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Abstract 

 Demonstratives are referring expressions that exist in all languages. English and 

Norwegian are no exceptions to this rule. Their demonstrative systems are similar in both 

form and meaning. Perhaps due to their similarities, few comprehensive contrastive analyses 

have been made between the two languages, if any at all.  

This in-depth contrastive study uses a parallel corpus (the English-Norwegian Parallel 

Corpus) in order to explore incongruent translations of demonstrative determiners in sentence 

pairs. By doing so, it hopes to contribute to an understanding of the similarities and 

differences between the English and Norwegian demonstrative systems. The Givenness 

Hierarchy will be used as a cognitive framework against which the use of the demonstratives 

in the two languages will be compared and discussed.  

While demonstratives comprise pronouns as well as locational adverbs such as here 

and there alongside determiners of co-occurring nouns, a study of all the categories go 

beyond the scope of this thesis. Instead, the present study concentrates on developing an in-

depth contrastive understanding of the similarities and differences between the two 

languages’ use of demonstrative determiners. 
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1 Introduction 

 The present thesis revolves around the contrasted use of demonstratives in English and 

Norwegian. The desire to contribute to the contrastive analysis of English and Norwegian 

demonstrative use originates from a gut feeling more than anything else, an underlying sense 

of irregularities in the use of demonstratives by Norwegian learners of English. Given the 

similarities between the Norwegian and English demonstrative systems, a curiosity spawned 

as to whether observed non-native like uses are a result of a natural lack of mastery of the 

English language, or whether contrastive differences exist that may complicate the process of 

mastering the demonstrative system in English. 

 Demonstratives function as referring expressions, either isolated, as pronouns, or as 

prenominal modifiers expressing definiteness (with the exception of the indefinite use of this). 

While demonstrative systems across different languages vary with different morphological 

structures, syntactic functions, and grammaticalization, Norwegian and English seem almost 

mirrored with regards to all of these apart from the obvious addition of gender in Norwegian 

that is absent in English. Perhaps due to this similarity, a comprehensive comparison of the 

two linguistic demonstrative systems has yet to be done (to my knowledge). This allows for 

an in-depth comparative analysis that may yield information on possible underlying systemic 

differences, or may firmly solidify the similarities that are perceived to exist.  

 Theory sections 2.1-2.2 are concerned with the general nature of demonstratives in 

English and Norwegian. They give an overview of the different forms of demonstratives, as 

well as deictic, background deictic, affective, spatio-temporal deictic, and anaphoric uses. 

These sections form the general background upon which my contrastive analysis is built.  

 Sections 2.3-2.6 examines the demonstratives’ inherent nature as referring 

expressions. I present the theory of a hierarchy of Givenness, presented by Gundel, Hedberg, 

and Zacharski (1993), as well as the concept of accessibility. Givenness and degrees of 

accessibility both go beyond describing demonstratives and their ability to refer textually or 

deictically and focus on how the demonstrative guides the hearer in accessing the intended 

referent. Understanding the concepts of accessibility and givenness is necessary to understand 

the use and interpretation of a demonstrative expression. This chapter will lay framework for 

the discussion in Chapter 5. 
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 Section 2.7 examines contrastive differences between Norwegian and English that 

may influence demonstrative use. It sheds light on some of the discrepancies found within 

linguistic literature of the English and Norwegian demonstrative systems, as well as issues 

relating to ambiguities found in Norwegian referring expressions. The topics discussed in this 

section explain the reasoning behind my selection of data and contribute to the analysis in 

Chapter 5.  

 Chapter 3 is concerned with potential predictions and hypotheses for contrasts and 

incongruent translations that may occur in translation. This chapter looks at translation 

bidirectionally between English and Norwegian. The topics discussed are translator’s 

perspective, affective uses of demonstratives, Norwegian ambiguity of referring expressions, 

incongruent background deictic uses, the proximal-distal relationship between Norwegian and 

English, and spatio-temporal deictic uses. These predictions are based on the theoretical 

literature presented in Chapter 2 and provide data-informed investigations for the thesis. The 

hypotheses and predictions presented in this chapter will be the focus areas in Chapter 5, 

which is comprised of analysis and discussion.  

 Chapter 4 elaborates on the method used for the empirical study in Chapter 5. It 

discusses the way in which the parallel corpus ENPC (English-Norwegian Parallel Corpus) 

works, and the ways in which the corpus benefits and complicates the search for relevant data.  

 Chapter 5 presents my analysis of acquired data. The chapter explores incongruent 

translations of demonstrative determiners found in sentence pairs. It discusses processes of 

both proximalization and distalization, and attempts to categorize incongruent translations by 

the context in which they appear. The four main contexts discussed are spatio-temporal 

deictic uses, background deictic uses, affective uses, and uses that are incongruently 

translated based on the special Norwegian syntactic feature of double definiteness in complex 

noun phrases (NPs). 

 Finally, in Chapter 6, I address the questions: what are the implications of my study 

and its findings on the comparison of English and Norwegian demonstrative uses? Which 

conclusions can be asserted based on the empirical findings in this thesis? What are the 

strengths and limitations of my study, and what can my findings lead to for future studies on 

the contrasts between the demonstrative systems in English and Norwegian? 
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2 Background: demonstratives 

 Research done in both Norwegian and English suggests that the referential linguistic 

feature of demonstratives share properties in the two languages. Demonstratives are referred 

to as referring expressions and “are used to identify a referent in the surroundings of the 

interlocutors, or the addressee’s mental/memory representation of a referent” (Piwek, Beun 

and Cremers 2008, 696). Both Norwegian and English divide demonstratives in two sub-

categories: demonstrative pronouns and demonstrative determiners and they take on either 

singular or plural form based on the unit quantity of the referent. Norwegian also has the 

added category of gender in singular demonstratives. Demonstratives can be further 

categorized into proximal and distal demonstratives. The two categories elicit information on 

the referent’s position in relation to the speaker (Carter & McCarthy 2006, 900). 

Demonstratives are generally used either deictically (in the physical context), or anaphorically 

(referring to discourse), but additional uses exist and are elaborated on in section 2.2. The 

most common demonstratives in English are the singular forms this and that, which 

correspond to the Norwegian denne(m-f)/dette(n) and den(m-f)/det(n), and the plurals these 

and those, which correspond to the Norwegian demonstratives disse og de. This thesis focuses 

on the singular forms.  

2.1 Demonstratives: form 

2.1.1 Distal and proximal demonstratives 

Norwegian and English share a common two-way distinction between distal and 

proximal demonstratives. Diessel (1999, 160) claims that semantic concepts such as proximal 

and near speaker are expressed in the vast majority of the 85 languages he studied and that all 

languages have a way of distinguishing closeness linguistically. While this distinction is most 

commonly used for spatial distance, Hasselgård, Lysvåg, and Johansson argue that 

“demonstrative determiners may also indicate location in time” (2012, 126), and claim that 

reference to the past prefers distals and reference to the present and future prefers proximals. 

Peters further adds to the distinction by including the category of distance in discourse: 

"THIS/THESE indicate closeness either in physical space or in the discourse, while 

THAT/THOSE indicate greater distance” (2013, 109). Ariel (1990) also mentions distance in 
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text as one of the factors that contribute to the accessibility of antecedents and determines the 

choice between a proximal and a distal form of the demonstrative. Botley & McEnery 

reiterate Ariel’s proposition regarding accessibility: "antecedents situated further away in the 

text from their referring anaphors will tend to be stored in longer-term memory than 

antecedents situated closer to their referring anaphors" (2001, 215). The relationship between 

accessibility and demonstratives is discussed in section 2.3.  

The linguistic literature proves the existence of the concepts distal and proximal in 

both Norwegian and English. Literature on English demonstratives suggests that these 

concepts go beyond just spatial distance, also includes time and closeness in discourse. At 

first hand, the two language systems under study seem parallel when it comes to the two-way 

distinction. The Norwegian versions in (1b) and (2b) are word-by-word, acceptable 

translations of the English examples. 

(1)  a. Could you pass me that wrench? (deictic)   

b. Kan du gi meg den skiftenøkkelen? (deictic) 

(2)  a. He hasn’t arrived yet and this upsets me. (anaphoric) 

b. Han har ikke ankommet enda, og dette plager meg. (anaphoric)  

 Examples such as (1) and (2) act as perfectly accurate translations of their 

counterparts, indicating that the categories of distal and proximal demonstratives apply to 

both languages in general use. While accepting this mirrored account of near-speaker and 

faraway may seem enticing at first, my data in the present thesis suggests that the distinction 

is not always as clear-cut as initially presumed. Both proximal and distal uses of 

demonstratives in Norwegian and English do not always correspond and this applies to both 

deictic and anaphoric uses. This observation coincides with previous research done by Piwek, 

Beun, and Cremers which suggests that the intuitively spatial analysis of the “proximal-distal 

opposition may not be the best foundation for studying the differences between the use of 

proximal and distal demonstratives” (2008, 699). In order to understand the cross-linguistic 

discrepancy in their use, we will have to apply an understanding of accessibility and 

givenness of referents. These two terms are elaborated on in detail in sections 2.3-2.6 below.  

2.1.2 Demonstrative pronouns and determiners 
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The two different syntactic categories of demonstratives are pronouns (simple 

(Pendlebury 1999), independent (Labrador 2010)) and determiners (complex (Pendlebury 

1999), dependent (Labrador 2010)). According to Pam Peters “Determiners typically appear 

as the first item in an NP” (2013, 113), while pronouns encompass commonalities with nouns 

and “act as head of the noun phrase in which they occur” (2013, 282). As different syntactic 

units, they inhabit different qualities. Demonstrative determiners shown in example (3) are 

“similar to the definite article, but, in addition to signaling that somebody or something is 

known or identifiable, they specify the number of the referent and whether the referent is near 

or distant in relation to the speaker” (Hasselgård, Lysvåg, and Johansson 2012, 126). On the 

other hand, the demonstrative pronouns demonstrated in example (4): “Like the personal 

pronouns …, mark an entity as known. … The choice between the pronouns this/these and 

that/those is thus the same as that between the corresponding determiners” (Hasselgård 

Lysvåg, and Johansson 2012, 143). There is no difference between English and Norwegian in 

this respect. 

(3)  a. This car is green and that car is blue. 

b. Denne bilen er grønn og den bilen er blå. 

(4)  a.  Bring this over to the neighbors. 

b. Ta med dette bort til naboene. 

 As shown in the examples above, demonstrative determiners and pronouns occur in 

both languages, and function in similar ways. They mark entities as known, as singular or 

plural, and they specify distance between the speaker and the referent. In the deictic use of the 

demonstrative determiners this and that in (3), we know, without seeing the referents that the 

first car is an entity in closer vicinity than the second car to avoid the referring expression 

being infelicitous.  

2.2 Demonstratives: use 

2.2.1 Spatial deictic use of demonstratives  

Demonstratives are words that point to an entity, distinguishing the referred entity 

from other entities, either in discourse or in physical context. Diessel defines them according 

to three requirements: they are "deictic expressions serving specific syntactic functions", they 
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"generally serve specific pragmatic functions", and they are "characterized by specific 

semantic features" (1999, 2). Peters explains deixis as the ability of certain words to “locate 

the speaker in terms of time, place, and in relation to other communicators” (2013, 108). A 

common example of a deictic use of a demonstrative would be an utterance, as shown in 

example (5), accompanied by a pointing gesture: 

(5)  a. “Could you pass me that?”  

b. “Could you pass me that box?” 

Both demonstrative pronouns (5a) and demonstrative determiners (5b) can be used 

deictically. Without the physical context being present and the potential pointing gesture that 

would accompany the utterance, the hearer is unable to identify the intended referent. This 

means that the deictic demonstrative’s referential meaning is defined by the context. There are 

no indications found in linguistic literature that suggests that the use of demonstratives and its 

ability to convey information deictically is meaningfully different in the Norwegian and 

English. As a result, we will have to look at the context in which demonstratives are used, in 

order to identify the referent it points to.  

2.2.2 Background deictic use of demonstratives  

The most common usages of demonstratives are, as mentioned above, deictic use and 

anaphoric use, but Svein Lie (2010) also adds a third area of use that appears in both 

languages: background deixis. Background deixis (recognitional use (Diessel 1999), Semi-

active (Chafe 1987), recoverable, accessible, derivable (Siewierska 1991)) is a use of 

demonstratives that is neither anaphoric nor deictic, but points to information that can be 

given or rooted in either personal, societal, or cultural knowledge. In these uses, the referent is 

neither mentioned in prior discourse, nor pointed to in a deictic way. Due to the absence of an 

antecedent in the discourse, the use of pronouns is infelicitous and only demonstrative 

determiners occur in background deictic use. Background deictic uses in English do not allow 

the proximal demonstrative to occur (Hedberg 2014, 11), and as such rely on the distal 

demonstratives, shown by the grammaticality of (6a) as opposed to the ungrammaticality of 

(6b):  

(6)  a. Do you remember that hotel where we stayed during our first visit? 
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b. Do you remember this hotel where we stayed during our first visit? (x)1 

For background deictic use of the demonstrative, the referent has to be recognizable by 

both the listener, and the hearer. It differs from anaphoric or physical deictic use since the act 

of recognizing originates from outside the conversation or the surroundings. Rather than 

being a direct object of attention, referents pointed to through background deixis are in the 

discourse members’ peripheral consciousness. This helps explain why demonstrative 

pronouns cannot relate this meaning, while demonstrative determiners can. The background 

deictic use of demonstratives is available in both languages, although, as briefly mentioned 

here and further demonstrated in section 2.4.2 and 3.3, there are limitations with respect to 

which demonstrative can be used in the respective languages.  

2.2.3 Affective use of demonstratives 

Demonstratives have the ability to convey emotional information in addition to their 

regular functions. “In English, both the proximal demonstratives (this and these) and the distal 

demonstratives (that and those) have affective uses” (Potts and Schwartz 2009, 2) (emotional 

deixis (Lakoff 1974)). These demonstrative uses indicate “the speaker's desire to involve the 

listener emotionally and foster a sense of closeness and shared sentiment" (Potts & Schwarz 

2009, 2). Example (7) demonstrates how affective uses of demonstratives may appear: 

(7)  I really hate that Carl 

These uses often lack an antecedent and are frequently found to refer to proper names 

(Lakoff 1974, 347). Potts and Schwarz reiterates Lakoff’s (1974) claim that affective uses 

would often be less felicitous if a referent had already been established (2009, 4). This is due 

to their colloquial and informal use.  

2.2.4 Spatio-temporal deictic use of demonstratives 

According to Vaysi and Salehnejad (2016), spatial deixis is also used in non-

traditional domains, for example as a form of orientation within discourse or as reference to 

time. They exemplify this in (8a), and I include a translation (8b) to indicate that this use of 

demonstratives occurs in Norwegian as well:  

                                                
1 Note that example sentences that are considered ungrammatical in the provided context or the type of context 

under discussion will be marked with (x). 
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(8)  a. “That year was much hotter than this one is” (Vaysi and Salehnejad  

  2016, 1410). 

 b. Det året var mye varmere enn dette er.  

 I have chosen to refer to this use as spatio-temporal deictic use of demonstratives. 

This category is not defined as easily through spatial distance as regular spatial deixis, where 

proximals are commonly defined as ‘nearby’ and distals are considered ‘faraway’. Piwek, 

Beun, and Cremers present a traditional analysis, which claims that the difference is confined 

to the space of an arms’ reach versus objects that are further away, and thus have to be 

analyzed by our eyes (2008, 698-699). This definition immediately loses foothold when it is 

applied to concepts can be considered spatially present, but not tangible or manipulable such 

as the abovementioned examples regarding spatial distance. According to Hasselgård, 

Lysvåg, and Johansson (2012), English demonstratives referring to the past usually prefer the 

distal demonstrative determiner, while referring to the present and future prefers a proximal 

demonstrative determiner. The same generally applies to Norwegian as well, as demonstrated 

in (8b), where the year located in the past is referred to by the distal den and the present 

temporal referent is referred to by the proximal dette.  

2.2.5 Anaphoric use of demonstratives 

In addition to the deictic use of demonstratives mentioned above, demonstratives are 

also often used as anaphora. Peters describes anaphora (retrospective anaphora (Lyons 1977) 

(Huddleston and Pullum 2002)) as “the abstract process of referring to a preceding lexical unit 

(the antecedent) for the meaning of an ongoing unit” (2013, 36). Referring backwards in the 

text is the most common use of textual reference in both English and Norwegian, as presented 

in the English example (9): 

(9)  In addition to a wonderful garden, there was a gorgeous patio surrounding the house. 

 This patio had been built recently for the comfort of the house’s inhabitants. 

 In (9), the demonstrative determiner this points to the NP a gorgeous patio in the 

preceding sentence. Referring to an NP is common, but demonstratives can also refer to 

events, such as in (10): 

(10) Peter fell down from the table when he was six years old. This left him paralyzed 

 from the waist down ever since. 

 In (10), the proximal demonstrative this refers to the event described in the clause 

prior to its own. Referring backwards in the text is called anaphoric use, but demonstratives 
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also have the ability to refer cataphorically (anticipatory anaphora (Lyons 1977) (Huddleston 

and Pullum 2002)): “referring forwards in the text” (Peters 2013, 36):  

(11) “This is what I have to say to your request: absolutely not.” 

 Anaphoric and cataphoric use are widespread in both English and Norwegian, and 

serves the purpose of pointing backwards or forwards to an NP clause to get reference. For 

this study, it should be noted that a higher occurrence of anaphoric demonstratives is expected 

due to the fictional novel genre, as this genre relies on written information to communicate 

with the reader.  

2.3 Referent accessibility and demonstratives 

 In order to understand the psychological processes underlying the decision concerning 

which referring expression to use, we have to understand and apply the concepts accessibility 

and givenness. These ideas have developed over the last thirty years, and the linguistic 

theories presented in this section will help aid our understanding of these concepts. 

Accessibility means the different degrees by which antecedents can be retrieved from 

memory, and how referring expressions mark these differences. Ariel (1988, 1990) lists four 

factors that are relevant when processing their anaphoric function: (a) “distance between 

antecedent and anaphor”, (b) “number of competitors for the role of antecedent”, (c) 

“importance of topicality in antecedent assignments”, and lastly (d) “role of frames in 

identifying antecedents” (1988, 65). Jennifer Arnold emphasizes, “accessibility is a property 

of the information, and not words themselves” (2010, 188). This means that the referent 

carries with it more than just its name or expression. It entails qualities such as syntactic 

function and discourse status. Studies (i.e. Ariel (1990), Piwek, Beun, & Cremers. (2008)) 

indicate that types of accessibility also have consequences for the two-way opposition of 

distal and proximal demonstratives. The traditional analysis of nearby/faraway antecedents 

claims “distal demonstratives (that/those) will tend to mark lower accessibility than proximal 

demonstratives (this/these). Proximal forms are argued to have antecedents that are close to 

the speaker, and distal forms tend to find their referents further away from the speaker” (Ariel 

1990 in Botley & McEnery 2001, 216). Despite this, some research indicates, “proximals are 

used more frequently to refer to entities with low accessibility than distals” (Piwek, Beun, and 

Cremers 2008, 714) (note that this study was made on deictically used demonstratives 
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accompanied by referring acts). Botley & McEnery reiterate Ariel’s claim that demonstrative 

determiners inherit lower accessibility status than that of demonstrative pronouns. Thus, this 

in (12a) indicate a referent with lower accessibility than this (12b). Following the general 

notions of accessibility (presented by Ariel (1988, 1990), Botley & McEnery (2001)) and 

based on the spatio-temporal distinction of proximal versus distal, (12a) and (12b) should 

contain information that is more accessible than that in (12c) and (12d).  

(12) a. This book is good. 

 b. This is a good book. 

 c. That book is good. 

 d. That is a good book. 

 This indicates that separating demonstrative uses requires an understanding of the 

underlying cognitive demands in addition to the surrounding discourse and extralinguistic 

context. Understanding accessibility and its implications is also necessary when consulting 

the Givenness Hierarchy, a model invented by Gundel, Hedberg, and Zacharski (1993). 

2.4 The Givenness Hierarchy (GH) 

With the concept of accessibility explained and elaborated on, we ask ourselves: how 

can it help us choose the correct referring expression in language production and how can it 

help us locate the referent to which the referring expression points? Gundel, Hedberg, and 

Zacharski (1993) developed a hierarchy showing six different cognitive statuses that help 

determine the necessary conditions for the use of referring expressions. While often compared 

to Ariel’s accessibility hierarchy, the theory of referential givenness presented in Gundel, 

Hedberg, and Zacharski’s Givenness Hierarchy emphasizes the degrees to which an 

antecedent is based on a determiner or pronoun expression, rather than a consideration of the 

factors in the accessibility hierarchy (cf. section 2.3). The Givenness Hierarchy “defines the 

distinctions between a number of referring expression forms” (Byron, Brown-Schmidt, and 

Tanenhaus 2008, 149), providing six unique cognitive states that describe the position of the 

referent based on the attentional status it is assumed to have in the memory of the addressee at 

the given time of speaking. These six cognitive statuses are “relevant for explicating the form 

of referring expressions” (Gundel 1996, 144) and are labelled hierarchically as follows: in 

focus, activated, familiar, uniquely identifiable, referential, and type identifiable. 
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Table 1: The Givenness Hierarchy 

Status 

form 

In focus: 

 

Activated: 

 

Familiar:  Uniquely 

identifiable: 

Referential Type 

identifiable 

 it/them/they this/that, 

this N 

that N the N  indefinite 

this N 

a N 

 

The six categories entail different cognitive statuses for the referring expressions in 

use. The in focus status is occupied by personal pronouns such as it, them, and they, and is 

described as “entities that are likely to be continued as the topic in the next utterance” (Byron, 

Brown-Schmidt, and Tanenhaus 2008, 150) and the “associate representation in focus of 

attention” (Gundel 2010, 152). While computational devices used for Givenness Hierarchy 

estimations have tried categorizing these referring entities through word classes and 

grammatical, syntactic role, “the authors of the GH point out that inclusion in the in-focus set 

depends ultimately on pragmatic factors” rather than syntactic ones (Byron, Brown-Schmidt, 

and Tanenhaus 2008, 150). This coincides with the second requirement of demonstratives 

presented by Diessel (see section 2.3 above), that they “generally serve specific pragmatic 

functions”. 

The demonstratives are distributed across the statuses activated, familiar, and 

referential. The former two are the most relevant and prevalent, and are thus the focus of this 

thesis. The demonstrative pronouns that and this are in the activated status, which Byron, 

Brown-Schmidt, and Tanenhaus describes as entities that are “estimated to be currently in the 

short-term memory of the addressee, having been evoked into short term memory either by 

the discourse or by the physical setting” (2008, 150). The two demonstrative pronouns are 

accompanied in the activated category by the demonstrative determiner this. Gundel adds that 

this category is the associate representation that exists in working memory (2010, 152), 

separating it from the familiar category in which we find the demonstrative determiner that. 

The referents in the familiar category have the cognitive status of representing referents that 

exist in memory (Gundel 2010, 152). The coding protocol (Gundel et al. 2006) further 

specifies criteria that decide which referring expression is appropriate based on anaphoric and 

deictic criteria.  

2.4.1 The activated category 
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Three criteria have to be in place in order to label a referent as activated in working 

memory. The activated category places strict limitations on distance in discourse (anaphoric 

use), limiting activated entities to “one of the immediately preceding two sentences” (Gundel 

et al. 2006, 3). This is exemplified in (13).  

(13) I am taking an English grammar course. The funny thing about this course is that I 

 really enjoy it. 

Entities can also be activated deictically by means of “a simultaneous gesture or eye 

gaze” (Gundel et al. 2006, 3), as shown previously in (5) and later in (18). The last criteria for 

the activated category postulated by the coding protocol is a "proposition, fact, or speech act 

associated with the eventuality (event or state) denoted by the immediately preceding 

sentence(s)" (Gundel et al. 2006, 3). This is exemplified in (14): 

(14) A: I passed my exam! 

B: That’s amazing, congratulations! 

2.4.2 The familiar category 

Familiar referents are less restricted in discourse and can be mentioned "at any time 

previously in the discourse” (Gundel et al. 2006, 3). Additionally, entities that are referred to 

based on background deixis or information accessed through “cultural/encyclopedic 

knowledge or shared personal experience with the speaker” also belong in the familiar 

category (Gundel et al. 2006, 3). This is exemplified in (15): 

(15) If this was a society without rules, we would be able to murder them and get away 

 without a care. That sheriff, however, prevents that from happening 

The use of the distal demonstrative that occurs in (15), not because the sheriff is a 

referent previously mentioned in the discourse, but rather because it is an entity which the 

listener and speaker will share common knowledge of. Hedberg states: “languages differ as to 

which demonstrative in a deictic paradigm allows for recognitional deixis, uses of which 

would be coded as familiar but not activated on the Givenness Hierarchy” (2014, 11).  

2.5 Separating the Givenness Hierarchy from 

the Accessibility Hierarchy 
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While others have referred to the GH as an accessibility hierarchy, Gundel emphasizes 

that the GH differs from other referential hierarchies in “a number of ways, most importantly 

because cognitive statuses on the hierarchy are assumed to encode manner of accessibility, 

not degree of accessibility” (2010, 148). Elaborating on this, she juxtaposes the following two 

examples (16) and (17):  

(16) Nancy: “Where do you want to eat tonight?”  

 Silas: “Let’s go to the Italian restaurant on Poland Street” (Gundel 2010, 163-164) 

(17) Nancy: “Where do you want to eat tonight?” 

Silas: “Let’s go to that Italian restaurant on Poland Street” (Gundel 2010,163-164).   

In the sentence pair above, the only difference is that the definite article the is used in 

(16), as opposed to the use of the distal demonstrative determiner that in (17). While (17) 

therefore is higher on the GH, Gundel argues that while the demonstrative determiner 

suggests that the restaurant is familiar to Nancy, it is not necessarily more accessible, 

regardless of its cognitive status. Contrastively, the restaurant in (17) might be less accessible 

to Nancy than in (16), "as it would require Nancy to associate a referent already in memory 

and would thus require more processing effort" (2010, 164). In this, the GH hierarchy differs 

from hierarchies employed by others (Ariel (1988, 1990)).  

A third version of the sentence pair above may be added to introduce the use of the 

proximal demonstrative determiner this to the same discussion:  

(18) Nancy: Where do you want to eat tonight?  

 Silas: Let’s go to this Italian restaurant on Poland Street. 

In (18), the use of the proximal demonstrative determiner is only felicitous if the 

Italian restaurant is activated in the short term memory of both Nancy and Silas, in this case 

most likely due to deictically conveyed information (i.e. information given through pointing 

gestures) or if (18) represents an indefinite use of the proximal this. If (18) is accompanied by 

gestures thus deictically activated, (18) is more accessible than (16), which in turn, according 

to Gundel (2010), is more accessible than (17). In terms of cognitive statuses, however, (18) 

refers to an activated entity, and thus pertains to a higher cognitive status than (17), which 

refers to a familiar referent, which in turn pertains to a higher cognitive status than the 
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uniquely identifiable referent in (16). If (18) is an indefinite use of this, it is both less 

accessible and holds a lower cognitive status than (16) and (17) above.   

The hierarchy also differs in its implicational feature, separating it from previous 

models by including the less restricted statuses cumulatively within the more restrictive 

statuses (Gundel 1996, Gundel et al. 2006). This means that activated referring expressions 

may be used for entities that are considered lower on the hierarchy, but not vice versa. Despite 

this, the referring expressions generally refer to entities belonging to their given cognitive 

status. Grice’s second maxim of Quantity explains the reason for this: “Do not make your 

contribution more informative than is required” (Grice 1989, 33). The consequence of this for 

demonstrative use with regards to the GH is that using the referring expression that 

corresponds to the referent’s cognitive status will be appropriate in most cases. 

2.6 The Givenness Hierarchy in a contrastive 

analysis 

 The demonstratives are mainly used to refer to activated and familiar referents. The 

distal and proximal demonstrative determiners are in different categories, meaning that a 

process of proximalization, a distal being translated to a proximal, or distalization, a proximal 

being translated to a distal, of demonstrative determiners may signify a contrastive difference 

between the two languages. Based on this, systemic translations that incorporate these 

processes will be explored in this thesis. An example of such an area is the contrastive 

differences found in background deictic uses of demonstratives.  

A contrastive difference is present in Norwegian and English with respect to how 

background deictic references can be expressed(Hedberg 2014). According to Lie (2010), 

proximals can be used in this context, alongside distals, while English only allows distals (see 

section 2.2.2). When studying the ENPC for processes of proximalization and distalization of 

determiners, this flexibility in the Norwegian language is expected to manifest as incongruent 

translations. This may also suggests some difference on the hierarchy in the two languages, as 

background deictic information belongs to the familiar category according to Hedberg. While 

proximal demonstratives are absent from this category in English, their use in background 

deictic scenarios in Norwegian suggest that the demonstratives might distribute differently 

across the cognitive status categories in the GH.  
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While the Givenness Hierarchy is implemented and applied to various languages, few 

studies have explored the use of referring expressions in Norwegian in light of the GH. As 

findings will show, variances in translation exist between English and Norwegian despite 

their similar demonstrative systems, and I will later on attempt to apply the Givenness 

Hierarchy to the Norwegian use of referring expressions in an attempt to explain these 

differences.  

2.7 Contrastive differences: Demonstratives in 

English and Norwegian 

 There are a few known contrastive uses of demonstratives found in English and 

Norwegian that may also affect the cognitive processes that are discussed in the previous 

section. While the demonstrative systems in the two languages are largely similar, the simple 

fact that they are two different languages may result in disparities in practical use. In order to 

ascertain whether deviant translations are due to systemic differences in the languages or just 

the translator’s idiosyncratic preference, the present chapter elaborates on particulars in the 

syntax of Norwegian NPs, which, it will seem, may affect the placement of Norwegian 

demonstrative expressions in the Givenness Hierarchy, separating them from their relative 

English correspondences.  

2.7.1 The ambiguous nature of Norwegian demonstratives as 

referring expressions 

 Norwegian demonstratives are not as discernable in text as their English counterparts 

are. The direct translation of the distal demonstrative that is den or det (depending on the 

gender of the referent). In addition to being distal demonstratives, these two lexemes are also 

used as third person neuter personal pronouns and as definite articles in complex noun 

phrases. This means that direct translation (into Norwegian) of the English expressions in the 

hierarchical categories leaves us with the same lexical items in the first four different 

categories:  
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Table 2: Givenness Hierarchy directly translated 

Status 

form 

In focus: 

 

Activated: 

 

Familiar:  Uniquely 

identifiable: 

Referential Type 

identifiable 

 den/det 

(neuter 

pronoun) 

denne/dette, 

den/det 

(demonstrative 

pronoun), 

denne/dette N 

den/det N 

(dem. 

determiner)  

den/det 

(definite 

article in 

complex 

NPs)  

ubestemt 

denne/dette 

(indefinite 

use dem. 

determiner) 

en/ei/et N 

 

 The ambiguity of den/det undoubtedly complicates the analysis of referent 

expressions’ cognitive status, and may potentially have larger implications on the hierarchy.  

 In addition to the ambiguity of den/det presented above, Norwegian demonstratives 

lose their demonstrative attributes and features in certain syntactic contexts. Norwegian 

(alongside Swedish and Faroese) is characterized by double definiteness, a feature where a 

suffixed article co-occurs with a prenominal (demonstrative) determiner: 

(19) a. Den hesten er stor. 

 b. That horse is big. 

 Without further modification on the noun, the demonstrative determiner inhibats 

demonstrative qualities, but if prenominal modifiers such as adjectives or quantifiers specify 

the noun, the prefixed (obligatory) determiner loses its demonstrative qualities and instead 

reads as a definite article prefixed to the adjective:  

(20) a. Den store hesten er min. 

 b. The large horse is mine. 

 This further shows the flexibility and ambiguity of the distal demonstratives in 

Norwegian. While the phenomenon of losing demonstrative qualities in complex NPs occurs 

with the distal determiners, the proximal determiners keep their demonstrative qualities when 

used with a suffixed article as well as prenominal modifiers: 

(21) a. Denne hesten tilhører broren min. 

  This horse belongs to my brother. 
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 b. Denne store hesten tilhører broren min. 

  This large horse belongs to my brother. 

Pronouns complicate the distals further, as there are no discernable differences in the 

written language to distinguish in focus referents from distal activated ones (in English: it 

versus that): 

(22) a. “Put the red block next to the blue block. Now put that on the green block” 

  (Byron, Brown-Schmidt, & Tanenhaus 2008, 166) 

b. Legg den røde blokken ved siden av den blå blokken. Legg så den på den 

  grønne blokken. 

(23) a. “Put the cup on the saucer. Now put it over by the shovel” (Byron, Brown-

  Schmidt, & Tanenhaus 2008, 160).  

b. Sett koppen på tallerkenen. Sett den så borte ved spaden. 

 In (22), the distal demonstrative that refers to the blue block and in (23) the 

impersonal pronoun refers to the cup. The Norwegian ambiguity uses the same lexical item 

for both the impersonal pronoun and the distal demonstrative. To counteract this ambiguity, 

Norwegian language places stress on the pronoun to carry across demonstrative attributes. 

Like in English, “unstressed personal pronouns are said to refer only to items in focus” 

(Byron, Brown-Schmidt, Tanenhaus 2008, 150), and thus the Norwegian distal demonstrative 

pronoun in (22) is stressed. An interesting observation is that the subtle difference of the 

placement of the adverb så contributes to the stress pattern. In (22b) it appears before the 

demonstrative, while in (23b) it is placed after the demonstrative.  

 Stress carrying demonstrative attributes applies to determiners as well, thus meaning 

that den in (19) is stressed, but den in (20) usually remains unstressed as a way of separating 

between the definite article and the demonstrative pronoun. That being said, stress can be 

applied to the distal in (20) and if it is, the demonstrative retains its demonstrative qualities, as 

exemplified in (24):  

(24) a. DEN store hesten er min. 

 b. That black horse is mine.  

While the stressed syllables provide differentiation in oral communication, it does not 

necessarily help a reader when analyzing translations, which might prove an issue in my work 

with a written corpus. If the examples (20) and (24) are presented to a reader, they remain 



19 

 

ambiguous in their meaning (unless stress is expressed in written form) as both readings of 

the distal as a demonstrative and a definite article may be correct. When working with these 

cases I will have to interpret the intended referent based on context to the best of my ability 

and compare it with the translated text in order to get accurate data.  
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3 Predictions for demonstratives in 

translation 

3.1 The translator’s perspective 

So far, the linguistic systems of demonstratives have been mapped out as extensively 

as is expedient for its scope. Chapter 5 makes a corpus-based investigation to see whether the 

linguistic differences can account for potential discrepancies in translation pairs. However, 

discrepancies may also be a result of the translator’s subjective choice. Goethals & Wilde 

have found that the translator will often favor the most “secure” vantage point (2009, 792). 

This “secure” vantage point is text-dependent and may result in a translational shift that 

orients the text around the main character’s vantage point (rather than the narrator’s vantage 

point (Goethals & Wilde 2009). Translational shifts can also result in a distancing of the 

narrator (Mason and Serban 2003, 290). Mason and Serban found a distancing trend in 

translation resulting from a tendency for the translation to anchor the deictic centers in literary 

translation to the narrator’s vantage point rather than that of the main character (2003, 290). If 

the narrator (in deictic cases) favors distal demonstratives more than the main character, these 

shifts may directly influence the occurrences of demonstratives. A detailed 

comparison/analysis of translation pairs should consequently always be considered in view of 

a translator’s fingerprint. 

3.2 Discrepancies due to the ambiguity in 

Norwegian demonstratives 

 The ambiguity of Norwegian demonstratives and their use is a phenomenon that might 

cause discrepancies in translational pairs. As discussed in section 2.7, the use of the 

Norwegian distal demonstratives both overlap and extend way past that of the English distal 

demonstratives. My prediction is that the overlapping use of Norwegian demonstratives blurs 

some of the lines that define its use in English. The distal demonstrative lexeme in Norwegian 

may be used more flexibly, in some cases losing its demonstrative qualities, and in other cases 

retaining them, as opposed to the English that. The interaction with double definiteness in 

addition to the oral stress that separates/defines demonstratives may further separate the 
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Norwegian use from the English use. If this is the case, it will influence translation between 

the two languages, perhaps leading to incongruent translations in the form of distal to 

proximal shifts as well as proximal to distal shifts. 

3.3 Discrepancies in background deictic 

interpretations 

 Contrastive accounts of background deictic use of demonstratives can be found in 

Norwegian and English. In 2.2.2 and 2.4.2, we elaborated on the presence and use of 

background deixis in English. While this interpretation of the demonstratives exists in both 

languages, it is expressed differently. Example (25b) below (a direct translation of a 

background deictic use of the Norwegian proximal) demonstrates the infelicity in English to 

express background deictic information by using the proximal demonstrative determiner this. 

This is not the case in Norwegian, as Lie demonstrates with the attested example in (25a):  

(25) a. “Jeg opplever at mange er usikre på dette kunnskapsløftet” (Lie 2010, 61) 

 b. “I experience that many are uncertain regarding this curriculum” (x) 

While (25a) is felicitous without the curriculum having been mentioned previously or 

referred to deictically, the English version (25b) requires the presence of either antecedent or 

accompanied gestures according to Hedberg (2014, 11) and the Givenness Hierarchy. An 

obvious result of this is that when the proximal demonstrative is used background deictically 

in Norwegian, it requires a process of distalization when translated to English. Whether an 

equal amount of distal demonstratives in English will be proximalized as a result of 

background deixis will be taken up in section 5.3.  

The fact that linguistic literature indicates a systemic difference between Norwegian 

and English background deictic uses of demonstratives may influence the data in the 

empirical study in Chapter 5. I hypothesize that this feature may also symbolize a minor 

change in the Givenness Hierarchy between Norwegian and English. My hypothesis stems 

from the fact that background deixis is listed as familiar (Hedberg 2014), in which the only 

demonstrative found is the distal determiner, and the cognitive concept of the familiar status 

remains the same regardless of language. As stated in section 2.5, each cognitive status entail 

statuses lower on the hierarchy than itself. This means that the inability to use the proximal 

determiner in background deictic uses is a special constraint on demonstratives as a referring 
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expression in the Givenness Hierarchy. This constraint does not exist for Norwegian, 

according to Lie, thus the type of reference to familiar entities based on background 

knowledge will also be available to the Norwegian proximal determiner. Movement 

downwards on the hierarchy is allowed for, albeit often less felicitous due to Grice’s second 

maxim of quantity (see section 2.5). Example (25) above demonstrates a flexible use of the 

Norwegian proximal that does not exist for the English counterpart. This flexibility and its 

consequences is discussed further in Chapter 5, where English to Norwegian proximalization 

and English to Norwegian distalization cases are presented.  

3.4 Discrepancies in affective use 

In section 2.2.3, I briefly introduced affective uses of demonstratives. While the 

coding protocol does not mention affective use and largely refers to recognitional 

(background deictic) use (Gundel et al. 2006) with regards to the familiar category, I argue 

that these uses share similarities. They both lack antecedents and presence in the physical 

context (see sections 2.2.2, 2.2.3, and 2.4.2), and are mostly used in dialogue. Given the 

restrictions imposed on demonstrative use highlighted in section 3.3, it is likely that similar 

restrictions may be places on affective uses. Additionally, based on the simple fact that 

affective uses of demonstratives are largely informal and colloquial, I would not be surprised 

if there are incongruent translations when these uses occur in the ENPC. When potential 

incongruent uses are mapped out, they indicate small shifts on the Givenness Hierarchy.  

3.5 Proximal-distal complications in different 

languages 

 A second hypothesis stems from findings by Kirsner which indicate that Dutch 

proximal demonstratives prefer lower accessible entities while distal demonstratives prefer 

higher accessible entities, especially in anaphoric use (1979, 365). This study contrasts 

Gundel, Hedberg, & Zacharski’s (1993) findings regarding English, which showed proximals 

referring to activated entities in all but one case, and distals divided across the activated and 

familiar categories with 27 occurrences in the former and 7 in the latter category. The latter-

mentioned study used an English corpus consisting of naturally occurring data from 

transcripts of casual conversation, TV talk shows, novels and more. Kirsner (1979) study 

indicates that despite the fact that English and Dutch share a proximal-distal distinction for 
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demonstratives, translations between the two languages are not always congruent in terms of 

proximals and distals.  

The findings of Kirsner’s study raise the question of whether Norwegian is more 

similar to English or Dutch with respect to demonstratives. The presence of these 

discrepancies indicates that increases the likeliness that similar incongruences may be found 

between Norwegian and English as well. It is beyond the scope of this thesis to exhaustively 

analyze all occurrences of demonstrative deviations in translation, but it will attempt to shed 

light on the manifestations of some of the differences (in particular systemic differences in 

distals and proximals). Occurrences of discrepant translations will be studied and mapped out 

in hopes of reaching a disclosing conclusion. 

3.6 Contrasts in spatio-temporal deictic 

expressions of demonstratives 

Spatio-temporal deictic expressions were briefly introduced in 2.2.4. Based on my 

study of linguistic literature regarding demonstratives, this is an underdeveloped aspect of 

demonstrative studies. Example (8) showed a congruent sentence pair, indicating that 

temporal reference in English and Norwegian aligns. As a result, I expected to find congruent 

translations in the data, yet this was not always the case. Data presenting incongruent spatio-

temporal deictic use of demonstratives is presented in section 5.2. 
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4 Method 

4.1 About the corpus 

The material used in this study is extracted from the English-Norwegian Parallel 

Corpus (ENPC). The corpus is bi-directional, balanced, and consists of non-fictional (20 

original texts) and fictional texts (30 original texts) in both English and Norwegian, in 

addition to their translated counterparts. The corpus’ texts contain 10,000 to 15,000 words, 

and are extracted from novels and non-fictional books. Users can choose to search both 

languages’ original and translated texts.  

4.2 Searching the corpus 

When searching the corpus, there are functions that help find relevant data. The main 

ones are the search query, a filter that is applied to the word in the search query, and a filter 

for the translated counterpart. These are demonstrated in (26):  

(26) a. That 

 b. AND +2 morning 

 c. NOT den|det 

 (26) is an example of a search done in the ENPC. (26a) indicates the word the user 

wishes to find in the desired language. (26b) and (26c) are filters that may be applied if the 

user wishes to do so. By applying (26b) as a filter, the ENPC only provides hits where 

morning appears within the following two words of a, in the same language that a belongs to. 

When context (i.e. +2) is not provided, the filter focuses on the translated counterpart of a. If 

(26a) is a search for hits in the English original texts, (26c) will exclude hits where the 

Norwegian translated version of the sentence pair contains den and det. The two types of 

filters are AND and NOT. 

When searching, a discourse context may be provided, but with a limit of 25 

sentences. This can be applied both prior to and following the sentence in which the search 

result (i.e. (26a) in (26)) appears. This function is necessary for a contrastive study of 

demonstratives, as our understanding of the referent hinges on the presence of the surrounding 

discourse.  
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4.3 Possible complications 

4.3.1 Issue regarding size of corpus 

While the ENPC is a useful tool, the ambiguity and the multiple uses of the different 

lexical items complicate the process of analyzing and retrieving relevant data. Table 3 shows 

the number of hits received when searching a demonstrative without filtering out information: 

Table 3: Hits received when searching demonstratives without filters. Results are taken from the fiction part of 

the ENPC.  

Demonstrative English Original Norwegian Original 

Proximal: this, denne/dette 1405 899 

Distal: that, den/det 4646 15041 

 

Studying and categorizing all of the hits shown in Table 3 extend beyond the scope of 

this thesis. The large amount of hits include every use of the lexical items. This means that 

that includes conjunctions, idioms, and adverbs in addition to the demonstrative determiner 

and pronoun. As mentioned in section 2.7 the Norwegian den and det are ambiguous and 

flexible by nature, thus leading to 15041 hits combined, more than three times that of the 

English distal.  

In order to restrict the searches to get relevant results, filters must be applied. My 

study focuses on sentence pairs including incongruent translations of demonstratives and I 

have restricted my data to include only proximalization and distalization of demonstrative 

determiners. When studying proximalization of English distals, a search may look like this: 

that AND denne|dette. The hits are then reduced from 4646 to 455, with a lot less noise, as the 

translated counterpart will contain either denne or dette. The hits still yield irrelevant 

examples, as there is no guarantee that the search word will correspond to the target word, as 

shown in (27): 

(27) He was a sophisticated man, sophisticated enough to know that fond recollection of 

 the past was mere sentimentality; this, as it were, intellectual attitude reinforced his 

 active physical discomfort whenever schooldays were discussed. (ENPC, AB1) 

 In (27) the that that appears is a correlative conjunction, while the denne that appears 

in the translated text corresponds to “this … intellectual attitude”. Such examples have been 

discarded manually, and I end up with 41 cases of the English distal demonstrative determiner 
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being translated to a Norwegian proximal demonstrative determiner, and 49 accounts of the 

Norwegian proximal demonstrative determiners being translated to the English distal 

demonstrative determiner. When analyzing the translations of English proximals to 

Norwegian distals I limited the Norwegian demonstratives to the common gender 

demonstrative den. This demonstrative appears more commonly as a determiner than its 

neuter gender demonstrative det, and thus became the focus of this study. The results of this 

was 30 accounts of the proximal determiner English original corresponding to the Norwegian 

distal, and 21 distals from Norwegian original corresponding to the English translated 

proximal. These results are discussed in Chapter 5. Sections 5.2-5.4 deal with hits where the 

English distal corresponds to the Norwegian proximals, and section 5.5 discusses cases where 

the English proximal corresponds to the Norwegian distal den. 

4.3.2 Issue regarding limit of context 

As mentioned previously, the ENPC imposes a limit of 25 sentences as discourse 

context. As anaphoric referring expressions belonging to the familiar category may refer to an 

antecedent mentioned at any point in the previous discourse (Gundel et al. 2006), the 25 lines 

might prove insufficient. This has not been a considerable issue, however, as my study 

focuses on demonstrative determiners which is accompanied by a head noun. In cases where 

the antecedent cannot be found in the discourse context provided by the ENPC, a search query 

can be made for the head of the noun phrase in which the demonstrative determiner exists. By 

performing this search, the antecedent has usually been detectable.  

4.4 The texts of the ENPC 

A parallel corpus was chosen for this study due to being “well suited to the cross-

language study of demonstratives, illuminating the nature of their basic meaning and use” 

(Wu 2004, 1). Due to its inclusion of sentence-aligned translated counterparts of the original 

texts, the corpus facilitates a crosslinguistic contrastive analysis where incongruences may be 

detected. The translation pairs provided by the ENPC are explored in this thesis to uncover 

possible systemic incongruent translations.  

While the ENPC contains different genres of texts, my study focuses solely on the 

fiction sub-corpus. Wu claims that a parallel corpus provides “an ‘ecological’ environment for 

the observation of how the behavior of the demonstratives fits into the respective structural 
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and discourse systems of the two languages” (2004, 1). I chose to focus on fictional texts, as 

these will contain natural language, thus fostering the desired ‘ecological’ environment in 

which the occurring demonstratives will be analyzed. As expected, most referring expressions 

are anaphoric, as the deictic context of the characters is not available to the reader unless 

described. This does not complicate my study, however, as the data contains sufficient 

information for the scope of this thesis.  

Additionally, it is worth mentioning that the sentence pairs are coded after every 

reference. They appear as such: (AB1) in (27) and (AB1T), where (AB1) represents the 

original quote, and (AB1T) represents the translated counterpart.  
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5 Analysis 

5.1 Introduction 

In this chapter, I discuss four recurring situations of proximalization and distalization 

in translation between Norwegian and English demonstrative determiners. I base my research 

on incongruent translations, as the active process of translating a word incongruently suggests 

an underlying systemic difference. Four topics of possible contrastive differences are 

explored: spatio-temporal deictic uses (extension of spatial deixis (Vaysi and Salehnejad 

(2016)), background deictic uses, affective uses, and finally, recurring incongruences related 

to the Norwegian phenomenon where distal demonstratives prefixed to adjectives in complex 

noun phrases lose their demonstrative qualities. The first three explore translations where the 

English distal demonstrative determiner that corresponds to the Norwegian proximal 

demonstrative determiners denne and dette. The fourth category explores incongruent 

translations where the English proximal demonstrative determiner this corresponds the 

Norwegian distal demonstrative determiner den. 

Firstly, I discuss the phenomenon of spatio-temporal deictic uses of demonstratives 

and incongruences that appear in these contexts. This seems to be an underdeveloped aspect 

of demonstrative studies, and I provide examples for and explore the ways in which 

Norwegian differs from English in this use. Secondly, I move on to background deixis, where 

the linguistic literature already lays a framework for incongruent translations. In this section, I 

discuss whether the contrasted theory resonates with data from the ENPC. Thirdly, I examine 

the remaining cases of the English distal-Norwegian proximal translations and consider 

whether the incongruences are systemic, or whether they can be interpreted as the translator’s 

preference or random choices. Fourthly, the use of Norwegian distals corresponding to the 

English proximal in complex noun phrases is discussed. In summing up these findings, I 

consider the larger implications of this empirical study, with regards to both the Givenness 

Hierarchy as well as our general understanding of demonstratives. The areas discussed will 

highlight some contrastive differences that have, to my knowledge, not been implemented in 

theoretical linguistic literature. 

Before I start discussing these areas of investigation, I will present some initial 

findings that form the basis for my discussion. Table 4 and 5 below give classification of the 

first 50 hits of the English demonstrative this and the Norwegian demonstrative denne 
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categorized according to the Givenness Hierarchy. In addition to the GH-related categories of 

activated and familiar, I have also categorized cases by spatio-temporal deictic uses, despite 

its absence in the Givenness Hierarchy. These act differently than regular deictic uses, and are 

separated as such, for reasons of visibility and clarity. 

Table 4: The first 50 occurrences of the demonstrative determiner this in the English originals of the ENPC.  

 This N 

Activated 42 

Familiar 0 

Spatio-temporal deictic uses 8 

  

Table 5: The first 50 occurrences of the demonstrative determiner denne in the Norwegian originals of the 

ENPC.  

 Denne N 

Activated 30 

Familiar 9 

Spatio-temporal deictic uses 11 

  

The initial search on the English proximal demonstrative reveals expected results 

(Table 4). No proximal demonstratives occur when the referent is familiar. This aligns with 

the prediction of the Givenness Hierarchy. However, an accurate alignment with the GHZ is 

not the case for the Norwegian occurrences. As seen in Table 5, 9 out of the 50 first 

appearances of the proximal demonstrative determiners refer to familiar entities. These 

numbers indicate that the proximal determiners have different properties in English and 

Norwegian. This misalignment is explored in this coming chapter. An example is presented in 

(28), where the Norwegian proximal refers to a familiar entity, and is therefore translated 

incongruently:  

(28) a. Det er kjøligere, hun har tykkere kåpe i dag, kostbar tweed (denne  

  udefinerbare forskjellen mellom det dyre og det ordinære!), høyhalset genser i 

  lys grønn pastell (står til øyenskyggen) … (ENPC, KF1)  

 a’. “this undefinable difference between the expensive and the ordinary” 

b. It 's chillier; she has a heavier coat today, expensive tweed (that elusive  

  difference between the expensive and the commonplace!), a high-necked  

  sweater in light green pastel (goes with her eye shadow… (ENPC, KF1T)  

 

In (28), the “elusive difference” referred to is too far back in the discourse to be 

considered activated, but has been mentioned and is thus familiar. Despite this, the 
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Norwegian original uses the proximal demonstrative determiner denne as the chosen referring 

expression, which is commonly associated with familiar referents. English on the other hand, 

is unable to do so, and an incongruent translation occurs, shown by the use of the distal 

demonstrative determiner in (28b). While this is not a common occurrence, it suggests that 

proximals and distals may have slightly different properties in English and Norwegian. These 

types of incongruent translations are explored and discussed throughout section 5.  

30 of the first 50 Norwegian referents of denne are classified as activated (table 5), 

meaning the majority of the Norwegian proximal demonstrative determiners refer to entities 

that hold this cognitive status (see section 2.4.1). As my study focuses on incongruent 

translations, the task in this regard is to find any regularities when a non-activated entity is 

referred to by a proximal demonstrative in Norwegian, as proximals belong to the activated 

category on the GH. In order to develop a contrastive view of referring expressions and their 

cognitive statuses on the Givenness Hierarchy in English and Norwegian, I have studied 

proximalization and distalization bidirectionally, as I believe looking at both original 

languages is necessary to ensure a convincing conclusion.  

I have manually gone through and categorized incongruent translations with the 

methods presented in Chapter 4. Summarizing these incongruent translations show that a 

change from the English distal to the Norwegian proximal and vice versa does not occur all 

too frequently, though regularly in some contexts, which is elaborated on in sections 5.2-5.4 

below. The results showed 71 incongruent translations where an English distal demonstrative 

corresponds to a Norwegian proximal demonstrative. Out of these 71 translations, 41 were 

determiners. If we look at distalization from the Norwegian proximal determiners denne/dette 

to that, we find 49 incidents in total. In order to determine whether there are any systemic 

reasons for why these change their distality, I classified them according to the coding protocol 

of the Givenness Hierarchy (see section 2.4).   

Table 6: Distal demonstrative determiner that in English original texts translated to the Norwegian proximal 

demonstrative determiners denne|dette.  

 That to denne|dette 

Activated 14 

Familiar 21 

Spatio-temporal deixis 6 
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Table 7: Proximal demonstrative determiners denne|dette in Norwegian original texts translated to the English 

distal demonstrative determiner that.  

 Denne|dette to that 

Activated 21 

Familiar 14 

Spatio-temporal deixis 14 

 

The results indicate that a process of proximalization and distalization occurs 

bidirectionally and when the referent belongs to both the familiar and the activated categories 

of the Givenness Hierarchy. Similar findings for English proximal-Norwegian distal 

incongruent translations are explored and discussed in section 5.5.  

In addition to the cognitive statuses established in the Givenness Hierarchy, 20 of the 

occurrences in my data belong to a category I have labelled as spatio-temporal deixis 

(elaborated on in section 2.2.4).  

5.2 English distals to Norwegian proximals: 

spatio-temporal deixis   

In section 2.2.4, we established that spatio-temporal deictic uses of demonstratives 

prefer the distal when referring to the past, and the proximal when referring to the future 

(Hasselgård, Lysvåg, & Johansson 2012). Norwegian and English seemingly share this 

demonstrative expression of spatio-temporal deixis (see section 2.2.4), but according to my 

findings, these expressions differ with the narrative point of view that exists in fiction. There 

are several cases where references to events in the past time prefers the proximal 

demonstrative determiner in Norwegian, regardless of the English counterpart, whether it be a 

proximal or a distal. In these cases, the English counterpart is usually the distal determiner 

that. Due to the considerable amount of dissonant translations, I hope to discover systemic 

differences in the spatio-temporal deictic uses of demonstratives. At first, I look at 

incongruences from Norwegian original texts (29) to (32), then English original texts (33) and 

(34) in order to see if the incongruences are bidirectional:  

(29) a. Denne morgenen tok han nesten uten å tenke over det veien om den gaten der 

  den unge kvinnen hadde bodd, og gikk inn i tobakksbutikken. (ENPC, FC1)   

 a’. This morning took he almost without to think about it the way around that 

  street where the young woman had lived, and walked into the tobacco shop  
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b. That morning, almost without thinking about it, he took the route along the 

 street where the young woman had lived and entered the tobacco shop. (ENPC, 

 FC1T) 

 

(30) a. Patric kranglet fælt med søsteren sin, Sunniva, denne sommeren, for hun hang 

  alltid i hælene på ham og ville være med der det var mest spennende. (ENPC, 

  TTH1)   

a’. Patric fought harshly with sister his, Sunniva, this summer, for she followed 

 always in the heels of him and wanted to be with there where it was most 

 exciting.  

b. Patric fought constantly with his sister, Sunniva, that summer, as she insisted 

 on tagging after him and wanted to be wherever anything exciting was going 

 on. (ENPC, TTH1T)  

 

(31) a. På dette tidspunktet hadde Scott ennå ikke sett snø. (ENPC, KH1)   

a’. At this point in time had Scott yet not seen snow.   

b. At that point in time, Scott had still never seen snow. (ENPC, KH1T)  

 

(32) a. Våren hadde vært i slutten av mars dette året. (ENPC, GS1)   

a’. The spring had been in the end of March this year.  

b. That year, spring had come at the end of March. (ENPC, GS1T)   

The examples provided in (29) to (32) suggest that Norwegian has the option of using 

a proximal where the English language strongly prefers a distal determiner. The discourse 

context is written in past tense and refers to events in the past, which, if we consult the 

linguistic literature (see 2.2.4), should suggest that a distal would be preferred. In order to get 

a more comprehensive picture of the situation, English examples accompanied by Norwegian 

translations are also considered in (33)-(34):  

(33) a. On that Tuesday evening, eight fifty-one on 11 March, the gate was shut. 

  (ENPC, RR1) 

b. På denne tirsdagskvelden, den 11. mars klokken 20.50, var porten lukket. 

 (ENPC, RR1T)  

b’. On this tuesday evening, the 11. March the clock 20.50, was the gate shut. 

 

(34) a. Most of the civil service that Friday morning were being allowed to bridge 

  over from Thursday, the New Year's Day which was a public holiday anyway, 

  into the weekend. (ENPC, FF1) 

b. De fleste av statstjenestemennene hadde fått fri denne fredagen, så torsdag som 

 var nyttårsdag og fridag i alle fall, gikk rett over i langhelgen. (ENPC, FF1T)  

b’. The most of the civil service people had been given time off this Friday,  

 so Thursday that was New Year’s Day and holiday at least, went straight over 

 into long weekend.  

 

 (33) and (34) show that the distal change in demonstrative occurs bidirectionally, thus 

further indicating that this phenomenon is a result of a systemic occurrence. Most of the 

spatio-temporal deictic uses are not mentioned in the discourse. As deictic elements, they do 
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not require previous reference in order to elicit a demonstrative referring expression. This is 

however not the case for all of the examples found, as some appear previously in the 

discourse. An existing antecedent heightens their cognitive status and makes them more 

accessible when referred to due to their increased attentional salience. My initial prediction 

was that, at the very least, the referents that could be considered activated in the discourse 

would encourage a proximal determiner in English, due to its heightened cognitive status. 

This does not, however, align with the results, as a few of the extended spatial deictic uses are 

in fact considered activated based on the coding protocol, yet still uses the English distal 

demonstrative determiner more commonly associated with the familiar status. (35) and (36) 

show activated referents being referred to by distal demonstrative determiners in English with 

the relevant discourse context provided:  

(35) a. The following morning, just before eleven, John Preston walked down Curzon 

  Street  towards the headquarters of the department he worked for, round the 

  corner from the Mirabelle Restaurant, in which few of the department's  

  employees could afford to dine. Most of the civil service that Friday  

  morning were being allowed to bridge over from Thursday, the New  

  Year's Day which was a public holiday anyway, into the weekend. (ENPC, 

  FF1)  

 b. “De fleste av statstjenestemennene hadde fått fri denne fredagen” (ENPC, 

  FF1T)  

 b’. The most of the civil service had been given time off this Friday. 

 

(36) a. Med filosofi mener vi en helt ny tenkemåte som oppstod i Hellas omkring 600 

  år før Kristus. Før dette var det de forskjellige religionene som hadde gitt 

  menneskene svar på alle spørsmålene de stilte. (ENPC, JG1) 

 a’. “Before this was it the different religions” 

b.  By philosophy we mean the completely new way of thinking that evolved in 

 Greece about six hundred years before the birth of Christ. Until that time 

 people had found answers to all their questions in various religions. (ENPC, 

 JG1T) 

 

 (35) is an English original text and (36) is a Norwegian original text, where the 

English demonstrative counterpart is a distal determiner, despite being used to refer to an 

activated referent. In translations such as (35) and (36) it could be argued that they do not 

represent spatio-temporal deixis, but is rather a plain anaphoric use of a demonstrative 

determiner, as the antecedent is found in the previous sentence. That being said, with (35) and 

(36)’s use of the distal demonstrative determiner in English, I argue that their reference to 

time is not without influence in these examples, thus remaining an interesting area of study. 

The rather regular incongruence demonstrated in the examples discussed here invites future 

study. By contradicting theory, these examples lay the groundwork for an interesting 
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contrastive analysis, and with a larger resource of data material that yields similar examples in 

greater number, an extensive discussion may be continued. There are, however, not enough 

cases in the ENPC where an activated referent is referred to with the English distal 

demonstrative determiner in a spatio-temporal deictic context, and we will have to analyze 

these cases as examples of a phenomenon that may occur, albeit rarely. While few referents of 

spatio-temporal deixis are activated, several of them are either familiar or unmentioned in the 

discourse altogether. These uses leave us with the question of why the Norwegian proximal is 

preferred when the temporal situation being described is in the past and hold the cognitive 

status of familiar.   

The answer seems to be related to the narrative art of perspectivation. As discussed in 

3.1, the narrator’s use of demonstratives is affected by his or her intention with the text. When 

referring to events in the past with a distal demonstrative, the narrator invites the reader to 

observe the event as something in the past. When using a proximal demonstrative determiner, 

the reader is invited to witness the event as it unfolds. The difference between using a distal 

and a proximal determiner thus shifts the spatio-temporal deictic center from the narration 

time to the event time. The next question I address is why this only occurs in Norwegian, and 

why this possibility seems to be blocked in English.  

A possible explanation may be available due to the double definiteness that exists in 

Norwegian. In addition to the prenominal determiner, common nouns are also susceptible to 

inflection to express givenness and number. Due to this, we can mark nouns such as Friday, 

morning, or summer as given entities through post-nominal inflection. By marking the 

referent as given, we cement it as present in anaphoric context, thus freeing up the prenominal 

demonstrative determiner to attribute additional information. With English having pre-

nominal determiners only, the language cannot mark definiteness and demonstrative reference 

independently in the same NP. This may have the effect that English prefers the distal 

demonstrative determiner when marking given entities in the past.   

Contrastive analyses of spatio-temporal deictic cases are scarce in Norwegian-

English studies and the regularity suggested by the examples provided here indicates that it 

should be tested against larger data sets. While the focus of this analysis has been on events in 

the past, incongruent translations may also be found when present and future times are 

considered. An example of a general result encountered in such contexts is shown in (37) 

below. The change from a proximal demonstrative determiner in English to a preposition in 

Norwegian frequently occurs:   
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(37) a. Far har plukket over tyve liter i sommer. (ENPC, BV2) 

 a’. Dad has picked over twenty liters in summer. 

b. Father picked over forty pounds this summer. (ENPC, BV2T) 

 

This marks one of many areas where the English-Norwegian spatio-temporal 

contrastive analysis can be developed further. Although an interesting observation, I will keep 

my study focused on distalization and proximalization, thus not pursuing examples such as 

(37) further. 

5.3 English distals to Norwegian proximals: 

background deixis  

One systemic difference I predicted to occur when studying English and Norwegian 

demonstratives empirically in the ENPC was incongruent translations in background deictic 

uses. This was predicted based on the contrastive difference in the two languages discussed in 

section 3.3. While the English language restricts the background deictic use of demonstratives 

to the distal determiner that, Norwegian allows for both the proximal and the distal 

determiner to be used. Based on this contrast, I expected to find incongruent translations when 

searching the ENPC, focusing on English distals that are proximalized and Norwegian 

proximals that are distalized.   

An unexpected complication for this area of study is that fiction rarely employs the use 

of background deixis (BD). Many novels hold back on direct dialogue where background 

deictic knowledge could be referenced and instead uses a narrator to present or describe 

events. When characters do have a dialogue, the author has to consider the reader in addition 

to the characters involved, which limits the shared experiences that can be referred to through 

background deictic uses of demonstratives. Despite these complications, cases were found 

where the presence of background deictic reference might be discussed.  

Due to Norwegian using both proximal and distal demonstrative determiners when 

referring to background deictic referents, an English to Norwegian proximalization is less 

likely to occur than a Norwegian to English distalization. As mentioned previously, a process 

of distalization or proximalization is usually an active decision made due to underlying 

systemic differences. If the systems share a common use of distal demonstratives, there is 

often no reason to proximalize the demonstrative, even if the proximal can fulfill the same 

task and function as the distal. This explains the absence of English to Norwegian 

proximalization. Occurrences where Norwegian proximals are distalized are, however, the 
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expected template for references to background deixis, and these seem to occur more 

frequently.   

The background deictic uses I found can generally be divided into two types. The first 

one is concepts, people, or objects that are expected to be known by both the speaker and the 

reader. The second one is emotions that are expected to be recognized by both the speaker and 

the reader. As the narrator often addresses the reader and the reader and the narrator have not 

experienced anything together, the background deictic uses that concern shared experiences 

are generally not found in fictional writing. In some cases, additional information is added 

cataphorically to help the reader fully understand the background deictic use, such as in (38):  

(38) a. Han hadde dette havblikket, sterke små øyne som er vant til å se små ting langt 

  borte. (ENPC, BV1)   

 a’.  “He had this sea gaze...”  

b.  He had that sea gaze, small strong eyes that are used to seeing tiny objects at 

 great distances. (ENPC, BV1T)  

 

By referencing background deictic information, the narrator invites the reader to share 

in their common knowledge and experience, and (38) I would argue, is an example of this. 

This example shows the first reference to a sea gaze in the novel, meaning there is no 

antecedent to match the demonstrative referring expression. Instead of using a referring 

expression belonging to a less cognitively salient referent, a proximal demonstrative 

determiner is used to make the reader activate his or her own background knowledge of the 

referent. In this example, the reader will use their imagination and experience to understand 

what the sea gaze might refer to. Additional information is provided cataphorically to 

guarantee the reader’s comprehension of the referent.   

Another relevant example is (28) (henceforth referred to as (39)), that was 

mentioned introductionally in this chapter, which possesses typical background deictic 

features.  

(39) a. Det er kjøligere, hun har tykkere kåpe i dag, kostbar tweed (denne  

  udefinerbare forskjellen mellom det dyre og det ordinære!), høyhalset genser i 

  lys grønn pastell (står til øyenskyggen) … (ENPC, KF1)   

a’.  “this undefinable difference between the expensive and the ordinary …”  

b.  It 's chillier; she has a heavier coat today, expensive tweed (that elusive  

 difference between the expensive and the commonplace!), a high-necked  

 sweater in light green pastel (goes with her eye shadow… (ENPC, KF1T) 

  

This example is an interesting case, as the difference is in fact mentioned once further 

back in the discourse:   
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(40) a. Folk på Røa har denne udefinerbare "gode smaken" selv når de tar på seg 

  fillene for å gå tur, denne vissheten om kvalitet som ingen tyv kan få grep 

  på. (ENPC, KF1) 

a’. “People at Røa have this undefinable “good taste” …”  

b. People at Røa have a certain elusive good taste even when they put on their 

 rags to take a walk, an assurance of quality that no thief can capture. (ENPC, 

 KF1T) 

 

 In (40), the good taste is mentioned for the first time, prior to the occurrence in (39), 

yet is in this case also referred to with the proximal determiner denne. Contrastively to the 

distal demonstrative used in (39b), the English counterpart in (40) is translated to the 

indefinite article a, which makes sense due to the lack of an antecedent. I would, however, 

argue that this is a mistranslation, as the narrator, who in this case is having a sort of 

monologue with himself, is referencing some knowledge, which to him is rooted in personal 

and societal experience. It is neither anaphorically nor deictically present, yet the proximal 

determiner is chosen in both (39) and (40). In (39), I argue he is referring to that same 

personal knowledge, not the antecedent despite its previous mention (as shown in (40)). His 

use of the proximal determiner would be infelicitous if the case is to be a regular anaphoric 

reference, as the previous mention is further back than two discourse lines and therefore does 

not fit the criteria of activated referents according the coding protocol (Gundel et al. 2006). 

Based on this discussion, I argue that the provided examples in this section reinforces the 

contrastive theoretical account of background deictic demonstrative uses in English and 

Norwegian. 

5.4 English distals to Norwegian proximals: do 

the remaining incongruent translations indicate 

systemic differences?  

Having described two linguistic contexts in which uses of demonstratives are 

incongruently expressed, the classification of disparate demonstrative uses in English and 

Norwegian is further mapped out. This being said, background deictic and spatio-temporal 

deictic uses do not account for all of the incongruences between the Norwegian proximals and 

the English distal. Table 6 and 7 above indicate several cases of incongruent translations that 

have yet to be discussed. This chapter explores the remaining familiar incongruences. I argue 

it is possible to categorize the remaining cases into three largely fixed categories: emotive 

uses, storytelling uses, and translator’s preference.   
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Table 8: Remaining disparate familiar cases classified into descriptive categories. 

 That to denne/dette Denne/dette to that 

Affective uses 4 5 

Storytelling 7 0 

Translator’s preference 8 1 

 

5.4.1 Affective use 

Affective uses are elaborated on in section 2.2.3, and are uses of demonstratives that 

“involve the listener emotionally and foster a sense of closeness and shared sentiment” (Potts 

& Schwarz 2009, 2). When using these, the speaker invites the reader to understand and 

attribute the referent with additional information. These demonstratives can often be dropped 

altogether, but are added as a way of conveying extra information and emotions regarding the 

referent. 

(41) a. Og jeg hatet denne Sven — hatet ham, så det suste for ørene, måtte bite  

  tennene sammen, slik hatet jeg ham. (ENPC, EHA1)  

 a’. “And I hated this Sven” 

 b. And I hated that Sven — hated him so my blood boiled, so I had to clench my 

  teeth. I hated him that much. (ENPC, EHA1T) 

 

(42) a. Straks han tenker på henne, gift med denne kollegaen, denne lektor Fridtjof 

  Hole, knyter tarmene hans seg. (ENPC, EG2)  

 a’. “…married with this colleague…” 

b. At the thought of her married to that chap Hollis he felt his stomach contract. 

 (ENPC, EG2T)  

 

 These examples suggest that English narrative places some sort of limitation on the 

use of proximals when using demonstratives affectively. While Sven and Hollis in the 

examples above are previously mentioned referents, they are not salient enough, neither 

anaphorically or deictically to be considered activated. This explains why the English use is 

restricted to the distal. Lie (2010) discusses the nature of affective uses and argues that it is an 

added function of background deixis. This explanation coincides with the results, as it would 

allow for the use of the Norwegian proximal determiner, but not the English proximal 

determiner. As affective uses are closely related to the storytelling affective uses elaborated on 

in section 5.4.2 below, this discussion will be continued in the following section. 
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5.4.2 Storytelling affective use 

Uses related to storytelling are also affective uses, but these uses are specifically 

employed by the narrator to foster emotional closeness, while the regular affective uses often 

appear in dialogue. Examples (43) and (44) below exemplify how despite originating from a 

different voice, the demonstrative use appears similarly to the affective uses described in 

section 5.4.1 prior to this.  

(43) a. And then it was off again, through that green underwater world with its ridges 

  and dark growths and its comforting, protective wetness. (ENPC, ABR1)   

 b. Og så er det igjen av gårde, gjennom denne grønne undervannsverden med 

  kammer og mørke vekster og den trøstende, beskyttende fuktigheten. (ENPC, 

  ABR1T)  

 b’. “…Through this green underwater world…” 

 

(44) a. In that land of beginnings spirits mingled with the unborn. (ENPC, BO1)   

 b. I dette begynnelsenes land blandet ånder seg med de ufødte. (ENPC, BO1T)  

 b’. “In this beginnings’ land…” 

 

These examples suggest that not only does English prefer distals, but also that 

Norwegian affective use seems to prefer proximals. This conclusion is once again based on 

the premise that a process of proximalizing or distalizing a demonstrative requires motivation 

originating from some systemic difference in the two languages. The Norwegian distals den 

and det seem to have lost their affective interpretation, perhaps due to the variety of functions 

they already have. In order to evoke affective use in distals, the particles der(re) and her(re) 

have to be added, and in these cases I would classify their uses as radically colloquial (or 

influenced by dialect), and only ever used in direct dialogue. Using the distal such as in (41): 

“Og jeg hatet den Sven …” sounds unquestionably awkward as a native speaker. As a result, 

we see clear contrastive differences in translation of affective uses of demonstratives. 

5.4.3 Translator’s preference 

The third category, and arguably least interesting one, is cases where translations 

occur due to translator’s preference. More often than not, these are incidents where the 

translator seemingly interprets borderline cases of familiar and activated differently than the 

original text. A referent can be mentioned three discourse lines earlier, thus being defined as 

too far back in discourse to be activated (see section 2.4, Gundel et al. 2006, Hedberg 2014), 

yet still cognitively salient and accessible enough for the translator to use a proximal 

demonstrative determiner.   
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(45) a. "What is that smell?" he asked, wiping his eyes with his sleeve and placing the 

  laurel amongst their cups and glasses.  

  They passed the broken branch around the table and put their noses to the 

  wood.  

  They scratched their heads.  

  Their noses knew that smell so well, but their tongues could not locate the 

  name. (ENPC, JC1) 

b. Nesene deres kjente denne lukten så godt, de hadde navnet på tunga. (ENPC, 

  JC1T) 

b’.  “Noses their knew this smell so well …”  

 

These cases do not reveal any valuable information from a contrastive point of view, 

and are therefore not pursued further. 

5.5 English proximals to Norwegian distals: 

contrastive differences 

Most of the discussion so far has revolved around Norwegian proximalization of 

English distals. Data found by looking at English to Norwegian distalization is an equally 

interesting area of study. In this section, I explore the multi-faceted qualities of the distal 

demonstrative determiner in Norwegian and its impact on translations. The basis for the 

discussion will be data found by looking at the abovementioned distalization, and Norwegian 

to English proximalization, and again, our focus will be the demonstrative determiners, 

specifically den, as it occurs more frequently as a determiner, as opposed to det, which occurs 

more frequently as a pronoun. 

Table 9: Occurrences of this N translated to den N and vice versa.  

  This to den  Den to this  

This N  10  8  

This ‘modifier’ N 20  13  

 

As predicted in section 3.2, Norwegian demonstratives losing their demonstrative 

qualities when grouped with a pre-modifying word in complex NPs influences the amount of 

incongruent translations. Table 9 shows that of the 30 total accounts of this being distalized to 

den in translation, 20 were incidents where a modifying word was interjected between the 

article and the noun, making the demonstrative lose its demonstrative feature and becoming 

prefixed to the adjective. This was also the case for 13 of the 21 incongruences where the 

Norwegian den was proximalized to the English this. This is an unusually large amount 
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compared to how frequently they occur naturally. This is demonstrated in table 10 below, 

where the first 50 proximal demonstrative determiners in English are categorized to show the 

frequency of pre-modifying adjectives in NPs containing this:  

Table 10: Occurrences of demonstrative this prefixed to adjective among the first 50 unfiltered appearances of 

this:  

  This  

This N 39 (78%) 

This ‘modifier’ N  11 (22%) 

 

This sample size of the first 50 demonstrative determiner uses of this without any 

filters show us the frequency of complex NPs containing a pre-modifying adjective compared 

to the frequency or regular NPs without a pre-modifying adjective. The results indicate that 

the number of incongruently translated demonstratives that are prefixed to the adjective in 

table 9 is unnaturally high compared to how frequently they appear, regardless of translation. 

Based on this evidence we can assume that the Norwegian linguistic phenomenon discussed 

here and in section 2.7 influences the rate of incongruent translations. Examples of these 

occurrences are shown in (46) to (48): 

(46) a. Burden turned away from the front door and began to walk across the stone-

  flagged plain of this vast courtyard. (ENPC, RR1)  

b. Burden gikk bort fra hoveddøren og skrittet over den store hellebelagte  

 gårdsplassen. (ENPC, RR1T) 

b’. “…that large stone-flagged courtyard”   

 

(47) a. But, in his view, the true heroes of this impossible situation were people who 

  wouldn't raise a murmur against the Party or State - yet who seemed to carry 

  the sum of Western Civilisation in their heads. (ENPC, BC1)   

b. Men etter hans mening var de sanne heltene i den umulige situasjonen,  

 mennesker som lot være å murre mot partiet eller staten samtidig som de gav 

 inntrykk av å gå rundt med summen av vestlig kultur i hodet. (ENPC, BC1T) 

b’. “…that impossible situation…” 

 

(48) a. Noen banker på et vannrør i den svære, knugende bygninga. (ENPC, JM1) 

 a’. “…that large, oppressive building” 

b. Someone 's tapping on a waterpipe in this huge oppressive building. (ENPC, 

  JM1T) 

 

All of the 20 English cases can be considered activated through either anaphora or 

deixis. This is an interesting find, as it suggests that Norwegian distal demonstrative 

determiner can refer to activated referents when its demonstrative qualities are lost. To 

confirm this, the incongruent translations from the Norwegian original texts also have to be 
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categorized according to the Givenness Hierarchy. Out of the 13 Norwegian cases, eight are 

activated through anaphoric use, and four through deictic use. Only one appears as familiar 

and can be dismissed as irregular due to its solitary existence. This confirms that while the 

proximal demonstrative determiner in English seems to act according to its role and position 

in the Givenness Hierarchy, the distal demonstrative determiner in Norwegian acts out 

of place by becoming a referring expression for activated entities.   

5.6 Implications for contrastive view of 

demonstratives between English and Norwegian 

 In certain sections of Chapter 3, as well as in the present chapter, I have asked the 

question of whether systemic incongruences Norwegian and English translated uses of 

demonstratives could signify a shift in the appearance of the Givenness Hierarchy in the 

respective languages. The empirical data suggests that demonstrative uses in specific 

contexts, such as spatio-temporal deixis, background deixis, affective use, and translated 

cases of complex noun phrases where the Norwegian distal den is included all show a 

systemic process of distalization and proximalization. While these uses of demonstratives 

seem to be contrastively different in English and Norwegian, regular anaphoric and deictic 

demonstrative uses seem as parallel as initially presumed based on data from the ENPC.  

 To demonstrate how our understanding of the contrastive use of demonstratives has 

changed, an overview of the Norwegian demonstrative uses is inserted into the partial 

Givenness Hierarchy in table (11): 

Table 11: Contrasted activated and familiar categories of the Givenness Hierarchy 

Status form Activated Familiar 

English this/that, this N (Gundel, 

Hedberg, Zacharski 1993) 

that N (Gundel, Hedberg, 

Zacharski 1993) 

Norwegian denne/dette, denne N, den 

mod. N (complex NPs) 

den N, denne/dette 

(background deictic use), 

denne/dette (affective use) 

  

In addition to the proximal and distal pronoun as well as the proximal determiner in 

the activated category, the Norwegian activated category also allows the distal determiner den 
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to be used when appearing in complex noun phrases. This conclusion is based on the findings 

in section 5.5. The familiar category of Norwegian has also changed, including the 

background and emotive uses of the proximal determiners denne and dette. This is a result of 

the findings and discussion provided in sections 5.3 and 5.4. These uses share similarities, and 

the preferred referring expression in English appears to be the distal determiner in both cases. 

In addition to the implications on a contrasted Givenness Hierarchy, an in-depth comparison 

of spatio-temporal deictic uses of demonstratives was introduced in section 5.2, exploring 

incongruences including distalization and proximalization.  
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6 Overview and conclusion 

It has been the purpose of this study to provide a contrastive overview and analysis of 

the demonstrative systems in English and Norwegian. This final chapter summarizes the 

thesis, the results of my investigation, and provides areas that merit further analysis. 

The demonstrative systems in English and Norwegian have largely been considered 

similar with regard to form, function and grammaticalization. They share a proximal-distal 

system of expressing distance, as well as the syntactic categories of pronouns and 

determiners. With a few known exceptions such as gender, the use of demonstratives in the 

two languages has been considered almost parallel. The findings in Chapter 5 presented below 

suggest there are systemic differences in the two systems. 

6.1 Summary  

Chapter 2 established our current knowledge of demonstratives in both languages. It 

discussed similarities and differences, as well as introducing the Givenness Hierarchy, a core 

component of this study.  

Chapter 3 presented predictions for incongruent translations. These predictions were 

generally based on linguistic literature presented in Chapter 2, as well as personal hunches 

based on knowledge of the demonstrative systems and working with the ENPC.  

Chapter 4 discussed the method in which the study was carried out. This chapter 

elaborates on the English-Norwegian Parallel Corpus and its functions, strengths, and 

weaknesses.  

Chapter 5 is where I discussed the findings of the ENPC. I base my discussion on 

incongruent translations of demonstrative determiners where a process of proximalization or 

distalization has occurred. The findings show various areas where Norwegian and English 

demonstrative use are antithetical.  

6.2 Findings 

Section 5.2 discussed cases in which spatio-temporal deictic demonstrative uses 

referring to events in the past result in incongruent translation. While both Norwegian and 

English usually prefer distals when referring to the past according to linguistic theory 

presented in 2.2.4, this section suggests that perspectivation alongside the phenomenon of 
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double definiteness changes the Norwegian preferred method of reference. The proximal 

demonstrative determiners appears in several spatio-temporal deictic uses, suggesting a 

systemic difference. This reoccurs both with Norwegian as the original text and the translated 

counterpart of English. The co-occurring demonstrative in English, regardless of the form of 

the Norwegian one, remains a distal determiner in these cases. 

Section 5.3 explored English to Norwegian proximalization in background deictic uses 

of demonstratives. This contrastive difference was already discussed and predicted in 3.3, and 

the results seem to reinforce what was presented in linguistic literature. While English does 

not allow for proximals to express referents anchored in cultural/encyclopedic knowledge or 

shared experience with the speaker (Hedberg 2014), Norwegian does (Lie 2010). Examples of 

this from the ENPC are provided and discussed, consequently reinforcing the contrastive view 

of the phenomenon.  

Section 5.4 explored the remaining familiar incongruent translations between English 

distals and Norwegian proximals and categorized these. The data suggests that affective uses 

of demonstratives differ in English and Norwegian. The findings indicate that English prefers 

distals when referring affectively, while Norwegian prefers proximals. An explanation for this 

phenomenon is provided and relates affective use to familiar background deictic uses. In these 

cases, the referent is not retrieved from discourse or physical context, but is accessed through 

demonstrative determiners as means of emotionally involving the hearer.  

Section 5.5 discussed incongruent translations of Norwegian distals and English 

proximals. The section demonstrated how the Norwegian distal determiner den in complex 

NPs frequently appears as a translated counterpart to the English proximal this. This research 

is an extension of the discussion that was presented in section 2.7, where the ambiguity of the 

Norwegian referring expressions is discussed. The findings indicate that despite losing its 

demonstrative features, the distal determiner is found to refer to activated entities upon 

multiple occasions, which manifests as a shift on the Givenness Hierarchy.  

Finally, section 5.6 discussed the implications of these findings on our general view of 

demonstratives. While systemic incongruent translations are found that signify small shifts in 

the Givenness Hierarchy in Norwegian, the standard uses of anaphoric and spatial 

demonstratives seem to align as initially predicted. A contrastive view of the familiar and 

activated categories of the Givenness Hierarchy is presented, which shows the contrastive 

uses of demonstratives that are explored in this study. This section also summarized the 

spatio-temporal deictic incongruences in section 5.2. 
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6.3 Future research 

My findings answer some questions, yet raise others that deserve further investigation. 

This study goes in-depth regarding incongruent translations of demonstrative determiners, yet 

does not attempt to explain incongruent appearances of pronouns, of which there are several.  

Additionally, as this investigation has emphasized incongruence, it has not looked at 

congruent counterparts of demonstrative determiners. This is done intentionally, as the aim of 

this thesis is not to give a holistic comparison of demonstratives, but rather to prove that 

systemic differences exist. In order to complete a contrastive study, the congruent translations 

would have to be studied and compared to the incongruent results in order to fully understand 

the restrictions imposed by each respective language in their demonstrative uses.  

Section 2.2.4 and 5.2 discussed the incongruence that appears in spatio-temporal 

deictic uses of demonstrative determiners that refer to the past. This is but a small part of the 

framework for spatio-temporal deictic uses, and to further our understanding of the English 

and Norwegian demonstrative systems, further research must be done in this area.  

As mentioned in the introduction, the aim of this thesis is to begin a discussion on the 

contrastive differences and similarities found in English and Norwegian. In this, it has largely 

been successful, demonstrating relatively regular discrepancies. Larger data sets may further 

strengthen the conclusions reached in this study, but sufficient examples are found to 

generalize systemic differences in the two languages. Future research would shed light on 

areas that go beyond the present study.  
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