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Preface

Preface:

This project was financed through a scholarship from the Research Council of Norway (Noregs
forskingsrad, NFR) [project no. 107720/520]. I am grateful to the NFR for having given me the
opportunity to carry out my research project on Old Norse syntax. I would also like to thank the
Faculty of Arts at the Norwegian University of Science and Technology (NTNU) and the
Department of Scandinavian Studies and Comparative Literature (INL) for help and support.
Furthermore, I am grateful for the financial and moral support I got at ALLFORSK (The Arts and
Science Research Foundation at NTNU) and Senter for etterutdanning (The Center for
Continuing Education).

Originally I had planned to investigate only one syntactic phenomenon of Old Norse. Later,
I wanted to find out more about Old Norse information structure. However, as I became familiar
with the linguistic literature on Old Norse, I realized that any approach to Old Norse would be
highly dependent on not only the theoretical framework, but also on the target group for the
thesis. I could have chosen to write my thesis within what I call the Norwegian (traditional) view
in chapter 1, or I could choose to write within what I call the Icelandic (modern) view. In my
opinion, the scientific results of the Icelandic view are in many cases of much stronger
explanatory value than the results of the Norwegian view. On the other hand, research on Old
Norse in Norway is still strongly influenced by the traditional view and ‘non-traditional’
linguistic terms, such as oblique subject, are still not generally accepted in the Norwegian
literature on Old Norse. Hence, one has to spend a great deal of energy on arguing for the modern
view. As a consequence of the ‘conflict’ between the traditional and the modern view, this thesis
is written within the modern view, whereas it has the traditional reader as its main target.

I would like to thank my main supervisor, professor Jan Terje Faarlund, for having
challenged me to argue against the traditional view on many points. This was hardly the intention
initially. But as time went by and the thesis took shape, my claims became more and more often
in opposition to the traditional view and resulted in interesting discussions between Jan Terje and
myself. Quite often I felt like a ‘crusader’ for the modern view, but I am glad I held out.

I also wish to thank my second supervisor, professor Jan Ragnar Hagland, first of all for his

support on questions related to translation and interpretation of Old Norse data.
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and my language. I also wish him good luck with his own project.

I also want to thank my research scholar colleagues at the Department of Scandinavian
Studies and Comparative Literature Berit Sandnes, Bodil Aurstad and Laila Sakshaug, first of all
for the mental support, but also for comments on my work. Moreover, | want to apologize for
constantly having bothered them by talking linguistics in lunch breaks and at all other possible
occasions.

During my research, I often felt the lack of having closer contact with Icelandic speaking
people. However, there are two Icelanders I want to thank for helping me out with some minor
problems: Porbjorg Hroarsdottir and Hermundur Sigmundsson. Speaking of Icelanders, I also
want to thank Jéhanna Barddal for comments and moral support.

I have presented parts of my work on several occasions and in several contexts, and [ want
to thank everyone who has commented on any of my ideas or thoughts. Apart from those I have
already mentioned I want to thank especially (in alphabetic order): Nicholas Asher, John Ole
Askedal, Robyn Carston, Thorstein Fretheim, Jeanette Gundel, Alice Harris, Odd Einar Haugen,
Knud Lambrecht, Endre Morck, Randi Alice Nilsen, Christer Platzack, Hanne Siri Sund, Qystein
Alexander Vangsnes, Deidre Wilson, and some anonymous referees.
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Abbreviations:

A/ACC = accusative

A.C.L. = accusativus cum infinitivo
ACT = active

ADV/ADVBL = adverb/adverbial
AP = adjective phrase

AGR/Agr = agreement

AUX/aux = auxiliary

BEN = Benefactive/Beneficiary

C = complementizer

COMPL = (predicate) complement
CP = complementizer phrase (clause)
D-structure = deep structure
D/DAT = dative

DET = determinator

DO = Direct Object

DOC = Double Object Construction
DP = determiner phrase

MSc. = Mainland Scandinavian
n. = note

N/NOM = nominative

NEG = negation

NEUT/n. = neuter

NP = noun phrase

OBJ/O = object

p. = page

P/PREP = preposition

PASS = passive

PAT = Patient

p.c. = personal communication
pers. = person

PF = Phonological Form

PL = plural

PP = prepositional phrase
pres. = present (tense)

EMC = embedded clause with main clause word opdet. = preterite (verb form)

e = empty (position)

e-n = einhvern ACC (‘somebody’)
EPP = Extended Projection Principle
e-rr = einnhverr NOM (‘somebody’)

e-s= einhvers GEN (‘somebody/something’)

e-t = eitthvert ACC (‘something’)

e-u = einhverju DAT (‘something’)
e-m = einhverjum DAT (‘somebody’)
Engl. = English

EXP = Experiencer

EXPL = expletive

F = finite(ness)
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fn. = footnote

FOC = focus

G/GEN = genitive

GB = Government and Binding (Theory)
1, ], k... = indexes

I[nfl] = inflection

IO = Indirect Object

IP = inflection phrase

ISc. = Insular Scandinavian

LF = Logical Form

LFG = Lexical-Functional Grammar
MASC/m. = masculine

PRT = particle

PRTCPL = participle

QP = quantifier phrase

REL = relative pronoun/word
REFL = reflexive
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S/SUBJ = subject

SA = sentence adverbial

SF = Stylistic Fronting

SG/sg. = singular

SPEC = specifier

T = tense

t = trace

th/TH = theta (0) (role)

THM = Theme

TOP = topic

V = verb

Vfin = finite verb

Vinf = infinitive (non-finite) verb
VP = verb phrase
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1.1 - Theoretical Foundation and Aims

]. Introduction

1.1 Theoretical Foundation and Aims

The present work is a study of Old Norse word order and information structure. I am not the first
one who has tried to take a closer look at Old Norse word order. To mention only a few of the
earliest major works concentrating on word order in Old Norse prose, we must start way back at
the end of the nineteenth century, e.g. Lund (1862) or Bernstein (1898). The most important
(early) contribution to the study on Old Norse syntax is Nygaard’s (1905) Norrgn syntax, which
may still be considered a central piece of work in this particular linguistic field.

The earliest works on Old Norse syntax are first of all descriptive and they more or less
lack theoretical foundation (at least compared to modern linguistic theories). With the work
(on Old Danish syntax) of Diderichsen (1941), the description of Scandinavian syntax in
general became more accurate. Diderichsen’s topological model with so-called ‘sentence
fields’ (see the discussion in 2.5) is still a useful tool when working with modern (Mainland)
Scandinavian, however, in spite of its many limitations.'

The two most recent theses on Old Norse syntax that [ am aware of are Christoffersen
(1993a) and Kristoffersen (1996). The former is based on the Diderichsen tradition. The latter
investigation of Old Norse is carried out within the framework of Lexical-Functional
Grammar (LFG).’

In the present thesis, one approach to the syntax of Old Norse will be the theory of
Government and Binding (GB), based on Chomsky (1981) and subsequent works by Chomsky

! The topological model (the “satningskema” - ‘sentence scheme’) is further developed in Diderichsen (1946). As 1
have pointed out in Haugan (1994:31, fn. 35), the ‘idea’ of a ‘sentence scheme’ or topological fields is much older,
e.g. in German literature, cf. Herling (1821), Erdmann (1886), and Drach (1937). See also Hohle (1986).

% The most recent thesis on Old Norse (and Modern Icelandic) syntax is actually the doctoral dissertation by
borbjorg Hroarsdottir (1999) which is a study within the theory of minimalism. Since Hroarsdéttir’s thesis was
submitted after I had finished the main work on my own thesis, I have not discussed it here.

Old Norse Word Order and Information Structure 1



1. INTRODUCTION

and many other linguists. I believe that some syntactic ‘problems’, such as the question whether
Old Norse is configurational or not, or whether Old Norse is SVO, SOV or both, can be
satisfactorily described and explained within the framework of Government and Binding. The
conception of Scandinavian syntax in a generative perspective is based to a great extent on the
work of Holmberg & Platzack (1995). The most recent development within GB theory, the so-
called Minimalist Program (e.g. Chomsky 1992, 1993, 1995), will be given minimal attention in
this work.”

In my discussion on Old Norse syntax, I will also make use of the theory of thematic roles
(Fillmore 1968 and later work, Jackendoff 1972 and later work) to a somewhat greater extent
than common within GB theory. The mapping between argument structure and the syntactic
deep-structure plays an important role in my discussion on Old Norse syntax, and I will show
that, for instance, the phenomenon of so-called oblique subjects in Old Norse can be best
understood on the background of thematic hierarchies determining the projection of arguments
into syntactic structures. The existence of thematic hierarchies combined with contextual
demands may have a great effect on surface syntax (information structure), and I will therefore
supplement the formal discussion on word order with a more functional discussion, first of all

based on Lambrecht (1994).*

Since I have chosen to approach the syntax of Old Norse from several, partly rather different
viewpoints, I have been forced to study a quite large amount of linguistic literature. However,
since working with this kind of doctoral thesis is time limited there was also a time to stop

reading. Still, the most central works relevant in a discussion on Old Norse syntax should at least

3 This fact has, of course, serious implications for the analysis of clauses and sentences in this thesis. The discussion
on SOV versus SVO in chapter 2, and the analysis of Scrambling in chapter 4, for instance, would be different if
handled within the more recent developments of generative grammar. At the time when I started to work on my
thesis, minimalism was a rather new theory, while ‘traditional’ Government and Binding theory (based on Chomsky
1981 and later work) was well established. I still consider ‘traditional’ GB theory to be a useful tool when trying to
investigate human language. I hope that some of my findings in this work can be adopted to newer theories at some
later point in time. For now, I have tried to “‘update’ some of the discussions in this thesis by adding footnotes and
minor comments.

* While I will refer to a rather wide range of syntactic literature, many central and important works that deal with
functional syntax and pragmatics will be lacking in the reference list. This is a consequence of the dominating
syntactic profile of this thesis.

2 Jens Haugan



1.1 - Theoretical Foundation and Aims

be mentioned in this dissertation. Due to the volume of my dissertation, on the other hand, I have
chosen to discuss in more detail first of all those works or arguments that represent a different
view than advocated by myself. In cases where I have considered a discussion more

uncontroversial, I have usually only provided references to further discussions.

There are first of all two different ‘traditions’ within the study of Old Norse syntax. The
‘traditional’ (Norwegian) view is based on the works of Nygaard and others, with Jan Terje
Faarlund (1990a and elsewhere) as the most important modern exponent. Within this tradition,
Old Norse is a language fundamentally distinct from Modern Icelandic (and Modern
Norwegian).” According to the ‘traditionalists’, Old Norse has only nominative subjects and is
(most likely) considered non-configurational, however, having SVO as the most frequent surface
word order. It must also be mentioned that in Norway GB theory has not been used extensively in
the investigation of Old Norse syntax.

The other view, let us call it the ‘modern’ (Icelandic) view,® looks upon Old Norse and
Modern Icelandic (roughly speaking) as variants of the same language. The most central
exponents of this view are Eirikur Rognvaldsson, Halldor Armann Sigurdssson and
Hoskuldur Prainsson.

Even though it is widely accepted that Modern Icelandic has so-called oblique subjects,
according to the ‘traditional’ Norwegian view, Old Norse has no non-nominative subjects.
While Modern Icelandic and Modern Norwegian have passive formation, it has been argued
that Old Norse might not have (syntactic) passive formation. Modern Icelandic and Modern
Norwegian are clearly configurational, but Old Norse is claimed to be non-configurational.

The aim of this work is first of all to defend a ‘modern view’ of Old Norse. Some of the most

> Apart from the fact that Old Norse is the ancestor of both Modern Icelandic and Modern Norwegian.

% One could also call this view the ¢ generative’ view.

Old Norse Word Order and Information Structure 3



1. INTRODUCTION

central claims in this thesis may be formulated as:

1. Old Norse is a configurational language

2. Old Norse is a so-called SVO language, SVO being the (only) basic word order
3. Old Norse has so-called oblique subjects

4. Old Norse has passive formation

5. Old Norse has Scrambling

Those claims are first of all based on the hypothesis that the arguments of a clause are projected
into deep structure syntax in accordance with a certain thematic role hierarchy. I assume that
there is a deep structure argument configuration, and that this argument configuration yields an
SVO word order by default. This default order is first of all due to syntactic demands, for
instance, the demands of the Infl-projection.’” So-called oblique subjects are a direct consequence
of the thematic role hierarchy combined with the demand for a syntactic subject (EPP). Passive
constructions, Scrambling (movement of non-subject material into the middle field), and also
Topicalization, are devices that make it possible to adjust surface structure to pragmatic demands
in case the default argument order and the contextually desired argument order do not

correspond.

1.2 Old Norse vs. Old Icelandic - What is What?

7 Le. movement of the NP with the highest thematic role to Spec-IP (unless we have insertion of pro/PRO), and
movement of the verb to I. Subsequently, the verb may move further to C (unless C is occupied by a
complementizer), and the subject to Spec-CP (unless another phrase is topicalized).

4 Jens Haugan



1.2 - Old Norse vs. Old Icelandic - What is What?

By Old Norse I mean the language used in the written sources from Norway and Iceland from
around 1050-1350.% The choice of the term is very much a political choice.” Icelanders usually
refer to Old Norse as Old Icelandic, while Norwegian linguists use the term Old Norse. Old
Norse is a much more neutral term, covering both Old Icelandic and Old Norwegian there being
only minor syntactic differences between those two dialects.'® The term Old Norse corresponds
roughly to the term Altnordisch used in the German literature on Old Norse. However, the use of
the term Altnordisch to refer to only Old Icelandic and Old Norwegian has also been criticized
(e.g. Noreen 1923:1, fn. 1; Heusler 1967:7) since Altnordisch is supposed to cover all the
medieval Nordic languages (Old Norwegian, Old Icelandic, Old Swedish, Old Danish); more
accurate is the German term Altwestnordisch (‘Old West Nordic)."!

In Norway, the term norrgn(t)'? is usually used when referring to Old Icelandic and Old
Norwegian as one language. The terms gammalislandsk (‘Old Icelandic’) and gammalnorsk (‘Old
Norwegian’) are used when referring specifically to one of the two dialects. As I have suggested
elsewhere (Haugan 1996), norrgn (or possibly written as norroen/norron - or norroena/norrona)
could be introduced as a neutral international term. According to Heusler (1967:7), the Old
English corresponding word is norperne, while the Old High German word is nordrdni, both
meaning ‘northern’ (cf. Old Norse: nor(d)reenn). The word nordréni no longer exists in Modern

German; the meaning of nordréni is now expressed by the word nérdlich. Modern English, on the

¥ The upper time limit could also be set to 1400 (e.g. Sigurdsson 1993:247, fn.1) or even 1530, i.e. the reformation
(e.g. Noreen 1923:1) . See also Rognvaldsson (1996a:59). Some ‘typical’ Old Norse features such as examples of
overt OV word order, referential null arguments, and the lack of an expletive subject could still be observed in
Icelandic as late as 1850 (cf. Hroarsdottir 1995, 1996a). Thus, from a syntactic viewpoint, it could be justified to
draw the border between Old and Modern Icelandic around 1850. Old Norse would then no longer be an appropriate
term to use, since the language in Norway by that time had changed quite radically.

? See for instance the discussion between the Icelander Stefan Snzevarr (1992, 1993) and the Norwegian Lars Viker
(1992, 1993).

1 See e.g. Benediktsson (1980), Nygaard (1894) or Venas (1971). The phonological differences were probably
greater, cf. also Heusler (1967:7) who states that Old Icelandic had more in common with the dialects spoken in
south-west Norway (Bergen, Stavanger), compared to the other regions (Austlandet, Trondheim). These dialectal
difference, thus, only reflect the differences between the dialects in Norway as a whole. Since most people who
moved to Iceland came from the south-west part of Norway, there must have been one dominating dialect in Iceland
at that time.

' Nordic is used as a synonym of North Germanic, cf. Faarlund (1990a:10).

12 The -t is the neuter ending of norrgn, cf. norrgnt sprakyeyur (‘Old Norse language”).
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other hand, still has the word northern with the meaning “of, from or situated in the north”
(Hornby 1995:788), thus, the direct descendent of norperne cannot be used as a term for the Old
Norse language, norroen, on the other hand, could be a suitable choice. However, since Old
Norse and Old Icelandic are used with roughly the same meaning in the linguistic literature on
historical syntax written in English, and since these terms seem to be established, a ‘new’ term
norroen(a) would not be likely to survive very long. I have thus chosen not to use the ‘term’
norroen(a) in the present work. Nevertheless, to conclude this argumentation, I will point out the
fact that, even though the adjective norreen(n) may be used to distinguish Norwegians from
Icelanders as in, e.g.: "

(1) BoOdvarsvaradi og kvad sumavera islenska en  suma norrena (VaLjo 1836)
Bodvar answered and said some being Icelandic and some Norwegian
‘Bodvar answered and said that some of them were Icelandic and some Norwegian’

the sagas refer to the language spoken in Iceland and Norway at that time as norrena, cf. the
following example:

@2 Og er peir komu fyrir penna mann ba melti hann
and when they came before this man then said he

til  peirra a norrenu og spyr hvadan af I6ndum  peir

to them on ‘norroena’ and  asks where-from of land they
vearu. peir s6gou ad peir veru flestir islenskir (Eyrb 621)
be. They said that they were most Icelandic

‘And when they came before this man he spoke to them in norroena and asked what land they came from.

They said that most of them were Icelanders’

Thus, the sagas tell about Norwegians and Icelanders as different people, and there are also

passages in the sagas telling about differences and arguments between Norwegians and

13 Note that most of the Old Norse examples in this work have Modern Icelandic spelling - see the comments on the
Old Norse text corpus in 1.3 below.

' From the ninth century, the Nordic dialects were also called do,_nsk tunga (‘Danish tongue’) (cf. e.g. Heusler
1967:7; Noreen 1923:3). This term dates probably back to the time when Danish and Norwegian vikings colonized
England. The term is not used in my corpus, but there is actually one sentence that demonstrates that one was aware
of the former language unity:

@A) Ein var pa tunga a Englandi sem i Noregi og i Danmorku (Gunnl 1175)
one was then tongue on England as in Norway and in Denmark
‘At that time, the tongue was the same in England as in Norway and in Denmark’

6 Jens Haugan
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Icelanders. > However, there is no example in my corpus that uses islenska/islenzka as a name for

a separate language or dialect.

Although the possible international term norroen(a) will not play any further role in this

thesis, scholars concerned with Old Norse might want to discuss this issue at another occasion. In

this work, Old Norse is considered synonymous with Old Icelandic.

1.3 The Linguistic Data

15 E.g. the following amusing passage from Eyrbyggja saga:

(1)

pa kélludu Austmenn af skipinu ad Porleifur skyldi matbua og ségdu hann vera mjég islenskan fyrir tomleeti
sitt. ba varo borleifi skapfatt og tok ketilinn en steypti nidur grautinum Arnbjarnar og sneri a brott sidan.
Arnbjorn sat eftir og hélt & pvorunni og laust med henni til Porleifs og kom & halsinn. bad var litid hdgg en
med pvi ad grauturinn var heitur pa brann porleifur & halsinum. Hann malti: "Eigi skulu Noregsmenn ad pvi
hleeja, med pvi ad vid erum hér komnir tveir samlendir, ad peir purfi ad draga okkur i sundur sem hunda en
minnast skal pessa pa er vid erum & islandi." Arnbjérn svarar engu. (Eyrb 585)

‘Then the Norwegians shouted from the ship that Thorleif should get on with the cooking, and they said he were very Icelandic with
regard to his slowness. Then Thorleif got angry and took the kettle and poured out Arnbjorn’s porridge and went away. Arnbjorn was
still holding the ladle and hit Thorleif on the neck. It was only a minor blow, but because the porridge was hot, Thorleif got burned on
his neck. He said: “Since the two of us have come here from the same country (Iceland), the Norwegians shall not (get the opportunity
to) laugh at this and drag us apart like (fighting) dogs, but I will remember this when we are (back) in Iceland”. Arnbjorn did not
answer.’

Old Norse Word Order and Information Structure
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Most of the Old Norse examples used in this work have been collected from the CD-ROM edition
Islendinga ségur (1996), a concordance to the sagas of the Icelanders. '

Eirikur Régnvaldsson (1996a:60) points out that the editions on the CD-ROM are “not
completely reliable as sources of syntactic evidence”, but since Rognvaldsson himself does not
base any theoretical or empirical claims on only one or two examples, he finds it “extremely
unlikely” that possible inaccuracies in these editions might affect any of his arguments.'” In a few
cases, especially in section 4.7, [ will be dealing with constructions that are only rarely attested. I
have chosen to discuss those constructions as ‘authentic’ examples even though this might be
proved to be wrong by future research. I do not think that “possible inaccuracies” in the corpus
have any crucial effect on the argumentation of this thesis as a whole.

The Old Norse texts are traditionally handled as if they represented one homogeneous
language stage. In this work, no attempt will be made to try to detect possible variations or

differences between the various texts or constructions. '® To illustrate the traditional treatment of

' Such a concordance to a large corpus on Old Norse texts is of great value for the investigation of Old Norse, and I
would like to take the opportunity to recognize the editors Eirikur R6gnvaldsson, Bergljot S. Kristjansdottir, Gudrin
Ingolfsdéttir and Ornolfur Thorsson for their great achievement.

17 However, Rognvaldsson (1996a:60, fn. 5) also refers to Sigurdsson (1985) for an illustration of changes made by
editors of Old Norse texts.

'8 See Ottosson (1988) and Haugen (1990a) for introductions to Old Norse textual criticism. See also e.g. Penzl
(1972) on Germanic in general.
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the Old Norse text corpus, I will quote some comments of Rognvaldsson (1996a:59):

The term ‘Old Icelandic’ (or ‘Old Norse’) is usually taken to mean the language of
the narrative prose texts written in Iceland in the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries.
However, none of these texts is found in the original; most of them are only
preserved in manuscripts from the fourteenth and fifteenth (and in a few cases
sixteenth) centuries. This makes it extremely difficult to assess the validity of these
texts as linguistic evidence, since it is often impossible to know whether a certain
feature of the preserved text stems from the original or from the scribe of the
preserved copy, or perhaps from the scribe of an intermediate link between the
original and the preserved manuscript. It is well known that scribes often did not
retain the spelling of the original when they made copies; instead, they used the
spelling that they were used to. In many cases, two or more manuscripts of the same
text are preserved, and usually they differ to a greater or lesser extent.

However, it is usually assumed that the syntax of Old Icelandic did not change

much in the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries. Therefore, I feel justified in lumping

together various narrative texts from these centuries and treating them as if they

exhibit the same stage of language. In working with these texts, I have not noticed

any significant syntactic differences between those that are assumed to be relatively

old and preserved in older manuscripts, and those that are considered relatively

young and are preserved in younger manuscripts. It is possible that future research

will show that it is illegitimate to treat these texts as roughly contemporaneous; but in

doing so, I follow the standard practice of traditional syntactic descriptions (see

especially Nygaard 1905; Heusler 1967).
According to Modern Icelandic tradition, Old Norse texts are often published with Modern
Icelandic spelling; this is also the case with the CD-ROM edition used in this thesis. When
concerned with Old Norse syntax, one usually works with standardized texts, i.e. one uses
editions either with ‘Old Norse’ spelling or with Modern Icelandic spelling. However, the
spelling of Old Norse texts is not as homogeneous as most text editions may give the impression
of. What is considered ‘Old Norse spelling’, is a standardized spelling as well. Furthermore, there
may also be a few minor differences between the spelling standards used by different editors and
grammarians. For instance, Nygaard (1905) uses the letters j and v, where Heusler (1967) uses i
and u for the semi-vowels. Heusler additionally uses the letter p (‘thorn’) medially, while this
letter traditionally is represented by d (‘edd’), e.g. kuepia (‘greeting’) versus kvedja. In chapter 3,
I will use the traditional Old Norse spelling when giving a short description of the Old Norse
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1. INTRODUCTION

inflection system.

The most important differences between the Old Norse spelling and the Modern Icelandic
spelling used on the CD-ROM, are the following: use of the svarabhakti (anaptyctic) vowel U as
in Modern Icelandic, e.g. batur vs. Old Norse batr (‘boat’); the Old Norse letter 0,_, being an u-
umlaut of a, is replaced by the Icelandic 6, while the Old Norse e/g,” is replaced by the Icelandic
&; furthermore, word-final t or a kK may be weakened to d or g, respectively, e.g. pat > pad
(‘that’), ok > 0g (‘and’); also, Old Norse & may be represented by Modern Icelandic 0, e.g. var >
vor (‘spring’). Since this work is concerned with Old Norse syntax only, the kind of spelling that
is used in the examples under discussion is irrelevant. In a few cases, I will also quote some
‘unnormalized’ Old Norse examples.

I do not expect Old Norse to be a language familiar to every linguist that may be interested
in reading this work. Therefore, I will provide interlinear glosses and an idiomatic translation of
each Old Norse sentence. Grammatical symbols are in most cases attached to the interlinear
glosses (see the abbreviation list), e.g. hesypy lovesy linguisticsop;. When there is a Modern
English word that is etymologically related to an actual Old Norse word, I will use the related
form as a gloss. For example, the Old Norse preposition vVid may be glossed with even when the
actual contextual meaning has to be translated into to, by or another preposition (or no
preposition at all), e.g.:

(3) Bergpora malti vid hann ad ... (Njila 164)
Bergthora  said with him that ...
‘Bergthora said to him that ...’

In some cases, the meaning of a related word may have changed radically. I do not, however,
think that this will cause any problems for the understanding since there is also the idiomatic
translation. The parentheses behind the Old Norse example refer to the source from which the
example is taken. In most cases, this will be a saga from the CD-ROM which is abbreviated in
accordance with the abbreviations used on the CD-ROM (see the list at the end of the thesis). The
number refers to the actual ‘page’ on the CD-ROM. Unfortunately, it is not possible to use this
reference to find an actual example in a standard edition of the Icelandic sagas (e.g. Islensk
fornrit). On the other hand, given the recent development - and advantages - when it comes to
electronic data sources, the CD-ROM edition might become the new standard edition. When the

parentheses contain a proper name, the example is taken from the linguistic literature on Old
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Norse.

One problem when working with Old Norse is the fact that we are dealing with a so-called dead
language (this is further discussed in section 4.1.3). To compensate for the lack of negative data,
I will compare with Modern Icelandic data to a greater or lesser extent. In some cases, I may be
criticized for not making a sharp enough distinction between Old Norse and Modern Icelandic.
However, the Modern Icelandic examples are usually used as a starting point for a discussion
about an Old Norse phenomenon, or they are used to illustrate possible and impossible
grammatical structures.

In this thesis, Old Norse is handled as a very close predecessor of Modern Icelandic, the
most important difference being that Old Norse allowed a variety of Scrambling phenomena,
while this is limited to Object Shift in Modern Icelandic (see the discussion in 4.3.2.4 and
elsewhere).”” As for oblique subjects and passive formation, I do not assume that there are any
structural differences between the two language stages. In addition to the Modern Icelandic data,
I will also compare Old Norse with data from Modern Norwegian and in some cases with Modern
German. I do not think that research on Old Norse can make much progress without comparing it
with other languages. Since the modern Germanic languages have been quite successfully
investigated within the linguistic literature, I have benefitted from the works of many other
linguists.

This thesis is an attempt to combine theoretical elements from different linguistic theories
in order to provide an analysis of Old Norse syntax capable of explaining the variety of word
order phenomena that can be observed. Hopefully, some of my ideas about how to approach the
investigation of Old Norse syntax will lead to some rethinking. In particular, I believe that
Scrambling as a linguistic phenomenon should be investigated to a much greater extent than I

was able to do in this work.

1 Both Modern Icelandic and Old Norse have also so-called Stylistic Fronting (see the discussion in 4.7) which also
may be considered a Scrambling phenomenon. This has not been investigated very much in this work. Stylistic
Fronting seems to have been more frequent in Old Norse than it is in Modern Icelandic.
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1.4 Organization

I have chosen to divide the thesis into two major parts. Part 1 deals mainly with Old Norse word
order from a ‘technical’ viewpoint (e.g. formal conditions for the establishment of syntactic
structures), while part 2 is a more functional approach (e.g. pragmatic/contextual conditions for
the use and variation of certain syntactic structures). However, pragmatics and information
structure will also play a role in the first part, just as the ‘technical’ aspect will be present in the
second part.

In chapter 2, I will discuss Old Norse word order more generally first of all from a
typological viewpoint. The central issue will be whether Old Norse can be said to have one or
two basic word orders. I will claim that Old Norse has only one basic word order and that this
word order is (S)VO, like the basic word order of all the modern Scandinavian languages. It will
also be discussed whether Old Norse might be a so-called non-configurational language. I will
argue that Old Norse is configurational.

In chapter 3, I will give a brief introduction of the grammatical features of Old Norse.
Before discussing Old Norse within a generative and a functional framework, [ would like to give
the reader a little impression of Old Norse as a language with a rather rich agreement system. It
could be argued that this chapter should have come first, or that it should have been put last as an
appendix since it contains rather few discussions on the syntax of Old Norse. However, since Old
Norse is not one of the most central research objects within linguistics, some readers may prefer a
brief glance at the language under discussion. Also, I think that some of my claims in chapter 4
(e.g. about Scrambling) deserve further investigation within syntactic theory, and this brief
introduction to Old Norse may serve as a starting point for other linguists. Readers familiar with
Old Norse may skip this chapter.

Chapter 4 deals with Old Norse word order first of all in the light of syntactic tree
structures and thematic roles. In this chapter, I will mainly be concerned with a definition of the
Old Norse subject. I will claim that one should distinguish between deep-structure subjects and
surface-structure subjects. The first category will normally always appear as a nominative
subject, while the latter category may be an oblique (i.e. non-nominative) subject. Surface-
structure subjects that are deep-structure objects are so-called promoted subjects. According to

the theory outlined in chapter 4, promotion of arguments plays an important role in, e.g., passive
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and ergative constructions. In my opinion, promotion of arguments neatly explains the existence
of oblique subjects in Old Norse and Modern Icelandic. When discussing the position of
arguments in the Old Norse clause, I will claim that Old Norse belongs to those languages that
allow Scrambling, here understood as movement of, for instance, internal arguments or adjuncts
from their base position to a position further to the left (except for Topicalization). Scrambling as
a feature of Old Norse has been mentioned only now and then by other linguists to explain Old
Norse word-order variety. In the present thesis, Scrambling as a phenomenon is crucial for the
understanding of Old Norse word order variety. I will discuss aspects of Scrambling in some
detail, but I think that further research on Scrambling in Old Norse is still required.

In chapter 5, I will give a survey of Old Norse information structure based on the results
achieved in chapter 4 combined with the theory of Lambrecht (1994), i.e. first of all from a
functional viewpoint. In this chapter [ will concentrate only on some selected topics of Old Norse
information structure. These topics will, however, provide some important, significant data and
may also be a starting points for further discussion. The results of chapter 5 strengthen the claims
made about the basic word order of Old Norse made in the chapters 2 and 4. The discussion in
this chapter also shows that functional aspects should not be left aside when discussing word

order properties of a given language.
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2 - OLD NORSE WORD ORDER

PART 1:
WORD ORDER AND GRAMMAR

2 Old Norse Word Order

2.1 Preliminaries

According to Payne (1992a:2) explanatory factors behind word order variation are to be found in
studies of how the mind grammaticizes forms, processes information, and speech act theory
considerations of speakers’ attempts to get their hearers to build one rather than another, mental
representation of incoming information. Payne (ibid.) distinguishes three important domains: a
syntactic, a cognitive and a pragmatic domain, and she points out that in all languages each
domain is likely to make some contribution towards determining the surface order of sentence
elements (although the relative contribution from each domain may vary from one language to
another).

According to Payne, the syntactic domain may briefly be defined as “a description of order
phenomena in terms of syntactic categories, particular morphosyntactic constructions,
hierarchical structures and head-dependent relations, and grammatical relations” (1992a:2).

The cognitive domain deals with the relationship between order and mental process or
constraints. Payne (ibid.) states that a cognitive account would, among other things, consider the
relevance of limited focal attention, the current status of certain information in the mind of the
speaker, and operations concerned with comprehension and integration of information into
already-existing knowledge network or developing mental representation.

The relation between order and speaker-hearer actions would be explored by the pragmatic

account. The speaker’s choice of one word order rather than another can constitute a speech act
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of “instruction” on the speaker’s part, relative to how the hearer should integrate information into

a mental, cognitive representation.

To begin with, my main concern will be the syntactic domain of language, keeping in mind that
the order of words and phrases is, by definition, a syntactic phenomenon: it involves putting

phrases together (Syn) in certain allowable orders (taxis), and not in others (Payne 1992b:137).

2.2 Basic Word Order

For some time now, many linguists have assumed that it is possible to identify so-called basic
word orders for a majority of the world’s languages.' This basic word order, first of all the order
of subject and object relative to the verb, combined with other facts of the language is considered
auseful way of typologizing languages and a primary characteristic from which other features of
a language can be predicted. According to Payne (1992a:1), this tradition of typologizing
languages by their basic word order began in earnest with the work of Greenberg (1966), and has
been continued by numerous scholars, notably Lehmann (1973), Vennemann and Harlow (1977),
Malison and Blake (1981), Hawkins (1983), Nichols (1986), and Dryer (1988). Yet, Payne points
out that there are some linguists who have started asking new questions about word order and

typology of languages.

A different twist on the typology question was taken by Thompson (1978) (see also Payne 1990
and Payne 1992b), who suggested that the first typological division should be made between

o those languages in which main clause word order primarily correlates with pragmatic
factors, and

' Mithun (1992) shows that not all languages have a syntactically defined word order, and her conclusion is that
basic word order is not universal; see also Hale (1992). For a discussion on the ‘value’ of word order typology, see
e.g. Comrie (1981:86ff.); see also Whaley (1997). Within the framework of minimalism, it is now assumed that there
is only one basic word order, namely SVO, while all other possible word order patterns are derived from this basic
order (cf. e.g. Kayne 1994).
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. those languages in which order primarily correlates with grammatical relations or other
syntactic factors.

Instead of just asking for some kind of basic word order, attention has been turning to the

question of: “When there are several possible order patterns in a language, what is the

communicative function of one, rather than another, order?” A third important question might

then be: “What historical reanalysis gives rise to observed order patterns?”

Before making any statements about the information structure of a given language, in our case
Old Norse, typologizing the language by its word order seems to be necessary; or at least useful
to some degree. One should obviously expect different potentialities in the ordering of
information in a so-called free-word-order language than in a language with a somehow restricted

word order.

2.3 Is There Any Basic Word Order in Old Norse?

What, then, is the basic word order of Old Norse? Or maybe one should ask: is there any basic
word order in Old Norse at all? Let us take a quick look at a short passage, that is, a continuous
text sequence, from Havardar saga Isfirdings (Havis 1332).

(1) a.  Hallgrimur hafdi drepid bdda p4 er hann atti vid og svo Torfi.
Hallgrim had  killed both those which he fought with and so Torfi
‘Hallgrim had killed both of them he fought with, and also Torfi’

b.  Eyo6lfur  hafdi drepid annan pbann er  hannatti vid.
Eyolf had  killed other this that  he fought with
‘Eyolf had killed the other one that he fought with’

c.  borir og Oddur hofou drepid brjd en eftir var einn.
Thori and Odd had killed three and after/left was one
‘Thorir and Odd had killed three, and one survived’

d. Pporsteinn og Grimur  hoféu fellda tvo en einn var eftir.
Thorstein and Grim had felled two and one was after/left
‘Thorstein and Grim had killed two, and one survived’

e.  Porhallur hafdi drepid pann er hann atti  vid.
Thorhall had  killed this  that he fought with
‘Thorhall had killed the one he fought with’
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f. Haskarl  hafdi eigi  drepid pann er honum var etladur.
countrylad had not killed this  that him was meant
‘The country lad had not killed the one who was meant for him’

This short passage of six sentences exhibits more or less the same sentence construction. Each of
the main sentences contains a subject, an auxiliary, a transitive main verb and a more or less
complex object. Within a thematic role hierarchy, the subject of each main sentence represents an
‘Agent’ role, while the object represents a ‘Patient’ role (see e.g. the discussion in section 4.2).
This first glance at Old Norse word order gives the impression of a typical SVO language
(subject - verb - object).? This is also the impression of Bernstein (1898), responsible for one of
the first major studies on Old Norse word order. Bernstein considers the order subject - predicate
“the normal order” (1898:2):
In accordance with the Germanic and Indo-European methods, the predominant mode
of expressing the relation between agency and action, stripped of any modifiers, is in
the simple affirmative clause: Subject + Predicate, which, for the sake of
convenience, may be styled the “Normal Order”.
For main sentences with other constituents than the subject in front, Bernstein formulates a rule
which he calls the “Old Norse law of inversion” (1898:21):
If at the beginning of the sentence there is a word or words, a phrase or phrases, a
clause or clauses adverbial or objective in character, the predicate, of which these
elements are locally and logically a part, follows immediately and in turn is followed

by the subject.

% When discussing typology, the term object usually includes complements of the verb, verb particles, predicative
phrases, adverbs modifying verbs (cf., e.g. Sigurdsson 1988a:10).
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A rule, or ‘law’, like that is, of course, rather ‘out of date’ now.” Old Norse is, like all of the
descendants of Old Scandinavian (Modern Icelandic, Faroese, Norwegian, Swedish and Danish),
what we would call a V2 language (see ¢.g. Holmberg & Platzack 1995), which means that the
finite verb usually appears in second position in main clauses. The position preceding the finite
verb consists of at most one constituent (Faarlund 1994:64). As I will discuss later, in a few cases
‘parts of constituents’ may also occur in the topic position of an Old Norse main clause;” this is a
phenomenon of the so-called discontinuous phrases. The topic position can even be empty in
main clauses, which in many cases is a consequence of the lack of an expletive or dummy subject
in Old Norse. I will return to this phenomenon later, too.

In a way, one may say that the orders SVO and SOV, with the subject in the topic position,
are first of all word orders determined by information structure since the first position is not
primarily a subject position. Thus, the reason why the subject very often ‘ends up’ in the topic
position is first of all pragmatic, not primarily syntactic.” However, in V1 sentences with a finite
and a non-finite (main) verb, i.e. with an empty topic position, or when an adverbial phrase
occupies the topic position, the subject would still be preceding the verb and the object(s) in both
word order types. Therefore, the base position of the (main) verb and the object(s) is, in many
ways, more important when discussing word order typology. For that reason, it is also common to
speak of VO versus OV order. In my discussion, I will use SVO and SOV synonymously for VO
and OV order respectively.

Marius Nygaard, in his frequently quoted Norrgn Syntax (1905), also considers the word order

subject - verb - object the regular order, “naar ikke sarlige hensyn gjor sig gjaldende”

3 However, when used in a functional framework: Faarlund (1985a:375f.). See also an earlier work (Sugioka &
Faarlund 1980), where Scandinavian (and German) is treated as a verb initial language with a pragmatic determined
obligatory topicalization rule.

* The term topic position is reserved for the first position in the sentence, that is, the position before the finite verb
([Spec, CP] in a GB model). Thus, it is syntactically defined. The use of the term topic position includes no
statements about information structure, while the term topic alone may be used for a part of a sentence which carries
‘given’ information (cf. ‘theme’); usually, or quite often, this information occurs in the topic position (see the chapter
on information structure).

> I consider the syntactic topicalization rule an option determined by pragmatic demands. Syntactic demands only
require the movement of one constituent into the topic position (in main sentences), the kind of constituent is
(syntactically) more or less optional.
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(1905:344), ‘when no other considerations take effect’.
It is not very surprising that the placement of the subject in the topic position fits with the
first of Greenberg’s (1966:110) universals:
1. In declarative sentences with nominal subject and object, the dominant order is
almost always one in which the subject precedes the object.
This has to do with the ordering of ‘old’ and ‘new’ information, where the subject of a sentence
normally represents ‘old’ information and the object some kind of ‘newer’ information (Faarlund

1985a).°

It should be beyond any doubt that Old Norse is typologically a V2 language, cf. Rognvaldsson
(1995:5, note 2):
Old Icelandic is a Verb-Second language just as Modern Icelandic; in a corpus which
includes a great majority of the most important Old Icelandic texts [...], [ have only

found one sentence where the finite verb is in third position.

6 However, see Tomlin & Rhodes (1992) for comments on a language with the opposite ordering of information: “In
Ojibwa, thematic information comes later in a sentence or clause than non-thematic information” (Tomlin & Rhodes
1992:117). The unmarked word order for Ojibwa is considered VOS, that is, seemingly an inverted SOV order with
an inverted information structure. See also Keenan (1978).
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On the other hand, verb-second and the subject in the topic position in ‘normal” word order, is not
necessarily the same as SVO word order. Modern German, for instance, is a V2 language with the
subject in the topic position as the most frequent word order (see e.g. Engel 1972), but it is also
an SOV language (cf. Holmberg & Platzack 1995:45, fn. 3; Faarlund 1990a:61).”

All the modern Scandinavian languages, both of the insular and the mainland type
(according to Haugen 1976:23, Faarlund 1990a:13, and Holmberg & Platzack’s 1995:5
classification), are SVO languages (Holmberg & Platzack 1995:73).® This indicates that there
must have been a great majority of sentences of this type at an older stage of these languages
(‘frequency’, cf. Croft 1990:206; Greenberg 1966).° On the other hand, Braunmiiller (1982:139)
(quoted by Faarlund 1990a:20) claims that Ancient Nordic, the language stage before Old Norse,
exhibits a basic word order SVO in 2/3 of all the inscriptions, while as much as one third of the
inscriptions belong to the basic word order SOV - in Braunmiiller’s terminology, basic word
order obviously means surface word order. "

Making statements about a basic word order in Ancient Nordic on the basis of, after all,
relatively few inscriptions (at least compared to the rather large Old Norse corpus), may be

difficult."' However, if we take the inscriptions as indicators of word order frequency and assume

! Holmberg & Platzack (1995:63), with regard to English and French, also show that SVO is not the same as V2.

8 However, see Faarlund (1985a:389) who claims that “the Nordic languages have developed from SOV to SVO to
VSO”. See also Sugioka & Faarlund (1980:313). As we can see, different opinions on this question often depend on
the theoretical presuppositions one adopts and how one defines ‘basic word order’ (cf. Payne 1992b:138). But note
also Croft (1990:210): “SV order appears to be so dominant in the world’s languages that V-initial order is rare and
often alternates with SVO”.

? See Faarlund (1983:1544f.; 1985a:366ff.; 1990a) for comments on word order change. See Whaley (1997:1001f.)
for a discussion on frequency as a method for determining the basic word order of a given language. See Hroarsdottir
(1996a) for a different explanation of the word order change observed in Nordic.

10 See, however, also Trask (1996:149) who makes the opposite claim:
... Northwest Germanic was still primarily an OV language. But it was not completely harmonic: it
had prepositions rather than postpositions, adjectives generally followed their nouns, and genitives
could either precede or follow their nouns, depending upon the type of noun. Moreover, a small
proportion of sentences (less than 20 per cent) show SVO order. The impression we have is that of a
formerly SOV language which is changing towards SVO order.

Note also that, according to Indridason (1987) and Rognvaldsson (1996a), 30-60% of all Old Norse clauses with one
or more non-finite verbs show signs of OV order. Compare also to the findings of Hréarsdottir (1995, 1996a).

' See Faarlund (1990a:20f.) for comments.
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that there might have been an overweight of SVO (surface) word order in Ancient Nordic, while
there was still (or maybe rather: while there was also) a considerable amount of SOV sentences,
we may ask if this would be enough to develop a (relatively) ‘clean’ SVO word order in Old

Norse (given the assumption that word order frequency may cause basic word order change).

Even if we like to pretend that there is something like an Old Norse language, we must be aware
of the fact that an Old Norse corpus, as represented by the Icelandic sagas, may reflect, at least
theoretically, the language stage(s) of several hundred years (cf. the discussion in 1.3). Many
sagas have been copied several times over many centuries. The original saga text often got lost
and new copies were made after another copy, or even different copies/fragments. As mentioned
before, the sagas in the present day layout on the CD-ROM have been reconstructed, and the
spelling has been adjusted, so that they all look (more or less) like Modern Icelandic texts.
Adjustment of spelling has a long tradition in text copying (cf. also Rognvaldsson 1996a:59). We
can find the spelling of a more modern stage of Old Norse (mostly Old Icelandic) in almost every
one of the transcriptions, but usually the copyists seemed not to have touched the word order."> A
reason for this could be that there might have been one person who was reading the text while
others were writing it down (e.g. when one had to make more than one copy of a text).

SOV is assumed to have been the predominant and unmarked word order in most of the
oldest attested Indo-European languages (Faarlund 1983:155; 1990a:22), as well as in the Proto-
Germanic languages (Lehmann 1972; Hopper 1975)."* Ancient Nordic seems to have been in a
position (at least the beginning) of a change from SOV to SVO (Faarlund 1983; 1990a),'* while
Modern Scandinavian, as mentioned, is clearly SVO. From this point of view, it would be most
surprising if the Old Norse corpus exhibited only sentences with SVO surface word order. And in

fact it does not.

12 See, however, Sigurdsson (1985) for an illustration of changes made by editors of Old Norse (Old Icelandic) texts.

13 See, however, the discussion in Sigurdsson (1988a:15ff.), e.g. (p. 17): “Thus, if we take it that [Sigurdsson’s
example] (24) is representative for Proto-Scandinavian up to, say, 500 A.D:, then Proto-Scandinavian was unique
among old Germanic dialects in having SOV in main clauses”; (p. 18): “claiming that Proto-Germanic was ‘SOV”’
takes more than just to say it. ‘How much SOV’ was it?”

"¢t also Sigurdsson (1988a:1): “Old Icelandic probably exemplified a language that had recently undergone OV >
VO”.
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2.4 Old Norse Word Order Variety

Rognvaldsson (1996a) shows examples of VSO, SVO and SOV in Old Norse (see also Kossuth
1978a). We can disregard the VSO order at this point because there are no reasons to believe that
Old Norse ever had VSO as its basic structure (Rognvaldsson 1996a:57; see also Sigurdsson
1983).

About the following sentences (Rognvaldsson 1996a:56):

(2) a.  Lytingur af  Samsstéoum [[p mun [vp hafa vegid hann
Lyting of Samsstadir will have killed him

og bredur  hans]].
and  brothers his
‘Lyting from Samsstadir will have killed him and his brothers’

b. En ekki[p mun eg [vp benna mannséd hafa]].
But not will 1 this man seen have
‘But I believe I have not seen this man.’

c.  borgilsi [;p hafoi [yvp  gefin verid 6xi  g6d]].
Thorgils (D) had given been axe good
‘Thorgils had been given a good axe.’

d. Ekki[p  vildi eg [vp pbér mein hafa gert] ...].
not would I you harm have done
‘I wouldn’t want to do you any harm.’

Rognvaldsson (ibid.) says that only the (a)-sentence, “with the word order finite verb -
auxiliary/modal verb - main verb - object, could just as well be from Modern Icelandic; this is the
only possible order of these elements in Modern Icelandic”. Rognvaldsson refers to this word
order as ‘pure’ VO order.

Sentences of the (b)-type, with the word order finite verb - object - main verb -
auxiliary/modal verb are referred to as ‘pure’ OV order.

The (c)- and (d)-type sentences are said to represent different types of ‘mixed” word
orders. The (¢)-type has the word order finite verb - main verb - auxiliary verb - object. Thus, the
order of the two non-finite verbs is in accordance with an OV pattern, but the object is in a final
position as in a VO language. The (d)-type, in contrast, has the word order finite verb - object -
auxiliary verb - main verb, that is, the order of the non-finite verbs is consistent with a VO base,

while the object precedes the non-finite verbs as in an OV language. Rognvaldsson points out that
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the types (a) - (¢) are all very common, whereas the (d)-type is rare.

One may add that the type (b), with the order [object - past participle] - infinitive, seems to
be most frequent with the modal verb munu; thus it is not “very common” in other constructions
(see the discussion in chapter 4 and also 5.4). In this particular sentence, the past participle and
the object seem to appear as one constituent, whereas this ‘unit’ never appears in the topic
position. In the topic position, we find only the past participle alone.'> I will return to this
phenomenon later (section 4.7). The (b)-type looks obviously like a ‘pure’ OV type in the same
way as, for instance, German:

(3) a. Ich habe den Mann gesehen.
I have [the man]og; seeny
‘I have seen the man.’

b. .. dal ich den Manngesehen habe.
that I [the man]og; seeny have
‘... that I have seen the man.’

c. lIch mag den Mann gesehen  haben.
I may [the man]og; seeny have
‘I may have seen the man.’

An Old Norse example of this type without a modal verb would be:
@ .. pvi ad hann hafdi pad skip séd fyrr ... (Egla 399)

because that he  had [that shiplog seeny before
‘... because he had seen that ship before ...’

' This is taken as an argument against a VP-constituent in Faarlund (1990a:86ff.; see also 1991). Note, however,
that Modern Icelandic, unlike all the modern Mainland Scandinavian languages, does not have VP-fronting either
(cf. Holmberg 1997:113, fn.39; Rognvaldsson 1995:14. See, however, Zaenen 1985; and Holmberg & Platzack
1988:32).
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Rognvaldsson’s (c)-type also requires a comment. The (c)-sentence is a passive construction.
What is called an object in Régnvaldsson’s paper, is in fact a nominative phrase: 0xi god; this
phrase agrees in case and number with the past participle gefin. Some linguists, for instance,
Faarlund (1980, 1985a, 1985b, 1987a, 1988a, 1988b, 1990a, 1994) and Merck (1992 1994, 1995)
would consider a nominative NP of this kind the subject, no matter if it appears before or after the
main verb (cf. the ‘traditional’ view mentioned in the discussion in 1.1). Rognvaldsson’s view
presupposes oblique or quirky subjects and nominative objects of the Modern Icelandic type in
Old Norse (cf. the ‘modern’ view; see e.g. Rognvaldsson 1991, 1996b,c; Zaenen, Maling &
brainsson 1990). I will return to the subject-object question and the analysis of passive when

presenting a generative approach to Old Norse in chapter 4, especially in 4.3.3.1.'°

For convenience, | have summed up the possible word orders, as distinguished by Rognvaldsson,

in the table below:

finite verb | auxiliary/modal verb main verb object ‘pure’ VO
finite verb | object main verb auxiliary/modal verb ‘pure’ OV
finite verb | main verb auxiliary object ‘mixed’ (OV + VO)
finite verb | object(s) auxiliary main verb ‘mixed’ (VO + OV)

Table 1: Word order varieties in Old Norse
To make the situation of the mixed word order types even more confusing, one may add some
examples of sentences containing two objects, IO and DO,'” where one or both of the objects

may appear either before or after the main verb (see also Rdgnvaldsson 1996a:61ff.):'®

'® The existence of transformational passive in Old Norse has been questioned by Dyvik (1980) - see also
Kristoffersen (1994). Arguments against Dyvik are to be found in Benediktsson (1980). See also the discussions in
Faarlund (1988b), Rognvaldsson (1995:15f.) and Haugan (1998c).

710 and DO meaning Indirect and Direct Object, referring to an object in the dative case and an object in the
accusative case, respectively. The use of terms like Indirect and Direct Object in Old Norse may be questioned, but I
will use these terms in accordance with common linguistic tradition (see chapter 4 for a discussion).

18 Rognvaldsson (1996a:63, fn. 7) chose to omit the patterns “where two objects are adjacent, but their order is
reversed, such that the direct object precedes the indirect object. This is sometimes possible in Modern Icelandic (see
Rognvaldsson 1990[a]), and the situation appears to be similar in Old Icelandic”.
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%) a. V-10-DO:

b. V- DO - 10:

c.10 -V -DO:

d. DO -V -10:

e.I0-DO-V:

f. DO -10 - V:

bad skal eg sjalfur veita beim lid (Njala269)
. then shall 1 myself givey themyg helppo
‘... then I shall help them myself’
ad eg skal hvergi i moti pér vera og
that I shall neither in opposition  you be and
eigi veita lio ovinum binum (Njala 266)
not  givey helppo [enemies yourJio
‘that I shall neither be against you nor help your enemies’
Gengur  Asbjorn  mot peimog .. og letur
goes Asbjorn towards them and ... and et
peim veita hjalpir (Finnb 632)
them;o givey helppo

‘Asbjorn goes in their direction and ... and ordered to help them’

P4 matt pu nd mikidlid veita Njali (Njala 275)
then may you now [much helplpo givey Njalo
‘Then you may give Njal a lot of help now’

Svo pykir mér
SO seems me

sem borsteinn vilji pér 1id
that  Thorstein will  youo helppo

veita (Olkof 2074)
givey
‘It seems to me that Thorstein will help you’

veita? (Hrafn 1404)"
givey

okkur
usjo

Viltu nokkurt  lidsinni
will-you [some help]po
‘Will you give us some help?’

These sentences demonstrate that all possible orders regarding the two objects can be found in

Old Norse. In fact, when searching for word order variety in Old Norse, almost any order of

elements behind the finite verb shows up. Rognvaldsson (1996a:64) has listed up examples of

each kind and made a list of existing and non-existing word order patterns. For convenience, I

will repeat the list here, but skip the examples:

19 A construction like this is lacking in Rognvaldsson’s (1996a:64) list (8), cf. (7) below.
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(6) Sentences with one non-finite verb and one object®

a. (XP) - Vﬁn - Vmain - NPDO
b. (XP) - Vfn - NPpo - Vmain

(7)  Sentences with one non-finite verb and two objects
a. (XP) - Vﬁn - Vmain - NPIO
b. (XP) - Vﬁn - NPIO - Vmain -
C. (XP) - me - NPDO - Vmain
d (XP) - Viin - NPjo - NPpo -

(8) Sentences with two non-finite verbs and one object

a. (XP ) - Vin - Vaux/mod - Vmain
b. (XP) - AT Vaux/mod - NPpo-
C. (XP) - Vﬁn = Vmain = Vaux/mod
d. (XP) - Vﬁn - NPDO - Vaux/mod
. (XP ) - Ven - NPpo - Vimain
f. * (XP) - Vﬁn - Vmain - NPDO'
(9) Sentences with two non-finite verbs and two objects
a. (XP) - Vin - Vaux/mod - V main
b. (XP ) - \ Vaux/mod - NPio
C. (XP) - AT Vaux/mod - NPio
d. (XP) - Vﬁn - Vaux/mod - NPDO‘
c. (XP) - Vin - Vinain - V aux/mod
f. (XP) - Vin - NPio - Vaux/mod
g. (XP) - Vﬁn = NPIO - Vaux/mod
h. (XP) - AT NPyo - Vinain -
i. (XP) - Ven - NPio - NPpo-
j. (XP) - Vin - NPio - NPpo
k. (XP) - Vﬁn = NPDO - Vaux/mod
1. (XP) - Vﬁn - NPDO = Vaux/mod

- NPpo
NPpo

- NPjo
Vmain

- NPpo
Vmain

- NPpo

- Vmain

- Vaux/mod
Vaux/mod

- NPio

- Vmain

- NPDO
Vmain -
- NPio

- Vmain

- NPDO -
Vaux/mod -
Vaux/mod -
- Vmain

- Vmain

- NPio

20 (XP) = initial phrase (optional); Vg, = finite verb; Vuwmod = auxiliary or modal (non-finite) verb; V i, = main
(non-finite) verb; NPpo = direct object; NP;o = indirect object. The starred patterns are those that Rognvaldsson has
found no examples of. The possibility that the corpus contains isolated examples of (some of) the starred patterns can
not be excluded, but according to Régnvaldsson such examples would be extremely rare.
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m. * (XP) - Vin - NPpo - Vmain - Vaux/mod - NPio
n. * (XP) - Vﬁn - Vmain - NPIO - Vaux/mod - NPDO

o. * (XP) - Vﬁn = Vmain = NPIO = NPDO - Vauxzimd
p. * (XP ) - Vin - Vmain - NPDO' Vaux/mod - NPIO

q. * (XP) - Vﬁn - NPIO - Vmain - NPDO - Vaux/lmd
r. * (XP) - Viin - NPpo - Vinain - NPio - Vawinod

According to Régnvalddson only the (a)-patterns would be grammatical in Modern Icelandic.”!
Rognvaldsson (1996a:65) also points out that the patterns that do exist are not all equally
common. And, of course, why would Bernstein (1898), Nygaard (1905) and others consider Old
Norse an SVO language, when the situation is as unclear as indicated by these discovered word

order patterns?

2.5 Word Order Change from SOV to SVO
Consider Croft (1990:203):

Languages do not occur in static or stable states. All languages exhibit some degree

of grammatical variation, and they change over time - in fact, much synchronic

variation represents language change in progress.
Now, imagine the situation in a language community drifting away from SOV in the direction of
SVO. Consistent with the principle of diachronic change (Faarlund 1985a:367; see also
Faarlund 1983:153, 1988a:24ff., and 1990a:47ff.: “principle of synchronic coexistence”) which
says:

A change from F, to F, cannot take place unless Fj, and F, can coexist as alternatives

in a language.

2! Hréarsdottir (1996a) offers an interesting explanation for some of the ungrammatical (or unattested) Old Norse
examples. I will discuss this in chapter 4.
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one would expect to find at least “remnants” of SOV word order (Faarlund 1990a), although the
number should be decreasing in later texts.”> A more explicit formulation of the principle of
diachronic change is (Faarlund 1985a:367):
If in a speech community whose language can be described at at least two distinct
historical stages, L; and L,, a grammatical form F, can be found in L; and another
grammatical form F in L,, and if F, and F, are equivalent and no other equivalent
form exists between them, then F, and F, must coexist at some stage Ly, that lies
between L and L, or that overlaps one or both of them.
Having this in mind, it does not seem very surprising that Rognvaldsson (1996a:65) notes that
both patterns in (6) are frequent. The patterns in (6) are, after all, pretty simple constructions.
Both patterns must have been common in Proto-Germanic and Ancient Nordic if those languages
were SOV, and if there ever was an “old rule moving focus elements to the right” (Faarlund
1985a:374,372f.; 1983:158f; 199021:55ff.).23 When both constructions are frequent in Old Norse,
and when they, in addition, are generated by the same speaker, then it is obvious that both

constructions, at this stage, still seem to carry out somehow different pragmatic functions, cf.

Faarlund (1985a:367):**

22 One would, of course, have to define what one wants to call ‘remnants of SOV’.

2 Cf. also Croft (1990:62): “SVO was also a very common alternative order to both VSO (note Universal 6) and
SOV (this is the nonrigid type)”. See Harris (1992) and Harris & Campbell (1995:218ff.) for a critique of Faarlund’s
‘focus rule’.

 See chapter 5 for a discussion on pragmatic demands and information structure.
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Whenever two forms with the same meaning coexist, the speaker’s choice of one
over the other is pragmatically determined.
Faarlund (1985a:159; also 1990a:58) makes a fine picture of the process of word order change
from SOV to SVO:
As it becomes common to move a focused element to the end of the sentence, the
language develops two possible utterance forms, SOV and SVO, related by a
transformation that is sensitive to pragmatic factors telling the speaker whether or not
to focus the object. Because the object (which in this context means any constituent
other than the subject) is the most frequently focused sentence element, the SVO
order will soon be conceived of as the unmarked form, and subsequently through
restructuring it also becomes the underlying form. This is the end of SOV order.
If Old Norse has reached a situation of underlying SVO, a transformation is needed to get an
SOV utterance. Faarlund (1985a:159) points out that
if there is no good pragmatic reason, e.g., if the SOV order is not required by some
principle of information structure, theme-rheme order or the like, then such a
transformation will disappear from the grammar, and the SOV order will disappear
from the language.
As we know, the SOV order has disappeared in all the Modern Scandinavian languages (with
some stylistically restricted exceptions). So, when both constructions, SOV and SVO, coexist for
some time, and when the default focus position is behind the verb, then there may be two
possibilities for how to use a - at this stage still available - position before the verb: either we can
move an element out of the focus position to make it less focused, or, however more unlikely, we
can use the position to give an element a marked focus status. This I will try to examine further

when looking at the information structure of Old Norse in chapter 5.

Let us return to the list of word order varieties, (6)-(9), in Old Norse. In a language community
with a somehow not completely established SVO basic word order, one would, as mentioned, not
be very surprised to find both SOV and SVO in simple constructions with only one non-finite
verb and one object as in (6).

When Rognvaldsson (1996a:65) notes that the patterns in (7b), (7c) and (7d) are rare, one
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may imagine that a speaker with a perhaps not very ‘safe’ SVO basic word order might be able to
produce these word order patterns, but this also suggests that this speaker might have more
serious problems with analyzing such patterns within the ‘new’ SVO grammar. The (7d)-pattern,
as the ‘clean’ SOV pattern it represents, would have been easier to generate and analyze.

When looking at the sentences in (8), we discover the same tendency. Rognvaldsson finds
that (8a), (8c) and (8e) are frequent. And, of course, these orders are much ‘easier’ to analyze:
(8a) 1s ‘clean’ SVO, (8c) is a kind of SOV order with a focused object we could have found in
Ancient Nordic; and (8e) is ‘clean’ SOV.*

The patterns in (9) are rare altogether, because sentences with two non-finite verbs and two
objects are on the whole comparatively few (Rognvaldsson 1996a:65). Here, (9a) is most
common, and (9h) and (9j) also seem to be relatively common. The other existing patterns are
very rare. And again (9a) is ‘clean’ SVO, (9h) is SOV with a ‘focused’ direct object, and (9j) is
‘clean’ SOV. Rognvaldsson claims that the (91)-pattern is also relatively common. But according

to the regularities I have discussed here, this would seem more unlikely.

Disregarding the frequency, and only looking at the total amount of different word order patterns
presented above, one may be tempted to claim, as does Faarlund (1990a:110), that Old Norse is a
free-word-order language where “all syntactic evidence seems to indicate that Old Norse is a
nonconfigurational language in the sense of Chomsky (1981) and Hale (1983)” (see also the
conclusion in Kristoffersen 1996:61ft.). Faarlund (1990a:110) posits a schema which is meant to
cover the great variety of Old Norse word order patterns:
(10) S—> (XP) V1 XP*
XP also includes non-finite verbs. This rule schema says that:

the finite verb is preceded by at most one element of any category and is followed by

any number of elements (including null) of any category. As in Warlpiri,

discontinuous phrases occur when elements of the same category and of the same

% | would emphasize that this is a discussion on an imaginary situation, i.e. ‘focused’ is here used in accordance
with Faarlund’s description of language change. Since [ will claim that Old Norse has a basic SVO order, I do not (in
most cases) consider an object to the right as being focused.
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case are inserted in different slots (Faarlund 1990a:110).
A similar suggestion, however, only in a footnote, was made by Hanssen, Mundal & Skadberg
(1975:115, fn.), when discussing Old Norse word order within the “satningsskema” (‘sentence
schema’) introduced by Diderichsen (1946).%° This schema divides a (Modern) Scandinavian
sentence into three parts or ‘fields’: Front, Middle and Final.?” The middle and the final field are
introduced by the finite and the non-finite verb respectively. The Modern Norwegian version of

this schema for main sentences, e.g. used in Lie (1976), looks like:

Forfelt Midtfelt Sluttfelt
‘Front field’ ‘Middle field’ ‘Final field’
v(erb) N(ominal) | a(dverb) V(erb) N(ominal) | A(dverb)

Table 2: Sentence schema for Modern Norwegian (Lie 1976)

To make Old Norse word order fit into this schema, Hanssen, Mundal & Skadberg (1975:115)
choose “en variant av skjemaet som ikke angir rekkefolge og antall av nominale og adverbiale
ledd i midtfelt og sluttfelt”, that means, ‘a variant of the schema which does not define the order

of nominal and adverbial constituents in the middle and the final field’:

Forfelt
‘Front field’

Midtfelt
‘Middle field’

Sluttfelt
‘Final field’

v(erb) Andre setningsledd

‘other constituents’

V(erb) Andre setningsledd
‘other constituents’

Table 3: Sentence schema for Old Norse - 1 (Hanssen, Mundal & Skadberg (1975:115)
In a footnote, then, Hanssen, Mundal & Skadberg (1975:115, fn. 3) claim that it would be more

correct to use a schema which does not distinguish between a middle and a final field, and they

propose the following schema:

Forfelt Sluttfelt
‘Front field’ ‘Final field’
v(erb) Andre ledd
‘other constituents’

Table 4: Sentence schema for Old Norse - 2 (cf. Hanssen, Mundal & Skadberg (1975:115)

2 As mentioned in 1.1, the seetningsskema was originally developed for Old Danish (Diderichsen 1941).

27 Other English translations for these fields are, e.g.: Fundament - Nexus Field - Content Field (Faarlund 1989) and
Initial - Middle - End (Faarlund 1995b, 1995c).
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This schema is in fact the same as Faarlund’s ‘“rule schema for Old Norse sentences”

(1990a:110): S — (XP) Vi1 XP*. In a table, this schema would look just the same:

Front Final

verb other constituents

(XP) Vi XPp*
Table 5: Sentence schema for Old Norse - 3 (cf. Faarlund 1990a:110)

Torp (1982:90) also considers it difficult to distinguish between middle and final field.

Nevertheless, a schema like this does not state anything more about Old Norse word order than
the fact that Old Norse is a V2 language, and for this kind of statement one does not need a
sentence schema.?® For the same reason, I will not discuss the different sentence schemata
proposed in Christoffersen (1993a).

Even though Faarlund (1990a:100) considers Old Norse a free-word-order (non-
configurational) language, where “rules cannot be given for the relative position of sentence
elements”, he finds that “on the basis of the voluminous extant material in the language, it is
possible to establish a preferred or stylistically unmarked order of elements”:*’

First of all, the sentence can be divided into two parts, the first part being what

precedes the finite verb, and the second part the rest of the sentence. The first part,

the topic part, consists of at most one constituent, and it can also be empty. The
second part may again be divided in two, the first consisting of the finite verb, an NP
which carries given information, usually in the nominative, any other unstressed
personal pronouns, and any sentence adverbial; the last part of the sentence contains
the nonfinite verb unless it is topicalized, nontopicalized NPs and adverbials. The

position of the nonfinite verb is typically first in the final part of the sentence.

(Faarlund 1990a:100)*

28 See Dyvik’s (1977:136ff.) opinion on Old Norse word order and the use of a sentence schema. For a history and
developments of the sentence schema, see Heltoft & Andersen (1986).

2% Cf. also: “Even Old Norse has of course what may be called a typical order, which is statistically predominant and
stylistically unmarked” (Faarlund 1980:67). See also Christoffersen (1994:79): “I claim that the relative order of
nominal constituents in the law of Magnus Lagabeter [an Old Norse law text] is fairly rigid”.

3% See also Faarlund (1994:65, 1995b:7, and 1995¢:4), the latter with reference to Fourquet (1938) and Diderichsen
(1941).
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This unmarked word order in Old Norse is schematized in the spirit of Diderichsen (1946):*'

FRONT

MIDDLE

FINAL

Topic

V[+T] NP [N] PRO SAdv

Vi

NP*

Adv*

Table 6: The unmarked word order in Old Norse (Faarlund 1990a:100)

3! The asterisk means that a category may be represented more than once.
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If allowing NPpnj and PRO to occur in the same field, this sentence schema would correspond to
the common version of Diderichsen’s model with the order: Topic-vna-V NA, and we would
end up with an almost ‘clean’ SVO word order like in Modern Scandinavian.** And even if there
are some data which can be analyzed as evidence for non-configurationality, they can also be
analyzed as some kind of ‘speaker’s confusion’, in a wide sense, in connection with language
change, or the ‘coexistence of two different grammars’ (see the discussion below). In chapter 4,
however, I will argue that there is only one SVO grammar, and that this grammar allows

movement of phrases into the middle field.

At this point, we have not quite answered the question about a/the basic word order in Old Norse
to our satisfaction. However, the most attractive impression so far seems to be that Old Norse is
underlyingly (S)VO, with “remnants” of (S)OV (cf. Faarlund 1985a:373; see also 1983:157). But
how does this agree with the great variety of word orders? And not least, how does this agree

with Faarlund’s claim that Old Norse is a non-configurational language?

2.6 Is Old Norse a Configurational Language?

I will not discuss at great length whether Old Norse is configurational or not. The question of
configurationality has been discussed in Faarlund (1990a, also 1988b, 1991, 1995a, 1995b) with
some plausible arguments for non-configurationality. However, some of Faarlund’s arguments
have been questioned by e.g. Platzack (1991a) and Stockwell & King (1993); see also
Christensen (1994). In addition, R6gnvaldsson (1995) has discussed the problem thoroughly and
argued for configurationality in Old Norse. Kristoffersen (1996:61ff.), on the other hand, still
does not seem to be convinced by Rognvaldsson’s arguments.

Furthermore, Stowell (1982) has even suggested that non-configurational languages do not,
in fact, exist. According to Stockwell & King (1993:63), developments in X-bar theory (Farmer
1980), the projection of arguments into structural positions (Stowell 1983, 1989; Koopman &

Sportiche 1990), and the assumption that sentences are projected from the lexicon are not

32 Cf. Faarlund (1990a:52): “In Old Norse, the order VO is the only one in main sentences [...] and also the
predominant one in subordinate clauses”.
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compatible with the notion of non-configurationality.”> Concerning the discussion on
configurationality versus non-configurationality, I would also like to quote Speas (1990:128):

I will be assuming throughout that, as Hale (1985) has emphasized, “the phenomenon

of free word order ... is not criterial for nonconfigurationality, and it never has been”

(p. 2). The association of the phenomenon of free word order with

nonconfigurationality is something of an historical accident, and so I will simply

adopt the view expressed in the previous chapter that hierarchical relations in phrase
structure are independent of linear precedence relations, and that linear precedence is
irrelevant to questions of configurationality.
In this work, I will treat Old Norse as a configurational language in accordance with e.g.
Holmberg & Platzack (1995).>* Possible problems with that analysis will be discussed
during the investigation of Old Norse in a generative framework in chapter 4.

But before leaving this topic, I will make a short digression to Warlpiri, a Central
Australian language. Warlpiri happens to be mentioned by Faarlund when claiming that Old
Norse is non-configurational (Faarlund 1990a:110; and 85f.). As discussed above, Faarlund
(1990a:100) is able to put forward a proposal for the unmarked word order in Old Norse, even
though he considers Old Norse a free-word-order language.®® According to Hale (1992:64, also
1983, 1994), Warlpiri is a free-word-order language, but of “the type for which it makes little
sense to speak of any particular basic order”.*® In Warlpiri, the subject, object, and verb of a
transitive sentence may appear in any relative order in relation to another, as in the examples

from 64):>’

33 Moreover, non-configurationality is not compatible with the minimalist view, e.g. Kayne (1994).

* Even though Old Norse is not the main concern of Holmberg & Platzack (1995), Old Norse is treated like the
other Insular Scandinavian languages, Modern Icelandic and Faroese. See chapter 4.

33 This is, of course, no contradiction, cf. e.g. Mithun (1992).
36 See, however, the discussion in Speas (1990:159ft.) based on Jelinek (1984) and Laughren (1986).

37 Examples like these are possible in Modern Greek, too; cf. Philippaki-Warburton (1985:113). Also Selayarese, an
Austronesian language of the Makassar group (Grimes & Grimes 1987), from Selayar Island, South Sulawesi
Indonesia, exhibits all possible permutations of verb, subject, and object in its surface word order. Still, Finer (1994)
claims that it is possible to discern the basic clausal structure of the language, which is VOS, “with a hierarchical
asymmetry obtaining between subject and object, i.e. the language is ‘configurational’; the verb and object form a
constituent which is separate from the subject” (Finer 1994:153). A sample from Selayarese is:
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(11) a.  Karnta-ngku ka vyarlakarla-mi.

WOman-grG pRES yam dig-NoNpAST
‘The/a woman is digging yams.’

Yarla ka karla-mi karnta-ngku.
Karla-mi ka karnta-ngku yarla.
Yarla ka karnta-ngku karla-mi.
Karla-mi ka yarla karnta-ngku.
Karnta-ngku ka karla-mi yarla.

e e o

Of course, we do not have any native speaker of Old Norse to provide us with a sample like that.
But we can try to look for the corresponding transitive verb in Old Norse: grafa (‘dig’, ‘bury”).
When disregarding the option of an empty topic position like

(12) .. 0g lét  hann grafa hann hja toft nokkurri ... (Floam 745)>®
and let hegyp; buryyins himgg; at site some

‘and he let bury him at some site’

and passive sentences like e.g.:

(13) ..pavar par grafinn  kirkjugardur (Egla 517)
... thenwas there dug churchyard
‘... then a churchyard was built there’

which is a presentational construction with the ‘logical’ subject to the right (see the discussion in
chapter 4), I find only two different word order patterns in the corpus:*

(14) a. Hannlét grafahannhja toftum nokkurum ... (FléaV 766)
hesugyi) let buryyins himogyj at site some
‘he let bury him at some site’

b. Bardur fer pegartii og letur skurdgrafa ... (Krok 1529)
Bardgyg; goes immediately to and let ditchgg; digyint
‘Bard goes there immediately and has a ditch dug ...

(1) a. la-alle-i doe ifjo i Baso? (VOS)
3-take-3 money the h Baso?
‘Baso? took the money.’

i Baso? la-alle-i doe ifijo. (SVO)
doe ifijo la-alle(-i) i Baso? (OVS)
i Baso? doe ifijo la-alle.  (SOV)
doe ifijo i Baso? la-alle-i. (OSV)
la-alle-i i Baso? doe ifijo. (VSO)
(Finer 1994:155)

me o o

3% The personal pronoun hann (‘he’) has the same form in the nominative as in the accusative (see chapter 3).

3% Remember that the corpus consists of about 50 sagas, i.c. a quite large amount of text pages.
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This is in accordance with (6); we find either (S)VO (=14a) or (S)OV (=14b). On the other hand,
to complete the picture of word order variety in Old Norse, there is, of course, the possibility of
Topicalization. When we do not find other types of word orders in connection with grafa, this
may be due to pragmatic reasons.”’ Relying on our competence as ‘professional readers’
(Faarlund 1983:152), we can postulate a set of possible word orders with grafa (using ‘classical’
Old Norse spelling):

(15) a.  Baror lét grafaskurd. ~ Warlpiri (11f.)

Bard let dig ditch

‘Bard let a ditch be dug’
b.  Bardr lét skurd grafa. ~ Warlpiri (11a.)
c.  Skuro lét Bardr grafa. ~ Warlpiri (11d.)
d.  Grafa lét Bardr skurd. ~ Warlpiri (11c¢.)
e. */? Grafa lét skurd Baror. ~ Warlpiri (11e.)
f. */? Skurd lét grafa Baror. ~ Warlpiri (11a.)

Note that the last two word order patterns would not be possible in Modern German either:*'

(16) a. * Graben 4Rt einen Graben,y, Bard.*
b. * Einen Grabenyg, lait graben Bard.

Modern German, as an SOV language, does not allow (15a).” Old Norse, exhibiting some

‘remnants of SOV’ (if we want to use that expression), allows (15a) and (15b).** Neither Modern

40 (15c) and (15d) must be considered pragmatically highly ‘marked’. This would explain why we do not find these
types in the Old Norse corpus.

! German has earlier been considered a non-configurational language, but this view has changed after the work of
Webelhuth (1985), Fanselow (1985; 1987) and others.

2 To make this example less confusing, one can replace the object Graben by Loch (‘hole’).

* German also allows:

@) [Einen Graben graben] 1ait Bard.

whereas this order, as mentioned, is not possible in Old Norse - or, at least, it is not instanced:
(i)  ?/*[Grafa skurd] Iét Bardur.

Cf. Faarlund (1990a:86ff.) and Régnvaldsson (1995:13f.).

“ chapter 4, I will argue that the Old Norse SOV order is due to Scrambling. Since German is a Scrambling
language too, the fact that (15a) is not possible in Modern German, may seem a little strange. However, in Modern
German, an SOV language with the verb at the end, Scrambling concerns the order of elements preceding the verb,

e.g.:
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German nor Old Norse, however, seems to deserve the label ‘free word-order language’ when
compared with a language like Warlpiri.*’

As ‘free word-order languages’ one should only count “purely discourse-determined”
clause constituent order and sometimes also free noun-phrase constituent order (Croft 1990:62;
cf. also Hale 1983; Heath 1986; Mithun 1992; Payne 1987).*® Even though there is some (overt)
mixture of SVO and SOV in Old Norse (besides some other minor phenomena), in my opinion,
not only claiming a stylistically unmarked (basic) word order, but also treating Old Norse as a
configurational language, can be justified “on the basis of the voluminous extant material in the
language” (Faarlund 1990a:100).

While discussing transitive verbs and SVO/SOV variation, we can take a look at a sentence

@) Bard lieR auf dem Friedhof ein  Grab graben.
Bard et [on the graveyard]apyve. [a grave]op; dig

(i) Bard lieB ein  Grab auf  dem Friedhof graben.
Bard et [a grave]op; [on the graveyard]|apvp. dig

45 Consider, for instance, also Whaley (1997:98):
For many reasons, then, it becomes clear why Warlpiri might be best classified as a flexible
constituent order language, just as it is clear that English has fixed order. It is much more problematic
to determine a classification for languages that fall somewhere between the two extremes. At what
point between the extremes does one consider a language to carry a flexible constituent order?

46 See, however, Fanselow (1990:114) who claims:
In a sense, the term “free word (constituent) order language” is misleading since there are no
languages in which word order is really arbitrary. [footnote:] This seems to hold even for languages
with extensive means of reordering like Dyribal or Warlpiri, cf. Dixon (1972) for the former language
and Nash [1986] and the references cited therein for the latter.
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where both orders appear side by side. Note the verbs grafa (‘bury’) and setja (‘set’, ‘put up’):

(17) bar skulud pér mig grafa og setja krossa ad hofdi mér... (GraenS 1103)
There shall you meppgyburyy and  sety crossesop;y at head mine
“You shall bury me there and place crosses at my head’

In the case where the object appears before the main verb grafa, the object is a pronoun mig. This
sentence might be a mixture of SOV and SVO (overtly it is of course), but it can also indicate that
the pronoun is cliticized (cf. e.g. Faarlund 1994:65). However, cliticization is not an attractive
solution as long as there is another ‘light’ pronoun preceding the actual word. Note also that in
(14a) it is the pronoun that follows the main verb, while in (14b) it is the full NP that appears
before the main verb. Can such variation be due to a ‘mixed word order’ or is Old Norse really a
non-configurational language?

There is, of course, the possibility that Ancient Nordic might have been a non-
configurational language, although I am not aware of any such discussion.*” But when claiming
that Old Norse is non-configurational, one probably also has to claim that its predecessor,
Ancient Nordic, must have been non-configurational. A change from configurationality to non-
configurationality would be extremely unlikely, I would think.

Faarlund (1995b:14) talks about “a general shift towards a more hierarchical or
configurational sentence structure” in Nordic as in other Germanic and Romance languages of
Western Europe. On the other hand, the only fact that seems to be generally accepted is that there
has been a general shift from (S)OV to (S)VO in Nordic, maybe due to some ‘focus rule’
(Faarlund 1983:158; 1985a:372).*® At some stage during this shift, there must have been

47 However, this might be an implication of Faarlund (1987b, 1990b, forthcoming).

8 See Harris (1992) and Harris & Campbell (1995:218ff.) for a discussion on Faarlund’s “focus rule”. See also
Sigurdsson (1988a:21):
Lightfoot (1979, p. 393) suggests that rightward movements of complements play an essential role
when languages undergo a change from SOV to SVO. Two cross-linguistically well known processes
of this kind are Heavy NP-Shift and Extraposition of sentential complements. There is no reason to
doubt that these and other similar processes may stimulate a change in basic word order. They are
clearly important sources of VO patterns in OV languages. But it seems unlikely to me that they ever
constitute the “primary stimulus” of SOV > SVO. First, these processes have a rather limited range
(typically applying to indefinite or heavy constituents only). Second, they are in fact rather atypical of
OV languages as compared to VO languages. German, for instance, allows Heavy NP-Shift or
‘leaking’ more reluctantly than Modern Icelandic. Also, many SOV languages have a strict Verb-Final
Constraint, allowing no processes of this kind (cf., e.g., Kuno 1973, p. 3; Dik 1978, p. 181).
Sigurdsson (ibid.) suggests that reordering of Infl and VP or Infl-Shift “must be a vitally important step in the
development from SOV to SVO”. See Hroarsdottir (1996a) for a different explanation of the change from SOV to
SVO.
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coexisting word order patterns, most likely capable of covering different pragmatic fields
(Faarlund 1983:154; 1985a:372). The language could at a given point in time, then, be considered
(S)VO with the possibility of generating (S)OV word order as an option. But then, after some
time, the OV pattern lost its ‘value’ and vanished.*” The crucial stage would be the stage of
‘confusion’ we may imagine. A speaker of a ‘pure’ SVO language, who is still exposed to both
SVO and SOV, with small or no pragmatic difference between the two patterns, might have
problems analyzing the older form (cf. also Rognvaldsson 1996a:67). What may be a VP
constituent VO, turns out to appear both as VO and OV. The V, then, might have been analyzed
as having focus, according to the ‘focus rule’.”® A possible interpretation of this phenomenon
would be a movement rule regarding heads of constituents. At this stage, before all the ‘remnants
of SOV’ have vanished, we can imagine other head categories ‘moving around’ creating even
more confusion and leading to other changes. This could be an imaginable explanation of the
occurence of discontinuous phrases in Old Norse. Faarlund (1990a:941t.) takes this phenomenon
as another indication of non-configurationality. Some examples of discontinuous phrases, quoted
from Faarlund (1990a:95f.), may be:”'

(18) Veeta var a mikil um daginn

wetness-N  wason great-N in day
“There was much rain during the day’

(19) Gdboan eigum  vér konung
good-A own we  king-A
‘We have a good king’

* This is in accordance with e.g. Croft (1990:62):
Languages with basic SVO order are the least likely to have any alternative word orders; i.e. they are
the language type that is most likely to have rigid declarative clause word-order.

%% This is only a discussion on a possible reason for language change and does not imply that I myself find it very
likely that the verb might have been considered focused in all OV structures at some point in time.

31 See also Faarlund (1991).
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(20) En &  pykkir mér vera  skuggi no,_Kkkurr manninum
but on  seems me-D be shadowsome  the-man-D
‘But there seems to be a shadow over the man’

Prepositions, as shown by Faarlund (1995b), have had different domains even in Old Norse. They
could be both bound prefixes and ordinary prepositions. When other ‘heads are rolling’, one
could imagine the possibility of moving even ordinary prepositions and causing new reanalysis,
as for instance the analysis of a moved preposistion as a verbal particle, which is the subject of
Faarlund’s paper (1995b) (see also Rognvaldsson 1996a:15f.).

Of course, the separation of prepositions from their objects may be “the most remarkable
kind of discontinuity in Old Norse” (Faarlund 1990a:97, also 1991), but Faarlund himself (ibid.)
points out that “it is, of course, normal for prepositions to precede their objects immediately”.
Considering the “numerous exceptions”, we must take this “as indicative of important syntactic
phenomena in this language”, as Faarlund (1990a:97) says, but we do not necessarily need to
proclaim non-configurationality for that reason.”> Old Norse still looks pretty much like for
instance Modern Icelandic, except for some more liberal movement rules and some ‘remnants of
SOV word order’ (see Rognvaldsson 1995; Sigurdsson 1988a). In chapter 4, I will try to explain
both OV patterns (see especially 4.3.2.4) and instances of discontinuous phrases (4.7) by
movement opposed to base generation.

Another “typical feature of non-configurational languages” may be “the possibility of zero
arguments, which we find in Old Norse” (Faarlund 1995b:13, see also 1990a:102ff.). I will return
to this phenomenon later (4.6). A reference to Sigurdsson (1993) who handled this topic within a
configurational analysis of Old Norse may be sufficient at this point.

Thus, like Rognvaldsson (in an earlier draft of 1996a (=1992:8)), I would like to conclude:
“even though we accept a distinction between configurational and non-configurational languages,
Old Icelandic [= Old Norse] could not be counted among the latter”. Chapter 4 will serve as a
demonstration of the claim that Old Norse can be analyzed by means of binary branching

structures.

2 In fact, regarding PPs, Rognvaldsson (1995:9) has made a count using five of the most common Old Norse
prepositions, where it turned out that “in more than 99% of the cases, the preposition was adjacent to its
complement”. Régnvaldsson also points out that many examples of the so-called discontinuous phrases involve
quantifier floating or quantifier stranding.
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2.7 Is Old Norse a ‘Pure’ VO Language?

As discussed above, Old Norse looks pretty much like an (S)VO language, even though there are
some phenomena that might disturb the picture a little. Sigurdsson (1988a:1) finds that

Old Icelandic had an extremely free word order in the VP, showing protypical VO

and OV patterns as well as various mixed types. This raises the question whether Old

Icelandic had any basic order of verbs and their complements, and, if so, how the

other exemplified patterns related to the basic order.
Sigurdsson (1988a:11) also states that

Old Icelandic did not conform regularly to any of the “pure” patterns demonstrated

above. Instead, it showed an interesting mixing of OV and VO within VP. More

accurately, it manifested both pure VO and pure OV within the VP as well as a

mixing or a scrambling of the two.
When Sigurdsson (1988a) and Rognvaldsson (1996a) use the terms “pure VO or “pure OV” they
refer to surface structure. However, since different kinds of word order patterns can be found in
Old Norse, it may not make much sense to use the term “pure”. On the other hand, if there is a
distinction between languages that are left-branching and languages that are right-branching at
deep structure, the term “pure” may be used when referring to the underlying basic word order of
a given language - if there is a single basic word order. On that background, I will claim that Old
Norse is a ‘pure’ VO language at deep structure. This will also be further investigated in chapter
4 and 5.

Sigurdsson (1988a:15) mentions the three “obvious possibilities”:

First, the language could have been underlyingly VO like Modern Icelandic. Second,

it could have been OV. Third, it is at least pre-theoretically possible that it had no

basic order of constituents within the VP.
Sigurdsson (1988a) discusses those three possibilities and argues that a change from SOV to SVO
due to reanalysis had taken place already in the earliest Icelandic texts. Thus, Old Norse (Old
Icelandic) is said to be uniformly VO in deep structure. The different surface structures are, then,
due to extensive leftward movement of non-finite verb forms, objects and adverbial/prepositional

phrases (cf. Sigurdsson 1988a; see also Hroarsdottir 1996a). The reanalysis from (S)OV to (S)VO
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may be illustrated like: >

Grammar A: > Grammar B:

Basic OV Basic VO

+ VO by transformations + OV by transformations
(V-to-I and rightward movement of ‘O’, (leftward movement of ‘O’)

e.g. Heavy NP-Shift)
(Sigurdsson 1988a:23)

Grammar B replaces Grammar A. See also the examples in Rognvaldsson (1996a:66):

(21) OV-base: Eg mun [vp manninn séd hafa ]
(Grammar A) 1 will man-the seen have

b. Derived: Eg mun [vp t; t; hafa séd; manninn; ]

(22) VO-base: Eg mun [vp hafa séd  hana]
(Grammar B) 1 will have seen  her
b. Derived: Eg mun [vp hana; séd; hafa ¢t ti ]

Thus, each grammar would be able to generate both structures by applying movement rules.

Rognvaldsson (1996a:67, fn. 10) points out that some of the movements proposed by Sigurdsson
(1988a) would not be allowed given standard conditions on movement nowadays, e.g. the
analysis of the order main verb - auxiliary/modal verb - object (Sigurdsson 1988a:27).
Sigurdsson’s analysis violates Realitivized Minimality (the main verb is moved over the
auxiliary) and conditions on adjunction (the main verb is adjoined to the higher VP).>*
Rognvaldsson (1996a:76; see also 1994-1995) chooses, instead, the “third alternative”.
Rognvaldsson (ibid.) finds that

variable word order may be best accounted for by assuming synchronic variation in

phrase structure, instead of postulating one single basic word order and letting

extensive movement rules account for the variation.

Such an approach has also been proposed for Old English (cf. Kroch’s 1989 Double Base

3 of course, if all languages are SVO (cf. Kayne 1994), then there has never been any reanalysis related to direction
of the head parameter. On the other hand, there has obviously (in some cases) been a change in surface structure
from Old Norse to Modern Scandinavian which has to be explained somehow.

> However, see the analysis in Hroarsdottir (1996a).
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Hypothesis; Pintzuk 1991) and Yiddish (Santorini 1989, 1992). One may imagine that reanalysis
was not complete, and speakers might have been able to generate sentences from both grammars.
Thus, we would have a case similar to a language like Hungarian, as proposed by Holmberg &
Platzack (1995:59), where [Spec, VP] can appear either to the left or to the right of V*.*° If we
assume that I can appear either to the left or to the right of IP in Old Norse, or if V could govern
both to the left and to the right, we would, of course, be able to generate both OV and VO. On the
other hand, an analysis like this seems rather unlikely for typological reasons (see below).
Sigurdsson (1988a:15) also rejects the possibility of bidirectional government in Old Norse,
among other things because it is not compatible with the parametric approach to government
directionality. Furthermore, Sigurdsson (ibid.) states:

it raises the question why verbs should have been able to govern bidirectionally in

Old Icelandic as opposed to Modern Icelandic; appart from precisely the subject

matter under discussion, word order in the VP, Icelandic verbal morpho-syntax (e.g.,

verbal agreement) has remained amazingly stable from old to modern times.

According to Rognvaldsson (1996a:67, see also Indridason 1987, Hroarsdottir 1995, 1996a), OV
orders were still used in Icelandic in approximately 30-50% of the sentences as late as the second
half of the eighteenth century. Thus, as R6gnvaldsson (1996a:67) notes, “it seems rather unlikely
that several generations of speakers using Grammar B would have continued using OV-sentences
productively after reanalysis had taken place”.”® Rognvaldsson (1996a:76) would consider it a
“tough choice” if he were forced to choose either OV or VO as a base for all Old Norse
sentences. Instead he assumes that Old Norse has, in fact, a variable base, i.e. two basic word
orders at the same time. The ‘easiest’ way out of a choice between one or the other grammar is
probably to choose both. On the other hand, there are many arguments against such an analysis.

For instance, how should we analyze an example like:

> Hungarian has also been considered to be a non-configurational language, but reconsidered by e.g., Maracz (1989)
and Speas (1990).

56 Rognvaldsson (1996a:68, fn. 10) also points out that an OV basic order would give plausible ‘explanations’ for
much of the rightward movement compared with Modern Icelandic, while all the leftward movement after reanalysis
could not be explained just as easily.
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(23) ...0g muntu hennigefa moturinn ad bekkjargjof (Laxd 1602)
...and may-you heryo give kerchief-thepy [at bench-gift]apyvsL
‘... and you may give her the kerchief as a wedding present’

If we consider this (underlyingly) an OV sentence, both the direct object moturinn and the
adverbial ad bekkjargjof are supposed to be extraposed, i.e. moved to the right; this would not be
an attractive assumption. If it is (underlyingly) a VO sentence, the indirect object henni has been
moved into the middle field. Either way, one has to assume transformations. An even “tougher”
choice - for typological reasons - would be to analyze the following sentence:
(24) Pa matt pad nd  mikid lio veita Njali (Njala 275)

then may you now [much helplno givey  Njalo

“Then you may give Njal a lot of help now’
In this example, there is an indirect object to the right, while the direct object is located to the
left, i.e. in the middle field. Within an OV analysis, this sentence would have to be analyzed by
referring to Heavy NP Shift, i.e. Extraposition of the indirect object. According to Dikken

(1995:195), on the other hand:

Indirect Objects in double object constructions consistently resist undergoing Heavy NP
Shift, not just in English, but in other languages as well, as the following English and
Norwegian examples (from Larson 1988:sect.3.2.) show:
(25) a.  *I gave a book my favourite uncle from Cleveland.
b.  *Vihar lant en bok den hyggelige gutten du kjenner.
we have lent a book the nice boy you know

Claiming an (S)VO base structure and movement of the direct object to the left would be a much
more reasonable choice. Since all Modern Scandinavian languages are clearly SVO, and since
those languages also allow variants of Object Shift, i.e. movement of an object to the left into the
middle field (see 4.3.2.4), it is most reasonable to claim that Old Norse has SVO as its one and
only basic word order. If Old Norse allowed leftward movement like the Modern Scandinavian
languages, there was no ‘need’ for two basic word orders. Furthermore, it would not be possible
to determine whether the speaker actually was using the one or the other grammar in certain
constructions. Typologically I also find it rather dubious that Old Norse should allow
Extraposition or Heavy NP Shift of indirect objects when this is not a common phenomenon in
the Germanic languages at all. Leftward movement is, on the other hand, attested both in
Scandinavian and German.
Sigurdsson (1988a:33) finds the variable base analysis “rather unappealing”:

we would not be able to come up with a principled explanation of the striking
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differences of word order within the VP between Old and Modern Icelandic, nor of

the fact that Icelandic has developed into a strict SVO language.

Along with Sigurdsson, the variable base analysis is also rejected by Hroarsdottir (1996a).
Hroarsdottir chooses to adopt Kayne’s (1994) anti-symmetry proposal by which all languages are
claimed to be (S)VO or head-initial languages, i.e., by this approach, a double or variable base is
not an alternative for theoretical reasons. Furthermore, Hroarsdottir also states that “the data
simply does not seem to demand such an analysis” (1996a:94; see also 113). Hroarsdottir
provides some promising analyses of Old(er) Icelandic overt (S)OV structures within a
Minimalist framework (cf. e.g. section 4.3.2.4).

In chapter 4 and 5, I will make extensive use of data in order to show that Old Norse does
not demand a double base analysis nor a non-configurational analysis. As [ have discussed above,
there are in addition also good arguments for rejecting the theory of a double base for typological
reasons. Extrapositon of pronouns or indirect objects is, for instance, not common in the
languages related to Old Norse. Leftward movement into the middle field is, on the other hand,
attested in several Germanic languages. As long as one would claim that the modern
Scandinavian languages have only one basic word order SVO, even though those languages also
allow Object Shift, i.e leftward movement of objects (see 4.3.2.4), there should be no reason to
claim that Old Norse has two basic word orders. In chapter 4, thus, I will analyze Old Norse as a
‘pure’ (S)VO language, meaning that all SOV surface structures are derived from SVO deep

structures by leftward movement of the ‘object’ (i.e. a complement of the verb).
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2.8 Conclusion
Rognvaldsson (1996a:76), if forced to choose either OV or VO as a base for all Old Norse

sentences, would consider this a tough choice - as a consequence he chooses both, i.e. a variable
base. But on the basis of the discussion in the sections above, I will conclude here that it is most
reasonable to analyze Old Norse as underlyingly SVO. This conclusion also supports the general
opinion of Faarlund (1985a; 1990a). SVO is consistent with the intuition of most linguists who
have studied Old Norse. Structures that look like ‘remnants of SOV’ may be explained by liberal
movement rules allowing different kinds of phrases to be moved into the middle field. The choice
between structures with or without such transformations seems, in most cases, to be
pragmatically determined; this too is in accordance with Faarlund (1985a:367). In chapter 5, I
will provide an extensive amount of data showing that accent placement seems to play an
important role in the ordering of information in Old Norse. Thus, I do not assume that there are
two basic word orders in Old Norse as supposed in Sigurdsson (1983) and Rognvaldsson (1996a).
Such an assumption was already rejected by Sigurdsson (1988a), and more recently by

Hroarsdottir (1996a).””

The discussion in this chapter has been based on a more ‘traditional’ view of language change,
assuming that different types of basic word-order patterns may exist in different languages. Proto
Germanic has commonly been considered SOV, while Ancient Nordic seemed to have been at the
point of changing into SVO. Such descriptions are, of course, based on what one can observe in
the surface structure of the language. Given the fact that SOV surface structure is more or less
completely erased from the Modern Scandinavian grammar, Old Norse, at some point, must have
reached a state of ‘reanalysis’, as, for instance, discussed in Sigurdsson (1988a). As
Rognvaldsson (1996a:66, fn. 9) points out: “if Kayne’s (1994) anti-symmetry proposal is correct,
then it follows that there never was any reanalysis”. However, in the light of more modern
theories, reanalysis can also be understood as a change of ‘visibility’ in surface structure. Thus,
the (assumed) movement of complements in SVO languages is postponed until LF and is

invisible in surface structure. If overt movement is due to strong versus weak features, then there

> Furthermore, if Kayne’s (1994) universal SVO analysis is on the right track, assuming SVO as the one and only
basic word order in Old Norse is definitely not very controversial.
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might have been a period where it was difficult to determine those features, or they might have
been optionally strong or weak (cf. Hréarsdottir 1996a). In this case, one may indeed speak of
unspecified parameters in Old Norse. And then one may say that reanalysis was not complete
until around 1850 in Modern Icelandic (cf. Hréarsdéttir ibid.). For instance, take the phenomenon
of discontinuous phrases; this and other variants of mixed word order types may give us reason to
assume that there has been a period where it could have been difficult to fix the head parameter,
as supposed by Rognvaldsson (1996a). Thus, Old Norse may have looked like a mixture of SVO
and SOV, and as a consequence we might have had some extent of discontinuity in phrase
structure for some time, giving the impression of a non-configurational language. This
phenomenon may be explained as some kind of ‘speaker’s confusion’, that is, it might have been
difficult to analyze competing structures and even worse to reach a state of fixed parameters.
Thus, different/competing analyses might have caused quite liberal movement rules. However,
the separate parts of discontinuous phrases are not placed at random, and they cannot appear just
anywhere in the sentence either, like for instance the single words in the “free-word-order
language” Warlpiri.”® Thus, compared to languages like Warlpiri on the one hand and Modern
Scandinavian on the other, Old Norse should not be considered non-configurational for the reason
of discontinuous phrases. The existence of discontinuous phrases is supported by the Old Norse
case and inflectional system which makes it possible to analyze the relation between the words in
a sentence more or less independently of the order.”” Modern Scandinavian allows quantifier
floating and preposition stranding, but examples like (18) - (20), here repeated as (25) - (27):
(25) Veeta var a mikil um daginn

wetness-N  wason great-N in day
‘There was much rain during the day’

(26) Gbdan eigum  vér konung
good-A own we  king-A
‘We have a good king’

>8 See for instance Ladrup (1983). As Ladrup shows, many cases of discontinuity may also be explained by deletion.

> This is also true for Warlpiri.
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(27) En &  pykkir mér vera  skuggi no,_Kkkurr manninum
but on  seems me-D be shadowsome  the-man-D
‘But there seems to be a shadow over the man’

are impossible in Modern Scandinavian, even though the case system of, for instance, Modern
Icelandic has not changed much since Old Norse.® Modern Icelandic has fixed parameters, and it

is strictly (S)VO,°" just like the other modern Scandinavian languages.

The main purpose of this chapter has been to discuss if it is possible or appropriate to use the
term basic word order in the description of Old Norse. Since it has been argued within the
‘traditional’ view that Old Norse might be non-configurational (Faarlund 1990a; also 1988b,
1991, 1995a, 1995b), or that there might be two alternative basic word orders (R6gnvaldsson
1996a),%* this was a necessary discussion before stating anything more about Old Norse syntax.
If Old Norse really was a non-configurational language, we would expect word order to be
determined by pragmatic factors only. This is in accordance with e.g. Thompson (1978) (see also
Payne 1990 and Payne 1992b), who suggested that the first typological division should be made

between:

o those languages in which main clause word order primarily correlates with pragmatic
factors, and

%9 10 Hroarsdottir (19964, 1996b) it is argued that the Modern Icelandic case system may have lost its function.
1 Cf. also Andrews (1990:166): “Modern Icelandic is a SVO language with case marking NPs. There is
considerable freedom of word order, but the basic word order is clear. There is no evidence for underlying SOV
order, as there is in some Germanic languages”.

62 . ) . e ) L
Rognvaldsson is, of course, not a representative of the ‘traditional’ view, cf. the discussion in 1.1.

53 If one wants to commit to Kayne’s (1994) theory, on the other hand, the question of configurationality would be
less interesting.
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o those languages in which order primarily correlates with grammatical relations or other
syntactic factors.
If Old Norse is a “pure’ SVO language (in deep structure), as I will assume, the order of the
elements is first of all determined by the syntax, at least at the level of deep structure. Overt SOV
structures would then be derived by movement. Since Old Norse also allows a variety of
movement operations, I assume that those are determined by pragmatic factors which have to be
examined further (see chapter 5). Typologically, however, I assume that Old Norse belongs to
those languages in which word order primarily correlates with grammatical relations or other
syntactic factors.
Before continuing the investigation of Old Norse, I will summarize the main points in this
chapter:

1. Along with other linguists, I assume that it is possible to identify so-called basic
word orders for the majority of the world’s languages, among them Old Norse. The
basic word order of Old Norse is, in my opinion, syntactically defined.

2. Tassume that the basic word order of Old Norse is (S)VO; this is in accordance with
most linguists who have studied Old Norse.

3. Itake it that Old Norse is a configurational language.

Having discussed the basic word order of Old Norse, I will now take a short look at Old Norse
grammar in general (chapter 3). The role of case and inflection may be considered important for
the possibilities of word order and information structure. After this short presentation, I will
discuss and suggest analyses for a variety of Old Norse syntactic structures within the theory of
government and binding (chapter 4), which, finally, is extended by a more functional discussion

(chapter 5).
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3 Old Norse Grammar

3.1 Preliminaries

A discussion on word order and information structure would not make much sense without at
least a short survey of the other grammatical features of a given language. The question of
whether the language to be investigated is configurational or not (cf. chapter 2 above) may, for
instance, be important to ask, because +configurationality' would, of course, determine the
variety of possible word order patterns and the structuring of information. After the discussion
above, I consider Old Norse a configurational language of the SVO type; however, with the
possibility of moving phrases into the middle field. Additionally, Old Norse may have null
arguments. These phenomena are possible, among other things, because Old Norse exhibits a
fairly rich system of agreement morphology as well as case morphology. Modern Icelandic is the
only modern Germanic language comparable to Old Norse in this way.” The agreement system of
Modern German, on the other hand, is relatively modest compared to Old Norse and Modern
Icelandic.

The loss of agreement and case may have an effect on the variety of word order patterns in
a given language, cf. the development from Old Norse to Modern Norwegian (e.g. Faarlund

1990a).> But word order patterns can be more restricted, even though the case and agreement

! If we choose to believe that there is something like a configurationality parameter (cf. the discussion in chapter 2).
2 However, as Hroarsdottir (1996b) argues, the Modern Icelandic case system may have lost its function.

3 of course, such a development can also be explained by referring to a change from a ‘less’ configurational - or non-
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system survives, cf. Modern Icelandic.

I will concentrate on only a few typical features of the Old Norse inflectional system below.
More thorough descriptions may be found in e.g. Andersen (1966), Ebel (1992), Faarlund (1994),
Gordon (1957), Gutenbrunner (1951), Hanssen, Mundal & Skadberg (1975), Haugen (1990b,
1993), Heusler (1967), Hoyland & Hellesnes (1970), Iversen (1972), Krause (1948), Larsen
(1969), Munch & Unger (1847), Noreen (1923), Nygaard (1883), Ranke & Hoffmann (1988),
Spurkland (1989), Valfells & Cathey (1981), Wessén (1958), Wimmer (1905) or Za uska-
Stromberg (1982).

The main purpose of this chapter is to demonstrate a selection of the rich agreement system in
Old Norse. Modern Norwegian, in contrast, has lost many of these inflectional features. This
indicates that a rich inflectional/agreement system also implies a certain degree of redundancy,
i.e. some information may be expressed morphologically by several instances in a given sentence.
This kind of redundancy makes, of course, a greater range of movement and deletion of
arguments possible, which again may have consequences for the potential information structures
of a given sentence. The chapter may also serve as a short introduction to the Old Norse
language.

In the tables below, I will use the ‘classical’ Old Norse spelling (cf. 1.3) and not the
Modern Icelandic spelling that is used in examples picked from the CD-ROM edition of the Old
Norse sagas. The description of Old Norse in this chapter is pretty much in accordance with the
‘traditional’ view as it is found in most of the Old Norse grammars mentioned above. However,
as said before, in the ‘traditional’ grammars, the term subject is reserved for nominative noun
phrases only. In chapter 4, on the other hand, I will argue that this view should be revised since
there are good reasons to assume that Old Norse also has non-nominative, i.e. oblique, subjects.
In Modern Icelandic, the theory of oblique subjects has been accepted for quite a long time now
(see e.g. the articles in Maling & Zaenen 1990). I will not discuss this issue in this chapter, but I

will provide some comments now and then.

configurational - language to a ‘more’ configurational language.
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3.2 Verbal Inflection in Old Norse

Relevant features of the verbal inflectional system may be the different verb classes in Old Norse
and their relationship to tense, person, number, gender, case (in the participle forms), voice and
mood. Since the different verb classes often have different inflectional endings, we might want to

take a closer look at the verbal inflection in Old Norse.

3.2.1 Verb Classes

The Old Norse verb classes can be divided into (a) strong verb classes, (b) weak verb classes, (c)
a few remnants of reduplicative verb classes, and (d) a limited number of so-called preterite-

present verbs.

A. Strong Verbs

As in the other Germanic languages, there are verb classes in Old Norse which express the past
tense through ablaut alternations instead of adding a dental suffix like weak verbs do. The
strong verb classes can be divided into six different ablaut series. There is no need to explain the
ablaut system here (see the list of Old Norse grammars); I will just give examples of the six
classes. Traditionally, strong verbs are listed in the order infinitive - past tense (indicative)

singular - past tense (ind.) plural - past participle.*

* The present singular forms regularly exhibit i-umlaut of the root vocal.
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Class Infinitive Past tense sg. Past tense pl. Past participle
I bita (‘bite’) beit bitu® bitinn®
I kjosa (‘choose”) kaus’ kusu kosinn
11 bresta (‘burst’) brast brustu brostinn
v bera (‘bear’, ‘carry’) bar baru borinn
\V/ gefa (‘give’) gaf gafu gefinn
Vi taka (‘take’) tok toku tekinn®

Table 7: Strong verb classes
The past participle is an adjectival verb form which is also sensitive to number, gender, and case

see below).” Of course, this kind of agreement provides a great extent of redundancy.

> In some grammars or dictionaries, e.g. Heggstad, Hodnebe & Simensen (1975), the past tense forms are put up as
1st person sg. and 1st person pl.: beit - bitum (the Latin model). T will use the 3rd person in accordance with the
frequency in the corpus.

% The presentation of the past participle may also vary in different grammars. Haugen (1993) and Spurkland (1989),
for instance, use the neuter singular form, while others use the masculine sg. form of the past participle. I will use
the latter variant.

T will disregard dialectal variations in the verbal inflections, i.e. variants like kara/kera; kuru/kgru/keru,
korinn/kgrinn/kerinn. Instead, I use one ‘standard’ form (see Heggstad, Hodnebg & Simensen 1975).

¥ The regular ablaut for the past participle would be an a, like inn fara - for - foru - farinn (‘go’). The e in tekinn is
due to the velar i-umlaut caused by the k.

? Since this form may be ‘adjectival’, it also has nominal features, i.e. it may appear as a predicate complement. See
chapter 4.3.3.4).
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B. Weak Verbs

In Old Norse, weak verbs can be divided into three or four classes, depending on what criteria
one wants to use for this division. The Proto-Germanic stem suffixes were , ijaand . Verbs of
the ija-class reacted differently to the i-umlaut according to the length of their root and the
presence/absence of vowels like a and u. Thus, this class may be divided into two classes: ija and
ja(cf. e.g. Iversen 1972). The main characteristic of weak verbs, however, is the dental suffix (-
d,-9,-t) in the past tense forms. The traditional order of listing the weak verb forms is: infinitive -
present tense (singular) - past tense (sg.) - past participle. Here too, some grammarians use the

Ist person singular, while others use the 3rd person singular. I will use the latter variant.

Class Infinitive Present tense Past tense Past participle
__-conjugation kasta (‘cast’) kastar kastadi kastadr
ija-conjugation telja (‘tell”) telr taldi taldr
ja-conjugation dema (‘judge’) deemir deemdi deemdr
_-conjugation spara (‘spare’) sparir spardi spar(a)t

Table 8: Weak verb classes
C. Reduplicative Verbs
Reduplicative verbs look more like strong verbs with vowel alternations, despite the fact that
there are only two ablaut stages: infinitive and past participle vs. past tense singular and plural.
On the other hand, while strong verbs consist of only one syllable in the past tense singular,
reduplicative verbs had two syllables in Ancient Nordic. The second syllable was a repetition of
some morphological material in the first syllable.

Reduplication is no longer an active part of the grammar in Old Norse. Due to a great extent
of syncopation in the period before the stage of Old Norse (500-700 A.D.), most of the
reduplicative verbs do not show the reduplicated material any more. One example of the old
system may be found in class V: réa (‘row’), past tense: reri.'’ Reduplicative verbs are listed like

strong verbs: infinitive - past tense sg. - past tense pl. - past participle.
| | | [ [ |

00 addition, the fifth class exhibits weak verb personal inflection.

Old Norse Word Order and Information Structure 55



3 - OLD NORSE GRAMMAR

Class Infinitive Past tense sg. Past tense pl. Past participle
| heita (‘call’, ‘name”) hét hétu heitinn
1 auka (‘increase) J[0] 4 joku aukinn
1l falla (‘fall’) fell fellu fallinn
v lata (‘let’) lét létu latinn
\V roa (‘row’) reri reru roinn

Table 9: Reduplicative verb classes

D. Preterite-Present VVerbs

Preterite-present verbs are a limited group of only ten verbs, most of them modal verbs. Their

characteristic is the present tense form which looks like a strong past tense form, cf. the strong

verb bita (‘bite”) with the past tense beit, and the preterite-present verb vita (‘know’) with the

present tense Veit. The past tense, on the other hand, is formed by adding a dental suffix which is

a characteristic of weak verbs. One can find ablaut alternations and both strong and weak

personal inflections (the present tense forms are inflected like past tense strong verbs). The

preterite-present verbs can be classified like strong verbs in accordance with the ablaut

alternations (class IT and VI are missing). Like in English, some of the verb forms may lack.'" In

a table, one will usually find both present tense singular and plural:

Class Infinitive Present tense | Present tense Past tense Past
sg. pl. sg. participle
| vita (‘know’) veit vitu Vissi vitat
11 kunna (—’can’) kann kunnu kunni kunnat
v skulle (—’shall’) skal skulu skyldi
\V mega (—’may’) ma megu matti

Table 10: Preterite-present verb classes

" The arrow refers to the corresponding English word.
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3.2.2 Tense

As shown in the tables above, the Old Norse tense system has an opposition of past tense and

non-past tense, i.e. present tense.

Present tense can be used to express present time events, past time events or future events:
Present time events:

(1) Gisli fer nd upp a fjallio er stendur hj& bae hans
Gisli  goesyes, now up on mountain-the ~ which stands,., at  farm his

0og bindur sar  sitt (GisL 929)
and  binds,.s wound his
‘Gisli climbs the mountain by his farm and dresses his wound’

Past time events:

(2) Gunnar fer nu til pess er hannkom heim (GunKe 1152)
Gunnar 80€Spres.  NOW to this as he came,,, home
‘Gunnar went then until he came home’

(3) Geitir  for til skips og hitti poarin og spyrr

Geitir wenty, to ship and met,  Thoarin and askspyes.
ef hann  tladi til  Hofs (Vopnf 1997)
if he intended,;.  to Hof

‘Geitir went to the ship and met Thoarin and asked if he intended to go to Hof

This use of present tense is also called historical present tense.
Future events:

(4) ..pviad & morgun er jéladagur hinn  fyrsti (Grett 1105)
... this that on morning iSpyes. christmasday the first
‘because tomorrow is (the first) Christmas Day’

7

(5) .. til pess egkem hér a morgun (Fljot 698)
. to this I comeps here on morning
‘until I come here tomorrow’

Present perfect is formed by combining a present tense form of hafa (‘have’) with the neuter
form of the past participle of the main verb:

(6) Pad hafa menn og sagt ao ... (GisL 937)
this  havemen also said that
‘People have also said that ...’
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(7) Sja fundur hefir hardur verid (LjosC 1703)
this  finding has hard been
‘This meeting has been difficult’

In a few cases, the past participle may agree with the object:

(8 Og nu hefi ~ eg sendan mann af nyju sudur (Heid 1370)
and now have I sentacc manacc of new  south

‘And I have now once more sent a man south’

In these cases, the verb hafa seems not to appear like a ‘pure’ auxiliary, but rather like an
‘ordinary’ transitive verb. Thus, the construction can be considered somewhat archaic.'> On the
other hand, the verb vera (‘be) can be used with the past participle of some intransitive (or
ergative) verbs, and in these cases the participle usually agrees with the object:

(9) beir sja pA ad Bersi er kominn & skip Porveigar (Korm 1478)
they see then that Bersiyom is comenom on ship  Thorveig’s
‘They see then that Bersi had entered Thorveig’s ship’

Vera + the participle of a transitive verb usually expresses the passive (see below):

(10) ...  ef Ho6skuldur er drepinn (LjosC 1700)
if  Hoskuldyoy is killedyom
‘if Hoskuld has been killed’

Past perfect or pluperfect is formed by combining a past tense form of hafa or vera and the past
participle of the main verb:

(11) En er hann  hafdi verio  einn vetur &4 lIslandi ... (Egla 416)
and as he had been one winter on Island
‘And when he had stayed in Iceland for one winter ...”

(12) Halldér hafdi sent menn nordur i Steingrimsfjord (Laxd 1649)
Halldor had sent men  north in Steingrimsfjord
‘Halldor had sent men north to Steingrimsfjord’

And, as a curiosity, an example with agreement on the participle:

(13) Gunnar hafdi sendan mann  magum sinum (Njala 201)
Gunnar had sentacc manycc  brother-in-law  his
‘Gunnar  had a man sent to his brother-in-law’

12 For instance, there are only six cases of the form sendan (masc. sg. acc.) in the entire corpus (two of them in
poems), while there are 83 instances of the past participle sent.
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With vera:

(14) pPormédur  var pa kominn til skipsins (Fostb 836)
Thormodnom was then comenom to  ship-the
‘Thormod had by then come to the ship’

Future can be expressed by combining, for instance, the modal verb munu with the infinitive of
the main verb:

(15) Eg mun og senda mann i Ossaba (Njala 257)
I will also send man in Ossabo
‘I will also send a man to Ossabo’

Future (with some modal content) can also be expressed by combining skulu (—’shall’), vilja

(—‘will/want”), kunna (—’can’) or verda (— ‘become/will/shall”) with the infinitive of the main
verb:

(16) Eg skal hafa Ilif hans (Grett 1060)
I shall have life  his
‘I am going to kill him’

(17) Um vorid segir porgils Olafi ad hann vill fara kaupferd
in spring-the says Thorgils  Olaf that he will go sales expedition

um sumario (Fléam 737)
in sommer-the
‘In the spring time, Thorgils tells Olaf that he will go/wants to go on a sales expedition in the summer’

(18) ... partil er eg kann aftur ao koma (Kjaln 1450)
there to as 1 can after to come
‘... until I can come back/until I’'m coming back’

(19) ... ella  verdur pu ad polahardindi 0g verdur po
or will you to  stand hard-treatment and will still

satt ad segja (Finnb 629)
true to say
‘... or you will have to stand this hard treatment and it will still be true’

Note the saying:

(20) Svo verdur ad vera sem vera Vill (Svarf 1816)
SO become to be as be will
‘It has to be as it has to be’
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3.2.3 Person

Old Norse exhibits the following common, probably universal, three-way distinction: first

person (the speaker), second person (the addressee) and third person (everyone and everything

else), e.g.:
1st person 2nd person 3rd person
ek pu hann, hon, pat
T ‘you’ ‘he, she, it’
Vvér (p)ér peir, peer, pau
‘we’ ‘you’ ‘they’ (masc., fem., neut.)

Table 11: The person category in Old Norse

In Old Norse, verb agreement is sensitive to these person features, with different types of verbs

exhibiting different types of inflectional endings. The inflectional endings are added to the stem

of the verb and, in the case of the weak verbs, the dental suffix, cf. the inflectional endings for the

indicative:

present tense past tense
strong verbs, | weak verbs of | weak verbs of strong verbs weak verbs
and weak the _-class the ija- and
verbs of the -class
the ja-class
Sg 1 - a | - a
2, ar ir t ir
3. ar ir -- i
Pl 1. um um
2 i0 ud
3. a u
Table 12: The personal inflection endings for the indicative in Old Norse
E.g.
Present tense
bita telja kalla deema spara
‘bite’ ‘tell’ ‘call’ ‘judge’ ‘spare’
Sg. 1. bit tel kalla deemi spari
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2 bitr telr kallar deemir sparir
2. bitr telr kallar deemir sparir
PI. 1. bitum teljum"? ko, lNum' deemum Spo,_rum
2 bitud telid kallid deemid sparid
3. bita telja kalla dema spara
Table 13: The personal inflection endings in the present tense indicative
3.2.4 Number

As shown above, the verbal category is sensitive to singular and plural. The pronoun system, in

addition, exhibits remnants of dual (see below).

3.2.5 Gender (Adjectival Inflection of the Verb)

The only verbal forms sensitive to gender are the present participle and the past participle.
These are adjectival forms which may agree with the number, gender and case of a nominal

phrase.

The present participle is formed by first adding the suffix -and- to the verbal stem and then
adding the inflectional ending for the gender (and case), e.g. the verb kalla (‘call’) (divided by

dashes for convenience):

Masculine Feminine Neuter
kall-and-i kall-and-i kall-and-a
(cf.: “‘He is calling’) (cf.: ‘She is calling’) (cf.: ‘It is calling’)

Table 14: The Old Norse present participle and gender agreement

13 The semi vowel j appears before the vowels a and u, but not before i.

' The 0,_ is an u-umlaut of the short a (in Modern Icelandic, this umlaut appears as 0).
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For instance:

(21) Hann for kallandi og kalladi a
hemasc wentcallingyasc and called on men
‘He went out calling and called for my men’

menn mina (Njala 290)
mine

The past participle is, as shown already, a little different for weak verbs and for strong verbs.

Strong verbs add -inn, -in or -it to the stem, while weak verbs add -r, - & (+ u-umlaut) or -t to the

stem + the dental suffix'”, e.g. the strong verb bita (‘bite’) and the weak verb kalla (‘call’):

Masculine Feminine Neuter
bitinn bitin bitit
(cf.: He is bitten) (cf.: She is bitten) (cf.: It is bitten)
kallaor ko, llud kallat
(cf.: He is called ...) (cf.: She is called ...) (cf.: Ttis called ...)

Table 15: The Old Norse past participle and gender agreement

The present participle and the past participle behave like ordinary adjectives, thus, they are also

sensitive to number and case. A demonstration of the combination of gender and number are the

following examples:

(22) Hann var kalladur Bjorn
heyascsg was calledvasc.sg Bjornyascsg  the
‘He was called the white Bjorn (‘bear’)’

(23) Hun var kollud

sherpm.sg Was
‘She was called Thorbjorg the huge one’

hinn hviti (Dropl 349)

white'¢

Porbjorgdigra (Féstb 775)
calledrgm.sg Thorbjorgeem.sg huge

13 Actually, there is no great difference at all. There are in fact only three inflectional endings -r, -&and -t. Added to

-in- and assimilated, we then get: -inn, -in and -it.

16 Only the nouns themselves are tagged, but DET and ADJ, like hinn hviti, also agree in number, gender and case.
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(24) bad var sidan kallad PArsnes (Eyrb 539)
thatNEUT_SG was since called NEUT-SG ThOI'SI'leSNEUT_SG
‘Since then it has been called Thorsnes’

(25) Peir voru kalladir POrérnusynir (Egla 396)
theymasc.pL Were calledyasc-pr Thororn’s-sonsyasc-pr
‘They were called the sons of Thororn’

(26) ber eru ni kalladar  Blaskeggsar (Hard 1288)
theyremp, —are now calledrpypy  Blaskegg’s-riverspem.pr
‘They are now called the Blaskegg rivers’

(27) bau spjét voru kollud brynpvarar (Egla 434)
these spearsygur.p.  Were calledngur.pL coat-of-mail-borersygyr.pr
“These spears are called coat-of-mail-borers’

As we can see, both the subject, the past participle, and the predicate complement are marked for
gender and number (and case).

The pronoun subjects in the examples above are, in fact, redundant and could easily be
omitted in certain contexts.'’ From a syntactical point of view, this is no problem in a language
like Old Norse. On the other hand, it is not really common to omit any phrase in this particular
construction. An example might be:

(28) Lengt  var nafn  hans og var kalladur Porgrimur prudi (Vigl 1960)
lengthened was namehis and was [ ] calledyascnom  Thorgrimyasc.nom prideyascnom
‘His name was lengthened and he was called Thorgrim the gallant’

Of course, Porgrimur could be considered the subject instead of the predicate complement which
could be represented by the adjective pridi alone. On the other hand, a construction like this,
with the subject following the past participle, would not be common in Old Norse, and the most
obvious explanation would therefore be that the unstressed pronoun hann (‘he’), which probably
would not even have moved into the topic position, is omitted.

Another interesting example in this matter is the relative-clause-like construction

(underlined) below. The relevant words are tagged for gender and case:

17 By using pronouns, the subjects are, of course, already marked for some degree of redundancy.
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(29) Helgi gaf Bessa uxa tvo, fimm vetra gamla, grair
Helgi gaveBessi  oxes two, five winters old, grey
badir, og stodhest raudan 0g var  kalladur
both, and brood horsepasc.acc redmasc.acc and was calledyasc-nom
Heidaraudur 0g med merar prijar (Fljét 700)
Moor-redpasc-nom and with  mares three

‘Helgi gave Bessi two five year old oxen, which were both grey, and a brood horse, which was called Moor-

red, together with three mares’

As an ordinary relative clause, e.g.:

(30) ... ervar kalladur Heidaraudur,
‘... which was called Moor-red’

This example would be unproblematic. With the conjunction 0g (‘and’), on the other hand, one
gets an inserted main clause lacking a surface subject. The gender masculine provides enough
morphological information to identify the omitted subject.'® The only possible alternative

candidate would be Bessayasc.pat, but this interpretation would be rather unlikely.

Thus, gender agreement, together, with other morphological features, may be considered of

great importance for the structuring of information in Old Norse.

3.2.6 Case (Adjectival Inflection of the Verb)

The inflectional endings for case, all genders, and for both numbers are in fact the same as the

endings for ordinary adjectives: "

'8 In accordance with Huang’s (1984) Generalized Control Rule: Coindex an empty pronominal with the closest
nominal element.

' The forms with no inflectional ending (- ) exhibit u-umlaut; besides, u-umlaut is regularily caused by the ending
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Present Past participle
participle
M. | F N. M. F. N.
strong | weak | strong weak | strong | weak
Sg. NOM i i a inn r in - it t
ACC | a i a inn an ina a it t
GEN | a i a ins S innar rar ins S
DAT | a i a inum um inni ri inu u
Pl. NOM i i i inir ir inar ar in N7
ACC i i i ina a inar ar in -
GEN i i i inna ra inna ra inna ra
DAT [ um | um | um inum um inum um inum um
Table 16: The Old Norse present and past participle and case agreement
E.g.:
(31) ...  sjaldan vegur sofandi madur  sigur (Vopn 2003)
seldom wins sleepingnom manyom victory
‘... a sleeping man seldom gains the victory’
(32) ... og ger ekki pad fordeduverk ad drepa sofanda mann (Vigl 1982)

and do notthat misdeed to kill sleepingacc manucc
‘... and do not commit the misdeed to kill a sleeping man’

Other examples, regarding the past participle, were given during the discussion of gender in the

previous section.

Now, let us briefly return to passive/predicate complement constructions like the ones discussed
in the section above. Usually, the past participle agrees with the subject, cf. (22)-(27), in number,
gender, and case, e.g.:

(33) ... ad hann var drepinn (Grett 960)
that heMAsc_SG was killedMAsc_SG
*... that he was killed’

34) ... ef  peir eru drepnir (Njila 232)
. if theyMAsc_pL are killedMAsc_pL
‘... if they are killed’
(35) ... og voru pau drepin  badi (PorSH 2061)

and were theyNEUT_pL killedNEUT_pL bOthNEUT_pL
‘... and they were both killed’
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In this case, the participle can be analyzed as a subject predicate. The same applies when the
participle has status as object predicate, as in:

(36) ... og finnur ba vio Pingvad drepna og huldamed

and finds thempcepr  at Thingvad killedaccpr and  hiddenaccpr with

vidum (Reykd 1745)
wood
*... and finds them at Thingvad, killed and hidden with wood’

Used as an ordinary past participle (i.e. as a non-adjectival form), that means, with no nominal
phrase to agree with, the verb is marked neuter:

(37) Og hefir Bjérn nd  drepid prja menn fyrir POrdi (BjHit 102)
and  has Bjorn now  killedygyr three menyasc  for Thord
‘and Bjorn has now killed three men for Thord’

Otherwise, as mentioned, the past participle agrees with the subject. This is also true when there
is an NP subject predicate, as shown in for instance (25), here repeated as (38) (only the relevant
morphological information is tagged):

(38) Peir voru kalladir POrornusynir (Egla 396)
theymasc.p. Were calledyasc.pr Thororn’s-sonsyasc.pL
‘They were called the sons of Thororn’

On the other hand, there are a number of examples that do not adhere to this system:

(39) Ppadan hljop hann med reykinum i grof nokkura og hvildi
from-there ran  he with smoke-the in hollowggm.paTSOmerpm.par and  rested
sig 0g er pad sidan  kollud Kéaragrof (Njala 282)
himself and is thatygyu.nom since calledrpmnom  Kari’s-grofrem.nom

‘He ran from there with the smoke in some hollow and rested; and since then, this (hollow) was called Kari’s

hollow’
(40) En pad voru kollud launvig en eigi morod ... (GislS 864)
and thatygyrsg = werep calledygyrpr assassinationygypr and not  murderygyrpr ...

‘And these incidents would be called assassinations and not murders ...”

(41) betta er kollud Einarsvarda sidan (Hrafn 1400)
thisngut is  calledrgy Einar’s-cairnggy since
‘Since then, this (cairn) was called Einar’s cairn’

In the examples (39) - (41), neither the past participle nor the predicate complement agrees with
the subject (bold face) in gender, or number, cf. (40). The only stable feature seems to be the
case, which is nominative for all relevant phrases in these examples. Thus, the subject appears to
be less ‘important’ in these clauses, not only from an information structural standpoint, but also

from a syntactical/morphological standpoint. The past participle agrees with the closest noun
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phrase,” which would also be the closest phrase from a logical point of view, cf. the ‘SOV’
variant:

(42) Hun var boérdis  kollud (vatn 1860)

she was Thordis called
‘She was called Thordis’
Cf. also:

(43) This is Thordis vs. This woman is (called) Thordis

There are not many constructions without agreement between subject and past participle +
predicative complement. Just for argument’s sake, one might claim that this is an early
occurrence of the expletive pat/pad (‘that’), cf. e.g. Modern Norwegian:*'

(44) Det bleikalla pa kelnaren
itgxpL, Was called on waiter-the
‘The waiter was called’

However, Old Norse has no expletive subject; thus, either there is no overt phrase at all (a), or the
pad is referential (b):

45) a. Var pa kallad ad Islendingar skyldu taka skip sitt (Fléam 771)
was [ _]then called that Icelanders should tak ship their
‘It was then said that the Icelanders should take their ship’

b. Pad var kallad ad hudn veri vel  mennt (Fljot 680)
that; was  called [that she be well  brought up];
‘It was said that she was well brought up’

But, if pad has reference, it is a ‘real’ subject. betta in (41), for instance, must have reference.
Besides, as mentioned before, Old Norse is assumed not to have a dummy subject. The oldest

unequivocal examples of an expletive subject are, according to Rognvaldsson (1996a:81, fn. 21),

20 Note the similarity to Faarlund’s finding about reflexivization: “reflexivization works more or less mechanically,
reflexives having as their antecedent the most immediately preceding NP” (Faarlund 1980:68).

2! The pat/pad is, of course, not an expletive - see below.
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found in stories that were translated from English around 1500. As late as in 1920, Icelandic
grammarians meant that the expletive pad should be avoided (e.g. Smari 1920:19; see also the
discussion in Hréarsdottir 1995, 1996a). Nevertheless, even though the expletive is still relatively
rare in Modern Icelandic written prose, it is quite frequent in the spoken language (see
Rognvaldsson 1996a:81, 1995:24). Thus, it is imaginable (not very likely though) that there could
have been an expletive pat in spoken Old Norse long before 1500, while ‘trained’ writers were
trying to avoid it.
Compare (40) repeated as (46) with a Modern German translation (47):*

(46) En pad voru kolluo launvig en eigi mora ... (GislS 864)
and thatygy.sg werepy calledygy.pr  assassinationsygypr and not — murderSygy.pr ...
‘And these incidents would be called assassination(s) and not murder(s) ...”

(47) *Und eswurden Meuchelmorde und nicht Morde genannt ...
and itsg) werepy assassinationsp;,  and not murdersp;,  called ...

A sentence like this is, of course, ungrammatical. But if we add a regular subject in addition to

the dummy es, we get:

(48) Und es  wurden diese Taten Meuchelmorde und nicht Morde
and itsgy — werep, [these incidents]p; assassinationspy and not murdersp;,
genannt ...
called ...

‘And these incidents would be called assassination(s) and not murder(s) ...”
Thus, we can imagine that the ‘real” subject may be omitted.” Another example that might be
pointing in the direction of a dummy subject may be:

(49) Ppar er nu kalladr OrustuhdImur (Korm 1480)
thereapy 1S now calledyasc Battle-holmyasc
“This place is now called Battle holm’

The adverb par is used as a dummy subject in, for instance, Modern Norwegian dialects (cf.

English there). Thus, even if par does not function as a dummy in this particular example,

22 In Modern German, the past participle does not agree with a nominal phrase.

2 In fact, in the example (40/46) pad can also be said to refer directly to the following relative clause:
) Og voru pad pa kéllud launvig en eigi mord [er menn Iétu vopn eftir i beninni standa],
but pad would still be singular while the verb is plural. Another explanation to this particular case would be to claim

that the pad is a somehow neutral placeholder, in the unmarked form 3rd p. sg. (Faarlund 1980:66). Without concrete
content it might not trigger verb agreement in this case. Anyway, it would be a good starting point for an expletive.
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examples like this might at least be the model for the use of dummy subjects.”* Anyway, there is
no ‘proper’ subject in this example.

Interestingly, there is a variant of (46) in another edition of Gisla saga Sdrssonar, as seen in
(50):
(50) Og voru padpa kéllud  launvig en eigi

and  werepp thatygy.sg thenygu.pr called assassinationsygy.pr and  not

moro (GisL 918)
murderSNEU_pL
‘And these incidents would be called assassination(s) and not murder(s) ...’

Here the pad appears in the ordinary subject position which is not possible for the expletive pad
in Modern Icelandic (see chapter 4). It would also be difficult to interpret petta (‘this’) in (41),
here repeated as (51), as an expletive:

(51) betta er  kollud Einarsvarda sidan (Hrafn 1400)
thisngy is calledgpym Einar’s-cairnggy  since
‘Since then, this (cairn) is called Einar’s cairn’

The discussion about a possible expletive may seem somewhat far-fetched in this context.
However, the lack of agreement is interesting. On the other hand, many languages may use a
neutral form, e.g. pad/petta (neuter sg.), to refer to a feminine or masculine noun phrase. Such
use of the neuter demonstrative is, for instance, discussed in Leira (1992) for Modern Norwegian:

Men det som anaforisk pronomen viser ikke bare til substantiv i ngytrum. Det kan
referere til infinitiver, ‘at’-setninger, adjektiv, og i det hele tatt til hvilken som helst

starrelse som gjennom et pro-ord skal gjere tjeneste som nominalledd. (Leira 1992:24)
‘But det as an anaphoric pronoun does not only point to neuter nouns. Det may refer to infinitives,

that-clauses, adjectives, and generally to whatever entity that, through a pro-word, shall serve as a

nominal phrase’.

A Modern Norwegian example would be the following:

(52) en bat! .. Det er politibaten (Leira 1992:25)
a boat! ... It is police boat-the

Leira (1992:25) notes that the anaphoric use of det is possible in combination with verbs like be

or become, i.e. there is an identificational relation. An example like (39), repeated here as (53a),

24 Cf. Faarlund (1990a:70fF.).
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would, on the other hand, be somewhat odd in Modern Norwegian (53b):

(53) a. Padan hljop hann med reykinum i grof nokkura og hvildi
from-there ran  he with smoke-the in hollowggm.paTsomergm.par and — rested
sig og er pad sidan  kollud Kéaragrof (Njala 282)
himself and is thatygyNom ever-since calledrpmnom  Kari’s-hollowgevnom

‘He ran from there with the smoke into some hollow and rested; and ever since then, this (hollow) was

called Kari’s hollow’

b.  #Derfra sprang hanmed reyken til ei groft
from-threre ran he with smoke-the to a hollowggm
0g kvilte seg, 0g det vert sidan  kalla Karegreft(a)
and rested himself, and thatygyr 1S ever-since called Kéareditch-(the)rgm

In this particular context, one should probably repeat the noun, e.g.:

(54) ..og (den) grefta vert sidan kalla Karegraft(a)
...and [(that)  hollow-the]is ever-since called Kari’s-hollow

Otherwise, one should use the personal pronoun (or possibly the demonstrative den):*

(55) ...o0g ho/ (den) vert sidan kalla ~ Karegreft(a)

... and sheggy / (itppm) 1S ever-since called Kari’s-hollow(-the)rpm
The expletive may only appear together with a locative expression, e.g.

(56) Det vart sidan kalla Karegraft(-a) der
it was ever-since called Kari’s-hollow(-the) there

In this case, det is not referential, and Karegrgft denotes the place as a whole and not the hollow
itself. In any case, Old Norse does not have an (overt) expletive subject (see the discussion in

chapter 4.6 and elsewhere in chapter 4).

3.2.7 Voice

In Old Norse, one can distinguish between active, passive, and mediopassive (middle)
constructions; the mediopassive is very close to reflexive constructions (see also chapter 4.3.3.1

and 4.3.3.3).

%3 The Modern Norwegian demonstrative den denotes both masculine and feminine referents, e.g. den mannen (‘the
man’), den kvinna (‘the woman’), versus det treet (‘the tree’).
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The Active-Passive Correlation

The distinction between active and passive in Old Norse is not unproblematic and has been the
subject for discussion for quite a long time (see first of all the discussion between Dyvik 1980
and Benediktsson 1980; see also e.g. Barddal 1997; Barnes 1968; Faarlund 1988b; Halbe 1963;
Haugan 1998c¢; Kristoffersen 1994; Rindal 1997a/b; Rognvaldsson 1995:15f.). I have already
discussed examples with the verbs kalla (‘call’) and drepa (‘kill’). Consider some more
examples:

57) .. og gaf eg honum bad er pa Kkallar  raent (Havis 1328)
and gave I him that what you call stolen
‘and I gave him that what you would call stolen’

This is an active sentence: in the relative clause, there are an Agent/nominative subject pl and a
(raised) patient/accusative object pad located in the matrix clause. A passive sentence can be
formed with the past participle of the main verb, which is kalla, and the auxiliary vera (‘be”) or
verda (‘become’); the ‘passive’ of a sentence with kalla is usually formed with the auxiliary vera.
Making our example look a little more neat:

(58) pu kallar pad rent

YOuUsusj-NOM call thatOBJ_ACC stolen

we expect a passive variant of this sentence to look somewhat like the following example:*®

(59) pad er  kallad rent (af pér)

thissypynom 18 called stolen  (by you)

The accusative object of the active sentence is expected to appear as the nominative subject of the
corresponding passive sentence.”’ The subject of the active sentence can be omitted, or it can be
expressed by an adverbial (Agent) phrase. I consider the use of an Agent phrase in the passive an
option, even though it is scarcely used in Old Norse (see also the discussion on passive in chapter
4.3.3.1). The main purpose of passive constructions may be to focus more on the situation of the
Patient and less on the ‘logical’ subject; therefore, the Agent phrase is usually omitted (at least in
Old Norse). In fact, there are remarkably few examples of Agent phrases in Old Norse passive
sentences compared to modern Germanic languages.

It is not very difficult to find a sentence which looks like the passive construction we

%% The nominative and the accusative of pad have the same form.

7 Objects with lexical case, i.e. dative, genitive or lexical accusative, preserve their case even when they are
promoted to subject; they become so-called oblique subjects. See the discussion in chapter 4.3.3.
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expect, €.g.:

(60) ... en skip pad var kallad islendingur (Svarf1797)
and ship  that was called Icelander
‘... and that ship was called Icelander’

Consider also two more examples with drepa (‘kill’):

(61) a. Hann drepur Svart begar i stad (Floam 745)
he kills Svart immediately in place
‘He kills Svart at once’

b. pengill  brodur ykkar er  drepinn (Krok 1523)
[Thengll brother your]NOM_MASC_SG is killedNOM-MASC-SG
“Your brother Thengil has been killed’

Sentences like these look convincingly like active-passive correlations. On the other hand, when
looking back at all the examples with kalla (‘call”), we note that the predicate complement acts
like the past participle with regard to agreement with the subject. The past participle is inflected
just like an ordinary adjective, thus, a sentence like (61b) looks not very different from sentences
like the following:

(62) Hann var  sterkur ad  afli (Egla 415)

hexommascsg Was strongvommascsG  at strength
‘He was strong’

(63) Hann var  rikur madr (HallM 1194)

henom-mascsg Was [rich man JNom-MASc-sG
‘He was a rich man’

Thus, it may be argued that:

konstruksjoner med ‘vera/verda’ + perfektum partisipp mé analyseres som vanlige
predikativkonstruksjoner. [...] Dermed later ikke gammelnorsk til & ha noen kategori
‘passiv’; bare noen konstruksjoner som i visse sammenhenger kan brukes som

passive motstykker til andre konstruksjoner. (Dyvik 1980:105f.)
‘constructions with vera/verda + past participle must be analyzed as regular predicate complement

constructions. [...] Thus, Old Norse does not appear to have a passiv category; only a few constructions

which in certain cases can be used as passive oppositions to other constructions.’

See Benediktsson (1980) for some good arguments against Dyvik’s view.

Somewhat interesting is, at least, the great number of stative passive constructions in Old
Norse. Dyvik (1980:25f) points out that the dynamic copula verda (‘become’) replaces the stative
copula vera (‘be’) at a later stage in the same constructions. The verb verda is otherwise

primarily used with a future content. Most examples with, for instance, drepinn (‘killed”) are
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with vera, but there are also two examples (from the same text) with verda in the corpus:**

(64) Poriri  Gardi spyr na hvar Grettir er  nidur kominn

Thorir in  Yard asks now where  Grettir is  down come
og vildi setja til eitthvert rad ad hann yroi drepinn (Grett 1040)
and  will set to any means that he became killed

‘Thorir Yard asks now where Grettir has come down and wants to take any steps to get him killed’

(65) Setti Porour  nu moérg rad il ad Grettir yroi & burt  komid

sets  Thord now many means to that Grettir became a-way come

eda drepinn  ella (Grett 1047)
or killed else
‘Thord take now many steps to make Grettir go away or otherwise get him killed’

In both examples, verda is used in the subjunctive and with a future and modal content. But both
examples have also moved further away from the stative-like construction vera drepinn (‘be
killed”). Note that the constructions Grettir er nidur kominn and Grettir yrdi & burt komid, with
the adverbs, differ from regular adjectival constructions (predicate complements) where we do
not find this use of adverbs. Additionally, the past participle in (65), komid, does not agree with
the subject, and thus cannot be an adjective.

There were only two single examples with verda and the past participle drepinn. Thus,
normally the construction seems to be vera drepinn, which may seem stative in most cases. On
the other hand, the same construction may seem dynamic in other contexts. Thus, there is
actually no need for two different verbs to express the two different relations, as demonstrated by
the following examples:

(66) Var borkell leiddur at 09 drepinn (Laxd 1618)
was  Thorkel led out and killed
‘Thorkel was led out and killed’

(67) Pbar var hann drepinn og grofu hann par (Floam 772)
there was he killed and buried [they] him there
‘He was/got killed there and they burried him at the same place’

%% The form yroi is past subjunctive.
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(68) ... o0g heitir par sidan Valafall er hann var drepinn (Korm 1494)
and is-named there since  Valafall where he was killed
‘And the place where he was/got killed is called Valafall since then’

(69) En ef.. pa munt pa drepinnvera her a landi (Njala 209)
and  if.. then will you killed be here on land
‘And if ... then you will be/get killed in this country’

(70) ... og vil eg bjéda  pér ad lifa ef pu vilt,
and will I offer you to live if you will,
svo gerdir pa vid mig, ella vera drepinn (Hrafn 1415)
SO do you with me, or be killed

‘... and I will let you live if you want to, in this case you do as I tell you to, or be/get killed’

(71) pPa stokk bPborgeir nordur a Strandir og var par  drepinn (Hard 1288)
then ran Thorgeirnorth on Strand and was there  killed
‘Then Thorgeir ran away north to Strand and was/got killed there’

(72) Veglagur fér  upp & Skotland og gerdist par  mikill

Veglag went up on Scotland and became there much
pjofurog var par  drepinn um Sidir (Fostb 807)
thief and wasthere killed at last
‘Veglag went up to Scotland and there he became a great thief and was/got killed in the end’
(73) ... 0g muntu annadhvort ger sekur eda drepinn (VaLjo 1828)
and will-youone-of-two done  lawless or killed

‘... and you will either be/get (sentenced) lawless or killed’

In the last example (73), we observe the use of the past participle of the verb gera (‘do’) with the
adjective sekur; this definitely presupposes an Agent. While sekur is an adjective beyond any
doubt, drepinn does not necessarily have to be considered an adjective. The form ger belongs to
sekur alone; vera belonging to both ger and drepinn is omitted (omitting the vera (the infinitive)
is quite common in Old Norse).” Thus, the sentence would look like the following:

(74) ... og muntu annadhvort [vera ger sekur] eda [vera drepinn]

The connection to an Agent is also clear in:

(75) ...ad hann mundi drepa jarlinn pd ad hann veeri pegar drepinnHallO 1250)
... that he would  kill earl-the though that he was  just killed
‘... that he would kill the jarl even though he just might have been killed’

» ¢t Nygaard (1905:25): “Infinitiv af vera udelades ofte etter skulu, munu, mega, samt i akk. med inf. [...] og i
passive infinitivsformer”. (‘Infinitive of vera is often omitted after skulu, munu, mega, plus A.C.I. and in passive
infinitive forms’). See also Nygaard (1878:266).

Old Norse Word Order and Information Structure 75



3 - OLD NORSE GRAMMAR

(76) Og er hann kom ad naustdyrunum leggur Refur spjotinu i  gegnum

and as he comes at boat-house doors lays Ref  spear in through
hann. Porsteinn kallar i  pvi og meelti: ”[...] en eg

him. Thorstein calls in this and says: “I...] and INom-sG-(MaASC)
er lagdur i gegnum.” (Krok 1523)

am layednom-sg-masc  In through.”

‘And when he comes to the doors of the boat-house, Ref puts his spear through him. Thorstein shouts then
and says: “... and [ am hit / bored through™’

And finally an example with an expressed Agent:

(77) P4 var hann bedinn af  vinum sinum a0 stadfestast
then was heNOM_Sg_MASC beggedNOM_Sg_MASC [Of friends hiS]AGENT to settle

hér (BandK 27)
here
‘Then his friends asked him to settle down here’

The examples above should make it clear that there is some kind of relation between sentences
with Agent roles expressed as subjects and corresponding sentences where the Agent role is not
expressed at all, or where it is expressed as a by-phrase, i.e. an adjunct. This relation may be
called an active-passive relation. According to Faarlund (1988b) this relation is of a lexical kind
rather than a transformational kind. The transformational part of the active-passive relation will

be discussed in chapter 4, especially 4.3.3.1.

Reflexive Verb Forms and the Medio Passive
In addition to the personal pronouns, Old Norse has a reflexive pronoun with an accusative,
genitive, and dative form. The same three variants are used in both singular, dual and plural:

sik/sig (ACC), sin (GEN) sér (DAT), e.g.:

(78) Hann ... tekur ofan hjalm og setur &  hofud sér og sverd
he ... takes  from-above helmet and sets on  head his and  sword
i hond  sér,  setur skjold fyrir  sig (Fljot 704)
in hand his, sets shield before himself

‘He takes a helmet from above and puts it on his head and takes a sword in his hand, and he places a shield
in front of himself’

(799 HuUn  bar sig pba litt og grét  allsart (Grett 1052)
she went-on  herself then little and cried  all-sorely
‘Then she went on a little and cried painfully’
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(80) bPé& signdu pau  sig 0g sveininn (Njila 281)
then signed they themselves and boy-the
‘Then they made the sign of the cross over themselves and the boy’

(81) Bjorgdlfur kallar til sin Hdgna bonda (Egla 374)
Bjorgolf calls to him Hogni farmer
‘Bjorgolf calls for farmer Hogni’

The subject, i.e. the antecedent, can be also omitted:

(82) Hvildu [ ] sig par og eyki  sina (Egla 487)
restedp, [they]themselves there  and horses  their
“They and their horses took a rest there’

The reflexive pronoun may even appear before its ‘antecedent’:

(83) bPrem moérkum silfurs skal sig af holmi  leysa sa er sar
three marks silver’s shall him; of holm  loosen he; that  sore

verour eda  dvigur (Svarf 1790)
becomes or  unfit
‘Anybody that gets wounded or unfit for fight has to pay three marks of silver to be redeemed from single

combat’
Old Norse also exhibits separate ‘reflexive’ verb forms; verb forms which came into being by
cliticization of the personal pronoun mik, reduced to -mk and the reflexive pronoun sik, reduced
to -sk.>! Thus, a verb like kalla may have its own inflection as a reflexive kallask, for instance in

the present and past tense indicative:

30 ¢f. also:
@) Pictures of himself; don’t bother John;. (Belletti & Rizzi 1988), quoted from Kuno & Takami (1993:155).

In the Old Norse example, the dative NP prem morkum silfurs has to be analyzed as an instrumental adverbial and not
as the subject, i.e. not: Three marks of silver shall redeem him who ..., but: With three marks of silver he who ... shall
be redeemed ... The subject is the phrase located to the right: sa er sar verdur eda 6vigur. Note that the right (dis-
)located subject is rather complex. The ‘normal’ position of the subject is right in front of the reflexive sig. Thus, the
Old Norse example is different from the English example (i) where himself is part of the subject, while the referential
‘antecedent’ follows the reflexive. In the Old Norse example, there is a ‘potential’ position before the reflexive, i.e. at
least in deep structure the antecedent precedes the reflexive.

31 Later -sk changed to -st or -3, e.g., kallast and kallas (Modern Icelandic only -St). A description of the historical
development of st-verbs can be found in Anderson (1990:236ff.); see also, e.g. Noreen (1923:367ft.) or Nygaard
(1905:154¢.).
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Present tense Past tense
50 1 ko,_llumk ko, lludumk
2. kallask kalladisk
3 kallask kalladisk
Pl 1 ko, llumsk ko, lludumsk
2. kallizk** ko, luduzk
3. kallask ko,_lludusk

Table 17: The inflection of Old Norse reflexive verbs

Reflexive verb forms like these may have different functions, for instance, a reflexive,

reciprocal, inchoative or passive and medio passive function, e.g.:

(84)

(85)

(86)

(87)

(83)

Reflexive (the verbal action is pointed at the subject itself):

Porbjorn klaedist nd skjott 0g meelti ... (Krok 1516)
Thorbjorn dressed-himself now quickly and said ...
‘Thorbjorn got dressed quickly and said ...’

Reciprocal (two or more persons or things have an effect on each other):

Og er peir mattust ba melti  Gunnlaugur ... (Gunnl 1190)
and when they met-each-other then said Gunnlaug ...
‘And when they met Gunnlaug said ...’

Inchoative (the subject is turning into another condition):

.. pvi ao hann meaddist mjog fyrir aldurs sakir (Svarf 1815)
... because that he got-tired much  for age’s sake
‘... because he got very tired because of his age’

Passive (the subject is affected from outside and has a clearly objective role):

A pbessum pimum byggaist allur  Breidafjorour (Eyrb 540)
on these times was-built  all Breidafjord
‘At this time the whole Breidafjord was built’

Medio passive (the subject is both agentive and objective):

Einar brédir hans lagdist nidur og sofnadi (LjosC 1692)
Einar, his brother, laid down and fell-asleep
‘His brother Einar lay down and fell asleep’

Some ‘technical’ aspects of reflexive verb forms are discussed in chapter 4.3.3.3.

32 The letter z stands for a dental + s. The dental is in this case 0.
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3.2.8 Mood

The Old Norse modal system consists of indicative (declarative), subjunctive and imperative.

A. Indicative

The indicative may be called the ‘unmarked’ mood; it is used first of all to express what the
speaker himself believes in, or remains neutral to, the assertion, i.e. the indicative is usually used
for factual situations:

(89) Pad var nordanvedur mikid (Eyrb 611)
that was northern-weather much
‘There was a strong north wind’

B. Subjunctive

The subjunctive is mainly used in two semantically different ways. The first use indicates the
speaker’s opinion of the assertion, if it for instance might be imaginable, possible or likely
(usually called potential subjunctive). The second use is to express the speaker’s interest in the
effect of the assertion. This applies to illocutions such as wishes, requests, invitations, commands,
demands (usually called optative subjunctive). Thus, the subjunctive in general is used for non-
factual situations.

o Potential:

(90) Pad var sagt ad pu kynnir ekki ad hradast (Svarf 1790)
this is said  that you could notto  be-frightened
‘It is said about you that you cannot be frightened’

(91) ...og spurdi Hallfredur hver hann  veeri (HallMV 1208)
.. and asked Hallfred who he was
‘and Hallfred asked him who he was’

(92) “Ekki er pad min etlan,”sagdi hann, “ad svo $é.” (Gunnl 1167)
not is that my opinion, said he, that so  be
‘I don’t think that it is like that’

. Optative:
(93) Eigi  vildi hann ad hun feeri til fundarins (Hard 1287)
not wanted  he that she  went to meeting

‘He did not want her to go to the meeting’

(94) Vildi eg ad vér  tekjum upp leika og wveeri n0 svo vel med
will I that we took up games and be now so well  with
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0SS sem pa er best hefir verio (GislS 866)
us as then  whenbest have been
‘I want us to resume the games and I wish it would be as good between us as when it was at its best’

However, the distinction between potential and optative subjuntive is not always obvious:

(95) “Pad veeri nu karlmannlegt,” segir hann, “ad pa rédist fyrstur
that be  now manly, says he, that you ride first
upp  Kkleifarnar ad Gisla og mundi bess lengi getid ef pu
up hills at  Gisli and would this long told [be] if you

yrdi  skadamadur hans ...”” (GisL 950)
were harm-man his
‘That would have been manly, he says, if you were the first to ride up the hills to Gisli, and that will betold

about for a long time if you were Gisli’s killer’

This is, of course, an imagined, i.e. unreal, situation. Thus, we may call this use of the
subjunctive potential, although it is also clear that the speaker wants the listener to do as

proposed, which we usually refer to as optative.

C. Imperative
Old Norse, unlike e.g. Modern English, has specific grammatical verb forms for the imperative.
The different verb classes sometimes exhibit different endings in the singular, while the plural is

the same for all verbs:

strong verbs weak weak weak
and weak _n-verbs ija-verbs _-verbs
ja-verbs
2nd pers. sg. - a - i/-
1st pers. pl./dualis um
2nd pers. pl./dualis i

Table 18: The Old Norse imperative endings
In Modern Scandinavian, the subject is normally omitted in imperative sentences, e.g. Modern
Norwegian:

(96) G&[-].
‘Gol”

The subject may be expressed, but normally this would be to indicate contrast. Thus, an

imperative sentence with a surface subject is normally considered marked in Modern Norwegian:
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(97) Ga bu! (EG har noko anna a gjere.)
‘You go! (I have something else to do.)’

On the other hand, in Old Norse, imperative sentences with a surface subject are rather normal

without implying emphasis/contrast (see e.g. Nygaard 1905:8ff.):

(98) Gakk pu  at frendi! (LjosA 1732)™
g0 you out friend
‘Go out, kinsman’

(99) Gangid pér med  mér (Njala 226)
g0 you with me

‘(You) go with me!’

(100) Gongum vér  nu heim (Njila 273)
go we now home
‘Let us go home now!’

And, as a curiosity, some examples with the dual:

(101) Gangid piod & fund hans (Hrafn 1404)
g0 you-two on find his
‘(The two of you,) go and find him!”

(102) Gongum vid na fyrir  konung (Njila 127)
go we-two now for  king
‘Let us (two) step before the king!’

Nygaard (1905:8) states:

Ved imperativ udelades ofte subjekt af 2den pers. ent. og flertal og fordetmeste
subjekt af 1ste pers. flertal. Det gjor i regelen ingen forskel, om subjektet tilfoies eller

ikke, men skal personen serlig udhaves, sattes alltid pronomenet.
‘In imperative sentences, a subject of the 2nd person sg. and pl., and in most case of the 1st person pl.,

is often omitted. Normally, there is no difference if the subject is added or not, but when a person is to

have special emphasis, the pronoun is always used.’

There is no doubt that the subject (pronoun) is usually unstressed, because of the tendency to

cliticize it. Compare the (a)-variants to the (b)-variants without cliticization; p is reduced to 0:

(103) a. segdu svo  konungi ao ... (Egla 372)
say-you SO king that ...
‘Then tell the king that ...’

33 The verb form gakk is an assimilated form of gang.
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b.Seg pu honum ao ... (GunKV 1146)
say you him that ...
‘Tell him that ...”

(104) a. Hafdu petta nu ... (GisL 946)
have-you this now
‘Take this now ...’

b. ... haf pu nu allt saman ... (LjosC 1681)
... have you now all  together
‘... you may take everything now ...’

Omitting the subject (pronoun) may perhaps be analyzed as a deletion of the same kind as other
Old Norse empty argument constructions (cf. 4.6). Thus, imperative sentences with surface
subjects are perhaps not formalized/grammaticalized in the same way in Old Norse as they are in
Modern Scandinavian.

The imperative may not only express a command but also a request or a wish. Thus, the
imperative may often be used with the same function as the subjunctive:
(105) ver pa var um pig (Njala 172)

be you aware of you
‘be careful (about yourself)’

(106) ver pu hvers mann nidingur ef pd  porir eigi (Egla 445)
be you every  man coward if you dare not
‘you are a coward if you do not dare to’

(107) haf pu mikla pokk fyrir (Vopn 2002)
have you much thanks for
‘I will thank you for that’

(108) Kom  heill og sezll  freendi (Njala 260)
come whole and happy friend
‘Welcome, kinsman’

This will do as an outline of the most important features of the verbal inflection. I have also
demonstrated elements of the adjectival inflection and will now take a short look at the nominal

inflection system.

3.3 Nominal inflection in Old Norse

The nominal inflection is of major importance to the investigation of word order and information
structure in Old Norse. The advanced case system, compared to, for instance, Modern English, or
the Modern Mainland Scandinavian languages, allows different word order patterns that would

still lead to unequivocal sentences, e.g.:
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(109) a. Madrinn drap hestinn
man-theNOM_SUBJ killed hOTSC-thGACC_OBJ

b. Hestinn drap madrinn
hOTSC-thGAcc_OBJ killed man-theNOM_SUBJ

Both sentences express the same semantic relation and there is no need to have recourse to, for
instance, intonation to justify an object in the topic position for the reason of ambiguity. In the
Modern Norwegian sentence:

(110) Mannen drap hesten
man-the killed  horse-the

the default interpretation would be: mannen = subject and hesten = object. Under certain
conditions, on the other hand, this sentence may express the relation of the unmarked word order:

(111) Hesten drap mannen
horse-thegyg; killed man-thegg;

That means, in (110) mannen may very well be considered the object which is topicalized in
order to get a special pragmatical effect like, for instance, contrast. Thus, a sentence like this is,
in principle, ambiguous in many languages without case marking, e.g. in Modern Norwegian. But

since a sentence is normally part of a broader context, this is usually not a problem.

3.3.1 Gender and stems

As shown above, the Old Norse gender category consists of the masculine, the feminine, and the

neuter, e.g.
Masculine Feminine Neuter
batr dao land
‘boat’ ‘deed’ ‘land’

Table 19: The Old Norse gender category: nouns

As we have seen, the gender of the subject determines the gender inflection of the past participle
in predicate complement construction. Thus, gender is an inherent category for nouns, while
participles, adjectives and determiners are inflected in accordance with a noun.

Within the gender categories, Old Norse nouns can be divided into different stem classes,

each stem class exhibiting its own case endings. Consider e.g. the masculine paradigm:**

3% Such a division is usually based on the Ancient Nordic stem endings which have mostly disappeared in Old Norse.
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Masculine
a-stem i-stem u-stem an-stem consonant-
stem
Sg. NOM batr gestr bo, llIr timi fotr
ACC bat gest bo,_lI tima fot
GEN bats gests ballar tima fotar
DAT béti gest belli tima feeti
Pl. NOM batar gestir bellir timar feetr
ACC béata gesti bo, llu tima foetr
GEN bata gesta balla tima fota
DAT batum gestum bo,_llum timum fotum
‘boat’ ‘guest’ ‘ball’ ‘time’ ‘foot’

Table 20: Old Norse masculine noun stems

Likewise, feminine and neuter nouns may have different case inflection endings. The table of the

masculine stems shall do as an illustration.

3.3.2 Number
As we have seen, Old Norse nouns have a singular and a plural form, e.g.:
Masculine Feminine Neuter
Sg. batr dad land
‘boat’ ‘deed’ ‘land’
PI. batar daadir lo, nd
‘boats’ ‘deeds’ ‘lands’

Table 21: The Old Norse number category: nouns

In addition to the common system of singular and plural, the Old Norse pronoun system, also

exhibits dual forms (cf. the examples in the section on imperative):

Singular Dual Plural
ek vit Vér
T ‘both of us’ ‘we’
pa (b)it (b)ér
‘you’ ‘the two of you’ ‘you’

Table 22: The number category in Old Norse
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3.3.3 Case

As shown under Gender and Stems, the different noun classes exhibit a variety of inflectional
case endings in the nominative, accusative, genitive and dative singular and plural. These four

cases descend from a larger number of Indo-European cases.

A. Dative

Especially the Old Norse dative case seems to demonstrate a combination of several functions of
older cases. Thus, the dative may be used as:

° original dative (benefactive - referring to the recipient of an action):

(112)... og gefur Gisli honum knif og  belti (GislS 885)
and gives  Gisli himpar knife and belt
‘... and Gisli gives him a knife and a belt’

° instrumental (referring to the instrument used in an action):
(113) ... og ber hana grjéti i hel (GislS 872)
... and beat her stonepar  in Hell

‘... and beats her to death with a stone’
. ablative (referring to the source of a movement):

(114)... ad Hanefur hefir stolio fra honum  geldingunum (Reykd 1739)
... that Hanef has stolen from him castrated-horses-thepat
‘... that Hanef has stolen the castrated stallions from him’

. locative (referring to the place in, on or at which an action takes place):

(115) Gudmundur segir: “pad skal og vera” og settist 6drum
Gudmund says:  “That shall also be” and sat [other

megin (LjésA 1732)
side]par
‘Gudmund says: “So shall also be”, and sat down on the other side’

Locative dative also includes the ‘place’ in time:

(116)...a0 pau Helgi og Droplaug og porgils hefdu lengi
... thatthey Helgi and Droplaug and Thorgils had long

taladeinum degi (Dropl 354)
told [one day]par
‘... that Helgi, Droplaug and Thorgils had talked to each other for a long time one day’
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B. Accusative

The accusative case is the typical case for the so-called ‘direct’ object, but the accusative may
have other functions, such as the following:

° direct object (patient/theme):

(117) par  finnur  Olafur  spjot sitt (Laxd 1570)
there finds  Olaf [spear  his]acc
‘There Olaf finds his spear”

° measure (in a few cases):

(118) Hreinninn, er vartvau rdm ok tuttugu (Iversen 1972:132)
Hreinn-the who  was [two rooms and twenty]acc
‘(The ship) Hreinn that had twenty-two rooms’

The same construction can also be found with the dative:

(119) (skipit) var 30 rdmum (Heggstad, Hodnebo & Simensen 1975:349)
(ship-the) wasthirty roomspat
“The ship had thirty rooms’

° local function (together with verbs describing movement to express the way, the place or
the direction):

(120) ...en hann for landveg i Prandheimi (Egla 392)
... and he went land-wayacc in  Trondheim
‘... and he went over land to Trondheim’

° temporal function:

(121) Hann haféi  verid langan tima vinur Olafs  pa (Laxd 1619)
he had been[long time]acc friend Olaf Pa
‘He had been the friend of Olaf Pa/Peacock for a long time’

C. Genitive
Likewise, the genitive case has a number of different functions, the most important being the
following:

° possessive genitive:

(122) ... ad par mundi vera Pborgerdur dottir  Egils (Laxd 1568)
... that there would be Thorgerd daughter Egil’sggn
‘... that Thorgerd, Egil’s daughter, would be there’

Other types may be:

° partitive genitive:

(123) Einn  peirra hét Bodvar (Fostb 820)
one of-themggy was-called  Bodvar

‘The name of one of them was Bodvar’
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° objective genitive:

(124) ... 0og heldupeirvestur um hafa vit frenda
and held they west over sea on visit [friend

Bjarnar (Eyrb 538)
Bjorn]gen
‘... and they went west across the sea to visit their relative Bjorn’

° genitive specifying the kind:

(125) Eg hefi hér prjar merkur  silfurs (Svarf 1818)
1 have here three = marks silvergen
‘I have here three marks of silver’

o genitive of description:

(126) ... pvi ad Porour er mikils hattar madur (pord 2014)
this  that Thord is [much condition]ggx man
‘because Thord is a man with many qualities’

. genitive of definition:

(127) ... 0g svo ad gerast konungsmadur (Egla372)
and so to become king’sggn  man
‘... to become a king’s-man’

D. Nominative

The nominative case is primarily the case of the subject and the subject predicate.”” Further
examples should not be necessary. Nominative is furthermore also used corresponding to the
vocative of, for instance, Latin:*°

(128) bPa situr pua, Hermundur, hoféingi  mikill (BandK 41)
then sit you, Hermundyop, chief great
‘Sit down then, Hermund, great chief’

The nominative case can also be called the ‘neutral’ case, applying every time there is no element

triggering another (lexical) case. Such ‘elements’, triggering oblique cases like accusative,

35 L o . . . .

In most cases, the subject is in the nominative. However, the subject may also be in an oblique case. To avoid the
problem one could say: The nominative is first of all the case of an agentive/performative subject and possibly its
predicate complement. See the discussion in 4.2 and elsewhere in chapter 4.

3% Note that the case of the subject and the person addressed (vocative) are not necessarily the same. The Old Norse
‘vocative’ is always nominative, while the subject may have an oblique case, eg.:

@) Hvad hefir  pig dreymt freendi? (Njala 197)

What(Acc_OBJ) has YOususs-acc dreamt, friendvoc/NOM

(See also the previous footnote).
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genitive and dative, may be prepositions:

(129) bPangad  foru peirum  ping med allt  sitt (Haro 1280)
there went they [at thingacclppwith  all theirs
‘There they went about the time of the thing/assembly with all their belongings’

(130) Eg vil rida til pings (Njila 132)
1 will  ride [to thinggen]pp
‘I will ride to the thing’

(131) Sidan rida menn heim af pingi (Njila 135)
since ride men home [off thingpat]pp
‘Later, the men ride home from the thing’

Case can also be triggered by adjectives:
(132) Eg er n0 atjan vetra gamall (Finnb 644)

| am  now [eighteen winters]|gen old
‘I am eighteen years old now’

(133) POrour  var nokkud likur Gisla i ferdinni (GisL 928)
Thord was somewhat alike Gislipar 1In behavior-the
‘Thord behaved a little bit like Gisli’

Thus, case can be triggered by a) function, corresponding to separate cases in other languages, b)
prepositions, and ¢) adjectives; other important case triggers, are of course, d) verbs. I will take

a look at case triggered by verbs in connection with valency.

3.4 Valency
While, for instance, function or a preposition may subcategorize one argument/case, Old Norse
verbs may be avalant (without any argument), monovalent (subcategorizing one argument),

bivalent (two arguments), or even trivalent (three arguments):

A. Avalent:
(134) Sidan haustadi og gaf peim eigi  byr (LjosC 1709)
Since became-autumn and gave them not fair wind

‘Then autumn came and they got no fair wind’

B. Monovalent:
With a nominative subject (intransitive):

(135) Gisli gengur meo honum (GislS 868)
‘Gisliyom goes with him’
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With an accusative argument and no nominative argument:*’

(136) Bardur  sagdi ao hann  pyrsti mjog (Egla 419)
Bard said that  himycc “thirsted” much
‘Bard said that he was very thirsty’

With a dative argument and no nominative argument:*®

(137) Likar honum nd vel (BandM 18)
likes himpat now well
‘He feels well now’

The verb lika, and other monovalent verbs with oblique case, can also be bivalent:

(138) Honum  likar petta illa (Fléam 761)*
himDAT likes thiSNOM 111
‘He does not like this’

C. Bivalent:
With a nominative (subject) and an accusative object (transitive):

(139) Sidan drap hann preelinn (Floam 763)
since killed hexom slave-thecc
‘Later, he killed the slave’

37 1n “tradional’ descriptions, this is a so-called ‘subjectless’ construction. However, in chapter 4, the accusative
argument will be analyzed as the subject.

38 Cf. the previous footnote. Here, the dative would be the oblique subject in a generative description, cf. chapter 4.

39 According to the analysis in chapter 4, the dative would still be the subject while the nominative argument is
analyzed as an object.
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With a nominative (subject) and a dative object:

(140) Hallfredur hélt og skipi sinu til  Nidardss (HallO 1231)
Hallfredyom held also [ship hislpar  to Nidaros
‘Hallfred also directed his ship to Nidaros’

With a nominative (subject) and a genitive object:

(141) Bessi Havarssonbad hennar  og var hun honum gefin (Dropl 348)
[Bessi Havar’s-son]nom begged hersgen and was she him given
‘Bessi Havarsson asked for her hand, and she was given to him’

In fact, there is also the possibility of two accusative arguments and no nominative:

(142) ... pvi ad 0ss vantar einn mann (Havis 1328)
... this that  usacc wants [one man]scc
‘because we are lacking one man’

Moreover, a verb may subcategorize an accusative and a genitive argument and no nominative:

(143) Eda hvers minnir pig um hversu melt var med okkur? (Laxd 1636)
or whatggyreminds youscc about how said was with us?
‘Or how do you remember our conversation?’

D. Trivalent:
With a nominative (subject) and an accusative and another accusative object:

(144) ... en Hallfredur hjé6 hann banah6gg (HallMV 1210)
and Hallfrednom hewed himacc  death strokescc
‘... and Hallfred gave him the death stroke’

With a nominative (subject) and an accusative and a dative object (‘direct’ and ‘indirect’
object):

(145) ... og gefur Gisli honum knif 0og  belti (GislS 885)
and gives Gisliyom himpat [knifeacc and beltacc]ace
‘... and Gisli gives him a knife and a belt’

There is also the possibility of having the relation ‘thing’ in the dative and the personal object in
the accusative:

(146) Leynt hefir hann  pessu alla menn (Laxd 1575)
hidden has  heyowm thispar  [all men|acc
‘He has not told this to anybody’

With a nominative (subject) and an accusative and a genitive object:

(147) N bidur Vésteinn Gisla leyfis ad fara
now begs Vesteinyom  Gisliace allowanceggy to go

ad hitta hann (GisL 911)
to  find him
‘Now Vestein asks Gisli’s permission to go and find him’

With a nominative (subject) and an dative and a genitive object:
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(148) Mér lédi Leifur  hudsanna (GrznS 1107)
mepat lent LeifNOM hOUSCS-thCGEN
‘Leif lent me the houses’

In addition to case marked arguments, verbs may also have clausal arguments:

(149) Porkell bidur hana a brott fara (GisL 913)
Thorkel begs her[on way go]
‘Thorkel asks her to go away’

(150) Hann @tlar ad visa oss a illmennu bessi (Floam 756)
he intends [ to show us on illmanthis]
‘He intends to lead us to this evil man’
(151) ... ef Poérarinn vill ad bu farir (Grett 999)
if Thorarin will [thatyou 20]

‘... if Thorarin wants you to go’

Thus, the valency of Old Norse verbs appears to be quite interesting. And, of course, a trivalent
verb may be more interesting than a bivalent one because of the greater potential variation in
information structure (surface argument distribution). On the other hand, an avalent verb might
be interesting in other ways. I will now investigate Old Norse within a generative framework. In
particular, I will discuss the definition of the subject in Old Norse. The subject definition has

crucial implications for the analysis of Old Norse word order and information structure.
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4 A Generative Approach to Old Norse

4.1 Preliminaries

The purpose of this chapter is to discuss and suggest analyses of Old Norse syntax based on theta
theory and a generative point of view. It will be shown that the majority of Old Norse word order
patterns fits rather well into binary branching tree structures with positionally defined subjects
and objects, this being a strong argument against the seemingly rather ’obstinate’ theory of non-
configurationality in Old Norse discussed in chapter 2 (cf. Faarlund 1990a and elsewhere). The
discussion will also show that the Old Norse subject should not be defined as being a nominative
NP' only, since such a subject definition based on Case alone is much too restrictive and would,
among other things, lead to a misunderstanding/misinterpreting of Old Norse subject properties
compared to, for instance, Modern Norwegian subject properties (cf. Faarlund 1990a). Old Norse

overt subjects may, in fact, be structural nominatives or lexical datives, genitives or accusatives.

! The term N[oun]P[phrase] will mostly be used in a wide sense in this chapter, disregarding the discussion whether
NPs are actually D[eterminer|P[hrase]s (cf. e.g. Delsing 1993). NP and DP may be used alternately. The distinction
between NP and DP is only important when discussing the internal structure of the NP/DP, e.g. in 4.3.3.3.

% This is in clear opposition to the claim that “only accusative objects can be subjects in passive sentences” (Faarlund
1990a:150); the same claim is made in Hanssen, Mundal & Skadberg (1975:150). See also the discussions against
oblique subjects in Old Norse/Old Scandinavian in Kristoffersen (1991, 1994, 1996), Merck (1992, 1994, 1995), and
Sundman (1985). The notion of oblique subjects has, by the way, been generally accepted for Modern Icelandic since
Andrews (1990 [=1976]) and Prainsson (1979). See also Sigurdsson (1992a) for a thorough discussion. Arguments
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In connection with this observation, it will be clear that objects may receive nominative Case.’
Consequently, this means that grammatical functions like subject and object must be kept apart
from Case properties (cf. also Sigurdsson 1993:275).

This chapter is also meant to be a basis for a discussion on Old Norse information structure,
defining the available positions for arguments and non-arguments in D-structure and surface
syntax. I intend to show that certain Old Norse word order patterns (like e.g. Subject Shift/Subject
in situ - see below) are highly determined by topicality/non-topicality or definiteness/indefinitess.
Topics like this will be further investigated in chapter 5.

In this chapter, I will furthermore present an alternative analysis of structures traditionally
considered ‘remnants of SOV’ (cf. the discussion in chapter 2). Those structures are in fact, as I

will show, more reasonably analyzed as derived by Scrambling, i.e. movement of VP-internal

for oblique subjects in Old Norse can be found in e.g. Bernddusson (1982), Rognvaldsson (1991, 1996¢) or Barddal
(1997).

3 This claim, too, is not compatible with the ‘traditional’ view on Old Norse syntax as described in 1.1.
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material to the left (movement to Spec-CP is Topicalization and not Scrambling).* All the
modern Scandinavian languages exhibit some variant of Object Shift, i.e. leftward movement of
the

object, which I consider a more restricted variant of Scrambling (cf. e.g. Corver & Riemsdijk
1994b).> T will use the term Scrambling in its ‘original’ (Ross 1967) wide sense stating that two
adjacent constituents can be permuted if they are clause-mates. Some linguists (e.g. Vikner 1994)
would like to distinguish between Scrambling and Object Shift, among other things, on the basis
of different A/A’-properties. Object Shift is assumed to be movement to a Case position, while
Scrambling (in the narrow sense) is assumed to be movement to a caseless position. Other
linguists (e.g. Browning & Karimi 1994) talk about different types of Scrambling, Object Shift
being one type, whereas, for instance, clause initial Scrambling and long distance Scrambling are
other types. In chapter 5, I will provide functional explanations for some of the observed
‘scrambled’ word orders in Old Norse. Hence, the descriptive cover term Scrambling, which
could be interpreted as ‘alternative non-basic word order’, will be sufficient in a discussion on
Old Norse word order varieties.® I will discuss the possible distinction between Object Shift and
Scrambling in the more restricted sense (i.e. A- versus A’-movement) further in section 4.3.2.4.

Among other things, one would in many cases like to distinguish the modern Scandinavian

4 Such a ‘movement analysis’ has also been proposed by e.g. Sigurdsson (1988a) and Hroarsdottir (1996a).

> See, for instance, also Fanselow (1990:113):
Within generative grammar, there are two main traditions concerning the status of free word and
constituent order phenomena. On the one hand, it has been proposed that even free word order
languages have a strictly ordered base structure, plus a rule of “scrambling” permuting elements of a
clause [reference to Ross (1967) and Williams (1984)]. The other mainstream assumes that free order
is a phenomenon already present at base structures.
According to this view, Object Shift, if analyzed as movement, is a Scrambling phenomenon, i.e. a certain kind of
Scrambling. Object Shift in Modern Scandinavian is by most linguists analyzed as object movement, i.e. Scrambling,
rather than base generation (see e.g. Holmberg & Platzack 1995 or Vikner 1994). If one accepts a movement analysis
of Object Shift in Modern Scandinavian, one should also accept a movement analysis of other Scrambling
phenomena in Old Norse.

® Note that this view on Scrambling, i.e. defined as derivation of an alternative non-basic word order (first of all
regarding VP-internal arguments and adjuncts), is incompatible with a double base hypothesis (cf. e.g. Rognvaldsson
1996a). If a language is able to base generate alternative word orders, the term Scrambling would be meaningless
since Scrambling implies breaking up / reordering a certain existing order. When there is no order in the fist place,
nothing can be scrambled. However, one could, of course, imagine that it would be possible to scramble something
that not necessarily has a certain established order. For instance, one can ‘scramble’ (shuffle) playing-cards, even
though the cards have been shuffled several times before. Still, every instance of shuffling/scrambling is related to a
certain previous order, even though this previous order may have been established accidentally.
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languages with Object Shift from languages like, for instance, Old Norse and Modern German,
1.e. languages that allow several Scrambling phenomena. Here, I will just mention that since all
the modern Scandinavian languages exhibit some kind of object movement that seems to be
movement to a Case position (Object Shift), and since there apparently is a difference between
languages with Scrambling in the narrow sense, i.e. with several types of Scrambling phenomena
(roughly the Germanic SOV languages),” and languages with Object Shift only (roughly the
Germanic SVO languages, except English), Old Norse has seemingly been reanalyzed at some
stage. That means, the Scrambling phenomena observed in Old Norse got restricted to Object
Shift only (see e.g. the approach in Hroarsdottir 1996a). It is, on the other hand, not very easy to
investigate whether Old Norse has movement to a Case position in addition to movement to a
caseless position since we lack negative data typical for a ‘living’ language (cf. the discussion in
4.1.3 below). My intuition is that Old Norse has different kinds of Scrambling phenomena.®
Nevertheless, the investigation in chapter 5 shows that most Scrambling structures in Old Norse
can be explained by functional arguments. Those arguments are based on the view that a certain
base structure can be ‘broken up’ (scrambled) in Old Norse in order to be accommodated to
functional/pragmatic demands/desires (which is structurally more restricted in Modern
Scandinavian). This view also presupposes the existence of a functional/pragmatic language
module with more or less independent rules and restrictions, which, however, has to obey

syntactic rules and restrictions.

As discussed in chapter 2.2, it has been suggested that the first typological division between
languages should be made between:
o those languages in which main clause word order primarily correlates with pragmatic

factors, and

o those languages in which order primarily correlates with grammatical relations or other

Tsov languages in a ‘traditional’ sense.

% Note also that most linguists concerned with Scrambling find that Scrambling exhibits ‘mixed’ binding properties
with regard to the A/A’-dichotomy (e.g. Webelhuth 1989, Mahajan 1990, Deprez 1994, and other contributions in
Corver & Riemsdijk 1994b). That means either that typical Scrambling languages exhibit Object Shift in addition to
other types of Scrambling, or that Scrambling is a phenomenon different from Object Shift, however sharing some of
the properties of Object Shift. The latter situation would be much more difficult to investigate.
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syntactic factors.

Given a double base hypothesis, or even a non-configurational approach to Old Norse word
order, one would have to assume that Old Norse word order primarily correlates with pragmatic
factors. According to the view advocated in this thesis, on the other hand, Old Norse word order
primarily correlates with grammatical relations and other syntactic factors. However, compared
to the modern Scandinavian languages Old Norse surface syntax allows a greater structural
variety of accommodation to pragmatic demands or desires.

One purpose of this chapter is to give a picture of Old Norse argument structure and
representation in syntax in order to be able to say something interesting about Old Norse
information structure in chapter 5. The present chapter, then, is mainly concerned with possible
syntax, while the next chapter is interested in actual syntax, even though both chapters will have
to deal with both components. In the discussion below, it will be shown that Old Norse - despite
the great word order variation - should be reckoned among those languages in which order
primarily correlates with grammatical relations or other syntactic factors. Secondarily, of
course, Old Norse syntax allows some pragmatically motivated structures that are not possible
in the modern Scandinavian languages. On the other hand, Old Norse appears also to have
structures that are not necessarily pragmatically motivated, e.g. Stylistic-Fronting constructions,
which are also found in Modern Icelandic (see the discussion in 4.7).

However, as mentioned previously, we must always bear in mind that we are dealing with a
so-called ‘dead’ language (cf. the discussions in 1.3 and 4.1.3). Hence, we will always have to
assume that there might be possible syntactic structures that we will never know about because
they do not exist in the written corpus. Furthermore, all statements about possible syntax in this
chapter are, in fact, based on actual syntax, i.e. we will have to assume that the syntactic
structures in the corpus - at least the major part of them - were grammatical at the time they were
generated - an assumption that may appear to be questionable in certain cases.’ Nevertheless, this
is usually the way historical linguistics works.'® The linguist, then, has to try to generalize from

the actual data.

? Another aspect of this problem is the lack of negative data. See the discussion in 4.1.3.

% Fora general discussion on historical data, see e.g. Lass (1997, chapter 2).
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One task - or challenge - of this chapter is to try to explain all of the six different structures

shown in chapter 2, example (5), i.e. every possible order of two objects and the main verb

(repeated here):
(1) a.V-IO-DO: ..pa skal eg sjalfur veita beim lid0 (Njala 269)
... thenshall I myself givey themyo helppo
‘... then I shall help them myself’
b.V-DO-10: ..adeg skal hvergi i moti bér vera og
... that I shall neither in opposition  you be and
eigi veita lio ovinum binum (Njala 266)
not  givey helppo enemies;o your
‘that I shall neither be against you nor help your enemies’
c.10-V-DO: Gengur Asbjorn  mot peimog .. og letur
goes Asbjorn towards them and .. and et
peim veita hjalpir (Finnb 632)
themyg givey helppo
‘Asbjorn goes in their direction and ... and ordered to help them’
d.DO-V-1I0: P4 matt p0 nd mikid lio veita Njali (Njala 275)

then may you now [much help]po givey Njalip
“Then you may give Njal a lot of help now’

e.I0-DO-V: Svo pykir mér sem Porsteinn vilji pér 1id veita (Olkof2074)
SO seems me that  Thorstein will  youyo helppo givey
‘It seems to me that Thorstein will help you’

f. DO -10-V: Viltu nokkurt  lidsinni okkur veita? (Hrafn 1404)
Will-you [some help]po usio givey
‘Will you give us some help?’

The general assumption is that all of these examples represent possible, i.e. grammatical, word
order patterns in Old Norse. In this chapter, then, I will show that one does not need to - and
really should not - claim non-configurationality because of the observed syntactic variation in
Old Norse; nor should it be necessary to operate with different alternative basic word orders to
account for the empirical facts. But before making any suggestions for analyses of these six
sentences and other constructions in Old Norse, I will discuss some aspects of the syntactic model

used in this chapter.
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4.1.1 Generative Grammar!!

Describing or explaining syntactic phenomena in Old Norse can, of course, be done in several
ways. One reason why I choose to use generative syntax in this chapter is because syntactic trees
are usually able to describe relations between words (in phrases, clauses or sentences) more
accurately than, for instance, Diderichsen’s sentence scheme (cf. chapter 2) Furthermore, a
generative tree structure usually also implies statements about an underlying deep structure.
Hence it is possible to show where a moved element (in the surface structure) belonged before the
movement (in the deep structure). Consider e.g. some examples with an adverbial phrase:

(2) a.  beir Snorri riou heim um daginn eftir (Eyrb 590)
they  Snorri rode home [on  day-the after]apver
‘Snorri and the others rode home the day after’

b. En um daginn eftir riou peir i Holt  (Njala 325)
and [on day-the after]; rode they in Holt
‘And the day after, they rode to Holt’

In (2b) the ‘trace’ of the moved element is indicated by an empty position _and an index i. If one

puts (2b) in a very simplified tree structure:

1| assume that the reader has some general knowledge of ‘traditional’ generative grammar (GB theory), i.e.
Chomsky (1981) and later work. Therefore, X-bar-theory in general will not be explained, and terms like CP,
IP, VP etc. are considerec familiar. The most recent version of GB theory, the so-called Minimalist Program
(e.g. Chomsky 1992, 1993, 1995), will not be taken very much into consideration in this thesis (cf. 1.1).
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[um daginn eftir];  ridu peir { Holt _trace_ i

it becomes clear that the adverbial um daginn eftir is assumed to have moved from a position at
the end of the clause to a position at the beginning of the clause. This can, of course, also be
shown in (2b). However, in a generative tree structure, the base position of the adverbial is
defined inside the tree relative to the other constituents of the clause. Thus, it is clear that it
cannot be base-generated in the beginning of the clause. Furthermore (2b), as opposed to (3),
makes no statements about the relation between the constituents in the clause.

While it is relatively obvious that the adverbial phrase has moved to another position in
surface syntax in (2b) (for those who accept movement theory in general),'? it is less clear that
the verb and the subject are supposed to have moved, too. Consider a more complex, although

still simplified, tree structure: "

12 See e.g. the general discussion on movement approaches versus base generation approaches in Corver &
Riemsdijk (1994a) and the references there.

'3 The structure of the VP is even more simplified than it may look like. For instance, I assume that the subject has
moved to [Spec, VP] from a position inside VP; see the discussion on ergative verbs in 4.3.3.2. Furthermore, I will
assume a so-called double VP, cf. the discussion below.
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4)

|

|
um daginn eftir, ridu; peir, ¥, t t', i Holt t,

When concerned with information structure, movement from a base-generated position into a
(more or less) optional position is, of course, of main interest. There is, for instance, a significant
difference between movement to [Spec, IP] (the subject position) and movement to [Spec, CP]
(the topic position):'* the first movement is first of all forced by syntactic demands and only

possible for one candidate: the subject (deep structure subject or oblique subject). The latter
movement, on the other hand, is first of all determined by topicality demands: usually there are

several possible (or thinkable) candidates for the topic position.

However, generative syntax is often criticized for being rather complicated and abstract, and not
every claimed movement is necessarily visible in the surface structure. Sometimes generative
analyses can be really confusing, especially when abstract rules force movement backwards and
forwards (up and down) several times without even changing the surface structure (in an
observable way), for instance, covert movement to check certain ‘features’. Note also an example

from Kuno and Takami (1993:26):"

" As said in chapter 2, the term topic position is reserved for the first position in the sentence, that is, the position
before the finite verb ([Spec, CP] in a GB model). Thus, it is syntactically defined. The use of the term topic position
includes no statements about information structure, while the term topic alone may be used for a part of a sentence
which carries ‘given’ information (cf. ‘theme”); usually, or quite often, this information occurs in the topic position
(see the chapter on information structure).

15 Kuno & Takami (1993:26) use this example, (55) in their book, to demonstrate problems with the theory of Lasnik
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(%)

]
()
7(5)T
How do you [VP [VP think [CP [C Ci [IP John fixed the car ]]]]]?
)

(2)

In this analysis, six movements

are claimed, while only the movement into the topic position is visible in surface syntax.
Topicalization is, on the other hand, perhaps the most important movement in a word order
analysis with regards to information structure.

Consider also a more ‘traditional’ tree structure for the Modern Norwegian sentence: Kvifor
sa Jens at Marit drog heim (‘why did Jens say that Marit went home’) (Nordgird & Afarli
1990:201):

(6)

& Saito (1992), but Kuno and Takami say in a footnote:
The back-and-forth movements described in (55) are not explicitly stated in Lasnik and Saito (1992),
although they clearly were in the 1988 version of their book manuscript. In any way, however, since
they adopt the principle of the strict cycle (see Lasnik & Saito 1992:103), the derivation given in (55)
is the only possible one. (Kuno & Takami 1993:172, n.23)
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Obviously, syntactic tree structures may be rather complicated and complex.

In this work, I will use generative syntax, first of all, to argue for certain base-generated
deep structures in Old Norse which may be changed to different surface structures by movement.
The hypothesis is that the arguments of a given clause have to obey a certain thematic hierarchy,
and that those arguments are projected into syntax in accordance with the thematic hierarchy and
the general X-bar model for phrase structure, i.e. specifier - head - complement, where the

specifier is in a position ‘higher’ than the position of the complement:

CcP
/\
kvifori___C
saj IP
Jensk |
] VP
/\
t3i VP
/\
tk v
/\
4 cP
/\
t2i c
/\
at 1P
/\
Maritm I
/\
drogn VP
/\
t1i VP
/\
tm N,
/\
\Y ti
/\
tn heim
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(7

XP

specifier

higher

argument
head complement
X lower

argument

The thematic hierarchy and its projection into syntax limits any subsequent syntactic handling of
the arguments. Structurally, for instance, only the highest argument has the possibility to become
a surface subject once there has been established a certain deep structure.

If one wants to analyze and explain the nature of the variety of Old Norse word order
patterns, i.e. certain surface structures, one needs, of course, a definition of Old Norse deep
structures. However, generative grammar is not the object itself. It is not the aim of this work to
solve every theory-internal problem that might occur during the discussion of Old Norse word
order. I am aware of the fact that by choosing a ‘classical’ GB model with comparably few
functional projections instead of, for instance, a Minimalist model, with a wider range of possible
projections, the possibility of defining, for instance, the Scrambling position(s) is already limited.
However, the most important point of the approach in this thesis is the establishment of a certain
restricted deep structure, mainly based on a thematic hierarchy. My main goal is to argue for a
movement approach to Old Norse, and by that against a theory of base generation and/or non-
configurationality. In other words, I want to show that it is possible to argue for certain deep
structures, and I want to show that surface structures that do not correspond to the ‘result’ of a
default deep structure (due to structurally required movement, like, for instance, verb movement
(V to I/C) or subject movement (Spec-VP to Spec-IP), are best accounted for by pragmatic
accommodation, i.e. (structurally) optional movement. This can be done by showing that one
rather than the other constellation of arguments (plus the verb) seems to be basic, i.e. part of a
default VP structure, and by investigating possible reasons for choosing a non-basic argument

constellation. Instead of searching for such reasons within the syntactic structure (e.g. movement
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motivated by certain functional projections), I will try to explain alternative word order patterns

by pointing at functional reasons (e.g. intonation and the topic-focus distinction).

4.1.2 Old Norse and Generative Grammar

Old Norse has not been discussed very extensively within a generative framework, even though
the number of contributions is increasing. But there is, to my knowledge, no complete generative
description of Old Norse syntax. Nygaard’s (1905) traditional approach is still one of the most
relevant works on Old Norse. It is not very easy to choose a variant of generative theory to base a
description of Old Norse syntax on.

Holmberg and Platzack (1995) have made a contrastive analysis of the inflectional features
in the modern Scandinavian languages within a generative framework. Holmberg and Platzack
do, however, not say much about Old Norse and are content with making only a few remarks. But
many of their proposals about Scandinavian in general seem promising to me, and I will choose
Holmberg and Platzack’s The Role of Inflection in Scandinavian Syntax as a starting-point and

basis for the discussion of Old Norse within a generative framework.
4.1.3 The Study of ‘Dead’ Languages

Studying a so-called ‘dead’ language like Old Norse is not unproblematic.'® One major problem
is the lack of negative data, as formulated by Faarlund (1990a:17):
The most deeply felt privation of the historical syntactician is probably the lack of
informants who can tell him or her “No, we can’t say it that way.” In some dead
languages, however, the attested material is so copious that to some extent this need
can be met. For some languages we are also fortunate enough to have large data
collections with examples of most conceivable syntactic construction types. For Old
Norse, Nygaard ([1905]) is such a collection. He went through most of the extant

texts in Old Norse, and there seem to be very few construction types that have

16 Calling Old Norse a ‘dead’ language is not uncontroversial since we cannot say that there has been any “suicide”,
“murder”, “pidginization” or “creolisation” involved (cf. McMahon 1994, chapter 11). The situation of Old Norse
does not fit into the description of Dressler (1988:184), either: “Language death occurs in unstable bilingual or
multilingual speech communities as a result of language shift from a regressive minority language to a dominant
majority language”. As mentioned below, Modern Icelandic is very much like Old Norse, hence, we may say that Old
Norse is not dead in a diachronic perspective. The term ‘dead’ language, then, is used in a wider sense in this work,

meaning a language not spoken by any native speakers - with all the problems this might cause for a linguist.
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escaped him. Lack of mention by Nygaard could then almost be said to be a kind of

negative data.
However, not finding a certain construction does not necessarily mean that the construction is
ungrammatical; nevertheless, it helps us formulate a theory. Such a theory will be even stronger if
we can compare a certain missing construction in the dead language with the same or a
corresponding construction in a descendant of this language. According to Faarlund (1990a:17),
this type of negative data can be found in so-called “missed opportunities”:

If a certain syntactic form F is used regularly in a given function or type of context C

in a living language L, and if F is absent in C at an earlier stage of the language, OL,

then there is good reason to assume that F does not exist in OL.
There are three direct descendants of Old Norse: Modern Norwegian, Faroese, and Modern
Icelandic.!” Among these three languages, Modern Icelandic is most like its ancestor, to quote
Andrews (1990:182, n. 2): “Modern Icelandic is little changed from Old Icelandic, which modern
Icelanders can read without special training (excepting certain literary forms, such as skaldic
verse)” (see also Crystal 1992:178). Thus, in some cases, we may feel confident about comparing
some true negative data from Modern Icelandic with data from Old Icelandic to illustrate certain

points. See also the discussion on the use of Modern Icelandic data in 1.3.

7 When disregarding Vikner’s (1995) definition of Old Norse which implies that all Scandinavian languages/dialects
are descendants of Old Norse.
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4.1.4 Holmberg and Platzack (1995)

The theory proposed in Holmberg & Platzack (1995) is based on the Principles-and-Parameters
approach to syntax,'® first outlined in Chomsky (1981), and developed in subsequent works by
Chomsky and many other linguists. Holmberg and Platzack themselves point out that:

to deal with the facts we are interested in, we have to assume a particular version of
this general theory of language, where some parts are widely accepted while other
parts are more controversial. In this perspective the present work is an argument for a
particular theory of language, within the Principles-and-Parameters framework, based
on linguistic facts primarily from the Scandinavian languages. (Holmberg & Platzack
1995:4)

'8 Cf. Holmberg & Platzack (1995:13):

This approach attempts to characterize that part of the human language faculty which is responsible for
our knowledge of the syntactic possibilities of our mother tongue. It is assumed that grammar is a
module of the human mental system, and that it develops like other human mental faculties such as
vision and cognition: the principles determining the outer bounds of the faculty are present in the
genetic code, and the specific “knowledge” that we arrive at is determined as a combination of the
inborn principles and environment. [...]

To account for the variety among languages, the possibility is left open that some of these principles
are parametrized, i.e. we will find examples of the principle in every human language, but the
languages may differ with respect to the particular manifestation of the principle.
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Holmberg and Platzack divide the Scandinavian languages in two main groups: Mainland
Scandinavian (MSc.), consisting of Modern Danish, Modern Norwegian, and Modern Swedish,
and Insular Scandinavian (ISc.), consisting of Modern Icelandic and Modern Faroese, " as well
as of all old Scandinavian languages (“roughly the medieval variants”, 1995:8), and at least one
dialect on the Scandinavian mainland, which is not of interest in this work.?°

As already mentioned, Old Norse - or any of the old(er) Scandinavian languages - does not
get much attention in Holmberg & Platzack (1995). The old Scandinavian languages are mainly
treated like Modern Icelandic (and Modern Faroese), the only major difference between Old
Icelandic (Old Norse) and Modern Icelandic mentioned by Holmberg and Platzack is the
existence of null subjects and objects, whereas Italian, Kru-languages, Celtic languages and
Hungarian are used to demonstrate word order phenomena which may be found in Old Norse,
too. Thus, Old Norse/Icelandic, or Old Scandinavian, is only mentioned to give the book a look
of completeness. On the other hand, Old Scandinavian would, of course, not get the main
attention in a comparative study of the inflectional features in the Scandinavian languages in
general, and the authors are, therefore, not to blame for the absence of a description of possible
Old Scandinavian syntactic deviations.

Holmberg and Platzack still offer a theory of Scandinavian syntax which, together with the

works of other linguists, may serve my purpose to give a picture of Old Norse word order.

19 Holmberg and Platzack point out that the status of Faroese in this classification is not uncontroversial. See also
Vikner (1995:4): “Faroese has more syntactic (as opposed to morphological) features in common with the Mainland
Scandinavian languages than with Icelandic”.

%0 This is a dialect spoken in Alvdalen in Dalecarlia in central Sweden. Holmberg and Platzack also point out that:
this classification differs from the traditional one, mainly based on phonological criteria, according to
which Swedish, Danish and parts of Norwegian constitute East Scandinavian, whereas other parts of
Norwegian together with Faroese and Icelandic constitute West Scandinavian. There is no doubt at all
that all of Norwegian (today) falls together with the other Mainland Scandinavian languages as regards
syntax and morphology. (Holmberg & Platzack 1995:8, fn. 7)
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4.2 The Positions of Arguments in DS

In this section, I will argue for certain deep-structure (DS) positions of arguments, among other
things, to be able to refer to (more or less) concrete positions when talking about movement in
surface syntax, since movement may change the (‘default’) information structure of a clause.

I will start by looking at the position of the external argument (4.2.1)." After that, I will
investigate the deep-structure positions of internal arguments (4.2.2). Non-argumental phrases
like sentence adverbials (SA) are considered to be adjuncts adjacent to the left of (the ‘higher”)
VP (or to the left of a possible VP,,). Other non-argumental adverbials are considered to be
adjuncts adjacent to the right, inside (the ‘lower’) VP.? D-structure positions and S-structure
positions of adverbials are discussed in 4.4. Take a first glance at the assumed structure of the

VP in (1). Note the SA at the left periphery of the VP and the adjuncts/adverbials at the right

periphery of the VP:
(1
VP
/ VPhighsr
AdvP \
[SpeC VP] VPiower
(SUBJ) v

Y, ADJUNCT

N

vV  ADJUNCT

\" DO / [Compl, V]

! The discussion of the external argument will, of course, have to involve a discussion of internal arguments, too, in
order to show that a certain kind of argument would not qualify as an external argument.

? See the discussion below for an explanation of the terms ‘higher’ and ‘lower’ VP.
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The nominal argument positions (SUBJ, 10, DO) and the position of the main verb will be
discussed below. When it comes to the phenomenon of Scrambling, one may say that the left
periphery of the VP as a potential adjunction site is the most interesting and the most ‘powerful’

area of an Old Norse clause.

4.2.1 The Position of the External Argument (the ‘Subject’)

I will not (at least not technically) adopt the analysis proposed by Holmberg and Platzack (1995)
that:
the external argument is base-generated as a specifier in the predicate; however the

position is not Spec-VP but the specifier position projected by a predicate-internal

head containing information about voice, among other things. (Holmberg & Platzack

1995:16)°
In active sentences, this functional projecting head is Act, and in passive sentences, consequently,
this head is Pass (or [-Act]), thus, we have a [+Act(ive)] distinction (Holmberg & Platzack
1995:20).

Instead of choosing the ‘Act-projection analysis’, I will use an analysis with an extended
VP with two head verbs, the ‘higher’ being empty in D-structure, as, for instance, assumed by
Speas (1990)." According to Speas (1990), following ideas of Hale and Keyser (1986), the
‘empty’ verb corresponds to an abstract predicate CAUSE which is said to be a property of the
lexical representation of every transitive verb. For arguments in favor of the Act-analysis, see
Holmberg & Platzack (1995:211f.). For my purpose, it should not make any difference if one calls
this projection ActP or an additional VP. In opposition to Holmberg & Platzack, however, I will

assume that the ‘higher’ VP is present even in constructions that do not involve an agentive

3 See the discussion (especially of Larson 1988) and references in Speas (1990).

% Cf. also the structure for double object constructions in Falk (1990) and Hoekstra (1991).
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argument. I, then, assume that the D-structure of a simple transitive Old Norse clause looks like
the following presentation; the VP corresponding to the ActP, I will refer to as the ‘higher’ VP,

and the internal VP will be referred to as the ‘lower’ VP:

(2)
VP
NP \
/\
\' VP
A
\% NP
SUBJECT VERB OBJECT

As one can see, even the deep structure reflects the basic word order SVO, at least with
ditransitive verbs (in a double object construction, the verb would have to move first; see below).
Elements like auxiliaries and sentence adverbs (including the negation word) would appear to

the left of this basic structure, as shown in (1) above.

Recall that there also seem to be instances of SOV word order in Old Norse (‘remnants of

SOV”, cf. the discussion in chapter 2). Apart from a non-configurational analysis,” the word

> See, for instance, Haugen (1993:248) (‘Thorstein gave them good gifts’):

Setning

/A\

SubjektVerballnd. obj. Dir. obj.

orsteinn gafeimgar gjafir

(i)
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order varieties of Old Norse may, of course, be explained by assuming that the head
parameter of the VP might not be fixed, i.e. by saying that there are several possible base
structures (cf. e.g. Rognvaldsson 1996a). Even though most of the material tends to behave
like modern Scandinavian structures with SVO, one may want to claim that the deep structure
ofa

transitive sentence, in some cases, also can have a structure like, for instance, the following:

3)
VP
/\
NP \Y
/\
VP \Y
\'%
A
NP \
SUBJECT OBJECT VERB
I find this analysis, however, not very

promising; especially not since the verb would have to move to the right (to the ‘higher’ V)
before it moves to the left to I[nfl], if one wants to maintain a double VP analysis like I do in the

present theory.

Alternatively, one may try to explain some SOV structures in Old Norse by assuming that it

is only the head parameter of IP that is not fixed. Hence, there could be an optional structure
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which is more or less clearly SOV in surface structure, e.g.:

4)

NP

SUBJECT

However, this
analysis would be even more problematic than the previous. Provided a double VP analysis, the
verb would first have to move to the left to the ‘higher’ V and then to the right to 1.° Also, the
system would only work as long as the verb cannot move further to C. Sigurdsson (1988a) has
argued convincingly against such a structure. Typologically, I find both alternatives, (3) and (4),
rather problematic.

A third alternative would be to claim that there are not two different base structures
available at all. Instead, one could try to explain the different surface structures by referring to
leftward movement (cf. e.g. Sigurdsson 1988a; Hroarsdottir 1996a). In the present chapter, I will
try to do the latter (see 4.3.2.4 in particular). In the present presentation, (2) is assumed to be the

6 On the other hand, the Double VP Analysis may, of course, be on the wrong track, too.
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only available deep structure for Old Norse clauses.

At this stage, [ have defined the deep-structure subject structurally as located in [Spec, VP] of
the ‘higher’ VP.” For my investigation of Old Norse, it is important to make a distinction
between deep-structure subjects and surface-structure subjects. Therefore, I will take a closer

look at what kind of argument one would expect to find in the position of [Spec, VP].

I assume that a sentence must always have a surface-structure subject,® either represented by a
lexical argument or by a grammatical form. The grammatical form may be an expletive subject or
pro.’ The genuine position of this surface-structure subject is always [Spec, IP], meaning that if

the surface-structure subject is located in [Spec, CP], there is an indexed trace in [Spec, IP]:

"t alsoe. g. Falk (1989:45): “SPEC VP is the D-structure subject position and SPEC IP is the S-structure subject
position”.

8 Cf. the Extended Projection Principle (EPP) (Chomsky 1982:10). See also Pollock (1989).

? Also including PRO. Note that Old Norse has no overt expletive subject like, for instance, Modern Norwegian det
(‘that/it/there”). Old Norse has, on the other hand, expletive pro (which may be called a covert expletive subject
since we assume that pro is located in [Spec, IP]). See the discussion in 4.6 or Haugan (1998a).
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)

CP

T

SUBJECTi c
C/\
IP

T

trace i I

/\

If there is an available possible lexical subject candidate in the clause, i.e. a so-called ‘logical’
subject, whereas this subject candidate, however, for some reason is not located in [Spec, IP] or
[Spec, CP], I assume that [Spec, IP] is filled by pro (i.e. a non-lexical grammatical form) linked
to the possible positions of the lexical argument. In this case I will - unlike standard analyses of
Modern Norwegian where a postverbal NP never can be a subject'’ - refer to the so-called
‘logical’ subject as the S-structure subject, first of all because Old Norse has no overt expletive
subject (see the discussion below). According to the present analysis, a deep-structure object
may, for instance, become a surface-structure subject by being a member of a subject chain (cf.

e.g. Safir 1982, 1985, 1987):

1% 1nh Modern Norwegian, there will usually be an expletive subject in the clause when no lexical argument has
moved to [Spec, IP], hence, a possible lexical subject candidate would be analyzed as an object. In Modern
Icelandic, on the other hand, the surface subject may be located in another position than [Spec, IP] (or [Spec, CP];
see e.g. Christensen (1991) or Vangsnes (1995).
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(6)

proi '
/\
VP
A
. \%
/\
v VP
A
CHAIN v
RELATION /\
v NPi

subject

One may call this a compositional surface-subject definition. The idea is that the NP becomes the
surface subject not because it is structurally located in [Spec, IP] (the genuine position of the
surface subject), but because it is a member of a chain linked to pro in [Spec, IP]. Note that at the
level of deep structure the NP in (6) is clearly an object (complement of V'), i.e. in the present
approach this NP would not be a deep-structure subject. A deep-structure object has to be
promoted to surface-structure subject, either by movement or by a chain relation. The term
promotion is here understood as promotion with regard to grammatical function and not

. . 11
necessarily promotion by overt movement.

" If we would call an operation ‘physical’ when a lexical argument itself moves to a higher structural position.
‘Non-physical’ movement of the lexical argument is assumed to imply so-called feature movement, i.e. at least some
features of the lexical argument would move anyway.
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As mentioned before, I assume that the arguments of a verb (or some other head that may have
arguments) are projected into syntax obeying a thematic hierarchy. This hierarchy is realized in
the X-bar system, i.e. a given argument is assigned a certain structural position relative to the
verb (head). With agentive verbs, I assume the position of the deep-structure subject is the
position of the argument we expect to be linked to the so-called external theta-role th or TH,
namely [Spec, VP] of the ‘higher’ VP.'?

According to Haegeman (1991:71f.), the theta role (0-role) assigned to the subject is
assigned compositionally: it is determined by the semantics of the verb and other VP constituents.
In this view, the verb assigns an object role first (if there is a role to assign), then, the resulting
verb-argument complex will assign a theta role to the subject (if there is a role to assign). Thus,
“the subject argument is as if it were slotted in last” (Haegeman 1991:72; see also Grimshaw
1990:35, and Marantz 1984). Haegeman (1991:71) says:

On the one hand, the choice of the subject argument does not affect the role of the

object, and on the other hand, there exist ‘object idioms’ with the subject as a free

argument while there are no subject idioms with a free object."
Whereas an internal argument is directly theta marked, the external argument is indirectly theta
marked. Within the Double-VP Analysis, it is relatively easy to understand that the verb, located

in the ‘lower’ VP, is able to theta mark its complement directly, and subsequently its specifier,

'2 This is in accordance with Williams (1981) who was the first to introduce the notion of an external argument
defined as the argument that is realized outside the maximal projection of the predicate, the D-structure subject for a
verb. However, we may keep in mind some questions asked by Grimshaw (1990:34): “Why should there be such a
thing as an argument distinguished in this way? Why can there be only one such distinguished argument? What
principles determine which argument, if any, should count as external? Why is an Agent always external if there is
one?” See also the discussion in Speas (1990:98ft.).

13 See, for instance, Marantz (1981) and a discussion of some problems raised by this approach in Bresnan (1982).
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whereas it has to move to the ‘higher’ VP in order to theta mark a possible external argument in

[Spec, VP] of the ‘higher VP:"

7
( ) V Phigher
/// ‘\‘\\\
~ \\\
/ ~
(external) Vv’
specifier T
: 0-3 7 ~.
- VPiower
- ..
'.. //// \\\\
*ase® ° // ~
(internal) A%
specifier P
102 ™~
\" complement
RETRLLY A 101

. °
o
. .
- o
e °
®e, .

Theta marking of arguments can be explained relatively straightforwardly within this structure.
The same holds for the choice of surface subject: only the highest argument can be linked to or
move to [Spec, IP], i.e. if there is an argument in [Spec, VP] of the ‘higher’ VP, this will have to
become the surface-structure subject, if there is no external argument, the next highest (both

thematically and structurally) argument will be pointed out as the surface-subject candidate.

4" As mentioned before, I assume that the ranking of arguments is handled by the thematic hierarchy ‘pre-
syntactically’, i.e. the ‘technical’ theta marking in syntax starts with the lowest thematic argument.
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Even though the choice of surface subject is structurally determined only (each of the three
possible argument positions can provide a surface subject as long as there is no higher argument),
the position of the external argument is still special in many respects. Only an argument base-
generated in [Spec, VP] of the ‘higher’ VP I will call a deep-structure subject, other nominal
arguments will be called deep-structure objects. On a structural basis, my choice of reserving the
term deep-structure subject for the external argument only may be less well motivated since the
highest roll always will become the surface subject, hence, the highest role (even if it is a
complement) could always be considered a deep-structure subject. On the other hand, since, for
instance, Modern Norwegian may insert an expletive subject and preserve the status of an internal
argument as an object only when there is no external argument present, and since the ‘traditional’
subject definition is very much based on Case resulting in, among other things, rejection of so-
called oblique (non-nominative) subjects in Old Norse, I find the distinction between deep-
structure subject and deep-structure object(s) in a description of Old Norse syntax useful.'

Theta-role assignment is somewhat similar to Case assignment: while an internal argument
receives (or checks) Case in situ, '° the external argument, in many languages, has to move out of
its position to be able to get Case. Therefore, in this procedure, the external argument comes
last."” If there is an external argument, this argument has to become the surface subject. With
respect to Case, the external argument will always receive nominative Case (which is not
assigned by the verb). Internal arguments, on the other hand, may have received lexical Case
from the verb. An internal argument will keep the lexical Case even though it becomes a surface
subject. Structural Case (accusative), however, may change to nominative, e.g. in passive
formation. This nominative phrase may, on the other hand, still be an object, i.e. if there is a
higher argument with lexical Case. If there is no higher argument, the nominative will, of course,

be the subject, but this has nothing to do with nominative itself. I will advocate a configurational

15 Furthermore, the possibility of passive formation is directly related to the possibility of suppressing the external
argument in [Spec, VP] of the ‘higher’ VP and thereby providing a structural promotion site. Non-agentive verbs
may have an internal specifier that could host the highest argument, but they cannot passivize. See the discussion in
43.3.1.

16 Unless one assumes a separate AgrO-projection where the object has to be checked (cf. e.g. Chomsky 1995).

' For a different view, see Speas (1990).
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definition of the subject in Old Norse, even though, in my view, the syntactic argument
configuration is the direct result of a pre-syntactic thematic hierarchy which is based on semantic
criteria. In the present theory, Case is more or less irrelevant for the definition of the subject. My
claims about Old Norse being an SVO language with oblique subjects (in addition to nominative
subjects), syntactic passive and Scrambling follow first of all from the basis for and the
consequences of the assumed double-VP configuration presented above. Subject promotion is
first of all structurally motivated by the EPP, whereas functional desires/demands in certain cases
(when syntactically possible) may reorder a given deep-structure argument configuration by, for

instance, Topicalization, Scrambling and/or Extraposition.

Many linguists now seem to agree on the importance of thematic structure for certain syntactic
processes.'® Nevertheless, the theory of thematic roles may often look a little “sketchy”
(Haegeman 1991:49). According to Haegeman (ibid.), there is still no agreement about how many
such specific thematic roles there are and what their labels should be.'* However, the thematic
roles discussed in Haegeman (1991:49f.) are not exactly unknown in the linguistic literature:*

(8) a. AGENT/ACTOR: the one who intentionally initiates the action expressed by the
predicate.
. PATIENT: the person or thing undergoing the action expressed by the predicate.
c.  THEME: the person or thing moved by the action expressed by the predicate.

' One of the first approaches was that of Gruber (1976, originally written in 1965) and, of course, Fillmore’s (1968)
‘case grammar’ and his own revision/augmentation of the ‘cases’ (Fillmore 1971) (distinguishing ‘cases’ like: Agent,
Counter-agent, Object, Result, Instrument, Source, Goal, Experiencer); see also Fillmore (1977).

19 See, for instance, the discussions in Alsina (1996), Croft (1991), Grimshaw (1990), Marantz (1984), Palmer
(1994), and Speas (1990), and the references therein.

20 But see also Croft (1991:176ff.) who proposes roles like: Agent, Patient, Experiencer, Stimulus for the “direct
thematic roles”, and Comitative, Instrument, Manner, Means, Benefactive (or “malefactive™) for the “oblique
thematic roles”, and additionally also Cause, Passive agent, Result, Purpose.
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d.

EXPERIENCER: the entity that experiences some (psychological) state expressed
by the predicate.

BENEFACTIVE/BENEFICIARY: the entity that benefits from the action
expressed by the predicate.

GOAL: the entity towards which the activity expressed by the predicate is directed.
SOURCE: the entity from which something is moved as a result of the activity
expressed by the predicate.

LOCATION: the place in which the action or state expressed by the predicate is

situated.

As mentioned, there is no general agreement on these thematic roles.*' Besides, the identification

of B-roles is not always easy. For example, the difference between PATIENT and THEME may

often be difficult to decide. Therefore, some authors handle these two roles under the one role of

THEME. Haegeman (1991:50), for instance, interprets the role of the THEME as:

(9) THEME,: the entity affected by the action or state expressed by the predicate.

An illustration of the thematic roles is given in Haegeman (1991:50), e.g.:

(10) a.

b.

Galahad gave  the detective story to Jane.
AGENT THEME BENEFACTIVE/GOAL
Constance rolled the ball ~ towards Poirot.
AGENT THEME GOAL

The ball rolled  towards the pigsty.

THEME GOAL

Madame Maigret had been cold all day.
EXPERIENCER

Maigret likes  love stories.

EXPERIENCER THEME

Love stories please ~ Maigret.

THEME EXPERIENCER

21 Consider, e.g. Croft’s (1991:157) discussion of GOAL:
[...] one often finds a role called “Goal”, which is intended to subsume the traditional allative,
recipient, and benefactive roles. However, natural language data show that these three roles must be
both distinguished from one another and related to each other as well. Consider the three major
subtypes of the “goal” thematic role in English:

(12) I gave my ticket to the girl. [recipient]

(13) I walked to the church. [allative]

(14) Carol sewed up the pocket for me. [benefactive]

These three roles cannot be subsumed unequivocally under a single thematic role because that

would not account for the preposition for in (14) as opposed to t0 in (12)-(13). On the other hand,
these three roles are related: the same preposition is used in (12) and (13). The examination of other
languages would confirm that these three grammatical roles are related yet distinct: for example,
Russian has one case form for (12) and (14) and a distinct form for (13), while Mokilese has the same
form for all three.

120

Jens Haugan



4.2 - The Positions of Arguments in DS

g. Poirotbought  the book from Maigret.
AGENT THEME SOURCE
h.  Maigretis in London.
THEME LOCATION

The relationship between the predicate and its arguments is recorded in the lexicon. It is assumed
that such information is represented by means of a thematic grid, or theta grid, which is part of
the lexical entry of the predicate (Haegeman 1991:51). According to the theta criterion, each
thematic role of a predicate must be assigned, cf.:

(11) The Theta Criterion
Each argument is assigned one and only one theta role.
Each theta role is assigned to one and only one argument.

Now, consider again the sentences in (10). As we can see, the (surface) subject obviously may be
represented by different theta roles: AGENT in (10a, b, g), EXPERIENCER in (10d, e) and
THEME in (10c, £, h). For surface subjects, this may be true. This is also in accordance with
Williams (1984:642) who claims that “any theta-role is eligible to be the external argument” - as
long as one uses a ‘wide’ definition of the external argument as the argument that may become
the surface subject.** In the present approach, where I will claim that the external position ([Spec,
VP] of the ‘higher’ VP) at deep structure can be occupied by a certain type of argument only,
however, the external argument can only be represented by the thematic role
AGENT/PERFORMER. That means that the claim that “any theta-role is eligible to be the
external argument” is not tenable; at least not for Old Norse (or Modern Icelandic, as shown by
Sigurdsson 1992a), as long as we are referring to the external argument as the argument base-
generated in [Spec, VP] of the ‘higher’ VP. Consider, for instance, also the External Role
Principle as stated in Sigurdsson (1992a:214), which says:

(12) The External Role Principle
a. The external role is agentive (and internal roles are nonagentive)
b. The external role links to [Spec-VP] (when [Spec-VP] contains an argument in D-

structure)®

Sigurdsson (1992a:247, fn. 24) assumes that:

22 Cf. also Faarlund (1990a:144): “The nominative is of course primarily the case of the Agent role [...] However,
the nominative also associates with any other semantic role”.

%3 The external argument is base-generated in [NP, IP] in Sigurdsson (1992a), and there is no ‘higher’ [Spec, VP]. 1
have adjusted the External Role Principle to my theory.
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the External Role Principle is a universal. If it is only a parametric condition (in for
instance English and the Scandinavian languages), then there would be nothing blocking
agents from being internal roles (e.g. by lexical internalization) in languages where it

would not apply.**

According to Sigurdsson (1992a), overt subjects with thematic roles other than AGENT are
promoted internal roles, hence, deep-structure objects. Moreover, Sigurdsson (1992a:321) points
out that the role AGENT should be defined in terms of Performers and Patients. Sigurdsson
(ibid.) suggests that:
there is an inherent relation between agentivity and patienthood: agents necessarily
act upon patients, that is, there is no agent without a patient. Hence, volitional
subjects of event verbs are not agents. What, then, do these subjects ‘do’? Unlike
involitional subjects of the same verbs, they perform some act (without, however,
performing it on ‘somebody else’). Let us therefore refer to the theta role in question
as PERFORMER and to the subjects that bear it as PERFORMATIVE subjects. All

agentive subjects are, of course, performative (whereas the reverse is not true). This

24 However, it is not certain that this principle is a universal after all. As shown in Faarlund (1993), Modern
Norwegian may have constructions like:

(1) Det  arbeider ei jente i hagen
there  works a girl in the garden
‘There is a girl working in the garden’

where the Agent (or maybe rather Performer) occurs in an object position (det being the syntactic surface subject).
On the other hand, there are several restrictions to such constructions, e.g. (i) does not allow an adverbial
indicating intentionality on the part of the NP (see also Platzack 1983):

(i)  *Det arbeider ei jente ivrig i hagen
there  works a girl eagerly in the garden

giving the impression that the NP might not have an Agent role (which it has, of course). The sentence is also
ungrammatical without the local adverbial:

(iii) *Det arbeider ei jente
there  works a girl

See Faarlund (1993) for a discussion. I am not aware of similar sentences in Old Norse, and I will stick to my
assumption that Agents cannot occur inside the ‘lower’ VP in Old Norse. See also the discussion in 4.3.3.2 on
possible structural differences between ‘volitional” and ‘non-volitional’ motion verbs. Maybe the verb arbeide
should be counted among those types of verbs.
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suggests that there are hierarchical relations between theta-roles (cf. for instance
Hellan 1986).
Hence, according to Sigurdsson (ibid.), an Agent is a Performer that acts upon a Patient.”” On the
basis of this distinction, the External Role Principle is slightly revised (Sigurdsson 1992a:322):

(13) The External Role Principle
a. The external role is performative (and internal roles are non-performative)

%> This approach is somewhat similar to that of Grimshaw (1990:40): “The aspectual dimension, then, is a projection
of an abstract event structure (¢), which always includes two subparts, an activity (act) and a state or change of state
(s/soc)”.
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b. The external role links to [Spec-VP] (when [Spec-VP] contains an argument in D-
structure)”®

[ will still use the traditional term Agent in the subsequent discussion independently of whether
there is a Patient or not. By referring to the External Role Principle, one has an account for e.g.
Passive Formation in Old Norse (and Modern Icelandic): it may apply to all and only those verbs
that take an external role (cf. Sigurdsson 1992a:322). This principle also predicts that Agents
cannot occur inside the ‘lower’ VP in Old Norse (at least not as argurnents).27 However, [ will not
claim that this principle is a universal, since my investigation concerns only Old Norse. I will

also discuss some problems with the theory of the External Role Principle below.

At this stage, I will sum up the discussion by assuming a Deep Structure Subject Condition:

(14) Deep Structure Subject Condition
If the verb does not assign an agentive/performative role, there is no deep-structure

subject, i.e. no external argument.

This condition can partly be deduced from the theta criterion. Beyond that, however, it implies a
structural statement, i.¢. it says that there cannot be any base-generated argument in the specifier
of the ‘higher’ VP if the verb does not have an agentitve/performative role to assign. This
condition also implies a statement about the potential semantic content of a possible argument
base-generated in this position. An empty deep-structure subject position makes promotion of an
internal argument to surface subject possible. However, as part of the structural representation of
a potential argument structure, this position may still be associated with information about a
possible Agent argument, like, for instance, the suppressed Agent argument of a passive verb.
Hence, the existence of a potential external Agent position may be crucial in certain
constructions, e.g. in order to license so-called argument adjuncts like, for instance, the by-phrase
in passive constructions (see e.g. Grimshaw 1990:108ff. and the discussion in 5.3). The Deep
Structure Subject Condition is directly related to the theory of a double-VP projection as opposed

to an ActP that would not be present with, for instance, ergative verbs (Holmberg & Platzack

26 Here, too, I have adjusted the External Role Principle to my theory.

27 See the discussion in 5.3.

124 Jens Haugan



4.2 - The Positions of Arguments in DS

1995:20ff.). If verb movement to the empty V in a/the ‘higher’ VP is only required in
active/passive constructions, then the ‘higher’ VP would not be necessary for ergative verbs, i.e.
only verbs assigning an Agent role would project a ‘higher’ VP (cf. Speas 1990). If there is no
Agent, there is no ‘higher’ VP, with the consequence that the argument in [Spec, VP] (of the
potentially lower VP) could be considered a deep-structure subject. On the other hand, if one
reserves the term deep-structure subject for arguments base-generated in [Spec, VP] of a/the
‘higher’ VP, one would be able to predict that non-agentive verbs cannot passivize since there is
no agentive argument to suppress (this is, of course, also possible with the Act-analysis
mentioned above). Because of the fact that a sentence needs a surface subject, one then may say
that an internal argument is promoted to surface subject via this open position, i.e. an operation
more or less identical to passive formation (see 4.3.3.1). It would also be clear why a promoted
argument often behaves in a different way than a ‘proper’ deep-structure subject (for instance,
with respect to possible surface positions, Case or passivization), since a proper deep-structure
subject has to be an Agent, while a promoted subject (i.e. deep-structure object), in principle, may
have any other role than Agent.*®

Instead of assuming a double VP structure for active/passive verbs only, one might just as
well assume that movement of the verb to the ‘empty’ V position has something to do with
predication (see e.g. Bowers 1993); i.e., the verb has to move to the ‘higher’ VP in order to create
a nexus. If there is an element in [Spec, VP] of the ‘higher’ VP (the Agent), the nexus is
established; if not, an internal element has to be moved there. When no argument is moved
overtly (i.e. at the level of PF), or when there is no internal argument to promote (e.g. with
avalent verbs), the deep-structure subject position may also be linked to a grammatical element
pro in [Spec, IP]. In this way, then, the deep-structure subject position in its turn may be linked to
an internal argument (chain relation), if there is one (cf. ‘logical’ subject). This will be discussed
in further detail below.

As mentioned before, even though I will use the term deep-structure subject only for the

28 Below I will have to discuss some problems with the definition of deep-structure subjects as being Agents only.
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argument generated in [Spec, VP] of the ‘higher’ VP (the Agent), [ am aware of the fact that my
definition also may be problematic. As will be shown below (and also as discussed further
above), when there is no external agentive argument, the external argument of the ‘lower’ VP
(the argument generated in the lower [Spec, VP]) more or less automatically becomes the surface
subject. Thus, we could assume that it is a deep-structure subject, as well (cf. e.g. Ottésson
1989a, 1991a). When there is no external argument in the ‘lower’ VP, the complement will
become the surface subject - if there is one, i.e. when the verb does not assign an
Experiencer/Beneficiary role, it is also possible that the Theme/Patient argument might be
generated in [Spec, VP] of the lower VP, hence could/should be considered external (I will
provide arguments against such an analysis shortly).

Anyway, in my opinion a double VP-projection with three possible argument positions,
even when the verb assigns fewer argument roles or maybe none, will at least make it easier to
refer to arguments and argument positions, given the assumption that the thematic hierarchy is
reflected more or less directly in syntactic structure. When arguments are missing, their position
would be open for syntactic movement for the next (highest) argument in the hierarchy.

One can never be sure that the ‘making of a subject” works this way, but at least the same
argument would be picked out as a subject candidate, whether it is base-generated as an external

argument or it is forced to move or be linked to an open external position.

A possible argument against a universal double-VP structure and for the Act-/Cause-analysis
may be the empirical fact that it would not be possible to tell if the surface subject of an ergative
verb is located in [Spec, VP] of an assumed ‘higher’ VP (while this is possible with agentive
verbs, see the discussion on Subject in situ below), given that the verb would have to move to the
‘higher’ V anyway and that the NP could have moved to the ‘higher’ specifier this operation

would be yielding the same formation as before, e.g.:
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(15)

VPhigher

(external) Vv

specifier
(V) VPiower

(internal) V

specifier
Vv (potential)
complement

This is, on the other hand, not necessarily enough reason to reject the theory of a universal double

VP projection. Combined with the implications about the realization of a potential thematic

argument structure in a syntactic configuration, the double VP is able to make some predictions

about Old Norse syntax. Given the assumption that a potential ‘maximal’ argument structure

would be projected into syntax as Agent = higher Spec-VP, Beneficiary = ‘lower’ Spec-VP,

Patient = complement, and that the lower argument positions may host arguments with similar

roles, i.e., for instance, Experiencer corresponding to Beneficiary, and Theme corresponding to

Patient, the position of the surface subject and its base position in the following sentences can be

determined. In all three cases, the same (corresponding) argument is considered the surface

subject:

(16) a.

Porour la lengii sarum og greruvel
Thord lay long in sores and grew wellagy

bringusarin (Laxd 1585)
chest-soresgyg;)
‘Thord lay wounded for a long time and the wounds in his chest healed well’

... 0g greru hans sar skjott (Gullp 1141)
... and grew [his  sores]sug; fastagy
‘... and his wounds healed fast’

Sar Gunnars greru skjott (GunKe 1149)
[sores Gunnar’s]syp; grew fastagy
‘Gunnar’s wounds healed fast’

In (a), the surface subject is located behind the adverbial phrase vel. The adverbial phrase may
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look like a sentence adverbial, which it is obviously not, even though it may occupy roughly the
same structural position as a possible sentence adverbial due to Scrambling. If we presuppose that
the subject cannot be extraposed (see, however, the discussion in 4.3.1.3 and 5.3), we have to
assume that the adverbial phrase has moved to the left (Scrambling). Moving the adverbial phrase
to the left of the surface subject can be motivated functionally (see the discussion in chapter 5).
The adjunction site for the adverbial phrase would be to the left of VP as described in 4.2 above,
hence, the surface subject bringusarin occupies some position within the double VP. The verb
gréa (‘grow’) does not assign an Agent role (i.c. it is ergative). It follows that the external
specifier position must be empty in the deep structure. As the only present argument bringusarin
is the only surface subject candidate. As such the phrase could have moved to the deep-structure
subject position. This is not possible to tell. It seems, however, that bringusarin has not moved to
[Spec, IP], the genuine position of the surface subject. Therefore, the status as the surface subject
is assumed to be established by a chain relation with pro in [Spec, IP]. The NP has consequently
already status as the surface subject, and movement to any other position within the double VP
would not change anything with regard to the subject status. The default assumption is, thus, that
the phrase has not moved at all. The remaining question would be: is the argument located in the
specifier position of the lower VP or in the complement position?

The argument bringusarin could not have the thematic role of an Experiencer or
Beneficiary, it is a typical Theme. Furthermore, in, for instance, German the corresponding verb
wachsen may take an additional dative argument with the higher role Beneficiary, e.g.:

(17)  Wer liebt, dem wachsen  Flugel (German movie, director: Gabriel Barylli)
who loves, himggy grow Wwingstum
‘If you are in love, you will get wings’

(18) Puschkin ist  bekanntlich nie einBart gewachsen. Er litt
Puschkinggy 1S as known never a beard grown. He suffered
darunter sehr und beneidete Sacharjin, dem im Gegensatz ~ zu  ihm
with-that much and envied Sacharjin, whomggy in contrast to him

der Bart anstédndig wuchs. (part of a poem by Daniil Charms [Daniil Iwanowitsch Juwatschows])
the beard decently grew
‘As known, Pushkin never grew a beard. He suffered much with that and envied Sacharjin, who, as opposed to

himself, grew a decent beard’

Even though I have no directly corresponding Old Norse data to compare with, I assume that the
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Old Norse verb gréa can project a maximal thematic configuration with three potential argument
positions (cf. the double VP). In the case of grda, I assume that assigning an Agent role is
impossible (as it would be in German). But I assume that there may be a potential higher
argument that can be associated with the lower specifier position, typically the position of an
Experiencer or Beneficiary argument. The only position left, then, is the complement position,
which is the lowest position, and the typical position for the Theme argument according to the
theory presented here. Even though Old Norse would not necessarily choose to realize a
construction in the same way as in German, a construction with two arguments can actually be
found:

19y b4 er Kolfinnur var groinn sara sinna sagdi hann ... (Kjaln 1446)
then when Kolfinnyowm.suss was  grown [sores his|gen.opy  said  he ...
‘Then, when Kolfinn was healed of /recovered from his sores, he said ...’

compared to:

(20) Pa voru sar hans mjég groin ... (Gullb 1141)
then were [sores hislyom.supy much grown
‘Then his sores had healed well’

The status of the thematic role assigned to Kolfinnur in (19) (Beneficiary/Experiencer or Theme)
may, of course, be somewhat difficult to determine. However, this is not that important since it is
clear that it is not an Agent, i.e. it must be an internal argument. It would in any case have a
higher role than sara sinna, which I would classify as a some kind of Source, hence, thematically
a lower argument. With two possible internal argument positions the distribution is structurally
given. Kolfinnur must be located in the lower specifier position and it must become the surface
subject since there is no higher (external) argument. Besides, in (19) the phrase has moved
overtly to [Spec, IP], thus, the analysis is rather unproblematic (also in a traditional view since
the phrase - fortunately - has nominative case, too). Analyzing gréinn as an adjective would not
change much. In that case, there would be no external position in the first place, and the
distribution of arguments would be the same apart from the fact that the head would be an
adjective instead of a verb (see the discussion in 4.3.3.4). In (20), the verb (or possibly adjective)
would only have one argument, and this argument would have to be a Theme, located in the
complement position. Still, the argument would be chosen to become surface subject since it is
the only available argument. As demonstrated, applying a potential thematic hierarchy to a

double VP structure gives, in most cases, relatively straightforward syntactic analyses regarding

Old Norse Word Order and Information Structure 129



4 - A GENERATIVE APPROACH TO OLD NORSE

the status of an argument as a subject or an object.
The sentences (16b) and (16¢) are unproblematic. In (b) the surface subject is assumed to

have moved overtly to [Spec, IP], and in (c) it has moved to [Spec, cp1.”

As shown above, the combination of a thematic hierarchy and a double VP configuration can
explain word order variation in Old Norse. Within this analysis, the following construction can be
explained straightforwardly, too:

(1) ..ogvar po eigi  groidosar hans (Fostb 830)

...and was thoughnot grown [sore his]sup;
‘... though his wound was not healed’

According to the outlined VP configuration, and given the assumption that the subject (usually)
cannot be extraposed (see the discussion in 4.3.1.3 and 5.3), this example clearly shows the
surface subject in its base position as a deep-structure object inside the VP, i.e. as a complement
of V', the default position of a potential Theme argument. In this configuration, Extraposition
would be unnecessary in any case since the argument is already the last phrase in the clause. Note
that the main verb is assumed to have moved to the higher V. Regarding this movement, the
double VP analysis has no advantage over a single VP configuration (i.e. ergative verbs would
not project an ActP). The double VP by itself cannot ‘prove’ that the argument is not a deep
structure specifier since the verb has moved over this specifier position and the argument would
end up to the right anyway no matter whether it is located in the lower specifier or complement

position.

In (16), (20) and (21) there is only one lexical argument and, therefore, only one possible surface-
structure candidate (I exclude the possibility of an omitted argument, i.e. argumental pro; see the
discussion in 4.6). Besides the fact that the surface subject in some of the constructions above

appears to the right, which is not considered Extraposition but base-generation, what evidence

29 Theoretically, the surface subject may be located in its base position in (16b), too, i.e. corresponding to (16a)
(without Scrambling of the adverbial phrase). This would, however, not be the default analysis.
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can be found to claim that the argument is not generated as an external argument, i.e. in [Spec,
VP] of the higher VP?

As far as I have been able to see, a surface subject argument of an ergative verb with a
Theme role never occurs between a sentence adverbial and the participle of the main verb, i.e. in
[Spec, VP] of a ‘higher’ VP (when [Spec, IP] is occupied by pro). This we would expect if the
surface subject were generated as an external argument, like e.g. an Agent subject. Thus, it is
reasonable to assume that the surface subject is located in its base position in (16a), too, i.e. the
complement position. Otherwise, one would have to claim that the subject is extraposed, which
would not be an attractive assumption (see the discussion in 4.3.1.3 and 5.3).

Further examples of the internal status of the subject of an ergative verb can easily be
found. The following examples are not necessarily clear with regard to the thematic classification
of the two nominal phrases involved. The dative phrase skdgi we would analyze as an adverbial.
Even though it is a Case-marked phrase it should not be considered an argument of the verb. This
question would be relevant in a discussion on whether the surface subject is base-generated in the
complement position of the verb, or possibly in the lower specifier position. The adverbial would,
then, either be analyzed as being located in an adjunct position or as a complement,
respectively.’” An argument referring to a location, like (allt) Kjalarnes in (a), however, should
not qualify as an Experiencer (since it is ‘non-living’, i.e. not able to experience). Furthermore,
the adverbial seems not to be a ‘natural’ part of the potential argument structure of the verb vaxa
(‘grow’). Hence, I will analyze the adverbial as an adjunct. The double VP would in any case not
be able to show whether the surface subject is base-generated as a lower specifier or as a
complement. It can, however, show that it is an internal argument, i.e. that it is located within the
lower VP and not in the external position:

(22) a. P& var skogi vaxid allt Kjalarnes (Fjaln 1438)
then was with-wood grown [all  Kjalarnes]syg;
‘At that time, all (of) Kjalarnes was covered with forest’

b.  Skdgi var vaxid allt um  hlidir 0g grenar
with-wood was  grown allgyg;y [over hillsides and green

39 1 will not necessarily exclude the possibility that the adverbial may be base-generated as a sentence adverbial.
However, as a type sk0gi would not be a ‘typical” SA.
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brekkur (Krok 1520)

hills]apvar
‘Everything was covered with forest over the hillsides and green hills’

In (a), the adverbial skdgi is assumed to be scrambled to the left; the base-generated position
would be as an adjunct to the right of allt Kjalarnes. The surface subject allt Kjalarnes, on the
other hand, is located in its base-position as an internal argument. Since Extraposition of the
subject is not considered an alternative, analyzing the position of the surface subject as the base-
position is the only reasonable explanation of the observed word order. Scrambling of the
participle vaxid to the left over the external position could be a possibility. Based on the
assumption that vaxa is an ergative verb with no external argument this is, however, not an
attractive solution.

The example (b) is not necessarily a clear example with regard to the base-position of the
surface subject since the PP um hlidir ... possibly also could be analyzed as a part of the subject.
However, I find an analysis with the PP as an additional adverbial more reasonable in this case,
i.e. a base-generated argument order (a) instead of an alternative analysis (b):

(23) a. var vaxidallt skdgi um hlidir og graenar brekkur
was  grown all with-woodapvaL [over hillsides and green hills]spvaL

b.  ?var vaxid allt um hlidir og graenar brekkur skogi
was  grown [all [over hillsides and green hills]] with-woodapvsL

There are further possible arguments against some of my claims above. For instance, my claim
that the subject should not be considered extraposed when appearing to the right at the end of the
clause. I have argued above that such a word order would be able to show the internal status of an
argument. Some of the Old Norse data may apparently represent a severe challenge to this claim
when the outlined theory consisting of a thematic and a structural hierarchy is applied.
Consider, for instance, the following two examples involving the bivalent ergative verb
eiga (‘own’).”! In (a), the ‘owner’ appears to the right behind an adverbial phrase, i.e. seemingly
in a typical extra position. In (b), the ‘owner’ follows behind the ‘owned’, i.e. seemingly to the

right of an argument that intuitively should be regarded a thematically ‘lower’ argument.

31 . . , . . . . . .
I consider eiga (‘own’) an ergative verb since it does not assign an agentive/performative role; see also the
discussion on ergative verbs in 4.3.3.2.
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Extraposition could be considered a reasonable explanation for those constructions:

(24) a.  Jofrioi hafoi att fyrr Poroddur son Tungu-Odds (Egla 505)
Jofridogysuso had  ownedy beforeapygr, |[Thorodd, son  Tungu-Odd’s]sugyose
‘Before that Jofrid was married to Thorodd, son of Tungu-Odd’

b.  borgerdur var ekkja og hafdi att hana Halldor

Thorgerd was widow and had owned her gpysug;»  Halldor

brédir Porvards (Lj6sC 1705)
brother Thorvard’s]susrosr
‘Thorgerd was a widow and she had been married to Thorvard’s brother Halldor’

However, given the assumption that Extraposition of subjects is not allowed - or at least very
restricted (see the discussion in 4.3.1.3 and 5.3), there should be another explanation. According
to the thematic role hierarchy assumed here, a higher thematic argument cannot be base-
generated in a position below a possible lower thematic argument. This condition by itself does
not necessarily disallow Extraposition. Why, then, would it be possible to extrapose a direct
object but not the subject? Remember that the Germanic languages usually do not allow
Extraposition (Heavy NP Shift) of an indirect object. In the analysis supposed here, an indirect
object would be a ‘lower’ specifier, i.e. located in [Spec, VP] of the ‘lower’ VP. As such it cannot
be moved to the right over a possible ‘lower’ argument, i.e. direct object. This would be one
argument for assuming that Extraposition of a subject is (usually) not allowed either; neither of a
higher specifier subject (external) nor of a promoted internal subject. The direct object, on the
other hand, is base-generated in the complement position - as the lowest possible argument - and
can, therefore, be extraposed. Assuming that there really exists a thematic hierarchy constraining
the distribution of arguments in the clause, Extrapositon of a higher thematic argument could lead
to misinterpretation. For instance, if the ‘indirect’ object (e.g. a dative argument) is moved to the
right over the direct object (e.g. an accusative argument), it could be interpreted as having a lower
role than the direct object. Actually, there are, in fact, constructions where the argument
‘expected’ to be the direct object seems to have a higher role than the argument ‘expected’ to be
the indirect object (see the discussion on the so-called inverted double object construction in
4.2.2 below). Changing the basic argument structure by Topicalization or Scrambling, on the
other hand, is in most cases clear with regard to grammatical function of the argument moved.
Reordering the order of arguments within the VP, however, may cause difficulties with regard to

interpretation. A position to the right may be a potential argument position as long as there is no
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intervening material. To the left of the base position of the main verb, on the other hand, there is
only the external position. In most Germanic languages the external argument has to move further
to the left, hence, misinterpretation is less likely. I assume that some Old Norse verbs may project
alternative thematic structures, i.e. the ‘default’ (most frequent) order of the two internal
arguments may be inverted.** For some reason, however, Case is not affected by this alternative
structure. This may, of course, be a problem if one assumes that Case always is assigned by a
certain position. However, if one assumes that Case properties may be a part of the lexical entry
of'a verb, the verb could assign Case pre-syntactically by default while syntax only checks if the
argument actually has been assigned Case. I will return to a discussion on ‘Extraposition’ and/or
possible Right Dislocation of potential subjects in4.3.1.3 and 5.3 (cf. also Haugan 1998b). Here,
I will assume that the sentences in (24) are most reasonably analyzed as inverted argument
structures, i.e. I assume that the verb eiga may project two different thematic structures. In case
the thing ‘owned’ may be considered more affected than a ‘typical’ Theme argument, it may be
analyzed as an Experiencer and be base-generated in the lower specifier position, whereas the
‘owner’ is base-generated as a complement. As a complement, the ‘owner’ may be extraposed, cf.
(24a). In (24b), Extraposition is not necessary since the ‘owner’ is base-generated below/behind
the thing ‘owned’ already. Such an analysis can be justified by the fact that a triadic verb like e.g.
gefa (‘give’) seems to allow alternative thematic structures in, for instance, Modern Icelandic
(4.2.2), and by the fact that both objects of the verb gjeve (‘give’) in Modern Norwegian may
become subject in passive constructions (see also 4.3.3.1 below). As mentioned before,
determining the exact thematic status of an argument is not always easy. However, usually it is
relatively easy to determine the status of an argument relative to another argument, i.e. as
‘higher’ or ‘lower’. The subject/object status of the two arguments of the Old Norse verb eiga
(‘own’) is not always clear (see also the discussion in 4.3.3.2), but the thematic hierarchy
assumed here may, in most cases, account for the observed surface distribution. Example (24b),

take as an argument for a base-generated word order (the main verb has moved to the higher’ V):

32 Barddal (1997) too suggests that some Old Norse (/ Scandinavian) verbs may have different thematic structures.
Barddal also refers to Bernodusson (1982) on Old and Modern Icelandic, and Séderwall’s (1884-1918) observations
about Old Swedish data. I will return to further examples later (e.g. 4.3.3.1).
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(25) hafdi att hana Halldor brédir Porvards
had ownedy herspgc _ [Halldor brother Thorvard’s]compL

instead of Extraposition of the ‘owner’ as a surface subject. The proposed structure in (25) would
only allow promotion of the argument hana to surface subject. Given the assumption that
Extraposition of the subject is not allowed - or at least very restricted, the Double VP Analysis
combined with a thematic hierarchy can explain this kind of word order while a Double Base
Analysis in itself could not account for this structure. A non-configurational analysis would allow
the subject to appear to the right, but it would not be able to make the same predictions about the

nature of a possible phrase to the right.

As shown above, there are good arguments for assuming that the arguments of a verb are
projected into syntax in a certain order determined by a thematic hierarchy. In Old Norse, an
internal argument (or both) may stay in its (their) base position(s) even though the argument (or
one of the arguments (the higher)) is promoted to surface subject. Consider, for instance, also the
following examples. Example (a) shows an active clause with the triadic verb gefa (‘give’). In the
passive clause (b), both internal arguments are located in their base positions; the higher
argument (the Beneficiary) is analyzed as the surface subject. As mentioned before, subject
promotion of an internal argument is not dependent on Case properties. The indirect object of the
active sentence has lexical dative case and will keep its Case during passive formation even if it
becomes surface subject (as long as it has a higher thematic role than the ‘direct’ object). The
structural accusative case of the direct object, however, changes to nominative in a corresponding
passive clause, independently of its status as an object or possible surface subject (if it has a
higher thematic role than the dative argument):

(26) a.  ...og hann hefir gefid peim badum saman
...and hegyg; has giveny [them both together]io

gripina ... (GislS 863)
things-thepo
‘... and he has given the things/gifts to them both ...”

b. Var par pegar inni mungat og gefid peim ad
was there soon inside boozing session and  giveny themgyg; [to
drekka (Egla 426)
drink]OBJ

‘Soon there was a boozing session inside and they were given something to drink’
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In (b), the phrase to the right should not be analyzed as a surface subject, even though
Extraposition of a subject clause would be possible. The phrase should be analyzed as base-

generated in the complement position of the verb. The same analysis applies to the following

example:

(27) Pa var runnid eftir peim er  fléttann  réku og sagt
then was run after them who fleeingchasedand saidy
peim fallid Brjans konungs (Njala 340)
themgyp; [fall Brjan’s kings]og;

‘Then they ran after those who chased the fleeing troops to tell them that king Brjan was dead’

The analysis is straightforward according to the thematic and structural hierarchy. The dative
peim would be the higher thematic argument, base-generated in a higher structural position with
the consequence that it would be the only structurally possible surface subject candidate since
passivization has suppressed the potential external argument.

I take examples like the ones above, i.e. with bivalent ergative verbs or passive of double
object constructions, where both internal arguments appear behind the main verb as evidence for
a VP structure where the verb has moved to a ‘higher’ V position (Double VP Projection). The
two internal arguments are assumed to be base-generated as the lower specifier and the
complement, respectively. When the verb moves to the higher V-position, the word order will be
V - OBJ - OBJ, the first and higher object being the surface subject candidate. A verb with an
external argument, i.e. a deep structure subject, would project the word order SUBJ - V - OBJ -
OBJ, i.e. SVO(0O). A single VP for ergative verbs (cf. the ActP analysis of Holmberg & Platzack
1995) would not be able to account for the order VOO since there is no higher V-position (in the
present framework) that makes movement of the verb over its (internal) specifier possible. If the
main verb always had to move to the empty V in the ‘higher’ VP in order to create a nexus, and if
[Spec, VP] of the ‘higher’ VP has to be filled by an argument or be linked to an argument, then,
movement of the external argument of the ‘lower’ VP to [Spec, VP] of the ‘higher’ VP could be

136 Jens Haugan



4.2 - The Positions of Arguments in DS

predicted.*

On the background of the discussion in this section, I will refer to the arguments of ergative
verbs as internal arguments relative to a ‘potential” double VP structure. The argument generated
in [Spec, VP] of the (potentially) ‘higher’ VP is the external argument, i.e. the
agentive/performative deep-structure subject. The ‘lower’ VP also has a specifier position that
could be considered external relative to [Compl, V']. However, I will not consider an argument
base-generated in [Spec, VP] a deep-structure subject, and I will refer to this position as an
internal specifier. Thus, relative to a double VP structure, I consider any argument base-
generated in the lower VP a deep-structure object, e.g.:

(28)

Deep Structure

VPhigher
"""" swec TV
(SUBJ)
internal
external e ey
(V) VPiower
spec '
|(OBJ) »
\Y% cémpl ::
...(OBD)

33 The discussion in Vikner (1991b:366) could be taken as an argument for a universal specifier of VP. (However,
Vikner does not discuss a double VP structure).
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The external argument (internal specifier) of the ‘lower’ VP usually receives lexical Case, while
the external argument of the ‘higher’ VP never gets lexical Case.>* As for Case properties, thus,
[Spec, VP] of the ‘higher’ VP is a p