Verbal Hyperbaton
in the Viking Age Runic Inscriptions

ERIC LANDER

1. Introduction

handful of runic inscriptions display syntactic discontinuities in the

noun phrase which linguists might choose to categorize as scrambling
and which rhetoricians might call hyperbaton.! Adams (1971) defines verbal
hyperbaton in Latin as cases where a non-predicative adjective is separated
from its head noun by a verb, such as in Cicero’s in eadem es navi ‘you are
in the same boat’. While hyperbaton in Latin primarily has the function of
marking one or the other of the disjoined elements as somehow prominent
in the discourse (see also Devine & Stephens 2000 on Classical Greek),
additional factors — such as rhythmic and stylistic considerations — also
play a role. In general, it seems that the “device was artistic rather than
natural to ordinary speech” (Adams 1971: 1). Hyperbaton is also found in
the older runic material (e.g. KJ 127 Sjzlland hariuha haitika farauisa,
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with the verb haitika T am called’ splitting hariuha from its apposition
farauisa; KJ 67 Noleby runo fahi raginakudo, with the verb fahi ‘I
paint’ interrupting the noun phrase ‘rune of divine origin’), a fact which
Braunmiiller (2004) has attributed to contact with Latin. Schulte (2005a),
however, presents convincing reasons to be skeptical of this hypothesis.
There is every reason to believe that the phenomenon was homegrown (see
also Hopper 1975: 66—67, with references, and Sonderegger 1998). In this
paper I focus not on the older runic material but rather on the Viking Age
runic inscriptions. There is no need to posit direct influence from Latin in
order to account for the phenomenon’s existence in these inscriptions either,
but the term hyperbaton is nevertheless a useful term insofar as it has an
established usage in the classical tradition. In this paper I intend it to be a
descriptively neutral term.

The paper considers half a dozen cases of hyperbaton in the Viking Age
runic inscriptions,’ along with some parallels in Old Norse, especially Eddic
poetry. The texts considered are both poetry and prose, but all of them are
plausibly categorized as stylistically marked in some way. I will argue that
the range of cases, both poetic and prosaic, can be given the same basic
analysis in terms of post-syntactic movement of prosodic constituents, along
the lines of Agbayani & Golston (2010, 2016). The paper is structured as
follows. Section 2 introduces two attestations of hyperbaton in Vg 32 and
S6 61, both of which display versification. I derive these orders by move-
ment which is triggered by alliterative considerations. Movement targets
a prosodic constituent, a claim which finds support in a third inscription
(U 512). Section 3 begins by presenting cases of hyperbaton in the prose
texts of three runic inscriptions (U 735, S6 46, and Ol 10), and it continues
by discussing different ways in which hyperbaton can be triggered in prose.
The relationship to left branch extraction (LBE) and verb second (V2) is
also considered, especially with regard to work by Kristjan Arnason (2002)
and Dewey (2006). Section 4 concludes the paper.

? Broadly speaking, the Viking Age spans the period 725-1130. The main inscriptions dis-
cussed in this paper are stylistically dated to the period between 980 and 1080 (see Griislund
2006 for general background).
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2. Hyperbaton in early Nordic poetry

In this section I discuss the use of hyperbaton in three versified runic inscrip-
tions. I argue that the word order should be thought of as motivated by con-
siderations of phonology, more specifically alliteration, a view that aligns
with and complements the analysis of hyperbaton put forth by Agbayani &
Golston (2010, 2016).

2.1. Dem VN (Vg 32 and 56 61)

Evert Salberger (1959) discusses the nature of the discontinuous noun
phrase in the inscription Vg 32 (Killands-Asaka parish), the text of which
is given in full in (1). Wenning (1930: 8) suggests that the word order
might be a “kompromissform” between an ancient (verb-late) order and the
newer (verb-second) one. A more likely proximate cause for the word order
is versification (Brate & Bugge 1887-1891: 367-368, Naumann 2018: 156—
157), where penna alliterates with Pordr and Dorunn, and allgodan alliterates
with £rra. Svirdstrém — to Salberger’s great dismay — does not mention
versification in her 1958 treatment of Vg 32 in SRI 5. By 1970, however,
she has clearly identified this text as instantiating a helming of fornyrdislag
(introduction to SRI 5: xxxvi; see also Salberger 1976: 39, fn. 27).

(1)* purpr x uk x purun x pana x rispu x stin x efti x era x alkupan : trik
Pordr ok Porunn  penna reistu
stein eftir Arra  allgodan dreng

‘Pordr and Porunn raised this stone after Arri, a very good lad.’

As Svirdstrom (SRI 5: 50) points out, alkupan is an uncommon word in
the runic corpus (more common options for ‘very’ being harda or miok).
Salberger (1959: 234) sees this all- as a choice allowing for alliteration with
Arra in the on-verse, and he sees a parallel in the sequence estrip x iftr x
inkuar x alkopan x trenk on U 143, where all- in the off-verse alliterates
with A£strid and Ingvar in the on-verse.*

As Naumann (2018: 15) points out, runologists are constantly faced with

* Runic Swedish forms are given in normalized form, following Peterson (2006, 2007).
4Where relevant, I will refer to odd-numbered half-lines as on-verses and even-numbered half-
lines as off-verses. See Fulk (2016) for an overview of the system originally devised by Sievers
(1893) as it relates to Eddic poetry.
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“Unwigbarkeiten” and the concomitant challenge of controlling for “akzi-
dentielle Phdnomene” in the texts they investigate. Had the word order of
Vg 32 been a unique occurrence in the runic corpus, one might wonder
about its status as an ‘accidental phenomenon’. However, as Salberger ob-
served more than 60 years ago, this kind of discontinuity is not unique but
attested elsewhere in early Nordic. The same linear sequence of syntactic cat-
egories (Dem V N) is also found on S6 61 (Osby, Husby-Oppunda parish),
given in (2), and a similar one (Adj/Det V N) is found on Sé 35 (Tjuvstigen,
Trosa-Vagnhirad parish), given in (3), which forms a pair monument with
S6 34. Like Vg 32, these inscriptions show versified text according to Brate
& Bugge (1887-1891: 185-186, 155-157) and Naumann (2018: 172-173,
162-164). See also Hiibler (1996: 43—45).

(2)* porstain : lit - pina : rita : stain : efila : stetr : eftir : porbiarn : salui
- auk : simipr : at - sen boropur
DPorsteinn let - penna retta

stein befila  stendr eftir Porbiorn
Salvi ok Smidr  at sinn brodur

‘Porstxinn had this stone erected. Stately it stands after Porbiorn. Salvi and
Smidr after their brother.’

(3) lit - igiker - anan - raisa - stain - at - suni - sina - su[n-Ja - kiarpi -
kup - hialbi - ant - paira x purir - hiu -
Lét Ingigeirr/Ingigerdr — annan reisa stein
at syni sina,  syna gerdi.
Gud hialpi and peira. Porir hio.
‘Ingigzirr/Ingigerdr had another stone raised after his/her sons, made
(them) visible. May God help their spirits. Porir cut.

It is true that the word order Dem V N is attested in Eddic poetry as
well (Salberger 1959: 232-233; see also Schulte 2005b: 187 on Vpluspd),
although more needs to be said about the exact structures involved in this
genre (see Section 3.2 below). I provide only one Eddic example here (4),
with additional cases to be discussed in more depth below (stanza numbers
for the Eddic are taken from the Codex Regius edition of Gudvardur Mar
Gunnlaugsson et al. 2019).

5 For some discussion of the problematic element efila see Hiibler (1996: 44) and Naumann
(2018: 21, 173).
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(4) at sd  gengr gumi ok  melir vid  mik
that that walks man and speaks with me

‘that that man comes and speaks to me’ (Hdv. 154)

For Salberger, the Eddic attestations make it highly unlikely that the word
order found on Vg 32 is a mistake or a “korrekturindring” (contra Larsson
1931: 33), rather it must be quite the contrary, namely a deliberate stylistic
choice and in all likelihood a “versindicium” (Salberger 1959: 234).

It is worth pointing out that Wulf (1998: 94), in his review of Hiibler
(1996), keeps the demonstrative and its head noun within the same half-
line (compare also (3) above), leaving effir to bear the stress and alliterate in
both Vg 32 and S6 61 (see also Wulf 2003: 978).

(5) a. Pordr ok Porunn  penna reistu stein
eftir Arra  allgodan dreng
b. Borsteinn let  penna rétta stein

&fila stendr  eftir Porbiorn
Salvi ok Smidr  at sinn brodur

That a preposition should be stressed, as in (5), is no doubt an irregularity,
but it is in keeping with Wulf’s reasoned views on runic poetry: “Wir haben
es mit wenigen Ausnahmen mit anspruchsloserer Kleindichtung zu tun,
in der nicht immer alle Regeln streng befolgt wurden” (Wulf 2003: 1004).
For S6 61, one could avoid a stressed preposition by adopting the metrical
structure in (2) instead of (5b). For Vg 32, however, there are issues not
only with (5a) but also with (1), where the on-verse stein eftir £rra shows
a stressed yet non-alliterating element (stein) to the left of the alliterating
element /£rra, something which is strictly speaking not allowed (see e.g.
Fulk 2016: 255). Still, we can observe that (1) scans straightforwardly as
s/ x|/ x/x||/xx/x||/\x/, whereas (5a) yields the more awkward
Ix !/ x|/ xxx/ _||/x/x]||/\x/.cTwill not attempt to settle the question

¢ To be more precise, it is the off-verse penna reistu stein (/ x x x / _) (and, for that matter,
penna rétta stein in (5b)) that is problematic. There are two main reasons. For one, as Fulk
(2016: 254) notes, there are “rarely more than two” unstressed syllables in the first dip of
a verse, but in this case we have three. Nevertheless, it has been observed in the literature
(Suzuki 2014: 26, 86, 91; Males 2023: 123) that there was a relatively high degree of freedom
in fornyrdislag with regard to how many syllables could occupy the first dip position in verse
types A, B, and C, as long as the relevant elements were prosodically light. The second issue
is that the half-line in question is three-positional, lacking an unstressed syllable in final
position. Fulk (2016: 258-59) points out that diachronic processes can sometimes account for
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here, but the fact that both options are imperfect lends credence to Wulf’s
stance on the less-than-rigorous nature of runic poetry. Sufhce it to say that
there are different ways of thinking about the precise metrical patterns in-
volved here, but there can be little doubt that both texts are representatives
of alliterative verse.

Vg 32 and S6 61 do not appear to be monuments of especially high (or
particularly low) prestige. Although it is difficult to diagnose the social status
of runic monuments (see Williams 2013 for general discussion), we might
make note of the name Smidr ‘smith’, which in all likelihood does not belong
to the upper echelons of society.” The names Porsteinn and Porbiorn (S6 61),
moreover, are common names in the runic inscriptions, as are Pordr and Por-
unn (Vg 32). Recall here also that Svirdstrom considers it likely that Arri
(Vg 32) was a simple farmer. Now, the fact that S 61 is a bit less formulaic
(making use of the phrase (h)éfila stendr eftir NN) and also slightly longer
than Vg 32 might indicate a difference in social status, but both of these in-
scriptions give the overall impression of medium-status monuments.

If my social classification of these two monuments is correct, then allit-
erative verse is not exclusively restricted to high-status inscriptions. This is
not so surprising, as long as we accept that speakers of East Nordic in Viking
Age society had a range of different registers available to them depending on
the communicative context (see Schulte 2006, 2008 for discussion). In the
cases of Vg 32 and S6 61, we have plausibly “middle-class” speakers who are
employing a more formal register in order to fulfill perceived requirements
on the kind of language considered appropriate for memorials. It is also
worth emphasizing in this regard that the elements involved in the versifi-
cation are just those of the standard raiser formulas (‘NN raised this stone in
memory of NN’ for Vg 32 and ‘NN had this stone raised in memory of NN’
for S6 61) but reshuffled in more poetic fashion. Michael Schulte has dis-

such patterns, but this does not appear to be relevant here. Still, the fact remains that hypo-
metrical/catalectic half-lines are attested in verse types A, C, and D (Sievers 1893: 68, Suzuki
2014: 196, Males 2023: 123). Perhaps neither of these two issues on its own is enough, but in
combination they cast some doubt on the analysis in (5). A reviewer also suggests the possible
scansion / x / x \ (D*4).

7 There are no clear indications from the (almost entirely eastern) Viking Age inscriptions
that Smidr, which especially in the Danish material appears as an epithet, is indicative of
higher social status. This does not mean, of course, that smiths and their skills were not
valued by society, but these individuals belonged to the class of free men. After all, as Rigspula
tells us, Smidr and Drengr were sons of Karl (= Churl) (in Collinder’s 1957: 109 translation:
23 hon giftes med Karl; Snor bette bon ... 24 Barn fingo de, de bodde och trivdes — Hall bette de och
Driing, Hold, Tegn och Smed). Thanks to Magnus Killstrém (p.c.) for discussion of this point.
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cussed the role of formulaic elements in the runic inscriptions, with various
alliterative phrases not necessarily meeting the standard of full-blown verse
but still functioning “as a structuring device and a mnemonic tool” (Schulte
2007: 69). A distinction between “hochstilisierender, stabender Rede” and
a text which goes beyond alliteration by also regulating “durch Ikten und
Wortgewicht” is also made by Naumann (2018: 14).* Vg 32 and S& 61 cer-
tainly go beyond “structuring devices”, fulfilling enough of the alliterative
and rhythmic criteria to be considered bona fide poetry, but they are poetry
of a perhaps less creative and (as Wulf might say) unsophisticated sort.

2.2. Analysis: Alliteration-triggered movement

An attempt at a more formal syntactic analysis will help to shed some light
on the nature of verbal hyperbaton in the language of the Viking Age runic
material. Let us first consider Vg 32 and S6 61.

Considering that demonstratives almost always show postnominal
positioning in the Viking Age inscriptions (see Stroh-Wollin 2016: 163,
Table 5; see also Perridon 1996), we can assume generalized NP-movement
to the left periphery of the nominal extended projection at this stage of the
language, as sketched in (6).

6)  [xp stein] [op penna [xe] ]

From here there are different analyses available for modeling the movement
of penna to a position to the left of the verb. On the one hand, it could be
posited that the demonstrative is a DemP in Spec-DP and undergoes phrasal
movement (7a) (see, among many others, Leu 2015 on demonstratives as
internally complex), or we could imagine that the entire DF, including the
trace of the moved NP, undergoes movement (7b).

(7 2 [pewr ‘benna] [Verb [[xp st@in] [op toeme [txe]11]
b. [pe ﬁenna [tnpl] [Verb [[xp stein] [topl]]

Whichever option one chooses in (7), the crucial point is that penna in Vg 32
and S6 61 is still to the right of the subject, so we cannot assume fronting
of the demonstrative to any of the typical left-peripheral positions in the
C-domain of Rizzi (1997). Instead we would have to assume movement to

¥ Metrical structure without rhyme is also a possibility: Herschend (2001: 30), for instance,
points out that Torbjorn skald’s Hillersjs inscription (U 29) has a strophic structure of the
traditional type (Herschend’s Types 1 and 2) but without alliteration or other forms of rhyme.
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some lower middle field position, at the left edge of VP (for S6 61) or TP
(for Vg 32) (see also Agbayani & Golston 2010: § 3.3 for similar reasoning).
While such positions have been proposed in the literature (see e.g. Belletti
2001 on low focus in Italian), it is difficult to argue on positive evidence
from the runic material for the existence of such a position.

Typical triggers for this sort of movement are contrastive focus or con-
trastive topicality (see Pereltsvaig 2008 and Fanselow & Féry 2013, among
others, for discussion of left branch extraction in Slavic; see Devine &
Stephens 2000 on Classical Greek), but there is no obvious reason to attri-
bute a contrastive reading to ‘this’ in either Vg 32 or S6 61. The case of
S6 34 and S6 35 is interesting in this regard, since these two inscriptions
make up a pair monument, where the former informs us that Styrlaugr ok
Holmbr steina reistu at brodr sina ‘Styrlaugr and Holmbr raised (the) stones
in memory of their brothers” and the latter shows fronting of anan ‘another’
in Lét Ingigeirr annan reisa stein at syni sina ‘Ingigzirr had ANOTHER(?)
stone raised in memory of his sons’. As indicated by the small capitals in my
translation, it is conceivable that fronted annan functions as a contrastive
topic (‘yet another stone’) or focus (‘not the other but rather this stone’).
That being said, the case of S6 35 could also be explained entirely on the
basis of alliteration, where fronting of annan allows for alliteration with the
vowel-initial name Ingigeirr in the first half-line. My point is simply that
this is the kind of evidence we need if we are going to make arguments invok-
ing information structure: since S6 34 and S6 35 are a pair monument, we
have a discourse environment where topic and focus are potentially relevant.
Such a context would make it possible to find convincing evidence of topic-
or focus-driven word order. With this in mind, it should be clear that Vg 32
and S6 61 are not as amenable to such an analysis. If Vg 32 had been one of
two runestones, then perhaps the argument could be made that Pordr and
Porunn had raised THIS stone (as opposed to some other), but there is no
evidence that this might be the case for either S6 61 or Vg 32. What Vg 32
and S6 61 do show, however, is a word order which is easily understood
from the point of view of restrictions imposed by alliterative verse, which
is to say that the fronting of penna in both Vg 32 and S6 61 has the crucial
function of allowing for proper alliteration.

Let us explore this idea in more depth. The regularly expected word
orders for Vg 32 and S6 61 would be reistu/rétta stein penna or reistu/
réetta penna stein (unattested as such but reisa penna stein is attested in
a dozen Viking Age inscriptions from Uppland, along with a handful of
reisa pessa steina). The former option does not yield an alliterating first lift,
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and the latter only does so if the ictus is not on the verb. There are two
permutations that unambiguously allow for alliteration: penna stein reistu/
retta or penna reistu/rétta stein. The former option is problematic for two
reasons. First, as already mentioned, Dem N order is highly unusual in the
runic material (Stroh-Wollin 2016, Perridon 1996). Second, OV (whether
V is finite or non-finite) is remarkably unusual in the runic material.” For
instance, a search for ON reisa/reisti/reistu stein (penna) in the Scandinavian
Runic Text Database yields over 1000 hits, while ON stein (penna) reisa/
reisti/reistu yields only three hits (for stein reisa, all three of which are rather
uncertain, but two attestations are included in Tab. 1).

Tab. 1'° is not exhaustive, but it suffices to demonstrate that OV with a
determined object is extremely uncommon in the runic material, which is to
say that most of the runic attestations of OV have an object which is a bare
noun.' 2 Objects which are to the left of the verb and which also have a

° This in spite of the fact that the earliest Old Swedish, i.e. the stage immediately following
the “Runic Swedish” stage, was a language tending towards OV,¢ (see Wenning 1930, Delsing
1999, Magnusson Petzell 2011). As Cecilia Falk (2011: 175) notes, OV, was quite dominant
in Aldre Vistgotalagen, and the word order was found “redan i runsvenska, om in belagd
med firre exempel” (with U 654 provided as an example on p.176). Interestingly, Sangfelt
(2019) — partly motivated (see Sangfelt 2019: 169, citing Valdeson 2017) by the situation in
the Viking Age runic inscriptions — argues that Old Swedish was neither strictly OV nor VO.
In unpublished work, Valdeson (2017, also citing Wessén 1965: 219) suggests that VO order
in the Viking Age material had become a fixed part of the memorial formula (X let raise Y
in memory of Z). It seems likely that genre plays a role in the gap observed between the two
stages.

10 stein rétta: U 92, U 273, U 377 +, U 418, U 515, U 572, U 885; stein rétti: U 514; stein
réttu: U 378, U 889 (somewhat uncertain); brit gera: S6 30, S6 141, S6 300, Sé 312, Sm
130, U 45, U 92, U 114 (with ladb/r]5), U 118, U 142, U 145, U 146, U 217, U 267, U 272,
U 310, U 317 +, U 330, U 377 +, U 505, U 572, U 791, U 828, U 839, U 856, U 859, U 861,
U 1017 (somewhat uncertain), U 1031, U THS30;83 1, Vs 27/28, G 203; brii gerdi: Og 132,
Vg 4 (with steinbro), Hs 12, G 309; brii gerdu: S6 142, S6 328, U 236, U 363 1, U 378,
stein reisa: S6 60 (somewhat uncertain), S6 141 (somewhat uncertain); stein hoggva: U 45,
U 114, U 206 +, U 211, U 249, U 277, U 294, U 295 (x2), U 318, U 365 +, U 509, U 604,
U Fv1959;188, U THS10;58; helli hoggva: S6 359; rinar rista: U 1125 braut rydja: So 311,
S6 312, U 101, U 149 1; brit pessa gerdi: Og 214, U 127, U 164, U 165, U 261; brii pessa
gerdu: U 135; kuml petta gera: U 585 + (though uncertain); kuml pessi gera: DR 36. Excluded
from the table: U 594 (s... ... [is]. . . is too uncertain), U ATA4741/44 (=--n - ---ua is
too uncertain), S6 213 (stein hiogg is fronted object with verb-second, i.e. not VP), Og 53 +
([inl hk] is too uncertain), Og 183 (not perfectly clear what uruni is). Also excluded from the
table are the inscriptions which I discuss later in this article: U 735, S6 46, 0110 +.

"' Indeed, even the handful of cases of a determined object to the left of the verb are fewer than
they appear, since four attestations of brii pessa gerdi belong to Jarlabanke’s self-raised rune-
stones, and an additional attestation of brii pessa gerdu is on a stone raised by Jarlabanke’s father.
12 Curiously, this brings to mind a rule proposed by Delsing (1999: 205, his (84)) for a later
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Tab. 1. Some OV orders in runic inscriptions from the Viking Age

OV order Search string in normalized Old Norse ~ Hits Totals
OV where O =N stein rétta / rétti / réttu 7/1/72

stein setja / setti / settu 0/0/0

brii gera / gerdi / gerdu 32/4/5

stein reisa / reisti / reistu 2/0/0

stein hoggva / hjo / hjoggu 15/0/0

belli hoggva / bjo / hjoggu 1/0/0

kuml reisa / reisti / reistu 0/0/0

kuml gera / gerdi / gerdu 0/0/0

riinar rista / risti / ristu 1/0/0

braut rydja / ruddi / ruddu 4/0/0 74
OV where O = N Dem  stein penna rétta / rétti / réttu 0/0/0

stein penna setja / setti / settu 0/0/0

brii pessa gera / gerdi / gerou 0/5/1

stein penna reisa / reisti / reistu 0/0/0

stein penna boggva / hjé / bjoggu 0/0/0

belli pessa hoggva / hjé / hjoggu 0/0/0

kuml petta reisa / reisti / reistu 0/0/0

kuml petta gera / gerdi / gerdu 1/0/0

kuml pessi reisa / reisti / reistu 0/0/0

kuml pessi gera / gerdi / gerdu 1/0/0

kuml pessa reisa / reisti / reistu 0/0/0

kuml pessa gera / gerdi / gerdu 0/0/0

riinar pessar rista / risti / ristu 0/0/0

braut pessa rydja / ruddi / ruddu 0/0/0 8
OV where O = Dem N penna stein rétta / réti / réttu 0/0/0

penna stein setja / setti / settu 0/0/0

pessa brii gera / gerdi / gerou 0/0/0

penna stein reisa / veisti / reistu 0/0/0

penna stein hoggva / hjé / hjoggu 0/0/0

pessa belli boggva / hjo / hjoggu 0/0/0

petta kuml reisa / reisti / reistu 0/0/0

petta kuml gera / gerdi / gerdu 0/0/0

pessi kuml reisa / reisti / reistu 0/0/0

pessi kuml gera / gerdi / gerdu 0/0/0

pessa kuml reisa / reisti / reistu 0/0/0

pessa kuml gera / gerdi / gerdu 0/0/0

pessar rinar rista / risti / ristu 0/0/0

pessa braut rydja / ruddi / ruddu 0/0/0 0
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prenominal demonstrative, moreover, appear to be completely unattested."
Given this gap, it is reasonable to assume that alternatives like penna stein
reistu or penna stein retta were ruled out for grammatical reasons. One
interpretation of the available evidence, then, is that [[Dem N] V] order
(e.g. penna stein reistu) was impossible or sufficiently unnatural in early
East Nordic for the authors of Vg 32 and S6 61 to consciously choose the
discontinuous order (penna reistu stein) instead. But how is it derived?

If we assume a syntactic output of V N Dem in Old East Nordic, then the
word order of Vg 32 and S6 61 can be seen as involving fronting of penna,
as sketched in (8).

(8) a. Pordr ok Porunn  penna reistu stein pennt: ...

b.  DPorsteinn let  penna retta stein penna ...

Again, the basic word order of the second half-line in (8) is reistu/retta
stein penna. Either the noun or the verb could be considered stressed, but
either way the first lift in the off-verse would not alliterate. Such a con-
figuration would violate the basic rule for “even verses (off-verses)” that “the
first syllable bearing primary stress must alliterate” (Fulk 2016: 255). The
solution in both cases is to move a prosodic word (), the demonstrative
determiner, to the left, making it the first lift of the off-verse (we can
furthermore assume that each half-line is a phonological phrase ¢p; see e.g.
Golston & Riad 2003 on Old English). From this position, penna is able to
alliterate with the proper name(s) in the on-verse.!

The movements I propose in (8) are in line with Agbayani & Golston’s
(2010, 2016) views on hyperbaton in Greek and Latin, which they analyze
as postsyntactic phonological movement of discourse-prominent elements.
They argue that hyperbaton belongs in the phonological component,

stage (15™ and 16™ centuries) of Swedish, according to which an object argument is licensed
cither by having an occupied D(eterminer)-position or by moving the object to the left of the
(non-finite) verb.

B It has been known at least since de Boor (1922: 8), Wenning (1930: 5, see also 67), and
Larsson (1931: 34, 45-52) that OV in main clauses tends to appear in coordinated contexts,
more specifically as a second VP conjunct. This pattern of [VO & OV] has been termed
kiastisk ordstéllning by Wessén (1965: 220).

" A demonstrative determiner as a lift of course amounts to a bending of the regular rules
of alliterative poetry. We would probably want to classify this item not as an article and thus
in metrical terms a so-called clizic (unstressed element), but rather as a pronoun and thus a
particle (potentially stressed element). See Fulk (2016: 253) for general discussion.
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strictly after narrow syntax, on the grounds that the phenomenon flouts
a number of expectations concerning syntactic movement. For example,
as already alluded to above, hyperbaton is able to target elements which
are not syntactic constituents. Moreover, the movement involved can be
“extremely local” (see Agbayani & Golston 2010: § 3.1, 2016: § 3.5),
sometimes skipping over just a single word."”” The phonological movement
is, according to them, due to a constraint called Prom-L: “Prominent
material occurs to the left of its interface position” (Agbayani & Golston
2010: 158, 2016: 33),'* 17 where ‘interface’ refers to the syntax-phonology
interface. According to generative assumptions going back to Chomsky
(1965), syntactic structure is at this point no longer relevant to the
derivation; only phonological information is accessible in the phonological
component.

A similar type of prosodic movement is attested in Eddic poetry. While

15 As Agbayani and Golston point out, such movements defy so-called anti-locality (Grohmann
2002, Abels 2003).

' One might wonder if the mirror image of Prom-L is also a possible constraint, i.e. shift-
ing non-prominent material to the right. Consider for instance the discontinuous phrase
[KJunburka fapli stin pina in kupa] Gunnborga fadi stein penna hin goda on Hs 21, with
right-extraposition of the prosodic unit hin goda, separating it from Gunnborga (see Ahlén
1994: 48). Assuming that the narrow-syntactic output is Gunnborga hin goda fadi stein penna,
only right-extraposition of the prosodic unit (hin goda) would produce the observed word
order, since there is no unit (Gunnborga fadi stein penna) to move to the left, whereas assum-
ing the (dubious) narrow-syntactic output Hin goda Gunnborga fadi stein penna would be
compatible with either approach. In Gudfastr, Seulfr reistu at Holmstein, brodur sinn, stein on
S$6 51, similarly, either leftward movement of (ar Holmstein, brodur sinn) from its base position
at the end of the sentence or rightward movement of (stein) to the end of the sentence would
produce the observed configuration. The proper analysis of extraposition would seem to have
some bearing on how we analyze hyperbaton. Ultimately, however, this is a much wider issue
than the one I am concerned with here, and I must leave the questions raised in this footnote
for future research.

17 Another question I will not address here is tmesis, which is when an intervening element
breaks up a single word. The term is often associated with a phenomenon observed in Gothic
verbs, where a “preverb may be separated from the verb whilst retaining its close cohesion with
the verb” (Booij & van Kemenade 2003: 1), e.g. diz-ub-pan-sat ‘and then seized’ (Miller 2019:
266). Tmesis also applies to more dramatic discontinuities, usually in skaldic poetry, where
not clitics but rather an entire word or phrase can split up a single word or name, e.g. pd vas
10- med jotnum / -unnr nyjkomin sunnan ‘then Idunn, newly arrived from the south, was with
the giants’ (Clunies Ross 2005: 111, giving an example from Pjodélfr or Hvini's Haustlpng).
Reichardt (1969: 200-201) points out that tmesis in Old Norse results in “grammatically
recognizable word elements” (his example being Stiklar [X] stpdum, where Stiklarstodum is
morphologically decomposable as a noun in the genitive singular plus a noun in the dative
plural; Idunnr, moreover, is equivalent to id ‘restless movement’ + unnr ‘wave(s)’), whereas
tmesis in Latin can result in “grammatically unnatural” elements.
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granting that runic poetry is demonstrably a genre of its own (see Naumann
2018: 20, 29), there are a number of Eddic cases of verbal hyperbaton which
parallel the runic cases in that they display short-distance movement moti-
vated by verse structure. Consider the case of verbal hyperbaton in (9), from
Fafnismal.

(9) Eitri ek fnesta er ek 4 arf la

poison I  sniffed.out when I on inheritance lay

miklum mins Sfodur
great my.GEN father.GEN

‘I blew out poison when I lay on the great inheritance of my father’ (Fafn. 19)

Let us assume something like the syntactic output in (10a) for the er-clause.
While it would perhaps not be impossible to imagine an off-verse like er ek
lé é arfi (x x x x / x) in [jédabdttr, it would be much less irregular to have two
lifts (where the first lift must alliterate with eitri).

(10) a. er ek ld a arfi miklum mins fodur
b. Eitri ek fnesta || er ek d arfi ld d-arfi || miklum mins fodur

As shown in (10b), with stressed syllables underlined, the movement of arfi
(along with a presumably proclitic preposition d; see discussion in next sec-
tion) resolves this issue, ultimately giving us two lifts (a noun and a finite
verb), with alliterating staves in ei- and a-."® The example from Reginsmadl in
(11), also ljddahdttr, can be analyzed in the same way: the stressed element
gjold has been moved in order to alliterate with gull.

(11) Gull er pér mit reitt en  pi gjold  hefir
gold is to.you now brought and you reward have

mikil  mins hofuds
much my.GEN head.GeEx

‘Gold is now brought to you, and you have a great reward for my head’

(Reg. 6)

18 A reviewer points out that such movement resembles displacement, whereby the finite verb
la should be automatically endowed with stress by Kuhn’s Laws. Indeed, /4 is a finite verb in
an embedded clause, which in fornyrdislag forces it to bear stress (Fulk 2016: 253). While such
rules are not necessarily relevant for ljédahdttr (Fulk 2016: 261), I agree that more than just
alliteration might be at the root of this operation. The same goes for hefir in (11).
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In addition to the ‘proactive’ hyperbaton seen in (9) and (11), there also
appear to be cases of ‘preventative’ hyperbaton. Consider (12) (in madla-
hdttr).”

(12) okkr mun gramr gulli reifa  gléd-raudu
us  will king gold.par enrich ember-red.paT

‘The king will enrich us with ember-red gold’ (Am. 14)

In (12) it seems that the head noun in ‘ember-red gold’ is fronted to the
left of the verb in order to prevent the second half-line from containing two
alliterating lifts (i.e. okkr mun gramr reifa || gulli glédraudu).

As noted above, Agbayani and Golston assume that ‘prominent’ elements
are targeted for post-syntactic movement due to their being marked for
topic or focus. It is not impossible, of course, that Vg 32 and S6 61 have
topic- or focus-driven movement of penna, but hard evidence for such an
analysis is hard to come by. What is perfectly straightforward, however, is an
analysis which treats the movement of penna as triggered by alliterative con-
siderations. Such considerations, however, should not be accessible to the
syntactic component: alliteration is reliant on phonological information, and
phonological information should be invisible to the syntactic module. Thus,
an analysis in terms of movement in the phonological component, where
phonological information is accessible, is perfectly natural and appropriate
for such cases.

2.3. Supporting evidence for prosodic movement from U 512

An interesting piece of additional evidence for the phonological approach
to verbal hyperbaton comes from U 512. Only the bottom part of this
inscription could be published in 1946 (SRI 7: 367-368), but a few years
later, thanks to an especially low water line at the time, two large additional
pieces of the runestone were observed at the bottom of a bay a couple of
kilometers away from the base of the stone. These pieces were recovered and
reunited with the rest of the runestone, resulting in a mostly complete text
(see Jansson 1954).

1 The alliterating staves in (12) are clearly g-, and thus gléd- must be the first syllable with
primary stress in the off-verse x x / \ x. This means that reifa occupies the first drop, even
though it is a non-finite verb, which would normally be stressed. See Suzuki (2014: 456) for
more such examples.
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(13) A fryb... ... ... i<hukfr...... f-pr = pir ristu x sti- -...na x iftir x
kup-ar x ...apur x sin kupan x huk tuma + b. . .-pur x sin xx kup
...iot x pira x huk x salu x hu... ... ... upir x bitr x pan x pir x
-ar-xh...

B ...ir x skal x stahta x stin x uip- bryku x sunir x at x fapur satu -
kupan - kair -... ...

C --y-ar x mirki x at x bua-... ...
Froybfiorn] ... ok Frloy] ... fli]or peir reistu steifn pe[nna efiin Gud[m]
ar [fladur sinn godan ok Tumma b[ro]dur sinn. Gud [bialp]i and peira ok
salu o[k Guds mJodir betr pan peir [ger[t] blafa].
[H]er skal standa  steinn vid[r] bryggiu.

Synir at fadur  sattu godan.

Geir(-) ... merki at boa[nda] ...

‘Froybiorn ... and Frey ... -idr, they raised this stone after Gudmar, their
good father, and Tummi, their brother. May God and God’s mother help
their spirits and souls better than they have done. Here the stone shall
stand by the bridge. Sons placed it after their good father. Gair(-) ...
landmark after husband.” (Based on Jansson 1954: 92.)

The part I would like to focus on is az fadur sattu godan, where the head noun
is to the left of the finite verb and the adjective is to the right of the finite verb.
Synir at fadur sattu godan on U 512 appears to be a line of fornyrdislag, found
within “en halvstrof utan lyte” [= ‘an immaculate half-strophe’] according to
Jansson (1954: 95). Jansson’s somewhat zealous word choice invites dissent,
and indeed, a couple of metrical imperfections may be noted. The first on-
verse ([HJer skal standa), for instance, appears to have only a single lift, scan-
ning as x x / x. In the second on-verse (Synir at fadur), moreover, both the
first and the second lift appear to be resolved, ultimately yielding a catalectic
of the form / x / _ (alternatively, fadur acts as a light second lift). Either way,
as two reviewers have also noted, this is not perfectly standard fornyrdislag.
Still, it falls comfortably within the boundaries of the form.

Interestingly, the preposition at is involved in this movement. Any syn-
tactic analysis one might be tempted to propose is complicated by the fact
that P and N do not together form a syntactic constituent to the exclusion
of the adjective. While this resembles what has sometimes been termed
“extraordinary LBE” in the literature (Boskovi¢ 2005: § 6; see Borsley &
Jaworska 1988, Corver 1990: 335-338, among others), we will see that the
construction in the runic inscriptions has different properties. As seen in
(14a), the runic example does not involve a left-peripheral position in the
same way that a typical LBE construction in Serbo-Croatian (14b) does.
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Furthermore, the movement of P and N together (14a) is not allowed in
Serbo-Croatian (14c). See also Agbayani & Golston (2010: § 3.3 and 2016:
13, fn. 3) for relevant discussion. Examples (14b) and (c) are from Boskovi¢
(2005: 30-31).

(14) a. Synir at fadur sattu at-fadur godan
b. U veliku on udje sobu
in big  he entered room

‘He entered the big room.’

c. *U sobu on udje veliku
in room he entered big

Let us instead treat U 512 in the same way we treated the other cases of
verbal hyperbaton in the runic material. We can start by observing that a
monosyllabic preposition az is involved. Selkirk (1996) explores at length
the different possible ways in which a function word, such as a preposition
or a conjunction, can enter into a prosodic structure with a lexical word. A
monosyllabic function word like az can be thought of as a syllable which
is cliticized to the lexical word (which is always a full prosodic word unto
itself; see also Dewey 2006: 84, her (103), for a similar case from Atla-
kvida). Selkirk argues that the structural status of this stray syllable can
be different depending on the language or dialect at stake. We can here
adopt Agbayani & Golston’s (2010, 2016) approach wherein the function
word (a single syllable, o) enters into a recursive word structure with the
lexical word (corresponding to (18b) in Selkirk 1996: 196), which for our
purposes results in (az (fadur),),.”’ A reasonable assumption might be that
this prosodic unit has been moved leftwards, as illustrated in (15). We can
assume that each half-line corresponds to its own phonological phrase.

% Note that U 512 shows both the (older) monosyllabic preposition at and the bisyllabic iftir
«ftir, a variant which should also be perfectly appropriate in this context. In fact, at and eftir
appear to be basically interchangeable as far as their semantics. As Peterson (1996: 247) puts
it: “Palms [1992] enkla konstaterande att at var en kort och praktisk variant till eftir tycks,
utifrin vad som hittills kunnat utrénas, komma sanningen nirmast. Till sitt innehdll dr for-
merna synonyma.” We know that both at and efiir were available to the runemaster respon-
sible for U 512, since both prepositions appear in the inscription. The fact that he employs
monosyllabic at in the verbal hyperbaton construction may not be a coincidence, assuming
that a monosyllabic function word like az is more likely to form a prosodic word with fadur
than eftir is. While eftir can no doubt form a phonological phrase (¢p) along with its object
fadur, it is possible that a unit of type ¢ was too large to be moved into the first half-line.
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(15) ( )o (

Do
(Synir),, (at (fadur),,)., (sattu),, (at (fadur),,), (godan),,

As discussed above, the movement is in all likelihood motivated by alliteration.
The syntactic output Synir sattu at fadur godan would demand alliteration
on f-, even though there are no other words starting with f~. Swapping one
prosodic word (at fadur) with another (sattu), however, produces a pattern
with alliterating lifts in s- (Synir — sattu).

3. Hyperbaton in early Nordic prose

Interestingly, the mirror image of the order discussed in Section 2.1 above
is also attested in the runic inscriptions. The order N V Dem, in which the
head noun is to the left of the verb and the demonstrative determiner to the
right of the verb, is found in three inscriptions (also noted in SRI 1: 55), all
of which appear to be prose. While it is challenging to extract the subtleties
of register, formality, and social stratification from the runic material (but
see Schulte 2008 and Williams 2013), I think it is possible to argue that
verbal hyperbaton in this kind of runic prose is a stylistic choice belonging
to higher or more formal registers of the language.

Some authors draw very strict boundaries between the syntax of poetry
and prose. Salberger (1959: 231), for instance, explicitly states that facts
about word order in versified texts can teach us nothing about word order in
prose,?! a position I think we are wise to reject. More recently, researchers
like Kristjan Arnason (2002) and Dewey (2006) have demonstrated impor-
tant links between the rhythms of poetry and prose. Poetry can reveal deep
synchronic properties of prosaic prosody and also cast light on the develop-
ment of word order constraints such as V2. With this in mind, I will assume
that it is entirely possible and even desirable to present a unified analysis of
hyperbaton. While hyperbaton may be triggered by different considerations
depending on the poetic vs. prosaic status of a text, the basic operation (i.e.
post-syntactic movement of prosodic constituents) remains the same.

21 “Ordstillningstyper i vers — dit hor dven versifierade runinskrifter — visar ingenting om ord-

stillningsregler i prosa” (Salberger 1959: 231).
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3.1. N V Dem in U 735, S6 46, and Ol 10 +

Consider first U 735 (see Brate & Bugge 1887-91: 127-129, Hiibler 1996:
64-65, Wulf 2003: 987, Bianchi 2010: 86, Naumann 2018: 265-256), given
in (16).

(16) - uepralti lit+ ur - lakarni - stan - almikin - ur - stapi - fyra - auk --
arker : pau ' litu  kubl : raisa - pisa - at : siktryk  sun - sen
Vedraldi let  ur Langgarni
stein allmikinn R stadi fora
ok Arngerdr pau letu kumbl reisa pessa at Sigtrygg, sun sinn.

‘Vedraldi had the massive stone brought from its place out of Langgarn,
and (he and) Arngerdr, they had these monuments raised after Sigtryggr,
their son.’

U 735 recounts first how Vedraldi had a massive stone transported from
Langgarn in order to raise monuments with his wife Arngerdr in honor
of their son. The inscription could be seen as an example of conspicuous
consumption, trumpeting the fact that Vedraldi had the financial means to
transport a large stone and to construct a runic monument, surely a sign
of high social prestige. Another status marker is the text’s originality. In
contrast with Vg 32 and S6 61, the verse on U 735 is not formulaic or gener-
ic at all, but highly specific to the situation, describing the costliness of this
individual project. Notably, this first part of the text is clearly composed in
fornyrdislag, while the last part, containing the discontinuity, appears to be
prose. Assuming that Balli, to whom U 735 is attributed, would not switch
abruptly from a formal to an informal register, it is reasonable to classify the
end of this text as belonging to a higher style of prose, consistent with the
versified text preceding it.

S6 46, given in (17), also tells of long-distance travel, with Askell and
Gnaudimandr honoring their departed brother, who had died out west in
England.

(17) iskil : auk : knaupimanr : raistu : stain : pansi : at : brupur : sin :

suera : as : uarp : taupr - o - eklanti kuml - kiarpu : patsi [: kiltil [s]
blak)

Askell ok Gnaudimandr reistu stein pannsi at brodur sinn Sverra, es vard
daudr a AEnglandi. Kumbl gierdu patsi Ketill [ok] Spakr.?

2 Brate (SRI 3: 35) supposes the last element to be [slakr], which he sees as a possible
mistake for *stakr. The reading [s|b[akr] Spakr is Killstrom’s (2007: 358-359) suggestion.
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‘Eskell and Gnaudimandr raised this stone after their brother Svarri, who
died in England. Ktill (and) Spakr made this monument.’

It is difficult to classify S6 46 straightforwardly in terms of register and
genre. It is also difficult to determine if kumbl is meant to alliterate with
Ketill. The rest of text, at least, does not seem to be versified, and the
inscription is not included in Naumann (2018). Given the context of an
expedition to England, one could argue that this memorial is indicative of
higher than average social status in Viking Age society. If this is true, then
the prose —if this is prose — might be of a more formal or stylized character.

Consider also Ol 10 1, the third and final inscription showing the config-
uration N 'V Dem.

(18) [: eimunr : auk : kuna- ... peir - -uku - kirpu - pisn - eftir : kinu :

fatran]

Limundr ok Gunna[rr] ... peir [kJumbl(?) gerdu pessa eftir kinu fatran.

‘Aimundr and Gunnarr ... they made these monuments after ...’

Williams (2004) offers Gina ‘the yawning/gaping one; the voracious/greedy
one’ as the name underlying accusative [kinu] in Ol 10 . Williams also
criticizes as wholly unsubstantiated Brate’s (SRI 1: 143) claim that kumbl
(assuming [-uku] should be read -uml) should alliterate with [kinu], there
being no strong reason to assume that (18) is versified (Williams 2004:
79). The social standing of the people involved in this inscription is harder
to discern, especially considering that the probably masculine accusative
[fatran] has not been satisfactorily explained. The fact that £Zimundr was
a name shared by a Swedish king, Emund the Old, also mentioned in a
handful of the Ingvar runestones, is suggestive of a higher level of prestige
(Williams 2013: 71, citing Wessén in SRI 7: 427, mentions names like
FEirikr and Hdakon, both associated with Scandinavian royalty, as candidates
for high-prestige names). An important caveat here, however, is that Ol 10
has been lost for quite some time. This in combination with the fact that
both the reading and interpretation of not one but multiple parts (-uku,
kinu, fatran) of Ol 10 + are uncertain should lead us to be cautious.

Killstrom also points out that there may be enough room in this part of the inscription for an
additional rune, possibly giving Ospakr ‘unwise, untamed’. However this sequence should be
read, the ending on kiarpu demands a plural subject. A conjunction [ok/ has therefore been
supplemented between Kerill and the following name. This was the case already with Erik
Brate (SRI 3: 36), who provides ‘Kittil (och) Stack’.
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Even with these caveats in mind, the hyperbaton seen in the inscriptions
U 735, S6 46, and Ol 10 T seems to be associated with formal prose.” That
hyperbaton can contribute rhetorical flare without necessarily forcing the
label ‘verse’ has been obvious for quite some time. Wessén (1965: 220), for
instance, describes Noleby’s runo fahi raginakudo as “hogtidligt, ryt-
miskt och allittererande, sannolikt traditionellt; ddrmed sammanhinger
utan tvivel ordstillningen.” It is of course difficult to categorize the genre
of the older runic texts, but Wessén gives us a relatively nuanced view of
the use of hyperbaton here, one that would not be out of place in the more
recent literature. Stefan Sonderegger, for example, sees such stylistic dis-
continuities as part of an ancient “indogermanisches Erbe” that provided
Germanic with “eine grofle, vor allem poetisch genutzte Méglichkeit” that
could also be used “in Stilisierungen der Prosa” (Sonderegger 1998: 44).
The exact function of hyperbaton and how it might be triggered in prose
texts, however, is a question that still needs to be addressed.

3.2. “Intonational V2” and information-structural triggers

It is well known that discontinuities targeting the left edge of the clause
are attested in the sagas (19) and even in the medieval runic material (20)
(for discussion and examples see Nygaard 1905: 355, Faarlund 1990: 94-96,
Eirikur Rognvaldsson 1995: 9-11, Kristjin Arnason 2002: 210, Platzack
2008, among others).**

(19) a. Gédan eigum vér konung
good  have we king
“We have a good king’ (Heimskringla II CCVIII: 362)

b. Hversu marga munu vér menn purfa’
how  many will we men need
‘How many men do we need?” (Njdls saga LXI: 153)

c. enga hafdi bann brynju
no had he chainmail
‘He had no chainmail’ (Laxdela saga LV: 166)

2 As Per Holmberg (p.c.) has kindly pointed out to me, the Rk runestone (Og 136) appears
to show verbal hyperbaton in the passage hvar hestr sé¢ gunnar etu vettvangi a ‘where the horse
of the battle [i.e. the wolf] sees food on the battlefield’ (Holmberg et al. 2018-19: 26-27; see
also Holmberg 2015: 95). While this sentence does not appear within the famous Rok stanza,
it can easily be considered poetically adjacent.

2 Stylistic fronting may result in patterns which are superficially similar, but it is clearly
different in that it targets an empty subject position (Holmberg 2000).
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d. Engan bhefi ¢k ndttverd baft
no have 1 supper  had
‘T have had no supper’ (Egils saga LXXVIII: 244)

e. Ok pessi hefir hdlmganga sidast framid verit ¢ Llandi,

and this has duel last  performed been on Iceland
er peir  Hrafn ok Gunnlaugr bordusk
which they H. and G. fought

‘And this was the last duel performed on Iceland, the one which H. and
G. fought' (Gunnlaugs saga ormstungu XI: 95)

(20) Vg 94 (Ugglum parish, early 13% century)
+ prir : liggia : maenn : undir : pemma :+ 9| + stene : gunnarr :
sihvafr : hallstenn+
Drir liggia menn undir peima steini Gunnarr Sighvatr Hallsteinn
‘Three men lie under this stone: Gunnarr, Sighvatr, Hallstzinn.’

Such word orders are typically associated with a particular information
structure. For example, the sentence in (19¢), from Laxdela saga, contrasts
quite saliently with the previous discourse, since it comes after a description
of all the weapons and equipment that Bolli does equip himself with: Bolli
takes his helmet, shield, and sword, but not his chainmail. Consider also the
following cases from the Poetic Edda (see also Salberger 1959: 232-233),
where the dislocated element in the prefield is probably licensed by focus in
(21a) and by topicality in (21b).

(21) a. Hversu smimudu yor konur  ydrar
how  turned for.you women vyour
3 f ;,
How were your women for you?
Sparkar dttu vér konur
lively had we women

‘Lively were our women’ (Hérb. 18-19)

b. gladdak ina  gullbjortu  gamni  mer undi
gladdened.I the gold.bright joy maiden was.satisfied
‘T gladdened the gold-bright girl, and she was happy’
Gdéd  artu  peir mankynni  par  pd
good had they love there then
‘Good fortunes in love they had there’ (Harb. 31-32)

In the generative tradition, such constructions are termed left branch extrac-
tion (LBE) (see Ross 1967: 207-217 on the Left Branch Condition), since
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a left branch modifier has been extracted out of the noun phrase to a left-
peripheral position. Nygaard identifies the phenomenon by way of a number
of examples where “et attributivt adj[ektiv] szttes forst for at udhaves, og
det subst[antiv], som det harer til, stilles efter verbet” (1905: 355). Platzack
(2008) discusses the phenomenon in Scandinavian, arguing that changes in
the syntactic structure of the noun phrase have led to the loss of LBE in the
modern languages, largely following Boskovi¢ (2005, 2008) and his work on
the NP/DP parameter. Lander & Haegeman (2014) argue that the avail-
ability of LBE and scrambling in Old Norse is in fact indicative of its typo-
logical status as an NP language, which is to say a language without gram-
maticalized definite articles, something that has broad consequences for the
grammar outside of just the noun phrase. From a generative perspective, the
dislocated element is commonly said to move to a kind of Spec-CP (more
precisely, to TopP or FocP in the left periphery of Rizzi 1997).

Syntactic approaches to LBE abound in the literature, but there are also
non-syntactic approaches on offer.> Dewey (2006) calls cases like (19-21)
“intonational V2” since the unstressed finite verb is in second position after
the first stressed word rather than the first syntactic constituent (see Dewey 2006:
83-86 for the Eddic cases). Whereas clear cases of syntactic V2 with relatively
large constituents in the prefield are also attested in the older poetic mate-
rial, this is a newer kind of V2 compared to intonational V2, which Dewey
considers to be an archaism, a byproduct of metrical restrictions ultimately
stemming from the workings of Kuhn’s Laws (see Kristjin Arnason 2002,
Dewey 2006, 2016 for discussion; see Rice & Svenonius 1998 for a distinct yet
relevant phenomenon in modern Northern Norwegian). Even though syntac-
tic V2 begins to push out intonational V2, the latter option (or at least some
version of it) remains an option well into later stages, as seen in (19) for the
sagas.” And while intonational V2 or LBE can be seen as metrically driven,
Dewey (2006) does not deny the role that information structure may play in
the interaction between word order, semantics, and prosody. What is inter-
esting for our purposes is that Agbayani & Golston (2010, 2016) see move-
ment of prosodic constituents in the phonological component as triggered by
topic or focus features which have piggy-backed their way from the syntax.
This offers a unified way to look at both short-distance hyperbaton in the

% Platzack (2008: 364 fn. 12) cites personal communication with Lars-Olof Delsing concerning
the possibility of a PF-movement-based analysis.

% Veturlidi Oskarsson (p.c.) informs me that LBE is ruled out in modern Icelandic except
as a deliberately archaicizing feature. The handful of cases that turn up in a corpus search of
modern Icelandic are jocular or performative/poetic (or both) in nature.
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middle field (of the ‘they this raised stone’ type, often because of alliteration)
and the longer-distance type of hyperbaton involving the prefield (of the ‘this
raised they stone’ type, usually attributable to topic or focus).

First it is important to note that intonational V2 can interact with purely
alliterative triggers without information structure playing much of a role.
Consider Vs 15 (Bjorksta parish), the B-side of which is given in (22) (see
Naumann 2018: 20 for discussion; see especially Wulf 2003: 986-987 for
discussion of the metrical structure of the second line).

(22) B x sten : hafir x riton x pon x stonta x mo x bali hi- raupi x yftir x
brup|u]r x bali
Stein bafir réttan,  pann standa ma,

Balli hifnn] Raudi  eftir brodur. (Balli.)

‘Balli the Red has erected the stone, which will stand, in memory of his
brother. (Balli.)’

The beginning of this text shows an archaic version of the periphrastic
perfect, with the verbal adjective rettan agreeing with the object stein.?’
If we assume a syntactic output with VO order as in (23a), we can begin
the derivation by positing movement of stein to the prefield position and
movement of the finite verb to the second position in the clause (in (23b):
S = strong position, w = weak position; see also Kristjan Arnason 2002 for
discussion).

(23) Vs 15: Stein hafir réttan, pann standa ma, Balli hi[nn] Raudi (surface order)

a. Syntactic output
Balli bi[nn] Raudi hafir stein réttan, pann standa ma

b. S w S
Prefield Finite verb Middle field...
Stein  hafir Balli hifnn] Raudi hafir-stein réttan ...

At this point it would be reasonable to assume right-extraposition of the
heavy subject Balli hinn Raudi to the right of the relative clause. This ulti-
mately yields Stein bafir rettan, pann standa ma, Balli bi[nn] Raudi. This
combination of intonational V2 and right-extraposition of a heavy subject —
both operations which are plausibly metrically motivated — ultimately results
in a structure which correctly alliterates. Alliteration, in other words, is

7 The archaic form of the perfect can be thought of as ‘(Balli) has [(the) raised stone]’,
whereas the later form of the perfect could instead be bracketed ‘(Balli) [has raised the stone]’.
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what drives the movements required to get from the syntactic output to the
surface word order of Vs 15.

Consider now S6 46, where alliteration is one possible motivation for
the observed word order, but not the only one. First of all we can note that
the fronted element kumbl does not appear in the middle field but rather
in clause-initial position, immediately followed by the finite verb, gierdu. 1
assume that this is an instantiation of intonational V2.

(24) S6 46: Kumbl gierdu patsi Ketill [ok] Spakr. (surface order)

a. Syntactic output

Ketill [ok] Spakr gierdu kumbl patsi.

b. S w S
Prefield Finite verb Middle field...
Kumbl  gierdu Ketill [ok] Spakr gierdu kumbl patsi

Again, it is characteristic of intonational V2 that only part of a syntactic
constituent, in this case the noun kumbl, has been fronted to the prefield
position; as seen in (24b), the demonstrative determiner patsi stays in situ.
Still, the word order of S6 46 is not yet fully accounted for, since the subject
should occupy the rightmost position (as opposed to (19) above, where the
subject precedes the non-fronted part of the object). Given the phono-
logical heaviness of the subject, right-extraposition is the next step in the
derivation, as sketched in (25).

(25) Kumbl gierdu [Ketill-[ok}-Spakr] patsi [Ketill [ok] Spakr]

If T am on the right track by invoking both intonational V2 and right-
extraposition of a phonologically heavy element, then metrical factors are
again crucial for correctly deriving the word order of S6 46. Furthermore,
if kumbl and Ketill really are meant to alliterate, then positing prosodically
motivated movements would certainly not be out of place. It is more likely,
however, that S3 46 is pure prose, with only happenstance alliteration in
kumbl — Ketill. Thus, another explanation is needed, and we must also ask
what other kinds of triggers might be available.

One possibility to explore is that the word order on S6 46 is motivated by
properties of information structure. Upon closer examination, both S6 46
and U 735 (I leave Ol 10 1 to the side considering some of the uncertainties
discussed above) show some evidence for the idea that the fronted noun
could be seen as discourse-prominent. Observe that both inscriptions show
stein in a syntactically neutral position towards the beginning of the text,
while kumbl exhibits a marked word order, i.e. fronting, later on in the text.
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Interestingly, it has been suggested in the literature that steinn ‘stone’ and
kumbl ‘monument’ are not just synonyms and do not (always) refer to one
and the same thing. Kitzler Ahfeldt (2000: 118) points out that kumbl is
used with the verb ‘do’ whereas stein is used with verbs like ‘carve’, and that
the former might not usually refer to a runestone at all but rather to a burial
mound or a royal standard (on this Kitzler Ahfeldt cites Palm 1992: 177). If
this is true, then there might very well be a clear contrast intended between
‘stone’ and ‘monument’ in both S6 46 and U 735, where something is first
stated regarding the runestone, on the one hand, and then a distinction is
drawn with regard to the monument. S6 46 might be interpreted along the
lines of “They made the stone, but the kumbl, that was Ketill and Spakr’.
U 735 could be thought of as ‘Vedraldi had the massive stone transported
from afar, and along with Arngerdr they also had kumbl (pl.) made’. In both
cases, hyperbaton can be seen as triggered by features encoding information-
structurally relevant properties related to topic or focus. And if kumbl is
marked with a topic or focus feature, then it could be targeted by prosodic
movement according to Agbayani & Golston (2010, 2016).

Another interesting case is the runic inscription U 112 (Ed parish), a
versified inscription with a number of high-status markers, including that
the commissioner, Ragnvaldr, was a [ids forungi (cf. S6 338) who had been
in Greece. The text is “gesamthaft hochstilisiert” and shows a remarkable
word order in rina[r] rista || let Ragnvaldr (Naumann 2018: 231; see also
Hiibler 1996: 42, who characterizes the word order as “wohl im gesamten
schwedischen Inschriftenmaterial einmalig”). U 112’s word order is a clear
case of V2 with a fronted VP, an exceptionally rare syntactic phenomenon in
the context of early Nordic. Pérhallur Eypérsson (2009: 70-73) has pointed
out that VP-fronting is nonexistent in Old Icelandic with the exception of
the more archaic language of the Poetic Edda, specifically in poems com-
posed in ljodahdttr (where VP-fronting is attested, usually with OV order;
Pérhallur Eypérsson 2009: 73, fn. 7). Interestingly, the fronted VP of U 112
can be analyzed as a topic, since the first part of the inscription, in prose,
has already mentioned that Ragnvaldr lét rista runar. In addition to this
information-structural trigger, it could be argued that not fronting the VP
would have led to an illicit alliterative schema, with two alliterating lifts in
the second half-line (as in the prose: Ragnvaldr lét rista rinar). Thus, VP-
fronting is in some sense forced due to poetic considerations. It would seem,
then, that both types of triggers are involved for U 112, or at the very least
that we cannot, in principle, decide which of the two is the “true” trigger.
Various Eddic cases probably also fit under this rubric.
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3.3. A note on middle-field hyperbaton in Old Icelandic prose

As a final note, it is difficult to find prose attestations in the sagas of hyper-
baton in the middle field, i.e. cases of the ‘they this raised stone’ type. One
of the few cases I have come across is (26).2 It is hard to determine if this
should count as formal or stylized prose, but the fact that it concerns the
formalities of a legal process is suggestive.

(26) ok  mun hann pann hafa mdlatilbinadinn ok er sd  réttr

and will he that have lawsuit.preparation and is that right
‘(that’s how) he has initiated the suit in a correct manner’ (Njdls saga
XXIII: 65)

It seems that verbal hyperbaton in prose has a strong tendency to be of the
intonational V2 or LBE type, which is to say that the dislocated element
is in clause-initial position and the remainder of the syntactic constituent
has been stranded lower down in the clause. Non-clause-initial hyperbaton,
such as the example in (26), is clearly attested in the Viking Age runic mate-
rial and in the Poetic Edda, but my working hypothesis is that it seems to
be less common in the sagas. While more work is needed to establish this
as a fact, it is worth briefly exploring the implications of this hypothetical
asymmetry.

It could be argued that intonational V2 “boosted” certain types of verbal
hyperbaton (of the ‘this raised they stone’ type), in that the V2 constraint en-
couraged fronting of a prosodic word to the left of the finite verb. Of course,
intonational V2 (and thus clause-initial hyperbaton) was already competing
with syntactic V2 in the Poetic Edda (Dewey 2006), but the former pattern
seems to have been frequent enough for it to have survived into the language
of the sagas, though by this time it was probably a syntactic relic. Since they
target different parts of the clause, hyperbaton in the middle field probably
never received the same kind of boost from intonational V2. Indeed, while

2 Thanks to Veturlidi Oskarsson for bringing this example to my attention. A quick search in
the Saga Corpus for [pos = “f” & fall = “0” & tala = “¢” & kyn = “k”] [pos = “s”] [pos = “n” &
fall = “0” & tala = “¢” & kyn = “k”], i.c. a pronoun in the masculine accusative singular plus
a verb plus a noun in the masculine accusative singular, turns up the example in (26), but no
other convincing cases. Similar results are obtained by searching for Dem V N in the feminine
(kyn = “v”) and neuter (kyn = “h”) accusative singular, as well as for Adj (pos = “1”) V N in the
masculine/feminine/neuter accusative singular. Most hits are not hyperbaton (many strings
being of the sort ‘bade him send for master’), with one or two cases of stylistic fronting also
turning up. Such searches do not, of course, constitute a comprehensive or particularly well-
designed study of hyperbaton in the middle field. More research is needed.
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middle-field hyperbaton (‘they this raised stone’) is attested in the Poetic
Edda, it appears to be less frequent than prefield (intonational V2/LBE-
type) hyperbaton. If the trend continued this way, then we can reasonably
expect middle-field hyperbaton to have even fewer remnants surviving later
on in the saga texts (by which time all types of hyperbaton have probably
decreased). Future quantitative research should be done to establish the
basic frequency facts across text types and to elucidate the developments
over time. I leave this question open for now.

4. Conclusion

Verbal hyperbaton in the Viking Age runic material has not been given
much attention in the literature, even though there are a number of inter-
esting linguistic and stylistic connections to be made to other forms of early
Nordic, especially Eddic poetry. In this paper I have argued that hyperbaton
was available primarily in poetry but also in stylized prose. This suggests
that the prose cases are imitations or emulations of poetic style, where
higher or more formal registers of prose introduce the availability of poetic
(or poetically inspired) word orders.

Different triggers of verbal hyperbaton have been discussed: alliterative
constraints, information structure (topic and focus), and a combination
of both trigger types. Analyzing poetic hyperbaton as triggered by allit-
eration is relatively straightforward, but alliteration is obviously not a
driver of movement in the prose cases. Relevant in this regard is that Ag-
bayani & Golston (2010, 2016) propose an analysis involving post-syntactic
movement, where features which are relevant to the syntax can have effects
in the phonological component. As we have seen, alliteration appears to be
a major driver of hyperbaton in early Nordic, both in the runic and in the
Eddic material. If hyperbaton is best seen as movement in the phonological
component rather than syntactic movement, then the poetic cases motivated
by alliteration can be considered the purest forms of hyperbaton, driven
exclusively by phonological and metrical factors. This is the kind of hyper-
baton seen in Vg 32, S6 61, U 512, Vs 15, and probably the Eddic cases in
(10-12). The prose cases of hyperbaton, in my view, are extensions of the
poetic cases, where information-structural features trigger a stylized word
order that resembles the word order freedom which is so characteristic of
poetry. Examples of this type include the prose on U 735 and S& 46, not
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to mention various attestations in the sagas, which must also be seen as
stylized prose, with a marked word order licensed by topicality or focus.
There are also cases where both alliteration and information structure may
play a role in licensing verbal hyperbaton, such as U 112.
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Summary

Verbal hyperbaton is a kind of word order discontinuity where a verb intervenes
between a nominal modifier — e.g. an adjective or a demonstrative determiner —
and its head noun, e.g. ‘they this raised stone’ or ‘this raised they stone’. This
phenomenon is found in a handful of East Nordic runic inscriptions (Vg 32, S6 61,
U 512, U 735, S6 46, Ol 10, Vs 15) representing both poetry and prose. I argue
that verbal hyperbaton was a device probably belonging to higher registers or styles,
and that the phenomenon should be analyzed in terms of movement of a prosodic
— not syntactic — constituent (Agbayani & Golston 2010, 2016). This post-syntactic
movement can be triggered for different purposes: to achieve alliteration, to mark
topic/focus, or a combination of these two. Relevant comparisons can also be made
with cases of verbal hyperbaton in the West Nordic material, specifically the Poetic
Edda and the sagas.
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