
NORTH-WESTERN EUROPEAN 
LANGUAGE EVOLUTIO N 

Supplement vol.9 



North-Western European Language Evolution (NOWELE)  i s a scholarly journal 
which publishes article s dealing with al l aspects of the (pre-)historie s o f - an d 
with intra- and extralinguistic factors contributing to change and variation within 
- Icelandic , Faroese , Norwegian , Swedish , Danish , Frisian , Dutch , German , 
English, Gothi c and the early Runic language. NOWELE  i s edited b y Michael 
Barnes (London), Erik W. Hansen (Odense) , Hans F. Nielsen (Odense; Manag-
ing Editor) and Rudolf Schützeichel (Münster ) in collaboration with an interna-
tional Advisory Board . 



Tom Lundskær-Nielsen 

PREPOSITIONS IN 
OLD AND MIDDLE ENGLISH 

A Study of Prepositional Syntax and the Semantics of At, 
In an d On in some Old and Middle English Texts 

ODENSE UNIVERSITY PRESS 
1993 



isbn 978 87 7492 922 2 	 (Pb ; alk. paper)
isbn 978 90 272 7287 4 	 (Eb)

© 2012 – John Benjamins B.V.
Published 1993 by Odense University Press

No part of this book may be reproduced in any form, by print, photoprint, microfilm, or any 
other means, without written permission from the publisher.

John Benjamins Publishing Co. · P.O. Box 36224 · 1020 me Amsterdam · The Netherlands
John Benjamins North America · P.O. Box 27519 · Philadelphia pa 19118-0519 · usa

Published wit h financial suppor t fro m th e Carlsberg Foundation 

© North-Western Europea n Languag e Evolutio n 199 3 
& Odense Universit y Pres s 
Technical director : Sven Meiborg S0rensen 
Printed i n Denmark b y Narayana Press , Gyllin g 
ISSN 0900-8675 
ISBN 87 7492 922 4 



CONTENTS 

P a g e 

PREFACE ix 
CHAPTER 1 . Origin s and Deve lopmen t of Prepos i t ion s 1 

1.1 Introduction 1 
1.2 Bruckmann 1 
1.3 Meillet 2 
1.4 Lehmann 2 
1.5 Friedrich 5 
1.6 Hawkin s 6 
1.7 Hock 8 
1.8 Concludin g remark s 1 1 
Notes 1 4 

CHAPTER 2 . Synta x o f Prepos i t ion s 
and PP s i n Ol d Engl i s h 1 7 

2.1 Preposition s an d othe r part s o f speech 1 7 
2.2 Preposition s an d cas e 1 9 

2.2.1 Caus e an d effec t i n th e ris e o f PPs 2 4 
2.2.2 Increase d us e o f prepositions i n OE ? 2 8 

2.3 Th e rang e o f prepositional complement s 3 3 
2.3.1 N o u n s / N P s 3 3 
2.3.2 Pronoun s 3 3 
2.3.3 Adverb s /  adverbials 3 5 
2.3.4 Clause s 3 6 
2.3.5 Infinitive s 3 7 

2.4 Wor d orde r in th e prepositiona l phras e 3 7 
2.4.1 Postpose d preposition s 3 9 
2.4.2 Comment s o n word order change in the PP. . . 44 

2.5 Wor d orde r in Ol d Englis h clause s 4 6 
2.5.1 Mai n clause s 5 0 
2.5.2 Subordinat e clause s 6 1 

2.6 Th e positio n o f PPs i n th e claus e 6 6 
Notes 7 2 

ν 



Contents 

CHAPTER 3. A Semantic Analysis o f 
Æt, In an d On  in the ASC 81 

3.1 JEt,  In an d On  in Old English 8 1 
3.1.1 JEt  8 3 
3.1.2 In  8 5 
3.1.3 On  8 6 
3.1.4 Othe r prepositions 8 7 

3.2 Th e years 892-900 in 
the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle  8 8 

3.2.1 JEt  8 9 
3.2.2 In  9 0 
3.2.3 On  9 1 
3.2.4 Summary. . 9 4 

3.3 Th e years 1122-5 4 in 
the Peterborough  Chronicle  9 5 

3.3.1 JEt  9 6 
3.3.2 In  9 7 
3.3.3 On  9 9 
3.3.4 Summar y 10 6 

Notes 10 7 
CHAPTER 4. Synta x o f Preposition s 

and PPs in Middle English 11 3 
4.1 Vocabular y 11 3 
4.2 Preposition s and case 11 6 

4.2.1 Noun s 11 6 
4.2.2 Adjective s 11 8 
4.2.3 Pronoun s 11 9 
4.2.4 Effec t o f the changes on PPs 12 0 

4.3 Wor d order changes in ME clauses 12 4 
Notes 12 9 

CHAPTER 5. A  Semantic Analysis o f 
Aty In  an d On  in 3 Middle English Texts .. . 133 

5.1 Ancrene  Wisse 13 3 
5.1.1 On  13 5 
5.1.2 In  14 0 

5.2 Vices  and Virtues  14 8 
5.2.1 At  15 1 

vi 



Contents 

5.2.2 In  15 2 
5.2.3 On 15 7 

5.3 Chaucer : A Treatise on  the Astrolabe 16 4 
5.3.1 At  16 5 
5.3.2 On 16 6 
5.3.3 In  17 2 

5.4 Grammaticalization 18 3 
Notes 18 9 

CHAPTER 6. Conclusion 195 
BIBLIOGRAPHY 19 7 

vii 





PREFACE 

The presen t stud y i s concerne d wit h aspect s o f the synta x an d se -
mantics of prepositions in Old and Middle English. I t falls into thre e 
main parts , (i ) Chapte r 1  provides a  brie f surve y o f a  fe w selecte d 
20th century studie s o n the origin s an d developmen t o f prepositions 
as an independent word-class, and thus forms the background for the 
analysis presented in the following chapters , (ii ) The subject o f chap-
ters 2  an d 3  i s preposition s i n Ol d English ; chapte r 2  deal s wit h 
prepositional syntax , including a  discussio n o f Old English wor d or -
der since that ha s a  bearing on and (a s I  attempt t o show) is in par t 
affected b y th e positio n o f preposition s an d prepositiona l phrases , 
while chapte r 3  is a  semanti c analysi s o f the thre e preposition s set/ 
at} in  an d on  in two different section s o f the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle. 
(iii) I n a  simila r way , chapter s 4  an d 5  dea l wit h preposition s i n 
Middle English ; chapte r 4  carrie s th e examinatio n o f the synta x o f 
prepositions an d clausa l wor d orde r int o Middl e English , wherea s 
chapter 5  contains analyses o f at, in  an d on  in three Middl e Englis h 
texts: Ancrene Wisse, Vices and Virtues  an d Chaucer' s A Treatise  on 
the Astrolabe.  A  sectio n a t th e en d o f th e chapte r look s a t gram -
maticalization a s a  mor e genera l process . The time-spa n cover s th e 
period c . 900-1400, from th e tim e o f 'classical' OE u p t o th e tim e o f 
Chaucer, i.e . before th e transitional perio d in the 15t h century whe n 
Middle Englis h bega n t o tur n int o wha t w e no w cal l Earl y Moder n 
English. 

The presen t stud y i s base d o n a  Ph.D.-thesi s submitte d t o 
Odense University , Denmark . Ther e ar e severa l peopl e t o who m I 
wish t o expres s m y gratitude . Durin g th e wor k o n m y thesis , I  re -
ceived helpfu l comment s an d muc h practica l assistanc e fro m Niel s 
Davidsen-Nielsen, Eri k W. Hansen and Hans Frede Nielsen. Erik W. 
Hansen's detaile d criticism , i n particular , force d m e t o reconside r 
many o f th e detail s a s well  a s som e o f th e genera l topic s i n m y 
original version ; an d Han s Frede Nielsen, a s managin g edito r o f 
NOWELE, ha s bot h show n patienc e an d offere d usefu l advic e i n 
connection with thi s publication. I  am also obliged to Terence Moor e 
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Preface 

for readin g par t o f a n earlie r versio n and , mor e generally , t o a 
number o f fellow s an d visitor s a t Clar e Hall , Cambridge , wher e I 
spent two years as a Visiting Fellow. 

Special thank s ar e du e t o th e Carlsberg Foundation fo r thei r 
generous support, which enabled me to carry out the research for thi s 
book unde r ver y favourabl e conditions , an d fo r thei r contributio n 
towards th e printin g costs . I  als o gratefull y acknowledg e th e addi -
tional financial  suppor t whic h I  received fro m th e Danis h Researc h 
Academy. 

Finally, I  wish t o thank m y wife , Jean , fo r he r encouragemen t 
at al l stage s o f this book . My work in th e las t fe w years ha s cause d 
quite an upheaval for the whole family, and I  can only hope that both 
she and our two children, Miranda and Patrick, will feel that they too 
have benefitted fro m it . 

June 1992  TLN 
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CHAPTER 1 

Origins an d Development o f Preposition s 
A Brief Survey o f Selected Studie s 

1.1 Introduction 

As a  backgroun d fo r th e late r analysi s o f preposition s i n Ol d an d 
Middle English , i t i s m y ai m i n thi s first  chapte r t o provid e a  brie f 
survey o f som e o f th e mos t relevan t theorie s tha t dea l wit h th e 
origins o f prepositions a s a  word-class . Furthermore , sinc e thi s pro -
blem i s boun d u p wit h th e questio n o f word orde r -  both a t phras e 
and clause level - in Indo-European (IE) and even in the earlier stag e 
of Proto-Indo-European (PIE) , tha t issu e wil l als o be touche d upon . 
Obviously, thi s shor t presentatio n make s n o clai m t o completenes s 
and the works of many other scholar s in the field could, and perhap s 
ought to, have been included in the following discussion . The writer s 
who do appear in the survey have been chosen for four reasons. First , 
I wante d t o confin e mysel f t o 20t h centur y studies . Secondly , th e 
writers chose n here , besides representin g a  cross-sectio n o f the peo -
ple workin g i n thi s field,  hav e al l mad e influentia l contribution s t o 
the subject . Thirdly , a s well  a s includin g a  fe w olde r treatment s t o 
demonstrate th e continuit y o f thought i n thi s area , I  wanted t o con-
centrate on more recent studies , from th e 1970 s and 1980s , as repre-
sentatives o f som e o f th e lates t theories . Lastly , I  hav e strive n t o 
select studie s whic h arriv e a t different , sometime s opposite , result s 
and whic h ar e carried ou t within differen t theoretica l frameworks . I 
thereby hop e t o offe r a s balance d a n assessmen t a s possibl e o f a t 
least some of the arguments in the continuing debate . 

1.2 Bruckmann 

For some time there seem s to have been a  consensus amon g histori -
cal linguist s abou t th e origin s o f a t leas t th e majorit y o f simpl e 
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1. Origin s and Development of Prepositions 

prepositions,1 in tha t the y ar e sai d t o have develope d fro m syntacti -
cally independent adverb s o r particles in PIE. An early 20th centur y 
example o f thi s i s Bruckman n (1911:762) , wh o note s tha t man y 
words whic h previousl y ha d adverbia l functio n a t som e poin t ac -
quired prepositiona l functio n an d surmise s tha t thi s chang e mus t 
have taken place during what he calls the Indo-Germani c period . He 
sees tha t a s a n exampl e o f a genera l an d continuin g mov e toward s 
the formation o f ever tighter syntacti c units . (For detailed exemplifi -
cation of early prepositional constructions see , for instance, Delbrück 
1893:ch. XV.) 

1.3 Meillet 

Meillet (1934:193 ) claim s tha t adverbia l element s o f this typ e wer e 
first independen t t o suc h a  degre e tha t th e relationshi p betwee n 
them an d eithe r noun s o r verbs wa s on e o f 'apposition', an d h e ex -
plains this in terms of a general principle in IE , viz. the autonomy of 
the word: 'I' automie du mot est le principe qui commande la structure 
de la phrase indo-européenne' (1934:359). Later, but at an early stage 
of the developmen t o f IE , som e o f these independen t adverbia l ele -
ments bega n t o form close r links wit h noun s an d verb s an d becam e 
syntactically attache d t o them a s prepositions an d preverbs , respec -
tively.2 A s regard s thei r form , Meille t finds  tha t -  lik e adverb s -
prepositions an d preverb s resembl e fixed  form s o f previou s nouns , 
though he is forced to admit that many of them do not have the for m 
of any known declination . 

1.4 Lehmann 

Lehmann's wor k o n th e earl y stage s o f IE an d o n PI E i s conducte d 
within a  typologica l framework . H e maintain s tha t particle s first 
supplemented case-form s a s postpositions , the n (du e t o wor d orde r 
shift o f th e mai n claus e constituents ) a s prepositions , befor e the y 
became 'the sole marker of relationships between verbs and nouns' in 
many IE dialects (1974:197). Since Lehmann posits stable underlying 
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1.4. Lehmann 

case categories , h e see s thi s three-stag e shif t a s merel y a  surfac e 
structure phenomenon . Lehmann offers variou s explanation s bot h 
for (a)  th e shif t fro m a  syntheti c syste m dominate d b y inflectiona l 
case marking to a more analytic one that relie s heavily on the use of 
post-/ prepositions an d fo r (b ) the specifi c chang e in wor d orde r fro m 
postpositions to prepositions. 

Concerning (a) , i t i s tru e tha t th e numbe r o f morphologicall y 
marked case s ha s bee n reduce d i n th e Germani c an d th e Romanc e 
languages compare d with Pre-Germanic and Latin , respectively, an d 
that man y o f th e semanti c function s formerl y expresse d b y case s 
have bee n take n ove r b y prepositiona l constructions. 3 However , 
Lehmann is concerned with an earlier, pre-historic stage of the devel-
opment, where we are on much shakie r groim d due to the absence of 
(surviving) writte n material . Furthermore , ancien t Greek , classica l 
Latin an d the oldes t recorded stage s of the Germanic languages stil l 
had ric h cas e systems , a s wel l a s prepositions , s o the breakdow n o f 
the cas e system s wa s certainl y a  slo w one , an d w e kno w fro m th e 
Germanic family, for example, that even related languages change on 
an individua l basi s i n thi s respect . Indeed , i n som e instance s the y 
hardly chang e a t all . The mos t obviou s Germanic exampl e o f this i s 
modern German , whic h ha s preserve d mor e o f the earl y Germani c 
grammatical characteristic s tha n th e othe r moder n members , suc h 
as having fou r morphologica l case s (and thre e gender s i n th e singu -
lar) in nouns, adjectives, pronouns and articles alike. For this reaso n 
alone, it i s wise no t t o make to o sweeping generalization s abou t IE , 
where in the nature o f things corroborating evidence is non-existent . 

More interesting , bu t base d o n ver y flims y evidence , i s 
Lehmann's explanatio n o f how i t happene d tha t genera l adverb s o r 
particles became established a s postpositions , a s he claim s they did . 
Following Delbrück (1893), h e point s ou t tha t particle s i n I E com -
bined wit h verb s a s well  a s wit h nouns . However , h e argue s tha t 
when particle s followe d th e nou n bu t precede d th e verb , there coul d 
be structural ambiguit y about which of the two elements (N or V) the 
particle belonge d t o (cf. example (34 ) i n Lehmann 1974:197). Thi s 
possible indeterminacy betwee n the tw o types o f constituency struc -
ture i s illustrate d b y (1 ) an d (2 ) belo w -  wher e Ρ stands fo r th e 
original 'particle' : 

3 



1. Origin s and Development of Prepositions 

(1) Ν [ Ρ V] (preverb ) 
(2) [Ν Ρ ] V (postposition ) 

Hence, i t i s claimed tha t wha t wa s previousl y on e typ e o f construc-
tion (1) was perhaps a t som e point reinterpreted a s another (2) , for -
like Bruckmann an d Meillet - Lehmann too believes that prior to this 
development ther e wa s n o clea r distinctio n betwee n particles , 
preverbs an d postpositions . I n hi s view, i t wa s therefor e onl y whe n 
they entere d int o a  close r (phrasal ) constructio n wit h a  nou n o r a 
verb that they developed specific uses . 

As fo r (b) , Lehmann' s explanatio n o f th e wor d orde r chang e 
from postposition s t o preposition s i s base d o n a n allege d genera l 
change i n sententia l wor d orde r i n IE . According to this view , earl y 
IE ha d SO V as it s b asic' word order , bu t thi s wa s late r change d t o 
SVO, which in turn force d a  change from N+ P to P+N. The justifica -
tion for th e latte r clai m rests o n the observatio n that , acros s a  larg e 
sample o f the world' s languages , postpositions usuall y co-occu r wit h 
SOV and prepositions with SVO order.4 

But here, too, we ought to tread carefully . Firs t of all, there is no 
conclusive evidence that I E did have SOV order a t an y stage (cf. the 
arguments presente d i n th e followin g sections ) an d consequentl y n o 
certainty o f a  late r wor d orde r change , a s claime d i n (b) . Secondly , 
fixed postposition s (a s oppose d t o positiona l variatio n o f particles ) 
may never hav e been clearl y established i n I E syntax , a s claimed i n 
(a), in which cas e we cannot talk abou t a n actua l chang e o f position 
to prepositions, a t th e mos t abou t a  gradua l standardizatio n o f P+N 
word orde r i n mos t I E languages . (Th e fac t tha t thre e I E daughte r 
languages -  Hittite, Sanskrit an d Tocharia n (cf. 1.5) -  ha d post -
positions proves nothing either way; this may simply be due to N+P, 
rather tha n P+N , becomin g standardize d a s th e nor m i n thos e lan -
guages.) Thirdly, even if we do allow for the possibility that I E at one 
stage ha d bot h SO V order an d fixed  postpositions , w e would no t b e 
justified i n assuming that a  change in the one would necessarily lead 
to a  chang e in th e other , given that th e very notion o f 'implicational 
tendencies' clearly allows for exceptions to this general trend (cf. note 
4). 
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1.5. Friedrich 

In recen t years , typologists have often use d correlation s withi n 
and between differen t type s of languages, typically in the form o f co-
occurrence set s (fo r whic h se e 1.6) , a s argument s fo r suc h syntacti c 
questions a s th e likelies t wor d orde r an d th e existenc e o f eithe r 
prepositions o r postpositions i n reconstructe d languages . This is no t 
an unreasonable procedur e -  in fact, i t may well be the best one open 
to u s fo r thi s kin d o f investigation -  but w e mus t b e awar e o f th e 
inherent uncertaint y o f thi s approac h an d no t preten d tha t 
implicational tendencies are exceptionless rules.5 

1.5 Friedrich 

Lehmann's argument s fo r an early SOV stage in IE are dismissed by 
Friedrich (1975:38), wh o point s ou t tha t Homeri c Gree k (HG ) an d 
classical Sanskri t canno t b e sai d t o sho w clea r postpositiona l struc -
ture an d henc e d o no t suppor t Lehmann' s clai m tha t I E ha d SO V 
order. He also notes that postpositions ar e the norm in only three I E 
languages -  Hittite, Sanskrit an d Tocharia n -  but tha t preposition s 
nevertheless occu r i n th e las t two . Centra l t o Friedrich' s argumen t 
are th e so-calle d 'locativ e auxiliaries ' (preverbs/prepositions ) i n HG , 
whose functio n (w e ar e told ) i t i s t o disambiguat e th e aspec t o f th e 
verb an d clarif y th e spatio-tempora l meaning s o f verb s an d cas e 
endings. Sinc e the y ca n bot h preced e an d follo w thei r hea d i n HG , 
and seem to function a s prepositions in nearly all IE stocks, including 
Old Armenia n an d Ol d Iranian , Friedrich surmises tha t thi s ma y 
also have been the case in IE. 

So whil e Lehmann, like Delbrück before him , argue s fo r SO V 
order in I E with a  subsequen t chang e t o SVO, Friedrich - in view of 
the indeterminac y o f the evidenc e -  opts fo r a  basi c SV O order an d 
consequently see s n o nee d t o postulat e tha t a  majo r wor d orde r 
change eve r too k plac e i n IE . Moreover , i f postpositions wer e neve r 
clearly established syntactically , i t make s littl e sens e t o argue fo r a 
syntactic chang e whic h turne d the m int o prepositions , le t alon e 
search for explanations for it . 
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1.6 Hawkins 

In a  detaile d stud y o f wha t h e see s a s universal e i n wor d orde r 
phenomena, base d o n ' a languag e sampl e o f som e 35 0 languages ' 
(1983:9), Hawkins too addresses the controversial question about th e 
likeliest typ e o f word orde r i n PI E (1983:265-74) . Fro m ou r poin t o f 
view, his presentation i s interesting not only for the conclusions tha t 
he arrive s at , bu t als o fo r th e rol e tha t preposition s pla y i n hi s 
discussion. 

Crucial to his arguments is his use of various co-occurrence set s 
for bot h individua l language s an d type s o f languages. Fo r example , 
some o f th e implicationa l universal e tha t Hawkin s operate s wit h 
involve noun modifiers (i.e . demonstratives, numerals, adjectives an d 
genitives), and when such universale have prepositions as their 'ulti -
mate antecedent' , i t i s possible (i n Hawkins' s view ) to conflate the m 
into a  singl e implication , calle d th e 'Prepositiona l Nou n Modifie r 
Hierarchy' (PrNMH), on the basis of which, by using 5 noun modifie r 
parameters in combination with prepositions, he extracts 7  permissi-
ble strings of co-occurrences (1983:75). These strings are then furthe r 
reduced t o 4  subtypes , whic h stil l hav e preposition s bu t no w mak e 
use o f only 3  parameters , viz . differen t relativ e order s o f adjective / 
noun, genitive/noun an d relative clause/noun . I  reproduce th e 4  sub-
types in (3) below (cf. 1983:266): 

(3) Subtyp e 1  (Prep ) NAd j &  NGe n &  NRe l 
Subtype 2  (Prep ) Adj N NGe n NRe l 
Subtype 3  (Prep ) Adj N Gen N NRe l 
Subtype 4  (Prep ) Adj N Gen N Rel N 

The relevanc e o f thes e nou n modifie r co-occurrence s i s tha t the y 
appear in al l the earlies t I E daughter languages . However , not al l of 
these hav e prepositions . A s w e sa w i n 1.5 , Hittite, Sanskrit an d 
Tocharian are postpositional , but in spite of that they have the sam e 
noun modifie r co-occurrence s a s the othe r I E languages rathe r tha n 
one o f th e type s usuall y associate d wit h postpositiona l languages , 
such a s th e tw o i n (4) , which ar e no t foun d i n an y o f th e earl y I E 
daughters: 
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1.6. Hawkin s 

(4) a . (Postp ) NAd j &  Gen N &  Rel N 
b. (Postp ) NAd j &  Gen N &  NRe l 

Against thi s background , Hawkin s finds  i t ver y difficul t t o im-
agine tha t PI E coul d have ha d postpositions , sinc e thi s woul d mea n 
that 

prepositions wer e innovated no t only in the majorit y o f IE 
daughters, bu t i n numerou s co-occurrence s fo r whic h al l 
other language s o f the worl d demonstrat e a n overwhelm -
ing preferenc e for , o r stron g toleranc e of , postposition s 
rather than prepositions . 

(1983:271) 

If, o n th e othe r hand , w e assum e tha t PI E ha d prepositions , suc h 
typological anomalies do not arise . 

Having thu s demonstrated , o n th e basi s o f co-occurrenc e har -
mony, the likelihood of the existence of prepositions in PIE, Hawkin s 
uses this as an argument in his discussion of basic word order in PIE. 
He acknowledges that there are two fundamentally oppose d views on 
the subject ; o n th e on e hand , thos e wh o lik e Lehmann - and , w e 
might add , Givón (1979:275-309) -  op t fo r SOV ; an d o n th e othe r 
hand, Friedrich, who favour s SV O o r a t leas t finds  i t a s likel y a 
possibility. Face d wit h thi s alternative , Hawkin s unhesitatingl y 
sides with Friedrich (1983:274) and argues for SVO order in PIE. The 
main reaso n fo r thi s i s precisely th e evidenc e from prepositiona l co -
occurrence set s i n th e earl y I E languages , whic h wa s summarize d 
above, combined wit h th e fac t tha t th e co-occurrenc e o f prepositions 
and SOV order is rare in languages (cf. 1983:166 - TABLE 14) . 

Hawkins's argumen t fo r preposition s i n PI E appear s t o carr y 
quite a  lot of weight in tha t i t is difficul t t o reconcile the evidenc e of 
the nou n modife r co-occurrence s i n earl y I E wit h th e existenc e o f 
postpositions i n PIE . But tha t doe s not mean tha t th e cas e has bee n 
proved. That Hawkins is aware of this is clear from his comment tha t 
'these result s mus t b e see n alongsid e th e othe r reconstructio n crite -
ria' (1983:274), which are se t out in six points (1983:262) . We should 
of cours e no t lose  sigh t o f th e fac t that , a s pointe d ou t earlier , 
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implicational universal e ar e tendencie s o r statistica l constructs , no t 
inviolate laws of language. Fo r example , although SO V and preposi -
tions rarel y co-occur , i t doe s actuall y happe n i n mor e tha n a  fe w 
languages, and that is one of the most convincing typological cases . 

I d o no t den y tha t typologica l dat a -  if treate d wit h a  certai n 
amount o f caution -  can be useful, especiall y in areas where we have 
no better explanations, but the explanatory power of typological theo-
ries is far fro m obvious . There is, for instance, no way of stating how 
many exception s t o a  statistica l tendenc y ca n b e allowe d befor e th e 
statement become s vacuous . Furthermore , typologica l dat a ar e i n 
many cases the results o f rather arbitrar y either-o r decisions . Varia-
tions an d existin g alternativ e pattern s ar e exclude d i n a  simpl e se -
quence o f claus e constituent s suc h a s SV O o r SOV , s o tha t fo r in -
stance importan t distinction s i n wor d orde r betwee n closel y relate d 
languages are obscured; indeed, the implication is that they are of no 
consequence.6 So when Hawkins is at pains to establish whether PI E 
had preposition s o r postpositions , thi s dichotom y doe s no t allo w fo r 
the possibilit y tha t i t ma y wel l b e a  wron g wa y o f approaching th e 
problem. If some of the assumptions we looked at in previous section s 
concerning the origins of prepositions are correct, it is certainly possi-
ble t o imagin e tha t th e earl y stag e o f PI E containe d independen t 
items, whic h late r becam e par t o f noun phrase s a s preposition s o r 
postpositions (a s th e cas e ma y be ) o r o f verbs a s prefixes ; i.e . on e 
particular patter n ma y emerg e fro m th e standardizatio n o f tw o o r 
more existin g ones . I n 1.4 , w e looke d a t on e suggestio n a s t o ho w 
such attachment s ma y aris e an d i n th e followin g sectio n w e shal l 
look at how the next step in the process could be envisaged . 

1.7 Hock 

Hock (1986:376-78 ) adopt s a  positio n somewher e betwee n Lehmann 
and Friedrich. He too thinks that the distinction in early IE between 
adverbs, preverb s an d preposition s wa s 'no t ye t complete' , an d h e 
points out that the y could occur in both prenominai and postnominal 
position i n th e clause . Hoc k finds  trace s o f this fluctuating  stag e i n 
Sanskrit, Gree k an d ver y earl y Latin , bu t say s tha t mos t o f the m 
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were late r eradicate d becaus e o f a tendency t o 'generalize on e orde r 
or the other'. Thus Sanskrit and a few other IE languages (see above) 
developed postpositions , wherea s th e res t (includin g Greek , Lati n 
and th e Germani c languages ) go t prepositions . I n othe r words , on e 
type of word order did not necessarily precede the other . 

Although h e admit s tha t i t i s by n o mean s clea r wh y mos t I E 
languages acquire d prepositions , Hoc k suggest s tw o complementar y 
reasons fo r this . First , h e postulate s a  polarizatio n b y whic h post -
nominal positio n was assigne d t o preverbs, an d prenominai position 
to adpositions (Hock' s term). This stat e o f affairs i s illustrated i n (5 ) 
and (6) below (cf. 1986:377) - where O = object and Ρ = particle:7 

(5) Preverb : Ο [ Ρ V] 
(6) Adposition : [ P O ] V 

Secondly, w e ar e tol d tha t adposition s graduall y becam e NP-boun d 
clitics, i n whic h rol e the y coul d b e eithe r procliti c (i.e . preced e th e 
NP) or enclitic (i.e. follow the NP). In constructions with a simple NP, 
they woul d usuall y b e proclitic , bu t Hoc k make s th e interesting , i f 
weakly supported , suggestio n tha t i n comple x NP s the y ma y origi -
nally have been encliti c on the first  wor d o f the NP ; for instance , on 
the adjective magna  i n (7), taken from earl y Latin: 8 

(7) magna  cum  gloria 
Adj <  Ρ Ν 

Note, however , tha t i n (7 ) the adpositio n precede s th e noun , eve n i f 
we accept (whic h we need no t do ) that i t i s encliti c on the adjective , 
and because of this prenominai position Hock suggests that a  reinter -
pretation ma y hav e take n place , wit h th e resul t tha t prenominai 
position came to represent the 'unmarked' word order . 

In contras t t o Friedrich and Hawkins , Hoc k (1986:330ff. ) ca n 
endorse Lehmann' s vie w that a t a n earl y stag e o f IE th e basi c wor d 
order changed from being SOV with V+AUX order to being SVO with 
AUX+V order. He argues that the AUX+V order presumably resulte d 
from a  two-stag e change , which wa s brough t abou t first  b y the pro -
cess know n a s 'AUX-cliticization' 9 an d secondl y b y the implementa -
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tion o f 'Behaghel' s Firs t Law'. 10 O n th e othe r hand , h e strongl y dis -
agrees wit h Lehmann on th e questio n o f how thi s chang e affected , o r 
was affecte d by , th e establishmen t o f prepositions . Accordin g t o 
Hock, th e evidenc e fro m I E wor d orde r seem s t o sugges t tha t 'th e 
correlation betwee n majo r constituenc y orde r an d th e orderin g o f 
other element s i s wea k a t best / an d i t appear s t o have bee n 'entirel y 
irrelevant' i n th e developmen t o f I E 'adverbiale' into pre-/post -
positions (1986:378) . Therefore, o n thi s view , eve n i f we assum e SO V 
to have bee n th e basi c word orde r a t on e stage , it doe s no t follo w tha t 
fixed postposition s mus t hav e existe d a t th e sam e time . 

Hock thu s combine s Friedriche belief i n positionall y variabl e 
pre-/postpositions i n I E wit h Lehmann' s an d Givón's assumption o f 
basic SO V word order . Hi s explanatio n o f a two-stag e chang e t o SV O 
order i s in som e way s attractive , eve n i f i t i s no t completel y original , 
but i t stil l suffer s fro m th e sam e inheren t defect s a s most othe r kind s 
of typological explanations , including the implicationa l tendencie s w e 
considered above , namel y uncertainty : th e postulate d chang e i s no t 
obligatory an d therefor e nee d no t b e 'implemented' . Fo r i f i t wa s 
obligatory, moder n Germa n an d Dutc h synta x woul d b e a  myster y 
among th e Germani c language s o n tw o counts : partl y becaus e th e 
'AUX-cliticization' ha s 'applied ' onl y i n mai n clauses , no t i n subordi -
nate clause s (wher e th e usua l wor d orde r i s stil l S-O-V-AUX) , an d 
partly becaus e th e secon d stag e ('Behaghel' s Law' ) ha s no t take n 
place i n mai n clause s either . Moder n English , o n th e othe r hand , 
differs i n importan t respect s fro m othe r Germani c language s suc h a s 
modern Danis h an d Germa n i n th e orderin g o f the mai n constituent s 
in mai n clauses , eve n thoug h the y ar e al l classifie d a s havin g SV O 
order. Fo r example , i n th e tw o latte r language s (bu t no t i n English) , 
inversion o f subjec t an d finite  ver b i s compulsor y whe n anothe r con -
stituent occupie s first  positio n in th e claus e an d example s o f OVS ar e 
extremely commo n whe n th e subjec t o r th e objec t i s a  persona l pro -
noun, bu t thes e (an d other ) distinction s ar e obscure d i n th e typologi -
cal emphasi s o n universale . Give n difference s o f thi s kin d -  eve n 
among a  very smal l grou p o f related language s -  and bearin g in min d 
the othe r point s o f criticis m raise d i n 1.6 , i t i s difficul t no t t o b e 
somewhat sceptica l abou t argument s base d o n suc h typologica l no -
tions a s generalize d constituenc y orde r an d no t t o fee l tha t thes e 
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notions ar e o f rathe r limite d value , whe n the y ar e applie d t o indi -
vidual language s o r t o comparison s amon g a  particula r grou p o f 
languages. 

The typologica l positio n (e.g . a s represente d b y Hock ) ma y 
therefore, perhaps, be expressed in the following way. If a word order 
change take s plac e fro m SO V to(wards ) SVO , i t i s likely t o g o 
through the stages outlined by Hock. But it need not take place. Even 
assuming tha t th e earl y stage s o f th e variou s Germani c language s 
provided th e necessary condition s fo r a  chang e t o SV O order , the y 
were clearl y no t sufficient condition s (i f one accept s thes e term s a s 
valid a t all) . Thu s moder n English , a t on e en d o f th e scale , ha s 
acquired wha t I  shall refe r t o as 'strict ' SVO order in both main an d 
subordinate clause s (cf. 2.5.1), wherea s Dutc h an d German , a t th e 
other extreme , ar e furthes t awa y from th e allege d 'en d result' , wit h 
the Scandinavia n language s takin g u p a n 'intermediary ' position . 
Yet, despite these differences i n word order, the Germanic language s 
have al l unambiguously develope d prepositions.11 A strong version of 
the typological hypothesis would therefore claim that, sooner or later, 
the othe r Germani c language s wil l develo p th e sam e wor d orde r a s 
English, bu t surel y w e canno t mak e thi s predictio n wit h an y confi -
dence. O n th e othe r hand , i f we cannot , i t seriousl y weaken s what -
ever explanator y powe r typologica l theorie s (i n thei r stron g form ) 
may have and , som e would say (e.g. Lass 198 0 and Matthews 1982) , 
reduces them to (near) vacuity. 

1.8 Concluding  remarks 

As alread y mentioned , th e brie f surve y o f studie s o n th e origin s o f 
prepositions presented abov e is far from complete , although I  believe 
that i t represent s som e of the importan t type s o f argument tha t ar e 
found i n 20t h centur y researc h i n thi s field.  Bu t eve n thi s rathe r 
sketchy evidence show s that ther e is not general agreemen t o n wha t 
was the 'basic word order' in PIE. Nor can we be certain that early IE 
underwent a  stag e o f havin g well-establishe d postpositions , whic h 
only late r becam e preposition s i n mos t languages , a s e.g . Lehmann 
claims. The evidence tha t exist s is equally consisten t wit h the possi-
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bility tha t preposition s wer e presen t fro m th e earlies t stag e (cf. 
Hawkins) o r tha t a  perio d o f positiona l variatio n wa s followe d b y 
increasing syntacti c restrictions , whic h le d t o a  generalizatio n o f 
either a  prepositiona l o r a  postpositiona l pat ter n i n th e individua l 
languages (cf. the positio n adopte d b y Friedrich and Hock). 12 Anothe r 
uncertain facto r concern s th e questio n whethe r (an d i f so , t o wha t 
extent) a  chang e -  or a  standardizatio n -  was influence d b y an y shif t 
in the orde r o f the mai n constituent s i n the clause . For althoug h suc h 
a correlatio n i s possible , it canno t be take n fo r granted. 13 I n m y view , 
the likelies t scenari o i n thi s cas e i s tha t positionall y non-fixe d ad -
verbs o r particle s entere d int o phrasa l construction s wit h nou n 
phrases, i n prenominai position a s preposition s (an d i n a  fe w I E 
languages i n postnominal position a s postpositions) , whil e other s 
became par t o f verba l constructions , i n preverbal position a s 
preverbs (som e o f whic h develope d int o (in)separabl e verba l pre -
fixes). I n thi s way , a  distinctio n aros e earl y o n betwee n thes e tw o 
classes in syntacti c a s wel l a s in functiona l terms . 

Finally, befor e turnin g m y attentio n t o preposition s i n Ol d an d 
Middle English , I  should lik e t o commen t briefl y o n tw o point s i n th e 
above survey , a s the y wil l be o f some importance fo r m y discussio n i n 
the followin g chapters . 

The first  on e relate s t o th e AUX-element , s o centra l t o th e 
argument presente d i n Hoc k (1986 ) an d elsewhere . Befor e acceptin g 
the potentia l rol e tha t auxiliarie s ma y hav e playe d i n wor d orde r 
changes, w e shoul d a t leas t b e certai n wha t w e ar e talkin g about . 
Above all , w e shoul d no t automaticall y assum e tha t th e notio n an d 
function o f auxiliarie s i n earl y I E language s an d late r stage s wer e 
similar t o wha t the y ar e i n moder n language s (wher e the y ca n actu -
ally diffe r quit e a  lo t fro m languag e t o language) . Fo r example , 
Anderson (1991:14 ) contrast s Brinton' s (1988:107 ) clai m tha t 'ther e 
is ampl e evidenc e t o reconstruc t fo r commo n Germani c a  categor y 
AUX' with Lightfoot' s (1979:ch . 3 ) assertion that , i n Anderson' s para -
phrase, 'innovatio n o f th e Moda l categor y wa s als o associate d wit h 
the introductio n o f an AUX constituent ' and maintain s that , a s fa r a s 
Old Englis h i s concerned , 'th e massiv e evidenc e fo r a  centra l syntac -
tic rol e fo r a n elemen t AUX, or a  subcategor y auxiliar y .. . i s quit e 
absent'. Fo r thi s reaso n alone , w e shoul d b e war y abou t th e allege d 
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