ as 1n NE; the dl~~ussion that follows doeè n~t 

depend on treating ot,her as 'an a,dj ecti ve alone. 3 The facts 

that other could occ~r without a de'termi,ner or qua:tify lng 

word until a~out 1600 and, that it occurred in the form 

other for both sing~iar and plural from Chaucer to'Shakespeare , . 

cfi! • 

will be important in the an~lysis of the 'each other' con-

struction. < 

The case s~stem,and each other " , 

Although each o~her has accur~ed in sentences from OE 

to NE" wl th the more' higMly 'deve;I...<;>péd case systems of the 
, , 

'earller periods of EngIls~ an·int~~estil~g situati~n appears. 
,. " t '.. e.-

In' NE e<lch _?tt..!.,cr can be,' aG a who:J.e ~,'all1'l1''yzcd a~; the '(SUI'';' 
, ·f 

, The candidates hated each other. 
~ 

But this 16 not the ca,se for OE and eal'ly M'E. ' J 
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The" OED (~,G!9,h) states: 

"Ori.glhàll'y this'" the l'eéiprocal each other: was a 
.r ' • phrasel construed 'as' in 4 I~Dlstributing a plural subj ect 

or object ~ach,being the subject, and othe~ (inflected 
in'OE. 6' rne,'6~t'es, o::>rum, etc.) being governed in :,'" 
ace., gen t., or dat. by a verb, prep.~ or Sb.'1 ; 

- " '. As long aS,the inflectional system made clear distinctions 
, . 

between' th~ var\ous cases of adjectives (sorne of w.hich may 

°be used adverbially),. each and othcr might.. oceur adj aeently 

bub could not be analyzed as a unit beeause of their difer-

ent inflectlqns. AlI of the OE and cearly ME examples l haVe 
, ' 

fourad of the redprocal each other show different inflèctions 

for each and othe~. (One apparent c04nterexample to this 

statement will be dlscussed later.)-, '.1 
The fo11owing are typical examples of each other with 

,ot;her in 1-he accusative (first two quotatlons), ge,nitive, 

and dativQ: 

1) a1000 Us 15 eallum IJearf ~aet ure,aê3hwylC o":)~rne 
, b y 1 de ( 0 ED: e a ch) 

2) 

,3 ) 

... 
~a cnyhtas beheold ae\c o~er~e 
p • l~ 4 6 ) , ,. 

(Visser, 

c1200 rat we sholden biwepen ure alch o~res, s1nne 
. (QED: ' e~ch) . 

. 
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So altpough aeï:,hwylc and o~e_~ occur adjacently, it 15 . , 
èlear that" 'they perform the sepaT'at~ grammatical' fu'nctions 

of subJect and obJect ~n the clause. 

2)O.E. Gosp. ra' cnyhtas beh~old aele oferne(Visser, 
p. 4lj6) . , 

" ' 

In the second quotatlon o:.,\erne 'is an accusative case 

of' the substantivlzed adjective 'functionlng as th~ object 

of .beheold. Aele 'cou~d be 'analyzed as, a nomjnative case, 

under _ which intei'pr~t,ation t,he senten~e haa t'he two, subj sets 
- , , ra cnyhtas and~. '{'h1s is' apparently, the only ,int'er-

pretatloh ~llowed by the'OEO's stat~~~nt that éaCh in the 
J,'-

'~ach other' construction ln bIder English wa~ the sUbject; 
- 11 ' ;} , ',', 

Vi~ser, (P, 445) 5uggests a two 8Ubj~ct Interpretation for 

sentenpes of thls type and points out that the presenc~ bf , 

two s'ubjects wascommon earlier (e.g. "He Alp.xander cwaeb") 

1 (It!!] occurs aIse) in NE '.(e.g. "My father he said"). A second 

inter:pretation for ~ in pthis q1)l.otation i5 that argued 

for ln the preceding chapter for tQe type 'the boys were 

all ... ' Under this interprétation aelc ia an ac~us~tive , ,-- . 
~ " 

neuter form of the adjective used as an adverb, Under 

l', 

e jt hcrj ntcl'prctat lc;>n, ael c and p ~crr1p. 8.t'e ;1.r;<11 n c lcnrly 

pl' l' (';11'111 L ne: L Wt) St' p~u'a L (' f.l'Wl~ t. ~.(! ~ll t'unc C_ hl!l::: '. 

(l 
\ 

3) ,c1200 ,. ha!. Wl' !1holdcn b1\t1cpcll l\l'C elch o~rcG sinnc 
«(}EU: -eac h) ---,-

In'the thlrd quotatlon both of these ~nterpretations 
,"";, .., 

are -not posslble. . ~ cannot be ana~yzed as an adverb 
, ' 
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beca~se of t~ê presence of ~ (='of us); the only possible 

interpretation Is that ure elch (='each of us') Is a subject. 

If it is not possible to analyze ~ as an adverb here, 

'and if it i8 therefore necessary tq analyze it as a second 
~ 1 

subj èct (wi t h ~ as the ether subj ect), then, pernaps aIl. ) 

lother instances of ~ach, aIl an~d bath in the, type ,'the boys 

were~·an ..• 1 ~hoù'ld b~ an~J.yzed as second .subjects rath~r. 

than as adverbs. The two subJect analysis account~ for aIl 
, .. 

of these types,ln a u~iform way, whereas the analysis pro-

posed in the preceding chapter cannat 
-.J 

account for the th,lrd 

quotation ab~ve in the sarne way. \. 
, li' 

But th~re Is another possible lnterpretation for ure 

~ which ls 'not ,inconsistent wlth the lat'ter analysis.' 

The precursors of NE modals (~, could, 'sha1l, should) 

.will, would, may, mig~t, must; henceforth pre-modals) should 

be analyzed as main verbs' in CE and ME a~Cording to Lightfoot 

(1974). Lightfoot argues that, unt!1 a re-analysis occurred' 

in the (lxtee,nth century in which the syntactic category of 

'qJOdal.' was created, t~e pre-modals exhlbi ted th'e behavior 

of normal ,verbs, Includlng the abi1ity to take sentential 

complements. 'rhls means that, in thls thlrd qu?tat ion, ~ 

c(.luld be Inb'l'pl'C'L<·d Il!: the [fuh.lenl. of ~;hO_~~~.I.!, ami !!.~dl('n 

ure clet) O~I'eë slnne CQuld' be a sentent laI complement te 

sholden. Under this int~rpretation ure ~lch Is the sub~ect 

"of blwepen and o~res sinne la Its object. Elch la then the 

nomlnatlve'~càse of the adjective used as liJ noun, and o~reB 
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ls the genltlve case or the substântlvlzéd adjective mod1fyi~g 

, the noun sinne. Thls lnterpretatlon ls consistent with the 
J 

ana1ysis of quantifiers proposed ln the,preceding chapter, 

and makes lt unnecessary to rely on the two subject ana-

1ysis for any sentences. As ln the other quotations, e1ch 

and o)res ~& c1ea~1y performing ~eparate grammatical runc­

tions and cannot be ana1yzed as u unit.'~ 

'Unfortur:lately, there ls a prob1em wlth this.interpre- -
, lo, .. 

tatlon of the quotatlon. Llghtfoot (197Q) states that the 

subj ect of the se~entla1 complement to a pre-modal' " ... was . 
always deleted or moved out of subject position" (p. 27); 

the pre-modals shared this property with verbs like ~, 

(e.g. 'She' trled ___ to work hard). In the c1200 quotatlon 

the sUbJect (ure e1ch) of the sententlal complement to 
, 

sh01den has not been deleted; It has been moved out of sub-

Ject positlon but nct out of the sèntentia1'comp1ement a1-

tog~rher, whlch ls what Llghtfoo~'s examp1és suggest that 

he means. If so, -perhaps Llghtfoot l s statement ls too 
r 

strong, and this ls a counterexample to it. In any case, 

this is the only example of this sort thdt l have, so lt 

could be ut worst a single counterexample to the anal~sla ~ 

proposed ln the preceding chapter for the type 'the boys 

WC1'(}, [dl .•• ' lt, 10 nO~OSBj blo counicr'('xarnplc to the 

claim thai €'ueh and ~n OU <\Ind carly Mg shdw dU'f'el'­

ent infleetlons when they oceur in eac}} other uentenecB. 

This la alà'of'the on1y example befo,re 1590 that l have 
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., 
ffound ln whlch each immediately precedes other's; however the 

\ 

c1200 example 15 to be lnterprèted, 1t does seern clear that 
\ 

< 

e1ch o~res cannet be interpreted in the same way (i.e., as 

a unit) an sach othér's in a NE sentence 1ike: 

We 1hou1d forgive each,other's'sin5. 

In this NE sentence each other's is a (group) gen1tlve modi-
~ , 

fying sino (i.e.) equivalent to 'the sins of ench ether'). 

~ThiS Interp~etatien ls net possible for the ME ~~otation 

because both ~lch and o~res would then be ln ~he' genitive - .. 
• 0 0 

dàse; the modern English practice of putting the gen1tlve, .~ 

or possessive, inflettion on only the last word of a phrase-­
~ 

~ the group.~enitlve--dld not come Into the l~nguage until 

the thir'teenbh century for an adject1ve/determlner plus 

noun (Jespersen VI, 17.11 ), and even later for ether types 

of ·noun phrases; for noun phrase p1u$ prepositiona1 phrase, 

MustanoJa (p. 79) says that the first instances of the 

group genl t ive are in Chaucer. "/ Also, if one trles to 1n­

terpret e1ch o~res ln the ME quotatlon ln the same manner 

as each other'a ln the NE sentence above, one 15 1eft wlth 

no alot in the sentence for the genitive~. More will 

be sa1d later about, the genltlve/possesslve of each other 

in the ncxt aect1on. 

'1) Wulfutau l\('owlan ami ~~cnian ~cljhwyl(! O<~l'UII~ (Vi~scr, 
p. 444) .. 

In the fourth example ~lsted above aee;hwylc .1s the 

nominative case of the adjective u~ed substantivally as the 
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sUbJ ect of 6eowian and Senian; and o6~~m ls the dative ob-
-, 

ject. Once again, as the inflections on aeghwylc and o~rum 

show, the quotation cannot be interpreted as an example of 

each other functloning as a unit. 

In these four examples, then, and ln aIl the other OE 
." 

and earlyrM~ examples of the reclprocal each other which l 

have found
4

1n Visser, the OED, or elsewhere, 1t la not pos­

sible to analyze each other as a unit; the inflactions on 
r-

the words show that the two werds' perform two doifferent 

grammatical functions. 

There ls an apparent exception to thls statement ln 

early ME: 

1100 On mlnan l&nde & ·on "aelces o~res, mannes lande 
(MED: ech) 

In thls quotatidn aelces, o~res, and mannes each show the 

genltlve inflection. But th1s 16 not an example of the 

reelprocal each other; 1t i5 d1fficult to see how the sen­
'r! 

tence could ev en be 1nterpreted with aelces o~re~ taken as 

eX"pressing a reclprocal notIon.' 

OtheE used to be, the ordinal numeral mean1ng 'second' 
, 

and it 'appears that this mea1l1ng continued on ln the ME 

and NE phrase every other; thls phrase means 'every second' 
; 

or 'every altN'nate ' accordlng to the OJt:D (other). Undct' 

th1ri meanln~ the OBD cives the ro]lowin~ quotntions, amone 

others: . 

" .' 

1480 For which raunsoune ta be payed eche other 
cha1yce,of,englond was' malte and made In to, 

~ moneye (OED:'othe.r),. 
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1,588 Spending euerl other day in such sporte 
(OED: other) . ' \ 

,It appears that· either each or every could pe used in this 

phrase. Morris (p. 148) states: "Each other $ometimes = 
o 

each alternate, every ether, as--"Each other werd l was a 

knave."--Gamm,er Gurton's Needle" <15\5), This ls not sur­

prising, since every and each used to~e more or less inter­

changeable, ,wlth every being somewhat more emphatlc, and 

ther~ 15 still sometimes no distinction made between them 

(Jespersen II, 7.811). In fact, every (ME everi(ch» was 
• 

j 

originally a compound from OE aefre and aelch (Jespersen 

VII, 17.51 ), 

The OED glves no earlier examples than 1480 of every/ 

eaeh other as meaning 'every second,' but slnce secound 

dld not even appear ln English until the beglnning of the 

thlrteent~ century, other must have be~n readl1y interpre­

table as 'second' in 1100. It 5eems reasonable to suppose, 

therefore that aelces o~res in the 1100 quotatldn 15 an 

,earller example of the 'meaning 'every second' and 15 not 

an example of the reciprocal each other which ia the con- ~ 

cern of this chapter. 
r 

AnotherOlnterestlng sentence 1s: 

al~50-n1500(1436) 
, , 

l1,ere' It ,seem:.; ~chc olllere must t ave a l'CC1p1'ocl11 ,notion and 

both 3:che and othere", have the St mE'> ending whtc,r 'l')}ay be the ,1 

.w~ak 'and/or. plura'l adj eeti val e din~. ,Ù thls If4te date 
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the -~ on yche would not still be Interpretable as the ad­

verbial endlng -~; yche could be lnterpreted as an un­

changed adverb, but the position ln the sentence 16 an un­

usual one for an adverb. Slnee thls ls the only example l 

have of thls type, it may be a hapax legomenon, or, sinee 

it o~curi at so late a date, it may be consldered as a 

forerunner of the NE each other's. 

These are the only two exampl~s ln OE and early ME 

in which each and'other show the same Inflectlon and could 
, 

possibly be functioning as a unit. In OE l have no such 

examples, 50 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 

funetions as indleated by thelr ~ase endings. 

It should be mentloned that there do not seem to be 
.:~ l-

any exampies in OE or ME of, eachC. .• )other ln which othe,r 

15' unambiguously plural. (In the dative the,singular and 

plural of other are, Identlcal ln form,.) If the two words 
~ Ij • 

operate lndependently,of each other ,there 16 no~:reason that 

l can thlnR of for the ab~en~e of thls type, unless It has 

to do wlth other being still felt 85 equal to 'the second' 

in which cûtH .. ~ the plural woulù perhapn bo ] CGU naturûl. 

Each other-' s 

There ls only one example of which l am aware in whlch' 

~ oeeurs ln a sentence Immedlatcly preceding other's 
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before 1590--the ear1y ME sentence discu~ed in the pre­

ceding section (c1200 ~at we sh01den biwepen ure e1ch 

o~res sinne). In this quotatlon It 18 clear that e1ch ls 

a nominative case sUbject and does not belong with the 

genltive o\res. 
, 

1 At the end of" the sixteenth century a (group) gen,itive 

of each other flrst appears; when referrlng to each other's 

l mean a phrase that can' be taken as the genitlve form of 

the unit each other. Visser dates the flrst appearance of 
\ 

éach other's as 1590, but he groups together each other's 

and one another'~'and his ear1y examples (before 1816) are 

with one another's: 

1590 
1599 

1816 

They stralned one another's hand (Visser, p. ~~6) 
Why the dev1l should we keep kn1ves to eut ~ 
another's throats? {Visser, p. 446Y 
That we may see'each other's faces (Visser, p. 446) , 

Schmidt reference~ ten examples:of each other's in Shakespeare~ 

among them: 

1590 
1593 

1599 

1607 

we st-ill did meet each other' s man ('Schmidt: each). 
You never ahall, ao he1p you truth and god, 
Embrace each other's love in banishment; 
Nor never look upon each other's face 
(Schmidt: each) 

( that the contending kingdoms 
Of France and England, whose very shores look pale 
Wfth envy of eaèh other's hnppiness 

, May cease thefr hatredj (Schmidt: each) 
make each to,prescribe.t~ other as ëaCh other's 
1eech (Schmidt: other) 

'l'he types 'coati 1..0 utlwr' and 'to uach other' 

In OE and ME each,other does not seem to have ocourred 

following prepo~ltions. There are only examples, with the 
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prepositi~n g, between each and other: 

[Hi] e'waedon aelc to o&rum (Visser+ p. 445) 
ley foynen ech at other (Visser, P.. 445) 

Pages blush'd at h ~ and men of heart Look'd 
wonder,ing each ;t ther (Visser, p. 1I115) , 

1657 Priest and peop1f 'merChangeably pray each 
fol' other (Vlsstr, p. 445) --

This ls the last example of the 'each to other' type given 

by Visser;4 he notes: "According to the OED 'each to other' 

still oeeurs arch. or'poet." (p. 445). 

" So i t 5eems tbat the type 'each to other' oceurs from 

OE through ME and dies out--in normal use--by the middle 

of the seventeenth century • 

The normal NE construction--the 'to each othep' type-­

begins to oc CUI' at the end of the slxteenth centuryj Schmidt 

references two examples in Shakespeare: 

1590 

. 15~1 

And lead these test y r~vals 50 astray 
As one co~e not withln another's way 
Like ta Lysander sometime frame thy tangue, 
Then stir Demetrius up wlth.bitter wrong; 
And sometime rail thou like Demetrius, 
And from'each'other look thou lead them thus 
Til o'er thelr brows deatQ-counterfeltlng sleep 
Wlth leaden legs and batty wings doth creep. 
(Schmidt: eacn; A Mldsummer Nlght~s Dream 
III, 11, 35B-365) , 
this shou1dering of each other in the court 
yschmidt: each) 

Visser list's as· flrst examples of thls t}'pe: 
l , 

1657 

1'(09 

, 
The Ilorses ... struck at one another 

~ p. '146) 

.> 
(Visser, 

'fhese Two Lovers seem 1 ct ••• made for each other 
(VioS9r , -p. ~116)' .::..;;;.;:...-;;,..:;;.;;:;..:.:.....;;..;;...:..:..::..::... 

., 
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The explanation of the historieal changes in the 'each other' , 

construction 

The fOllowing ~istorical changes in the 'each other' . '. 

construction have been described in th~ preceding sections: 
~, 

1) Three types of reciproca.l 'constructions died out at the 

beglnnlng of the seventeenth century: type (6) Other alone, 
... 

(7) Pers<lnal pronoun plus self, a~/J8) No obj eet (expres\~ed) 
L 

\ , plus adverbe 

2) Each other'sV 1s first recorded at the end of the slx-

teen'th ·century. 

3) 
\ 

The lest normal (1.e., not poetic or likely to. be ar-

chaic) examples of the 'each ta other' type are in the first 
• 1 d 

... 
half of the seventeenth century; the first examples of the 

'to each other' type are at the end of the slxteenth cen-

tury . 

These changes aIl took place at about th~ same tlme, 

so, in keeping with the approàch to historlcal'lingu~stics 

descrlbed in the firet chapter of this paper, one would 

look for one explanation that will account for aIl of the 
1 

changes. One would also'hope to find that auch an explana-

tion will be ,in terme of general p~inclples of historical , 
CIKH1r;e; the {'xplnnatlon ta tw pJ'(>f(~t'l'ÛÙ ls one! that ID.:lkes 

use of pr~nOlPles that are uBeful in lhe de~crlptlo~ of 

other diachronie changes. The determlnation of s~ch prin­

ciples contributes ta the development of a theory of change. 

There are twa competing'analyses of the"each other' 
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construction in NE and two corresponding explanations of 

the historical changes presented in this chapter. Ooe syn-.. , 
chronic analysis for NE inv01ves a semantic ru1e of inter­

prètat±bn for each other, while the other proposes a syn-

tactle movement rule for each. 

Dougherty (1970, 1971, and 1974) proposes an analysis 

of eaeh other that inv~1ves a syntactic movement rule 

(henceforth each-Movement) to. convert the first sèntence 
. 

below into the second: 
, 

t 1) 
2) 

?The men will ap9ak each to the other. 
The men will speak to ~ach other. 

Both of thesesentences ultimately derive from: 5 

j). . Each of' the men will speak to the other. 

The relevant stages of the derivation are that a transfor­

mation cal1ed Quantifier Postposing app1ies to (3) and 

yields: 

4) Th~ men eaeh will speak t9 the other. ~, 

The application to (4) of a second transformation called 

Quantifier Movement gives: 

5) The men will each speak to the other. 

or, Dougherty claims: 6 

6) ?The men will ~p~ak each to the other 
4 Under the each-Movement analysis the base eomponent. will 

1 

~eneratp deep structu~es with the order o~ clements as in 

(3), but not ~s 1n (1), (2;) (4), or (5)--all of whiph are 

related to (3) by sorne comblnau,ion' of tche· transformations 
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Quantifier Postp9sin~, Quantifier' Movement, and each-Move-
r 

ment. Eaèh other ls' never present in deep' structure, but. 

ls 'always the rèsult of the app~icat1on uf these three 

,transf~rmati~l)s. ' 

, Jackendoff (1972) and Fie~go and Lasnlk (1973)7 pro-
, ~ . 

p~~e·,:semantlc analysls of each other sentences. The 

essentlals' of a semantic analysis a~e. that each other ls 
" 

, f:Jee.~y· generatèd ln deep s~ruc~Jre a.s a pronout1--;under noun 
, " ' 
," ' \ ' 1 , nodes :and, that there 15 a s',emanttc rule~ that <;issigns an, 

~, ""' ", "",':,, 

antecédènt 'ta. each other, a'nd a semantic Interpretation to 
, , 

, ',' 

the '~èntence ;in .wh+.cn ,1t. o<?curs. Jackendoff: points oùt that 
, ' ,\ ' , " l ' t',' ~ 1 

\.1 •• " tl:l~ environments of. ~ach othËr', s'eém ,to be 'vfl"ttl?-lly 

Ide~ti'cal' ~o t'hose of rèfl~~i ~e~ ".~ ~nd any a'na:1\Y~'lS" ~h1C,h' 
doès not, capture thi s t,ac:'t'" ~8 'm'i,s's}rig an important ge,nera-

, " ~ '\ ~ , '- \ ... ' 

, lizatlon" (p. 173). ,He'~p~oposes 'that, one l'u1e can determine . ' " ,,,. ' 
" J \ , • 

the antecedents of bdt,h' ré'r,lexiye 'l?ronouns and thé recipro-
1:1 ~ , , ~ , , , r, 

cal pronoun each othêr ln 'an eaCh':'Interpretat1on analysis.' " 
, ',~. l , ~) , -". 

, '. ~,\, 'f J' " 1 

This g~neral,1'zation, 'woultl ~:resul.~ ln a mor,e econom1èal gram-
, , , 

l, , , 1 ~ ~ 

mal" than if "the two: t,ypes.' of' pr~~quns, had thi:dr anbecedents 

deter)lline~, by two' sep.araVe rules. 
, ' , 

.. J r.)J\. ... 

l assume a era~ar,,,l'nv::o,lving th.e~ trace' theOI',Y of move-:-

ment rules ~D prpposed ln C~omsky (191i) and devel9ped'in 

Chomsky:. (19'(5. 1976J. In th1s grammar ,a'll semantic inter­

pretation is to bc donc off a flUl'face stl'uctur'c enl'lched 

wlth traCes. A trace 16 1eft by a noun phrase in'the posi­

tion from which it moves in acco~dance wlth a~yntactic 
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rule. In li granimar of this ty'pe i t seems that the each­

Movement analysis will be more complicate~ in one respect 

'than the each-Interpretat'ion analysis. 

in oràer~to defermine a semantic Interpretation for 
. t 

~ q !.. /».., 
a s~ntence wi th each, other in i t, ) t i5 :Jec~s5arY' to first, 

-( , ' -- " , ' 0 

" 'de,termine the '(possible) antecedent(s),cf, each ~th~r; the 
1 • 'r ~ " 1 l" , • ' u ' 

.. antecedent will determine part of trye mearing .,ot: the· sen-
1 l' • , ~ ,1 . \ f ~. ,d ~ , l ' 

,tence;" ' In the" each-Mo,vement, analysiS'j ,~he p,?ssible ante-

cedents of each other will be those~nounoÎ)hrases 'frorrt'whicih 
:' ~ ~ l'JI' 1 .. , " • ' • j , • ",' A i 

( ~ <jould have been 1n6ved' 'by', the· a.pp~'ic:ation 0.1: ~..,. ~ 
, ;, , ~ , ~ 

, 'Mo~em'ent in a:cc~rdance wJ,th the condj:t'j;~ns' ta 'wh;1~h thi~ 
• J' " " 

oJ t.. ~ - , ". , 

, , . ,rule ls sUbJect (see Cpoms'ky 197.3).' When 'eaéh ls' rnoved ~y. '. 

, ' 

'1 \, ' , , 

',the ,èach-Movement tran,sformatio~, 'it does, not ,lea.ve . .':~ tra.Ge "" :,,',' , ' 1 
j 

, '1 
'since i t â.s not a noun phrase. Th~s me~ns t~'at ',~1:lel),,~ t , '. 

" . .' . 
cQme's time to do the semantic interpI'e,t.ation o,r a sEltPt'enc~ 

" '\ " . ')' 
1 \ ' .. , ' <'. \' ~ > J 

\oii th ,each ,other i in it', there will be ',no ,'~ndie(ii'tj;oh' pf: the 

Po.~~i,:J,flom Wh1.c~ ea'Ch was ~oved a~:.i.è~?~.n~l~dic~~~on 
01" t,he ant~cedért of eàch other., S6,' i t 18' 'neoessary,: in ' 

: ' ,'1 Q' " () l' ,~~, •• L 1 DI,. 1" ..', ' 

. the e'aeh-Movement analy~is, to haVe a semar'ltic :t'ule ta 'deter-

,11I~n~ "the, '(pos~,itll,~)' ~ntece,dent (~) ~f ~'~'C~ R~:he~:' Th1',$ rule 
" , u 

la needed inr 

add1tfon 'to the syntactic eaçh'''':Mo've,rn'~nt' rule~-
, • "",' l '\ .:- -' \, o· .' l,',' l , ,'~ , 

• " t "l' li 

and 'the.· scuiùt\t; I.e l'ul'<' to nctunlly ;"pec',Ü'y, 'r'ltl jT~\~e,épr:-('tat'1O'h " 
1 l ,,' ~' , l', .,'~.'" ' t. • ~' 'I 1 :, ' .' ,l 

fol' ,the whole',~~nt(Ûlc~. 
; , 

1 .. ~o- <1 , l ,\" 

'80~' ~oth thf,,eétct,l;"M~vement and the ,saQ}!~I.r'l~érprle,ta.~j"o'n, 

analY'S1S ,~éeq' a se,mar'l~ié 'l'~l'e ~-~.' à~is:Ù~~, a': sel11an~i~' f~~~'I'~re':..,' '. 
~ , " ", ' ! • f. ' ," ~l' ~ ;'..: • l ,',,: 1 .- 11 ~ ,'f • ,,'. ~ J 
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of each-Movement and a rule to assign an~ntecedent to 

each other, whi1e the latter need~ only a ~le to a~sign 

each other an antecedent. The each-Movement analys~s 18 .. 
, 

more complicated to thls extent; unles8 It ls simpler or 

more adequate ln ether ways (e.g. ln the statement.of co-
%;. 1 

occurrence restr~ctions on quantifiers and certain"advepbs; 

see ~ougherty 1970; 1971), the each-Interpretation is to be 

preferred. 

This is one way in whicn-to compare two sy~chronlc 

analyses. In the case of the ccrmparison of the each-Movement 

and each-Interpretation analyses, the assumption that (aIl) 

semantic Interpretation is to be done off surface syructure 

makes it dlfficult to find ~pirical predictions that differ 

between the two analys"es and on tbe basls of whlch they 

can be com~ared.8 His~orlcal data on the 'each other' con-

struction provide an pddltional means of compar~~g the two 

analyses. 

" 
The each-Interpretation analysis of the diaèQronic changes 

in the 'éach other' construction 

" For OE and ME, sentences containing the 'each other~ 
, "'. . 

constI'uctioln wlth 'no sUbjcct cxprcsBcd (other' than cach) 

are analyzed ln the same way undcr elthbr the eaçh-fnt"er­

pretation or ~-Movement analysls of th~odiachronic ~hanges 

consldered here. Examp1~s of this type of 'sentence are: 

1590 With greedy force each other doth assai1 
(Visser, p: 444) 

b ," 
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1483 Thenne eche kyssed o~her and e~braced ~traytelye 
u(Visser-;--p:- 4'44) , 

~ , 
Whether each pre~edes or fo11ows the verb ln Othis typ~, 1t 

is analyzed as a substantivized adjective used as subject . , , 
and other 18 the obJect o~ the verb (or preposition, or ls 

used as a genitive modifier of a noun phrase). This t~pe 
\ -

of 'each other' construction does not Pfovide crucial evi-

'dence in deciding between the two exp~anations offered; it 
\ 

ls in the analysls of other types o~ 'each other' construc-

tions that the explanations diCfer. 
, / 
Unaer the each-Interpretation armlysis of the diachronie 

changes in the 'each other' constNletion, ,the general ex-

planation~is that in OE and'ME each other sentences and the 

'each to other' type are analyzed with each as an adverb 

and other as the abject of a verb or preposition or used 

as a genitive modifier of a noun phrase. This interp~eta­

tian becomes opaque towards the end of the sixteenth~century, 

and a re-analysls of each other takes place such that it 

beglns to be anRlyzed as a pronoun. A rule of each-Inter­

pretation.enters the language at this time te provide an 

antecedent for this pronoun--or perhaps the reflexive ante­

cedent rule 15 gener~lized to determine antecè~ents for' 

each other as weIl as fo~ reflexive pronouns (if such a rul~ 
. . ~ 

exists at this time; l will not go into thls àspect further). 

Th~re ls in OE n~ p~rinoun each other and no ru~e of 

each-Interpretatlon. l propose that each other and the 
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'each ~o other' type sentences are analyzed in OE with each 

as an adverb; thi8 adverbial use of.the accusative nçuter 

form of an adjective was discussed in the pTeceding chapter. 

Other ln DE is the adjective used as the substantivized ob-.. 
ject of a verb or prep<;sit~~n, or as a geni'tive modifier 

of a Qoun. This i8 possible because other a10ne (i.e. with­

out a determiner or othe~ qualifylng word) can oceur in~ 

sUbstaAtlvized functions in DE. ThIs Interpretation be-

cornes opaque later for the following reasons. • 
First, the simpllflcation'of the OE inflectional 5yste~ 

makes it less clear that eaeh and éther perform differentl 
. é . 

grammatl~al functions in the sentence. ~ begfns to ooeur 

without a clearly nominative case ending or a clearly ad-

verbial"ending: 

1398 Foules that lyue by blode ete not ~ other 
(OED:.each) 

1485 We will helpe eChe ott)er' (Visser, p. 4116) 
)573-80 They do hate ech other deadly' (Vls~er, p. 446) 

In sentences with no other suôject tha,n ~, It i5 clearer 

that each and other have separate grammatical functions, for 
-r-' . 

no sUbject can be found if each other 18 interpreted as a 

unit: 

12~B ~aet aehc o~er helpe ~aet for to done (DEU~ each) 

But in Gentcncer. Il kc thoG~n t.he fI rDt, r;roup qU~t.CdJ ab()~' 

,< 

'-", 

l~nch and otlH't' coul<l be lntci'prctC'd ::il a un il,; ttlC'r'.lS~~ , 

longer any mOl'pholog1cal. marking' to prcl/cnt uuch an Inter-~ 

pretation. 
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Second, other begins ta lcf'se its ability ta oc-cur wi th-

out a determiner or other qualifying word. Once other be-

gins to require a determiner, as in NE, t~e OE analys~s 

proposed here for each othèr i8 no longer possible. Other 

seems to begin to requlre a determiner in the second half 

of the~sixteenth century; in the reciprocal type (9) 'Q ... 
, 

other' the other begins ta occur instead of other alone at 

thls tlme, and by about 1600 the other seems to be the nor­

mal construction., al though- (normal) instances O-f other 

alone still occur' in the early seventeenth century. During 

this time) a few instanc~s occur in ~hich each and the other -,--
are adj acen.t : 

1586 whl1e each the other did deprave (Visser, p. 445) 
1590-6 Strivi~g each th'other to undermine (Visser, 

p. 445) 
1590-7 Each the ather from ta rise rest~aine (Visser, 

p. 4lï~) 
1647 Justl~ each'the other too much- (OED: each) 

Thf"rd, other .begins to take the hormal -§. plural marker· 

for nouns, 50 ~ in the 'e~h' other' constru;tion is no 

longer int~rpretable ~s a plural. It i8 interesting to 

note that Scottish dialeçts formerly Used each others to 

refer to more ... than two persons: 

a1649 
, 
They mutually entertained and feasted each 
others at Christmas (Visser, p. 448) 

Fourth, the interpretation of each as an advcrb be-
.. 

cornes opaque in thè sixteenth centur~. l have discussed 
'. ." 

one aspect of thls argument in the preceding chapter rega~d-

ing quantifiers in general; the language' ,s camp~lgn against 
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uncpanged adverb~ seems ~o bB quite strong in the middle of 
\ " 

the sixteenth century. Tnis~means that the forrn each is , ----
then becomLng opaque as an adver~; the tendency i6 to have 

1 

adverbs end in -~ and 50 to be distinct from adjectives: 

But the pdsition of each in each other ~entences is also 

becoming opaque for an adverb at this time. 

The position of each in th~ following sentences is 

post-verbal: 
r 

c1386 They foynen ech at other (Visser, p. ~45) 
cl340 hy louye\' ech ot ren ase harn selue. (Visser, 

p. ~46)' , 
. 

The position in the second quotation is no longer a possi-
• 

ble one 'for adverbs' in NE; ech occurs between the v;rb louyel­

and the obJ ec t ol,ren, in what" 1 will refer to as post-verbal 

position. Adverbs do not normally occur following the, verb 
r ~' 

in NE except when at the e~d of the sentence (Jackendo~f, 

p. 6'8 )--unless the adverb precedes only other adverbs or 

prepopitional phrases. The only sentences in which an ad-

verb can occur between the verb and obJect in NE are those 
~ 

with a '~eavy,9 object (e.g. The giraffe selects carefully 

the youngest and tenderest leaves Upon the tree that are 
; (? \ 

.1 

within its reach.) 

This rosi~iction on adverb position does not seem to ' 

have a~wa~s exlstcd. Althou~h 1 have becn unable Lo·find 

a stat4ment in a grammar about t~is position, a curfory . , 

search through the~bED and MED has glven me a number of 
" 

.examples in which th~ adverb oecurs post-verbally and ln 

" 
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whlch the object ls not 'heavy:' 

clOOO Abraham 't'a unde~nani hèfi~lice Las ,word 
(DED: heavily) .. 

clOOO Eadward ,king gret weI Wll,lem blsc-2..Q. (DED:. 
weIl) 

al122 le Agathe ... grete weI seo wuroful,le AE~elred 
(DED: weIl) • 

c1250 Lnban and his moder ..• fagneden weI ~is sondere 
man (DED: weIl) 

c1330 Soriandes~.~ln ferd For to taken guiëklike 
1 e ch.ildren ~('DED: guickly) 

c1400 And tat ye recorde weI e cuma-ntemens of god 
(OED: weIl) 

c1400 Seyntesgyfen acc dental blisse, when l>ei be 
objectis ta glade 6 er seyntes; bot Gad hymself 

. deles, as he ~cceptis 8e~ntes (MED: ,acpidentalli) 
c1450(c1405) Hit i8 re holsemyst yne ... To bringe . 

boldely a-bedde e best of e ro aulme and arise / 
wi th 1 e rtin~e (MED: abedde 

c 14 49 We desyre .. ~~' at ye 'wall ... shew gracyeuxly 

1483 

10ur special favour & benevolence to us 
MED: gracio~sly) . 

Bere estlY thy harrne & it shall greue the the 
lesse OED: easily). 

a1529 Note and marke wyl thys parcele (OED: weIl) 
1566 S~eake hardly thy minde (OED: hardly) , 

A much more comprehensive study would be requ~red ta allow 

a strong stateme.nt about the time a.t which this position 

cèased to be available ta aàverbs, but it does seem from' 

the ease with which these examples were found that post­
/ 

vérbal position was productive for adverbs at one time • .-
, . 

Since no example later than 1566 was fdund, l wi~l state .. 
tentatlvely that post-verbal ponltlon ceased ta be a pro~ 

? ." ductlve one for adverbs sometlme in the sixtecnth century • 
• 

-ffhe positj on of' the -negati ve not during the sixteenth 

and seventeenth centurie~is consistent with this statement. 
, , 

Not used ta occur normally af'tero the f'irst verb, whether 
• 

that was a main verb' or a pre-modal, glving patterns llke 
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'1 will not say' and '1 say not.' In the early sixteenth 

centu'ry n'ot began to occur before the main verb; ,the pattern 

\ was either '1 do not say' or '1 not say. , AIT' of these \.\ 

patterns co-existed for sorne 
.. 

time; it was not until the léhfe 
, , 

D 

seventeenth century that not became mu~h le~s common in post-

ve1ba1 position (!>ightf'oot 1974, pp. ,28":'9). It may he that 

. t~ type '1 spoke not' occurred later mostly when there was 

no, (direct) 6bj ec~ of the verb, 50 that this p~ti~n 'was 
\ , 

not then the same as what l have called post-verbal position 

for adverbs; more st~dy would be needed to dec~this 

point. But my purpo'se in ref'erring to the positions of' n'ot 
1 is merely to establish that there was a tendency in the , , 

''\ sixteenth centltry to avoid post-venal position in favor of 

pre-verbal .. This ~endency may have operat~d simultaneously 

on adverbs and on the negatlve not. This change in the 

ne~ative construction lends plausibility te the statement 
. ' ~ 

that post-verbal posftion ceased to be productive for ad-

verbs sometime in the ~ixteenth eentury. 

l propose that the faet t'bat acl~erbs le ed to be able 

. tô occùpy a post-~erba1 position as weIl a he language's 
• 
campaign'against, unehangéd adverbs in favo of the -Ll type 

made the analysis Of" elch as an adv'erb in the f each other' . , ..... 
construction opaque by the middle or end of the slxtoeer1t,h 

\ 
century. 

-, 
Firth, the growing regularization ~r word~order has 

~ 

. - , 

an effect on the opacity of the analysls proposed for ~ 
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.. other in OE and ME. Jespersen (VI,r, . 2.18) gl ve5 the f01-

Iowing percentages (amang others) of SVo.b~dèr for'the sen­

tences> that contain a s.ubj'ect,· ver:b and obj eet : 

Beowulf 
Alfred 
Layaman 
Ancrene Riwle 
Chaucer 
Shakesp~are \ 
MJ.lton 
Shaw 

, Prose 

·40 

66 
Bll 
93 
88 
99.8 

t') 

:' 
Poetry 

. 16 

48 

51 
86 
71 

• 
~ 

It can be seeh that there has:'been a steaüy inerease 1~ SVO 

order, which reached a p~ak at Shakespeare's t1me .. By the , 

end of·the~sixteenth eentury there would have been a strong 

tendency to analyze a glven sentence as exhibltlng thls 

'nearly general word arder. 
,,' . 

The increasing regularity in SVO order means that the 
1 

number of each other sentences wlth no oth~r sUbject expressed . 
Is probably decreaslng; the analysis of these sentences with . , 

.. 

each as subj eét 15 eertainly b*ing' opaque as .t.heregulari- .. 

ty~of the order SVO increases, sinc~ in these sentences the 

SUbjeC~~aeh~Occu~s after the verb: 

Wulfstan 6eowlan and Je~i~n ae5hwYlc oArum 
(Visser, p. ljljlj) 

. / 

The increase in SVO arder alsG has an eIfect on each. 
. '/ ,ft 

ather sent~ces in which a subject 18 expressed, e.g.: 

I1l85 , We will helpe eche other (Visser, p. ~~6) 

In these sentences there 15 a subject, then a verb; and 

• then each other. The tendency to ana1yze sentences as 
• 
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. s~owing the increasingly general SVO order could resuit in 

this type '9f sel'!tence begin~lng t~ b~ a~alyze?' wi t~ 
, 4 

oJ;h,er (as a ,unit) a~ the:ot;>jec-t. Sine~ ~h i8 be~Omlng 

opaque as an ~dverb~ and ,eche other i5 in the .most favored 

-posi tion for'> obj eets,. l propose thap thé' pre~sure imposed 
• '" , '\ "... >r", 

by- the growin&g regularity of SVO or~r coptributed tow~rds ..,. - '\. 

the re-analysis of each other as a pronoun 50 that 1t eou19, 

ft5 a unit, oeeur as the obJect of th~ ver~. E~Ch child has 

to develop his own granimar of t'he languagè he 18 learning; 

if the number of eaeh ot!;ler:sen'tences'" with no' \other) ex:.. 

p~essed sUbJe~t (e.g.llhe quotation from Wulf5tan above) 

~as rather 5ma11 because of the increase i~ SVO o~de~the 
chlld has mainly the lat}er type (~. g. the q.uota tion from 

1485 above) from which to draw hls ana1ysis of eaeR other. , 
~eing influe~ced by the"large majorit, of sentences with 

. . 
SVO order, he tries to impose this order 'on as many sen-

, . 
tences as he can. In thë, ca,se of) the second type of each 

other sent,ence the 1mposi tian df SVO order works if each 

-.other as a 'tlnit i~ analyzed as the obj eèt. 

For these five reas6ns; the analysis of the 'eaeh other' . . 
~onstr~6tlon for OE and, Mg 18 ~ecomlng opaque in the sixteenth 

century, and'~ ~e-analYSi8\was provoked at the end of the' 

sf~teenth century: each other was re-analyz~d as a pronoun . . 
This proposaI o~fers an explanation for the changes in the 

'e~ch ~theri CO~uc~lon de;crlbed earlier. 
~ -

F1rst, the los~ of three types of reciprocal construc-
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tions oeeurs in the ear~y seventeenth century--just after 

the aroposed-re-ana1ysis of each other as a pronoun. Ear11er' , .. 
in the sixteenth c~ntury on; another haq been Introd~ced~ 

~nto ~he,language as ,reeiproca1. The later.qstab11shment 
, " . 

of each other as a .réélprocai w~lq make' 1t unne,cessary t.o 

have, 50 rnany other ways 

?oUld eas11y be- lost as 

K'/ 
of expresslng reciproc1ty,~so sorne .,. 

, redù'heiant. 1 

_ Second, the ra~~ that each oWher's 15 first ~COr?ed 

at 'the ~nd of the slxteenth 'century 15 explained 1f
l
'such 

a l'e-analyhis of each.other ;s assumed to have ta~e~~la~e. 

~ndër the analysls of each other proposed ln this,ehap--, / 
) . 

ter for OE a~d ME, there ~s no reason for there not- to-be 

sorne instances ln these earller perlods of eac'h' immédfate1y 'f 

pr~eed1ne; other' s, as ln the early ME qüobat iO(1 discussed -. ' 

earl1er (C126.0'" pat we sho~den bl,w~pen ure elch 'Q~res s\fnne ~; 
1 

Howev~r; in order for such instances-not to be countere~- 0 

\ 

,amples to the analys,is l propose, ~ 'atld other' 5 ')in Su?~' 
\ 

~ instances must not be anal;yza'ble as a unit. Thus., as ln \ 

the c1200 quotatlon, It must be c1ear that ~~Ch 15 a norniL 
. . 

native sUbject (or adverb)- ana does not tielong wl~h the 

genitive other's. 
" 

However" . ol}e wowld n"ot expèc t" to flnd- each other' s 

OE or ME within a preposlt1onal phrase as in~the 1593 

1599 quotatlons from Sch_m~dt: ' 

1593 
. 

You never shal1, 50 help 'you tI'uth'and god, 
Embrace'each other's love ~n' banishment; 
Nor never look ur on each other's' face 
(Schmidt: each) , 1: 
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1599 that the contending kingdoms 
'Of France and England, whose very shorep look pale 
With envy of each other's happiness . 
May cease their hatred ( S'ehrni"t:\t: eaeh) 

The adverb (or substantivized adject:h-ve us'ed as subject) 

would no~"~x~ected to oecur in that position; nor would 
~ 

this each be expected to oeeur withln an ~-phrase as in 

the following quotation: 

1607 "make eaeh to prescr±be to other" as eaeh other's 
l"eeeh (Sphmidt.: other) -So the analysis of the 'eaeh other! construction which l 

. 
propose for DE qnd ME correctly predicts that qu~tations 

1 

like these coUld not. oceur in DE and ME':," {But once each other 

is re-analyzed as a ~ronoun, it is free to occur in aIl the 

positions available to nouns (provided ~that there is an eli-
o 

gible antecedent for it). 

Third, the fact that the type 'to each,other l begins 

to oceur at the end of the sixteenth century is ~xplalned 

by the re-analysis of each other as a (reciprocal) pronoun. 

If each other is a pronoun it can be generat~d in any noun 

slot--for instance after a preposition. IO The 'eaeh to 

other' type dies 0 t because adverbs can no longer oceur 

fOllowing a verb, the~ begins to require a determiner,~d~ 
pcrhnps also bccausc lt bogins to look llkc n split compound. 

Anothe~' bit of historical data also seems re~sonable '--

in view of the proposaIs put forth here, and thûs offers 

sorne support for them. Visser (p. q47)~states: " . .. there . , 
was for~erly 0~ca6ionally a tendency~to provide the verb 
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\olittl an accûmulation pf reciprocal objects and adverbs ll
; 

he gives ~xamPles fr?m Ben. Rule to 1682, iricl~ding ~the 
'" foll OW lng (from~ p. 447): 

'1 ' • 

~en. ~~le ta o~re heom emaenelice b~twuh on ~isse, 
~enunge \ eowian" csteri sibi invicem serviant) 

cl175 We luuien,ure efree o~er us M.-t;wenen swa we' 
Weren bro' re 

C1375 l'an kissit ai iÙc 0 'er sammyne (OED inserts 

1380 

1613 

1682 

ilk between Lê! and.~) 
that the1 ~le to gidre hem sil{ (1534~Tynda~e: 
that. they,' sholde' kyll one another) " li' 
his mind and place Infecting one another~ .• 
rec iQrocally 
We mutually promote each other in the advan.~ 
tages of virtue ~"'~ 

~ ,J 

1 

LilCe the 103S of' .t,hree ways of- expressing rec iprocals s60n 

aftep each other was re-anàlyzed as a reciproc~l pronoUn, 

the5~ data seem reasonable in light of th& re-analysis pro-
"\ 

posed. \ Once there were two main ways (-each other and one 

~~th~) of unamblguous1y expr.essing ~eciprocity~ an accumu-
1 . 

1at iôn ai' rec,iprocals in one sentence, like the accumulat ion . . 
. in the langUQge~of many different ways of expresslng re-

. 
ciprOclty, becomes unnecessary. , 

Sa, the historica1 data presented here car be adequate-

1J eXPlained with the proposaI that the'OE and ME analysis 

of ~h other sentênces became opaque by the end or the six­

teenth century and a r~a·~alYS1S ~as provoked in which each 
1 

~ beean to be anaIyzed as a (rcclprocal) pronoun~ 'At 
~ 

tnJs tlm~ a rule of eaèh-Interpretatlon came into the lan-

'guage to determine an antecedent for the new pronoun. 'The 

ey;.planation ls in t-erms of the same general prln,ciple that 
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• 
wâs used in the analysis of quanti fiers i~ the preceding 

chapter--the Opacity P~lnciple. 

The each-Mdvement anaJysis of the diachronie changes i~the 

J 'each other' ,construction 

. Unti} tlfl ênd\o~ the sixt.eenth centur'y, the analysls 

of tfie "èAc~ other' construction is the same as"that des-
, 

cribed in the ~evious section. Eaeh'is analyzcd as an -- . 
adverb and 'pther as an abject in each o~her sentences, and 

• c 

in th'e f"each ta otheF' typ'e.' ~ There . ls no rule of each-

"" Movement in OE and ME. To propose th~t there was such a 

rule fQr these periods would miss generaliza~ions; sinee . 

each had th'e .dlst~ribttion of both adjectives, anq "(at l~ast 
, 
• sorne) adverbs, It Is most economically ere~ted as an adjec-

tive which can, likeoall other adjectives, be used adver-
, ,'" "il . . . 
bially in sorne of its cases. If each is treated as an ad-

v:rb i ~,s pos~ tiOIJ} 'each other senetnces and ill the 'each 

ta ~ther' type i8 ccounted for as the pr~5ence of a~.ad-
" 

verb~in post-venbal position, and~o rule df each-Movement 

15 needed. 

When adverbs can no longer occur post-~erbally, and 

each is opaque "'·..,........,..IOI.i.<~rb form beca,use of the increased 
~ 

18 introduccd' 

into the lanc:uar.;( sanie output aD in DE anù 

ME--~he each'othe es. 
1 11 \ 

But thère are two prao lems o~ere. First, It 10~\ as 

thou~the' 10ss of post-verbal posl tian for adverbt!\nq "t"he 

Hl7 ·r ~ ~ 
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. 
introduction of each other's and the 'to each other' type~ 

occ~r simultaneously;·this means,that when the ~­

Movement ~ule is first Introduced it does not produce the 
.1 

sam€ output as in OE and ME~ but produces ln addition each 

other's and the 'to each ~her' type,_ neither of whlch 

exlsted before. Second, there Is no reason glven ror the 

maintenance of post-verbal position for each when it 18 <' 
-- \l 

lost for aIl (other) a~verbs. The each-Movement ana1ysi~, 
-;;---

for NE does not seem to allow a princip~ed explanation for 

the l~t:Oduction of th\ eac~-Moveme~t r\J.l,e. or fO~ the intro­

duction of each other's and "the 'ta each otnet> , type. 

However, as has already been stated, the data on post-

verbal pos~tlon do not al~ow a strong 5~atement to be made 
( 

about the date at which this position was lost to adverbs. , 
If the accumulation of more data were to show that the 1085 

. 
of post-verbal position for adverbs occurred at an earlier 

time ,than t~irst occurrences àf each other's and the 
'! • • 

'to eac:h othe;r,' type, a more reasonable explanation loa'n be 

offered for the giachronic changes. There would then be 

two stages invo1ved in the change--the first in which ad­
,... 

verbs lose the abillt~ to occur post-~erba11y, the second 
"', ~ • r 

III whlch f'tlch oLhcY"3 and the' 'to'cach other' type are 

introduced. 

The each-Movement rule at the earlier sta'ge would 

look like this: 
. .. J4 NP eac,h V NP ~ 1 3 2 il' 

1 Q 2 3 4 
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For the later stage, in which each other's and the 'ta each 
-:.. , 4 

other' type have begun to oceur, the rule would look like 

this: 
'\ ,; 

.NP each X NP ==:> l 3 2 4 
l 2 3 4 

ob 

'earlier The .each-Movement rule for the stage allows each ta 

move only ta immediately pgst-verbal position--its position 

in each other. sentences or in the 'eaeh to other' type.- Por 

the Iater,stage the structural description of the each­

Movement 'rule has been generalized to allow each ta move 

over an unspecified amount of mnterial to a position im­

~ediately preceding an NP; it can move over a verb and à 

preposition ta yield the 'to each other' type, or aver a 

nu'mb,er of words to produce each other 1 s in a position iri 

which it could not oecuv during any earlier period (e.g. 

159~ that the' contending kingdoms Of ~rance and Englarld, 

whose very shores look pale With env y of each other's 

happiness May cease thelr hatred; Schmidt: e'ach).· Under 

this assumption about the date at WQich post-verbal posi­

tion for adverbs was lost, the each-Movement rule le 'intro~ 
duced in arder to produce the same output as in OE and ME. 

.. (.. ) 

At the Iater st&ge the rule is genenalized; the generall-

zat ion of a r'ule pertainly seemn 
o 

hlstorical chanee. The question 

f~r each was maintained while it 

verbs still remains unanswered. 
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tion i8 offered for the loss of three other ways of ex-

pre~sing reciprocity sbortly after these changes in the 

'eachiother' construction take place. 
1 . 
If the loss of post~verbal position f9r adverbs can 

be shown to oceur at an earlier time than the introduction 
1 

of each other's and the 'to each other' type, then the ~-, 

Movement analysis of the diachronie changes rests on a ten­

dencYt or desire, to preserve the output or an earlier perl-

od. But a tendency to preserve an earlier output can surely 

not be a general prlnciple of diachronie change--lt i5 con­

tradicted ~ every historical change that takes place. Suc.h 

a princlple wou Id n0t be expected to be devel~ped as part 

of a·theory of language change; i~woul~ merelYnpredict that 

sometimes (possible) changes would not take place./ And if 
l) 

.JI' , 
the loss of post-verbal position for adverbs did occur"at 

the same time as the int~oduction of each other's and th~ 
D _ 

'to eàeh other' type, the each-Movement ~xplahation faces 

another problem in explaining these changes. Not only is, 

post-verbal pos;1tion for ea.ch preserved whlle it 18 lost 
~ \) , 

for other adverbs, but also not ev~n the proposaI of a 

'tendcncy to pr~sèrve the same outpu~! as a prin6iple will 

. 
('élcIJ Ut.hl'l".; aut! LilL' 'Lo cach UUI!'I" LYI't:, tIl'IUH'I' ()l' wJlil:i1 

occurred earl i<"r.' --
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ConclusioH' 

The each-Interpreta·tion analtsiS for NE allows· a prin-
. 

cipled explanation to be made" for the diachronie changes 
. ,. . f\ ' 

ln the 'each other' construction that are described here.: 

j The explanation ~s based on a'general princ~lé~-the Opacity 

Principle. The presentation of support for this princip1e 
" contributes to the development of a restrictive theor~ of 

granunar. 

The ~-Movement analysis for NE also a110ws an ex­

planation of the diachronie changes, but it is not clear , ,.. 

that it allows any principled exp1anation ta be made. The 

explanation offered here does not seem to support any prin­

ciples of grammar or princlples of change that may aid in. 

the develQpment of a theory of grammar or a theory of lan-' 

guage ch~nge. 

The adoption of the each-tnterpretation analysi~ 

for NE provides a good explanation of the changes ln the 

'each other' construction, while the adoption of the each-, 

Movemen,t analysis does pot., sa the formr analysis is sup­

ported as a synchr~nic analysis of NE while the latter ls 

not. 
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FOOTNOTES TO CHAPTER 3 

The OED gi~es quotations up to \he present for.this 

use: B.5a." "sing. One besides. (§:) Without qualify­

in€: word; now only in ~ •.• or othe!', ~ ... ot' other" 

(OED: other). AlI of the quotations afte~ 1480 tise 

other ln one of these two'idioms; sinee they involve 

frozen forms '!"'assurne that these later quota,~ions do 

not ~ve evidenee of the normal use of other in the 

singular without a determiner or other quallfying 

word. 
\ 

The type 'Q ... other' i8 not the sarne sort of fro-

zen, fOI'rn, 50 l propose does indieate a normal use of 

other without a<determiner. In the 'Q ••• other' type, , 
~­

,but not in the ,'some/~ ..• or other' typ~, l the two parts 

of the form--the quantifier and other--can each per-

forrn a variety of different grammatical 'functions and 
, 

Qften oecur at opposite ends of the sentence, separated 
t 

by rnany other lexical items that can var.y freely. In 

the tsome/~ •.• or other' type only a noun phrase èan 

oceur in between the two parts of the idiome 

2. The OED has also the followlng later quotations under 

'the sarne hoadine;: 

1685 

1690 

The lndians ... thinking no other but 1 had 
saved the Indlan' s I1f.e 
'Tis rmpossible"'ro find oany 6ther but the 
setting of Mank1nd above the other kinds 
of Creatures 

fla 
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17'55 
1846 

1895 

This is ~th€r than insu1tlng a person 
Peter was not 11kely to strike with other 
thanl a right good will 
He thought he cou1d nct do~other than 
send the two prisoners for trial . 

l ass~me that 'no/any other but/than' anp '(do) other 
. ~ , 

than' represent frozen forms in NE and do not therefore - . 
give evidence of the normal use of sing~lar o"ther with-

P,. 
out a determlner or other qua11fying word after 1561. 

Of course, the 1561 quotatlon given in the text May 

,a1so represent a frozen form; it is perhaps impossible 
~ 

to know exactly when a phrase beco,mes a frozen form. 

But for my purpose here it is sufficient to be abÀe 

~o say that the quo~ations after'lS61, at 1east, do 

not support~ use of other a10ne as n?rmal ,after 

t.his .date. 

3. If one, ana1yzes other in 'OE and ME as an adj eçtive on,1Y, 

and fn NE as both an adjective and,a noun, then 1600 

ls a good date to consider as the time of re-analysis. 

This ls'w~en other begins to be clear1y treated as a~ . 

noun by regu1ariy showlng the normal -~ plural for 

nouns. 

4. Visser'gives one examp1e 1ater than 1657 whlch he con­, 
siders to be of the sam~ type, 'but it 18 wlth one 

, ~ ,( 
another: . 

What was to be done, asked the enraged 
boys one of another (Visser, p. 4,45) 

, 
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5. Sentences ,are derived from deep structures and trans­

formations apply to deep structures or to structure,s 
• , 1 

6.' 

\: 

7. 

intermediate between deep and su~face structures, but 

for clarity and. brevity l will speak loosely through­

out this discussion about the derivation of one sen­

tence from another and the application of\a transfor-
" 

mation to a'sentence, and will omit many detaiÎs that 

are lrrelevant to the.purposes of the dis~usslon • . 
Fiengo ~nd Lasnik (1973) have pointed out that Quanti-

fier Movement 1"'as for~urated·by .. Dougherty, will not, 

ln fact, yieid thl~ last sentence (6); Dougherty must .. , 

either extend,the Tange of, posit~6cs to which Qu'nti­

fier Movement can move each or change his each;Move~ 

ment rule so that it can move each from a position 

within Aux directl~ into a position immediately pre-

ceding other. Both of these changes~ seem possible, . 
and elther would solve the problem. . , 

~ 

Although Fiengo and,Lashik's formulation of an each----
Interpretation analysis has serious defects as pointe9 

out by Dougherty (197~), and Is untenable a~ presented 
1. • 

by them, these def~cts are largely the-results of the 
/ ~ 

particular analysts-presented. Dougherty'~ strohgest 

arguments: are agaïnst the pal'tlcular scmanLlc lnter-
.' , 

pretations assigned to each other sentences by Fiengo 
. 

and Lasnik, and not against a semantic analysis per 

se. 
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8. FDr instance, the type of argument that suggests 'that 

the m'eanlngs of the two followlng sentences differ . 

and that they \hÇ>Uld n~t b~ela~~d by a tr;;.nsfbrmation 

has no foundatfbn ln a grammar in which, semantic ~n- ' , , , 

terpretatlon,18 done offsurface .~tructure: 
Each qf the childr~n hit the others. 
The chl1dren hit each other. 

The i~terpretation~of sentences 11ke these must ulti­

ma.tely be determined of cour'se, but this involvès the 
, ' 

semantic rule o'f Interpretation for eaéh other sen-. ' 

, , 

tences--a rule 'that muit be present ln ',either the èach-
;t , i 

Movement or'each-Interpretatlon ana1ysis, and seems to 

be Independent of which analysis ls ,selected. Thl~ 

sort of ~onsid~ration cannot choose between the two~' 

analyses when they are to be part of a grammar ln . 
whlch sema~tlc Interpretation ls done off surface struc-

ture. 

"" 9. The 'heavlness' of a noun phras~ has to do wlth its 

length ~nd compleXl~y;fr pre~ise,spe~ification ls not 

necessary for ··rny purpose ,here sinc~ the objects ln the 
) 

, '. 
quotatlons t9 be presented are clear1y not ~heavy.' 

\ 

10. l am assumlng,. ~ourse, an 1nterpretlve anaiysis of 

'nll pronouml 1 n whic h thcy p'rc .frccly e;(\ncrated ln the 

base ulldcr noun (phrase) nodes o.nd arc asslgned an 

antecedent by an Interpretlve l'ule; see, for exarnple, 

Jackendoff (1972), Dougherty (1969). 
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