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Robert Mailhammer
Introduction: Etymology beyond word
histories

1 Etymology and historical linguistics

Etymological research naturally is fundamental to the historical investigation of
a language. Etymologies permit generalizations about historical developments,
for instance the formulation of sound laws, or about a particular synchronically
attested phenomenon, such as the occurrence of a particular type of stem forma-
tion. Moreover, etymologies are also used as arguments to answer guestions
ahout historical relationships among languages.

Consequently, the historical investigation of a language generally begins
with a comparative analysis of single lexemes, which leads to etymologies via
the reconstruction of a protoform. Etymologies then serve as hasis for systematic
generalizations. Conversely, etymological data are also used to verify hypothesized
histerical connections. In these cases etymologies do not serve a self-fulfilling
purpose, i.e. to find out about the origin of a word, rather they are arguments in
a historical discussion. As a result, etymology can be regarded as something like
a fundamental auxiliary discipline of historical linguistics, However, etymological
research can be focused more narrowly on aspects of historical word formation.
From this perspective, more general statements about historical developments
in a language are not explicitly part of the investigation. Rather, the aim is to
pinpoint the origin of a word, its Urschépfung, as Seebold (1980: 431) poinis out.

Wenn wir ein Wort etymologisch untersuchen, dann richten wir unser Hauptaugenmerk
auf seine Entstehung: Wir suchen zu zeigen, dafl es aus einem nachweisbaren Grundwort
nach dem Muster eines ebenfalls nachweisbaren Worthildungstyps gepriagt wurde, Solange
der Zusammenhang zwischen Grundwort und abhingigem Wort noch vell durchsichtig ist,
gehiirt diese Fragestellung in die Wortbildungslehre der betreffenden Sprachstufe; sobald
aber geschichtliche Belege und geschichlliche Uberlegungen eine Rolle spielen, befindén
wir uns im Bereich der Etymologie. (Seebold 1980: 431)

[If we examine a word etymologically, we focus on its origin. We attempt to show that it
was coined based on an evidenced source lexeme following the model of a type of word
formation that is likewise attested. As long as the connection hetween the base word and
the derived word is still fully transparent, this is a problem belonging to the domain of
word formation of the language examined; as soon as historical attestations-and historical
considerations come to play a role, we are in the domain of etymology.]}

1 All translations are mine upless indicated otherwise.
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Usually, such studies are undertaken once sufficient historical knowledge
has been acquired, as the investigation of a word’s history is based on generaliza-
tions and observed developments. However, detailed studies of a word’s history
are subsequently used to test hypothesized generalizations, which in turn leads
to improved etymologies and so forth.

As a result, there are in principle two applications of etymological research,
which differ in their immediate aims. One is focused on the linguistic history of
a language and the other on the linguistic history of a linguistic element. In
practice, however, these two perspectives cannot always be strictly separated,
because every etymology naturally points beyond the mere origin of a word.
But conceptually it makes sense to differentiate between the two, without claim-
ing that this separation is necessary rigid in practice.

2 The etymological approach

The separation between etymology as an auxiliary discipline of historical linguis-
tics and a discipline in its own right focusing on the origin of one item rather
than on the history of a language highlights a methodological difference, which
can be captured in the notion of the etymological approach. Describing the
history of a language or even a word — in the tradition of histoire des mots (see
Mailhammer 2007: 142-143) — assumes a perspective forward in time, from the
point of origin to the present. By confrast, etymology as the investigation of the
point of origin assumes a perspective backwards in time, a “retrograde” perspec-
tive (Mailhammer 2007: 143). Its purpose is not to explain the present directly
through history but indirectly, by showing how and when something originated.
A historical study would be focused on the question “how did this word arrive at
this particular form and meaning?”, with associated implications about formal
and semantic changes that make statements about the history of a language.
For instance, the formal changes that have been captured in the formulation of
the High German sound shift and the semantic developments since the earliest
attestations would be foregrounded. By contrast, an etymological study in the
spirit of the “etymological approach”™ is concemed first and foremost with the
question “what is the origin of a word?”. That both perspectives are complemen-
tary and may in fact incorporate the same information is correct but irrelevant in
this connection, because the purpose of the investigation is different. A historical
investigation aims at finding out about the present or a development from a
chronologically earlier to a chronologically later stage of a language, whereas
an etymological investigation primarily is about getting to the point of where
something comes into being. Of course, the historical perspective should incor-
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porate this moment as starting point of the history, but etymology in this narrow
sense is not concerned with the more recent history, but only with a point in
time, it is in fact possibly even ahistorical. Etymological research starts from
the earliest attestation and works its way back in time (if necessary), whereas a
histerical investigation works its way forwards from the point that etymological
research established.

Thus the etymological approach can be defined as a quest for the origin of
something rather than its history. It can be extended beyond linguistics. For
instance, a linguistic etymology of the English verb bear will give the informa-
tion that this word was formed in Proto-Indo-European as a thematic present
with the meaning ‘carry’, but it is less concerned with subsequent changes. In
a similar vein, a non-linguistic etymological investigation may ask about the
origin of a historical event, such as the Second World War, or a political entity,
such as the British Empire, without concern for subsequent developments. Of
course, the etymological approach feeds on historical information, but its goal
is different from a historical approach. This is why etymology is both the back-
hone of historical linguistics and an application at the same time.

3 Lexical and structural etymology

Traditionally, etymology has been mainly perceived as being concerned with
words, but there is no reason why this should necessarily be the case. In principle
anything can be studied etymologically, simply by asking the question, “where
did that come from?”. The items investigated may be a phoneme or an entire
text, and thus the question might be considered part of different disciplines,
not even linguistic ones in the case of texts. Thus, one might wonder where
affricates in High German dialects come from, what the origin of the 3sg present
tense marker of Modern English full verbs is, what the origin of Fr guerre is, or
when the plot of Shakespeare’s The Merchant of Venice originated. As a result,
it seems unproblematic to extend the notion of linguistic etymology and etymo-
logical research beyond words and word histories to anything that can be linguis-
tically described. From a historical perspective, linguistic units with a relatively
high time stability may appear more interesting than more short-lived entities
that can be created spontaneously, such as sentences. But this is clearly a matter
of personal taste rather than of principle.

As suggested in its title, this volume explicitly attempts to go beyond the
more traditional notion of etymology as focusing on words and their history in
extending the etymological approach to linguistic units outside the classical
lexical domain. In two senses these extensions can be seen as structural rather
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thari lexical. First, constructions, such as relative clauses, are defined by their
structure, and the origin of such a structure is the object of a subfield of etymology
that can be called “structural etymology”. Second, structural components of lan-
guage, for instance, grammatical morphemes, such as pronouns, TAM markers,
and periphrastic forms, e.g. the English passive, can be investigated etymologi-
cally by applying the same research strategy. Many of the studies assembled in
this volume follow one of these two pathways beyond classical lexical etymology
and apply the etymological approach to structures or structural unifs.

To sum up, the etymological approach can be applied to any linguistic entity,
phonemes, lexical items, morphemes and phrasal expressions and other phraseo-
logical units and even sentences (e.g. as constructions in the sense of e.g. Con-
struction Grammar, see Croft 2001 and Hendery, this volume). It is the focus on
the origin that defines the etymological perspective rather than the subject of
investigation. However, for the sake of systematicity and clarity a subdivision
of etymology into lexical and structural etymology is advocated in this book.?

4 The studies in this book

The etymology of this book — in the sense of the concept developed in the
preceding sections — is a symposium at the Kioloa campus of the Australian
National University in April 2010, the First Kioloa Sympaesium on Etymology. The
idea was to bring together researchers from vastly different linguistic back-
grounds, language focus and linguistic orientation but united in their interest
in investigating the origin of phenomena they encountered in the languages
they studied. This mix spawned interesting discussions about pathways of in-
vestigation, about methodologies, and about the origins and the genesis of
words and structures in very different languages ranging from Indo-European
to Austronesian and Australian languages.

All contributions to this volume underwent a peer review process. A sub-
stantial amount were presented at the First Kioloa Symposium on Etymology,
though some were solicited by invitation. In two cases presenters submitted
papers different to their conference papers, and one contribution had to he with-
drawn just hefore the volume went to press. As a result, this book comprises
eleven chapters, each of which illustrates the etymological approach from differ-
ent viewpoints and with different phenomena in different languages.

2 To my knowledge, the terms “structural etymology” and “lexical etymology” were coined by
Theo Vennemann (2000); see discussion in Mailhammer (2007: ch. 3).
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The chapter by the editor opens the volume outlining a framework for pro-
posing loan etymologies that aims at removing a frequently observed bias
against such etymologies by proposing a transparent and rigorous set of guide-
lines. This takes up a litile-noticed message from a seminal paper by Milroy and
Milroy (1985), which is that what is “normal transmission” of a language depends
greatly on the situation, and cannot always be equated with trans-generational
transmission within a homogenous community, There are situations in which a
contact-influenced transmission is actually more probable, and this needs to be
reflected in etymological investigation.

In a similar vein, chapter two, by Harold Koch and Luise Hercus, proposes a
break with tradition in an effort to achieve a breakthrough in etymological
research in Australian languages, which requires a greatly increased pool of
cognates. Reworking a principle by Oswald Szemerényi, Koch and Hercus develop
the point that the reflexes of an established protoform may not necessarily he
attested with the same semantics or formal characteristics. Chances are that
there are cognates that appear in disguised shape or with a shifted meaning,
and incorporating these into etymological equations results in a much bigger
number of cognates. Accordingly, the task is not to find only the semantically
equivalent and transparent cognates but all cognates.

The third paper (by Harold Koch) is an application of the etymological
approach focusing on the etymology of the 3sg feminine pronoun in the Pama-
Nyungan languages, the largest Australian language family. Koch illustrates not
only his method of morphological reconstruction (Koch 1996 et passim), but also
showcases etymology going beyond words in uncovering the intricate shifts in
meaning of grammatical forms and the formal developments of morphological
markers from syntactic constructions and the absorption of morphological ele-
ments into lexical stems. One important methodelogical question Koch’s paper
raises is how many cognates and in what distribution across a family are needed
in order to “nail” an etymology, i.e. to demonstrate that the forms under com-
parison are more likely to reflect common ancestry than borrowing or chance.

In her contribution, Rachel Hendery presents her take on structural etymology.
She uses'a construction-grammar based approach to trace and typologize develop-
mental paths of relative clauses in a range of languages. In the spirit of sections
2and 3 above, she focuses explicitly on the origin of constructions in an etymo-
logical sense.

Chapter five is situated at the juncture between lexical and structural etymol-
0gy, as it tracks down the origin of a word as well as that of a paradigm beyond
what is common in etymology, namely across different languages. Theo Venne-
mann homes in on the history of the English reflexive pronoun, myself, yourself,
etc., for which recent literature has suggested an origin under Celtic influence.
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Now, for Vennemann this is not the end of the story, because one has to wonder
why Celtic expressed the reflexive in such a way. It turns out that among the
Indo-European languages only English and Celtic share this kind of reflexive,
and Vennemann proposes that in Celtic too, it is the result of language contfact,
namely with Phoenician-Punic. This is an illustration of what Vennemann (2002)
called the “transitivity of language contact”. It shows that etymological research
does not stop within one language, but that in the case of a contact etymology
one has to pursue the matter further.

Chapter six, by Patrick McConvell, illustrates the key point made by Koch
and Hercus, namely that cognates can survive with drastically different semantics,
in this case the shift from ‘mother’s mother" to ‘father’s mother’. In Australian
kinship systems the conceptual difference between the patriline and the mafri-
line is highly significant, so such a shift is by no means ftrivial. That it can
happen nevertheless demonstrates the validity of Koch and Hercus's etymological
research principle.

The next two papers, by Alexandre Francois and Meredith Osmond respec-
tively, investigate pathways of semantic change in order to reveal something
about words connected to the spirit world in Oceanic languages. Francois assem-
bles an array of languages in detail in order to systematize avenues of semantic
change in this semantic domain. Similarly, but within the limit of a much smaller
paper, Osmond picks up a suggestion by Robert Blust on the origin of spirit
marker terms in Oceanic languages and ties it together from an Austronesian
perspective.

In his contribution, John Giacon, assembles a detailed summary of etymolo-
gies of bird names in a group of Australian languages, and gives a rich appendix
illustrating the need of philologically fine-grained sifting through the evidence
in order to arrive at sound conclusions about the origin of linguistic items,

The next chapter by David Nash zooms in on the name on one parficular
bird, the budgerigar. In minute detail Nash shows the path to discovering how
this word came into English, positing that it is a case of loan blend rather than
the borrowing of a word from one language.

The final paper in the volume is by Luise Hercus. Delving into her intimate
knowledge of Arabana-Wangkangurru country, she shows how cognates have
survived in place names in non-transparent form, but as valuable evidence in
historical research, thus showing another successful application of the etymo-
logical research principle developed in chapter two.

The studies assembled here demonstrate the essence of the etymological
approach and its relationship to historical linguistics, as outlined in sections 1
to 3 above. They show that a question about the origin of something is bigger
than the etymology of a word, that in fact it is an investigative perspective in
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its. own right, and that it is in a symbiotic relationship with the question about
why languages are the way they are, which crucially goes beyond a mere descrip-
tion, and can frequently only be answered from a historical viewpoint,
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Rachel Hendery
Constructional etymology: The sources of
relative clauses?

1 Introduction

The etymological relationship between relative clauses and other constructions
is complex, because a diachronic connection between grammatical markers in
two different constructions does not straightforwardly map ento an equivalent
etymological relationship between the two constructions as a whole. For one
thing, the route by which a marker extends into another construction can be
circuitous. For another, differences between the two constructions may remain,
and the two constructions may persist side-by-side in the language, stably filling
overlapping functions. This is quite different from the source—outcome model
that remains at the core of most grammatical research.

In this paper I discuss the diachronic relationship between relative clauses
and similar constructions and argue that rather than an “etymologicai” source-
outcome relationship, the diachronic interaction between these is often more of
a matier of analogical change, frequently with participation of more than two
constructions. The mechanisms invelved are similar to those that lead to transfer
of a relative clause marker from one language to another, in cases of construc-
tional borrowing or calguing. In the proecess, I show that the sources of relative
clause constructions are more varied than has previously been claimed in the
typological literature. As well as the well-known sources of relative pronouns,
such as demonstratives and interrogatives, other lexical and grammatical elemenis
such as classifiers, generic nouns, discourse markers and personal pronotns
can take on relative clause marking functions.

Relative clauses provide an accessible case study in constructional etymology,
firstly because their synchronic typology is well understood, and secondly
because relative constructions in individual languages are usually included in
grammatical descriptions, so that we have well attésted examples of relative
clauses from multiple historical stages of many languages, including non-Indo-

1 The data for this paper were collected as part of the basis for Hendery (2012), an extensive
description of the diachronic typolagy of relative clauses. The examples included in that study
are from published grammars and papers, and, as cannot be avoided in broad typological
studies, | rely an the author's own analysis of the constructions in question when | do not have
prior knowledge of the language. The full details of the construclions and languages take into
account can be found in the appendices to Hendery (2012).
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European languages. | would argue that the efymologies of relative clause con-
strictions, as discussed in this paper, have implications for our understanding
of constructional etymologies in general. Specifically, these findings suggest
that we need to avoid overgeneralising and reducing constructional change to
a simple path with a single starting point and single endpoint. Instead, con-
structions need to be viewed as participating in a web of other constructions,
idioms, and lexemes that share similar functions, features, or forms. These other
constructions that need to be taken into account may not even be all from a
single language, as multilingualism and other forms of language contact are
extremely widespread phenomena.

One of the reasons why discussion of constructional etymology often does
not take such a wide view of potential and actual “inputs” or sources is that it
is rarely a subject of theoretical or typological discussion. Rather, constructional
etymology tends to be shoehomed into the concept of “grammaticalization”, or
mentioned only as a secondary consideration to the synchronic analysis of the
consfructions in guestion. Changes in constructions or from one construction
to another are sometimes drawn on as support for a particular syntactic model
(e.g. Kikuta 2002, who presents a syntactic analysis of the Japanese internally
headed relative clause, argued for on the basis of the facts of its historical devel-
opment). Under the grammaticalization model, discussion has mainly focused
on individual grammatical items, e.g. relative clause markers, or verb forms: only
rarely entire constructions. This is natural, as grammaticalization is usually seen
as a change affecting lexical items, so the pattern of an entire clause is difficult
to subsume under this phenomenon (or group of co-occurring phenomena.)

A little attention has also been paid to constructional etymologies within
the framework of construction grammar. Croft discusses the diachrony of con-
structions briefly in section 3.3 of Radical Construction Grammar (2001: 126). He
refers to constructions diverging syntactically through replacement, renewal or
split, and acquiring new semantic functions. The specific path involved, accord-
ing to Croft, is that a construction extends to a new function, competes with the
construction previously fulfilling this function, the latter loses, and the new one
changes formally in some way that distinguishes it from itself in its former func-
tion (2001: 126). This is a very narrow model of constructional change that does
not take into account the role of multiple influences on the diachronic process.
Nor does it allow for the possibility that the “end point” of the process may be a
stable ongoing competition between the old construction and the new, rather
than the disappearance of the former (cf. Hendery 2012: 195), or, in fact, that
the new construction might lose the competition and retreat back to its single
former function.
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Noél (2007) engages with the concept of constructional etymology within
a discussion of why and how construction grammar and grammaticalization
theorists should engage with each other. He also argues that the initial forma-
tion of a construction is a very different process from its subsequent change,
and subject to different processes. The data examined in Hendery (2012) and
this paper do not support this argument, Noél argues that schematization is the
way a construction initially forms. Schematization is where a formerly loose
association of features becomes used together frequently enough in a certain
context that the very structure becomes associated with a specific meaning,
which then transfers to the individual lexical, morphological or structural ele-
ments themselves. While this process no doubt does take place, the more fre-
quent way that a construction enters a language where it formerly did nof exist
seems to be by calquing, analogical formation, or simple adaptation and exten-
sion of another construction. Perhaps these latter should not be considered true
cases of new construction formation, but in that case the creation of a truly new
construction is extremely rare, and not a process that we usually need to con-
sider when logking for the etymology of any given construction.

Fried (2009) takes a more nuanced view of the diachrony of constructions.
She suggests that unlike a lexical element, the etymology of a construction needs
ta be considered on three levels: the intemal level (i.e. each individual feature),
the level of the whole construction, and the discourse level. | would suggest that
it is the interplay between these levels, and the fact that each level can be influ-
enced by other constructions or languages independently of the others, that
makes constructional etymology so multilayered and difficult to capture.

Work on constructional etymology has otherwise generally been from the
point of view of examining individual constructions in single languages, rather
than taking a typological perspective or attempting a synthetic theoretical anal-
ysis. Such studies of individual languages formed the basis of the data that were
synthesized for Hendery (2012), and for this paper.

In what follows I will summarize the variety of inputs that are known to
contribute to relative clause constructions cross-linguistically, and will show
how complex these inputs and their interactions can be. T will relate these case
studies to the wider question of how to approach the task of discovering, under-
standing and representing constructional etymologies. Section 2 outlines the
variety of ways in which two constructions can participate in etymological rela-
tionships with each other. Section 3 discusses the question of distinguishing
etymological relationships between markers of constructions from the relation-
ships between those constructions as a whole. Having established these concep-
tual matters, Section 4 then turns to the etymologies of relative clauses specifically.
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Finally, in Section 5, | suggest some ways of visualising these complex relation-
ships, and the advantages of represenling constructional etymologies like this.

2 “Sources” of constructions

If etymology is “the application, at the level of an individual word, of methods
and insights drawn from many different areas of historical linguistics, in order
to produce a coherent account of that word’s history” (Durkin 2009: 2), it seems
natural to extend this concept and fo talk about the etymology of constructions.
On closer examination, we find that sometimes the “methods” and “insights”,
the “areas” of linguistics, and the type of “coherent account” that we need for
a construction can be quite different from those that we need for an individual
lexeme, It is these sorts of differences that I will discuss in this section.

While lexical etymologies sometimes involve analogy, reanalysis, grammati-
cal or other compiex mechanisms of change, the mare “prototypical” sort of ety-
mology relates one form-meaning pair to another, with the difference between
the two usually consisting of a combination of sound change and some (usually
fairly transparent) semantic shift. For example Modern English friend goes back
to Old English fréond ‘friend’, historically a nominalized present participle
belonging to Proto-Germanic *frijojanan ‘to love’ (reflected in OE fréogan ‘lo
love, to favour’).? Another English example is window from Old Norse vindauga,
‘wind eye,” replacing older words which are examples of similar compounding
etymologies: eagpyrl, literally ‘eye-hole,” and eagduru, literally “‘eye-door’, and
eventually replacing the French-derived fenester. An example involving more
obvious borrowing is sky, borrowed from Old Norse sky ‘cloud’, eventually re-
placing heofon > heaven in the sense of the ‘upper regions of the air’. This sort
of etymology presumes that there was a continuous chain of speakers from a
continuously-existing speech community using form-meaning pairs that gradually
changed from A, to A, via A, A3 Ay, etc?

2 All etymologies in this paragraph are taken from the Oxford English Dictionary, online
edition. November 2010, Oxford University Press. Sighted 16 January 2011.

3 While | refer to these relatively simple etymologies as ‘prototypical’, | do not mean to imply
that lexical etymologies are always this straightforward. Robert Mailhammer (p.c.) points out
that even lexical etymologies can involve multiple sources, as in the case of blends, calgues
or taboo replacements. However, it seems to me that in the few cases where constructional
etymology is discussed in the literature in a theoretical sense, the assumption is that rather
straightforward ‘source-outcome’ relationships exist: 8 model refiected maore in the most basic
sorts of (lexical) etymology.
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This prototypical sort of etymology can also be involved in constructional
change® A construction C, is a form-function pair where the form consists of a
word order pattern, fixed morphological or lexical marking, and a syntactic rela-
tionship to other phrases or clauses in the sentence. Changes in any of these
and/or extension of the construction to a new function can create a new con-
struction Cy, which we could say is etymologically related to C,. We would want
to describe C; and C, this way if the changes in form and function were gradual
such that a continuous chain of etymologically related eonstructions C,, G, Cs....
C, had existed. This sort of change is schematized in Figure 1.

Straightforward sour¢ce—outcome relationship

Construction/term | Construetion/term 2

thdergoes some change

Form Fl B=Form F2
Meaning M - Meaning M2
e vindauga undergoes fusion, loss of B windov

transparency, sand change

Figure 1: Schematization of a source-outcome relationship

However, as | will show in the later sections of this paper, with relative
clauses at least, this source—outcome model seems almost never to be the case.
Instead, we find different sources for the changes in form and the changes in
function, or abrupt borrowing or calquing, so that C; and C, are not related in
this sort of gradual etymology. These sorts of changes are schematized in figures
2and 3.

In the case of analogical change, the “source” continues to exist alongside
the “outcome”. In the case of borrowing or calquing, the source continues fo
exist in the donor language or dialect, or if it does not, its disappearance is not
directly connected to the fact it was the source of the new construction. More-
over, F2 is usually wildly different from F1 because it is frequently a calque, or
in any case heavily adapted to the recipient language. The morphological forms,
lexical forms, or word order may he different (although not usually all three of
these — otherwise we would not identify the construction as based on that of the

4 See also Mailhammer (2007: chapter 3) for proposing etymology as a research perspective

that can be applied to lexical as well as to structural items (Lexical vs. Structural Etymology,
see Vennemann 2000), which can easily be extended to constructions.
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Analogical change

Construction/term 1 Construction/term 1

Form Fl ST - Form Fl
Meaning M1 - &";‘"”Pr # Meaning M1
Ty
_“_"}/'g e
Construction/term 2 "“i’i‘j{’{‘r,l, 7 Constructionfterm 2a
240

Form F2 — 3 Form F2a
Meaning M1 = Meaning M2a

M1 may be extended or remain the same

Figure 2: Schematization of analogical change

Borrowing/calguing from another language or dialect
Construction/term 1 Construction/term 2
&g word-for-wond translation, or copying of ward order
Form Fl s - Form 2
Meaning Ml ———— - Meaning Mtia

somatimes small changes in meaning,
. semantic restrictions

Figure 3: Schematization of borrowing or calguing

Reanulysis as a source of a new construction
Construction/term 1 Construction/term 2
lizele ar ne change in (surface) form,; reanclysis
Form Fl —— = Form Fl/Fla
Meaning M1 — —p» Meaning M2

huge ‘change’ in function af the construetion

Figuire 4: Schematization of reanalysis

donor language at all). Mla on the other hand is usually identical or extremely
similar to M1 (which is why 1 have labelled it Mla instead of M2).

Finally, reanalysis can lead to a new construction or term, but again this is
different from the sort of scenario represented in figure 1, since construction 1
often continues to exist once construction 2 arises.

With this outline of the various possihilities in mind, I will now move on
to a discussion of the actual sources of a particular construction, the relative
clause.
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3 Relationship between sources of constructions
and sources of lexemes that mark that
construction

In order to understand the etymologies or sources of relative clause construc-
tions, we can begin with the simpler question of the sources of relative clause
markers. While [ will argue that the relationship between these two sorts of
etymologies is not a straightforward equation, one nonetheless provides a clue
to the other.

Relative clause markers are defined for the purpose of this paper as gram-
matical items that serve the purpose of identifying a clause as having a relative
clause function.” These markers have a variety of etymological sources, the most
common of which are pronouns (interrogatives and demonstratives) or elements
commonly found in non-relative NPs: classifiers, possessive markers, “generic”
nouns, even definite articles. In this section I will discuss how these various
types of markers came to be used in relative clause constructions. It will be
seen that the etymological relationship is generally not one of “grammaticaliza-
tion” but nor is it as straight-forward as the sort of development discussed at the
start of section two.

The simplest and by far most common approach to the etymology of relative
clause markers is to look for obviously cognate forms in other constructions:
demonstratives, interrogatives, and other clausal constructions such as NP and VP
complementation, adverbial clauses, etc. This is the approach taken, for example,
by Heine and Kuteva (2002). Under the assumptions of “grammaticalization”,
such markers are thought to have gradually become part of the relative clause
construction through such mechanisms as phonological reduction, fusion, and
semantic bleaching. In fact, however, these are strange mechanisms to assume
for the development of relative clause markers, which, unlike the prototypical
cases of grammaticalization, are most frequently already grammatical iters when
they are co-opted for use in relative clauses. A survey of known sources of relative
clause-marking elements is still worthwhile, but as an end in itself it is rather
uninteresting, because it does not tell us how the etymological change proceeds.
For this we have to turn to case studies where a change has happened during a
period of a language for which we have written attestation or otherwise strong
evidence for the directionality of the change and the steps it took on the way.

5 In other words, | am subsuming relative pronouns, relative complementizers, and relative
verb affixes under ane categary here.
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In Table 1 1 list the sources of relative clause markers that are best docu-
mented as historical developments. These are not simply based en apparent
cognates, but are cases where the directionality of the change is well-evidenced,
usually because the development occurred during a period of the language with
written history, More details on these developments can be found in Hendery
(2012). Other possible sources that are less well documented include compara-
tives, possessive pronouns, and indefinite pronouns.

Source of RC marker Evidenced in

interrogatives many languages

demonstratives many languages

discourse markers (e.g. topic Quechua, Basque, Tok Pisin, PIE, and possibly many others
or focus markers)

generic nouns Malay, Lhasa Tibetan, Newarl, Japanese, Hebrew, Korean
classifiers Thai, various Amazonian languages, Newari, Cantonese
personal pronouns Gothic

Table 1: Sources of relative clause markers

From a comparison of these case studies, it can be seen that development of
new relative clause markers generally proceeds in one of two different ways, the
first of which is through reanalysis: fossilization of an element that happens to
appear in relative clauses or on the clause boundary, but is not originally part of
the relative clause construction per se. This is the case for some generic nouns,
classifiers, and various discourse markers, and can be illustrated with the case
of Tibetan, as outlined in DeLancey (1986). Among various other relative clause
markers, Lhasa Tibetan has one, sa, that literally means ‘earth’ or ‘place’, while
Newari has mha, meaning ‘body’. DeLancey proposes that these may have been
‘kidnapped’ into the relative clause from an appositive construction, something
like example (1).

(y | | Jjif  nyana  |-mha | [nya |
[xp [co I-ERG buy-PART|-live.thing| [yp fish]
‘the fish, the live thing I bought.’

If the clause boundaries on example 1 were reanalysed, the resulting con-
struction is the modern-day Newari relative clause illustrated in example (2).

(20 [ | jii nyana -mha | nyal
[np [cp T-ERG buy-PART-livething| fish]|

‘the fish, the live thing I bought.’

—
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A second way for relative clause markers (o arise is through analogy with
other' constructions that resemble the relative clause, but even the clearest
examples of this pathway, examined in Hendery (2012), are ambiguous in terms
of directionality. Possessive constructions, for example, resemble relative clauses
in many languages, and in Japanese (no), Malay (punya) and the Semitic lan-
guages (various markers), there is enough historical evidence to trace the devel-
opment. The problems with these examples are that modern Japanese no does
pot function as a relative clause marker, except in child language; Malay punya
is not yet unamhiguously a relative clause marker, although it seems to be
moving in that direction, and the Semitic particles are all related to demonstra-
tives as well, so that both the relative and possessive function might have inde-
pendently developed from this third source. Certainly as a general rule, markers
can be extended to new constructions by analogy, and Hendery (2012) shows
how this is frequently the case with the extension of relative clause markers fo
new constructions (adverbial clauses, general subordination, adjective phrases,
among others). That the reverse is not strongly evidenced is probably merely an
accident of the historical record.

A few sources, such as interrogatives, appear to have primarily spread
through language contact, which can also be viewed as a sort of analogical pro-
cess, as the frst speakers to bring them into the new language are presumably
doing so on analogy with the relative clause constructions in their other language.
Interrogatives in colloquial Basque relative clauses, for example, are thought to
have developed on analogy with the French and Spanish constructions (Hurch
1989). A language contact cause has also been suggested for English interroga-
tive relative clauses (with French as the source), and is also thought to have
heen the case in Nahuatl (Hill and Hill 1981), Quechua (Lefebvre and Muysken
1982: 45; Karttunen 2000: 403), and the Uralic (Comrie 1988: 474-475) and
Turkic languages (Johanson 1998: 333, 335) that have interrogative-hased relative
clause markers. It has even heen suggested that this is nearly always the case
when the interrogative-based relative pronoun construction is found in non-
Indo-European languages (Comrie 1998: 61).

It is therefore the case that even the etymologies of relative clause markers
can be quite complex. They can have more than one source, as in the Basque
example, where the Basque interrogative zein, the French relative pronoun qui,
etc, and the Spanish relative pronouns que, etc are all “sources” (inputs) in
some sense for the new Basque relative pronoun zein.

The sorts of elements that become relative clause markers do so partly because
they are well suited to the role, in the sense that they already perform one or
more of the characteristic operations involved in relativization: subordination,
attribution or pronominalization (cf. Lehmann 1984: chapter 4). For example in
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English, even if the demonstrative that were not a relative clause marker, it would
still perform all of these functions: it can stand in a modifying relationship to a
noun in the NP (that man), it can introduce a subordinate clause (I said that he
left) and it can stand alone as a referential pronoun (I saw that). This sets it up
perfectly to function as a relative clause marker, since it already plays all the
necessary roles. In this sense, the structural features of a source construction
shape the path of change taken by the marker, which is the sort of change that
most closely resembles the prototypical single-source etymological path.

It is possible that some pathways of development toward relative clause
markers are not umidirectional. Possessive markers, comparatives, focus markers,
and indefinite pronouns are all elements which might be both source and out
come of relative clause marker change. In Hendery (2012), however, I show that
none of these is well documented for both directions. For possessive markers
becoming relative clanse markers, there is strong evidence of direction, but for
the reverse direction, the evidence is weaker and there are plausible alternative
explanations. The same is true of indefinite pronouns. Focus markers are well-
attested as sources of relative clauses, but not so strongly as outcomes. For com-
paratives, neither direction is well-documented or without alternative possible
explanations. If there are markers for which both directions of change occur,
however, this is unsurprising since the developments discussed here are not
“srammaticalization” in the strict sense of the term, but rather are the extension
of a grammatical marker from one grammalical function to another.

In this section we have seen that the etymologies of relative clause markers
can resemble the more prototypical lexical etymologies, in that they can have a
single source, consist of semantic and formal changes, and involve loss of the
element in its original function so that it really does appear that a change has
occurred, On the other hand, when relative clause markers arise through analogy,
whether it is analogy with another construction in the same language, or with
relative clauses in other languages of the region, their etymology is more com-
plicated, with multiple “sources”. As we turn to the etymology of whole construe-
tions in the next section, we will find this latter type of relationship between
source and outcome constructions, and even more complex variations where
different components of the construction have different source relationships.

4 Relative clauses: constructional change and
etymology

As the examination of relative clause markers above suggested might be the
case, the diachronic interaction between relative clauses and other constructions

r
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is often a matter of analogical change rather than a source—outcome relation-
ship. In cases of constructional borrowing or calquing, the mechanisms involved
for whole constructions are also similar to those that lead to transfer of a relative
clause marker from one language to another.

4.1 “Sources” of relative clauses

Just as is the case for relative clause markers, a cursory glance at relative clause
constructions in historical perspective may lead to the impression that a simple
source—outcome relationship exists. In the Ethiopian Semitic languages, for
example, the modern prenominal RC seems to have developed directly ouf of
garlier postnominal constructions. In these Ethiopian languages a drastic re-
structuring of the word order and phrase order rules took place, presumably
due to influence of the surrounding Cushitic languages. The relative clause con-
struction was literally flipped around the head noun as part of this reordering. It
can therefore be said to have developed directly out of the older construction,
which did not persist. However, one could also argue that the various Cushitic
relative clause constructions were sources of the new Semitic one as well, but
note that this is not a one-to-one relationship, as it is not one specific construc-
tion in a single Cushitic language that is said to be the source.

In other cases, a source—outcome relationship between two different con-
structions might exist, but it is only one of many relationships that the con-
struction participates in. For example, in 12th century Middle English, a relative
clause construction developed that was introduced with an interrogative pro-
noun. This could be said to be a new relative clause that had its etymological
source in embedded questions. Certainly it resembles these closely. However,
the construction also has diachronic relationships® with other constructions:
pre-existing relative clause constructions in English, and relative clause con-
structions in French. These relationships are evidenced by the fact that it
resembled the pre-existing relative clauses in terms of position, word order, and
other features, and even participated in bhlended constructions, such as whom
that relative clauses, illustrated in example (3).

6 And it presumably also had synchronic relationships with these other constructions. Speakers
would have seen the set of constructions invelving interrogatives as ‘similar’ to each other in
some way, and saw lhe set of constructions that served the same function (relativization) as
‘similar’ to each other in some other ways. It is this connection that led to the transfer of
features among the various constructions in the first place.



S

94 =—— Rachel Hendery

(3) Only the sighte of hire, whom that I serve, ... wolde han suffised right ynough
for me
‘Only the sight of her, whom (that) I serve, . .. would have sufficed
right enough for me’ (Knight's Tale 1231: line 373-5)

The adoption of interrogative-marked relative clauses may also have heen
triggered or accelerated by the fact that this “constructional polysemy” already
existed in the Norman French spoken by many residents of England at that time,
as illustrated in example (4). It is a development which may have occurred
anyway, however, as wh-pronouns were already occurring in the heads of “free”
relative clauses, as in example (5), which meant a simple reanalysis could have
tumed them into relative pronouns even without an exact model.

(4) Irieement paria i lous, ki mult esteit cuntrarious
Angrily spoke the wolf, who very was quarrelsome
(Lais of Marie de France 2: 5)

(5) Sodes is pe sylle swa hwaet swa [pu me byddest|
Truly 1 you give so what-acc as [you me ask|

‘Truly I give you whatever you ask of me’ (Gospel of St Mark in the
West-Saxon Gospels 290, from Allen 1980: 278, ex. 51).

Part of the problem with thinking of constructions in terms of the source—
outcome etymological model is that there are usually multiple types and sub-
types of a construction in a single language, Therefore, the construction already
participates in a kind of network of other constructions, which are treated by
speakers as similar to varying degrees. This means that changes can enter a con-
struction from multiple sources in this network. (For example in the Middle
English example, a new construction was created with the function of one, the
markers of another, word order and other restrictions from several more, and on
analogy with yet another construction that existed in the grammars of some
hilingual speakers.)

Note that the connections in Figure 5 are not meant to represent causal
relationships, or one-way source-outcome connections. Rather they represent
relationships of any sort, including source—outcome relationships, but also
analogies, constructions that were both simultaneously present in a speaker’s
grammar and resemble each other, constructions that participated in blends, or
competed with each other (e.g. one was extended into the other’s domain). This
is the field of constructions that may have participated in the etymology of the
Middle English interrogative-marked relative clause. The diagram shows how
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French Old English OL “0e” RC
que" RCs Mid. English se" RC ‘\( h /
diet RC
"that" RC Old English
| "se de" RC
Mid English
"wh- that" RC

embedded questions

Mid. Englisl
*which" RC

\ Mid. English

"whom/whose" RC Mid. English

OV non-RC double
/ Late Mid. English subordination
OF “free” I't:];iii\.‘:h'// "whe" RC

with wh heads

Figure 5: Middle English interrogative-based relative clauses

much of the complexity of the context is lost when we try to reduce it to a
simple one-to-one source—outcome relationship.

Because multiple types of construction with the same or similar function
exist, sometimes nothing is lost when a new construction is created. The new
construction can co-exist side-by-side with other pre-existing constructions that
fulfil the same function, and with its source or sources. This was the case with
the English interrogative-based relative clauses: the construction with that per-
sisted alongside the new alternatives. Although the distribution of each type is
not identical, there are some contexts in which either can occur. This means that
it does not really make sense to talk about it as a “change” in any one relative
clause construction: the interrogative relative clause is not a change to the
demonstrative-marked construction. Rather these sorts of changes are changes
to a system, through a sort of (non-identical) duplication of the form of a con-
struction, sometimes with extension to a new function.

This is unlike the simple kind of etymology illustrated by friend, as detailed
in section fwo, since in that case the related verb was lost, and the morphology
as a present participle became opaque. The example of ME wind-oge ‘wind-
eye’ > window, is also different, because in that case the ‘wind-eye’ term with
its transparent meaning and exact morphology and phonological form is (grad-
ually) lost and replaced by the new single-morpheme form. It is also unlike the
sort of etymology illustrated by ONorse sky ‘cloud” > MnE sky, where the old
meaning is lost and replaced by the new meaning to which it was extended.

—
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Rather it is more similar to the sorts of etymologies exhibited in some cases of
zero derivation: English to mouse ‘to use a (computer) mouse’ was recently ex-
tended to this new meaning/function, while the language retains both the noun
mouse, meaning a type of computer peripheral, and the original word denoting
the animal. Grammatically and morphologically the new mouse behaves like
other verbs (mousing, moused). Interestingly, the noun mouse in the sense of a
computer peripheral seems to be distinct in speakers’ minds from the original
mouse, as, for at least some speakers, the two have different plurals: mice
versus (computer) mouses. The difference between this particular examiple, and
our examples of relative clause “etymologies™ is that a verb with the same
meaning as to mouse did not previously exist in the language, while most
languages aiready have RC constructions before a new one develops, and the
old construction often continues to exist alongside the new one.”

In Hendery (2012) 1 categorized a large number of relative clause changes
into types, which are summarized in Table 2.8 None of these types proved to
involve simple, direct changes of one construction into another. In no case can
we say that a given construction has an etymological source, In order to illus-
trate this etymological complexity, in the rest of this section I will discuss exam-
ples of each of these types of change.

4.1.1 Extension (a)

When a relative clause marker is extended to new types of construction, this
essentially creates a new relative clause. The new construction has the syntactic
form of one alder construction, and the morphological marking of another, This
makes it difficult to say exactly which older construction is the etymological
source of the new ane. Such cases are common, but the history of Russian pro-
vides a particularly clear illustration.

Russian has several different relative clause markers which have changed
their distribution. The element izhe, originally inflecting for gender, number

7 Sometimes when two or more relative clauses continue to co-exist in & language, they each
become used in different contexts, i.e. one will become most commonly used for animale
nouns, another for inanimates, and/or one will be used for definite nouns, and ane for
indefinites, and/or one for subject relative clauses and another for objects. These sorts of
developments of complementary or near-complementary distribution have occurred in the
Romance languages, English, and Russian, among others. See Hendery (2012: 133-134
onwards) Tor further details.

8 The languages listed in the right-hand column are not an exhaustive list, but they are those
for which there is the most evidence of change and information about what exactly occurred.
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Change Languages affected

a. Extension (and/or restriction) of the Many languages, including English,

‘types’ of RC a marker can be used in Quechua, Turkish, the Celtic languages,
Russian, the Romance languages, etc,

b. Grammatical change in category of the RC  English, Celtic, Bantu languages,
marker (e.g. affixation, loss or develap- Akkadian, Russian, Egyptian.
ment of inflection)

c. Development of a RC with a ‘balanced’ |apanesa, Hebrew, Turkish, Hungarian,
verb construction, where previously only Finnish, various Mongolian languages,
deranked constructions existed possibly Egyptian, possibly proto-Indo-

European.

d. Develepment of a RC with a deranked verb  Armenian, possibly Egyptian, possibly
construction, where previously only protosIndo-Eurcpean (we do not know the
balanced constructions existed directionality of the change in the latter

two)

e, Develepment of a prenominal RC where Armenian, perhaps various other branches
only postnominals, correlatives or inter- of Indo-European (pre-historic)
pally headed RCs had previously existed

f. Development of a correlative RC where one  Some L2-based New Englishes, possibly
had previously nat existed in the language the Dravidian languages.

g. Develepment of a postnominal RC where Quechua, Basque, perhaps Turkish, Telugu,

these had previously not existed in the
language

and most branches of Indo-European (pre-
histaric).

Table 2: Structural changes in relative clauses

and case, but later used invariantly, was restricted fo postnominal, embedded
relative clauses, but was later extended to correlatives as well (Leckey 1992: 16-
17, 21). The element koforyi, which inflects for number, gender and case, under-
went the opposite expansion. It was originally used only in correlatives, but
then extended (o postnominal embedded relative clauses (Leckey 1992: 253,
259-260).7

Leckey suggests that this was an analogical development, meaning that in
some sense the two different relative clause constructions were both sources of
each of the two “new” constructions:

The increasing frequency of the preposed RC with izhe (from the time period attested by
lekler to that attested here) was an analogical development. As kotoryi began functioning
in environments typical for izhe, izhe became cligible for environments typical of kotoryi.
(Leckey 1992: 259-260)

9 The two elements were nol in competition for very long, as izhe was Lhen lost altogether.
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The diagram in figure 6 schematizes this development.

Postnominal RCs Correlative RCs

kotoryi izhe

postnominals correlatives
izhe T kotoryi T
postnominals correlatives

Figure 6: Medieval Russian relative clauses (based on Leckey 1992)

4.,1.2 Change in category of relative marker (b)

The change of grammatical category of a relative clause marker also creates a
new construction. Rather than a clause introduced by a relative pronoun, the
new construction might be marked with an invariant subordinator, or even with
a special verb form, in cases where the relative clause marker cliticized and then
fused to the verb (as is thought to have occurred in Nguni, for example (Zeller
2004).)

In English the relative marker that, while not ariginally a relative pronoun,
is becoming more pronominal in current English usage (Seppédnen and Kjellmer
1995; Seppidnen 1997). A genitive form that's has come into usage in some
varieties. In English it is clearly an analogy between who - whose leading to
that — that’s. 1t is hard to imagine that such a development would occur in a
language that did not already have a pre-existing inflecting relative pronoun,
We can say that the construction in (6a) has at least three “sources”, which are
given in (6b-d). The first source is the construction that is actually being
replaced in the dialect of the speaker of (6a). The second is the standard that
construction, which is contributing the marker to the new construction. And
the third is the wh-relative-clause, where there is minimally a distinction between
possessive and non-possessive forms, and which is therefore an analogical
source for the new construction.

(6) a. The table that’s leg is broken
b. The table, the leg of which is broken
c. The table that I painted
d. The boy whose leg is broken
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4.1.3 Development of a new “balanced” relative clause (c)

The development of a new “balanced” relative clause construction can be illus-
trated by Turkish.

Turkish has a standard deranked relative clause construction, but also a
minor secondary strategy involving the marker ki and a balanced postnominal
relative clause. In some dialects this has become the main relative clause con-
struction (Johanson 1998: 333, 335). There are at least two sources of this new
construction. The first is the fact that some verhs in the deranked paradigm
happen to be identical to the corresponding main clause forms (Antinucei,
Duranti, and Gebert 1979: 162-163). This means that some standard deranked
relative clauses looked like balanced constructions, and the new, truly halanced
construction may have had its roots in an extension of these. The second source,
however, is thought to have been heavy contact with Iranian and/or Slavic
languages, as the dialects in which the balanced construction became standard
are those in closest contact with these models. The relative clause marker ki
itself is from Persian ke (Johanson 1998: 335).

4,1.4 Development of a deranked prenominal relative clause (d and e)

Armenian has taken the opposite route, and developed a deranked, prenominal
relative clause, where it previously had only had postnominal and cortrelative
constructions. In Classical Armenian, relative clauses were expressed with post-
nominal or correlative constructions (Hewitt 1978; 100—113). In Modern Armenian
it is also possible to use prenominal relative constructions with deranked verb
forms: participles, otherwise used as gerunds (Hewitt 1978: 128-129, fn. 20).
These three types of relative clause are illustrated in example (7).

(7) a. onfreac erkotasans, z-or-s ew arakeals anouaneac
he-chose twelve whom indeed apostles he-named

‘he chose twelve, whom he named apostles’ (Classical Armenian,
Luke 6: 13, in Hewitt 1978: 102).

b. or ok T nocané vat aris hasse, zna
who ever from them quickly to e reaches-sugj, him
tagawor araric
king I-shall-make-susp.rur
‘Whichever of them reaches me the sooner, him shall I make king’
(Classical Armenian, Eznik, in Hewitt 1978: 105).
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c. courféen tandz-ou-ol ajs  xeld marda
by-the-cold-as. being-tormented this poor man-the

‘this poor man who is being tormented by the cold...
(Modern Western Armenian, Feydit 1948: 127 in Hewitt 1978: 124)

It is usually thought that the deranked prenominal construction is a calque
on the Turkish relative clause (Feydit 1948: 352) or due to influence from literary
Russian (Stilo 2004: 46), but Hewitt argues that it could have developed in a
series of gradual changes from the pre-existing postnominal construction. The
scenario he outlines is that the auxiliary verb in a sentence like “the church
which was built by Gregory the Great...” was lost, and then the relative clause
marker was also eliminated, since the clause began (o be reinferpreted as
phrasal. This creates a construction like the English participial relative clause:
the church built by Gregory the Great.... These intermediate constructions are
attested in Classical Armenian. Finally, the participle, now analogically seen as
an adjective, moved to the same position in which adjectives in Armenian are
most common: prenominally (Hewitt 1978: 128).

Since we know that Armenian has been heavily influenced by Turkish, it
is probable that both Hewitt’s suggested path of change end language contact
were involved: that Armenian recreated the Turkish relative clause strategy
using resources already available to it. The question of whether it was a
language-internal development hastened and encouraged by outside influence,
or a language contact phenomenon supperted by internal typological develop-
ments is simply a matter of perspective. The deranked prenominal Armenian
relative clause therefore may have had three sources: the Armenian postnominal
relative clause, the adjective phrase (an analogical source), and the Turkish
relative clause.

4,1,5 Development of a correlative construction (f)

The development of a correlative relative clause is less commonly attested than
other developments, There are no documented cases of the gradual, organic evo-
lution of a correlative construction out of any other type of relative clause. What
is known to occur, however, is the transfer of correlative patterns from L1 to L2
when speakers acquire a new language. In at least one case, South African
Indian English, this has led to the widespread use of correlatives in a newly
created dialect (Mesthrie and Dunne 1990). An example of this is given in
example (8).

(8) Which-one I put in the jar, that-one is good
(Mesthrie and Dunne 1990: 37, ex. 13)
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The use of an interrogative pronoun suggests some relationship to the Stan-
dard English relative clause. Hindi, the “donor” language for this construction!'®,
does not use an interrogative here, but rather a specifically relative pronoun. So
pnce again, there are at least two sources contributing to this new construction.

4.1.6 Development of a new postnominal construction (g)

Finally, to illustrate the development of a new postnominal relative clause con-
struction, I will take the example of Quechua. In Quechua postnominal relative
clauses such as the one illustrated in example 9 are assumed to be modelled
on Spanish. These are clearly a recent development, as according to Lefebvre
and Muysken (1982: 45) they are not described in the otherwise detailed early
grammars such as that by Holguin ([1609] 1842), or that by Ricardo ([1586]
1970). Nor are they found in the conservative modern dialects of the language,
but only in Cuzco Quechua.

(9) warma-wan puklla-ra-ni |pi-wan-mi ~ Joseca rima-sqa-n|
girl-with play-east1  |who-with-ar Jose talk-past3]
‘I played with the girl that Jose talked with’ (Lefebvre and Muysken 1982: 3,
ex. 3)

This example contrasts with the relative clause constructions that are more
widely used among the various Quechua dialects, i.e. internally headed rela-
tive clauses, prenominal and correlative RCs with nominalized verbs (Lefebvre
and Muysken 1982; Cole 1985; Grosu 1998). A correlative construction with a
interrogative-based relative marker that looks a little like some sort of inter-
mediate stage between the older and more recent relative clause types also
exists and is illustrated in example (10).

(10) pi-ta-n khuya-nki chay-ta-=n nfoga-pas khuya-ni
who-acc-af love-2 that-acc-af I-too love-1

‘who vou love, I love too'. (Ricardo, 1970)

10 South African Indian English speakers may have either a northern or southern Indfan back-
ground. Hindi is the original L1 of the speakers with a northern background, and it seems to be
members of this subset of the community that use the correlative construction. Those with a
southern background, speakers of Dravidian languages, use a Dravidian-style participial
relative clause instead (Mesthrie and Dunne 1990: 35-38).
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This construction was attested as early as 1586, before the postmominal con-
struction appears. This suggests that the interrogative-based relative pronoun
{possibly calqued from Spanish relative clauses) developed first in the correla-
tive construction, and then was extended or reborrowed into a new construction
that was a more direct copy of the Spanish one. Even those who argue that the
interrogative-marked construction is a Quechua-internal development, not a
calque (e.g. Lefebvre 1984; Appel and Muysken 2006: 161), admit that the post-
nominal position of the new construction is at the very least most likely a result
of word order changes triggered by Spanish influence (cf. Appel and Muysken
2006: 161). So once again, it seems that the etymology of the new construction
is complicated: both the traditional Quechua correlative construction and the
Spanish relative clause have fed into the new postnominal RC.

In this section we have seen that for each of the types of new relative clause
a language can develop, the “etymology” is complex, with multiple sources
playing a role. The examples chosen here were not deliberately selected because
they illustrate this point, but only because they are the best-documented cases
of the various changes, so we can be most certain of the historical details. In any
of the examples in Table 2 for which we have sufficient information to enable
close examination, we find the same complexity.

4.2 Non-RC constructions as sources of relative clauses

In the previous section, most of the sources of new relative clause constructions
discussed were other types of relative clause construction in the language, and
relative clauses in other languages with which speakers were in contact. In this
section T will discuss the few non-relative constructions that are found as sources
of relative clauses. The constructions in question include simple noun phrases,
possessives, adverbial clauses, and comparatives. Once again, it will be seen
that the new construction is rarely the result of one simplé change operating
on a single source.

4.2.1 Simple noun phrases

Simple noun phrases frequently serve as points of analogical extension to the
relative clause. Classifiers, demonstratives, and possibly articles are all elements
whose prototypical function belongs to the simple noun phrase, but can be
adopted as relative clause markers. Even then, however, the simple noun phrase
itself is not the sole source of the new relative clause construction. Take, for
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example, the origin of relative clause constructions that are marked with classi-
fier morphemes. Such constructions are found in various Amazonian languages
(cf. Aikhenvald 2000: 88-94); Newari (DelLancey 1986), Cantonese (Shi and
Li 2002); and Thai (Sornhiran 1978). An example of an Amazonian classifier-
marked relative clause construction (from the language Tuyuca) is shown in
example (11).

(11) t- ba- ré adé- pé
that- CL:PATH- RE here- THEM.CONTR
k# ati- @ ri- ba- pi

[3Msc come- recently- 5G.NOM- CL:PATH- LOC|
hoa- wa- yigi
start.down.path- go- 3MSG.PAST.EVIDENTIAL

‘He started down that path over here [that he had recently come on]’
(Aikhenvald 2000: 23)

Aikhenvald (2000: 88) suggests that the characteristic of classifiers that leads
them to develop into relative clause markers may be their ahility to function
anaphorically. An example of this anaphoric use can be seen in the example
from the Akafeko language in example (12).

(12) yeesin §i nax  tSonwom SPey totan nax
all.right said cL:man merchant sat down cL:man

smaxa  SyetSmane nax sat k'al k'am t3en tumin
waiting waited cL:maN long.time therewas.no cr:rock money

‘All right, said the merchant and sat down to wait, he waited, he waited a
long time, but there was no money.' (Aikhenvald 2000: 88)

It seems, in fact, that all the examples of languages in which classifiers
appear to have become relative clause markers also demonstrate a similar ana-
phoric use of classifiers. So these anaphoric classifier constructions may well
be another source contributing to the evolution of the classifier-relative-clause
consfruction.

It is also the case that classifiers occur with a number of other components
as well as in a simple noun phrase. While the most well known classifiers occur
with numerals, in some languages there are also classifiers that accompany
possessives and/or verbs. Cantonese is a language that illustrates the wide range
of contexts in which such classifier elements can appear. Historically, the
Cantonese element ge had both a demonsirative use and a classifier use (origi-
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nally denoting lengths of bamboo, later extended to arrows, then candles and
certain animals, then to fruit, birds and people, and now used as a general
“default” classifier (Aikhenvald 2000: 401). It also came to be used in posses-
sives, adjective phrases, adverbial phrases and to link demonstratives to the
corresponding noun (Matthews and Yip 1994: 88-90). But because the order of
its historical spread into the various functions is unclear (Shi and Li 2002),
we cannot be certain whether the relative clause construction with ge was
based on one or more of these other constructions, on its demonstrative use, or
original classifier use. At the very least, both the demonstrative and numeral
classifier functions of ge already existed when the relative clause construction
developed, so it is possible that these both played a role in the evolution of the
latter. If more of the other ge constructions already existed, in particular the
possessive, adjective and adverbial “linking” functions, it is possible that ge
simply became reanalysed as a general-use linking particle, and the new relative
clause construction was created on this basis.

Classifier constructions are therefore good examples of cases where multiple
other constructions also seem (o serve as sources for a new relative clause.

4.2.2 Possessives

Although possessive constructions and relative clauses share markers and other
features in many languages, it is hard to pin down cases where one is undeniably
the source of the other. Generally there are other equally plausible explanations
for the similarity, or a third type of construction provides an intermediate step
between the two. Japanese is a good illustration of this messiness. In Japanese
since the 16th century, a headless relative clause construction has existed, which
is exemplified in example (13). This construction is discussed in depth in Yap,
Matthews, and Horie (2004), who call it an “S-pronominal construction”,

(13) Tarco-ga katta no takakat-ta
Taroo-NoMm buy-pasT NO expensive-past
‘the one Taro bought was expensive’ (Yap, Matthews, and Horie 2004: 142,
ex. 12)

In the late 19th century until the early 20th century, it was possible to use
a similar construction for headed relative clauses. This sort of construction still
occurs in child language, so if is clearly a natural extension of example (13). But
where did (13) come from?

There are several theories about this. Yap, Matthews, and Horie (2004) suggest
that the no in this construction is ultimately the same no used as a possessive
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matker in Japanese since the 8th century. Martin (1991) has an alternative
theory: that this no was originally mono ‘thing’, which explains why it was first
used only in headless relative clauses. No matter which of these is the ultimate
source, both agree thal the relative clause construction was mediated by at least
one other construction: what Yap, Matthews, and Horie call the “N-pronominal”,
This construction is shown in example (14), and can be used in such ellipses as
we would use the corresponding 's in English: e.g. John's is over there or Whose
is it? Sarah’s. Martin (1991: 282-283) suggests that this no here, too, is a reduc-
fion of mone ‘thing’.

(4) Taroo no
Taroo no

‘Taroo’s’ (N-pronominal function (Yap, Matthews, and Horie 2004: 141
ex. 7))

In Yap, Matthews, and Horie’s explanation, then, we have both the posses-
sive construction (Taroo no hon ‘Taroo’s book) and the ‘N-pronominal’ function
both feeding into the creation of a new (headless) relative clause construction.
[n Martin’s scenario, only the construction with (mo)no in the N-pronominal
construction is the source of the relative clause. Since no existed at the same
time in a possessive use, however, as soon as meno was reduced (o no, speakers
waould have heen ahle to see the possessive and relative constructions as related.
The evidence that they did so, or at least that they lost the connection with the
mono construction is the extension of the no relative clause to headed construc-
tions in the late 19th century.

4.2.3 Adverbial clauses

The relationship between adverbial clauses and relative clauses is a little more
complicated. This is because extension seems to occur in either direction (cf.
Hendery 2012: chapter 2). It is also because a boundary between true adverhial
clauses and true relative clauses is not straightforward to draw: adverbial
clauses introduced with where in English, for example, are simply headless
relative clauses, and the same holds for the locative adverbial marker in many
other languages. In this section I will summarize the development of the pou-
marked relative clause construction in Greek as presented by Nicholas (1998),
since this is perhaps the besi-documented case available,

From the earliest attested period where relative clauses with (he)pou appear
in Greek, (ho)pou is also found in adverbial clauses. Nicholas (1998: 178) argues
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that this is because (ho)pou was created on analogy with the pre-existing hostis
and therefore it inherited the multiple functions of this element, including in-
definite headless relativization and embedded questions. The indefinite headless
relatives (which, when locative, are adverbial clauses), and the “true” relatives
are compared in examples (15)-(18).

Headless indefinite RC with hostis
(15) doé:so: gar diphron te dhio:
Give.rur.ds for chariot.acc and two
t'eriadk"enas hippous. ..
and arching-neck.MASC.ACC.PL HORSE.MASC.ACC.PL
hostis ke tlaie: hoi  Cautd:]
REL.M.NOM.S particle dare.opr.rres.3s 3s.0a1 and’self.3ms
kii:dos  aroito.
glory.Acc Win.AOR.OPT.MID.3S

‘For 1 will give him a chariot, and two horses of arching neck, ...
to whosoever shall dare the deed, and for himself shall win glory.”
(lliad X 305-7, via Nicholas 1998: 172 ex. 8b)

Adverbial clause (locative headless indefinite RC) with hopou
(16) hopou d'apollo:n skaios é:l

Where for’Apollo ignorant.nom.ms be.3s.PRES

tines saphoi?

anyone.m.PL.NOM Wise.m.PL.NOM?

‘Where Apollo is ignorant shall men be wise?
(Euripides Electra 972 via Nicholas 1998: 178 ex. 11a)

True relative clause with hostis
(17) ap'ron de: keinos ge kai
foolish.ms.nom indeed pEm.ms.Nom at.least and
oufidanos pélei ané:r, hostis
worthless.ms.noM be.3s.PRES mMan.Ms.NOM REL
kseinoddko:I érida prophére:tai aétlo:n
host.ms.pat  strife.rs.acc propose.3s.PRES.SUB] contest.MPL.GEN
‘That man indeed is foolish and worth nothing, whoever proposes a strife

in contests with his host’
(Od VI 210, via Nicholas 1998: 173, ex. 8¢)
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True relative clause with hopou

(18) eita en (é: toianite:I  pdlei hdpou mé:
then in a.rs.oat such.rs.pat state.rs.par where not

logo:I érgo:l te  hikanoi
thought.ms.pat work.ns.nar and sufficing.mer.nom

plulakes eien...
guardian.meL.noM be.3pL.PRES.OFT

‘In such a state, where there are no custodians competent in act as in
thought [...]
(Plato, Laws, 964C, via Nicholas 1998: 178, ex. 11c)

According to Monteil (1963: 387, cited in Nicholas 1998), at this stage hostis
was also just starting to appear in some examples that are interpretable as
specific (restrictive) relative clauses, such as the example in (17). The new form
hopou, formed from ho- (article/demonstrative) and -pou (locative interrogative),
just as hostis was formed from ho- and -tis (nominative interrogative), took on
the same functions with a locative (and hence adverbial) Aavour: marking of
indirect questions about location, generalising locative adverh (‘wherever’), and
marker of oblique relative clauses (Nicholas 1998: 178).

Nicholas, and before him, Tzartzanos (1991) reconstructed a subsequent
pathway of development that led to pou being used in more abstract spatial
relative clauses/adverbials, adverbials of cause and then temporal adverbials.
The extension of pou to core relatives (subject and direct object NPrels) occurred
in Late Middle Greek or Early Modern Greek. There are three clear examples from
the fifth, sixth and seventh centuries (Nicholas 1998: 207), and then none at all
until 980 AD. The fifth century example is given in (19).

Non-locative RC with hopou (Middle Greek)

(19) ton adelphdn hépou etkhe  pros tée:n
the.ms.acc brother.ms.acc ReL have.3s towards the.rs.acc.
auton lipe:n
him.M$.ACC SOITOW.FS.ACC
‘the brother who had distressed him’

(Apophthegmata Patrum 300RB, via Nicholas 1998: 207, ex. 34a)

The Greek data provide a demonstration of how constructional polysemy
can arise without gradual extension. The pou construction was polysemous from
the start, because pou was created on analogy with another element which had
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undergone extension and inherited the polysemy of its source. The etymologica]
sources of the pou-marked relative clauses in Greek are therefore simultanenusly
but to varying degrees: indirect guestions, adverbial clauses, generalising in-
definite (headless) relative clauses, articles/demonsiratives, and interrogatives,
These relationships are depicted in the diagram in Figure 7.

— = indirect questions

mdirect questions '
with fropon

with hostis. —, article/demonstrative ho-

b - interrogative ris
headless indetinite
RCs with hostis

headless indefinite
—= RCs with hopou
(adverbhials)

o= ather adverbial clauses
core RCs

with haosris

core RC's
with ftopon

Figure 7: Sources contributing to Greek relative clauses with (ho)pou

4.,2.4 Comparatives

The diachronic relationship between comparative and relative constructions most
frequently seems to be a matter of relative clauses being a source of comparatives
(Haspelmath and Buchholz 1998: 290), but the other direction probably occurred
in English and Old Norse (Faarlund 2004: 259). I will take Norse as an example
here.

The first occurrence of the comparative marker sem in a Norse relative
clause construction was in an inscription where it was combined with another
marker es, shown here in example 20. This construction therefore looks like a
blend between the comparative and a pre-existing relative clause: so once again
we have at least two sources contributing to the construction’s etymology.

(20) sa  hit aki  sims (=sem es) uti furs
This was.called Aake, sims (=rrvL reL) abroad traveled.rgrL

‘This was Aake, who traveled abroad’ (=died) (Lindblad 1943: 113)
As well as a primary comparative function, the marker sem was also found

in adverbials of place, which may have provided a bridging construction to the
relative clause in some contexts.
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A pre-existing relative clause construction in Norse, marked with er, was
also multifunctional, and could be used in comparative constructions such
as example 21. This means it was almost certainly a model for the new sem
construction.

(21) pd fundu menn hans i
then found.3rL men.nom his

gamma einum
in hut.naT one.m.pat

konu pd er peir hofou enga eét jamvana
woman.ace that reL they.m had.3rL not.race seen even-beautiful.racce

‘Then his men found in a hut a woman so beautiful that they had never
seen anyone like her' (Faarlund 2004: 261)

Finally, it is thought that sem developed relative clause marking functions
first in the Norwegian dialects of Old Norse, spreading later to Iceland, Sweden
and then Denmark (Noreen 1923: 319; Faarlund 2004: 259). In these latter
varieties, the comparative construction with sem existed when the relative con-
struction was adopted, so we could say there were three sources contributing
to the new construction in these cases: the sem-comparative/adverbial, the pre-
existing relative clause (with er), and the ‘foreign’ sem relative clause in the
dialect from which it spread.

In the previous section we saw that relative clause constructions that develop
out of other relative constructions had complex, multi-faceted etymologies, and
in this section we have seen that the same holds for relative clauses that de-
velop out of non-relative constructions. In fact, even describing the changes as
one construction “developing out of” one another is misleading. It is betier to
visualize a construction as participating in a web of diachronic interactions —
and the way in which we carve up this web and declare everything in one space
to be one construction and everything in another to be a different one, is fairly
arbitrary. This becomes very clear when we try to represent constructional ety-
mologies visually. In the following section 1 will discuss the ways in which
constructional etymologies are sometimes represented visually and will suggest
that these representations can be improved if we do not gloss over the sorts of
complex relationships that I have discussed above.

5 Conceptual space representations

l'have shown in the previous sectiens how inclusion of multiple sources, poten-
fial sources, and language contact influences in constructional etymologies
leads to a more accurate understanding of how and why relative clauses end
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up looking the way they do. One difficulty with these more complex etymologies,
however, is that they are much more difficult to represent visually (and two-
dimensionally) than simpler source-outcome models. In this section [ will begin
by introducing the sorts of representations of constructional change that are
frequently found in the literature, and will then move on to presenting some
suggestions for how they can be extended to represent the more complex ety-
mologies that 1 have discussed above.

Diagrams of semantic or functional change are common in the grammatical
literature, but sometimes consist of rather linear, unidirectional pathways, where
each function is a step mediating between a source and an outcome, as in the
example from Van der Auwera and Plungian (1998: 88) reproduced in Figure 8.

participant-sxternal
. possibility
participant-Internal ] - spistemic possibilty
possibility = =Y

dizantic possibility

Figure 8: Grammaticalization of possibilities, from Van der Auwera and Plungian (1998: 88)

The diachronic semantic map in Figure 8 shows the “grammaticalization
pathways” of words that encode possibility. (The “deontic possibility” set is
located within the set of “participant-external possibility” because it is seen as
a subtype of the latter.) Van der Auwera and Plungian (1998) do also use more
complex maps, with many-to-one and one-to-many connections. However, these
connections are not meant to suggest multiple sources, but rather alternative
sources or outcomes of change in different languages. Van der Auwera and
Plungian’s diachronic maps, like many others in the literature, are intended to
present a cross-linguistic summary of all possible pathways of change.

Diagrams intended to represent typological reality rather than the history
of an individual language sometimes have bidirectional links, representing the
fact that change in either direction is possible. This is the case for the map of
nominalizers/pronominalizers in Yap, Matthews, and Horie (2004: Fig. 3), repro-
duced here as Figure 9. The connections between each step of the pathway are
bidirectional.

Yap, Matthews, and Horie’s diagram still glosses over the fact that one con-
struction does not smoothly “become” another. In this map that is not a serious
problem, as each change is of approximately the same type: simple extension of
a construction to a new function. This diagram leaves out, of course, any con-
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Complementizer

(NP) [S x] V
Genitive NP-Pronominal - S-Pranominal Stance
NP x N NP x @ Sx@ Six

Headed relative clause  Cleft/Focus construction
SxN NP (COP) S x

Figure 9: “Grammatical functions centered an {pro)nominalizers as an implicational map.

Note that x represents the (pro)nominalizer morpheme under investigation (e.g. Japanese no,
Mandarin de, and Malay empunya).” (From “From pronominalizer to pragmatic marker: impli-
cations for unidirectionality from a crosslinguistic perspective”. In Olga Fischer, Muriel Norde &
Harry Perridon (eds.), Up and Down the Cline — The Nature of Grammaticalization, 2004,

pp 137-168. With kind permission by John Benjamins Publishing Company, Amsterdam/
Philadelphia. www.benjamins.com)

nections to pre-existing constructions filling those functions, as well as any
other models for the functional polysemy that may have existed. To represent
the full story of the etymology of some relative clause constructions we would
need to include not only these complicating factors, but also different kinds
and different strengths of links between them and their sources. For example,
we may have horrowing of a marker from one language to another, calquing
without lexical borrowing, reanalysis, extension of a marker by analogy, or
transfer of word order patterns.

Semantic maps and “conceptual spaces”, both for individual lexemes and
for constructions, allow the mapping of the terms/constructions of an individual
language onto the typological diagram, showing at the same time synchronic
and diachronic reality. Croft (2001: 92-95; 2010) discusses these sorts of maps. An
example for Romanian indefinite pronouns overlaid onto Haspelmath's semantic
map of indefiniteness is reproduced in Figure 10.

Croft argues that such maps should be data-driven: derived from compari-
son of multiple exemplars. In other words, the Romanian and other language
data should first be graphed, to show which senses/functions are expressed
uniquely, and which are expressed by polysemous forms. When sufficient lan-
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vire= -un .
L _1 -
-va question indirect—— direct
negation| | negation
/ es
it |
specific—speciic — irrealis \ ===
known  unknown nonspecifim\ B
alde- arl- fas
bir canditional ——7—comparative ree
chaoice
- 151 - bolsa da

Figure 10: Croft's mapping of Romanian and Kazakh indefinite pronouns onto Haspelmath's
semantic map {Croft 2010: Figure 2)

guages are included, this allows the automatic generation of a semantic map
such as Haspelmath’s, which underlies Figure 10,

The advantage of semantic maps is that the overlay of several languages
would allow us to see the models that exist in one language for new construc-
tions in another. For example, if we were to create a semantic map of pronouns,
we would see that interrogative and relative functions in French and Spanish are
hoth performed by the same function, and that in older Basque this was not the
case, but in modern Basque it was. To see this on one map we would of course
need to treat multiple stages of a language as separate languages.

The difficulty with such maps for our purposes is that when we move
beyond lexical items to entire constructions, polysemy is not the only relation-
ship we wish to represent. In the discussion in the previous sections we have
seen that numerous types of diachronic and synchronic relationship can obtain
hetween constructions: even various different types of polysemy. Two construc-
tions can be marked with the same marker — this is a type of polysemy. But two
constructions that are both postnominal, with balanced verbs and the same
marker are much more similar than two that share a marker, but do not have
the same position or verb type. Even when only examining the markers them-
selves, while analogical extension, reanalysis and even calquing can leave evi-
dence in the shape of polysemy, direct borrowing of a marker from one language
to another does not. And even when we see polysemy in a semantic map, we
cannot be certain whether that polysemy is the result of extension, reanalysis
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ot calquing. Semantic maps, with bidirectional relationships between elements,
where necessary, are a good starting point. But the ideal representation of the
diachronic relationship between constructions would also be able to represent
multiple languages, multiple stages of each language, and different types and
strengths of relationship between constructions. Such a diagram allows us to rep-
resent something more closely resembling the speakers’ reality: the constructions
that speakers of the language have considered similar, including relationships
between constructions in different languages spoken in the speech community.

The difficulty with showing multiple languages, multiple types of connec-
tion, and many-to-many links on the same diagram is that it quickly becomes
unwieldy. The key is to treat them not as cross-linguistic typological maps, but
rather to represent only a small number of languages at any one time: a single
multilingual situation rather than some sort of universal truth. As an example of
this sort of “diachronic construction map”, the Old English interrogative-marked
relative clause(s) are represented in Figure 11.

French

que/qui markers

=Y ' e/??b
"free RC" w that marker %"ﬂ’ﬂos,
LT
wh head "6l Ry

whom/whose marker

. &
which marker who/whom/whose marker

dal marker

e marker "whom that" marker

non-RCs
M 6" miirkeE double subordination

embedded questions

se marker wh- markers
english

Figure 11: Old English interrogative-marked relative clauses

The two main boxes group together those constructions that belong to the
same language. These boxes are labelled with the language names. The spatial
arrangement of the constructions represents time: older constructions are further
to the left; newer ones are further to the right. Consiructions that are from the
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same time period are lined up underneath each other. If desired, the columng
could be labelled with the time period (Old English, Middle English and Late
Middle English in this case).

Lines connecting constructions represent a formal relationship. 1 have useq
lines ending in an arrow to represent the relatienship “developed directly into”,
This is the case where a marker merely underwent sound change, or where one
marker is just a differently case-marked version of another. Lines not ending in
arrows represent a less direct relationship. This includes reanalysis, analogy and
potential analogy, i.e. very similar forms occurring in similar functions, or con-
structions in the same time period that use the same markers for different func-
tions. Finally, the dotted line in this case represents a potential cross-language
analogy. T would suggest this could be used to represent the type of relationship
that exists between e.g. two markers that are phonologically very different, but
that belong to the same word class and perform the same function. This will
usually be the case with calques, but may also occur within a language.

The dotted line surrounds constructions that have the same function, ie.
here: relative clauses (excluding the indefinite “whoever” type). Because these
are grouped info a labelled set, | have not written “Relative clause with X
matker” for each construction, but for simplicity’s sake have left the marker to
represent the whole construction. In cases where one wishes to represent multiple
variables such as marker, clause order, verb type, etc, this can be done as in
Figure 12. Listing each variable on a separate line makes it possible to connect
two constructions by means of only one variable — e.g. draw a line from the

postneminal RCs
~ kotoryi marker

postnominal RCs
izhe marker

S
i

correlative RCs
\‘ k

kotoryi marker
Figure 12: Russian postnominal and correlative relative clause constructions.!

postnominal RCs
izhe marker

correlative RCs

izhe marker

correlative RCs
ketoryi marker

11 In Figure 12 all the constructions of interest have the same (relative) function, and are from
Lhe same language, so the conventions | used in Figure 11 to group constructions by language
or function are redundant here and have not been used.
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marker in construction 1 to the marker in construction 2 to show the marker was

adopted, or to draw a line from “postnominal” in construction 1 to “post-

pominal” in construction 2, to show that the same word order is used.

An advantage of these sorts of visual representations of constructional ety-
mologies is that they show the difference between constructions that “develop
into” another construction in a later period (in the same way that a lexical item
like fréond ‘loved, favoured’ becomes friend), and constructions that spawn a
new function or form, but also remain in their previous incarnation alongside
the new construction. We can see this latter sort of development quite clearly in
the map of Russian in Figure 12: instead of two constructions in the first column
developing gradually into two other censtructions in the second column, we find
four constructions in the later stage of the language: two retentions and two
new innovations.

It is also possihle to “read off" such diachronic construction maps the follow-
ing information:

— the number of possible influences on the development of the construction
(how many lines connect to the construction in question? How many connect
indirectly (i.e. connect to a construction that in turn connects to the one of
interest?) How strong are these connections?

— the number of other constructions in the language performing the same func-
tion (grouped within the dotted line). This has implications for how much
competition the new construction has, and hence what is likely to happen
next — loss, redistribution, etc.

- the influences from other languages

— the centrality or ‘fringe’ status of various constructions: are there many lines
connecting them to others or only a couple? Do they belong to the same sets
as most of the others? The same language?

The more tightly embedded into the “network” a given construction is, the
more likely it is that speakers would consider it a “type” of the construction
that the diagram focuses on. Note that this degree of embeddedness in the net-
work is not absolute, since each diagram is only a snapshot of the network
centered on one particular construction — in these cases, the relative clause. In
Figure 11, the embedded question construction looks very “fringe”, but if we had
instead created a “questions” map, it would no doubt be much more connected.

Finally, such diachronic construction maps provide an alternative to having
to' choose which variable to privilege in a taxonomy of constructions. For example,
in Russian we could present a taxonomy of medieval relative clause types (based
purely on those in Figure 12) as either the left-hand hierarchy or the right-hand
hierarchy in Figure 13.
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relative clauses relative clauses
postnominal correlative kotorvi izhe

kotorvi izhe kotoryt izhe postnominal correlative postnominal correlative

Figure 13: Two alternative taxonomies for Medieval Russian relative clauses

In the map in Figure 12, however, it is apparent that there are relationships
between the late medieval constructions both in terms of the clause position and
in terms of the marker, and we do not have to treat one as a subtype of the other
unless we wish to. The fuzzier taxonomy is less misleading with regard to repre-
senting speakers’ own intuitions about the relationship between the construc-
tions. Unless we have psychological evidence to the contrary, there is no reason
to think that speakers perceive one construction as a subtype of another, but
rather they would merely be aware of (some) formal and functional similarities
and differences: i.e. the relationships in the right-hand column of Figure 12.

The sorts of maps presented in this section are not ideal for all purposes.
There are situations for which a hierarchical taxonomy, or a more typical seman-
tic map or grammatical pathway diagram is more appropriate. When we want
to represent a fuller picture of the diachronic situation, however, especially if
language coniact is a relevant factor, it is worth considering maps like those in
Figure 11 or 12,

6 Conclusions

The sorts of diachronic relationships that can exist between constructions are
much more complex than simple source-outcome relationships of the sort
found in what we might think of as “prototypical™ lexical etymologies. The types
and subtypes of construction that linguists may identify are not always the same
constructions that speakers treat as “similar” and “different”, yet processes of
change such as analogy, borrowing or calquing are the direct result of speakers’
intuitions.

As far as relative clauses specifically are conecerned, 1 have shown here that
the markers, verb types, and position of the construction are all relatively inde-
pendent variables. One or more of these can be borrowed from another language,
or changed on analogy with other constructions in the language. These other
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constructions that can participate in analogy or other diachronic interactions
include other relative clauses, but also simple noun phrases, possessives, adver-
pial clauses, and comparatives.

By working through examples of each of the types of attested change in
relative clause constructions (see Table 2), 1 showed that none of these is
straightforward. Even the development of a “new™ construction, such as a pre-
nominal relative clause where previously only postnominals have existed, or
vice versa, is not a case of a single source construction being adapted to a new
function. Rather there are frequently multiple other constructions that feed into
the new one, often including constructions from another language.

For this reason, we would miss important generals by limiting a typology to
a subset of constructions that share one function; nor is it ideal to look for a
simple chain of constructions where the original function F1 is extended to F2,
then F3, etc. To understand constructional etymology and change it is necessary
to view them in the context of the whole web of other constructions that sur-
rounds them, including those which only share a marker, or only share a func-
tion, or only share one other feature such as word order.

Such networks of constructions make for very complex typologies, which
cannot be represented using current diagrammatic conventions. I therefore turned
in the final section of this paper to the question of whether it is possible to
capture such complex diachronic relationships visually. [ ouilined a suggestion
for a diachronic construction map that allows a researcher to display complex
and nuanced findings about synchronic relationships, language contact influences
and the different sorts and strengths of diachronic relationships.
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