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Summary

Although much research has been done on case and sequence within coordination structures
separately, few studies have investigated the impact the two have on each other. Moreover, very
little research has dealt with the striking similarity of English and Danish regarding case and
sequence within CoDPs. This thesis, therefore, aimed to explore this matter to uncover the
complex system which determines what pronoun cases can be used in what sequences in CoDPs
in the two languages. Through the study of four corpora from two periods in time, the behaviour
of English and Danish pronouns was examined to determine the special properties that allow
for unexpected use of case forms — e.g., the use of the first person singular nominative //jeg in
non-subject contexts and the use of its oblique counterpart me/mig in subject contexts. Contrib-
uting to the complexity of the behaviour of personal pronouns within CoDPs is the inextricable
intertwining of case and the sequence of conjuncts making Him and I significantly more ac-
ceptable than I and him.

From the investigations of the four corpora, it was found that the use of oblique in unex-
pected syntactic environments is a widespread phenomenon in both Present Day English and
Present Day Danish. The high number of occurrences of unexpected oblique indicates that it is
not the standard, generative case system alone that determines what morphological case is used
where. Another important syntactic mechanism, namely default case, also plays a role in the
distribution of case. It is the alternation between these two mechanisms that causes the unex-
pected and unpredictable use of oblique form in subject position in English and Danish.

Unexpected nominative, also known as hypercorrection, is also apparent in the data of
the four corpora, although much less prominent than unexpected oblique. Unexpected nomina-
tive has to do with the absence of a syntactic case specification, just as unexpected oblique.
Those instances where case specifications have not been given prior to spell-out and where
default oblique case has been supplied are more easily overridden than ‘regular’ oblique. Hence,
prescriptive rules and viruses — in this case in the form of nominative — can easily replace the
default case resulting in the nominative case form being used unexpectedly.

The corpora investigations of pronouns in CoDPs in English and Danish furthermore
demonstrated tendencies that helped uncover the implicit rules which decide what sequences
are acceptable in coordination structures and what are not. The primary tendency in the for-
mation of coordination structures is the almost categorical tendency to have //jeg positioned in
the second conjunct, while the remaining pronouns in the vast majority of cases are placed in

the first conjunct. As is seen from comparisons with other numbers from similar studies, this
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so-called politeness norm, which stipulates that the first person pronoun should occur in the last
conjunct of the coordination, has only increased in popularity during the past 400 years.

As becomes evident from the current project, it simply cannot be that speakers of English
and Danish are wishy-washy when it comes to case and sequence in coordination structures.
We are not dealing with random speaker variation but with systematised variation occurring
due to certain syntactic properties. The current project has accounted for this systematised var-
iation in case and sequence in English and Danish coordination structures, ascribing the varia-

tion primarily to default case and politeness norms.
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Nom.
Obl.
DP
CoDPs
DO

IP

IO

VP
VO
NP
NO
PP
PO
1sg
3sg

Abbreviations

Nominative

Oblique

Determiner phrase

Coordinate determiner phrases

The minimal projection of a determiner phrase (DP)
Inflection phrase

The minimal projection of an inflection phrase (IP)
Verb phrase

The minimal projection of a verb phrase (VP)
Noun phrase

The minimal projection of a noun phrase (NP)
Preposition phrase

The minimal projection of a preposition phrase (PP)
First person singular

Third person singular
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Chapter 1: Introduction

The English and Danish languages provide an interesting backdrop for a discussion of case and
sequence within coordinated determiner phrases. Both languages are so-called case-impover-
ished languages, where case only remains on a limited number of pronouns including the per-
sonal pronouns (Jensen 2019, 72; McFadden 2017, 2; Parrott 2013, 213). Compared to lan-
guages such as German, Icelandic, and Faroese which have “‘rich’ inflectional case morphol-
ogy on a range of elements comprising nominal phrases, including articles, determiners, demon-
stratives, nouns, pronouns, wh-words, and more” (Parrott 2013, 213), the case systems of Eng-
lish and Danish seem impoverished and uninteresting. Nevertheless, the sparse case systems of
English and Danish have several special and unique features, often behaving in unexpected and
unexplainable ways. One of the features unique to the English and Danish case systems — and
something which is never seen in languages like German and Faroese — is the ability to mix
case (Parrott 2009a, 166-169, 180-182). This ability makes (1) and (2) possible and common
in everyday English and everyday Danish speech and writing:

(1) That is a matter for him (obl.) and I (nom.).

Det er en sag for ham (obl.) og jeg (nom.).

(2) Him (obl.) and I (nom.) went for a walk.
Ham (obl.) og jeg (nom.) gik en tur.

The ability to mix case is not the only phenomenon worth noting in (1) and (2). There seems to
be a connection between the choice of case and the sequence within the coordinate determiner

phrases (from here on, referred to as CoDPs), making (2) more acceptable than (3).

3) I (nom.) and him (obl.) went for a walk.

Jeg (nom.) og ham (obl.) gik en tur.

This complex system which involves both case and sequence and the connection between them,
deserves closer investigation. Although much research has been done on case and sequence
within CoDPs separately, very few scholars have investigated the impact the two have on each
other. Moreover, very little research has dealt with the striking similarity of English and Danish

regarding case and sequence within CoDPs.
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This thesis seeks to investigate the behaviour of English and Danish pronouns within
CoDPs with respect to case and sequence. Through the study of four corpora from two periods
in time, this project examines the special properties of personal pronouns in coordination over
the last 500 years. One focus is the, at times, unexpected use of case forms — e.g., the use of the
first person singular nominative //jeg in non-subject contexts (also known as hypercorrection)
and the use of its oblique counterpart me/mig in subject contexts. Another focus of this project
is the sequence of the two conjuncts within the CoDPs, including the rising tendency to favour
the first person singular nominative pronoun as the second conjunct, not the first. Additional
phenomena will be addressed as well for a more complete picture of the behaviour of pronouns
within CoDPs in English and Danish.

Before setting out to investigate the behaviour of CoDPs within the four chosen corpora,
the groundwork for researching on case and sequence in CoDPs will be laid. Fundamental the-
ory and research on the field will be given, and the framework for the present study will be
established. Central and important phenomena such as abstract Case and morphological case
will furthermore be accounted for. Afterwards, in chapter 3, the methodology of the four cor-
pora investigations will be given one by one, and it will be thoroughly explained how numbers
and percentages are calculated. In chapter 4, I present the results of the four corpora investiga-
tions before highlighting the five most interesting findings within the results. After having
stated the five points of interest, the project moves into chapter 5, in which these five findings
are examined, explained, and discussed exhaustively. Chapter 5 also provides the reader with a
discussion of the possible problems which arise when doing work on historical and comparative
syntax. Finally, chapter 6 gives a summary of the findings presented in this project along with

suggestions for future research within the field.
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Chapter 2: Theoretical framework

2.1 The dismantling of the English and Danish case systems

Although only the last vestiges remain today, English and Danish were once case-rich lan-
guages with phonologically distinctive case morphology on a wide range of elements. Descend-
ing from the common ancestor Proto-Germanic and before that Proto-Indo-European, the two
languages derive from “highly inflecting languages with rich systems of morphological case”
(McFadden 2020, 282). Based on the earliest attested Indo-European languages, Proto-Indo-
European is thought to have distinguished eight cases: nominative, vocative, accusative, instru-
mental, dative, ablative, genitive, and locative (Fritz 2003, 264-272). As part of the Proto-Indo-
European languages developed into Proto-Germanic, the two cases locative and ablative were
lost, resulting in Proto-Germanic only distinguishing six cases (Ringe 2017, 261). Branching
off into East-, West-, and North-Germanic, cases were reduced even further. All languages
within the Germanic family “have reduced the extent to which cases are distinguished morpho-
logically, though with significant differences in the details of how much has been lost and
when” (McFadden 2020, 282). This has led to a contemporary situation where some languages
within the Germanic family have retained most of the old, Indo-European case distinctions
while others have “reduced morphological case to a few vestiges in the pronominal system”
(McFadden 2020, 282).

Both English and Danish belong to the last-mentioned category of Germanic languages,
which have lost most of their case distinctions. For English, the levelling and loss of the inflec-
tional endings were traceable even at the earliest stages of Old English (450-1150). In early Old
English, distinctions were still made according to four cases, nominative, accusative, genitive,
and dative, however, a fair amount of syncretism was already present in the case morphology
of Old English nouns and adjectives (Quinn 2005, 8-9). The deterioration of the English case
system accelerated in Late Old English and Early Middle English (1150-1350) as the remaining
nominal case inflections gradually disappeared (Quinn 2005, 14). The rearrangement of the
grammatical system of English took place gradually, being finally established by the Early
Modern English period (1450-1700) (Rissanen, Kytd, and Heikkonen 1997, 2).

As in Old English, four morphological cases, nominative, accusative, genitive, and dative,
were distinguished in Old Danish (800-1100) (Skautrup 1968, 135). Towards the end of the Old
Danish period, the spoken language started levelling out its inflectional endings — a process that
did not, however, become evident in written language before the Early Middle Danish period
(1100-1350) (Skautrup 1968, 137). During the Early Middle Danish period and the Late Middle

Danish period (1350-1500), the loss of the inflectional endings accelerated as the case systems
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for nouns, adjectives, and pronouns were reduced (Skautrup 1968, 266). By the end of the Early
Modern Danish period (1500-1750), the rearrangement of the Danish grammatical system had

been completed.

2.2 Case in Present Day English and Present Day Danish

Only the last vestiges of once rich inflectional systems remain in Present Day English and Pre-
sent Day Danish. In both languages, case only remains on a limited number of pronouns, in-
cluding the personal pronouns. The personal pronouns differ morphologically from nouns in
that they generally have distinct nominative, accusative, and genitive case forms, whereas
nouns have a common nominative/accusative form and a distinct genitive form (Radford 2004,
45). In the current project, the genitive form is left out of any considerations of case. In Present
Day English and Present Day Danish, the genitive form is realised either as the possessive
ending ’s in English or as s in Danish or as the possessive pronoun forms Ais/hans, hers/hendes,
their/deres, etc. Thus, the genitive case has undergone a structural change resulting in it no
longer functioning as an inflection, but merely as a clitic and a determiner (Rosenbach 2002,
273). For this reason, the genitive is no longer viewed as a ‘real’ case in Present Day English
and Present Day Danish, and thus for the remainder of this project, it is only the nominative,
accusative, and dative cases which will be addressed.

Disregarding the genitive forms, Present Day English and Danish distinguish two cases
in the personal pronouns: nominative and accusative. For the remainder of this thesis, the ac-
cusative form will be referred to as the oblique form. Oblique is a term for the cases which are
not nominative (Skautrup 1968, 347) (also sometimes referred to as objective form, due to them
being primarily used in object position). I distinguish between nominative and oblique instead
of nominative and accusative to avoid any confusion with the Old English and Old Danish
accusative form. Several of the present day accusative/oblique pronoun forms do not, in fact,
descend from the old accusative form, which is why it seems misleading to refer to the case as
accusative. For example, the oblique form of the Present Day Danish third person singular fem-
inine hende descends from the dative form of the Early Middle Danish third person singular
feminine henne (see figure 4). Thus, from now on I distinguish between two cases in Present
Day English and Present Day Danish: nominative and oblique. The Present Day English and

Present Day Danish personal pronouns and their case forms are given below in figure 1 and 2:
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Singular

Nominative | Oblique

First person I me

Second person you you

Third person masculine | he him

Third person feminine |she her

Third person neuter it it
Plural

Nominative | Oblique

First person we us
Second person you you
Third person they them

Figure 1: The paradigm of the Present Day
English personal pronouns.

Singular

Nominative | Oblique

First person jeg mig
Second person du dig
Third person masculine | han ham
Third person feminine | hun hende

Third person neuter den/det den/det

Plural

Nominative | Oblique

First person vi 0s
Second person | jer
Third person de dem

Figure 2: The paradigm of the Present Day
Danish personal pronouns.

In the current project, any considerations of the third person singular neuter are left out. One
reason for this choice is that the third person neuter is easily confused with other words, such
as the Present Day Danish determiner articles den and det. Another reason is that the third
person singular neuter only has one form — a shared nominative/oblique form — in both Present
Day English and in Present Day Danish (it in Present Day English and den/det in Present Day
Danish). We thus have no way of knowing which case form we are dealing with, making it
unnecessary to investigate the third person singular neuter further.

Syncretisms are also found in Present Day English between the second person singular

nominative and oblique and the second person plural nominative and oblique. Because they are
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leave these pronouns out of any further investigations as well.

2.3 Case theory
Typologically speaking, all the Germanic languages — including both the present day variants
and the older variants of English and Danish — uniformly show nominative-accusative patterns
of case marking (McFadden 2020, 283). Nominative-accusative languages (as opposed to er-
gative-absolutive languages) treat subjects of transitive verbs and subjects of intransitive verbs
alike and distinguish them from objects of transitive verbs. Ergative-absolutive languages, on
the other hand, treat subjects of intransitive verbs and objects of transitive verbs alike distin-
guishing them from subjects of transitive verbs (Valin 2001, 35-36).

Case in nominative-accusative languages can be accounted for by the theory of abstract
Case (written with a capital C) proposed by Chomsky (1981, 170) as part of his Government

and Binding framework:

4) Nominative is assigned by a finite I° to the NP/DP which it governs.

(5) Accusative is assigned by a V° to the NP/DP which it governs.

(6) Dative is assigned by a P° to the NP/DP which it governs.

(7) Genitive is assigned by some X° in N-projections, say Q, to the NP/DP which it

governs (Chomsky 1981, 170; Emonds 2010, 100).

Abstract Case is found in all the world’s languages, even in those languages which do not have
morphological case. If a language has morphological case (if morphological case features are
present in the form of inflectional endings), it is assumed to agree with the abstract Case (Crys-
tal 2008, 67).

In practice, this means the following:

(8) Nominative is the form taken by a DP when it is the subject of a finite clause.

9) Accusative is the form taken by a DP when it is the object of a verb.
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(10) Dative is the form typically taken by a DP to express an indirect object relation-
ship or similar notions.
(11) Genitive is the form typically taken by a DP to express a possessive relationship

or some similar ‘close’ connection (Crystal 2008, 6, 129, 210, 328; McFadden
2017, 10).

Languages such as German, Icelandic, Faroese — and of course Old English and Old Danish —
distinguish(ed) all four abstract Cases morphologically. Morphological case in the Germanic
languages “generally take[s] the form of inflectional suffixes, usually fusional markers also
indicating number, information about inflectional class and (indirectly) gender, sometimes
complemented by semi-regular mutations of the stem to which they are applied (i.e., Umlaut)”
(McFadden 2020, 283). Case in Germanic pronouns is often realised as “a mixture of suffixa-
tion and stem suppletion” (McFadden 2020, 283.) The figures below show the paradigms for
the Old English and Old Danish pronouns, including the four abstract Cases and their morpho-

logical realisations:

Singular

Nominative |Accusative |Dative Genitive
First person ic mec, mé mé min
Second person pa bec, pé bé bin
Third person masculine | hé hine him his
Third person feminine héo hte hire hire
Third person neuter hit hit him his

Dual

Nominative |Accusative |Dative Genitive
First person wit uncit, unc unc uncer
Second person git incit, inc inc incer

Plural

Nominative |Accusative |Dative Genitive
First person weé Usic, Us us are
Second person gé éowic, éow | éow éower
Third person hie hie him hira, heora

Figure 3: The paradigm of the Old English personal pronouns (Based on

McFadden 2017, 7-8; Bergs and Brinton 2012, 285-286; Lass 1992, 117).
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Singular
Nominative Accusative Dative Genitive
First person iak, jak, ek, iac, jac, | mik, maek, mic mer, mér, maer min, min, miin, mina
ieec, &c, ixk, eg, ieg
Second person thu, pu, pbG, pu, tu | thik, pik, tik, thic, pek | ther, pér, paer thin, pin, pin
Third person masculine | han, hann han, hann hanum, hanum, hanum, | hans
honum
Third person feminine | hun, hon hana henne, henni, haenni, henna, hennar, hannar,
henna, ha&nna, haena, |haenna
hane, hane, hanz, haenn;j
Plural
Nominative Accusative Dative Genitive
First person wi, vér, wir, ui 0s, 0SS, 00S 0S, 0SS, 00S war, war, var, var
Second person i, ér,ir, ir ither, ydr, idr, ipaer  |ither, yOr, idr, ipaer ithar, ydvar, idar
Third person masculine | the, pe, thae them, thaam them, thaeem therra, therae, therrae,
there, thaerrae, thera,
thaerae, theerre
Third person feminine |the, pe, thae the, pe, thae them, theem therra, theree, therrae,
there, thaerrae, thera,
thaeree, thaerre

Figure 4: The paradigm of the Old Danish personal pronouns (Based on Jensen 2018, 61; Bertelsen 1939;
Nielsen and Stoklund 2019, 36-37).
As has already been established, and as appears in figures 3 and 4, Old English and Old Danish
were highly inflecting languages. Apart from distinguishing the four morphological cases
above, distinctions were also made according to gender, number, and person.

In Present Day English and Present Day Danish, most of these inflections are lost — the
only remnants being the sparse case system of the personal pronouns, as seen in figure 1 and
figure 2. Hence, the rules for assignment of the four cases found on pages 6 and 7 apply in this
form in neither English nor Danish since the two languages simply do not distinguish all four

cases. Instead, case assignment in English and Danish is typically taken to follow two elemen-

tary rules:
(12) Nominative is used when a pronoun is the subject of a finite clause.
(13) Oblique is used when a pronoun is in any other structural context

(Parrott 2009b, 276; Jensen, Kragh, and Strudsholm 2018, 75).

Because Present Day English and Present Day Danish only have case distinctions left in their
pronouns (distinctions, which even here, are degraded to the bare minimum due to syncretisms),

the languages need to rely on other features to express their grammatical information. Many
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case-impoverished languages, including Present Day English and Present Day Danish, instead
rely on constituent order to express the functional relationships between constituents in a clause
(Sapir 2014, 135; Jensen 2002, 161). The question that arises is: How did English and Danish
go from being highly inflecting, synthetic languages to case-impoverished and analytical lan-

guages where case only remains in pronouns?

2.4 From case-rich to case-impoverished

The reduction of the morphological case system has been quite well studied by a number of
scholars — both with regard to English (see Kemenade 1987; Allen 1995; Pintzuk 2002; Lass
1992) and with regard to Danish (see Jensen 2002; 2003; Jorgensen 2002; Brendum-Nielsen
1935; Heltoft and Nielsen 2019). Traditionally, the dismantling of the case system is accounted
for in more or less in the same way in English and Danish: As “the direct result of certain
phonological changes whereby the pronunciation of the vowel in unstressed syllables became
less distinct (...) thereby causing a massive loss of inflectional case markings” (Jensen 2003,
221). As it became harder to distinguish between the various inflectional suffixes, the languages
were forced to rely on other features to express the functional relationships between the con-
stituents in a clause. It is traditionally believed that English and Danish gained a more fixed
constituent order to be able to discriminate between the different syntactic relations of the sen-
tence (Jensen 2002, 163; 2003, 221; Pintzuk 2002, 382). Thus, one option is that the fixed
constituent order was introduced as a form of repair mechanism to maintain the order of the
languages as the inflectional suffixes were lost.

As Pintzuk (2002, 382) points out, several scholars view the development the opposite
way around suggesting that “the fixing of constituent order permitted the gradual loss of overt
morphology.” Jensen (2003, 221) supports this perception arguing that “rather than being the
result of the change in stress pattern, a more fixed word order might have been a participant
facilitating the dismantling of the case system.” With a fixed constituent order, there is no
longer a need to maintain distinct inflectional case endings for the purpose of determining the
syntactic functions!. In the case of English and Danish, this resulted in a loss of inflectional

case endings (Jensen 2002, 163-164).

!'It should be noted that, although there is a tendency for fixed constituent order and a sparse inflectional case
system to go hand in hand in Germanic languages, this is not always the case. Consider, for example, Icelandic,
which distinguishes four cases but at the same time has a rather fixed constituent order (Thrainsson 2007, 2, 21),
or Dutch, which oppositely has a relatively free constituent order but where case to all intents and purposes is
dead (Donaldson 2017, 23).
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Despite the varying explanations as to how the loss of overt case morphology came about,
there is general agreement about how the specific loss of inflectional endings took place. In
English, a number of major transformations occurred within the pronoun system from the Old
English period to the Late Middle English period: the dual was lost; dative and accusative
merged so that there were at most three case distinctions — nominative, oblique, and genitive;
the old, third person singular nominative 4éo was replaced by the new form sche (an early form
of she); the genitive case forms was ‘detached’ from the pronoun paradigm, and came to func-
tion rather as adjectives and determiners than true case forms; the old, third person plural forms
beginning with /4 began to yield to a new (Scandinavian) type beginning with ¢4 — the originals
of they, their, them (Lass 1992, 117). After undergoing these transformations, English was left
with a pronoun paradigm similar to the present day paradigm (see figure 1).

Similarly to English, the Danish pronoun system has undergone a number of transfor-
mations between the Old Danish period and the present day: dative and accusative have merged
so that there are only three case distinctions — nominative, oblique, and genitive; the genitive
case forms have been ‘detached’ from the pronoun paradigm, and has come to function rather
as adjectives and determiners than true case forms; the third person plural feminine, masculine,
and neuter have merged into one form covering all grammatical genders.

Apart from all these structural changes, the English and Danish case systems also changed
with respect to how they were used. Traditionally, case was distributed as described in section
2.3, where nominative = subjects of finite clauses, accusative = objects of verbs, dative = indi-
rect objects of verbs, and genitive = a possessive relationship. However, at some point in the
development from Old English and Old Danish to Present Day English and Present Day Danish,
as these four case distinctions were narrowed down to two (nominative and oblique), it became
possible to use case in new ways. This phenomenon will be further addressed in the next sec-

tion.

2.5 Unexpected use of case in Present Day English and Present Day Danish
Following the standard conventions of case in generative linguistics (described in section 2.3),
we expect the following distribution of case in Present Day English and Present Day Danish:
Subjects of finite clauses are assigned nominative case and everything else (most often that is
objects (of verbs) and complements of prepositions) is assigned oblique case (e.g., Crystal 2008,
6, 129, 210, 328; Quinn 2005, 26; McCreight 1988, 2; Chomsky 1981, 170; 1993; Pollard and
Sag 1994; Burzio 2000).
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Thus, in Present Day English and Present Day Danish, we would expect the pronoun in
(14) to be marked for nominative case because it is part of the CoDPs which make up the subject

of the finite clause:

(14) Peter and I (nom.) went for a walk.

Peter og jeg (nom.) gik en tur.

Likewise, we expect the personal pronoun in (15) to be marked for oblique case because it is

part of the CoDPs whose syntactic function is the complement of the preposition.

(15) That is a matter for Peter and me (obl.).

Det er en sag for Peter og mig (obl.).

Consider now the examples below, which are extracted from the British National Corpus (BNC)

and KorpusDK:

(16) Me (obl.) and my boyfriend play cards, and watch telly, and that sort of thing
(British National Corpus, n.d.).

(17) Mig (obl.) og Jeppe var begyndt at komme sammen igen.
“Me (obl.) and Jeppe had started seeing each other again” (KorpusDK, n.d.).

(18) It has given my wife and I (nom.) a lot of comfort (British National Corpus, n.d.).

(19) Da vi kom, omfavnede han bade min kone og jeg (nom.).

“When we arrived, he embraced both my wife and I (nom.)” (KorpusDK, n.d.).

Contrary to what we would expect based on the standard case conventions in generative lin-
guistics, the CoDPs which make up the subjects in (16) and (17) (Me and my boyfriend and Mig
og Jeppe) contain the oblique pronoun me/mig. In the same way, the CoDPs which make up the
objects in (18) and (19) (my wife and I and min kone og jeg) contain the nominative pronoun
I/jeg. Thus, we have a situation where the first person singular oblique case, which according
to the standard case conventions, only appears in complement position, is used in a subject

context. Likewise, it turns out that the first person singular nominative case, which, according
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to the standard case conventions, is solely used in subjects, can appear in object contexts. As
shown in examples (16)-(19), this unexpected case situation is present in both Present Day
English and Present Day Danish.

Not only can the nominative and oblique case forms appear in unexpected contexts, as
shown above, but the case forms can also occur mixed within CoDPs in both English and Dan-

ish (Parrott 2009a, 166-169, 181-182):

(20) Him (obl.) and I (nom.) got on very well together (British National Corpus, n.d.).

(21) I dag er det en sed hemmelighed mellem hende (obl.) og jeg (nom.).
“Today it is a sweet secret between her (obl.) and I (nom.)” (KorpusDK, n.d.).

In (20), the CoDPs Him and I form the subject. Thus, we would expect both pronouns to be in
their nominative form: He and I. In (21), the CoDPs hende og jeg are the complement of the
preposition; thus, we would expect both pronouns to be in their oblique form: hende og mig.
Despite what is expected based on the standard case conventions in generative linguistics, both
(20) and (21) are perfectly acceptable and intelligible, and both constructions are well attested
in both written and spoken English and Danish (Parrott 2009b, 285). At the same time, the
standard case distribution exemplified in (22) and (23) is still acceptable:

(22) He (nom.) and I (nom.) got on very well together.

(23) I dag er det en sed hemmelighed mellem hende (obl.) og mig (obl.).

“Today it is a sweet secret between her (obl.) and me (obl.)”.

The situation is thus that speakers of English and Danish are free to choose between (20) and
(22) and between (21) and (23). Other combinations of case are also socially salient, e.g., He
(nom.) and me (obl.) and hun (nom.) og mig (obl.) — although significantly less common.

Based on the above phenomena, the following questions arise:

- How is it possible for two pronouns within CoDPs to have different case?

- Why is it possible for nominative pronouns to occur in complement position, and

oppositely, why is it possible for oblique pronouns to occur in subject position?
- How can this unexpected use of case exist simultaneously with the standard case sys-

tem (nominative = subjects of finite clauses and oblique = all other)?
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I will return to address these questions in section 5.2.

2.6 Case and sequence in CoDPs
Above, we saw that both Him (obl.) and I (nom.) got on very well together and He (nom.) and
I (nom.) got on very well together were socially salient. He (nom.) and me (obl.) got on very
well together, on the other hand, is far less common and less acceptable — in fact, there are no
results of this constellation at all in the BNC or in KorpusDK when translated into Danish
(British National Corpus, n.d.; KorpusDK, n.d.). For some reason, this combination of case
with the nominative pronoun /e in first position followed by the oblique pronoun me appears
way less acceptable than any of the other combinations.

A similar phenomenon is seen when we take (20) and (22) and switch around the pro-

nouns, giving us the following two sentences:

(24) I (nom.) and him (obl.) got on very well together.

(25) I (nom.) and he (nom.) got on very well together.

The only thing that has changed from (20) to (24) and from (22) to (25) is the sequence of the
pronouns within the CoDPs. Despite this, and even though they contain the exact same pro-
nouns, (24) and (25) are significantly less acceptable than (20) and (22). In fact, there are no
occurrences of neither I and him nor I and he in the entire BNC (British National Corpus, n.d.),
confirming exactly how unpopular these sequences are. How come sequences of pronouns such
as him and I and he and I be much more acceptable and popular as subjects than I and him, 1
and he? And likewise, how come he and me be so unacceptable in subject position among
English speakers? It seems as if there are some unspoken and implicit rules which we follow
when choosing the case and the sequence of the personal pronouns within the clauses that we
utter.

With respect to the complement position, the same phenomenon is observable. (21) and
(23) are perfectly acceptable, whereas examples such as (26) and (27) are very uncommon and

unacceptable among native speakers:

(26) I dag er det en sed hemmelighed mellem hun (nom.) og jeg (nom.).

“Today it is a sweet secret between she (nom.) and I (nom.)”.
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(27) I dag er det en sed hemmelighed mellem hun (nom.) og mig (obl.).

“Today it is a sweet secret between she (nom.) and me (obl.)”.

For some reason, the sentence becomes significantly less acceptable when the third person sin-
gular feminine pronoun is in its nominative form hun opposed to when it is in its oblique form
hende as seen in (21) and (23). How come the nominative Aun is so unpopular in complement
position when (21), which also has a nominative pronoun in the CoDPs in complement position
(hende og jeg), is completely acceptable?

Just as was the case in the subject position above, the acceptability of the sentence also
decreases if we switch around the two pronouns of the CoDPs. Consider for example (28) and
(29), which are identical to sentences (21) and (26) apart from the fact that they have the pro-

nouns of the CoDPs in the opposite sequence.

(28) I dag er det en sed hemmelighed mellem jeg (nom.) og hende (obl.).

“Today it is a sweet secret between I (nom.) and her (obl.)”.

(29) I dag er det en sed hemmelighed mellem jeg (nom.) og hun (nom.).

“Today it is a sweet secret between she (nom.) and I (nom.)”.

Examples (28) and (29) are very rarely used in Danish (nor in English), which is emphasised

by the lack of occurrences of these sequences of pronouns in the KorpusDK (KorpusDK, n.d.).

Thus, what can be deduced from all the above is that there seems to be some sort of rules

that decide what case can be used in what sequence in CoDPs. Based on the acceptability and
lack of acceptability of examples (14) to (29), the following rough observations are made:

- Pronouns within CoDPs can be mixed with respect to case and can appear in positions
which are unexpected according to standard case theory in generative linguistics.

- Some combinations of case are more acceptable than others, and some sequences are

better than others.

As has become evident from the above six sections, English and Danish are remarkably similar
with respect to case and sequence within CoDPs. Unlike most other Germanic languages, “pro-
nominal case form variation in CoDPs and other structures is salient to native speakers” of both
English and Danish (Parrott 2009b, 284-285), meaning that the case distribution in the two

languages often diverges from the standard case conventions as was described in section 2.5.
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Later in the present thesis, more observations regarding the relationship between case and se-
quence will be recorded. Together with the rough observations noted above, these will be in-
vestigated, discussed, and systematised to understand better the special properties and the sim-

ilarities between the two languages and their case systems.
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Chapter 3: Methodology

To understand the behaviour of English and Danish pronouns within CoDPs with respect to
case and sequence, it was decided to work diachronically engaging a total of four corpora from
two periods in time: the Early Modern English period (1450-1700) and Early Modern Danish
period (1500-1750) as well as present day (from approx. 1980 and until present day). The four
corpora that were employed in the collection of data were: a corpus consisting of the Danish
playwright Ludvig Holberg’s complete works, a corpus consisting of the British playwright
William Shakespeare’s complete works, KorpusDK, and the British National Corpus (BNC).
The Holberg corpus and the Shakespeare corpus are limited to the works of the afore-
mentioned playwrights, and this is reflected in the relatively small size of the corpora. The
Holberg corpus consists of 708,558 words (Holberg Corpus 2022), and the Shakespeare corpus
consists of 958,268 words (Shakespeare Corpus 2022). In comparison, KorpusDK consists of
56 million words (Det Danske Sprog- og Litteraturselskab, n.d.), and the BNC consists of 100
million words (Burnard 2015). Below I will account for how the investigation of pronouns in
CoDPs took place in the different corpora, beginning with the Holberg corpus. It should be
noted that the investigation of the Shakespeare corpus was conducted using the exact same
methods as in the Holberg corpus, and to avoid repetition, it is mainly the Holberg corpus whose
methods will be covered. A brief note on the Shakespeare corpus is nevertheless also included
with the purpose of describing any discrepancies from the methods used in the Holberg inves-
tigation. Hereafter, the KorpusDK investigation and BNC investigation are both covered ex-

haustively.

3.1 Early Modern Danish: Holberg Corpus
The works of the Danish playwright Ludvig Holberg were chosen for the Early Modern Danish
period part of the pronoun investigation. Some scholars (see Jensen 2017, 7-13; Levin 1844;
Petersen 1858, 759-760; Dyrlund 1895, 203) have argued that Holberg’s works cannot be used
as evidence of the language situation in the first half of the 18th century. This claim is based on
the fact that Holberg was heavily influenced by languages other than Danish — including Latin
and his native language, Norwegian — and thus that his written language is not reliable as an
example of Early Modern Danish.

I, however, did choose to use the works of Holberg in the current project due to the lack
of alternatives. Unfortunately, there exists a limited number of sources from the Early Modern
Danish period, and many of the existing texts are written in verse making them unreliable as

evidence for everyday speech at that time. Most of Holberg’s texts are written in prose, and
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furthermore, his works include a large number of plays which imitates everyday dialogue. An-
other reason for choosing Holberg’s works for the Early Modern Danish part of the research
was that these texts are highly comparable with the works of the British playwright William
Shakespeare, which I intended to use for the Early Modern English part of the research.

The complete works of Ludvig Holberg were compiled and arranged into a corpus (Hol-
berg Corpus 2022). The Holberg corpus (in TXT-file format) was then uploaded to AntConc —
a corpus analysis toolkit for concordancing and text analysis (Anthony 2022). Using the search
strings in figure 5 below, I searched for CoDPs containing at least one nominative pronoun and
CoDPs containing at least one oblique pronoun. Searches were conducted with the pronouns as

both the first and the second conjunct, as seen below.

Search strings used in the Holberg corpus

Nominative forms Oblique forms

jegog\w |\wogjeg migog\w | \w og mig

duog\w |[\wogdu dig og \w \w og dig

hanog\w |\woghan | |hamog\w |\wogham

hun og\w |\w og hun | |hende og\w | \w og hende

viog\w |\wogvi os og \w \w og os

i og \w \w og i jerog\w \w og jer

deog\w |[\wogde demog\w [\wogdem

Figure 5: AntConc search strings for all Danish nominative and
oblique personal pronoun forms. Searches were conducted
with the pronoun in both first and second position. \w is
the symbol for an alphanumeric wildcard.

All 28 searches in AntConc (jeg og \w, \w og jeg, du og \w, \w og du, han og \w, \w og han,
etc.) were run separately using the ‘regex’ (regular expression) setting. Each search triggered a
number of hits, which indicate the number of occurrences of the used search string in the Hol-
berg corpus. Take, for example, mig og \w, which gives us exactly 60 hits — meaning that in the
entire Holberg corpus, there is 60 occurrences of mig followed by an alphanumeric character.
All these 60 results (each result including a few surrounding words for context purposes)
were extracted from AntConc, arranged into a table, and uploaded to Microsoft Excel. In Excel,
the table containing all the results of the given search was examined manually — one result at a
time — with the purpose of judging whether that result was, in fact, a case of CoDPs or another

syntactic constellation, which had been impossible to rule out during the AntConc search.
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Relevant results are examples of CoDPs containing at least one pronoun as either the first or

the second conjunct as in the examples below:

(30) Beed et got Ord for mig og min Herre.
“Pray a good word for me and my lord” (Holberg Corpus 2022, “Mascarade”).

(31) Hans gode Moer har stillet min Papa og mig tilfreds igien.
“His good mother has satisfied my father and me again” (Holberg Corpus 2022,
“Mester Gert Westphaler eller Den meget talende barber”).

Irrelevant results are sentences which contain mig og \w, but where mig og \w are not CoDPs.
In the example below, the alphanumeric wildcard \w is not a noun, an adjective, a pronoun, or
any other word class that can form a coordination. Instead, \w is a verb which cannot be coor-

dinated with mig and hence cannot form CoDPs:

(32) Nu rerer Samvittigheden mig og neder mig at bekiende. ..
“Now the conscience gets to me and forces me to confess...” (Holberg Corpus

2022, “Hexerie eller Blind Allarm”).

Irrelevant results can also be examples where the alphanumeric wildcard \w is, in fact, a noun,
an adjective, a pronoun, or any other word class that would be able to make up CoDPs, but
where \w and the following word do not form a constituent due to another syntactic constella-
tion. Consider (33), where the Present Day English translation demonstrates that mig og mange

andre are not CoDPs, but instead two separate DPs, which do not form a constituent:

(33) Byens Qvrighed viste mig hvordan jeg kunde haevne mig og mange andre traengte
paa for at faa mig til at gaa til Makronerne.
“The city’s authorities showed me how I could take my revenge and many others
exerted pressure on me to get me cracking” (Holberg Corpus 2022, “Forste Brev

til en hgjvelbaaren Herre. 1728”).

All the irrelevant occurrences, which the searches in AntConc (jeg og \w, \w og jeg, du og \w,
\w og du, han og \w, \w og han, etc.) generated, were sorted out manually. In this process, a
large number of results were discarded. Ideally, there had been a way of narrowing down the

results of the AntConc searches even more so that all the irrelevant results resembling (32) and
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(33) would be sorted out automatically. Unfortunately, there is no way for AntConc to distin-
guish between the relevant example in (30) and the irrelevant example in (33). This would
require a more complex software that could distinguish different syntactic structures from each
other and identify only the correct ones; that is, the ones that constitutes CoDPs. However,
because no such software exists, the sorting was done manually. Luckily this did not constitute
a major problem for the research because the Holberg corpus is a relatively small corpora
(708,558 words) with relatively few instances of CoDPs.

After all results for each of the 28 searches had been examined manually and all irrelevant
instances such as example (32) and example (33) had been discarded, I was left with 28 tables
consisting of occurrences of CoDPs containing at least one pronoun in either first or second
conjunct. For the full overview of the 28 tables constituting the Early Modern Danish corpora
investigation, see appendix 1. For comparison purposes, the number of relevant results for each
of the 28 categories (jeg og \w, \w og jeg, du og \w, \w og du, han og \w, \w og han, etc.) was
counted. The total number of relevant results can be found in the top bar of each table.

After having sorted and arranged all searches into tables, the results were examined one
by one once more, this time with the purpose of analysing each instance and determine the use
of case (nominative or oblique) in relation to the surrounding sentence. Each instance of pro-
noun og \w or \w og pronoun was colour-coded with either green, red, or yellow. Green indi-
cating that the use of case is expected, red indicating that the use of case is unexpected, and
yellow indicating that there is doubt about the use of case. The instances that are marked with
yellow are typically followed by a short explanation describing why there is doubt about the

case (see appendix 1).

3.2 Early Modern English: Shakespeare Corpus

The works of the British playwright William Shakespeare were chosen as the empirical foun-
dation for the Early Modern English part of the project. The complete works of Shakespeare
were compiled and arranged into a corpus (Shakespeare Corpus 2022) and uploaded to
AntConc. From here on, the same searches that were run in the Holberg corpus were also run
in the Shakespeare corpus — just in English (see figure 6 below). Note that the obsolete English
case distinction thou/thee was used when searching for CoDPs containing second person sin-
gular pronouns. Had it not been for this distinction, one would not be able to tell the second
person singular pronouns from the second person plural pronouns, and furthermore one would
not be able to tell the nominative case from the oblique case due to syncretisms between these

pronoun categories. In the second person plural pronouns (marked with red in figure 6), no case
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distinction is found (both the nominative and the oblique form is you), and thus we cannot tell
the two cases apart. For this reason, the second person plural category is left out of the English

corpora investigations (this goes for both the Shakespeare corpus and the present day investi-

gations in the BNC).
Search strings used in the Shakespeare corpus
Nominative forms Oblique forms

iand \w \w and i me and\w |\wand me
thou and \w | \w and thou | |thee and \w |\w and thee
heand\w |[\w and he himand\w |[\w and him
she and \w |\w and she herand\w |\w and her
weand\w |\wand we us and \w \w and us
you and \w |\w and you youand\w |\w and you
they and \w |\w and they them and \w | \w and them

Figure 6: AntConc search strings for all English nominative and oblique
personal pronoun forms. Searches were conducted with the
pronoun in both first and second position. \w is the symbol for
an alphanumeric wildcard.

After having run all of the English searches in the Shakespeare corpus and sorted out the irrel-
evant examples following the same method as with the Holberg searches, I was left with 24
tables (as described above, the second person plural searches have been left out, since it was
impossible to distinguish between the nominative and the oblique form in this category). For
the full overview of the 24 tables constituting the Early Modern English corpora investigation,
see appendix 2. For comparison purposes, the number of relevant results for each category (/
and \w, \w and I, thou and \w, \w and thou, he and \w, \w and he, etc.) were counted. The total
number of relevant results can be found in the top bar of each table.

Just as in the Early Modern Danish investigations, the final results of the Shakespeare
corpus search were examined once more, this time with the purpose of analysing each instance
and determining the expectedness of case in relation to the surrounding sentence. Each instance
of pronoun and \w and \w and pronoun was colour-coded with either green, red, or yellow,

indicating the expectedness of case.
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3.3 Present Day Danish: KorpusDK

The investigations of pronouns in KorpusDK and the BNC took place somewhat similarly to
the investigations of the Holberg corpus and the Shakespeare corpus. The main difference be-
tween the 17th and 18th century playwright corpora and the present day corpora is that I have
compiled the Holberg and the Shakespeare corpus myself for the purpose of this project,
whereas KorpusDK and the BNC are highly advanced corpora compiled by professional corpus
linguists and computational linguists over a time span of several decades. Thus, KorpusDK and
the BNC are significantly more advanced than the playwright corpora — both with respect to
size and tagging. Apart from containing respectively 70 and 125 times as many words, both
KorpusDK and the BNC have been tagged for grammatical information using sophisticated
tagging systems such as CLAWS and have online interfaces with advanced search engines to
increase the user-friendliness of the corpora.

For the investigation of pronouns within CoDPs in Present Day Danish, I consulted Kor-
pusDK’s online interface. As part of its online interface, KorpusDK has several different search
functions, including ‘standard segning’ (standard search), ‘udvidet segning’ (expanded search),
and ‘formel sogning’ (formal search). The ‘formel sogning’ (formal search) setting of the Kor-
pusDK search engine was chosen since it enabled me to execute the most confined and re-
stricted searches. The formal search strings were written in the search language from the corpus
processor CQP (Corpus Query Processor), also known as CQL (Corpus Query Language),

which KorpusDK uses, and followed the formulas found in figure 7 below.

Search string formula for searching in the online KorpusDK search engine

jeg og
[word="jeg" & pos="PERS"] []{0,0} [word="0g"] [1{0,0} ([pos="N|ADJ|PROP|DET|ART|PERS|INDP|NUM"])

og jeg
([pos="N|ADJ|PROP|DET|ART|PERS|INDP|NUM"]) []{0,0} [word="0g"] []{0,0} [word="jeg" & pos="PERS"]

Figure 7: Search strings formulas for searching in the online KorpusDK search engine. KorpusDK uses the
search language from the corpus processor CQP (Corpus Query Processor), also known as CQL
(Corpus Query Language) (KorpusDK, n.d.).

By means of these search string formulas, I was able to restrict my results to a personal pronoun
followed by either a noun, an adjective, a proper name, a determiner, an article, a personal
pronoun, another type of pronoun, or a numeral. Or the opposite way around: a noun, an adjec-
tive, a proper name, a determiner, an article, a personal pronoun, another type of pronoun, or a

numeral followed by a personal pronoun. Thus, instead of having the pronoun followed or
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preceded by the alphanumeric wildcard \w, which would give us all words beginning with an
alphanumeric character and thus give us a great number of hits which were not examples of
CoDPs, KorpusDK’s formal search setting and the above search string formula enable us to
narrow down the search significantly. Essentially, this means that we end up with significantly
fewer irrelevant results compared to a standard AntConc search.

As in the AntConc searches described in sections 3.1 and 3.2, I conducted a search for
each pronoun in either first or second position — a total of 28 searches (see figure 5). Each search
in KorpusDK was run separately, each search triggering a number of hits indicating the number
of occurrences of the used search string in the entire KorpusDK. In some instances, the search
strings triggered a large number of hits. The og jeg search string found in figure 7, for example,
triggered 16,916 hits. Unfortunately, due to lack of engine capacity, the KorpusDK interface is
not able to show more than 5,000 results of a given search, meaning that if a search string
triggers more than this number of hits, the results are randomly narrowed down to 5,000 results.
This issue is, of course, unfortunate since one would like as much data as possible to solidify
one’s findings. However, an upper limit of 5,000 does not constitute a major problem for this
exact investigation. As in both the Holberg corpus searches and the Shakespeare corpus
searches, all results need to be evaluated manually, and no matter the upper limit of results from
KorpusDK, it would be too time-consuming to evaluate and analyse more than 5,000 occur-
rences manually. The only way we would have been able to evaluate more than 5,000 results
would be if the evaluation of results were conducted automatically. However, this would require
highly advanced software, which does not exist at the moment.

Having run the og jeg search in KorpusDK, I was left with 5,000 hits, which have been
narrowed down from 16,916 hits. All 5,000 results of the search (each result including a few
surrounding words for context purposes) were extracted from KorpusDK, converted from a
DOCX-file into a TXT-file, and uploaded to the corpus analysis toolkit, AntConc. From here
on, the methodology resembles the playwright corpora investigations to the letter. Using the
search strings found in figure 5, I searched for \w og jeg in the KorpusDK results, which have
just been extracted from the KorpusDK interface. This process was repeated with all KorpusDK
searches (jeg og \w, \w og jeg, du og \w, \w og du, han og \w, \w og han, etc.).

Why would I need to upload the KorpusDK results to AntConc and conduct another round
of searches, one might ask? Unfortunately, the KorpusDK search engine does not take punctu-
ation into account, meaning that the KorpusDK search strings cannot rule out examples as in

(34) and (35):
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(34) Jeg var ny elev, og jeg troede, jeg skulle g& den slagne ve;.
“I was a new student and I assumed I would follow the usual way” (KorpusDK,

n.d.).

(35) Men det er virkelig en god ting for os. Og jeg tror, publikum finder det langt mere
uformelt.
“But it is in fact a good thing for us. And I think the audience finds it far more

informal” (KorpusDK, n.d.).

Examples such as (34) and (35) that have some sort of punctuation immediately before or im-
mediately after the coordinating conjunction can under no circumstances constitute CoDPs.
Thus, all such examples must be discarded since they make up irrelevant examples.

Fortunately, AntConc’s search engine does take punctuation into account — as opposed to
KorpusDK’s search engine, which does not. Thus, by running all the results extracted from
KorpusDK through AntConc using the search strings found in figure 5, I can eliminate those
examples that contain some sort of punctuation, and which are not relevant example of CoDPs.
This manoeuvre lessens the burden of having to manually sort out all these irrelevant examples
— a process that would be extremely time-consuming considering the size of KorpusDK.

After having run my KorpusDK results through AntConc — repeating for all 28 search
strings — the results from AntConc were extracted, arranged into a table, and uploaded to Mi-
crosoft Excel. Here all results were examined manually to sort out the occurrences which were
not CoDPs but another syntactic constellation. Although still very time-consuming, this process
was made somewhat more manageable by carrying out the second round of searches in
AntConc, discarding many irrelevant examples. Finally, after having examined all the remain-
ing results one by one, all results were analysed to determine the use of case in relation to the
surrounding sentence and colour-coded accordingly, just as was done in the Early Modern Dan-
ish and Early Modern English investigations. For the full overview of the 28 tables constituting
the Present Day Danish corpora investigation, see appendix 3. For comparison purposes, the
number of relevant results for each of the 28 categories (jeg og \w, \w og jeg, du og \w, \w og
du, han og \w, \w og han, etc.) was counted. The total number of relevant results can be found

in the top bar of each table.
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3.4 Present Day English: The British National Corpus

To investigate Present Day English pronouns within CoDPs, I accessed the BNC online inter-
face hoping that it could perform the same searches as in KorpusDK, providing me with results
comparable to those extracted from KorpusDK. Unfortunately, I quickly realised that the online
version of the BNC only had the capacity to display 500 results of a given search. Compared to
KorpusDK’s upper limit of 5,000 results, it seemed insufficient to draw conclusions based on
only 500 results. Furthermore, it would significantly complicate the comparisons between the
two present day corpora if the two samples were of such different sizes. This issue constituted
a major problem for my project, and I had to consider alternative options for the Present Day
English part of the investigations. Among other considerations, I explored the potential of work-
ing with another present day Anglophone corpus, such as the Corpus of Contemporary Ameri-
can English (COCA) or Brown University Standard Corpus of Present-Day American English.
However, both these corpora are collections of American English texts, and although British
and American English are indeed very similar, the choice of an American corpus would still
complicate the comparison with the Early Modern English Shakespeare results significantly.

Unfortunately, I found that there does not exist a great British English alternative to the
BNC. Either the corpora would be too small — and thus incomparable with KorpusDK, which
contains 56 million words — or they would be too specific, containing only texts from one genre,
such as the British Academic Written English corpus, which consists only of academic works
written at universities in the UK.

Thus, my only real option was finding some way to access the BNC without using the
online interface. One opportunity was to download the entire BNC (that is, all 100 million
words) to my computer and conduct the searches manually. Not only would this method be
extremely user-hostile, but it would also, in fact, require me to encode my own search machine
that would take tagging etc., into account. Due to a lack of coding skills and time, this option
was discarded.

Luckily, during my considerations of how to go about the searches in the BNC, I encoun-
tered the computer software LancsBoxX. Developed at Lancaster University, LancsBoxX is a
corpus analysis tool developed with advanced XML (Extensible Markup Language) capabilities
designed for very large corpora (Brezina and Platt 2022). Because of these features, the pro-
gramme is suitable for working with the BNC. In fact, the software comes with both the British
National Corpus 1994 and the newer and updated version of the corpus, British National Corpus
2014, releasing me from all speculations of having to code my own search engine to be able to

work with the BNC.
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I chose to run my searches in the British National Corpus 1994 because this version of
the corpus fits better timewise with KorpusDK, which was compiled between 1983 and 2002.
This decision was taken to make the two corpora even more comparable. After having accessed
the BNC through LancsBoxX, the searches were conducted more or less similar to the searches
carried out in KorpusDK. Using the search string formulas in figure 8, I was able to carry out

just as confined and restricted searches as in the KorpusDK search engine.

Search string formula for searching in the British National Corpus through LancsBoxX

iand
[word="i"][word="and"][pos="J.¥ | NN.*|X.* | A.*|D.* | P.*| AP.* | MC.*"]

andi
[pos="J.¥|NN.*¥|X.*|A.*|D.*|P.*|AP.* | MC.*"][word="and"][word="i"]

Figure 8: Search strings formulas for searching in the British National Corpus through LancsBoxX.
LancsBoxX uses the search language from the corpus processor CQP (Corpus Query
Processor), also known as CQL (Corpus Query Language) (Brezina and Platt 2022).

The search strings are formulated in the same search language that KorpusDK uses, namely the
language from the corpus processor CQP (Corpus Query Processor), also known as CQL (Cor-
pus Query Language). There are, however, a few minor differences between how the Kor-
pusDK search strings and the LancsBoxX search strings are written up, but the basic syntax is
the same.

As in the three other corpus investigations described above, each search in the BNC was
run separately, each search triggering a number of hits indicating the number of occurrences of
that search string in the entire BNC. Due to syncretisms between the second person singular
nominative and oblique and the second person plural nominative and oblique, these four
searches have been left out of the investigations. No distinction is found between the four cat-
egories (all forms are you), meaning that we cannot tell them apart and thus cannot use them in
our examinations of case in Present Day English pronouns. For this reason, we are left with the

20 searches found in figure 9.
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Searches carried out in the British National Corpus
Nominative forms Oblique forms

iand andi me and and me
you and |and you you and and you
he and and he himand |and him
sheand |and she her and and her
weand |and we us and and us
you and |and you youand |andyou
they and |and they themand |and them

Figure 9: Searches carried out in the British National Corpus.
Searches were conducted with the pronoun in both
first and second position. The forms that have been
left out of the searches are marked with red.

Just as in KorpusDK, some search strings triggered a large number of hits while others trig-
gered only a few. The and us search, for example, triggered only 67 results, whereas the and 1
search triggered 31,530 results. Whereas KorpusDK, due to lack of engine capacity, would
reduce this high number of hits to its upper limit of 5,000, the BNC — when accessed through
LancsBoxX — has no upper limit of the number of results it can show. Thus, our issue with the
BNC only wanting to show 500 results has been resolved through LancsBoxX.

However, 31,530 results were quite a handful when having to sort all instances manually.
For this reason and to increase comparability between the BNC results and the KorpusDK re-
sults, the BNC searches that triggered a large number of hits were deliberately reduced to a
sample of 5,000 results — just as the KorpusDK search engine had done automatically.

The results of each search (I and, and I, he and, and he, she and, and she, etc.) were
extracted from LancsBoxX, one at a time. The searches which triggered more than 5,000 hits
were inserted into a Microsoft Excel document. Using the Excel RAND function, I randomised
all the hits of a given search (e.g., the and [ search triggering 31,530 results) so that all results
were listed in entirely random order. I then extracted the first 5,000 results and inserted them
into a DOCX-file before converting the file into a TXT-file. The TXT-file were then uploaded
to AntConc. The searches which triggered less than 5,000 results did not have to undergo the
randomisation in Excel and, thus, they were extracted from LancsBoxX and directly inserted
into a DOCX-file which was then converted into a TXT-file, which was uploaded to AntConc.

As with the KorpusDK searches, I uploaded the BNC searches to AntConc to carry out a
second round of searches. This was done because the LancsBoxX search engine — just as the

KorpusDK search engine — cannot take punctuation into account and thus provided me with a
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large number of irrelevant results, which are not examples of CoDPs but of some other syntactic
constellation. The second round of searches was conducted in the same manner as described in
section 3.3. Adding the alphanumeric wildcard \w either before or after the searches found in
figure 9, I searched for I and \w, \w and I, he and \w, \w and he, she and \w, \w and she, etc.,
repeating for all the BNC searches. By doing so, I avoided having to manually discard all those
examples that contain some sort of punctuation, and which are not relevant examples of CoDPs.
Having run my BNC results through AntConc — repeating for all 20 search strings — the
results from AntConc were extracted, arranged into a table, and uploaded to Microsoft Excel.
In Excel, all results were examined manually to sort out the remaining occurrences, which were
not examples of CoDPs but another syntactic constellation. After having examined all the re-
maining results one by one, all results were analysed once again to determine the use of case in
relation to the surrounding sentence and colour-coded accordingly, just as was done with both
the Early Modern Danish, the Early Modern English, and the Present Day Danish investiga-
tions. For the full overview of the 20 tables constituting the Present Day English corpora inves-
tigation, see appendix 4. For comparison purposes, the number of relevant results for each of
the 28 categories (I and \w, \w and I, he and \w, \w and he, she and \w, \w and she, etc.) were

counted. The total number of relevant results can be found in the top bar of each table.

3.5 Calculation of percentages for frequency

3.5.1 Preparation of data and elimination of discrepancies

After having extracted all results from my four corpora, sorted them manually, and arranged
them into columns, I was left with four major tables: a table for Early Modern Danish containing
all results from the Holberg corpus, a table for Early Modern English containing all results from
the Shakespeare corpus, a table for Present Day Danish containing all results from KorpusDK,
and finally a table for Present Day English containing all results from the BNC (see appendices
1,2,3,and 4).

With all the raw data arranged into tables, I was almost ready to begin the comparisons
across the different pronouns and the different corpora. However, one thing needed to be con-
sidered before the percentages could be calculated, namely all those searches which had trig-
gered a high number of hits and had been narrowed down to 5,000 results. In KorpusDK, this
reduction was executed automatically by the search engine because the software does not have
the capacity for more. The BNC results, on the other hand, were reduced to 5,000 deliberately
for two reasons: 1) so that the sample size would fit the KorpusDK sample size, and 2) because

examining more than 5,000 results manually would be too time-consuming a job. In the corpora
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from the Early Modern Period, this does constitute an issue since there are no searches that
trigger more than 5,000 results.

The fact that I have reduced some search results from a greater number of hits to 5,000
hits while leaving other search results (those below 5,000 hits) as they were means there is a
discrepancy in my data. A search such as the BNC search for and us triggered only 67 relevant
results. Because this number is lower than the maximum limit of 5,000, no reductions have
been made. Thus, we can conclude th