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Two different invariable relative markers were geun early English,
pe and pat/that This paper aims to answer the question of how and
why pat replacedpe as an invariable relativizer in Middle English. To
this end | analyse the distribution of invariablgativizers in the
relevant periods of the English language (from @laglish to late
Middle English) as represented he Helsinki Corpus of English
Texts The following variables are examined: (i) the teytic function
of the relativizer, which determines the progressamd recession of
relativization strategies, following the AccesstiHierarchy proposed
by Keenan and Comrie (1977); (ii) the type of riekatlause (whether
restrictive or non-restrictive), which conditionket distribution of
relativization strategies in particular; (iii) thgpe of NP antecedent,
which also plays a role in the selection of relagy; (iv) the text type;
and (v) dialect. The analysis reveals tpat/that starts to replacee
very slowly, occupying the environments less faedubype that is,
those of object and resuming inanimate antecedbtaseover, | will
show that this slow, progressive introduction sundigevolves into a
dramatic change, withpat quickly becoming the only invariable
relativizer available.

1. Introduction

Different relativization strategies have coexistegr the course of the
English language. These include the pronominativetation strategy,

the zero relativization strategy and the invariablativization strategy.

! An earlier version of this paper was presentedhat15 International

Conference on English Historical Linguistiddunich, August 2008 Thanks

are due to the Spanish Ministry of Science and Vation and European
Regional Development Fund (Grant Nos. HUM2007-607p@ FFI2011-
26693-C02-02).
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The most frequently used of these has been theiala relativizer,
represented in early English (Old and early Midileglish) by pe
(example (1)), which from Middle English was whotlplaced byat
(example (2)), precursor of Present-day Engtlsdt, as in (3), which
was itself already in existence in Old English, buged with
considerable less frequency.

(1) Gemunon we symle pzet we pa god dorpdrus Godes bec laerad]
Remind we ever thatwe the good things do rel us God’s books teach
“Let us be always mindful that we do those gooddhkithat God’s books teach us”
[Q 02/3 IR HOM BLICK 6: 139]

(2) Morgan wolde haue hade alle pe lande fram bigéhdaber, [rc pat
Morgan would have had all the land from beydrdmber that
Conedag helde]
Coneday held
‘Morgan wanted to have had all the land from beyoedRiver which Coneday
held.’
[Q@ M3 NN HIST BRUT3 21]

(3) I am reading the book [rc that I've always wantedead].

Much previous work in this area has focussed ondik#ibution of
relativization strategies in different periods ofigish (Quirk 1957;
Jack 1975, 1978; Dekeyser 1984, 1986; Rissanen; 18&is 1993;
Yamashita 1994; Guy and Bayley 1995; Ball 1996;inStE998 to
mention a few) and different varieties of the laaggl (Ihalainen 1980;
Van den Eynden 1993; Sigley 1997; Tottie and Re371@lsagoff and
Lick 1998; Gisborne 2000; Tottie and Harvie 200Cigkr, 2002;
Peitsara, 2002; Tagliamonte, Smith and Lawrencé28Mhong many
others), as well as on the expansiombf pronominal relativizers from
late Middle English onwards at the expense of Qidlish pronominal
relativizers se/seo/peeiMeier 1967; Rydén 1983; Nevalainen and
Raumolin-Brunberg 2002; Suarez 2008a; etc.). Ldt=n caddressed
has been the consolidation thiat as the only invariable relativizer in
late Middle English, oustinge, the favourite relativizer in Old English,
from the relativization system (Mcintosh 1947-48ivikhaa 1966).

2 The invariable relativizer of early English wiletspelledbat throughout the
paper, although it was recorded with many differgmllings throughout the
history of English.
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From OId English onwardat existed as an invariable relativizer but
was very sporadically used as such. A common veethat relativizer
pe was phonologically weaker than the already exgspat, and this
led to its disappearance from the system earliesclier et al. 2000:
91). Additionally, the displacement dfe by pat as the invariable
relativizer has been linked to the usepat as the general subordinator
of the English language, already used in OE agardinating particle
in non-relative dependent clauses (especially cemeht or content
clauses and clauses of purpose and result) (Fid&92: 294; Rissanen
1997).

My purpose here is to shed light on the consolidatifthat as the
only invariable relativizer in English and to prdei an answer to the
question of how the consolidation pat as an invariable relativizer
proceeded. In order to answer this question, Intdpere on a study set
up to investigate the use and evolutiorpefandpat/thatas invariable
relativizers, from Old English to late Middle Ergiii (1420), whethat
had become the only invariable relativizer ava#aibi the English
language. | will analyze the distribution of theskativizers, taking into
account a number of linguistic factors (both ingdrand external) that
have been reported in the literature to influenoe thoice of the
relative word. The ultimate goal of this paper dsreconstruct the
conditions under whictpe came to be replaced Hyat/that in the
history of English.

2. Data and methods

The elements under examination here are invarigdivizers in Old
and Middle English. During these periods, two ietatwords were
used in this context, namelye as in (1) andbat as in (2), their
distribution resulting from personal choice andlimguistic factors
which may have influenced the selection of one akierother. In this
study | will consider the two elements as variaofsthe same
relativization strategy, since both fulfil the résjtes expected of
invariant relativizers.

The ‘invariable relativization strategy’, also knovwas ‘relative
subordinator strategy’ (Comrie 1981: 151, Givon3,9Gomrie 1998),
represents one of the major relativization stra®giypologically
speaking, since it is among the most frequent meznmarking
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relativization cross-linguistically. ltems used for this relativization
strategy are characterized by being indeclinabtel, @ot marked for
gender, number or case. Unlike pronominal relagigz they lack
genitive forms ¢ontra Seppanen and Kjellmer (1995) who report
examples such @bhe dog that's leg was run ovas examples dahat
explicitly marked for the genitive) and are not ket for animacy.
Additionally, these elements are usually found asmgementizers or
subordinators in the language, as is the case tha@hand alsope in
earlier English, the former used to introduce cam@nt clauses
throughout the history of the language and as anglstic marker of
subordination up to early Modern English (Rissad®97) and the
latter frequently used to mark complement clauses$ subordinate
clauses of purpose and result in Old English (KEisdi®92: 294).

The data used in the present study have been tdréom the
Helsinki Corpus of English Text&\s Table 1 shows, the sample is
taken from texts from Old English (950-1150) (O34)Gnd Middle
English (1150-1420) (M1, M2 and M3).

Table 1.Description of the corpus

Period Sub-periods No of words No of tokens
OE 03 (950-1050) 36,630 539
04 (1050-1150) 47,445 576

M1 (1150-1250) 75,800 1,184

ME M2 (1250-1350) 4,489 81
M3 (1350-1420) 57,774 741

TOTAL 222,238 3,121

% The other major types of relativization strategiesude the ‘non-reduction
stratety’, ‘anaphoric pronoun’ or ‘pronoun-retemtiostrategy’, ‘relative
pronoun strategy’ and ‘gap strategy’ (see Keend@b1@omrie 1998).

* The low number of words in this period has to dthwow the little material
has been preserved from early Middle English. k& The Helsinki Corpus
only 3 texts $elect English Historical Documents of the Ninttd arenth

Centuries, The Bee and the Stankd theKentish Sermonsfrom this period

are classified as non-translations. Also, one ek¢h(theKentish Sermons

although not classified as a translatiomhre Helsinki Corpuss considered in
the literature to be a translation from French.
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The corpus comprises approximately 222,000 wordsteas rendered
3,121 examples of relative clauses introduced by imrariable
relativizer. The last period included in the anays late Middle
English (M3), since by then (1350-1420) the relagvpat/thatwas the
only remaining invariable relativizer in use, tmesnoving the need to
examine texts dating from any later than this tilneorder to keep the
corpus as homogeneous as possible, only originakpexts have been
selected. Translations (as classified in tHelsinki Corpuy were
discarded, so as to avoid any potential influenfresn language
contact This same selection criterion, however, had thditiaal
effect of upsetting the balance between sub-samalpsoblem which |
have corrected by normalizing the frequencies pertbousand words.
Invariable relativizers have always been presenthim English
language and have in general been used more fridgtigen any other
relativization strategy, as Figure 1 below (based able 2) illustrates.

Table 2.Distribution of relativizers (adapted from Sua@204: 216,
224, 226)

950-1050 1150-1250 1420-1500
Invariable 539 (81.2%) 1184 (95.1%) 741 (83.4%)
Pronominal 124 (18.7%) 54 (4.3%) 143 (16.1%)
Zero 1 (0.1%) 7 (0.6%) 4 (0.4%)
TOTAL 664 1245 888

® See Taylor (2008) for a recent analysis on thecesfof translation on Old
English texts.
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Figure 1.Distribution of relativizers

Recent studies on the distribution of relativizerslifferent British
dialects (Herrman 2005: 24-28) confirm that thista#l the norm, and
is also becoming the trend in New Englishes, paldity in spoken
language, as reported by Gut (2009) with respestetmyan, Jamaican
and Singapore Englishes.

Table 3presents the distribution of invariable relativizan the
corpus under analysis: it includes raw numbers taedt normalized
frequencies per one thousand words.

Table 3. Chronological distribution of pronominal relatieiz
(normalized frequencies per 1000 words)

03 04 M1 M2 M3  TOTAL
(950-  (1050-  (1150-  (1250-  (1350-
1050)  1150)  1250)  1350)  1420)

be 526 551 846 1(0.2) - 1924
(14.3) (11.6) (11.2)
pat 13(0.3) 25 (0.5) 338 (4.5)80 (17.8) 741 1197
(12.8)
TOTAL 539 576 1184 81 741 3,121

(%, p <.0001, in the comparison between Old English 1)

perelative clauses are by far the most numerous pg@iurelative
clauses in late Old English (O3, O4) and early Nedanglish (M1).
Nevertheless, by early Middle English (M1), thereravalready signs
of a decrease in the frequency [oé relative clauses in favour of
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relative clauses introduced Ipat (the same tendency is also found
sporadically in English earlier than this). By gaviddle English, the
frequency with whichpat was used as an invariant relativizer had
increased considerably (Kivimaa 1966: 133-136)inanease that was
to become dramatic in late Middle English (1150Q)2%henpat was
by far the more important relativizer (Mcintosh Y94948: 73;
Kivimaa 1966: 134; Fischer 1992: 196; Fischer e2800: 93). This
sudden increase is depicted in Figure 2 (based ableT3), which
demonstrates graphically the progresspaft to become the most
important relativizer from the second half of thérteenth century on;
and, similarly, howpe, in recession from the twelfth century onwards,
became almost invisible. By the fifteenth centysgt was the only
invariable relativizer.

—— — e

Figure 2. Competition betweerpe and pat in the history of English (normalized
frequencies per 1000 worgs)

Here the use of an innovative invariable relativize the English
language—in this casat—grew in frequency and progressively
pushedpe away, as demonstrated by the declinepefin the 13'
century, being compensated by the increagebdfAs happened in the
case ofwhrelative pronouns, the use of which rose as tliathe
demonstrative relative pronouns receded (Suare8€0@he gap left
here by the declining invariable relativies started to be occupied by
pat in early Middle English, eventually becoming thelyoinvariant

® M2 has been excluded from the graphs because die number of
examples—related to the scarcity of available nmtethides the clear
competition between the two relativizers (see fotent).
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relativizer by late Middle English. This ultimatellgd to the complete
disappearance dfe as a relativizer and hence the prevailing state-of
affairs in Modern Standard English. Around the tdenth century,
invariantpat was the norm everywhere, potentially occurringhvéitly
kind of antecedent and in any context, in mostediall areas, with both
restrictive and non-restrictive relative clauses avith both animate
and inanimate antecedents. The specialization wériant that in
restrictive relative clauses did not take placel anbund the fourteenth
century, whenwh-relative pronouns began to occur in the English
language with some frequency (Mustanoja 1960: F§cher 1992:
297; Fischer et al. 2000: 93). Before this consiah, there existed
variation betweerpe andpat the factors which may have conditioned
this variation will be addressed in the followirggton.

3. Factors conditioning variation

3.1. Syntactic function of the relativizer

The syntactic function of the relativizer has gatlgrbeen considered
one of the main factors governing the choice dditiglzer. Syntactic
function, in fact, is the variable most frequenthentioned in the
literature on the expansion i relativizers to occupy the space left
by pronominal relativizers in earlier English (Se#d2008a: 345-346)
and may also be of importance in the case of ianarielativizers. For
my analysis | have adopted (and adapted) Keenan Gomdrie’s
‘Accessibility Hierarchy' (1977) so that three d@ifeént categories are
distinguished. The ‘Accessibility Hierarchy’ is @&farchical ordering
of noun phrase positions illustrated as follows dik&n and Comrie
1977: 66):

SU>DO > 10 > OBL > GEN > OCOMP
(where SU stands for “subject”, DO for “direcbgect”, 10 for
“indirect object”, OBL for “oblique”, GEN for “genitive” and
OCOMP for “object of comparison”)

The syntactic positions included in the hierarchy erdered from
the most to the least accessible, that is, theegtagind hence most
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frequently relativized on the left, and the mosfficliit and less
frequently relativized syntactic functions on tight.

For the present paper, the Accessibility Hieraralas simplified
and the following syntactic functions were distiigied: subject (S), as
in example (4), object (examples (1), repeated hsr)), and oblique
(Obl), which refers to relativizers that functios arepositional phrases
(all of which are stranded, as must be the casé& Wwivariable
relativizers in the periods under analysis), asekample (6). The
categories GEN and OCOMP were not included sinceexamples
were found of invariable relativizers being useciitmer of these types
of positions.

(4)se kcbe ne can pa beorhtnesse paes  ecashtedg se bid
blind
he rel neg knows the brightness of the etdiglat he is
blind
‘he who does not knows the brightness of the eldigtd is blind’
[Q O2/3 IR HOM BLICK 2: 62]

(5)Gemunon we symle peet we pa god berpe us Godes
bec leerad]
Remember we ever that we the good things do rel us God’s
books teach
“Let us be always mindful that we do those gooddhkithat God’s
books teach us”
[Q O2/3 IR HOM BLICK 6: 139]

(6)We agen to understonden hwer bod pe weppédpdgt adam wes
mide forwunded]
We ought to understand what are the weaporel adam was
with wounded
“We ought to understand what the weapons areAtiain has been
wounded with.”
[Q M1 IR HOM LAMBS: 83]

The question of which positions in a language mayshbjected to
relativization is closely linked to the degree ofpkcitness of the
relativization strategy. Relative clauses which amroduced by
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invariable relativizers allow a narrower range dafsiions to be
relativized in comparison with those introduced pyonominal
relativizers. With this in mind, we would expecvamiable relativizers
to be able to relativize only the most accessibbsitipns in the
hierarchy. Table 4 shows the distribution of inaate relativizers in
the periods under analysis:

Table 4. Invariable relativizers and syntactic function rimalized
frequencies per 1000 words)

S 0 Obl TOTAL

03 be 369 (10.1) 133 (3.6) 24(0.7) 526
(950-1050) pat  8(0.2) 1(0.02) 4 (0.0) 13

o4 be 352 (7.4) 138(29) 61(13) 551
(1050- 11(02) 11(02) 3(0.02) 25
1150) P&

ML be 593(7.8) 183(24) 71(0.9) 846
(1150- 173 (2.4) 135(1.8) 30(0.4) 338
1250) P&

M2 pe  1(0.2) - - 1
(1250- — ~758(129) 1932 3(07) 80
1350)

M3 487 (84) 191(3.3) 63(L1) 741
(1350-  pat

1420)
TOTAL 2051 811(36) 259(L2) 3,121

(9.2)

S=subject; O=object; Obl=oblique.

The results show that, with respect to late OldliBhgthe indeclinable
relativizerpe is most frequently used when it appears as thgsubr

the object of the relative clause, as Traugott 21226) and Kivimaa
(1966: 28) have previously shown. In other wortig, most frequently
relativized positions are those which corresponthéoroles highest on
the ‘Accessibility Hierarchy’, as the behaviourffdemonstrates. The
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same situation is observed in the distributionpet (subjects and
objects being the most commonly relativized posg)p although the
number of examples in this case is extremely 1okMe most notable
aspect opat's behaviour, however, is that the expected hiérais not
respected: objects are as frequently relativizesbbgects. In relation to
early Middle English, Kivimaa (1966: 135) and Jado75: 104;
1988 49) have observed that the invariable relativiperis used
almost exclusively in the subject slot; such exgitys was not
observed in the case @@at The correlation between the syntactic
function of the relativizer and the choice of relaer has also
produced some interesting and significant resuylfs § <.0001) in
relation to my corpus of early Middle English (s&able 4). All
syntactic roles are more frequently performed bg thvariable
relativizerpe in particular, though not exclusively, that o&thubject
(just as Kivimaa and Jack had previously found)e Thost notable
development in this period (1150-1250) involyes whose importance
as an invariable relativizer rises and which, altffio more commonly
used as subject, also achieves an extremely hagjudincy as an object
(in comparison with the other periods).

In its expansiorpat is stronger—and oustse earlier—as object, a
position in whichpe is proportionally less frequent, as illustratedi#
and M1, illustrating a similar process to that aoled in the
substitution of se pronominal relativizers bywh- words. The
unavailability of relevant data from M2 noted abalaes not allow us
to confirm this tentative hypothesis.

3.2. Restrictiveness of the relative clause

Another important variable affecting the distrilouttiof relativizers is
that of the restrictiveness of the relative clausegording to which
relative clauses are divided into restrictive armh-restrictive types.
The hypothesis being examined here is whether thiilaition of
invariable relativizers correlates significantly thvi the distinction

” No significance tests were applied to Old Engtisie to the low number of
examples in some of thmtcells.

® The conclusions are based on an analysis of onéy text, theAncrene
Wisse

® The conclusions are based on an analysis of ardytext,Layamon
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between restrictive and non-restrictive relativauskes. The distribution
of relativizers in Present-day English changes deéjpg on this
variable: restrictive relative clauses can be uhticed by any of the
available items, namelyzerg that and wh- pronouns, and non-
restrictive relative clauses favour (indeed almesjuire) awh- word;
only very rarely are they introduced by the relagy that (Jacobsson
1994; Huddleston and Pullum 2002: 1058)and never by the
relativizer zera Throughout the history of the English language,
invariable relativizers (as well as other relatation strategies) have
been used to introduce both restrictive and notmicése relative
clauses, though more commonly in relation to reiste relative
clauses. Scholars such as Mcintosh (1947-1948n749), Mitchell
(1985: §2283) and Traugott (1992: 223) are notaisgorical on this
point but, broadly speaking, are of much the sapigian. Jack (1975:
106-107, 1988: 52-53), on the other hand, denie$ the choice
between the two major relativizergge-and pat—is a function of the
type of relative clause; nonetheless, his anabtilisndicates a higher
proportion of invariablgpe in non-restrictive relative clauses, and the
prevalence opatin restrictive relative clauses (Jack 1988: 53pl€ 5
sets out the distribution of relativizers accordinghe type of relative
clause.

10 See example “He wants less freedom, that he altraysght was outward
motion, turns out to be this inner dwindling” (JAsson 1994 186).
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Table 5.Invariable relativizers and type of relative clasermalized
frequencies per 1000 words)

RRC NRRC TOTAL

03 be 422 (11.5) 104 (2.6) 526

(950-1050) pat 5(0.1) 8(0.2) 112

04 be 360 (7.6) 191 (4.0) 551
(1050- bat 23 (0.5) 2 (0.04) 25
1150)

M1 be 694 (9.1) 279 (3.7) 973
(1150- bat 152 (2.0) 59 (0.8) 211
1250)

M2 be 1(0.2) - 1
(1250- bat 66 (14.7) 14 (3.1) 80
1350)

M3 587 (10.2) 154 (2.7) 741
(1350- pat
1420)

TOTAL 2,310 (10.4) 811 (3.6) 3,121

The results show that the choice [ does not relate to any type of
relative clause in particular, but is simply a eeflon of the general
distribution of higher frequency in restrictive than non-restrictive
relative clauses across all the periods, and eslpean late Old and
early Middle English. During these periods of cegamce pat exhibits

a higher tendency to introduce restrictive relatile@uses, and this is
statisticially significant in Old Englishy{, p <.0001). However, from
M2 onwards, whenpat becomes the only invariable relativizer, it
inherits the behaviour dfe in O4 and M1, so that the number of non-
restrictive relative clauses introduced [bgt also increases. This new
distribution leads us to the tentative conclusidrattwhen pat
substitutedpe, it adoptedpes distribution in relation to the type of
relative clause, thereby reinforcing the substitutiprocess already
observed in terms of syntactic function.
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3.3. The NP antecedent
One of the most complex variables hypothesized ffecta the
distribution of relativizers is the NP antecedécording to Jack, the
preference of a relativizer, in particulpe and pat in early Middle
English, is to be interpreted in light of the natwf the antecedent
(Jack 1988: 53). The influence of the antecedertherdistribution of
relativization strategies, however, is denied bymdime, who states
that “the effect of different types of antecedayo(ped according to
certain characteristics or features of the modibcawhich precedes
the head noun) is in most cases negligible” (Romdii82: 143), at
least in her investigation of relative clauses iiddife Scots (c. 1530-
1550).

In the current study, NP antecedents have beeryzathifor the
following two characteristics:

» Category/form of antecedent

» Type of antecedent: animate vs inanimate

Regarding the category of the NP antecedent, tileigito observe
whether there exists any correlation between thiegoay of the NP
antecedent and the selectiorpefandpatin the periods under analysis.
For the analysis of this variable | reduced themfoof the NP
antecedent to the following six categories: cownns in the singular
(example 7), count nouns in the plural (examplen@y-count nouns
(example 8), pronominal items (example 4), proames (example 9)
and a miscellaneous category which would comprigerye other
antecedent (basically nominalized adjectives (examp) and
coordinate NPs (example 10).

(7)pis is pe miracleg: pet pet godspel of te dai us telp]
this is the miracle rel the gospel of todaytells
“This is the Miracle that today’s gospel tells us.”
[Q M2 IR HOM KSERM: 218]
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(8)pis  sceal wyod eagena dymnysse, [rc pt grecaemniad
glaucomata]
This schall against eyes dimness rel Greeks call
glaucomata
‘This shall be used against the eyes’ dimness, lwidceeks call
glaucomatd
[Q MX/1 IS HANDM PERI 96]

(9)lohannes eac, se fulluhtere, [rc pe Crist dedel]
John also the Baptist rel Choeptized
‘Also John the Baptist, who baptized Christ.’
[Q O3 IR RELT LSIGEF 20]

(10)Somtyme hym pink  pat it is paradis or heudor diuerse
wonderful
Sometimes him seems that it is paradise or heévediverse
wonderful
swetnes and counfortes, ioyes & blessid vertejnegat he
findep per-in]
sweetness and comforts  joys & blessed \8rtue rel he
finds therein
‘Sometimes it seems to him that it is paradiseeavien because of
the diverse wonderful sweet things and comfortgs jand blessed
virtues which he finds in it.’

[Q M3 IR RELT CLOUD 68: 123]

The bearing of the antecedent on the choice ofividar in Old
English has been studied by Kivimaa (1966), Mitti{&b85) and
Traugott (1992), and among the few descriptive siote find that the
invariable relativizepeis favoured when the antecedent is modified by
a pronominal element (Kivimaa 1966: 44; Mitchell859 §2270,
§2270; Traugott 1992: 226), especially in the slag(Traugott 1992:
226) (with the exception of the indefinite pronoeall, which when
modified by a relative clause, is invariably intnoeéd bypat (see
Mitchell 1985: 82263)). The distribution of relaters pe and pat
according to the antecedent they resume is showabie 6:
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Table 6 Invariable relativizers and category of NP andecd
(normalized frequencies per 1000 words)

Count Pronoun Count Non- Proper Other TOTAL

(sg) (ph) count name
130 202 145 26 16 7 526
o3 be (35.5) (55.1) (39.6) (7.1) (4.4) (1.9)
(950-1050) ' ' ' ' ' '
pat 6(4.0) 2(0.5) 1(0.3) 4(1.1) - - 13
188 90 159 61 47 6 551
o4 be (39.6) (19.0) (335) (12.8) (9.9) 1.3)
(1050-1150). i ' i i i i
pat 4(0.8) 16 (3.4) 2(0.4) 2(0.4) 1(0.2) - 25
364 214 180 58 21 9 846
M1 be (48.0) (28.2) (23.7) (7.6) (2.8) (1.2
(1150-1250) . 178 94 36 22 4 4 338
ba (235) (12.4) (4.7) (2.9 (0.5)  (0.5)
2 be - 1(2.2) - - - - 1
(1250-1350) pat (4281) 25 (55.7)23 (51.2)12 (26.7) 1(2.2) 1(2.2) 80

M3 355 172 111 56 40 7 741
(1350-1420) pat (61.4) (29.8) (19.2) (9.7) (6.9) (1.2
1,243 816 657 241 130 34 3,121
(55.9) (36.7) (29.6) (10.8) (5.8) (15)

TOTAL

The results in Table 6 show those differences éntwo periods of Old
English and early Middle English (M1). In O3 (9508D), although
invariable relativizerpe is used in all environments, it is clearly
favoured when it resumes pronominal items and cowons in the
plural. Relativizerpat is preferred in combination with count nouns in
the singular (either masculine or femininkhut we must bear in mind
that the low number of examples here does not allewor definite
conclusions. Regarding O4 (1050-1150), relevarfedihces are also

1 Otherwise it could be considered a pronominaltiréizer gender-agreeing
with the antecedent.



The consolidation dbat 95

observed ¢, p <.0001).peis favoured with count nouns, both in the
singular and in the plural, and is much less fretyeused with
pronominal items, which becomes the favourite NEe@dent of the
emergentpat This is reinforced by the results shown fat in M2
(1250-1350). Regarding M1 (1150-1250), a very simdistribution is
observed irpe andpat, both favoured with count nouns in the singular
and with pronouns, thus mirroring the general itistion of the
category of antecedents in the whole corpus. Thgilgition in this
case is also significangi p <.0001).

In terms of the animacy of the antecedent, in thdification of the
results from my corpus, ‘animate’ (example 9) aridanimate’
(example 7) antecedents were distinguished.

There is no consensus in the literature as to rifieence of the
animacy of the NP antecedent on the choice ofivedat. As noted
above, from the results of her analysis of relagws in Middle Scots
(c. 1530-1550), Romaine concludes that the inflaerfche antecedent
“is in most cases negligible” (1982: 143), and, encategorically, that
“the animacy of the antecedent has virtually nedffin determining
which form of the relative will occur” (1982: 142).

Table 7 Invariable relativizers and animacy of the antecd
(normalized frequencies per 1000 words)

Animate Inanimate TOTAL
03 pe 321 (8.8) 205 (6.0) 526
(950-1050) pat 1(0.03) 12 (0.3) 13
04 be 323 (6.8) 228 (4.8) 551
(1050-1150)  pat 4 (0.8) 21 (0.4) 25
M1 be 429 (5.6) 417 (5.5) 846
(1150-1250)  pat 117 (1.5) 221 (2.9) 338
M2 be 1(0.2) - 1
(1250-1350)  pat 42 (9.3) 38 (8.5) 80
(135'\4_31420) pat 329 (5.7) 412 (7.1) 741
TOTAL 1,567 (7.1) 1,554 (7.0) 3,121
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The results from Table 7 demonstrate that at lsasie relativizers are
sensitive to the animacy of the antecedent. Thatseshow thapat is
preferred with inanimate antecedents both in OlgliEh and early
Middle English; less frequently, it is also fouresuming animate ones
in O4 and M2 (the latter somehow reflecting theegahdistribution of
animate vs inanimate antecedents). By contrast, saooh clear
preference regarding the animacy of the antecdunteen observed
with invariable pe It is used as frequently with animate as with
inanimate antecedents, contra Mcintosh (1947-48:Ki¢imaa (1966:
135) and Jack (1975: 101; 1988: 58), who all olesgtiar preference for
pe to be used with animate antecedents. The distdbuti M1, the
most representative period, confirms that, wheatingezer pat becomes
the favoured relativizer, it tends to be used vaitiimate antecedents,
occupying the space dominated pg (Fischer 1992: 295), and also
behaving as the only invariable relativizer usethviioth animate and
inanimate antecedents.

Figures 5 and 6 illustrate the findings discussediariable
relativizer pe shows a clear preference for combining with angmat
antecedents, whilpat favours inanimate ones. This could be related to
the fact that the pronominal relativizpat in Old English was used
with nouns marked for the neuter gender, and theseery frequently
inanimate'?

Figures from Table 7 above confirm that the chaitpe andpatis
sensitive to the animacy of the antecedent, bo@lthEnglish and in
early Middle English#*, p <.0001):pe is more frequently used with
animate antecedents than with inanimate ones [gadis more
frequently used with inanimate antecedents thah aitimate nouns.
However, wherpat becomes the only invariable relativizer it is used
very frequently both with animate and inanimatesaatients, adopting
the roles covered earlier fpe.

In sum, interesting tendencies emerge from theyaisabf the NP
antecedent. In Old English, the influence of théeemdent on the
relativizer’s choice has to do with the form. ltcisncluded that the use
of the invariable relativizebe is favoured when the antecedent is
pronominal or singular. In early Middle English,raacy seems to be

12 As opposed to the majority of male and femaleregfenouns which belong
to the masculine and feminine gender groups.



The consolidation dbat 97

the most relevant factor. On these grounds we oaclade thabe is
mostly found with animate and inanimate plural eatents andbat
with inanimate antecedents and some very specifinae nouns.

3.4. Position of the relative clause

The last intralinguistic variable analyzed to eiplthe distribution of

invariable relativizers is the position of the tela clause with respect
to the antecedent. Unlike Present-day English, tlasable is of

relevance in earlier English because there wasagstendency in the
language to avoid non-clause-final embedded strestyCarkeet
1976). Therefore, relative clauses were usuallyasgpd from the
antecedent they depend on.

Relative clauses have been coded as ‘intrapodetiie(iantecedent
and the relativizer were adjoined), as illustrabydexample (11), or
‘non-intraposed’ (if the antecedent and the reia¢ivwere separate),
represented by so-called ‘extraposed’ (examplen8)‘eft-dislocated’
(example 4) relative clauses. An important aspbat nheeds to be
clarified in relation to this variable is that & only relevant for a
reduced number of examples, that is, only thosmmegs in which the
separation of the antecedent is possible. Instaswes as (2) and (7),
in which the entire NP antecedent is clause-fimate excluded from
the analysis.

(11)Forpon peere burge nama [rc pe is nemned Gerusaeggreht
sibbe
Because the city name rel is calleGerusalem means
of peace
gesyhp, forpon pe halige sawla paer restaep.
sight because holy soul there rest
‘For the name of the city which is called Jerusakgnifies ‘sight
of peace’, because the holy souls rest there.’
[Q O2/3 IR HOM BLICK 6: 25]
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The results are included in Table 8:

Table 8. Invariable relativizers and position of the antho®
(normalized frequencies per 1000 words)

[+ intraposed] [- intraposed] TOTAL

03 be 127 (3.5) 53 (1.4) 180
(950-1050) pat - - -
04 be 64 (1.3) 115 (2.4) 179
(1050-1150)  pat 1 (0.03) 3 (0.06) 4
M1 be 131 (1.7) 75 (1.0) 206
(1150-1250)  pat 24 (0.3) 5 (0.06) 29
M2 pe - 1(0.2) 1
(1250-1350)  pat 9 (2.0) 15 (3.3) 24
M3 pat 178 (3.1) 25 (0.4) 203
(1350-1420)
TOTAL 534 (2.4) 292 (1.3) 826

The data from Table 8 show that, with the exceptb®4 (1050-
1150), bothpe andpat show a strong preference for adjacency, which
might lend support to the hypothesis tiatt enters the language to
occupy the slots left empty Hye'® The data of M3 (1350-1420) are
irrelevant not only because it is the period whahconsolidates as the
only invariable relativizer, but also because hg time the language
had already fixed the word-order and intrapositi@as the norm in the
case of adnominal relative clauses.

3.5. Type of text

In addition to the intralinguistic variables, twrtmlinguistic variables
were analysed, namely the type of text and thescialAlthough four
types of texts were initially included (medicinendaooks, history,
religious treatises and homilies), in the end ordiigious treatises,

13 No significance tests were applied here due tdatvenumber of examples
in some of the cells.
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homiletic text$* and history were analysed, since these text tyses
available for all the different periods covered the corpus. The
relevance of this variable lies in the fact that thoice of relativizer
can be stylistically determined, as demonstrateiRbomaine (1982) in
her study of relative markers in Middle Scots. $anty, in the present
study the label ‘style’ will be used to compare thstribution of the
invariable relativizer used to introduce the refatclause. Taking into
account thatpe is earlier thanpat, it is then expected that, when
coexisting, a higher presence [m# would render a more conservative
text type and, on the contrary, a higher preserfcgpad a more
innovative text type. The question under investigahere is whether
the text types show a different distribution of anant relativizers.
Table 9 includes the distribution ¢ and pat in religious treatises,
history and homiletic texts in the different pesodovered in the
present study.

Table 9.Invariable relativizers and text type (normaliZeelquencies
per 1000 words)

Religious History Homiletic TOTAL

Treatises Texts
03 pe 178(19.2) 17(8.6) 292 (10.3) 487
(950-1050) pat 8 (0.9) - 5(0.2) 13
04 pe 208 (10.4) 151 (7.7) 75 (12.8) 434
(1050- pat 4(0.01) 12(0.6) 4(0.7) 20
1150)
M1 pbe 494 (14) 11(4.2) 280(9.2) 785

(1150- ~pat 168 (4.8) 11(4.2) 149 (4.9) 328
1250)

M3 pat 207 (10.4) 187 (13.2) 280 (15.8) 674
(1350-

1420)
TOTAL 1267 389 1085 27471°

14 Under the label ‘homiletic texts’, | included textlassified as ‘homily’,
‘rule’ and ‘sermon’ in the corresponding COCOA heiad
> M2 has been excluded because there was no variatierms of text type.
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The comparison of different text types in Tableh®ws a significant
correlation between the choice of invariable relaér and text type,
especially in early Middle EnglishyX p <.005). The general trend
shows a decrease of relative clauses introducdmk bypym Old English

to Middle English in all text types. In Old Englispat is clearly
disfavoured. Diachronically, however, history shovas different
distribution from religious treatises and homiletiexts, in that it
evinces an important earlier increasepat In homiletic texts, the
consolidation ofpat takes place later, indicating that these texts are
more conservative texts in nature than in the ohbéstory texts.

3.6. Dialect

The final variable included in the analysis is ttialect. SinceOld
English texts are mostly in the West-Saxon dialextfs arevery
homogeneous in terms of dialect, making an analg$ivariation
pointless. In Middle English, however, geographietkity is the norm
and thus it is from this period that dialectal aion was analyzed
(1150-1250), and indeed the significance of thidgalde will be seen
clearly in Middle English. Although five main dials are
distinguished in Middle English, the most revealiegional indicators
group them into two macro-dialects: (i) Northermieth comprises the
inheritors of Old English Northumbrian and Merciaamely, Middle
English Northern, East-Midland, and West-Midlandd dii) Southern,
which comprises the descendants of Old English \8asbn and
Kentish, namely Middle English Southwestern and tBeastern (or
Kentish). Table 10 shows the distribution of inaati relativizers in
early Middle English:

% The total number of tokens differs from that ofiet tables because only
those text types that are represented in all psr@we included.
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Table 10.Invariable relativizers and dialect in early MiddEnglish
(1150-1250) (normalized frequencies per 1000 words)

pe pat TOTAL
West-Midlands 236 (6.7) 252 (7.1) 488
East-Midlands 354 (10) 50 (1.4) 404
South 226 (6.4) 31(0.9) 257
Kentish 30 (0.8) 5(0.1) 35
TOTAL 846 338 1184

The distribution of invariable relativizers in eamMiddle English is
highly significant ¢, p <.0001). Invariablge, the favourite relativizer
in late Old English and in early Middle English,rms out to be
preferred in the South and Kent, the areas whidte \Wess affected by
the Scandinavian invasions, and therefore more ecvagve
linguistically speaking (Milroy 1992: 181). Morerguisingly, it is also
favoured in the East-Midlands, showing an even déiighequency than
in the other two areas. This contradicts Kivimaalaim that this
relativizer levelled out first in this dialectal ear (and the North).
Taking into account that the southern dialect & direct inheritor of
Old English West-Saxon, the overuse | looks like a conscious
strategy by the scribes in order to preserve ity dorm and resist the
loss of a tradition which had already been losbtiher areas. Much
more difficult is to account for the high frequenaiythis relativizer in
the East-Midlands, a linguistically advanced ardach, accordingly,
should integrate the innovations and abandon ttidratlitions earlier.
The West-Midlands warrants special notice, fos ihére that invariable
pat has become the preferred relativizer, being evererfrequent than
invariablepe, and thus becoming an innovation. As mentionedrieef
this invariable relativizer was already presenfie Old English, but it
was very rarely used. It is important to rememibett invariablepat
scores higher in all dialects from early Middle Esty than in Old
English, but the West-Midlands dialect warrantscegdenotice, for it is
here that invariablépat has become the preferred relativizer, more
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frequent even than invariablee, and thus becoming an innovative
feature.

4. Summary and conclusions

Invariable relativizepe was the predominant relativizer in late Old and
early Middle English, but was replaced gt in Middle English. Early
Middle English marks the turning point in the stabf pat, as its use
expanded into a growing number of contexts, irrespe of its
agreement with the antecedent. Emerging in late Bxglish, its
frequency then rose slightly in early Middle Enblikefore increasing
still further until, by Middle English, it had bec® the only remaining
invariable relativizer (18 century). In the 13 century, there is a
(weak) tendency fobat to be used more frequently as subject and
object, introducing intraposed restrictive relatolauses and resuming
inanimate antecedents, mostly realized by singudant nouns in the
West-Midlands and in history writing, that is, inost of the
environments wherde is less prevalent. However, the notion of a
complementary distribution is unsustainable; indtgats emergence
is one of almost immediate substitution (from c5Q,1wherepe was
favoured, to c¢. 1200, whefeat was almost the only choice). By the
end, it had become possible fpat to be used with any kind of
antecedent and in any kind of context. In respomsiee question posed
at the beginning of this paper, then, it can bechkated thatthat
spreads by occupying the gaps occupiechb@yand as a consequence
finally ousts it from the system of the invariabdativizers.

Why? The weakening and disappearance of infledtiomerkers
which took place in the English language from l&&l English
onwards and the progressive levelling of declerssiovhich was
completed by Middle English may well account foe tudden nature
of the substitution. The overuse dfe probably favoured the
introduction of, or rather the preference for, &neady existing, if yet
infrequent, element in the paradigm. Though irgtiaccupying the
environments less favoured b, pat rapidly became the only choice
in all environments. The replacementpef likewise, coincides to some
extent with the period during whicpat was gaining ground as the
general subordinator. The critical period of anialya this regard is
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probably M2, but with so little material availableom early Middle
English, such hypotheses are no more than tentative
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