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The University of Chicago

1. Introduction

In the recent book on language contact and genetic linguistics by Thomason &
Kaufman (1988), Kaufman discusses in some detail an alleged case of late, medieval,
cross-Channel contact, which, in his view, resulted in the transfer of a pronoun from
Flemish into various, coastal dialects of Middle English. The discussion appears in
his extended analysis of the historical development of English and in particular of the
nature and effects of the contacts English had with Norse and French. While his
treatment of the relations between English and what he calls ‘Low Dutch’ (i.e., Dutch
and Low German) forms but a relatively secondary part of the discussion of the
development of English, he presents his conclusions concerning ‘Low Dutch’ in-
fluence on English as strong support for certain, specific theoretical claims concern-
ing contact between genetically related languages.

In two recent works (Buccini 1990, 1992) and again in a forthcoming paper
(forthcoming a), I have argued that the phonological and morphological structures of
the western Dutch dialects can only satisfactorily be explained if we view them as the
products of intimate linguistic contact between Ingvaonic or North Sea Germanic
dialects and Frankish* during the late Merovingian and early Carolingian periods.
These Dutch dialects can be shown to be the descendants of a form of Frankish,
acquired by the original Ingvaonic coastal population of the Low Countries, which
contain numerous features imposed from the original Ingvaonic substratal language
as well as very clear and general marks of contact-related simplification in both the
phonological and morphological systems. More specifically, 1 have argued that, in
the course of the linguistic shift to Frankish, the native Ingvaonic population of
Flanders, Zeeland and Holland failed to acquire the then incipient, morphophonemic
rules associated with i-umlaut and the conditioned split of the Germanic diphthongs,
a failure which led directly and indirectly to almost all of the structurally significant
isoglosses within the Dutch language area.

Kaufman’s claims concerning ‘Low Dutch’ influence on English have direct
bearing on my own work on the early formation of the Dutch dialects: first, his claim
that the clearly casual contact between Flemish and Middle English could result in the
transfer of a pronominal form with an essentially morphological function, if accepted,
calls into question much of the evidence which I have offered in support of my claims

* The author prefers this usage to the more common Franconian. —Ed.
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con(feming the Frankish/Ingvaeonic contact along the eastern Channel coast. In
pame}xlar, the notion that the transfer process of borrowing can involve lingui.stic
material from any structural domain undermines the utility of the notion of imposition
.(transfcr occurr%ng under language shift). Second, Kaufman’s conclusions concern-
ing the role of dialect contact in the process of simplification are also at odds with m
own. In downplaying the role of the contact with Norse in the history of English hZ
argues that similar degrees of simplification in other Germanic languages such, as
Dutch, show the process to be largely unrelated to dialect contact, In n;y view
powever, such a conclusion is patently wrong, since the simplification of phonolo -’
ical and morphological structures in Dutch must itself be seen as being to a gneit
degIree :fe result of the early contact between Frankish and Ingvaonic. 1
n this paper, I will address briefly these theoretical is

demonstrate that the claim that the feminine and plural accusatis\?ec;rzrrllguinlzci[:ep;r:g
relatefl forms in Middle English cannot be reasonably viewed as borrowings from
Flgrmsh: but rather must be seen as native forms. Indeed, a close examination of the
phl.lologlc,:al evidence reveals a very interesting dialectal distribution of these forms
which u!tlmatcly can be shown to be related to the settlement of the earliest wave of
Gef'mamc speakers in Britain. This discovery lends further direct support to my
claims concerning the Ingvaeonic population of the western Low Countries and helps

us to define more precisely the tribal and linguisti i i '
. guistic relations h
foundations of English and Netherlandic. which formed the

2. Kaufman’s Claims
(1) shows the third person pronouns in the maj i
: jor northern and south
Old and Middle English, as interpreted by Kaufman. uihem dilects of

(1) O[d English and Middle English Third Person Pronouns
(slightly adapted from Thomason & Kaufman 1988:324)

Old Northumbrian Northern Middle English

m. n. f. pl. m. n f, 1
N Wbt Ho e subj. hee  if  shoo fhey
. ine  hit hie  hie obj. him it hir theim
D. him him hir him
G. his his hire  hiora poss.  his his  hir theire

I The other Germanic lan i implifi
I'Th guages which show degrees of simplification similar to that
of Dutch
in this a;egz&(‘;ilsctgg?‘ gg%ﬁl{htaé%agmzﬁnl lt‘he "lmtl;phfl)lodglf:al'ly ([:lonsgrvat_ive and complex gtt:f\:nd?:\:"((li
have all at some point in their histories beeneil:e lose contact sith some otrer Gsh on the other
all a oint i . close contact with some other G i
{conunental Scandinavian with Low German, Frisi i D o, Janguage
, ; . Fris th Low German and Dutch, L.
with High German etc.). Indeed, Dutch has been thean ly i Which Tad not oo
- Ger c.). R only language of this group which had
generally implicated in such strong, intra-Germanic conta i i can be Shown that Daich
has also undergone such contacts’ the claim plitication & wcioren: g that Dutch
R that simplification is unrelated i
becomes vacuous. 1 should add that before m ent of umiant in Do
-1 y own work on the development of umlaut in Dutch
others have argued in favor of an im i conic st but, aside
portant substratal influence by Ingvaonic i
from Heeroma, few have looked at the structural implications of th};t ir%ﬂuencle. in the west bul, aside
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Old West Saxon Southern Middle English
m. n. f. pl. m. n. f. pl.
N. hé hit hio hie subj.  hee it héo  hiii, hii
A. hine hit hie hie encl.  hine it hese  hese
D. him him hir himlheom  obj. him him hire  homlham
G. his his hire  hiralheora poss.  his his  hire  horelhare

At issue here are the feminine and plural accusative forms in -s which appear in a
number of southern Middle English texts. Given the apparent lack of any direct
ancestors of these forms, Kaufman concludes that the forms must be borrowings
from so-called ‘Low Dutch’, which he claims to be the obvious source.

Kaufman'’s discussion of the alleged Low Dutch influence on English begins with
a brief survey of the historical background of the situation, Following Bense’s
(1939) research on the topic, he claims that considerable numbers of Flemish and
Dutch immigrants took up residence in various parts of England during the eleventh
and twelfth centuries (1988:322).2 Particular concentrations of Flemings are known
to have been in the area around the Wash, where they were engaged in dike-building
and land reclamation, and in southwestern Wales, where they were used to strength-
en the English crown’s presence and influence among the troublesome Welsh. Kauf-
man also points to a significant Flemish colony in the town of Berwick-upon-Tweed
in Northumberland by the Scottish border and states that “Flemings settled in smaller
numbers in towns throughout England” (Ibid.). Presumably following Bense’s
findings, he states that Flemings were thus to be found in all parts of England with
the following exceptions: “in the twelfth century the East Northern and Southeast
Midiand areas had few or no Flemings, and the same was true of the counties of
Sussex, Gloucester, Somerset, Dorset, Hertford, and Nottingham” (Ibid.).

Regarding the linguistic effects of this alleged wide-spread and significant Flemish
presence in England, Kaufman notes that English and Dutch were structurally still
very similar during the early Middle English period. In light of the structural
compatibility and the considerable opportunity for contact, it seems odd then that “the
number of [loan] words of Low Dutch origin recorded in ME down to 1400 does not
exceed 100” (p.323). Among these borrowings, however, Kaufman finds a “striking
grammatical influence of Low Dutch on ME” which has gone unnoticed on account
of its dialectally and chronologically (thirteeenth and fourteenth centuries) limited
attestation. The following is a citation of his central claims concerning this grammat-

ical influence (see also Map 1),

In the Lindsey (Grimsby?), Norfolk, Essex, Kent {Canterbury and Shoreham), East Wessex
(Southampton?), and West Wessex (Bristol?) dialects of ME, attested from just before 1200
down to at least 1375, there occurs a pronoun form that serves as the enclitic/unstressed
object form of SHE and THEY. Its normal written shape is <(h)is> or <(h)es>, presumably
/as/; one text occasionally spells it <hise>. This pronoun has no origin in OE. It does have
one in Low Dutch, where the unstressed object form for SHE and THEY is /ss/, spelled <se>
(this is cognate with High German sie). If the ME <h> was ever pronounced it was no doubt

2 For further discussion of the topic of Dutch influence on English, see Liewellyn (1936). For
additional references, see Murison (1971).
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on the analogy of all the other third person forms of English. We do not know whether Low
Dutch speakers settled in sizable numbers in all the dialect areas where this prononn occurs,
but there is one striking correlation: all these dialect areas abut on the sea, and after 1070 the
seas near Britain, along with their ports, were the stomping grounds of the Flemings,
Hollanders, and Low German traders. These facts should remove all doubt as to whether this
pronoun is foreign or indigenous (and just happened not to show up in OE texts!) (Thomason
& Kaufman 1988:323).

Kaufman also claims to find another instance of ‘Low Dutch’ grammatical
influence on Middle English, namely the use of the diminutive suffix -kin in the
formation of names and other nouns, such as Warekin ‘Little Walter, Wally’, Wilekin
‘Little William, Willy’ etc. He cites, moreover, an instance of the possible spread of a
phonological development across the Channel from Flemish to Kentish and beyond,
namely the development of [5] to [d], as discussed by Samuels (1971). In the first
case, there seems to be little reason to consider the borrowing of the diminutive suffix
a case of grammatical influence: it can more reasonably be seen in the context of
casual lexical borrowing. To anyone familiar with Dutch, the use of the diminutive in
that language is unquestionably one of its most salient features and in many contact
situations with Dutch we find more or less marginal borrowing of this highly
expressive suffix. It should be noted too that the borrowing of the diminutive suffix
may occur indirectly: that is, it might first be borrowed already bound to individual
lexical items and (especially) personal names, and then secondarily find some success
as a derivational morpheme. Such a scenario is quite plausible for the Middle
English/Middle Dutch contact. As regards the question of the development of [8] to
[d], space restrictions make it impossible for me to address the issue in this article. I
will therefore be limited to stating that this specific development can only be properly
understood when viewed in a far broader context of the entire phonological system
and my own research (forthcoming b) on the question finds no reason to believe that
the development represents a borrowed feature.

These putative influences aside, the Dutch element in early Middle English was
quite limited. In light of this fact, the implication of Kaufman’s discovery of the
transfer of a Flemish pronominal form into English seems clear: “This phenomenon
raises the question of just how telling the borrowing of pronouns between closely
related languages is. Maybe it is not noteworthy” (p.323). He concludes that the
coastal dialects of Middle English in which the allegedly Flemish pronoun occurred
“added a foreign pronoun form to their system with no apparent need”, since in the
southern Middle English dialects there had been no phonological merger and
pernicious homophony involving the relevant third person pronominal forms. In
Kaufman’s view “only fashion and a fairly good knowledge of Low Dutch would
seem to be able to account for this” (p.325). From the evidence of this apparently
clear-cut case, he further concludes that the borrowing of the third person plural
foruus they, them, their from Norse into Northern Middle English, where pernicious
homophony had arisen, need not be seen as indicative of acomplex and far-reaching
Norse-English contact (pp.324-325). :

SOUTHERN MIDDLE ENGLISH HISE

#
Lindsey

East
Wessex

Map 1: Distribution of hise in Middle English
(Thomason & Kaufman 1988)
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Before proceeding on to a discussion of the theoretical issues involved here, we
should note that although Kaufman states that Middle English hise and related forms
have gone unnoticed, several Anglicists have commented on them. Among these are
Heuser, who already in 1902 (p.177) proposed that the forms were borrowings from
Dutch and Frisian,and, more recently, Smithers, who in his 1987 edition of Havelok
follows the same line of reasoning that Kaufman does and thus also arrives at the
conclusion that the forms can only be borrowings from Dutch.3 Indeed, it seems
reasonable to consider this view the received opinion. The dissident view, that these
forms must be native, for which I will argue here, has, however, already been
proposed by another scholar, namely by Wallenberg (1923:114) in his study of the
Ayenbite of Inwyt text, though he discusses the issue only very briefly.

3. Theoretical Considerations

With respect to theoretical aspects of language contact, we need to consider the
following points. First, central to an understanding of the dynamics of any contact
situation is a recognition of the two basic and distinct forms of transfer which can
take place. This important distinction, which was first formulated in 1988 by
Thomason & Kaufman (hereinafter T&K) and also, independently that same year, by
Van Coetsem, concerns the questions of who the agents of transfer are and on which
language they are acting. Specifically, T&K distinguish between those contact
situations in which transfers take place while the agents of transfer maintain their
original or native language, a process which they call ‘borrowing’, and those
situations in which transfer takes place in the course of a population’s acquisition of a
target language, a process which they call ‘shift-induced interference’ (see especially
T&K (1988:35-64). Van Coetsem’s almost identical formulation distinguishes
between ‘recipient language agentivity’ or borrowing, that is, transfers in which the
agent of transfer acts upon his own, native, linguistically dominant language, and, on
the other hand, ‘source language agentivity’ or ‘imposition’, in which the agent of
transfer imposes features from his own native, linguistically dominant language on
some other foreign, target language (1988:7-23). These transfer typologies are
illustrated in (2) , along with my own attempt to show how they can be combined.

Though the two formulations are very similar, there is an important difference:
whereas Van Coetsem, focussing on the behaviour of the individual, perceives a
strong structural factor in the processes of transfer, T&K, while certainly recognising
some structural element, view it as very much secondary to social factors in the

3 Smithers (1987:112-113): “Its [the accusative pronoun in-s] striking peculiarities are the restricted
distribution, and its use enclitically in forms analysable as reduction to -s beside another type, in
independent position [...] Essentially the same phenomenon occurs in MDu., where the personal
pronoun se (acc. sg. fem. and acc. sg. pl. in all genders) is reduced to -s in enclitic use. In ME, when
the -5 had followed and coalesced with final -e, new independent forms with an initial vowel were
evolved [...] The facts suggest beyond reasonable doubt, that the two new pronouns were adopted
from MDu.”
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Linguistic
Domains
Affected
least stable
most stable
Linguistic
Domains
Affected
least stable
most stable

Recipient language
Source language
Dominance
Recipient language
Source language

Agentivity
Linguistic

Transfer

Type
interference

Transfer

Type
Transfer

borrowing
borrowing
imposition
Type

borrowing
imposition

maintenance
shift
Language
maintenance
shift

Language
Status

(2) Recent Transfer Type Typologies (T&K 1988, Van Coetsemn 1988)
Status

Van Coetsem

T&K
Buccini
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regulation of transfer. More specifically, Van Coetsem sees a clear link between the
fraditional notion of linguistic stability to the transfer types, with borrowing generally
involving only the least stable and least structured domains and elements of language,
especially the lexicon, and imposition, typically involving the more stable and more
structured domains, especially the phonology (see especially pp.25-46). In contrast,
T&K seem to placg relatively little in the way of structural restrictions on what they
call ‘borrowing’ so that it comes to be far less clearly distinguished from imposition,
a practice which surely lies behind their misinterpretation of the Middle English/Flem-
ish situation.4 The source of this blurring of the two transfer types in T&Ks’
formulation is, in my view, a result of the great emphasis they place on cases such as
Media Lengua and Ma’a, cases which involve rather particular and exceptional social
situations. In my estimation, the special character of these cases crucially depends on
the fact that in these situations the primary agents of transfer were relatively highly
accomplished bilinguals for whom the notion of ‘linguistic dominance’ was largely
neutralised.5 I have suggested elsewhere that we treat these situations as involving a
third form of transfer which I have termed ‘selection’ and which is illustrated in (3).6

(3) Characteristics of the Three Transfer Types (Buccini forthcoming b)7

Borrowing Selection Imposition
AGENTIVITY RL-agentivity Neutralised SL-agentivity
SOCIAL ATTITUDE  more variable less
CONSCIOUSNESS more variable less
DOMAINS AFFECTED less stable variable more stable
SYSTEMATICITY less variable more

Sinc.e the notion of selection crucially depends on the neutralisation of linguistic
dominance for the agent of transfer, this less predictable form of transfer ought to
occur more easily in contacts between relatively closely related dialects than in

4 This broad range of use of the term ‘borrowing’ can be clearly seen in T&K's i

the following discussion (1988:74ff.). ¢ Y borfowing scale and
5_ Note that Van Coetsem recognises and discusses the potential effect of the neutralisation of
linguistic dqmmence (1988:87). I also call attention to the discussion of the Media Lengua case
gpp.90-9l), in the formulation of which this writer participated.

I have discussed this question at some length in a conference paper, “On the Gallo-Rom-
ance/Frankish Linguistic Contact and the Formation of the Northern French Dialects,” Sixteenth An-
nual Mmr!esota.Conference on Language and Linguistics, University of Minnesota, October 1990,
The question will also be discussed in Buccini (forthcoming b, section 2.4). The factors included in
(3) are employed and briefly discussed in a more general typology of socio-linguistic language
change by Guy (1990). It must be acknowledged here that the terms ‘consciousness’ and ‘social atti-
tude’ have become increasingly controversial and their use needs some general discussion and
;};gofeucal justification. Space restrictions, however, make such a discussion impossible in this

cle.

7 Social attitude: the degree to which social attitudes influence the transfer of linguistic material;

?;;nbsgmmpes)s; thethehgree t(; whilch the tr;msfer is a conscious act; domains affected: the domains
ubdomains) in which transferred material is most prominent; systematicity: the degr i

transferred material is systematic or structured. P Y v gree to which the
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contacts between less closely related dialects or unrelated languages: in contacts

* between closely related languages it would be less difficult for speakers to develop a

neutralised dominance in so far as there would be fewer foreign linguistic features for
them to acquire.

While the general patterns of transfer in a given contact situation are determined
according to the type of agency involved, that is, borrowing from less stable domains
in recipient language agency and imposition from stable domains in source language
agentivity, there is a separate though related process of the spread of transferred
material from an original point of entry into some section of a language area or
‘dialect diasystem’. Such language internal treatment of foreign linguistic features,
like the original contact itself, necessarily has both important social as well as
structural aspects, as shown in (4).

(4) Factors in the Survival and Spread of Transferred Features
(Buccini forthcoming b)

demographic strength + social prestige = social viability of transferred
material
LINGUISTIC FILTER: acquirability + integratability = linguistic viability of transferred material

SocCIAL FILTER:

The two filters are linked through the relationship of acquirability to social
factors of opportunity and motivation for acquisition.

LINGUISTIC FEATURE >[SOCIAL FILTER] >[LINGUISTIC FILTER]>RECEPTION OF FEATURES

Failure to distinguish between the process of initial transfer and the subsequent
process of dialect spread or elimination is an error that has often rendered claims
about historical contacts difficult to reconcile with the nonlinguistic historical facts
available to us. Such is, without doubt, the case in much of the work on the contact
between Frankish and Gallo-Romance and also in discussions of the English contacts
with Norse.

Turning now specifically to the question of pronominal transfer, I will be forced
by space constraints to limit my remarks to the conclusions which I have reached on
the basis of fairly extensive studies of pronominal transfer within Germanic.9 First,
following Van Coetsem, I must emphasise again the importance of the notion of the
stability gradient in determining what kinds of materials are transferred in the two
basic contact situations. Virtually all discussions of the stability gradient have taken
the lexicon as the least structured and least stable domain in language contact; thus,
lexical items are obviously the most easily borrowed features while the relatively low
stability of the lexicon makes acquisition of a target language’s lexicon relatively

8 Rosina Lippi-Green (personal communication) has pointed out that the ordering of the two filters
may well be the opposite of that shown here. This issue will be addressed in Buccini (forthcoming

b).

9 Much of this research was first presented in a conference paper (“Pronominal Systems in Language
Contact: Evidence from Limburgish, Berlinish and English,” Second Symposium on Germanic
Linguistics, University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, October 1986).
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easy. Such broad statements are, however, of little practical use and thus most
studies on language contact discuss at length the relative stabilities of subdomains of
the lexicon. For the most part, it is agreed that nouns are generally more easily
borrowed than adjectives, adjectives more than verbs, verbs more than pronouns and
prepositions (for a brief review of the issue, see Appel & Muysken 1987:170-171).
The reasons for this widely attested pattern are not hard to see: borrowings must be
integrated into the morphological and syntactic structures of the recipient language
and therefore will be subject to a structural filtering which clearly can involve various
language-specific features.

For the western European languages at least, it is necessary to subdivide
pronouns according to whether they are relatively more or less contentive and more
or less functive. In so far as some forms are more contentive, such as honorific
pronouns, they resemble more closely elements of the general lexicon, while forms
which are wholly functive, such as third person pronouns, tend to behave more like
morphological features. In effect, we find a distinction which closely resembles
Benveniste’s (1966) distinction of first and second person pronouns which he called
‘indicators’ on the one hand, and third person pronouns which I have called
‘referentials’ on the other. Despite the general view that pronominal borrowing is
rare, it can, in fact be shown that borrowings of first and second person pronouns,
and here most especially honorifics, are actually fairly common in western lan-
guages. It can also be shown, however, that genuine cases of borrowing involving
third person pronouns are vanishingly rare in these languages. Indeed, the only clear
and widely known example of which this writer is aware is that of the third person
plural forms they, them, and their, which by all accounts entered English from Norse
during the period of the widespread Danish presence in central and northern England.
I will return to this case in a moment.

Given the general role of the stability gradient in linguistic transfers, it is not
surprising that, while few if any instances of the borrowing of third person
referential pronouns can be found in Western Europe, the imposition of such forms
can be found in a number of situations where there has been a widespread case of
language or, in some cases, dialect shift: that is, in the course of the language
acquisition associated with shift, speakers seem to acquire indicators more easily than
they do referentials. To this I must add, however, a further observation, which,
though fairly obvious, seems to have escaped totally the general literature on
language contact: this is, namely, that unaccented or clitic forms display a far greater
stability than do accented forms, and thus, tend to be imposed in language shift, but
rarely, if at all, borrowed in language maintenance. With this in mind we can better
understand the English acceptance of the Norse forms. In my view, these pronouns
were not directly borrowed but rather first imposed by native Norse speakers upon
their acquired version of English. These Norse forms, once within the English dialect
couiiniuum, subsequently gained considerable popularity and were able to spread by
means of ‘selection’ out of Norsified English into other (native) varieties. The spread
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of the new forms was driven by the language internal factors of the growing
homophony of the old native forms with 4- and social factors of the strong Norse
presence in central England. In this regard, I should point out that to this day, except
in some far northern dialects, the unaccented form of them is the native ’em, as in
“give em” (Wright 1905:274).10

On the basis of these considerations, the alleged case of the English borrowing of
third person object clitic pronouns from Flemish demands very clear historical
support. As I will now attempt to demonstrate from the actual facts, however, a more
plausible explanation can be offered.

4. Philological Considerations

We will now turn to the actual philological evidence for the hise forms in English.
Please note that space limitations will not permit a detailed discussion of the material
at this time. There are, moreover, certain relevant texts which I have thus far not been
able to examine fully. In (5) is a list of all the Middle English texts that I have found
in which s-form pronouns occur.11

(5) Middle English Texts with hise -Forms

TEXT PROVENANCE

The Bestiary East Midlands

Havelok East Midlands (Norfolk)
Genesis and Exodus East Midlands (Suffolk/Essex)
Vices and Virtues Essex

Poema Morale (Trinity Ms.) Essex

Arthour and Merlin London

Kyng Alisaunder London

Ayenbite of Inwyt Kent

The Kentish Sermons Kent

A Parable Kent

The Poems of William of Shoreham  Kent/Sussex

10 Some of the cases of the transfer of pronouns in contacts between German languages or dialects
are the following: 1) imposition in Berlinish (and Missingsch) of the Low German neuter pronouns
in -f (et/it, wat, det/dat) as well as ick in Berlinish which functions as a solidarity m:_ark?r (covert
prestige of ‘Berlinishness’) next to ich of the High German target language; 2)' ‘bom}wmg_ or, more
accurately, selection in Limburgish of iech, miech, diech, uuch (ct. NHG ich, mich, dich, euch)
from the closely related Ripuarian Frankish dialects; 3) imposition in Stadsfries of the Frisian masc.
nom. clitic -er on the target Dutch system; 4) the development of the mod. West Frisian fem. and

1. acc. sy which is found alongside (variation according to several parameters) the reflex of Old
ln-risian hiu (fem.) and hia (pl.) and probably represents a language internal change (formation ofa
new independent form based on the old clitics in -s, supported by influence of Dutch and Stadsfries,
an influence which can be considered an instance of ‘selection‘ as defined above). . .
11 The following editions and studies of these works have been consuited: The Bestiary: Morris
(1898), Hall (1920), Dickens & Wilson (1951), Bennett & Smithers (1974); Havelok: Skeat &
Sisam (1915), Smithers (1987); Genesis and Exodus: Morris (1865); Vices and Virtues: Holthausen
(1888); Poema Morale (Trinity Ms.): Hall (1920); Arthour and Merlin: Macrae-Gibson (1973);
Kyng Alisaunder: Smithers (1952, 1957); Ayenbite of Inwyt: Morris (1866), Gradon (1979); The
Kentish Sermons: Morris (1898), Bennett & Smithers (1974); A P;rable: Hall 5319201), %fkel;)s &h
Wilson (1951); The Poems of William of Shoreham: Konrath (1902); Poema Morale (Lam et
Ms.): Ha(lll (19)20); South Eng{;"sh Legendary: D'Evelyn & Mill (1959), Gorlach (1974); Chronicle
of Robert of Gloucester: Wright (1887).
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Poema Morale (Lambeth Ms.) Hampshire
South English Legendary Gloucestershire

Chronicle of Robert of Gloucester Gloucestershire

Since Kaufman does not give detailed references to the works on which he based his
study, it is difficult to determine exactly how he arrived at his view of the dialectal
distribution of the forms. The specific points on which I disagree with his views are
the following, First, he takes the Havelock text as being unproblematically associated
with the town of Grimsby in Old Lindsey, while scholars generally agree that the one
major extant ranuscript (there are fragments of another) is of mixed character,
showing features typical of both the area around Grimsby in Lincolnshire and also of
East Anglia, more specifically Norfolk (Smithers 1987:1xxxix). While it is unclear to
which stage of the transmission the hise-forms in this text actually belong, it seems
reasonable to go on the assumption, albeit cautiously, that they may well represent
the East Anglian stage, especially given the strong likelihood that two other texts with
s-form pronouns come from East Anglia, whereas other texts from Lincolnshire do
not have s-accusatives. Kaufman’s reference to a text with s-form pronouns from
‘East Wessex* surely must refer to the Lambeth manuscript of the Poema Morale,
which can be located with a reasonably high degree of certainty to the southern,
coastal area of Hampshire. His reference to a text from Bristol remains for me
unidentified, and I must for now assume that he is referring to some version of the
South English Legendary. Most scholars place the origins of the Legendary, which is
actually a composite text including parts from various places in southern England,
not in Bristol but rather to the north, in Gloucestershire, an area explicitly mentioned
by Kaufman as not having had any significant Flemish immigrant population — see
the citation above (1988:322). I should also call attention to his statement concerning
the absence of a Flemish presence in the “Southeast Midland” area in light of the fact
that several texts with s-pronouns are generally regarded to be from the Suffolk-
Essex-London area, which forms the eastern border zone between the Midlands and
the South. My own findings concerning the geographical distribution of the hise-
forms are shown on Map 2.12

The most powerful evidence offered by proponents of the Flemish origin of the
accusative pronouns in s is that in all the relatively enormous corpus of Old English,
no single s-form pronoun of the type found in Middle English occurs. Superficially
at Jeast this fact does indeed seem quite convincing, but a more careful consideration
of the Old English corpus, especially with an eye toward its dialectal distribution and
its reiationship to the dialectal distribution of Middle English s-pronouns is clearly
needed. Even a cursory comparison of the two distributions shows that we must first
reformulate the statement that no s-accusatives occur in Old English and say instead
that it is virtually certain that no such forms occurred in the West Saxon dialect of Old
English and unlikely that they occurred in the Anglian dialect area, though in this
Iatter case, of course, the small number of Anglian texts and the vast size of the

12.Cf. the dot map presented in McIntosh, et al (1986, vol.1:317, map 50).
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Map 2: Distribution of hise in Middle English
(Buccini 1991)
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Anglian dialect area leave room for the possibility that they could have occurred
some\_lvhcre and not been recorded in any of the surviving documents.

Tk'ns leaves yet one of the traditionally recognised dialects of Old English to be
considered, namely Kentish, Taking Old English materials from dialect areas which
show s-accusatives in Middle English, we find that the only area with texts that show
features deviating to a significant degree from the West Saxon and Mercian ‘stan-
dards’ is Kent, as shown in (6).

(6) Old English Dialectal Evidence

] Nativ

Mercian Charters West Saxon Charters &M iifrhggi;s
East Anglia — —

Essex — —
Gloucestershire — —

— Sussex (?) —

— Hampshire —

Kent Kent Kent

I s_hould also point out that the area of southern Hampshire, as well as the Isle of
Wight, like Kent, are known to have been settled by the Jutes. Thus, more than a
third of our Middle English texts with hise-forms belong to areas which can probably
be associated with the Jutes and the Kentish dialect of Old English.13 The question is
then,.why are there no attestations of hise-forms in Old Kentish? To answer this
question, we must examine the actual prominal forms attested in the Old Kentish
texts, which are shown in tabular form below in 7.14

(7) Pronominal Evidence from Old Kentish Texts (INA] = not attested)

The K egtt’sh Glosses, The K entishfPsalm and The Kentish Hymn :
m n I

N. helhe HUNAL  hio, /INA]  hio, hithio
I?. [NA]/f.um [NAJ/[NA] hiref/[NA) [NA)/hiom
A hl.ne/hme [NAY/[NA] [NA] [NAYJINA]
G. hislhis [NAJ/INA}  hifo)re(-a)fiNA]  hio [-ra?]/hiora

13 In discussing the Venerable Bede's account i itai
' ) of the Germanic settiement of Brit Blai
}.] 963:168-169) states the following: “From the Jutes, he wrote, were descended the ;;g(;gie w?ll(:
ived in Kent and the Isle of Wight, as well as on the mainland opposite the Isle of Wight, Bede's
{emarks about Jutes settling in part of what is now Hampshire is confirmed by a chronicler of the
ate eleventh century who records that the New Forest was known to the English as Yrene, the
ge;xllve gluralfof a late Qld English form Yze which corresponds with Bede’s Latin form Iutae.” For
l? ‘?rlts;:lu;;lgo)n of the association of the Poema Morale with the south of Hampshire, see Hall (1920
The data offered here are from my own readings of these texts, with the i
e a( s exception of the G, \
(‘)/f which 1 have read only excerpts. The editions of the Psalm and Hymn congulted were t’hg;gei;
an Kirk Dobbie (‘1942). In the case of the Charters, the data are based on readings of the material
presented in Sweet’s Oldest English Texts (1885). The evidence from the Glosses is from published

studies of Old Kentish, namely, Kemp (1953), and Willi ific
o (1915)andTaxweiler(l);OG 5 p( ), a illiams (1905). Specifically on the Charters are
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The Kentish Charters (especially ?arly 9th century)l:
2. n.

3. m. . pl.
N. he hit hia, hio hie, hie, hia
D. him NA] hire [NA]
A. [NA] hit hia {x1,reflex.]  hie [x1, prep.]
G. his [NA] hire hiora

The fact is, the Old Kentish corpus is quite limited both in genre and volume.
Moreover, almost all the Old Kentish texts show clear signs of influence from the
Mercian and later West Saxon scribal traditions which were imported with Mercian
and West Saxon political ascendency over Kent. This factor aside, however, an
actual examination of the Kentish texts available reveals that it is not just fem. and pl.
accusative s-forms of the third person pronoun that we lack but, in fact, with but a
very few exceptions, we find no fem. and pl. accusative pronouns at all. This
apparent oddity has to do not only with the limitations of the size of the Old Kentish
corpus but also with the nature of the subjects discussed in the texts. In any event, it
is clear that the claim that s-accusatives could not have occurred in Old English is
wildly exaggerated and seems to be based on the notion that the literary West Saxon
dialect can be taken as representative for all the Old English dialects.

A detailed review of the actual attestations of feminine and plural accusatives in -s
in Middle English is obviously needed. Unfortunately, space restrictions make it
impossible to include such a review in this paper and 1 will therefore be forced to
offer only the following observations and refer the reader to the fuller treatment to
appear in Buccini (forthcoming b).

First, it should be noted that s-form pronouns for the accusative plural are found
in many more texts than s-form feminine accusatives. The feminine pronouns appear
to have been restricted to the more southerly regions (i.e., Essex, Kent and
Hampshire) and the Severn valley (Vices and Virtues, Poema Morale (Trinity Ms.),
Ayenbite of Inwyt, A Parable, Poema Morale (Lambeth Ms.), South English
Legendary, Chronicle of Robert of Gloucester), though a more detailed analysis of
the material must be carried out in order to determine the degree to which such a
conclusion can be maintained. Plural s-form accusative pronouns are, however,
found in all of the texts in which s-form pronouns occur.

In almost all texts in which s-form accusatives occur, other forms are also
attested. Of these other forms the most common competitors are the old dative forms,
hem for the accusative plural and hire for the feminine accusative. It should be noted,
however, that it is perhaps not wholly accurate to speak of a clear accusative/dative
distinction in the ‘synchronic’ grammar of Middle English. The inherited case system
was clearly in a state of flux, with the formal marking of accusative and dative
apparently tending to be gradually given up first after prepositions in favor of the old
dative forms. Eventually these dative forms ousted completely the old accusatives,
yielding the situation which still obtains in English.

It is striking that a great many of the occurrences of the s-accusatives in southern
Middle English are unambiguously clitics, a fact already noticed by others who have
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;izc;zls;e& rtl?: t)f,ol\n/lT;si i<ncluding Ka::fman (e.g., Havelok <settes> ‘set them’; Poema
-) <mes> ‘me them’; The Kentish Serm h =ha - !
them’; A Parable <letes> ‘let them’) a3 e
; . Many of the other occurrences could wel
L3 . . ]
;:gpggg:;cch'uc; h;ddcn beneath idealised, fleshed-out spellings. Of partic:l(:u
€ 15 the fact that s-form pronouns generall ;

: . y do not occur after i-
;zl_ons, where m.dependenfly accented pronouns could be expected: instead /?:fnpgrslld
! r:rfh;y%el golr(r:stfir; ?}fd in th;; position. The occurrence of a non-s-form accusative

ntis arters after a preposition is therefore of dubi ignifi
. . ious significance
:;l;i 11:?1):? bt: thi c:]xl;tenf:e (;‘f such pronouns even in that stage of the language. It
no atin the Middle Kentish Ayenbite of In iy
: ‘ wyt, fem. reflexives
?ieh nevclr1 rendered with a hise-type pronoun, but rather always with the hire—t;pe
inst:;e, )flre>) or even hem (Gradon 1979:83-84). In light of this fact, the one
o ce of a non-s-f(.mn ferp. accusative pronoun which my preliminary stu’dy of the
Englrit;:seli,r};overeq is of similarly dubious significance. Judging from the Middle
: idence, it seems quite possible that s-form ac i
originally (i.e., in the Old English peri iti i s wel e nover ot only
, period) clitics which may well h
rarely occured after prepositions and i : e st bonr
! as reflexives. Furthermo i
mind the possibility that any of the ve i "t . seconatives
_ ry few Old Kentish fem. and pl. accusati
attested might represent the accented or independent forms: such fol:-ms may le‘:ﬁ

have been favored in legal documents over clitic s-forms w

flavor. ith a local or provincial

" If‘ e\;e ngw':um.to (8), it should be clear that very much the same distribution
g and still reigns to a large degree in Frisian, the continental langua
closely related to English. netnee most

(8) Third Person Pronouns of the Channel/North Sea Area

Middle Flemish
N ’3;../n.1. n. f. pl
. if-i hetl-(e)t su, soe, il i
D heml-em, -en  hemi-(e)r i) T o
X - haerl-er(e) h -
é' hgm//-(e)n(e ) hemi-(e)t haeri-se hem, :ﬁ%ﬁg
. sijns/-(e)s — haerl-er(e) haeri{e)r{e)
IBVIi:lndle Kentish (?lan Michel of Nor;hgate, Ayenbite of Inwyt).
N. ke ha hit, h i p
e , hyt hi, h i
E. Z::ln ,I:ym [ ".‘him. hym] hire.iyre nghy
G‘ hise'h yne h:‘t,.hyt his(e), hys(e) his(e), hyse
2 , hys [*his, hys] hire, hare hyre, hare efc.
g)l?n Frisian (Steller 1928:53; Heuser 1903:29; Sjolin 1969:34-35)
- m. n, f. 1 ' ’
N. hi, hel-re, -(e)r  hit, het/-(ejt hiu, (fa, jo) Eia (ja)l-s(e)
IK. him (hem/-em  him (hem)/-em ;l—lii' ;;yer him, hi
. hine, en(e)l-ne  hit, het/- ia (i aarse)
& o ! ;1 4 et/-(e)t I’:;ze(/a)ﬂs(e) h{a ((lja)/-s(e)
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{ndeed, the situation to be inferred from the Old and Middle Kentish evidence
resembles the Frisian situation far more closely than it does the Flemish, for in both
Kentish and Frisian, the independent forms of the feminine and plural pronouns al!
have initial h, a feature which forms one of the best known isoglosses within the
West Germanic branch of Germanic between the Ingvzonic or North Sea dialects
and the continental dialects. Though this might lead one to wonder if we ought to
consider the Middle English forms as cross-Channel borrowings from Frisian (as
Heuser has done), theoretical considerations as well as historical considerations
render that view no more attractive than Kaufman’s. It should also be noted that there
is a striking structural difference between the English on the one hand, and the
Flemish and Frisian on the other: in Middle English, s-clitics never occur for
feminines or plurals in the nominative. If English had gotten the s-pronouns from
either Flemish or Frisian, the restriction of their use to the accusative would seem
highly strange and need some manner of explanation. Of course, it is quite possible
that the Old Frisian distribution of the feminine and plural s-pronouns was originally
more like that of Middle Kentish and that, through internal change (conceivably but
not necessarily supported by the strong influence of Low German and, later, Dutch),
their range of use was extended to include the nominative as well as the accusative.
In this connexion it should be remembered that ‘Old’ Frisian was the contemporary
of ‘Middle’ Kentish. Finally, we must bear in mind the possibility that details of the
distribution of the s-pronouns in the southern Middle English dialects may be
secondary, local developments (e.g., the peculiar treatment of reflexives in the
Ayenbite of Inwyt), which 1 will discuss in detail in my forcoming study of the
problem. .

Taking these points into consideration, it scems far better to conclude that the s-
accusatives of Middle English were native forms belonging to politically, and thus
literarily marginal regions of England during the Old English period. The geographi-
cal distribution points to the feature possibly having belonged to a wave of Germanic
jmmigration to Britain that was both ethnically (i.e., tribal affiliation) and linguistical-
ly different from the wave or waves that resulted in the establishments of the West
Saxon and Anglian settlements in Britain. The concentration along the East Anglian
and southeastern coasts coincides very much with the extent of the Litus Saxonicum
which implies some connexion either to the Germanic mercenaries hired to help man
the coastal fortifications or to the Germanic invaders against whom those fortifica-
tions were originally constructed, or perhaps both. From a geographical standpoint,
the one oddity which needs explanation is the apparent island of s-pronouns in
Gloucestershire. Gloucestershire lies, of course, in and about the Severn valley, but
it is fairly unlikely that a migration to Britain was carried out directly to this area.
Gloucestershire lies also at the headwaters of the Thames and, given the fact that
some of the peoples who ultimately became the West Saxons almost certainly arrived
in central England along the Icknield Way and perhaps also from the Thames estuary
and gradually expanded inland along the Thames valley (Copley 1954:113f£), it
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seems worth considering the possibility that Gloucestershire and environs was at
least partially settled by groups which had arrived with the first wave of settlers in
Kent and East Anglia and had migrated further inland along the Thames valley,
probably under pressure from the later arriving (future) West Saxons. It should be
pointed out here that in Old English times, the Severn valley was the territory of the
Hwicce, an English tribe under the political control of both the Anglian Mercians and
the West Saxons at different times, but clearly ethnically distinct from both of those
groups.15

This proposal that the s-pronouns should be seen as relics of an early wave of
Germanic settlement in southern Britain receives striking confirmation when we
compare the distribution of the s-accusatives with the distribution of the most
typically Kentish phonological development, that of the unrounding of [y] to [e] (see
Map 3, from Samuels 1972:122). Of especial importance is the fact that this develop-
ment is also known on the continent but there only from Frisian and the Dutch
dialects of Holland and Zeeland, dialects for which an Ingvaonic substrate with
specifically Frisian-like features must be posited.16 I should also call attention to the
fact that a number of historians, basing their conclusions on both archaeological and
literary evidence, have claimed that the Jutes came to England from the region of the
Rhine estuary in Zeeland and Holland, where, as remembered in the Finnsburg
poetic tradition, they lived in close association with the Frisians.17

5. Conclusion

The immediate goals of this paper were several. First, I hoped to show that the
claim that the pronounkise and related forms in southern Middle English cannot
represent borrowings from Middle Flemish, as recently claimed by Kaufman.
Second, in demonstrating that this alleged discovery of a clear-cut case of pronominal
borrowing in a relatively casual language contact is not in accord with the philological
facts, I hoped to call in question the promiscuous use of the term ‘borrowing’ that
mais Thomason’s and Kaufman's otherwise sound and valuable discussion of
transfer types in language contact and to draw attention to the centrality of the notion
of the stability gradient in contact studies, as emphasised by Van Coetsem. Third, 1
hoped to show that it is important that Anglicists look at Old English more in the
manner that Netherlandicists look at Old Low Franconian, namely, by studying
Middle English dialects and then reconstructing back into the earlier period. As can
be clearly seen in the case at hand, serious errors can be made by placing too much

15 For an historical study of the Hwicce, see Hooke ( 1985).

16 in Buccini ( 1990), 1 argue this point on the basis of the distribution of the umiaut isoglosses in
the Dutch language area. Concerning the Ingvaonic features in the Dutch language area, see
Taeldeman (1982).

17 Stenton (1989:14-15): “The evidence which points to an early connection between the Jutes of
Kent and the Franks of the Rhineland greatly increases the difficuity of believing that the Jutes came
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confidence in our knowledge of Old English which, froma dialectal standpoint, 1S

CXU;;}?: 15’111;:;! ;t;g;c immediate goals is a link to the broader implications of this study

- . re
for Germanic. Space restrictions hfz}ve madc; g\ ;rr;g?ils:]t;lz (f:rre ?;2 r:ga?](écn:;ctlﬁ ;ntgv ¢
ketch the possible significance o spor °
?;)r;l:)hszzss, one morle:ological (the s-pronouns) and one phon?olog:}clza: E;l:: (;xir;r;;‘x;;iy
ing of {y] to [e]) and their analogues across the Channel. belgvc aij ) seme;nem v
is of central importance to a much needed reassess'ment of the .erm " e of
lI;r(i)tzztin and the historical and linguistic connexions of E.ngl.lsh to tkel co ey
Germanic dialects, an undertaking which I hope to accomplish in a book-length s

(Buccini forthcoming b).

(3 2l ll(e) (.) (thill”
- Occurrence of fell(e) (/) “fill” and he
Map 3 in later Middle English (Samuels 1972)



30
ANTHONY F. BUCCINI

REFERENCES

Appel, René & Pieter Muysk
ppe, Reme & Tioter A;Jg/o]dt?n. 1987. Language Contact and Bilingualism. London,

Bennett, J. A, W. & G. V. Smi
y . . . . t A .
Prose. Oxford: Oxford Univ.m l;rl;:srs » eds. 1974. Early Middle English Verse and

Bense, J. F. 1939. A Dictiona
. . fi - 1 1
Béz;,Thp tHa uc:lMartinus Nij’l:l};) ?{ he Low-Dutch Element in the English Vocabula-
eniste, Emile. 1966. “La nature des pro ” ] ]
Blgaiérné;zzgr [;/l(‘)ll.ll] byllgréxBile Benveniste, 251?253(.);1&‘5' (I}J;ﬁ?r{rgrndes de linguistique
, nter. . R itai Iy E :
New Vo oo, 1962 v((,mg{é rforrzam and Early England, 55 B.C.-A.D. 871,

Bryan, William Frank, 1915. Studies i

, 1 . . Studies j }

B uoci:d Eng/itsh Period. Menasha, Wis.: lget:r;eD ]g(;lggs o the Kentish Charters of the
e cl:)‘:;ditir(!)tnhizny Fd I138;90. “Umlaut Alternation, Variation and Dialect Contact:
Decondity Syngc }Zx‘w{lonic gzzdgliom’r:g of [/{mlaut in the Pre-History of the Dutglt{
Change. ¢d. oy T achronic Approaches to Linguistic Variation and
Chang y Thomas J. Walsh, 63-80. Washington, D.C.: Georgetown Uni’v.

. 1992, The Development of Umll

Germa;tocl:tkjnpuplished“Doctoral éissen;tgoifdcgiriell)ll%lﬁﬁal Positon of Dutch in

Syste;'n ort }::osmm‘lg 1a. On the Early Development of the West Flemish Vocali

Syster Prelimpcua Rchrence to the Problem of the Spontaneous Palatolq ¢

tions”. Preli inary version presented at the Berkeley/Michigan G nanic

g ; ;(;:hcouthatglc,T}l)mv. of California, Berkeley, April 1990 gan Dermanie
——. Forthcoming b. The North Sea Germanic Mi ati e Hi

Limanis o omins i nic Migrations and the Historical and

oearic Con ions between English and the Continental Germanic Languages

Chadwick, H. Munro. 1907. 7 igi ]
e Uniy. Do 07. The Origin of the English Nation. Cambridge: Cam-

Copley, Gordon J. 1953 j
DPhoenix ordon | . The Conquest of Wessex in the Sixth Century. London:
’Evelyn, Charlotte & Anna J. Mi
n, _ . Mill, eds. 1959. T, ] :
e ill, eds . The South E
Ozlf 0%. IIJntyoducnon and Glossary. (= Early English Text sOcientygh;ZatLefendwyf
niv. Press for the Early English Text Society ’ ) London:

Dickens, Bruce & R. M. Wil ]
e Bt e ilson, eds. 1951. Early Middle English Texts. Cam-

Gorlach, Manfred. 1974. Th ]
. . . The Texti 1 }
Gﬂl((iley,PYorkshire: ord T Lc;lxs.ual Tradition of the South English Legendary.

radon, Pamela. 1979. Dan Michel's A ]

If ' yenbite of Inwyt. Vol. II: j

G S;d glr(;sggg. (]{ EclzrglgoEn‘gi!Hvlh Text Soqiety, 278.) )(’)xford: O]x’g)rrodd %cgsni)rl\e’g;‘es
Hl?liachronica 7.47.-67. . e Sociolinguistic Types of Language Changé"’.

all, Joseph. 1920. Selections from Ea 1

| . X rly Middle English 1130- i i
H;ﬁg;dlwilﬁ:]esl ;ndll’;lgées‘.‘ Flésflei'xtg,: II;1 Notes. Oxford;g‘Oxford IOJnIifrle’fei(:lted v
' ‘" . R a . ’ - . . . ..
Bestrage sur Anglistl 12.17}1% 21.sc e Einfliisse im Mittelenglischen”. Bonner

—. 1903. Alifriesi i ;
Carl Winter tfriesisches Lesebuch mit Grammatik und Glossar. Heidelberg:

SOUTHERN MIDDLE ENGLISH HISE 31

Holthausen, Ferdinand, ed. 1888. Vices and Virtues, being a Soul’s Confession of
its Sins with Reason’s Description of the Virtues. A Middle English Dialogue of
about 1200 A.D. Part I: Text and Translation. London: Triibner & Co. for the

Early English Text Society.
Hooke, Della. 1985. The Anglo-Saxon Kindgom of the Hwicce. Manchester:

Manchester Univ. Press.

Kemp, Lorena E. 1953. A Grammar of the Kentish Dialect of Old English. Unpub-
lished doctoral dissertation, Univ. of Chicago.

Konrath, Matthias. 1902. The Poems of William of Shoreham. Part I:Preface, Intro-
duction, Text and Notes. (= Early English Text Society Extra Series, 86.) London:
Triibner & Co. for the Early English Text Society.

Liewellyn, E. C. 1936. The Influence of Low Dutch on the English Vocabulary.
London: Oxford Univ. Press.

Macrae-Gibson, O. D., ed. 1973. Of Arthour and of Merlin. Vol.I Text. (= Early
English Text Society, 268.) Oxford: Oxford Univ. Press.

Mclntosh, Angus, M. L. Samuels & Michael Benskin. 1986. A Linguistic Atlas of
Late Medieval English. Vols. I-IV. Aberdeen: Aberdeen Univ. Press.

Morris, Richard, ed. 1865. The Story of Genesis and Exodus. An Early English
Song about AD. 1250. London: Triibner & Co. for the Early English Text
Society.

, ed. 1866. Dan Michel's Ayenbite of Inwyt or, Remorse of Conscience. In

the Kentish Dialect, 1340 A.D. London: Triibner & Co. for the Early English Text

Society.

ed. 1898. Specimens of Early English with Introductions, Notes, and

Glossarial Index. Part I From ‘Old English Homilies* to ‘King Horn', A.D. 1150-

A.D. 1300. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

& Walter W. Skeat, eds, 1898. Specimens of Early English with Introduc-
tions, Notes, and Glossarial Index. Part IL: From ‘Robert of Gloucester to
Gower, A.D. 1298-A.D. 1393 Ibid.

Murison, David. 1971, “The Dutch element in the vocabulary of Scots”. Edinburgh
Studies in English and Scots ed. by AJ. Aitken, A. McIntosh, & H. Pélsson, 159-
176. London: Longmax.

Samuels, Michael L. 1971, “Kent and the Low Countries: some linguistic evidence”.
Edinburgh Studies in English and Scots ed. by A.J. Aitken, A. Mclntosh, & H.

P4lsson, 3-19. Ibid.
. 1972. Linguistic Evolution with Special Reference to English. Cambridge:

Cambridge Univ. Press.
Sjolin, Bo. 1969. Einfiihrung in das Friesische. Stuttgart: J. B. Metzlersche Ver-

lagsbuchhandlung.
Skeat, Walter W. & Kenneth Sisam, eds. 1915. The Lay of Havelok the Dane.

Oxford; Oxford Univ. Press.
Smithers, George V., ed. 1952. Kyng Alisaunder. Vol.I: Text. (= Early English Text

Society Original Series, 227.) Ibid.
- ed. 1957. Kyng Alisaunder. Vol.IL: Introduction, Commentary and

Glossary. (= Early English Text Society Original Series, 237 .) Thid.

. ed. 1987. Havelok. 1bid.
Steller, Walther. 1928. Abriss der Altfriesischen Grammatik mit Beriicksichtigung
der westgermanischen Dialeckte des Altenglischen, Altsdchsischen und Althoch-

deutschen. Halle & Saale: Max Niemeyer.
Stenton, Frank. 1989 [1971]. Anglo-Saxon England. Oxford, New York: Oxford

Univ. Press.




32 ANTHONY F. BUCCINI

Sweet, Henry, ed. 1885. The Oldest English Texts. (= Early English T ety
83.) London: Triibner & Co. for the Eafly English 'Igcxt Soc);ety.g ext Socery

Taeldeman, Johan. 1982. “‘Ingwionismen’ in Flandern”. Die Leistung der Strata-
forschung und der Kreolistik ed. by P. Sture Ureland, 277-296. Tiibingen: Max
Niemeyer.

Taxweiler, Richard. 1906. Angelsdchische Urkundenbiicher von kentischem Lokal-
charakter. (Inaugural Dissertation zur Erlangung der Doktorwiirde genehmigt von
der Philosophischen Fakultit der Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universitit zu Berlin.)
Berlin: Mayer & Miiller,

Thomason, Sarah Grey & Terrence Kaufman. 1988. Language Contact, Creoliza-

T riifl, aan %enﬁticllégzégugtics. Berkeley: Univ. of California Press.
olkien, J. R. R, . Finn and Hengest: The fragment a 3
Alan Bliss. Boston: Houghton-Mifflin freg " the episode. d. by

Van Kirk Dobbie, Elliott, ed. 1942. The Anglo-Saxon Minor Poems. New York:

VCOI(l;mbxa Unil;'. Press.
an Coetsem, Frans. 1988. Loan Phonology and the Two Transfe ]
Language Contact. Dordrecht, Providence: F%)r]is, ver Topes in

Wallenberg,_]ohan K. 1923. The Vocabulary of Dan Michel’s Ayenbite of Inwyt. A
Phonological, Morphological, Etymological, Semasiological and Textual Study.
Uppsala: Appelbergs Boktryckeri Aktiebolag.

Williams, Irene. 1905. A Grammatical Investigation of the Old Kentish Glosses. (=
Bonner Beitrdge zur Anglistik, 19.) Bonn: Hannstein.

Wilson, Richard M. 1939. Early Middle English Literature. London: Methuen.

Witney, K. P. 1982. The Kingdom of Kent. London: Phillimore.

Wright, Joseph. 1905. The English Dialect Grammar ( comprising the dialects of
England, of the Shetland and Orkney Islands and of those parts of Scotland,

Ireland and Wales where English is habitually spoken). Oxford: Henry Frowde. ‘

Wright, William Aldis, ed. 1887. The Metrical Chronicle of Robert of Gloucester. 2
vols. London: Eyre & Spottiswoode for Her Majesty’s Stationary Office.

Titles published recently or scheduled for publication in 1993 in the seriess CURRENT ISSUES IN
LINGUISTIC THEORY:

75.

76.

77.

78.
79.

80.

81.

82.

83.

84.

85.

86.

87.

88.

89.

90.

91.

92.

93.

9.

95.
96.

97.

98.

99.

DROSTE, Flip G. and John E. JOSEPH (eds): Linguistic Theory and Grammatical Descrip-
tion. Amsterdam/Philadelphia, 1991.

WICKENS, Mark A.: Grammatical Number in English Nouns. Amsterdam/Philadelpbia,
1992.

BOLTZ, William G. and Michael C. SHAPIRO (eds): Studies in the Historical Phonology of
Asian Languages. Amsterdam/Philadelphia, 1991.

KAC, Michael: Grammars and Grammaticality. Amsterdam/Philadelphia, 1992.
ANTONSEN, Elmer H. and Hans Henrich HOCK (eds): STEFCRAEFT: Studies in Ger-
manic Linguistics. Amsterdam/Philadelphia, 1991

COMRIE, Bernard and Mushira EID (eds): Perspectives on Arabic Linguistics I1I. Amster-
dam/Philadelphia, 1991.

LEHMANN, Winfred P. & H.J. HEWITT (eds): Language Typology 1988. Typological
Models in Reconstruction. Amsterdam/Philadelphia, 1991.

VAN VALIN, Robert D. (ed.): Advances in Role and Reference Grammar. Amsterdam/
Philadelphia, n.y.p.

FIFE, James & Erich POPPE (eds): Studies in Brythonic Word Order. Amsterdam/Philadel-
phia, 1991.

DAVIS, Garry W. & Gregory K. IVERSON (eds): Explanation in Historical Linguistics.
Amsterdam/Philadelphia, 1992.

BROSELOW, Ellen, Mushira EID & John McCARTHY (eds): Perspectives on Arabic Lin-
guistics IV. Amsterdam/Philadelphia, 1992.

KESS, Joseph L.: Psycholinguistics. Psychology, Linguistics, and the Study of Natural Lan-
guage. Amsterdam/Philadelphia, 1992.

BROGYANYI, Bela and Reiner LIPP (eds): Historical Philology: Greek, Latin, and

Romance. Papers in honor of Oswald Szemerényi Il. Amsterdam/Philadelphia, 1992
SHIELDS, Kenneth.: A History of Indo-European Verb Morphology. Amsterdam/Philadel-

phia, 1992,

BURRIDGE, Kate: Syntactic Change in Germanic. A study of some aspects of language
change in Germanic with particular reference to Middle Dutch. Amsterdam/Philadelphia,
n.y.p.

KING, Larry D.: The Semantic Structure of Spanish. Meaning and grammatical form.
Amsterdam/Philadelphia, n.y.p.

HIRSCHBUHLER, Paul and Konrad KOERNER (eds): Romance Languages and Modern
Linguistic Theory. Selected papers from the XX Linguistic Symposium on Romance Lan-
guages. Amsterdam/Philadelphia, n.y.p.

POYATOS, Fernando: Paralanguage: A linguistic and interdisciplinary approach to interac-
tive speech and sounds. Amsterdam/Philadelphia, n.y.p.

LIPPI-GREEN, Rosina (ed.): Recent Developments in Germanic Linguistics. Amsterdam/
Philadelphia, 1992.

HAGEGE, Claude: The Language Builder. An essay on the human signature in linguistic
morphogenesis. Amsterdam/Philadelphia, n.y.p.

MILLER, D. Gary: Complex Verb Formation. Amsterdam/Philadelphia, n.y.p.

LIEB, Hans-Heinrich (ed.): Prospects for a New Structuralism. Amsterdam/Philadelphia,
1992.

BROGYANY], Bela and Reiner LIPP (eds): Comparative-Historical Linguistics: Indo-Euro-
pean and Finno-Ugric. Papers in honor of Oswald Szemerényi I11. Amsterdar/Philadelphia,
n.y.p.

EID, Mushira and Gregory K. IVERSON: Issues in Language and Grammar. Papers in
honor of Gerald Sanders. Amsterdam/Philadelphia, n.y.p.

JENSEN, John T.: English Phonology. Amsterdam/Philadelphia, n.y.p.

101.EID, Mushira and Clive HOLES (eds): Perspectives on Arabic Linguistics V. Papers from the

Fifth Annual Symposium on Arabic Linguistics. Amsterdam/Philadelphia, n.y.p.

A full list of titles published in this series is available from the publisher.



