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and concern to more specialised topics such as personal and place
names. The volumes dealing with earlier periods are chronologically
based, whilst those dealing with more recent periods are geo-
graphically based, thus reflecting the spread of English over the last
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Volume I deals with the history of English up to the Norman
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dialectology, onomastics and literary language. Each chapter, as well
as giving a chronologically-oriented presentation of the data, surveys
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specialists in mind; they will be essential reading for all those
interested in the history of English.
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GENERAL EDITOR’S PREFACE

Although it is a topic of continuing debate, there can be little doubt
that English is the most widely-spoken language in the world, with
significant numbers of native speakers in almost every major region —
only South America falling largely outside the net. In such a situation an
understanding of the nature of English can be claimed unambiguously
to be of world-wide importance.

Growing consciousness of such a role for English is one of the
motivations behind this History. There are other motivations too.
Specialist students have many major and detailed works of scholarship
to which they can refer, for example Bruce Mitchell’s O/ English Syntax,
or, from an earlier age, Karl Luick’s Historische Grammatik der englischen
Sprache. Similarly, those who come new to the subject have both one-
volume histories such as Barbara Strang’s History of English and
introductory textbooks to a single period, for example Bruce Mitchell
and Fred Robinson’s .4 Guide to Old English. But what is lacking is the
intermediate work which can provide a solid discussion of the full range
of the history of English both to the anglicist who does not specialise in
the particular area to hand and to the general linguist who has no
specialised knowledge of the history of English. This work attempts to
remedy that lack. We hope that it will be of use to others too, whether
they are interested in the history of English for its own sake, or for some
specific purpose such as local history or the effects of colonisation.

Under the influence of the Swiss linguist, Ferdinand de Saussure,
there has been, during this century, a persistent tendency to view the
study of language as having two discrete parts: (i) synchronic, where a
language is studied from the point of view of one moment in time; (ii)
diachronic, where a language is studied from a historical perspective. It
might therefore be supposed that this present work is purely diachronic.
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General Editor’s preface

But this is not so. One crucial principle which guides The Cambridge
History of the English Language is that synchrony and diachrony are
intertwined, and that a satisfactory understanding of English (or any
other language) cannot be achieved on the basis of one of these alone.

Consider, for example, the (synchronic) fact that English, when
compared with other languages, has some rather infrequent or unusual
characteristics. Thus, in the area of vocabulary, English has an
exceptionally high number of words borrowed from other languages
(French, the Scandinavian languages, American Indian languages,
Italian, the languages of northern India and so on); in syntax a common
construction is the use of do in forming questions (e.g. Do you like
cheese?), a type of construction not often found in other languages; in
morphology English has relatively few inflexions, at least compared
with the majority of other European languages; in phonology the
number of diphthongs as against the number of vowels in English
English is notably high. In other words, synchronically, English can be
seen to be in some respects rather unusual. But in order to understand
such facts we need to look at the history of the language; it is often only
there that an explanation can be found. And that is what this work
attempts to do. .

This raises another issue. A quasi-Darwinian approach to English
might attempt to account for its widespread use by claiming that
somehow English is more suited, better adapted, to use as an
international language than others. But that is nonsense. English is no
more fit than, say, Spanish or Chinese. The reasons for the spread of
English are political, cultural and economic rather than linguistic. So
too are the reasons for such linguistic elements within English as the
high number of borrowed words. This History, therefore, is based as
much upon political, cultural and economic factors as linguistic ones,
and it will be noted that the major historical divisions between volumes
are based upon the former type of events (the Norman Conquest, the
spread of printing, the declaration of independence by the U.S.A.,
rather than the latter type.

As a rough generalisation, one can say that up to about the
seventeenth century the development of English tended to be cen-
tripetal, whereas since then the development has tended to be centri-
fugal. The settlement by the Anglo-Saxons resulted in a spread of
dialect variation over the country, but by the tenth century a variety of
forces were combining to promote the emergence of a standard form of
the language. Such an evolution was disrupted by the Norman
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Conquest, but with the development of printing together with other
more centralising tendencies, the emergence of a standard form became
once more, from the fifteenth century on, a major characteristic of the
language. But processes of emigration and colonisation then gave rise to
new regional varieties overseas, many of which have now achieved a
high degree of linguistic independence, and some of which, especially
American English, may even have a dominating influence on British
English. The structure of this work is designed to reflect these different
types of development. Whilst the first four volumes offer a reasonably
straightforward chronological account, the later volumes are geo-
graphically based. This arrangement, we hope, allows scope for the
proper treatment of diverse types of evolution and development. Even
within the chronologically oriented volumes there are variations of
structure, which are designed to reflect the changing relative importance
of various linguistic features. Although all the chronological volumes
have substantial chapters devoted to the central topics of semantics and
vocabulary, syntax, and phonology and morphology, for other topics
the space allotted in a particular volume is one which is appropriate to
the importance of that topic during the relevant period, rather than
some pre-defined calculation of relative importance. And within the
geographically based volumes all these topics are potentially included
within each geographical section, even if sometimes in a less formal
way. Such a flexible and changing structure seems essential for any full
treatment of the history of English.

One question that came up as this project began was the extent to
which it might be possible or desirable to work within a single
theoretical linguistic framework. It could well be argued that only a
consensus within the linguistic community about preferred linguistic
theories would enable a work such as this to be written. Certainly, it was
immediately obvious when work for this History began, that it would
be impossible to lay down a ‘ party line’ on linguistic theory, and indeed,
that such an approach would be undesirably restrictive. The solution
reached was, I believe, mote fruitful. Contributors have been chosen
purely on the grounds of expertise and knowledge, and have been
encouraged to write their contributions in the way they see most fitting,
whilst at the same time taking full account of developments in linguistic
theory. This has, of course, led to problems, notably with contrasting
views of the same topic (and also because of the need to distinguish the
ephemeral flight of theoretical fancy from genuine new insights into
linguistic theory), but even in a work which is concerned to provide a
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unified approach (so that, for example, in most cases every contributor
to a volume has read all the other contributions to that volume), such
contrasts, and even contradictions, are stimulating and fruitful. Whilst
this work aims to be authoritative, it is not prescriptive, and the final
goal must be to stimulate interest in a subject in which much work
remains to be done, both theoretically and empirically.

The task of editing this History has been, and still remains, a long and
complex one. As General Editor I owe a great debt to many friends and
colleagues who have devoted much time and thought to how best this
work might be approached and completed. Firstly, I should thank my
fellow-editors: John Algeo, Norman Blake, Bob Burchfield, Roger
Lass and Suzanne Romaine. They have been concerned as much with
the History as a whole as with their individual volumes. Secondly, there
are those fellow linguists, some contributors, some not, who have so
generously given of their time and made many valuable suggestions:
John Anderson, Cecily Clark, Frans van Coetsem, Fran Colman, David
Denison, Ed Finegan, Olga Fischer, Jacek Fisiak, Malcolm Godden,
Angus Mclntosh, Lesley Milroy, Donka Minkova, Matti Rissanen,
Michael Samuels, Bob Stockwell, Tom Toon, Elizabeth Traugott, Peter
Trudgill, Nigel Vincent, Anthony Warner, Simone Wyss. One occasion
stands out especially: the organisers of the Fourth International
Conference on English Historical Linguistics, held at Amsterdam in
1985, kindly allowed us to hold a seminar on the project as it was just
beginning. For their generosity, which allowed us to hear a great many
views and exchange opinions with colleagues one rarely meets face-to-
face, I must thank Roger Eaton, Olga Fischer, Willem Koopman and
Frederike van der Leek.

With a work so complex as this, an editor is faced with a wide variety
of problems and difficulties. It has been, therefore, a continual comfort
and solace to know that Penny Carter of Cambridge University Press
has always been there to provide advice and solutions on every
occasion. Without her knowledge and experience, encouragment and
good humour, this work would have been both poorer and later. After
the work for Volume I was virtually complete, Marion Smith took over
as publishing editor, and I am grateful to her too, not merely for
ensuring such a smooth change-over, but for her bravery when faced
with the mountain of paper from which this series has emerged.

Richard M. Hogg
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I INTRODUCTION

Richard M. Hogg

1.1 Political history and language history

Bede begins his story of the Anglo-Saxon invasions and settlements of
Britain as follows (it seems more appropriate here to quote from the Old
English translation than from the original Latin text):

Pa was ymb feower hund wintra and nigon and feowertig fram ures
Drihtnes menniscnysse pet Martianus casere rice onfeng ond VII
gear haefde. Se was syxta eac feowertigum fram Agusto pam casere.
Pa Angelpeod and Seaxna was geladod fram pam foresprecenan
cyninge [Wyrtgeorn weas gehaten], and on Breotone com on prim
miclum scypum, and on eastdale pyses ealondes eardungstowe onfeng
purh pas ylcan cyninges bebod, pe hi hider geladode, pet hi sceoldan
for heora edle compian and feohtan. And hi sona compedon wid heora
gewinnan, pe hi oft @r nordan onhergedon; and Seaxan pa sige
geslogan. Pa sendan hi ham =renddracan and heton secgan pysses
landes wastmbzrnysse and Brytta yrgpo. And hi pa sona hider
sendon maran sciphere strengran wigena; and wzs unoferswidendlic
weorud, pa hi togedere gepeodde waron. And him Bryttas sealdan
and geafan eardungstowe betwih him, pat hi for sybbe and for hzlo
heora edles campodon and wunnon wid heora feondum, and hi him

andlyfne and are forgeafen for heora gewinne.
(Bede 1.12)

It was four hundred and forty-nine years after the birth of our Lord
that the Emperor Martian came to the throne, and reigned for seven
years. He was the forty-sixth Emperor since Augustus. The Angles
and the Saxons were invited by the aforesaid king [he was called
Vortigern] and they came to Britain in three large ships and received
dwelling places in the eastern part of this island by order of that same
king who had invited them here, so that they would battle and fight
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for their land. And at once they fought against their enemies who had
often come down on raids from the north, and the Saxons won the
battles. Then they sent messengers home, ordering them to tell of the
fertility of this land and the cowardice of the Britons. And then they
immediately sent here a larger fleet with stronger warriors ; and, when
they were gathered together, they formed an invincible army. And the
Britons gave them dwelling places to share between them, on
condition that they fought for peace and for prosperity in their land
and defeated their enemies, and the Britons would give them
provisions and estates on account of their victory.

Bede was writing in the eighth century, although he uses as a source the
writings of Gildas which date from the middle of the sixth. Even so,
approximately 100 years stands between Gildas and the arrival of those
two famous brothers Hengist and Horsa, the traditional founders of the
English nation.

It is therefore reasonable to suggest that the truth of Bede’s account
is sanctified more by tradition than by a correspondence with actual
events. There is, for example, a growing body of archaeological
evidence of Germanic peoples being in Britain during the fourth
century (note, for example the fourth-century rune at Caistor-by-
Norwich mentioned in §3.2.2 of chapter 3 and see the careful discussion
in Hills 1979). But a clue to the most important event relating to the
Germanic settlements comes at the very beginning of the Bede extract,
with the reference to the Roman Emperor. Until 410 the Romans had
occupied and governed Britain, but in that year they left Britain, and
there can be no doubt that a major consequence of their departure was
that the organisational structures which the Romans had erected for the
governance of the country began to decay. In essence a vacuum of
authority and power was created by their departure, and the Germanic
tribes on the other side of the North Sea, who would already have been
aware of the country’s attractions, perhaps by their fathers or forefathers
being mercenaries in the Roman army in Britain, were eager and willing
to step into the breach.

The first two hundred years of Anglo-Saxon occupation of Britain are
almost wholly unsupported by contemporary documentary evidence,
the evidence being primarily archaeological and also, although more
speculatively, toponymical (see chapter 7), or to be deduced from later
writers such as Bede. But it is safe to conclude that the earliest
settlements were in East Anglia and the south-east, with a gradual
spread along the Thames valley, into the Midlands, and northwards
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through Yorkshire and into southern Scotland. From the linguistic
point of view the most remarkable feature of the Anglo-Saxon
settlement must be the virtually complete elimination of the Celtic
languages, principally Welsh and Cornish. In the whole of Old English
it is doubtful whether there are more than twenty Celtic borrowings
into literary vocabulary (of which the most widespread now, but not in
Old English, is perhaps ¢ross). On the other hand, outside the literary
vocabulary a very large number of place-, especially river-, names were
retained by the invaders, hence Thames, Severn, and settlement-names
such as Manchester (with the second element OE ceaster ‘former Roman
settlement’). It would seem that, although relations were sometimes
friendly, the fifth- and sixth-century Anglo-Saxons were in this respect
as resolutely monolingual as their twentieth-century descendants.

It is linguistically improbable that the first Anglo-Saxons all spoke
the same form of language. Indeed Bede states that the Anglo-Saxon
invaders came from three Germanic tribes, the Angles, the Saxons and
the Jutes, and such a division, if accurate, would as much reflect
linguistic as geographical or social differentiation. Since Bede’s account
directly equates the Angles with Anglian, the Saxons with Saxon (for
our purposes, West Saxon), and the Jutes with Kentish, it is clearly
tempting to assume that the Old English dialects to which we most
usually refer (see here chapter 6) have their origins directly in pre-
settlement Germanic. Such a view was certainly widely accepted in the
first half of this century and earlier, but it has been strongly challenged
since then (see especially DeCamp 1958 and, for a contrary view,
Samuels 1971).

Without attempting to draw any firm conclusions, it may be worth
formulating a number of general principles relevant not only to this
question but to other similar questions concerning the Anglo-Saxon
period. On the one hand, the reports of Bede, the Anglo-Saxon
Chronicles and other early records must be privileged by virtue of their
closeness in time to the events. In addition, that closeness in time may
be further enhanced by the reliance of, say, Bede, writing ca AD 700, on
even earlier writers such as Gildas. On the other hand, we can be certain
of one thing, namely that the transmission of historical information in
the earliest period of the Anglo-Saxon settlement must have been
considerably more unreliable than it is today, and hence subject to much
(not necessarily deliberate) distortion. In general, too, we must beware
of forcing anachronistic meanings on ancient terms. As, for example,
Strang (1970:377-9) points out, terms such as Angles, Saxons and Jutes
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need not have been mutually exclusive nor need they have referred to
the same kind of entity : thus Angle may have referred to a tribe, whilst
Saxon referred to a tribal confederacy. Jute remains yet more
mysterious.

These considerations seem to force us into a compromise position,
namely that the Anglo-Saxon invaders, coming from northern Germany
and Denmark, already bore with them dialectal variations which in part
contributed to the differentiation of the Old English dialects, but that
nevertheless the major factors in that differentiation developed on the
soil of Anglo-Saxon England. Certainly the remarks of Bede and other
early writers are perhaps best viewed as iconic representations of the
truth, rather than as simply interpreted historical verities.

The expansion of the Anglo-Saxon settlements in the centuries
immediately following the initial invasions cannot be traced in any
detail. Broadly, the first settlements were in East Anglia and south-east
England, and there was a fairly quick spread so that by the end of the
sixth century Anglo-Saxon rule of whatever kind, but one presupposing
the dominance of Old English as the language of the people, had been
extended over most of what is now England and was quickly
encroaching on southern and south-eastern Scotland. Areas where
Celtic remained dominant certainly included Cornwall and Wales,
where in the eighth century Offa’s Dyke was to become an important
divide. Of the further parts of north-west England little is known, but
the best estimate is that in such a sparsely-populated and remote area
Anglo-Saxon and Celtic settlements existed side by side.

In strictly political and secular terms the seventh century probably
witnessed the consolidation of Anglo-Saxon authority over their newly
won territory, best symbolized by what we now know as the Heptarchy
or rule of the seven kingdoms. These were the kingdoms of Wessex,
Essex, Sussex, Kent, East Anglia, Mercia and Northumbria. Linguis-
tically the concept of the Heptarchy is extremely important for it is from
that concept that we obtain the traditional Old English dialect names:
West Saxon, Kentish, Mercian and Northumbrian (the term Anglian as
a cover term for Mercian and Northumbrian is taken from Bede’s
tripartite division of the Germanic settlers discussed above). But several
words of warning are needed here. Firstly, it would be misleading to
think of these ‘kingdoms’ in modern terms: their boundaries must have
been vague and subject to change, not susceptible to the precise
delineation of the kind that we are accustomed to today. Secondly,
kingdoms of the Heptarchy and dialects areas are not necessarily
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isomorphic, even when they share the same name. For example,
although texts originating from the kingdom of Mercia are commonly
held to be Mercian one and all, it is clear that they have widely varying
dialectal features, to the extent that two ‘Mercian’ texts may show as
many distinctions as a ‘Mercian’ text and a ‘Northumbrian’ text.
Thirdly, the absence of a dialect corresponding to one or other of the
kingdoms of the Heptarchy does not imply the non-existence of such a
dialect. Thus the absence of an East Anglian dialect cannot sensibly be
taken to imply that there were no dialect variations particular to that
area during the Old English period. Rather, all that is implied is the
quite prosaic claim that we know of no texts certainly originating from
the East Anglian area during the period, although place-name evidence,
when collected and assembled, should allow us to ascertain some of the
phonological and lexical characteristics of the dialect.

Whatever the merits of the concept of the Heptarchy, from the
linguistic point of view the most important fact is that the political
centres of power fluctuated considerably from the seventh to the ninth
centuries. At first, Kent was probably of major importance (so, too, at
the time must have been East Anglia, but without major linguistic
consequence). It was to Kent that the first Roman Christian missionaries
came, notably St Augustine in 597. With the conversion of Anglo-
Saxon England (but not necessarily the Anglo-Saxon inhabitants!) to
Christianity, although not by virtue of St Augustine’s mission (see
below), came that crucial cultural artefact, the Roman alphabetic system
of writing. The consequences of this are more fully spelt out both below
and in chapter 5, §5.2, but it needs to be said here that the Roman
alphabet was essential in the remarkably early development of a
vernacular manuscript tradition in Britain compared with what obtained
elsewhere in the Germanic areas. The Germanic runic alphabet was
either not fully used for normal communicative purposes or was written
on objects not likely to be preserved intact, or, most probably, a
combination of both pertained.

By about the middle of the seventh century the major centres of
political (and hence cultural) power had shifted northwards, to the
Anglian kingdoms of Mercia and Northumbria, especially the latter.
Indeed for several decades around 700 Northumbria could claim, at
Jarrow, Durham and Lindisfarne, and in the persons of men such as
Bede and Alcuin, to be one of the major cultural centres of Western
Europe. Since it was also at this time that texts began to be written in
English rather than Latin, it is not surprising that most of the earliest
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English texts are of Northumbrian origin, as in the case of Cadmon’s
Hymn, Bede’s Death Song and the runic inscription on the Ruthwell Cross.
Other texts which survive in an early eighth-century form, such as the
Epinal Glossary, are predominantly Mercian, although they seem to bear
traces of an earlier southern origin. Even at a later time this early
northern predominance leaves its traces in poetry. Although the point
is now highly controversial (see Chase 1981 and especially the essay by
Stanley 1981 therein), the composition of Beows/f may be attributable to
the latter part of the eighth century, when the Mercian kingdom,
especially under Offa, dominated much of England.

Accelerated by events which we shall discuss shortly, by the end of
the ninth century political power had been transferred, irrevocably, to
southern England, more particularly the kingdom of Wessex centred at
Winchester. But even under Alfred, who ruled from 871 to 899,
although we witness the first real flourishing of Anglo-Saxon literature,
with the Anglo-Saxon Chronicles and various translations of Latin
originals, the West Saxon dialect is markedly influenced by Mercian.
This is because Alfred, in order to establish a firm cultural, educational
and literary foundation, had to seek the help of Mercians such as Bishop
Werferth, and the Welshman Bishop Asser, for it was only in Mercia
that the scholarly tradition of the North had been able to survive, and
there is precious little evidence to support any such tradition in the
South.

One of the Anglo-Saxon Chronicles reports for 793 that “the harrying
of the heathen miserably destroyed God’s church in Lindisfarne by
rapine and slaughter’ (Garmonsway, 1954:56). Tall oaks from little
acorns grow. This note of righteous indignation, no doubt a reaction to
Alfred’s later battles, indicates the first known intrusion of the Vikings
onto Anglo-Saxon soil. Sporadic raids continued thereafter, but from
835 onwards, when the Vikings plundered Sheppey, raids became more
and more frequent along the southern and, presumably, eastern coasts,
until in 865 a Viking army over-wintered in East Anglia. By 870 these
Danes had overrun not merely East Anglia but all the eastern and
central parts of Mercia and Northumbria, whilst mainly Norwegian
Vikings occupied the north-western parts of Britain, the Isle of Man and
the area around Dublin. Indeed the Danes were clearly threatening
Wessex.

If Alfred had not come to the throne of Wessex in 871 the course of
England and of its language would no doubt have been immeasurably
different. For Alfred’s strategy and tactics in both war and diplomacy
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enabled him first to regroup his forces and then, in 886, by the Treaty
of Wedmore, establish a truce with the Danish leader Guthrum which
in only a few years was to lead to Anglo-Saxon dominance in the
country, albeit heavily tinged in many areas by Danish influence. Viking
raids and battles continued on and off for several years, but by about 895
the many Vikings who remained, rather than going off to fresh pastures
and fertile plunder in northern France, posed no threat.

Although it is certainly an understatement of Alfred’s strategy, from
our point of view the most important feature of the Treaty of Wedmore
was that it recognized the Danish settlement of northern and eastern
England, roughly north-east of a line from London to Chester, in which
areas Danish law was to hold. This area — the Danelaw — must have
been occupied by many Danish speakers living alongside English
speakers (see Ekwall 1930, Page 1971). The marks of the Danelaw are
easily observable today, most obviously in the pattern of place-names
ending in -y, the Danish word for ‘settlement’ (see further the
discussion in chapter 7). But reminders of the Danelaw survive
elsewhere in the language. In order to understand the situation it is
necessary to remember that the Danes and the Anglo-Saxons were both
Germanic peoples with the same Germanic traditions (see here the
approving references to Danes in Beowulf) and that their languages,
stemming from a common source not many centuries before, must have
been to some extent mutually comprehensible, albeit with some
difficulty. Furthermore, in national terms there was no relation of
conqueror to vanquished, (although in one area Danes might be
dominant rulers, in another Anglo-Saxons would be) and thus the
groups met mote or less as equals and certainly with much in common.
In these circumstances Danish and English communities could not
remain entirely separate and always hostile (although they were
undoubtedly both often). It is not surprising, therefore, that Scan-
dinavian linguistic features entered the English language quite
extensively, even, in time, giving such basic words as #hey and are. This
borrowing of function words is not a feature of the later borrowings
from French, and is a significant indicator of the closeness of linguistic
form between Scandinavian and English at the time. However, the
majority of Scandinavian borrowing into English belongs to the post-
rather than the pre-Conquest history, and there are few Scandinavian
loan words in Old English, for example. Those there are, such as /ags
‘law’ and wicing ‘ pirate’, belong primarily to the eleventh century. The
reasons for the time-lag between Scandinavian settlement and loan-
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word borrowing are difficult to ascertain, but such a time-lag is also
typical of the later borrowings from French, and it may be that no
important conclusions should be drawn from it. Of course it is quite
possible that some Scandinavian loans, typically of the Scand. &ir& type
vs. the English church type, are unrecognizable because of the failure of
the Anglo-Saxon orthographic practice to distinguish between the
relevant sounds (for further discussion, see chapters 3 and 5).

In political terms the tenth century saw the consolidation of Alfred’s
gains and the unification of Anglo-Saxon England under a single ruler.
It was this as much as ecclesiastical history (see below), which
contributed to the rise of a literary standard language or Schriftsprache
based upon West Saxon norms. It is notable that from the tenth century
onwards distinctively non-West Saxon texts only appear in any quantity
from Northumbria, the area most heavily influenced by the Vikings and
furthest from the West Saxon centre of authority. Kentish texts become
more and more heavily influenced by West Saxon, and the production
of unambiguously Mercian texts is more notable by its absence than its
presence.

At the beginning of the eleventh century, when Ethelred the Unready
(OE unrad ‘the ill-advised one’) was on the throne, the Danes again
became of major importance, with the ultimate consequence that in
1016 Canute (Cnut) came to the throne, a Danish King of England for
the first time. Since this achievement was more diplomatic than
military, and since Cnut had at least as many opponents in Denmark as
in England, the pattern of relations was somewhat different from that of
the earlier Viking invasions. Essentially, Cnut’s court was an Anglo-
Danish one, and alongside Cnut’s Danish followers there co-existed a
considerable number of English advisers, of whom, perhaps, the best
known is Wulfstan, archbishop of York. Under these circumstances it
might be expected that over the next twenty-six years of Danish rule
there would have been a considerable degree of Danish—English
bilingualism and that much Danish vocabulary would have entered the
language. But although this did happen to some extent with a writer
such as Wulfstan, mainly because of his relations with Cnut and his
archbishopric of York, elsewhere Danish influence remained by and
large a property of what had been the earlier Danelaw. Occasional
Scandinavian words are found in other writers, even including Zlfric,
but their number is low.

When, in 1042, an English king regained the throne, namely Edward
the Confessor, he turned out to be a harbinger of French influence rather
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than a restorer of the English tongue. A king perhaps wiser in the ways
of heaven than the ways of earth (unlike Cnut, who seems to have been
equally wise in both), and, what is more to the point, one who had spent
a long period in exile, Edward cultivated close relations with the dukes
of Normandy and even, in 1050, appointed a Frenchman as bishop of
London. When Edward died in January 1066 he had managed, with the
help of the rival claimants, to muddy the succession to the throne
sufficiently to ensure that both Harold and William of Normandy could
lay reasonable claim to the throne, and neither was reluctant to do so.
The conclusion of that rivalry is well-known.

It is most reasonable to suggest that the most important immediate
effect of the Norman Conquest was political and that the most important
long-term effects were cultural. This is to imply that the Norman
Conquest itself had rather less immediate effect on the linguistic
structures of English than is often supposed. However it does not imply
that the eventual influence of French upon English was not con-
siderable, which would obviously be counter-factual. The point is
rather more subtle. The eventual influence of French upon English was
a long-term one, and can be ascribed to the cultural patterns which the
consequences of the Norman Conquest imposed upon England. But if
we concentrate solely on the eleventh and early twelfth century,
virtually no French loans are found, and of the few that do occur, they
are often ambiguously French or Latin, e.g. caste/ ‘castle’. The reasons
for this may be similar to the time-lag concerning Scandinavian
influence, but it seems more likely that the lack of French influence was
a result of the manner of the Norman assumption of rule, which
involved relatively few people and had an immediate effect only on the
upper echelons of English society.

This topic, however, is one more proper to Volume II of this History
than to Volume I. There are clear linguistic indications that by about
1100 the structure of our language was beginning to be modified to such
a considerable degree that it is reasonable to make that the dividing line
between Old English and Middle English: in phonology the charac-
teristic Old English diphthongal system was disappearing, and the
variety of vowels in unstressed syllables was meagre; in morphology
more and more inflexions were falling together, and morphosyntactic
categories such as case and gender were no longer unambiguously
expressed except in a minority of instances; in syntax the old word-
order type SOV was clearly in decline. The important point to note,
however, is that such shifts were not caused by the Norman Conquest,
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rather they were the product of a long-term trend in the history of the
language. It is doubtful whether the Norman Conquest, in the first
instance at least, contributed significantly to the acceleration of these
trends.

1.2 Ecclesiastical history and language history

It is entirely fitting that the first major history of English-speaking
Britain, although written in Latin, should be called .An Ecclesiastical
History of the English People. Throughout the Anglo-Saxon period the
church existed in virtual equality as a centre of power and culture
alongside the political structures. And this could give rise to con-
siderable complication. One obvious point here is that the centre of the
church quickly became Canterbury, in the heart of Kent. But politically
Kent was one of the weakest kingdoms, squabbled over for centuries by
the Mercians and the West Saxons. Thus, in the first half of the ninth
century Mercian linguistic influence on Kentish texts was considerable,
whilst towards the end of the period West Saxon texts can sometimes be
seen to have Kentish influence, either because they were written in Kent
or because the ecclesiastical influence of Kent was so much stronger
than its political influence.

But this is to anticipate. Firstly, we should recall that Christianity did
not come to Britain only with the mission of St Augustine in 597.
During the Roman occupation of Britain the Romans had brought
Christianity to the country and the native Celts had been converted. As
long as the Romans remained, this form of Christianity did not diverge
significantly from that on the Continent, but after the departure of the
Romans and the arrival of the non-Christian Anglo-Saxons, the church
became isolated from developments elsewhere, and although not
wilfully persecuted, suffered depredation at the hands of the un-
interested, albeit not actively hostile, invaders.

St Augustine’s achievement, therefore, was not the conversion of
Britain but rather the conversion of the Anglo-Saxons. And this
conversion took place in a country where Christianity already existed.
Indeed Augustine’s mission gave a new impetus to British Christianity.
From its stronghold at Iona off the west coast of Scotland British
Christianity spread to Northumbria under the leadership of Aidan, who
both founded the monastery at Lindisfarne and converted King Oswald
of Northumbria to Christianity. The consequences of the differences
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which had arisen between Roman and British Christianity through
the isolation of the latter were most strongly to be felt there in
Northumbria, so that in the middle of the seventh century whilst the
Northumbrian king, Oswy, was a British Christian, his Kentish wife
followed the practices of the Roman Church. Although many of the
differences between the two churches were trifling, one point above all
was of major practical and symbolic importance, namely the date of
Easter, which the two churches calculated differently. In order to
resolve this, a synod was held at Whitby in 663, when Oswy settled the
matter decisively in favour of the Roman Church. Henceforth, therefore,
the Roman form of Christianity held sway over the whole of Anglo-
Saxon England.

Yet the British Church left a considerable imprint on the cultural and
linguistic history of the country. We have already noted, for example,
that one of the few Celtic loan-words in the language is ¢ross, and this
borrowing from Irish in preference to the Latin crux is a revealing and
permanent symbol of the earlier strength of British Christianity. Of
rather more significance is the fact that the first use of the Roman
alphabet was due to the influence of Irish missionaries, that is to say,
Aidan and others who came from Columba’s monastery at Iona. The
type of writing used was the insular half-uncial, and although it was
modified early in the Anglo-Saxon period, a continental-based script did
not start to appear until the eleventh century, when, as we have seen,
French influence became important. Thus although it is undoubtedly
the case that we would not have the wealth of Anglo-Saxon material that
we do have without the coming of Christianity, the credit belongs at
least as much to British as to Roman Christianity.

Perhaps the wealth of literature has the same source, for Bede’s
account of Caedmon, the first Anglo-Saxon poet of whom we know
anything at all, places him at the monastery of Whitby, governed by the
Abbess Hild. Certainly, the majority of the earliest Old English literary
material seems to have originated in Anglia, rather than further south,
no doubt a combination of the political structures mentioned in §1.1
and the impact of Christianity. One revealing example here is the
Ruthwell Cross, with its Celtic-inspired designs, a Latin text, and an Old
English runic inscription which corresponds to part of the poem known
as The Dream of The Rood. A heady combination of cultures and ideas for
the beginning of the eighth century, even more remarkable for its
situation in what is now south-western Scotland.
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These earliest moments of Christianity amongst the Anglo-Saxons,
therefore, were of the highest importance for the history of the
language. From the death of Bede in 735 to the reign of Alfred in the last
quarter of the ninth century, the impact of the church was relatively
insignificant. Alfred, however, was as interested in cultural and
educational reform as in warding off the Danes, and for these reforms he
necessarily employed men such as the Mercian Bishop Asser. In Alfred’s
reign we see not only the production of the Anglo-Saxon Chronicles,
designed to set the political and historical record straight, or at least, if
not straight, nicely curved in Alfred’s favour, but also the translation of
Pope Gregory’s Cura pastoralis, best known now for the accompanying
letter from Alfred to various bishops (of which only the copy to
Werferth survives), in which Alfred set out his plans for educational
reform. Under Alfred’s influence other texts were also translated from
Latin into English, notably Orosius’s Historia adyersum paganos and
Bede’s Historia ecclesiastica. It is difficult to tell whether these translations
were made because of the general ignorance of Latin or pride in the
vernacular language — Alfred explicitly refers to the first of these
reasons, but implicitly refers to the second. Whatever the case, such
translations placed English prose on 2 much firmer foundation than had
existed up till then.

In §1.1 the impression may well have been given that the tenth
century was a century of peace. This was hardly the case, but the
political fighting and infighting was generally amongst those of the
house of Wessex and had little linguistic consequence. Nevertheless, the
significant and enduring rise in ecclesiastical power which the century
witnessed was linguistically important. This rise took place especially
during the reigns of Edgar (959-975), and then, after a short anti-
monastic interregnum, Ethelred the Unready (978-1016). When Edgar
came to the throne he was only 16 years old, and Ethelred was some five
years younger at the same stage. Even by Anglo-Saxon standards they
were both young for the throne, and naturally enough had to rely on
their advisers.

Fortunately, both kings had (although in the case of Ethelred, only at
first) excellent advisers. In 910 at Cluny in Burgundy a Benedictine
house was established and with its strict asceticism revived the tarnished
image of monasticism. The existing house at Fleury, on the Loire, was
reformed on Benedictine lines, and by the 940’s close links had been
established between Fleury and England, mostly by the activities of
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/Arthelfled at Glastonbury. Three English Benedictine monks were of
particular importance: Ethelwold, abbot of Abingdon and late bishop
of Winchester; Dunstan, abbot of Glastonbury, then bishop of
Worcester and later archbishop of Canterbury; and Oswald, who
succeeded Dunstan as bishop of Worcester. These episcopal and
archiepiscopal appointments were all made at the beginning of Edgar’s
reign and are as clear an indication as could be desired of the dawn of a
new area of monastic rule, secular as well as religious.

The consequences of the new monasticism were considerable
linguistically. Yet perhaps we should note first of all that, at least during
Edgar’s reign, the power and authority of men such as Dunstan ensured
that there was sufficient political stability and a clear source of political
authority to allow the flowering of culture and education which Alfred
had hoped for sixty years earlier. Whilst Dunstan was possibly the prime
mover in the monastic movement, from the linguistic point of view the
key figure was AEthelwold. At the monastery in Winchester he created
a school devoted to the spread of learning and religion, and associated
with that school we have, as Gneuss (1972) shows, a series of
manuscripts which can lay claim, by their regularity and consistency, to
be the first evidence in English of a written standard language or
Schriftsprache. The consequences of this are more fully spelt out in
chapter 5, but we should note here that although this standard language
is of immense importance for the history of late Old English, it did not
long survive the Norman Conquest and has no connexions with the
standard language that was to develop from the fifteenth century
onwards.

There is little point in having a written standard language unless there
is something worthwhile to write in it. /Ethelwold himself both
translated Latin works and wrote original pieces in Old English, but the
main figure we must mention here is Zlfric, a pupil of Athelwold, then
master of novices at Cerne and finally abbot of Eynsham. Zlfric was
primarily a theological scholar (unlike many monks, whose interests
were as often secular as religious), and a prolific writer. Best known for
his series of Catholic Homilies and his Lives of the Saints, he also wrote a
Grammar for his pupils studying Latin and translating into Old English.
Whatever the literary merits of his work (see §1.3 below and chapter 8
for fuller relevant discussion), from the narrow linguistic point of view
Klfric’s writings are remarkable for the consistency of language and the
careful orthography, both key aspects of a standard language. Fur-
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thermore, the type of language which Zlfric used came, in the eleventh
century, to be used throughout the country, in places as diverse as
Canterbury, Worcester and York. Of course, these, like Winchester
itself, were important ecclesiastical centres, and it might be better to
think of this Schriftsprache as an ecclesiastical rather than literary
standard. The principal prose texts were ecclesiastical rather than
literary, and, as was inevitable at the time, almost all the centres of
writing were in religious scriptoria.

Monasticism continued to be of prime importance in the later years of
Ethelred’s reign (although rarely to good effect) and beyond. At the
same time the Schiftsprache continued to spread, though it was sometimes
modified to local tastes and needs, as in the case of Wulfstan, bishop of
Worcester, archbishop of York and a prominent figure both in the latter
part of Ethelred’s reign and in the first part of Cnut’s.

Although the general linguistic situation changed only slowly in
response to Norman influences, the Norman Conquest created a much
more drastic change in ecclesiastical life. William very swiftly replaced
English bishops by Norman ones, and this had a marked effect on the
standard language. Monasteries could no longer act as the upholders of
the Schriftsprache, for the Normans brought their own (Latin-based)
orthography and spelling conventions, nor, in Anglo-Norman com-
munities, was there the same perceived need for English texts. Latin was
adopted as the language for all serious writing, including administrative
records, and consequently the norms of the standard language created
by Athelwold, ZElfric and others, quickly faded, and by the mid-twelfth
century texts written in English were becoming confused and in-
consistent in their orthography, as scribes tried vainly to remember how
they should write and to reconcile that with how their local dialect
sounded. This, of course, gives texts of that time a distinctly un-Old
English air, but the conclusion must be that this is the result of rapid
orthographic rather than of rapid linguistic change.

1.3 Literary history and language history

The very earliest scraps of English which we have today are runic
inscriptions. Of these, the earliest is an astragalus (ankle-bone) from
Caistor-by-Norwich, the inscription on which is usually transcribed as
‘rezheen’. The shape of the letters suggests a Scandinavian rather than
North Sea Germanic origin, and the meaning of the form is obscure,
although it could be a reference to the fact that this astragalus seems to
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have been the ankle-bone of a roe-deer (see Page 1973). But these very
early materials are so scanty as to have only the most limited value for
linguistic history. With one runic inscription however, namely the
Ruthwell Cross, we can get much further, at least in our investigation of
poetry, and we shall return to the topic below.

Generally speaking, even the start of a manuscript tradition using the
Roman alphabet, which must have begun in earnest in the second half
of the seventh century, does not in the first instance provide much more
evidence. Most prose was then written in Latin rather than English, and
even the most extensive early pieces of English, such as the Epinal
Glossary, are types of Latin—English dictionary for use in conjunction
with the Bible. As such, although they provide invaluable information
about vocabulary and phonology, they tell us very little about syntax
and, of course, their literary value is small. Lists of names attached to the
end of Latin charters, another frequent early source, are primarily
of historical value, although they also provide some phonological
evidence.

The most extensive pre-Alfredian text is the interlinear gloss to the
psalter and canticles commonly known as the Vespasian Psalter gloss.
This text is invaluable as a guide to phonology, morphology and
vocabulary, especially since many other interlinear glosses of the psalter
appeared in the Old English period and shortly after. But, since the text
is essentially a word-by-word glossing of the Latin original, it too
provides little information about syntax. Furthermore, its Mercian—
Kentish origin (it may have been the work of a Mercian scribe at
Canterbury), although it fits well with the political situation of the time,
has caused considerable confusion ever since Old English dialects
became the object of serious study.

Itis only with the advent of Alfred to the throne, and his consequent
pursuit of cultural and educational reform, that we begin to find a
substantial corpus of Old English prose. Amongst the important texts
of the Alfredian era are the Anglo-Saxon Chronicles (or, rather, the
Parker Chronicle), the translation of the Caura pastoralis, Alfred’s
translation of Boethius, and, although not directly attributable to
Alfred, the translations of Orosius’ Historia adversum paganos and Bede’s
Historia ecclesiastica. For the first time we have long continuous passages
of Old English prose, which enables us to paint a reasonable picture of
Old English syntax and prose style. However, it can be seen that the
majority of these texts (the same goes for later periods too) are
translations from Latin, and a common argument amongst syntacticians
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concerns the degree to which certain constructions may be Latinisms
stemming from the nature of translations. Such issues are discussed at
several places in chapter 4.

The Alfredian texts, on phonological and morphological grounds
commonly called Early West Saxon texts, are of immense importance in
the history of the language. Above all this is because they represent the
first attempts at a written literary prose style. To what extent these
attempts are to be linked to later developments in style within the Old
English period is scarcely a matter for discussion here (see the discussion
in chapter 8). Nevertheless, the confusion which the reader must have
when first seeing, say, the entry for 755 in the Parker Chronicle (the
story of Cynewulf and Cyneheard), or Alfred’s Preface to the Cura
pastoralis (where he outlines his plans for educational reform) must
surely receive adequate compensation through the knowledge that here,
for the first time, someone is trying to tell a story, to express his ideas,
in ordinary written English. Another important text probably stemming
from the Alfredian era is Ba/d’s Leechbook, a collection of medical recipes,
which both provides information about the transmission of scientific
ideas and is, like the glossaries, a valuable source of Old English
vocabulary.

The central part of the tenth century seems to have been a time for the
copying of Alfredian texts (several of the texts referred to above are
extant only in manuscripts of the mid-tenth century), rather than for the
production of new material. For a substantial body of new material
we have to wait until the establishment of Athelwold’s school at
Winchester and, more particularly, the work of Alfric who wrote in
the decades preceding and following the year 1000. Fortunately, since
Zlfric was one of the most prolific prose writers of the Old English
period, he is generally recognized as one of its most elegant prac-
titioners. His best-known works include the Catholic Homilies and the
Lives of the Saints, extracts from which are widely available in
introductory textbooks. Those who wish to become acquainted with
Old English prose might well be best advised to start by reading Zlfric
rather than Alfred, since his style combines elegance with clarity in a
way which makes the material more accessible to the beginner. Of
particular relevance to the linguist, however, is the fact that Alfric
wrote a Grammar, the only treatise on syntax and morphology which we
have for the period, although a Latin grammar tradition is evident (see
Law 1982). ZElfric’s Grammar is of Latin and Alfric says of it:
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Ic pohte, pat deos boc mihte fremian jungum cildum to anginne pees
craftes, 0ddzt hi to maran andgite becumon.

I thought that this book might help young children at the start of their
study [of grammar], until they could achieve greater understanding.

In other words, he saw the Grammar as no more than an elementary
textbook. As such, unsurprisingly, there is no noticeable contribution
to medieval linguistic theory in the text. Rather, its interest lies in the
manner in which Zlfric chooses particular Old English constructions as
the most appropriate equivalents of Latin constructions.

Amongst Alfric’s contemporaries or near-contemporaries, the best-
known prose writer was certainly Wulfstan, archbishop of York. Of his
work the piece Sermo Lupi ad Anglos is an outstanding example of his
striking literary style, which clearly owes a certain amount to the poetic
tradition. But his rhetorical devices, like those of Alfric, are also based
on a knowledge of Latin rhetorical usage, a knowledge of which must
have been reasonably widespread in Anglo-Saxon times (see the further
discussion in chapter 8).

Another contemporary of Alfric, but one who reminds us of an
earlier age, was a priest called Aldred, who, based at Chester-le-Street
near Durham in Northumbria, compiled an interlinear English gloss to
the Latin text of the Lindisfarne Gospels, and also to other Latin
religious texts. The interest of these texts lies in the fact that they were
produced in an area which had been under Danish domination for over
a century, and thus they are not merely unusually lengthy specimens of
a non-West Saxon dialect, they also serve as indicators of what had
happened to English in an area of Danish—English bilingualism. Already
in Aldred’s texts we see forms of the type e lufes “he loves’, alongside
he lufap ‘he loveth’; a change which was not firmly established in
southern dialects of English until about the time of Shakespeare.

For the end of the Old English period, including the time just after
the Norman Conquest, little needs to be said. The Chronicles, it is true,
continued, and provide us now with invaluable if not unprejudiced
accounts of those turbulent times, but otherwise the main activity seems
once more to have been copying rather than the production of original
work. Naturally such copying is of intrinsic interest, since it is revealing
to consider what, for example, a new scribe or copier, writing towards
the end of the eleventh century, can make of a text first produced a
hundred years earlier. But it would seem as if the Old English prose
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tradition was a somewhat fragile one, which withered without the
presence of an Alfred or an Alfric.

The history of Old English poetry is rather different from that of Old
English prose, and also much more difficult to discern. The major
reason for this is that the vast majority of Old English poetry is to be
found in only four manuscripts, all compiled in the late tenth to early
eleventh century. These manuscripts are: the Vercelli Book, the Exeter
Book, the Beowslf Manuscript and the Junius or Cadmon Manuscript.
There can be scarcely any doubt that these manuscripts were, by and
large, compilations of poetry written at different times during the Old
English period (although of the manuscripts only the Exeter is
recognizably a literary anthology of a type with which we are familiar).

That these four manuscripts can all be dated around 1000 and are a
product of the cultural renaissance associated with the Benedictine
monastic revival, is certain. We can be equally certain, however, that the
poetic tradition was of much longer standing. Firstly, there are enough
significant parallels with other Germanic poetry, especially Icelandic, to
suggest a common, if distant, literary inheritance. Secondly, the
Ruthwell Cross inscription of The Dream of Rood implies that that poem
existed in some form in the early eighth century. Thirdly, Bede’s
account of the poet Ceedmon living at the abbey at Whitby when Hild
was abbess (i.e. in the middle to late seventh century), is proof that
poetry was being composed at that eatly date. Furthermore, it is now
generally agreed that Old English poetry stems from an older, oral
tradition of poetry.

Oddly enough, the consequences of all this for linguistic study are
generally quite other than might be expected, even though it is true that
the older oral tradition left its mark on the structure and style of poetry
long after the poetry began to assume a written form as normal. Such
matters are further discussed in chapter 8. But here the most significant
feature is that these manuscripts, despite their origin and inspiration, are
not normally written in the form of language associated with the
monastic revival, i.e. the form of language found in, say, Alfrician
manuscripts. Rather, they tend (although this varies from manuscript to
manuscript, with the Exeter Book being more predominantly West
Saxon than the others) to share a common poetic dialect, which
combines both West Saxon and Anglian forms to an extent which is
unusual elsewhere, and which, especially in terms of vocabulary, has
forms which are unattested outside the poetry. Furthermore, there is
often a fair number of apparently archaic forms, e.g. inflexional forms
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which are known to have disappeared from the language by about the
eighth century.

This leads to two conclusions. Firstly, it is clear that there must have
already existed at an early period and in vaguely Anglian territory
(which would be implied by the political history, see §1.1 above) a
considerable poetic tradition which continued to have a strong influence
even at a much later date. Hence the otherwise odd mixture of dialect
forms. Secondly, despite considerable investigation, it seems impossible
to give an accurate chronological account of the poetry on the basis of
the linguistic forms in the poems. Hence although apparent archaicisms
may be identified, they do not ultimately help to clarify for us the
linguistic history of poetry.

1.4 The nature of the evidence

Most people who study the language of the Old English period will, for
most of the time, restrict their study to printed editions of texts, with
only the occasional glance at a manuscript. This can lead unwittingly to
two distortions. And there is a third distortion which is possible,
however one looks at the evidence. This final section of the Introduction
is intended to make readers aware of what kinds of distortion can occur.

Let us start with a distortion which is inevitable whenever one looks
at a language of the distant past. When we study a present-day language
the nature of the evidence we have is wide and varied. If we wish, we can
always ask native informants for their reactions to certain constructions
or pronunciations or elicit further material in the language. Indeed, if
we are studying our own language we can, to a considerable degree at
least, rely on our intuitions about it. There is considerable controversy
in current linguistics over the validity of elicitation techniques and,
especially, introspection, but, however limited their value, it remains
true that there is always a much wider range and greater number of
spoken and written texts for living languages than we can ever hope to
attain for historical work. When we are studying a language of the past
we are faced with a limited and unexpandable (except by chance
discovery) body of data. The only native informants we have are
manuscripts, and (therefore) the only evidence we have is written.

All these restrictions inevitably lead to problems which do not arise
with a present-day language. For example, today we might reasonably
suspect that a word such as ga//us ‘impish, wild’, despite the OED entry
under gallows, was restricted to Scottish dialects. To check our suspicions
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we need only ask a selection of speakers. But what about the Old
English word spyrd ‘ course, measure of distance’, which occurs only in
Northumbrian (West Saxon uses furlang, cf. PDE furlong)? Is this like
PDE gallus in being dialectally restricted ? Or what about the possibility
of some syntactic construction which happens not to occur in the extant
data? Does that mean that construction was impossible in Old English?
In morphology one would like to know a great deal more about the use
of grammatical gender, especially with regard to words which
apparently had variable gender in the period. In phonology even such
simple questions as ‘How was eorpe “earth” pronounced?’ can receive
no more than approximate answers. None of this means that the linguist
has to give up. But it does mean that the process of linguistic
investigation must proceed by deductive inference to a much greater
degree than is necessary with a present-day language and, of course, that
the results achieved must necessarily be that much less certain.

Now let us consider a distortion which in part, at least, is due to the
easy accessibility of printed editions. Written material in Present Day
English is, unlike spoken material, fairly homogeneous in character. But
since language varies not only chronologically and dialectally, but also
socially, it is to spoken material that we look for dialectal and social
variation. For the Old English period not only do we not (obviously)
possess spoken material, but the written material does not reflect the
same dialectal homogeneity. Texts can usually be identified, on purely
linguistic grounds, as originating from, say, Wessex or Northumbria.
On the other hand, there is almost complete social homogeneity
between texts. Virtually every linguistic item we possess must have
come from a very narrow social band indeed. The consequence of this,
of course, is that we have very little idea of how the ‘ordinary’ Anglo-
Saxon spoke. As is discussed in chapter 6, modern linguistic theory can
get us a little further along that path, but we still have to remember that
sociolinguistically our investigations remain more limited than for any
other period of the language.

The most important distortion of all concerns the data itself, for in
considering a printed edition we are considering a text which inevitably
departs from the original, and not merely in letter-shapes. Rather than
elaborate at length on the differences, I wish to exemplify some of the
issues by comparing one extract with the original. Extract (a) is an
attempt at a faithful reproduction of the manuscript and then four
reputable editions follow. The extract comes from the beginning of the
poem known as The Wanderer from the Exeter Book (see the frontispiece
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of this volume for a facsimile). The selected editions are: (b) Grein &
Whulcker 1883, (c) Krapp & Dobbie 1936, (d) Leslie 1966 and (e)
Dunning & Bliss 1969.

(a) OFT him anhaza are 3ebided metudes miltse peahpe
he mod ceari3 3eond lazu lade lonze sceolde hreran
mid hondum hrim cealde s& padan prac lastas pyrd
bid ful ared - Spa cpad eard stapa earfepa zemyndig
prapra pzl sleahta pine me3a hryre - Oft ic sceolde
ana uhtna 3ehpylce mine ceare cpipan nisnu cpic
ra nan peic him mod sefan minne durre speotule
asecgan ic to sope wat P bip ineorle indryhten peap
pt he his ferd locan fzste binde healdne his hord
cofan hycze spahe pille-

(b) OFT him anhagza are 3ebided
metudes miltse, peah pe he modceariz
seond lagulade lonze sceolde
hreran mid hondum hrimcealde sz,
wadan wreclastas: wyrd bid ful ared!
Swa cwzd eardstapa earfepa zemyndis,
wrapra welsleahta, wineme3a hryre:
‘Oft ic sceolde ana uhtna zehwylce
mine ceare cwipan! nis nu cwicra nan,
pe ic him modsefan minne durre
sweotule aseczan. Ic to sope wat,
pa&t bip in eorle indryhten peaw,
p&t he his ferdlocan faste binde,
healde his hordcofan, hycze swa he wille;

()  Oft him anhaga are gebides,
metudes miltse, peah pe he modcearig
geond lagulade longe sceolde
hreran mid hondum hrimcealde sz,
wadan wreclastas. Wyrd bid ful ared!

Swa cw=d eardstapa, earfepa gemyndig,

wrapra welsleahta, winemaga hryre:
‘Oft ic sceolde ana  uhtna gehwylce
mine ceare cwipan. Nis nu cwicra nan
pe ic him modsefan minne durre
sweotule asecgan. Ic to sope wat
pzt bip in eorle indryhten peaw,
pt he his ferdlocan fzste binde,
healde his hordcofan, hycge swa he wille,
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(d)  ‘Oft him dnhaga ire gebided,

Metudes miltse, peahpe hé modcearig

geond lagulade longe sceolde

hréran mid hondum hrimcealde s,

wadan wreclastas; wyrd bid ful arad.’
Swi cwad eardstapa  earfepa gemyndig,

wripra welsleahta, winem&ga hryre.
‘Oft ic sceolde 4na  {htna gehwylce

mine ceare cwipan; nis ni cwicra nin

pe ic him mddsefan minne durre

sweotule asecgan. Ic td sope wit

pet bip in eorle indryhten péaw

pat hé his ferdlocan faste binde,

healde his hordcofan, hycge swa hé wille.

(¢) OFT him anhaga are gebided,
Metudes miltse, peah pe he modcearig
geond lagulade longe sceolde
hreran mid hondum hrimcealde s=,
wadan wreclastas:  wyrd bid ful arad!

Swa cwad eardstapa, earfepa gemyndig,
wrapra walsleabta winemaga hryre.

Oft ic sceolde ana  uhtna gehwylce
mine ceare cwipan — nis nu cwicra ndn
pe ic him modsefan minne durre
sweotule asecgan. Ic to sope wat
peet bip in eorle indryhten peaw
pet he his ferdlocan faste binde,
healde his hordcofan, hycge swa.he wille.

The Wanderer: a translation

Often the solitary dweller waits for favour.

the mercy of the creator, although he, troubled in heart,
has for a long time, across the sea-ways, had

to stir with his hands the ice-cold sea,

travel the paths of an exile; fate is fully determined.

Thus spoke the wanderer, mindful of troubles,
of cruel battles, of the fall of kinsmen.

Often, alone at each dawn, I have had

to lament my sorrow; now there is no one alive

to whom I dare openly reveal my thoughts. I know it to be true
that it is an aristocratic practice for a warrior
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that he should bind fast his heart,
hold his heart firm, whatever he may wish to think.

It is immediately clear that considerable editorial intervention has
taken place. But what may not be quite so clear is that much of this
intervention is based on linguistic interpretation of great sophistication
and that as such it crucially affects our ideas about the form and structure
of the Old English language. For example, and most obviously of all,
the editors have had to take a view of the structure of Old English
poetry, since the manuscript version of this poem, like other Old
English poems, is not easily distinguishable from prose. Thus the
editors have had to determine the most probable metrical structures for
Old English poetry and hence propose the most plausible line divisions.
That the editors all agree on these divisions testifies only to the amount
of research that has been done on this subject, and should not mislead
anyone into thinking that what we are dealing with here is a given rather
than a hypothetical deduction.

Even at a very minor level editorial intervention can be recognized.
This is true even of text (a) where some letter shapes reasonably reflect
manuscript forms, e.g. <3>, which in (c)—(e) is represented as <g>,
but others do not, e.g. instead of <s> it might have been preferable to
use < [>. The weight of editorial tradition may be considerable and
influence even apparently faithful reproductions. If we remain with
spelling, one might note that (d) has length marks or macrons over long
vowels, a feature especially common in introductory texts. But these
length marks normally represent etymological length, and hence there
is no reason to suppose that, for instance, 4¢ in the last line would have
been recited with a long vowel, for if it were unstressed the etymological
length would have been lost. The same would go for # three lines
earlier.

One of the best-known characteristics of Old English poetry (see
chapters 5 and 8) is the frequent use of compounds, often nonce-
formations unique to the poetry. The scribe of the Exeter Book was
more precise than many other scribes in showing word-division. But,
remarkably, he normally writes the elements of a compound, e.g.
lagulade, as two separate words (here it is best to look at the facsimile
itself, rather than (a), for the printed text fails quite significantly to
reproduce the spacing of the original). Conversely, it is probable, but
not absolutely certain that, say, three lines from the end the scribe is
writing as a single word the prepositional phrase i eorle. Therefore, the
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identification of compounds is not an easy or certain matter, and,
equally, modern conventions of word-division may hide from us
illuminating information about processes such as cliticisation.

Punctuation, too, in modern editions is usually far removed from
the punctuation of the original. At the purely syntactic level this
means that modern printed editions often disguise completely quite
tricky questions about the structure of Old English sentences, implicitly
asserting or denying the grammaticality or, more frequently, the
acceptability of particular structures. In the present extract, however,
the questions which arise from punctuation are more often stylistic than
syntactic, and different editors, by using variously such punctuations as
the semi-colon, colon and period, take different views of possible
paratactic and appositional constructions. Compare, for example the
punctuations before wyrd bid ful arad, where no punctuation exists in the
original.

A striking case where lack of punctuation in the original (not an
error, simply the Old English norm) creates major cruces of literary
interpretation concerns the various methods of indicating different
speakers at the beginning of the poem. The editors of (b) and (c) view
the first seven lines as an introduction by the poet, which is then
followed by the Wanderer’s own story; the editor of (d), however, sees
all except lines 6-7 as the words of the Wanderer, with those two lines
an interpolated comment by the poet; and the editors of (e) take the first
five lines as a general proposition, followed by two lines of introduction
to the Wanderer’s story by the poet, and then the Wanderer’s story
itself. Whatever the merits of each, it has to be said that on the one hand
the manuscript provides no certain clues (note only the dots, indicating
some kind of pause, after arad and hryre) to the structure, yet on the
other hand present-day conventions oblige the editors to commit
themselves to one interpretation or another (to which the reader, in
turn, must accord no particular priority).

Literary, and hence semantic, interpretation can be concealed even in
the most minor matters. For example, both of the most recent editions
capitalise the initial letter of metudes ‘god’. This, of course, makes a
strictly Christian interpretation of the poem inescapable, but sem-
antically it might imply a clear shift from a pagan to a Christian epithet.
The fact of a shift is clear enough, but that the shift was so clear-cut is
far from indisputable and may not be an accurate portrait of the effect of
Christianity on the structure of Old English vocabulary.
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FURTHER READING

Most of our knowledge of the Old English period comes from two major
contemporary sources, namely Bede’s Historia ecclesiastica and the group of texts
collectively known as The Anglo-Saxon Chronicles. The original Latin text of
the former is edited with an excellent introduction and facing-page translation
by Colgrave & Mynors 1969. For the latter, most of the Old English material
is edited by Plummer & Earle 1899. Whitelock e# a/. 1961 is the most complete
guide to the Chronicles, whilst Garmonsway 1954 remains a good ‘ crib’ for the
beginner. See also Whitelock 1955 for an excellent introduction to the
documents of the period, but Robertson 1939, Whitelock 1930 and Harmer
1952 provide selecrions of the original material. There are numerous good
introductions to the history of the period, amongst which might be mentioned
Hunter Blair 1956 and Loyn 1984. For an authoritative full-length study,
Stenton 1971 remains unrivalled. An interesting work which offers new
perspectives on Anglo-Saxon history, as well as being lavishly and beautifully
illustrated, is Campbell ez a/. 1982. Whitelock 1952 deals more specifically with
the social structure of Anglo-Saxon society as, more recently, does Finsberg
1976. Hill 1981 provides many useful maps which illuminate helpfully the
history of the period in all its aspects.

Amongst linguistic histories the beginner is likely to start with Baugh &
Cable 1978, but for others a more profitable work, despite its rather odd reverse
chronology (it starts at 1970 and works backwards), would be Strang 1970.
Brunner 1950 is the standard short history of English in German. Another
important work is Lass 1987, not a ‘history of the language’ but full of
important historical insights. Introductions to Old English language are
numerous, but the two which are most often used are Quirk & Wrenn 1957
and, more recently, Mitchell & Robinson 1986. The standard reference works
in English are Campbell 1959 for phonology and morphology and Mitchell
1985 for syntax. Luick 1914 is equally essential for phonology. Other texts of
relevance are mentioned in the Further Reading sections of individual chapters.
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2 THE PLACE OF ENGLISH IN GERMANIC
AND INDO-EUROPEAN

Alfred Bammesberger

2.1 Language change and historical linguistics

Greek philosophers were aware of the fact that human language is
subject to change in the course of time. But only from the nineteenth
century onwards did scholars develop a truly scientific approach to
language change and its description. During the Middle Ages various
suggestions had been put forward with regard to language devel-
opment, but religious prejudices frequently stood in the way of a correct
understanding of historical processes; thus one widespread view was
that all languages somehow descended from Hebrew. Then in his justly
famous Anniversary Discourse of 2 February 1786 (published in
Asiatick Researches 1.415-431 (1788)) Sir William Jones brought basic
features of Sanskrit to the attention of western scholars. He contended
that Sanskrit, Greek and Latin stem from a ‘common source, which,
perhaps, no longer exists” and surmised that Germanic and Celtic derive
from the same source ‘though blended with a very different idiom’. The
first quarter of the nineteenth century then saw the development of a
reliable methodology in genetic linquistics. The main point concerning
language relationship can be phrased as follows: two or more languages
are genetically related if they stem from a common ancestor ; the fact and
the degree of the relationship are established on the basis of deep-
cutting structural agreements which cannot be due to chance. Sanskrit,
Greek, Latin, Germanic, Celtic and a few other languages stem from a
common proto-language, which is usually termed ‘Indo-European’ (in
German indogermanisch). The aim of historical linguistics consists in
following up the development of a given language through its history.
This involves the study of texts in as far as records are available.

A good deal of what will be said in the following paragraphs is
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speculation. Linguistic reconstruction can hardly ever be ‘proved’;
only very rarely do further discoveries confirm the reconstructions at
which scholars arrived on theoretical grounds. The variety of re-
constructions and reconstruction systems available and currently used
in Indo-European linguistics is quite baffling. It must nevertheless be
stressed that the surface differences mainly result from differing
interpretations of the material, whereas the underlying methodology of
reconstruction is basically agreed upon. It is the purpose of the
following pages to explain this common methodology.

The main concepts which underlie historical linguistics are the
regularity of sound change and the systematic character of diachronic
change in general. Once the genetic relationship obtaining between
certain languages has been clarified, the common underlying language,
which we term a proto-language, can be reconstructed. It is perhaps best
to illustrate the methodology here with reference to one concrete
example. A noun meaning ‘father’ is found in surprisingly similar shape
in a number of languages: Old English fader, Old Frisian feder, Old
Saxon fadar, Old High German fater, Gothic fadar, Old Icelandic fapir.
If we omit further details for the moment it should be quite clear that
the similarity of these forms can hardly be due to chance. Rather the
similarity is the result of the words stemming from one common
ancestor. The ancestral form was used in a language not attested but
reconstructed on the basis of such correspondences. This ancestral
language is termed ‘ Germanic’, also ‘ Proto-Germanic’. The Germanic
form for ‘father’ can be assumed to have exhibited initial f-; further
details of the word’s form will be dealt with below. We can then
confront this form with correspondences in other languages: Latin
pater, Greek marip, Sanskrit pitdr-. These cognate forms show that the
Germanic languages exhibit initial /- where other related languages have
initial p-. We can assume that there is a sound rule according to which
initial p- of the ancestral language of Germanic, Latin, Greek and
Sanskrit became f- in Germanic.

The systematic investigation of cognate forms and the reconstruction
of common ancestral forms culminated in the work of the ‘first’
generation of Indo-Europeanists, the outstanding scholars being
Rasmus Rask (1787-1832), Franz Bopp (1791-1867) and Jacob Grimm
(1785-1863). A major revolution in Indo-European studies occurred in
the 1870s. One of the principles of the ‘Neogrammarians’ was the
Ausnabmslosigkeit der Lautgesetze (sound laws do not suffer exceptions).
Modern Indo-European studies still largely build on the foundations
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laid by scholars like Karl Brugmann (1849-1919), Hermann Osthoff
(1847-1909), Eduard Sievers (1850-1932), Hermann Hirt (1865-1936)
and Wilhelm Streitberg (1864-1925). As a result of the work of such
towering figures as Jerzy Kurylowicz (1895-1978) and Emile Ben-
veniste (1902—77) the reconstruction of Indo-European has undergone
major changes in this century. Yet no general reconstruction system is
accepted by all specialists. It is the purpose of the following sections to
point out what may be considered as reasonably safe and at least widely
agreed upon.

22 The Germanic languages

The term ‘Germanic’ is used to describe a group of closely related
languages which were spoken in southern Scandinavia and northern
Germany in the first millennium before Christ. Major migrations in the
course of the first centuries of our era brought about a considerable
spread of these languages. This section will first give some information
about the documentation available for the various Germanic languages;
then an attempt at characterising the linguistic structure of Germanic
will be made.

Our earliest Germanic material is available in the writings of classical
authors. It goes without saying that stray onomastic elements and terms
for special weapons or other tools found in Greek or, mainly, Latin
authors are generally difficult to interpret and do not reveal much about
the linguistic structure of Germanic. A second and very important
source of information about early Germanic is provided by borrowings
into Finnish, a non-Indo-European language. Apparently Finnish has
changed little phonetically since that time, so that a form like rengas
‘ring’ is nowadays quite close to the Proto-Germanic form, from which
it was borrowed ; we reconstruct the form as Gmc *xrengay > *xringag
(cf. OE bring ‘ring’). But by far the most important source for
reconstructing Proto-Germanic is available in the textual attestations
of the individual Germanic languages, among which the early
documentation claims our major attention. The individual Germanic
languages will be enumerated here in a roughly chronological sequence
according to their earliest attestations (see Figure 2.1).

It is likely that at the time of our earliest runic inscriptions all the
Scandinavian languages, which in historical times clearly fall into two
groups (West Norse and East Norse), were rather similar. The oldest
runic inscriptions may date back to somewhere round the year AD 200,
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234567891011 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
Gothic —_—
Runic(Scand.)
Ol
OE
OFr
O Sax,
OHG
(the Arabic numerals refer to the centuries AD, 2=200, 3=300, etc.)

Figure 2.1 The Germanic languages and their documentation

but the texts are short and in many cases unclear. Extensive docu-
mentation in the separate Scandinavian languages is available from the
eleventh century onwards, especially in Old Icelandic; ‘Old Norse’ is
often, but incorrectly, used to refer to material from Old Icelandic. The
most comprehensive corpus of material from the first half of the first
millennium is the Gothic translation of parts of the Old and New
Testaments. The translation was carried out in the second half of the
fourth century under Bishop Wulfila (bishop of the Visigoths from
341-381/382/383). Gothic will mostly be quoted below as being
reasonably close to Proto-Germanic. Crimean Gothic is attested in a
vocabulary of eighty-six words written down by the Flemish diplomat
Ogier Gislain of Busbecq in 1560-2.

The remaining Germanic languages, which are amply attested from
the period before or around 1000, are usually grouped together as West
Germanic. West Germanic is put into contrast with East Germanic (=
Gothic) and North Germanic (= Scandinavian). In the early centuries
of our era the differences between East Germanic, North Germanic and
West Germanic were certainly quite clear. It is, however, a highly
disputed question whether the threefold distinction among the Ger-
manic languages is genetically justified, since both East Germanic and
North Germanic and North Germanic and West Germanic show some
agreements which render it likely that originally Germanic fell into just
two groups, and one of these two groups underwent further splitting.

The main members of West Germanic are the following:

German divides up into a number of dialects ; the earliest texts of Old
High German are available from the eighth century.

Low German is available in texts from the ninth century (Heliand and
Genesis) and somewhat earlier.

Old Frisian is available from the twelfth century onwards only and is
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thus contemporaneous with Middle English; Frisian is the closest
cognate of English.

English is often grouped together with Frisian as Ingvaeonic on the
assumption that both represent a special linguistic group within West
Germanic. The earliest Old English texts date from around the year
700; runic inscriptions are somewhat earlier.

Since linguistic subgrouping can be carried out only on the basis of
shared innovations, some of the traits which are peculiarly characteristic
of Germanic and set Germanic off from all the related languages must be
listed here. It is probably true to say that none of these characteristics is
limited to Germanic; but the sum total of the traits to be mentioned is
peculiar to Germanic. In the absence of any clear geographic or ethnic
definition of what ‘Germanic’ means we must use linguistic means in
this context. The aim of the following lines is to provide a general idea
of what ‘Proto-Germanic’ was like.

Within the sound system it can be pointed out that the Germanic
obstruants and spirants differ considerably from those of the closely
related languages. Thus we find /f-/ in the initial position of the word
for ‘father’, where Latin and Greek exhibit /p-/: Gmc *fader- (> OE
Jfader, Go. fadar, OHG fater), Lat. pater, Gk marip. It will be shown
below that the opposition of Gmc */- to *p- in the majority of the Indo-
European languages is not an isolated phenomenon. By the side of Gmc
*f-:1E *p- we also find Gmc *p-:1E *# and Gmc *x-: IE *£-, so that
the Germanic consonantism can be said to represent a structurally
coherent development of voiceless stops > voiceless spirants. A struc-
tural peculiarity of this type clearly sets Germanic off from the
remaining Indo-European languages with regard to the consonantism.
A further feature typical of the Germanic sound system is presented by
the accent, which was generally on the first syllable of words, whilst in
Indo-European the accent could theoretically occur on any syllable of a
given word. This retraction of the accent onto the first syllable had
considerable further consequences. The vowels of non-initial syllables,
which were unstressed henceforth, were weakened and could be lost;
the first syllable of a word was given special prominence.

Whereas the system of the Germanic noun can be said to exhibit the
same basic categories as the Indo-European noun, the adjective
developed a twofold inflexional pattern in Proto-Germanic, which is
usually called the ‘strong’ and the ‘ weak’ adjective. The morphological
difference between ‘strong’ and ‘weak’ adjectives carried a semantic
distinction. A number of striking innovations occurred in the verbal
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system. The Indo-European verb had a three-way formal contrast of
present — aorist — perfect, whose precise functions are hard to define.
The Germanic verb, however, above all indicates ‘tense’, and the
German rendering of ‘verb’ as “ Zeitwort’ is therefore quite meaningful.
In the Germanic verbal system two tenses are expressed, which may be
termed the ‘present’ and the ‘preterite’. The verbs of Germanic are split
up into two major groups, called ‘strong’ and ‘weak’ verbs, and the
criterion for this arrangement is provided by the formation of the
preterite. ‘Strong’ verbs form their preterite by a change in the root
vocalism; this change in the vocalism is termed ‘ablaut’. The process is
found down to the present period in examples like sing: sang, ride: rode,
get:got. The basis for the ‘strong’ preterite is the Indo-European perfect
(with perhaps some forms from the aorist system blended in). ‘Weak’
verbs attach a dental suffix to the unchanged root or stem found in the
present. This process remains vigorous today. Thus the preterite of
knock is knocked, by the side of /love we find loved, and for gree? we use
greeted. The weak preterite is certainly an innovation of Germanic,
whose precise origin is hardly clear.

Proto-Germanic also has a number of special lexical items. But the
lexicon is usually less reliable in establishing linguistic relationship than
phonology and morphology.

2.3 The Indo-European languages

That Latin was somehow related to Greek was a common assumption
already in antiquity. But the usual view then was that Latin ‘descended’
from Greek. Only in the course of the nineteenth century was the
correct relationship established : Latin and Greek are genetically related
because they both descend from a common ancestor, namely Indo-
European. There is no reason whatsoever for positing any particularly
close relationship between Latin and Greek. Since Latin and Greek are
the two Indo-European languages most widely known in European
tradition, the examples in the following presentation will often be
drawn from them. Nineteenth century scholarship was based on material
from the following Indo-European languages: Indic (Sanskrit), Iranian,
Armenian, Greek, Italic (Latin and the remaining Italic dialects, of
which Oscan and Umbrian are the best known), Celtic, Germanic,
Baltic, Slavic and Albanian. The authoritative account of Indo-
European comparative grammar as developed in the nineteenth century
is Brugmann’s Grundriss (Brugmann 1897-1916).
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At the beginning of the twentieth century two further languages (or
language groups) became available to Indo-Europeanists, namely
Anatolian and Tocharian. Of these two, Anatolian, whose most
important member in this context is Hittite, had a particularly deep
influence on Indo-European studies. Whereas nineteenth century Indo-
Europeanists drew on material that did not stem from a period earlier
than 1000 BC (at the utmost), Anatolian documents can be dated back
to somewhere around 1800 BC. Surprisingly, Anatolian did not confirm
many of the reconstructions that had been established on the basis of the
Indo-Iranian and Greek material; on the contrary, Anatolian presented
strong deviations in various respects. This gave rise to a new theory
concerning the split-up of the proto-language. A number of scholars
favoured the view that Anatolian (Hittite) was not a daughter language
of Indo-European, but rather a sister in the sense that both Anatolian
and Indo-European descended from one common language, which was
termed Indo-Hittite. The debate is still going on. Subgrouping in
general is a controversial subject in Indo-European studies. Whereas
most authorities agree that Indic and Iranian go back to a special
subgroup called ‘Aryan’, none of the other assumed proto-languages
between Indo-European and the individual Indo-European languages
has been widely agreed upon; Figure 2.2 gives a schematic rep-
resentation of some of the possible arrangements of the Indo-European
languages within the system of genetic trees.

Since the present chapter cannot deal with any of these controversies
it was deemed best to explain the linguistic system of Old English
within what has come to be called the Greco-Aryan model. This
reconstruction model, although by no means uniformly accepted by all
scholars, had gained a certain amount of adherence around the turn of
the century, and it still remains the background for much creative work
in Indo-European reconstruction. It is mainly based on the systematic
agreements of the two oldest branches of Indo-European then available
to scholars. Since a number of individual reconstructions of Indo-
European forms will be given in the subsequent sections (above all in
the section on historical phonology), it may be best to illustrate the
various concepts scholars have had of Indo-European by quoting a
piece of reconstructed text. The famous piece called ‘eine Fabel in
indogermanischer Ursprache’ (“a fable in Indo-European’) was pub-
lished more than a century ago by August Schleicher and showed the
main ideas scholars had concerning Indo-European around the middle
of the nineteenth century. The fable was then ‘up-dated’ by Hirt in the
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Anatolian Indo-European
Hittite . Greeck Latin Germanic etc.
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Indo-Iranian (Aryan)

Indic Iranian  Greek Latin Germanic etc.

Figure 2.2 Schematic representation of the linguistic family tree

first half of our century, and a ‘new version’ was published by Lehmann
and Zgusta in 1979. The title ‘(das) Schaf und (die) Rosse’ (the sheep
and the horses) and the concluding phrase ‘Dies gehort-habend bog
(entwich) [das] schaf [auf das] feld (es machte sich aus dem staube)’
(‘having heard this, the sheep took flight into the plain’) appear as

follows:

Schleicher (1868) Hirt Lehmann and Zgusta
avis akvasas ka owis ek wises-k%e  owis ekwisk e

tat kukruvants avis  tod &'k’ ruwos tod kekluwis

agram a bhugat owis ag’rom ebbuge!  owis agrom ebhuget

24 Historical phonology

The reconstruction of the Indo-European phonemic system is perhaps
the most controversial area in Indo-European studies at present. In
Figure 2.3 a listing is offered of the phonemes of Indo-European that
can be reached on the basis of equations of the type mentioned above:
The agreement between Skt pitar-, Gk marep-, Lat. pater- leads us
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Figure 2.3 The consonantal and vocalic phonemes of Indo-European

towards assuming that IE had a voiceless labial stop in the initial
position of the word for ‘father’, a voiceless dental stop in medial
position, and the stem ended in -r-. The main points of dispute
concerning this system of consonants can be outlined as follows. The
system is structurally ‘unbalanced’, because it has a very high number
of stop consonants and only a single spirant (5). Within the system of the
stop consonants it has been objected that the fourfold distinction of # —
th — d — db is actually found in Sanskrit only; we have thus no immediate:
evidence for ascribing the four series of stop consonants {voiceless: #,
voiceless aspirate: th, voiced: 4, voiced aspirate: db) to the proto-
language. But the reduction to ¢ — db — d, advocated by some scholars, is
found objectionable on typological grounds, since a language that has
the opposition ¢#:4 is likely to have a voiceless aspirate and not a voiced
aspirate; typologically we would assume #:#5:4d rather than #:dh:d.

Perhaps the most deep-cutting innovations in twentieth century
Indo-European studies centre around the concept of the ‘laryngeal
theory’. In its most widely accepted form the laryngeal theory states that
Indo-European had three consonants, which may be represented as 3,,
9, and 24. The phoneme represented by 2 in Figure 2.3 would then have
to disappear from the sound system of Indo-European. These con-
sonants, a,, 2, and a,, should not be counted among the vowels. Since
the laryngeals are assumed to have been consonants, a fairly widely
adopted usage is to write 4, Ay, by It seems, however, that the
consonantal value of 4 had no direct effect in Germanic. The most
important development of the laryngeal(s) occurred in interconsonantal
position, where vocalisation took place. In Germanic the result of
vocalic 9 is uniformly a.
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Apart from these major points of dispute, many minor issues are

controversial. For the present purposes it seems best to stick to a rather
traditional account, however. The sound system of Indo-European as

presented in Figure 2.3 results from systematic comparison of cognate
lexical items in the individual languages. Only a fraction of the material
(with emphasis on Sanskrit, Greek and Latin) can be presented here; the
main purpose of the following sections consists in establishing the
relationship between Germanic phonemes and their Indo-European
starting-points.

2.4.1 Consonants

Indo-European had five voiceless stops:

/p/: 1E *patér- < father’ (Skt pitar-, Av. pitar-, Arm. hayr (IE p- > b-in
Armenian), Gk warrp, Olr. athir (initial p- was lost in Celtic),
Gmc *fader- (> Go. fadar, OE fader, OSax. fadar, OHG fater))

[t/ : IE *treyes ‘three’ (Skt trayas, Gk Tpeis, Lat. trés (< *treyes with
loss of intervocalic -5-), Olr. tri, Gme *prijiz (> Go. preis, OE prie))

/k/:IE *kmtom ‘hundred’ (Skt fatdm (IE £ > Skt £), Av. satom (IE £
> Av. 5), Gk éxatov (¢- is due to a secondary innovation), Lat. centum,
Olr. ¢ét, Welsh kant, Lith. fimtas (IE £ > Balt. ), OCS sito (IE £ >
Slavic s, but the origin of -#- is unclear), Gmc *bund- (> Go. hund, OE
bund))

/k/: 1E *krewa- ‘raw flesh’ (Skt kravis, Skt krird- ‘bloody’ = Av.
xrira- (from IE *krwo- > *krg-), Gk «péas, Lat. cruor, Lith. kradjas
‘blood’ (< *krewa-yo- or *krows-yo-), Gmc *hraw-a- (> OHG hrs, OS
bra, OE hréaw, ON hrar) < IE *krows-o-). Note: Some of the forms
quoted here show an alternation in the root vocalism termed ‘ablaut’,
which will be dealt with further on; it should be noted that the root
consonantism is stable in ablauting forms.

JkY/:IE *kYis/*kYey ‘who?’, also *£Yo- (Skt ki- (interrogative
stem), Skt kas ‘who?’, Lat. guss, Osc. pis, pid, Olr. cia ‘who?’, cid
‘what?’, W pwy (IE *£" became p in Oscan and British, but in Irish £
resulted from *£* with loss of the labial part), Lith. &as, OCS kito
‘who?’, Gmc *hwag (> Go. hwas, OHG hwer, OE hwa))

The evidence for five voiceless aspirated stops is uneven; the
following examples may be offered:

/ph/: IE *phol- “fall’ (It must be stressed that this root is quite
uncertain, but the following points should be mentioned. Arm. p*lanim
‘I fall’ cannot have had p- because IE *p- > Arm. b- (cf. hayr ‘father’).
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The remaining cognates, besides not being absolutely certain, may have
had initial p-: Lith. pa/ti ‘fall’ and Gme *falla- (> Go. fallan, OE
feallan). Gmc *fall- may also be connected with IE *per- ‘fall’; the
immediate preform would be *poz-lo- > Gmce *fadla- > (assimilation)
*falla-. Other possible examples for IE ph have initial s- (s mobile), e.g.
Skt sphiirjati ‘rumbles’, Gk opapayéopar ‘rattle’.)

[th/ : 1E *ponthés- ‘way’ (Skt panthas (gen. pathas), Av. panti (gen.
*pali < pnthas), Gk mdvros ‘sea’, Arm. hown ‘ford’, Lat. pons ‘bridge’,
OCS poti “way’. The word is not directly inherited in Germanic, but
Gmc *papa- (> OE pap ‘path’) may represent a borrowing from
Iranian.)

/kh/: IE *khid- “cut up’ (Gk oxilw ‘I cut up’, Skt chinatti (< * ki~
ne-d-1i) ‘he cuts’; the other languages show forms that may go back to
sk-, e.g. Lat. scindere “tear’, Lith. skiesti ‘ separate’, Gmc *skit-a- ‘cacare’
(> OE scitan).)

/kh/: IE kikha ‘plough’ (The reconstructed form *£akha is pethaps
indicated by Skt fakha ‘branch’ and Go. hoba ‘plough’.)

Most of the voiced stops of Indo-European are attested by a number
of excellent equations. On structural grounds we posit five voiced stops,
but it must be pointed out that the material allowing the reconstruction
of /b/ is extremely weak.

/b/ : no clear evidence (A reasonably good case for the occurrence of
/b/ can be seen in the present formation of the root for ‘drink’. The
root is to be posited as IE *pi- (Skt [aorist] 4-pa-£). The thematic present
was formed by reduplication: *pi-b-e-#i (reduplication (consisting of
root-initial consonant p-+ reduplicating vowel -i-)+root initial con-
sonant p, which was voiced to -4-, + thematic vowel -¢- + person marker
for 3 sg.) is found in Skt pibati, Olr. ibid (p- was lost in Celtic) and Lat.
bibit (initial p- was assimilated in voice to -b-). No matter how the
intervocalic -4- in IE *pibeti is ultimately explained, it must be secondary,
since it is identical with the root-initial p-. In Germanic, the phoneme
/p/, which would be the regular continuation of /b/ is quite frequent.
A root *dheub- (meaning ‘deep, hollow’) has been assumed to underlie
the following words : Gaulish dubno- ‘world’ (cf. Olt. domain ‘ world’) in
Dubno-rix ‘world-king’, Lith. dubus ‘deep’, Gmc deupa- (> OE déop
‘deep’).)

/d/: IE *dékm(#) ‘ten’ (Skt ddsa, Av. dasa, Gk 8éxa, Lat. decem, Ol.
deich, W deg, Gmc *tehun (> Go. taibun))

&/ 1E *geus- “taste’ (Skt jusate ‘enjoys’ (< IE *gus-e-toi), Av. gaos-,
OPers. daus- (IE g- > Sktj-, Av. g-, OPers. d-), Gk yevopa: ‘Ienjoy’, Lat.
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gustus ‘tasting’, Gme *keus-a- (> Go. kiusan ‘examine’, OE céosan
‘choose’))

/g/ : IE *yugom “yoke’ (Skt yugd-, Gk Lvydv, Lat. iugum, Gme *juk-a-
(> Go. juk, OE geoc))

/g”/: 1IE *g¥em- ‘go, come’ (Skt (aorist) agan ‘he went’ (< IE
*¢- g¥em-t), Gk Bdoxe ‘go’ (imperative of present *g“sm-ske-), Lat. venire
‘come’ (IE *g*- > Lat. v-), Gmc *kwem- (> Go. giman, OE cuman
‘come’))

Indo-European had five voiced aspirated stops. They are unitary
phonemes, just as the voiceless aspirated stops /ph/, /th/ etc. are
unitary phonemes. The transliteration as 4", 4", etc. widely used
nowadays has therefore a good deal to recommend itself, above all since
it allows the distinction between the sequence *-d-+-h- (= con-
sonant +laryngeal) and the unitary phonemes *4&*, etc. But the
traditional representation as bh, db, gh, gh and g*h is kept here.

/bh/: 1IE *bher- ¢ carry’ (Skt bhdrati ‘he carries’, Av. baraiti, Gk ¢épw,
Lat. ferg, Olr. birn, Gmc *ber-a- (> Go. bairan, OE beran))

/dh/: IE *dhé- ‘place’ (Skt dadhati ‘he places’, Av. dadaiti < 1E *dhe-
dhé-ti (reduplicating present; in words with two succeeding aspirates in
syllable initial position the first loses aspiration by dissimilation : *db-dh-
> d-db- (Grassmann’s law)), Gk 7{fnu: (both Aryan and Greek have a
reduplicating present, but in Greek the reduplicating vowel is -i-; in
*dhi-dhé-mi a breath dissimilation similar to the one found in Skt dadhati
occurred, but it took place after the peculiarly Greek change of db > #h),
Lat. facig, féci (IE db > Lat. f-; both present facig < *dbo-f- and perfect
feci exhibit an extension in -£-), Lith. déti ‘put’, OCS déti, Gmc *dé- (in
nominal formations, e.g. *dé-di (> OE d#d ‘deed’, OHG ¢#4¢)), *ds- (in
the verb OE don ‘do’, OHG t#uon))

/gh/: IE wegh- “move’ (Skt vahati, Av. vagaiti, Gk (Pamphylian)
Fexérw ‘let him bring’, Lat. vebs, Olr. fén ‘cart’ (< *wegh-no-), Gmce
*weg-a- (> Go. ga-wigan, ON vega ‘move’, OE wegan))

/gh/: 1E *steigh- go’ (Skt stighndti “ goes’, Gk oreiyw, Olr. tiagn ‘1
go’, Gmc *stig-a- (> Go. steigan, OE, OHG stigan))

/g*h/ : IE *g®hen- ‘beat’ (Hitt. kuengi ‘he kills’ (root present *g*“hen-
ti), Skt hdnti, Av. jainti, Gk Belvw ( < *g“hen-yé), Olr. gonim ‘1 kill’, Lith.
genu gifiti ‘drive cattle’, OCS geng gunati, Gme *gw(e)n- (reflexes of this
root can be found in Go. *gunp- ‘battle’ > OE gap, but perhaps also in
*ban-an- ‘murderer’ > OE bana; the reflexes of *g*h in Germanic pose
problems))

If the consonantal phonemes reconstructed in the preceding para-
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M

Figure 2.4 Schematic representation of the consonant shift in Pre-Germanic

graphs had the phonetic values of the corresponding Sanskrit
phonemes, then the consonantal system of Indo-European underwent
considerable change in the course of its development into Germanic. If
the phonetic properties of the Indo-European phonemes differed, then
the description of the development from Indo-European to Germanic
would have to be revised. The traditional account assumes a shift in the
consonantism, often termed Grimm’s Law. The mechanism of this
consonant shift can be described as follows. The voiceless stop
consonants become voiceless spirants: p > f, ¢ > p, £> b, £ > hw.
The voiceless aspirated stop consonants fell together with the voiceless
stops and became voiceless spirants; from the point of view of
Germanic, the two series cannot be distinguished. The voiced stop
consonants became voiceless: b > p, d > ¢, g > k, g% > £w. The voiced
aspirated consonants first became voiced spirants. At least in some
positions they became the corresponding voiced stop consonants. The
following rules can tentatively be set up: bb > 8 > b, db > 6 > d, gh >
y > g 8%h > yw > g, w(b7). In Figure 2.4 a simplified picture is drawn
up to show the mechanism of the Germanic consonant shift.

T stands for tenuis (= voiceless stops, but these include also the
voiceless aspirated stops), A stands for aspirated (the assumption is that
the tenues were first aspirated and then became spirants, but A also
means aspirated stops of the type IE b4, and these are the precursors of
the Germanic voiced stops at least in some cases), M stands for media
(and means in this context voiced stops). The complicated process of the
Germanic consonant shift can be visualized as follows:

IET (e.g. £) > Gmc A (p)
IE A (e.g. db) > Gmc M (d)
IEM (e.g. d) > Gme T ()

The basic correspondences of Germanic consonants as outlined
above were known to scholars throughout the nineteenth century. But
a surprisingly high number of exceptions caused considerable dif-
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ficulties. Thus the word for ‘brother’ can be assumed to have had -# in
intervocalic position on the basis of clear correspondences like Lat.
fréter, Skt bbratar-, and Gk $pdnp; the voiceless spirant found in Go.
bropar (voicing of intervocalic p in OE bropor is secondary) is
consequently quite regular. But the words for ‘father’ and ‘mother’
clearly also exhibited -#- (cf. Skt pitar-, Gk marijp, Lat. pater, Skt matar-,
Gk pryryp, Lat. mater), and yet the Germanic cognates have -d- in
medial position (OE faeder, midor (-t- in OHG fater, muoter is due to
a secondary development of -4- > -#-)). This baffling discrepancy was
explained by Karl Verner in a famous paper published in 1877. The
regulation has ever since been referred to as Verner’s Law. According
to Verner’s Law voiceless stops of Indo-European, which regularly
yielded voiceless spirants in Germanic, became voiced if the accent
in Indo-European was not on the immediately preceding syllable.
Thus -#- in IE *patér- appeared as § in Germanic in contrast to -#- in
IE *bbrater-, which led to -p-.

The only spirant which is assumed for the consonantal system of
Indo-European is /s/. The spirant /s/ is basically kept unchanged in
Proto-Germanic. But it took part in the voicing process ruled by
Verner’s Law. Thus we find an alternation of /s/:/z/ in Germanic,
which reflects the original position of the accent. Gmc /z/yielded/r/ in
intervocalic position in Old English (rhotacism, for the process compare
Lat. flas/floris ‘flower’), but in final position it is generally lost. The
paradigm of the verb for ‘choose’ has the following stem forms in Old
English: céosan, céas, curon, coren, which go back to Gmc *keus-: *Raus-
*kug-. The underlying root is 1E *geus-, which is reflected in Gmc *&eus-,
whereas Gmc *&aus- goes back to the ablauting form IE *gous- (with o-
grade), and Gmc *£ug- represents yet another ablaut grade, namely the
zero-grade 1E *gus-’ (with unstressed root).

The sound correspondences described so far provide an excellent
example for the regularity of sound change. One major set of apparent
exceptions was eliminated by the discovery of Verner’s Law, and a few
minor details may also be mentioned. The voiceless stop consonants
(together with the voiceless aspirated stop consonants) undergo no
change in the course of their development into Germanic when they are
preceded by s, thus sp-, s#-, and s&- remain unchanged: *standan-, the
Germanic verb for ‘stand’ (OE standan), exhibits the initial group s#-
found in Lat. stdre. Furthermore it must be noted that in a sequence of
two stop consonants only the first is shifted and the second remains.
This phenomenon can mostly be observed in medial position: a form
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corresponding to Lat. captus (formation in -fo- from root &ap-) is found
in Gmc *hafta- (> OE haft ‘ captive’). Clearly only the first consonant in
the group -p-#- is shifted. Finally it has to be pointed out that a group of
two dentals always yields -ss- in Germanic; thus the fo-formation
belonging to the root *sed- ‘sit’ can be posited as IE *sed-to- > *sett0- and
led to Gmc *sessa- > OE sess seat, bench’. Loanwords, which entered
the language only after the respective sound change was over, do not
show the effects. Thus Gmc *papa- ‘path’ is probably ultimately due to
borrowing from Iranian pap-, and the initial consonant is not shifted.

24.2 Resonants and semivowels

In addition to the stop consonants and the spirant /s/, Indo-European
had six further consonants, which have closely related vocalic cot-
respondences. They are termed resonants and semivowels: », n, r, /, j,
w function as consonants, whereas », 5, r, /, #, 4 function as vowels.
Furthermore there was at least one sound which was similar to the
spirants and tended to vocalisation; this sound will be termed
‘laryngeal’. This section will illustrate the consonantal value of these
phonemes, their vocalic realisation will be dealt with subsequently.

The six consonants =, n, r, /, j and w can be exemplified as follows:

/m/: IE *mater- ‘mother’ (Skt matar- ‘mother’, Av. matar-, Arm.
mayr, Gk wirnp, Lat. mater, Olr. mdthair, Gmc *méider- (> OE mddor,
OHG muoter))

/n/:1E *nomn ‘name’ (Skt nama ‘name’, Av. nama, Arm. anun, Gk
Svoua, Lat. nimen, Olt. ainm, Gmce *naman- (> Go. namo, OF nama))

/t/: 1E *rég-s ‘king’ (Skt rdj- ‘king’ (rdj-an- is extended by -an-), Lat.
réx (< *réeg-s), Olt. ri (< *rég-s (1E ¢ yielded 1 in Celtic); the Germanic
stem *rik- in Go. reiks ‘ruler’, OF rice ‘kingdom’ has often been
explained as due to borrowing from Celtic *rig- with substitution of
Gmc -£- for -g-))

/1/ : 1E *leadh- ‘ grow’ (Skt rddhati ‘ grows, rises’ (Skt r continues IE
1), Av. raodaiti, Gk élevfepos ‘free’ (adjectival formation in -ero- from
root *lewdh-, the prothetic vowel ¢- is due to a specially Greek
development), Lat. /iberi  children’, Gmc */esd-a- (> Go. lindan, OHG
liotan ‘ grow’))

/i/ : IE *jugim ‘yoke’ (cf. above under /g/)

/w/:IE *wirg- ‘man’ (Skt vird- ‘man’, Av. vira-, and Lith. vyras
point back to a proto-form *wird-, whereas Lat. vir, Olr. fer, and Gmc
*wer-a- (> Go. wair, OE wer) indicate a starting-point *wiro- with short
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-i-. The noun *wiro- is probably to be analysed as a ro-formation from
a root (zero-grade) *wi-.)

The most controversial phoneme in the Indo-European sound system
as offered in Figure 2.3, is 2; this phoneme was formerly assumed to be
a vowel. The underlying reasoning can be briefly summed up as follows.
If we confront Skt pitdr- with Lat. pater, it is immediately clear that the
vowel following upon /p-/ cannot have been /-i-/ in Indo-European
since /i/ was kept unchanged in Latin, nor can it have been /-a-/,
because /a/ was kept unchanged in Sanskrit. Consequently it was
assumed that the phoneme following /p-/ in the Indo-European word
for ‘father’ was yet another vowel, which was represented by 2 and
referred to as ‘schwa’ (the term ‘schwa’ is taken from Hebrew
grammar). In the course of the twentieth century the position and
interpretation of ‘3’ has stood in the centre of prolonged research and
discussion. The main points of dispute can be outlined as follows. There
are strong indications that ‘3’ originally had consonantal value(s). For
historical reasons the term ‘laryngeal(s)’ is used to describe these
sounds. It was furthermore argued that the comparative material points
to the existence of more than one ‘3’, although no agreement as to the
precise number of these phonemes was reached. The most influential
scholars in Indo-European, however, tend towards positing three
laryngeals. As a result of the prolonged dispute, different transcription
systems are now in use. Thus the laryngeal(s) can be represented as p,,
P2 93> Of by, by, by or by, by, hy. For the present purposes some
simplification may be justified in view of the complexity of the question.
Furthermore Germanic does not offer any strong evidence in favour of
the view that the distinction between three (or more) laryngeals was
phonemically relevant in its prehistory. There is no support for the view
that the consonantal value of the laryngeal(s) was kept in Germanic.
Therefore it is reasonable to use the traditional sign ‘2’ in our
reconstructions. In as far as o was kept during the development into
Germanic it became vocalised and fell together with the reflexes of IE

/a/ and Jo/.

24.3 Vowels

In the early period of Indo-European studies it was thought that the
vocalic system of Sanskrit was particularly close to that of the proto-
language. Consequently the system of short vowels was reconstructed
as having exhibited 4, 2 and #. But by the second half of the nineteenth
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century the Sanskrit system was shown to be due to secondary
innovations in that IE ¢, 2 and ¢ had merged in one phoneme /a/. The
most direct testimony for the Indo-European vocalism can be found in
Greek, where €, a and o frequently reflect the vowels ¢, 2 and o of the
proto-language undisturbed. Apart from the equations to be given
below, the fact that ¢ and 0 were phonemically distinct in the proto-
language can be deduced from ablaut relations. Thus the reduplicating
perfect of the root *g“em- had the o-grade *g“om- preceded by the
reduplicating syllable *g”e- in the singular: *g”- of the basic form IE
*g¥e-g"om-e ‘he has gone’ is reflected as -g- before -3- from IE -o-, but as
/- before -a- from IE -¢- in Skt (perf.) jagama, so that the difference of the
vowels ¢/o can indirectly be inferred from the difference of the
consonantal development. The following sections will present material
for the short vowels, the long vowels, vocalic nasals and liquids, and
diphthongs. Finally ablaut phenomena will be briefly dealt with.

The equations between the related lexical items evidence the
following five short vowels for the proto-language: 7, ¢, 4, 0, #. A sixth
vowel is indicated for pre-Germanic; it arose from vocalisation of 3.

/i/:IE *wid- ‘know, see’ (Skt wid-md (1 pl. perf., without re-
duplication) ‘we know’, Gk idpev, (infinitive aorist) ideiv ‘see’, Lat.
vided ‘1 see’, Olr. (ro)finnadar ‘gets to know, finds out’ (< *wi-n-d-n-),
Gmc *wit- (> Go., OE witan, OHG wizgzan)).

/e/: IE *és-£i “(he) 1s” (Skt dsti, Gk éovi, Lat. est, Gme *is#(9) (> Go.
ist, OE is))

/a/: IE *gg-e-#i * (he) leads, drives’ (3 sg. of thematic present of root
*ag-; *dg-e-ti consists of root *ag- + thematic vowel -¢- + person marker
-ti for 3 sg. present indicative) Skt gjati ‘he drives’, Av. azaiti, Gk dye,
Lat. agit, Olr. (ad-)aig, Gmc *ak-a- (> ON aka))

/o/: IE *dwis ‘sheep’ (Skt avis, Gk és, Lat. ovis, Lith. avis, OCS ovica,
Gmc *awi- (> OE eown, OSax. ewi, OHG omwi, cf. Go. awistr ‘sheep
pen’)). Note: OE eowx has secondarily switched its declension class; the
regularly expected form would be OE ewe. For the proto-form Luvian
hawi- indicates an initial laryngeal: IE *howi-.

/u/: IE *médbu ‘honey’ (Skt mddhu ‘sweet drink, honey’, Gk uébv,
Olr. mid, Lith. medus, Gmc *medu- (> ON mjopr, OE me(o)du, OHG
mety)).

IE/a/: IE *patér- (see above under /p/).
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244 Vocalic resonants

The resonants which were enumerated above function as consonants in
word-initial position. They also function as consonants in the sequence
TeRC, where ¢ is the vocalic kernel, T and C are any two stop
consonants, and R stands for m, n, r, /. If by the process of ablaut -e- is
absent in a root of the structure TeRC, then -R- in the sequence TRC-
assumes vocalic function. R (R = m, n, r, [} represents the resonants in
vocalic function. In the development to Germanic, R yielded #R, as can
be seen from the following equations.

/m/: IE *kmtim ‘hundred’ (material above under k)

/n/: IE *ty- (zero-grade of *fen- ‘stretch’) (Skt fatd- “extended’ (to-
formation IE *#p-#6-), Gk raros, Lat. tentus (IE *p > Lat. en), Olr. tét
‘string’ (< IE *#p-23), Gmc *pun-n-i (> ON pannr ‘thin’, OE pynne,
OSax., OHG thunni))

[t/ 1E *wrt- (zero-grade of *wert- “turn’) (Skt vrttd-, Lat. vorsus,
versus (< IE *wrt-to- (IE *-£-#- > Lat. -ss-)), Gmc *waurd- (weak alternant
in perfect, e.g. OE wardon ‘ we became’))

/1/ < IE *wik¥os “wolf’ (Skt vrkas, Gk Avxos, Lat. lupus, Gme *wulfag
(> Go. wulfs, ON ulfr, OE wulf, OHG wolf))

The phonemes traditionally posited as 77, 4, £, / can be viewed as s,
12, 12, [ (= mbh, , 3, etc.) within the framework of the laryngeal theory.
The reflexes of IE mh, , 4, etc. are identical with those of IE #, etc. in
Germanic.

245  Long vowels and diphthongs

The equations given below allow us to set up the following long vowels
vowels within the morphonological system of Indo-European differs a
good deal.

/1/: IE *-ino- is a suffixal element found in Lat. s#-ina (caro) ‘pork’
(derived from sis ‘swine’) and recurs in Gmc *swina- (> Go. swein,
OSax., OHG, OE swin)

/&/: IE *réeg-s ‘king’ (the comparative material was given above, see
‘resonants and semi-vowels’)

/a/: IE *mater- ‘mother’ (Skt matar-, Gk prjmnp, Lat. mater, Olr.
mdthair, Lith. mété ‘ wife’, OCS mati (stem mater-), Gmce *mider- (> OE
mador, OHG mmuoter))

/0/: 1IE *di- “ give’ (Skt dddami (reduplicating present), Gk 8Bwu. (<
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*di-dg-mi, also reduplicating present, but -i- in reduplication), Lat. donum
‘gift’, Lith. dioti ‘ give’, OCS dati ‘give’, dari ‘ gift’)

/a/: 1E *mis ‘mouse’ (Skt mias-, Gk pos, Lat. mis, Gme *mis- (> OE,
OHG, ON mis))

The diphthongs of Indo-European can be interpreted as sequences of
¢, a, or 0+i or #. Furthermore the sequences of ¢, 2, 0+ R can also
function as diphthongs. The following equations can be offered for the
basic diphthongs ez, a7, 0i, es, au, on.

Jei/ : TE *bheid- “split’ (Skt bhedami (aorist subjunctive < *bheid-o-,
the archaic present is formed by a nasal infix, Skt bhinddmi ‘1 split’), Gk
deldopar ‘1 spare’, Gme *bit-a- (> Go. beitan ‘bite’, OE bitan, OHG
bizzan))

/ai/ : IE *kaikos ‘one-eyed, squinting’ (Skt &ekara- squinting’ (not
certainly connected), Lat. caecus ‘blind’, Olr. caech, Gmc *baih-a- (> Go.
baibs ‘one-eyed’))

/oi/ : IE */e-loik™-¢ ‘he has left’ (perfect of root */eik®-) (Skt rireca (i
in reduplication is due to an innovation), Gk AéAovre, Gmc (with loss of
reduplication) */aibw (> Go. laibw))

Jeu/ : IE *bheudh- ‘be aware’ (Skt bodbati ‘is aware’, Av. baodaite, Gk
mevfopar ‘notice’, Gme *beud-a- (> Go. ana-biudan ‘order’, OE béodan,
OHG biotan))

Jau/: IE *aug- ‘increase’ (Skt (comparative) djiyas- ‘stronger’, Lat.
angéo ‘increase’, Gk avédvw, Lith. dugti grow’, Gmc *auk-a- (> Go. ankan
‘increase’, OE (past participle) éacen ‘ pregnant’))

/ou/: IE *louk-o- ‘ clearing’ (*louk-o- is a nominal formation from the
root *lenk- ‘shine’; in this nominal formation the root appears in o-
grade; Skt /lokd- ‘free space, world’, Lat. lacus ‘grove’, Lith. /afikas
‘field’, Gmc *laub-a- (> OHG /3h)).

Although at a given point, the sequences ¢/, etc. probably consisted of
¢+ consonantal 7, the ‘diphthongs’ e/, ex, ai, au, oi, ou certainly had
phonemic status in the period preceding the emergence of Germanic.

It will have been noticed that in Indo-European ‘roots’ the
consonantal skeleton is stable, whereas alternation in the vocalism is
found within certain morphologically describable limits. This alter-
nation in the root vocalism is usually referred to as ‘ablaut’ (sometimes
translated as ‘apophony’). The precise reasons for the rise of ablaut are
unknown, but at least partly ablaut is connected with the movement of
the accent. Indo-European was a language with so-called ‘free’ accent,
in other words the accent is not predictable in a given word. Thus the
accent was on the second syllable in the word for ‘father’ (IE *pater- >
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Gk marijp, etc.), whereas the word for ‘brother’ had initial stress IE
*bbriter- > Skt bhratar-). In Germanic accent was uniformly retracted to
the initial syllable of words, but Verner’s Law still shows the effect of
the original accent position. Of the two types of ablaut to be described
in this subsection, quantitative ablaut may be connected with accent,
but we still lack a reasonable explanation for the rise of qualitative
ablaut.

The basic type of qualitative ablaut can be described as an alternation
of e and 0. The e-alternation is called the normal grade (also e-grade); o
represents the qualitative ablaut in the sense that the vowel quality is
changed. This is the type of ablaut most frequently encountered. Lat.
tego ‘1 cover’ contains the verbal root *#g- in the e-grade. The noun #oga
(a garment) exhibits the o-grade of the root *#g- followed by a suffixal
element -2. The stem fog-a (final - was shortened in Lat. oga) originally
had abstract meaning (‘a covering’) but was then used in concrete sense
teferring to a garment. Apart from the ¢/o-ablaut, all other types of
qualitative ablaut are less clear and of minor importance.

The most frequently encountered type of quantitative ablaut consists
of the absence of the vowel ¢ found in e-grade. A root of the type IE
*leik"- appears in zero-grade */ik*-, and it is quite reasonable that the
incidence of zero-grade is intimately linked to the absence of accent on
the root. The #o-formation IE */ig*-td- (> Skt rik-td-), which had a
function comparable to the past participle, had the accent on -¢- and may
thus have ‘caused’ the reduction of the diphthong -¢i- in e-grade */eik"-.
In roots exhibiting the structure TeiC-, the zero-grade regularly
appears as T7C-. Roots of the structure TeRC- exhibit vocalization of
-R- in the zero-grade TRC-. Theoretically zero-grade would be expected
to occur with all roots under corresponding morphological conditions.
But in roots of the structure TeC- (e-grade vowel followed by a
consonant which cannot assume vocalic function, i.e. a stop consonant
or s5), the regularly expected zero-grade TC- is found only rarely. A
relevant example is the word for “nest’, which is to be reconstructed as
IE *ni-sd-d- and contains the zero-grade of the root *sed- ‘sit’ (a “nest’
is the place where a bird ‘sits down’): IE *#ni-sd-6- was phonetically
realized as [nizdo-] and is found in Skt nida- ‘resting place’ and Lat.
nidus; Gmc *nesta- (> OE, OHG nes?) is the regular continuation of IE
*ni-sd-o- [*nigdo-]. But apart from such isolated items, in which the zero-
grade root occurred in word-medial position, the zero-grade of TeC-
roots was generally replaced by e-grade through analogy. Thus the past
participle of Gmc *sez-ja- ‘sit’ might be expected to exhibit zero-grade
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of the root (cf. past participle Gmc *rid-ana- > OE ge-riden, infinitive
ridan), but in fact we find Gmc *set-ana- > OE seten (with e-grade). In a
number of forms we find a lengthening of the basic vowel or of the
qualitative ablaut of the basic vowel. Both ¢ and ¢ are found in certain
categories of Indo-European nominal (and perhaps verbal) formations.
The precise origin of this ‘lengthened’ grade is unclear in most cases.
The root noun for ‘foot’ (root *ped-) appears with -¢- in Lat. pés (< *péd-
5), but Germanic *f5¢- in all probability indicates a nominative IE *pd-
s (cf. Skt pdf), which must also have occurred in this paradigm.

The Germanic innovations in the vocalic system were hardly less
deep-cutting than those concerning the consonantism. Some of the
most important changes will be briefly enumerated here with, as far as
possible, reference to the material as given above.

The accent was uniformly retracted to the first syllable of words. As
a consequence of the then general initial stress unstressed syllables

tended towards weakening. By the time of Old English, medial and final
syllables had already undergone considerable reduction, in Modern
English they are widely lost.

The vowels /a/ and /o/ fell together as /a/ in Germanic; IE/a/,
when vocalised, also yielded /a/ (IE *ag- > Gmc *ak-, IE *howis > Gmc
*awiz, IE *patér- > Gmce *fader-).

The vowels /i/ and /5/ fell together as /6/ in Germanic (IE *mater-
> Gmc *mader-, IE *dhs- (s-grade of *dhe-) > Gmc *di-).

A new long monophthong usually termed ¢* arose in the eatly
history of Germanic. This phoneme is found in some isolated lexical
items like the adverb Gmc *4¢%r “here’ and in the preterite of a number
of verbs of class VIL It is most likely that ¢* is due to an innovation,
but the precise origin of this phoneme is unclear.

The diphthong ¢/ was monophthongized to 7, the other diphthongs
remained unchanged (IE *bheid- > Gmc *bit-).

The short monophthongs /e/ and /i/ remained basically unchanged,
but a good deal of overlapping occurred because /e/ merged with /i/
if i/j followed in the next syllable, and /i/ was lowered to /e/ before /a/
of the following syllable (IE *ni-sd-0- > Gmc *nesta-); but /i/ and /e/
clearly had phonemic status in Germanic.

The inherited patterns of ablaut were kept and even elaborated in the
verbal system; the preterite and past participle of strong verbs regularly
exhibit ablaut.
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25 Historical morphology

Morphology deals with the changes a given word undergoes when used
in a concrete chain of speech. Morphology is subdivided into inflexion
and derivation. Inflexion is subdivided into declension and conjugation.
Conjugation deals with the changes verbal forms undergo in certain
syntactic contexts, whereas declension analyses the changes exhibited by
nouns, pronouns, numerals and adjectives. Derivation, also referred to
as word-formation, describes the patterns according to which new
lexical units can be created in a language on the basis of the existing
lexical stock. In view of the enormous complexity found in the
pronominal forms, the brief overview of historical morphology
presented in the following lines will be concerned with the noun, the
adjective and the verb only.

2.5.1 The noun

An Indo-European noun can be analysed as consisting of three
constituent parts: the root element is followed by one or more stem-
forming elements (@ is also a possible stem-forming element), and the
stem precedes the marker(s) for case and number. In theory we would
expect the markers for case and number to be analysable into an element
which indicates the number and another which indicates the case; in
practice this distinction is carried through only rarely. The Germanic
and hence the Old English nominal system is the regular continuation
of the underlying Indo-European morphological patterns. For Indo-
European we can postulate a noun *w/&*-0-s ‘ wolf’, which consists of a
root element w/kY-; a stem-forming suffix *-0-, and a marker *-s for
nominative singular. Lat. Jupus is the continuation of the o-stem *w/g*-
o-5, but by classical times final *-o5 had developed into Latin -4s. Since IE
*0 became *a in Germanic, the reflex of IE *w/k¥-o-s is *wulf-a-g (the
reflex of IE *£- is regularly Gmc *hw-, but apparently -hw- in Gmc
*wulbw-a- became *-f-); hence we speak of a-stems in Germanic.

The Indo-European nominal system may be reconstructed as having
had three genders, three numbers and eight cases. The Modern English
noun system with no grammatical gender, two cases (general case and
possessive) and two numbers (singular and plural) exhibits extreme
reduction of the original patterns. But the reduction was slow and
gradual. The three genders of Indo-European were masculine, feminine
and neuter. How this system arose is a controversial question. By no
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means all individual noun forms are marked for gender. But a
demonstrative pronoun (or an adjective) referring to a given noun takes
special forms according to the gender of the noun. To put it the other
way round: the gender of a noun is recognisable from the form of the
pronoun or adjective which is in ‘congruence’ with it. Lat. dominus
‘lord’ and agricola ‘farmer’ are masculine, because an adjective referring
to the nouns will take the ‘ masculine’ form (dominus, agricola bonus * good
farmer’), whereas domina ‘lady’ and fagus ‘beech tree’ are feminine
(domina, fagus alta). The three gender system of Indo-European was kept
basically unchanged in Germanic. The three numbers of Indo-European
were singular, dual and plural. As far as we can reconstruct backwards,
the dual paradigm showed fewer distinctions than the plural, and the
number of distinctions in the plural was lower than in the singular. The
dual has been lost in many Indo-European daughter languages, and in
Proto-Germanic it was on the verge of dying out. In Old English we
find dual forms in the personal pronoun, and some nominal forms may
perhaps be traced to fossilised duals. But in historical times, English has
only two numbers, singular and plural, which remain fully alive to the
present day. The system of eight cases is found in Indo-Iranian, and the
case patterns of the remaining languages can generally be explained on
the basis of eight cases.

The table on p. 49 is intended to illustrate the inflectional system of
Indo-European. The word chosen for this purpose is the noun for
‘wolf’, which can be reconstructed as IE (nom. sg.) *w/k*os on the basis
of the forms from the individual languages. The reconstruction
methodology will be illustrated with regard to a few case forms. Above
all, the reconstruction of the Proto-Germanic paradigm has been
simplified a good deal.

For the paradigm of the Indo-European o-stems (Germanic a-stems),
which are also referred to as ‘thematic stems’, the following case forms
can be reconstructed:

Nominative singular:

The marker -5 occurred with so-called ‘animate’ nouns (masculine or
feminine), e.g. *w/k"-0-s ‘wolf’; in the neuters the nominative was
identical with the accusative, e.g. IE *jug-o-m ‘yoke’ (> Skt yugam, Gk
{vyov, Lat. iugum, Gmce *juka™ (> Go. juk, OE geoc)). Since final *-s
became voiced in Germanic, the Indo-European thematic stems ended
in *-ag (cf. Runic -4R and, with syncope of the thematic vowel and
unvoicing of *-g, Go. -5 in walfs) in Proto-Germanic, and *-ag was
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The system of Indo-European nominal declension (o-stems)

Sanskrit Greek Latin  Lithuanian Gothic Germanic Indo-
European

sg. nom. vrkas Mkos  Jupus  vilkas wulfs  *wulfag * k%o

voc. vfka Avke  lupe vilke wulf *wulfe *w ke
acc.  vrkam Adkov  lupum  vilkg wulf *wulfa® *wikom
gen. vrkasya  Adkoto lupi wulfis  *walfas(@)  *wikPosyo
abl.  vikad lupa(dy  vilko *wiksd
dat.  vikaya Xokw  lupi(s)  vilkni *wulfai *wik¥5i
loc.  wrke vilke *wikvei
inst.  vrkd, -ena vilks wulfa  *wulfe *wik¥s, -¢
pl. nom. orkds Avxor  lupi vilkai wulfos  *walfos(iz) *w_ik“’o‘.r
acc.  vrkans Avkovs lupds  vilkis wulfans  *wulfany  *wlkPons
gen. vrkanim  Adkwv lupérum vilki wulfe  *wulfi® *wik om
dat.  vikebbyas vilkdms wulfam  *wulfamiz *w!k"’obl)yo;
abl.  vr'kebbyas *w!k"’obl)yo;
loc.  vrkesu Adkotar lupis  vilkuost *wik oisu
inst.  orkais Avkows  lupis  vilkais *wulfamiz  *wikPois

dropped in the course of the development to Old English, so that the
nominative is endingless there (OE waulf).

Vocative singular:

The vocative singular lacked the distinctive marker *-s for the
nominative. In thematic stems, the vowel *-¢ is found in the vocative.
The vocative has a form distinct from the nominative in Gothic, but in
West Germanic nominative and vocative became identical when both
*-az (nominative) and *-¢ (vocative) were lost.

Genitive singular:

The reconstruction of the genitive singular of thematic stems is
problematic. The form godagas found in Runic Norse would seem to
indicate an ending *-as(a) for the genitive singular, and early Old
English forms like domas, which led to domes by weakening of -&- in
unstressed position, confirm this reconstruction. But Go. dagis cannot
directly be derived from Gmc *dagas(a). The prehistory of Gme *-as(a)
is also somewhat unclear. In the individual Indo-European languages
we find a variety of forms for gen. sg. of thematic stems. By the side of
*-0sy0, clearly indicated by Skt -asya and Gk -oto (in Homer), which later
became -ov (intervocalic -s- became -5- > -9- in Greek), we may assume
the existence of a form *-0s50, which could explain the Germanic ending
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*-as. We would have to assume that the accent fell on the thematic
vowel, so that Verner’s Law did not affect -5- in *-dso, and the final 0 was
dropped in Germanic.

Dative singular:

The Gothic form daga, which functions as dative singular, is generally
assumed to continue an instrumental. The dative singular would have
ended in *-47 in Germanic, and the regular reflex of this form may occur
in OE -2, which later became -e. The-regular continuation of IE *-47 is
*Gmce -az, which may be due to contraction of the thematic vowel o-
with the marker -¢7 for dative singular.

Accusative singular:
In the accusative singular the marker *-» was attached to the stem. In
the neuter paradigm the accusative functioned also as nominative.

Nominative plural:

The form for nominative plural ended in *-45s in Indo-European.
Since the marker *-es for nom. pl. is immediately recognisable in the
class of the root nouns (IE *pdd-es (> Gk mddes ‘feet’) consists of the
root pod-+the marker -es for nom. pl.), it is indeed most likely that
*-g5s represents a contraction of the thematic vowel - and the marker
-es for nom. pl. The same form functioned also as vocative plural. The
reflex of *-gs is expected as *-o3 in Germanic, and Go. w#lfos and ON
sifar can be interpreted as the regular continuations of the inherited
nominative plural. In West Germanic, *-g would have been lost. Hence
the final -as of OE walfas cannot be explained on the basis of IE *-gs >
Gmc *-gz. It has been suggested that OE -as represents a preform IE
*-gs5-e5, in which the plural marker -es was attached to *-ds (itself already
a plural form). In ancient Aryan we find the nom. pl. of a-stems (Indo-
European o¢-stems) ending in -dsas, and the ending -Zsas can also be
projected back to IE *-4s-¢s. In the neuter paradigm we find Gme *-5
going back to IE *-4: Lat. iga ‘yokes’ corresponds to Gmce *juk-i
(> Go. juka, OE geocs).

Genitive plural:

The genitive plural originally had the marker *-om or *-6m, which was
attached to the stem. But numerous innovations occurred in this case
form. In Gothic we find -¢ mostly (but not exclusively) in the genitive
plural of masculine and neuter nouns, which must be due to an
innovation, although the precise origin of -¢ remains obscure. The Old
English ending for gen. pl. is -z in all declension classes.
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Dative plural:

Whereas the majority of Indo-European languages exhibit forms
characterised by suffix initial -b4- in the dative, instrumental, ablative
plural (e.g. Skt -bhis (padbhis, instr. of pad- “foot’), -bhyas (padbhyds, dat.
abl. of pad-), Lat. pedibus (the dat./abl. of o-stems continues the
historical locative and instrumental, therefore Jupis is entered for ‘loc.’
and ‘inst.” in the table on p. 49), Germanic deviates considerably in that
forms with suffix initial »- are used, and the closest correspondences of
this case marker are found in Baltic and Slavic. Gmc *-m#g, possibly also
*_mag can be compared to Lith. -ams ((dat. abl. pl.) vilkdms) and OCS
-omii ((dat. abl. pl.) vlikomd). The dative plural for Gmc *wulf-a- can be
posited as *wulf-a-mig ot *wulf-a-mag.

Accusative plural:

The accusative plural of a-stems ends in -ans in Gothic, and the
underlying Gmc *-ang can be interpreted as the regular continuation of
IE *-ons (= thematic vowel + marker *-ns for accusative plural). It has
been suggested that the marker *-ns for accusative plural consists
ultimately of the marker *-» for accusative followed by the sign -s for
plural: *-m-5 > *-ns. In Old English the accusative plural adopted the
form of the nominative plural.

The usual grammatical analysis distinguishes between vocalic and
consonantal stems in Germanic. As one example for vocalic stems the a-
stems (IE o-stems) have briefly been dealt with. The remaining stem
classes will simply be enumerated here, since they will be dealt with in
full in chapter 3. Beside the stems in Gmc *-a- the vocalic stem classes
include the following types: 5-stems (Gmc *geb-6-  gift’ (> Go. giba, OE
giefu)), i-stems (Gmc *gasti ‘guest’ (> Go. gasts, OE giest)), and #-stems
(Gmc *sunu- ‘son’ (> Go. sunus, OE suns)). All Germanic é-stems were
feminine, the /- and #-stems were both masculine and feminine; a few
neuters occurred in the /- and #-stems. Apart from the stems in Gmc
*_g-  *-i- and *-»-, which continue Indo-European stems in *--, *-i- and
*_y4-, Germanic had also inherited a number of consonantal stems. The
term ‘consonantal’ refers to the fact that in this class of noun stems the
respective markes(s) for case and number followed upon a consonant,
whereas in the vocalic stems the respective marker(s) followed upon a
vowel. Since in the vocalic stems a number of contractions occurred,
which tended to blur the boundary between the stem forming element
and the respective case markers, consonantal stems usually are more
transparent in this respect. Thus nom. pl. IE *pdd-es clearly has the
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marker *-es, whereas in *w/&"-os the long vowel *-4- is due to a
contraction of the thematic vowel with the initial vowel of the plural
marker,

The basic type of consonantal stems consists just of a ‘root’ to which
the respective markers for case and number are directly attached. The
noun for ‘foot’ is a case in point. The root here is IE *ped-/pod-, and the
various forms found in the individual languages clearly show that the
noun originally had ablaut in the root: e-grade is found in Lat. (genitive)
ped-is, whereas Gk (accusative) md8-a exhibits o-grade; in Germanic the
lengthened grade, which originally occurred in the nom. sg. was carried
through in the whole paradigm, but OE f¢2, the plural of fo7, still shows
clearly the effect of the plural marker IE *-es > Gmc *-7, which caused
-umlaut of the root vowel. In Indo-European a number of suffixes were
in use which ended in a consonant. But only one category of the
consonantal stems with a clearly demarcable suffix became productive in
Germanic, namely the stems in *-#- of the type OE guma m. ‘man’, tunge
f. ‘tongue’, éage n. ‘eye’. This class corresponds to nouns of the type
homo, hominis ‘man’ in Latin, and it is worth noting that Lat. homo,
hominis ultimately represents the same stem as Gmc *guman- (> OE
guma); the basic element for the #-stem IE *ghpr-en- is the word for
‘earth’ (cf. Lat. hiimus), and the derivative in *-en- showed a full system
of ablaut, the o-grade appearing in OE (accusative) guman (< Gmc *-an-
+ case marker < IE *-gn- 4 case marker), whereas the e-grade is found in
Go. (genitive) gamins (< Gmc *-en-+case marker < IE *-en-+ case
marker), and the zero-grade of the suffix *-¢#-, namely IE *-5, may occur
in OE (dat. pl.) gwmam (< Gmc *-um(m) < *-un-m(ig) < IE *p-+ case
marker).

252 The adjective

A given ‘adjectival’ form of Indo-European probably lacked special
morphological characteristics which would have set it off from a noun.
In Latin, bomus has basically the same declension pattern as dominus,
bonum follows the paradigm of fugum, and bona can be put in parallel with
toga. But this example also shows one peculiarity of the adjective. A
given adjective may take special forms in accordance with the noun to
which it refers. The adjective and the demonstrative pronouns are the
prime carriers of ‘grammatical’ gender. The development of the
adjective is perhaps one of the most con.picuous innovations in
Germanic morphology. In Germanic the adjeciive is not only sem-
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antically deliminated by generally expressing some ‘quality’ (cf. the
German term ‘Eigenschaftswort’), but it is also morphologically clearly
definable. Also most of the Germanic adjectival forms differ from
comparable substantival forms. For the following discussion the
paradigms of Go. b/inds ‘blind’, for both ‘strong’ and ‘ weak’, will serve
as a starting point.

Go. blinds ‘blind’ (strong paradigm)

masculine feminine neutral
Sg. nom blinds blinda blind, -ata
acc. blindana blinda blind, -ata
gen. blindis blindaizos  blindis
dat. blindamma  blindai blindamma
PL nom. blindai blindos blinda
acc. blindans blindos blinda
gen. blindaize blindaizo blindaize
dat. blindaim blindaim blindaim

Go. blinds ‘blind’ (weak paradigm)

masculine feminine neutral
Sg. nom. blinda blindo blindo
acc. blindan blindon blindo
gen. blindins blindons blindins
dat. blindin blindon blindin
Pl nom. blindans blindons blindona
acc. blindans blindons blindona
gen. blind. blind blind.
dat. blindam blindom blindam

The major innovation in the Germanic adjectival system concerns the
rise of a twofold declension, which is usually referred to as the strong
and the weak adjective declension. The rise of the ‘weak’ adjective has
been discussed extensively, but it must be pointed out that the paradigm
of the ‘strong’ adjective is by no means without problems of its own.

The strong adjective can be projected back to the Indo-European
stems in o (masculine and neuter) and 4 (feminine); the #-stems also
provided a considerable number of adjectives; there were probably
fewer i-stems. In Germanic, the #-stems were still available in great
number, but the blinda- type (a/i-stem) was the most productive
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category. There were also stems in -(?)ja- /-(7) /3, which partly stem from
the feminine formation corresponding to #-stem adjectives, partly they
represent extensions of i-stems, and partly they continue genuine
formations in IE *-yo-. Some forms of the strong adjectival inflexion
are clearly influenced by the paradigm of the demonstrative pronoun.
Thus dat. sg. Go. blindamma exhibits the same ending as the dat. sg.
pamma of the demonstrative pronoun sz ‘this’. Similarly the acc. sg.
blindana was formed on the pattern of pana. Corresponding innovations
can be found in the remaining Germanic languages. In the paradigms of
Germanic adjectives it is customary to mark out those forms that are
influenced by the pronominal inflexion; in the ‘strong’ paradigm given
above, the so-called ‘pronominal’ forms of the adjective are in bold
face.

The ‘weak’ adjective is a Germanic innovation. Morphologically
*blindan- [ blindon- clearly follows the pattern of *guman- [ tungon-, but it is
anything but obvious how the duality of adjectival inflexions could have
come about. The ‘weak’ adjective generally carries a nuance of
‘definiteness’. This semantic shade can secondarily be observed in the
fact that in German (as well as in Old English) the weak adjective is
generally used when the noun is accompanied by the article
(= demonstrative pronoun); cf. (strong adjective) guter Mann (OE god
mann): (weak adjective) der gute Mann (OE se goda mann).

The Germanic adjective can exhibit comparison. There are two
degrees of comparison, the comparative and the superlative. The
comparative has two suffixes, namely *-izan- and -ggan- ; the comparative
always follows the paradigm of the ‘weak’ adjective. The suffix *-igan-
represents an extension in -an- (< IE *-on-) of the zero-grade -is- of the
marker *-yos-. The origin of *-ogan- is somewhat unclear, but it seems
likely that § may be identified with the lengthened grade -yds of the suffix
-yos. The superlative is formed by -isfa-. It may follow the strong or the
weak declension. The suffix -isfa- can be projected back to IE *-isto-. IE
*-isto- represents a fo-formation from the zero-grade -is- of the suffix

-yos-.

253 The verb

While clearly containing a number of features inherited from Indo-
European, the Germanic verb at the same time exhibits considerable
innovations. Germanic verbs have traditionally been classified ac-
cording to the formation of their preterite. Every Germanic verb
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opposes a specifically marked preterital form to the morphological
system functioning in the present. Therefore the principle for describing
the rise of the Germanic verbal system within the categories inherited
from Indo-European must be the explanation of the present — preterite
dichotomy. The Germanic verbal system distinguishes three moods in
the present and two moods in the preterite: present indicative, present
subjunctive, present imperative, preterite indicative and preterite
subjunctive. Periphrastic forms were probably extremely rare in
Germanic, if they occurred at all. The following account will be
concerned with simple forms only.

The reconstruction of the Indo-European verbal system is con-
troversial in more than one way. For the purposes of the following
account, the Graeco-Aryan model will be adopted. This means that the
agreements between Greek and Aryan in the verbal system will be
assumed to be direct continuations of the Indo-European verbal system.
Such difficult questions as to how the aberrant system of Anatolian can
be explained will not be touched. The Indo-European verbal system is
assumed to have exhibited the following categories:

1 aspect (it is quite doubtful whether this term may be used here):
present, aorist, perfect

mood: indicative, subjunctive, optative, imperative, injunctive
voice: active and middle

person: three

number: three

(130 -GS I \S |

A few brief indications will be provided towards defining these
categories. It should be noted, however, that the definitions are as far as
possible based on morphology, since functional definitions are ex-
tremely difficult.

The three ‘aspects’ (1) can be defined as follows:

A perfect form like IE */e-bik"-a > Gk Aélouma consists of a
reduplication, the root, and a person marker: *-/oik"- is the o-grade of
the root */eik"-, the reduplication consists of the root initial consonant
/- followed by the vowel -¢-, and -a is the marker for first singular. Gk
Aédoura means ‘1am left over’. The perfect has stative meaning. The o-
grade root was used in the singular, the dual and plural exhibited the
root in zero-grade.

The aorist can appear in more than one form. The most archaic
(perhaps, originally, the only) form of aorist was the athematic root
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aorist of the type Gk éorqv ‘I stood’ = Skt dstham < IE *é-sta-m. This
form consists of the root IE *s#4-, to which the person marker -7 for
1 sg. was attached. *é- is termed the ‘augment’, but it is found only in
alimited number of Indo-European languages. The root aorist probably
had ablaut originally in that the singular exhibited the respective root in
full grade, whereas the root appeared in zero-grade in the dual and
plural, but the full-grade of the root was largely levelled throughout the
paradigm. The aorist had punctual value: *é-sta-m probably meant
something like ‘I stood’ (without any emphasis on duration).

The present has polymorphism, i.e. a number of different formations
can be encountered. A form like IE *es-mi ‘1am’ (> Gmc *igm(i) > Go.
im ‘1 am’) is structurally comparable to *(e-)s?a-m dealt with above. IE
*es-mi consists of the root *es- ‘be’, to which the primary marker *-mi
for 1 sg. is attached. A present form may be preceded by the augment in
those languages that use the augment; but in that case the ‘secondary’
set of person markers is used : IE *e-es-m (the secondary marker for 1 sg.
is -m, which becomes vocalic -7) > Skt dsam ‘1 was’. A form consisting
of the root+the secondary person marker for 1 sg., *es-m, would be
termed ‘injunctive’. The augmentless aorist *stz-m is also to be
classified as an injunctive. From the morphological point of view the
only difference between a present injunctive and an aorist injunctive
consists in the fact that the present injunctive can be turned into an
indicative by the use of the primary ending (*es-mi ‘I am’), whereas the
primary set of endings is excluded from the aorist system. The present
usually expresses some durative action.

The formation and the function of the moods (2) in Indo-European can
be described as follows:

The injunctive of present and aorist is augmentless and exhibits the
secondary set of person markers: injunctive forms, which only can be
distinguished in languages that regularly use the augment, serve to just
‘mention’ an action.

The indicative is characterised by the primary endings in the present.
Those languages that lack the augment lack a difference between
injunctive and indicative in the aorist. The indicative is the mood
regularly used for statements.

The imperative expresses an order. Apart from a few special person
markers, the imperative lacks formal characteristics that would set it off
from other verbal categories.

The subjunctive is characterised by the presence of the ‘thematic’
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vowel. Verbal stems that were ‘athematic’ became so to speak
‘thematic’ in the subjunctive, whereas thematic stems added another
thematic vowel, so that the thematic vowel became long. The
subjunctive allows the use of the primary and secondary set of person
markers. The subjunctive of the athematic present *es-#; ‘he is’ appears
as *gs-¢-#(7), whereas the thematic present *bher-¢-#i “he carries’ forms
*bher-e-e-1(i) > *bheré(i) in the subjunctive. The subjunctive expresses
the ‘will’ of the speaker. It consequently often has reference to the
‘future’.

The optative is marked by the ablauting suffix -yé-/-#-, which can be
projected back to *yea-/-y2 (e-grade/zero-grade). Athematic verbal
stems attached the suffix to the weak stem, the ¢-grade of the suffix
appeared in the singular, the zero-grade in the dual and plural. The
optative exhibits the secondary set of person markers. The optative of
*es-ti “he is’ can be posited as IE *s-yé-/s-i- (cf. Skt syam, Lat. sim, sis, sit,
in Old Latin sse#). Thematic stems attach the zero-grade of the optative
marker to the stem in -o-. The optative of *bher-e-#i “he carries’ is to be
posited as IE *bher-o-i-#, -i- could be shortened to -/- and contract with
-0- to form the diphthong -0/-: Gk ¢épo: is the immediate continuation
of *bher-oi-(¢). The optative expresses the wish of the speaker. Whereas
the subjunctive often expresses a probability, the optative renders the
nuance of the possibility.

In the present and aorist two diatheses (voices) were formally
expressed, which are usually referred to as active and middle. The active
and the middle were formally distinguished by special shapes of the
person markers, as can be seen from the contrast of active *bher-e-#s
‘he carries’ against middle *se&¥-¢-20/ ‘he follows’ (> Gk émerar, Lat.
sequityr (-r is a special feature of the middle paradigm found in some
languages)). The perfect had only one set of person markers; a middle
of the perfect was secondarily shaped in some languages.

The following subsections will provide some information on how the
Germanic verbal system can be accounted for on the basis of the
inherited structure of the Indo-European verb. Since from the point of
view of Old English the dual is no longer relevant, only two numbers
will be listed, namely the singular and the plural. The Indo-European
verb distinguished three persons (speaker, person spoken to and person
or thing spoken about), and these categories have remained alive down
to the present.

The main categories of the Germanic verb can be exemplified with
the following Gothic paradigm of the verb niman ‘take’, which will be

37



Alfred Bammesberger

quoted for the active. The middle paradigm Go. mmada ‘1 am taken’
occurs in Old English only with the verb hatan ‘ call’, OE hatte means ‘I
am called’; therefore the middle paradigm will not be quoted here. The
dual forms will also be omitted.

Present
Indicative Subjunctive Imperative
Sg. 1 nima nimau
2 nimis nimais nim
3 nimip nimai nimadan
PL 1 nimam nimaima nimam
2 nimip nimaip nimip
3 nimand nimaina nimandau
Preterite
Indicative Subjunctive
Sg. 1 nam nemjau
2 nam! nemeis
3 nam nemei
PL 1 nemum nemeima
2 nemup nemeip
3 nemun nemeina

The following remarks can be offered on the comparative aspect of
the above paradigm.

The indicative of the present basically goes back to the Indo-
European present indicative. The verb chosen as an example is Gmc
*nem-a-, which consists of a root *sem- and an alternating vowel Gmc
*-¢-/-a-, which goes back to IE *-¢-/-0- and is termed the thematic
vowel; the stem Gmc *mem-a- precedes the respective markers for
person and number. The thematic present formations of the type Gmc
*nem-a- correspond to the class found in Gk ¢épw ‘I carry’, deépere
‘you carry’ (2 pl.). The thematic vowel is -e- in the second and third
person singular and in the second person plural; the other persons use
IE *-0- > Gmc *-g- as the thematic vowel. The subjunctive of
Germanic continues the Indo-European optative, which in thematic
verbs attached the marker -7~ to the thematic vowel -o-; thus 2 sg. Gmc
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*nem-ai-g corresponds exactly to Gk -ots in ¢épois. The imperative used
the bare verbal stem in 2 sg.

The Germanic preterite of strong verbs basically goes back to the
perfect of Indo-European. This derivation is particularly clear in the
singular, since Gmc *nam-a > Go. nam corresponds morphologically
exactly to the type found in Gk Aédotma, but in Germanic preterites of
this type reduplication has generally been lost. The plural of some
strong verbs can readily be projected back to the Indo-European
reduplicationless perfect. But the origin of preterites with long -¢- in the
plural (Gmc *ném- > Go. nem-) is hardly clear. The weak preterite is an
innovation of Germanic, whose origin is very controversial.

With regard to the person markers the following observations may be
noted: in the first singular we find *-m/ in athematic present formations.
of the type IE *es-mi ‘Iam’ (> Gk eipd), but in thematic verbs *-g occurs.
In 2sg. and 3 sg. the markers *-si and *-# respectively were used
following the thematic vowel (cf. Skt bbdr-a-si ‘you carry’ (2 sg.], bhdr-
a-ti ‘he carries’), on the basis of which Gmc *-ez7 and *-edi are the
regular phonological continuations. The marker for 1 pl. may have been
of the shape IE *-mes, whereas *-fe occurred in 2 pl. In 3 pl. the marker
*-nti followed upon the thematic vowel -o-. In the preterital system the
singular endings clearly go back to the markers found in the Indo-
European perfect: 1 sg. *-a (cf. Gk Aédoimra), 2 sg. *-tha, 3 sg. *-e. The
endings *-2 and *-¢ for 1sg. and 3sg. were lost in all Germanic
languages. The ending *-#(a) for 2 sg. is regularly found in Gothic and
Norse; butin West Germanic only the preterite present verbs which go
back to the Indo-European perfect preserve this marker (cf. OE scealt
‘thou shalt’; pearft ‘thou mayest’, etc.), whereas the strong preterite
mtroduced a new ending *-7 (OHG bati “ you ordered’, OE bade), which
may have originated from the aorist system or from the optative.

2.6 Syntax

In theory the morphological system of a language can be described
without having recourse to ‘meaning’, which in this case means rather
the ‘function’ of the forms concerned. Dealing with the meaning of
morphological elements is the domain of syntax. In contrast to the
forms of a language which, after all, can be described rather objectively,
an analysis of the function of these forms encounters considerable
difficulties because a certain subjective element is hardly avoidable in
this context. What one might call ‘word-syntax’ has occasionally
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already been referred to. ‘ Word-syntax’ is concerned with the function
of precise forms; thus we would have to describe in detail the various
functions covered by the accusative, we would have to explain the
choice of tenses and moods, we would have to analyse the use of the
‘strong’ adjective in contrast to the ‘ weak ’ adjective, etc. In the absence
of native speakers who could be asked whether a certain sequence of
free and bound morphemes is ‘meaningful’, the discussion of pre-
historic syntactic features must of necessity be rather incomplete. The
following sections illustrate prehistoric syntax with regard to larger
groups than the word. We will here be concerned with the arrangement
of word groups.

The basic criterion for grouping languages from the point of view of
syntax is the position of the verb. Although the distinction is rarely
absolutely clear-cut, it can be stated that languages have a so-called
‘regular’ word-order pattern. If we take the predicate as the centre of
reference, it becomes possible to classify languages according to whether
the object precedes or follows the finite verb. If we represent the object
with O and the finite verb with V| the following two basic patterns can
be set up:

VO/OV

Whereas Modern English is clearly a VO-language, Old English was
an OV language, and this characteristic was inherited from Germanic
and Indo-European. In an OV-language like Indo-European it is by no
means excluded that on occasion the finite verb may appear preceding
the object, but the sequence OV is the so-called ‘unmarked’ order; a
deviation from this basic arrangement serves to render some special
emphasis. As illustration of the Germanic word-order sequence the
runic inscription on the Gallehus horn may be quoted:

ek hlewagastiR holtijaR horna tawido

The object horna ‘the horn’ is found preceding the finite verb fawido
‘I made’. The subject of the clause consists of three parts: ek ‘I’ is the
personal pronoun for first singular, hlewagastiR is the person’s name,
and holtijaR (probably meaning ‘from Ho/t’) is used attributively with
regard to the name. The text of the inscription can be translated as ‘I
HlewagastiR from Holt made the horn.’

The position of the finite verb after the object can be found in a high
number of examples from the most varied Indo-European languages.
Thus the beginning of the Aeneid may be quoted: arma virumgque
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cano... the weapons and the man I sing...’, and the following more
complex Hittite phrase exhibits the same word-order pattern: man
LUG[ A]Lwas piran seskangi kuis hagzizzi nusse GESTIN-an akuwanna
piangi, which means ‘if someone shoots in front of the king [in a contest]
then the one who hits the mark is given wine’. The following Vedic
passage shows that the finite verb regularly appears in final position
both in main and in subordinate clauses: yébhyo mddbu pradhivati, tanms cid
eva dpi gacchatat ‘those for whom the honey flows, those too it (the
honey) shall join’ (Rig VVeda 10.154.1).

Languages with complex morphological systems certainly allow a
greater freedom with regard to word-order than languages like English,
where, because of the poverty of the morphological system, word-order
is an essential constituent of the ‘meaning’ of a phrase. Whereas in
German both Der Vater sieht den Sobn and Den Sobn sieht der Vater are
acceptable and carry basically the same meaning (although with a
difference in emphasis), in English The father sces the son is the only
possible way of rendering the underlying notion, since The son sees the
father would have a totally different meaning. It must be stressed,
however, that, in spite of some surface variations, even in a language
like German word-order follows closely knit patterns. Word-order is by
no means free.

The word-otder rules for prehistoric stages of Old English can to a
certain extent be deduced from the consideration of Latin syntactic
patterns. At first sight a passage from Horace like the following might
indicate absolute freedom in word-otder: aeguam memento rebus in arduis
servare mentem ‘ remember to keep an even mind in adverse conditions’
(Odes 11 3.1-2). Apart from poetic licence, which accounts for the
‘corner’ position of adjective geguam and noun mentem, it should be
noted that the preposition # follows the noun rebus it governs and
precedes the adjective arduis (in congruence with rebus). In Vedic we find
adherence to rather strict word-order rules, and occasional deviations
may have a number of different reasons. The following two passages are
nearly identical, but in the second the finite verb vocam has shifted from
the final position to the second position in the clause:

prd te parvani kdranani vocam
prd niitand maghavan ya cakdrtha

(5.31.6)

let me proclaim thy deeds of yore, and, too, the present deeds, which thou
Maghavan (Indra) hast performed.
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préndrasya vocam prathami .égta"ni
prd niitand maghdva ya cakara
(7.98.5)

Let me proclaim Indra’s deeds which he, Maghavan, hath performed.

Word-order definitely allowed some freedom in prehistoric stages of
Old English, but there were certainly constraints. Some of these will be
briefly analysed in the following sections.

Since verb final position was ‘unmarked’, a verb in initial position
expressed a special nuance. The verb is usually in initial position in
commands, and it is easy to imagine sentences in which only an
imperative (without an object) is used; e.g. Gk {0 ‘go’ ( < IE *i-dbs). It
should be noted, however, that in a sequence of two imperatives we find
the first in initial position whereas the second imperative tends toward
clause final position. This rule can be illustrated with the following
passage from the Iliad:

xoipete, kijpuxes ... dogov ite
(lliad 1 334-5)
rejoice, o heralds, come closer (literally ‘... closer come”).

A comparable case can be quoted from Beowulf:

Bruc pisses beages, Beowulf leofa,
hyse, mid hazle, ond pisses hragles neot
(Beo 1216-17)
enjoy this necklace, dear Beowulf, man, with prosperity, and make use of this
mantle (literally ‘... and of this mantle make use’).

A particularly difficult problem concerns the distinction between
main and subordinate clauses. Although the view formerly widely held
according to which originally only parataxis (i.e. sequential arrangement
of main clauses) was in use cannot be upheld, it is nevertheless clear that
the distinction between parataxis and hypotaxis (subordination of
subclause to mainclause) is by no means clear-cut. This is particularly
true of relative clauses. Whatever the Indo-European way of producing
relative clauses may have been, Germanic evidently did not continue
that formation pattern; in the Germanic languages new ways were
found for shaping relative clauses. Whereas Gothic has a particle -e/
attached to the demonstrative pronoun so that we find sae/ “he who’,
etc., in Old English (apart from more elaborate ways of rendering the
relative) an unchangeable particle pe may be used to introduce a relative
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clause. The following passage from The Wanderer may illustrate the
relative clause introduced by pe:

Nis nu cwicra nan
pe ic him modsefan minne durre

sweotule asecgan
(Wan 9-11)

there is now no one to whom I dare openly tell my thoughts.

2.7 The lexicon

Old English clearly inherited a basic stock of lexical items which
ultimately go back to Indo-European. Some of these lexical items have
already been mentioned because they are the basis for setting up the
sound correspondences and hence for deducing the sound changes
which led from Indo-European to Proto-Germanic and ultimately Old
English. But delimiting precisely the Indo-European vocabulary is very
difficult indeed, because new lexical items could at any time be created
on the existing patterns. Down to the present day, English preserves a
number of words which may well go back to very old stages of Indo-
European. Among these items we should certainly include the basic
terms for family relationship such as father (cf. Lat. pater, Gk marip,
etc.), mother (cf. Lat. mater, Gk uijrnp, etc.), brother (cf. Lat. frater, Skt
bhrétar-, etc.), sister (cf. Lat. soror, Lith. sesug, etc.), son (cf. Lith. sanas,
Skt sinis, etc.), daughter (cf. Gk Quydrnp, Lith. duké, etc.). Among the
clearly inherited items which certainly have a long prehistory belong
also the basic numerals such as one (cf. Lat. anus, Lith. vienas, etc.), two (cf.
Lat. dwo, Gk 8o, Lith. du, dvi, etc.), three (cf. Lat. trés, Gk 7peis, Skt
trdyas, etc.), four (cf. Lat. guattuor, Gk réooapes, Skt catviras, Lith.
keturi, etc.), five (cf. Lat. quingue, Gk mévre, Skt pdfica, etc.).

Some lexical items which can, with high probability, be attributed to
Indo-European allow us some glimpses into the set-up of the culture
and social set-up, although we are still far from agreement on where
the original homeland (Urbeimat) may have been. In a recent and
authoritative work on Indo-European Cowgill (see Mayrhofer 1986)
tended towards accepting the views of Maria Gimbutas according to
whom the speakers of Indo-European may have settled in the North
Caucasus and Lower Volga area in the fourth millennium BC. From the
lexical agreements among the most ancient Indo-European languages
we can deduce that those speakers of Indo-European engaged in
warfare, had a fairly well-developed agricultural system and were
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familiar with cattle, horses, sheep and swine. They probably knew how
to build vehicles with wheels. The use of some metals may also have
been available to them.

But details of the vocabulary beyond the most basic items are not
readily retrievable. It must be borne in mind that even in the cases where
we find perfectly agreeing forms in more than one Indo-European
language we cannot be certain that the underlying common form was
really used in the proto-language, because innovations could occur at
any time on the pattern of existing forms. Thus Indo-European had a
productive category of neuter stems with e-grade of the verbal root
preceding an alternating suffix which ended in -s. One member of this
formation class is probably found in the noun for ‘ore’, IE *ay-es. This
word is regularly continued in OE 4r. Other s-stems could be easily
created secondarily, however. Thus the agreement of Skt janas-, Gk
yévos and Lat. genus would certainly seem to indicate the existence of a
proto-form IE *gén(a)-os; and in spite of the fact that this may well be a
‘correct’ reconstruction in the sense that the word may actually have
been in use, it should not be forgotten that *gén(3)-os could also have
been shaped at any given time in the prehistory of the languages in
which it is found.

Perhaps the most productive way of forming new words is by
juxtaposing two items and gradually coalescing them into a new unit.
The process is termed ‘composition’. For Indo-European compounds
can be defined morphologically as exhibiting an unchangeable first part,
whereas the syntactically required changes occur in the second part
only. In Indo-European only nouns could be compounded. It is usually
assumed that the rise of composition dates from a period when the
regular inflexion was not yet fully developed. Germanic certainly
inherited the ability to form compounds, but compounding was
definitely not as frequent as it is in Modern English. The types of
compounds which can be assumed for Germanic can be briefly described
as follows.

Determinative compounds originally consist of two nominal stems
the first of which qualifies (= ‘determines’) the second. For Proto-
Germanic we may assume a formation *bradi-fadi- ( < 1E *bbritipoti-) on
the basis of Go. brupfaps ‘bridegroom’. The nominal stem Gmc *fapi-
(< IE *pdti-) apparently fell out of use early, and the compound
gradually lost its transparency. In Old English brjdguma another term
for ‘man’, namely guma, was substituted. But OE gama was obsolete,
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and so the compound became again opaque. It was rendered transparent
by introducing the term groom as second element of the compound.
Bridegroom is due to a popular etymology : -guma having dropped out of
use was replaced by the similarly sounding but originally quite different
noun groom.

Copulative compounds, which apparently were not numerous in
Germanic, consist of two elements where the sum total of the two makes
up the meaning of the compound. This type of compounding is found
in numerals like zhirteen (= ‘ three and ten’), fourteen (= “four and ten’),
etc. Old English had a compound sabtergefzderan (found in Beo 1164),
which means ‘nephew (= brother’s son) and (paternal) uncle’. But
otherwise copulative compounds were rare.

A type of compounds that was clearly inherited usually consisted of
adjective + noun, but the compound did not have the same reference as
the noun (as was basically the case with determinative compounds);
in this special type the whole compound basically functioned as an
adjective and referred to somebody or something endowed with what
the sequence adjective + noun expressed. These compounds are usually
termed possessive compounds or, using an Indic example of the type,
bahuvrihi-compounds. Barefoot is an example in point, since it means
‘having bare feet’. The possessive compounds were above all frequently
used in naming. The anonymous author of the Old English poem
Widsip refers to himself as ‘having (made) a wide journey’.

In many cases we can be reasonably certain that the second element
of a compound was weakened, thereby lost its transparency and
ultimately came to function as a suffix. In Modern English the suffix
-dom can be attached to a number of nominal stems in order to form
abstract nouns of the type &ingdom. The suffix -dom is in origin identical
with the noun doom, which may have meant something like ‘judgement’.
In Old English, nominal compounds of the type ¢yne-dom could regularly
be formed. In a similar way -ship in friendship and -hood in maidenhood,
boyhood, etc. were originally nominal stems that could occur both in
isolation and as second elements of compounds: OE 4ad, the precursor
of -hood, did in fact occur on its own, whereas the noun serving as
second member of the compounds of the type friendship was also in Old
English used in composition only.

But apart from the clearly inherited items and those formed from
inherited material on existing patterns, we find a considerable group of
lexical items in Germanic which so far defy satisfactory etymological
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analysis. In some cases we may be concerned with borrowings (e.g.
path). But in a number of cases we must also reckon with the possibility
that the right cognates have simply not been found so far.

FURTHER READING

The subject matter dealt with in the preceding chapter is covered by an
enormous number of publications. A good introductory account into the main
concerns of Indo-European and Indo-European comparative grammar is
provided by Baldi (1983). The best modern compendium of Indo-European
grammar is Szemerényi (1980/1989). A very specialised account of Indo-
European phonology (together with a general introduction to the various
Indo-European languages) is available in Mayrhofer (1986); the book also
offers up-to-date bibliography. The hotly debated issue as to how the system of
stop consonants in Indo-European should be reconstructed is also dealt with in
Mayrhofer’s book. The views of Gamkrelidze are so far accessible through a
number of specialised articles as well as in the Russian publication Gamkrelidze
and Ivanov (1984); an English translation of that work is in preparation. The
current work on Indo-European is listed in ‘Indogermanische Chronik’
published twice a year in the journal Die Sprache.

For comparative grammar of the Germanic languages the most widely used
book is Prokosch (1939), which is stimulating but not always reliable. The
‘state of the art’ around the turn of the century is found in Streitberg 1896.
Seebold 1970 gives an etymological account of the primary verbs of Germanic.
The standard grammars of Old English (Campbell 1959 and Brunner 1965) also
offer excellent material on the subject as well as rich bibliography. Questions of
Germanic syntax have been dealt with by Hopper 1975. On a rather modest
scale my textbooks (Bammesberger 1984a, 1984b, 1984c and 1989) may be
mentioned.

With regard to the early period of comparative linguistics, there is a good
account available in Robins 1987.
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3 PHONOLOGY AND MORPHOLOGY

Richard M. Hogg

31 Introduction

Whatever their other achievements, the Anglo-Saxons could not lay
claim to being outstanding grammarians. Indeed, to judge by the
paucity of grammatical writing during the Old English period, where
Zlfric’s Latin Grammar (ca 1000) stands out because it is the exception
that proves the rule, the Anglo-Saxons would not have wished to make
such a claim, their intellectual interests lying in entirely different areas.
This, of course, makes the task of reconstructing the nature of the Old
English language that much more difficult. Thus, in the areas which are
the concern of this chapter, we have no equivalent of the Icelandic First
Grammarian, who, writing in the thirteenth century, gives a wealth of
detail about the sound system of Old Icelandic (see Benediktsson 1972,
Haugen 1950). At much the same time as the First Grammarian was
writing, an East Midlands monk of Scandinavian origin, Orm,
composed a lengthy verse work entitled Orrmulum, in which he
employed a writing system of his own devising from which we can glean
a considerable amount of information about his pronunciation (see
Burchfield 1956, Sisam 1953b:188-95 and vol. 11, ch. 2 of this History).
However, Orm’s spelling system, valuable as it is, is not only ambiguous
in its aims and effects, but also relates to a period when the English
language had considerably altered in structure and system. For Old
English itself we have no direct testamentary evidence from any
contemporary or near-contemporary source.

Two questions arise from this. Firstly, how can we go about
reconstructing the linguistic system of Old English? Secondly, how
precisely can we hope to reconstruct that system? The methods of
linguistic reconstruction have been dealt with in chapter 2 of this
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volume, and therefore need be repeated only briefly here. In phonology
they comprise the following components. Firstly, there are, unlike for
the pre-Old English period, written documents. For the vast majority of
their writing, see §3.2 below, the Anglo-Saxons used a form of the
Roman alphabet. At the very least (and the same would apply if they had
used some other alphabet in current use today, for example, but
improbably, the Cyrillic alphabet), we can assume that the spelling
conventions in use during the Old English period would not have been
completely at odds with those in later periods. Thus, given the Old
English word bedd it is reasonable to assume that the first letter
represents some kind of consonant, the second some kind of vowel, the
third some consonant different from the first. On the other hand the
fourth letter causes us problems, since it could well represent a
departure from present-day orthographical conventions. When we then
consider that this word is likely to be the same word as present-day bed,
this takes us one step further forward. It is surely legitimate to assume,
at least for the moment, that the Old English pronunciation of the word
must have been quite close to /bed/ or the like. This example is, of
course, almost misleading in its simplicity. Consider another word,
namely werc, which we can assume is the Old English predecessor of
present-day work. Only <w> seems readily interpretable. What might
the significance of the change of <e> to <o> be? In Received
Pronunciation /r/ is not pronounced before a consonant — was there an
/t/ present in that position in Old English? If so, what kind of an /r/
was it: an approximant as in Received Pronunciation or General
American English, a trill as in stage Scots; retroflex as in West Country
dialects, or uvular as in the Newcastle dialect? Can we claim that <c> is
an equivalent spelling for <k>?

The spelling evidence of the Old English texts, although helpful, is
clearly not enough. We have to look for additional evidence, which
might either add to the spelling evidence or negate it. Already, in fact,
we have mentioned another source of evidence, the present-day dialects.
The evidence of these dialects helps in two ways. Firstly, the dialects
provide us with a range of information much greater than that found in
the standard language. Amongst this may be forms which are direct
descendants of Old English forms now ousted from the standard
language. For example, in the West and North-West Midlands of
England it is still possible to hear forms of the 3rd person feminine
pronoun which begin with /h/ — hoo and the like rather than she. This
serves as confirming evidence about the pronunciation of OE Ao ‘she’.
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Secondly, because one general principle of linguistic reconstruction
(cf. Lass 1980:53-7) is that we should not hypothesise for older stages
of the language forms which do not appear in later stages, the dialects
define limits of reconstruction. One classic case here centres on the so-
called ‘short diphthongs’ in Old English, as, for example, in ea/d ‘old’,
which some linguists would transcribe as /aald/. Other linguists have
objected to such an analysis on the grounds that such diphthongs are not
to be found in any later stage of the language. But even if it is the case
that no present-day dialect has such diphthongs, we may still have to
suppose that Old English did, because of the weight of the spelling
evidence and the difficulty of postulating a plausible series of sound
changes to produce the Middle English forms if the short diphthongs
are assumed, after all, to be simple vowels.

A further crucial type of evidence comes from linguistic plausibility.
If we reconstruct a linguistic system for one stage of the language, then
it must be possible to account for the differences between that system
and some later system by a plausible series of linguistic changes. So, if
we reconstruct the 3rd person neuter pronoun in Old English it as
/hit/, on the grounds of spelling evidence and morphological pat-
allelisms (here, the supposed structure of the other 3rd person personal
pronouns), then it follows that a sound change which causes loss of
initial /h-/ must be postulated. Now such a sound change is indeed
plausible, for it is evidenced not only in English (consider ‘Cockney 4°)
but in a wide range of languages. On the other hand, if we reconstruct
(quite properly, as it turns out) OE geat ¢ gate’ as having initial /j-/, then
it is difficult to link that Old English word up directly with PDE gate,
for we would have to suppose a sound change of the form /j/ > /g/, a
change which otherwise does not occur and is therefore implausible.
The problem here is that PDE gate is probably from Old Norse, not Old
English, the OE form surviving in place- and personal names such as
Yeats.

There are other sources of evidence. As chapter 2 shows, Old English
was closely related to the other contemporary Germanic languages.
Thus, whatever structures we suppose for Old English should not be
drastically out of line with the structures supposed for those languages.
Similarly, although the Anglo-Saxons borrowed relatively few words
from other languages, they did borrow some, especially from Latin. So
when the Anglo-Saxons borrowed the Latin word candéla “candle’ and
spelled it candel, provided that we are reasonably sure about the
pronunciation of Latin we can make reasonable inferences about the
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spelling/pronunciation relationship in Old English. But both these
types of evidence have to be treated with caution. After all, the
reconstruction of the linguistic systems of any older languages has
always to be based upon the same general principles. Therefore there is
no guarantee that we are more secure in our assumptions about the
pronunciation of one rather than another, although see Allen (1978) for
evidence concerning the pronunciation of Latin. Indeed, a comparison
with the other older Germanic languages is particularly difficult, since
the evidence for Old English before the tenth century is more extensive
than for any of these.

Finally, it has to be made clear that none of these types of evidence
can be used to the exclusion of others. In reconstructing an older
language we are, as it were, trying to complete a jigsaw without a
picture, or only a few scattered bits of the picture, to help us, and we
may not even know how many pieces there are. Sometimes one kind of
solution is suggested, sometimes another, and it is our job to reconcile
what can often be contradictory suggestions.

It should be clear from the above that the process of reconstructing
the linguistic system of an older stage of the language is an uncertain
one. The important word to remember here is system. What we cannot
hope to do, indeed should not even think of doing, is to reconstruct
how individual Anglo-Saxons spoke. Our aim, rather, must be to see
how the different elements of the language are distributed and how they
interact with one another, so that, for example, we may wish to claim
thatthesound represented by <t > isdifferent from the sound represented
by <d>, without giving any detailed specification of what these sounds
might be. In phonology this has meant to some linguists that we can do
no more than reconstruct the phonemes or contrastive sounds of the
language. Thus we could claim that <t> represented the phoneme /t/
which contrasted in voicing with the phoneme /d/. This would be
established by the presence of minimal pairs such as ##/an ‘blame’ vs.
délan ‘distribute’. Similarly, other minimal pairs will show that /t/
contrasts with /p/ and /k/.

This, it can be argued, is unduly pessimistic. Certainly, it would seem
foolish to try and determine whether Old English /t/ was a dental or
alveolar stop. The present-day language does indeed show that the two
possibilities (and more) are available, both according to dialect and to
position in the word (see Gimson 1980:164-5), but there is no
systematic evidence one way or the other for Old English. On the other
hand, if there is systematic evidence there seems no reason not to go
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beyond the phoneme. Thus, as we shall see later, there is considerable
evidence from sound change that Old English /1/ had two allophones,
namely ‘clear’ [1] and velarised or ‘dark’ [}] (like many dialects of the
present-day language). Here we can surely go beyond the phoneme to
some kind of phonetic detail, although we must continue to ensure that
our speculation is firmly embedded in a rock of substantial systematic
evidence. Each such case must be treated on its own merits.

In morphology the questions posed by reconstruction are usually of
a rather different kind. Of course problems related to phonology do
occur. Consider PDE foof — feet, where the alternation in vowel between
singular and plural is clearly irregular. This is a relic of a sound change
in the history of Old English called imutation. We can for proto-Old
English reconstruct singular */fo:t/, plural */fo:tiz/. The /i/ in the
second syllable of the plural then caused the vowel of the first syllable
to become a front vowel, eventually emerging as /e:/, so that we find
singular f5¢, plural f&¢, and hence the present-day forms. Thus, whilst at
a very early stage the stem morpheme of the word had the unchanged
form /fo:t/ throughout its paradigm, at a later stage there were two
allomorphs of that morpheme, namely /fo:t/ and /fe:t/. This might
appear to parallel the situation in present-day English. But whereas the
alternation foot ~ feet is simply irregular, it could be that in Old English
the alternation fot — fét was felt by speakers of the language to be a
regular alternation typical of the declension to which f5¢ belonged.

Another kind of problem associated with motphology can be
illustrated as follows. There can be no doubt that OE swimman ‘swim’,
with pret. sg. swamm, and drincan ‘drink’, with pret. sg. dranc, belonged
to the same morphological group or class of verbs, just as today swim
and drink both follow the same pattern in forming their tenses. But in
Old English we have other verbs such as hefpan — healp ‘help’, weorpan
— wearp ‘become’ and berstan — barst ‘burst’, which, although their
pattetns are similar to that of swimman — swamm, nevertheless show clear
differences in the quality of their stem vowel. Should these verbs all be
treated as members of the one class? Traditional grammar books, e.g.
Campbell (1959), do so, because these verbs all belonged to the same
class in pre-Old English times. Diachronically, therefore, this analysis is
correct. Except for one point. A verb such as berstan was not historically
a member of this group but of a different group, and it only transferred
to this group in the Germanic period. What we mean by saying this is
that it adopted the form and structure of this group from a synchronic
point of view, having, as it were, been detached from its historical roots.
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Linguists have decided in this case, and in the case of a few other verbs
like it, that the synchronic analysis is preferable to the diachronic
analysis. Once this small breach in the dyke is made, it is of course
conceivable that other larger breaches could form. Given the actual
forms in Old English, it is possible to claim that the other verbs cited
above did not all belong to the same group synchronically, even if they
do when viewed diachronically. If we were to look forward to later
stages of the language, then the case for treating each of these types of
verbs differently would become stronger and stronger.

Whatever the actual solutions to the two morphological problems
cited above, they make it clear that the principal difficulty in
morphological reconstruction, as opposed to phonological reconstruc-
tion, is to decide which type of analysis should be preferred, rather than
to decide how detailed one particular analysis ought to be. This is not
to claim that phonological and morphological problems are either
completely separate or completely different in kind. That would be
nonsense. There is considerable overlap as well as difference.

32 Orthography

The most common method of writing during the Old English period
was on parchment or vellum and using a form of the Roman alphabet.
In addition, the runic alphabet which the Anglo-Saxons had brought
with them across the North Sea has a linguistic importance far in excess
of its usage, since that alphabet was used for inscriptions and dedicatory
formulae rather than for purposes of communication. Old English
manuscripts have a form and shape far removed from that presented in
the usual modern editions. Present-day conventions of word-division,
paragraphing, etc. are precisely that, and were unknown to the Anglo-
Saxons. Their own conventions, also, differed from scribe to scribe or
from scriptorium to scriptorium, and can look strange to the modern
reader. For details of such conventions see Ker (1957:xxxiii—xxxvi),
Sisam (1953b:186f.), an edition such as Godden (1979) which adheres
to the punctuation of the original, and the Introduction to this volume.
For phonology and morphology, however, these different and differing
conventions are by and large not crucial. Nevertheless it is always worth
recalling that the editions we use today are substantially different from
the manuscripts they report. In particular one should note that the use
of a macron to indicate a long vowel, as in ¢ against ¢, and the common

72



Phonology and morphology

practiceof distinguishing palataland velarexamplesof < ¢> and < g > by
dotting the palatal examples of both, i.e. ¢, 4, is a modern editorial
practice not found in the Anglo-Saxon manuscripts.

321 The Roman alphabet

For the period between the time of the first arrival of the Anglo-Saxons
in Britain and the coming of Augustine in 597, no manuscripts survive.
As we shall see in §3.2.2, this does not imply that before 597 the Anglo-
Saxons were wholly illiterate. Yet it is only during the reign of
Athelberht, the Kentish king of the time, that the first manuscript
writings in the Roman alphabet appeared (even if they now survive only
in much later copies) and this is clear evidence that the usage of the
Roman alphabet in Anglo-Saxon England owed its origins to
Christianity. Further evidence for this is the fact that manuscripts were
first written in a version of the half-uncial script brought to England by
Irish missionaries. This minuscule script, with clear, simple, rounded
letter shapes, can be seen at its best in the Latin text of The Lindisfarne
Gospels of the early eighth century. Very soon, however, this script was
to be developed into what is known as the insular script, a pointed and
cursive version of the half-uncial, and this was to remain the
predominant style of handwriting until the eleventh century when a-
few letter-forms from the continental caroline minuscule began to
appear. The insular form was to disappear by the end of the twelfth
century (see Ker 1957: xxv—xxxii1, Keller 1906).

That the letters of the alphabet and even the very style in which they
were written should be so dependent upon the arrival and spread of
Christianity is far from surprising. Throughout the Anglo-Saxon period
the teaching, and to a considerable extent the practice, of writing was
predominantly a property of the church. It was in monasteries and their
scriptoria that instruction in reading and writing was carried out, and
scribes were normally clerics. Even when the structure of government
became seriously developed, from the time of Alfred onwards, the
scribes in the king’s secretariat were clerics, not laymen. It is a matter of
guesswork how many lay people were literate, but, even if, as we must
assume, the proportion gradually increased with the passage of time and
especially in the second half of the tenth century, that proportion could
never have been more than tiny. Recall here the words of Alfred
himself, talking of the situation when he came to the throne:
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Swe cl&ne hio weas odfeallenu on Angelcynne d=t swide feawa wron
behionan Humbre de hiora d&ninga ciden understondan on Englisc
0dde furdum in @rendgewrit of Lzdene on Englisc areccean; ond ic
wéne dxt[te] n6ht monige begiondan Humbre n&ren. Swa feawa
hiora w&ron dat ic furdum anne anlépne ne mag gedencean be sidan

Temese 33 03 ic td rice féng.
(CP 3.13)

So completely had it [learning] declined in England, that there were
very few on this side of the Humber who could understand their
services or even translate a letter from Latin into English; and I guess
that there were not many beyond the Humber. There were so few of
them that I cannot even think of a single one south of the Thames
when I came to the throne.

Alfred is talking about clerics; amongst laymen the situation would
doubtless have been far worse. Brooks (1984:172) describes a situation
at Canterbury at this time when it would appear that the principal scribe
was a very old man who by then could scarcely read or write. It is
certainly true that the situation at Winchester by the end of the tenth
century was very different, for the Benedictine monastic revival, under
the leadership of men such as Athelwold, had produced a massive
floutishing of literacy, but still that literacy must have been the property
of a privileged few.

The alphabet used by the Anglo-Saxons was much the same as that
used today. Some letter shapes, however, were rather different from
those of later scripts notably the shapes for <e, f, g, r, s> (for details see
Ker 1957). For example, <s> most usually appeared in a long form,
rather like <[> . Confusion is only likely to occur with the shape of the
letter <g >, which in insular script has the shape <3>.1In later periods
of the language the insular <3> and caroline <g> were often
distinguished so that they represented different sounds, but in Old
English only the one symbol, the insular one, which we write here as
<3> only when a contrast with <g> is relevant, was used. The
naming of <3> as ‘yogh’ is best kept for the Middle English petiod
when the contrast between the two shapes first became linguistically
significant.

But there are differences between the Old English and present-day
alphabets. Firstly, the letters <j,v> were not used, the phoneme /j/
usually being represented by <g >, and [v] normally being spelled with
<f>. Nor was the letter <w> used, for instead the Anglo-Saxons
borrowed the runic letter ‘wynn’ (p) (see §3.2.2). Some older editions
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print wynn, but this is not usual today, and here we follow the
unambiguous practice of using < w> instead. Three other letters were
rarely used in Old English manuscripts although they had their normal
usagein Anglo-Saxon Latin manuscripts: <q,x,z>. Theletter <x> was
rare except for the sequence /ks/, as in #x ‘axe’ and <z> was similarly,
but less frequently, used for /ts/, e.g. milze for miltse ‘mercy’. The letter
<q> was mainly restricted to very early texts, where, followed by
<u>, it represented the sequence /kw/ as in present-day English, e.g.
EpG/ quida “womb’ rather than usual cwida. Secondly, the Anglo-Saxons
had, as well as runic wynn, three further letters of their own: <e,p,8>.
Like the other Anglo-Saxon letters, the first two of these had individual
names originating in runic practice (see §3.2.2): <a> was called ‘ash’,
<p> ‘thorn’. <d> is nowadays called ‘eth’ or ‘edh’ and the name
appears to be a nineteenth-century coinage; in the Old English period
its name was ‘d=zt’ (see Robinson, 1973:450-1). Ash was an Anglo-
Saxon adaptation of Latin <ae>, whereas thorn, like wynn, is an
example of borrowing from the runic alphabet. The origin of eth, like
its name, is more obscure, and although it is sometimes said to be a
borrowing from Irish scribal tradition, this is not certain. The usual
Anglo-Saxon alphabet contained, therefore, the following letters: a, z,
b,c,d, e f, g, h,i,k,I,mn,0,p,1,5,t p,38,u, w,y. Inaddition to these
single letters or graphs, there were several digraphs, that is to say,
combinations of two letters to represent a single sound, like the PDE
digraph <th> in thin (for the use of such digraphs see §3.3).
Orthographic usage was reasonably stable during the Old English
period. Nevertheless the above alphabet, which represents the usage of
the late tenth century, underwent modifications of two different kinds
with the passage of time. Firstly, and especially with regard to the
particularly Anglo-Saxon letters, some orthographic usages were
replaced by others. Secondly, sound changes occasionally interfered
with graphic conventions. In this section we shall deal only with the first
type of change (the second type of change is discussed in §3.3).
Anglo-Saxon manuscripts of Latin normally kept to the Latin
spelling conventions and alphabet, and in the earliest vernacular
manuscripts the spelling system remained close to that of Latin texts,
usually of Irish origin. Thus, at first we do not find spellings with
<z&>, <w>, <p> or <d>. As we have said, <=> was a
development of Latin <ae> and before 800 the digraph was freely
found. However, during the eighth century ligatured <#> became
more and more frequent and after 800 it was the standard form. There
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was one exception to this, for in many Kentish texts of the ninth century
and later a ligatured form without the hook of the <a>, ie. <& >,
was often used — this is often transcribed as <¢>. It is not easy to
determine whether this particular graph was intended to equate with
<=> or <e>, because of the particular developments which Kentish
had undergone (see chapter 6). Similarly, in the earliest manuscripts,
and especially in manuscripts written by continental scribes, <w> is
not often found, for instead either <u> or <uu> was written. The
earliest examples of <w>, nevertheless, appear in a late seventh-
century charter Ch 1171, where we find the place-name writolaburna and
triow ‘tree’. After the eatliest period < w> predominated, and it is only
in the north that <u> and <uu> remained as frequent spellings for
the sounds otherwise represented by <w>.

The histories of <p> and <8> are more complex, for there are
three factors to consider: (i) the chronology of their introduction; (ii)
the letters they take over from; (iii) their interaction with one another.
But one basic point is clear: they were in principle interchangeable with
one another, whatever the generality of their usage or the habits of
individual scribes. Thus in Beowulf we can find the following spellings of
the Old English word for ‘since’: syddan (line 6), sydpan (line 132), sypdan
(line 283), syppan (line 604), and the variation must be purely
orthographic, for it is produced by one scribe of one manuscript. The
first certainly dated instances of <> and <p> are at the beginning
of the seventh and eighth centuries respectively, but the Mercian Epinal
Glossary which was most probably written early in the eighth century
(see Pheifer 1974:§88) has many instances of <p> and several of
<d>. The evidence of that and related texts suggests that both letters
must have been used by the last quarter of the seventh century.
Although these graphs represented the same sounds interchangeably,
there were differences in their usage. Up to about the time of Alfred
< 3> was the more frequent choice. Thenceforth <p> was more and
more used, but it was mainly restricted to initial position, with only a
minority of p-spellings in medial position and very few finally.

The symbols which these two graphs replaced are found only in the
very earliest manuscripts, mainly from the north of the country. They
are the digraph <th> or the simple graph <d>. Thus in the Moore
manuscript of Cadmon’s Hymn, wtitten about 737, we find the word
modgidanc ‘thought’ where the Leningrad version, written about ten
years later, has madgithanc, whilst the West Saxon version of the first half
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of the tenth century has mddgepanc. As will be seen in §3.3, all these
graphs represented variously the voiceless and voiced dental fricatives
[9] and [38]. <th> appears to have been borrowed from Irish; the use of
<d> represented an older and more widespread practice which we shall
discuss below. At present we need only note that both these forms were
quickly replaced by the Anglo-Saxon innovations <p> and <3>.
The use of <d> to represent a fricative as well as a stop was paralleled
in early texts by the use of <b>> to represent a voiced labial fricative
and <g> to represent a voiced velar fricative. An example of the use
of <b> isin EpG/ scéabas ‘ sheaves’ against later and more usual scéafas.
This, rather like the use of <d>, was most common in the North and
Midlands. It is probable that the usage, although part of a more general
convention allowing all three letters to represent fricatives, was
reinforced by the character of the earliest Old English phonemic system
(see §3.3.3.1). Like <d>, <b> in this usage disappeared by about
800, except that it is found alongside <f> in several ninth-century
Kentish charters, where it is likely to have been an archaising convention
on the part of the scribes at Canterbury. On the other hand, the use of
<g> to represent a voiced fricative as well as a voiced stop was one
which persisted right through the Old English period. Therefore a
word such as dagas days’, which undoubtedly contained a voiced velar
fricative, was always spelled with <g>, just like singan ‘sing’, where
<g> equally certainly represented a voiced velar stop. As we have
seen, for velars it was only the introduction of the caroline letter-shape
which allowed an orthographic distinction between stop and fricative to
be made, when generally insular <3> was used for the fricative,
caroline <g> for the stop. This post-Conquest innovation was to
persist right through the Middle English period.

After about 800 the Old English alphabet settled down into a pattern
which remained unchanged until the time of the Conquest, when
Norman French influence and the conventions of the caroline script, of
which the Anglo-Saxons were aware from their Latin manuscripts,
started to make their appearance felt. Yet even if the alphabet was fixed,
spellings varied to a much greater extent than they do today, albeit to a
lesser extent than in Middle English. One major reason for this was that
the cultural and educational infrastructure for a standardisation of
spelling simply did not exist for much of the time. We must also
remember that scribes were making individual copies of manuscripts for
a tiny and generally locally restricted audience. This meant that each
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scriptorium at any one time would have its own spelling conventions,
which would differ from the conventions both of other scriptoria and of
the same scriptorium at some other time. In part this would be a matter
of dialect, for at least in the earlier period scribes probably attempted to
represent in a recognisable form the speech of those around them. But
it has also to be remembered that the concept of ‘correct’ spelling is a
modern one. For the Anglo-Saxon scribe it would not necessarily have
been ‘incorrect’ to spell a word one way in one line and another way in
the next.

In the second half of the tenth century much of what has just been
said began no longer to apply. One of the leading figures of the
Benedictine monastic revival, Athelwold, became abbot of Abingdon
around 954 and then, in 963, after Edgar had come to the throne, he
became bishop of Winchester. As Gneuss (1972) has demonstrated,
Athelwold, with the encouragement and help of the king and his fellow
church leaders Dunstan and Oswald, then set upon a vigorous
programme of teaching and instruction and a regularisation of the
language so that we find, for the first time in England, a standard
written language or Schriftsprache. One of Athelwold’s pupils was
Alfric, who became abbot of Eynsham and who is one of the
outstanding figures in Old English literature. If we look at the
manuscripts of his works, we find a highly regular spelling system and
orthography, and there can be no doubt that this was the result of
Zthelwold’s teaching. Athelwold, ZAlfric and most of the other leading
figures in this movement were West Saxons born and bred, and the
Schriftsprache which they established (and which was a matter not only
of spelling but also, for example, of vocabulary) was founded upon the
speech of Winchester and the surrounding areas. Yet in the late Old
English period we can find documents from many other parts
of England written in a form which is recognisably part of the
Schriftsprache.

At the end of the Anglo-Saxon period and in the fifty or so years after
the Conquest when we are still dealing with manuscripts which are
demonstrably Old English, spelling conventions did start to change.
These initial changes were minor, as can be seen from a comparison of
the following two versions of the Lord’s Prayer. The first is taken from
a copy of Alfric’s Catholic Homilies made about 1000, whereas the
second 1s taken from the interlinear gloss to The Salisbury Psalter of
ca 1100 (Sisam & Sisam 1959:§§24, 29). The changes in spelling
convention in the later text are indicated in bold:
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pu ure faeder pe eart on heofonum sy pin nama zehalzod. cume 8in
rice. sy 8in wylla on eordan swa swa on heofonum. syle us tode3 urne
dzzhwamlican hlaf. and for3yf us ure 3yltas swaswa we forzyfad dam
pe wid us azyltad. and ne ld du us on costnunsie. ac alys us fram yfele.
sy hit swa,

(A£CHom 1.19.258)
feeder ure pu de eart on heouenum si gehalgod nama pin. to becume
rice pin. gewyrpe willa pin swa on heouenum and on eorpan. ... urne
deihwamlice syle us todei. and forgif us gyltas ure easwa and we
forgiuan gyltendrum urum. and na us ingeled on costninge. ac alys
us fra yuele. pat si.

(PsCa(K) 13)

As can be seen, there are only two types of change. Firstly caroline <g>
is used instead of insular <3> (in fact the scribe used both in-
discriminately). Secondly, <i> replaced <g> where the sound rep-
resented is /i/ as the second element of a diphthong and <u> replaces
< f> as the representation of [v]. It is doubtful if either of these signal a
change in phonological structure — they are more likely to be the result
of the influence of the caroline script in Latin texts (see Scragg
1974:13-14).

322 The runic alphabet

The runic alphabet is a peculiarly Germanic property. Its ancient origins
are obscure and the source of considerable speculation. Whatever these
origins, 1t was to flourish in later centuries in Scandinavia and Anglo-
Saxon England. The Anglo-Saxon knowledge of runes probably
stemmed from Scandinavia, but the tradition seems to have travelled
south-west through Frisia and thence with the Anglo-Saxon settlements
into England. This judgement, based on the shapes of the runic letters
and the known distribution of runes (see Page 1973:18-21) is reinforced
by what we know and presume about the origins of the Anglo-Saxons
themselves. Runes can be found from every part of the Old English
period, the earliest inscription, at Caistor-by-Norwich, being, remark-
ably, of the fourth or early fifth century, and runes continued to be
written up until the eleventh century. Their geographical distribution is
more limited, as can be seen from Figure 3.1. The earliest runes are to
be found in East Anglia, then comes a group in Kent, but after about
650 almost all the runic inscriptions we have are from north of a line
from Anglesey to the Wash. Northumbria, indeed, seems to have been
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PANPIR<XPHTIPEIAITIMMNIaNR
fuparkgw bnijpirRstbemipdo
1 2345678 910111213141516171819 202122 23 24

Figure 3.2 Futhark from Kylver, Gotland, ca 400 (Page 1973)

12345678 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16:
PNPERRKXP N ¥ K'Y Hh
fuporcgw hn i j 3 ps
17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24: 25 26 27 28 29 30 31
TEMMIERM FEFRMNT AKX
tbemlqmd;anyéakié
Figure 3.3 Old English futhorc (Dickins 1932)

the principal centre of rune-making in the country. The main source of
Anglo-Saxon runes is carvings on stone, although some occur on coins
and in manuscripts we have, for example, the Rane Poem (ed. Dobbie
1942), and the poet Cynewulf signed his name acrostically in runes in
four of his poems: The Fates of the Apostles, Elene, Christ 11 and Juliana.
The best-known and most important of runic inscriptions are the extract
from The Dream of the Rood carved on the Ruthwell Cross in
Dumfriesshire and the beautiful runic carving on the ivory Auzon
Casket. The latter can be dated to ca 700 and the former is of roughly the
same date. ‘

The overwhelming majority of runic inscriptions that remain from
the Old English period (and Page 1973:15 estimates the total number of
extant reliable texts at under thirty, some containing no more than a
single name) are monumental or decorative in purpose, and it is
probable that this was their main usage once the Roman alphabet had
been introduced into this country. But, to judge from the evidence of
Scandinavia and common-sense, it is likely that before then they could
also have been used for everyday purposes of communication (see Page
1973:ch. 8). There is also a strong tradition that runes had a magical
signification (see Elliott 1959, but cf. Page 1973 for a more sceptical
view).

A good example of the Germanic runic alphabet is the Gotlandish
alphabet of ca 400 shown in Figure 3.2, which may be compared with
the Anglo-Saxon runic alphabet in Figure 3.3. The letter shapes are
sometimes similar to those of the Roman alphabet (e.g. the rune for ‘r’
is close to Roman R) and others may be related to the Greek alphabet
— this has been argued for the Germanic o-rune in relation to Greek
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omega. There are, however, others whose origin is obscure but most
likely internal to Germanic, e.g. the rune for ‘g’. Furthermore, the
elaboration of the original alphabet which is to be seen in Old English
is a demonstration that the runic alphabet was well capable of continual
modification and adjustment, that it had an active life of its own
whatever its origin.

The Germanic runic alphabet is called the fupark (or futhark) after
the first six characters. The Old English one is called the fuporc. This
change of name points to the major significance of runes for the student
of Old English phonology. As mentioned in §3.2.1, each Old English
letter had its own name, and this was a practice inherited from the runic
tradition, where it was originally established. A good guide to the
naming practice is to be found in the Rane Poem. Thus, the fourth letter
of the alphabet had, apparently, the Germanic name *ansug ‘god’. And
in the development of the alphabet it was the name which determined
the sound, rather than the sound which determined the name (the initial
sound of the name was identical to the sound represented by the letter).
In the Germanic dialects bordering the North Sea (the so-called
Inguaeonic dialects), *a before a nasal plus fricative became /o:/ due to
rounding, loss of the nasal and compensatory lengthening of the vowel.

Thus *ansug changed to *asug (later *ds). With the change in pro-
nunciation of the name, the rune came to represent the new sound rather
than the old. At least, that is more or less the position. In fact, however,
the common shape of the fourth rune appears to have been R, and this
was preserved as a rune representing /e(:)/, the usual Old English
development of *3. The rune was then altered in shape and the altered
shape turns up as the rune representing /o(:)/. But as can be seen from
Figure 3.2, it is the altered rune which keeps the fourth position in the
alphabet, the original rune now being tacked on at the end, a good
demonstration of the power of the name. The position was more
complex yet, for sometimes Gmc *z remained as /a/ and another rune,
no. 25, had to be formed from the one original shape to cover yet
another pronunciation of the original sound in Old English.

From that one could go on to note that rune 24 has changed its value
from /o(:)/ to /e(:)/, partly because its rune name *6p#/ had changed,
as the result of i~mutation, to é¢pe/ ‘land’ (the Northumbrian form, =
WS épel), but also because of the new symbol for /o(:)/. As we can see,
these changes in the runic alphabet interlock on a considerable scale, and
both the changes themselves and the nature of their interaction with one
another can help us to a better understanding of various sound changes
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in the development of the language. It would, however, be dangerous
to take the changes at their face value. For example, what Page
(1973:152) calls “a skilled use of the various characters available for the
guttural stops’ may, in the light of recent research (see Ball 1988) be
rather less skilled and more accidental than has usually been supposed.
As we shall see in §3.3, the Old English scribal tradition paid rather less
attention to the sound system of the language than linguists would have
liked. There is little reason to suppose that the rune-makers were any
more sensitive in such matters, although the different conventions of
rune-making can certainly cast a different, and therefore revealing, light
on pronunciation.

33 Phonology

Just as the sound system of English has changed drastically between the
time of the Norman Conquest and today, so too it changed drastically
between the time of the first Anglo-Saxon settlements and the Conquest.
Similarly, just as today we find different sound systems in different
dialects, so in Old English there was considerable dialect variation. On
both counts, therefore, it is improper to speak of the phoneme system
of Old English. We should, rather, speak of the phoneme system of one
particular dialect at one particular point in time. In what follows we
have attempted to solve these two problems in different ways. The
discussion of chronological or diachronic variation is facilitated by
cstablishing as a reference point the phoneme system of classical Old
English, that is to say the phoneme system of West Saxon at the time of
£lfric, ca 1000. Having established that point of reference (§3.3.1) we
trace, in §3.3.3, the evolution and development of that system from the
time of the earliest settlements both up to and then beyond that point.
These sections do not merely attempt an historical account of the
evolution of that system, but also attempt an explanation of it.

The consideration of dialect variation is rather different. As has just
been said, the sections below concentrate on the emergence of classical
Old English, i.e. Late West Saxon. If that were all, then there would be
no difficulty. But the concentration on West Saxon creates two further
problems which are of considerable importance both for Old English
and for the further history of the language. Firstly, as we shall see, there
is no direct chronological line of descent between Early West Saxon and
Late West Saxon (hence the use of capitals for ‘Early’ and ‘Late’). The
former might better be described as Alfredian Saxon, since it is best
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characterised by the texts produced in the court of King Alfred. The
latter might better be described as Aithelwoldian Saxon, since it is a
product of the standardisation introduced by Athelwold (see §3.2.1).
This, at least, would avoid the misleadingly chronological impression
given by the traditional terminology (see Hogg 1988). However, with
this caveat in mind the traditional terminology is retained here.
Secondly, it is well known that the core antecedent of what is later to
become Standard English was not West Saxon at all — which is the
antecedent of the dialects of the Thames Valley and the area to its south-
west. The antecedent of Standard English was, rather, a variety of the
Old English Mercian dialect (see in this respect the discussion in vol. II,
ch. 2). Even worse, that variety would be East or South-East Mercian,
for which our knowledge is scanty and uncertain. West Saxon had only
a marginal influence on the later standard (even Kentish had more). It
is unavoidably true that what was to be the standard language of Old
English is far removed from the central developments in the later
Middle English period and beyond. What must have looked so broad
and clear a trail 1000 years ago was soon to fizzle out into an overgrown
and indistinct woodland path.

3.3.1  Phonemic[graphemic correspondences

Let us now consider the phoneme system of classical Old English and
the relationship between that and the orthographic system. In what
follows we deal firstly with stressed vowels and diphthongs, then with
unstressed vowels, and finally with consonants. It must be emphasized
that the system postulated here is one which is still a subject of much
controversy amongst Old English scholars, not merely on points of
detail but also on questions of general principles. Usually these matters
of controversy will not be discussed immediately (although they may be
referred to), but later in §3.3.3.

3.3.1.1 Vowels

Three of the principal parameters for phonological contrasts in Old
English were similar to those today : backness, height and lip-rounding.
But in addition vowel length formed a significant contrast. Let us take
these in turn. For backness there was a two-way contrast, i.e. [front] vs.
[back]. For height there was probably a three-way contrast, so that
vowels were either [high], [mid] or {low]. The situation regarding lip-
rounding was different from that in Received Pronunciation, for in the
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latter only non-low back vowels, e.g. /u,0/, are normally found with
lip-rounding. In Old English, however, lip-rounding could be pho-
nemically significant for all non-low vowels, whether front or back, so
that, for example, there was a high front rounded vowel /y/ (compare
French t« or the Scottish pronunciation of book). The most obvious
difference between Old English and present-day English, however,
concerns the question of vowel length. In the present-day language the
phonological contrast of vowel length seems not to be primary. If we
contrast the pair bead and bid, although it is true that the vowel of the
first is longer than the vowel of the second, this correlates directly with
a shift of quality, so that the second vowel is both lower and more
centralised (see Gimson 1980:96-8, 101-6). In contrast, in Old English,
although there was clearly a quantitative contrast, so that we find riden
‘ride’ pa.part. vs. riden ‘ride’ pr.subj.pl., cf. PDE ridden, ride, there is no
consistent evidence of any corresponding qualitative shift. This does
not mean to say there was none, but if there was, as might be suggested
by later developments, it seems to be one of those phonetic details which
are immune to our techniques of reconstruction.

In classical Old English there were seven long vowels and seven
corresponding short vowels which contrasted along the parameters just
outlined. We can identify them by means of a (schematic) vowel chart.

i) y() ()
e(:) o(3)
z(:)  a()

There is no major difficulty in identifying these phonemes with their
graphic equivalents, although it should be recalled that the Anglo-
Saxons rarely distinguished between long and short vowels. If we move
anti-clockwise round the chart, starting with /i(:)/, the following are
typical spellings of these phonemes: riden ‘ride’ pa.part., riden ‘ride’
pr.subj.pl.; metan ‘measure’, métan ‘meet’; mast ‘mast’, mést ‘most’;
hara ‘hare’, hira ‘hoary’ wk.; god ‘god’, gid ‘good’; dun ‘dun’, din
“hill”; syl(4) “sill’, syl < pillar’.

There is thus a fairly direct correlation between grapheme and
phoneme. Yet despite the excellent parallelisms, it is worth saying a few
words about two troublesome cases, the front and back low vowels.
Although it is true that the normal transcriptions of, say, mast and mast
are, respectively /meest/ and /me:st/, these transcriptions are more
conventional than accurate. In both cases, certainly, we are dealing with
a low front vowel, but we cannot be precise about the phonetic values.
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And this is one case where a quantitative difference may have correlated
with a qualitative difference. The evidence of later stages especially
indicates that the long vowel must have been higher and further front
than the short vowel, for in Middle English /&:/ turns up as /e:/
whereas /z/ turns up as /a/, hence OE s& > ME sea/see (= [se:/ >
PDE sea against OE s&f > ME sat > PDE sar. Although the situation is
obscure (for discussion of the short vowel see Lass 1976:132—4), in part
at least because of the conservatism of the late Old English spelling
system, we can reasonably claim that before the end of the Old English
period the long and short low front vowels had begun to diverge
qualitatively. It may even have been a process extending further back in
time, but that is pure speculation. The other troublesome case is the
short low back vowel /a/. The relevant cases are where this vowel
appears before a nasal, as in mann ‘person’, which, and this is the crux,
could also be spelled monn. This variation in spelling suggests that we
might be dealing with instances of the phoneme /o/ rather than /a/, or
even an extra phoneme /o/. In Late West Saxon, however, a-spellings
predominate, and it is pretty certain that such cases are in fact instances
of /a/. Whether or not the situation might have been different in other
dialects or at other times remains debatable (see Kuhn 1961 and Hogg
1982b for discussion and different views).

3.3.1.2 Diphthongs

Despite these last two points, it is safe to claim that the classical Old
English vowel system is relatively uncontroversial. When we come to
the diphthongs the situation is radically different. Almost every aspect
of the diphthongal system is uncertain and subject to fierce debate and
the most controversial of these are discussed in §3.3.3 in the context of
the development of the language.

The situation is as follows. In classical Old English diphthongs were
always ‘falling’, that is to say, the first element of the diphthong was the
more prominent. There were only two principal diphthongs (other
possibilities are considered further below, see especially the account of
i-mutation in §3.3.3.1 for discussion of the Early West Saxon spelling
<ie>), which were spelled <eo> and <ea>. But, and this is the
major point of controversy, each of these diphthongs contrasted in
length. Thus the four diphthongs can be characterised graphically as
<&o, €o, &a, ea>. Occasionally eo-spellings were substituted for by Jo-
spellings, but such cases are no more than relics of a previous stage
without synchronic relevance. Examples of the usual spellings are cnéowe
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‘know’ pa.subj.sg., cneowe ‘knee’ dat.sg.; néah ‘near’, seah ‘he saw’. If
we assume a diphthongal interpretation of these digraphs, it is
incontestable that the principal difference between the sound repre-
sented by, say, <eo> and that represented by <ea> lies in the
height of the first, more prominent element of the diphthong and that
whatever differences there may have been between the second elements
of the diphthongs were secondary, not primary. The reasons for this are
overwhelmingly a matter of the chronological development of the
language (see further §3.3.3). From a synchronic point of view however,
we can note that, for example, <eo> occurs in positions where we
would expect <e> (representing /e/) and that <ea> occurs where
we would expect <& > (representing /=/). Thus a strong verb of class
III, cf. 3.4.2.1, such as weorpan ‘throw’ has <eo> for expected <e>,
compare berstan ‘burst’, and in the preterite singular it has <ea>, i.e.
wearp, where <@> would be predicted, compare barsz. Since the
second element of the diphthong was less prominent, its behaviour and
status was probably more akin to that of unstressed vowels than that of
stressed vowels. The precise value of these elements is impossible to
ascertain, cf. §3.3.1.3 below. If we are dealing with diphthongs, the
second elements must have been back rather than front, and if they were
like unstressed vowels, then they would have been either mid or low in
height. This variation was dependent upon the height of the more
prominent first element. Thus we can suggest the four phonemic
diphthongs: /e:o, eo, 2:a, a/. One important point to note is that
although this description implies that the major difference between the
two pairs of diphthongs was between the height of the first elements, the
Old English orthographic system showed this contrast only by a
difference in the spelling of the second element of the digraphs, i.e.
<eo> vs. <ea>. One plausible explanation for this is that advocated
by Stockwell & Barritt (1951:16), namely that scribes generally avoided
trigraphs of the type <aea> and hence <za>. Thus the digraph
<ea> was used faute de mieux.

The question of whether or not there were other diphthongs in Old
English apart from the above remains a matter of dispute. The only
possible cases concern front vowels plus /j/, as in we§ ‘way’, wrég
‘accuse’ imp., dag ‘day’, grég ‘grey’. To take the example weg, there can
be no doubt, see §3.3.3, that at one time this was phonologically /wej/.
The point at issue 1s whether during the Old English period the post-
vocalic and word-final /j/ was vocalised to give /wel/. It is clear that
this did not happen if /j/ was not word-final, as in weges, etc., but
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occasional spellings such as wei have suggested to traditional scholars
that vocalisation did take place (see, for example Campbell 1959:§266).
However this position has been attacked on theoretical grounds (see
Stockwell 1962, Colman 1983b). There is no doubt that such diphthongs
did appear after the end of the Old English period, but to posit an earlier
date for their development does seem dubious.

3.3.1.3 Unstressed vowels

The Old English period showed a steady decline in the number and
variety of unstressed vowels, so that by the end of the period it may be
doubted whether there was phonemically more than one unstressed
vowel, namely the reduced schwa vowel /a/. However, in classical Old
English the distinction between front and back unstressed vowels is
generally well maintained, the former normally being written <e> and
the latter <o0> or <a>, thus stdnes ‘stone’ gen.sg. vs. stanas ‘stones’.
Since in the eleventh century even these sounds were confused, so
suggesting /a/, it may be that they were already in the classical period
quite centralised vowels and that the distinction between them was as
much a matter of lip rounding as of tongue position (see §3.3.3.2 and
Bately 1980:xliv). Phonemically, nevertheless, the front and back
vowels can be represented as /e/ and /o/ (to indicate the merger of
earlier /o/ and /a/) respectively. This, of course, has implications for
the transcription of diphthongs. Should they, perhaps, be transcribed
as, say, /eo, o/ or, as many scholars do, /es, ®a/?

One exception to the above concerns the spelling <i> before palatal
or palatalised consonants, as in mibtig ‘strong’, Denis¢ ‘Danish’, dyseli¢
‘foolish’, where it would appear that an earlier contrast between
unstressed /i/ and /e/ had been retained. However, there are other
examples where earlier unstressed /e/ became written with <i>, for
example halig ‘holy’ < haleg < halzg, and this occurred only before
palatal /j/. The conclusion to be drawn from this is that there was an [i]
allophone of unstressed /e/ occurring only before palatal consonants.

A further exception concerns the back high vowel /u/. As indicated
above, the spelling evidence suggests that unstressed /u/ was normally
lowered and centralised. However, word-finally after another /u/, as in
sunu ‘son’, or before /m/, as in the dative plural inflexion -um, and also
in the suffix -a¢, -ung, e.g. munuc ‘monk’, costung ‘ temptation’, the <u>
was normally preserved. The circumstances which combined to thus
protect the high vowel and the phonemic status of unstressed [u] are
equally obscure, see §3.3.3.2 for further discussion.
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3.3.1.4 Consonants .

In many respects the Old English consonant system was not unlike the
system in the present-day language. Thus there were the following
principal classes of consonants: stops, fricatives, sibilants, affricates,
nasals, liquids and approximants. On the other hand, there were several
general features which contrast with those in the present-day language.
For example, the feature of [voice] was contrastive only for stops and
affricates, so that in Old English there were no minimal pairs of the type
ferry —very as found today. Also, even if the principal classes of
consonants were the same as today, there were distributional gaps, so
that, for example, in Old English the velar nasal [n] was not phonemic
as it is today — contrast OE sang = /sang/ and PDE sang = /szn/.

Perhaps the most obvious difference between Old English and
present-day English is the existence in the former of geminate
consonants. In Old English we find a contrast between, say, sete ‘set’
imp.sg. and sete ‘set’ 1sg.pr.ind. This serves to indicate a difference not
unlike that in present-day English between black it (out) and black kit,
transcribed as /blek 1t/ and /blek kit/ respectively. The two Old
English examples can be transcribed as /sete/ and /sette/. One
important question is whether the consonants in sesfe are best described
as geminate or long (the latter implying the transcription /set:e/). In
order to answer this we have to consider the distribution of these
consonants. Now although it is clear that they occur relatively freely
between vowels, as in the example above, it is doubtful whether they can
occur anywhere else. Word-final spellings such as in mann ‘man’ and
bedd ‘bed’, although normal, are found alongside spellings such as man,
bed, and it seems certain that in classical Old English the ‘double’
consonants were restricted to medial positions (see §3.3.3.1). It is
therefore preferable to analyse these consonants as geminate rather than
long. As for which Old English consonants could be geminate, and
which could not, it is probable, despite some partially defective cases,
notably [ff] and [gg], that all the consonants except /[/ and the
approximants /j,w/ could be doubled.

Let us now consider in more detail the consonant phonemes of
classical Old English. We shall discuss these in the following order: (i)
voiceless stops; (i) voiced stops; (i) fricatives; (iv) affricates; (v)
nasals; (vi) liquids; (vii) approximants. In the English of ca 1000 the
voiceless stops were very similar to those of the present-day language.
Thus there was only a three-way distinction in place of articulation:
bilabial — dental(-alveolar) — velar, phonemically /p,t,k/. It is imposs-
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ible to be more precise about the articulation of the dental consonants
(see §3.1), and similarly there is no way of telling whether these stops
would have aspiration in initial position in the syllable, a characteristic
feature of present-day English which distinguishes it from, say, Dutch.
As regards the distribution of these phonemes, /p/ was relatively rare
in Old English, since, except in loan-words, it was derived from the rare
Indo-European sound */b/, but the other two phonemes /t/ and /k/
were found with a frequency and distribution similar to that in present-
day English. In the cases of /p/ and /t/ the relationship to spellings is
straightforward, so that typical instances of these phonemes are: pé/
‘pool’, gripan ‘grip’, scip ‘ship’, hoppian ‘hop’; t30 ‘tooth’, metan
‘measure’, geat ‘ gate’, hatte ‘is called’. For the velar stop /k/, however,
the situation was more complex. As we have noted, both <c> and
<k> were available graphs. In §3.3.4.1 we shall see that a sound
change called palatalisation had affected all the velar consonants, so that
some original velars remained but others had become palatals or
affricates. In this case the change gave a /k/ — /§/ contrast. Old English
scribes normally made no systematic attempt to distinguish these even’
though they became different phonemes. Most particularly, it is
important to note that, for instance, it was not the case that <c> was
used for the affricate, <k > for the stop. Instead, in both cases the usual
graph was <c>, with <k> only used as an occasional spelling. In
order to disambiguate the use of <c>, editors frequently place a
superscript dot over <c> when it represents an affricate, as in, say, éjse
‘cheese’, but other instances of <c> are left undotted. Normal
examples of /k/, therefore, are: ¢yning ‘king’, locian ‘look’, bic ‘book’,
locca “curl’. Occasional spellings with <k> would be of the form
kyning, etc. A minor exception to the above is that <x> was often used
to represent the sequence /ks/, as in fox ‘fox’.

The voiced stops are more problematic than the voiceless ones, from
both the phonological and the orthographical points of view. It is
probably best to start by assuming that the voiced stops paralleled their
voiceless counterparts, thus giving the series /b,d,g/. Let us take /d/
firstly, since its distribution and frequency was exactly parallel to that
of /t/, and hence similar to that in present-day English. Moreover, /d/
was represented by <d>, typical examples being: deg ‘day’, ridan
‘ride’, #id ‘time’, gebedda ‘bedfellow’. Bilabial /b/, on the other hand,
was more restricted, following from the situation in West Germanic. It
occurred freely initially, but medially and finally it occurred only after a
nasal or in gemination (the geminate being simplified finally). Although
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in early Old English (see §3.3.4.1) the phonemic status of the geminate
was complex, there can be no doubt that in classical Old English the
geminate was simply /bb/. In all cases /b/ was represented ortho-
graphically by <b>, and therefore typical examples are: bindan
‘bind’, climban ‘climb’, lamb ‘lamb’, sib(b) ‘relationship’, habban
‘have’.

The voiced velar stop is one of the most controversial and complex
of Old English phonemes. From the phonological point of view, it is to
be derived from Gmc */y/, a voiced velar fricative. Before the time of
the earliest texts that fricative had become a stop after nasals and in
gemination, as in the case of /b/, which is from earlier */B/. Initially
/y/ remained a fricative until a fairly late, but unspecifiable, date. Only
once the caroline and insular forms of < g> became used to distinguish
the velar stop and velar fricative does the orthography tell us that
initially the sound had developed into a stop. Even so, it is probably best
to assume that this had occurred by the time of classical Old English.
Finally the fricative had become devoiced by the time of classical Old
English. In gemination, because of other changes, the velar stop
occurred only in a very small number of forms, often pet or zoological
names, e.g. dogga ‘dog’. All this implies that, whatever the situation
earlier, the voiced velar fricative is only to be found medially in classical
Old English. Thus it is best analysed as an allophone of a velar stop
phoneme /g/, ie. [y]. So we can state that the voiced velar stop
occurred freely in initial position, medially after nasals, in gemination
and singly in the allophonic vatiation [y], and finally after nasals. Not
only is the position phonologically complex, it was also complex
orthographically, for the Old English scribes used the letter <g> to
represent three sounds: (i) the voiced velar stop; (ii) the voiced velar
fricative; (iii) the palatal approximant /j/, (derived from Gmc */y/ by
palatalisation and also directly from Germanic initial */j/). As with
<c>, modern editors frequently dot <g> when it represents a palatal
sound, and we follow this practice here, hence géar ‘ year’. In gemination,
two digraphs were available: <cg> and <gg>, and no distinction
was made between the representation of velar /gg/ and the affricate
/d3/. Again, modern practice is to dot examples representing an
affricate, hence secgan, seggan ‘say’ against docga, dogga ‘dog’. Given the
above difficulties, we can suggest as typical examples of the voiced velar
stop: god ‘ good’, singan ‘sing’, dagas ‘days’ (= [y]), sang ‘he sang’, docga
‘dog’.
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Moving to the fricatives, we come to a major difference between Old
English and present-day English, for, as we have said, there was no
phonemic contrast of voice amongst the Old English fricatives. Thus
we find only labio-dental /f/, dental /8/, velar /x/, the alveolar sibilant
/s/ and the palato-alveolar /[/. That does not mean there were no
voiced fricative sounds in Old English other than [y] mentioned above.
There were, but they were allophones of the above phonemes and
occurred only between voiced sounds, so that, for example, fis¢ ‘fish’
and wulf ‘wolf’ had [f], but wulfas ‘wolves’ (note the present-day
alternation /f/ ~ /v/) and drifan ‘drive’ had [v], all four cases being
representatives of the phoneme /f/. In southern dialects from the tenth
century onwards these fricatives appear to have been voiced in initial
positions also (see Bennett 1955), and although this does not have any
phonemic consequences it is a feature which remains characteristic of
present-day south-western English dialects.

The only complication in a discussion of /f/ concerns its voiced
allophone, for it could derive from two sources, namely Gmc */f/ and
Gmc */B/. In earliest Old English the former should have been [v}], the
latter [], but by the classical period the two sounds must have merged.
Given our comments above about geminate /ff/, we can therefore
assume a fairly straightforward distribution of /f/, which was regularly
represented by <f> as in fis¢ ‘fish’, drifan ‘drive’, walf ‘wolf’, pyffan
‘breathe out’. The dental fricative /0/ poses no phonological problems,
and the only point of interest orthographically is the interchange
between <p> and <8> discussed in §3.2.1. Typical examples of this
fricative are: ping ‘thing, badian ‘bathe’, bad ‘bath’, syddan ‘since’. The
velar fricative had a slightly more complex distribution. At first sight it
would appear that it was found only in medial position if geminate and
in final position, earlier instances of single medial /x/ having been lost
and in final position /x/ being the result of both earlier */x/ and earlier
*/y/. This fricative was regularly spelled <h>,asin hliehban ‘laugh’ seah
‘he saw’. It is certain, however, that, as with the other velars, there had
developed a palatal as well as a velar sound. But, in contrast to the
others, there was no phonemic split here, so that we only have two
allophones, namely [¢] and [x], whose distribution and pronunciation
must have been similar to the ‘ich’ and ‘ach’ sounds in Modern
German. We can further distinguish a third allophone of /x/, for
initially <h> represented the glottal fricative [h], as in hend ‘hand’, and
this is best treated phonemically as /x/.
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Next come the sibilants /s/ and /[/. The former paralleled the
voiceless fricatives (thus becoming voiced [z] medially) and is rep-
resented by <s>, examples being sittan ‘sit’, risan ‘rise’, his ‘house’,
¢yssan “‘kiss’. On the other hand /[/ had developed from earlier */sk/,
once again by palatalisation, and because of this it had a slightly
defective distribution, occurring freely in initial and medial positions,
but finally only after a front vowel and never as a geminate. The usual
spelling, namely <sc>, was used both for /[/ and the sequence /sk/
without distinction, but we follow the normal practice of dotting the
<c> in cases where /[/ is represented. Thus we find examples such as:
s¢ip ‘ship’, fisces ‘fish’ gen.sg., dis¢ ‘dish’, contrasting with ascad ‘he
asks’, tusc ‘tusk’. Note that in this case not only are there no geminate
examples but also there are no instances of the voiced allophone [3]: in
fisées the medial consonant was simply [[].

There were two affricate phonemes, one voiceless, one voiced, and
these were the result of palatalisation of earlier /k(k)/ and [g(g)]. As in
present-day English, these affricates were the combination of a dental
stop and palatal sibilant, hence /tf / and /d&3/. We have already noted that
the former was spelled <c>, the latter <g>. When they occur as
geminates, as the result of development from geminate velar stops, the
stop was lengthened to give /ttf, /dds/, the former being spelled <cc>,
the latter as <cg> or <gg>. The voiceless affricate occurred freely,
as in éild “child’, rite ‘kingdom’, di¢ ‘ditch’, strecian ‘stretch’. But the
voiced affricate could occur only where [g(g)] had originally occurred,
i.e. medially and finally after nasals and in gemination. Hence we only
find the following types: sengan ‘singe’, eig ‘edge’, seigan ‘say’.

We have already noted that there was no velar nasal phoneme /n/ in
Old English. This was because [n] only occurred when followed by a
velar consonant, as in sang ‘he sang’, and therefore it can be analysed
as a velar allophone of /n/, i.e. /sang/, with only a two-way phonemic
contrast between labial /m/ and dental /n/; this remains a feature of
many West Midlands and North-West PDE dialects. The major patterns
of distribution and spelling are straightforward, and so we find typical
examples such as: meltan ‘melt’, niman ‘take’, beam ‘tree’, fremme ‘1
perform’; nama ‘name’, mona ‘moon’, stan ‘stone’. The dental nasal no
doubt not only assimilated to a following velar consonant to give the
velar allophone [n], but also to a following palatal, as in bené ‘bench’,
giving the palatal allophone [p}]. See the discussion below of the spelling
sequence <hn> as in hnutu ‘nut’.
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There were two liquids in Old English, namely /1/ and /t/, spelled
<1> and <r> respectively. It is probable that /1/ had two allophones,
a ‘clear’ [l] and a dark [1], as in many present-day dialects, the latter
occurring between back vowels and before consonants, see §3.3.3.1 for
discussion. Otherwise its distribution presents few problems, typical
examples being: lamb ‘lamb’, talu ‘tale’, sma/ ‘narrow’, tellan ‘tell’. The
phonetic value of /r/ is much more uncertain, opinions having ranged
from an alveolar trill to a retroflex to a uvular fricative (see Lass 1983 for
an up-to-date survey). Its distribution is, however, straightforward:
ridan ‘ ride’, beran ‘bear’, fjr ‘fire’, steorra ‘ star’. For both liquids we find
spellings with preceding <h>,ie. <hl>, <hr>, compare <hn>
and see the discussion of <hw > below.

There were two approximants, one palatal, the other labial-velar, i.e.
/i/ and /w/. Both these sounds were the reflexes of equivalent
Germanic sounds, but /j/ could also arise by palatalisation of *[y], see
above, and this would have produced a voiced palatal fricative. In fact
it seems fruitless to attempt to determine whether /j/ was pronounced
with friction, (see Hogg 1979b). The distribution of /j/ is difficult. It
must have occurred initially and medially before vowels, where, as
elsewhere, it was represented by <g> (see above), thus: géar ‘year’,
hergas ‘armies’. It probably also occurred finally after a liquid, as in fyrg
‘cities’. The real problem is whether or not it occurred after vowels, as
in weg ‘way’, see §3.3.1.2. On the other hand the distribution of /w/ is
clearly restricted to initial position and medially before vowels. It was in
classical Old English represented by <w>, e.g. wind ‘wind’, snawas
‘snows’.

The final point to which we must turn is the question of <hw>
spellings, paralleling the <hn, hl, hr> spellings mentioned above.
These spellings only occurred initially, typical examples being: hnutu
‘nut’, blaf ‘loaf’, hréed ‘reed’, hwat ‘what’. In present-day English
these words usually show initial /n, I, r, w/ respectively, except that in
the last case some dialects, especially Scots and Irish, show /m/ or
/hw/, giving minimal pairs such as whether (/m/) and weather (/w /). The
evidence especially of later periods, e.g. the development of whe < OE
hwa, Middle English spellings such as <quh>, suggest that we are
dealing with a sequence of sounds here, consisting of [h] followed by the
appropriate nasal, liquid or approximant (which may have been
phonetically voiceless). This gives the four phoneme sequences /xn, xl,
xr, Xw /.
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The above discussion allows us to present the following phoneme
table for the consonants of classical Old English (excluding geminates):

The consonant phonemes of classical Old English

Labial Dental Palatal Velar

Voiceless stops /p/ 1t/ - /k/
Voiced stops /b/ /d/ - /8/
Fricatives /t/ /9/ — /x/
Sibilants - /s/ 5/ -
Affricates - /i) — -
Nasals /m/ /n/ - -
Liquids, approximants — /hr/ /i/ /!

332 Suprasegmental phonology

From what we can tell about the syllable structure and the stress patterns
of Old English, it seems unlikely that they changed much during the
period, even although the stress patterns of Old English were often
unlike those of present-day English and the structure of syllables
differed in several details from that found today. There are, of course
suprasegmental phenomena other than syllable structure and stress,
for example, intonation. Phenomena such as this are not discussed
below, since it seems impossible to reconstruct any useful systematic
information about them. In the absence of information to the contrary
we might suggest that the situation would not have been radically
different from that pertaining today, but perhaps even to say that would
be misleadingly rash.

3.3.2.1 Syllable structure

Most linguists today accept the syllable as a linguistic unit containing
two or three components, namely onset and rhyme, the latter being
divisible into nucleus and coda. The onset consists of the consonantal
segments preceding the vowel or (in unstressed syllables) liquid or nasal
which forms the sonority peak of a syllable. The nucleus consists of the
vowel (etc.) which forms the sonority peak and any associated vocalic
element. The coda contains the remaining consonantal elements in the
syllable. Thus in present-day English grind = /graind/ would have as
its onset /gr/, as its nucleus /ai/ and as its coda /nd/. These same
principles apply in Old English. The length or ‘weight’ of a syllable is
determined by considering the structure of the rhyme (i.e. nucleus
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+ coda), where length is specified in terms of a unit called the mora.
A short vowel (= V) contains one mora, as does a short consonant (=
C), whilst a long vowel (= VV) contains two morae, as does a long or
geminate consonant (= CC). A major problem in Old English concetns
the diphthongs, where (cf. §3.3.1.2) there is a length contrast between
short and long diphthongs. In present-day English, where there is no
such contrast, diphthongs pattern with long vowels and are therefore
always bimoric. But in Old English short diphthongs patterned with
short vowels and long diphthongs patterned with long vowels. Hence
short diphthongs, even although they have phonemically two different
segments, must be analysed as monomoric, i.e. V. Long diphthongs
were bimoric, like the present-day diphthongs.

In Old English stressed monosyllables there were always at least two
morae. Thus the minimal length for an Old English stressed syllable is
either -VV or -VC, as in hwa ‘who’, séip ‘ship’. This means that
monosyllabic words with a thyme structure -V, e.g. se ‘this’, were either
unstressed or, if stressed, subject to vowel lengthening, e.g. s&. An
unstressed syllable need only contain one mora. The maximum length
of a syllable in Old English was probably similar to that in present-day
English, that is to say, there could be no more than four morae in the
rhyme, and in these cases the final consonant had to be a dental. Thus we
find examples such as fyrsz ‘first” with -VCCC and béo/d ‘he held’ with
-VVCC. Very rarely there were extra-long syllables of the type -VVCCC
as in ¢hst thou persecutest’, but these examples necessarily involve an
inflexion where the vowel of the inflexion has been lost. In unstressed
syllables it is possible to find examples possibly containing a syllabic
nasal or liquid, e.g. bosm ‘bosom’, hrafn ‘raven’, spatl ‘saliva’, n#dl
‘needle’. But these forms are often also spelled with an epenthetic
vowel, e.g. hamor ‘hammer’, 2ppel ‘apple’. Exactly how this variation
should be analysed is difficult to determine.

Probably, as in present-day English, consonants in polysyllabic
words were assigned to the following syllable wherever this was
consistent with the constraints on possible syllable structures outlined
above. Thus, for example, stanas ‘stones’ would have had the basic
syllable division of [staa][nas] (where [aa] represents a long (bimoric)
vowel, rather than [staan][as], and wordum ‘word’ dat.sg. would have
had the division [wor][dum], not [word][um] or [wo][tdum)] the latter
being excluded both because syllables could not begin /td-/ and
because short stressed syllables had to be closed by a consonant. In the
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case of geminate consonants, it is presumably best to analyse them with
one mora in the first syllable and one in the second, so that, say, fremman
‘perform’ would have the structure [frem][man]. It is likely, not-
withstanding the above, that the initial consonants of onsets would
become ambisyllabic, that is to say, members of the preceding as well as
the following syllable, provided that the preceding syllable was stressed.
Thus, a more accurate representation of stdnas would be [staa[n]as], with
/n/ ambisyllabic, and of wordum [wot[d]um], with /d/ ambisyllabic.
Some evidence for this comes from back formations such as rzfnan
‘perform’ < arzfnan ‘perform’, where in fact the original verb was
derived from *or + af3njan.

The other major issue concerning syllable structure is the matter of
collocational restrictions. These are primarily a matter of which
consonant clusters can occur initially in onsets and finally in codas. For
onsets many of the facts which hold for present-day English hold
equally for Old English, and the only points which need be noted are
cases where Old English allowed a wider range of onset clusters than
allowed today. The most important set to note contains a stop + nasal,
although even in Old English this was restricted to velar stop + nasal.
Thus we find examples such as ¢enibt ‘boy’ (> PDE &night) with /kn-/
and grnet ‘gnat’ with /gn-/. Perhaps we could also include the
combination /fn-/ found in a few words such as fu@san ‘sneeze’,
although that may have been a phonaesthetic cluster, see Hogg (1984).
Quite similar to the above are cases of initial /w/+ liquid, i.e. /wl-,
wr-/, found in words such as wlispian ‘lisp’ and writan ‘write’. In all
the cases discussed so far, these clusters persisted well beyond the Old
English period, but we can assume that their disappearance in late
Middle English or early Modern English brought about, or was
brought about by, a reorganisation of possible syllable structures. On
the other hand, a further group of clusters no longer found in English,
namely /x/+liquid, /n/ or /w/ (see §3.3.1.4), seem to have been lost
putely as the result of the loss of /x/, and their loss can scarcely be seen
as a reorganisation of collocational restrictions.

In codas the permissible range of final consonant clusters was very
similar to that of initial consonant clusters. Again, there are strong
similarities to the present-day language, but it is noticeable that whereas
today nasal+stop clusters are found only where the stop is either
voiceless, e.g. clamp, drink or a dental, e.g. ground, in Old English the full
range of such clusters could be found, e.g. clamb ‘he climbed’ with final
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/-mb/ and sang ‘he sang’ with final /-ng/. Also, it was probably
possible to find final sequences of liquid plus velar (or palatal) fricative,
as is suggested by spellings such as byrg “cities’, see the discussion of
epenthesis above. The above types would seem to constitute the
principal structural differences in syllables between Old English and the
present-day, but it has to be remembered that other differences would
arise because of the different phonemic inventories of the two stages of
the language. Thus in ¢nibt ‘boy’, as we have seen, the initial cluster
/kn-/ signals a change in possible syllable structure types, but the
final cluster /-xt/ only points to the later loss of the phoneme /x/.

3.3.2.2  Stress

Old English, like present-day English, seems to have been a stress-
based language. The evidence that we have for stress patterns derives
essentially from four sources: (i) certain sound changes, especially
involving diphthongisation, seem to have been restricted to stressed
syllables, for Old English did not permit diphthongs (or long vowels)
to occur in unstressed syllables, see point (ii) immediately following ; (ii)
weakly-stressed elements had a tendency to reduce or be lost altogether ;
(iii) metrical practice was usually based on a two-stressed half-line where
stressed syllables might alliterate; (iv) the assumption, where the
evidence permits, of an unchanging stress system throughout the
history of the language. None of these sources is wholly satisfactory.
For example, however close the rthythms of Old English poetry may
have been to normal speech, they could hardly have been identical.
Furthermore, the stress system of English has changed over the
centuries. What we have to say about the stress system of Old English
must therefore be seen as even more hypothetical than our remarks
about other aspects of Old English phonology. This is especially so for
sentence accent, where, in any case, factors such as rhetorical emphasis
could quite easily distort ‘normal’ stress patterns. Virtually no work
has been carried out recently on sentence accent in Old English, and
what we know about the topic is largely confined to the question of
which word classes could carry primary stress. Here it is probable that
only nouns, adjectives, adverbs and verbs could carty primary stress,
with the first two always carrying primary stress, the last two often
showing only secondary stress. But the investigation of phrasal and
sentence stress patterns has not yet progressed beyond this simple
stage.
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We know rather more about word stress. We can suggest that the
following morphemes were capable of bearing primary stress in Old
English: (i) the root morphemes of all nouns, adjectives, adverbs and
verbs; (ii) prefixes of nouns and adjectives; (iii) derivational suffixes
which were historically free morphemes; (iv) second elements of
compounds including proper names. The principles by which one
syllable was assigned stress rather than another and for determining the
relative strengths of stressed syllables in words with more than one
stressed syllable were different in Old English from those in present-
day English, and indeed generally simpler. For only one basic principle
was at work. This was that Old English words were ‘left-strong’, that
is to say, in words with only one stress it was the left-most syllable which
was stressed and in words with more than one stress it was the left-most
stress which was the strongest. Thus, if we take monomorphemic words
such as yfe/ ‘evil’ and fi#sels ‘tub’, they were stressed as jfel, fatels,
regardless of the syllable structure. It follows from the above that if only
one of the morphemes of a polymorphemic word carried stress, then the
stress pattern remained unaltered. This is most obviously the case when
an inflectional syllable is added. Hence we find frémp “he does’, frémme
‘Ido’, frémedon ‘ they did’. It is probable that in sequences of unstressed
syllables, for example frémedon, that there would be some kind of
rhythmic alternation so that every other unstressed syllable received an
element of rhythmic protection, but yet again this is a matter which has
not been extensively explored. If a word contained two or more
stressable syllables, for example a prefixed noun such as angin
‘beginning’, then the first stress would be the strongest (i.e. primary-
stressed) and the remaining stressed syllables would be secondary-
stressed, hence dngin. Typical examples involving a derivational suffix
are godcind ‘sacred’ and éorlscipe ‘courage’. But often the diachronic
status of these suffixes as free morphemes became obscured with the
passage of time and thus we find examples such as hlaford ‘lord’ against
older hlafwearde. Compounds would have had the same pattern as words
with a derivational suffix derived from a free morpheme, so that we find
stéferft ‘ grammar’, gipgelac ‘battle’, etc.

One important consequence of the above system is that the stress
pattern of prefixed nouns and adjectives was different from that of
prefixed verbs, since, as we mentioned above, it was only the prefixes of
nouns and adjectives which could be stressed. Thus we find numerous
contrasting pairs such as dngin ‘beginning’ and anginnan ‘begin’, &lzte
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‘divorced woman’ and a/#an ‘let go’. Not unexpectedly, when nouns
and verbs were closely related this could give rise to confusion so that,
for example, nouns such as forgifness ‘forgiveness’, to be derived from
a verb, apparently showed a verbal rather than nominal stress pattern.
One prefix which systematically violated the above patterns is ge-, which
was never stressed, and therefore a word such as gesééaft ‘creation’,
always had stress on the first syllable of its root morpheme, despite
being a noun.

333  The Old English sound changes

In attempting to determine and explain the changes in the Old English
sound system from about the time of the earliest invasions up to classical
Old English and beyond, it must always be borne in mind that where
changes took place before the time of our earliest texts we are engaged
in a process of hypothetical reconstruction, and this means that we can
do no more than establish, at best, a helpful relative chronology. That
is to say, we can only say that some sound change occurred before
another, or later than another, or at much the same time as another. We
cannot say that some sound change, if prehistoric (before the time of our
earliest texts), took place at some defined point in time, e.g. the fifth
century. Even when we come to changes which only make their
appearance felt at the time of our recorded texts, the absolute
chronology may still be somewhat uncertain, since it is not always the
case that date of first appearance can be safely equated with date of first
occurrence.

In §3.3.3.1 below we discuss the sound changes occurring in stressed
syllables in their presumed chronological order, and then in §3.3.3.2 we
discuss the sound changes in unstressed syllables. Each syllable type had
its own sound changes, even if the two could sometimes overlap.

3.3.3.1 Sound changes in stressed syllables
At the time of the invasions we can assume (see chapter 2) the following
stressed vowel and consonant systems:

Stressed vowels and diphthongs of proto-Old English
i(z) iu u(:)
e(:) eu o(z)
ai au
t: a
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Consonants of proto-Old English

Labial Dental Palatal Velar

Voiceless stops /p/ It/ — /k/
Voiced stops /b/ /d/ — —
Voiceless fricatives /t/ /6/ — /x/
Voiced fricatives — — — /v/
Sibilants — /s/ — —
Nasals /m/ /n/ — —
Liquids, approximants — /le/ li/ /w/

The following points should be noted. Firstly, amongst the low vowels
the only long vowel was /=:/ and this occurred only in the antecedent
form of West Saxon, for in other dialects it had already become /e:/ at
a very early stage. Also, there was only one short low vowel, which may
be best analysed as central, since it had no front or back contrasts at this
stage. All the consonants except the approximants could occur as
geminates. Further, at this stage the voiced fricative */y/ had not yet
become a stop in initial position, and hence the language lacked a voiced
velar stop phoneme but had instead a voiced velar fricative phoneme.
Another voiced fricative did occur, bilabial [B], but at this time, in
contrast to later periods, it was an allophone of the corresponding
voiced stop rather than the voiceless fricative. One problem is the status
of the voiced fricative [v] derived from */f/ by Verner’s Law (see
chapter 2). This is discussed in detail below.

The first stage in the evolution of the Old English sound system
involved a complex series of relations between the low vowels and the
diphthongs. Taking the latter firstly, the /ai/ diphthong became a long
low back vowel /a:/. For the other diphthongs the first change to note
is that /au/ became /=u/. The consequence of this was that Old
English now had three diphthongs all consisting of a front vowel plus
the back vowel /u/, a radical change in system. During the Old English
period these diphthongs were affected by two further factors: (i) the
second element, being less prominent than the first, acted rather like an
unstressed vowel, so that eventually the /u/ should have become /o/;
(ii) this change was modified by the fact that the second element adjusted
its vowel height to the height of the first vowel, so that we find /iu, eo,
za/. Further, at about the time of the earliest texts in West Saxon the
diphthongs /iu/ and /eo/ merged together as /eo/. These changes
mean that where Germanic had the series : *biun, *deur, *daup, *stain, Old
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English eventually developed béon ‘be’, déor ‘animal’, déap (= [e:a/)
‘death’, stan ‘stone’.

It can be seen that a further result of these changes is that Old English
very early gained a contrast between front and back long low vowels,
because of the monophthongisation of /ai/. This was paralleled by a
change affecting the low short vowel /a/. This vowel normally fronted
to /&/ by the sound change of Anglo-Frisian Brightening (or First
Fronting). Thus we find in OE dzg ‘day’ against, say, G Tag. If the
change had occurred in all circumstances, it would, of course, have been
purely phonetic and without phonemic consequences. But it is known
that the change did not occur in at least one circumstance. When */a/
was followed by a nasal, as in *man ‘ person’, the */a/ was nasalised, and
this seems to have been enough to prevent fronting. Indeed, during the
Old English period, nasalised */a/ was certainly a back vowel, i.e. [d],
and seems to have been subject to some degree of rounding, at least to
[B]. Furthermore, as we shall see, later sound changes created new
examples of a low short back vowel, and it is probable that these new
examples, together with the examples before a nasal, were members of
a phoneme /a/. These developments all signal a feature of Old English
not found in the immediately preceding, or, for that matter, following,
stages, which is that both long and short low vowels showed a
phonemic contrast between front and back. This type of contrast is one
that has been unstable throughout the history of English (compare the
present-day dialectal variation in the pronunciation of words such as
bath). It is not surprising, therefore, that the contrast was new in Old
English and was not to last, and that even in Old English it was a
relatively marginal phenomenon (see Colman 1983a). From the above it
follows that the vowel system of Old English in the early fifth century,
must have already become:

i) iu u(:)
e(:t) eu o(z)
=(:) =u a()

Another radical shift in the Old English vowel system then took
place, the result of a sound change called breaking. By this, the front
vowels, both short and long, appear to have been diphthongised
whenever followed by either / or 7 plus a consonant or 4. In spelling
terms the change could be outlined as *7 > io, *¢ > éo, *# > #a before
/+C, r+C, h. Typical examples of this change are: *betwih > betwioh
‘between’, *tibbian > tiohhian ‘consider’, aWS néhwest > *néohwest
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(> néowest) ‘nearest’, *fehtan > feohtan ‘fight’, *n&h > néah ‘near’, *szh
> seah ‘he saw’. Though this much is clear, the phonological
interpretation of breaking is a central area of controversy for Old
English studies. There are two phonological issues to be discussed: (i)
the phonological environment in which the change takes place; (ii) the
nature of the change itself. We deal with these in turn.

It is certain that 4 represented /x/, the voiceless velar fricative. We
can also tell that r only caused breaking when it was followed by another
consonant, so that we find eorpe ‘earth’ < *erpe, cf. here ‘army’. The
situation with /is similar, thus we find ea/d ‘old’ < *@/d, cf. fela ‘many’.
Why should this be? A clue to the answer comes from comparing forms
such as nearwe ‘narrow’ nom.pl. and nerian ‘save’. The first comes from
earlier *n@rwe and undergoes breaking, but the latter, which comes
from *narjan by i-mutation (of *2 > ¢), does not show breaking. What
this suggests is that the r or / which caused breaking must have been
velarised or acquired some equivalent back articulation and that this
happened when the liquid was followed by another consonant. In the
case of nearwe this is straightforward. In the case of merian we can suppose
that breaking was inhibited precisely because of the palatal nature of the
following consonant (as the table of proto-Old English consonants on
p- 101 shows, /j/ was the only palatal consonant at the time). Similar
support comes from the forms sealde ‘he gave’ < *sazlde and sellan ‘ give’
< *salljan, the latter having /-mutation but not breaking. Here again, to
cut a long story short, in the latter case palatal /j/ appears to have
inhibited breaking, perhaps by palatalising the /1i/ cluster, whereas in
the former case we have velarised [1]. We can therefore claim that front
vowels were broken when followed by a velar fricative or a velarised
liquid. '

The above points also help us to see what breaking entailed. The
process is remarkably similar to a process in Received Pronunciation
which Wells (1982:258-9) calls ‘L Vocalisation’. In this process /l/ is
velarised (> [1]) in roughly the environments we stated for Old English
and then may become vowel-like, so that milk, for instance, is
pronounced [migk] rather than [milk]. Furthermore, in Received
Pronunciation long vowels are diphthongised before /r/ (Wells
1982:213 calls the historical process ¢ Pre-R Breaking’), so that we find
forms such as [bia] rather than [bi:r] for beer. Wells says of this process
(1982:214): “This is a very natural kind of phonetic development. To
pass from a “tense” close or half-close vowel to the post-alveolar or
retroflex posture associated with /r/ requires considerable movement
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of the tongue. If this is somewhat slowed, an epenthetic glide readily
develops...’

The explanation of breaking, therefore, which fits best with both the
spelling evidence and the range of phonetic possibilities is that it
involved the introduction of an epenthetic glide between a front vowel
and a following velar or velarised consonant. If we take an example such
as *n&h > néah, there is no reason to doubt that the end-product of
breaking was identical to the original Germanic diphthong in héah
‘high’. This prompts us to suppose that the epenthetic glide introduced
by breaking behaved in exactly the same way as the second elements of
Germanic diphthongs in Old English discussed above. It might be
asked why we have made such a fuss about 2 sound change which, in
terms of the whole history of the language, is of only minor consequence
(for the effects of breaking are largely eliminated at the end of the
period). The reason is as follows. Let us accept that breaking of long
front vowels resulted in diphthongs which were phonologically
identical to the diphthongs developed from Germanic. If we also accept
that the breaking of short front vowels was phonetically parallel, so that
*s@h > seah involved epenthesis of a back glide just as in héab then, given
that length contrasts were maintained, breaking will have introduced
the contrast between long and short diphthongs referred to in §§3.1 and
3.3.1.2, see also §3.3.2.1. Many linguists have argued that such a
contrast is typologically improbable and that the short diphthongs (at
least) should be analysed as centralised monophthongal allophones of
the front vowels. In recent times this point of view has been most
forcelly argued by Daunt (1939), Stockwell & Barritt (1951) (and later
papers) and Hockett (1959). Traditional grammarians have largely been
unpersuaded by this view and maintained that a length contrast did
exist between Old English diphthongs (see, for example, Campbell
1959:§§248-50). From the discussion above it should be clear that the
interpretation of breaking as an epenthesis is not only plausible but also
has significant analogies with developments in the recent history of the
language. The only criticism which carries any weight, therefore, must
be one relating to the alleged improbability of a length contrast between
diphthongs. Even if we were to assume that such an argument could be
convincing, it has to be recognised that the present-day language does
show such contrasts, albeit in a modified form. For example, in Scots
there is a contrast between #ed = [ta:ed] and #de = [tAid], and it may
well be best to treat the two diphthongs as separate phonemes (see Wells
1982:405-6). Therefore it is reasonable to conclude that breaking had
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in Old English at least one significant phonological effect, namely the
introduction of a phonological contrast of length in diphthongs.

At this point it is worth introducing a footnote about transcriptions.
In this chapter we have indicated long diphthongs by a macron in
orthography, e.g. é, and a length marker in phonemic transcription,
e.g. /e:o/, whereas short diphthongs have been left unmarked. But this
is somewhat misleading, both historically and phonologically. His-
torically it is the short diphthongs which are odd, for they occur
regularly only in Old English and not in earlier or later stages of the
language. Phonologically our transcriptions suggest that the long
diphthongs contained three morae (see §3.3.2.1), and the short
diphthongs contained two morae, that is to say, /e:o/ = [eeo/, etc.
But the long diphthongs behaved like long vowels and the short
diphthongs behaved like short vowels, and therefore the former must
have been bimoric, the latter monomoric. Transcriptions which would
demonstrate this would be of the type ¢o, /eo/ for the long diphthongs,
éo, /€0/ for the short diphthongs. Indeed, this method of transcription
is used in vol. II, chapter 2 for the Old English diphthongs. However,
it is not used here, for the purely pragmatic reason that the traditional
transcriptions are so widely used and known that this type of
amendment might create more confusion than clarity.

For the period of Old English being discussed at present one further
sound change, known as Restoration of 2, must be noted. This is best
seen as a final adjustment to the low vowel system in the light of the
modifications just discussed. We saw above that the earliest dev-
clopments of Gmc *a resulted in a phoneme contrast /z(:)/~/a(:)/. But
by the sound change we are now concerned with /2/, and to a lesser
extent /:/, were retracted to /a, a:/ when a back vowel was present
in the following syllable. This sound change had widespread mor-
phological consequences, for example nouns such as fef ‘vessel’ would
have the plural form fatu. The effect of the change would be to
harmonise low vowels to a following vowel, so that any low vowel
followed by a back vowel would be back itself, and all other low vowels
(except nasalised ones) would be front. This would imply that the vowel
system had reverted to an eatlier stage, with, ignoring length, only one
low vowel phoneme, namely /a(:)/, with front and back allophones, the
phonemic contrast having been lost. However, largely because of later
morphologically motivated changes, affecting alternations of the type
fa&t ~ fatu, we do find in Old English minimal pairs such as fere
‘journey’ dat.sg.masc. vs. fare ‘journey’ dat.sg.fem. It has to be said that
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the case for therefore assuming a phonemic contrast between /a2/ and
/a/ is not unassailable, cf. Colman (1983a), although the contrast
between /z:/ and /a:/, where the sound change was in any case rather
sporadic, was much secure. It seems likely that once again the Old
English sound system developed features which were to be charac-
teristic of the whole history of the language and that here we have an
early demonstration of the enduring instability of the contrast between
front and back low vowels.

So far we have been concerned only with sound changes affecting
vowels and diphthongs, but we must now look at a number of sound
changes which affected consonants. We shall be dealing with three
different changes here: (i) palatalisation; (i) voicing; (iii) metathesis.
The first two types are important for the structure of both Old English
and later periods, whilst the latter, although without any great structural
implications, reflects a phenomenon which is persistent throughout
the history of the language and in the present-day language as
well.

Consider the pronunciation of PDE kee/ and coo/. Although both have
initial /k/, there is a difference between the two instances of the
phoneme, for in the first the /k/ tends to assimilate to the following
front vowel, and therefore be slightly fronted, whereas in the second the
/k/ is produced slightly further back in the mouth. The process by
which the velar consonant is fronted is called palatalisation, and this
process is found in several Germanic languages. For example, note the
Swedish contrasts gata ‘road’ with [g], genast ‘ instantly’ with [j], and &4/
‘bald’ with [k], &yr£a ‘church’ with [¢]. In prehistoric Old English this
phonetic process affected all the Germanic velar consonants, both the
stops /k/ and [g], the stop allophone of /y/ which occurred after nasals
and in gemination, and the fricatives /x/ and /y/. The change took
place whenever the velar consonant was adjacent to and in the same
syllable as a front vowel or a palatal consonant (this could only be /j/,
see the table above, p. 101). At first the change was purely allophonic
and produced palatal allophones of the velar phonemes, giving *[k] >
[c], *[g] > [s]. *[x] > [g], *[¥] > [j]- By the ninth century, however, the
new palatal stops had developed into the palato-alveolar affricates /tf/
and /d&3/, as is demonstrated by other forms such as feééan ‘fetch’ <
*fetjan, where /tj/ became /tf/. The affricate development is usually
called assibilation. As Penzl (1947) demonstrated conclusively for *[k]
> [c], the change would at first have done no more than create a new
allophone of /k/, but after the change of ;-umlaut discussed below there
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would have been a phonemic split with a new phoneme /c/, later to
become /ff/. The status of palatalised *{g] is more complex, but it too
was eventually to become a new phoneme. The fricatives could not, of
course, undergo assibilation, since that was a process by which stops
became affricates. Instead, palatalised *[y] was to merge with the already
existing /j/, while [¢] was to remain an allophone of /x/. Typical
examples of these developments are: *&idan > ¢idan‘ chide’, *boki > *boii
(> bec) ‘books’, *dik > di¢ ‘ditch’, *pankjan > *panijan (> penian)
‘think’, and similarly for the other sounds, where forms such as sengan
‘singe’, ribt ‘right’ and geard ‘yard’ result (note that in the case of
palatalisation of *[x] traditional grammars do not normally distinguish
the palatal fricative by a superscript dot).

The cluster */sk/ underwent a parallel, change to /[/. The change
here, however, was much more widespread, probably because /s/ was
phonetically alveolar (see Gimson 1980:186~7) and this reinforced the
movement of the /k/ towards a palatal articulation. The eventual
development to /J/ need have involved no more than complete
assimilation of the two sounds. This change occurs everywhere except
between vowels, where it must be supposed that the two segments
were always quite separate segments. Medially the palatalisation of
*/sk/ took place only if the conditions for palatalisation of */k/ were
present, so we find forms such as wasée ‘I wash’ < *waske, but ascad ‘he
asks’ < *askad with /k/ before a back vowel. The separate nature of the
two segments in medial position is made clear by examples of metathesis
where the /sk/ is reversed to /ks/, so that we find both ascian ‘ask’ and
metathesised axizan, cf. PDE dialects with axe instead of standard ask.
Amongst many examples of palatalisation of */sk/ are: séip ‘ship’,
sérincan ‘shrink’, dis¢ “dish’, @s¢ “ash’. This also is a widespread feature
of the Germanic languages, as in, e.g. G Schiff “ship’.

Palatalisation (and the associated assibilation) is one of the most
important sound changes in Old English, not only for the period itself
but also for the later history of the language. In terms of Old English,
the new phonemes /[,f,d5/ were introduced, as well as [¢] as an
allophone of /x/. The incidence and distribution of /j/ was also
extended drastically. It has to be emphasised how unusual such a major
change in the phoneme system is. One of the consequences of this is that
there must then have been a considerable rise in the extent of
allomorphic variation in the language. Consider a word such as dis¢: the
plural of this would be discas with medial /sk/, compare ascad above.
Another type of example is the strong verb iéosan ‘choose’, which
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would have /{/ in the present and preterite singular, but /k/ elsewhere,
e.g. coren ‘chosen’. Because of the ambiguities of the Old English
spelling system (see §3.3.1.4), we usually cannot tell whether this kind
of variation was preserved or eliminated in Old English without
resorting to the evidence of later periods, when spelling evidence
becomes more helpful. We are probably correct to suspect that levelling
of /sk/ to /[/ did take place at an early point in the history of, say, discas,
but in the case of ¢gosan it was cleatly a much later phenomenon (see here
the OED entry for choose).

PDE disk shows how the existence of sound change can permit the
reborrowing of a foreign word (the first citation in OED is for 1664)
with both a different meaning and pronunciation, but it also points the
way to another feature. It is well known that the earliest Scandinavian
forms of Germanic did not show palatalisation. Consequently, after the
establishment of Scandinavian settlements in the north and east of
England, there could easily arise doublets, where a single Germanic
word turns up both in its native palatalised form, e.g. séyrze glossing Lat.
praetexta of obscure meaning, and in its Scandinavian unpalatalised
form, e.g. skirt “skirt’ (only recorded from ME) giving PDE shirt and
skirt respectively. Thus we have a means of increasing the vocabulary of
the language (for further discussion, see chapter 5 of this volume). The
change is also well reflected in place-names, consider the variation
between -chester and -caster and see chapter 7 of this volume.

Let us now move on to voicing, where our particular concern is with
fricatives. As the table above shows (p. 101), in pre-Old English there
was only a contrast between voiceless and voiced velar fricatives; there
was no dental voiced fricative and the labial voiced fricative *[f3] was an
allophone of /b/. By the time of classical Old English, however, there
were voiced fricative allophones of /f,0,x/ and /s/. How did this come
about? The situation at the time of the first settlements was not as simple
as we have suggested, especially with regard to the labials. If we take,
first of all, the phoneme /b/, what we find then is that /b/ was realised
as a stop initially, after nasals and in gemination. Elsewhere it was
realised as the bilabial fricative [8]. Thus we would find *[habban]
‘have’ but *[haf3a0] ‘he has’. The phoneme /b/ normally contrasted
with /f/, but (see chapter 2 and above) /f/ was voiced by Verner’s Law,
so that there were two allophones of /f/, namely *[f] and *[v]. When the
Germanic stress system stabilised (see again chapter 2), we would find
a contrast between [f] in drifan ‘drive’ and {v] in drifon ‘they drove’
which would not be predictable from stress and the operation of
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Verner’s Law. Therefore [v] could hardly have been an allophone of
/f/, but rather must have been an allophone of /b/. Now it is extremely
unlikely that the unstable contrast between [B] and [v] could have been
preserved, and it seems most probable that those two merged. At this
stage the resulting sound, which we could write as either 8] or [v] must
have represented the neutralistion of the two phonemes /b/ and /f/
between vowels (see Anderson 1985). For velars the situation was much
clearer, since /x/ and /vy/ contrasted initially, medially and finally, even
if initially /x/ was already realised as *[h] as in helpan ‘help’. In
Germanic *[8] had already become *[d] in words such as fader *father’
< *fadar and hence no problems arose there.

After these beginnings the first important development to take place
is that between vowels /x/ was weakened, as it had already been in
Germanic in initial positions, to the glottal fricative [h], and this [h] was
then lost. Thus we find sequences such as *seban > *seohan (by breaking
before /x/) > *séo-an (for the loss of [h] involves lengthening of the
preceding vowel in compensation) > séon ‘see’. This change, with
morphological consequences such as the formation of ‘contracted
verbs’ (see §3.4.2.1), means that there was no longer any contrast
between voiceless and voiced fricatives medially, but the contrast
remained elsewhere.

Next voiceless fricatives become voiced when surrounded by voiced
segments (typically vowels). The results of this process of assimilation
can still be seen today. For example, wa/f * wolf’ came to have the plural
wulfas with medial [v], a shift reflected in usual PDE wolf, wolves. This
change, which only fails to take place if the fricative is initial in a stressed
syllable (thus befastan “apply’ keeps [f]), gives the following series of
changes: [f] > [v], [0] > [3], [s] > [z]. Because [x] had already become
[h] or been lost medially, it was never affected by the voicing. Old
English spelling never shows these changes, so that we find in strong
verbs alternations such as drifan, draf, drifon, drifen ‘drive’; risan, ras,
rison, risen ‘ rise’ ; and snipan, snap, snidon, sniden. In the first two verbs the
first form has [v,z] due to this voicing, the second form has [f,s]
unchanged and the third and fourth have [v,z] due to Verner’s Law. In
snipan the first form has [8], the second [0] and the third and fourth have
[d}] < Gmc *[8] by Verner’s Law. Phonemically, voicing only intro-
duces new allophones of the voiceless fricatives, except in the case of
the labials. If we assume that previously [B/v] represented the
neutralisation of /b/ and /f/ medially, this new change meant that the
number of instances of [/v] from /f/ noticeably increased, and this
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would probably have meant that the first stage in the reanalysis of [B/v]
as [v], an allophone of /f/, had taken place.

There are two further changes to be discussed here, the precise dating
of which is somewhat uncertain. Firstly, voiced fricatives in final
positions became unvoiced, e.g. *burg ‘city’ became burh, and *stzb (=
[st2B]) > stzf letter’. This could only affect [v] and [vy], since neither [3]
nor [z] could appear finally. The change is a partial implementation of
the more general Germanic phenomenon by which voiced sounds
become voiceless in final position, cf. G Hund ‘dog’ with [t]). The more
general phenomenon is rare in Old English, although occasionally
forms such as drét ‘thread’ < dréd can be found. Secondly, the voiced
velar fricative became the stop [g] initially as in gid ‘good’. These
changes had definite effects on the system. The devoicing of final [v]
gave rise to a paradigm such as hebban, hif, hofon, hafen ‘heave’, which
now had the alternation [bb] ~ [f] ~ [v] ~ [v] as opposed to earlier
*[bb] ~ [B] ~ [B] ~[B]. If we were to ignore the infinitive the
alternation would be the same as in drifan, despite the fact that the
original post-vocalic consonant was in the case of the former *[b], in the
case of the latter *[f]. This devoicing which we have just discussed
aligns [B/v] more firmly than ever with /f/ (and hence it should always
be represented as [v], since, as a form such as hgf shows, [] when
devoiced became [f]. In the case of the velars, final devoicing together
with the stopping of [y] > [g] initially, meant that the voiced velar
fricative only occurred medially between voiced segments, and thus
must be an allophone of [x], with a new phoneme /g/ appearing.

The consonant ‘shifts we have been discussing are undoubtedly
complex. Therefore they are presented in schematic form in Figure 3.4
(where the geminate phonemes and some special cases, e.g. after nasals,
are ignored).

Let us now consider metathesis. This sound change involved the
inversion in order of two (usually adjacent) segments, cf. the pair
ascian[axian noted above. Metathesis of two adjacent consonants was
quite common in Old English, especially if one of the consonants is /s/,
so that we find both wasp and weps ‘wasp’, wlips and wihisp “lisping’,
bastere and bagere (3 = 15) ‘baptist, clénsian and cl&snian cleanse’ and
several others. The change was of no great structural importance, but it
is worth mentioning because metathesis is something that persists
throughout the history of the language ; note, for example, the children’s
form wopse for PDE wasp. There is, however, another form of metathesis
in Old English which was more frequent and perhaps more structurally
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Gme Verner’s Law Voicing Devoicing, etc
f f f f
v Vv v
B B o/
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d d d d

Figure 3.4 The development of consonants (especially voiced stops and
fricatives) from Germanic to Old English

organised. This involves the metathesis of /r/+ short vowel, usually
where the short vowel was originally followed by /s/ or /n/. Thus we
find: ren > a&rn ‘he ran’, brinnan > birnan ‘burn’, frost > forst ‘frost’,
cresse > cerse ‘cress’, and many other examples, usually showing both
metathesised and unmetathesised forms. This variation is again one that
continues (note that cress reverts to the unmetathesised form whereas
burn has not reverted), and even today there are dialects, such as Ulster
Irish, where we can find r-metathesis in words such as northern =
/no:1dran/. Although r-metathesis cannot be chronologically pinned
down to one period (see Stanley 1952, Hogg 1976), it most usually
happened after the time of breaking, compare @rn < rzn without
breaking and earn ‘eagle’ <*arn with breaking, and indeed probably
after palatalisation, for otherwise cerse would have become **cerse.

We can now return to the development of the vowel system. After
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palatalisation the new palatal consonants appear to have had an effect on
immediately following front stressed vowels, so that *gér > giet “yet’,
gefan > giefan ‘give’, *siép > siéap ‘sheep’, and éef > ieaf ‘chaff’. This
sound change is puzzling, especially because in the case of *[=(:)] the
change seems to give the same diphthong as breaking of *[«(:)] did, and
that is phonetically odd. Further, in the case of *[e(:)] the result was a
digraph not previously encountered and whose history is obscure. We
shall discuss the latter when we come to /~-mutation, so let us concentrate
here solely on the so-called palatal diphthongisation of *{a(:)]. How
could the influence of a preceding palatal on that vowel have the same
result as the influence of a following velar (as in breaking)? The answer
can only be that the influence was not the same, but that the diphthongs
that did develop were not greatly different and did not result in a
phonemic contrast, and therefore, because of the paucity of available
graphs, the same digraph was used for both regardless of the phonetic
differences. This faitly traditional opinion, espoused quite explicitly in
Kuhn & Quirk (1953) and Hogg (1979b), has been attacked by other
scholars, notabl& Stockwell & Barritt (1951), more recently Lass &
Anderson (1975:279-82), who claim that, for example, the <e> in éeaf
was no more than a diacritic indicating the palatal nature of the

preceding consonant. This solution is very attractive. We have already
seen that Old English scribes could not distinguish between palatal and
velar consonants, even when phonemically contrastive. Here, it would
appear, was a way of doing so, which does not involve rather vague
speculation as to a possible phonetic interpretation of palatal diph-
thongisation. The problem is that one word, *éjse ‘cheese’, seems to
require diphthongisation to have occurred, for otherwise it cannot be
derived from Lat. casess. For discussion of this complex case see Kuhn
& Quirk (1953:146-7) and the attempted rebuttal in Stockwell &
Barritt (1955:382-3).

Even if one accepts (as this writer does) the reality of palatal
diphthongisation of front vowels, there is no need to accept that a
parallel change affecting back vowels, represented by examples such as
sé(e)op ‘poet’ and sé(e)acan ‘shake’, was ever anything more than an
orthographic variation. The change was inconsistently carried out, and
the arguments of, for example, Campbell (1959:§176) to demonstrate
that the change had phonetic consequences are insubstantial. Notably,
we find forms such as sécean ‘seek’ alongside sefan where the same
phenomenon appears to be happening in unstressed syllables, but this
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cannot be so since diphthongs did not occur in Old English unstressed
syllables.

After considering a change which is almost as unimportant as it is
controversial, we come now to a change which is almost as un-
controversial as it is important. When we discussed restoration of 4, we
noted that the change was a type of vowel harmony, whereby one vowel
becomes more like another following vowel in the same word. We now
have to look at another more thoroughgoing change of the same type,
called /-mutation or i-umlaut, whereby Old English vowels harmonised
to an /i/ or /j/ following them in the same word. This caused all back
vowels to front and all short front vowels (except, naturally, /i/) and
diphthongs to raise when an /i/ or /j/ followed in the next syllable. We
can tabulate this as follows:

R — u()
T
¢ o(:)«—————————— o(z)
T
=(:)« a()

Before we give examples it is worth pointing out that this simple
statement is muddied by several factors. Firstly, although the /~mutation
of back vowels was to the corresponding front vowels, hence in the case
of the non-low vowels to front rounded vowels, not unrounded vowels,
/o(:)/, in West Saxon at least was regularly unrounded to /e(:)/ before
the time of our written texts. Secondly, if the short back vowel /a/
which was mutated comes from Gmc *a+ nasal, as in words of the man-
type discussed earlier, then, although the mutation was originally to
/#/, this developed to /e/. This may be because the sound before a
nasal was originally slightly raised. Thirdly, there were, because of the
position in Germanic (cf. chapter 2), no cases where /e/ could be
subject to i~-mutation, which is therefore purely hypothetical. Typical
examples of the sound change are: *briadi > brjd ‘bride, *trummjan >
trymman ‘strengthen’; *ftiz > fét ‘feet’, *oli > ele ‘oil’; haljan; *halan
‘heal’, *ladin > leden ‘Latin’, *sandjan > sendan ‘send’; *baddj- > bedd
‘bed’.

From the examples just given, two points are immediately clear.
Firstly, ;-mutation had an effect throughout the language—note that
we have given examples of both nouns and verbs, of various different
declensional types, and of Latin loan words (e/e and /zden) as well as
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native vocabulary. Secondly, later sound changes in unstressed syllables
mean that the conditioning environment for the change was not usually
discernible in classical Old English, since either the /i/ had changed to
/e/ (ele) or it had been lost (brjd), and the /j/ was almost always lost
(¢rymman). There are a few cases, such as ¢cyning ‘king’ < *kuning, where
the /i/ remained, and whilst /i/ usually went to /e/ if it remained after
a light syllable, /j/ in a similar position temains (spelled as <i>, as in
nerian ‘save’ < *nzrjan. But these together form no more than a minority
of cases. Further scope for confusion arises from words which in
classical Old English showed an /i/ in 2 mutation environment which
was not there at the time of /~-mutation, for example, hunig ‘honey’ <
*hunzg.

Probably the most obvious influence of /-mutation was on nouns of
the athematic declension (see §3.4.1.1) such as fot “foot’, man ‘person’,
and mi#s ‘mouse’, for all such nouns show /-mutation in the dative
singular and nominative-accusative plural. Thus we find the nominative
plurals fer, men, mys. This, of course, is the origin of the same group of
irregular plurals in present-day English, although, as with 44c ‘book”’,
pl. bé¢, the irregularity has often been levelled out. A parallel case
concerns certain irregular adjectives whose comparative and supetlative
are formed with 7-mutation, e.g. ea/d “old’, yldra, yldest. In Old English
weak verbs of class 1 normally show /-mutation throughout their
paradigm (as opposed to weak verbs of class 2, where the stem vowel
was never /mutated), but there is a sub-group of such verbs which
show /-mutation only in the infinitive and present, so that we find se/lan
~ sealde ‘give’, relating to PDE se// ~ so/d. Finally, in derivational
morphology it is frequent to find an original form without /-mutation,
e.g. feallan “fall’, and a derived form with /~mutation, e.g. fyllan “fell’.

So far we have avoided discussion of the /-mutation of diphthongs.
Orthographically the situation in West Saxon is straightforward: all
diphthongs, both short and long and of whatever origin, were /~-mutated
toasound represented in the first instance by the digraph <ie > . Thus we
find: *éiosid > iiest “he chooses’, *wiorsira > wiersa *worse’; *héarjan >
hieran ‘hear’, *ealdira > ieldra ‘older’. Examples with /e(:)o/ are
generally lacking for the same reason as examples with /~-mutation of /e/
are lacking, but if they did occur then they behaved like the other
diphthongs, pace Sievers (1900:44-5), hence eW'S e/diedis ‘ foreign’ with
i-mutation of either /i:0/ or /e:o/. This situation is both different from
and less simple than that in the other dialects, where the ;-mutation of
/®(:)a/ was to /e(:)/ and of /e(:)o/ to /i(:)o/, with /i(:)o/ itself being
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unaffected. Two questions arise. Firstly, why should (in all dialects) the
long diphthongs have been mutated when long front vowels are not?
Secondly, what value(s) might be represented by the digraph <ie> and
why did that occur only in West Saxon? To the first question no
satisfactory answer has ever been given, partly, one suspects, because
the wrong question has always been asked: we should ask not why the
long diphthongs have been mutated but why the long front vowels have
not been mutated. To the second question a variety of answers have
been given. Let us assume that <ie> represented a diphthong, which
would be in line with our assumptions about the other digraphs. Under
those circumstances the first element must surely be /i(:)/, but what
might the second element be? Luick (1914 :§§191-3) suggests something
within the range of a slightly rounded [3] to [y], and it is this area that
more recent scholars have explored. Kuhn (1961:530) suggests [e],
Stockwell (1958) and Lass & Anderson (1975:127) [u], McLaughlin
(1979) and Colman (1985) [y]. Given later developments to be discussed
below, it seems improbable that the second element was completely
unrounded, thus arguing against Kuhn (1961). Otherwise it is difficult
to choose between the competing proposals, especially because, as we
shall see, the diphthong was a very temporary phenomenon indeed.

It should be clear from the above that -mutation radically reorganised
the vowel and diphthong phonemes of Old English, both by the
introduction of new phonemes such as /y(:)/ and by the increased
incidence of front vowel phonemes and the corresponding decrease in
the incidence of back vowel phonemes. Bearing in mind the gradual
development of diphthongs, so that by the time of /mutation a
diphthong such as /eu/ would have probably become /za/, we can
suggest the following position after the operation of /~-mutation, where
/1(:)y/ is provisionally the diphthong represented by <ie > and /i(:)o/
that represented by <io>:

i) y() i)y u(?)
i(:)o

ety e()o o(:)

2(:) =(:)a a(z)

The changes discussed so far are usually described as ‘ prehistoric’, i.e.
they occurred before the time of our earliest texts. From now on the
changes were either contemporary with or later than these texts. Thus
we can set a date of ca 700 for the earliest of these, which is called
back mutation. This change has many parallels with the much earlier
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one of breaking. It involved exactly the same diphthongisation process,
except that in the later change only short vowels are diphthongised, i.e.,
/i/ > Jio/, e/ > Jeo/, /&/ > /®a/. The other principal difference
between the two is that the environment for back mutation was a
following back vowel not a back (velar) consonant. Nevertheless we
must recognise that breaking and back mutation comprise an instance of
the repetitive character over time of many sound change types.
Furthermore, back mutation bears similarities to restoration of 2. Just as
that earlier change retracted /&/ before a back vowel, this change
should diphthongise /2/ to /2a/ before a back vowel. One conse-
quence of this is that in all except one dialect of Old English the two
changes are incompatible, for restoration of a4 would remove all
instances of /a/ before a back vowel and thus one could not get back
mutation of /&/.

In West Saxon back mutation was even more restricted, for it
occurred only if there was a single intervening consonant which was
either a labial or a liquid (see Davidsen-Nielsen & @rum 1978 for a
possible acoustic explanation). By the time of the change, at least in
West Saxon, there were only two unstressed back vowels, /o/ and /a/,
and it is often helpful to distinguish between o-mutation and a-
mutation. Although o-mutation was regular, in West Saxon ¢-mutation
occurred only if the preceding vowel was /i/ (see chapter 6 for other
dialects). Typical examples are: *sifon > siofon ‘seven’, *hefon > heofon
‘heaven’, */efad > Jeofad ‘he lives’, but a word such as fels ‘many’, since
it had /e/ before /a/ rather than /o/, was unmutated. Examples such
as Jeofad show that morphological alternations could be caused by this
sound change, but in West Saxon the alternations were normally
levelled out in favour of unmutated forms, and many words such as ¢/ifu
‘cliffs” never show back mutation on the analogy of unmutated singular
forms such as ¢/if. The only change in the phoneme system caused by
back mutation is an increase in the incidence of short diphthongs.

One point stands out from the diagram above, namely that there
occurred a clustering of diphthongs in the left-hand top corner of the
vowel chart with, ignoring length, three diphthongs there: /iy/, /io/
and /eo/. The two developments we are about to discuss can be seen as
providing a solution to this problem. The first is quite simple, for what
happened was that the diphthongs /io/ and /eo/ merged together as
/eo/. In Eatly West Saxon this gave rise to considerable confusion with
eitheroriginal diphthong being spelled aseither <io > or <eo>,sothat,
for example, original /fioht ‘light’ is also spelled as okt in the Cura
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pastoralis, whilst original éeor/ ‘churl’ can be spelled ior/ in the same
manuscript. By Late West Saxon, however, the <io> spelling had
practically disappeared. It seems probable, therefore, that this was
essentially 2 ninth-century merger which only gradually became
recognised orthographically.

The second change concerns the diphthong /iy/, the sound
represented by the digraph <ie>. In Early West Saxon the <ie>
digraph was partially replaced by <i>, so that we find fird ‘army’
alongside fierd, hiran ‘hear’ alongside hieran, and so on. Also, words
which had original /i/ sometimes turned up with <ie>, as in rieée for
rite ‘kingdom’. This is overwhelming evidence that /iy/ and /i/ must
have merged together as /i/ by a process of monophthongisation. The
only exception was if /iy/ was between a labial consonant and /r/,
where we find wyrsa ‘worse’ for wiersa. Again this is clearly a
monophthongisation, and the differential development must have been
caused in part by the rounding environment of labial + /r/, in part by
the presence of a rounded element in the original diphthong.

In Late West Saxon the situation was quite different, although the
driving force remained monophthongisation. Here the normal shift of
/iy/ was to /y/, so we find fyrd rather than fird, hjran rather than biran,
etc. Of course, a word such as wyrsa would have /y/ as in Early West
Saxon. But if /iy/ was before a palatal, then the monophthongisation
was to /i/, presumably because the palatal consonant had an unrounding
effect, so that miht ‘might’ was a form common to Early and Late West
Saxon. But fyrd could not have undergone the sequence of changes: fierd
> EWS fird > LWS fyrd, since forms with original /i/ such as biterness,
which it merged with in Early West Saxon, cf. above, remained with /i/
in Late West Saxon and did not turn up as, for example, **byrerness. The
change of /iy/ > /i/ before palatals was paralleled by unrounding of
/y/ > /i/ before palatals, as in dribten ‘lord’ < dryhten where [y/ was
due to i-mutation, so perhaps for a word such as miht we should suppose
the sequence mieht > miht. These developments are of considerable
interest to the Old English scholar, largely because of the mismatch
between Early and Late West Saxon which comes to light. It follows
from what we have just said that <ie> as a digraph representing /iy/
or some later development of that was a usage which, although very
frequent in Early West Saxon, was confined to that dialect. Its very
obviousness has led to its importance being overestimated, for in the
long run it contributes virtually nothing to the later history of either
Old English or the language after the Conquest.
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In contrast, the changes we are about to discuss are immensely
important for the post-Conquest periods. Originally, as we have seen,
vowel length was entirely phonemic and unpredictable in English. But
by about the end of the ninth century, a series of changes had begun
which were to continue well into the Middle English period and which
all had the effect of tending to make vowel length predictable (for a full
discussion of this see vol. I, chapter 2 of this History). The earliest
examples involved the shortening of a long vowel when followed by
either three consonants, as in *gddspell > gidspell ‘ gospel’, *néddre >
néddre ‘adder’, or by two consonants and two syllables, as in *@nd/ufon
> éndlufon ‘eleven’. These changes must already have begun to take
effect before the time of the earliest texts. In themselves they scarcely
form a tendency, but their importance can be seen in the fact that short
vowels later became lengthened when followed by a liquid or nasal plus
homorganic voiced consonant, e.g. before /mb, Id, rd, rl, rn, nd, ng/.
This is a change which can scarcely be other than ninth century, since it
was later than back mutation but earlier than a set of minor changes
affecting Late West Saxon (see Luick 1914:§268, Anm.3, Campbell
1959:§284). The lengthening is not normally marked by grammarians
of Old English, but below, for the sake of clarity alone, we mark it by
a circumflex rather than a macron. Examples, therefore, include: camb
> cdmb ‘comb’, lld > iild “child’, bindan > bindan ‘bind’. PDE child,
children and other examples show that the change did not take place
when a third consonant followed, and even in OE there were exceptions
to the above lengthening, for example LWS swurd ‘sword’ must come
from sweord, not **swéord, as the minor Late West Saxon change of /eo/
> /u/ (cf. Campbell 1959:§§320-4) did not affect long vowels. By
about the time of the Conquest the tendency to make vowel length
predictable had gone even further, for long vowels appear to have by
then shortened before all other types of consonant clusters. Hence we
find brghte > brobte ‘he brought’ and many other examples (for further
discussion, see vol. II, chapter 2 of this History).

The final change we have to consider concerns geminate consonants.
So far we have outlined a system in which geminate consonants can
occur either medially, as in sittan “sit’, or finally, as in bedd ‘bed’. At the
beginning of the period geminates could only occur medially, but when
final unstressed syllables were lost (see §3.3.3.2) examples such as bedd
< Gmc *baddjag showed final geminates. This position was not to last,
for by the classical period variant spellings with single final consonants
appeared, e.g. bed, and, as Kurath (1956:435) argues, these are best
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explained as due to degemination of final consonants. Thus the language
reverted to a system in which geminate consonants could only appear
medially.

The developments we have discussed above, together with some
minor undiscussed developments, bring us up to classical Old English.
During the first half of the eleventh century there were further
developments which are usually regarded as being proper to the study
of post-Conquest rather than pre-Conquest English, but it is worth
mentioning them briefly, if only as a signal of events to come. The two
most important changes are: (i) the contrast between front and back
short low vowels was lost and /=/ and /a/ merge as /a/; (ii) the Old
English diphthongs became monophthongs. Most examples of these are
to be found on coins (for which Colman 1984:120-3 provides a good
introduction), but Ch 1489 of 1035-40 (perhaps a slightly later copy, see
Whitelock 1930:181-2) is also a useful source. Thus the latter has mage
‘may’ for mage, #stan ‘east’ for éastan and marc ‘mark, coin’ for mearc.
The first of these changes is as much a reflection of the continual
instability of the /&/ ~ /a/ contrast as anything else, although it does
point forward to a reorganisation of the vowel system which was to
become fully apparent in the post-Conquest period. The second shows
that the Old English diphthongs, about which there has been so much
controversy, were not to outlive the period by any significant length of
time.

3.3.3.2 Sound changes in unstressed syllables

During our period there were a great many changes in unstressed
syllables, but we shall not go into these in any detail; anyone interested
should instead read the relevant sections in Luick (1914) or Campbell
(1959). All that is attempted now is a general sketch of the major trends.
In fact there was one single and obvious trend which applies not only to
the Old English period but to the history of English as a whole. This is
that sounds tended to be reduced, so that, for example, long vowels
became short, short vowels lost their distinctive phonetic characteristics
and merged, eventually as the reduced vowel schwa, and reduced
vowels were lost. Similarly, final consonants were often lost. Thus if we
take the Germanic word *namanin ‘name’ nom.pl., this developed in
Old English through the stage *namani to naman. If we move to Middle
English and to the accusative singular form we then see the development
naman > nama > name (= [na:ma]) > name (= [na:m]). So by the time
of Chaucer the Germanic ending had completely disappeared. In what
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follows we shall consider the exemplification of these trends in two
specific areas, namely the reduction in variety of unstressed vowels and
the loss of unstressed vowels, and then look briefly at some of the
consequential changes.
At the time of the invasions the unstressed vowel system (see chapter
2) must have been something like the following diagram:
i u
o
a

By First Fronting (see §3.3.4.1) /a/ became /2/ as in stressed syllables
and, perhaps by a chain shift unstressed /o/ then became /a/, so that
we then find the following system:

i u

x a

By the time of the earliest texts it would appear that the front vowels
had merged together as /e/, for in those texts, although inflectional -/
and -2 were often preserved, even the best of scribes make enough
errors, e.g. RuthCr r0di “ cross’ dat.(?) sg., to make one suppose that they
were attempting with only a limited degree of success to represent a
stage which was fast becoming a hazy memory. We are thus entitled to
claim that by about 700 all unstressed front vowels had become /e/. The
only exception is that [i] was preserved in derivational suffixes such as
-1g, -ing, -isé, e.g. mibtig ‘mighey’, cyning ‘king’, Englis¢ ‘English’. This
could be because the syllable was secondary-stressed. However we have
already noted (in §3.3.1.3) forms such as 4alig “holy’ < *haleg < *halzg
< *hailag, where unstressed [e] was raised to [i] before a palatal
consonant. All the relevant cases with <i> probably had an
immediately following palatal consonant, and this was the probable
source of the variation.

This merger of /i/ and /&/ as /e/ gave a three-way contrast between
front /e/, back /u/ and low /a/. /e/ and /a/ remained relatively well
preserved, but /u/ had a strong tendency to lower, especially when a
consonant followed, so we find, for example, heofon ‘heaven’ in Early
West Saxon rather than heofun, although if /u/ is in absolute finality, as
in the nominative plural inflexion of z-declension neuter nouns, e.g.
séipu ‘ships’, it more usually remained. The general rule when /u/ was
followed by a consonant is that the later the text the more likely it is that
o-spellings would prevail. In Late West Saxon the back vowel and the
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low vowel were well on the way to merger, probably as /o/ (see
§3.3.1.3), and by the time of the Conquest <u>, <0> and <a> were
becoming interchangeable spellings. But the above account may place
too much reliance on texts which are the product of the Ethelwoldian
school, such as the best Alfric manuscripts, where fairly careful
distinctions may be the result of good training rather than actual speech
habits. If we take other texts, e.g. the Lauderdale manuscript of Orosius
(ed. Bately 1980) written at the beginning of the tenth century, then we
seem to have already a much more advanced stage. Bately (1980:xliv)
writes: ‘The evidence of the spellings...is that by the time the
manuscript was written the unstressed back vowels #, 9, # had largely
coalesced in a single unaccented back vowel and that this was becoming
— or had become — confused with unaccented e.” Whatever the precise
chronology, we can clearly see the gradual reduction in number of
unstressed from four to three to two to one.

The loss of unstressed vowels was generally earlier than the reduction
in variety and was due either to apocope or the loss of vowels in absolute
finality ot to syncope or the loss of medial vowels. Apocope affected the
high vowels /i/ and /u/ and occurred most regularly when they were
preceded by a single heavy syllable, so that, for example, *fezi ‘feet’
became fé¢, and, in neuter plurals of the a-declension we find word
‘words’ alongside séip# ‘ships’. But apocope also occurred in trisyllabic
words if the first syllable was light, and therefore we find weorod ‘ troops’
from *weorodu, compare héafodu ‘heads’ without apocope because the
first syllable is heavy!

The high vowels were also subject to syncope in medial positions
after a heavy syllable, thus *y/dira became y/dra ‘older’. This gave rise to
further complications, as can be seen if we take the example of *héafudy.
From the above we could postulate the following development: firstly,
by syncope we would get héafdu, then apocope would give **béafd. In
fact the following forms are found: héafodu, héafod, héafdu. Parallel to
these we find both weorod and weorodu. It seems likely that apocope and
syncope were two quite different types of change operating at the same
time, the first dependent upon syllable structure, the second more
dependent upon principles of thythmic alternation (as the name implies).
The two changes often gave contradictory results and much irregularity
ensued, which could be levelled out through analogy. It is clear that the
above changes must have taken place later than the time of /-mutation,
since otherwise the mutated vowel in a word such as f## ‘feet’ could not
be explained. There was, in addition to the above, syncope of /a/ at a
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much earlier stage, and this proceeded quite regularly (for examples see
Campbell 1959:§341).

One of the peculiarities of West Saxon is that syncope of /i/ occurred
even after short syllables in the second and third person singular of both
strong verbs and weak class 1 verbs. Therefore we find forms such as
cwist “ thou speakest’ < ewidest. This process seems to have arisen because
of inverted forms such as *cwidest pu ‘ speakest thou’ (see Hedberg 1945:
280-3). This process highlights an important consequential change,
namely assimilation and simplification in consonant groups. These
changes are too complex to allow any detailed discussion here, but we
should note at least that sequences of consonants tended to assimilate in
voice, more particularly consonants devoiced when adjacent to a
voiceless consonant, since this was like the voicing of fricatives between
voiced segments discussed in §3.3.3.1. Furthermore, if by syncope a
group of three consonants arose (where a geminate consonant counts as
two), this was often simplified by the loss of one of the three. Thus in
the example quoted above the probable development is: cwidest (medial
[8]) > *ewidst (with medial [0] by assimilation) > ewist by simplification
of the triple consonant cluster.

34 Morphology

Compared with the present-day language, Old English was highly
inflected. Nouns had four cases and three genders; verbs inflected for
person and number and for the indicative and subjunctive moods.
Where inflexions for any of these categories exist today, they either do
so in a greatly altered form, as with the modern possessive, or are little
more than relics of an older stage, as with, for example, the subjunctive.
Further, in the Old English noun phrase there was agreement between
noun and modifying adjective rather as in present-day German,
something lost from English at about the time of Chaucer. Like a
language such as Latin, Old English also had noun (and adjective)
declensions and verb conjugations. Similar categories could be proposed
for present-day English (see below for further discussion), but might
be of little relevance. Compared with Latin, however, Old English
appears somewhat degenerate in its inflexional systems; thete is not the
same richness in inflexions — fewer cases, fewer distinctions of tense, no
genuine inflexional passive. This state of affairs is by no means
surprising. The Old English inflexional system derived directly from
that in Germanic, which, although different from that in Latin, shares
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the same Indo-European origin (but, of course, Latin and Germanic
each have their own characteristics, especially amongst verbs, since they
proceeded along divergent paths of linguistic development). But Old
English begins to show the loss and simplification of inflexions which
characterises the later stages of English and which eventually creates a
language with remarkably few inflexions compared with most other
Indo-European languages.

The presentation below attempts to capture the changes in inflexional
systems up to the time of the Conquest. The starting-point, therefore,
must be the inherited Germanic systems. Then, however, the con-
centration is on the gradual collapse of those systems. This means that
the eventual morphological classifications which are suggested for
classical Old English differ in several respects from those in the standard
handbooks such as Campbell (1959) and Brunner (1965), which are
strictly historically based.

It was remarked in §3.1 that the major problem in morphological
reconstruction is the decision as to the type of analysis which might
most fruitfully be employed. As we shall see below it seems clear that in
Old English the dominant feature of inflexional morphology was the
paradigm, that is to say, a word is best conceived as consisting of a base
together with a set of inflexions which correspond to morphosyntactic
categories. A particular set of inflexions and the set of bases which
associate with those inflexions form a declension (in the case of nouns
and adjectives) or a conjugation (in the case of verbs). To take a (crudely
simplified) example from present-day English, we might say that one
set of nominal inflexions consists of the morpheme {s,}, signifying the
morphosyntactic category ‘possessive’ and the morpheme {s,}, sig-
nifying the morphosyntactic category ‘plural’. Nominal bases, such as
cat, dog, church, which take these two inflexions could then be said to
belong to the s-declension. On the other hand, ox, which has the
possessive morpheme {s,} but the plural morpheme {n}, would belong
to the n-declension. The paradigm of cat, then, would be {cat} ~
{cat}+{s,} ~ {cat} +{s,}, and similarly for dog and church, by virtue of
their membership of the same paradigm. On the other hand, the
paradigm of ox would be {ox} ~ {ox)+{s,} ~ {ox}+{n}.

But there appears to be an obvious objection to the above, for the
plurals, for instance, of cat, dog, church are all different: cat apparently has
/s/ added, dog has /z/, and church has /1z/. One amongst several ways
of accounting for this is to suppose a morphophonemic rule which
states that the basic or underlying form of the plural morpheme {s,} is
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/s/, but that where the base of a noun ends in a voiced consonant or
vowel the /s/ is voiced to /z/ and where the base ends in a sibilant (/s,
z, [, 3/ the morpheme is realised as /1z/.

Essentially it is this type of analysis which we shall use in our
description of Old English inflectional morphology. The central feature
will be the word and its paradigm, and we shall suggest some
morphophonemic rules which will be intended to account for al-
lomorphic variations within and between members of the same
paradigmatic class. The choice of this analysis is equivalent to the claim
which we have already mentioned, namely that the paradigm is the
central organisational feature of inflectional morphology in Old
English. Two points need to be made here. Firstly, such a claim is not
obviously true for other periods of the language, for instance, present-

day English. Secondly, such a claim can only be substantiated by
evidence that in Old English the paradigm was such a significant

linguistic domain that it was able to control, cause or restrict particular
instances of linguistic change during the period. Obviously this can
only be substantiated by discussion of relevant examples later in this
chapter.

34.1 The noun phrase

There are three major word classes to consider: nouns, adjectives and
pronouns. For each, inflexions were determined by three systems of
morphosyntactic categories: number, case and gender. The number
system was basically as in present-day English, i.e. there was usually
only a distinction between singular, referring to one, and plural,
referring to more than one (see, however, §3.4.1.3 for dual number). In
the immediately antecedent form of Germanic there were probably five
cases: nominative, accusative, genitive, dative and instrumental. The
last of these is obscure both syntactically and morphologically, but
morphologically in nouns it seems to have completely merged with the
dative case no later perhaps than the very earliest texts. However,
adjectives and pronouns continued to have a separate instrumental
singular inflexion available throughout the period. The question of the
status of this inflexion is really syntactic, see therefore chapter 4 for
discussion of the syntactic functions of this and the other cases.
Present-day English has only natural gender: boy is masculine
because the word refers to a male, gir/ is similarly feminine, and stone is
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similarly neuter. Exceptions are most commonly for one of two
reasons: (i) metaphor, as in the use of sbe to refer to a ship; (ii) avoidance
of embarrassment as in the use of # to refer to a baby. The basis of gender
assignment in Old English was quite different, for what we find there is
grammatical gender, see further the discussion of anaphora in chapter 4.
Grammatical gender, as expressed not only in Old English but also in
other languages, is not based on sex. Thus we find examples such as
masculine se wifmann, feminine séo hléfdige and neuter pa¢ wif, all with
the core meaning of ‘ woman’, although this is not to deny that gender
was sometimes determined by sex, as, perhaps, with Old English proper
names. What, then, does determine grammatical gender? To answer this
we have to consider declensions. What do we mean when we say that a
noun (or an adjective) belongs to some particular declension? We mean
that that noun follows a particular paradigm, that it has attached to it a
set of inflexions (and possibly other morphological changes) which are
also attached to some other nouns. A group of nouns which all have the
same set of inflexions attached to them are the members of a particular
declension. It is perhaps best then to view gender as the means by which
one grammatical category is related to another. Thus an Old English
noun such as sép ‘ship’ takes a demonstrative article with the shape pz¢
by virtue of its neuter gender. The gender of a word is expressed
through its membership of one declension rather than another (although
nouns of different gender may sometimes belong to the same declension.

3.4.1.1 Nouns
Nouns in Indo-European had the characteristic structure of root
+ theme + inflexion. Let us take as an example the nominative singular
of the word for stone in Primitive Germanic, i.e. *stainag. At first sight
it looks as if its structure is stem *stain- + inflexion *-az. But this is not
so. The -a- which we have analysed as part of the inflexion is an ending
common to all nouns of the same declension, whereas the -z is the
normal ending of the nominative singular, compate here PrGmc *winig
‘friend’. The crucial difference between the two words, therefore, is the
vowel which occurs after the root (the lexical unit distinguishing one
word from another) and before the inflexion, which the two words
share. In these words this differentiating vowel is called the theme. The
combination of root + theme gives us the morphological element which
is called the stem.

Themes in Germanic were of three types: (i) a vowel; (ii) a consonant ;
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(iif) zero, and so we can talk of vocalic nouns, consonantal nouns and
athematic nouns. In the development of the Germanic languages one
type of consonantal nouns assumed an importance far in excess of all
others; these are nouns with thematic -»-. Traditionally the vocalic
stems (i.e. stems with a theme containing a vowel) are called strong
nouns, the z-stems are called weak nouns, and the remaining con-
sonantal and athematic stems are grouped together in the so-called
minor declensions. As we shall see later, the terms ‘strong’ and ‘ weak’
have been overworked and we shall, to avoid ambiguity, restrict their
usage to adjectives and verbs. Let us instead use for nouns the three-way
distinction: vocalic ~ consonantal ~ athematic. The following dia-
gram gives the approximate proportion of nouns in each of the main
types, namely vocalic and #-stems. One or two other types ignored here,
notably the athematic and r-stems, although they contain very few
nouns, do contain nouns of extremely high frequency.

masculine vocalic 35%
masculine #-stem +10%
feminine vocalic 25%
feminine n-stem 5%
neuter vocalic 25%

Let us firstly consider the vocalic nouns. At the time of the invasions
Old English had four major types of vocalic nouns, inherited from
Germanic. These were the a-stems, the g-stems, the i-stems and the #-
stems. Of these, the first two were by far the most common. The g-stem
nouns were all masculine or neuter, and the 4-stems all feminine
(compare the Latin second and first declensions), whilst the #-stems
contained no neuter nouns.

If we take a typical masculine g-stem at this time (ca 400), such as OE
stan ‘stone’, we can suppose the following paradigm (for sound changes
affecting the stem, usually ignored here, see §3.3.3.1):

Singular Plural
Nom. stin stinds
Acc. stan stanos
Gen. stinas stanom
Dat. stanai stinum

By the time of the earliest texts (ca 700) the normal operation of sound
change in unstressed syllables would give:
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Singular Plural
Nom. stan stanas
Acc. stan stanas
Gen. stinzs stana
Dat. stinz stanum

As has been said (§3.3.3.2), it is doubtful whether any text reliably
reports this sytem, and examples such as Ced metudzs ‘lord’ gen.sg.
have to be treated with, at least, a pinch of salt. Certainly by 800 the
paradigm had reached the stage which is valid for the central period,
namely:

Singular Plural
Nom. stin stanas
Acc. stan stanas
Gen. stines stana
Dat. stine stinum

The above clearly shows that the inflexional system in classical Old
English differed from that for the Germanic period. Most importantly,
it is no longer sensible to analyse the noun into root + theme + inflexion:
nominative and accusative singulars show no sign of a thematic vowel,
and elsewhere sound changes have obscured any former consistency.
When we come to other declensions we shall see further reasons for
casting the earlier analysis aside, but even now it seems reasonable to
suggest that there was no separate theme, and that the inflexional
pattern for the declension was:

Singular Plural
Nom. ] -as
Acc. ] -as
Gen. -es -a
Dat. -e -um

The a-stems form the most important declension for the later history
of the language. Thus, as PDE stones indicates, the plural inflexion -as is
the antecedent of the modern standard plural marker. Even in Old
English it was probably the most important declension, containing
about one-third of the nouns in the language. As such it had the power
to attract other nouns towards it, a process we shall look at very shortly.

There were two variants of this declension in Germanic, one where
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the thematic vowel was preceded by /j/, the other where it was
preceded by /w/, respectively ja-stems and wa-stems. The development
of the ja-stems is difficult to determine (see Brunner 1965:§246, Anm.1),
but it is likely that the regular result was identical to that for a-stems
except that nominative and accusative singulars had inflexional -¢, e.g.
ende ‘end’, pl. endas. At this stage, however, we have to introduce an
important morphological contrast which not only existed in Germanic
but also persisted throughout the Old English period. The contrast is
between nouns (verbs, etc.) with a heavy base, such as ende, where the
root contains either a short vowel plus two consonants or a long vowel,
and words with a light base where the stem contains a short vowel plus
only one consonant, a typical light ja-noun being *sege “man’. In such
nouns the West Germanic change of gemination (see chapter 2) would
have applied in all cases except the nominative and accusative singulars,
so that the paradigm of the word should be:

Singular Plural
Nom. *sege se¢gas
Acc. *sege secgas
Gen. secges secga
Dat. secge secgum

However geminated forms were extended analogically to the nomi-
native and accusative singulars to give seég. But since gemination did not
affect */r/, short-stemmed nouns ending in /r/ had yet another
paradigm, as in bere ‘army’:

Singular Plural
Nom. here hergas
Acc. here hergas
Gen. herges herga
Dat. herge hergum

If we take all these types together and consider solely their inflexions,
what we discover is that the original division into a-stems and ja-stems
was considerably altered, for there were now three types:

(a) original g-stems and light js-stems

Singular Plural
Nom. )] -as
Acc. )] -as
Gen. -es -a
Dat. -e -um
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(b) heavy ja-stems

Singular Plural
Nom. -e -as
Acc. -e -as
Gen. -es -a
Dat. -e -um

(c) light ja-stems in /r/

Singular Plura
Nom. -e -jas (= gas)
Acc. -e -jas
Gen. -jes -jas
Dat. -je -jas

In both Early and Late West Saxon forms such as dat.sg. ere, nom.pl.
heras are found beside the expected forms; doubtless type (c) was
gradually being lost, with Aere and the other nouns like it becoming type
(b) stems. It is likely that by the end of the period 2- and ja-stems had
been reanalysed into two new groups, those, like stan, with zero
inflexion in nominative and accusative singular, and those, like ende,
with -¢ rather than zero.

The original wa-stems are much simpler, splitting into the two
categories of heavy and light bases. If they were heavy, e.g. péow
‘servant’, snaw ‘snow’, then they pattern exactly as s7ar, because of some
early analogies which promote a reduction of declensional types. If they
were light, then the final /w/ was preserved except in the nominative
and accusative singulars where it turned up as (phonologically
predictable) /u/. Thus bears ‘grove’ had the paradigm:

Singular Plural
Nom. bearu bearwas
Acc. bearu bearwas
Gen. bearwes bearwa
Dat. bearwe bearwum

Neuter nouns belonging to these declensions showed only one major
variation from the masculines: in the nominative and accusative plural
the inflexion was either -# or zero, according to whether the base was
light or heavy (/u/ was lost by apocope after long syllables, see
§3.3.3.2). Thus the paradigms of s#p ‘ship’ and word ‘word’ were:
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Singular Plural Singular  Plural
Nom. s¢ip s¢ipu word word
Acc. s¢ip s¢ipu word word
Gen.  scipes s¢ipa wordes  worda
Dat. scipe s¢ipum worde wordum

Turning to ja-stems we find that original light bases which had
undergone gemination, e.g. ¢ysn ‘race’, behaved like word and the other
heavy g-stems, whereas the original heavy bases behaved like séip except
that they had final -¢ in the nominative and accusative singulars, e.g. wite
‘punishment’. The wa-stem neuters had paradigms such as the following
for searu ‘device’ and cnéow ‘knee’:

Singular Plural Singular  Plural
Nom . scaru searu cnéow cnéow
Acc. searu searu cnéow cnéow
Gen. searwes  searwa cnéowes cnéowa
Dat. searwe searwum cnéowe cnéowum

This looks messy, and the reason is that we have been considering all
these nouns from the diachronic viewpoint. But that was not an option
open to Anglo-Saxon speakers. For them it must have been the case that
all the masculine nouns had the basic inflexional pattern shown in (a) of
the diagram on p. 128. and neuter nouns would have had exactly the
same pattern except that the nominative and accusative singulars would
have had either -4 or zero on phonologically predictable grounds. If one
takes the different types of noun we have examined, twelve in all, and
considers the nominative singular of each then we have: stan, secg, bears,
snaw (all masculine); séip, word, cynn, searu, cnéow (all neuter); ende, wite,
here. All except the last three fit into the following inflexional system:

Singular Plural
Nom. ¢ -as (masc.), -u (neut.)
Acc. ) -as (masc.), -u (neut.)
Gen. -es -a
Dat. -e -um

The assumption is that final -# was apocopated after long stems and that
if /u/ remained it became /w/ before a vowel. If we also suppose that
ende and wite were bisyllabic nouns with zero inflexion in the nominative
and accusative singular, then they can also be accommodated within the
above schema provided that we allow for an allomorphic variation
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which caused stem-final -¢ to be lost before another vowel. The only
form which will not fit into the above pattern is here with plural berjas,
but once the plural form was replaced by beras, and we have seen that
this happened from Early West Saxon on, it will behave exactly like ende.

If the above analysis is correct (see further below), what we are seeing
in the development of the various a-stems from proto-Old English to
classical Old English is a massive simplification of the system so that we
have a single declension for all the above masculine nouns and a single
declension for all the neuter nouns. In the later history of English (see
vol. II, chapter 2) the key factor in the morphology of nouns is probably
the nominative plural, so we can call these two declensions the as-plural
declension (= masculine) and the #-plural declension (= neuter).

The importance of the above can be seen if we turn now to i-stem
masculine nouns. At the time of the invasions such nouns would have
had a paradigm not dissimilar to that of the 4-stems, the only variations
being due to differential effects of sound change on */i/ rather than
*/a/. Thus we can suppose for a word such as OE wine ‘friend’ the
paradigm:

Singular Plural
Nom. wini wini
Acc. wini wini
Gen. wini winja
Dat. wini winim

This should have given a paradigm of hypothetical development
something like:

Singular Plural
Nom. wine wine
Acc. wine wine
Gen. wine winiga
Dat. wine winim

But the usual paradigm in both Early and Late West Saxon was:

Singular Plural
Nom. wine winas
Acc. wine winas
Gen. wines wina
Dat. wine winum

Wine is a light base; in the long-stemmed nouns the nominative and
accusative singular had zero inflexion, e.g. wyrm ‘worm’, pl. wyrmas.
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Clearly the i-stems lost their separate identity and transferred to the a-
declension or, in later periods, the as-plural declension. This seems to
have occurred gradually, with the genitive and dative singular and
plural taking the a-declension form well before the time of the earliest
texts. The expected nominative and accusative plural in -¢ can be found
with light bases, e.g. wine ‘friends’, and was only slowly superseded by
the -as plural, but the shift occurred earlier with heavy bases where
*wyrm rather than wyrmas is never found.

Since the light neuter i-stems all declined in the same way as wite and
the heavy bases all declined like word, they need not be discussed. The
neuters, like the masculines, are further examples of the simplification of
the declensional system. But the motivation for the shift was not merely
to reduce the number of different declensions, as can be seen from the
fact that names of nationalities and other nouns which were always
plural retained the original nominative and accusative plural inflexion,
e.g. Engle ‘Englishmen’. If the original plural had been kept in the case
of wine, singular and plural would have been identical. This happened
elsewhere, e.g. word, pl. word, but it was presumably avoided where
possible, and the class transfer involved in winas was an obvious
solution. Engle could only be plural, the problem did not arise, and the
solution was not taken.

Let us now turn to the g-stems, which formed the principal vocalic
declension of feminine nouns, parallel to the a-stem masculines and
neuters, and also accounted for the vast majority of feminine nouns in
the language (see the proportion of major noun declension types listed
on p. 126). The paradigm of such nouns at the time of the invasions
must have been like that for /ufu ‘love’ (cf. the a-stem paradigm ca 400
on p. 126):

Singular Plural
Nom. lufo lufoz
Acc. lufa lufa
Gen. luféz lufom
Dat. lufai lufum

The predicted, but unattested development of this paradigm is to:

Singular Plural
Nom. lufu lufa
Acc. lufe lufe
Gen. lufa lufa
Dat. lufe lufum
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What we find instead is:

Singular Plural
Nom. lufu lufa
Acc. lufe lufa
Gen. lufe lufa
Dat. lufe lufum

What we see here is a series of simplifications. In the singular the
genitive appears to have been modelled on the other singular cases. In
the plural the accusative at first remained as -¢, but by the classical period
it had disappeared. Looking back at the a-stems, we can see there that
nominative and accusative cases were regularly identical, and the change
in the accusative seems part of a more general falling together of
nominative and accusative plurals everywhere (a phenomenon which
perhaps started in late Indo-European, compare Latin forms such as
homines ‘men’ nom.acc.pl.). The d-stems were clearly in danger of losing
all their inflexional information. With the gradual reduction of
unstressed vowels it is probable that by the Conquest all the inflexions
except the dative plural would have fallen together. This is one of the
strongest grounds for claiming that by the end of the period English
was only marginally a language inflecting for case. The syncretism of
nominative and accusative forms makes one realise how dependent Old
English was on factors other than inflexion of nouns for the
determination of the syntactic roles of subject and object, for example,
word order and prepositions, see chapter 4.

The above discussion relates to heavy as well as light 5-stems, for the
only difference between the two was the predictable loss of inflexional
/u/ in the nominative singular of the long stems, e.g. /ar ‘learning” <
laru. During the period, however, another difference began to emerge,
for a new genitive plural inflexion -ena, borrowed from the n-declension,
became common with the light bases, e.g. /ufena ‘of loves’ vs. saula ‘of
souls’. Since for classical Old English the significance of the term ‘4-
stem’ had clearly been lost, it is perhaps best to classify these nouns as
belonging to the a-plural declension.

As with the a-stems there were in Germanic two variant types,
namely jé-stems and wd-stems. The development of these variants,
however, was simpler than of the cotresponding masculines and neuters.
Jo-stems, e.g. synn ‘sin’, wylf ‘ she-wolf’, followed the same pattern as /ar
and are best analysed as heavy base feminines. In the case of the wd-stems
the final /w/ was retained, although, as in the wa-stems, the /w/ became
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/u/ finally and that /u/ was apocopated after a long syllable. Typical
examples are sinu ‘sinew’, pl. sinwa, m&d ‘meadow’, pl. m&dwa. Since in
both types the nominative singular would have a form identical to that
of the corresponding d-stems (/ufu, lar), it is no surprise that in classical
Old English w-less forms such as acc.sg. sine, méde, etc. are found.

In the /-stem declension there were at first feminine nouns which
corresponded to the masculine and neuter nouns discussed above. In
Old English these feminines underwent an entirely expected devel-
opment, for they took on the inflexions of the a-plural declension, so
that denu ‘valley’ d#d ‘deed’ declined like Jufu and /ar respectively. This
seems to have happened even earlier than the other mergers, since they
can only be recognised as original /-stems by the /-mutation of the stem
vowel, and there are no relic forms with the original inflexions. This
may give a clue to the pattern of merger. Although there were examples
of individual inflexions, notably the dative plural, merging at a very
early date, to give -#m in all declensions, we might suggest that the
merger of the /~stem feminines with the ¢-stems was the first real class
merger and that it happened after /~-mutation but before the time of the
earliest texts, say, in the seventh century. The other /-stems perhaps
merged with their a-stem counterparts during the eighth century, since
there are early eighth century texts with the phonologically expected
forms. Although Early West Saxon texts show many of the other
simplifications we have discussed, Late West Saxon texts show many
more, and this makes one suppose that the reorganisation into as-
plurals, etc. was a feature of the ninth and tenth centuries. After the
classical period, what we witness is yet further confusion of the
declensions, no doubt due as much to the merger of the various
unstressed vowels as to morphological simplification.

There is one other vocalic declension, the #-stems. There were only
a few such nouns in Old English, all either masculine or feminine, and
not surprisingly they showed a strong tendency to transfer to the as-
plural declension or the a-plural declension as appropriate. These nouns
were, however, often of high frequency, e.g. sunu ‘son’, feld ‘field’, nosu
‘nose’, hand ‘hand’. A typical light base paradigm is that of sunu, heavy
bases apocopated final /u/:

Singular Plural
Nom. sunu suna
Acc. sunu suna
Gen. suna suna
Dat. suna sunum
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When the nouns remained in this declension there was no distinction
between masculine and feminine inflexion.

As we have said, the most important consonantal declension was that
of the »-stems, the so-called ‘weak’ nouns. Originally these nouns
contained a thematic element of vowel+ /n/, cf. Latin home, hominis
‘man’. To this theme inflexions were added in the normal way. But by
the Old English period the unstressed inflexions had been lost, and so
what had originally been a thematic element became at least partly
inflexional. The historical development of the forms was fairly simple,
the basic pattern remaining throughout the period. Therefore all we
need do is give the paradigm of a masculine noun such as guma ‘man’
(= Lat. homo):

Singular Plural
Nom. guma guman
Acc. guman guman
Gen. guman gumena
Dat. guman gumum

This was an important declension in Old English, since it contained a
large number of masculine and feminine nouns (see proportions of
major noun declension types on p. 126 above), the feminines only
differing from the masculines in their nominative singular, which had
inflexional -e, e.g. hearpe ‘harp’. There were only two consistently
neuter #-stems, éage ‘eye’ and éare ‘ear’, where the accusative singular
also had inflexional -e. The traditional classification ‘n-stem’ is
somewhat backwards-looking, and it might be better to call these nouns
n-plurals. Apart from anything else, this will serve as a reminder that this
declension gave the later -en plural, fairly common in Early Middle
English but now, in the standard language, existing only in oxen (< OE
oxarn) and the double plurals children, brethren.

Before we look briefly at the other original consonantal nouns, let us
consider the athematic nouns, which were originally characterised by
the fact that the inflexion was added directly to the stem, with no
intervening theme, cf. Lat. rex ‘king’ = /re:k-s/ vs. domus ‘house’ =
/dom-u-s/. These nouns were either masculine or feminine. The most
obvious and important characteristic of these nouns is that they should
have shown /-mutation in the genitive and dative singular and in the
nominative plural, where in proto-Old English there was an inflexional
-#-. Thus a word such as fo¢ ‘foot’ should have declined in this way:
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Singular Plural
Nom. fot fet
Acc. fot fot
Gen. fet fota
Dat. fet fotum

This paradigm at one stage must have applied to both masculine and
feminine nouns, but two competing tendencies of simplification
changed matters. Firstly, as elsewhere the nominative and accusative
plurals fall together (as f¢£). Secondly, all these nouns tended to fall in
with the dominant masculine and feminine declensions. Thus masculine
nouns began to decline in the following way:

Singular Plural
Nom. fot fec
Acc. fot fet
Gen. fotes fota
Dat. fet fotum

The genitive singular clearly derives from the as-plural declension. In
the same way bnutu ‘nut’ shows the usual system for the feminine nouns
(square brackets indicate predicted but unattested forms):

Singular Plural
Nom. hnutu (hnyte]
Acc. (hnutu] hnyte
Gen. hnyte hnuta
Dat. hnyte hnutum

Note that final -¢ was usually preserved but cannot always be
distinguished from the final -¢ of a-plurals, especially if /-mutation was
lost, as in the equally common hnate gen.sg. Hnutu was a light base;
heavy bases followed the same pattern except for the predictable loss of
final -e and -, e.g. boc, bé¢ ‘book, books’.

The importance of this declension lies partly in the fact that to it
belonged a number of very common nouns, e.g. mann ‘person’, partly
in that it is the source of irregular plurals such as PDE foot ~ feet, man
~ men, goose ~ geese. But during the Old English period the most salient
feature of these nouns, the vowel change due to /~mutation, was already
beginning to be lost. In this respect English is unlike German, where /-
mutation (Umlaut) remains an important morphological feature ; indeed
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it spreads to forms where it did not originally occur, e.g. Haxs ‘house’
vs. Hénser ‘houses’.

There were, as we have said, several minor consonantal declensions,
some containing important words; for instance the kinship terms fader
‘father’, méodor ‘mother’, brador ‘brother’, dohtor ‘daughter’, sweostor
‘sister’ constituted the r-declension, and fréond, frynd ‘friend, friends’
and féond, fjnd ‘fiend, fiends’ were members of the nd-declension. These
are not discussed here, since they are complex both in origin and in
history. Suffice it to say that they shared some features in common with
the athematic nouns (with /-mutation in the dative singular and, for the
nd-stems, the nominative and accusative plural also), but, like all nouns
belonging to smaller declensions, there was a strong tendency to
transfer to the as-plurals or (less probably) the a-plurals as appropriate,
hence fadras ‘fathers’.

In conclusion, it is worth emphasising how radical were the changes
in Old English noun morphology. At first, nouns had a tripartite
structure of root+ theme +inflexion, and the shape of the theme
determined the declensional class to which a noun belonged. Such a
structure can easily be seen in the paradigms on pp. 126, 129, 131 and
132, but other declensional types had a similar structure also. But, as we
have seen, due mostly to general phonological processes of reduction,
the characteristics which enabled the thematic element to be determined
were lost at a very early stage, and only a bipartite structure remained.

Now this is not a matter of interest merely to specialists, for the loss
of the element which defined declensional class opened the way to a
complete reorganisation of noun morphology, one which laid the
foundations for the system of the present-day language. Naturally some
parts of this reorganisation appear irrelevant to later stages of the
language, but the irrelevancy is only apparent, for each development is
part of a larger and long-lasting tendency. The most important feature,
of course, is that declensional type was no longer marked by the
thematic element but by the inflexional element. But, as the preceding
pages should have shown, there was another feature, namely the
growing domination of just three nominal declensions, which are best
defined by the form of the nominative plural inflexion. These three
declensions, which we have called the as-plurals, the a-plurals and the #-
plurals, can be recognised as dominant not so much by their relative
frequency as by the fact that other nouns could transfer to one or other
of these declensions, but transfer in the opposite direction was extremely
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rare. Thus 7/-stem nouns usually transferred either to the as-plurals or the
a-plurals, according to gender, but 2- or 4-stems did not transfer to the
i-stems. Furthermore, it can quite easily be observed that the most
dominant of these declensions was that of the as-plurals, for this was the
target of choice for those nouns which were transferring declension.
Other factors confirm this, such as the generalisation of the dative plural
inflexion -#7, which was the regular phonological development of that
inflexion for the old z-stems.

In Middle English (see vol. II, chapter 2), this tendency for the as-
plurals to become dominant increased, and by the end of that period we
find a system virtually identical to that in the present-day language. The
point to emphasise here is that the developments are not solely post-
Conquest. They are very easily observable in Old English, and the
development of the present-day system is something which began at
the very earliest stage of the emergence of English as a separate
language.

3.4.1.2 Adjectives

Adjectives in Old English always agreed in case, number and gender
with the nouns they modified. Of course, we would expect this of any
inflected language, not just a Germanic one, cf. French or Italian. But in
Germanic there was one peculiarity which still exists in most of the
present-day languages with the exception of English. This is that
adjectives normally belonged to two declensions. Which declension an
adjective followed in any given context was syntactically determined
(see chapter 4). Broadly, if the adjective was in a definite noun phrase
(usually made definite by a demonstrative or possessive), then one
declension was used, elsewhere the other was used. For morphological
reasons most grammarians used the terms ‘ weak’ for the first type and
‘strong’ for the second type, since adjectives in a definite NP patterned
according to the #- or weak declension, and adjectives in an indefinite
NP patterned according to the vocalic or strong declensions (see
§3.4.1.1). It is important to note that an adjective was not weak or
strong because the noun it modified was weak or strong; as has been
said, the assignment of declension in adjectives was syntactically
determined; in this respect, therefore, the adjective did not agree with
the noun. Adjectival inflexions differed from nominal inflexions in two
ways. Firstly, in a number of cases the inflexion was taken not from
nouns but from pronouns: these are written in italics in the paradigms
below. Secondly, as mentioned in the introduction to §3.4, the
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adjectives, unlike the nouns, can retain a separate instrumental case
inflexion, but only in the singular. Finally, under the term ‘adjective’ we
include both numerals and quantifiers (see chapter 4). These groups
are not usually morphologically distinct from the adjectives, but on
syntactic grounds, they may, for example, lack forms in the weak
declension and in other ways not have the full pattern of the core set of
adjectives.

Let us now consider the declensions in more detail, looking first at
the strong declensions. Since strong adjectives declined like strong or
vocalic nouns, it is no surprise to discover that they were (ignoring the
pronominal inflexions), if masculine, as-plurals, if neuter, #-plurals and
if feminine, a-plurals. That is to say, the adjectives followed the
dominant vocalic declension in nouns for each gender. In fact, adjectives
were even more prone to transfer to these declensions than nouns were,
and in Old English no adjectives completely followed the /- or #-stems,
and original ja-, wa-stems, etc. were assimilated to the major types in the
way described in §3.4.1.1. The kinds of variations we noticed in
§3.4.1.1, such as between heavy and light base nouns, naturally existed
equally among the adjectives, and we shall not discuss these below.

Since the situation in the plural was slightly different from that in the
singular, let us firstly consider only the singular forms of the adjective,
starting with masculine and neuter forms, exemplified by s#m ‘some’
(heavy bases behaved in the same way):

Masculine Neuter
Nom. sum sum
Acc. sumne sum
Gen. sumes sumes
Dat. sumum sumum
Instr. sume sume

The accusative masculine inflexion has the distinctive -#¢ shape which
we shall later see in pronouns, e.g. hine “him’, pone “that’ a.s.m., and the
dative singular inflexion too was borrowed from the pronominal
declensions. The paradigm outlined above is valid for both Early and
Late West Saxon, except that there was an increasing tendency to
replace the separate instrumental inflexion by the dative, with the
instrumental being retained only in set phrases such as sume dzg ‘one
day’ (where the noun too has a fossilised locative ending).

Turning to the feminine forms we can trace a greater degree of
simplification. In Early West Saxon the usual singular paradigm was:
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Nom. sumu
Acc. sume
Gen. sumre
Dat. sumre

Given the presence of pronominal endings, this is what we would
expect for light bases; heavy bases, predictably, lost the final -# in the
nominative singular so that we find there forms such as &/ind ‘blind”’.
Already for feminines there was no separate instrumental inflexion. In
classical Old English there was a very strong tendency to lose final -#
even in the short stems, to give nom.sg. s#m rather than sumu, which, of
course, made the nominative singular of indefinite adjectives identical
for all genders.

The simplification is carried yet further in all genders of the plural. In
Early West Saxon the patterns were:

Masculine Neuter Feminine
Nom. sume sumu suma
Acc. sume sumu suma
Gen. sumrag sumra sumrag
Dat. sumum sumum sumum

For heavy bases the same paradigm was followed except that final -« of
the nominative and accusative of neuters was regularly apocopated. The
most important point to note here is that even in Early West Saxon (due
to normal sound change) the genitive and dative inflexions were
identical for all three genders. During the classical period such merging
of inflexion over all genders was carried over into the nominative and
accusative forms also, with the masculine -¢ becoming standard (see
Pope 1967:184). Thus we find the plural declension simplified to sume
~ sume ~ sumra ~ sumam. So by the eleventh century gender dis-
tinctions in the strong adjectives only persisted in the oblique cases
of the singular.

Very little needs to be said about the weak adjective forms, for in
essence they were identical to the forms of the »#-declension nouns, and
can be directly deduced from the paradigms given in §3.4.1.1. There are
only two differences to note. Firstly, although the genitive plural of all
forms ought to be -ena, this ending, frequent in Early West Saxon, was
often found elsewhere as blindra, with the inflexion of the strong
adjective. Secondly, from Early West Saxon on there was an increasing
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tendency to change the dative plural ending from -#m to -an. This could
well be the result of a sound change, for it was eventually found in all
examples of the inflexion. However, it is in the indefinite adjectives that
the change is first seen, and there it could easily be morphologically
motivated (as a first stage towards the reduction of all the plural
inflexions of that declension to a single -an form). By the classical period
-4#m had become -an to a greater or lesser extent in other forms of the
adjectives too, and also in the nouns.

As today, adjectives in Old English showed two degrees of
compatison (but in Old English this was almost the only method of
comparison; the periphrastic comparison with an equivalent of more,
most was relatively rare and mostly restricted to late texts). The normal
method of comparison was with the proto-Old English suffixes *-ora,
*-ost, with the -o- of the comparative being lost through syncope
(§3.3.3.2). These were simply added to the stem of the adjective, e.g.
earm, earmra, earmost ‘poor, poorer, poorest’. Sometimes the suffixes
came from earlier *-ira, *-is¢, and in those cases /-mutation is found in
the comparative and superlative, e.g. eald, yldra, yldest ‘old, older,
oldest’, geong, gingra, gingest “ young, younger, youngest’. Other common
words with such comparison were: héah ‘high’, lang ‘long’, steort
‘short’, see Quirk & Wrenn (1957:§56) and Brunner (1965:§§307-11).
A further type of formation is seen in the superlative of locational
adjectives, e.g. the points of the compass, where a new ending -mest was
used, e.g. nordmest ‘northmost’. Such forms can be found in Zlfric’s
Grammar, e.g. BGr 240.2 innemest ‘inmost’, but in late texts the suffix
became identified with w5t “most’ and was so respelled.

Finally, as in present-day English there were a few very common
adjectives which formed their comparison by suppletion, that is to say,
by taking the compared form from another root. There are four
examples: god, betra, betst or sélra, sélest ‘ good, better, best’; ljtel, l#ssa,
l&st “little, less, least’; micel, mara, mést ‘much, more, most; and yfe/,
wyrsa, wyrst ‘bad, worse, worst’.

3.4.1.3 Pronouns

Morphologically as well as syntactically (see chapter 4) pronouns did
not form a homogeneous class. To some extent the morphological
variations were dependent upon the syntactic; on the other hand, some
of the variation was due to historical events long before the Old English
period: thus third person personal pronouns, although they have an
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inflexional system quite different from the other personal pronouns,
behaved syntactically as if they were ordinary personal pronouns. From
the point of view of historical morphology, and disregarding syntax, it
is probably best to class the pronouns into two types: (i)
personal pronouns, by which we mean the first and second person
personal pronouns only; (ii) impersonal pronouns, by which we mean
not only the demonstratives, possessives, interrogatives and indefinites,
but also the third person personal pronouns. For reflexive pronouns see
the discussion below. The indefinites, e.g. man ‘one’, are of no separate
morphological interest, and we shall not discuss these.

Even if this classification is reasonably correct historicalbly, it is
inconvenient for the purposes of discussion. Below, therefore, we
discuss the various pronouns in the following order: demonstratives;
interrogatives; first and second person personal pronouns; possessives;
third person personal pronouns. One other point has to be made now.
Throughout the period all the pronouns appeared in a considerable
variety of forms, even within one dialect. Probably this was largely
because pronouns could occur both in stressed and in unstressed
positions, and so there would exist alongside one another both stressed
or ‘strong’ forms and unstressed or ‘ weak’ forms. These could not only
differ from one another, but could also interact with one another and so
produce alternative strong and weak forms. This is not particularly
different from the situation in present-day English, to which we are all
unconsciously accustomed, but what we are not accustomed to, and yet
exists in Old English, is the variety of spelling to reflect these variations.
Below we only try to give the most common forms in Early and Late
West Saxon and to give those only in their stressed form. Brunner
(1965:§§332-49) gives a good overview of the full variety of forms
available during the period.

There were two demonstrative pronouns in Old English: s¢ (from
unstressed se) ‘that’ and pes ‘this’. There is also a single example, at CP
443.24, of geonre ‘yon’ dat.sg.fem. Of the two demonstratives s¢ was by
far the more common, and it was used as the neutral demonstrative
equivalent to PDE the. Both demonstratives inflected fully for case,
number and, in the singular, gender. Since amongst nouns the
distinctions for nominative and accusative had often been lost, singular
forms of s¢ often provide the only clue other than word order to the
function of the noun phrase. But, as everywhere else, the nominative
and accusative plurals were identical in the demonstratives.

In Early West Saxon the declension of s¢ was as follows:
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Masculine Neuter Feminine Plural
Nom. SE, se paet o) yi
Acc. pone paet pa pa
Gen. pes pes p&re, pire pira, pra
Dat. p&m, pam p&m, pam pire, pire p&m, pim

The variations, as we have said, probably were due largely to alternation
of strong and weak forms, although one might also suspect a tendency
to reduce alternation of the root vowel. In the classical period the
reduction of alternation is perhaps more obvious: there it was likely that
the forms with -4-, e.g. dat.sg., pl. pam would replace forms with -&-,
and in the masculine accusative singular the form pane sometimes
appears instead of pore, suggesting a generalisation of -z-. Doubtless the
situation was thoroughly confused by frequent shortening of the long
vowel in unstressed forms, and it is difficult to know how much
importance to attach to many of these changes. As with the adjectives,
there was a masculine and neuter instrumental singular, appearing as pon
or pj. For the classical period and later, however, it must be doubtful
whether it should be thought of as a ‘real’ inflexional form, rather than
a fossilised relic at least partially detachable from the normal paradigm.
In Early West Saxon the declension of pes ‘this” was as follows:

Masculine Neuter Feminine Plural
Nom. pes pis péos pis
Acc. pisne pis pis pas
Gen. pisses pisses pisse pissa
Dat. pissum pissum pisse pissum

All the forms with -/- also occurred with -y-, and in both Early and Late
West Saxon there was degemination of medial /ss/ in the unstressed
form. In Early West Saxon but not later, there was also an instrumental
singular form pys. By the classical period the feminine genitive and
dative singulars had changed to pissere and the genitive plural to pissera,
where the -e- was due to epenthesis and the inflexion was taken over
from feminine and plural adjectives. Thus in the genitive and dative of
both numbers and all genders the inflexional system aligned with that
for indefinite adjectives. If we turn back to se, we can see that the same
process was at work there, giving an analysis of, say, para as pa+ra. Yet
again, therefore, there was a simplification of inflexional systems.

The interrogative pronoun hwa ‘who, what” had only singular forms
and also only distinguished between non-neuter and neuter, the neuter
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nominative form being Awa#. In Germanic there had been distinct
masculine and feminine forms, but in Old English all the feminine forms
had been ousted by the masculine ones. It might not be too much to
suppose that this process is the beginnings of a natural gender system
(with an opposition in the first place between animate s» and inanimate
hwat) but unfortunately there is precious little evidence in Old English
to support this (see Mitchell 1985:§§349-51 for some typically sceptical
remarks on the topic). Whatever the rights of the matter, the
morphology of this pronoun followed, entirely predictably, the
morphology of demonstrative se.

There are two striking differences between the Old English first and
second person personal pronouns and those existing today. Firstly, in
Old English there was in the second person both a singular form pu
‘thou’ and a plural form ge ‘you’. Furthermore, the difference between
these was purely one of number: there was no sociolinguistic difference
as there was in Middle English and as still exists in, for example, some
Yorkshire dialects, between #4a’ and you#. These differences only arose
after the time of the Conquest. Secondly, as well as singular and plural
forms, there also existed, albeit only occasionally, a dual form, used for
referring to two persons, e.g. wit ‘we two’. The dual form was
essentially restricted to Old English, although some examples of it
persisted into the fourteenth century.

At about the time of the earliest texts (ca 700) the forms of the first
person pronoun were probably as follows:

Singular Dual Plural

Nom. 1€ wit we
Acc. meé uncit asic
Gen. min uncer dser
Dat. me unc as

By Early West Saxon, however, this system had changed in two
respects. Firstly, probably because of variation between strong and
weak forms, the accusative always lost its distinctive ending and became
identical with the dative, thus paving the way for the three-way contrast
which persists today. It is doubtful whether the morphological identity
of accusative and dative meant that the distinction of case had been lost,
since, as we have seen, it survived everywhere else, but no doubt the
merger here helped the merger to be promoted elsewhere after the
Conquest. Secondly, and more trivially, because of inflected forms of
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dser as a possessive (see below), syncope and assimilation take place to
give regular ire.

The second person pronoun developed in parallel to the first person,
and therefore only the normal Late West Saxon paradigm is given
below, from which earlier forms can easily be deduced:

Singular Dual Plural

Nom. pu git ge
Acc. pe inc éow
Gen. pin incer éower
Dat. pe inc éow

The genitives of these personal pronouns also functioned as
possessives — that was indeed their normal usage. When used as
possessives they then behaved exactly like strong adjectives and agreed
in number, case and gender with their modifying noun following the
usual declensional pattern, see §3.4.1.2. In poetry, but hardly at all in
prose, there was a third person possessive sin, which comes from an old
reflexive pronoun. This declined as a strong adjective too, and although
it was almost always used reflexively, it sometimes was not, see Mitchell
(1985:§§290-3).

We have already said that the third person pronouns, although
syntactically like the personal pronouns, were morphologically like the
demonstratives. This can be seen quite clearly if we consider the
paradigm of these pronouns in Early West Saxon (the forms in -/ existed
alongside forms in -z, see §3.3.3.1):

Masculine Neuter Feminine Plural
Nom. he hit héo hi, héo
Acc. hine hit hi hi, héo
Gen. his his hire hira, heora
Dat. him him hire him

A close comparison of this with the paradigm of se “that’ (see above,
p. 143), should be enough to show that the two declensions are
inflexionally identical. To the modern reader this must seem surprising,
since there no longer exists any inflexional system for the demonstratives
except for the plural forms these, those, and the inflexional system of
personal pronouns has become quite irregular (i.e. isolated from all
other existing inflexional systems), but it would have required no great
effort for the speaker of Old English to see the two declensions as one.
The only odd forms above are the nominative and accusative plurals béo,
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which come from an old neuter form, and gen.pl. heora by back
mutation (§3.3.3.1). In Late West Saxon the principal forms were
similar, but there was frequent substitution of y for 7, as would be
expected. Unlike the true personal pronouns, when the genitive forms
are used as possessives, they remain uninflected.

One noticeable feature of these third pronouns is that they all begin
with /h/, i.e. the <th> (=/8/) forms of present-day English are
completely absent. They, their, them are not to be traced back to Old
English, but are due to Scandinavian influence after the time of the
Conquest. In very late West Saxon texts there are about six examples of
a form page instead of pa “that’ nom.pl. It might be tempting to see this
as a precursor of PDE #hey, but the temptation should be resisted.

3.4.1.4 Other elements
There is little to say about other elements which can be inflected.

Adverbs generally followed the same patterns as adjectives in com-
parison, so that, for instance, /ange ‘long’ had imutated comparative
and superlative forms, we/ ‘well’ had suppletive forms just like gid
‘good’. The numerals for 1-3 declined similarly to strong adjectives,
although the inflexions were different, e.g. masc. twégen, neut. twa, ¢4,
fem. twa ‘two’, and we can note oddities such as that the numeral an
‘one’ could have a plural inflexion when followed by a collective plural.

34.2  The verb phrase

In all the Germanic languages there were two principal types of verb,
traditionally called strong verbs and weak verbs. The difference between
them lay in the formation of tenses: strong verbs formed their preterite
or past tense forms (principally) by means of vowel variation, cf. PDE
sing, sang, sung, whereas weak verbs formed their preterite by suffixation.
In addition there were various irregular verbs, some of which grouped
together as preterite-presents (see §3.4.2.4), some of which were, by the
Old English period, simply irregular. The strong conjugation was the
older, being Indo-European in origin, but the weak conjugation was the
primary one in Old English. Its origins, although obscure, were strictly
Germanic (see chapter 2) and it is this conjugation to which new verbs
usually belonged, just as new verbs today join the regular conjugation
exemplified by /ove, loved. The weak conjugation is indeed the source of
today’s regular conjugation. The irregular verbs were only a small
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minority, but, as would be expected, they contained some of the most
frequent verbs, e.g. béon ‘be’. The strong conjugation, too, contained
many verbs of faitly high frequency, and therefore the three types were
roughly similar in frequency.

In Old English, verbs inflected for person, number, tense and mood.
As in all the Germanic languages there were only two tenses, present
and past, and there were also three moods, indicative, subjunctive and
imperative. In Germanic there had been three numbers, but as with
nouns and adjectives, the dual inflexions had been lost early on. Also,
there was earlier a partial set of inflexions for passive voice, but only one
survivor existed in Old English, hatte, pl. hatton ‘was called’.

3.4.2.1 Verbal inflexions

The inflexional systems of strong and weak verbs were generally
identical except for the preterite indicative singular and the past
participle (the separate weak inflexions are discussed in §3.4.2.3). After
the very earliest changes such as first fronting (see §3.3.3.1), the
inflexions attached to strong verbs were probably as follows:

Present
Indicative Subjunctive Imperative
1sg -u -&®
2sg -is -& -
3sg -10 -
Plural -ad -&n -20
Past
1sg -f 1
2sg -1 -1
3sg -# -1
Plural -un -in
Infinitive -an
Present Participle -andi
Past participle -&n

Anyone with even a slight acquaintance with Latin should be able to
spot correspondence between some of the inflexions shown above and
the verbal inflexions of Latin. Thus pre-Old English *scrifu ‘1 decree’,
*serifis, *serifid corresponds closely to Latin seribo ‘1 write’, scribis, scribit.
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The loss of separate inflexions for the different persons of the plural
compared not only with Latin but with the earliest stages of Germanic
(as in Gothic) was characteristic not only of Old English but also of the
other North Sea Germanic dialects, Old Frisian and Old Saxon. We can
also see that the singular of the subjunctive did not show different forms
for each person, but this was the result of normal sound change.

The above system should have developed, by, around 800, to the
following :

Present
Indicative Subjunctive Imperative
1sg -u,-0 -e
2sg -es -e -@
3sg -ed -e
Plural -ad -en -20
Past
1sg B -€
2sg -e -e
3sg -9 -e
Plural -on -en
Infinitive -an
Present Participle -end
Past participle -en

In a regular strong verb such as stelan ‘steal’ these endings would be
added to the appropriate part of the verb (where the vowel would vary,
see §§3.4.2, 3.4.2.2) without modification. Thus to the form of the stem
stel- would be added all the present tense forms, including the infinitive
and present participle; to szz/- would be added the inflexions of the first
and third persons past indicative only; to s¢2/- would be added all the
other inflexions except that of the past participle, where -en was added
to stol-. The participles and the infinitive had other features also. Both
participles could be inflected as strong adjectives (see §3.4.1.2) and the
infinitive had an inflected form -enne, only found after the preposition #.
In addition, the past participle, unless already prefixed, regularly had the
prefix ge-, at least in transitive verbs — the situation with respect to
intransitive verbs was rather different. This prefix, still found in, say,
German and Dutch, was lost from English in the Middle English
period, after first becoming y-, as in ME yclept “ called’.
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It is noteworthy that these inflexions regularly overrode normal
sound change. For example, we would have expected the -» of the first
person present indicative and the -/ of the second person preterite
indicative to be lost after long syllables, giving **# rid, not i ridu ‘1 ride’
and **pu stl, not pu st&le ‘thou stolest’, But in normal strong verbs the
inflexion was always added to the stem, regardless of quantity. Further
instances of analogical changes eliminating allomorphic variation occur
in the preterite subjunctive and in the second person preterite indicative,
where earlier -7 or -7 would be expected to have caused /-mutation, but
this did not occur. However, in the second and third person present
indicatives -mutation did occur regularly (in West Saxon at least). Such
morphological conditioning of the operation of particular sound
changes suggests that, even if, say, i-mutation were a part of the
synchronic phonology of Old English at a later stage, it was not purely
phonological but may have been restricted to particular grammatical
categories, say to nouns but not to verbs. The theoretical consequences
are certainly worth exploring further.

The inflexion of strong verbs, ca 800 (see above p. 148), did not
fully survive even in Early West Saxon, the most important changes
occurring in the singular present indicative. In the first person the -«
inflexion is hardly ever seen, and -¢ is found instead. The source of this
inflexion has been much disputed, although most scholars have
supposed that it came, quite remarkably, from the subjunctive (see
Bazell (1939:63—4) for another view). Whatever the case may be, it was
a particularly West Saxon feature extending only to Kentish under West
Saxon influence. In the second person we would expect forms such as pu
rides ‘ thou ridest’. The -¢ in our gloss is 2 West Saxon innovation, where
we find, other things being equal, pu ridest. But other dialects retain the
-es form, cf. present-day Northern English tha’ loves against biblical #hou
lovest. The source of the -# is rather odd, for it would appear to have
come from inverted forms, e.g. *rides pu ‘ridest thou’, the /t/ being
introduced to ease the transition from /s/ to /8/, and then being
reinterpreted as part of the inflexion even in normal order. That this is
what happened is confirmed by a further development in the West
Saxon second and third person present indicatives. The forms we would
expect, e.g. ridest, rided, were normally confined to the more northern
dialects; in West Saxon we find ritst, rit(f). This can be explained if we
take as our starting point the inverted *ridest pu, and then suppose
cliticisation to *ridestu (occasional forms testify to this, and we have used
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it to explain the -# in any case). This would permit syncope after the long
first syllable, and then simplification and assimilation of the consonants
would give the normal West Saxon forms. It is important that the
dialectal spread of these syncopated forms and of the -es# inflexion in the
second person virtually coincided, giving added weight to the theory.
Syncopation also occurred in short-stemmed verbs, e.g. awist, cwid(d)
‘speak’ 2nd,3rd sg. pres.indic., where it was clearly an analogical
process equating these verbs with their long-stemmed partners.

One other feature already apparent in Early West Saxon and extensive
by the classical perjod concerns the inflexions of the subjunctive. The
inflexions of strong verbs (see above, p. 148) suggest there were only
two inflexions for the subjunctive: -¢ for the singular, -en for the plural,
regardless of both person and tense. This, although largely due to
normal sound change, is unsurprising, for it is normal for less frequent
grammatical categories to simplify their inflexional system. But in the
ninth and tenth centuries the inflexion of the preterite plural subjunctive
changed to -on. This was not the complication it might appear to be, for
what we are certainly witnessing is the falling together of the indicative
and subjunctive inflexions under the indicative, that is to say, we are
witnessing the beginnings of the demise of separate inflexions for the
subjunctive, a process almost, but not quite, complete today (although
it may be being reversed in American English).

Four paragraphs ago we noted that whereas the first and third
singular preterite indicative inflexions were added to one form of a
strong verb stem, so that, for example, one finds # st&/, he stzl ‘1,he
stole’, the second person singular inflexion was added to another form
of the stem, so that one finds pu st&le “thou stolest’. This persisted
throughout the period, and even today there is one, albeit archaic, such
example, namely, I was, thou wert, he was, they were, where the old second
person singular has the structure of the plural, not the singular stem.

From the above we can see that the paradigm of a regular strong verb
such as stelan ‘steal’ would be as follows in classical Old English:

Present
Indicative Subjunctive Imperative
1sg ic stele i¢ stele
2sg pu stelst pu stele stel!
3sg he steld he stele
Plural hi stelad hi stelen stelad!
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Past
1sg i¢ stael i€ stele
2sg pu stele pu stele
3sg he szl he st@le
Plural hi st&lon hi stelon
Infinitive stelan
Present Participle stelend
Past participle gestolen

One important feature which during the Old English period was
associated only with the Northumbrian dialect and is therefore absent
from the above paradigm, was the development, probably through
contact with Scandinavian settlers, of the third singular present
indicative inflexion -es, i.e. be steles. This, of course, is the origin of PDE
he steals, but although it is first seen in the late ninth century, it was not
until Shakespearian times that it became the standard in the whole of the
country.

3.4.2.2 Strong verbs

As we saw in chapter 2, strong verbs usually formed their tenses by
variation of the root vowel, with one vowel for the present, another for
the preterite singular, a third for other preterite forms, and a fourth for
the past participle. This variation of the root vowel or ablaut followed
six regular patterns, and strong verbs are assigned to one verb class or
another depending upon the pattern they followed. In Germanic the
ablaut system was at first very clear (see chapter 2), and, disregarding the
few sound changes which disrupted the pattern, we can suppose the
following six ablaut series:

Present Pret.sg. Pret.  Past Part.

I i al 1 i

11 eu au u o
111 e a u o
v e a & o
A% e a & e
VI a o) 6 a

The regular development of these series, excluding disrupting sound
changes which only affect a sub-group of verbs within a particular class,
would be to:
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Present Pret.sg. Pret.  Past Part.

I 1 i 1 i

11 €o €a u o
III e ® u (o}
v e ® 2 e
\'4 e ® & o
VI ® o o} ®

Thus, for example, a strong verb of class I such as Gmc *ridan
‘ride’, would have the pattern in Old English of: ridan ~ rad ~ ridon
~ (ge-)riden. But the history of strong verbs in Old English was
characterised above all by the progressive disruption of the relatively
clear Germanic system. Even the ‘normal’ ablaut series (see diagram
above) shows, for example, that the presence of an /i/ element in all
parts of class I verbs was no longer de riguenr. What we shall do in the
following paragraphs, therefore, is trace the extent of the collapse in the
system during the period.

Strong class I verbs, e.g. ridan above, remained strikingly homo-
geneous. Apart from the so-called contracted verbs, which we discuss
separately below, the only feature to note concerns Verner’s Law. As
shown in chapter 2, we would expect Verner’s Law to have caused
voicing of voiceless fricatives in the preterite plural and past participle

forms, as indeed is the case with, say, swidan ‘cut’ ~ snad ~ snidon ~
sniden, where /d/ is from earlier /8/ (see §3.3.3.1). In some verbs, e.g.
drifan ‘drive’, it is impossible to tell whether the alternation was
preserved or not because of the more general voicing of medial
fricatives in Old English (see again §3.3.3.1), and the only unambiguous
examples are those where some other sound change intervened. This
happened in the case of [s] ~ [z], where Gmc *[z] developed to [t]; [6]
~ [8], where *[8] > [d]; and [x] ~ [y], where *[x] was lost inter-
vocalically (giving contracted verbs, see below). Leaving aside the last
group, we find in class I as much elimination of Verner’s Law, e.g. 47
rison ‘they rose’, not **Ai riron, as preservation, cf. snidan. This is to be
expected, for levelling of Verner’s Law reduced allomorphic variation
and simplified the system. This verb class was not only well preserved
in Old English, it forms the basis of a fairly stable group of irregular
verbs in Present-Day English, e.g. ride, drive, rise, write.

The expected pattern of strong class II verbs is exemplified by béodan
~ bead ~ budon ~ boden ‘command’. In this class Verner’s Law was
usually preserved, thus ééosan ‘choose’ but coren ‘chosen’. Class II
remained fairly stable in Old English, although by the modern period it
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is much fragmented, with ¢#osan compare fréosan giving PDE freeze. In
Old English some verbs which must originally have patterned exactly
like béodan had instead a present tense with /u:/, e.g., /acan ‘lock’. This
was probably a Germanic innovation based on the analogy of class I
verbs, where the alternation /i:/ ~ /i/ existed. In verbs like /acan the
analogy gave the parallel alternation /u:/ ~ /u/.

Classes I and II give the impression of stability within strong verbs.
Unfortunately, this is misleading, as we can see when we come to class
III. As the diagram of the ‘normal’ ablaut series shows (p. 152), we
should expect there the ablaut variation ¢ ~ & ~ # ~ 0. Some verbs did
follow this pattern, e.g. berstan ~ barst ~ burston ~ borsten ‘burst’,
other examples including perséan ‘thresh’, and, less regularly, feobtan
‘fight’. But the problem with these is that they were not originally
strong class III verbs, as can be seen by the fact that the ablauting vowel
is not followed by a liquid or nasal and another consonant (see chapter
2, also §1). Rather, they were once class V verbs which during the
Germanic period adopted the ablaut variation of class III. In original
class ITI verbs, the most stable pattern was that followed by verbs which
had a nasal after the ablauting vowel, e.g. bindan ~ band ~ bundon ~
bunden ‘bind’, where the divergences from the predicted pattern are due
to Germanic raising of */e/ and */o/ before a nasal, or the failure of
Gmc */a/ plus nasal to undergo first fronting in proto-Old English.
This group remains remarkably stable throughout the history of the
language, cf. PDE bind, drink, find, shrink, spring, swing, swim, all of which
come directly from Old English with little modification. One important
form here is the preterite singular of findan, where fand ‘I,he found’
would be expected. But in West Saxon the normal form was funde. This
was the result of the merger of the preterite singular and plural forms,
so reducing the number of ablaut variants to three rather than four as
was usual in Old English. This, therefore, is a precursor of the standard
Middle English reduction in ablaut variation from four to three (which
persists today).

The forms with following liquid plus consonant showed yet more
divergences from the expected pattern. Before /1/ we find paradigms
such as helpan ~ healp ~ hulpon ~ holpen ‘help’, where the preterite
singular shows breaking of /=/ (see §3.3.3.1). Before /r/ breaking was
also found in the present, hence weorpan ~ wearp ~ wurpon ~ worpen
‘throw’, and in classical Old English weorpan normally further
developed to wurpan. The variety of pattern exemplified by these
different class III verbs can be illustrated thus:
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Present Pret.sg. Pret.  Past Part.

berstan e ® u o
bindan i a u u
helpan e ea u o}
wurpan  u ea u o

The most important point to note is that, although there were identities
everywhere, the ablaut vowel varied greatly in the present tense and the
preterite singular. But these two forms best define class membership for
a strong verb. This leads one to suppose that class III was already
breaking down in the Old English period, except for the bindan-type, yet
we may be being misled by the situation in West Saxon, which showed
a rather greater variation than did the other dialects.

Class IV had only a few verbs, and even amongst them we have to
make a division between those with a following liquid and those with a
following nasal. Those with the liquid were straightforward, as typified

by stelan ‘steal’ (see above), other examples being beran ‘bear’, cwelan
‘die’, and feran ‘tear’. Oddly, despite the relative infrequency of this
group, two verbs appear to have been attracted to it, namely brecan
‘break’ and Ablecan “unite’, as shown by the past particles brocen, tohlocene.
Only two verbs in this class had a following nasal, but they were both
of high frequency, even if only one survives today: caman ~ com ~
comon ~ cumen ‘come’ and niman ~ nam ~ namen ~ numen ‘take’. In
cuman only the preterite plural and past participle are phonologically
predictable (for -4- is the equivalent of -#- before nasals). The present
tense showed an ‘aorist’ present, that is to say, it had a short vowel
originally associated with Indo-European aorist or past tense, cf. cumen.
Such aorist presents could occur elsewhere too, e.g. class I ripan ‘reap’,
class III spurnan ‘spurn’. The preterite singular had an unexpected long
vowel, and it is likely that this vowel was transferred from the plural on
the analogy of class VI (see below, but cf. also funde above). The forms
of niman are more complex still. The infinitive had the expected form, so
too had the past participle. The preterite plural would be expected to be
namon, and this form can be found in Early West Saxon alongside namon,
which was normal Late West Saxon. In Early West Saxon the preterite
singular was often ném and the explanation of this is parallel to that of
com, at least if the long vowel is genuine. The example in CorpG/ fornoom
‘he seized’ suggests so, but the West Saxon Lauderdale Orosius has both
nom and nam, suggesting a short vowel from Gmc */a/ plus nasal, which
would be regular. In later West Saxon we find only the alternation nam
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~ namon. The spelling <a> is what we would expect for */a/ plus
nasal, and the long vowel in the plural would be on the analogy of the
short ~ long contrast in other class IV (and V) verbs. Clearly, both
cuman and niman showed more analogical levelling than the other verbs.
The reason for this may be that they were no longer perceived as regular
sttong verbs at all, and therefore were to some extent free from the
constraining influences of the predicted ablaut pattern.

Class V verbs were very like class IV verbs, being distinguished only
in the past participle, e.g. sprecan ~ sprac ~ spracon ~ sprecen ‘speak’.
Since the consonant which followed the ablaut vowel could be any
consonant other than a liquid or nasal (see chapter 2), Verner’s Law
could apply, and it usually did, e.g. cweden ‘said’ from cwedan ‘say’.
However it should be noted that originally these verbs only showed the
operation of Verner’s Law in the past participle, and therefore past
plural forms such as cw#don “ they said’ demonstrate, against the normal
trend, analogical extension of Verner’s law. The most reasonable
conclusion is that the preterite plural and the past participle were felt to
be closely related and therefore they came to show the same kind of
Verner’s Law alternation as in the verbs of the more salient classes I and
1I. Two members of this class, efan “eat’ and fretan ‘devour’ already had
a long vowel in the preterite singular in Germanic; this remained and
may even have extended into the present. Class VI verbs should,
because of the sound change of restoration of a (see §3.3.3.1), have
varied between /a/ and /=/ in the present tense and the past participle,
but in West Saxon at least /a/ was generalised throughout the present
and was normal in the past participle. Hence we find faran ~ for ~ foron
~ faren ‘go’. Two verbs had from Germanic a nasal infix in the present
tense: standan ‘stand’, wacnan ‘wake’, cf. stod ‘stood’, woc ‘woke’. In
both classes V and VI some verbs formed their present tense according
to the conjugation of weak class 1 verbs (see below), although otherwise
they patterned normally. Typical examples are: biddan ‘ask’, licgan ‘lie’,
sittan ‘sit’ (all class V) and hebban  raise’, hlybhan ‘laugh’, siyppan ‘ create’
(all class VI).

These so-called ‘weak presents’ have to be distinguished from
another phenomenon associated with strong verbs, which is that there
was a slight tendency for strong verbs to become weak. This, of course,
is much more common later in the history of the language, when
numerous strong verbs become weak, compare OE helpan and PDE
help. The Old English weak presents were a quite different phenomenon,
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as can be deduced from considering PDE si# alongside OE sittan.
Relatively rare examples of strong verbs transferring to the weak
conjugations include réohte ‘it smoked’ from class II réocan; spurned
‘spurned’ and murnde ‘he mourned’ from class III spurnan and murnan.
In West Saxon stregdan  strew’, which should have paralleled berstan and
similar class III verbs, went completely over to the weak conjugation.
But these examples formed a tiny minority, and it would be too much
to claim that the transfer to the weak conjugation was fully under way
in the Old English period. There are signs that it was about to happen,
but the overwhelming impression is that the strong verbs remained
relatively stable. This, however, was not so true of Northumbrian, in
this respect as in others more ‘advanced’ than the other dialects, where
transfer to the weak conjugation was much more frequent.

In Germanic, verbs of classes I, I1, V and VI could have had a single
/x/ after the ablaut vowel. This /x/ would by Verner’s Law have
voiced to /y/ in the preterite plural and past participle, giving
alternations such as *wrixon ~ *wrax ~ *wrigon ~ *wrigen ‘cover’ by
about the fifth century. But then (see §3.3.3.1) the /x/ was lost between
vowels, and the result was the class of ‘contracted verbs’. By later
changes class I contracted verbs appeared in Early West Saxon with a
paradigm such as wréon ~ wrah ~ wrigon ~ wrigen, so too téon ‘accuse’,
péon ‘thrive’ and a few others. For class II we find fléon ~ fleah ~ flugon
~ flugen ‘flee’ and #éon ‘draw’, and the similarity of the two series
allowed the original class I contracted verbs to transfer to class II with
increasing frequency, giving forms such as wréon ~ wréah ~ wrugon ~
wrugen. Contracted verbs of class V included séon ‘see’ and of class VI
flean ‘flay’, lean ‘blame’, skan ‘slay’ and pwean ‘ wash’, but in these cases
the non-present forms were more or less regular.

Class VII verbs had an entirely different origin from the other strong
verbs. In Germanic they formed their preterite not merely by ablaut but
also by reduplication. For example Go. grézan ‘ weep’ had the preterite
singular gaigrot, where the initial /g/ of the stem is doubled and then
linked to the stem by /e/ = <ai>. This phenomenon was of Indo-
European origin. But by the Old English period, or at least by the time
of the earliest texts, almost all traces of reduplication had been lost, the
most common examples being of héh? ‘he commanded’ alongside Aét, cf.
inf. hatan and Go. hathait ‘he commanded’. For Old English we have to
analyse these verbs quite differently, one type being like hdtan ~ het ~
héton ~ haten, the other type being like beatan ~ béot ~ béoton ~ béaten
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‘beat’. These verbs all had one vowel in the present and past participle
and another vowel in the preterite singular and plural, so that from the
first two forms in each series we can predict the remainder, the
difference between the two types being simply whether the preterite was
formed with -&- or -éo-. There is no way of predicting what will occur
(even in Gothic the situation is irregular). Note especially that the vowel
of the present, which could vary considerably, is not a firm indicator of
the vowel of the preterite. Verbs of this class were more likely to
transfer to the weak conjugation than other strong verbs, doubtless
because of their apparent irregularity.

3.4.23 Weak verbs

Weak verbs differed from strong verbs in three respects. Firstly, and
most importantly, they formed their preterite by the purely Germanic
innovation of a dental suffix (Gmc */8/ > OE /d/, usually) being
added to the stem. This is #he sign of this conjugation, one of the
major defining features of the Germanic branch of Indo-European, but
nevertheless somewhat obscure in origin (see chapter 2). Secondly and
more trivially, weak verbs had their own set of inflexions for the
preterite indicative singular. In the very earliest period of Old English
these were -2, -&s, -2, which become in West Saxon -¢, -est, -¢, see
§3.4.2.1. Thirdly, these verbs were quite distinct in origin from strong
verbs, for they were formed by a derivational suffix being added to the
stem. Thus OE #rymman ‘ strengthen’ was formed from the nominal root
*trum plus suffix */ plus inflexion. In Germanic this suffix could have
four basic shapes: *;, *dj, *aij, and *ndj, so giving four different classes.
By the Old English period, however, only the first two fully remained,
the third had a few relic forms, which we analyse in §3.4.2.4 as irregular
verbs, and the fourth class had completely disappeared.

Let us start with the paradigm of class 1 verbs in about the fifth
century (ignoring the special inflexional developments of the first and
second person present indicatives, see §3.4.2.1). For frymman, the
paradigm would have been rather like:

Present
Indicative Subjunctive Imperative
1sg ttumm+j+u  trumm+j+ a2
2sg trum + is trumm+j+ trum+ i
Isg trum + 19 trumm+j+2
Plural trumm+j+ad trumm+j+azn trumm+j+ad
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Past
1sg trum+id+ = trum+id+1
2sg trum+id+2s trum+id41
3sg trum+id+= trum+id +1
Plural trum+id+un trum+id+in
Infinitive trumm + j+an
Present Participle trumm +j +andi
Past Participle trum + id

Clearly there was already allomorphic variation, for the stem varied
between having a geminate consonant and a single consonant, and the
suffix was sometimes /j/, sometimes /i/ and sometimes lost. These
variations can be explained by postulating three sound changes which
disrupted a previously regular pattern where the suffix */j/ was always
present. Firstly, that */j/ was lost before */i/. This gives the forms of
the second and third person present indicative. Secondly, that */j/
became */i/ except where it was followed by another vowel. This gives
all the forms of the preterite and also the imperative singular. Thirdly,
that */j/, where it remained after these two sound changes, doubled the
preceding consonant in a short-stemmed syllable (West Germanic
gemination, see chapter 2). As can be seen above, double consonants
always occurred when /j/ followed.

Perhaps the most obvious feature of the above paradigm is that the
stem vowel was always followed by either */i/ or */j/. This means that
the stem vowel would always be /-mutated, and so at one time the
presence of an smutated stem vowel must have been a striking
characteristic of weak class 1 verbs. But even by Early West Saxon times
it is doubtful that Old English speakers would have made much of this
fact (despite Dresher 1981:193 and see the comments on i-mutation in
verbs in §3.4.2.1 above). Apart from /-mutation, other sound changes
intervene at an early stage. Most notably */j/ and */i/ were lost after
long syllables (see §3.3.3.2), and so every */j/ was lost (since because
of gemination it always followed in pre-Old English a long syllable).
Otherwise one finds the normal reduction of unstressed vowels to /e/.
Therefore the paradigm of trymman in Early West Saxon developed
as:
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Present
Indicative Subjunctive Imperative
1sg trymme trymme
2sg trymest trymme tryme |
3sg trymed trymme
Plural trymmad trymmen trymmad!
Past
1sg trymede trymede
2sg trymedest trymede
3sg trymede trymede
Plural trymedon trymeden
Infinitive trymman
Present Participle trymmende
Past Participle trymed

In Early and then Late West Saxon the development of inflexional
endings was similar to that of strong verbs, and so we find forms such
as trymd ‘he strengthens’. For long-stemmed class 1 verbs we can
postulate essentially the same developments as for short-stemmed
verbs, but it should be noted that gemination did not occur, and that
*/i/ was lost in the preterite and imperative singular, so that Gmc
*domjan ‘judge’ gives OE déman (without gemination), démde ‘he
judged’ (with syncope of */i/).

There was a considerable group of weak class 1 verbs which had a
significantly different pattern from that given above. These verbs all had
a root which in Germanic ended in either a velar consonant or */1/.
Although the present tense forms of these verbs were normal, in
Germanic the preterite came to be formed without connecting */i/.
This process probably started in stems with a final velar and then spread
to stems with final */1/ (see Prokosch 1927), which may itself have been
velar (see Hogg 1971). Thus Gmc *sikjan ‘seek’, *talljan ‘tell’ would
have had preterites *saksé, *taldZ, giving proto-Old English *sohse,
*t@ldz. Therefore in these verbs the preterite did not show /Umlaut, .
and we find alternations in Old English such as séan ~ sdbte, tellan ~
tealde (here breaking intervenes as well, see §3.3.2.1). This failure of +
mutation in the preterite, often known as Rickumlant, is seen in many
verbs of high frequency, e.g. brengan ‘bring’, byigan ‘buy’, leigan ‘lay’,
t@éan ‘teach’, penian ‘think’, pynian ‘seem’, settan ‘set’, wyrian ‘work’,
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cwellan ‘kill’, sellan < give’, stellan ‘ place’. The phenomenon is important
for later periods also, for it is from this type that we get PDE seek ~
sought, buy ~ bonght, tell ~ told, sell ~ sold, etc., and even the French
loan-word catch was eventually attracted into this irregular conjugation.
By the fifth century the verbs of class 2 had probably modelled
themselves on the pattern of the class 1 verbs (see Cowgill 1959), so that
wherever class 1 verbs had */j/ they would have */o:j/ (later /0j/), and
wherever class 1 did not have */j/ class 2 would have */o:/ (later /o/).
Thus for OE /ufian ‘love’ we can postulate the following paradigm:

Present
Indicative Subjunctive Imperative
Isg lufoju lufoje
2sg lufos lufoj= lufo!
3sg lufod lufoje
Plural lufojad lufojeen lufojad!
Past
1sg lufodae lufod1
2sg lufodees lufodi
3sg lufode lufodi
Plural lufodun lufodin
Infinitive lufojan
Present Participle lufojandi
Past Participle lufod

In the development to Early West Saxon the most important point is
that, as with class 1 verbs, */j/ caused /-mutation, but in this class the
i-mutated vowel was the suffixal */o/, which i-mutated to */e/ and was
then raised to /i/ before palatal /j/, cf. halig ‘holy’ discussed in §3.3.2.2.
That /ij/ sequence was then simplified to /i/. Otherwise */o/ either
remained or was lowered to /a/, so that we find the following paradigm
in Early West Saxon:

Present
Indicative Subjunctive Imperative
1sg lufie lufie
2sg lufast lufie lufa!
3sg lufad lufie
Plural lufiad Jufien lufiad!
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Past
Indicative Subjunctive

1sg lufode lufode

2sg lufodest lufode

3sg lufode lufode
Plural lufodon lufoden
Infinitive lufian
Present Participle lufiende
Past Participle lufod

This paradigm then underwent exactly the same kinds of changes as
affected class 1 verbs and strong verbs except that since the second and
third person present indicative forms had -2- rather than -¢-, syncopated
forms of these inflexions did not occur.

We now have to turn back and look at a small group of class 1 verbs
not previously considered. These verbs were once exactly like trymman,
except that their stem syllable ended in */r/. The problem here is that
West Germanic gemination did not double */tr/. Otherwise the
development of these verbs paralleled the other class 1 verbs, except
that they, because of the absence of gemination, were the only short-
stemmed verbs in the class. Typical examples are: herian ‘praise’, nerian
‘save’, werian ‘clothe’. The Early West Saxon paradigm of nerian is:

Present
Indicative Subjunctive Imperative
1sg nerie nerie
2sg nerest nerie nere!
3sg nered nerie
Plural neriad nerien neriad!
Past
isg nerede nerede
2sg neredest nerede
3sg nerede nerede
Plural neredon nereden
Infinitive nerian
Present Participle neriende
Past Participle nered

This paradigm was more different from the paradigm of class 2 verbs
than it would seem to be, for serie was disyllabic, i.e. /nerje/, whilst
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Iufie was trisyllabic, i.e. /lufie/. This follows from their historical
development. But by the tenth century the medial /j/ became vocalised,
as shown by spellings such as #erige. Furthermore, at about the same
time unstressed vowels began to merge (see §3.3.2.2), and this affected
preterite forms such as /4fode, which became /ufede. The consequence of
these changes is that whilst the short-stemmed class 1 verbs differed
from the class 2 verbs only in the second and third person present
indicative, they differed more radically from the long-stemmed class 1
verbs, notably in the absence of geminate consonants. Therefore, by the
time of classical Old English what we find is that the short-stemmed
class 1 verbs had transferred to class 2, with forms such as nerad rather
than rered. This occurred despite the fact that nerian, etc. had i-mutated
stem vowels, and demonstrates clearly that in classical Old English the
i~mutation of stem vowels no longer defined a weak verb as a class 1
verb. Soon after the Conquest we can see further evidence of the
collapse of the old division amongst weak verbs, when they reclassified
into long-stemmed verbs and short-stemmed verbs, or the two classes
merged completely, but this was essentially a post-Conquest move, of
which the nerian-type was only a precursor.

3.4.24 Irregular verbs

There were three types of irregular verbs: (i) preterite-present verbs; (ii)
weak class 3 verbs; (iii) ‘anomalous’ verbs. It is not proposed to
consider their inflexions in any detail here, see instead Campbell
(1959 :§§762-8) and Brunner (1965:§§416--30). Rather, we shall merely
consider the most interesting characteristics of each.

The preterite-present verbs were originally strong verbs but in
Germanic, perhaps sometimes even earlier, the preterite came to acquire
a present tense meaning. This then formed a new preterite with a dental
suffix. For example, war ‘he knows’ can be seen by its form to be the
preterite of a class I verb, but it had a present tense meaning, and the
past tense has the form wiste ‘he knew’. Other similar verbs were: cann
‘he knows’, dearr ‘he dares’, séeal “he shall’, mt ‘he must’, mad ‘he
may’, @b ‘he possesses’, pearf ‘he needs’, ann ‘he grants’. They are
especially important for later periods, for it is from these verbs that we
get the present-day core modal verbs, e.g. can, shall, must, may (will has
a different origin, see below). But there is an important difference
between Old English and present-day English, for whilst today modal
verbs are syntactically defined, in Old English the parallel verbs were
morphologically defined (see further chapter 4).
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Four verbs in Old English preserve very clear signs of the Germanic
weak class 3, namely habban “have’, libban ‘live’, seigan ‘say’ and hyigan
‘think’. Such signs included: (i) variation between unmutated and
mutated forms, e.g. hzbbe ‘1 have’ but habbad ‘we have’; (ii) similar
variation between geminated and ungeminated forms, e.g. /ibbe ‘1 live’
but /eafad ‘he lives’; (iii) syncopation of the medial vowel in all forms
of the preterite, e.g. hzfde ‘1 had’. It is also certain that many other verbs
showed very occasional traces of this class although they usually
transferred to class 2. This massive movement away from class 3 clearly
indicates that class 3 was a dying phenomenon in Old English, and even
a well established verb like /ibban shows many class 2 forms in classical
Old English, the normal preterite there, for example, being /leofode
instead of /ifde. All these verbs were prone to analogical reformation and
it seems best to treat them as the irregular residue of a once regular class.

We are now left with four verbs: don ‘do’, gin ‘go’, willan ‘will” and
béon ‘be’. All these verbs came from an Indo-European group of
athematic verbs which were drastically reorganised in Germanic. Dan
and gan were relatively simple in the present tense, where both showed
-mutation in the second and third person present indicative but in other
respects just had the appropriate inflexion directly attached to the stem.
The preterite of don was already dyde, from which we get PDE did. As
today gan had a suppletive preterite, but in Old English this was éode, a
form which survived into eatly Middle English only to be lost and
replaced by went. The most notable feature of willan (with pret. wolde)
was the unusual form of the third person present indicative, namely wile.

As with PDE be, OE béon had no preterite forms, these being supplied
by the strong class V verb wesan (which could also be used in the
infinitive instead of béon). But to make up for this lack, as it were,
béon had two sets of forms in the present tense: one made up from
Gmc *es-/*s- and *ar-, the other from Gmc *beo-. By classical Old
English the principal forms of this vetb (much subject to variation and
irregularity) were:

Indicative
Ist eom béo
2sg eart bist
3sg is bid
Plural synd(on), aron béod
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Subjunctive

Singular sT béo
Plural syn, syndon béon

Imperative  béo (sg.) b&od (pl.)
Infinitive béon, wesan

The Anglo-Saxons appear to have distinguished in meaning between
the two sets of forms more often than not (but not, alas, always), see
chapter 4. But in later periods, of course, the es-/s- forms are the normal
forms of the first and third person present indicative, and the ar- forms
are used for the second person and plural present indicative, with the
beo- forms reserved for the subjunctive, imperative and infinitive, and
wesan testricted to the past tense. Occasionally dialects use the béo- forms
throughout the present, e.g. some south-western English dialects.

FURTHER READING

3.1 Lehmann (1962) is a clear elementary introduction to the problems of
reconstructing older stages of the language. A more detailed and fuller
account can be found in Anttila (1972) and a general overview of historical
linguistics is presented in Bynon (1977). More advanced work on internal
reconstruction is contained in Kurylowicz (1973) and on comparative
reconstruction in Hoenigswald (1973), see also the references therein,
especially Hoenigswald (1960). Meillet (1922) remains an important work
from an earlier generation. Not everyone is sanguine about the possibilities
of reconstruction, see the critical remarks of Lass (1975). On the other hand
Lass (1976: chs. 4-5) gives an enlightening example of the possibilities open
to us, and the same writer elsewhere presents a challenging paper on the
limits of reconstruction (Lass 1978). For generative grammarians recon-
struction is a rather different task with rather different aims; a relatively early
but then authoritative account can be found in King (1969:ch. 7).

3.2 A good general account of English orthography is Scragg (1974), see also
Bourcier (1978).

3.2.1 There is no helpful introduction to Old English palacography and
orthography. The introduction to Ker (1957) is authoritative but not for the
beginner. Of older works Keller (1906) remains useful. Campbell
(1959:§§23-70) gives a full, if linguistically outdated, account of the
variations in orthographic practice, especially for the older periods.

The suggestion that Anglo-Saxon scribes attempted to reproduce local
pronunciation is controversial although it informs such works as Luick
(1914). To suppose, au contraire, that scribes merely repeated a set of learned
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spelling conventions seems to me to suppose a degree of sophistication and
organisation which was improbable for most of the period and most of the
country. On the other hand the creation of a Schriftsprache at Winchester
seems to be an exception to this, Stanley (1988) offers the most recent defence
of the view that scribes were only repeating conventions, see also Bierbaumer
(1988).

3.2.2 The best introduction to runes is Page (1973), but Elliott (1959) offers a
useful and often contrasting supplement.

3.3 Despite its age the classic text for Old English phonology remains Luick
(1914), although Campbell (1959) is an adequate substitute for those who
cannot read German. See further the remarks under §3.3.3 below.

3.3.1 The traditional grammars do not often deal in terms of phonemes, as can
all too easily be seen by a glance at Campbell (1959:§§30-53). For a
structuralist phonemic account the best works are Kuhn (1961) and Moulton
(1972) for vowels, and Kuhn (1970) for consonants. Good generative
treatments using distinctive feature analysis are presented in Wagner (1969)
and Lass & Anderson (1975).

3.3.1.1 The status of /=:/ deserves more investigation. In this context it
should be pointed out that the West Saxon dialects have an incidence of /e:/
quite different from that of the other dialects, see chapter 6 of this volume.

3.3.1.2 For a phonemic analysis of diphthongs quite different from that
presented here see Hockett (1959) and also the works mentioned under
3.3.3.1 below. Traditional accounts rarely offer a useful account of the
second element of diphthongs, although Luick (1914:§§119-29) is a
characteristic exception. See instead Lass & Anderson (1975:90.).

3.3.1.4 Luick (1914:§633) suggests that even initially */y/ became a stop in
prehistoric times before palatalisation and the same position is found in Lass
& Anderson (1975:134). That position is simply untenable, see Hogg
(1979b:92-4).

The best discussion of the /hw/-type sequences is in Kuhn
(1970:9.12-16).

3.3.2 There is very little material on Old English suprasegmentals, and most of
it stems from the early work of Sievers on metrics, especially Sievers (1893).
For elaborations of Sievers’ views and alternative approaches see chapter 8.
The question of how closely connected were poetric metre and the rhythms
of colloquial speech has often been debated, not always fruitfully, see Daunt
(1946). Halle and Keyser (1971) offer a generative view of Old English stress.
McCully (1989) offers a new synthesis of traditional and generative accounts.

3.3.2.1 Traditional grammars make use of the concept of syllable but only in
an atheoretical way. Perhaps the most extensive treatment of syllable
structure in the history of English is Anderson & Jones (1977:ch. 4), see
also Lass (1984 :248-70). Hogg & McCully (1986) give an overview of some
recent trends in syllable theory.
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3.3.2.2 Campbell (1959:§§71-99) is the most useful source for traditional
descriptions of Old English stress patterns. For a generative treatment see
Maling (1971) and now McCully & Hogg (1990).

3.3.3 For an introduction to this area Quirk & Wrenn (1957) is the best of the
more elementary guides. Luick (1914) is the clearest and most authorative
account, which can be supplemented by Campbell (1959). Brunner (1965) is
a useful third reference work in this area. All these works are in broad
agreement with one another, but a rather different view of the chronology is
presented in Girvan (1931), a much underrated and underused text. All these
handbooks make very little use of current linguistic theory, but one general
work which does is Lass & Anderson (1975), although it does not aim to be
comprehensive. Anderson & Jones (1977) also touches on many aspects
covered here. On more particular issues brief references follow below, but
these should be taken only as supplementing the above, which always have

remarks of relevance. My own views are more fully developed in Hogg
(1992).

3.3.3.1 For the development of Gmc */a/ + nasal see Toon (1983).

Some problems remain in the analysis of breaking, see Hogg (1979b:§2).

The controversy over short and long diphthongs has occupied many
scholars. A short bibliography is included in Kuhn (1961), and Gifthorn
(1974) offers an overview of the whole controversy together with an
extensive bibliography. For a newcomer to the dispute the best starting
point is probably Stockwell & Barritt (1951), followed by Kuhn & Quirk
(1953), then followed by a sequence of papers in the periodical Language over
the next decade. Many of the papers espousing the traditional point of view
can be found in Quirk (1968) and many of those attempting revision in Lass
(1969).

To other works cited under §3.3.1, e.g. Kuhn (1970), may be added
Moulton (1954).

It is generally accepted that palatalisation preceded s~mutation, but the
chronology is difficult to prove, see Hogg (1979b:§5) and also Colman
(1986a).

Traditional grammarians have always recognised the similarities between
breaking and back mutation, but have insisted on separating them on
chronological grounds. The alternative approach is best seen in Anderson
& Jones (1977:ch. 5).

3.3.2.2 Keyser & O’Neil (1985:ch. 1) suggest, albeit in an as yet untested and
sketchy form, a method of representing the different causations of syncope
and apocope.

3.4 Most introductions to Old English give a good overview of the principal
features of Old English morphology, and of these Mitchell & Robinson
(1986) and Quirk & Wrenn (1957) are the most widely used. The former is
based on Early West Saxon, the latter on Late West Saxon. Luick (1914) does
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not deal directly with morphology, see instead Brunner (1965), which is
extremely full, and Campbell (1959). Wagner (1969) gives an interesting
account of Old English morphology from a generative point of view.
Matthews (1974) offers the best general introduction to morphology
and morphophonemics. For the generative approach Kiparsky (1970) offers
a brief guide and King (1969) offers a much fuller, yet easily readable,
introduction. The collection of papers in Kiparsky (1982) gives an excellent
impression of the gradual development of the generative approach to
historical linguistics. Amongst early generative work on Old English
Wagner (1969) stands out, especially because of its interest in the paradigm
as a linguistic unit. Lass & Anderson (1975) is another full-length study
which, perhaps, pushes the abstract generative approach to its limits.
Criticisms of early generative approaches can be found in Hogg (1971, 1977,
1979a), but see Lass (1975) for a critique of both internal reconstruction and
generative phonology. The most important recent works in generative
phonology, which reintroduce at least some aspects of the word-and-
paradigm model, are Dresher (1978) and Keyser & O’Neil (1985).

3.4.1 For early forms of the vocalic nouns Dahl (1938) is invaluable. The
instrumental case survives in place-name elements, see chapter 7.

3.4.2 The standard reference works are the best source of other work on verb
morphology. For the situation in Germanic see chapter 2, but also Wright
(1954) gives a good view of the situation in Gothic, which could not have
been far removed from the general position in Germanic.

3.4.2.2 Lass & Anderson (1975:ch. I) provides a reanalysis of strong verbs
with an abstract generative framework.



4  SYNTAX

Elizabeth Closs Traugott

4.1 General background

The study of syntax is the study of the patterns by which morphemes
and grammatical categories such as Noun, Adjective, Verb, Preposition
and conjunctions are organised into sentences.

To understand the syntax of a language fully, one needs to have
access to grammaticality judgements. For example, to understand how
the perfect works in English one needs to know not only that She has
arrived is possible, that is, that it is part of the system of English, but also
that **She has arrived yesterday is not (** signals that the pattern is not part
of the structure of the language, or at least of the variety in question; as
is traditional in historical grammars, * is reserved for reconstructed,
hypothetical forms). To understand the interaction of indefinite Noun
Phrases and subject, one must know that **.4 man is over there is not part
of the system, whereas There is a man over there is. We obviously have only
partial access to the syntax of an earlier stage of a language. This is in
part because we have only indirect access to any grammaticality
judgements, usually through the negative evidence of absence of a
pattern, sometimes through inferences that can be drawn from cross-
linguistic generalisations about constraints on possible syntactic pat-
terns given certain word orders, etc. In part, it is because we have access
only to written, not to spoken language. Furthermore, in the case of Old
English (OE), much of the prose is dependent on Latin (this is
particularly true of the interlinear glosses). Where the OE is similar to
Latin we do not always know whether this is a result of the Latin or of
the OE; however, when the two are distinctly different, we may assume
that we have fairly clear evidence of OE rather than of Latin structure.
Where the poetry is concerned, there are clearly conventions that are
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peculiar to the genre. In all cases, it is difficult to know whether
differences in texts are due to changes in the language, influence of other
languages (especially Latin and, in the North, Scandinavian), dialect
differences, stylistic preferences, effects of literacy, etc. (for fuller
discussion, see chapters 6 and 8). Nevertheless, the materials for OE are
very extensive, and evidence from later English as well as from other
languages can give us substantial insight into many aspects of OE
syntax.

No attempt is made here to provide complete coverage of OE syntax.
For a far fuller study see Mitchell (1985). The focus in this chapter is on
constructions that are of particular interest in the history of English, and
which highlight differences between OE and later stages of the language.
The data (cited from Venezky & Healey 1980) are taken primarily from
prose, since prose is less likely to be influenced than poetry by literary
conventions (see further chapter 8). The prose selected is largely that of
the Alfredian era (late ninth century) and of Alfric (early eleventh
century), since this reflects the greatest body of prose relatively
independent of Latin. However, some citations are earlier, and some
date from the early twelfth century.

The focus on Alfredian and Alfrician prose means that the present
chapter presents a relatively static picture of OE syntax. There is no
question that there were changes in the syntax during the OE period and
they will be summarised at the end, but for the most part, the changes
represent tendencies toward greater or lesser use of a particular pattern
rather than innovations in OE. By contrast, the Middle English (ME)
period was one of significant change. It is possible that the period of
prehistoric OE was also characterised by extensive changes. However,
whereas the ME changes are accessible through extensive textual
evidence, those that occurred between PrGmc and OE are not, and so
we cannot be certain that it was. We can hypothesise much about
PrGme phonology, because we are dealing with a relatively small
inventory of phonemes, and with relatively arbitrary forms not
dependent on meaning or meaning-change (see chapter 2). But in the
case of syntax we are dealing with a highly complex system often subject
to constraints of parsability (including semantic interpretation), planned
(and unplanned) production, and so forth. It is therefore very difficult
to reconstruct syntax without textual evidence, and any claims about
changes between PrGmc and OE must be considered only tentative. On
the other hand, the syntax of OE is in some of its details so much closer
to Modern German than to present-day English (PDE), that it seems
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likely to be essentially an extension of PrGmc syntax, rather than
substantially different from it.

In order to help the reader follow the examples, a few of the major

differences between OE and PDE are mentioned here. They are
discussed in greater detail in the relevant sections below.
(a) Word order in OE is organised according to two main principles. In
main clauses the verb is typically in non-final position. In subordinate
clauses, the verb is typically in final position. An example of a verb-final
subordinate clause followed by a verb-non-final main clause is:

(1) Pa icda dis eall gemunde, da gemunde
When I then this all remembered, then remembered

ic eac hu ic geseah...

I also how I saw...
(CPLetWarf 26)

When I remembered all this, then I also remembered how I saw ...
It should be noted, however, that these word orders are by no means
consistently followed through (see §4.6).

(b) There is no auxiliary verb 4o in OE; this means that questions and

negative sentences often appear to be very different from their PDE
counterparts (see §4.5.9 and 4.5.10):

(2) Hws=t getacniap donne da  twelf oxan...?

What signify  then those twelve oxen...?
(CP 16.105.5)

What do the twelve oxen signify...?

(c) ‘Negative-concord’ (also called ‘multiple negation’) is frequent,
indeed the norm, in OE (see §5.10):

(3) ne bid d=r n=nig ealo gebrowen mid  Estum

not is there no ale brewed among Ests
(Or 1.20.18)

no ale is brewed there among the Ests.!

(d) A grammatical subject is not obligatory in OE (see §4.4.2 and 4.4.3):

(4) ...and him (DAT) d=s (GEN) sceamode

...and to-him of-that shamed
(£CHom 1, i.18.10)

...and he was ashamed of that.

(e) There was a widely used subordinating particle pe; since it has no
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exact equivalent in PDE, and its structural properties are not fully
agreed on (see §4.5), it is glossed here simply as PT (short for “particle’):

(5) Ohthere sa&de p=t sio scir hatte Halgoland pe he on bude

Ohthere said that that shire was-called Halogaland PT he in lived
(Or 11.19.9)

Ohthere said that the shire he lived in was called Halogaland.

We turn now to a fuller account of OE syntax, starting with the
Noun Phrase.

4.2 Noun Phrases

N(oun) P(hrases) are phrasal units consisting of a noun along with
optional modifiers: demonstrative, quantifier and adjective phrase, itself
a phrase consisting of an adjective along with an optional intensifier).
NPs in OE, as in PDE, are definite or indefinite; unlike in PDE, noun
modifiers agree in number, gender and case with the noun.

4.21  Definite and indefinite NPs

Definite NPs are personal or demonstrative pronouns, nouns with
unique reference, such as proper nouns, and nouns with a possessive or
demonstrative determiner. Adjectival modifiers in these constructions
are weak (e.g. se blinda man ‘that blind man’, cf. chapter 3). It appears
that in PrOE the weak adjective alone, that is, without demonstrative or
possessive, could signal definiteness (cf. Funke 1949, cited in Mitchell
1985:137). However, this was no longer the case in OE, which requires
a demonstrative to be present.

The chief demonstratives in OE are: se ‘that’ and pes “ this’. The latter
is far less frequent than the former. Both have pronominal and adjectival
(modifying) functions.

OE pronominal se had a rather wider distribution than in PDE. In
main clauses it can refer to an animate subject, where PDE might prefer
he or she. In this case it usually signals emphasis or change of subject:

(6) Hi  habbad mid him awyriedne engel, mancynnes feond
They have  with them corrupt  angel, mankind’s enemy
and se h2fd andweald on...
and that-one has power  over...
(A£CHom 11, 38 283.113)
They have with them a corrupt angel, the enemy of mankind, and he
has power over...
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It is also used in the construction of relative, causal and other
subordination types (see §4.5). As will be seen in §§4.5.3 and 4.5.5 on
complementation and causal constructions, the se demonstrative is
frequently used in cataphoric (forward-pointing) constructions where
PDE might prefer #his. For example, in PDE we would probably say He
said this : (that) the king had left; whereas in OE the se pronoun is used in
a construction of the type He that said: that the king had left (note that the
demonstrative precedes the verb).

Modifying se (i.e. se functioning as a determiner) does not contrast in
OE with a definite article. In many ways it covers the domains of both
the demonstrative #hat and the definite article #he in PDE. However,
there are some differences. For example, se can be used with proper
nouns where either no demonstrative or #b#s would be preferred in

PDE:

() Her Cynewulf benam  Sigebryht his  rices...
In-this-year Cynewulf deprived Sigebryht of-his kingdom...

& se Cynewulf oft miclum gefeohtum feaht uuip
and that Cynewulf often in big battles fought against

Bretwalum
Brit-Welsh
(Chron A (Plummer) 755.1)

In this year Cynewulf deposed Sigebriht...and this Cynewulf often
waged mighty battles against the Welsh.

On the other hand, se is often not present where an article or
demonstrative might be expected in PDE. This is especially true of the
early poetry. In the prose, absence of s¢ is common in possessive
constructions involving body parts of a possessor that is the subject of
the clause:

(8) on sumre stowe hine man mihte mid heafde geracan
in certain place it one (SUBJ) could with head touch
(AECHom 1, 34 508.18)

In one place one could touch it (the roof) with the head. (See §4.4.1 for
further discussion of such constructions.)

Because there is no exact equivalent of the demonstrative se in PDE,
it has been difficult to know exactly how to translate it in the literal
glosses in this chapter; the form ‘that” has been used, even though “the’
may at times appear more appropriate.
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Demonstrative and possessive can both precede a noun in OE. When
an adjective is present, both the order poss. + dem. + adj. + noun (as
in (9)) and the order dem. + poss. + adj. + noun (as in (10)) may
occur, though the first is more frequent, compare:

(9) and we sceolan gehyhtan on Godes pa gehalgodan cyricean

and we must  trust in God’s that hallowed church
(B/Hom X.111.8-9)

And we must trust in the hallowed church of God.

(10) pa com pmr gan in to me heofoncund Wisdom,
then came there going in to me heavenly = Wisdom,

& pzt min murnede mod mid his wordum gegrette

and that my sad spirit with his words  greeted
(Bo 3.8.15)

then heavenly Wisdom came to me there and greeted my sad spirit
with his words.

When the adjective is not present, the order dem.+ poss. +noun is
preferred. However, some potential constructions of this type may
actually involve not a demonstrative modifier but a pronoun. For
example, in:

(11) Se heora cyning ongan da  singan

That their king began then to-sing
(Or 1 14.56.31)

He, their king, then began to sing.

se is probably a pronoun in a topicalised construction because the adverb
da follows the subject rather than being verb-initial (see §4.6.1). It is
possible that other instances of demonstrative preceding possessive, as
in (10), are also to be interpreted as pronominal.

Indefinite NPs are of three kinds: indefinite pronouns, a noun with a
strong adjective, or with indefinite determiners and quantifiers, or a
common noun which is unmodified. In PreOE the strong form of the
adjective appears to have been neutral to definite vs. indefinite, by
contrast to the weak form of the adjective, which signalled definiteness.
In OE the strong form came to be associated with the indefinite only, cf.
blind man  (a) blind man’ vs. se blinda man.

There are several indefinite pronouns and determiners in OE, for
example, man ‘one’, hwa ‘whoever’, anig ‘any’. The focus in this
chapter will be on the absence of a determiner to express indefiniteness
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and on the question of whether there is evidence for an indefinite article
in OE.

Absence of a determiner with a common singular noun does not
necessarily signal indefiniteness, that is, new, non-anaphoric infor-
mation, or generic information, or information not assumed to be
shared with the addressee (see (8) for an example of a noun without
determiner that must be interpreted as definite). However, there is a
strong tendency for common singular nouns without a determiner to be
indefinite, cf. the example in (6). The use of any kind of determiner in
predicate nominal constructions is rare, and common nouns in such
constructions are typically indefinite:

(12) He was swyde spedig man on pem =htum pe heora speda
He was very rich  man in those possessions PT their wealth
on beod
in is

(0r11.18.8)

He was a man very rich in those possessions which constitute their
wealth.

(13) & on alcere byrig  bid cynincg... & par ismid Estum
and in each fortress is king... and there is among Ests
deaw... Dpzt...

custom... that...
(OR 1 1.20.14)

and in each fortress there is a king...and there is among the Ests a
custom that...

Two indefinite determiners, s#m and an, are widely used to introduce
new information:

(14) In deosse abbudissan mynstre was sum brodor syndriglice...
In this abbess’s  minster was a  brother specially...
gemzred

honoured
(Bede 4 25.342.3)

In this abbess’s minster there was a certain brother who was
especially ... honoured.

(15) Ualens wes gelered from anum Arrianiscan biscepe Eudoxius

Valens was taught by an  Arian bishop Eudoxius
was haten
was called

(Or 6 33.288.13)

Valens was taught by an Arian bishop called Eudoxius.
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Both serve a ‘presentative’ function, that is, both serve to introduce to
the discourse an entity (usually human) to whom reference will
subsequently be made on several occasions (cf. PDE “a certain’). Sam is
more strongly presentative than a# in that the entity introduced by sum
is more often the main protagonist in an episode in narrative, and almost
always occurs at the beginning of that episode. Both serve an
individualising, that is, specific indefinite, function (cf. She wants to buy
a dog (and she has a specific one in mind)) and a nonspecific indefinite
function (cf. She wants to buy a dog (and any dog will do)).

Sum continues to be used in PDE for the specific indefinite in the
singular (cf. Some boy came by this morning trying to sell binoculars); in the
plural it is a nonspecific indefinite (cf. I want some apples), or an
approximative (cf. Some twenty boys came by). In OFE the plural nonspecific
indefinite is relatively rare. One example is:

(16) Uton smeagan nu georne pat we sume wastmas godra
Let-us wish now eagerly that we some fruits of-good
weorca Gode agyfan
works to-God may-give
(&lfHom 3.182)

Let us sincerely hope that we may give some fruits of our good works

to God.

The use of singular sum declined toward the end of the OE period, as an
gradually encroached on its presentative use.

An is usually inflected strong, even when preceded by a demon-
strative. It may occasionally be found inflected for the plural before
cardinal numerals, perhaps indicating a collective (e.g. a set or batch of):

(17) ...ane seofon menn atgzdere
...one seven men together
(ELS (Edmund) 239)

...a group of seven men.

An derives from the numeral ‘one’, hence its association with specific
indefinites. We may assume that in (18) (and in (44) below), an is being
used as the numeral, since specific distances are being discussed:

(18) Alecgad hit donne forhwaga on anre mile pone mastan
They-lay it then atleast within one mile that greatest
deel fram pazm dwelling, ponne operne, donne pzne priddan,
part from that dwelling, then the-second, then that third,

175



Elizabeth Closs Traugott

op pe hyt eall aled bid on peere anre mila

until it all laid-out is within that one mile (Or 11.20.30)

Then they lay the largest amount within one mile of the dwelling, then
the second largest, then the third largest amount, until it is all laid out
within the one mile.

But we can assume it is being used more like an article in the next
example, since the number of arrows does not seem to be of as much
import as the nature of the missile (furthermore, the Latin original does
not have a numeral):

(19) Dw=r weard Alexander purhscoten mid anre flan

There was  Alexander pierced with an arrow
(Or 3 9.134.22)

Alexander was pierced with an arrow there.

(cf. also on anne tune ‘into a fortress’ in (84) below).

We may conclude that there was an incipient indefinite article
function in OE, but that it was very restricted. Incipient too was the
there-construction introducing an indefinite subject in existential
sentences, cf. (13) above. This construction is further discussed in §4.4.3
on the status of subject in OE.

In PDE there are three roughly equivalent generic constructions with
nominal (as opposed to pronominal) NPs: The cat is a mammal, A cat is
a mammal and Cats are mammals. Generic NPs introduced by the
incipient definite article clearly exist in OE:

(20) Se lareow sceal bion on his weorcum healic,
That teacher must be in his works  excellent,
dzt he on his life gecyde  lifes weg his  hieremonnum
that he in his life may-teach life’s way to-his followers (CP 14.81.2)

The/A teacher must excel in his works so that he may be a2 model to
his followers.
There is little evidence that generics occur in OE either with the
incipient indefinite, s#7 or without a quantifier. However, there is a
possible example with both an and no determiner in:

(21) swa swaan mon bid man pa hwile de sio saul
as a person is person for-that time PT that soul
& se lichama ®tsomne biod
and that body together are (Bo 37.114.4)

As a person is an earthly person while their soul remains with the
body.

176



Syntax

442  Agreement within the NP

Modifiers of noun heads generally agree with the head in number,
gender and case. The few exceptions are chiefly motivated by two
tendencies, which become clear only when inflections begin to be lost,
and then most notably in northern texts like the Lindisfarne and
Durham Ritual glosses, possibly under Scandinavian influence, and in
other Late Old English texts. One tendency is to focus on natural rather
than grammatical gender in the case of humans: feminine demon-
stratives may be used with words like wifman ‘ woman’ (masc.), and wif
‘woman’ (neut.) (see volume III of this History); there are also some
instances of the use of neuter demonstratives with inanimate nouns, cf.
lofsong “hymn’ (masc.). The other tendency is to generalise pz¢ (neut.
dem.) to objects, and -ne (masc. acc.), and -es (masc. neut. gen.), without
regard to gender, to indicate accusative or genitive endings respectively.

Appositional phrases such as occur in (22) agree in case, and usually
in gender and number:

(22) Cuthberhtus se halga biscop, scinende on manegum
Cuthbert that holy bishop, shining in many
geearnungum
merits
(AECHom 11, 10 81.1)

Cuthbert, the holy bishop, shining with many merits.

However, plural nouns treated as collectives may have a singular noun
in apposition, or vice versa. Participles in apposition are usually
uninflected, or inflected strong. An example of the uninflected
appositive participle is:

(23) ...& him s=zdon from burgum & from tunum
...and them told about cities  and about villages
on eorpan besuncen (not besuncenum)

into earth sunk
(Or 2 6.88.11)

...and they told them about cities and villages submerged in the earth.

When concord is at a distance from the head, anaphoric demon-
strative, personal and relative pronouns generally agree with their
antecedents in gender and number, cf. (8) with hine (nom. acc.) referring
back to Arof ‘roof’. However, there is also a tendency for he “he’ or heo
‘she’ to be used anaphorically to refer to nouns with male or female
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human referents, whatever their grammatical gender, cf. £CHom 1, 1
14.21 @nne wifman (masc.)... beo (fem.) ‘a woman...she’. The reverse,
where 4t ‘it’ is used anaphorically to refer to nouns with inanimate
referents, whatever their grammatical gender, is very rare, but does
occut, cf. ECHom 1,1 22.4 ponne arc (masc.) ... hit (neut.) “that ark ... it’.
This suggests that human animacy was more important in OE than
animacy in general. The preference for natural over grammatical gender
in reference to humans may have contributed to the demise of the
grammatical gender system.

Recapitulatory pronouns in topicalised constructions may be singular
even if the topic is plural. In such cases the topic is presumably treated
as a collective or singular entity for purposes of anaphora (although the
verb itself may be plural):

(24) Eorde and eal hyre gefyllednyss, and eal imbhwyrft
Earth and all her fullness, and all inhabited-world
and pa  dincg pe on pam wuniad, ealle hit sindon
and those things PT on that live, all it are
Godes zhta
God’s possessions
(ECHom 1, 11 172.8)
Earth and all her fullness, and all the inhabited world and all those
things that live in it, they are all God’s possessions.

Predicative adjectives agree in number, gender and case with subject
NPs. So do participial adjectives (as opposed to participles in
periphrastic perfect and passive constructions; see §4.4.3.1). It should
be noted, however, that it is impossible to distinguish masc. and neut.
sg. participial adjectives from participles because the participial adjective
ending in these instances is fi. Furthermore, the fem. sg. and neut. pl.
are somewhat unstable: fem. short-stemmed adjectives and (potential)
participial adjectives in -# are often uninflected, and the masc. pl. ending
-¢ is often generalised to all genders in nom. and acc. pl. (i.e. it may be
used where fem. pl. -2 and neut. pl. -# are expected).

Before concluding this section, it should be noted that there is a
tendency in OE to use the singular of the thing possessed with a plural
possessive if each of the individual possessors has only one item. The
construction is most common when the thing possessed is the human
mind, spirit or a body part (even when the body part occurs in pairs, as
do eyes, or sets, as do fingers):
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(25) heafud (sg.) maehtigra (pl.) biod onstyred
head of-mighty are moved
(PsCaA 1 (Kuhn) 6.24)

the heads of mighty people are moved

43 Verbal groups

By ‘verbal group’ is meant both the finite verb alone (verb plus subject-
verb agreement, tense or mood marker), and verbal phrases consisting
of a main verb and one or more auxiliary verbs. This section will begin
with discussion of the finite verb alone, with focus on subject-verb
agreement, tense and mood, and then move on to constructions with
auxiliary verbs.

4.3.1 The finite verb

4.3.1.1  Subject-Verb agreement

As regards subject-verb agreement, the verb usually agrees with the

subject in number. Howevet, number agreement may be overriden

under certain conditions involving conjoined subjects and word order.
If two or more singular subject NPs are conjoined by and, the verb

may be singular; the subject NPs are then interpretable as a unit:

(26) Se frumsceapena man and eall his ofspring
That first-created man and all his offspring
weard adreefed

was driven-out
(AECHom 1,7 118.23)

The first-created man and all his offspring were driven out.

Also, when two or more subject NPs are conjoined, if the first is
singular and the verb separates them, the verb may be singular:

(27) God bebead Abrahame pat he sceolde and his ofspring
God commanded to-Abraham that he ought and his offspring
his wed healdan
his covenant keep (£ECHom 1, 6 92.30)
God commanded Abraham, that he and his sons should keep his
covenant.

In constructions in which the verb precedes the subject, the verb may

be singular if it precedes a conjoined plural, as in (28); the same is
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occasionally true when the post-verbal NP is a plural that can be
interpreted as a collective, as in (29):

(28) 8a waes pet weter and ealle wyllspringas gehalgode
then was that water and all well-springs hallowed
(&ECHom 11 3 22.96)

then the water and all the wells were blessed.

(29) On pam gefeohte wes arest anfunden Scippia  wanspeda
In that battle was first found  Scythians’ insufficiencies
(Or 37.116.33)

The Scythians’ insufficiencies were first revealed in that battle.

When the verb precedes a subject involving a cardinal numeral higher
than ‘one’, the verb is normally singular. This is especially true if the
numeral denotes ‘ten’ or a multiple of ten, and can therefore be treated
as a collectivity:

(30) ...in Egyptum weard (SG) on anre niht fiftig manna ofslegen
...in Egypt  was in one night fifty of-men slain
(Or 18.40.12)

In Egypt fifty men were slain in one night.

Occasionally, in the second of two conjoined clauses with the indefinite
subject mon ‘one’, a plural verb may be used; in this case mon invites the
interpretation of a group of individuals:

(31) & =lce dag mon com (SG) unarimedlice oft to
and every day one came uncountably often to
pem senatum & him sedon (PL)...
those senators and to-them said...

(Or 2 6.88.11)
and every day people came innumerably often to the senators and said
to them...

4.3.1.2 Tense

As in PDE, there are two morphological tense-markers in OE: past and
non-past. Together with temporal adverbs and temporal conjunctions,
they are the prime indicators of temporal relations. This is amply
illustrated by Zlfric’s Grammar, in which he uses adverbs but not
periphrastic verbs to differentiate present from future on the one hand,
imperfect past and past from perfect and pluperfect on the other:
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(32) ...PRAESENS TEMPVS ys andwerd tid: s, ic stande;
...PRAESENS TEMPVS is present tense: sfo, I stand;
PRAETERITVM TEMPVS ys fordgewiten tid: stets, ic stod;
PRAETERITUM TEMPVS is past time: sfeti, 1 stood;
FVTVRVM TEMPUS is towerd tid: stabo, ic stande nu
FUTURUM TEMPVS is future time: stabo, I stand now
rihte 00de on sumne timan... PRAETERITVM
straightaway or  at some time... PRAETERITVM
IMPERFECTUM, pet is unfulfremed fordgewiten,
IMPERFECTUM, thatis unfinished past,

swilce pxt ding beo  ongunnen and ne beo
such that thing may-be begun and not may-be

fuldon: stabam, ic stod. PRAETERITUM
completed: stabam, 1 stood. PRAETERITUM

PERFECTVM ys fordgewiten fulfremed: stets, ic stod fullice.
PERFECTVM is past completed: steti, 1 stood to-the-end.
PRAETERITVM PLVSQVAMPERFECTVM is fordgewiten
PRAETERITVM PLVSQVAMPERFECTVM is past

mare, ponne fulfremed, fordan oe hit was gefyrn  gedon:
more, than completed, for-that PT it was long-ago done:
steteram, ic stod gefyrn.

steteram, 1 stood long-ago.
(AEGram 123.13)

The degree to which periphrastic perfect and progressive were present
in OE, or to which modal verbs like willan ‘to will, wish, want’ had
temporal meanings will be discussed below in §4.3.4 on periphrastic
verbal constructions.

Non-past tense, whether indicative or subjunctive, primarily refers to
the present (‘now’):

(33) Ic Beda... sende gretan done leofasten cyning
I Bede... send to-greet that most-beloved king
Ceolwulf, & ic de sende paet spell...

Ceolwulf, and I to-thee send that narrative...
(BedePref 2.1)

I Bede... send this to greet the beloved king Ceolwulf; and I send you
that story ...
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It also refers to timeless present and habitual action:

(34) He sede peah pzt pat land sie (SUB]J) swipe
He said however that that land is very
lange norp ponan

far north from-there
(Or 11.17.3)

He said, however, that the land runs very far north from there.

(35) Fela wundra worhte  God, and deghwamlice wyrhd

Many wonders performed God, and daily performs
(AECHom 1, 12 184.24)

God performed many wonders and does so daily.
It can also express the future:

(36) ...& ic arise of deade on pam priddan dege
...and I will-arise from death on that third  day
(ACHom 1,10 152.7)

...and I will arise from death on the third day.

The non-past can also be used when continuity up through the present
or present relevance are of prime importance (PDE usually requires the
periphrastic perfect here, cf. I have lived here for six years; it may be noted
that Modern German and Dutch among other modern Germanic
languages do not):

(37) Efne min wif is for manegum wintrum untrum
Indeed my wife is for many winters sick
(/LS (Apollonius) 41)

Indeed my wife has been sick for many years.

There appear to be no convincing examples of the historical present
in OE, i.e. of the ‘narrative’ present used to refer to the past, although
it is common in Latin writings translated into OE. There are also no
examples of ‘free indirect style’ (characterised by, among other things,
past tense co-occurring with present tense adverbs such as now, as in
what wonld she be doing now ?).

There seems to be no absolute distinction between beon (present tense
ic beo, pu bist, he bip, wefge/hie beop; there is no past tense of this verb),
and wesan (ic eom, pu eart, be is, hie sindon, etc.). However, beon is preferred
over wesan when time reference to the future is concerned. Indeed, if a
contrast between present and future is made, it can be expressed
precisely through this lexical distinction:
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(38) Eala, du halige drynnes... du de w=fre ware, and =fre
Oh, thou Holy Trinity... thou PT always were,and ever
bist, and nu eart, an lmihtig God, untodeledlic
will-be, and now art, one almighty God, indivisible
(HomM 5 (Willard) 35 6)
Oh Holy Trinity... who always were, and ever will be, and now are,
one Almighty God indivisible.

Beon also seems to be preferred for reference to habitual, repetitive and
therefore pluralised, situations, cf. (3), (12), (13), (21), (25). By contrast,
wesan is favoured for singular situations, as in (12) or situations regarded
as eternal, and therefore singular, as in (13) and (24). The favouring of
wesan for eternity is characterised by Zlfric when he says of sum, the
Latin first person present tense form of the verb ‘to be’:

(39) Sum ic eom is edwistlic =~ word and gebyrad to gode
Sum 1 am is of-existence word and is-suitable to god
anum synderlice fordan pe god is =fre unbegunnen and

alone solely for-that PT god is ever unbegun and
ungeendod
unended (EGram 201.8)

Sum, 1 am, is a word referring to existence, and is suitable for God
alone because God is forever without beginning and without end.

The past tense marker, as opposed to the non-past, is primarily used
to refer to past time, cf. ware in (38). It is also used where we might
expect the perfect in PDE, usually with verbs of motion or process, as
in:

(40) F=der min, se tima com
Father mine, that time came (AECHom 11, 25 206.6)

Father, the time has come.

(By contrast, the present tense is used where we might expect the perfect
with stative verbs, cf. (37) above.) The past tense can also be used to
express past of past (‘pluperfect’):

(41) On pam dagum waron on Wihtlande preo wif, pa
In those days were in Isle-of-Wight three women, those
twa weron blinde geond nigon geara fec

two were  blind through nine years’ time .
(ALS (Swithun) 156)

In those days there were three women in the Isle of Wight. Two of
them had been blind for nine years.
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4.3.1.3 Mood

Beside two tenses, OE distinguished three moods morphologically:
indicative, subjunctive and imperative. Details of differences between
indicative and subjunctive are discussed throughout as they pertain to
particular sentence structures, but some broad generalisations are given
here. The focus in this section is on the use of subjunctive vs. imperative
in simple sentences functioning as directives and exhortations.

In general, indicative is used to present a proposition as true, and
subjunctive is used to cast some doubt on the truth of the proposition
or to express obligation, desire and so forth. However, there are many
counter-instances. The indicative may be used where some doubt is
expressed, most notably, many /f-clauses in conditional sentences are
indicative (see §4.5.6). Furthermore, the subjunctive may be used where
the proposition clearly expresses a fact, for example, in reported speech
(see §4.5.3.1).

The imperative is restricted to second person singular and plural,
Morphologically it is marked by -} and -ap respectively. The verb is
usually clause-initial, although an adverb may precede. In affirmative
clauses the subject is absent in reflexive constructions, see (42), and
sometimes present in non-reflexive constructions, cf. (43) and (44):

(42) Far pe (ACC/REFLX) ham
Go thyself home
(ECHom 1, 8 126.21)

Betake yourself home/Go home.
(43) beod blowende and welige hwilwendlice

be flourishing and prosperous while
(A£CHom 1, 4 64.15)

flourish and prosper a while.

(44) Icde secge, forgang du anes treowes wastm
I thee say, forego thou of-one tree fruit
(£CHom 1,1 14.9)

I say unto you, forego/do not eat the fruit of one tree.
In negative clauses the pronoun subject is usually present:

(45) Ne hera 8u nznne man on his life
Not obey thou no man in his life
(AECHom 11, 43 325.217)

Obey no man in his life-time.
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The hortative subjunctive does not occur in the first person singular.
However, it occurs in all other persons. Usually the verb is initial, but
subject — verb order may occur in third person constructions in main
clauses.

(46) Ne yldan we na from dege to dege
Not let-us-delay we not from day to day
(HomU 37 (Nap 46)

Let us not delay from day to day.

(47) God us gerihtzce
God us correct
(AECHom 11, 36.1 271.104)

May God correct us.

Because the imperative and subjunctive contrast morphologically, we
must assume that there was a difference in meaning, at least in early OE
times, between more and less directive, more and less wishful utterances.
By the time of Alfredian OE this difference was losing ground in many
registers; nevertheless, the subjunctive continued to be preferred in
monastic and legal regulations; charms, medical prescriptions and
similar generalised instructions are normally in the subjunctive.

Among alternatives to the affirmative imperative and imperative
expressing a command or wish is #fon (we) + V-infinitive ‘let us’,
historically derived from a tense of witan ‘to go’:

(48) ...Ac uton we beon carfulle
...But let us be careful
(£ECHom 1, 28 414.27)

... But let us be careful.

Among alternatives in negative constructions is nelle pu/ge+ V-infinitive
‘do not’, derived from the subjunctive of ne willan ‘to not-want’,
possibly under the influence of Latin no/ite ‘ do not let’ < non volite ‘do not
want’:

(49) Nelle ge eow adradan
Not-will you you dread
(L& (WSCp) 2.10)

Don’t fear.
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43.2  Auxiliary verbs

We turn now to discussion of auxiliary verbs. Semantically they express
temporal meanings such as duration or completion, modal meanings
such as obligation and possibility, or voice relations such as passive.
Syntactically they are constrained as to position. Phonologically, unlike
main verbs they may have reduced stress. There is considerable debate
whether or not OE had syntactic auxiliary verbs, and if so how many.
One of the problems is the relative paucity in OE texts, which are
largely narrative or exegetical, of opportunities to find evidence for one
of the criterial properties of PDE auxiliaries — availability in tag-
questions (cf. She could dance, couldn’t she? with auxiliary could, vs. She
danced, didn’ ¢ she 7, but not **She danced, dancedn’t she 2, with main verb, not
auxiliary dance). Absent too are clear criteria for assessing the potential
presence of non-stressed and reduced forms such as we find in PDE Ske

must’ve arrived by now, She'll arrive soon, or of reduced negatives, as in |
won’t go.

It is unquestionable that there was a set of verbs in OE, either cognate
with modern auxiliaries or subequently lost, which for the most part
behaved like main verbs, but which also had several characteristics of
the PDE auxiliaries in certain contexts. Most notable among them were
the BE-verbs (beon, wesan, weorpan), habban, willan, * motan, *sculan, magan
and cunnan. As will be discussed below, these verbs could be used to
express tense, aspect and modality as well as their full lexical meaning of
existence, possession, desire, ability and so forth.

It should be noted in passing that there was an OE verb don ‘do’, used
both as a main verb (cf. PDE Do the washing) and as a substitute for the
main verb (cf. PDE Jane laughed and so did Joan) as in (235) and (236)
below. It will not be discussed here as it did not have properties directly
associable with its PDE reflex, including dummy auxiliary status in
sentences like Do you like linguistics?, I don’t like sugar in my coffee. The
auxiliary do developed in late Middle English and especially Early
Modern English.

In this section some of the semantic and syntactic evidence is given
for the auxiliary status of the BE-vetbs in V-ende constructions
(‘progressives’), for habban or BE-verbs with V-past participle (‘perfect’
and ‘pluperfect’), for verbs like willan, * motan, *sculan, magan and cunnan
as ‘pre-modals’, and for BE-verbs in passive constructions. The term
‘pre-modals’ is used for verbs like w#llan because they show the
beginnings of behaviour like that of their PDE modal counterparts wi/l,
must, shall, may and can.
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4.3.2.1 The ‘expanded/progressive’ construction

The BE-verbs beon, wesan and sometimes weorpan are used with V-ende in
what is often called ‘the expanded form’ of the verb to indicate that an
action is ongoing, or to provide the frame of reference for some other
activity. Like the PDE progressive be+ing construction, the OE
BE + ende construction is largely restricted to activity verbs, i.e. verbs of
doing rather than verbs of being (e.g. PDE Ske is running but not **She
is knowing the answer). However, although some OE constructions can be
translated by PDE be+ing, not all can, and the constructions are
therefore clearly not exactly equivalent:

(50) Europe hio ongind... of Danai pre ie, seo is
Europe she begins... from Don that river, that is
irnende of norpd=zle... & seo ea  Danai irnd ponan
running from northern-part... and that river Don runs thence
sudryhte on westhealfe Alexandres herga

due-south into western-part Alexander’s kingdom
P g (Or 1 1.8.14)

Europe begins... at the river Don, which runs from the North...and
the river Don runs thence due South into the Western part of
Alexander’s kingdom,

(Note the switch from irnende to irnd, which does not appear to be
semantically or syntactically motivated.)

There are many variations depending on subject-matter and author,
but OE BE +ende appears to be favoured by verbs denoting activities
without inherent beginning or ending such as wanian ‘live’, faran ‘go’,
cwepan ‘speak’, feohtan ‘fight’, libban ‘live’, and growan ‘ grow’. Many are
intransitive, and they are often accompanied by temporal, local or
modal adverbs. For the most part BE +ende occurs with past tense and
can be construed as signalling action that continued through a limited
period of time. It may occur with pre-modal verbs such as willan and
magan, but not with passive or (plu)perfect auxiliary (phrasal) con-
structions. Some examples are:

(51) ...p=t scip wes ealne weg yrnende under segle
...that ship was all  way going under sail (O 11.19.32)

that ship was running under sail all the way.
(52) Petrus weard @fterweard pus cwedende

Peter was afterward thus saying (ECHom 1, 26 374.5)

Peter afterward said this...
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(53) ...gif his hreofla wyrsigende were

...if hi ening were
his leprosy worsening (ECHom 1, 8 124.24)

... if his leprosy was getting worse.

(54) pet se wisdom mage on him wunigende beon
that that wisdom might in him living be
(ECHom 11, 21 186.195)
that this wisdom might be alive in him.

The development of the progressive, which is of considerable
importance in later periods of English (contrast the situation in French
and German), appears in OFE to have been partially influenced by Latin,
but also to have been part of the growth of phrasal constructions in
general, most especially of the (plu)perfect with which it contrasted as
a marker of temporal relations. Nickel (1966) attributes the origins of
the progressive to three types of constructions:

(a) BE + predicative adjective, e.g. hie waron blissiende beside hie waron
blipe ‘they were happy’; according to Nickel this predicative adjective
in -ende was originally essentially identical to the plain adjectival form,
but later it came to be reinterpreted as part of the verb paradigm, which
included b/issodon they rejoiced’
(b) appositive participles, e.g. he was on temple lerende his discipulas “he
was in the temple, teaching his disciples’, versus pa ke on temple was
lzrende his discipulas ‘ when he in the temple was, teaching his disciples’;
the latter was open to reinterpretation as ‘when he was teaching his
disciples in the temple’
(c) BE +agentive predicate nominal, e.g. hie waron ehtende cristenra monna
‘they were persecutors of Christian men’, reinterpreted as ‘they were
persecuting Christian men’ (the noun ending is -end in the singular,
but -ende in the plural).

In many instances it is impossible to tell whether the old or the new
construction is being used.

Evidence of progressive (i.e. verbal) rather than adjectival structure
is perhaps provided by the use of the substitute verb don ‘do’ in (55),
since one would expect wesan ‘ be’ as the substitute verb if the antecedent
was an adjectival phrase, but don if the antecedent was a verb.

(55) ponne beo we sittende be p2m wege,
then should-be we sitting at that way-side,
swa se blinda  dyde

as that blind-man did
(HomS 8 (B/Hom 2) 147)
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then we should be sitting at the way-side, as the blind man did.
(Contrast: ‘then we should be seated at the way-side as the blind man
was’.)

Other evidence for the progressive rather than the participal adjective
may be the presence of expressions for repetition or continuation:

(56) ...hio dyrstende was on symbel mannes blodes, ac
...she thirsting was in eternity of-man blood, but
eac swelce mid ungemetlicre wreennesse manigfeald
moreover also  with immense wantonness much
geligre fremmende wees

fornication performing was
p g (Or 1.2.30.26)

she was continually thirsting for a man’s blood but yet also was
performing many acts of illicit intercourse with immense licentious-
ness.

In (56) although the first form with -ende could express a state (‘always
thirsty’ rather than ‘always thirsting’), the second can hardly do so
(> always in the state of doing’ rather than ‘always doing’). Less
criterial, but nevertheless of some significance for verbal status, is the
fact that the BE +ende construction is found in translation of a Latin
vetb in the simple perfect:

(57) After pam Scipia... was monega gefeoht donde

After that Scipio... was many fights doing (Or 4 8.188.18)

After that Scipio ... was fighting many flights.

where the Latin is Scipio... plurima bella gessit ‘Scipio...many wars
waged’.

In view of the later history of the progressive in English, and the
replacement of the BE + ende construction by be+ ing, it is interesting to
note that Dal (1952:101-2, referenced in Mitchell 1985:§984)) cites
four contexts in which the present participle appears to be equivalent to
a preposition plus a nominal derived from a verb and ending in -ung/
-ing:

(a) the appositive : sprac wependeon wepinge  spoke weeping/in the act of
weeping’

(b) with a verb of rest or movement: com ridende/on ridinge ‘came
riding/in the act of riding’

(c) with a verb of causation or perception: geseah hine ridende/on ridinge
‘saw him riding/in the act of riding’
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(d) and with beon/wesan: was feohtende[on feohtinge ‘was fighting/in the
act of fighting’.

This suggests that the origins of the be 4 ing construction may be traced
back to OE; it was, however, in many instances, a nominal phrase rather
than a verbal group construction in OE.

4.3.2.2 The perfect and pluperfect constructions

The semantic perfect (completed event with present relevance) and
pluperfect (past of past) were often rendered in OE by the simple past,
see (41) and the translation of the Latin perfect peccayi ‘1 have sinned’ by
the simple past in Lk(WSCp) 15.18 fader, ic syngode ‘father, I sinned/
have sinned’. In his Grammar, Elfric uses such terms as fullice ‘fully,
completely), and fulfremed ‘fulfilled’ to distinguish the Latin perfect
from the imperfect, see (32) above. Adverbs such as gefyrn and 2r appear
to have been used for the pluperfect from earliest OE times on:

(58) ...p®r manna lic  lagon pe wezran r  acwealde
...there of-men bodies lay  PT were before killed
on dam cwearterne gefyrn
in that prison distant
(ELS 4.210)
... the bodies lay there of the men who had been killed in that distant
ptison.

One of the phrasal constructions involved habban ‘to have’ with a
main verb in past participial form. The past participle could be inflected
for case, number and gender if it modified an accusative object, but was
more frequently uninflected in this context. It was never inflected with
genitive or dative objects, prepositional phrases, or sentential com-
plements functioning as objects. Since past participles were uninflected
in the accusative singular neuter, it was not possible to tell whether the
construction was inflected or not in sg. neuter object contexts.

The number of inflected constructions became less frequent during
the OE period, but they were never predominant. An example with the
inflected participle is:

(59) ...pa pa  ge hiene gebundenne hefdon
...then when you him bound had
(Or 6 37.296.21)

...then when you had bound him/had him in the state of being
bound.
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By contrast, we find, without inflection:

60) Ic hzbbe gebunden pone feond (acc. masc. sg.)
24 g
I have bound that enemy
pe hi drehte

PT them afflicted (ECHom 1, 31 458.18)

I have bound the enemy who afflicted them.

Throughout the period the habban construction occurred with in-
transitive verbs, i.e. in non-possessive constructions:

(61) ...=fterdemde hie gesyngod habbad
...after-that  they sinned  have (/ECHom 1, 39 578.24)

...after they have sinned.

However, many intransitive verbs favoured a BE rather than babban
periphrasis (see below).

The fact that the habban construction could be used from the earliest
times with intransitive verbs and with transitive verbs the objects of
which are not accusative, suggests that it could be used as an auxiliary
in OE. It is difficult to say whether the inflected forms were understood
with truly adjectival (that is, stative) meanings, as the presence of
inflection suggests, especially since the inflected forms are sometimes
co-ordinated with non-inflected participles, as in:

(62) Fela Godes wundra we habbad gehyred (UNINFL)
Many of-God’s wonders we have  heard
and eac gesewene (INFL)
and also seen (AECHom 1, 39 578.24)

We have heard and also seen many of God’s wonders.

However, since the inflected forms occur only with accusative objects,
it is reasonable to assume that they were adjectival in meaning as well as
form. Presumably, the adjectival construction originally consisted of
the main verb habban ‘to have’ (a verb of possession), the object
possessed, and an adjectival (semantically passive) past participial
predicating this object:

(63) donne hazbbe we begen fet gescode (acc. pl.)
then have we both feet in-a-state-of-having-been-shod
suide untellice
very blamelessly (CP 5.45.10)

then let us have both our feet very well shod.
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The restructuring of the main verb habban with accusative possessed
objects to auxiliary sabban with nonaccusative objects or no object at all
involved the reinterpretation of the participial as part of the verb
complex. It is likely to have occurred first in constructions with neuter
accusative singular objects, since these had ) inflection, and thus did
not have overt morphology marking them as adjectives. Thus a
construction like we babbap [ geweorc geworbt] ¢ we have the stronghold in-
a-state-of-builtness’ was reanalysed as we [habbap) geweorc [ geworbt] ‘ we
have built the stronghold’. Then the habb-+ participial construction
was free to be extended to formerly inflected transitive contexts and also
to intransitive contexts.?

As indicated above, there was a second (plu)perfect construction.
This consisted of a BE verb and a past participle construction, and was
mainly restricted to intransitive verbs of the type involving change of
place or state, cf. faran ‘go’, cuman ‘ come’, weaxan ‘ grow’, odfeallan ‘ fall
into decay’. A somewhat similar situation exists in e.g. present-day
German and French. The complementary use of habban vs. wesan is
illustrated in:

(64) We=s Hesten pa  paer cumen mid his

Was Haesten then there come with his
herge... Hefde Hasten ®r  geworht paet geweorc @t
army... Had Haesten earlier built that stronghold at
Beamfleote & wes pa  utafaren on hergap
Benfleet  and was then out-gone on pillage

(Chron A (Plummer) 894.43)
Haesten had arrived there with his army... Haesten had previously

built the stronghold at Benfleet and had then gone out on a foraging
expedition.

Like the habban (plu)perfect, the BE (plu)perfect could be inflected, but
often was not:

(65) Craccuse wzron monege cyningas (PL)... to fultume
To-Gracchus were many  kings... as help
cumene (PL)
come (Or 5 4.224.5)

Many kings had come to Gracchus... as support.

(66) Hie (pl.) weeron cumen (UNINFL) Leonidan  to fultume
They  were come to-Leonidas as help
(Or 2 5.82.13)

They had come to Leonidas to help him.
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The inflected participal construction with BE was probably truly
adjectival in PrOE. By OE, however, it appears to have been reanalysed
as a verbal complex (as happened to habban during the OE period), or at
least to have been partially reanalysed. The evidence for reanalysis is
that the participle is typically uninflected in the feminine singular,
whereas a truly adjectival participle would be inflected with -#, see
chapter 3 (a few rare examples with the inflection do exist, e.g. CP
LetWerf 13 hio was odfeallens). On the other hand, the -¢ plural
inflection occurs quite frequently, suggesting that the construction was
not fully verbal either. It should be noted that the participial with BE
was always semantically active (as is to be expected from intransitive
verbs). Mitchell (1985:§737) notes that in the following example the
participial form would have been besencte had the construction been
passive:

(67) ...on pere ondredinge hwonne hie on pa
...in that fear when  they in that
eorpan besuncene wurden
earth sunk might-be

(Or 2 6.88.14)

... in their fear of the time they might be sunk in the earth (due to an
earthquake).

4.3.2.3 Pre-modals

The set of pre-modals includes cunnan ‘ know how to, have the power to,
be able, can’, *durran ‘ dare’, magan ‘ be strong, sufficient, in good health,
be able to’ (with more focus on physical ability [cf. PDE might] than
cunnan), *motan ‘be allowed to, be obliged to’, *sculan ‘owe, be
necessary’, purfan ‘need’, willan ‘ will, wish, desire’. To these should be
added some uses of beon and occasionally wesan (pas ping sint to donne
‘these things are to do’, i.e. ‘to be done’), and habban expressing
necessity and obligation. There are some possible readings of agan
‘have, possess’ from the late tenth century that suggest the modal
meaning ‘owe, be obliged to’.

All the verbs are used as main verbs. Most may be intransitive:

(68) Eac neah pan ealle pa  ding Ppe danon
Also nearly then all  those things PT thence
cumad, wid  ®lcum attre magon
come, against every poison they-prevail
(Bede 1 1.30.3)
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But nearly all those things that are extracted from it can be used as
antidote to any poison.

In intransitive constructions they frequently occur with a directional
expression:

(69) ...pa  hi to scipan woldon
.. when they to ships wanted
(Chron E (Plummer) 1009.38)

.. when they wanted to go to their ships.

All the verbs also allow either NP objects (which are never passivised)
as in:

(70) ...p=t he geornor wolde sibbe wid hiene ponne gewinn
..that they rather wanted peace with him rthan conflict
(0r 31 96.17)

.. that they wanted peace with him rather than conflict.

or infinitive complements. Beon, wesan and habban take fo+ the inflected
infinitive, as in (71); the others all take the uninflected infinitive, as in
(72), or both (for the distinction see §4.5.3).

(71) ...hwat is us to donne

..what is for-us to do (ECHom 1, 22.314.32)

.. what we must do.

(72) ...swa pet hi n=fre ne mihton ne noldon
..so that they never not might nor not-wanted
sybban fram his willan gebugan; ne hi ne magon nu, ne
since from his will  bend; not they not may now nor
hi nellad nane synne gewyrcan
they not-want not-any sin  to-do
(AECHom 1,1 12.7)

so that they never were able or wanted after that to revolt from his
will; nor are they able to do so now, nor do they want to sin.

In addition, magan, willan may introduce a par-complement, see (238)
below.

One piece of syntactic evidence that the pre-modals may have been
auxiliaries as well as main verbs 1s that, although *sc#lan and *motan are
clearly main verbs in some contexts, they never appear in non-finite
forms; if they were exclusively main verbs, one would expect them to
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appear at least occasionally as infinitival complements. Stronger
evidence is provided by the fact that if they occur with a verb that
demonstrates ‘impersonal’ syntax (see §4.4.2), the pre-modals share all
the properties of that verb, rather than being ‘ personal’, that is, they do
not appear to have a subject of their own, see Denison (1990b):

(73) ponne meeg hine (ACC) scamigan pzre bredinge (GEN/DAT)
Then may to-him shame  of-that spreading
his hlisan
of-his fame
(Bo 46.5)

Then he may be ashamed of the extent of his fame.

The semantic evidence is strong that pre-modals had properties of
auxiliaries (that is, expressed obligation, possibility, probability, tem-
poral relations or even mood).

*Seulan in particular has distinct modal properties. It could express
moral as well as financial obligation, as in (9). A particularly striking
example of the use of a pre-modal to express mood is the use of *sculan
in the meaning ‘supposedly’ (i.e. like a subjunctive, casting doubt on
the truth of the proposition):

(74) & to pam Pentecosten was gesewen... blod weallan  of
and at that Pentecost was seen... blood to-well-up from
eorpan. swa swa manige s&den pe hit geseon sceoldan
earth. as as many said PTit see should
(Chron E (Plummer) 1100.4)

and at the Pentecost ... blood was seen welling up from the ground, as
many said who supposedly saw it.

(See also (175) below.)

Magan, willan and *sculan are occasionally used with what appear to be
meanings expressing probability and possibility. Magan in (73), for
example, seems to express possibility rather than ability or permission.
Occasionally, particularly in the case of willan and *sculan, probability
seems to verge on temporal generality or futurity, as in Or 5 7.230.26
elpendes hyd wile drincan watan ‘elephant’s hide will drink /absorb water’
where willan does not have a volitional meaning, but rather expresses a
general truth (or at least a typical one). Particularly interesting is (75), in
which the first instance of wolde appears to be predictive of the future,
while the second retains the older meaning of ‘wish’:
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(75) Pa  Darius geseah pzt he oferwunnen beon wolde, pa
When Darius saw  that he overcome be  would, then
wolde he hiene selfne on pem gefeohte forspillan
wanted he him self in that fight to-destroy
(Or 3 9.128.5)

When Darius saw that he would be defeated, he wanted to destroy
himself/die in the battle.

An example of the apparent predictive use of *sculan is the translation of
the Latin -turus as sceal in AGrm 246.9 ... lecturus sum cras ic sceal radan
to merigen ©...1 shall read tomorrow’. But it is important to note that
-turus is not purely future; as a future active participle, it also expresses
necessity, or at least inevitability in the normal course of events, cf. PDE
be going to). One of the conditions for the extension of the scu/- of
obligation to prediction may have been its use in sentences such as (9)
and the following where the modal adverb niede stresses the obligation:

(76) Ic sceal eac niede para monegena
I must/shall also of-necessity of-those many
gewinna geswigian
battles be-silent
(Or 5 2.218.20)

I must also necessarily be silent about those many battles.

Another context may have been the use of *scu/an in statements of divine
or royal ordinance:

(77) ...Uton nu brucan pisses undernmetes swa pa
... Let-us now enjoy of-this breakfast  as those
sculon pe hiora zfengifl on helle gefeccean sculon
must/shall PT their supper in hell get must
(Or 2 5.84.31)

Let us now enjoy this breakfast as befits those who must eat their
supper in hell.

It may also have been influenced by similar shifts in meaning of the Late
Latin verb debere ‘be owing, necessary’.

All the same, there are very few instances of OE magan, willan or
*sculan where the meaning without question expresses the speaker’s
assessment of probability and nothing else. (73) may express feasibility.
Even (75) may have had not the ‘bleached’ meaning of ‘would be
overcome’ but rather the stronger meaning of modal necessity best
translated by ‘was destined to be overcome’. The generic construction
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typified by elpendes hyd wille drincan watan certainly involves some sense
of necessity. We may note that in PDE, it is only with inanimate subjects
that prediction is the primary meaning of will (cf. It will rain tonight).
There do not appear to be any such sentences with inanimate subjects in
OE.

It is necessary for an understanding of modality in OE to note that
there are some rather fundamental differences between OE and PDE
with respect to the grammatical encoding of modal meaning. All the
PDE modals (can, may, must, shall and will), can be used to express
assessment of probability and possibility on a continuum between ‘fully
asserted’ and ‘fully negated’, otherwise known as ‘epistemic’ modality,
in addition to their ‘root’ meanings of ability, permission, volition, etc.
There are also a large number of adverbs that express epistemic
modality in PDE, such as probably, possibly, obviously, evidently. The
situation is different in OE. The pre-modals cannan, *notan and agan
show no traces of epistemic meaning in OE, while magan, *sculan, willan
and possibly beon show only marginal epistemic colouring in most
instances. The only constructions in which epistemic colouring appears
to be strong ate ‘impersonal’ ones such as (73) and:

(78) ...ic wat peaet hine (ACC) wile tweogan
...I know that him will doubt
hwader heo him sod secge
whether she him truth may-say
(HomU 21 (Nap 1) 35)

I know that he will doubt whether she will tell him the truth.

(79) Hu wolde pe nu lician gif...
How would to-thee now please if
(Bo 41.142.2)

How would it please you if...

Wolde, being past tense, seems to express remote possibility.

Further evidence for the relative absence in OE of epistemic meanings
is that even the subjunctive mood does not express doubt (low
probability) in main clauses; it does so only in subordinate clauses. In
addition, there are very few epistemic adverbs in OE expressing
probability and possibility. Of the few adverbs with this meaning, most
are found in glosses, e.g. gewene ‘possibly’. Probability and possibility
are expressed in OE primarily by phrases such as wen is pas ‘hope is
that’. There are, however, adverbs of certainty (i.e. expressing the
extreme positive end of the scale), e.g. afastla ‘certainly’, forsop
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‘truly’. In other words, epistemic modality appears to have been only
marginally grammaticalised in OE.

4.3.2.4 Passive auxiliaries

Many authors have treated as ‘passive’ a number of constructions that
are best translated into PDE as passives, most especially indefinite
constructions introduced by man ‘one’, cf. (98), (196) and (203), and
purposive infinitives such as are illustrated by (97), (190), and:

(80) ...and hi hine... of d=zre byrig geleddon to stznenne
...and they him... from that castle led to stone
(ECHom 1, 3 46.35)

...and they ... led him out of the castle to be stoned.

This is because the passive is preferred in PDE if the subject of a clause
is indefinite (note that in (80) we do not know whether the same people
as led the captive out of the castle were going to stone him; it is quite
likely that other unspecified individuals would do that, and indeed that
1s what the PDE passive implies (contrast They led him out to stone).
However, this is not the case in OE. Since they are not syntactically
passive, such constructions will not concern us here.

The syntactic passive in earlier Indo-European was inflectional. The
only survival of the inflection in OE is to be found in the passive form
hatte ‘is/was called’ (and the plural hatton) of the verb batan.

(81) on dzm bocum de hatton  Apocalipsin
in those books PT are-called Apocalypse
(CP 58.445.33)

in those books which are called the Apocalypse.

Even this verb, however, can occur with a verbal phrase with an
auxiliary verb, cf. (15).

The ancestor of the OE syntactic passive with a verbal group
consisting of an auxiliary BE-verb and the uninflected past participle is
to be found in a construction with a BE-verb and an inflected, originally
adjectival, past participle. The inflection is strong; since the strong
inflection is zero for masculine and neuter singular, there is always
ambiguity between the inflected and noninflected passive where the
subject is masculine or neuter singular. Furthermore, the feminine
nominative singular was early neutralised with the masculine in many
texts.

An example of the inflected passive is:
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(82) On peere ilcan tide wurdon twegen apelingas
At that same time were  two  athelings
afliemde (PL) of  Scippian
put-to-flight from Scythia
(Or 1 10 44.24)
At that same time two noblemen were banished from Scythia.

This may be contrasted with the uninflected passive in:

(83) & hu II =pelingas wurdon afliemed of  Scippium
and how two athelings were  put-to-flight from Scythia
(Or Head 64.10)

and how two noblemen were banished from Scythia.

The inflected as well as the uninflected passive participial may occur
with prepositional agentive and instrumental phrases in the prose (the
poetry favoured non-prepositional dative and instrumental construc-
tions). The use of agentive and instrumental phrases with both types
of passive suggests that the adjectival passive was not entirely stative
but rather resultative/stative, since agentives and instrumentals would
not be expected with pure statives (e.g. PDE **I was interested by Jim). As
in the case of the development of the phrasal perfect (see §4.3.2.2), the
development of the phrasal passive involved the reanalysis of an earlier
predicative adjective as part of the verb complex. This means that a
construction of the type he was [afliemed], where afliemed is predicated of
he as a resultant state, was reanalysed as he [was afliemed] where the whole
verbal complex is the predicate of hie (e.g. the difference in PDE
between adjectival It was (quite) closed and It was closed by Bill).

Although no categorial contrast existed between beon, wesan and
weorpan in passive constructions, there appears to have been a tendency
to use weorpan for activities and changes of state, beon/wesan for resultant
states. Examples of weor pan used for activities include (19), (20) and with
beonfwesan for resultant states (14) and (29). An example where two
momentary changes of state are followed by a more permanent state of
affairs resulting from it is:

(84) he gefeaht wip  Gotan, & gefliemed  weard
he fought against Goths and put-to-flight was
& bedrifen on anne tun & per weard on anum huse
and driven into one fortress and there was in one house
forbzrned. bar was swipe ryht dom geendad

burned-to-death. There was very right sentence carried out
(Or 6 34.290.32)
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he fought against the Goths and was put to flight and driven into a
fortress; and he was burned to death in a house. Very just judgement
was carried out there...

This semantic distinction between weorpan and beon/wesan becomes less
and less clear during OE, as is to be expected of a form that was to
disappear in ME (weorpan was eventually replaced by the get passive).
Even in OE certain texts contain very few instances of the verb, among
them the Bede translation which uses the beon/wesan verbs almost
exclusively. As has often been noted, Alfric uses only beon/wesan in his
discussion of English-Latin equivalents for the passive. However, since
he uses weorpan extensively in his Lives of the Saints and Homiles, it is not
clear whether he failed to use it in his Grammar because he did not regard
it as sufficiently ‘standard’, or because there was no Latin equivalent.

4.3.2.5 Sequencing of auxiliary verbs

In PDE the sequence: Modal — Perfect — Progressive - Passive — V is
possible (e.g. might have been being destroyed). However, the situation in
OE is entirely different. No two auxiliary verbs may occur in sequence
except Pre-modal — Passive (e.g. might be destroyed), and then only those
pre-modals that allow uninflected infinitives are permitted. In other
words, there are no equivalents of may have talked, may be talking, may have
been talking, She is being/ has been watched, not, of course, of She has been being
watched. However, there are no equivalents of She is to go or She has to go
(the modal meanings of beon, wesan and habban required inflected
infinitives; cf. (71)).

When the pre-modals occur with passives, it is possible to analyse
them as main verbs introducing infinitive complements (see §4.5.3.2 on
infinitive complements). However, at least in some cases the semantics
suggest that the complementiser analysis may not be entirely adequate,
since the full main verb meaning is unlikely or even extremely
improbable. In (85) it is unlikely that sceolde means ‘owed’ or ‘ought’;
rather, it seems to have a temporal meaning:

(85) pet tacnade pat on his dagum sceolde beon geboren se
that showed that on his days  should be born  that
se pe us ealle to anum maeggemote gelapap
that PT us all to one meeting-of-kinsmen bids
(Or 514.248.18)

that showed that in his day there would be born he who bids us all to
an assembly of kinsmen.
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Similarly, as we have seen, it is improbable that the first wolde in (75)
could have the meaning ‘intended, willed’.

4.4 Case assignment and the status of subject and object

As in PDE, predicates in OE may have §, one, two ot more ‘ NP-roles’
associated with them, that is, NPs that have such semantic/syntactic
relations to the verb or adjective as agent, experiencer/goal, stim-
ulus/source, location, affected being or thing, possessor and identifier.
For example, in John gave a book to Mary, the verb give has associated with
it an NP functioning semantically as agent and also as the source or
starting-point of the transfer (Jobn), an NP functioning as the goal or
end-point of the transfer (Mary) and an NP functioning as an affected
thing (book). In Jobn liked Mary, the verb /ike has associated with it an
experiencer/goal ( Jobn), and a stimulus/source of the experience (Mary).

In PDE, one of the NPs in a finite clause must serve as subject. If
there is no NP-role associated with the verb, then a ‘dummy subject’
must occur, as in If rained (it in this sentence is not a real subject since
it does not replace a noun, cf. **Water rained). Among the few
exceptions to the rule that finite clauses must have a subject in PDE are
imperatives (e.g. Leave at once !) and certain reduced clauses like John liked
Mary but hated Jill, where the subject of the co-ordinated clause can be
said to be deleted. In all the examples beginning with Jobn, the NP John
functions as subject of the sentence, whatever the semantic role assigned
to Jobhn. A ‘subject’ agrees with the verb in number; furthermore,
pronominal subjects are in the ‘nominative’ or ‘non-oblique case’, e.g.
be, she, they, 1.

Certain clauses, typically those with verbs known as transitive’, will
also have an ‘object’. This is a second NP assigned to the position
immediately following the verb, and without a preposition ; the pronoun
form is ‘objective’, e.g. him, her, them, me. In the examples cited, Mary
functions as object in John liked Mary. However, Mary is not the object
in John gave a book to Mary. In this sentence a book is the object and Mary,
being introduced by the preposition /o, serves as the ‘indirect object’.
Sentences like John gave Mary a book without a preposition are said to
have ‘double objects’.

Many predicates in PDE are lexically distinguished according to
which semantic role is assigned to the subject function. Thus the same
roles are associated with /ike and please, but with /ike the experiencer NP
is subject, while with please the stimulus is the subject, cf. John liked music,
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Music pleased John. NPs not serving as subject or object usually occur in
prepositional phrases, e.g. The nusic was pleasing to Jobn.

OE differs from PDE in three main respects. Subject is not
obligatory; few verbs are lexically distinguished according to which
role functions as subject; and oblique constructions are marked by
genitive, dative and occasionally instrumental case, relatively in-
frequently by prepositional phrases. This section begins with some
generalisations about case assignment, moves on to discussion of
‘impersonal’ constructions, and then addresses the issue of ‘subject’
and ‘object’ in OE, including passives and reflexive constructions.

44.1 Case assignment, prepositional phrases

The particulars of case morphology have been given in chapter 3. Our
concern here is how cases are used, and to what extent case marking
correlates with prepositional phrase constructions.

In traditional grammars it is usually pointed out that the grammatical
subject in OE is nominative, and the grammatical object accusative, but
that in other respects case assignment is largely dependent on individual
verbs, adjectives and prepositions, or on adverbial functions. For
example, it is noted that some verbs govern more than one case
although they mean much the same thing, compare:

(86) ...onfoh minne gast (ACC)
...receive my  soul (ECHom 1, 29 426.14)
...receive my soul.

(87) Ac ge onfop pem (DAT) mzgene Halges Gastes

But you receive that power of-Holy Ghost
(HomS 46 (B/Hom 11) 49)

But you receive the power of the Holy Ghost.
(88) ...... deades (GEN) onfod
...he... death receives (ECHom 1, 21 308.2)
...he...suffers death.
Also, prepositions with essentially the same meaning vis-a-vis NP roles
may take different cases, cf. purbh with the accusative, fram with the
dative, both introducing oblique agent roles in passive constructions.
Or the same preposition may take different cases in different dialects.

Furthermore, the case system of later OE was breaking down, allowing
for two co-ordinated NPs to be in different cases:
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(89) ...9a  de p=t tempel (ACC) and pera
...those PT that temple and those

goda (GEN) gymdon
gods cared-for
(ACHom 11, 38 281.33)

... those who cared for the temple and the gods.

Taken together, such facts are interpreted as evidence that case
assignment in non-nominative NPs was, for the most part, not governed
by general syntactic/semantic principles.

Nevertheless, the same grammars also note some general tendencies.
For example, it is often noted that the NP expressing the source of an
emotion or mental state such as caring, neglecting or enjoying is
typically in the genitive; the NP expressing the affected or interested
person (the experiencer in the terminology used here) is typically dative
with a verb of harming, (dis)pleasing, (dis)believing; and verbs of
accusing, asking and depriving typically take the accusative of the
person and the genitive of the thing.

It does not seem possible to assign a unique meaning to each case in
such a way as to account for every use of case. However, some useful
generalisations have recently been proposed for nominative, accusative,
dative and genitive as they interact with NP roles, subject and object.
These generalisations suggest that case assignment was significantly
more subject to regular principles than has been assumed in the past;
some will be included in the following outline of case use in OE.

As indicated above, the nominative case is associated with the
subject. The semantic significance of this association will be discussed
below in §§4.4.2 on ‘impersonal verbs’ and 4.4.3 on the status of
subject. Nominative is also associated with NPs in the identification
role, i.e. predicate nominals in constructions of the type NP is/was NP,
cf. (12). As might be expected from other constructions with verbs
translated by PDE Je, three copula verbs were available for the predicate
nominal construction in OE: beon, wesan and weorpan. It should be noted
in passing that in OFE the equivalent of the PDE type I# is I/ me was I am
it/1 it am:

(90) Geseod mine handa & mine fet, pat ic sylf hit eom

See my hands and my feet, that I (my)self it am
(Lk (WSCp) 24.39)

See from my hands and feet that it is L.
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As the translation suggests, the OE construction is closer in meaning to
‘Iam the one’, in other words, identification is paramount. By contrast,
in PDE the construction I¢ #s I / me has come to indicate not so much self-
identification as self-presentation.

The accusative case is associated with the grammatical object.
However, this does not give us sufficient information to understand the
meaning differences between, e.g. (91) and (92) (note the lexical
distinctions in the PDE translations, as opposed to the case distinctions

in OE):

(91) ond 82 folgode feorhgenidlan (ACC PL)

and then followed deadly-foes
(Beo 2928)

and then he pursued his deadly foes

(92) him (DAT) folgiap fuglas (NOM)
him follow birds
(Phoen 591)

the birds follow him

or between (93) and (94):

(93) ...and pa  unandgytfullan (NOM)... hine (ACC) geefenlacen

...and those unintelligent... him should-imitate
(BenR 2.24)

...and the unintelligent ... may imitate him

(94) Gif he (NOM) geeuenlecd gode (DAT)
If he is-similar-to God
(£CHom 11, 13 129.71)

If he resembles God.

Such examples have been taken to suggest that accusative signals that
the NP is viewed as a participant playing a role antagonistic to or unlike
that of other NPs, in this case the subject NP, cf. Plank (1983). In (91)
and (93) the accusative NP can also be viewed as highly involved (even
if only unconsciously) —the enemy are the focus of the pursuers’
attention, as is the individual imitated.

Dative case is typically associated with the experiencer role, with an
animate goal (the indirect object), and with other NPs regarded as ‘in
the scene’ but participating in it only minimally. For example, in (20),
(92) and (94) the followers, birds and God are not engaged in any strong
interaction with the subject. The significance of the semantic difference

204



Syntax

between accusative and dative will be further clarified in the section on
impersonal verbs.

The genitive case is associated with the stimulus/soutce role,
particularly when an experiencer NP is present, cf. (4), (76) and (77)
among many others. It is also associated with the possessor role in a
possessive phrase. The possessive phrase construction involves a
genitive NP, e.g. mancynnes in (6), genitive third person pronoun, e.g.
heora in (11) or the possessive pronoun sin. Sin occurs almost exclusively
in the poetry, which suggests that it is archaic:

(95) ac peet oftor gecwed aldor deoda sodum  wordum
but that more-often said prince of-people with-true words
ofer sin magen
about his power (Dan 753)

but the prince of people said that truthfully more often about his
power.

Sin is always co-referential with the subject of the same clause and is
therefore often used reflexively; unlike other pronouns in the reflexive
construction, it cannot be followed by se/f.

An interesting example of a possessive construction is the following
(be refers to a roof of variable height):

(96) on sumre stowe he wes pet man mid his handa nealice
in one place it was (such) that one with his hands nearly
gerecean mihte, in sumre eapelice mid heafde
reach might, in one  easily  with head
gehrinan
strike (LS 25 (MichaelMor) 193
in one place it was low enough that one could reach it with one’s
hands, in another low enough that one could strike it with one’s head.

This example illustrates the optionality of a demonstrative modifier or
a possessive when the possessor of an object is co-referential with the
subject. The possessor in both clauses is the indefinite man ‘one’; handa
is modified but keafde is not, cf. also (8).

When the possessor is human and the possessed thing a body part, the
possessor is often expressed not by the genitive but by a dative NP:

(97) ...he him het pxt heafod of aceorfan
... he with-regard-to-him commanded that head off to-cut
(Or 512.242.16)

he commanded his head to be cut off.

205



Elizabeth Closs Traugott

(98) ...& him self leat forp pet him mon aslog pet heafod of
...and himself bent forward that him one struck that head off
(Or 6 290.10)

...and bent forward so that his head could be struck off.

Alternatively, in constructions of this type, the possessor may also be
subject (and therefore nominative) of the verb habban ‘have’:

(99) and Abraham hzfde him on handa fyr and swurd
and Abraham had him in hands fire and sword
(&CHom 11, 4 34.138)
And Abraham had fire and a sword in his hands (= and fire and a
sword were in Abraham’s hands).

The construction in (99) is very close to the so-called ‘dative of
interest’ construction, where possession is metaphorical rather than
actual:

(100) Lecedemonie  hazfdon him to ladteowe
Lacaedemonians had for-them(selves) as leader
#nne wisne mon
a wise man (Or 31.96.27)

The Lacaedemonians had a wise man as their leader (= the
Lacaedemonians’ leader was wise).

(101) Se w=s Karles sunu pe ZApelwulf West Seaxna cyning
That was Charles’ son PT Athelwulf West Saxons’king
his dohtor  hafde him to cuene
his daughter had  for-himself as queen (Chron A (Plummer) 885.18)

He was the son of Charles whose daughter was the queen of
Aithelwulf, King of the West Saxons.

So far there has been no discussion of case assignment in adverbial
constructions. The details are best checked in the standard handbooks.
Very generally : accusative is used in expressions of extent in time (how
long?) and space (how far?), and of motion toward (where to?) (for
accusative of distance, see (51)). Dative is used in expressions of time in
which (when?) and place in which (where?). In so far as it can be
distinguished from the dative (see chapter 3), the instrumental is used
in expressions of manner or instrumentality (bow?), reason (why?),
accompaniment (with whom?) and degree (how much?). The genitive is
also used in expressions of time, place and degree. The distinction
between genitival and accusative/dative/instrumental expressions of
time, place and degree is very fine; most often the genitive expressions
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are not phrasal (e.g. demonstrative or adjective-+noun) but rather
single word forms that have been frozen into adverbs, cf. nihtes by
night’, geara ‘formerly’, pas ‘after’, hamweardes ‘homeward’, togeanes
‘back, in return’, ealles ‘completely’, nealles ‘not at all’. Finally, the
genitive is used in ‘partitive’ constructions to mark the whole from
which a part has been taken. Signalling measure, quantity and extent, it
is used with nouns, adjectives (usually superlatives), pronouns and
numerals, cf. sum dzl pas felles ‘a part of the rock’, wacost burga  weakest
of the fortifications’, eower sum ‘one of you’, para fiftig ‘fifty of them’,
and see (30) and (62). (Note in (41) preo wif without the partitive, but
nigon geara fec ‘nine years’ time’ with the partitive).

Most adverbial constructions of the type just discussed can also be
expressed by a prepositional phrase. Indeed, non-pronominal ex-
pressions of place in which, and to which, time, and of accompaniment
are typically prepositional, cf. (6), (8), (14), (18), (20), (34), (37), (69),
(96) and throughout. Only a few adverbial constructions are not
normally expressed by a prepositional phrase, most notably the partitive
genitive. Mitchell (1985: §1202) suggests that examples like Matt (Li)
0.29 an of dissum ‘ one of these’ may be Latinisms. It should be noted that
of in OE meant ‘from’, cf. (50), (80) and (82), and could not be used to
express possession as it is in PDE (cf. the tail of the cat beside the cat’s tail).

Although prepositional phrases are for the most part optional variants
of non-prepositional NPs, it appears that agent and instrument NPs in
passive sentences were always expressed prepositionally, not by the
dative or instrumental alone, except in some of the earlier poetry. For
the difference between agent and instrument NPs in passives, consider
PDE agentive by Jobn in Mark was killed by John versus instrumental by
poison in Mark was killed by poison. In the latter case, it is implied that
someone killed Mark by using poison, or that poison was in Mark’s
food and therefore killed him; but poison is not the volitional agent in
either interpretation. In OE several prepositions were available for
agentive and instrumental NPs in passives. By far the most common
personal agentive preposition was fram. Derived from the locative fram
‘from’, this preposition highlighted the causal role of the agent in
passive constructions, cf. (15) and:

(102) Hu on Egyptum wurdon on anre niht L  monna
How in Egypt were in one night fifty men
ofslagen from hiora agnum sunum
slain by their own sons (OrHead 64.8)

How fifty men were slain by their own sons in one night in Egypt.
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The preposition purh could be used for both agent and instrument. An
example of the agentive use is:

(103) ...and purh eow (AGENT) me  bid gehalgod manegra
...and by you to-me is hallowed of-many
opre clennysse

other purity (£LS (Julien and Balissa) 16)

...and the purity of many is hallowed for me by you.

The most common instrumental (non-personal agentive) preposition
was mid ‘with’, which originated in the comitative ‘among, along
with’, cf. (19) and:

(104) ...00 pet he eall wes besaet mid heora scotungum
...until that he entirely was beset by their missiles
(£LS (Edmund) 116)

...until he was entirely beset by their missiles.

This preposition was replaced in ME by with. In Alfredian prose purh
‘through’ is especially favoured for the instrumental, although it is used
for the agent as well. Be ‘in proximity’, from which &y is descended, does
not apper to have been used in OE in an agentive sense; it is rare even
for the instrumental relationship.

4.4.2 ‘Impersonal verb constructions’

There are a number of constructions in OE that do not require a subject,
1.e. they do not require an NP in the nominative case. Furthermore, the
verb is always in the third person singular form. Such constructions
are usually called ‘impersonal’, but ‘subjectless’ might be a more
appropriate term.

Predicates that may have no NPs associated with them are most
notably predicates referring to natural phenomena, including weather
conditions, e.g. raining, snowing, storming or time changes, e.g.
dawning.

(105) Gif on szternesdeg gedunrad, pet tacnad demena and
If on saturn’s-day thunders, that portends judges’ and
gerefena cwealm

sheriffs’ death
(Prog 1.2 (Foerst) 7)

If it thunders on a Saturday, that portends the death of judges and
sheriffs.
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Although constructions of this type do not have a subject in the sense
of a lexical NP, they may, and indeed usually do, have an ‘empty’ third
person singular neuter pronoun A:# in subject-position. This phenom-
enon will be discussed further in §4.4.3.3.

Verbs with one or more associated NPs are typically verbs of
experience, whether sensory or cognitive, e.g. being hungry, liking, etc.
Others are metalinguistic verbs of statement, threat, etc. (cf. ‘here warns
to-us about X’ = ‘here we are warned about/here there is a warning
about’).

Verbs of stating and speaking that may be subjectless include cwedan
‘say’, cydan ‘make known’, secgan ‘say’, onginnan ‘begin’, cf.:

(106) We leornedon & on pazm godspelle cwid
We learned  and in that gospel  says
(Hom$ 47 (BlHom 12))

We learned, and in the Gospel it says...

(107) ...swylc her er beforan szde
...such-as here earlier before said
(Or 1 8.40.23)

...such as was said here before.

Verbs of sensory and mental experience that may be subjectless
include behofian ‘need’, eglian ‘ail, be troubled’, hreowan ‘to be sorry’,
hyngrian ‘to be hungry’, longian ‘to long’, reccan ‘ to care’, sceamian ‘to be
ashamed’, swefnian ‘to appear in a dream to someone’, fweogan ‘to
doubt’, pyrstan ‘ to be thirsty’, pyncan ‘ to appear, seem’ (cf. archaic PDE
methinks that...). Semantically they involve an animate experiencer and
(often optionally), a stimulus, source or cause expressed by a genitival
NP or prepositional phrase: something from which the experience
derives, or by which the experience is effected. When there is no subject
NP associated with these verbs, the experiencer is generally in the dative
or accusative and the stimulus in the genitive:

(108) and him (DAT) das (GEN) sceamode
and to-them of-that shamed
(ECHom 1, 1 18.10)

and they were ashamed of that

(109) p=t hi (ACC PLUR) pas  metes (GEN) ne recd (SING)
that to-them of-that food not cares
(Met 13.44)

that they take no interest in the food.
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When the stimulus is realised by an infinitive or pa#-clause, it is often
interpreted as a ‘subject’ (nominative); however, instances such as the
following with a demonstrative in the genitive parallel to a pez-clause,
suggest that they are, like other stimulus and source roles, in the
genitive:

(110) And p=s (GEN) us (ACC) ne scamad na, ac pas us (ACC)

and of-that to-us not shames never, but of-that to-us
scamad swype pet we bote aginnan swa... swa bec  tacan
shames very that we atonement begin as... as books teach

(W Hom 20.3 160)

and we are not at all ashamed of that, but we are ashamed of this: of
beginning atonement in the way that... the books teach.

For further discussion of pa#-clauses and infinitive complements of
impersonal verbs, see §§4.5.3.

Almost all verbs that occur in impersonal constructions also appear in
constructions having either experiencer or stimulus as subject, that is, in
non-impersonal constructions. Indeed, for some verbs such as tweggan
the non-impersonal construction is favoured. This is especially true for
lician ‘please, like’, which very rarely occurs in a clearly impersonal
construction, but otherwise behaves much like one. Indeed, the only
examples which appear to be unambiguously impersonal are those in
which the stimulus/cause is a clause, and the experiencer is in the dative,
cf. (79). An example of (non-impersonal) /ician with stimulus as subject

is:®

(111) .. p=t pu scealt on ghwylce tid Godes willan wercan,
... that thou shalt at each time God’s will  perform,
pxt an pe is selost paet pu (NOM) Gode (DAT) licie
that one PT is best that thou God please
(HomS 21 (B{Hom 6) 36)
...that you must always carry out God’s will and do that one thing
that is best, that is, please God.

In such instances the verb has a causal meaning, ie. ‘to please’.
Examples of experiencer as subject with Jcian are rare, but do occur in
the glosses, perhaps under the influence of Latin:

(112) du  ard sunu min leaf, on dec ic (NOM) wel licade
thou art son my dear, in thee I well was-pleased
(MEG! (Li) 1.11)

you are my dear son, in whom I was well pleased.
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In cases like this, the verb has a receptive meaning (‘like’) as opposed
to a causal meaning (‘please’). Whereas the two meanings afre
differentiated lexically in Modern English, they are differentiated
morphologically and syntactically in OE. (112) and similar examples
with lician and experiencer as subject all occur in translations of the
Bible, and may be influenced by Latin. A similar contrast is provided by
lystan, which with the dative experiencer means ‘cause desire’, and with
the nominative experiencer means ‘feel desire’. This suggests that
nominative experiencers with impersonal verbs were not ungram-
matical, although unusual, in OE.

A few verbs do not occur with experiencer as subject: these include
gebyrigan “be fitting’ and gelimpan ‘befall (someone), happen’, for which
the receptive-causal distinction is somewhat odd (note these involve
neither real sensory nor mental experience). The verb pyncan, which is
usually glossed as ‘appears, seems’, rarely occurs with experiencer as
subject (this relationship is reserved for pencan ‘to think’), but it does
occur in the passive, thus in a kind of receptive sense. Compare pyncan
with experiencer as dative:

(113)  him (DAT) selfum 8incd pzt he nznne nzbbe
to-him self  seems that he none neg-has
(Bo 29.66.11)

It seems to him that he has nothing.

and the passive:

(114) se leoma (NOM)... was swide lang (NOM) gepuht
that light... was very long thought
sudeast  scinende
south-east shining
(Chron E (Plummer) 1097.18)

the light which shone (from it) towards the south east was considered
to be very long.

Assignment of dative, genitive, accusative or nominative to a
particular NP in the constructions under discussion is therefore not
entirely arbitrary, but is correlated at least in part with the perspective
taken on the state of affairs described. Although this is not easy to show
across the whole class of impersonal verbs, the correlations become
clear within subclasses of impersonal verbs (e.g. verbs of rueing, verbs
of pleasing, of happening, etc.), and most particularly when comparison
is made of contrasting case-assignments with the same verb. The four-
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way distinction can be shown operating with the one lexical verb root
hreowan; in OE there are different case possibilities, whereas in PDE
there are different lexical forms:

(115)

(116)

(117)

(118)

for 8i him (DAT) ofhreow p2s  mannes (GEN)
for that to-him pitied  of-that man
for pan pe he wes bepzht mid pas deofles searocraftum
for that PT he was deceived by that devil’s wiles

(£CHom 1, 13 192.16)
he was sorty for the man because he (the man) was deceived by the
devil’s wiles.

Hreaw hine (ACC) swide pet...
Pitied him very-much that...
(GenA, B1276)

It grieved him very much that...

se massepreost (NOM) paes  mannes (GEN) ofhreow

that priest of-that man pitied
(ELS (Oswald) 262)

the priest took pity on the man.

durh  his sodan menniscnysse him (DAT)
through his true  humanity him
ofhreow das  folces meteleast (NOM)
pitied  of-that people’s want-of-food
(AECHom 11, 29 231.32)
because of his true humanity he pitied the people’s want of food.

<

Some adjectival predicates behave in ways very similar to ‘im-
personal’ verbal predicates. They include adjectives of ease and
difficulty, (un)pleasantness, usefulness and necessity, for example:

(119)

Swa ponne is me nu swipe earfede hiera
Thus then is to-me now very difficult their
mod to ahwettanne
spirit to excite
(Or 4 13.212.30)

Thus then it is very difficult for me to excite their spirit.

As is true of predicate adjectives like easy, diffienit in PDE, the potential
object of the complement clause may be the subject of the sentence. In
the following examples, the stimulus (120) and the affected object (121)
are subject:
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(120) elc chenys bid earfode to polienne

each persecution is difficult to endure
(ECHom 11, 42 313.110)

every persecution is hard to endure.

(121) & he ponne se deada byd uneape
and he then that dead-man is difficult
®lcon men on neaweste to habbenne
to-each man in nearness to have
(HomS 17 (B/Hom 5) 18)
and as for the dead man, it is difficult for everyone to have him in the
vicinity.

However, no examples have been noted of adjective of ease or difficulty
with the experiencer as subject (cf. PDE Jobn is easy to please).

44.3  The status of subject

Issues relating to ‘subject’ in OE have been discussed throughout §4.4.
They are summarised here, and then the passive, reflexive and some
constructions with ‘empty’ subject are discussed.

Subject is here defined as a surface grammatical category; it is
associated with nominative case, and it agrees with the finite verb (with
exceptions mentioned in §4.3.1.1). Most importantly, it was not
obligatory in OE (it became so during ME, though a few archaic relics
such as methinks survived into later periods).

4.43.1 DPassive constructions
The passive provides supporting evidence for the special syntactic
status in OE of nominative and accusative case (as subject and object
markers), in contrast to oblique cases (dative and genitive). This is
because only NPs that take accusative in active constructions may be
passivised, cf. (3), (15), (19), (29), (75), (83) and (102) among others.
Verbs with double accusative objects, such as (ge)lzran ‘teach’, would
appear in principle to permit either object to be subject in a passive
sentence. However, Mitchell (1985:§835) says no examples of gelzran
‘with a retained object of what is taught (MNE be was taught singing)’
occur in his data.

Verbs with an accusative object and an oblique NP allow only the
accusative object to be passivised. An example of gelzran with an
accusative and a dative object rather than two accusatives is:
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(122)

...& fuslice gehyrdon, da  de him gelerde waron

...and readily obeyed, those PT them taught were
(Bede 4 28,362.23)

...and readily obeyed the (injunctions) they were taught.

Another example of a similar construction is:

(123)

Ic secge eow  to sopan pat sib  is forgifen Godes

I say to-you in truth that peace is given to-God’s

geladunge (DAT)

congregation (£LS (Lucy) 127)

I say to you truly that peace is granted to God’s congregation.

When a verb is associated with one or more oblique NPs and no
nominative or accusative NPs, then the so-called ‘impersonal’ (or better
‘indirect’) passive is used; this is a passive construction without a
subject, but with a dative or genitive NP, or with a sentential
complement.

(124)

(125)

Ac dzm (DAT) mag beon suide hrade geholpen

But to-him may be very quickly helped

from his lareowe

by  his teacher (CP 33.225.22)

But he may be helped very quickly by his teacher.

Hyt is gecwzden on pxre ® paet man sceole lufian

It is said in that law thatone ought to- love

hys nehstan  swa swa hyne selfne

his neighbour so as him self (Solil 1 19.14)

Itis stated in that commandment that one should love one’s neighbour
as oneself.

In PDE the passive is permitted in constructions with prepositional
phrasal verbs such as laugh at, look up (in the sense of ‘visit’, or ‘check’),
cf. The plan was well thought through. This construction does not appear to
have been possible until early ME. In OE, however, preposition
stranding (i.e. separation of the preposition and the NP it governs so
that the NP precedes the preposition) was possible in active sentences,
for example:

(126)

Freond ic gemete  wid
Friend I may-meet with
(MCharm 11 37)

May I meet with a friend.
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and also in relative clauses (see §4.5.2.2). The absence of the passive in
constructions of the type illustrated in (126) suggests that in OE the
preposition was truly that: an element governing the NP, and therefore
construed as introducing an oblique NP (which, like other oblique NPs,
could not be passivised). In Middle English many oblique NP
constructions were reanalysed so that the preposition became a particle
which was part of the verb complex, leaving the NP as an object that
could be passivised, as in PDE.

4.43.2 Reflexive constructions

Reflexive constructions occur when a non-subject NP refers to the
subject NP in the same clause. In OE the reflexive is expressed by the
simple personal pronoun. It may be emphasised by the pronoun se/f,
used in apposition, cf. (75) and (125), but this is by no means
obligatory, cf. (100). Some verbs in OE require a dative NP that is
reflexive, but usually not any other kind of NP. These typically do not
occur with se/f (as might be expected since no contrast with a non-
reflexive NP is possible). They are mainly verbs of rest, bodily
movement and emotion, e.g. faran ‘ go, beget oneself’, restan ‘ rest’, belgan
‘irritate oneself’, ondradan ‘fear’, cf. (42), (49) and:

(127) Nelle pu od ende yrre habban, ne on ecnesse
Not-may you until end anger have, nor in eternity
de awa belgan
thee ever enrage
(PPs 102.9)

May you not be angry until the end, nor enrage yourself for ever.

Since reflexive requires anaphoric reference to a subject NP in the
same clause, the following two sentences must be taken to exemplify
emphatic, not reflexive pronoun + se/f.

(128) Hi pa hradlice... gewendan eft  ongean pone
They then quickly... turned  again toward that
cyning... & hiene selfne gefengon
king... and him himself captured
(Or 112.54.4)
Then they quickly...turned again toward the king...and captured
even him.

(129) pzt he odres mannes ungelimp besargie
that he another man’s misfortune deplore
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and... nanum  gebeodan  pat him sylfam ne licie

and... to-no-one to-command that him self  not would-please
(ECHom 1, 38 584.4)

that he would deplote another man’s misfortune and...not bid

anyone to do what would not please himself to do.

In (128) the object (hiene selfne) does not refer to the subject, which is
plural (cf. the plural verb form gefengon); as regards (129), if pa¢ is the
subject of /lician, it is not coreferential with Ahim; likewise, if pz# is an
accusative NP in an impersonal construction, there is no NP to which
to refer.

4.4.3.3 The development of ‘empty’ subjects

As has been shown, the surface category subject is clearly not obligatory
in OE. Nevertheless, there is some evidence that already in OE there
was a tendency to fill the subject position and to associate it with
definiteness. This tendency is manifest in two main ways: the occasional
use of 4it in impersonal constructions (and some others, to be discussed
in §4.5.3), and the use of par in certain copula constructions with an
indefinite subject. Although Ai# and par have different constraints and
are differently motivated, they share the property of not having full
pronominal functions. That is, they do not substitute for a noun phrase,
and therefore have none of the participant semantics associated with
nominative case; furthermore, they are not clearly anaphoric (or
cataphoric). Rather, they appear to have been syntacticised and to
function as ‘empty’ subjects that simply fill a position.

As we have seen in §4.4.2 there are two major types of impersonal
constructions: those with zero NP-roles, and those with one or more
NPs but no subject. Although the first type can occur without 47, e.g.:
(105), bt is preferred:

(130) Swa nu lencten & harfest: on lencten hit grewd
Thus now spring and autumn:in spring it grows
& on hzrfest hit wealwad, & eft sumer and winter: on
and in autumnit withers, and then summer and winter: in
sumera hit bid wearm & on wintra ceald
summer it is warm and in winter cold
(Bo 21 49.18)

As for spring and autumn: in spring things grow and in autumn they
fade; and then as for summer and winter: in summer it is warm, and
in winter cold.
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In impersonal constructions of the second type, 4it is disfavoured, cf.
(113) and (116) among others. However, examples with Ai¢ can be
found, especially in the later period:

(131) di les de hit ne genihtsumige us and eow
lest it not suffice us and you
farad to dam syllendum and bicgad eow ele
go to those merchants and buy  yourselves oil
’ (£CHom 11, 44.327.16)

lest there is not sufficient for us and you, go to the merchants and buy
yourselves oil.

Even though As¢ fills the subject slot, the strong preference for it in
predicates with zero NP role, compared to its relative scarcity in multi-
NP impersonal constructions suggests that occupancy of an NP slot was
actually probably more important in OE than occupancy of the subject
slot itself: in other words, clauses with zero surface NPs were
disfavoured.

Many instances of 4i¢ in impersonal constructions unambiguously
exemplify an empty element without any anaphoric or cataphoric
properties. However, when a sentential complement is involved, the
syntactic analysis is not always so clear. For example, is it in (132) an
empty subject slot filler with no reference to the complement (in which
case the complement must be taken to be oblique), or is it a pronoun
pointing forward caraphorically to a subject complement which, like all
complements, occurs post-verbally?

(132) Lareow, ne ofpingd hit de gif ic pus wer geceos
Teacher, not displeases it to-you if I thus man choose
(ApT 20.6)

Teacher, it does not displease you if I choose a man thus.

There is no reason based either on semantics or on clause order to
require the sentential complement to be subject rather than oblique in
this sentence, and indeed most scholars agree that sentential stimulus-
cause is usually not subject. So it seems best to analyse (132) as
containing an empty 4#¢ and an oblique complement.

Like Ait-constructions, per-constructions are optional. Unlike Aif in
impersonals, per occurs with a subject. Its function is not to fill a totally
empty subject position, but rather to place a definite element in subject
position, where otherwise an indefinite would occur, and thus to
correlate subject position with definiteness, at least in copula con-

217



Elizabeth Closs Traugott

structions. In PDE this correlation is obligatory in existential sentences
with indefinite subjects, cf. There’s a problem with this analysis vs. *A
problem is with this analysis. In OE it is optional, compare both the non-
use and the use of pazr in (13).

bzr is derived from the locative adverb meaning ‘there’, and
occasionally the two may be hard to distinguish. The locative is always
substitutable by a different adverb of place, but the ‘empty’ par is not.
Of the eight instances of par in the following passage from Wulfstan’s
description of Estonia in Orosius, the first two seem to be clearly locative
and substitutable by on Estlande, and the last six are at least potentially
empty subject-position holders:

(133) Pt Estland is swyde mycel, & per bid swyde manig
That Estland is very big, and there is very many
burh, & on xlcere byrig bid cyningc. & par bid
fortresses, and in each fortress is  king. And there is
swype mycel hunig... Per bid swyde mycel gewinn betweonan
very much honey... There is very much fighting among
him. & ne bid 8=r nznig ealo gebrowen mid  Estum, ac
them. And not is there any ale brewed among Ests, but
per bid medo genoh. &  par is mid  Estum deaw, ponne
there is mead enough. And there is among Ests  custom, when
per bid man dead, p=t he lid inne unforbzrned mid his
there is man dead, that he lies inside unburned  among his
magum & freondum monad... & ealle pa hwile pe pet lic
kin and friends month... And all that time PT that body
bid inne, par sceal beon gedrync & plega
is inside, there shall be drink and play

(Or11.2014)

The land of the Ests is very large, and there are very many fortresses
there, and in each fortress there is a king. And there is very much
honey ... There is very much conflict between them. And there is no
ale brewed among the Ests, but there is enough mead. And there is a
custom among the Ests, when there is a man dead, that he lies inside
uncremated among his kinsmen and friends for a month... And all the
time that the body is inside, there shall be drink and play.

The analysis of the last p2r as an empty subject-marker rather than a
true adverb rests on the assumption that it is unlikely to be anaphoric to
inne — since drinking and playing were probably not restricted to the
very same location in which the body lay at rest.

Although par-constructions are found in Beowslf, they are very rare
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until later OE, especially Zlfric. It is interesting to note that the high
preponderance of pazr in (133) occurs in a section of the text that is
usually thought to be a first-hand account (cf. the use of the first person
plural pronoun), and may be a feature of speech. This would be
consistent with a construction that was to become obligatory later when
subject position had to be filled.

4.5 Complex sentences

Complex sentences consist of two or more clauses conjoined. In OE, as
in PDE, there are a large number of complex sentence types. Of these
only constructions involving the following clause types will be
discussed: co-ordinate, relative, sentential complement, purposive,
result, causal, conditional, concessive, temporal and comparative. The
section will end with some observations about interrogative and
negative clauses in both simple and complex sentences. Word order
within clauses and clause order will be discussed in §4.6.

The complex clause types of OE are roughly equivalent to PDE co-
ordinate and subordinate clauses with similar names. However, in some
cases evidence for syntactic as opposed to semantic subordination is not
as apparent as in PDE. In PDE there is often a morphological difference
between adverbs and conjunctions. It is therefore in most cases possible
to tell from form as well as meaning whether a clause is introduced by
an adverb or a conjunction, cf. afterwards vs. after, therefore vs. because.
However, in OE most such pairs are homonymous (with the connective
derived from the adverb), cf. fter ‘afterwards, after’, for pon ‘ therefore,
because’, pa, ponne ‘then, when’, par ‘there, where’, swa “so, as’. The
main exception is the pair gif... ponne ‘if ... then’ (as is true in the case of
the PDE reflex if... then, ponne cannot occur alone without gif as the
marker of a conditional construction). Usually the context invites
unambiguous interpretation of a sequence of clauses as a sequence of
independent sentences or as connected in a complex sentence. Am-
biguities nevertheless do exist, as in:

(134) Nu hzbbe we awriten pare Asian supdal,/;
Now have we described that Asia’s southern-part,/;
nu wille we fon to hire norddle
now will we turn to its northern-part (Or11.14.5)

Since we have described the southern part of Asia we will turn to the
northern part/Up to now we have described the northern part; next
we will turn to the southern.
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The first nu translates Latin guoniam ‘since’ and could be a conjunction
(see §4.5.5 on causal uses of nx). Alternatively, it could be adverbial
(‘up to this point...next’). In either case, the second 7« marks a stage in
the development of the argument, as does now in PDE. Word order
can be a clue to independence or connectedness in the prose, since
most adverbs favour Adverb — Verb — Subject ... order, while the con-
junctions favour Verb-final order. However, there are exceptions
(adverbial and connective n# ‘now, since’, er ‘beforehand, before’, and
sippan ‘afterwards, after’ are both often found with verb-final order).
Furthermore, word order is used extensively to express pragmatic
factors such as presentation of a new topic, and topicalisation (see §4.6).
The most reliable clue is the particle pe, which distinctly marks a form
as 4 conjunction.

It should be noted in passing that punctuation cannot be used for
establishing independence vs. connectivity. All major OE texts have
been edited, and most of the punctuation has been added (see
Introduction and Plate).

Once it has been established that a sequence of clauses makes up a
complex sentence, the question arises whether the clauses are in a
paratactic or hypotactic relation, that is, whether the clauses are linked
as equals or asymmetrically, cf. He went jogging and then left for work
(paratactic) vs. After he went jogging he went to work (hypotactic) (here after
he went jogging is syntactically dependent on be went to work). Parataxis is
traditionally subdivided into two types. One type, called ‘asyndetic’,
has no overt conjunctions. Typical examples are: I came, I saw, I
conguered, where no co-ordinating conjunctions are present, and Do #his :
take all the forms to room 120, where a deictic introduces a clause. The
second type of parataxis, called ‘syndetic’, is characterised by overt co-
ordinating conjunctions, as in I came and I conguered. As these examples
illustrate, there is no direct correspondence between parataxis and co-
ordination (though co-ordination is subsumed under it). On the other
hand, ‘hypotaxis’ translates fairly readily into ‘subordination’.

It is sometimes said that OE syntax, at least in the earlier poetry, was
characteristically paratactic (cf. chapter 8). However, the evidence of
extant documents, allowing for different style and genre, and different
conventions about literacy, suggests that the structure of OE allowed
for a great variety of types of hypotaxis. One factor that makes OE seem
more paratactic is the greater frequency in formal writing of unco-
ordinated and co-ordinated sentences, see (133). Even more significant
is the presence of a number of parallel structures that have few analogs
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in PDE. For example, homonymous adverbs and connectives are often
used in correlative constructions. Many, but by no means all, of these
are deictic, involving either cataphora, pointing forward to the next
proposition, or anaphora, pointing back to the preceding one (cf.
pa... pa which can be interpreted as ‘when...then’ or ‘then... when’,
depending on context, and for pon...for pon which can be interpreted
either as ‘for this reason ... because’ or as ‘because ... therefore’). Several
examples will be given in the sections below.

The problems in understanding complex clause structure in OE are
well illustrated by the problem of the status of pe. The initial consonant
p- suggests that pe is ultimately derived from a form of the de-
monstrative. One possibility is 2 demonstrative locative adverb *pai, see
Mitchell (1985:§2151), referring to Neckel (1900:60); and also Curme
(1911). The particle occurs in a wide number of clause types: relative,
complement, causal, temporal, comparative, etc., but not after con-
ditional gif or temporal @fzer. It is sometimes ambiguous:

(135) ... We magon beon getrymeded mid Iohannes cuide
...We may be strengthened by John’s words
pes  godspelleres pe he cu=d...
of-that evangelist PT he says

(CP 14.85.19)

...we may be comforted by the words of John the evangelist who
[this analysis assumes a resumptive pronoun]/when/because he
says...

Recent analyses of pe have proposed that its various functions derive
from its use as: (i) a relative pronoun referring to an NP in the main
clause (see Carkeet 1976); (ii) a relative complementiser signalling a co-
reference relation between the main clause NP and either a lower clause
NP or the whole lower clause (see Allen 1980); (iii) a complementiser
marking the clause as a constituent (see Reddick 1981); or, more
loosely, as (iv) a subordinating particle (see Mitchell 1985:§2428).
Giving more substance to the analysis of pe as a subordinating particle,
Wiegand (1987) suggests that pe was originally a deictic marking the
clause it introduces as 2 comment on or evaluation of the situation
described in the preceding clause; in other words it originally had the
discourse function of signalling paratactic connectivity. Pe was latet
reinterpreted as a subordinator in various contexts (relative, com-
plement, causal, etc.). Once this had occurred, it could be used with
connectives introducing clauses that precede the main clause. Never-
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theless, some more paratactic uses still survived. In the following
discussion pe is assumed to be a subordinating particle.

4.5.1 Co-ordinate clanses

Co-ordination is signalled by a number of conjunctions including ond
‘and’, ¢ ‘but’ and oppe ‘or’, ne ‘and not’ and naper ‘neither’ (usually
with #e), and several correlative conjunctions such as ge...ge
‘both...and’, begen...ge ‘both...and’, zgper...ge ‘either...or’, ne...ne
‘neither...nor’, nawper...ne ‘neither...nor’. Such conjunctions may
link two or more (a) clauses, cf. (72), (110), (128) and (130); (b) noun
phrases: (24) and (130); (c) adjectives: (43); (d) adverbs.

As in PDE, the subject of a co-ordinated clause is normally omitted
if it refers to the subject of the first clause, cf. (64), (84) and throughout.
The subject may even be omitted when the connective is absent, a
construction frequently found in spoken PDE, but not usually permitted
in written English:

(136) Se halga da  het him  bringan
That holy-man then commanded to-him to-bring
sed; wolde on dam westene wastmes tilian
seed; wanted in that desert growth provide
(A£CHom 11, 10 86.176)
The holy man then commanded that seed be brought to him; he
wanted to make that desert fertile.

In constructions of this type the second clause is pragmatically
subordinated to the first after certain verbs, most especially verbs of
saying, requesting and commanding, and willan ‘ intend’, wenan ‘think’,
pencan ‘think’ in senses involving intention and purpose, see (136).
Typically these verbs are used with intentional and causal meanings (cf.
‘think = plan, intend’) when the co-ordinated subject is absent.

Occasionally, a subject which is anaphoric to a non-subject NP in the
preceding clause may also be omitted:

(137) ...inne on pem festenne saton feawa
...inside in that stronghold sat  a few
citlisce men on, & w=s sam worht

country men in, and was half built
(Chron A (Plummer) 893.9)

a few country-men were inside in that stronghold, and it was half
built.
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For comments on number agreement in the verb when the subject is
conjoined, see §4.3.1.1. For comments on conjunction in negative
clauses, see §4.5.10.

4.5.2 Relative clauses

There are two main types of relative clauses (also known as ‘adjective
clauses’). The function of the main one, the so-called ‘restrictive’ type,
is to particularise, or delimit the potential referents of, an antecedent NP
(or ‘head’) in the main clause. The function of the second type, the so-
called ‘appositive type’ is to comment or add parenthetical information,
and is marked off in PDE speech by a break in intonation and in writing
by commas.® The distinction can be seen in the following pair. The
restrictive relative restricts the reference of the head to a subset of the
possible referents, so I gave the necklace to my friend who lives in San
Francisco excludes other friends who do not live in San Francisco. By
contrast, the appositive only adds descriptive, new information, and so
the following implies no contrast with any other friends: I gave the
necklace to my friend, who lives in San Francisco (indeed, in this sentence
‘friend’ is interpreted as unique. e.g. ‘ Jane Smith’). In many varieties
of PDE there is a morphological distinction between the two types of
relatives. In those varieties where such a distinction occurs, that can be
used instead of who and which only in restrictive clauses. No absolute
distinction is made in OE, but there is a tendency, to be discussed
below, for pe to be favoured in certain restrictive relative constructions.

In some languages, there are restrictions on the syntactic function or
semantic NP-role of the relativised NP in the surbordinate clause. In
PDE, such restrictions are minimal. Relativised NPs can function as the
subject or object of the relative clause, or in a variety of other NP roles.
Examples are: The man who has given the book to the woman is here (the
relativised NP is subject of the subordinate clause), The man whom you
wanted to see is here (the relativised NP is the object), The man to whom you
gave a ride is here (the relativised NP is the indirect object), The man by
whom you were saved is here (the relativised NP is instrumental/agent), The
man whose hat you have is here (the relativised NP is the possessive), etc.
The situation is very similar in OE.?

Constraints which differ between OE and PDE will be discussed in
§4.5.2.2.
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4.5.2.1 Types of relativisers
Relative clauses are typically introduced by a grammatical form called a
‘relative marker’ or ‘relativiser’. In OE as in PDE there are two types
of relative marker: a pronoun (in PDE who-whom-whose), and an invariant
form (in PDE that, which). Alternatively, there may be no marker at all
(as in That is the woman you met yesterday).

(a) The pronominal relativiser in OE is the pronoun se, seo, pz¢ ‘ that’.
It is normally inflected for the case of the relativised NP; it may be
followed by the invariant particle pe. An example of se alone is:

(138) Donne is an port on sudeweardum pem lande (DAT),

Then is one port in south-of that land,
pone (ACC) man het Sciringes heal®
which one calls Skiringssalr

(Or 1 1.19.10)

Then there is a port in the south of that country which is called
Skiringssalr.

(Hatan typically has an accusative object.) An example of se followed by
pe and functioning as the subject of the subordinate clause is (85). In
(139) se pe functions as the object:

(139) ...p=t heo ne woldon heora Gode (QAT) hyran  pone (ACC)
...that they not wanted their God to-obey whom
pe heo gelyfden
PT they believed
(Bede 3 15.222.22)

... that they did not want to obey the god in whom they believed.

This type of relativiser occurs in the poetry and prose of all periods.
However, se pe is rare in the poetry, comprising only some 2.5 per cent
of all relatives according to Mitchell (1985:§2173). It appears to be
favoured (but by no means obligatory) when the antecedent head has no
demonstrative or quantifier. A particularly interesting example from the
point of view of PDE is (140), where the antecedent is the plain pronoun
his. In PDE only the prepositional phrase ‘of him’, or better ‘of the
one’, could be the antecedent, but in OE such a prepositional phrase
was not possible, and the equivalent inflected pronoun could be the
antecedent: |

(140) ...pet pu onfo his (GEN) geleafan & his bebodu
... that thou receive his trust and his commands
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healde, se (NOM) de pe from wilwendlecum earfedum generede
obey, that PT thee from transitory hardships saved
(Bede 2 9.132.26)

... that you receive the trust of the one who has saved you from earthly

hardships, and obey his commands.

Sometimes the relative pronoun se is inflected for the case of the
antecedent (a construction called the ‘attracted relative’); it is always
followed by the invariant particle pe.” Examples are:

(141)  heriad fordi Drihten (ACC), pone (ACC) de eardad on Sion
praise therefore Lord, whom PT lives in Zion
(Ps 9.11)

Praise therefore the Lord, who lives in Zion.

(142) hi adulfon gehwylcne d=l pes  wyrtgeardes (GEN)

they dug each part of-that vegetable-garden
pes (GEN) pe pzr @r undolfen was
of-that PT there before not-dug was

(GD 202.3)

they dug every part of the vegetable garden that had been left undug
before.

There has been much debate over whether s is a demonstrative or a
relativiser in any particular instance under discussion. At issue here is
whether the putative relative clause is actually independent and in
apposition (therefore not relative) or dependent (and relative). As in
other areas of complex sentence structure, neither punctuation nor
word order appears to be much help in making a decision; the only
certain instances of relativisation are those rather rare instances in which
the relative is surrounded by material belonging to the higher clause.
For example, although the following appears to be punctuated as a
demonstrative in the MS, it could equally well be a relative pronoun
without the full stop, especially since there is a tendency in OE to
postpose relatives as part of the process of ‘heavy element shifting’ (cf.
§4.6):

(143) Wid sudan... fyld swyde mycel s& up in on d=t lond,
Toward south... penetrates very big sea up in to that land,
seo is bradre ponne ®nig man ofer seon mzge
? is broader than any man across see may

(Or 11.19.18)

Toward the south...a very big body of water penetrates into the land.
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It is broader than anyone can see across /... a very big mass of water
penetrates into the land, which is broader than anyone can see across.

Similarly, the first seo in (50) may be a demonstrative rather than a
relative. It is precisely the similarity in function between the de-
monstrative and the relativiser that permits the latter to arise from the
former in many languages of the world. When, as in OE, no
morphological split between the demonstrative and the relative pronoun
occurs, there may be continued association with the demonstrative; it is
presumably such continued association that restricts se almost ex-
clusively to third person reference, as opposed to first and second
person reference (Mitchell 1985:§2260).

(b) The second type of relativiser is an invariant particle, most
typically pe, which occurs in prose and poetry from earliest OE on.
Some examples are (60), (68), (101) and:

144) sealde pem munucum corn genog pe waeron ®t Hierusalem
genog
gave those monks  corn enough who were at Jerusalem
(Or 6 4.260.9)

Gave enough corn to the monks who were in Jerusalem.

be is most frequently used when the relativised NP serves as subject or
object. However, it can also be used when the relativised NP would be
dative, cf. (5), (12) and:

(145) ...ayhst pzm tune de se deada man on lid
...next that homestead PT that dead man in lies
(Or 11.20.30)

...next to the homestead in which the dead man lies.
or even genitive:

(146) ...sio hea goodnes pe he full is
... that high goodness PT he full is
(Bo 34.84.11)

... the great goodness of which he is full.

There is a tendency for invariant pe to be favoured over a pronominal
relativiser if the antecedent is singular and modified by a demonstrative.
This tendency is most noticeable when the antecedent is singular
masculine nominative ; thus se mann pe ‘that man who’ is far more likely
to occur than se mann se. It is least noticeable when the antecedent is
singular neuter nominative or accusative, in which case a construction
like pat iegland pe ‘that island which’ is actually less favoured than paz
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iegland pat. Invariant pe is also favoured when the antecedent is
modified by a quantifier such as (n)an, manig, eall. These quantifiers
require restrictive relatives in PDE, cf. No student that [ who failed the exam
can take it again, ** No student, who failed the excam, can take it again. This
suggests that invariant pe was partially favoured for restrictive relatives.
However, this was by no means an absolute constraint.

There are a few instances in OE of pa¢ used invariantly. Invariant
pat (as opposed to pronominal pzf) can be recognised when the
gender, number, or case of neither the antecedent nor the relativised NP
is neuter nominative or accusative singular. Like pe it requires the
preposition to be stranded, which is further proof that it is not a
pronoun. An example of paz¢ referring to a feminine antecedent is:

(147) purh pa halgo rode (FEM ACC) pet Crist
through that holy cross that Christ
was on prowod

was on tortured
(Chron E (Plummer) 963.63)

through the holy cross on which Christ suffered.

The presence in OE of invariant p2¢ is of particular interest because
that totally replaced pe in Middle English as the invariant relativiser.

If there is an NP or adverb head with locative adverbial function, an
invariant adverbial relative pzr meaning ‘ where, in which, to which’,
occasionally ‘from which’, may be used:

(148) An was Babylonicum, per Ninus ricsade
One was Babylonia, where Ninus ruled
(Or 21.58.28)

One was Babylonia, where Ninus ruled.

(149) pat sint India gemaro  paxr par  Caucasus
that are India’s boundaries there where Caucasus
se beorg  is be norpan
that mountain is in the-north
(Or 1 1.10.15)
Those are India’s boundaries in the north of which is the mountain
Caucasus.

Compare also (252) below. Mitchell (1985:§2455) notes that in many
cases where ZAlfric uses pzr par, a punctuation mark precedes the first
par. This suggests that a double construction is at issue, rather than a
construction in which the first per is a constituent of the main clause,
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and the second is a constituent of the relative clause, i.e. p2¢ sint India
gemaro [paer paer Cancasus...), rather than pat sint India gemzro par
[p@r Caucasus...].

(c) Absence of a relative marker results in what are sometimes called
‘contact clauses’. Examples in OE are (15) and:

(150) & on pys ilcan gere fordferde epered was on
and in this same year died Athered was in
Defenum ealdorman
Devon  chief
(Chron A (Plummer) 901.17)

and in this same year Athered, chief of Devon, died.

Absence of a relativiser is relatively rare in OE, but seems to be a
native construction since it is found in the earliest poetry and even in
translations of Latin texts where a relativiser is present:

(151) & smzgdon him 8a  uundra dyde se helend
and told them those wonders did that Saviour
(JnG (Li) 11.46)

and told them the miracles that the Saviour did [Lat. ‘et dixerunt eis
guae fecit iesus’].

It is usually found in relative clauses with predicates such as batan ‘to
call, name’, wesan ‘to be’, belifan ‘ to remain’, nyllan ‘to not want’, verbs
that either are stative or are used statively in the constructions under
discussion, cf. (150) (however, (151) demonstrates that stativity is not
required).

4.5.2.2 Constraints on relativisers

There are several analyses of relative clause structures for PDE. The one
used here is based on Comrie (1981), since it clarifies some fundamental
differences among relative clause patterns in OE. According to this
analysis, when the relativiser is a pronoun, it is structurally the
relativised NP, and has been moved to clause-initial position. By
contrast, when the relativiser is invariant, the clause is marked as a
relative, and the position of the relativised NP is not filled, in other
words, there is a ‘gap’. When the relative marker is absent, the
relativised NP is similarly said to be absent, or ‘gapped’; the only
difference from relative clauses with invariant markers is that the clause
is not marked as relative. Thus in PDE This is the man whom you met
involves 2 moved pronominal object; by contrast, This is the man that you
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met— and This is the man you met— have no pronoun, and the object NP
of the relative clause is gapped.

In OFE, as in PDE, the pronominal relativiser is case-marked, whereas
the invariant relativiser is not. There are additional structural differences
between pronominal and invariant relativisers. One has to do with
whether or not the ‘gap’ may be filled by a ‘resumptive pronoun’. In
PDE this difference is evidenced almost exclusively in spoken English
(ct. He's the kind of fellow that you have trouble liking him, He's the man that
I know his wife),® but in OE it is evidenced in writing. Pronominal
relativisers in OE never permit the relativised NP position to be filled,
which is what one would expect if the pronominal relativisers are
actually moved relativised NPs (in other words, one would not expect
redundancy). However, although the overwhelming majority of OE
constructions with invariant relativisers are gapped, they do permit the
relativised NP position to be filled by a third person resumptive
pronoun. This is what one would expect if there was indeed a ‘gap’: the
pronoun fills the gap and specifies the relativised NPs clause-internal

role as subject or object, etc.
Resumptive pronouns are found almost exclusively with the rel-

ativiser pe, although some instances also occur with pez. In the
following example, the relativised NP is an accusative in an impersonal
construction:

(152) ...& ic gehwam wille perto tecan pe hiene (ACC)
and I whomever shall thereto direct PT him
his  lyst ma to witanne

of-it would-please more to know
(Or 33.102.22)

and I shall direct anyone to it who would like to know more about it.
In the following, the relativised NP is a dative:

(153) Swa bid eac pam treowum pe him (DAT) gecynde
So is also to-those trees PT to-them natural
bid up heah to standanne

is up high to stand (B0 25.57.20)

so it is also with trees to which it is natural to stand up straight.
(101) exemplifies relativisation of a genitive NP. In the next example,
the relativiser is invariant paf and the relativised NP is nominative; note
that the resumptive pronoun is plural but refers to a collective which is
grammatically singular:
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(154) & per is mid  Estum an m=gd (FEM SG) pet
and there is among Ests a tribe PT
hi (NOM PL) magon cyle gewyrcan
they can cold make (Or 1.21.13)

and there is among the Ests a tribe who are able to freeze (the dead).

In most cases, the resumptive pronoun follows pe immediately,
whatever its function in the relative clause. However, if the relativised
NP is in 2 non-nominative case and the subject of the relative clause is
a pronoun, that subject pronoun may intervene between pe and the
resumptive pronoun. In the prose, but not the poetry, a noun subject
may do so too, cf. (101). In the following example, subject mon ‘one’
intervenes between pe and the possessive resumptive pronoun:

(155) Ac gesette pa  men on @nne truman pe mon (SUBJ)

But put  those men in a troop PTone
hiora (RESUMPT POSS) magas @r on dzm londe slog
their kin before in that land slew

(Or 2 5.80.19)

But he put those men in a troop whose relatives had earlier been slain
in that land.

A second structural difference between pronominal and invariant
relativisers has to do with the treatment of prepositions associated with
the relativised NP. In PDE if the relativiser is a2 pronoun which is part
of a prepositional phrase, the whole prepositional phrase may be moved
to clause initial position, cf. #he house in which Jack lived and the girl to whom
I told the story. However, if the relativiser is invariant and the relativised
NP is part of a prepositional phrase, the preposition is ‘stranded’, in
other words it must occur in its original position toward the end of the
clause, cf. the house that Jack lived in, not **the house in that Jack lived. In OE
the contrast between pronominal and invariant relativisers is stronger.
Specifically, pronominal relativisers in OE require the preposition to be
moved to clause-initial position with them, see (112). In other words, a
construction like **...dic pam is iernende stream on ‘...ditch wh- a
stream is running in’ does not appear to be possible in OE. There ate
some occasional apparent exceptions when the relativiser is pz¢. For
example, in (156) &fter follows rather than precedes pa¢:

(156) gyf ic geseo and habbe pzt d=t ic after swince
if I see and have that which I after toil (Sofif 1 26.10)

if I see and have that for which I toil.
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This may, however, be an example of a preposition with an invariant
pat rather than with a relative pronoun of the same form; alternatively,
after may be a verbal prefix to swincan.
Invariant pe requires prepositions to be stranded, as does its successor
in English, #bat, cf. (5), (12) and (145).
In OE the preposition usually precedes the verb. However, in (157)
it follows:
(157) Him is be eastan se  Wendelse, Pe man het
Them is to east that Mediterranean, PT one calls
Tirrenum, pe Tiber sio ea ut scyt on

Tyrrhenian, PT Tiber that river out pours in (Or 1.1 28.15)

To the east of them is the Mediterranean, which is called the
Tyrrhenian sea, that the River Tiber flows into.

In some languages, including standard PDE, there is a constraint on
relativising out of a subordinate clause. If a language has this constraint,
only NPs in the clause immediately subordinate to the head may be
relativised, but not an NP in another clause which is itself subordinate
to this subordinate clause. Thus the following is not allowed in most
varieties of PDE: **The woman that he knew [ohn thought Bill might want to
meet (structurally: ‘The woman. He knew John thought X: that Bill
might want to meet the woman’). This structure may be more easily
conceptualised in Figure 4.1:°

Biltl want

meet woman

Figure 4.1 Diagrammatic representation of restrictions on extraction called
‘island constraints’
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Unlike PDE, OE allows an NP to be relativised even if it belongs to
a clause which is itself subordinate to the head clause. This is possible
with both se and pe relatives, compare:

(158) Dis isse rihta geleafa pe @ghwylcum men gebyred
This is that correct belief PT to-each man behooves
pet he wel gehealde & geleste
that he well hold and perform
(HomU 20 (B/Hom 10) 70)

This is the correct belief and it behooves every man to hold and
petform it well.

(159) Ic seolfa cude sumne brodar done ic wolde pat
I myself knew a-certain brother whom I wished that
ic nefre cude

I never knew
(Bede 158 5.15.442.9)

I myself knew a certain brother and I wish that I had never known
him.

4.5.2.3 Free relatives

There are a number of examples in OE of constructions which are
ambiguous between relatives with a pronominal antecedent and free
relatives where one form serves as both antecedent and relativised NP
(compare PDE headed ‘He who tells lies will be punished’ with free
‘who(ever) tells lies will be punished’). The ambiguity arises because, as
we have seen in §4.5.2.1, it is often difficult to tell whether se pe is to be
construed as a demonstrative plus invariant relative, or as a relative
pronoun plus invariant particle. Note that in these constructions the
pronoun is definite in form (se), whereas in PDE it is indefinite (who). An
example of an ambiguous sentence is:

(160) Se pe cinban  forslehd, mid xx scillingum forgelde
? 2 chin-bone breaks, with 20 shillings pay
(Law.Abt 50.1)
He who/Whoever breaks a chin-bone, let him pay for it with twenty
shillings.

There are, however, some constructions which are introduced by se
alone which appear to be unambiguous free relatives, among them
(129), which is repeated here for convenience:
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(129) p=t he odres mannes ungelimp besargie and... nanum
that he another man’s misfortune deplore and... to-no-one
gebeodan  paet (ACC NEUT) him sylfum ne licie
to-command that him self  not would-please
(ECHom 1, 38 584.4)
that he would deplore another man’s misfortune and...not bid
anyone to do what would not please himself to do.

The following may be an instance of an oblique free relative with the
case of the antecedent:

(161) ne gebelge ic me nawiht wid pe, ac fagnige
not anger I me not against you, but rejoice
pxs bu cwyst
in-what you say
(Solil 1 36.1)

I am not angry with you but rejoice in what you say.

Des in (161) is a genitive, the case required of NPs expressing the
source argument associated with fegnian ‘rejoice’; the object of cwedan
‘say’ would be accusative. The only alternative to analysing (129) and
(161) as free relatives (other than emending the text and adding a
relative) is to hypothesise that there is an absent relativiser in these
constructions.

In addition to free relatives introduced by se/seo/pat, there are also
free relatives introduced by swa bwa swa:

(162) Swa hwa swa syld ceald weter drincan anum purstigum men
whoever gives cold water to drink to-a thirsty man
pera  de on ure gelyfad: ne bid his med forloren
of-those PT in us believe: not will-be his reward lost

(A£CHom 1, 38 582.23)
Whoever gives cold water to drink to a thirsty man who believes in us
will not lose his reward.

(Note the paratactic construction in the OE here.) The hwa in compound
free relatives of this kind can be inflected, and is therefore clearly a
pronoun.

4.5.3 Sentential complements

Sentential complements (also known as ‘noun clauses’) are clauses that
function as NPs. Like other NPs, they serve NP-roles such as source or
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goal, and syntactic functions such as subject or object. They may be
either finite (i.e. have a tensed verb) or non-finite. Among non-finite
complements are constructions often referred to as ‘accusative/dative
and infinitive constructions’.

4.5.3.1 Finite complements

Finite complements in OE are introduced by two main types of marker
or ‘complementiser’: pas ‘that’, and hwazper ‘whether’. Occasionally
these complementisers may be followed by pe. Like PDE that, OE pat
(pe) signals that the complement is definite, and like PDE whether, hwa per
(pe) signals that some element in the clause is open to question.
Discussion of fweper complements occurs in §4.5.9. Here only pat-
complements are considered. For discussion of negative syntax in pa¢-
complements, see §4.5.10.

Finite complements are typically associated with nouns, verbs and,
occasionally, adjectives that are terms for speech events, e.g. wedd
‘pledge’, ad ‘oath’, andettan ‘ think’, mental states and activities, desires,
obligations, and so forth, e.g. /leaf ‘permission’, hycgan ‘think’, unnan
‘wish, grant’, gedafenian ‘oblige’ and gemyndig ‘mindful’. As in PDE,
they may function as complements of NPs or predicates, and as objects,
or oblique NPs. However, there is one significant difference from PDE:
as will be discussed below, complements that could, on the basis of their
equivalents in PDE, be regarded as subjects actually either function as
oblique NPs in impersonal constructions, as complements of NPs or
predicates, or are undecidable. This is partly because, unlike in PDE,
noun clauses cannot occur in sentence-initial position, i.e. there is no
equivalent of That they arrived so late is a problem.

An example of a finite complement serving as the complement of an
NP is:

(163) ...ponne beo ic gemyndig mines weddes p=t ic nelle
...then am I mindful of-my pledge that I not-will
heonunford mancyn mid wetere adrencan
henceforward mankind with water drown
(EChom 1,1 22.11)
and I am mindful of my pledge that henceforward I will not drown
mankind with water.

Constructions of this type are much like their equivalents in PDE. The
question is whether a construction such as the following, excerpted
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from (133) (for full example, see above p. 218), involves a complement
of an NP, as in (163) or a complement that functions as a subject:

(133a) ...& per ismid Estum deaw, ponne pzr
...and there is among Ests  custom, when there
bid man dead, p=t he 1id inne unforbzrned... monad
is man dead, that he lies inside unburned... for-month
(Or 11.20.14)
and there is among the Estonians a custom that, when a man is dead,
he lies inside unburned... for a month.

In the absence of evidence that the complement in (133a) must be a
subject, it is preferable to analyse it as a complement of an NP. Examples
of sentential complements serving as objects and oblique NPs are (27),
(34), (75), (85) and, with ‘impersonal’ verbs, (110) and (113). A complex
example is to be found in Alfred’s famous remarks on the advancement
of learning:

(164) Fordy me dyncod betre, gif iow swa dyncd, d=t
Therefore me seems better, if you so seems, that
we eac suma bec, da de niedbedearfosta sien eallum
we also certain books, which most-necessary may-be to-all
monnum to wiotonne, dzxt we da on dat gediode

men to know, that we those into that language
wenden de we ealle gecnawan magen
should-translate PT we all know may (CPLetWerf 49)

Therefore it seems better to me, provided that it also seems better to
you too, that we translate those books which are most necessary for
everyone to know into the language that we are all able to understand.

In both (113) and (164) the pa@z-clause may be taken to serve the
stimulus function without also being subject or object, i.e. it could be an
oblique NP. On the other hand, it could be the subject. In most cases
with ‘impersonal’ verbs the analysis is undecidable. This is true also of
constructions with a BE-verb and a predicate adjective such as (165)
since the clause could be an oblique NP functioning as a stimulus:

(165) dyslic bid pzt hwa woruldlice speda forhogie for
foolish is that someone worldly  goods despise for
manna herunge

of-men praise (ACHom 1, 4 60.32)

it is foolish to despise worldly goods in order to win the praise of men.
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Even the presence of At in an impersonal construction, as for
example:

(166) Hit gedafenad pzt alleluia sy gesungen
It is-fitting that Alleluiah be sung
(£ECHom 11, 9.74.78)

It is fitting that Alleluiah should be sung,

does not necessarily imply that the complement is functioning as
subject, since Ait can serve as a subject position filler without cataphoric
function (cf. the discussion of Ait as an ‘empty subject’ marker in
§4.4.3.3). On the other hand, the only truly clear cases of complements
that are neither subjects nor objects occur when a demonstrative in an
oblique case is cataphoric to or parallel with a pas-clause. For an
example of the latter, see (110), repeated here:

(110) And p=s (GEN) us (ACC) ne scamad na, ac pa=s

And of-that to-us not shames never, but of-that
us (ACC) scamad swype pzt we bote aginnan swa...swa
to-us shames very that we atonement begin as...as

bec  tecan
books teach
(WHom 20.3 160)

and we are not at all ashamed of that, but we are ashamed of this: of
beginning atonement in the way that... the books teach.

In PDE that can be omitted after many verbs that govern an object
complement, cf. He decided Bill had left. In OE pat is usually absent
before a complement that represents the exact words of the reported
proposition, and when the subjects of the main clause and of the
complement are the same. It is only occasionally absent if the
complement represents the words indirectly (in the PDE sentence above
the representation is indirect, since what was decided was presumably
the proposition Bi// has left) or if the subjects of the main clause and the
complement are not the same. An example of omission of paz¢
introducing an indirect report is:

(167) ...and cw=d he wolde  widsacan his Criste
...and said he intended to-deny his Christ
(/LS (Basil) 371)

And he said he intended to deny his Christ.

Occasionally, a pas-complement may occur without a full main

236



Syntax

clause. Most instances of such constructions are in chapter headings.
Other contexts involve expressions denoting lapse of time:

(168) DPeas ymb feower niht pette Martinus meere  galeorde
From-that about four  nights that Martin  borders left
(Men 207)

It was about four nights later that Martin left the country.

Mitchell (1985:§1974) shows that constructions of the type (Oh) that
X might happen (dependent desires without main clauses), which are
generally thought not to occur in OE, are actually evidenced in at least
a couple of texts, for example:

(169) Dbzt sy gehalgod, hygecreftum feest, pin nama nu...
That be blessed, with-mental-powers firm, thy name now...
(LPr 111 3)

Oh may your name be blessed now, you strong in mental power...

which translates the Latin Sanctificetur nomen tuum ‘ Blessed be thy name’.

The exact origin of the complementiser jpz¢ is not entirely certain.
However, it seems likely that it originated in a neuter singular
demonstrative pronoun followed by an explanatory clause in apposition,
cf. That was their custom : they the dead froge, He that said: Abraham was a
holy man. This assumes that pz/ as an object preceded the verb; when it
became a complementiser it became associated with the sentential
complement and followed the verb. At the time when the original
demonstrative introduced direct thought or speech, the tense and
person of the quoted sentence were presumably retained (I/She that said :
I am leaving now), but when it came to introduce indirect speech, the
tense, person and mood came to be anchored in the reporter’s point of
view (with the assumed shift in position of the complementiser, I/she
said that I]/she was leaving then). Instances of both direct and indirect
speech can be found in OE. However, there are apparently no instances
of free indirect speech in OE, where the person and tense are anchored
in the reporter, but the time and place adverbs are anchored in the
speaker or thinker quoted, and a quotative verb is absent (cf. PDE free
indirect speech She was leaving now vs. indirect speech She said she was
leaving then[at that time).

Traces of the origin of p#¢# complementisers in a deictic pronoun
referring cataphorically to the following clause are to be found in the use
of ‘anticipatory’ pa¢, functioning either as subject or as object. The
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pronominal force of an anticipatory object pa# is particularly clear when
it occurs clause-initially :

(170) 7yt gefremede Diulius hiora consul pet pet angin
that arranged  Diulius their consul that that beginning
weard tidlice purhtogen

ot hi
was in-time achieved (Or46.172.2)

Their consul Diulius arranged (it) that it was started on time.

(Cf. also the clause-internal object pronoun pa#¢ in (227) below.) Traces
of other presumably original uses of pz#-constructions with less highly
integrated syntax than came to be the norm, at least in writing, can also
be found in such examples as (90), which is repeated here:

(90) Geseod mine handa & mine fet, pat ic sylf hit eom
See my hands and my feet, that I (my)self it am
(L& (WSCp) 24.39)

See from my hands and feet that it is 1.

As the translation shows, in later English the #hat-clause would not be
treated as a double object parallel with ‘hands and feet’.

Whatever its origins, dependence of a pz¢-clause on a verb governing
a non-accusative, e.g. (110), suggests that p#¢ was not a pronoun but a
complementiser, at least in some of its uses in OE. Additional evidence
that pz¢ was a complementiser in OE is that, if there is a subordinate
clause dependent on the pazt-clause, this subordinate clause usually
precedes it; cf. (164) and:

(171) ...pohte gif he hi  ealle ofsloge, pet se an ne
...thought if he them all slew, that that one not
tburste pe he sohte

would-escape PT he sought (ECHom 1, 5 82.10)

he thought that if he slew them all, the one he sought would not
escape.

If pa¢ were still an object pronoun, we would expect it either to precede
or to follow the verb immediately, and the embedded subordinate clause
to follow it.

Although an embedded subordinate usually precedes the complement
clause if it is a conditional or follows the complement clause if it is a
relative, it may sometimes be embedded within the complement, cf.
(164). Especially if the embedded subordinate clause is lengthy, the
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complementiser and the subject may then be repeated (the repeated
subject is typically in pronominal form):

(172) Fordem hit is awriten dztte Dauid, 82  he done
Therefore it is written that David, when he that
leppan forcorfenne hzfde, d2t he sloge on his heortan
lappet cut-off had, that he beat on his heart
(CP 28 199.16)

Therefore it is written that, when he had cut off his lappet, David beat
his breast.

Tense in pz¢ complements appears to be much as in PDE, in other
words, it is dependent on whether the complement is reported or not,
and whether it is reported directly or not. Constraints on the meaning
of premodals have been discussed in §4.3.2.3.

Choice of mood (indicative vs. subjunctive) in complements is
extremely complex, and is not adequately understood. It depends in part
on whether there is a negative or a modal verb in the main clause, in part
on whether the report is direct or indirect, and in part on the lexical verb
governing the complement. However, there appear to be no or at least
few absolute rules. An example of a lexically-based distinction is the fact
that pencan “think’ favours the subjunctive but gepencan the indicative.
The distinction may be interpreted as reflecting a difference in meaning
between ‘I think’ and ‘I have come to think’. The second meaning is
perfective/resultative, which correlates well with the use of the
indicative.

The subjunctive is associated with such properties as unreality,
potentiality, exhortation, wishes, desires, requests, commands, pro-
hibitions, hypotheses, conjectures and doubts. It follows that the
subjunctive is favoured when the main clause contains a negative, or
when the governing verb is one of wish or doubt. For examples with
mental verbs such as pencan and pymcan, see (164) and (171); with verbs
and adjectives of being appropriate (therefore possible and to be
desired) such as gedafenian ‘be fitting’, gebyrian ‘behoove’, selost beon ‘be
best’, cf. (111), (158), (165) and (166); with verbs of ordering, and
requesting, such as bebeodan, hatan ‘order, bid’, see (27). Expressions of
desire are especially likely to introduce a subjunctive:

(173) Fordy ic wolde &mtte hie ealneg =t dzre stowe weren (SUB)J)

Therefore I wanted that they always at that place were
(CPLetWarf 73)

Therefore I wanted them always to be there.
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The subjunctive is also widely used in reported speech, as is typical in
the early Germanic languages. Originally this use may have been of the
‘hear-say’ type in which the reporter wished to avoid commitment to
the truth of what was reported, or wished to cast doubt on it. However,
by OE the use of the subjunctive had been conventionalised, cf. (34) and
(172) (the latter contains a verb of writing), where there is no evidence
that the reporter is casting doubt on the truth of the narrator. The
following example is particularly interesting as it starts out with the
conventional subjunctive and then switches in the third clause to the

indicative :'?

(174) Woulfstan sede pat he gefore (SUBJ) of Hazdum, pet
Wulfstan said that he went from Hedeby that
he were (SUBJ) on Truso on syfan dagum & nihtum, dat pat
he was in Druzno in seven days and nights, that that
scip was (INDIC) ealne weg yrnende under segle
ship was all  way running under sail
(Or 11.19.32)

Waulfstan said that he left from Hedeby, that he reached Druzno in
seven days and nights, and that the ship was running under full sail all
the way.

If there is a real question about the truth of the complement, the modal
phrase scu/+ past tense ‘was said to’ is available, cf. (74) and:

(175) Ic wat p=t du geherdest oft reccan on ealdum leasum
I know that you heard often say  in old lying
spellum peette Iob  Saturnes sunu sceolde bion se hehsta god
stories that Jove Saturn’s son should be the highest god
(Bo 35 98.25)
I know that you often heard tell in ancient false stories that Jove, the
son of Saturn, was supposedly the highest god.

The indicative is associated with facts that have occurred, for example
in (170). Here the action described in the complement results from
action named by the governing verb, gefremede ‘arranged’. Although, as
has been indicated above, desires typically govern the subjunctive, if the
desired event actually occurs then it can be expressed in the indicative:

(176) ... bebead Tituse his suna pzt he towearp (INDIC) pat
...commanded Titus his son that he overthrew that
templ

temple
(Or 67.262.18)
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and he commanded Titus his son to overthrow the temple, which he
did.!!

Indicative is also associated with events that are very likely to occur, and
with general truths, cf. (133a) (p. 235) and (154). In the context of verbs
of saying it is used mainly in direct reports (where the speech is not
filtered by the reporter):

(177) Ic de secge, pet pu eart stanen
I to-you say that you are made-of-stone
(ECHom 1, 26 364.23)

I say to you that you are made of stone.

As might be expected, complements of factive verbs, i.e. verbs and
adjectives that govern complements the truth of which is known (e.g.
verbs of knowing, remembering, being pleased), are normally indica-
tive. However, they may be subjunctive if the main clause is negative,
if the factive verb has a negative meaning such as sceamian ‘be ashamed
of’, cf. (110) and (165), or if the reporter wishes to cast some doubt on
the truth of the complement:

(178) Pa  geceas he him ane burg  wip  pone sz
Then chose he for-them a  fortress facing that sea
Bizantium wzs hatenu, to don pat him gelicade peet hie
Byzantium was called, to that that to-him pleased that they
per mehten (SUBJ) betst frid binnan habban

there might best peace within have
(Or37116.4)

Then he chose a fortress facing the sea, called Byzantium, because he
was pleased with the idea that they might best find peace there.

We may construe (178) as follows: the fact of the possibility pleased
them; however, that they were going to have peace was not yet an
established fact (and indeed, as Orosius goes on to show, did not come
to pass). The function of the subjunctive is to cast doubt on the
proposition ‘they were going to have peace’, and hence to suggest that
their pleasure was ill-founded.

4.5.3.2 Non-finite complements

Non-finite complements in OE are infinitive constructions, the pre-
cursors of such PDE constructions as She persuaded John to paint the
kitchen, She expected Jobn to paint the kitchen, She wanted to go, She wanted him
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to go, She saw him leave, She may go, etc. They are of two main
morphological types:

(a) an infinitive with the suffix -(2)an, originally the nominative-
accusative case marker for a neuter verbal noun, for example:

(179) He s®de pet he... wolde fandian hu longe pet
He said that he... wanted to-find-out how long that
land norpryhte lege
land northwards lay
(0r 1 1.17.7)
(b) an infinitive with prepositional fo, originally ‘toward’, and the
inflected infinitive suffix -anne/-enne, originally the dative case marker
for a verbal noun, for example:

(180) ...ne pe nan neod pearf ne lerde to wyrcanne
...nor thee no need not taught to perform
p=t pet du  worhtest

that that thou performedst
(Bo 33.79.16)

...nor did any need teach you to perform what you performed.

Of these, the first (often called the ‘bare infinitive’) appears in prose
and verse from earliest times. The inflected infinitive was of relatively
limited occurrence in verse and indeed is quite rare in the earlier OE
prose. Nevertheless, a few verbs seem to have required the inflected
infinitive from early times, e.g. agan ‘to possess and have as a duty’,
habban ‘to have’. So also did certain constructions such as the infinitive
complements of adjectives:

(181) & da  syndon swype faegere... on to seonne
and those are very fair... on to see
(Or 13.32.12)

and those are very beautiful ... to look at.

Many of the examples in which the inflected infinitive occurs are
semantically volitional, even purposive, as in (181), and this may have
been the entry-point for the construction. In any event, the development
of the inflected infinitive appears to conform to the increasing use of
periphrasis found in the OE period, especially with respect to
prepositional structures.

Infinitive complements in PDE are considerably constrained with
respect to the constituents they may include. In OE, as in PDE, present
participles can be constituents of infinitive complements, although this
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is rare. In OE they are limited to constructions with perception verbs,
for example:

(182) Ponne pa  Lapithe gesawon Thesali peet folc
When those Lapiths saw Thessalians that people
of  hiora horsum beon feohtende wid hie...
from their horses to-be fighting against them...
(Or 1 9.42.32)
When the Lapiths saw the Thessalians fighting on horse-back against
them...

This present participle construction does not occur in the early poetry
and is very rare in Early West Saxon. It is, however, relatively frequent
by Zlfric’s time. It appears that the past participle cannot be a
constituent of an active infinitive complement in OE (it can, however,
be one in PDE, e.g. He expected her to have left).

Unambiguously passive infinitives (i.e. constructions with uninflected
participles, see §4.4.3.1) are rare in OE. When they occur, they are
always of the bare infinitive type, as in (74) and:

(183) Pa  het he pysne biscop beon geleded to pzre stowe

Then commanded he this  bishop to-be led to that place
(GDPref 3(c) 11.194.17)

Then he commanded this bishop to be led to that place.

In the following example both the main clause and the complement are
passive:

(184) ...heo waron bewered heora weorum gemengde beon
...they were prevented with-their men joined to-be
(Bede 116.78.2)

they were prevented from being joined with their husbands.

Passive infinitive complements are generally believed to be calqued
from Latin. However, as we have seen in the section on auxiliary verbs,
the passive arose in OE out of resultative participial constructions, and
often it is difficult to tell whether a construction is passive or resultative.
Constructions such as the following with the inflected resultative
participial are found relatively frequently:

(185) donne magon hie deah weordan gehelede

then may they nevertheless become healed
(CP 51.399.17)

then may they nevertheless be healed.
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This, together with evidence from the growth of auxiliaries and
periphrastic constructions in general, suggests that the passive infinitive
may have been a native development, though supported by the Latin
passive infinitive.

In PDE infinitive complements may serve as subjects or as objects of
verbs (cf. To err is human, to forgive divine, I wanted to leave). In OE there
are a few instances of what might be regarded as subjects in impersonal
constructions. But as has been shown in §4.5.3.1, it is usually
undecidable whether complements in impersonal constructions are
really subjects rather than oblique objects. They are probably oblique:

(186) ...pus unc gedafnad ealle rihtwisnesse gefyllan
...thus us is-fitting all righteousness to-fulfil (M¢ (WSCp) 3.15)

...thus we ought to do everything that is righteous.

The potential ambiguity of constructions such as (186) may have made
the spread and nativisation of subject infinitive complements with
copulas possible. Subject infinitives of copula constructions appear
originally to have been Latinisms. However, the development in very
late OE of constructions with a bare infinitive functioning as the subject
of a passive sentence, appears to be native, see (74), which is repeated
here:

(74) & to pam Pentecosten was gesewen... blod weallan  of
and at that Pentecost was seen... blood to-well-up from
eorpan. swa swa maenige sedan pe hit geseon sceoldan
earth. as as many said PTit see should
(Chron E (Plummer) 1100.4)
and at the Pentecost ... blood was seen welling up from the ground, as
many said who were supposed to have seen it.

It is likely that such nativisation was not actually wide-spread until after
the OE period.

Infinitive complements in OE are for the most part objects of
transitive verbs. Most of the work on infinitive complements in OE has
focused on the status of the so-called ‘accusative and infinitive’ and
‘dative and infinitive’ constructions: those in which there is an
accusative or dative NP and an infinitive complement, cf. (182) and
(183). The structure can be characterised as NP1 — V — NP2 — INF. The
question is what syntactic and semantic relationship holds between NP2
and V on the one hand and between NP2 and INF on the other. In PDE
at least three possible relationships can be distinguished:
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(a) NP2 functions as both the object of the higher verb and the subject
of the lower verb, cf. She persuaded him to go =  She persuaded him that
he should go’. Verbs requiring this construction are called ‘object
control’ verbs. Since the subject of the lower clause is required to be
referentially the same as the object of the higher clause, the meaning
relations between sentences with active and passive complements are
not the same. Thus I persuaded Jim to visit David is not equivalent in
meaning to I persuaded David to be visited by Jim. Furthermore, the object
of a verb of the object control type must be human or at least animate,
compare the oddity of I persuaded the kitchen to be clean.

(b) NP2 functions as the subject of the lower clause, and is not a
constituent of the higher clause, cf. She expected Jim to paint the kitchen =
‘She expected that Jim would paint the kitchen’. If the subject of the
lower verb is co-referential with the subject of the higher verb, then
there is no NP2 (cf. She expected to paint the kitchen). This is called
‘subject-to-object raising’ (the subject of the lower clause appears to be
the object of the higher clause). Sentences with active and passive
complements mean approximately the same thing, cf. She expected Jim to
paint the kitchen, She expected the kitchen to be painted by Jim. Unlike
objects of object-control verbs, objects of subject-to-object raising con-
structions can be both inanimate and animate, cf. She expected the kitchen
to be clean. Furthermore, in PDE it is possible for a #here to occur instead
of NP2 if the subject of the lower clause is indefinite, cf. I expected there
to be five cleaners in the building (but not **I persuaded there to be five cleaners
in the building).

(c) NP2 functions only as the object of the higher verb, and not as a
constituent of the lower verb, cf. She promised Jim to paint the kitchen =
‘She promised Jim that she would paint the kitchen’, not **‘She
promised Jim that he would paint the kitchen’. NP2 cannot be
passivised (cf. ** [im was promised to paint the kitchen). Verbs of this type
are called ‘subject-control’ verbs.

It is difficult to apply all the criteria used for PDE to OE infinitive
complements to determine whether the distinction between these three
types of construction existed, especially since passive constructions are
rare, and without native speakers it is impossible to test whether, for
example, a there can be inserted into the complement (as in the case of
expect- but not of promise-type verbs). Nevertheless, a number of criteria
allow some distinctions to be made, most especially the availability of
alternative finite pzs-complements, and the negative evidence of the
failure of certain constructions to occur. On the basis of such evidence,
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it is relatively easy to distinguish object-control verb constructions from
the other two in OE (see Fischer 1990).

Evidence for the existence of a category of object-control (persuade-
type) verbs is the availability of alternative finite complement con-
structions of the type NP1-V — NP2 - p2¢ complement, and the
unavailability of inanimate objects in NP2 position. Thus beside:

(187) & ealne pone here he het mid pam scipum
and all  that army he commanded with those ships
ponan wendan
thence to-go (Or 4.10.202.7)

and he commanded the whole army to leave with the ships.
there is:

(188) ...0a heht he his geferan 9zt hio sohton sumne
...then commanded he his comrades that they sought some
earmne dearfan

poor needy person (Bede 5 2.388.10)

... then he commanded his comrades to seek out a poor person.
An interesting example of both constructions side by side is:

(189) ...sippan gelicade eallum folcum pzt hie Romanum
...after pleased all peoples that they to-Romans
underpieded waere, & hiora 2 to behealdanne
subjected  were, and their law to observe (Or 35.106.22)

...afterwards all the peoples were pleased to be subjected to the
Romans and to observe their laws.

It should be noted that the verb batan and other verbs of commanding
can also occur in constructions of the type:

(190) Pa  bebead se biscop deosne to him ledan

Then commanded that bishop this-one to him to-lead
(Bede 5 2.388.20)

Then the bishop commanded this one to be led to him.

This particular example, like some others, is used to translate a Latin
construction with a passive infinitive, in this case:

(190a) Hunc ergo adduci  praecipit episcopus
This therefore to-be-led ordered bishop

Therefore the bishop ordered this one to be led (to him).
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In (190) no NP referring to the person(s) commanded is present as either
the object/oblique NP of the higher clause or as the subject of the lower
clause. Therefore what appears as NP2 is actually the object (‘ this man”’)
of the lower clause: The bishop commanded someone : someone was to lead this
man to him. Absence of both the object of the higher clause and the object
of the lower clause appears to be possible only when they have indefinite
reference. Such constructions are therefore often translated as passives;
however, they have no passive morphology and should be treated as
special cases of NP reduction.

Object control verbs in OE include haten ‘command’, biddan
‘command’, forbeodan ‘forbid’, befastan ‘entrust (to do)’, forgifan ‘give
(to do)’. Most are evidenced in constructions with two NP objects (i.e.
in ‘ditransitive’ constructions) as well as with infinitive complements.
Thus bebeodan can occur with a complement clause as in (190), and also
with two objects:

(191) ...and him bebead seofon dagena festen
...and him commanded seven of-days fast
(EChom 1, 29 434.20)

And commanded him to fast seven days.

(fasten is the accusative object, him the oblique object). Most object
control verbs take dative (oblique) NP2s, and allow the inflected
infinitive. Hatan and biddan, however, often have accusative objects, and
disfavour the inflected infinitive.

In contrast to object control constructions, subject-to-object raising
(expect-type) constructions in OE have no animacy restrictions on NP2.
NP2 is typically accusative, not dative, see (192). Further, in contrast to
object-control verbs, many verbs allowing subject-to-object raising may
also occur with NP1 — V — pa# complement constructions (i.e. the main
clause has no object), see (193), or else they have simple transitive
instead of ditransitive counterparts, see (194):

(192) pa hie gesawan pa  deadan men swa piclice
when they saw those dead men so thickly
to eorpan beran

to earth to-fall
(Or 310.138.23)

when they saw the dead men fall to earth in such thick masses.
(193) ...ic geseo pet pu  will tecan

...1 see that thou wilt teach
(AGram 150.16)
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(194) swaicnu geseo pa sunnan myd mines lichaman egan
so I now see that sun with my  body’s eyes
(Solil 1 31.8)

as I now see the sun with my own eyes.

Fischer (1990) suggests that the verbs in this group include several
sets, most especially verbs of physical and mental perception, e.g. geseon
“see’, gefrignan ‘learn, find out’ and verbs of causation: /etan ‘allow,
cause’, don ‘cause’. There is a constraint on perception verbs that the
infinitive can be used only when the time reference of the main clause is
the same as that of the complement, a constraint that does not hold with
pat complements of the same verb (contrast (192) and (193)). She argues
that true mental state verbs like &now, believe did not occur in such
constructions until Middle English.

Formal criteria for distinguishing subject-control (promise-type) verbs
in OE, from object-control verbs and subject-to-object raising verbs are
slim. However, some verbs including bebatan and gehatan ‘promise’
appear to be equivalent to subject-control verbs, primarily on grounds
of meaning:

(195) ...& eallan folce behet  ealle pa  unriht to
...and to-all people promised all those wrongs to
aleggenne pe on his broder timan weran
reverse ~ PT in his brother’s time were
(Chron E (Plummer) 1100.33)

and promised everyone that he would reverse all the wrongs that had
occurred in his brother’s time.

(196) ...& gridode wid pone cyng. & behet man him pet
...and made-peace with that king. and promised one him that
he moste worde beon =lc  pzra pinga pe he er ahte
he could entitled be  to-all of those things PT he before had
(Chron E (Plummer) 1046.24)

...and made peace with the king. And he was promised that he would
be entitled to all his former possessions.

Other non-finite complement constructions are found in OE, but are
considerably less frequent. Only two types will be mentioned here. One
is complements of intransitive verbs of motion, most especially cuman
‘come’ and gewitan ‘ go, depart’, compare (10) and:
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(197) ...pa com per ferlice yrnan an pearle wod cu

...then came there by-chance to-run a very mad cow
(£ELS (Martin) 1038)

then by chance there came running a very mad cow.

These occur in the early poetry. By the time of Alfric, however, the
participial construction familiar in PDE was taking over. In con-
tinuation of (197) we find:

(198) Heo com pa yrnende mid egeslicam eagum
She came then running with terrifying eyes
(£LS (Martin) 1043)

She then came running with terrifying eyes.

The second type of construction to be mentioned here is complements
of adjectival predicates like gears ‘ready’ and geornfull ‘eager’, eape ‘easy’
and earfope ‘ difficult’, all of which normally take inflected infinitives, for
example:

(199) ...p=t pu swide geornfull ware hit to gehyranne
...that thou very eager wert it to hear
(Bo 22.51.6)

and (119), which is repeated here:

(119) Swa ponne is me nu swipe earfede hiera mod to ahwettane

Thus then is to-me now very difficult their spirit to excite
(Or 413.212.30)

Thus then it is very difficult for me to excite their spirit.

As the distinction between (199) and (119) reveals, ‘eager’- and ‘easy’-
type verbs are syntactically distinctive in OE. The former have
nominative subjects, the latter are impersonal with dative experiencers,
and no subject. There is therefore no surface parallelism between the
two types such as is found in PDE John is eager to please, John is easy to
Please.

One type of non-finite complement construction that occurs in PDE
but apparently not in OE is the ‘subject-to-subject’ raising construction
that optionally occurs with verbs like seem, and happen, e.g. Jobn seems to
like beans (beside It seems that John likes beans), John happens to be my friend.
In other words, OE pyncan ‘seem’, and gelimpan “happen’ appear not to
occur in constructions of the type ** Alfred pyncp min lareow beon * Alfred
seems to be my teacher’.
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4.54 Clauses of purpose and result

Clauses of purposes (also called final clauses’) and of result (also called
‘consecutive clauses’) share a number of properties. Both can be
expressed either by finite clauses or by infinitives.

Finite clauses of purpose and result are for the most part introduced
by the same conjunctions, though with some differences in frequency.
The commonest conjunction introducing both purpose and result
clauses is pa¢, though there is a slight decline in the frequency of this
form in result clauses in the later OE period. Other conjunctions
(occurring chiefly in prose) include swa (...) pa#(fe) and prepositional
phrases such as 2o DEM (...) pa#(te) and for DEM (...) pat. An example
of a purpose clause with the latter conjunction is:

(200) Oft eac becymd se anwald pisse worulde to swide
Often also comes that power of-this world to very
goodum monnum, fordem pxt se anwald para yfelena
good  men, so-that that power of-those evil-ones
weorde toworpen
may-be overthrown
(Bo 39.133.19)
Often power over this world is given to very good men, so that the
power of evil men may be overthrown.

The only conjunction associated with purpose or result clauses that
cannot introduce both is py /es (pe) ‘lest” which is restricted to negative
purpose clauses, cf. (131) and (268) below.

As far as the infinitive forms of purpose and result clauses are
concerned, the uninflected form is preferred in poetry, while the
inflected form is the norm in prose. An example of the latter is:

(201) ponon he wzs sended Ongolpeode Godes word to
thence he was sent  to-English God’s word to
bodienne & to leranne

proclaim and to teach
(Bede 4 4.272.24)

he was sent from there to proclaim and teach God’s word to the
English.

However, the uninflected forms can also occur, especially in formulaic,
and therefore probably archaic, phrases, see (33).

In view of the development of the for fo construction in Middle
English, it is interesting to note that Callaway (1913:148) cites one, very
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late, example of a purposive construction with for s, citing it as the only
instance in OE:

(202) ...oc se kyng hit dide for to hauene sibbe of se eorl
...but that king it did for to have peace from that earl
of Angeow. & for helpe to hauene toganes his neue  Willelm
of Anjou. and for help to have against his nephew William
(Chron E (Plummer) 1127.10)
but the king did it to have peace from the Earl of Anjou and to have
aid against his nephew William.

As indicated, the evidence for a grammatical distinction between
purpose and result clauses is on the whole quite slim. The one area
where a partial distinction is made is in mood (provided there is an overt
morphological contrast in the verb in question). Subjunctive usually
signals a purpose clause, cf. (20), (200) and (203), and indicative a result
clause, cf. (204):

(203) Pt ic wille eac gescadwislecor gesecgean, paet hit
That I will also more-wisely  say, that it
mon geornor ongietan mage (SUBJ)
one more-exactly understand may (Or 1.60.8)

I will also say it more carefully, so that it may be better understood.

(204) Pa sume d=zge se nidfulla deofol... wearp pa
Then one day that malicious devil... threw then
znne stan to dzre bellan, pet heo eall tosprang (INDIC)
one stone at that bell, thatit completely flew-to-pieces
(ECHom 11, 11 93.32)

Then one day the malicious devil...threw a stone at the bell, so that
it burst into pieces.

However, the distinction was not rigidly observed. As the last example
shows, result is often interpreted as the outcome of purpose, and so the
potential mood distinction between purpose and result can be blurred.
In OE this pragmatic blurring allowed for purpose clauses to be
expressed in the indicative. Conversely, contemplated, hypothetical
results could appear in the subjunctive, obscuring any one to one
corresponding between result clauses and indicative mood. Example
(205) illustrates a subjunctive result clause following a negated
antecedent clause:

(205) Nis  peahhwzdere nan man to pam dyrstig pat he on
Not-is however not-one man to that rash  that he on
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nihtlicere tide binnon p=zte cytcan cuman durre (SUBJ)
night time within that church come dare

(A£CHom 1, 34 508.30)
However, no one is so rash that he would dare to enter the church at
night.

4.5.5 Causal clauses

Causal clauses in PDE are typically marked by because/since/as ... there-
Jore/so... (or, recently, the reason...is because...). Causal clauses are
often distinguished semantically/pragmatically according to a number
of parameters. One possible set of distinctions is according to whether
they are ‘external’ (based in external reality), ‘internal’ (based in the
speaker’s world of reasoning) or ‘rhetorical”’ (based in the discourse
situation). Examples of the difference are: (a) He came because bhe
wanted to see you, meaning ‘His reason for coming was that he wanted
to see you’ (external); (b) He must be here because his bicycle is outside,
meaning ‘The reason I think he is here is that his bicycle is outside’
(internal); and (c) Since you are so smart, what is 234 times 468, meaning
‘My reason for asking “What is 234 times 468 is that you claim you are
so smart’ (thetorical). Another set of distinctions among causal clauses
is according to whether the information in the causal clause is assumed
to be known (“given’) or not. Since you are 50 smart, what is 234 times 4682
is an example of a “given’ causal (it assumes that the addressee has said
something about being smart, or is known to be smart).

In PDE there are morphological and syntactic correlates for these
differences. Most noticeable is the use of since and as for ‘ given’ causals
(note that neither can be used in answer to a why question: Why are you
late? **Since]/ As 1 missed the bus). Furthermore, the conjunction for is
used for those kinds of ‘internal’ causals that function as explanation
and ground rather than assertion of a true causal relation. For-clauses
are restricted to post-main clause position. By contrast, ‘rhetorical
causals’ of the type exemplified above are restricted to pre-main clause
position. Similar, though not identical, lexical distinctions among causal
connectives have been noted for Latin, cf. guia ‘because’, quoniam
‘since’ and enim ‘for’.

A striking feature of OE is that such distinctions are difficult to
establish on morphological or even syntactic grounds, except in a few
cases. Instead, the prototypical causal construction in OE consists of a
clause introduced by for + DEM + the optional particle pe, in either pre-
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or post-main clause position. However, it is possible to make explicit
such assumptions as givenness; an example is ‘because you said that’ in
(208) below.

It is usually assumed that the ‘because’-clause is subordinate in OE,
largely because the equivalent clause-type in PDE is subordinate.
However, the strongly deictic character of the causal marker, and the
optional absence of the particle pe, suggest that in OE causal
constructions were not as distinctly subordinate as in PDE (see the
discussion of the role of pe and of hypotaxis vs. parataxis in the
introduction to §4.5). Indeed, the original construction in PrOE was
probably a paratactic one. For4+ DEM in the ‘therefore’-clause was
either anaphoric to a preceding sentence, or cataphoric to a following
clause, cf. PDE She left. For that [reason] I was able to finish my work
(referring back), and The reason I was able to finish my work was that she left
(referring forward). Similarly, the for + DEM in the ‘because’-clause
was either anaphoric (cf. that in the last example), or cataphoric
(schematically, but not really translatable into PDE, For that [reason) :
she left, for that [reason) I was able to finish my work). By the earliest OE
period, constructions of this type co-existed with others in which the
‘because’-clause was clearly subordinate because it was marked with the
subordinator pe, but we cannot tell whether for+ DEM in the sense of
‘because’ had been reanalysed as a subordinator.

The most frequent forms for the ‘because’-clause marker are for
bam/pam | pan/pon (pe). A few dozen examples occur of for py/pi ( pe).
Both for pem and for py occasionally occur with pa¢ rather than pe.
Constructions with pe seem more likely than those without to express
true source or cause rather than explanation. Examples of forpon pe in a
strictly causal sense, and forpem in an explanatory sense are:

(206) Pa cwa®d ic: Hwy? Pa  cwad he: Fordon pe we witon
Then said I: Why? Then said he: For-that PT we know
swide lytel dees  pe er us wes buton be gemynde

very little of-that PT before us was except by reflection
(Bo 148.7,8)

Then I said: ‘Why?’. Then he said: ‘Because we know very little
about what preceded us except from thinking about it.’

(207) Sume men cwepap on Englisc pet hit sie feaxede
Likewise men say in English that it is long-haired
steorra. forpem par stent Jang leoma of

star.  because there stands long light from
(Chron A (Plummer) 892.3)
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Likewise people call it the long-haired star in English because a long
ray of light streams from it.

The ‘therefore’-clause need not have a causal marker; alternatively,
it may be marked by an adverbial for+ DEM. In the latter case, when
there is a conjoined ‘because’-clause in the same sentence, the
construction is co-relative, and, as in colloquial PDE, the ‘therefore’-
clause usually precedes the ‘because’-clause, cf. (115) and:

(208) Forpam pu sadest pzt pu wreccea were & bereafod
For-that thou saidst that thou exile wert and deprived
®lces godes fordon pu nestes hwat pu  were
of-all wealth for-that thou not-knewest what thou wert
(Bo 5 13.17)

The reason you said you were exiled and deprived of all wealth was
that you did not know what you were.

Occasionally the co-relative construction is of the form for+ DEM ... pe,
that is, the prepositional connective in the ‘because’-clause is absent,
and only the subordinating particle pe is present. An example with
Jordaem ... pe is:

(209) Ac fordem hie cuedad das word de hie belucad
But for-that they say these words PT they close
hiera modes earan ongean da godcundan lare

their soul’s ears against that divine teaching
(CP 45.337.21)

But the reason they say these words is that they close their soul’s ears
against the divine teaching.

Among other conjunctions marking cause is pas (pe), as in:

(210) ...Waa me  pas ic swigode
... Woe to-me because I was silent

(CP 49.379.22)
This form may be derived in part from constructions in which the
genitive expresses the source (cf. the genitive case associated with the
source of pleasure in bracan ‘enjoy’). Alternatively, it may be derived
from temporal pes pe ‘after, from the time that’, since causal connectives
including PDE since often derive in the languages of the world from

temporals.
The main temporal adverb to be used as a causal connective in OE
was s ‘now’. Like since it indicates a given cause (‘now, seeing
that...’); it also indicates that the state of affairs in the causal clause still

254



Syntax

continues at the time of the main clause. The causal meaning appears
originally to have derived from the sense of ‘at this starting point in
time’, but the temporal meaning seems entirely absent in at least a few
cases, €.g.

(211)  Untwylice pu lyhst pet du God
Without-doubt thou liest that thou God
sy. nu du  nast manna gepohtas
art. now thou not-knowest of-men thoughts
(AECHom 1, 26 378.6)
Certainly you lie saying that you are God, since you do not know
men’s thoughts.

Other temporals such as pa ‘than’, ponne ‘then’, and sippan ‘after’ can
sometimes be interpreted with causal meanings, but can almost always
be construed as temporals as well. For example, it is not possible to tell
to what degree sippan must be interpreted as causal rather than temporal
in:

(212) Pa, sippan he irre was & gewundod, he
Then, after/since he angry was and wounded, he
ofslog micel pzs  folces
slew  much of-that troop
(Or 4 156.11)
(Note that gewandod favours a strongly temporal interpretation, but #rre
favours a more causal one.)
‘Because’- clauses are typically indicative unless they are negative (i.e.
express a denied cause), in which case they are usually subjunctive. A
particularly telling example is:

(213) ...ac p=zs wundrodon men, na for d8i pet hit mare
... but of-that wondered men, not for that that it more
wundor ware (SUBJ), ac for 81 pet hit wes (INDIC)
wonder were, but for that that it was
ungewunelic
unaccustomed
(AECHom 1, 12 184.26)
...but people wondered about that, not because it was a greater
mystery, but because it was unaccustomed.

The first ‘because’-clause is subjunctive because the proposition is
denied, but the second is indicative because it was the real reason for the
wonder.
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4.5.6  Conditional, concessive conditional and concessive clauses

Conditional (#f... then), concessive conditional (even if ) and concessive
(although) clauses are of great complexity semantically and pragmatically.
However, they are relatively straightforward syntactically, and will be
dealt with only briefly here.

In conditional clauses, the subordinate ‘if’-clause advances a possible
or hypothetical state of affairs under which the main ‘then’-clause is
true. In OE the prototypical conditional sentence is marked by
gif ... ponne, cognate with the PDE prototypical conditional markers. In
general, conditionals have indicative in both ‘if’- and ‘then’-clauses.
The following three examples illustrate future, past and present
possibilities, respectively.

(214) ...Gif pes bealdwyrda biscop acweald ne bid (INDIC),
...If this bold bishop killed not will-be,
Syd0an ne bid  ure ege ondredendlic

then not will-be  our fear terrible
(£ECHom 1,29 420.1)

If this bold bishop is not killed, the fear we bring will not be terrible.

(215) b=t is gif min fot aslad (INDIC), Drihten, 3in
That is if/whenever my foot slipped, Lord, thy
mildheortnys geheolp (INDIC) me
mercy helped me

(ECHom 11, 28 227.202)
If my foot slipped, Oh Lord, your mercy aided me.
(216) And we sceolon (INDIC)... ure mod geclensian, gif

And we must... our spirit cleanse,  if
we willad (INDIC) Cristes lichaman 3icgan
we want Christ’s body  to-accept

(ECHom 11, 15 158.270)

and we must... cleanse our spirit if we want to receive Christ’s body.

However, the subjunctive may often be used in the ‘if’-clause when the
‘then’-clause contains an imperative or an exhortation, especially in the
present tense. Mitchell (1985:§§3560-91) shows that the traditional
statement that subjunctive is used when there is a volitional in the
‘then’-clause is incorrect, since *scwlan and willan in the ‘if’-clause
frequently block use of the subjunctive. For example, (216) has the
indicative. Examples (217) and (218) illustrate the subjunctive after an
imperative and after a subjunctive of exhortation, respectively:
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217

(218)

Fed (IMP) donne min sceap, gif du  me lufige (SUBJ)
Feed then my sheep if thou me love
(CP 43.4)

Then feed my sheep if you love me.

... Gif hwa denige (SUB)), denige (EXHORT) he suelce
...If someone serve, serve he as-if
he hit of Godes mzgene denige

he it from God’s might serve
(CP 44.323.3)

If someone is to serve, he should serve as if he served through God’s
might.

The past subjunctive is also used to express imaginary and unreal
(including counterfactual) conditionality. In this case both clauses are
subjunctive. Since no inflexional distinction is made in OE between
unreality in past, present or future, adverbs may be used to distinguish
specific time-relations, but usually the time-relations are determined
from the context. Example (219) illustrates a counterfactual in the past,
(220) a counterfactual in the present:

(219)

(220)

...& Od=r frecenlice gewundod weard, & eac ofslagen
...and there dangerously wounded was, and even slain
ware (PAST SUBJ), gif his sunu his ne gehulpe (PAST SUBJ)
would-have-been,  if his son him not had-helped

(Or 4 8.186.22)

...and was dangerously wounded there, and would even have been
killed, had his son not helped him.

Hwzt, ge witon p=t ge giet todege wzron (PAST SUBJ)
What, you know that you still today were
Somnitum peowe,gif g¢ him ne alugen (PAST SUB]) iowra
to-Samnites slaves, if you them not had-belied your
wedd
vows

(Or 38.122.11)

Listen, you know that you would still today be the Samnites’ slaves,
if you had not betrayed your vows to them.'?

An alternative for the imaginary or unreal conditional is per plus the
subjunctive in both clauses:

(221)

Paxr we us selfum demden, donne ne demde
There we our selves had-judged, then not would-have-judged
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us no God

us not God
(CP 53 415.7)

If we judged ourselves, then God would not judge us.'®

Strong evidence that pzr did indeed have a conditional meaning comes
from the fact that if and par are sometimes found in parallel conditional
constructions. Furthermore, they can be found alternating in different
manuscripts of the same work.

As in PDE, a number of non-conditional connectives can be
interpreted as conditionals. Among these is the temporal ponne in the
sense ‘whenever’. Also as in PDE, the conditional form can be
interpreted in a number of different ways in different contexts. For one,
it can be used with the ’factual’ meaning of ‘if, as you know/say’, as in:

(222) Syddan he hzfde hyra fet apwogene... Gif ic pwoh eowre
After he had their feet washed... If I washed your
fet ic eow sealde bysene pet ge don swa ic eow  dyde
feet I you gave example that you should-do as I to-you did
(Jn (WSCp) 13.12)
After he had washed their feet ... If I washed your feet, I gave you an
example that you should do to others as I did to you.

It may also occasionally be interpreted as a concessive conditional (even
i), where the ‘then’-clause is asserted to be unexpectedly true despite
the fact that the ‘if’-clause is true. A possible example of a concessive
conditional is:

(223) ...and gif eowere synna wzron wolcnreade =r oan, hi
...and if your sins were scarlet before then, they
beod scinende on snawes hwitnysse
are shining in snow’s whiteness
(ECHom 11, 21 184.139)

...and even if your sins were once scarlet, they are now shining with
the whiteness of snow.

In concessive (‘even though, although’) clauses the main clause is
asserted to be true despite the fact that the ‘although’-clause is true. The
prototypical marker of concession in OE is the conjunction peah ( pe),
for example:

(224) & peah p=t folc  nolde ®r Gode abugan,
and although that people not-wanted earlier to-God obey,
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hy hwadre pa  hyra  undances him  gehyrsume
they nevertheless then at-their unwillingness to-him obedient
weeron

were

(Or 17.38.17)

and although that people had not wanted to obey God earlier, they
then were nevertheless against their will obedient to him.

Concessives of this type typically take the subjunctive in the ‘although’-
clause, even though the factuality of the concessive clause is asserted.

As in many other languages, concession is often not uniquely
marked, but can be interpreted from conditional, causal, comparative
and co-ordinate clause relations. An example of co-ordinate clauses
understood to be in concessive relation is:

(225) Eall pis yfel pu  dydest, and ic swugode and polode
All this evil thou didst, and I was-silent and endured
(P 49.22)

Although you did all this evil, I was silent and endured.

Here the mood of both clauses is indicative. This contrasts with co-
ordinate clauses that can have conditional interpretations. These
typically involve an imperative first clause:

(226) Seceap & ge hit findap
Seek and you it will-find (M1 (WSCp) 1.7)

Seek and you will find it (If you seek, you will find it).

4.5.7 Temporal clauses

The most common temporal conjunctions signifying ‘when’ in OE are
pa (occasionally pa pa), and, only in the prose, ponne (very rarely ponne
ponne). DPa is almost exclusively associated with past tense and narrative
sequence, i.e. individual events or states of affairs, cf. (1), (75), (172) and:

(227) Pa  on morgenne gehierdun pat paes  cyninges pegnas pe
When in morning heard that of-the king’s  thanes PT
him bezftan werun pat se cyning ofslegen was, pa

him behind were that that king slain was, then
ridon hie pider
rode they thither (Chron A (Plammer) 755.23)

In the morning when the king’s thanes who had been left behind
heard that he had been killed, then they rode there.
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bonne has a much wider distribution. It may reference an individual
event or state of affairs, cf. (18) and (182), in which case it seems to have
the same function as pa, which it later replaced, although in some
instances it may have a more causal sense than pa. However, its main
function is to express repeated action, cf. (133a) (see above p. 235) and,
from the story of Caedmon:

(228) ...ponne  he geseah pa hearpan him nealecan, ponne

...whenever he saw  that harp  to-him approach, then
aras he forscome from pem symble... pa  he p=t pa
arose he for-shame from that feast... when he p=t on-that
sumre tide dyde...
one occasion did...

(Bede 4 25.342.20)
whenever he saw the harp approaching him, he atose for shame from
the feast... When he did that on one occasion...

A number of other conjunctions occur with a temporal sense. Among
those with the meaning of ‘when’ is p&r ‘there, when’ (in the sense of
both ‘at that time’ and ‘whenever’),

(229) ...ac clummiad mid ceaflum par hi scoldan clipian
...but mutter  with jaws  there they should speak-aloud
(WHom 16b 13)

... but mutter with their jaws when they should speak aloud.

Others express overlap in time, for example penden ‘while’ (mainly in
poetry), and conjunctions originating as prepositional phrases (used
mainly in prose) such as pa hwile pe ‘while’, cf. (21), (133) and swa lange
swa ‘as long as’. The former does not have the concessive meaning
‘although’ that is found in PDE, but the latter can have a conditional
‘if, provided that’ interpretation, as in PDE.

The main conjunctions expressing temporal sequence are sippan, and
&fter pam pe (used only in prose). AEfter alone is not used as a
conjunction. Zfter pam pe primarily signals a sequence:

(230) Pa on damilcan dege zfter p2m pe hie piss
Then on that same day after that PT they this
gesprecen hafdon, fuhton Gallie on pa burg
said had, fought Gauls against that fortress
(0r28.92.7)

Then on that same day after they had said this, the Gauls attacked the
fortress.
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While sippan can also express simple sequencing of events, its main
function is to specify the beginning point of an event, and can often be
translated as ‘from the time that’. Contrast (230) where &f#er should be
translated as ‘from the time that’ with:

(231) Ac sippan hie on Sicilium wunnon, hie eac sippan
But since they in Sicily  fought, they also afterwards
betweonum him selfum winnende wzron, op p=t Darius
among them selves fighting were, until Darius
Persia  cyning, Lecedemonium on fultume wearp
Persians’ king, Laecedemonians in help  became

(Or 27.90.8)

But from the time that they fought in Sicily, they were also fighting
among themselves, until Darius, king of the Persians, came to help the
Laecedemonians.

A third conjunction, pas pe, appears to have the function of both afrer
and sippan. It is relatively rare except in the Chronicle, Orosius and
Bede, for example:

(232) & se here com pa to peodforda binnon [iii]
and the enemy-army came then to Thetford within three
wuca pas pe hi e@r gehergodon Nordwic
weeks of-that PT they before ravaged Norwich
(Chron E 135.11 (1004))

and the enemy army then reached Thetford within three weeks after
they had ravaged Norwich.

Immediate sequence is signalled chiefly by sona in compound phrases
such as sona swa ‘as soon as’ and, in the prose, sona pa, sona mid, etc.

The conjunctions discussed in the previous paragraph mark the
earlier of two or more events as subordinate to the later event. The main
conjunctions that mark the later of two events as subordinate to the
earlier are &r (pam (pe)) ‘before’ and op (pz#) ‘until’, see (18).

Whereas most subordinate temporal clauses are indicative, except
when the main clause is imperative or expresses a wish, subordinate
clauses introduced by a@r are generally subjunctive if the main clause is
indicative. It appears that in the older Germanic languages in general,
cognates of &r introduce subjunctive clauses after a positive main
clause, indicative clauses after a negative main clause, but the division is
not so clearcut in OE, especially in the prose.!*
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4.5.8  Clauses of comparison

Clauses of comparison can be distinguished according to whether they
compare equals (e.g. John is as tall as Bill (is), They went the same way we
did), or unequals (e.g. Mike is taller than Bill (is)). The main conjunctions
in OE expressing comparison of equality are swa (swa) (...swa):

(233) ne eom ic wyrpe peaet ic swa hangie swa min drihten

not am I worthy that I so should-hang as my lord
(ACHom 1, 26, 382.8)

I am not worthy to hang like my Lord,

The main conjunction expressing comparison of inequality is ponne:

(234) ...ma manna fegnodon dysiges folces gedwolan ponne
...more men rejoiced-at foolish people’s heresy than
hie faegnedon sopra spella
they rejoiced-at true  words (BoHead 30)

... more people rejoiced at the heresies of foolish people than rejoiced
at the truth.

As in PDE clauses of both equal and unequal comparison, if the verb
in both clauses refers to a similar event, it may be repeated, as in (234)
(note the optionally repeated subject here). Alternatively, it may be
substituted by the pro-verb don ‘to do’:

(235) ...and hit weox swa swa odre cild dod buton synne anum
...and it grew as other children do without sin  one
(ECHom 1, 1 24.33)

and it grew as do other children without any sin.
(236) ...for dan pe he brycd swidor on done suddel
...for that PT it breaks-forth more on that south

ponne he do  on pone nordd=l
than it does on that north (Or 11.24.24)

because it (the Mediterranean) washes more violently on the southern
shore than it does on the northern.

Yet again, the verb may be zero as in (233), and:

(237) Done hetolan  deofol he het  middaneardes ealdor,
That malignant devil he named middle-earth’s prince,
for dan pe he h=fd ofer pa  unrihtwisan micelne ealdordom,
for that PT he has over those unrighteous great  power,
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pe Ppisne middaneard lufiad swidor ponne pone scyppend pe
PT this middle-earth love more than that creator PT
gesceop pysne middaneard

created this middle-earth
(ACHom 7 173)

He named that malignant devil prince of the world, because he has
greater power over the unrighteous, who love this world more than
the Lord who created this world.

Clauses of comparison of equality (swa-clauses) are usually indicative,
especially in poetry. However, some examples are found of subjunctive
swa comparatives subordinated to volitionals, dependent commands
and wishes:

(238) ...Deme ge nu, swaswa ge willon (SUBJ) pz=t eow sy
... Judge you now, as you wish that to-you be
eft gedemed

afterward judged
(HomS 17 (BiHom 5) 130)

Judge now as you wish to be judged later.

Swa and some other conjunctions like swele(e) ‘such’, occurring either
alone or in combination, may be used to express comparatives involving
a hypothesis (“as if’), whether merely hypothetical or counterfactual:

(239) Hu Romanum weard an wundor opiewed swelce se
How to-Romans was a miracle shown as-if that
heofon burne

heaven burned
(Head 128.6)

How the Romans were shown a miracle as if heaven burned.

Such comparatives are usually in the subjunctive. Mitchell
(1985:§§3378-81) notes that the construction differs from the equivalent
in PDE because the present rather than past subjunctive is used with
present tense main clauses (i.e. the equivalent of He runs as if he be tired,
rather than He runs as if he were tired):

(240) Hu, ne bid he donne swelce he sie (PRES SUB]) his slaga,
What, not is he then as-if he be his slayer,
donne he hine meg gehzlan & nyle?
when he him may heal and not-will?

(CP 38.275.9)
What, isn’t he as if he were his slayer, if he can heal him and does not
wish to?
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There is a tendency for the clause of comparison of inequality to be
subjunctive if the main clause is positive, and indicative if the main
clause is negative. An example of the first case is (236) (4o is subjunctive).
An example of the second case is:

(241) ...ne geortriewe ic na  Gode p=t he us ne mage
...not distrust 1 never to-God that he us not can
gescildan to beteran tidun ponne we nu  on sint (INDIC)
shield for better times than we now in are

(Or 2 5.86.2)
I do not doubt that God can protect us for better times than we are
now in.

There are some examples in OF prose of comparative constructions
cognate with PDE I am the better for it, The more the better. In OE, they
are largely constructions with adverbs of comparison, although
adjectives occur too. The usual forms are pon/py/pe + comparative + pe.
In the following examples, pon/py/pe are glossed as COMPAR.

(242) And sealdon us bysne. pet we ne sceolon ...urne geleafan
And gave us command. that we not ought ...our faith
forletan, and fram Criste bugan pe ma pe hi dydon

abandon, and from Christ turn COMPAR more PT they did
(ECHom 1, 14.1 212.23)

And commanded us not to abandon our faith and turn from Christ,
any more than they did.

Following Small (1930), Mitchell (1985:§3243f.) argues that the first
element (pon/py/pe) detrives from an instrumental of comparison
meaning ‘before that’ or ‘than before’, not an instrumental of cause or
measure, as has often been suggested. The reason is that when the
standard of comparison is not present, the demonstrative always refers
back to something that has been referred to, or can be assumed to be
known, rather than to a cause or measure, for example:

(243) ... Gif hit [blod] swide read sie oppe won ponne bid hit
..If it [blood] very red be or dark then is it

by pe swipor to letanne, gif hit clene oppe hluttor
therefore COMPAR more to let, if it clean or clear

sie let py pe leesse

be let therefore COMPAR less (Leb 11(2) 42.1.7)

Here the first COMPAR must mean ‘than usual’, and the second must
mean ‘than mentioned above’; neither a causal nor a measure
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interpretation is semantically plausible. According to Small
(1930:384-5), (243) can therefore be translated as: ‘If the blood be very
red or dark, then it is to be let for that reason more abundantly than
usual; if it be clean or clear then because of that, let less than before’.

4.5.9  Interrogative clauses

As in PDE, interrogatives clauses can be either main clauses or
subordinate clauses. As in PDE they can also be either yes-no
interrogatives asking about the truth of the proposition, or content
questions asking about the identity of the NP questioned.

In simple clauses, yes-no interrogatives are typically indicative clauses
in verb ~— subject order:

(244) Hefst pu  =nigne geferan?
Hast thou any companion?
(ECall 28)

Do you have any companion?

They may, however, be introduced by the form hwaper, literally which
of two?’; in this case the order is Awaper — subject — verb. Such
constructions are usually in the present subjunctive, though indicative
constructions are occasionally found, especially with ‘impersonal’
verbs. Non-subjunctive hwaper interrogatives may be rhetorical, but
they are primarily favoured when the speaker emphasises doubt or
incredulity and perhaps even expects the answer ‘No’, and indeed often
translate Latin num, which invites a negative answer. Some examples
are:

(245) Hw=der ge nu secan gold on treowum?

Whether you now seek gold in trees?
(Bo 32.73.24)

Are you looking for gold in trees?/Surely you aren’t looking for gold
in trees.

(246) Hwzper Romane hit witen nu  @negum men to secganne,
Whether Romans it know now to-any men to say,
hwat hiera  folces... forwurde?
much-many of-their people... perished?
(Or 5 2.220.8)

Do the Romans now know enough to say how many of their people
perished?/Surely the Romans know enough...
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In complex sentences, hwazper introduces interrogative sentential
complements. Like pa&s-complements, Awazper-complements may be
complements of NPs and objects or oblique NPs of verbs and adjectival
predicates; there is no unambiguous evidence that they function as
subjects, although they may do so in some copula constructions. Also
like pa#-complements, they clearly have a pronominal origin, thus
hwaper 1s cataphoric to pe... pe “either...or’ in:

(247)

Nat ic, cwad Orosius, hwader mare wundor
Not-know I, said Orosius, which-or-two more wonder

was pe paet he swa mid lytle fultume pone mestan del pisses
was PT that he so with small help that greater part of-this
middangeardes gegan mehte pe pzt he mid swa lytle werode
world conquer might PT that he with so small troop
swa micel anginne dorste

so large attack dared
(Or 39.124.13)

I'do not know, said Orosius, which was the greater marvel, either that
he was able to conquer the greater part of this world with such

a small troop, or that he dared make such a large attack with such a
small troop.

Hiwaper-clauses always follow the main clause. In (248) and (249) the
complement serves the source/stimulus function of the impersonal verb

tweonian ‘doubt’, and of the adjectival predicate orwene beon ‘be in
despair’, respectively:

(248)

(249)

..ac us  twynad hwader ge magon maran deopnysse
... but to-us doubts whether you may  more depth
peron pearflice tocnawan
therein usefully discern
(A£CHom 1, 36 556.13)

...but we doubt whether you may usefully see greater depth in it.

...for pon pe hie waron orwene  hw=der @fre Romane
...because  they were despairing whether ever Romans
to heora anwealde becomen

to their power  would-come
(Or 49.192.3)

because they despaired whether the Romans would ever come to
succeed over them (Hannibal and his troops).

In the following, the complement is probably the complement of the NP
micel twynung rather than the subject:
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(250) 0da weard micel twynung... hwader hi ineodon odde...
then was  great doubt... whether they went-in or...
(AECHom 1, 34, 506.17)

then there was considerable doubt... whether they should go in or...

Simple content-questions contain one or more interrogative pro-
nouns such as hwa ‘who’, hwat ‘what’, hwelc ‘which’, hu ‘how’, and
hwar ‘where’. An example is:

(251) Hwet getacniad donne da  twelf oxan buton da
What signify  then those twelve oxen except those
XII apostolas?

XII apostles? (CP 16.105.5)

What do those twelve oxen signify other than the twelve apostles?

Most content-questions are indicative, but some subjunctive examples
are found. These may express surprise or doubt on the part of the
speaker, but do not necessarily do so.

Like hwaper-clauses, content questions may be complements of NPs,
and objects or oblique NPs of verbs and adjectival predicates of
question and doubt. An example with a content question functioning as
object is:

(252) da eode se Dbiscop into pare opere cyrcan par  se
then went that bishop into that other church where that
martyr inne leig, and befran pone cyrcweard hwer
martyr inside lay, and asked that churchwarden where
pes  halgan  wapnu wzron

- ly-man n e
of-that holy-man weapons wer (ECHom 1, 30 452.1)

then the bishop went into the other church in which the martyr lay,
and asked the warden where the holy man’s weapons were.

4.5.10  Negative clauses

Any clause, simple or complex, finite or non-finite, may be negated.
Negation in simple clauses (‘sentence’ negation) in OE is expressed by
the preverbal adverb ne, which precedes the finite verb (the auxiliary if
there is one, otherwise the main verb):

(253) ...ac hie ne dorston pa@r on cuman

...but they not dared there in come ©Or11.17.27)

... but they did not dare enter there.
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Especially in West Saxon, 7e can be optionally cliticised and attached to
a small set of verbs (whether main verbs or auxiliaries) such as habb-
‘have’, wes- ‘be’, wit- ‘know’, willan ‘want’:

(254) He nolde  beon cyning
He neg-want to-be king
(CP 3.33.19)

He didn’t want to be king.

The negated verb is usually in initial position in main clauses, see
(247). However, if the subject is a personal pronoun, the latter
sometimes precedes (254). Adverbs of place and time, e.g. par, pa,
exclamations, e.g. b# as in (240), and connectives, e.g. ac as in (253), and
so forth, regularly precede the negative clause. Exceptions are found
mainly in poetry.

Negation can also be expressed by use of a negative indefinite pro-
noun (including adverbial pronoun) or quantifier. It apparently must
be so expressed in non-finite clauses. Synchronically, the negative pro-
nouns and quantifiers can be considered to be derived by cliticisation of
ne to a pronoun. Historically they are derived from earlier #/+ pronoun
or quantifier, cf. neg+a ‘ever’— na ‘never, not at all’ (often used to
introduce contrasting NPs, adjectives, or adverbs, and also non-finite
clauses), neg.+afre ‘ever’ — nafre ‘never’, neg+ a-wiht ‘anything’ -
na-wiht[nobt ‘nothing’ (the eatlier form of PDE no#), neg+an ‘one’ -
nan ‘no’. The constraints on the position of indefinite quantifiers and
adverbs dictate the position of these negatives.

Negative concord (also called ‘multiple negation’) is common,
especially in the prose, but not obligatory. Negative adverbs other than
ne , e.g. na, nalles (mainly found in poetry), nzfre may negate finite verbs,
with or without #e. Ne may or may not appear with negative pronouns
and quantifiers. Examples with negative concord are:

(255) ...p=t hena  sippan geboren ne wurde
...that he never after botrn not would-be
(Or 69.264.13)

that he would not be born afterward.

(256) & ne bid dzr nenig ealo gebrowen mid  Estum

and not is there any ale brewed among Ests
(0r11.20.18)

and no ale is brewed among the Ests.
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An example of na without negative concord is:

(257) & cw=d pet hit na  geweorpan sceolde pet...
and said that it never come-to-pass ought that...
(Or 4 6.178.19)

and said that it should never come to pass that...

In PDE a non-negated indefinite quantifier cannot precede the
negated verb, cf. ** Anybody didn’t come as opposed to Nobody came. But
a few examples of an initial non-negative indefinite preceding a negative
particle do occur in OE,'® such as:

(258) And riht is pat =nig cristen man blod ne pycge
And law is that any Christian man blood not should-drink
(WCan 1.1.2 (Fowler) 53)

And it is a law that no Christian should drink blood.

We turn now to some brief discussion of negation in co-ordination,
complementation, and other kinds of complex sentence construction.
Negative co-ordination, whether of clauses, NPs, adjectives or adverbs,
is typically expressed by ne or naper ‘neither’. An example of negative
adjective co-ordination is:

(259) ...nu nit nawper nyle beon ne scearp ne heard

...now it neither not-will be  not sharp not hard
(Or 4 13.212.29)

now that it [their spirit] wishes to be neither sharp nor hard.

Negative clause co-ordination is illustrated by (72) and:

(260) Nis he na gesceapen, ne he nis na gesceaft
Not-is he not created, nor he not-is not creation
(EHom 1 169)

He [God] is not created, nor is he a creation.

In contrastive constructions where the first of two elements is
negated, the patterns ne...ac, na...ac, nalles...ac ‘not...but’ are found;
of these the first is most frequent in the prose. Negative concord is
particularly prevalent in contrastive constructions. The contrastive
negative usually immediately precedes the negated element as in:
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(261) ...ac se monandeg nis na fyrmest daga on pere
...but that Monday  not-is not first  of-days in that
wucan, ac is se  oper
week, but is that second (AECHom 1, 6 100.23)

... but Monday is not the first day of the week, but the second.

However, the negative is sometimes separated from the element it
contrasts:

(262) Ne sind we na Abrahames cynnes flesclice, ac gastlice

Not are we not Abraham’s of-kin physically, but spiritually
(£ECHom 1, 13 204.21)

We are of Abraham’s kin not in the flesh but in the spirit.

When the second of two alternatives is a constituent of a clause and
is negated, it is preceded by (ond) na, see (263). However, if the
alternative is a clause, ac...#e is usually found, see (264).

(263) ...for dan pe heis god and na gesceaft
...because PT he is God and not creature (£CHom 1, 2 40.12)

... because he is God and not created.

(264) Stanas sind gesceafta, ac hi nabbad nan lif ne
Stones are created-things, but they not-have no life nor
hi naht ne gefredad
they nothing not feel (42CHom 1, 21 302.13)

Stones are created, but they have no life and do not feel anything.

As far as complementation is concerned, certain verbs which take
pat-complements and express negative meanings, such as forbeodan
‘forbid’, forberan ‘refrain from’, geswican ‘stop’, widcwedan ‘deny,
refuse’, optionally introduce negative forms into complements that are
themselves affirmative propositions. An example without a negative
marker in the complement is:

(265) ...& forbead pat hiene mon god hete
...and forbade that him one God called (Or 6 1.254.6)

forbade anyone to call him God.
and one with a negative marker is:
(266) & forbead p®t mon na  dar eft ne timbrede

and forbade that one never there after not built
(Or 67.262.21)

and forbade anyone to build there afterward.
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Expressions of doubt like tweonan ‘doubt’, tweo beon ‘be in doubt’,
when negated in the main clause, may also introduce negative
complements with affirmative meanings, for example:

(267) ...forpon nis nan tweo Pt he forgifnesse syllan
... therefore not-is no doubt that he forgiveness give
nelle  pam pe hie geearnian willap
not-will to-them PT it earn want (HomS$ 17 (BI/Hom 5) 178)

... therefore there is no doubt that he will give forgiveness to those
who want to earn it.

It should be noted that verbs of forbidding, denying, doubting and so
forth, have negative properties in PDE, cf. the use of any rather than some
in the complement in I forbid you to do anything (not *1 forbid you to do
something). Negative concord interacts with these verbs in OE to allow
the overt negative in the complement.

There do not appear to be examples of ‘negative-raising’ as illustrated
by PDE I dor’t suppose he's coming which is roughly equivalent to, but
pragmatically weaker in meaning than, I suppose be isn’t coming. However,
as will be seen below in connection with (270) and (271), there are some
similar-looking constructions in contrastive constructions.

Finite purposive clauses that are negative are either negated like other
finite clauses, or are introduced by py les (pe) ‘lest, so that...not’ (lit.
‘by-that less (PT)’), see (131). The particle pe is used only in the later
period. An example of the construction with py /es alone is:

(268) & eall his cynn mon ofslog, py lees hit monn
and all his kin one slew, by-that less it one
uferan dogore wrzcce
on-later day  avenge (Or 45.168.5)

and all his kindred were slain, lest it might be avenged later.

Negative non-finite purposive clauses of the type He paid him not to do
it do not appear to occur, but there are instances of contrastive non-
finite negative purposives such as:

(269) We sind asende to gecigenne mancynn fram deade to life
We are sent to call-forth mankind from death to life,
na to scufenne fram life to deade

not to deliver-up from life to death (AECHom 11, 38 283.128)

We are sent to summon mankind from death to life, not to deliver
them up from life to death.
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Sometimes a construction may be used with a negative in the main
clause as well as in the purposive:

(270) ac he ne com na to demenne mancynn... ac to gehzlenne
but he not came not to judge  mankind... but to save
(ECHom 1, 22 320.5)

but he came not to judge mankind...but to save them.

This looks rather like the ‘raised negative’ construction in PDE of the
type He didm’'t come to bury Caesar but to praise him (= ‘He came not
to...but to...”); however, since the purposive is also negative, it may
actually be a case of forward-looking concord, as in (262).

Similar constructions occur in complex sentences involving causals;
again, the negative may occur in the main clause, although it logically
belongs to the subordinate clause:

(271) Ne cwa=d he deah no d=zt d=t he cwad fordemde
Not said he however not that that he said for-that-PT
he gesinscipe tzlde, ac fordzmde he wolde 8a  sorga
he marriage censured, but for-that-PT he wanted those sorrows
awegadrifan disse middangeardes

away-drive of-this world (CP 51.401.11)

he said what he said, however, not because he disapproved of
marriage, but because he wanted to drive away the sorrows of this
world.

For negative conditionals, #f... n0¢ can be expressed in OE by gif ... ne,
nympe/nemmne ‘unless’, and butan (< preposition ‘except’ < adverb ‘out-
side’). Gif...ne takes the indicative, see (272); however, nympe/nemne
usually takes the subjunctive, see (273), and conditional butan always
does so:

(272) Gif du pe hrador ne gewitst (INDIC) fram Iacobe, and buton

If thou PT sooner not turnst from Jacob, and if-not
ou wyrige (SUBJ) Cristes naman, pu  scealt beon beheafdod
thou curse Christ’s name, thou shalt be beheaded

samod mid him

together with him
(/ECHom 11, 31-32 246.165)

Unless you turn right away from Jacob, and unless you curse Christ’s
name, you shall be beheaded together with him.

(273) ...he bid feorhscyldig, nimpe se  cyng
...he is liable-for-his-life, if-not that king
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alyfan wille (SUB]J) pet man wergylde alysan mote

allow will, that one weregild pay may (LawGrin 15)
s

... he is liable for his life, unless the king allows one to pay ransom.

4.6 Word order and the order of clauses
4.6.1 Word order within the clause

The types of word order patterns available in the OE period are more
numerous and variable than those of PDE. In the past there has been
little agreement on whether there was a ‘basic’ word order in OE, or
what the exact word order changes during the OE period were. One
thing that has been fairly well established, however, is that word order
was not free ; rather, different word order patterns co-existed, and usage
was consistent within a pattern. One of the main reasons for the lack of
agreement on whether or not there was a basic word order in OE is that
most earlier works on OE word order focused on the order of words in
adjacent phrases rather than in the clause as a whole (see e.g. Bacquet
1962), and therefore missed the extent to which OE word order
conforms to the general typological characteristics of word order
patterns around the world. More recently, it has been shown that the
clause is the proper domain for word order study. Once this approach
is taken, it becomes clear that there was a basic order in OE (see e.g.
Lightfoot (1979), Bean (1983) and Kemenade (1987)).

In this section it is assumed that the observations in Greenberg
(1966), expanded and modified by Hawkins (1983), are essentially
correct, namely that in the languages of the world there are two
fundamentally contrasting word order patterns within the clause: those
that are verb-final, and those that are verb-non-final (proto-typically
verb-initial, but other variants are found, such as verb-second, or verb-
medial). Patterns at the phrase level are strongly correlated with these
two basic types. If a verb-final type changes to a verb-non-final type,
there will naturally be co-existing patterns; there will, however, not be
indeterminate word order. Normally, if change occurs, the pattern of
main clauses changes before that of subordinate clauses.

Verb-final patterns (i.e. of the type I John saw) typically involve
[Modifier — Head] order. Among phrases with [Modifier — Head] order,
[Possessor — Head] is a particularly salient construction, e.g. the caf’s
tail. Languages in which such patterns predominate are usually post-
positional (e.g. herein) or have case inflections. By contrast, verb-non-
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final patterns (i.e. of the type then saw I him, I saw him, etc.) typically
involve [Head — Modifier] order, including [Head — Possessor], e.g. #4e
tail of the cat. Languages in which such patterns predominate are usually
prepositional (e.g. in here).

A much oversimplified sketch of some major typological contrasts
follows. Subject, object, noun, adjective, demonstrative, possessive,
preposition and postposition are abbreviated as S, O, N, A, Dem, Poss,
Prep and Post respectively, main verb as V and auxiliary verb as Auxil.

Verb-final Verb-non-final
ov him saw vO saw him
V Auxil gone have Auxil V' have gone
AN young thief NA thief young
Dem N that woman N Dem woman that
Poss N bird’s feather N Poss  feather of bird
N+ Case bird’s Prep N  of bird, in London

N Post London in

As this sketch suggests, PDE has many verb-non-final characteristics,
but by no means all; most notably N A is a very rare order, cf. the only
rivers navigable are ... as opposed to the only navigable rivers are ... where the
first order is used to express a temporal contingency that is expected to
change. Furthermore, N Dem does not occur at all in Standard English.
PDE also permits the N Poss construction to co-exist and in many cases
co-vary with Poss N.

Despite the co-existence of verb-final with verb-non-final charac-
teristics, PDE is basically verb-non-final, or VO in most respects. By
contrast, OE is very different. It is basically verb-final, or OV in most
respects. The shift from OE word order to modern English word order
effectively took place in the Middle English period and will be discussed
at length in volume II of this History. The reason why PDE still has
some verb-final characteristics is that the change has not gone to
completion in all parts of the grammar, but as we will see, basic patterns
may be overridden by other phenomena, and so it is far from certain that
PDE will ever become rigidly VO. Furthermore, in many respects OE
word order patterns are like those in other West Germanic languages
such as German and Dutch, and these have not undergone substantial
shifts to VO order.

The basic OV word order of OE is most easily observed in
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subordinate clauses, cf. the clauses introduced by nimpe unless’ and pas
‘that’ in (273). In main clauses, it is overridden by two patterns which,
although perhaps of independent origin, nevertheless fed each other,
and together laid the seeds for the word order change that took place in
Middle English.

Most important for OE is what is often called verb-second (‘V2°)
order in most main clauses. By V2 order is meant the placement of finite
(i.e. tensed) verbs following an initial constituent, typically an adverb.
Pronominal adverbs of locative, temporal or negative origin (e.g. par
‘there’, pa ‘then’, 7z “not at all, never’, #¢ ‘not’) in main clauses usually
favour the V2, i.e. [Adverb — Finite Verb...] order, cf. (19), (252) and
(262). This word order is particularly strongly favoured with pa ‘then’,
but less so with other adverbs such as ber ‘here, in this year’ (indeed,
some adverbs, like 2r ‘ before’, actually favour [Subject — Verb] order).
In hw- questions the order is usually [Interrogative — Verb...]. PDE has
maintained this order constraint in interrogatives and in some negative
constructions, cf. Why did she leave?, Never had she played so well.

Although the examples given above involve simple pronominal
adverbs, adverbial phrases also often favour V2, as in (14) and (29). The
following example emphasises that V2 has nothing to do with the
number of words preceding the finite verb, but only with the number of
constituents. In this case the initial constituent is an adverbial phrase of
time, with its own dependent relative clause:

(274) On pas caseres  dagum pe wes gehaten Licinius weard
In that emperor’s days PT was called Licinius was
astyred  mycel ehtnys ofer pa  Cristenan
stirred-up much persecution over those Christians
(£ELS (Forty Soldiers))
In the days of the emperor called Licinius there was much persecution
of the Christians.

This example also illustrates the point that V2 has nothing to do with
subject position. Subject can precede V2 as in numerous examples such
as (6) and (12); but it can also follow as in (274) and (277) below.

In transitive main clauses, V2 could lead to the separation of finite
auxiliaries from their main verbs, since the finite verb precedes the
object which itself precedes the main verb, as would be expected in an
OV structure. This is illustrated by (79), which is repeated here:
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(79) Hu wolde pe nu lician gif...
How would to-thee now please if...
(Bo 41.142.2)

How would it now please you if...

The second phenomenon that complicates OE word order is the fact
that light, i.e. phonologically short, often adverbial or pronominal,
forms, were preferred clause-initially, especially in the middle period
around 1000, and heavy elements, typically complex phrases or
subordinate clauses, were preferred sentence-finally. PDE still favours
light elements clause-initially at least in clauses with indefinite subjects
(cf. the use of quasi-subject shere), and there are still remnants of the
preference for heavy elements in clause-final position, e.g. Bill gave Joan
a book about the history of pronouns in Germanic (rather than Bill gave a book
about the history of pronouns in Germanic to Joan). But in general the light-
heavy distibution is no longer a major factor in English word order.

The preference for light elements at the beginning of the clause is
presumably an extension of the strong preference in eatlier OE for
pronominal adverbs like ser and pa to trigger V2. It led, however, to a
situation which was not entirely consistent with V2, which is the
stacking of pronominal elements at the beginning of the clause. This can
be seen in examples like (44), where the order is [Subject — Object —
Finite verb]: AECHom I, 1 14.9 I¢ de secge ‘1 to-you say...’

The preference for heavy elements at the end of the clause likewise led
to a situation that was not entirely consistent with OV word otder in
subordinate clauses. For example, in true verb-final order, the finite
verb would be expected to occur at the end after prepositional phrases.
However, prepositional phrases often occur clause-finally in subordinate
clauses, as in (275) below.

Throughout the OE period, then, we see a gradual shift from greater
to lesser use of verb-final patterns. However, object pronouns tend to
precede verbs, that is, they occur in [Object — Verb] order, even when
most other patterns are verb-non-final. Some researchers argue that the
word order change was primarily motivated by the increased role in the
middle period of light versus heavy elements (see Strang 1970). Others
have suggested that the loss of subject versus object inflection on nouns,
but not pronouns, led to potential ambiguity between nominal subjects
and objects. This potential ambiguity was avoided by allowing the verb
to intervene, so favouring [Verb — Object] order (Bean 1983). Probably
both of these factors worked together to contribute to the word order
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change, but it seems likely that the role of light and heavy elements was
the prime factor (Kemenade 1987).

For the classical Alfredian and even Alfrician periods of OE, we can
sum up by generalising and saying that the predominant word order in
OE was OV, with V2 in main clauses. The difference between, for
example, [ pa — Subject... Verb] and [ pa — Verb — Subject...] can often
be used to distinguish a subordinate clause introduced by a
conjunction from a main clause introduced by an adverb, as in (1), (75)
and:

(275) Pa  he piderweard seglode fram Sciringes heale, pa  was
When he thither sailed from Skiringssalr then
him  on p=zt bzecbord Denamearc
to-him on that larboard Denmark (Or 1 1.19.24)

When he sailed there from Skiringssalr, Denmark was on his larboard
side.

However, the distinction was never rigid, and can be regarded only as
a tendency. It usually fails to occur in correlative causals, for example,
which may have parallel {Subject — Verb] order in both clauses, cf. (208)
and (209). It certainly cannot be used as a sure test of main vs.
subordinate clause status.

Furthermore, co-ordinate clauses introduced by and are V2 if a
locative adverbial phrase or an adverb like #e or par is present, cf. (13),
(74) and (256). Otherwise, they tend to be verb-final, like subordinate
clauses, cf. (7) and (56). This characteristic can be attributed to the fact
that, from a discourse perspective, co-ordinate clause elaborate on the
initial main clause and in this sense modify it, although they are not
syntactically subordinate.

In the Chronicle a sequence of events is typically expressed by co-
ordinate clauses and no shift of subject. By contrast, events introduced
by pa, ber, or a similar locative adverb, followed by a verb, signal a new
episode in the sequence, typically with a new subject. It has been
suggested by Hopper (1986) that differences in word order can therefore
be exploited to give pragmatic cues to reference. In PDE we expect
nominals to do the work of distinguishing reference, and it has
traditionally been thought that OE syntax was somewhat non-literate in
so far as referential distinctions are sometimes not made where they
would be expected in PDE. However, if word order was used to
distinguish reference, then this point of view is incorrect. Hopper
suggests that in (276) [ pa — Verb...] signals a change of subject, and so
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there is no referential ambiguity concerning the hie of budon hie versus the
hie of cwadon hie. Since [ond...Verb] signals continuity of subject
reference, there is therefore also no ambiguity about the referent of hie
cwadon :

(276) & ©pa budon hie hiera maegum pat hie gesunde
and then offered they to-their kinsmen that they unharmed
from eodon; & hie cuadon pat tet ilce hiera
away should-go,and they said that that same to-their
geferum geboden were, pe er mid pem cyninge
comrades offered were, PT earlier with that king
werun. bPa  cuzdon hie pat hie hie pes  ne
were.  Then said they that they them-selves of-that not
ne onmunden...
not would-regard...

(Chron A (Plummer) 755.21)

And then they (the king’s thanes) offered to allow their kinsmen to go
away unharmed, and said that the same had been offered to their own
comrades who had been with the king earlier (i.e. when he was slain).

And then they (the kinsmen) replied that they would not consider
it...**

If word order had the pragmatic force of indicating topic-shift, as
Hopper suggests, this force is most clearly seen in the 755 Chronicle
entry, from which (276) is taken. This entry is the story of Cynewulf and
Cyneheard, and is usually thought to be somewhat archaic. During the
Old English period, the putative pragmatic force of [pa— Verb...]
versus [ond ... Verb] order diminished, most especially in non-narrative
contexts, primarily because verb-final order was in recession. However,
in narrative contexts there continue to be some striking examples of the
use of verb-initial word order to convey pragmatic information similar
to that discussed above. In Bede’s story of Cadmon, the hero is
introduced as follows:

(277) In deosse abbudissan mynstre wes sum brodor syndriglice

In this  abbess’ minster was a  brother specially
mid godcundre gife gemered & geweordad
with divine gift celebrated and honoured
(Bede 4 25.342.3)

In this abbess’ minster one brother was especially proclaimed and
honoured for having a divine gift.

Here the adverbial phrase of location (‘in this abbess’ minster’),
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although not pronominal, refers back to a given topic (the abbess); the
verb follows the adverbial phrase, as is typical after locative adverbs;
and then a new character (the brother) is introduced. Here we see the
continued function of the [Adverb — Verb...] construction illustrated
in (276): to introduce a new subject. Several co-ordinate clauses follow
(277) describing the nature of the divine gift: to compose songs of praise
to the Lord without any prior education. These are verb-final and
descriptive, but do not convey the same pragmatic function of topic-
continuity as in the 755 Chronicle, since the subjects change. When the
description is complete, Bede starts to tell the story of how this gift came
to Cedmon. This new section begins:

(278) W=s he se mon in weoruldhade geseted
Was he that man in secular life  placed
(Bede 4 25.342.19)

This man was of the secular order.

Here we have a verb-initial clause followed by a pronoun referring
forward to a full NP. The word order signals that a new segment of
information is beginning, and is a device for reintroducing for renewed
attention a topic that has already been mentioned.

The pragmatic use of word order is particularly clearly seen in
topicalised NP constructions. In PDE a topicalised NP is a clause-initial
NP that refers to material that is already evoked in the discourse or that
belongs semantically to a set that has been evoked. The pragmatic effect
of topicalisation is to draw particular attention to the NP, often as a
contrastive instance of a given category. In Beans I like, beans is the
topicalised NP.!? The sentence is appropriate either if 2 number of
vegetables have already been mentioned, or if the set of vegetables has
been mentioned ; for example, it could be used as an answer to Do you like
beans, peas and avocados? or to Do _you like vegetables? The identifying and
highlighting function of topicalisation is often made overt by the
presence of a relative clause (cf. Iz is that same city which was ruthlessly
destroyed later that year). In OE as in PDE the topicalised NP is fronted
to the beginning of the clause (it can, however, be preceded by a
conjunction or an adverb). Examples of topicalised subject are (24) and:

(279) Seo ilce burg Babylonia, seo de m=zst was & wrest
That same city Babylon, REL PT greatest was and first
ealra burga, seo is nu lest & westast

of-all cities, it is now least and most-deserted
(Or 2 4.74.22)
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As for that same city of Babylon, which was the greatest and first
among all cities, it is now the least and the most deserted.

In these examples, the topicalised NP does not leave a gap but rather,
the clausal position is filled with a ‘ resumptive’ demonstrative pronoun
(see also (281) below). Indeed, topicalised NPs typically do not leave a
gap in OE, although they may do so.

Usually the topicalised NP carries the case required by its grammatical
function in the clause. Examples of a topicalised genitive NP are (110)
and:

(280) bDara iglanda (GEN) pe man hat Ciclades

Of-those islands PT one calls Cyclades
para (GEN) sindon preo & fiftig
of-them are  three and fifty

(Or 1 1.26.35)

Of the islands that one calls the Cyclades, there are fifty-three.

There are, however, instances of topicalised NPs that do not carry the
expected oblique case, but are in the nominative:

(281) Pa  land (NOM) pe man het Gallia Bellica, be eastan
Those lands PT one calls Gaul Belgic, at east
pem (DAT) is sio ea pe man hat Rin
to-them is that river PT one calls Rhine
(Or 1 1.22.22)

Those lands which are called Belgic Gaul, east of them is the river
called Rhine.

(282) ...pas Godes pegnas (NOM)... hwyder gescyt ponne
...those God’s thanes... whither falls then
heora (POSS) endebyrdnys?
their order? (&ECHom 1, 24 346.1)
...as regards those thanes of God... where is their order allotted to
be?

Mitchell remarks (1985:§1486) that there are no instances in OE of
constructions with anticipatory i# as in PDE IFs food that I want because
the same emphasis is achieved in OE by fronting the NP alone.
However, Visser 1.63 cites a few examples with pzz:

(283) Dt is ladlic lif pet hi swa maciad
That is loathsome life that they thus make (WPl 2.1.1 (Jost) 183)

It is a loathsome life that they thus create.
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It should be noted that topicalised NPs (rather than pronouns) bring
heavy material to the beginning of the clause. The contrastive effect of
topicalised NPs must therefore have been even stronger than in PDE,
because of the tendency for light (therefore usually pronominal, and
usually ‘given’) material to occur clause initially in OE.

Several other notable properties of word order have been mentioned
in the course of earlier sections, and will not be elaborated on here. Most
important among these is preposition stranding, whereby prepositions
are detached from their NPs (including pronouns), exemplified in
example (157), which is repeated here:

(157) Him is be eastan se Wendelsz, pe mon het
Them is to east that Mediterranean, PT man calls
Titrenum, pe Tiber sio ea ut scyt on
Tyrrhenian, PT Tiber that river out pours in
(Or 1.1 28.15)
east of them is the Mediterranean, which is called the Tyrrhenian Sea,
into which the river Tiber flows.

Preposition stranding is not limited to relative clauses but may also
occur in main clauses, probably triggered by the preference for light
(especially pronominal) material in clause-initial position, as in:

(284) and him com p=t leoht to purh  Paules lare siddan

and him came that light to through Paul’s teaching afterwards
(A£LS (Denis) 17

and afterwards he was enlighted through Paul’s teachings.

Another notable property of word order is splitting of the co-
ordinated constituents such as is illustrated by (27), repeated here:

(27) God bebead Abrahame pat he sceolde and
God commanded to-Abraham that he ought and
his ofspring his wed healdan
his offspring his covenant keep
(A£CHom 1, 92.30)
God commanded Abraham, that he and his sons should keep his
convenant.
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4.6.2 Word order within the NP

We turn now to word-order within the NP. Carlton (1970:780) shows
that NP-internal word-order is as follows in original charters from 805
to 1066:'®

6th 2nd 1st
position Sth 4th 3rd position  position Head
(eall, sum,  position position  position (adj. and (noun in word
manig) (pron.) (numeral) (oper) part.) (gen. case) (noun)
pare gezttredan deofles lare
an oper healf gear
®nne blacne stedan
paem priim dzlum
min twa wergeld
pa oporo lond
manig oper god man
allum pem halgum
ealle his leofan halgan
sum peet lond
calle mine freondum
oprum sue miclum lande

It should be noted that the full array of positions is not filled in actual
use in any given NP, and therefore the tables represent extrapolations of
possible orders rather than attested sequences.

Some orders not specified in Carlton’s table include the expansion of
the fifth position into possessive + demonstrative. As was mentioned in
§4.2.1, this is particularly common when an adjective is also present, cf.
(9) and £ECHom 1, 11 168.1 urne pone ecan dead ‘our that eternal
death’/“our eternal death’. Another order not specified in the chart
pertains to proper name augments: expansions by NPs designating
natural category, rank, title, occupation, sex or relationship, such as
Tiber ea, Alfred cyning, Gregorius se halga biscop and, in the following
example:

(285) Alfred kyning hated gretan Werferd biscep his
Alfred king bids greet Werferth bishop with-his
wordum luflice

words  lovingly Pt
(CPLetWer,
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King Alfred bids Bishop Werferth be greeted with words full of good

will.

The normal order appears to be proper name+rank, as in (285).
Examples like se cyning /Elfred (with demonstrative) occur, but not of
cyning /Elfred without the demonstrative. The demonstrative+ rank
+name order is favoured in writings strongly influenced by Latin.
As (285) and Alfred se cyning show, it is possible for NP modifiers to
follow the noun in OFE, and when they do so, the word order is the same
as in the table, cf. HomS 17 (B/Hom 5) 136 cyle pone grimmestan ‘ cold that
grimmest’. Furthermore, although when two adjectives occur, both
may precede the N or both may follow, it is also possible for one to
precede and one to follow, with or without a conjunction, compare:

(286) & berenne kyrtel 0dde yterenne

and bear tunic or  of-otter-skin
(Or 1 1.18.19)

and a bear- or otter-skin tunic.

(287) tamra deora unbebohtra syx hund
of-tame animals unsold six hundred

six hundred unsold tame animals. (Or 1 1.18.9)

This is in keeping with the splitting of co-ordinate constructions
mentioned at the end of §4.6.1.

The word order patterns outlined in the table are essentially
characteristic of verb-final languages. The most salient evidence is the
[Possessive — Head] order (although listed in the table, such con-
structions as sunu min ‘son mine’ are rare in prose, especially in the
vocative). The word order patterns within NPs have remained relatively
constant in the history of English. It is only in the domain of the
[Possessive — Head] construction that there have been major changes in
word order. In this one instance (and then primarily only in
constructions with inaminate heads), [Head — Possessive], which is
correlated with verb-internal order, has become predominant. Thus in
PDE the older order [Possessive — Head] as in the cat’s tail co-exists
with, and may be preferred to, the newer order [Head — Possessive] as
in the tail of the cat; however, the leg of the table is preferred to the table’s
Jeg.
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4.6.3 Clause order

Clause order is rather different from that in PDE. The difference is
ptrimarily related to the principle that heavy elements are favoured in
clause-final position. In this case the heavy element is the clause, and it
tends to be sentence-final.

Relative clauses may follow their heads immediately, as in the case of
(153) and (154). Alternatively, they may be shifted to the right of the NP
head if they modify a dependent phrase, as in the case of (274), or to the
right of the main clause, as in the case of (140), (143), (144) and (155).
(144) is repeated here:

(144) sealde p@m munucum corn genog pe waron =t Hierusalem

ave thOSC monks corn enough PT were at erusalem
g g
(Or 6 4.260.9)

gave enough corn to those monks who were in Jerusalem.

The splitting of the modifying relative from its head seems to be
motivated by the heavy element shift.

In PDE a sentential complement serving as subject may occur either
in subject position or it may be ‘extraposed’ (with ¢ in subject position),
as in the vartiants That she had lied was obvious, 1t was obvious that she had lied.
However, in OE subject sentential clauses can only occur after the main
clause (and a pronoun is not necessary in subject position). As discussed
at some length in §§4.4.3.3 and 4.5.3.1, this constraint on subject clause
order often makes it impossible to tell whether a clause in a predicate
copula or a potential impersonal construction is a subject, rather than an
object, or oblique NP. Another notable feature of sentential com-
plements is that if a conditional or temporal clause is subordinate to a
pat-complement, the conditional usually precedes the pz¢-complement,
see (171). However, a subordinate relative clause usually follows the
complement.

As in PDE certain elements can be moved out of the lower clause into
the higher. Some examples of negatives that logically belong in the
lower clause occurring in the higher clause have been cited in §4.5.10,
see especially (270) and (271). Occasionally other adverbs or adverbial
phrases may also be moved out of a lower clause, as in (288) where the
directional adverb appears to have been moved out of the lower clause
into sentence-initial position:
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(288)

4.7

Pyder he cwxd pet manmihte geseglian on anum monde

Thither he said that one might sail in one month
(Or 11.19.12)

He said that one might sail thither in one month.

Summary of changes

As indicated in §4.1, this study has been primarily synchronic because
the main prose texts in OE were written within a rather limited period
of time between the end of the ninth century and the beginning of the
eleventh. Such changes as were evidenced during the historical period
of OE are tendencies rather than radical changes. The main changes that
have been discussed are summarised here in the order of presentation in
this chapter:

()
(b)
(c)

(d)
(€

)

(2)
(h)
(1)
()

The demonstrative se, seo, pa¢ and the numeral an developed
semantic characteristics of articles in certain contexts (§4.2.1).
Distinctions between indicative and subjunctive mood became
blurred (§4.3.1.3).

Periphrastic (i.e. phrasal) verbal constructions, specifically, the
origins of auxiliary progressive, perfect and pluperfect tense
and aspect came to be more widely used (§§4.3.2.1 and 4.3.2.2).
There is some evidence in the later period of incipient auxiliary
verb uses of the pre-modals (§4.3.2.3).

Distinctions between the three BE-verbs, beon, wesan and weorpan
became weaker, most especially in passive constructions
(§4.3.2.4).

As morphological distinctions between case markers became
less distinct, some of the earlier semantic distinctions among
cases became eroded. At the same time, the use of prepositions
to express certain case relations was increasing (§4.4.1).

A tendency to fill the subject position with a quasi-definite (44,
pat, par) became more marked (§4.4.3.3).

Nativisation may have begun at the very end of the OE period
of subject infinitive complements (§4.5.3.2).

The construction He came running, as opposed to He came to-run,
became common by Alfred’s time (§4.5.3.2).

The frequency of verb-non-final word order increased, partly
because of the effects of V2 and of heavy NP shift (§4.6).

It is important for the history of English to note that many of the
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characteristics usually associated with Middle English syntax were
incipiently present in OE, for example the use of prepositions, auxiliary
verbs, verb-non-final word order and of a subject-position filler.
However, they were for the most part not predominant, and all were in
variation with other structures (specifically, case inflections, tense and
mood inflections, verb-final order and ‘impersonal’ constructions
without subject-slot filler). The changes that led to the predominance in
Middle English of the structures that were largely incipient in OE will
be discussed in volume II of this History.

FURTHER READING

Extensive bibliographical references are provided in Mitchell (1985). The
references below are intended to identify major works already cited in Mitchell
as WCH as some more recent works.

4.1 OId English syntax has been covered in very great detail in Mitchell (1985)
and, more discursively, in Visser (1963-73). The present chapter is
substantially based on Mitchell; however, the interpretations of the data are
sometimes different from Mitchell’s.

Other general sources of information on OE syntax include Brunner, vol. II
(1962), McLaughlin (1963), Mitchell & Robinson (1986), Mosse, vol. 1
(1950), Quirk & Wrenn (1957), Traugott (1972) and Kemenade (1987).

The syntactic approach is relatively informal;; my aim has been to answer
questions about OE syntax that might be raised in syntactic traditions such
as are developed in Quirk e# a/. (1972) and in Radford (1981), Newmeyer
(1986) and Sells (1986).

4.2 Major studies of definite and indefinite constructions are Christopherson
(1939) and Rissanen (1967). A recent analysis, with focus on pragmatic
factors, is Hopper (1986). For issues in gender agreement see Jones (1967)
and Wyss (1983).

4.3 For further discussion of the imperative, see Millward (1971); for the
progressive, Nickel (1966) and Dal (1952).

The pre-modals are discussed in Standop (1957), Lightfoot (1979) and
Plank (1984). A so far unresolved question is the extent to which epistemic
meanings of the pre-modals can be identified in OE; Goossens (1982) and
Plank (1984) discuss the relative lack of epistemics; Denison (1990b) shows
that the epistemic colouring is most prevalent in impersonal constructions;
Warner (1987), shows that epistemic colouring was relatively more advanced
in OE than has been thought.

For more on the passive, see Frary (1929) and Klingebiel (1937).

A major theoretical issue that has been discussed recently is whether there
is any evidence that, even if there were auxiliary verbs in Old English, they
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had such unique syntactic properties that they can be considered to be
members of the category AUX. In PDE, this category is postulated on
largely distributional grounds, including the fact that the modals (wi//,
would, must, erc.), the perfect (bave-en), the progressive (be-ing), and the passive
(be-en), do not co-occur with do (cf. I might not go, *1 might do/dsd not go vs. 1
didn’t go), and furthermore, may occur in tag-questions (cf. She could leave,
couldn’t she 2; **She left, leftn’t she?; She left, didn’¢ she?). Lightfoot argues that
there was no category AUX until the sixteenth century when the pre-modals
ceased (at least in Standard English) to appear in certain constructions, such
as infinitival fo constructions (e.g. appeared to mow| + “may’) stande the realm in
great stede); and when do became firmly established (Lightfoot (1979:110).
The status of AUX in the history of English depends heavily on the
theoretical model adopted. For example, Akmajian, Steele & Wasow (1979)
argue that AUX is a universal of grammar, and is realised in all languages as
at least Tense or Modal; if so, OE must have had at least one of these. On
the other hand, Gazdar, Pullum & Sag (1982) argue that AUX is not a
category; instead, they account for the distributional properties of PDE
auxiliary verbs in terms of features on verbs; these trigger certain
morphosyntactic phenomena such as past participle (on perfect and passive),
and block certain syntactic structures (e.g. modals and other auxiliaries
cannot be passivised). Such an analysis is more coherent with the historical
facts than an analysis that postulates a separate category AUX, since it does
not make such a radical distinction between main and auxiliary; it therefore
potentially allows for an account of step by step change during the history
of English, and does not require a ‘catastrophic’ change from non-AUX to
AUX such as Lightfoot postulates.

4.4 The analysis presented here of NP-roles depends largely on Jackendoff
(1983, 1987).

Kemenade (1987) is an important study of syntactic and morphological
case in OE. Generalisations about the semantics of case assignment in OE
are proposed in Plank (1983), Anderson (1986) and Fischer & van der Leek
(1983, 1987).

For detailed studies of impersonal constructions, see Mitchell
(1985:§§1025-51); also van der Gaaf (1904), Wahlen (1925), Elmer (1981),
Fischer & van der Leek (1983, 1987), Anderson (1986), Ogura (1986),
Denison (1987, 1990a, 1990b); and further Lightfoot (1979) and Allen
(1986a). Allen (1986b) discusses the status of dummy subject Az,

The non-existence of verb-particle passives in OE is discussed in Denison
(1985).

4.5 OE Relative clause structures are discussed in Andrew (1940), Allen
(1980), Simons (1987) and Dekeyser (1987).

For non-finite complements in general, see Callaway (1913) and Fischer

(1990).
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For causal clauses see Van Dam (1957), Liggins (1955) and Wiegand
(1987). The pragmatics of PDE causals are discussed in Sweetser (1984).

The distinction between conditionals, concessive conditionals and con-
cessives is made by Koénig (1986).

For clauses of comparison, see Small (1924) and Allen (1980).

Negative constructions, especially of the contrastive type, are discussed in
LaBrum (1982).

4.6 Among major traditional studies of word order are Andrew (1934), Fries

—

(1940), Bacquet (1962), Shannon (1964), Reszkiewicz (1966), Pillsbury
(1967), Brown (1970), Carlton (1970) and Gardner (1971). More recent
studies which focus on word order within the clause, and on typology
and/or issues of base structure include Haiman (1974), Stockwell (1977),
Canale (1978), Kohonen (1978), Butler (1980), Bean (1983; criticized in
Denison (1986), Kemenade (1987) and Pintsuk & Kroch (1989). For the
pragmatics of word order in OE, see Hopper (1979, 1986) and (Butler
(1980).

ENDNOTES
Translations of personal and place names in Orosius are taken from Bately
(1980).
The OE development of periphrastic save followed a different path from
that of the rather similar habere construction in Late Latin. In Latin the
resultant states were mental states, not actions, see Benveniste (1968).
Another possible example is (129) below. However, p2¢ may be playing a
double role here as both object of geboden and either nominative subject of
lician or accusative oblique NP.
Occasionally, in OE as well as PDE the relative clause modifies a2 whole
antecedent clause, as in She threatened to leave, which would be a disaster. This
kind of relative will not be discussed here.
Comrie (1981). The only relative head role not permitted in OE and PDE
is the object of comparison: **The man who John is taller than.
MS ponne is presumably a scribal error for pone.
Mitchell writes the “attracted’ relativiser as s¢’pe, to differentiate it from the
non-attracted type, which he writes as "sepe. A third orthographic form sepe
is used for instances where the case of the antecedent and of the relative
head are the same, and it is therefore not possible to tell which type is
involved.
Although it has been claimed that such constructions are impossible in
PDE (see Kroch 1981), they are sporadically mentioned in the literature and
are relatively widely attested. Dwight Bolinger and Dovie Wylie (both
personal communications) report hearing the following: He's a man that I
know his wife, and (with reference to a television show) There's one trashy
Sfemale that I just love her; see also Menner (1930-1).
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Such restrictions on extraction are called ‘island constraints’. For discussion
of examples in spoken PDE of violation of these island constraints as in
There’s one guy that 1 didn’t think he would come, see Kroch (1981).

There is a certain similarity here to the switches in gender-agreement:
greater distance from the head permits freer use of the ‘unmarked’ or less
specialised form.

The Venezky & Healey (1980) concordance has pa 20 towearp. This seems
to be a mistake.

In Orosius, weron can be used for both indicative and subjunctive, see
chapter 3.

In his translation of the Cura pastoralis, Sweet renders this as ‘When we
judged ourselves, God judged us not’ (Sweet 1871:414), but the conditional
reading seems preferable since the context is an explanation in indirect
quotation form of Christ’s proclamations about how he would treat those
who repented and confessed in life.

Muxin (1958: a Russian work cited in Mitchell 1985:§2739) has suggested
that the indicative signals that two events are in immediate (chained)
sequence in a narrative, while the subjunctive is used when there is no
immediate link between the events.

There appeat to be no examples of negative definite constructions of the
type Not came someone ‘ Someone didn’t come’.

This interpretation diverges from Earle and Plummer’s (1899, vol. II, p.
46), which reads as follows (K = king’s thanes, E = the kinsmen): ‘ And
then they (K) offered their kinsmen that they might depart unscathed. And
they (E) said that the same offer had been made to their (K) comrades, who
had been with the king before. Then said they (E) that they (E) regarded it
[the offer] not a whit more than...” This translation is preceded by the
comment: ‘The poverty of the English language in demonstrative
pronouns as compared with the Latin bic, ille, is, iste, ipse appears very
strongly in this passage and makes it difficult to follow.” Plummer’s
translation is consistent with the view that the Thanes had just arrived and
might not have known about prior negotiations. Hopper’s is consistent
with the view that one and the same group of individuals would extend the
same terms.

The exact distinctions between ‘topicalised’, ‘focused’ and other kinds of
pragmatically highlighted NPs are still a matter of some debate and
terminological inexactitude. For an attempt to sort out the distinctions, see
Prince (1981). The term ‘topicalised’ is used here in a broad sense to cover
a number of highlighting phenomena brought about by ‘fronting’ of an NP
or of the verb.

Reprinted with permission. See Mitchell (1985:§149) for a similar chart for
the poetry.
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5 SEMANTICS AND VOCABULARY

Dieter Kastovsky

5.1 Introduction

51.1 One linguistic concept, although fundamental and constantly
referred to, is often taken for granted: the concept of ‘word’. The word
is the domain of many phonological statements; it is the implicit
ordering principle in morphology; and the word is a central, though
again implicit concept of syntax in so far as the latter describes the
patterns or rules according to which words are combined into larger
linguistic structures. It is therefore necessary to be somewhat more
explicit about this linguistic category, not only because words — more
precisely, the aggregate of words making up the vocabulary (=
dictionary = lexicon) of a language — are the topic of this chapter, but
also because the term is familiar from non-technical, everyday language,
where it is often employed in a variety of senses, while as a technical
term it ought to be unambiguous. Thus, when talking about inflectional
paradigms, the term ‘word’ might be used to refer both to each
individual member of the paradigm, and to the global entity each
member of the paradigm is a form of, as well as to the entity that is
bounded by spaces to its left and right in a text. This, then, might lead
to a seemingly contradictory statement such as

(1) The word heab steap is written as two words.

In actual fact, there is a sequence heah steap reced ‘very high house’ (lit.
‘high lofty house’) in Gen. 2840 (Sauer 1985:270), where heah steap is
normally interpreted as an adjectival compound, which, however,
is written in the manuscript as two separate words. It is therefore
not just terminological hypertrophy that in modern linguistics these
three meanings of ‘word’ are systematically kept apart along the
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following lines (cf. Matthews 1974:20f., Lyons 1977:18ff., Kastovsky
1982:70f.).

The terms ‘lexeme’ or ‘lexical item’ are used to refer to words in the
sense of ‘dictionary entry’ or ‘lemma’, which at the same time implies
reference to the inflectional paradigm as a whole. An individual
inflected form of such a lexical item is then called a ‘word-form’, while
the term ‘word’ is reserved for any actual sequence of letters bounded
by a space to its right and left in a text, i.e.

2(a) stan ‘stone’: lexeme/lexical item
stan, stanes, stane, stanas, stana, stanum: word-forms/words in
texts

(b) dem(-an) ‘to judge’: lexeme/lexical item
deman, deme, demst, demde, gedemed, etc.: word-forms/words in
texts

The form used to refer to the lexical item as such, its ‘citation form’, is
by convention the nominative singular with nouns and adjectives, and
the infinitive with verbs. Thus, it may be a form with or without an
inflectional ending, cf. dem-an vs. stan. As we shall see in the section on
word-formation below (§5.4.7), this duality, absent in present-day
English, where all quotation forms are at the same time uninflected base
forms, is the cause of the typologically mixed status of Old English
inflexion and word-formation.

5.1.2 It is the basic function of lexemes to serve as labels for segments
of extralinguistic reality that for some reason or another a speech
community finds nameworthy. Therefore it is no surprise that even
closely related languages will differ considerably as to the overall
structure of their vocabulary, and the same holds for different historical
stages of one and the same language. Looked at from this point of view,
the vocabulary of a language is as much a reflection of deep-seated
cultural, intellectual and emotional interests, perhaps even of the whole
Welthild of a speech community as the texts that have been produced by
its members. The systematic study of the overall vocabulary of a
language is thus an important contribution to the understanding of the
culture and civilization of a speech community over and above the
analysis of the texts in which this vocabulary is put to communicative
use. This aspect is to a certain extent even more important in the case of
dead languages such as Latin or the historical stages of a living
language, where the textual basis is more or less limited. But a word of
caution might not be inappropriate at this point. We must not forget
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that the vocabulary of a living language, accessible to direct observation,
exhibits a complex, multidimensional stratification, whereas the textual
material available from earlier periods is usually extremely restricted as
to the varieties making up what Coseriu (1966) has called the
‘architecture’ of a language.

The following dimensions of linguistic variation have become
established as major factors leading to differences at the phonological,
morphological, syntactic and/or lexical level within a speech com-
munity:

(a) region, (b) social group, (c) field of discourse, (d) medium,
(e) attitude (Quirk ez a/. 1985:16f.)

Regional differences are usually equated with the notion of (regional)
dialect, e.g. Scots, Midland or Cockney, which is normally contrasted
with a supraregional standard. But in present-day English, we might
also want to recognise regionally definable standards, e.g. British
English (e.g. lorry, bumper, bonnet, railway, luggage) vs. General American
(2ruck, fender, hood, railroad, baggage), which do not really conform to the
traditional notion of dialect. Social differences basically result from the
affiliation to specific socio-economic groups, the kind of education one
has received, one’s age and sex, and they frequently interact with
regional variation: certain socio-economically definable groups are
more prone to use regionally restricted varieties (dialects) than others.
Varieties according to the field of discourse reflect ‘the type of activity
engaged in through language’ (Quirk ez a/. 1985:23) and manifest
themselves in labels such as ‘technical’, ‘legal’, ‘religious’, ‘literary’,
‘bureaucratic’, etc., i.e. they are intimately connected with the subject
matter of the discourse. Varieties according to medium are mainly
related to the difference between spoken and written language, while
varieties according to attitude refer to the degree of formality reflected
by the utterance in question.

Obviously, these five dimensions are to a certain extent inter-
dependent, i.e. informal language use is more often than not tied to the
oral medium and to a certain field of discourse. Furthermore, every
fluent native speaker will both actively and passively know more than
one variety within each dimension.

There is no reason to assume that the situation was radically different
in Old English. We know that there were dialectal differences, not only
in phonology and morphology, but also in the lexicon (cf. §5.3, below,
and ch. 6). There certainly were differences according to the field of
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discourse, in so far as poetic diction differs considerably from prose
diction, both on the levels of syntax and the lexicon, and possibly even
at the levels of orthography and phonology, see chapter 8.

Within prose diction we of course find further differences according
to the subject matter of the text, e.g. between legal documents, laws,
religious-didactic prose, botanical or medical treatises and even
according to text-type, i.e. whether the text is an original piece of OE
prose, a translation of a Latin original in the form of an independent
text, as with Orosius, Bede, Boethius, or an intetlinear gloss of a Latin
text. But variation along the other dimensions, although it un-
questionably existed, is much more difficult to discover, if it is
ascertainable at all in view of the type of texts that have come down to
us. Practically all are of a literary, religious-didactic or technical
character or are poetic records. We cannot expect that they reflect
linguistic differences based on affiliation to different social groups.
Authors and scribes on the whole belonged to a fairly homogeneous set,
the highly educated elite of the country. And poetic texts, whose
authors are only partly known, follow a stylised diction that may throw
some light on the social situation of the period in which this art form
came into being, but do not tell us too much about the later OE period.
Moreover, they again only reflect the usage of the social elite. Nor
would we expect much variation as to medium, because practically all
texts reflect the written usage of the period. Some authors have tried to
establish Old English colloquialisms (Magoun 1937; von Lindheim
1951), but the results are rather meagre and problematic (see §5.3.3
below). The same holds for the dimension of attitude ; all texts, with the
exception of Zlfric’s Colloguy, are formal, and even in the latter, the
language is stylised rather than genuinely informal.

Thus, what we have in the way of OE vocabulary — according to
some rough counts between 23,000 and 24,000 lexical items (Scheler
1977:14, 74n.45) — represents a fairly restricted spectrum of the overall
vocabulary, and any general conclusions as to its overall structure and
organisation will have to be drawn with due care. On the other hand,
this sample will still contain a substantial number of items that belong
to what Quirk e# a/. (1985:161) have called the ‘common core of the
language’, so that general conclusions as to certain structural properties
of the vocabulary, e.g. within the domain of word-formation, the
structure of semantic fields, the attitude towards borrowing, etc., are
not without a sufficiently large empirical basis.
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51.3.1  When we take a bird’s eye view of the OE vocabulary as listed
in the existing major dictionaries (e.g. Bosworth & Toller 1898; 1921;
1972; Clark Hall & Merritt 1969) ~ the forthcoming Dictionary of Old
English prepared in Toronto will probably add details but not change
the general impression — we are immediately struck by a number of
features that put it into sharp contrast with present-day English.

First of all, there is an extremely low percentage of loan words:
roughly 3 per cent as against estimated 70 per cent or even more for
present-day English (Scheler 1977:74). Thus OE is, from the point of
view of its vocabulary, a thoroughly Germanic language. This
immediately leads to a second, closely related observation: the
vocabulary is characterised by large morphologically related word-
families, where the relationship is transparent not only formally but
most often also semantically. Put differently, much of the OE vocabulary
is derivationally related by productive word-formation patterns, and, as
we shall see below, instead of borrowing a foreign, usually Latin word,
the corresponding notion is often expressed by activating one of the
indigenous word-formation rules, producing a so-called loan trans-
lation, cf. as a typical example Alfric’s translations of Latin technical
terms in his grammar, e.g. praepositio = foresetnys ‘ preposition’, interiectio
= betwuxalegednys ‘interjection’, significatio = getacnung ‘signification’;
all are derivatives from corresponding OFE verbs (forsettan ‘put before’,
alecgan ‘put down’ + betwux ‘between’, tacnian ‘ mark, indicate, signify’
< tacen ‘sign’).

The OE vocabulary thus is ‘associative’, the present-day English
vocabulary is ‘dissociated’, because very often besides a Germanic
lexical item there are semantically related non-Germanic derivatives, as
in mouth:oral, father: paternal, sun: solar.

The following example, a selected list of compounds and derivatives
related to the verbs gan/gangan ‘go’ is typical for the overall situation:

)] gan/gangan ‘ go, come, move, proceed, depart; happen’
(2) derivatives:

(a) gang ‘going, journey; track, footprint; passage, way; privy;
steps, platform’; compounds: ciricgang ‘churchgoing’, earsgang
‘excrement’, faldgang ‘ going into the sheep-fold’, fepegang ‘ foot
journey’, forlig-gang ‘adultery’, hingang ‘a going hence, death’,
hlafgang ‘a going to eat bread’, huselgang ‘partaking in the
sacrament’, mynstergang ‘the entering on a monastic life’,
oxangang ‘hide, eighth of a plough-land’, su/hgang ‘ plough-gang
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= as much land as can properly be tilled by one plough in one
day’; gangern, gangpytt, gangsetl, gangstol, gangtun, all ‘privy’
genge n., sb. ‘troops, company’

-genge f., sb. in nightgenge ‘hyena, i.e. an animal that prowls at
night’

-genga m., sb. in angenga ‘a solitary, lone goer’, @ftergenga ‘one
who follows’, hindergenga ‘one that goes backwards, a crab’,
huselgenga ‘one who goes to the Lord’s supper’, mangenga ‘one
practising evil’, nihtgenga ‘one who goes by night, goblin’,
rapgenga ‘ rope-dancer’, szgenga ‘sea-goer, mariner; ship’

genge adj. ‘prevailing, going, effectual, agreeable’

-gengel sb. in &ftergengel ‘successor’ (perhaps from aftergengan,
wk. vb. ‘to go”)

compounds with verbal first constituent, i.e. V+N (some of
them might, however, also be treated as N+ N, i.e. with gang as
in (2a): gangdzg ‘Rogation day, one of the three processional
days before Ascension day’, gangewifre ‘ spider, i.e. a weaver that
goes’, ganggeteld ‘ portable tent’, ganghere ‘army of foot-soldiers’,
gangwuey ‘the week of Holy Thursday, Rogation week’

gengan wk. vb. ‘to go’ < *gang-j-an: @ftergengness ‘succession,
posterity’

prefixations of gan/gangan:

agan ‘ go, go by, pass, pass into possession, occur, befall, come
forth’

began [begangan ‘go over, go to, visit; cultivate; surround;
honour, worship’ with derivatives begdng/bigang ‘practice,
exercise, worship, cultivation’; begdnga/bigenga ‘inhabitant,
cultivator’ and numerous compounds of both; begenge n.
‘practice, worship’, bigengere ‘ worker, worshipper’; bigengestre
‘hand maiden, attendant, worshipper’; begangness ‘calendae,
celebration’

Sforegan ‘go before, precede’ with derivatives foregenga ‘fore-
runner, predecessor’, foregengel ‘ predecessor’

Jforgan ‘pass over, abstain from’

Jforpgan ‘to go forth’ with forpgang ‘progress, purging, privy’
ingan ‘go in’ with ingang ‘entrance(-fee), ingression’, ingenga
‘visitor, intruder’

nipergan ‘to descend’ with nipergang ‘ descent’

ofgan ‘to demand, extort; obtain; begin, start’ with ofgangende
‘derivative’
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() ofergan ‘pass over, go across, overcome, overreach’ with
ofergenga ‘traveller’
() ongan ‘to approach, enter into’ with ongang ‘entrance, assault’
(k) opgan ‘go away, escape’
(1) togan ‘go to, go into; happen; separate, depart’ with Zogang
‘approach, attack’
(m)  purhgan ‘go through’
(n) undergan ‘undermine, undergo’
(o) apgan‘go up; raise’ with #pgang ‘rising, sunrise, ascent’, #pgange
‘landing’
(p) #tgan ‘go out’ with atgang ‘exit, departure; privy; excrement;
anus’; Puigenge ‘exit’
(qQ) wipgan ‘go against, oppose; pass away, disappear’
(r) _ymbgan ‘go round, surround’ with ymbgang circumference,
circuit, going about’.

51.3.2  Another consequence of the thoroughly Germanic character
of the vocabulary is the preservation of ablaut not only as a feature
characterising verbal inflexion with strong verbs, but also within the
derivational system. It was probably no longer really productive in the
OE period, but it permeates the vocabulary in so far as deverbal nouns,
adjectives and verbs very often exhibit the same ablaut alternations as
found in their verbal bases (for the Indo-European and Germanic ablaut
patterns see chapter 2). The situation is similar to that in Modern High
German but was given up completely in the course of the ME period,
cases such as song being rare exceptions. A more detailed description and
evaluation of this phenomenon will be given in §5.4 on word-formation,
but a few examples are perhaps not inappropriate at this stage.

Thus, from the verb brecan ‘break, shatter, violate; roar’, a strong
verb of class IV with the forms brac, brécon, gebrocen, we get the
following derivatives:

(2) normal grade: @brech f. ‘sacrilege’, @wbreca ‘adulterer’, brecness
f. “breach’, brecpa m. ‘broken condition’

(b) IE o-grade (Gmc a-grade): (ge-)brac n. ‘noise, sound’

(c) lengthened grade: bréc f. ‘breaking, destruction’, #wbréce ad.
‘adulterous, despising the law’

(d) zero grade
[ * umlaut] . &brucol ‘sacrilegious’, broc m. ‘breach, frag-
ment’, bryce m. ‘break, fragment’, husbryce ‘burglary’, husbrycel
adj. ‘burglarious’, bryce adj. ‘ fragile, brittle’.
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The strong class II verb ceosan ‘choose, approve’ with the forms ceas,
curon, gecoren yields the derivatives:

(@) [ zero grade
a L .
+ Verner’s Law | : gecor n. ‘decision’, gecorenness ‘choice,
| —Umlaut J election, goodness’, gecorenscipe ‘election,

excellence’, gecorenlic ‘elegant’
(b) [ zero grade T

+ Verner’s Law | : ¢yre m. “choice, free will’

| 4+ Umlaut _
(o) " zero grade ]
— Vernet’s Law | : ¢pst f., m. ( < *kus+ #-) “free will,
| + Umlaut 1 choice, election; the choicest’
(d) [ zero grade

— Verner’s Law | : cost m. ‘option, choice’; cost adj. “tried,
| — Umlaut chosen; excellent’.

The strong class III drincan ‘drink’ with the forms dranc, druncon,
gedruncen is associated with the following derivatives:

(a) normal grade: drinc m. “drink, drinking’, gedrinca m. ‘one who
drinks with another; cupbearer’, drincere m. ‘drinker, drunkard’

(b) [o-grade, +umlaut]: drenc m. ( < *drank+ ig) ‘drink, drink-
ing’; drencan wk.vb. 1 ( < *drank+j+an-) ‘give to drink,
soak’, drenchus ‘ drinking-house’

(c) [zero grade, + umlaut]: druncen n. ‘drunkenness’, druncennis f.
‘drunkenness’, druncnian wk.vb. cl.2 “be, get drunk’, druncning
‘drinking’, drync m. ‘drink, potion, drinking”’.

As these examples show, strong verbs, or, rather, the various stem
allomorphs of strong verbs with their different ablaut grades form the
basis for both suffixal and suffixless derivatives, which in turn may act
as the starting-point for further derivational series, as in drincan drunc(en)
—>drunc+n+ian—drunc+n+ing, ot faran ‘travel’— for f. ‘journey’
—> fer+an ( < *for+7+an-) ‘go on a journey, travel, set out’ — fer + end
m. ‘sailor’, fer + ness f. ‘ passage, transition, passing away’. Hinderling’s
(1967:2) claim that a description of word-formation in the Germanic

languages has to take the strong verbs as its starting-point is thus fully
justified.

5.1.33 But these examples have also demonstrated a further striking
property of the OE word-formation system, and consequently of the
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overall OE vocabulary as far as it is inter-related by word-formation
patterns: the pervasiveness of morphophonemic alternations, which is
also characteristic of the inflectional system, and which is a synchronic
reflex of the various sound changes that have taken place in the
Germanic and early OE period, such as Verner’s Law (cf. ceosan ~ cyre),
West-Germanic Consonant Lengthening (gram ‘angry’ ~ gremman
( < *gram+j+an-) ‘make angry’ besides gremian from grem e+ de),
i-umlaut (¢yre < *kur+ ig, gremman) or palatalisation/assibilation (ceosan
~ ¢yre, sprecan ~ sprac ‘speech’).

One striking property of the OE vocabulary is thus the widespread
stem-variability present both in inflexion and word-formation, a
variability which obviously originated in the combination of inherited
ablaut alternations and morphophonemic alternations newly emerging
as relics of certain sound-changes in the Germanic and early OE period.
One of the most noteworthy changes at the end of the OE period and
throughout ME, therefore, was the almost total loss of this stem-
variability, or at least its loss as a system-defining property, and its
replacement by stem-invariancy as a new morphological principle. This
change was brought about by the complete collapse of the OE
morphophonemic system because of its rapidly growing opacity
(Kastovsky 1988a,b, 1990a), and the ensuing phonological, morpho-
phonemic and morphological restructuring at the end of the OE and
the beginning of the ME period, whose details still await a systematic
investigation. It is perhaps not unimportant to add that the present-day
English alternations of the type sincere ~ sincerity, divine ~ divinity, electric
~ electricity, produce ~ production, etc., which are predominantly charac-
teristic of the Latino-Romance part of the vocabulary, came about
much later and are mainly due to the Great Vowel Shift in conjunction
with stress alternations. They thus are in no way a continuation of the
OE type of stem-variability.

5.1.3.4 There is one further conspicuous feature of the OE vocabulary,
however, which seems to be primarily due to the type of texts that have
been preserved, and in particular to the high proportion of poetic
records among them, because there the phenomenon in question is one
of the main artistic devices: lexical variation. As a consequence, there
are certain areas in the vocabulary that abound in near-synonyms or
even complete synonyms, at least from our rather distant point of view,
which does not always enable us to establish minimal meaning
differences between such items. Typical examples of such densely
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populated lexical fields are expressions for ‘man’ and ‘warrior’ (beorn,
guma, halep, rinc, secg; man, wiga), ‘ battle’ (gup, hild, beadn; wig), or ‘heart,
mind’ (sefa, ferbp, hyg; mod), where the lexical items before the semicolon
are predominantly or exclusively used in poetry, while those after the
semicolon are of general currency (cf. also ch. 8 below). This kind of
synonymy, based on the inherent denotative meaning of the lexical
items involved, should be kept apast from another, equally striking
phenomenon, the widespread metaphorical use of simple or complex
lexical items with different meanings as coreferential designations, i.e.
the so-called kenningar. Thus, a lord or king will not only be referred to
by frea ‘ruler, lord’ or cyning ‘king’, but also by epithets such as barb-
agend ‘ city-owner’, beag-gifa ‘ring-giver’, epel-weard ‘lord of the realm’,
etc. And the sea is not just called sz, geofon, heafu, mere, lagn or just water,
but also fam ‘foam’, wag ‘wave’ or hrycg ‘back, ridge’, as well as ar-
gebland < waveblend, surge’, stream-gewinn ‘strife of waters’, hwal-weg
‘whale-way’, seolb-bap ‘seal-bath’, etc. I will return to these phenomena
in §§5.3 and 5.5 below.

These examples have again demonstrated the importance of word-
formation patterns for the structure of the OE vocabulary. For this
reason, the greater part of this chapter will be devoted to an outline of
the major OE word-formation patterns, especially since there still does
not exist a comprehensive treatment of OE word-formation, com-
parable to Marchand’s (1969) treatment of the subject for present-day
English. But before 1 turn to these morphological aspects of the OE
vocabulary, a few more detailed remarks should be made about the
etymological sources of the OE vocabulary, notably the loan-words
forming part of it, and its diatopic and diaphasic stratification.

5.2 Foreign influence

52.0.1 As has already been mentioned, the OE vocabulary is,
etymologically speaking, extremely homogeneous, especially if com-
pared with present-day English. Nevertheless, contacts with other
languages in the PrOE and OE periods have left some traces, which
provide interesting insights into the external history of the language, in
so far as they reflect cultural, religious and/or political changes. Such
traces are basically of two types:

(1) Alexical item is borrowed as such from the donor language, usually
together with the concept or object it refers to, and is integrated into the
receptor language; the degree of integration may vary considerably,
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however, cf., for example, the non-integrated OE loans circal godiacus,
bissextus, firmamentum, terminus from ZAlfric’s version of Bede’s De
temporibus quoted in Funke (1914:171), or the terms for liturgical books
sacramentor (i)um, antiphonaria, pistelari, collectaneum, capitularia, martir-
logium (Gneuss 1985:121f.), as against integrated amtefnere ‘ gradual’,
tropere ‘troper’, (p)salter(e) ‘psalter’, or cyse ‘cheese’ < L caseus,
pytt ‘hole, well’ < Lat. pateus, turnian ‘turn’ < Lat. furnare, fersian
‘versify’ < L versas etc.

(2) Only the meaning of a lexical item of the donor language is
transferred to the receptor language, when either: (a) the meaning of
some lexical item of the donor language influences the meaning of an
already existing native word by being added to it (semantic loan); thus
OE gynn ‘injury, enmity, feud’ adopted the additional meaning ‘sin,
crime’ of Lat. peccatum or cnibt ‘boy, servant’ took over the additional
meaning ‘disciple’ of Lat. discipulus (Christiy (Gneuss 1955:20-1); or (b)
the meaning of some lexical item of the donor language is translated into
a complex expression consisting of linguistic material of the receptor
language. If the translation directly imitates the original, we speak of a
loan translation, as with Zlfric’s grammatical terminology, e.g.
participium = dzl-nimend ‘something taking part’ praepositio = forsetnys
“that which is put before’, interiectio = betwuxaworpennys [ betwuxalegednys
‘that which is thrown/placed between’. If the translation is relatively
free and does not structurally-morphologically follow the original, one
usually speaks of a loan-creation, cf. Zlfric’s pronomen = pas naman
spelzend substitute for the name’, or fahwyrm ‘variegated reptile’
rendering Lat. basiliscus.

Loan words are of course much easier to establish than semantic
loans, loan translations or loan creations, but these latter are perhaps
even more important for OE, where native means for extending the
vocabulary were clearly preferred to borrowing. Unfortunately, with
the exception of Gneuss (1955) there is no comprehensive study for the
whole of the OE period.

5202 The largest number of loans, whether direct or indirect
(semantic loans, loan translations), in OE is due to the influence of
Latin, which had already started at the time when the ancestors of the
Anglo-Saxons were still on the Continent. At this stage Latin may also
have acted as an intermediary for the adoption of some loans from
Greek, although direct borrowing, perhaps via Gothic, is perhaps
phonologically more likely in the following cases: OE deofo/ ‘devil’, Gk
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8udBolos, Lat. diabolus with [v] rendering the Greek bilabial fricative,
whereas Latin has [b]; OE Crecas ‘Greeks’ cf. Goth. Krekos for Gk
I'paixol with substitution of Gmc [k] for [g], because at this stage [g] in
the Germanic dialects only occurred as a geminate or as [y]; OE enge/
‘angel’ (as against the later loan ange/ in the Lindisfarne gospels,
e.g. Luke I, 26; I, 35; cf. Funke 1914:137) from Gk dyyedos > Gmc
*angil-, and OE cirice ‘church’, Gr. xupiaxov.

The second largest group of loans comes from Scandinavian (Danish
and Norwegian) after the settlement of the Vikings in England,
although the bulk of the Scandinavian loans was adopted only in the
early ME period. Apart from these two languages, there are some Celtic
and perhaps a few French loans alongside a handful from the continental
Germanic languages.

521 Latin influence

52.1.1 Following Serjeantson (1935:1ff.), the classical handbooks
usually speak of ‘three distinct occasions on which borrowing from
Latin occurred before the end of the Old English period’ (Baugh &
Cable 1978:75): (1) continental borrowing before the migration of the
Anglo-Saxons to England; (2) early Latin borrowings during the
settlement period (‘ Latin through Celtic transmission’, Baugh & Cable
1978:79); (3) borrowings in connection with the Christianisation of the
Anglo-Saxons after ca 600/650. This last period in turn might be
subdivided into the time before and after the Benedictine Reform, led by
Dunstan, Athelwold and Oswald, see chapter 1. The demarcation line
between these periods is of course not sharp, and there are quite a
number of loans for which it is somewhat difficult to decide to which
period they belong. Nevertheless, each period is distinctly marked off by
the specific character of the loan words adopted, apart from other
criteria, e.g. sound changes, so that such a division seems justified.

52.1.2 Contacts between the Germanic and the Latin peoples existed
from the days of Julius Caesar, and although these contacts were not
always peaceful in the beginning, they gradually developed into peaceful
co-existence, and more and more members of Germanic tribes joined
the Roman army, even forming cohorts of their own. These soldiers and
their families thus became familiar with Latin military terminology,
with the names of everyday objects in use in camp and town, and of
plants and animals they had not seen before or had no name for, and thus
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gradually several hundred Latin words penetrated into the various
Germanic dialects. Some were adopted in only one dialect, others in
several or even all. The army was followed by the Roman merchant,
who came into the pacified regions and sold his superior goods, e.g.
household vessels, plant products, dresses, ornaments and jewels from
the south, and gradually also settlers stayed, introducing building terms.
Borrowing was of course heavier in the southern provinces, but in
principle the northern Germanic tribes that were eventually to migrate
to England were affected in the same way. It is estimated that about 170
lexical items were borrowed during this continental period (Williams
1975:57; Serjeantson 1935:271-7), of which roughly 30 per cent denote
plants and animals, 20 per cent food, vessels, household items, 12 per
cent buildings, building material, settlements, 12 per cent dress, 9 per
cent military and legal institutions, 9 per cent commercial activities,
3 per cent miscellaneous other phenomena (Williams 1975:57).
Examples for these various groups are: box ‘box-tree’ < buxum, -5,
cipe ‘onilon’ < cepe, cesten-beam, ‘ chestnut tree’ < castanea, ciris ‘cherry’
< VLat. ceresia, cyrfet ‘gourd’ < cucurbita, cymen ‘cumin’ < caminum,
minte ‘mint’ < menta, pise ‘pea’ < pisum, piper ‘pepper’ < piper, radic
‘radish’ < radic-em, plante ‘plant’ < planta, caw(e)! ‘cabbage’ < caulis,
win ‘wine’ < vinum; catt(e) ‘cat’ < Late Lat. cattus, draca ‘dragon’ <
draco, elpend/ylpend ‘elephant’ < elephant-, pea/pawa ‘peacock’ < pavo,
struta/stryte ‘ostrich’ < struthio; turtle/turtla ‘turtle-dove’ < turtur;
butere ‘butter’ < butyrum, cyse ‘cheese’ < caseus, must ‘must, new wine’
< mustum; bytt ‘bottle’ < VLat. bottss, celc ‘cup’ < calic-em; cetel ‘kettle’
< catillus; cupp(e) ‘cup’ < cuppa, disc ‘plate, dish’ < discus, lebil/lzfe!
‘cup, bowl’ < labellum, panne ‘pan’ < VLat. panna < Lat. patina, scrin
‘chest’ < scrinium; candel ‘candle’ < candela, fifele ‘buckle’ < fibula,
Jacele ‘torch’ < facula, mise “‘table’ < VLat. mesa < L mensa; pipe ‘pipe’
< VLat. pipa, scamal ‘bench, stool’ < scamellum, mylen ‘mill” < molinus,
-a.; belt “belt’ < balteus, cemes ‘shirt’ < camisia, fullere ‘ fuller of cloth’ <
Sfullo (with adaptation of the suffix), p@// ‘rich robe, purple robe’ <
pallium, pibten ‘reed’ < pecten ‘comb’, pilece ‘robe of skin’ < VLat.
pellicea, purpur ‘purple garment’ < parpura; pyl(w)e ‘pillow’ < palvinus,
sace “sack, bag’ < saccus, szece “sack, bag’ < VLat. *saccium, side ‘silk’ <
VLat. seda < Lat. seta, sutere ‘shoemaker’ < sutor; cruft(e) ‘ vault, crypt’
< crupta/crypta, cylen ‘kiln’ < culina, pile ‘mortar’ < pila, pinn ‘pin,
peg’, port ‘gate, doot’ < porta, regol ‘wooden ruler’ < regula, scindel
‘roof-shingle’ < scindula, tigle ‘tile, brick’ < tegula, weall ‘wall’ <
vallum, ynce ‘inch’ < ancia; ceaster ‘city’ < castra, ceosol ‘hut’ < casula,
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cluse ‘enclosure’ < VLat. clusa, cycene ‘kitchen’ < cogtina, port ‘harbour,
port’ < portus, wic ‘dwelling, village, camp’ < vicus; camp *field, battle’
(and campian ‘to fight’, cempa ‘warrior’) < campus, dibt ‘saying,
direction’ < dictum ; dibtan ‘set in order’ < dictare; scrifan ‘allot, decree’
< scribere (one of the few verbal loans that entered into the category
of strong verbs, cf. PDE shrive — shrove — shriven), sinod °council,
synod’ < synodus, strzt ‘road’ < (via) strata; ceap ‘goods, price,
market’, ceapian/ciepan ‘buy’ < caunpo ‘innkeeper, wine-seller’, mangere
‘merchant, trader’, mangian ‘to trade’ < mango ‘dealer in slaves and
other goods’; mi/ ‘mile’ < mille (passuum), mydd ‘bushel’ < modius, pund
‘pound’ < pondo, toll ‘toll’ < teloneum ; predician ‘preach’ < praedicare,
mynster ‘minster’ < monasterium ; masse ‘mass’ < missa, abbud ‘abbot’ <
abbat-em ; munuc ‘monk’ < monachus; scol ‘school’ < seola (thus Berndt
1982:52; Serjeantson 1935:281, 286 and Strang 1970:367 place these in
the 2nd and partly even in the 3rd period).

Loans of this and the next period were mainly introduced via the
spoken language, i.e. their source was not the classical, written Latin
used for scholarly and religious purposes, but the popular form, called
Vulgar Latin. This began gradually to undergo sound changes (e.g. / >
é, % > ¢) by which it came to differ from Classical Latin. Whether a loan
exhibits such changes or not is thus one criterion to determine its age.
Thus, the loans disc “dish’ < discus, pic ‘pitch’ < picem, trifetum d.pl.
‘tributes’ < tributum, cugele ‘ cowl’ < cuculla (with VLat [k] > [g]), culter
‘knife’ < culter, must ‘must’ < mustum atre early loans, while cest, WS
¢yst ‘box’ < cista, pern ‘peat’ < pirum, segn ‘bannet’ < signum, insegel
‘seal’ < *insigillum, copor ‘copper’ < cupram, torr ‘tower’ < tyrris are
later and show the VLat. development of [i] > [¢], [u] > [o] dating back
to the third century.

Another criterion for the establishment of the age of a loan is whether
it has undergone sound changes that are relevant also for the history of
native words. Thus, /umlaut and/or palatalisation/assibilation are
fairly safe criteria according to which #yrman ‘turn, revolve’ < for-
nare/turnare, ciepan ‘buy’ < caupo ‘innkeeper, wine-seller’, mydd
‘bushel’ < modius, mynet ‘coin, money’ < moneta, cemes ‘shirt’ <
camisia, cele ‘cup’ < calicem, cyse cheese’ < casess are old loans, while calic
‘cup’ < calicem, tunece ‘tunic’ < tunica, pic ‘pike’ < picus, castel ‘village,
small town’ are much later. Of particular interest are doublets such
as celefcalic ‘cup’ < calicem, cliroc/cleric ‘clerk, clergyman’ < clericus,
cellendre/coryandre ‘coriandet’ < coriandrum, leabtric/lactuca ‘lettuce’ <
lactuca, spynge/sponge ‘sponge’ < spongea, laden/latin ‘Latin’ < latinus,
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lempedu/lamprede “lamprey’ < lampreta, minte/menta ‘mint’ < menta,
etc., where the second form was reborrowed in the 3rd period.

52.1.3 The second period of Latin influence on the OE vocabulary is
usually identified with the settlement period after ca 450 until the
Christianisation of the Anglo-Saxons, which began at the end of the
sixth century. How many Latin loans were incorporated by the
Germanic settlers in this period is a matter of dispute and much depends
on the assessment of the linguistic situation that prevailed in Britain
when the Anglo-Saxons arrived. Baugh & Cable (1978:45-6, 79-80)
assume that after about 410, with the official withdrawal of the last of the
Roman troops from Britain, the use of Latin began to decline, since it
had at best been used by Britons belonging to the upper classes and
inhabitants of the cities and towns. They therefore conclude that there
was ‘no opportunity for direct contact between Latin and Old English
in England, and such Latin words as could have found their way into
English would have had to come in through Celtic transmission’
(Baugh & Cable 1978:80). But since the Celtic influence on the OE
vocabulary has been very slight, (see below §5.2.2), Baugh & Cable
conclude that the number of Latin loans transmitted by the Britons also
was very small. As relatively certain candidates they only mention ceaster
< castra as a frequent place-name element, cf. Chester, Colchester,
Manchester, Winchester, etc., port ‘harbour, town’ and ‘gate’ < por-
tus/porta, wic ‘village’ < vicus (all three are classified as continental
borrowings by Serjeantson 1935:271ff.), munt ‘mountain’ < mont-em
and torr ‘tower, rock’ < farris. Strang (1970:390), on the other hand,
following Jackson (1953:ch. 3), assumes that Latin was still the official
language of Britain in the first half of the fifth century, although for
everyday purposes British was used, and that it even survived among
the upper classes and rulers of the Highland zone during the sixth
century, ie. during the settlement period. She then claims that ‘very
many Latin words passed into OE at this stage’, but admits that it is in
many cases difficult to decide ‘how far the early English loans from
Latin represent direct borrowings from Latin-speaking Britons who
remained among them, how far they are words which have passed
through British to enter OE, or even how far they are really continental
loans resulting from the close contacts the English still maintained with
Europe’ (Strang 1970:390). As examples she quotes cyrze/ ‘garment,
kirtle’ < cyrzan “to shorten’ < curt-us ‘short’, stropp ‘strap’ < stroppus,
ancor ‘anchor’ < anchora, punt ‘punt’ < ponto, ocele ‘o’ < oleum, cest
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‘box’ < VLat. cesta < cista, mortere ‘mortar’ < mortarium, pzgel ‘pail’
< VLat. pagella, pott ‘pot’ < VLat. Ppottus, tunne ‘cask’ < VLat. tunne,
caster (earlier ceaster) < castra, cerfelle ‘ chervil® < cerefolium, coccel ¢ corn-
cockle’ < VLat. cocculus, petersilie ‘parsley’ (the modern form is from F
persil) < petroselinium, fann ‘winnowing fan’ < vannum, forca ‘fork’ <
Sfurca, catt(e) ‘cat’ < VLat. cattus, -a, cocc ‘cock’ < coceus, trubt ‘trout’ <
tructa, muscelle ‘mussel’ < musculus, lzeden ‘Latin; a language’ < VLat.
Ladinus < Latinys, munuc ‘monk’ < monachus, mynster ‘monastery,
minster’ < monasterium, nunne ‘nun’ < Late Lat. nonna, s@tern- Saturn’ in
seterndzg ‘Saturday’ < Saturni dies.

Most of these are also contained in Serjeantson’s list B ‘Words
probably borrowed in Britain, 450—-650° (Serjeantson 1935:277-81),
which includes 112 lexical items. Catte, munuc, mynster are continental
loans according to Serjeantson. The largest group are again plant names
and words for vessels and agriculture ; but as in the preceding period we
find words for dresses and textiles, food and cooking expressions,
animals, and a larger number of words having to do with religion and
learning. Thus we might add the following from Serjeantson’s list:
magester ‘master’ < magister, prafost|profost ‘officer, steward’ < prae-
positus, segn ‘mark, sign’ < signum, cugle ‘cowl’ < VLat. cuculla, mentel
‘cloak’ < mantellum, cafestre ‘halter’ < capistram, teosol ‘die’ < tessella,
tasol ‘mosaic stone’ < *tassellus, -a, -um (cf. Dietz 1985, according to
whom teosol and fasol, usually listed as variants, should be treated as
different lexical items with different etyma), srefet “tripod’ < triped-em,
cocer ‘quiver’ < VLat. cucurum, eced ‘vinegar’® < acetum, mur ‘wall’ <
murus, &bs ‘fir-tree’ < abies, humele, ‘ hop-plant’ < VLat. humulus, leabtric
‘lettuce’ < lactuca, lent ‘lentil’ < lent-em, lufestic ‘lovage’ < VLat.
luvestica < ligusticum, szppe ‘spruce fir’ < sappinus, senap ‘mustard’ <
sinapis (cf. eatlier sinop), solsece ‘heliotrope’ < solsequia, renge ‘spider’ <
ararnea, lafian ‘ to bathe, wash’ < lavare, trifulian ‘to grind to powder’ <
tribulare, dilegian ‘to cancel, blot out, destroy’ < delere, graf stylus’ <
graphinm, mynecen ‘nun’ < VLat. monic- < monachus+Gme feminine
suffix -en, pinsian ‘reflect, consider’ < pensare.

52.1.41 In the third period, the type of loans as well as the way in
which they were adopted differed rather markedly from that of the
previous two. The church became the dominant vehicle for the
introduction of loans, and so we notice a considerable increase of loans
having to do with religion and learning, although borrowing in the
domain of material culture, which had dominated earlier on, did
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continue. The introduction of the Benedictine Reform at the end of the
tenth century is an important dividing line within this period, not only
because after its implementation the majority of loans take on a
distinctly learned character and are therefore less integrated into the
vocabulary, but also because the spiritual renaissance sparked off by it
was one of the causes for the establishment of a supraregional written
standard in Wessex.

The loans of the first two periods had come into English mainly
through the oral medium. Now they were more and more introduced
into the written language, before they entered the spoken register, if
they in fact ever did, since many of them, especially towards the end of
this period, remained confined to written language. This change is not
really surprising in view of the cultural and social situation in which the
Anglo-Saxons found themselves, for which see the remarks in chapter
1. Latin played a central role in these developments, because it was the
language of the church and of learning and scholarship. On the other
hand, the new faith had to be propagated in the vernacular, which thus
had to be adapted to the task of expressing many new concepts. Had
English then behaved with regard to borrowing in the same way as it
did under similar circumstances in later centuries, the number of loans
would have been tremendous. But, although it is higher than in the
previous petiods, it is much lower than one would expect, because other
means of extending the vocabulary — semantic loans, loan translation
and loan creations — were preferred (cf. 5.2.1.5 below).

Loans in the religious sphere predominantly refer to church
organization, ranks and functions, less to the central notions of the faith,
e.g. abbod ‘abbot’ < VLat. abbad-em < abbat-em, abudesse ‘abbess’ <
VLat. abbadissa, alter ‘altat’ < altar, (a)postol ‘apostle’ < apostolus,
almasse ‘alms’ < VLat. almosina, bagere/badzgere ‘baptist’ < baptista (a
case of folk etymology, the first part being mistakenly associated
with bap ‘bath’), culpe ‘guilt, fault’ < culpa, cumadre/cumpader < god-
mother/godfather’ < Late Lat. commater[compater (with partial
anglicisation of the second part), maslere ‘sacristan’ < VLat. mansion-
arius, messe/masse ‘mass’ < VLat. messa < missa, nonn(e) ‘monk’ <
nonnus, offrian ‘sacrifice, offer’ < offerre, oflate ‘oblation’ < oblata, papa
‘pope’ < papa, predician ‘preach’ < praedicare, sacerd ‘priest’ < sacerdos,
regol ‘rule of religious life’ < regula. There are also several loans
referring to books and learning, e.g. canon ‘canon of scriptute’ < canon,
calend ‘month’ < calendae, fers ‘verse’ < versus, c¢ranic ‘chronicle’ <
chronica, (e)pistol ‘letter’ < epistula, gradul ‘gradual, mass-book’ <
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graduale, scol ‘school’ < scola, studdian ‘to see, take care of’ <
studere.

Other areas are plants, e.g. balsam ‘balsam, balm’ < balsamum, bete
‘beetroot’ < beta, canl/cawel ‘ cole, cabbage’ < caulis, lilie ‘lily’ < lilium,
lanr ‘laurel’ < laurus, menta ‘mint’ < minta (for eatlier mint), rose ‘ rose’
< rosa, sigle ‘rye’ < secale, and plant ‘plant’ < planta itself; household
items, vessels, etc., some examples being ferele ‘rod’ < ferula, pic ‘pike’
< picus, canl ‘basket’ < cavellum; music, hence citere ‘cither’ < cithara,
fipele ‘fiddle’ < VLat. vitula, orgel ‘organ’ < organum; and buildings,
thus fenester ‘window’ < fenestra, palentse ‘palace’ < VLat. palantium,
pletse ‘open place in a town, street’ < platea.

52142 The loans adopted during these first two centuries of
Christian and ecclesiastical influence still came in, at least partly, via the
spoken language. This is confirmed by the fact that quite a few show the
phonological changes characteristic of Vulgar Latin or had not been
part of the Classical Latin vocabulary. Thus they reflect, to a certain
extent, the kind of Latin apparently spoken at the monasteries, which
obviously was not the pure Classical variety. Things became radically
different in the subsequent centuries, when Classical Latin was more or
less the exclusive source of the loans and the borrowing process
primarily involved the written language. The reasons for this are again
closely related to the external history of the country between 800 and
1050, notably the invasions and settlements of the Vikings, Alfred’s
educational reforms and, above all, the Benedictine monastic revival,
see chapter 1 for further details. It is in the period of the Benedictine
reforms, when learning and scholarship were re-established, that once
more a considerable number of loans were introduced into English,
according to Strang (1970:314) roughly 150. But their character was
different now. They were all drawn from Classical Latin, reflect the
scholarly interests of the writers, and were not really integrated into the
native linguistic system. Very often, they are technical terms, and more
often than not they would even keep their Latin ending rather than
adopt the appropriate West Saxon one, as had been the case earlier. This
is the period where often an older, integrated loan was duplicated by a
new, learned loan, cf. the examples at the end of §5.2.1.2, or corona
besides earlier coren ‘crown’, tabele/tablu ‘table, tablet’ besides earlier
tafl, clauster ‘ cloister’ besides earlier clustor < claustrum, cucurbite instead
of earlier ¢yrfet < cucurbita, turtar instead of zurtle ‘turtle-dove’ < turtar,
magister instead of magester < magister or Zlfric’s cuppe ‘cup’ < cuppa
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instead of the integrated copp. A fairly comprehensive survey of these
loans was made by Funke (1914). As Strang (1970:314) aptly puts it, the
loans of this period fill gaps ‘mainly relevant to the concerns of the
educated professed man of religion, for whom linguistic concessions do
not need to be made’; moreover, ‘many reflect growing curiosity about
branches of learning and about distant places and their products’.

Typical examples of religious loans from this period include: acolitus
‘acolyte’ < acoluthus, apostata ‘apostate’, cleric ‘clerk, clergyman’ <
clericus, creda ‘creed, belief’ < credo, crisma ‘chrism’ < chrisma, cruc
‘cross’ < cruc-em, demon ‘demon’ < daemon, discipul ‘disciple’ < dis-
cipulus, paradis ‘paradise’ < paradisus, prior ‘prior’ < prior, sabbat
‘sabbath’ < sabbatum, and certain terms for liturgical books, see
Gneuss (1985), e.g. sacramentor (i) um, antiphonaria, collectaneum, passionale,
martyrlina.

Loans of this period are also found pertaining to scholarship,
learning, culture and recreation, and science. Amongst some of the
more interesting examples are: bibliopece ‘library’ < bibliotheca, capitol(a)
‘chapter’ < capitolum, declinian ‘decline’ < declinare, grammatic(-craft)
‘grammar’ < (ars) grammatica, mechanisc ‘mechanical’ < mechanicus
(with suffix adaptation), philosoph *philosopher’ < philosophus, paper
‘paper’ < papyrus, bises ‘leap-j;ear’ < bissextus, cometa ‘comet’ < cometa
(but also glossed as feaxede steorra ‘haired star’), cantere ‘singer’ < cantor
(with suffix adaptation), chor ‘dance, choir, chorus’ < chorus, cimbal(a)
‘cymbal’ < cymbalum, ymen ‘hymn’ < hymnus, coc[cocere ‘ cook’ < VLat.
cocus < coquus, press  wine-press’ < pressa, scutel ‘dish, scuttle’ < scutula,
cucumer ‘cucumber’ < cucumer, organe ‘marjoram’ < origanum, persic
‘peach’ < persicum, rosmarin ‘rosemary’ < rosmarinss, salfic ‘sage’ <
salvia, ysope ‘hyssop’ < hyssopam, aspide ‘asp, viper’ < aspid-, basilisca
‘basilisk’ < basiliscus (also glossed as fahwyrm), cancer ‘csab’ < cancer,
delfin “dolphin’ < delphinus, leo ‘lion’ < leo, lopust ‘locust’ < locusta
(influenced by OE /loppestre ‘lobster’), pard ‘leopard’ < pardus, mamma
‘breast’ < mamma, plaster, ‘plaster’ < emplastrum, rabbian ‘be mad,
rage’ < rabiare, scrofel scrofula’ < scrofula.

As in the previous periods, the overwhelming majority of these loans
are nouns. Borrowed adjectives and verbs are rare, but very often we
find that denominal adjectives and verbs are coined according to the OE
word-formation patterns. Many of the loans had thus been integrated
fairly well into the OE linguistic system. At the same time, this tendency
once again illustrates the resourcefulness of indigenous means for
extending the vocabulary.
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52.1.5.1 Given the impact Roman culture and Christianisation had on
the Anglo-Saxons, on their way of thinking and their material culture,
the number of Latin loans borrowed in the OE period is relatively small,
in particular when compared to the number of Latin loans that came in
during Middle and Early Modern English. The main reason for this is
the astonishing versatility with which the native vocabulary could be
used in order to render a foreign concept. We still lack a full-scale
investigation of semantic loans, loan translation and loan-creation for
the OE period, but the observations in Kroesch (1929), and Gneuss
(1955, 1982, 1985) indicate that these processes were all-pervasive in the
OE lexicon and by far outweigh the loans described in the previous
sections. On the other hand, it cannot be denied that loans are much
easier to recognise, and that it is not always easy to prove whether a
given lexical item has been modelled after a foreign original. But, as
Gneuss has shown, it can be done.

Semantic loans, where existing native lexemes adopt the meaning or
part of the meaning of a foreign model, are probably the most frequent
instances of borrowing, but also the most difficult to prove. It is
tempting for the translator to have recourse to this solution rather than
to either direct borrowing or a loan translation, because the former
usually requires an additional explanation, while the latter may violate
restrictions on the productivity of a word-formation pattern and may
therefore not be fully acceptable. There is, of course, always the danger
of misunderstanding: the translator may have intended the word to be
understood in a non-usual sense, taken over from the Latin model, but
the reader, not knowing this, might still interpret the word in its
original, native sense. Thus, as Gneuss (1955:21) has pointed out, it is
difficult to know whether synn as a semantic loan for peccatum really had
adopted all its semantic features for all members of the speech
community in view of its use in Beowulf (Beo 2472) pa was synn ond sacu
Sweona ond Geota ‘there was feud and strife between Swedes and Geats”’,
where synn can hardly be interpreted in the Christian sense as ‘violation
of God’s law’. Bosworth & Toller’s translation (s.v. symn 1. ‘with
reference to human law or obligation: misdeed, faunlt, crime, wrong’) as
‘then there was wrongdoing and strife between Swedes and Geats’
seems to have been influenced by such a misunderstanding.

Semantic borrowing is an instance of semantic change, since no
matter whether the old meaning is preserved or not, there is a change of
meaning involved. Two subtypes may be distinguished.

(1) The original and the native lexical item share one reading, and an
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additional reading is taken over from the original. This might be termed
‘analogical semantic borrowing’ and can be illustrated by passio
‘suffering, Christ’s Passion’ ~ prowang ‘suffering’ (< prowian)—
‘Christ’s Passion’; /lingua ‘tongue, language’ ~ funge ‘tongue’—>
‘language’; pastor shepherd, guardian of the soul’ ~ hierde ‘shepherd’
(< heord ‘flock’)— ‘pastor’; getimbran ‘build, construct, erect’ (<
timber ‘building material, structure, building’) — ‘edify (spiritually)’
from aedificare and ‘instruct’ from instruere; magen ‘bodily strength,
might, valour, power; troops, army’— ‘miracle, good deed’ and
‘heavenly host’ from virtus/virtutes with these additional meanings.
(2) The foreign meaning is transferred without a shared reading; this
might be called ‘ substitutive semantic borrowing’ (Gneuss 1955: 21fF.).
An example already mentioned is the addition of the reading disciple,
follower of Christ’ of discipulus to the original meaning of ¢nibt “child,
servant, retainer’. Here the imagination and creativity of the translator
play a decisive role. Substitutive semantic borrowing is particularly
frequent in the religious vocabulary, since in using a native (‘heathen’)
word for a Christian concept, the pagan interpretation had to be
replaced by the Christian concept and all its theological associations. A
good example is the word God as used for Deus (cf. Strang 1970:368).
Originally it seemed to have meant ‘that which is invoked’, ‘that to
which libation is poured’, was a neuter noun and could form a plural,
since the Germanic peoples had a polytheistic religion. The missionaries,
however, had to convey the notion of a single Deity, a Person or One
of the Persons of the Trinity. Instead of adopting the lexical item Deus,
its meaning was substituted for the old meaning of god, which, in this
case, even produced a grammatical change: God as a singular noun
became masculine; if it occurred in the plural, it only referred to pagan
gods and remained neuter.

But such substitutions were not restricted to religion; whenever
Germanic words were used to render institutions of a different society,
similar substitutions took place. Compare, for example, the equivalents
of Roman institutions or positions such as censor ~ geroefa sheriff,
steward’, gladiator ~ cempa ‘fighter’, dictator ~ aldur ‘chief, leader’, res
pHblica ~ cynedom in glosses, or consul ~ heretoga ‘ commander, chieftain’
~ ladteowa ‘leader, general’ ~ cyning ‘king’ in Boethius, prafectus ~
cyning, ealdorman ‘ruler, prince, chief’, praetor ~ ealdorman in Orosius,
where the OE lexical items also denote functions in the Anglo-Saxon
political system.

There is no clear-cut boundary between these two groups, since the
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latter still presupposes a certain similarity between the meanings of the
model and that of the native word; after all, such substitutions are not
completely arbitrary. But the similarity, the semantic fit, is less obvious
than in the first group. A reanalysis of these phenomena in the light of
more recent semantic theories might provide better criteria for a
delimitation, but has not yet been undertaken. In view of this, the
following additional examples taken from Gneuss’ (1955:49ff.) material
culled from the Vespasian Psalter are not sub-classified into analogical
and substitutive semantic loans: drybten ‘ruler, king’ - ‘Lord God’ <
Dominus ; gast orig. ‘demon, evil spirit’ = ‘soul; Holy Ghost; breath;
wind, storm’ < spiritus, eadig ‘rich, wealthy, fortunate’— ‘happy,
blessed’ < beatus, alesan ‘to loosen, free, release’, ‘redeem, absolve’ <
redimere (but alesnis ~ redemptio is probably a loan translation), arisan
‘rise, get up’— ‘rise from the dead’ < resurgere, rod orig. ‘rod, pole,
measure of land’ — ‘cross, rood’ < ¢rux, forgiefan ‘ give, grant, allow’,
forlztan ‘let go, relinguish, release’— ‘forgive, pardon (sins)’ <
dimittere, remittere, ignoscere (similarly the nouns forgefennis, forletnis <
remissio, indulgentia), becn ‘beacon, sign,’ — ‘portent’ < prodigium,
forprested  ‘crushed, oppressed, destroyed’— ‘contrite’ < contritus,
wit(e)ga ‘ wise man, soothsayer’ — ‘prophet’ < propheta.

Some further examples from Kroesch (1929) illustrate other, non-
religious domains: bite “bite’ - ‘pain of wound’ < morsus, clene ‘pure,
clean’ — “chaste, innocent’ < pauras (although in both instances inde-
pendent metaphorical extension cannot be ruled out), craft “strength,
art, skill” — “trick, deceit’ < artificium, del ‘ part, portion, share’ — ‘part
of speech’ < pars orationis, gebygan ‘bow, bend’ — ‘inflect, decline a part
of speech’ < inflectere, declinare, mod ‘heart, mind, spirit’— ‘courage,
arrogance, pride’ < animus, ramm ‘ram’ = ‘instrument for pounding or
battering’ < aries, sellend ‘ giver’ — ‘betrayer’ < traditor.

521.52 Semantic borrowing always involves a pre-existing native
lexical recipient to which the borrowed meaning is attached; this
recipient may be either simple, as with eibt, or complex, ie. a
compound or derivative, as in eadig, alesan, bite. Loan-formations, on the
other hand, are in principle new formations and therefore necessarily
complex, i.e. compounds or derivatives. They involve the activation of
some productive word-formation pattern in the recipient language, and
they allow the hearer/reader to reconstruct the meaning of the lexical
item from its external form (see below §5.4.1). This principle of
compositionality or motivation is the basic raison détre of word-
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formation, because it reduces the memory load by providing for
transparent, i.e. analysable, lexical items, whose meanings do not have
to be remembered but can be deduced even when one encounters them
for the first time. Thus regn/ic “rainy’ as a translation of pluvialis (EGram
54.8), or in pa regenlican weter ‘the rainy waters’ for pluviales aguas in Ps
(A) 77.44 is wholly transparent to anyone who comes across it for the
first time; in Marchand’s (1969:228f.) terminology it is a ‘trans-
positional adjective’, which simply transposes a noun (e.g. regn) into
the category of adjective, without adding anything else to it. Similarly
transparent are eff-cerran (from eft- ‘again’ and cerran ‘turn, go’) ‘turn
back, return’ as a translation of redire, reverti, parallel to eftcuman ‘ come
again’, efthweorfan’ ‘return, recur’, eftsceogian ‘ put one’s shoe on again’;
or gescild-end ‘defender, protector’ for defensor, protector parallel to the
many agent nouns in -end (e.g. hienend ‘accuser’, hierwend ‘blasphemer’,
bliniend ‘one who reclines’). Unfortunately, however, not all word-
formations are as straightforward as these because of the phenomenon
of ‘lexicalisation’ or ‘idiomatisation’, which refers to the fact that
word-formations may adopt meanings, meaning elements or referential
specifications that can no longer be reconstructed from the constituents.
Thus, deinimend literally means ‘someone or something taking part in’,
but from this it cannot be deduced that it glosses participium, except
when Alfric’s explanation is added:

he nymd anne d=l of naman and oderne of worde, of naman he nymd
CASUS, pet is, declinunge, and of worde he nymd tide and
getacnunge. of him bam he nymd getel and hiw.

It takes one part from the noun (= ‘name’) and the other from the
verb (word’) [both are examples of semantic loans]; from the noun
it takes case, i.e. declination, and from the verb it takes tense (=
‘time’) and meaning/signification; from both it takes number and
form.

Here the Latin form has been translated bit by bit, and the special
meaning inherent in participium, but not part of the basic, literal
meaning of dz/nimend, has also been adopted. The result is a lexicalised
or idiomatised loan translation, Betz’s (1949:27) ‘bereichernde Lehn-
ibersetzung’, where loan-formation is accompanied by semantic
borrowing. The major difference between loan-formation and semantic
loans is thus the creation of a morphological neologism by the former,
but not by the latter; this creation, however, may in turn be accompanied
by semantic borrowing, in which case the neologism adopts a special
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reading from the original which is not predictable, i.e. it is immediately
lexicalised /idiomatised.

Loan-formations are sometimes subdivided into loan-translations or
‘calques’ (Lebniibersetzungen), loan-renditions (Lebniibertragungen) and
loan-creations (Lebnschipfungen) (cf. Gneuss 1955:31ff., 1985:119),
although these divisions are not completely unproblematic.

52.1.53 Inaloan-translation each element of the model is reproduced
by a semantically corresponding element of the borrowing language.
The model is thus itself complex, i.e. a compound or derivative or a
syntactic group. Thus, kber evangelii and liber benedictionum are rendered
by the compounds godspellboc ‘ gospel book’ and bletsungboc ‘book of
blessings’; liber missalis and liber epistolaris have as equivalents masseboc
‘mass-book’ and pistolboc ‘ epistle-book’. Similarly, ascensor is translated
as upstigend, onstigend ‘one who mounts up, rider’, dominatio as waldnis
‘rule’, monarchia as anweald ‘single power’. Somewhat problematic in
this respect are the numerous Latin verbs of the type instraere, decipere,
continere, etc., where ‘prefix’ and ‘base’ have lost their original meaning,
so that it is questionable in how far such lexical items should still be
regarded as complex. The problem is exactly parallel to the handling of
PDE verbs such as receive, deceive, conceive;, commit, submit, transmit, etc.,
where some linguists would argue that they are bimorphemic, whereas
others would reject such an analysis (cf. Marchand 1969:5-6). Often,
such ‘prefixal’ verbs are translated by OE verbs that are also
characterised by a prefix, the prefix being redundant, or at least without
any specific meaning: cf., e.g. instruere ~ ontimbran ‘instruct’ (¢imbran =
‘build, construct, erect, instruct’, i.e. timbran = ontimbran in this sense),
praeferre ‘prefer’ ~ foreberan lit. ‘carry before’, probably also accendere,
incendere ‘set fire to, burn’ and incensio ‘burning, kindling’, which are
rendered by onzlan and onal (but @/an, al seem to have the same meaning
as the prefixations), and cf. also incensio ‘incense’ ~ onbarning, on-
barnness. In such cases, the loan-translation process seems to have
operated purely mechanically, only taking account of the formal make-
up of the model, which the translator tried to replicate in the receptor
language, but disregarding its lack of semantic compositionality. Since
such instances seem to be rather frequent, it would be interesting to find
out whether or not such purely formal correspondences were only
possible because many OE prefixes had already lost their meaning to
a considerable extent at the time when these formations were coined. In
that case the status of numerous native prefix formations would have
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already been more or less the same as that of the semantically opaque
Latin models, and the translator simply tried to mechanically find a
morphological one-to-one correspondence. Alternatively, it is of
course possible that this mechanical procedure created havoc among
prefixations and accelerated their decline by adding more and more
instances of morphosemantically opaque formations to the numerous
already existing ones, since many OE prefix formations of old standing
were certainly no longer analysable in OE, e.g. onginnan ‘begin’, forgietan
‘forget’, etc. Probably these are not really alternatives but concurrent
factors that supported each other. The question has, to my knowledge,
not yet been looked at from this point of view, but considering the
radical loss of OE verbal prefixes in the subsequent period, which has so
far been explained only partly, this aspect might be worth considering.
Loan translations abound in OE, as the following highly selective
examples from Ps(4) in Gneuss (1955:51f.) show. Many more can be
found in practically every OE translation; a particularly rich source is
Klfric’s Grammar.
Compounds: bene-placitum ~ wel-gelicod ‘God’s pleasure’, misericors ~
mildheort adj. ‘merciful = mildhearted’ (with derivative mildheoriness
misericordia), although Gneuss (1982:155), in view of the series blipheort
‘happy, joyful®, cealdheort ‘cruel’, grambeort ‘hostile-minded’, hatheor?
‘wrathful, furious’, etc., doubts whether this is really a loan-translation ;
a further argument adduced by him is the non-correspondence of miser
‘poor’ and mild; pusillanimus ~ lytelmod ‘having little courage, pusil-
lanimous’, besides wacmod in the same meaning, maledicere ~ wergeweodan
‘speak badly, maledict, curse’, anicornis/unicornuus ~ anhorn/anhyrne
‘unicorn’/“having one hotn’, nocticorax ~ nahthrefn ‘nightraven’, par-
ticeps ~ delnimend ‘one who takes part’.
Prefixations: col-landare ~ efen-herian ‘praise together’, aspergere ~ on-
stregdan ‘sprinkle’ (stregdan ‘strew, sprinkle’), enuntiare ~ forpcydan
‘announce, declare’, advocare ~ togecegan ‘to call together’, provid-
ere/ praevidere ~ foreseon ‘foresee’, in-noc-en-s ~ un-scedd-end-e ‘inno-
cent, harmless’, inebriare ~ indrencan ‘make drunk’, inhabitare ~
ineardian (= eardian) ‘inhabit’, circumbabitare ~ ymbeardian ‘dwell
around’, regredi ~ eftgan ‘go back’, provehere ~ forpwegan ‘go forth,
progress’.
Suffixations: trinitas ~ priness ‘trinity’, libera-tor ~ gefrig-end ‘liberator’,
salvator ~ halend ‘saviour’, miserator ~ mildsiend ‘ pitier’, il-lumina-tio ~
in-liht-nis ‘illumination’, episcopatus ~ biscophad ‘ office of bishop, epis-
copate’, sanctitas, sanctimonium ~ halignis ‘sanctity’, sanctificatio ~ hal-
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ignng ‘consecration’, contra-dic-tio ~ wid-cweden-nis ‘ contradiction’, etc.
Compare also the following examples from &EGram: coniunctio ~
gedeodnys “joining’ < (ge)deodan ‘join’, praepositio ~ foresetnys ‘ that which
is put before’, in-corpor-al-ia ~ un-licham-lic-u ‘incorporeal’, possessivum
~ geagniendlic ‘possessive’, comparativus ~ widmetendlic ‘ comparative’,
comparatio ~ widmetenness ‘ comparison’ < widmetan ~ comparare, dimin-
utivam ~ wanjendlic * diminutive’ < wanian ‘diminish’ and many more.

52.1.5.4 Unlike loan-translations, loan-renditions do not correspond
in all their elements to the foreign model, but at least one morphological
constituent must be semantically equivalent to some part of the model
(Gneuss 1985:119). Thus, a derivative may be rendered by a compound,
as, e.g. discipulus ~ leorningenibt “disciple’ (besides the loan-translation
leornere), or nocturnale ~ nibtsang ‘nocturn = nightsong’, liber mannalis ~
handboc, etc., or a simple lexical item by a complex one, e.g. domus in the
sense of ‘family, race’ by gebusscipe lit. “houseship’. Loan-renditions are
rarer than loan-translations and more difficult to spot. Moreover, they
are not always easy to distinguish from the latter, and in individual cases
it may be difficult to decide which category a given formation belongs
to. Thus, the compounds bletsungboc and masseboc were treated as loan-
translations above on the assumption that they rendered the Latin
syntactic groups liber benedictionum and liber missale. But Latin has also
the terms benedictionale and missale, which, morphologically speaking, are
derivatives, and could also have acted as models. In this case, bletsungboc
and masseboc would count as loan-renditions. Without knowing which
model actually prompted the OE formation any decision seems to be
arbitrary. Similarly, calumni-are and calumnia-tor are matched by the
loan-formations hearm-cwepan  calumniate’ and bearm-cwep-end ‘ calum-
niator’. The verb clearly is a case of loan-rendition, since the Latin form
is a derivative, while the OE form is a compound, at least superficially,
but see §5.4.3. Derivationally speaking, the noun hearm-cwep-end is a
loan-translation, because it matches calumnia-tor in this respect: both are
deverbal derivatives. But structurally speaking, it has to be treated as a
loan-rendition because of the divergent morphological make-up. Thus,
for some of the following examples, again taken from Gneuss’s material,
the classification may be disputable.

Investiga-tor ~ aspyrg-end ‘investigator’ (aspyrian = spyrian ‘investi-
gate’, probably another case where an apparent Latin prefix was
‘translated’), prosperari ~ gesundfullian ‘prosper’ ( prosperus ~ gesund),
iustificatio ~ gerebtwisung ‘justification’, sabbatum ~ restedzg ‘day of rest’
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( < Heb. schabbath ‘to rest’), praevaricatio ~ oferleornis ‘transgression’
( < oferleoran ‘transgress’, in this sense a semantic loan, the normal
meaning is ‘ pass over, by’; the noun could therefore also be interpreted
as a loan-translation), index ~ gebecnend ‘indicator’ ( < gebecnan ‘in-
dicate’), parabola ~ bispell ‘proverb’ (the meaning ‘parable’ is probably
a secondary semantic loan, cf. Gneuss (1955:96)), ignorantia ~ unond-
¢cydignes ‘ignorance, lit. state of not knowing’ ( < encydig ‘conscious,
understanding’), superbire ~ oferhygdian ‘be proud’ ( < oferbygd
‘proud’), alienatio ~ afremdung, &lfremedung ‘alienation’ (a+ fremde ‘for-
eign’ > afremdian ‘to estrange’, @lfremed ‘strange’), locquacitas ~ fela-
sprec-ol-ness ‘loquacity, much-speakingness’ (L#S¢ 79,9; 170, 18), captio
~ gebeftedness ‘trap’ (in Ps(DEGH) gegripennis), irreprehensibilis ~ un-
telwyrde ‘lit. unblameworthy’ (< t&/ ‘blame’), innocens ~ unscedful
‘innocent’ (% ‘not harmful’, which would be the literal meaning),
retribuere ~ geedleanian ‘reward’ ( < edlean ‘teward’), legislator ~ &lad-
teow ‘legislator’ ( < & ‘law’+ /adteow ‘prince, leader’), domus in the
sense ‘family, race’ ~ gebusscipe lit. ‘houseship’, lactans ~ milcdeond
‘suckling, i.e. someone who sucks milk’, also m#/sucend, and many more.
Occasionally, the literalmindedness of glossators and translators leads
to errors that illustrate the creativity of this process — and with it that of
OE word-formation — even more drastically than the appropriate
translations quoted so far. In Canticum 4, 10 of Ps(.4) we find the phrase
et familici saturati sunt. Comparison with other versions shows that
Sfamilici is a scribal error for famelici ‘the hungry ones’, and accordingly
in other manuscripts we get glosses such as pa bungrigan, pa hungriendan,
i.e. the passage means ‘the hungry shall be fed’. The glossator of Ps(A),
however, did not notice the error, interpreted familici as a diminutive of
Sfamulus ‘servant’ and translated it as drowince/ ‘little servant’, thus
demonstrating the productivity of the diminutive suffix + ince/.

5.2.1.5.5 The last category, also the rarest and most difficult to
establish, comprises loan-creations, where no element of the newly
formed lexical item corresponds directly to those of the word it
translates. The following examples may suffice to illustrate the process:
basiliscus ~ fabwyrm basilisk, lit. variegated snake or reptile’, diluvium
~ cwildeflod ‘deluge, lit. flood that brings death’, baptismum ~ ful-
wiht[baptizare ~ fulwian ‘baptise, lit. consecrate fully’, cives ~
ceasterwaran ‘citizens, lit. inhabitants of the city’, inferi ~ helwearan
‘inhabitants of hell’, rectus corde ~ rebtheort  someone who is righteous’,
usura ~ westmsceat ‘usury, interest, lit. benefit-wealth’ (westm ‘benefit,
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product, interest’, sceat ‘ wealth, property’), solium ~ sundurseld ‘ throne
= special seat’, incolatus ~ londbigang ‘pilgrimage, stay in a (foreign)
country’.

52.1.56 The examples used to illustrate these three categories of loan-
formations together with those documenting semantic loans are only a
very small selection of the material, but they document how deeply the
Anglo-Saxon way of thinking had been influenced not only by the
impact of Christianity, but also by the language through which it had
been brought to them, Latin. On the other hand, they also testify to the
resourcefulness of the native language, whose word-formational
flexibility by far surpasses that of present-day English. It is all the more
regrettable that so far we have no comprehensive study of Old English
word-formation, and in particular no systematic study of Old English
word-formations and their relationship to Latin models in translations,
since this could also tell us something about the relative productivity of
the various Old English patterns. It is to be hoped, however, that this
gap will be closed in the near future.

522 Celtic influence

When one people conquers another and subsequently the two peoples
mix by intermarriage, the resulting contact situation normally has
important linguistic consequences. Usually, one of the two languages,
either that of the conquerors, but sometimes that of the conquered
people, will eventually prevail, but it will always exhibit deep influences
of the other language. Thus in France, Latin was greatly modified by the
Celtic substratum, and in England the languages of the two conquerors,
the Scandinavians and the Normans, have also left indelible traces, so
much so that some linguists even assume a stage of creolisation in ME,
for English-Scandinavian recently, e.g. Poussa (1982), and for Eng-
lish—French e.g. Bailey & Maroldt (1977), hypotheses that are rejected
by many because of the rather wide notion of ‘creole’ assumed in both
cases (e.g. Gorlach 1986).

One would expect that the same kind of development took place
when the Angles, Saxons, Jutes and other Germanic tribes gradually
took over Britain in the fifth and sixth centuries. As far as we can tell,
the Celts were by no means generally exterminated by the invaders, as
the place-name evidence shows. Many fled to the west and the north,
where a considerable Celtic-speaking population survived until fairly

317



Dieter Kastovsky

late times; thus there is a whole cluster of Celtic place-names in the
northeastern part of Dorset (Zachrisson 1927:55), and there is also
evidence that Celtic must have lingered on in Northumbria because of
certain loans found only in Northumbrian texts (bratt ‘cloak’, carr
‘rock’, /ub ‘lake’). Moreover, it is not unlikely that Celts were held as
slaves by the conquerors, cf. the semantic development of the form
wealh, which came to mean ‘slave’, and certainly many of the Anglo-
Saxons married Celtic women. Thus, at least in parts of England,
contact between the two peoples must have been fairly intimate and
must have persisted over several generations. Nevertheless, the traces
Celtic has left on the emerging Anglo-Saxon dialects are minimal — not
even a definable phonological substratum has been established. And as
to loans, the number of those that have been identified with certainty is
so low that we can afford to give a complete list. It is only in the domain
of place-names that the influence is substantial, see chapter 8, and,
moreover, there are regional differences; thus the West-Midland areas
show a higher proportion of Welsh loans, which is particularly
noticeable in the field-naming of the Welsh marches (see Dodgson
1985b).

The Celtic loans found in OE can be attributed to three different
strata: continental loans, loans taken over after the settlement and loans
adopted in the course of Christianisation, probably from Irish mis-
sionaries, which is why these are mainly ecclesiastic and religious terms.
Almost all Celtic loan words became established as popular words, and
all, with the exception of those from the last stratum, were taken over
via the spoken language. Only the religious terms probably came in
through writing.

Words usually regarded as continental loans, which also occur in
other Gmc languages, are rice ‘ rule, reign, empire’ (but cf. Kiuge 1967:
s.v. Reich, who opts for a native origin) and ambeht ‘servant, service,
office’ (possibly via Latin ambactus).

The following loans are due to the period after the settlement: binn
‘bin’ < OBrit. *benna (although this might have been borrowed from
Gallo-Roman on the continent); bannoc a bit, piece (of a cake or a loaf)’
< OBrit. *pannoc ‘a bit, drop’, occurring only in a gloss to one of
Aldhelm’s works; gafeluc ‘a small spear’ in Zlfric’s Vocabulary 143 is
questionable; dunn ‘dark-coloured, grey, dunn’, qualifying tunecan
“tunic’ and sfan in some charters; broc ‘badger’ in ZElfric’s Vocabulary
119; assen “ass’, originally from Latin asinus, may have come in through
Old Welsh *assen. Three more items occur in the Lindisfarne Gospels:
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bratt ‘cloak’, together with hragl and hacla glossing pallium; carr
‘rock’; and luh < OWelsh *luch (cf. loch) ‘lake, inland sea, strait’.
Finally, there are some cases which are frequent as place-name elements,
but also occur as independent lexical items: forr ‘rock, rocky peak, hill’
< OBrit. torr in Zlfric’s Vocabulary 147 glossing scopulum ; it occurs also
in other glosses, and is frequent in charters ; cumb ‘ deep valley’ < OBrit.
*kumba (cf. place-names like I/fracombe, etc.); and finally funta, which is
originally Latin but may have come into English via Celtic, cf. place-
names such as Chalfont.

Loans probably borrowed from the Irish missionaries that brought
Christianity from the North are : 4ry ‘ magician, sorcerer” < Olr. dru: (pl.
druid), from which a feminine was derived by means of the native suffix
-icge: dryegge in pat heo ware dryegge ond scinlzce ‘ that she was a sorceress
and a witch’ (Mart 28); clucge ‘bell’ is recorded only once in the
translation of Bede, and is replaced in other manuscripts by the native
bell; ancor ‘hermit, anchorite’ < Olr. anchara, is originally from Latin.
Also ultimately Latin are frequent stzr “history’ (Irish stoir < VLat.
storia < bistoria), where, however, the phonological development o > 2
is unclear; the hapax legomenon astel ‘bookmark’ in Alfred’s Preface to
his Cura pastoralis translation < Lat. hastela ‘slip of wood’ and cine
¢ gathering of parchment leaves’ < Olr. ¢in < Lat. quina “five each’. The
last word of this set is cross, which is extremely rare in OE, the native
word being rod. It is found in the name Normannes cros (a hundred name
near Peterborough, today Norman Cross), which may, however, be 2
post-Viking coinage because of the naming pattern involved, and
occurs three times in the tenth century; other Cross names are from the
eleventh century. In view of its late appearance it has been argued that
this word was borrowed from the Scandinavians; on the other hand,
there is the well-known popularity of the stone-cross in Ireland, and the
influence of Celtic art on the stone crosses of England. Moreover, there
are hardly any religious terms borrowed from the Scandinavians, so
Celtic origin is after all not completely unlikely. But the matter is not yet
definitely settled one way or the other.

With the exception of the numerous place-names, the Celts have left
remarkably little behind in English, a phenomenon that so far has not
really been explained satisfactorily. True, the surviving Celts were a
conquered race, but their culture must have been more developed than
that of the German invaders due to the 400 years of Romanisation, and
from that point of view more loans would not have been completely
unlikely. Perhaps one reason may be that the Germanic tribes coming
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into England had already been familiar with Latin and preferred to
borrow a Latin term if necessary, because they had come across it on the
Continent, rather than borrow it from the Celts in a different guise. But
this is mere speculation, and hardly possible to prove. So we can only
state that Celtic, contrary to all expectations, has not really left its mark
on the English language.

523  Scandinavian influence

523.1.1 When we now turn to the influence of the Scandinavian
languages Danish and Norwegian (as to the relevance of this distinction
cf. §5.2.3.2) on English subsequent to the Viking invasions, we are
confronted with another problem that still awaits a definite solution. In
connection with the Celts, it was their relative lack of influence that
required explanation, it is now the intensity of the influence — but also
its temporal deployment — that has to be explained. Thus, in OE we
come across ca 150 loans, but in ME ‘several thousands’ (Hansen
1984:63) crop up in various manuscripts, especially of northern and
western provenance, of which between 400 and 900 (Hansen 1984:60;
Geipel 1971:70: ‘some 400 items’) have survived in Standard English
and a further 600 or more in the dialects. Moreover, among these loans
we find not only the expected share of technical vocabulary such as
words for ships, money, legal institutions, warfare, etc. (cf. §5.2.3.4), we
also meet with numerous everyday nouns such as PDE band, bank, birth,
crook, dirt, dregs, egg, fellow, or adjectives such as odd, rotten, rugged, scant,
seemly, sly, tattered, tight, weak, and even numerous verbs, e.g. call, cast,
clip, crave, crawl, die, droop, gape, gasp, get, give, glitter, raise, rake, rid, scare,
scowl. Furthermore, the phrasal verb type come on, make up — including
muck up, muck about, where the verbs themselves are of Scandinavian
origin (Poussa 1982:73) — seems to be due to Scandinavian influence
(Logeman 1906), or was at least strengthened by a parallel Scandinavian
pattern (Hiltunen 1983:42-4), while its ultimate origin has been
attributed to a Celtic substratum (de la Cruz 1972:171f.). And, even
more important, not only lexical items were borrowed, but also
grammatical items (form words) such as the pronouns they, them, their,
both, same, or the prepositions 4/ (in the sense of t0), fro (cf. to and fro),
though (the phonological form, replacing OE peah); and, possibly, the
spread of Northern are (vs. Southern sindon, pl. of to be, OE beon), as well
as the s-suffix of the 3rd pers. sg. instead of original -0 (i.e. e drifd > ke
drifes) are also due to Scandinavian influence.
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523.1.2 The Scandinavian influence on English has thus been very
far-reaching indeed, and requires an explanation in terms of the type of
language contact most likely to bring it about. But this involves an
additional difficulty, one that also affects the presentation of the material
in this volume: the temporal dimension of the borrowing process.
According to the official historical sources — the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle
—the Viking raids began in 787, when three shiploads of ‘Danes’
(according to Geipel 1971:32 more likely Norwegians), probably
coming from France, descended upon Portland in Dorset (belonging to
Wessex) and killed Beaduheard, the king’s reeve, who had come to ask
who they were. Regular settlement, one pre-requisite for large-scale
borrowing, seems to have begun in the East and North in the second
half of the ninth century, especially after the establishment of the
Danelaw in 886 by the Treaty of Wedmore. By chance, the treaty
between Alfred the Great and Guthrum also contains the first
Scandinavian loans found in an Anglo-Saxon text: the items bealfmearc
‘half a mark’ (adopting the Scandinavian monetary unit mgprk) and lesing
(in heora liesengum ‘their freedmen’) from ON /leysingiar ‘freedman’.
What now causes the problem is the fact that in the OE texts up to
ca 1100 only some 150 Scandinavian loans have been identified, many of
them technical terms, while the overwhelming majority of the
Scandinavian loans are found for the first time in early ME northern and
eastern manuscripts such as Orrmulum (ca 1200) or Havelock the Dane
(thirteenth century), i.e. about 300 years after the first Jandnam. We thus
have to explain the time lag between the major settlement period, which
was undoubtedly the tenth century, and the first appearance in
manuscripts of the majority of the loans in ME, a phenomenon,
incidentally, that will recur with the Norman French loans after the
Conquest. This involves a decision as to where the Scandinavian
influence should mainly be dealt with, in this or the next volume. The
OE period is responsible for the extralinguistic situation that made
borrowing on such a large scale possible, but the results of the process
only become visible in ME. Any decision as to splitting up this process
will be to some extent arbitrary, and must be a compromise. The
following solution has been adopted. As to the loan words themselves,
only those found in OE texts up to ca 1100 will be dealt with in this
volume in greater detail. The general contact situation responsible for
the borrowing process and the events leading up to it will be discussed
briefly here, because this was established during the Danelaw period,
and later during the period of Danish rule between 1016 and 1035, and
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consequently falls within the OE period. But we will also take at least
a brief look at the contact situation after 1100 in order to shed some light
on the later borrowings, since, as will be shown below, the subsequent
developments are an immediate consequence of the state of affairs in
the eleventh century.

523.2 For a brief summary of the historical events leading up to the
Scandinavian settlement see chapter 1. According to Geipel (1971:34)
the participants in the earliest raids were mainly Norwegians, who not
only had been peacefully settling in substantial numbers on the
Shetlands and Orkneys earlier on, but who now also appeared further
south, driven by ‘the same westward movement from Norway as that
which led to the Scandinavian settlement of the Scottish Isles and
Ireland, and eventually to the colonisation of Iceland and Greenland
and the discovery of North America’ (Geipel 1971:34). In these eatly
reports, usually no distinction is made between Norwegians and Danes,
both being lumped together under the cover-term ‘Danes’. It is indeed
questionable whether the distinction is of linguistic relevance for this
period. Geipel (1971:27) assumes that ‘ the bulk of the Norse expressions
in our language entered it at a time when regional discrepancies within
the Scandinavian speech community must have been scarcely per-
ceptible’. Be that as it may, demonstrably Danish rather than Norwegian
activities at the British coast began around 835, marking the beginning
of a series of raids which went on year after year for the next thirty years.
These attacks seem to have been launched mainly from the Continent.
At the same time, the Norwegians had continued their attacks on
Ireland and finally, in 836, had captured Dublin, where they established
a fortified base. From there, raids were undertaken into Ireland itself,
but also to the Scottish Isles and Scotland, Northern and Western
England and Wales.

In England, the yearly raids continued until 850. But in this year for
the first time a Danish force overwintered on Thanet, an island in the
Thames estuary, and captured London and Canterbury in the following
spring. Winter camps on Thanet and Sheppey from now on became
customary, but the Danish activities were still basically restricted to
individual raids, which did not escalate into a real campaign. This
changed in 860 (Geipel 1971:40; Strang 1970:318 and Baugh & Cable
1978:92 give 865/866 as crucial dates), when a Danish army — called se
mycel hapen here (‘ the great heathen army’) in the Chronicle — appeared in
East Anglia. This force proved to be singularly aggressive and well-
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disciplined, and remained active for about 15 years, crossing and
recrossing England from East to West and North to South, plundering
and ravaging wherever they went, until, finally, part of it settled in what
was to become the Danelaw after 886. In 886, Alfred recaptured
London, and in the same year he concluded the Treaty of Wedmore with
Guthrum, in which the Danish leader swore to confine the activities of
his followers to the parts of England lying east of Watling Street and
north of the Thames, i.e. roughly east of a line stretching from London
to Chester: the Danelaw. The treaty explicitly stated that no slave or
freeman was to cross the border without permission, and The Parker
Chronicle annal for the year 894 shows us that the East Anglian border
was closed to Alfred’s army then (Bately 1986:58; Poussa 1982:73).
Traditionally, it is assumed that the agreement between Alfred and
Guthrum and the establishment of the Danelaw was followed by a wave
of immigrants from Denmark, who were pressing inland from the
Lincolnshire coast and the Humber estuary. These colonists apparently
were not necessarily displacing the established Anglian population, but
were founding new settlements in less favourable, more sparsely
populated ateas, such as the flanks of the Lincolnshire Wolds, the low
bottomlands of Kesteven, or the Wreak Valley in Leicestershire. This
assumption was based mainly on place-name evidence (thus, parish-
names of Scandinavian origin are virtually confined to the Danelaw),
the personal names in the Domesday Book of 1086, and the corresponding
statements in the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle (see e.g., Stenton 1947:241,
495-518; Ekwall 1930, 1936a, 1937). And it is indeed rather unlikely
that only the remnants of the myce/ here, which originally did not count
more than about 1,000 men, should be held responsible not only for
some 2,000 Scandinavian place-names so far identified in England, but
also for the number and type of loans that have been taken over in the
English language. Nevertheless, Davis (1955) and Sawyer (1958)
question the validity of this evidence: the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle is said
to be heavily biased in favour of Wessex and does not really provide any
reliable information about the scale and nature of the Danish settlement
in the Danelaw, which is undoubtedly true. The evidence of the
Domesday Book is allegedly not unambiguous: the distribution of so-
called sochemanni and liberi homines originally seemed to correspond with
the Danelaw extension of 875, but on closer inspection is not confirmed
by the place-name evidence. Thus, a direct connection between the
original settlement and the place-names first attested 150 or 200 years
later is rejected. The place names are potentially attributable also to
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internal colonisation and linguistic influence on the native English
population. The Scandinavian names might be due to a change in the
fashion of name-giving. All that in fact is required to account for the
linguistic influence would be the existence of a small but prestigious
Danish aristocracy, as in the case of the Norman-French loans after the
Conquest. But Cameron (1965, 1970, 1971) and Fellows Jensen (1972,
1978a,c), having investigated the patterns of distribution of a large
number of place-names including the geographical as well as the
geological and topographical characteristics of the sites, come to the
conclusion that the original settlement hypothesis is correct: numerous
settlers had come as colonists and had settled on whatever land had been
left vacant by the English (but see now Fellows Jensen 1982, who
suggests that place-names in -by, -#horpe(e) and the Grimston-hybrids may
have been given to already existing English villages, which originally
had a different name, and were rechristened when small parcels of land
passed into private ownership in the tenth century; they may thus have
nothing to do with the Danish colonisation as such, although they of
course reflect Scandinavian influence). This conclusion is corroborated
by Hansen (1984) on the basis of an evaluation of the Scandinavian
loans: although the OE loans are compatible with a socially superior,
more prestigious status of Scandinavian in the Danelaw — cf. their
mainly technical character that marks them as ‘cultural loans’
(Bloomfield 1935:461) — the character and number of the ME loans can
only be accounted for by assuming the existence of a mixed speech
community operating on the basis of social and cultural equality, i.e. in
addition to a small aristocracy we shall have to allow for a large number
of possibly secondary Danish immigrants living side by side with the
native population (Hansen 1984:79). This does not mean that Stenton’s
figure of 40-50,000 settlers is likely — in fact it is not, but Sawyer’s 400
aristocrats are certainly far too few to account for the type of loans we
find in ME.

As the name already indicates, the Danelaw was to be governed by
Danish law, and consequently a Danish legal system and other
distinctively Scandinavian institutions were soon established in the
north and east Midlands. The monetary units were now gre and mark
instead of shillings and pounds, and Danish measures such as oxgangs and
plonghlands were applied to measure out land. Administrative districts
were now the wapentake, OE wapen-tac (instead of the “hundred’) or the
priding (cf. the Ridings in Yorkshire), which were governed by jarls and
their twelve lawmen (ON logmenn).
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In the meantime, Norwegians coming from the Orkneys had settled
in the north of Scotland ; these settlements were to survive well into the
seventeenth century. Another wave of Norwegians early in the tenth
century came from Ireland and settled in western Scotland (cf. Galloway,
from Gall-Gal, the name of the Irish-Norwegian halfbreeds), in north-
west England (especially in Lancashire, Westmoreland and Cum-
berland), and near Chester.

The Danelaw was gradually reconquered by the West Saxons, but
Viking fleets began to reappear towards the end of the tenth century,
and in 991 Olaf Tryggvasson arrived with a fleet of 93 ships in Essex.
Athelred’s troops, led by Byrhtnoth, Earl of the East Saxons, were
defeated in a battle celebrated in the poem The Battle of Maldon. The
Danish army, strengthened by second- and third-generation Danes
from the Danelaw - the Danish ties in this area thus must still have been
rather strong — marched north towards York, collecting large sums to
refrain from plunder. In retaliation Athelred ordered the massacre of all
foreigners outside the Danelaw. One of the victims was Gunnhildr,
sister of the Danish king Sveinn Forkbeard. Sveinn, after hearing of this
atrocity, landed in East Anglia in 1008 with a great fleet, and the Danes
once again ransacked the eastern and northern parts of the country,
except when they were bought off by larger and larger sums (in 1012 the
amount necessary was £48,000). In 1009 reinforcements from Denmark
went up the Thames and plundered Oxford, while Sveinn took
Winchester. Both armies now continued to harass the country until
Sveinn’s death in 1014. AEthelred, who had fled to France, returned and
started to brutally eliminate the pro-Danish element in the north and
east. As a reaction, Sveinn’s son Canute, only recently driven from
England on account of his atrocities, was called back by the Danes. He
arrived in 1015 with a large fleet and within months the whole country,
save for London, was in Danish hands. When Athelred died in 1016,
Canute was proclaimed king of all England. England, Denmark and
Norway were thus united in one single but short-lived kingdom.

After Canute’s victory, many of his men returned to Scandinavia, but
others stayed in England, again adding to the number of Scandinavian
settlers, this time not only in the Danelaw, but also in other parts of the
country. Under Canute’s rule, many Danes held high positions at court,
which must have had consequences also for the linguistic situation in
the country, and especially in the Danelaw, cf. §5.2.3.3. Canute died in
1035, and after the death of his son Hardecanute in 1042, the half-
English, half-Norman son of Zthelred, Edward the Confessor, was
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elected king. Edward brought with him a number of Norman friends
and attempted to install them in key posts in church and state. On the
other hand, his principal adviser was Godwine, the earl of the West-
Saxons, probably of English descent but decidedly pro-Danish, who
saw to it that the Norman influence was kept within limits. Interestingly,
the assessment of the situation at the court varies considerably. Baugh
& Cable (1978:108) claim that a ‘strong French atmosphere pervaded
the English court during the twenty-four years of his reign’, while
Poussa (1982:76), following Stenton (1947:419) remarks that ‘Edward
the Confessor’s court was very Scandinavian in character’. Probably
both assumptions are correct in view of the fact that two factions at the
court were striving for the supremacy.

In 1066, Edward died childless, and Harold, the son and successor of
Godwine, was elected king. He had just been fighting at the Battle of
Stamford Bridge, when the news reached him that William of
Normandy had landed in Kent in order to claim what Edward the
Confessor apparently had promised him and what Harold once seemed
to have confirmed by a forced oath: that William would succeed to the
throne of England. The outcome of the subsequent events is well-
known: William Duke of Normandy became William the Conqueror,
and from now on (Norman) French was to be the dominant linguistic
factor in the further development of the English language. There were
some abortive Danish attempts to reclaim the English throne both from
outside and inside, and the continued resistance of the Northumbrian
earls Edwin and Morcar, the latter of Scandinavian descent, brought
about William’s retaliation known as the ‘Harrying of the North’,
during which large areas in Northumbria were depopulated and
devastated. The area was later repopulated by settlers of mixed
Scandinavian/Irish parentage from the Norwegian colonies west of the
Pennines, as can be inferred from the place-name evidence.

But this defeat was by no means the end of Scandinavian influence on
the English language. On the contrary, some 150 to 200 years after these
events we witness the surfacing of numerous everyday Scandinavian
loan-words in written documents, and in many cases ‘a good Old
English word was lost, since it expressed the same idea as the foreign
word. Thus the verb take replaced the OE niman’ (Baugh & Cable
1978:100). Whether these words had been part of the spoken language
earlier on we do not know, but general experience would suggest that
they had. One reason for the delay is certainly the lack of documents
from the Danelaw before 1200-50, coupled with the dominance of the
south-western written standard, which continued to hold its position
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until the beginning of the twelfth century. But there obviously were
other reasons as well, reasons which had to do with the overall linguistic
situation in the Danelaw, to which we will now turn.

52331 When we talk about the Danelaw and its impact on the
history of English, we are necessarily talking about a ‘languages-in-
contact’ situation. This has always been recognised, since terms such as
‘amalgamation of Scandinavian and English dialects’ (Bj6rkman
1900-2:5), ‘Sprachmischung’ (Hofmann 1955:175, although with a
caveat), ‘fusion’ (Geipel 1971:14) or ‘intimate mingling’ (Baugh &
Cable 1978:101) are usually employed to describe the relationship of
OE and Scandinavian. The problem, however, is that these terms are
used rather loosely and are usually never really defined, nor are their
theoretical implications made clear (Hansen 1984:69ff.). On the other
hand, it is precisely this linguistic situation —however it may be
described and whatever it may be called — that is held responsible for
accelerating or even initiating, certain major restructurings of the
English language at the end of the OE and the beginning of the ME
period. There is no doubt that the Danelaw area, and notably
Northumbria, see the glosses of the Lindisfarne Gospels, was much
more progressive linguistically than the rest of the country, and that the
changes that had started there were gradually radiating into the rest of
the country. These changes are mainly of a morphological kind and
basically result in a simplification of the morphological system: for
example, loss of grammatical gender, reduction of inflectional endings,
see chapter 4. This has even been taken as an indication of creolisation
(Poussa 1982), but since the term ‘creole’ begs as many questions as
terms such as ‘amalgamation’, ‘Sprachmischung’ or ‘fusion’, such an
interpretation has been met with considerable scepticism (cf. Hansen
1984, Gorlach 1986).

We thus have to ask: what was it that made this type of intimate
influence possible? The answer — or answers — will necessarily have to
be tentative, because we lack reliable direct evidence as to the linguistic
situation obtaining in the Danelaw between, say, 900 and 1200. We can
only make inferences on the basis of linguistic and extralinguistic data,
which, of course, are open to interpretation, and on the basis of what we
generally know about contact-situations.

52332 Let me begin with the last aspect. Borrowings of the type
encountered here normally presuppose either a fair amount of mutual
intelligibility or relatively widespread biligualism, and a considerable
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period of coexistence of the two languages involved. Unfortunately,
none of these can be established with certainty.

A certain amount of mutual intelligibility probably existed, given that
the Scandinavian and the OE dialects are part of the Germanic language
family and that ‘at the time of the early Scandinavian settlements in
England the period of separation had only been slightly longer than
between British and American English today, and the communities had
been in touch with one another for much of the time’ (Strang 1970:282).
But the degree of mutual intelligibility is a matter of dispute — and will
have to remain so for lack of conclusive evidence. Strang obviously
believes in a fairly high degree, although perhaps not as high as is
implied in the Saga of Gunnlaugr Serpent’s Tongue, where we read:
“The language in Norway and England was one and the same when
William the Bastard won England’ (Geipel 1971:57; for a different
interpretation cf. Poussa 1982:77). Geipel is somewhat more reserved,
when he states that

... the Danes would sooner or later have found it expedient to acquire
at least a smattering of English for everyday purposes. The learning
process need not have involved undue effort, and in the Anglian north
and east, where the language was somewhat closer to Norse than was
West Saxon, communication between settlers and natives must have

been particularly simple.
(Geipel 1971:57)

Baugh & Cable (1978:95) are even more careful: ‘ The two [i.e. Anglian
and Scandinavian] may even have been mutually intelligible to a limited
extent’. Poussa, on the other hand, is more optimistic — not surprisingly
in view of her creolisation hypothesis — when she comments on Strang’s
evaluation quoted above:

I think myself that a closer analogy would be the divergence of the
spoken forms of the modern Standard Scandinavian languages. In this
case, as we see in pan-Scandinavian conferences, communication

between speakers of the different languages is possible, but not easy.
(Poussa 1982:72)

Hansen (1984 :88), finally, is extremely sceptical and excludes immediate

mutual intelligibility as a cause for the many borrowings of everyday
words, settling rather for bilingualism ‘combined with the affinity
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between the two languages’. Given that at ca 900 at least 400 to 500
years had passed since the two languages had been direct neighbours
and probably mutually intelligible in the same way as two not too
distant dialects of the same language, it is indeed likely that the degree
of mutual intelligibility now had become rather limited, though
certainly not zero. Thus a native speaker of Standard High German, e.g.
the author of this chapter, will usually manage to understand about 40
per cent to 60 per cent of a Dutch conversation, provided he knows
what it is all about, but probably no more. Presumably, the mutual
intelligibility of Anglian and Scandinavian was even lower, given the
syntactic and morphological differences (e.g. word order, position of
the article, etc.) between the latter; people could make themselves
understood to a certain extent in everyday standard situations, but
would probably have found it rather tiresome to carry on a reasonably
fluent conversation.

Thus the main vehicle for linguistic influence of the kind at issue here
must have been bilingualism, which has been postulated more or less by
all authors dealing with this period. Where there is some disagreement,
however, is the question as to who was or became bilingual, the
English, the Danes, or both. What causes bilingualism? Usually the
necessity to communicate effectively with members of two different,
partly monolingual speech communities. One frequent, although not
indispensible direct cause is, of course, intermarriage. Now at the
beginning the Danes came as invaders, as conquerors, and certainly
were regarded as such by the English in the Danelaw. Consequently, the
pressure to learn Scandinavian was greater for the English, than for the
Scandinavians to learn English, although some Danes probably also
tried to pick up some English, especially when they did not settle within
larger Danish-speaking communities, cf. the side-by-side appearance of
Scandinavian and English personal names within families of minor
land-holding status in the mid-tenth century. Intermarriage, which
certainly was common enough, probably produced a lot of bilingualism
in the second and any following generation. But it must not be forgotten
that, if the hypothesis of peaceful Scandinavian immigration is correct,
there was a constant flow of monolingual Scandinavian speakers until
the middle of the eleventh century coming to England. The type of
loans found in the OE period (cf. §5.2.3.4) corroborates this
assumption: they are mainly technical terms that would be adopted
from a speech community that is socially more prestigious. This
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situation was of course consolidated when Canute became king of
England. Poussa (1982:74ff.) assumes that the creole that according to
her had developed in the Midlands out of the contact situation between
English and Danish was stabilised by this political event and was even
raised to a supraregional spoken koiné, among other things because it
was equally understandable in the North and the South, although
southerners might have had certain lexical problems beyond the usual
dialect variation. There would thus have existed a diglossia situation:
Late West Saxon was continued as the written standard, while the
Midland creole koiné was used for everyday spoken communication
at court and between people of different regional dialects (Poussa
1982:76). Being a spoken variety, there is of course no real evidence for
the existence of such a creole koiné, but it must be admitted that in order

to govern England in those days a kind of /ingua franca would indeed
have been useful. And this Midland dialect, whether it was just a

somewhat modified Anglian or whether it really was a Danish—English
interlanguage as Poussa claims, would have been a good candidate
because of its geographically intermediate position. After all, it later on
became the basis of the emerging standard in London.

Since we lack direct evidence, however, all this must remain
speculative, and we will have to content ourselves with some rather
minimal assumptions. Thus it seems reasonable to conclude that there
was a certain amount of bilingualism, notably with offspring of mixed
marriages or second- and third-generation settlers; that the tendency
towards bilingualism, or at least towards the acquisition of a working
knowledge of the other language was probably somewhat stronger
among the Anglo-Saxons than among the Danes, although Hofmann
(1955:21-148, 261-7) has shown that Icelandic scaldic poetry contains
Anglo-Saxon loans, which might be interpreted as reflecting some
bilingualism among the Danes in the Danelaw in the tenth century too
(one decisive factor probably was the relative number of speakers of
each language within a community, which varied from district to
district); and that the position of Danish was strengthened by
continuous immigration and the role it played at the court between 1016
and 1066, although from 1035 on in a somewhat reduced form. This
scenario is probably sufficient to account for the loans that came into the
language during the OE period, because they conform to what one
would expect from such a situation. For the ME loans, however, we
require a different scenario, and it seems that the one discussed in
Hansen (1984:83ff.) involving language death and language shift as
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major factors (cf. also already Bjoérkman 1900-2:21-2) is a fairly
plausible explanation of the linguistic facts.

After 1066, the situation of Scandinavian must have changed
radically. Already, in 1042, with the accession of Edward the Confessor
to the throne, it must have lost considerable ground at court; but after
1066 Norman French became the general court language, and with the
elimination of the native (including Scandinavian) higher nobility and
clergy it lost its prestigious status, becoming as much the language of a
conquered people as the native OE dialects. It also lost its other
supportive factor: immigration from Scandinavia stopped, and the ties
between England and Scandinavia were disrupted. Scandinavian thus
had become a normal minority language and was more and more
threatened by English, simply because of the numerical superiority of
the speakers of OE dialects. To this has to be added the fact that both
speech communities now had to cope with a third language, French.
Now we are probably justified in assuming that Scandinavian for a
certain period of time was a spoken language in England, although we
do not know quite for how long, because the only direct evidence, runic
inscriptions and other epigraphical material, is too fragmentary and
ambiguous to allow any definite conclusions (cf. Page 1971). But we do
know that at some point before 1200-1300 Scandinavian must have
been replaced by English, since there are no Scandinavian manuscripts
in the Danelaw. We are thus faced with a typical case of language death
with concurrent language shift. And in this case it may be assumed that
the speakers of the dying language were primarily responsible for the
ME borrowings, since they probably first became bilingual, then
restricted Scandinavian more and more to certain (intimate) situations,
i.e. Scandinavian became monostylistic, until they finally stopped
speaking it altogether, switching to English for all situations. In view
of the fact that practically no Scandinavian manuscripts exist, we must
assume that Danish was more or less exclusively a spoken language, so
that this shift was not in any way hampered or delayed by the existence
of a written language. This scenario, I think, not only explains the
number of loans, but also their everyday character.

If these considerations are correct, then we have two completely
different contact situations, with, quite obviously, completely different
effects. The early OE loans were basically adopted by bilingual (and
possibly monolingual) speakers for whom English was the basic
language ; Scandinavian at that stage had a somewhat more prestigious
status than English, at least temporarily. The ME loans are primarily,
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although certainly not exclusively, due to speakers of Scandinavian
descent and their switch from Danish to English in connection with the
death of Scandinavian in the Danelaw.

5234 When we now turn to the Scandinavian loans in Old English,
it is perhaps useful to first discuss some criteria by which these can be
recognised. Thus, on account of the genetic relationship between
Scandinavian and OE there is a considerable overlap of the core
vocabulary of these two languages, and it is therefore necessary to have
some criteria that allow us to distinguish loans from native OE lexical
items. Fairly safe criteria are phonological differences resulting from
different phonological developments in the two languages (see further
chapter 3). The most noticeable feature in this respect is the lack of

palatalisation/assibilation of velar stops in front of original palatal
vowels and initial /sk/, i.e. the pre-OE/OE changes /g/ > /j/,
/k/ > /d/, /gg/ > /dd3/, [kk/ > /tt[/, [sk/ > [[/. Unfortunately,
however, OE spelling did not consistently distinguish all these sounds,
so that an OE manuscript spelling, taken at face value, is not an absolute
criterion. This is true especially in those cases in which the OE form has
been replaced by the cognate Scandinavian one (cf. give vs. OE giefan, get
vs. OE gietan, begin vs. OE onginnan, kettle vs. OE cetel, etc.), or when
both forms have come down to us, as with shirt (OE scyrte) and skirt
(ON skyrta), or ditch (OE dic) and dike (ON dik). But on account of the
PDE pronunciation, scab, scant, scare, score, scrub, skill, skin, sky, gate, gape,
again, anger, guest, gear, gift can unambiguously be identified as
Scandinavian loans. Another safe criterion is the development of
Germanic /ai/, which in OE became /a:/, PDE/su/, while in
Scandinavian it became /ei/, /e:/, PDE /e1/, cf. the pairs no/nay,
whole[hale. In cases where phonological criteria are not applicable,
because the two languages had the same phonological development,
criteria such as manuscript location, semantic field affiliation, date of
first appearance, or meaning have to be resorted to. Thus, PDE bloom
goes back to Scandinavian bldm ‘flower, bloom’, since OE bloma meant
‘ingot of iron’; similarly, PDE plough represents ON plgr ‘ plough’, not
OE plow ‘measure of land’; the OE word for ‘plough’ was su/h.

The earliest Scandinavian loans occur in the treaty between Alfred
and Guthrum, then in the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle, especially in the D
and E manuscripts, which come from York and Peterborough
respectively, in some of Athelred’s laws, in vocabularies, in the
Lindisfatne and Rushworth Gospels, and in the Durham Ritual. The
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following selection is based on the material in Peters (1981a,b), who not
only lists direct loans, but also semantic loans and loan-translations. For
convenience’s sake the usual Old Norse/Old Icelandic equivalents will
be used below, even if they could not have been the direct input to Old
English, but were the result of Scandinavian sound changes.

(1) Seafaring terms: bard ‘barque’ < ON bard ‘armed prow, stem’,
barda, barda ‘beaked ship’ < ON bardi ‘kind of ship, ram’, enearr ‘ small
ship’ < ON &ngrr ‘ ship, merchant ship’, flege, flége “little ship” < ON flay
‘little ship’, scegd, sced ‘light ship, vessel” < ON skeid ‘kind of swift-
sailing ship of war of the class langskip’, snacc ‘ small vessel, warship’ <
ON snekkja ‘ swift-sailing ship’. To these should be added the semantic
loan @sc ‘ash > warship’ < ON askr ‘ash; small ship, barque’ as the
usual term for the Scandinavian boats; 4z ‘oar-thole’ < ON Adr ‘thole’,
hamele  rowlock’ < ON hamla ¢ oarloop’, wrang(a) ‘ hold of a ship < ON
vrong ‘rib in a ship’; hazfene ‘haven, port’ < ON kbgn ‘port’, lending
‘landing-site < ON /ending, the semantic loan healdan in the sense
‘proceed, steer’ < halda (skipi) ‘to hold in a certain direction’, and the
loan-translation wederfast ‘weatherbound < ON vedrfastr weather-
bound’; batsecar! ‘ sailor, boatsman’ < ON bsga ‘boat’ + car/ ‘man’, the
loan-translations steor(es)mann  ‘pilot’ < ON styrismadr ‘steersman,
skipper’, haszta ‘oarsman, rower’ < ON bhdseti ‘oarsman’, and the
compounds @schere ‘Viking army’, @scman ‘Viking, pirate’, scegdmann
‘Viking’, which were probably prompted by foreign models.

(2) Legal terms: not surprisingly, this set contains the largest number
of items, since, after all, one of the crucial features of the Danelaw was
its Danish legislation. Direct loans: feslaga ‘ fellow, partner’ < ON felag/
‘fellow, comrade’, formal/formal ‘negotiation, treaty’ ON formdli
‘preamble’ (ma/ instead of mal indicates partial loan-translation),
Sfridmal ‘article of peace’ < ON fridmadl ‘ words of peace’, grid ‘truce,
sanctuary, temporary peace’ < ON grid ‘truce’ (cf. also Weimann
1966), husting ‘tribunal, court’ < ON hdsping ¢ council, meeting called by
the king or earl’, lagu ‘law’ < ON Jpg ‘law’ (first restricting native 2 to
‘spiritual law’, and finally replacing it altogether), together with several
compounds (partly native, partly loan-translations), e.g. labbreca ‘law-
breaker’, labbryce ‘ breach of the law’ < ON /ogbrot ‘breach of the law’,
labmenn ‘law-men’ < ON Jgmenn ‘men who have knowledge of law’,
labribt ‘legal right’ < ON /ogréttr ‘legal personal right’, labwita
‘lawyer’, mal ‘law-suit’ < ON mal, niping ‘villain, outlaw’ < ON
nidingr ‘villain’, sac ‘guilty’ < ON sekr ‘guilty’, with the loan-
translations sacleas ‘innocent’ < ON  saklauss ‘innocent’, unsac
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‘innocent’ < ON dsekr ‘innocent’, sehtan, sehtian ‘to conciliate, settle’,
seht “settlement’, adj. ‘reconciled’ < ON szt < *sabti, utlah ‘outlawed’,
utlaga ‘outlaw’, utlagian ‘to banish’ < ON dtlagr ‘outlawed’, unlagu
‘abuse of law’ < ON dlpg ‘violation of law’, wrang ‘wrong’ < ON
vrangr ‘wrong, unjust’. Semantic loans: mund ‘money paid by bride-
groom to bride’s father’ (OE mand ‘hand, palm, trust, security’),
cwiddian ‘to make a claim against’ (OE ‘to talk, say, discuss’) < ON
kvedia ‘ to summon’, stefn ‘summons’, stefnian ‘ to summon’ (OE ‘voice,
sound; call on a person to act’). Loan-translations: drincelean ‘enter-
tainment given by the lord to his tenants’ < ON drekkulaun ‘ gratifi-
cation (by the king)’, /andceap/landcop *fine paid to the lord on the
alienation of land’ < ON /landkanup, festermenn ‘bondsmen’,; as well as
the ones mentioned above, 1.e. lahbryce, labribt, etc.

(3) Ranks: bond, bunda, husbonda ‘householder, husbandman, < ON
bondi, briandi “husbandman’ (cf. Schabram 1975), b#scar! ‘member of the
king’s bodyguard’ < ON bhdscarl, hold ‘vassal, holder of allodial land,
ranking below a jarl’ < ON holdr ‘owner of allodial land’, /Jesing
‘freedman’ < ON /leysingr, prall ‘slave’; very important is the semantic
loan eor/ ‘nobleman, chief’ replacing ealdorman < ON jar/ ‘nobleman’
(OE eor! ‘warrior, free man’).

(4) War terms: brynige ‘mail-shirt’ < ON brynja, cnif ‘knife’ < ON
knifr, fesian, fysian ‘put to flight, banish’ < ON *feysa, genge ‘troop’ <
ON gengi “help, supportt, troops’, /49 ‘fleet’ < ON /id ‘host, fleet’ (with
the loan-translation /idsmann ¢ follower, sailor’ < ON /fidsmadr ‘ follower,
warrior’), mal ‘soldier’s pay’ < ON mdli ‘soldier’s pay’, radan on
‘attack’ < ON rdpa ‘attack’, targe ‘small shield’ < ON targa ‘small
round shield’; to these is to be added the loan-translation heafodmann,
heafdesmann ‘ captain’ < ON hofudsmadr ‘ captain, leader’.

(5) Measures and coins: marc ‘marc, half a pound’ < ON mork ‘mark’,
ora ‘Danish coin’ < ON aurar/eyrir, oxangang, oxnagang ‘eighth of a
plough-land, hide’ < ON oxnagang, plob, plogesland ‘ plough-land, land-
measure = what a yoke of oxen can plough in a day’, sceppe  measure of
wheat or malt” < ON skep “bushel’, scoru ‘score’ < ON skor ‘score’,
drefe “measure of corn or fodder” < ON prefi ‘ measure’.

(6) Other semantic areas:

(a) Nouns: becc ‘brook, beck’ < ON bekkr ‘brook’, car/ ‘man’ <
ON car/ ‘man’, garsum ‘treasure’ < ON gersemi, gorsum ‘costly thing,
jewel’ hofding ‘chief, ringleader, leader’ < ON hofpingi ‘ringleader,
commander’, /esz ‘fault, sin’ < ON Jostr ‘fault, misbehaviour, vice’, /oft
‘air’ < ON /loft, lopt “air’, mal, ‘speech’ < ON mad/ ‘faculty of speech,
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language, tale’, rot ‘root’ < ON rdt, sala ‘sale’ < ON sala ‘sale’, scinn
‘skin, fur’ < ON skinn, priding ‘third part of a county’ < ON pridjungr
‘third part’, pweng ‘thong’ < pwengr ‘thong, latchet’, wapengetzc dis-
trict’ < ON vapnatak, wad ‘ford’ < ON vad. To these can be added the
(partial) loan-translations brydblop, brydlep ‘ ceremony of conducting a
bride to her new home, wedding’ < ON brudhlaup, redesmann ‘coun-
sellor; steward’ < ON ra&dismadr ‘manager, steward’, taperex, taperex
‘small ax’ < ON taparex ‘small tapering axe’ < Slav. (cf. OCS toporu,
probably the first Slavonic loan in English, transmitted through the
Vikings).

(b) Adjectives: dearf ‘bold’ (with the derivatives dearflic ‘bold,
presumptuous’, dearfscipe ‘boldness, presumption’) < ON diarfr, fere
‘fit for military service’, anfere ‘unfit, disabled’ < ON ferr ‘able,
capable, fit’, raggig ‘rough, shaggy’ < ON raggigr, stor ‘strong, great’ <
ON storr ‘big, great, important’ and the loan-translation goldwrecen
‘covered with gold’ < ON gullrekinn ‘ gilded or inlaid with gold’.

(c) Verbs: farnian ‘prosper’ < ON farnask ‘speed well’, geeggian ‘egg
on, incite’ < ON eggia ‘egg on’, hittan ‘hit’ < ON hit, serdan ‘rape, lie
with’ < ON serda ‘violate’, tacan ‘take’ < ON taka.

While these and other instances, according to Peters (1981a,b) can be
regarded as certain, the following are somewhat questionable and might
also be taken as originally native: (1) bj ‘dwelling’ (cf. Hofmann
1955:175, who opts for a native origin because of the meaning
difference (OE &y ‘dwelling’ vs. ON byr ‘farm, landed estate’) and
draws attention to the northern verb bya ‘dwell’ instead of southern
buan and ON bsa; Peters (1981a:104), on the other hand, on account of
the parallelism of by (Mk(Li) V.3) ~ bying (ME(R«) V.3) thinks
Scandinavian origin still likely; moreover, as a place-name element -4y
is virtually confined to the Danelaw, which makes Scandinavian origin
even more likely); (2) ceallian ‘ call’, calla in hildecalla ‘ war-herald’ < ON
kalla as replacement of synonymous OE clypian and cegan, cigan (cf.
Stanley 1969b, who suggests that bildecalla is an Anglian form preserved
in poetic diction comparable to ca/d; Bjorkman (1902:214) separates
bildecalla from ceallian and treats only the latter as loan; Peters
(19812:106) follows Stanley, pointing out that the phrase onginnan
ceallian, occurring in Mald 91, is also found in ME texts localised in
London, i.e. the King Alisaunder Group (MS Auchinleck), which
would make Scandinavian origin rather implausible); (3) diegan, degan
‘die” < ON deyja (but cf. Luick 1914-40:§384, n.5, who points out that
e of degan is not a possible rendering of ON ey; therefore, an unrecorded
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OE verb *degan < West Gmc *damwjan is more likely as source); (4)
scipere ‘sailor’, scipian ‘man a ship’, occurring in the Anglo Saxon
Chronicle (1052C, 1075D) (according to Hofmann (1955:222-3, 233)
from ON skipari, skipa, but according to de Vries (1962:493) a native
OE formation, which is also accepted by Peters (1981a:115)); (5)
sumorlida ‘summer-army, summer-fleet’ (in Bjorkman (1900-2) and
Kluge (1891) classified as a loan, questioned by Hofmann (1955:161-2)
in view of ydfida ‘ ship’, s@lida ‘ seafarer’, which are definitely OE, cf. OE
lidan ‘travel by sea’; Peters (1981a:118) suggests an incorrect loan-
translation of ON sumerlidi, where the second element was identified
with OE /ida).

Thus, on the one hand, the number of early Scandinavian loans is
fairly high, but on the other, as Peters (1981b) has shown, most of them
did not really get established in the OE onomasiological system (major
exceptions are /agw and facan) and therefore are no longer found in ME
or PDE. This is to be expected, since most of the loans discussed here
are technical terms that have to do with Scandinavian culture. Once the
denotata lose their relevance — and many do after the Conquest — their
names will also gradually be forgotten.

524  Other influences

Latin, Scandinavian and to a certain extent Celtic, are the languages that
unquestionably exerted the greatest influence on the OE vocabulary.
But two other languages, Old Saxon and Old French, should be
mentioned briefly, because they, too, contributed to the OE vocabulary,
although on a much more limited scale.

The Anglo-Saxons always kept in touch with their continental
cousins, especially the Frisians, and it seems that at least the compound
tegland ‘island’ is of Frisian origin. But more important is the fact that
King Alfred in his educational revival not only fell back on native
Mercian help, but also engaged people from the continent, e.g. Saxons.
Thus, one of his mass-priests, John the Old Saxon, came, as the name
suggests, from Saxony, and Kuhn (1986:49f.) speculates that he may
have been the source of the verbs macian/gemacian occurring five times
in Cura pastoralis and Boethius’ Consolatio. The only other contemporary
occurrence 1s in Genesis B, which is a translation from Old Saxon.
Macian[gemacian occur for the first time in Alfred’s prose, and
subsequently remain more or less restricted to the West Saxon dialect.
Kuhn provides conclusive evidence that these words were borrowed
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into West Saxon from Old Saxon, which in turn had adopted them from
Old High German.

Further Old Saxon loans are found especially in Genresis B, a translation
from an Old Saxon original in the second half of the ninth century. The
following list has been established by Klaeber (1931:49) with the help
of Siever’s Heliand edition: war ‘true, correct’ (for sop), subt ‘illness’,
strid ‘struggle’, hearra ‘lord, master’, sima ‘band, chain’, s2/(i)d
‘dwelling, house’, romi(g)an ‘possess?’, hearmscears ‘affliction, pun-
ishment’, hygesceaft ‘mind, heart’, Jandscipe ‘region’, heodzg ‘today’, to
which the following semantic loans should be added: pegnscipe
‘allegiance’ (otherwise ‘service, duty, manliness, valour’), sceada
‘injury’ (otherwise ‘injurious person, criminal’), omwendan ‘take away
from’ (otherwise ‘change, exchange, amend’), freo ‘woman’ (otherwise
‘free, glad, joyful’).

Furthermore, Schabram (1960) has identified ga/, galscipe (GenB 327,
341) as semantic loans from Old Saxon, since in these passages the only
appropriate meaning is s#perbia ‘pride’, i.e. the one associated with Old
Saxon gé/ and its compounds, and not the one usually attributed to OE
gal, ‘lust’. Influences of this kind are not surprising, however, if one
realises that a copy of the Old Saxon Heliand (London, British Library,
Cotton Caligula A. vii), was probably produced in southern England in
the late tenth century (Gneuss 1982:165n.11). Thus Old Saxon texts
were by no means unknown in the later Anglo-Saxon period. In view of
the close genetic relationship, many more possible loans may as yet be
unidentified.

The other minor source of loans in the later OE period was Old
French. It will be remembered that the religious revival in the late tenth
and the eleventh centuries had its starting point in France, and that
many of those responsible for its implementation in England had spent
some time in French monasteries. Moreover, Edward the Confessor,
son of Athelred the Unready and the daughter of a Norman duke, was
brought up in Normandy during the exile of his father and while the
Scandinavians ruled England. When he came to the throne in 1042, he
brought his French friends to England and tried to provide them with
appropriate positions.

Consequently a handful of French loans are already found in pre-
Conquest OE texts. The most noticeable is prud, prat ‘proud’ with the
derivatives pratlic, pratlice, pryto/ pryte, prytscipe, and prutness ‘pride’, and
the compounds oferprat ‘haughty’ pratswongor ‘overburdened with
pride’, woruldpryde ‘worldly pride’ and oferprydo ‘excessive pride’
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(Schabram 1965:14-16), which encroach on the territory of West Saxon
ofermod and modig. Probably taken over in connection with the
Benedictine reform, it is also remarkable for the analogical i~umlaut in
the deadjectival noun pryso, matching the pattern full ~ fyllu, hal ~ halu,
which seems to indicate that at least at the time of the borrowing, i.e. late
tenth, early eleventh century, /mutation was still a living morpho-
phonemic factor (see §5.4). Other early French loans are sof “foolish’
(although this might also be directly from VLat.), tur ‘tower’ (Funke
1914:167, however, rejects French as a possible source and suggests
direct borrowing from Latin), capan ‘capon’, tumbere ‘dancer’ < OF
tomber ‘fall’, possibly frapgian < OF frapper translating accusare (Mt(Li)
X11.10) and reverebuntur (perhaps a confusion with reverberare ‘hit’),
servian ‘serve’, gingifer ‘ginger’, bacun ‘bacon’, arblast ‘weapon’, serfise
‘service’, prisun ‘prison’, caste! ‘castle’, market, cancelere ‘chancellor’,
these latter in the Chronicle between 1048 and 1100. The real influx of
French loans, however, begins in the second half of the twelfth century.

Compared to the present-day English situation, the number of loans
in OE is small, and the majority do not really form part of the everyday
vocabulary — with the exception perhaps of some of the earlier Latin
borrowings. Nevertheless, it was a beginning, on which later periods
could build when the trickle characterising OE gradually turned into a
flood in ME.

5.3 The stratification of the Old English vocabulary
531  Diatopic variation

53.1.1 Dialects are usually established on the basis of phonological,
and to a certain extent inflectional criteria, while lexical differences only
play a supplementary role, or, not infrequently, are disregarded
altogether. Thus, not untypically, the chapter on OE dialects in this
volume basically concentrates on phonological data and their in-
terpretation. Crowley (1986) in his survey lists seven major OE dialect
criteria, of which six are phonological; the seventh, ‘dialectal vo-
cabulary’, is discussed in merely ten lines (Crowley 1986:110); it is
given a more extensive treatment, however, in his dissertation (Crowley
1980:275-88). And Hogg (1988) also bases his rather critical assessment
of our present ‘too inflexible’ (1988:198) concepts of Old English
dialects exclusively on phonological studies.

But alongside this phonologically dominated OE dialectology, an
OE word-geography has gradually evolved which investigates the
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dialectal (and chronological) distribution of the OE vocabulary, and
whose recent results have provided a number of extremely useful
additional criteria for localising manuscripts (cf., for example, Schabram
1965; Wenisch 1979 and Hofstetter 1987) or determining the authorship
of certain works (Gneuss 1972, 1982 ; Hofstetter 1987). One of the first
to point to lexical peculiarities in the diction of Alfric was Dietrich
(1855:544-5, no0.140), who noted that he seemed consciously to avoid
the commonly used words fremde ‘strange, foreign’, (ge)gearwian
‘prepare, procure, supply’ or (ge) felan, ‘ feel, perceive’, replacing them
by @/fremed, (ge)gearcnian, (ge) fredan (fremde occurs once in AECHom 11
142.26 and according to Hofstetter (1987:39-41) is probably due to
syntactic and metrical considerations). These items belong to the set
called ¢ Winchester words’ by Gneuss (1972), which are characteristic of
the Late West Saxon standard that evolved in the Winchester school
under Athelwold and Alfric in the late tenth and early eleventh
century.

Observations such as these remained isolated for some time, but their
number increased at the end of the nineteenth century, compare the
dialect labels in Sweet (1889), and the contributions by Deutsch-
bein (1901), Klaeber (1902/1904), or Wildhagen (1905). The first,
methodologically still valid, really systematic investigation was Jordan’s
(1906) Eigentiimlichkeiten des anglischen Wortschatges, which remained the
only fairly reliable work in this field for a long time, since the theses by
Scherer (1928) and Rauh (1936) are only of rather limited reliability,
while MeiBner (1934/5) is completely useless (cf. the summaries in
Funke (1958), Schabram’s (1965:17) statement that these publications
have discredited OE word-geography rather than advanced it, as well as
Schabram’s (1969) devastating review of MeiBner and Wenisch’s (1978)
evaluation of Rauh). The major flaw of these publications was their
exclusive reliance on dictionaries and glossaries, because these do not
contain all occurrences of the items in question. But only a complete
coverage of the material available can provide a sound basis for reliable
conclusions as to the dialectal and diachronic distribution of the OE
vocabulary, something which had already been postulated by Jordan
(1906:4; cf. also Schabram 1965:16f., 1969:101ff.). The more recent
publications by Menner (1947, 1948, 1949, 1951/52), ]. ]J. Campbell
(1951, 1952) or Clark (1952/3), although on the whole more reliable,
still suffer from basically the same shortcomings. Thus, Campbell
restrict his investigations to the various revisions of the Bede translation
(already mentioned in Jordan (1906:6) as a useful source), and Clark
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relies on ME rather than on further contemporary OE evidence, which
is not unproblematic. Schabram (1965:17) therefore estimated that at
the time when he wrote his monograph about two thirds of the
statements about the dialectal and chronological distribution of the OE
vocabulary were incorrect.

It was Schabram’s (1965) study of the dialectal and chronological
distribution of the words covering the semantic field su#perbia  pride’ and
Gneuss’ work on the Winchester School (Gneuss 1972) that provided
new impulses for OE word-geography by finally complying with the
requirement of covering the whole OE material before drawing
conclusions about the distribution of lexical items (a condition more
easily met now with the availability of the Toronto microfiche
concordance). These were followed among others by Wenisch’s (1979)
investigation of the Anglian vocabulary in the glosses of the Gospel of
St Luke in the Northumbrian Lindisfarne Gospels, and Hofstetter’s
(1987) meticulous analysis of part of the vocabulary of the texts
originating in the Winchester school and its comparison with the
equivalent lexical items used elsewhere. The results of these investi-
gations not only established for the first time conclusive evidence for
the Anglian or Late West Saxon status of a large number of lexical
items; but at the same time provided additional, and perhaps even more
reliable, criteria than phonology for the dialectal classification of
manuscripts whose dialectal provenance so far was unknown or
doubtful. But before these results are discussed in greater detail,
something should be said about the basic assumptions and the

methodology applied in these studies, and also about the material they
deal with.

5312 Four major dialects are usually recognised for OE, Not-
thumbrian, Mercian (both subsumed under the cover term Anglian),
West Saxon and Kentish, although there may have been more (see
chapter 6 and also Hogg (1988:186)). Of these, Kentish is too poorly
documented to play a major role in OE word geography; moreover, the
manuscripts identified as Kentish are all of mixed dialectal character,
making it extremely difficult to isolate genuinely Kentish vocabulary
features. Consequently, the central issue of OE word geography has
always been the contrast between Anglian and West Saxon, and more
precisely the identification of specifically Anglian (Mercian, North-
umbrian) lexical items. Only recently, following Gneuss (1972), have
attempts been made to isolate systematically the specific Late West
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Saxon (Winchester) vocabulary, see Hofstetter (1987). The dominance
of Anglian is probably due to the textual situation. We have many more
West Saxon and dialectally mixed manuscripts than pure Anglian ones,
because of the political supremacy of Wessex from the end of the ninth
century onwards ; moreover, many originally Anglian texts only exist in
West Saxon copies, e.g. the early poetic records, and in the copying
process have undergone various degrees of Saxonisation. It would
therefore seem to be a useful first step to identify those words that are
found only in Anglian texts, since in West Saxon texts the non-
occurrence of a lexeme found elsewhere is less likely to be fortuitious
because of the bulk of the material. But, as Jordan (1906:4) points out,
this can only be a first hint at dialectal status. Nor does the sporadic
occurrence of a lexical item in West Saxon automatically qualify it as
West Saxon or general OE, since we must assume that the West Saxons
were to some extent familiar with Anglian vocabulary, cf. the use of
Anglianisms by Alfred, e.g. oferbygfd (CP 111.22, etc.), oferhygdig (CP
301.8), which Schabram sees as unquestionably Anglian.

The dialectal status of a lexeme can only be established with
reasonable certainty if the empirical basis is sufficiently large, preferably
comprising the whole available OE text corpus, as postulated by
Schabram (1965:17), Wenisch (1976:16) and Hofstetter (1987:4). The
further criteria and the basic methodology were already sketched by
Jordan (1906:4f1.) and have been adopted with suitable modifications in
the studies just mentioned. The best test is the existence of synonyms
with different dialectal distributions. This distribution may either be
complementary, as in the case of Angl. fas, WS fnad ‘fringe, border’,
or Angl. bebycgan, WS sellan ‘sell’, where one item occurs only in
Anglian, the other only in West Saxon manuscripts (dialectally mixed
manuscripts are of course to be disregarded for this purpose). Or the
distribution may be overlapping, in which case one of two (or more)
Anglian synonyms also occurs outside Anglian texts, where it is used
exclusively, however; this lexeme can then be regarded as common OE,
e.g. Angl. nym pe, nemne, common OE buton ‘ unless, except’, or Angl. gen,
common OE giet ‘yet’. As a safeguard Jordan requires that a lexeme
should be found in at least two independent Anglian sources, before one
regards it as Anglian (see also §5.3.3.3). An important source of
information are West Saxon copies of known Anglian originals,
especially the vocabulary substitutions in the Saxonised manuscripts,
e.g. Bede, Gregory’s Dialogues (see the long list in Hecht (1907:134-70)),
the Martyrologium or the Northumbrian interlinear versions and West
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Saxon translations of the gospels (see Wenisch). But great care has to be
taken for two reasons. First, there is always a time lag between the
original and the copy, so that the lexical substitution may be due to the
obsolescence of the original and not to its dialectal status. Second, the
revisers were hardly ever consistent. Thus, such revisions on their own
are insufficient as a criterion. Finally, Jordan mentions as supplementary
criteria the evidence of Middle and present-day English dialects. But in
view of the possibility of dialect mixture and interdialectal borrowing,
this criterion is treated with considerable reservation in more recent
studies (see Wenisch 1979:13n18).

There is one fundamental precondition that has been taken for
granted so far, but should be mentioned, even if it is self-evident. All
these investigations start from the assumption that there are at least
some manuscripts that can be localised unambiguously and that
represent the dialect in question in relatively pure form. This is true of
several manuscripts, e.g. the Lindisfarne Gospels, the Durham Ritual,
etc., as well as a considerable number of West Saxon manuscripts. Once
a certain number of lexemes have been identified as dialect-specific on
that basis, one can proceed by manner of triangulation, using these
items as indicators. And the more lexemes are identified as dialect-
specific, the more texts will eventually be localised, and the more reliable
this localization will be.

53.1.3 On the basis of the above criteria, Jordan establishes three
groups: (1) lexemes identified as Anglian on the basis of internal OE
evidence (criterion: at least two independent prose instances); (2)
lexemes identified on the basis of ME and PDE dialect evidence, where
the above criterion is not satisfied; (3) uncertain cases, e.g. hapax
legomena, without ME/PDE corroboration. He also separates prose
vocabulary from lexemes occurring also in poetry. These distinctions
will be disregarded in the following selective list, which will only quote
examples from the first group; WS or common OE equivalents are
given in parentheses.

(a) Common Anglian: in (on) ‘in’, nemne, nympe (buton) ‘unless,
except’, gen, ge(o)na (giet) “yet’; acwinan (acwincan) ‘ disappear, dwindle’,
alan ( fedan) ‘feed’, bebycgan (sellan) “sell’, bisene (blind) ‘blind’, calc (calic)
“chalice’, clucge (bell) “bell’, dian, deon (sucan) ‘suck’, efolsian (bysmerian,
dysegian) ‘blaspheme’, epian (orpian) ‘breathe’, fas ( fnad) ‘fringe,
border’, grornian (gnornian) ‘be sad, complain, murmur’, Jeoran
(forpgewstan, forpfaran, feran) ‘depart, die’, los (lor) ‘loss, destruc-
tion’, lygge (leas) ‘false’, spittan (spatan, spiwan) ‘spit’, stylan, styllan

b
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(waundrian, forhtian)y ‘be amazed, hesitate’, sunor (swina heord) ‘herd of
swine’, porf(f)ast (nytt, behefe) ‘useful’, walan (gedreccan, gepreagan) ‘ vex,
torment’, wiperbreca (wiberwinna, wipersaca) ‘adversary’.

(b) Specifically Northumbrian: depa (diedan) ‘kill’, drysnia (acwencan,
adwascan) ‘extinguish’, ear-lipric(a) (ear-lzppa) ‘flap of the ear’, giwiga
(biddan) “ask’, hoga (snottor, WS gleaw) ‘ careful, prudent’.

(c) Specifically Mercian: sehde, sihde (efne) “ecce! look’, semninga ‘ at once,
suddenly’.

Jordan’s findings were largely substantiated by subsequent investi-
gations based on more extensive material, e.g. Schabram (1965) and
Wenisch (1979), which added a substantial number of indubitably
Anglian lexemes to Jordan’s list. Schabram (1965) contains a meticulous
analysis of all the occurrences of the lexemes related to the semantic field
superbia ‘ pride, haughtiness’ in all pre-1100 texts available in edited or
facsimile form. The forty-one lexemes investigated make up four
different lexical families:

M oferhygd-: oferhygd(u), oferhyg(e)dness (sb.), oferhygdig, oferhygd,
oferhygdiic (adj.); oferhygdlice (adv.)

2 ofermod-: ofermod, ofermodness, ofermodigness, ofermodgung, ofer-
mettu, ofermedu, ofermedla (sb.); ofermod, ofermodlic, ofermodig,
ofermede (adj.); ofermodlice, ofermodiglice (adv.); ofermod(i)gian
(vb.)

3) modig-: modigness (sb.); modig, modiglic (adj.), modiglice (adv.);
mod(§)gian (vb.)

4) prat-[ prud-: pryto]pryte, prutscipe, prutness, prutung (sb.); prut/
prutlic (adj.); prutlice (adv.); prutian (vb.).

There is a remarkable dialectal split between these families: oferhygd- is
exclusively Anglian, while the other three are only found in West Saxon
and Kentish, except for modig-, which frequently occurs in Anglian-
based poetry, but only in the completely different, positively evaluative
sense ‘spirited, brave, high-souled, magnanimous’, and never in the
negatively evaluative religious sense referring to the mortal sin of
superbia. Thus modig- is non-Anglian only in religious usage. Fur-
thermore, there is a diachronic difference in the distribution of the three
southern families: ofermod- dominates in Early West Saxon; modig-
comes in in connection with the translation of the Benedictine Rule, and
begins to dominate from ca 1000 onwards without, however, com-
pletely replacing ofermod-, and from ca 950 on we also find prat-, which
in PDE is the only survivor in this field. Not surprisingly, there is also
a stylistic difference: oferbygd- and ofermod- play a role in poetry, as well
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as modig- in the sense of ‘brave’, while prat and modig- in the sense of
‘proud’ are only found in prose.

This precise dialectal and diachronic classification by Schabram
(1965:13011.) of the superbia-vocabulary provides a valuable criterion for
the dialectal and chronological localisation of doubtful manuscripts.
Thus, Alcuin’s translation De virtutibus et vitiis is clearly of Anglian
origin, as shown by the superbia-vocabulary, similarly several homilies,
which only exist in Late West Saxon copies. Also, the superbia-
vocabulary found in the translation of Bede’s Historia ecclesiastica
provides a further argument against the hypothesis that it had been
translated by King Alfred, and the same argument applies to Orosius,
where Alfred’s authorship had already been questioned for some time
(Schabram 1973:279).

Even more material is provided by Wenisch (1979), who has
investigated the interlinear gloss to St Luke in the Lindisfarne Gospels
as to its dialect vocabulary. The investigation, which follows the
principles established by Jordan and further refined by Schabram, was
particularly fruitful, because the Northumbrian, Lindisfarne and
Rushworth?® glosses are matched by an almost contemporaneous West
Saxon version of the gospels. Wenisch first compared the Northumbrian
translations of every Latin word with the WS correspondences; this
provided 14,000 lexical variants in 7,000 places consisting of altogether
3,000 OE lexemes. On the basis of glossaries and dictionaries, ca 2,000
lexemes turned out to be common OE. The remaining 1,000 were
checked in the whole OE corpus; as a result, 350 lexemes were identified
as genuinely Anglian. Thus, the following lexemes, which had
sometimes been regarded as specifically Anglian, are common OE: dens
‘valley, dale’, diego/ ‘secret, hidden’, gieman ‘care for, regard, control’,
hienan ‘fall, prostrate, abase, accuse’, hiwan ‘members of a family’, jecan
‘increase’, reordian ‘feed, refresh’, risan ‘be fit, proper’, sead ‘hole, pit,
well, cistern’ (against Jordan 1906:97), smeagan ‘think, deliberate’,
gestreon “treasure’, talan ‘blame’, weorcmann ‘ workman’. One hundred
and forty-one lexemes, which had already been identified as Anglian,
were confirmed and their distribution made more precise. Seventy-four
of them turned out to be common Anglian, e.g. acwepan ‘say, speak’,
bewerian ‘prohibit’, cofa ‘closet, cave’, edwitan ‘reproach’, forhwon
‘wherefore’, geornness ‘ desire, zeal’, hrerness ‘ disturbance’, Jixan ‘shine’,
morpor ‘murder, mortal sin’, nenig ‘no one, none’, symbel ‘feast-day’,
peostrig ‘dark, obscure’, waccan ‘watch’. Ten lexemes were common
Anglian from the tenth century onwards, but common OE earlier:
blinnan ‘cease’, carcern ‘prison’, feogan ‘hate’, feon ‘rejoice’, feoung
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‘hatred’, frignan ‘ask, inquire’, bwilchwagu ‘any, some, anything’, snytru
‘wisdom, prudence’, fo hwon ‘wherefore, why’, tynan ‘enclose, shut’.
And 57 of the 141 were restricted to Northumbrian, e.g. asty/tan ‘be
astonished’, brydhlop ‘ wedding’, carr ‘ stone, rock’ (Celtic), deadian ‘ die’,
eftersona ‘afterwards, soon’, fellread ‘putple’, hoga ‘prudent’, inlibtan
‘enlighten’, /leobtisern ‘candlestick’, /uh ‘pond, loch’ (Celtic), morsceapa
‘robbet’, nestan ‘spin’, oferufa ‘upon, on’, portcwen ‘ prostitute’, rendan
‘rend, tear’, screadung ‘ fragment’, tocymende ‘ coming’, atacund ‘foreign’.

Finally, Wenisch (1979:326) added 216 new Anglianisms to the
known ones. Of these, 139 occur only in Mg(L7) and/or M&(R#2),
MA(R#1) 1.1-2, 15, examples being: awisnian ‘wither’, bebregdan
‘pretend’, cwicfyr sulphur’, deofolgitsung ‘unrighteous mammon’, many
¢fen-combinations, e.g. efneawendan ‘convert’, efnegebiegan ‘conclude’,
efne( ge)brengan ‘ confer’, (obviously in many instances literal translations
of Lat. con-, see p. 313 above), similarly eft/ifgan ‘revive’, efttoseleness
‘retribution’, eftwunian ‘remain’ (with eft-rendering Lat. re-), inawritan
‘inscribe’, inbewindan ‘involve’, infrignan ‘interrogate’ (in- = Lat. in-);
ofasettan ‘deposit’, ofgemearcian ‘designate’ (of- translating Lat. de-),
underbraedan ‘spread under’, undercierran ‘subvert’ (under- = Lat. sub-),
watness ‘moisture’. Twenty-three lexemes are Northumbrian, i.e. occur
outside Li/Ru, e.g. afreon ‘free’, begangol ‘cultivator’, bodere ‘teacher’,
efnegemynd  commemoration’, hasere ‘lord, master’, /iesing ‘ redemption’.
Fifty-two of these 216 lexemes are common Anglian, e.g. awundrian
‘wonder (at)’, bereflor ‘barnfloor’, bid ‘ hesitation, delay’, c/ynnan ‘ sound,
resound’, dyrnlicgan ‘fornicate’. Two lexemes, dieglan ‘hide’ and gierwan
‘clothe, adorn’ are Anglian from the tenth century onwards.

Wenisch (1979:327) demonstrates that several southern texts exhibit
Anglian influence which so far had not been noted, among others AV
1, Chron C (eatly parts), Mem, Ben R, Chrod R, several charters, Ant G/,
Med 1.1. (Herb A), ThCap 1, Th Cap 2, Kentish glosses, Or, Ps(P), RegCG/,
LibSc, WS. Further, he identifies a number of so far unlocalised texts as
probably of Anglian origin, thus several charters (Harmer 13, Robertson
64, 104), various homilies (HomS 31, Assmann X1V, Napier XLIII,
XLIV, XLV, Tristram 1, 11, IV, Skeat 23 B, Macarius Homily), Med 1.1,
Old English Glosses (ed. H. D. Meritt) C 4,8,70, HomM8 (S/BPr 1),
VercHom 1,7,8,9,11,12,17,19,22; VL (Viision of Leofric).

Using the same type of methodology, Wenisch (1978) showed that
the lexemes astreccan ‘stretch out’, beren (= berer), *berezrn ‘barn’,
candelstzf ‘candlestick’, cnucian ‘knock’, c¢ruma ‘crumb’, dedbot
‘amends’, deofolseocness ‘ demoniacal possession’, geferraden ‘ companion-
ship’, fordeman ‘ condemn’, classified as ‘ West Saxon’ or ‘possibly West
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Saxon’ by Rauh (1936) are in fact common Old English. In another
study (Wenisch 1985), he confirmed that (ge)fzgnian ‘ rejoice, be glad’,
was restricted to West Saxon, while its synonyms gefeon and
blissian[blipsian were Anglian (Wenisch 1979:137ff.) and common OE
(Hallander 1966:289-91), respectively.

53.1.4 An investigation of the West Saxon vocabulary inevitably has
also to deal with the literary standard originating in Athelwold’s school
at Winchester and characterised inter alia by its ‘regulated’ vocabulary
in several semantic domains, which was employed with remarkable
consistency (Gneuss 1972:80). This also raises the problem of dis-
tinguishing between diachronic and diatopic differences and the
question of the homogeneity of OE dialects discussed in chapter 6 and
in Hogg (1988:185f1.). The terms ‘Early West Saxon’ (= Alfredian
West Saxon) and ‘Late West Saxon’ (= Athelwoldian/ Elfrician West
Saxon) commonly used in the handbooks to refer to the ninth-century
and tenth/eleventh-century varieties of WS suggest a purely chrono-
logical difference. On the other hand, when discussing the development
of EWS /e in LWS, Campbell (1959:128) observes that ‘the type of
language found in the manuscripts accepted as eW-S differed con-
siderably from that which contributed most to the formation of 1W-S°.
This would seem to imply that diatopic variation is involved as well as
diachronic variation. Recent vocabulary studies corroborate this. Thus,
Alfred’s and Alfric’s usage in the semantic domains investigated by
Hofstetter (1987) are radically different: Alfred uses practically no
‘Winchester words’, which on the other hand dominate in Alfric’s
texts, cf. Table 5.1 based on Hofstetter (1987:38-66; 305-11). The
differences are so remarkable that more than diachronic variation must
be involved. This was already suggested by Seebold (1974:323-33) on
the basis of an investigation of the semantic fields of sapiens ‘ wise’ and
prudens ‘prudent’ and their comparison with Schabram’s findings,
which patterned in a similar manner. The distributional facts led
Seebold to postulate four text-groups: the Benedictine group (basically
equivalent with Gneuss’ Winchester texts), Alfred and Wulfstan, the
Bible translation, and Orosius:

(a) sapiens:  Anglian snottur (occ. wis as a loan), WS wis, wita (sb.)
(occ. snotor as a loan)
insipiens:  Anglian umwis, unsnottur, WS unwis (occ. unsnotor)
(b) prudens:  Anglian (Ru', EP) smottur, elsewhere also hoga, gleaw, wis
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Table 5.1

A typical Winchester words

B unspecific words which occur in Winchester texts as synonyms of A and also
elsewhere

C typically non-Winchester words, i.e. common OE (e.g. fremde), Anglian (e.g.
|oferhygd|) or specifically WS (e.g. ofermod), where they are the equivalent of
Winchester words. | | denotes a whole word-family; the figures refer to the

number of instances.

Alfred’s vocabulary

(CP, Bo, So!)

A B C
foreign, strange — — fremde 17
martyr — martir 1 —
martirdom
dare — —_ pristlecan 1
prepare, supply — — (ge)gearwian 7
fulligearwian 2
(ge)gierwan 4
ongierwan 3
ungierwan 1
church in the sense of — — cirice 8
community of people gesamung 9
Lat. virtus = virtue — magen® 23 creft® 77
strengu® 1
Lat. virtus = power, —_ — creft® 8
might, heavenly powers mzgen® 9
terror, fright — broga 4 —
ege 72
correct, mend one’s way rihtlecing 1 (ge)rihtan 4 —
rihting 1
regret, repent — — hreow 2

hreowsian 40
hreowsung 43

proud modig 4 — [oferhygd|4
|ofermod|84
crown — -— beag 3

heafodbeag 2
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Zlfric’s vocabulary

A B C
foreign, strange zlfremed 21 — fremde 1
gezlfremod 2
martyr cypere 4 martir 113 —
martirdom 53
dare gedyrstlecan 17 dyrstigness 30 —
prepare, supply (ge)gearcian 121 — -
gearcung 4
church in the sense of gelapung 223 — cirice 3
community of people
Lat. virtus = virtue miht® 38 magen® 40 -
heafodmeagen 1
heahmagen 1
Lat. virtus = power, miht® 94 - ma:gcn" 2
might, heavenly powers
terror, fright oga 37 broga 2 egesa 2
ege 71 gryre 1
fyrhto 25
correct, mend one’s way (ge)rihtleecan 57 gerihtan 18 —
rihtlecung 1 rihting 12
regret, repent |behreowsian|103 — —
proud |modig| 133 pryte 1 oferhygdig 1
ofermod 3
crown |wuldorbeag]|15 cynehelm® 25  cynehelm® 3
helm 5
WS prudens superbus
Alfred waer(scipe) ofermod/-mettu
Waulfstan wer(scipe) ofermod/-mettu
ofermodigness
Bible-translations
early glean/(ness) ofermod{ness)
late Gleaw(ness) ofermod(ness)
Ylean(scipe) ofermodig(ness)
snoter(ness)
Orosius (smyttra) ofermodig/-mettu
Benedictine group snotor(ness) modig(ness)
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Seebold (1974 :320) suggests that the difference between the Benedictine
group and the other three groups is almost certainly due to dialectal
variation, and not just a matter of diachrony within a single dialect.
Thus the Benedictine group must have relied rather heavily on a local
southern dialect when establishing their written norm, which also
spread to the area of the Bible translations (possibly Canterbury). This
conclusion basically agrees with the findings of Gneuss (1972), except
that the latter regards the ‘Winchester standard’ not as a dialectal
phenomenon but as an instance of language planning, involving ‘a
specific and planned vocabulary, prevalent in one school and restricted
to a certain area, and not just a modern trend in general usage’ (Gneuss
1972:78). Hofstetter (1987:545), on the other hand, following Seebold,
also thinks that the local dialect of Winchester and/or its surroundings
had some decisive influence. In any case, it is obvious that West Saxon
was no homogeneous dialect but must be seen as a set of (more or less
overlapping) subdialects sharing common features that distinguished
them from the various Anglian sub-dialects.

To the examples of ‘Winchester words’ listed as part of Alfric’s
vocabulary can be added: wndergytan ‘understand’ instead of ongietan
(Alfred, and Anglian), understandan (Wulfstan) (Ono 1986), leorningenibt
“disciple’, weofod ‘altar’ (vs. alter, altare), sunu ‘son’ (vs. bearn), cnapa
‘boy’ (vs. enih?), gylt ‘ guilt’ (vs. scyld), (ge)blissian ‘ rejoice’ (vs. gefagnian),
and others, see Hofstetter (1987:16), Gneuss (1972:76-7).

Other, general Late West Saxon words that are not restricted to the
‘Winchester school’ include angsum ‘narrow, anxious’, besargian
‘lament’, eornostlice ‘therefore, indeed’, gedeorf ‘labour’, marsian
‘praise’, scrudnian ‘examine, consider’, paslic ‘suitable’, wafels ‘dress,
cloak’ (Gneuss 1972:80), bebatan ‘promise’, hundfeald ‘hundredfold’,
wipzftan ‘from behind’, tima ‘time’, wiperwinna ‘opponent’ (Wenisch
1978:21).

53.1.5 Dialects tend to differ not only at the level of the individual
lexeme, but also at the more general level of word-formation, in that
they select or at least favour certain patterns over other functionally
equivalent ones. This is corroborated by a number of observations,
although a systematic investigation of this aspect of OE word-formation
does not yet exist.

One clear-cut difference between Anglian and non-Anglian dialects is
the employment of -icge vs. -estre for the formation of female agent
nouns (von Lindheim 1958, 1969; Schabram 1970). For example,
byrdicge ‘embroideress’, dryicge ‘sorceress’, hunticge ‘huntress’, scernicge
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‘actress’, synmicge ‘sinner’, a-, ge-, sunu-cenmicge ‘mother’ occur only in
texts whose Anglian origin is certain or at least highly likely (Schabram
1970:97), and not in WS texts. On the other hand, bepacestre ‘ whore’,
berpestre ‘female carrier’, cempestre ‘female warrior’, forgifestre ‘female
giver’, hearpestre ‘female harper’, buntigestre ‘huntress’, /ufestre ‘female
lover’, etc., occur only in WS texts.

Similarly, the suffixoids (Sauer 1985:283) -berende and -bare acting as
equivalents of Lat. -fer/-ger (cf. Lat. Jucifer, floriger) seem to occur in
complementary dialectal distribution (von Lindheim 1972). Thus
-berende (in adlberende ‘carrying illness’, @ppelberende ‘apple-bearing’,
atorberende ‘ poisonous’, blostmberende ‘flower-bearing’, etc.) is practically
exclusively Anglian; only deapberende * death-bearing’ CP 280.7, leoht-
berende ‘light-carrying’ Hept Gen XV.17, wastmberende ‘fertile’ are
attested in WS texts. On the other hand, -b&re (in atorbzre, blosimbare,
cornbare, etc.) seems to be WS; it was particularly productive in LWS
and was a favourite with Alfric.

While these cases of dialectal word-formation patterns can be taken as
definitely established because of the scope of the material covered, other
instances need reinvestigation. Jordan (1906:103) mentions the Ang-
lian, especially Northumbrian employment of the adjectival suffix -ig
also for deriving deadjectival adjectives, e.g. drancenig ‘drunk’ < druncen
‘drunk’, untrymig ‘infirm’ < untrum, piostrig/ pystrig ‘obscure, dark’ <
peostor ‘dark’, gesyndig ‘sound’ < gesund, ¢ypig ‘known’ < cxp. He also
points to the Northumbrian compounds in -welle, e.g. lifwelle ‘living’,
harwelle ‘hoary’, hundwelle ‘a hundredfold’, rumwelle  spacious’, deadwelle
‘barren’ (Jordan 1906:109), which are not found in the south.

Another example is -nis/-nes, forming abstract nouns, which ac-
cording to Jordan (1906:101) ‘in WS in general is only denominal, i.e.
is added to the participle (mainly pret. part.), while in Anglian it is added
to the verbal stem. EWS has more formations derived from the verbal
stem than LWS’ [my translation]. There are indeed many doublets
(Jordan lists acennis/acennedness “birth’, gecignes, cignes/gecyg(e)dness *call-
ing’, gedrefnis/gedrefednis ‘tempest’, gemengnis/gemengednys ‘mingling’,
tostencnis [ tostencednis “dispersion, destruction’, geswencnes/geswencednes
‘affliction’,  &teawnis/ztywednis  ‘appearance’,  flownis/flowendnys/
Sflowednys), and ]. ]J. Campbell (1951:367), who adopts Jordan’s analysis,
points out that in the later Bede-version in many instances the original
-nis-formations derived from the verb stem are replaced by participial
derivatives or other formations. Weyhe (1911:9ff.) corroborates the
increase of participial derivatives in LWS, but since in EWS we find
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both derivatives from verb stems and from participles, it is not
improbable that the distribution reflects a diachronic change rather than
a dialectal split. Another area where dialectal and/or chronological
factors may be at work is the distribution of -ing/-ung-formations (cf.
Weyhe 1911:28): in LWS -ing-derivatives from short-stemmed class 1
weak verbs and from those ending in a stop+liquid or nasal
are replaced by the corresponding -#ng-formations, e.g. hering >
herung ‘praise’, styring > styrung ‘motion’, bytling > bytlung ‘building’,
gebicning > gebicnung ‘beckoning’, etc. But as in the previous case, only
an analysis of the whole OE corpus can show whether this is a
diachronic or a diatopic phenomenon.

532 Diaphasic variation

53.21 As pointed out in §5.1.2, there are various dimensions of
variation besides ‘ region’ that affect the structure of the OE vocabulary.
Of these, ‘social group’ (or ‘diastratic variation’) and ‘medium’ are
necessarily monostratal because of the nature of the OE texts, which all
come from the same type of social group and represent only the written
language. At the same time this limits the dimension of ‘attitude’ to the
formal level. There have been some attempts to discover OE
colloquialisms in vocabulary and meaning on the basis of the OE
Riddles and of native words that appear for the first time in early ME.
Thus, von Lindheim (1951/2) suggests that wamb ‘womb’, neb “nose’,
pyrel “hole’, steort ‘tail’, all typical riddle-words with possibly obscene
connotations and not occurring in other types of poetry, as well as the
meaning ‘lust’ of wlonc and ga/ might have been colloquial in OE. But
both the method and the available material have strong limitations, and
the conclusion must necessarily remain rather tentative. Within the
formal level, however, there are remarkable differences between poetry
and prose, and even within these categories, e.g. between heroic and
Christian poetry, or between didactic, legal or scientific prose, see also
chapter 8 below.

53.2.2 There are basically three categories of lexemes in OE: (1) those
that are common OE and occur both in prose and poetry, e.g. man
‘man’, hus “house’, blod ‘blood’, heofon ‘heaven’; (2) those that only or
predominantly occur in poetry, e.g. hzlep, beorn, freca, rinc, secg, ‘hero,
warrior, man’, pengel, fengel, brego, eodor, raswa ‘prince, king’, ides
‘woman, queen’; (3) those that only or predominantly occur in prose,
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e.g. abbod ‘abbot’, borg ‘surety’, ege ‘fright’, hopa ‘hope’, nouns in -ere,
verbs in -/#can, loan-translations, later loans from Latin, etc. (cf. Stanley
1971). Purely poetic words have always received special attention and
are usually also given specific labels in dictionaries (cf. Clark Hall 1960)
or editions (cf. Klaeber 1950: Ixiii, 293ff.). But, as Schabram (1966: 85,
1969:101) has pointed out, such indications are far from reliable,
because they are usually not based on a complete survey of the prose
texts. The existence of specifically prosaic words has also been known
for quite a long time, but the first systematic study was Stanley (1971),
who investigated those specifically prosaic words that occasionally also
occur in strict verse (cf. also Gneuss 1982:158).

5.3.23 The existence of specifically poetic words as such is not too
surprising, because poetry not infrequently tries to use a diction that
differs from everyday language, for example, by employing rare,
frequently archaic words. The same is of course true of OE, and many
poetic words seem to be archaisms, e.g. heoru, mece ‘sword’, gup, hild
‘battle’ (possibly originally Valkyrie-names, cf. Marquardt 1938:119),
or gamol ‘old’, firas ‘men’ (Schiicking 1915:6). Others are, or originated
as, metonymic or metaphorical expressions, e.g. ceo/ ‘keel’, flota ‘floater’
for ‘ship’ (instead of seip, bat) or lind ‘shield’, @sc ‘spear’ (referring to
the material they consist of ), or freca ‘ warrior’ (frec adj. ‘eager, bold,
daring’). This may have the effect that the meanings of such poetic
words are not always completely clear, which is why Schiicking
(1915:6) speaks of “thick veils’ obscuring what is described in these
poems.

Another source of the semantic problem of meaning-specification is
intimately related to ‘the most important rhetorical figure, in fact the
very soul of the Old English poetical style’ (Klaeber 1950:1xv),
variation. Variation can be defined as ‘a double or multiple statement of
the same concept or idea in different words, with a more or less
perceptible shift in stress’ (Brodeur 1959:40). For example, in Beowaulf
we find the lines

Ic paes wine Deniga,

frean Scyldinga frinan wille,
beaga bryttan swa pu bena eart
peoden maerne ymb pinne sid...

‘I'shall ask the lord of Danes, the ruler of the Scyldings, giver of rings,
as you make petition, ask the famous prince concerning your visit...’
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Here, wine Deniga ‘lord of the Danes’, frean Scyldinga ruler of the
Scyldings’, beaga bryttan ‘giver of rings’, peoden marne ‘famous prince’
all refer to King Hrothgar, but describe him from different points of
view, attributing different properties to him. This rhetorical figure
obviously requires a large number of synonyms, either simple or
complex, especially in those areas that form the central topics of the OE
poetic literature. It is not surprising, therefore, that there are so many
(partial) synonyms for notions such as ‘sea’ (see Buckhurst 1929) (e.g.
s&, geofon, heafu, mere, lagu, water, flod, holm, sund, brim, fam, sastream,
sewag, szholm, lagustreamas, brimstreamas, lagoflodas, drencflod, wagpreat,
ypa wylm), ‘ship’ (scip, ceol, wagflota, hringed-stefna, szgenga, brimwudu,
merehus, sebengest, ypmearh, sundhengest), ‘hall, house’ (bus, earn, reced, flet,
heall, s&l, sele, bold, burb, geard, hof, wic), ‘man, warrior’ (monn, eorl, ceorl,
wer, guma, rinc, beorn, secg, halep, firas, nippas, ylde, landbuend, grundbuend,
Jfoldbuend, sawlberend) and many others. And this is also the reason why
the determination of the precise shade of meaning of those synonyms is
so difficult, at least as far as simple lexical items are concerned. Items
such as brimwudu, sazhengest at the same time represent another
phenomenon characteristic of Germanic poetry in general and also
directly related to the principle of variation: the systematic use of simple
and complex metaphorical expressions called heiti and kenningar (cf.
Marquardt 1938; Brodeur 1959:247-59). Following Snorri Sturluson’s
categorisation in Skdldskaparmdl (see Brodeur 1952; 1959:24711.), three
categories may be distinguished.

The dkend heiti (‘uncharacterised terms’) are simple, unqualified
nouns with a literal (e.g. scip, bat) or a metaphorical/figurative (e.g. flota
‘that which floats = ship’, ceo/ ‘keel = ship’) interpretation; the kend
heiti and the kenningar are complex expressions serving as metaphorical
periphrases of the referent in question, replacing the lexical item that
would normally be used. They are nominal in structure, i.e. nominal
compounds or groups, for example, a noun modified by a genitive,
which is functionally equivalent to a compound (e.g. ydgewinn = yda
gewinn ‘ wave strife = strife of the waves = sea’). They differ in that the
kend heiti (‘characterised terms’) identify the referent as something
which it is by emphasising a certain quality, aspect or function of it,
while in the Aenningar ‘the base word identifies the referent with
something it is not, except in relation to the concept expressed in the
limiting word’ (Brodeur 1959:250). Thus, a ship really is a szgenga ‘ sea-
goer’, or wagflota ‘ wave-floater’, but it is not a waghengest ‘ sea-steed’ or
brimwudyu ‘ sea-wood’ ; the sun really is a heofonleoma or swegles leobt ‘light
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of heaven’, but it is not a rodores candel ‘heaven-candle’ or heofnes gim
‘heavenly gem’, except in a metaphorical sense (but cf. Marquardt
1938:116ff., who rejects this distinction and treats both types as
kenningar). In the kennings, there is thus “a tension between the concept
and the base-word; the limiting word partially resolves the unreality of
that relation... it depends on the hearer’s ability and willingness to see
likeness within unlikeness’ (Brodeur 1959:150-1).

Both types of periphrasis, typically associated with variation struc-
tures, are extremely frequent in OE poetry. Further examples of kend
heiti are expressions for earth (bzlepa epe/ ‘home of men’, fader
ealdgeweorc ‘ancient work of the Father’), the sea ( fisces epe/ “home of the
fish’, seolbbap ‘seal-bath’, ypa geswing ‘surge of the waves’), thunder
(wolena sweg ‘sound of the clouds’), dragon (/yf?floga ‘flier in the air’,
goldweard, hordes hyrde ‘ keeper of gold, treasure’), or the many expressions
for lotd, prince, king (ealdor pegna ‘lord of the warriors’, halepa brego
‘ruler of men’, folces weard ‘protector of the people’, beaggifa ‘ring-
giver’, etc.). The following are genuine kennings: beadoleoma, hildeleoma
‘battle-light = sword’, mere-hragl ‘sea-dress = sail’, gupwine ‘battle-
friend = swotd’, banbus, bancofa ‘bone-cofler, bone-chamber = body’
(all in Beowulf), ot hildenedre ‘battle-adder = javelin, arrow’, garbeam
‘speat-tree = warriot’, heafodgim ‘head-gem = eye’. These latter come
from religious poems such as Genesis, Exodus, Elene or Andreas, and are
regarded as ‘riddle-like and far-fetched’ by Brodeur (1959:35), who
sees In these more extravagant formations a typical feature of the later
religious poems, i.e. there seems to be a difference in this respect
between the traditional heroic and the later religious poems which have
adopted but also modified the format of heroic poetry.

The phenomenon in question highlights a property of OE repeatedly
mentioned already, the prolificness of its word-formation patterns,
because many, although by no means all of the gend beiti and kenningar
are compounds. It is certainly no accident that, for example, in Beowulf
about one third of the entire vocabulary consists of compounds. In the
3,182 lines of the poem, Brodeur (1959:7) has counted 903 distinct
substantive compounds, 518 of which occur only in Beowulf, and 578 are
found only once in the poem; there are 86 Adj+ Adj or Advb+ Adj
compounds (e.g. branfag ‘brown-hued’, grambydig ‘hostile-thinking’;
Sfeorrancund  come from afar’), of which 36 occur only here; 164 items are
N+ Adj compounds (e.g. lagn-craftig ‘skilled in seafaring’, morgenceald
‘morning-cold’), of which 86 are unique; and 36 are babuyribi-
compounds of the structure Adj+ N (e.g. blodigtod ‘bloody-toothed’,
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blondenfeax * grizzly-haired’, famigheals ‘foamy-necked’), of which 15 are
pecular to Beowulf. Beowulf certainly is an extreme, but it is nevertheless
representative of the OE poetic diction and its vocabulary and thus
demonstrates, perhaps most clearly, how strongly poetic diction is
based on a specific type of vocabulary.

53.24 Compared to poetic diction, the prose vocabulary is less
striking. According to the subject matter dealt with in the existing texts,
we will of course come across differences, e.g. between legal ter-
minology in the Anglo-Saxon laws (cf. Liebermann 1903~16), medical
and biological terminology in the Leechbook (cf. Bierbaumer 1975/6) or
grammatical terminology in Alfric’s Grammar. One feature which must
have had a considerable influence on the formation of the OE
vocabulary should be mentioned again in this connection, namely the
dependence of many OE texts on a Latin original. In §5.2.1.5 the
phenomena of semantic loans, loan-translations and loan-creations have
already been discussed extensively, and it is quite obvious that they play
a much greater role in the prose vocabulary (and even more so in the
glosses) than in poetry. Unfortunately, besides Gneuss’ (1955) investi-
gation of the Vespasian Psalter there has been no further large-scale
attempt at describing this area. One domain that would profit greatly
from further studies of loan-translations is OE word-formation, because
it is quite clear that many OE formations were prompted by Latin
originals. And even if many OE translations may have had a rather
esoteric status —cf. e.g. the grammatical terminology in Zlfric’s
Grammar — they still provide clues as to the productivity of OE word-
formation patterns. But there again, a comprehensive description has
still to be written.

5.4 Word-formation
54.1  General aspects

54.1.1 Every language requires patterns according to which new
lexemes can be formed on the basis of already existing lexical material.
The most basic property of such new formations is their transparent,
motivated status: on the basis of their structure and the meaning of the
constituents their meaning can be computed. Thus, waser-berere ¢ water-
bearer’, pening-mangere ‘money-dealet’, lagn-swimmend ‘ sea-swimmer =
fish’, ap-swerung ‘ oath-swearing’ are easily interpreted on this basis even
when coming across them for the first time. This, certainly, was one
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reason why loan-translations were preferred to loans in the earlier OE
period.

Word-formations are lexical syntagmas based on a determinant
(modifier)/determinatum (head) relation (Marchand 1969:3); in the
Germanic languages, the determinant always precedes the determ-
inatum. This holds for compounds as well as for prefixations and
suffixations, cf.

dt / dm

water /  berere ‘bearer of water’

winter /  setl ‘winter-quarters’

forp / faran ‘go forth, depart’

sin / cald ‘perpetually (sin-) cold’

feond / . scipe ‘hostility = state (-scipe) of being an enemy
(feond-)’

l&r / end ‘teacher = someone (-end) who teaches (Jer-)’

The principle of transparency/motivation can be impaired by the
process of lexicalisation: once formed, a lexeme may adopt additional
semantic properties that are not predictable from the meanings of the
constituents and the pattern underlying the combination. Thus mor-
gengifu is not simply a gift given at some morning, but a gift given to
the bride by her husband after the wedding-night; cymingeswyrt is not
simply a herb that has something to do with a/the king, but refers to
marjoram ; and forpfaran does not only mean ‘go away’ in the literal, but
also the figurative sense, ‘die’. Lexicalisation is not an all-or-nothing
phenomenon, but a scale, and lexemes may move along this scale in the
course of time. When dealing with an historical period, therefore, it is
not always easy to determine whether a given formation is lexicalised or
not.

Sometimes lexicalisation itself may be pattern-forming, when some
element of a series of formations loses its original meaning (usually by
a process of meaning generalisation) and is only employed with this new
meaning in new formations. This may in time lead to the status of an
affix, e.g. with -seipe “state, status’, -bere ‘ carrying’, -wende ‘ conducing’,
or at least an affixoid, as with -dom, -lac, -raden ‘state, status’ (Sauer
1985:283). A slightly different development took place with /eod, peod
‘people’, which in leodcyning, peodcyning ‘king of the people = mighty
king’ have still preserved their original meaning, although with an
additional intensifying function, whilst in peodloga “arch-lier’, peodwiga
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‘great warrior’, leodbealu ‘terrible calamity’, leodgryre ‘ general terror’,
the determinant has merely intensifying function. But in view of the
existence of combinations with a literal meaning, we should not treat
leod, peod as prefixoids (with respect to Sauer 1985:284). The morpheme
¢yne-, alternant of cyming ‘king’, on the other hand, has probably
progressed further in this direction, cf. cyneband ‘diadem’, cynebot
‘king’s compensation’, ¢ynegierela ‘royal robe’, although a formation
like cynescipe ‘royalty, majesty’ confirms that ¢yme- must still have had
word-status, because -scipe in OE was definitely a suffix, and com-
binations of the type **prefix + suffix have never existed in English.

54.1.2 Marchand (1969:2) defines word-formation as ‘that branch of
the science of language which studies the patterns on which a language
forms new lexical units’. Applying this definition to a language no
longer spoken raises a number of serious problems.

Firstly, there is no way of testing productivity directly; all we have is
circumstantial evidence such as the number of new formations occurring
in texts of a given period, their semantic quality (i.e. their semantic
regularity, homogeneity, degree of lexicalisation), the correlation of
morphophonemic alternations with the overall morphophonemic
system operating also in inflexion (i.e. the degree of morphological
transparency, the type of conditioning, etc.) or continued productivity
in subsequent periods. Taken together, these factors will give us a
reasonably good indication as to whether a pattern was productive or
not, but no more than that. Moreover, productivity is a cline, and we
have to determine a cut-off point after which we should no longer
include the respective formations.

Secondly, neither productivity nor transparency are static phenom-
ena; they can vary diachronically, cf. -#is, which apparently lost the
ability to combine with verb-stems and came to be restricted to
participles and adjectives in LWS (see §5.3.1.5). When one has to deal
with a linguistic period such as OE, stretching over some 600 years,
there are bound to have been many such changes, not all of which can
be reconstructed because of our limited evidence, which covers only the
last 200 to 250 years and is rather fragmentary at that. Much of what
would actually constitute various historical layers within a given pattern
will therefore inevitably appear projected onto a two-dimensional
plane, since only the output of the patterns as recorded in the later
documents is available for study.

Thirdly, and perhaps more importantly, even when a given pattern
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loses its productivity, it leaves behind at least some of its output as an
integral part of the vocabulary. It is true that loss of productivity usually
increases the tendency towards lexicalisation, with subsequent reduction
and perhaps even obliteration of semantic and morphological trans-
parency. Still, very often many formations remain fully transparent and
by virtue of this property constitute an important factor in the overall
structure of the vocabulary which should not be disregarded. For a
diachronic study, therefore, transparency/analysability will have to be
regarded as more important than productivity, although the latter
cannot of course be completely disregarded.

Unfortunately, this does not solve the demarcation problem, because
we do not want to include all residues of unproductive patterns
indiscriminately. Thus the ablaut formations mentioned in §5.1.3.2 will
have to be treated, because their number makes them a significant, even
typologically relevant, feature of the OE vocabulary despite their basic
lack of productivity. The derivatives

(1) s n. ‘food, meat, carrion’ < et-(an) ~ @t-(on) ‘eat’
bles m. ‘blowing, blast’ < blaw-(an) ‘blow’
hbas f. ‘command, bidding’ < hat-(an) ‘command’
/s £. ‘letting of blodd’ < /et-(an) ‘let’
res f. ‘counsel, deliberation’ < rad-(an) ‘advise’

on the other hand, constitute the limiting case and should probably be
disregarded because of semantic and morphological irregularities.

But there are more complicated situations such as the following four
groups of deverbal nouns (see also Kastovsky 1985:23141.):

(2)(a) m. han-cred ‘ cock-crow’ < craw-(an), gebled ‘blister < blaw-(an)
n. ap-swyrd ‘oath’ < swer-(ian) ‘swear’, s&d ‘seed’ < saw-(an)
‘sow’
f. fierd “national levy or army’ < far-(an) ‘travel, go’; byrd

‘birth, burden’ < ber-(an) ~ bor(en) ‘carry’, bled ‘fAower,
blossom’ < b/ow-(an) ‘blossom’, flode ‘channel, a place
where anything flows’ < flow-(an) ‘fAow’

m/n  flod ‘food’ < flow-(an)

m/f  cwild ‘death, destruction’ < cwel-(an) ‘die’

(b) m. ymbhwyrft ‘circuit, bend, turn’ < ymbhweor[-(an) ~ -hwurf-(on)
‘revolve’, slieht ‘striking, animals for slaughter’ < sle-(an)
~ sleg-(en) ‘slay’, scrift ‘one who shrives, confessor;
penalty’ < scrif-(an) ~ scrif-(en) ‘shrive’, walslibta
‘murderer’ < sle-(an) ~ slzg-(en) ‘slay’, wyrhta ‘workman’ <
wyre-(an) ‘work’
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f. ®ht ‘possessions, serf’ < ag-(an) ‘own’, ibt ‘increase’ < eac-
(an)/ic-(an) ‘increase’, nzft ‘need, want’ < nabb-(an) ‘have
not, want’, gesibt/gesihp “slight’ < seon ~ sep-(en) ‘see’,
Ppeoft [ piefb/ peofp ‘stolen goods’ < peof-(ian) ‘steal’, wist
‘food, sustenance’ < wes-(an) ‘be, exist’

m/f/n ¢yst ‘what is chosen’ < ceos-(an) ~ cur-(on) ‘choose’, gift
‘giving, gift’ < gief-(an) ‘give’, gesceaft ‘what is created’ <
sciepp-(an) ~ sceap-(en) ‘ create’, weft(a) ‘weft’ < wef-(an)
‘weave’

(¢ f &brech ‘sacrilege’ < brec-(an) ‘break’, fyrmp ‘ washing’; pl.
‘sweepings, rubbish’ < feorm-(ian) ‘scour, clean’, gepingp
‘intercession; court’ < ping-(ian) ‘determine, intercede’, ripp
‘harvest’ < rip-(an) ‘reap’

n gewilcp ‘ rolling’ < (ge)weale-(an) ‘ roll’

(d) m. Siscop “fishing ; place for fishing’ < fisc-(fan) ‘fish’, hergap
‘harrying® < herg-(ian) ‘harry’, bhaletop ‘ greeting’ < halett-
(an) ‘greet’, buntop ‘ what is hunted’ < hunt-(ian) ‘hunt’,
Sfolgap ‘train, retinue’ < folg-(ian) ‘follow’, migopa ‘urine’ <
mig-(an) ‘make water’, spiwepa ‘ what is vomited, vomit’ <
spiw-(an) ‘ vomit’, sweolop(a) ‘ heat, burning’ < swel-(an)
‘burn’, sceafopa ‘chip’ < sceaf-(an) ‘shave’

n. gifepe ‘what is granted by fate’ < gief-(an) ‘give’.

It would seem that -4 in (2a) was no longer productive in OE, because
there are no derivatives from weak verbs in contradistinction to the
other three groups; but the derivatives are fairly transparent and
semantically regular. Present-day English derivatives like spilth, growth
suggest that -p was productive in OE; the same is probably true of -0pa,
because it combines with weak class 2 verbs, a category of more recent
origin than the strong verbs; the status of -# is not quite clear, but the
existence of derivatives from weak verbs also suggests that it may still
have been productive.

The main question to be asked in this case, however, is whether these
four groups should be treated as independent derivational patterns, in
turn consisting of gender-specific sub-patterns, because only (2d) is
homogeneous as to gender-affiliation. It would seem that each gender,
and also each inflexional class should constitute a separate pattern (see
Pilch 1985:423), although this causes problems with those instances
having multiple gender-affiliation without any meaning-difference (e.g.
&ift, os).

As to the treatment of -d, -#(a,e), -p and -0pa as independent suffixes,
it should be noted that a fairly systematic complementary distribution
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seems to obtain, -4 occurring after roots ending in a glide, liquid or
nasal, -7 after roots ending in a fricative, -} after roots ending in a stop,
-0p with weak class 2 verbs, -0pa with strong verbs. There are a few
exceptions, e.g. the doublets gesibz/gesihp, peoft/peofp, piefp or haletop
(with a class 1 base), but these might be explained as analogical
reformations indicating that the complementary distribution was no
longer fully effective. Since none of these suffixes is tied to a specific
meaning but all have roughly the same semantic range, we can probably
treat them as partly morphologically, partly phonologically conditioned
alternants. This in fact corresponds to their historical origin, a ProtolE
suffix family clustering around the formative -z (Krahe and Meid
1967:1941.), to which various vocalic extensions functioning as stem-
formatives were added (-to-, -fa-, -tio-, -tia-, -ti-, -tu-, etc.). These stem
formatives originally determined gender and class affiliation, but were
lost in PrOE; they were responsible for the gender differences in (2a—c).
The consonantal alternation reflects Pre-Germanic stress differences
(root vs. suffixal stress) and the effects of Grimm’s and Verner’s Laws.
It is thus quite obvious that we have to do with various derivational
layers, of which only - /-0p, and perhaps -# (without /-mutation, cf. peosft)
were still productive. In the existing literature, such derivational layers
are discussed only exceptionally, e.g. in von Lindheim (1958), Kirre’s
(1915) study on agent-nouns in -¢//-0/and -end, Weyhe’s (1911) treatment
of -ness and -ing/ung, or Hinderling’s (1967) study of the Germanic
strong abstract nouns. Here, much work still remains to be done. The
example has demonstrated, however, that a full-scale description of OE
word-formation will have to strike a balance between a purely
synchronic and a purely historical-etymological approach by also
including unproductive patterns, as long as their output is still
transparent.

5413 OE word-formation is characterised by widespread stem-
allomotphy, i.e. we find the same kind of morphophonemic alternations
as in inflexion. Besides ablaut (cf. §5.1.3.2), the following alternations

occur:

1 i-mutation: full ~ fyllan < *[full-j-an/ ‘All’, curon (~ ceosan) ~
¢yre ‘choice’, gram ~ gremman ‘enrage’, szt (~ sittan) ~ settan
< */sat-j-an/ ‘set’, trum ~ trymp ‘trimness’

2 consonant gemination (accompanied by i-mutation): gram ~
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gremman, wefan ~ webba, secgan ~ sagu ‘saying’ (reverse alter-

nation)

3 palatalisation /assibilation : éeosan/curon ~ cyre, lugon ~ lygen, bre-
can[brucon ~ bryce ‘breach’, gangan ~ genga ‘ goer’, fon/fangen ~
Jeng “grasp’

4 /=] ~ [a]: faran ~ far ‘journey’, grafan ~ grzf ‘style for

writing’, graft ‘carved object’, bacan ~ gebzc ‘baking’ (with
internal paradigmatic alternation as well, cf. far ~ farum)

5 Verner’s Law: ceosan ~ ¢yre < *[kur-i/, risan/ras ~ reran <
*[ra:z-j-an/‘ raise’.

How these alternations are handled depends on one’s phonological
analysis, i.e. whether one allows abstract underlying representations or
not, see chapter 3. If one does (cf. Lass & Anderson 1975), i-mutation,
consonant gemination and palatalisation/assibilation can be analysed as
phonologically conditioned, as long as the element (-+-, -f-) triggering
these processes is part of the underlying representation (see also
§5.4.4.1). It would seem, however, that in classical OE at the latest,
these three alternations were also morphologically conditioned, cf.
analogical formations without /~mutation such as stanig ‘stony’ besides
stanig, porniht|pyrnibt ‘thorny’, eorlisc ‘noble’ besides mennisc ( < man)
‘human’, etc. The status of /&/ ~ a/ is questionable but was probably
still phonologically conditioned.

Certain prefixes exhibit stress-conditioned alternations; in verbs they
are unstressed or have secondary stress, in nouns they have full stress.
This is also accompanied by allomorphy, cf. awéorpan ‘throw away’ ~
gwyrp ‘what is cast away’, onsdcan ‘contest’ ~ dndsac ‘denial’, dndsaca
‘adversary’, begdn ‘go over, worship’ ~ bigéng ‘worship’, bigenga
‘worshipper’, besides homological dnsac, begdng, beganga. This is the
source of Modern English recdrd vb. ~ récord n. and goes back to the
proto-Germanic period, when word-stress came to be fixed on the first
syllable. At this stage, prefixed nouns already existed, whereas
inseparable prefixed verbs apparently are a later development, and
therefore kept the stress on the root, cf. the chapters on phonology in
volumes I and II.
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54.2  Compounding

5.4.2.1 Introduction

As we have seen in §5.3, compounds were one of the most important
stylistic devices of poetry, but were of course not restricted to poetic
language. Accordingly, their number is substantial and the following
can only provide a brief outline of the major features.

Compounds are complex lexical items consisting of two or more
lexemes, e.g. deofol-gyld-has ‘heathen temple’, god-spell-bodung ‘ gospel
preaching’. There are substantival, adjectival and verbal compounds;
the latter, however, are restricted to adverbs and prepositions as first
members, e.g. forp-feran ‘depart’, ofer-lecgan ‘place over’, under-lecgan
‘underlay’; verbs such as cyne-helm-ian ‘ crown’, grist-bit(i)an ‘ gnash the
teeth’, etc. are derivatives from nominal compounds (¢yne-helm ‘ crown’)
or back derivations from deverbal compounds (gris#-bite ‘ gnashing’).

One major problem is the delimitation of compounds from cor-
responding syntactic groups. Spelling or semantic isolation (lexi-
calisation), sometimes suggested as appropriate criteria, do not work.
Spelling in OE was as erratic in this respect as it is in present-day
English, and according to the other criterion, morgengifu as well as halig
gast ‘Holy Ghost’, se bwita sunnandzg ‘Whit Sunday’ would count as
compounds, while morgenleoht ‘morning-light’, morgensweg ‘morning-
cry’ would not, which is certainly counter-intuitive. According to
Marchand (1969:21), the only decisive criterion is the morphological
isolation of the compound from the corresponding syntactic group; this
isolation can take various forms. Stress is one possibility, cf. the
compound type snowball vs. the group type stone wall. But for OE, this
criterion is not very helpful, because in prose texts stress cannot be
established, and in poetry both elements of a compound may receive a
main stress for metrical reasons, cf. windenstéfna ‘ ship with curved prow’
Beo 220, héordgenéatas ‘ retainers’ Beo 261 (cf. Sauer 1985:271). Another
criterion is the lack of a parallel syntactic group or its different formal
make-up, as in the case of copulative compounds like apamswerian ‘son-
in-law and father-in-law’, enibtcild ‘boy, lit. boy-child’, V4+N com-
pounds like bereword ‘word of praise’, radeboc ‘reading-book’, and
exocentric compounds like bzrfot ‘barefoot’, heardheort ‘ hard-hearted’.
Adj-N compounds are easily recognisable in their inflected forms,
because the adjective is not inflected, cf. heabenglas ‘archangels’, wilddeora
‘wild beasts’, heabcyninges (gen.) ‘high-king’; but occasionally there are
syntactic group doublets with an inflected adjective, e.g. wilde deor, pone
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hean cyninge, and in the nominative singular, where the adjective may be
uninflected — cf. heah engel, heah cyning — the criterion is neutralised.
Thus, since idel gylp, idel wuldor  vainglory’ in their inflected forms occur
only with an inflected adjective (for, mid idelum gylpe/wuldre, etc.), these
items are syntactic groups and not compounds as assumed in Clark Hall
and Bosworth/Toller (Sauer 1985:275). Inflexion of the determinant is
no criterion with genitive compounds, however, as in Sumnandzg
‘Sunday’, cymingeswyrt ‘marjoram’, dzgeseage ‘daisy’. Here the whole NP
has to be checked; if the article refers to the determinatum (head), we
have a compound, as in se egesfullica domesdzge *the terrible doomsday’;
if it refers to the determinant (modifier), we have a syntactic group, as
in pare sweartan helle grundes ‘bottom of the black hell’, whereas hatne
helle-grund ‘ hot hell-bottom’ probably has to be regarded as a compound.

In a number of cases, e.g. hildecalls “war-herald’, hildegeatwe ‘war-
harness’, stanegella (besides stangella) ‘pelican’, goldefrztwe ‘ gold orna-
ments’, drencefzt ‘drinking-vessel’, yrfeweard “heir’, the internal vowel
should not be regarded as a genitive ending, but as a linking element
like the German Fugen-s in Liebeshrief ‘love-letter’. For a detailed
treatment of these linking elements or ‘bridge-vowels’ see Carr
(1939:281--98).

Compounds must also be kept apart from prefixations and suf-
fixations, but the delimitation is not absolute, there being a number of
borderline cases. Thus, ¢yne- “‘royal’ in cymegild “king’s compensation’,
cynestol ‘throne’; cynecynn ‘royal race’ only occurs as a determinant in
compounds and might therefore be interpreted as a prefix. But since it
is in complementary distribution with cyning, cyning being extremely rare
as a determinant in compounds (save for ¢yminggereords ‘royal meal’,
cyn(in)gestun ‘royal town’), and since there are formations like cynelic
‘royal’, cynescipe ‘kingship’, where -/ic and scipe have to be regarded as
suffixes, ¢yne- should be analysed as an allomorph of ¢yning. Its occurrence
as a prototheme in personal names also argues against an interpretation
as prefix. Twi- is subject to the same restriction, cf. twide/ ‘ two thirds’,
twifeald ‘twofold’, twirade ‘uncertain’, twiecge ‘two-edged’, twideagod
‘twice-dyed’, and might be regarded as an allomorph of wa ‘two’.
More difficult is the classification of -dom, -had, -lac, -r&den (nominal),
and -fest, -ful(l), -leas (adjectival), which also occur as words, and of
-bare, -feald, -wende, which only occur as determinata. Sauer (1985:282f.)
classifies had-combinations as compounds, because -bad in bisceophad,
martyrhad ‘state, rank of a bishop, martyr’ still has basically the same
meaning as the lexeme had, whereas the other morphemes are regarded
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as suffixoids with more or less pronounced suffixal character. I shall
follow Sauer and treat these elements in the section on suffixation.

There are two basic types of word-formation patterns, expansions
and derivations. Expansions satisfy the condition AB = B, i.e. the
determinatum (head) is a lexeme, and the combination as a whole
belongs to the same word-class and lexical class as the determinatum
(Marchand 1969:11); derivations do not satisfy this criterion. On the
basis of this criterion, both compounds and prefixations qualify as
expansions. Thus, bedstreaw ‘straw for bedding’ is a subcategory of
streaw, swefen-reccere ‘interpreter of dreams’ is a kind of reccere ‘in-
terpreter’, edlean ‘reward’ is a kind of /ean ‘ gift, loan’, etc.

On the basis of this criterion certain combinations that look like
compounds in that they consist of two lexemes do not qualify as
expansions: an amborn ‘unicorn’ is not a horn, but an animal with one
horn, a hundestange ‘hound’s tongue’ is not a funge but a plant with leaves
like a dog’s tongue; and barfos ‘barefoot’, ribtheort ‘ righteous’, yfelwille
‘malevolent’ should be nouns, but are actually adjectives. Traditionally,
these are called bahuvribi or exocentric compounds, because the
determinatum lies outside the formation. Marchand uses the term
pseudo-compound (1969:13ff., 386-9) and treats them as zero-
derivatives with the structure amborny/fy ‘something (= i) which
has one (an) hotn (born)’, barfory /P, ‘having (= f,,,) a bare foot
(barfot)’, cf. anhyrned = ‘having (= ed,,;) one horn’. I shall follow this
practice and discuss such formations in §5.4.5 together with other types
of zero-derivation.

Since the explicit morphological structure of such formations did not
agree with their function, they were often reformed by either changing
the inflexional class (usually to the weak declension), cf. anborna,
bundenstefna m. ‘ship with an ornamented prow’ (stefn was probably
originally an /-stem, cf. Campbell 1959:74n.4), or by adding a
derivational suffix, cf. cliferfete ‘cloven-footed’ (-ja-suffix), eapmodig,
eapmodlic ‘humble’ (besides eapmod), etc. These are usually called
‘extended babuvrihi compounds’ (Carr 1939:252f.), but in actual fact are
clearly derivatives and not compounds. They will therefore be treated
under the corresponding suffixes.

One further type of compound deserves special consideration,
formations such as water-berere ‘water-carrier’, ap-swerung ‘oath-
swearing’, feper-berend ‘feather-bearing creature’, 2/mesgifa ‘almsgiver’.
These are characterised by the fact that the determinatum itself is a
derived, usually deverbal noun, and that the determinant can be
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regarded as one of the arguments of the underlying predicate, i.e. water-
berere ‘someone (-ere = Subj.) carrying (ber-,) water (water = Obj.)’.
Such combinations are fairly frequent. They belong to Marchand’s
(1969:31f1.) category of ‘verbal-nexus-combinations’ and are among
other things characterised by the fact that the determinatum need not
necessarily occur as an independent lexeme, as long as it represents a
possible deverbal derivative, cf. instances such as nibtegale  night-singer
= nightingale’, yrfenuma ‘heir-taker = heir’. This property has given
them the name ‘ synthetic compound’. Consequently there is no need to
regard -bora ‘carrier’ in candelbora ‘ candlebearer’, mundbora ‘ guardian’,
lit. ‘ protection-bearer’, facnbora ‘standard-bearer’ as a suffix, because it
does not occur outside such compounds (cf. Sprockel 1973:11, 41,
Quirk & Wrenn 1957:115). Such formations should also be treated as
synthetic compounds, cf. PDE formations such as nutcracker, chimney
sweep.

A further subclassification and description of compounds is best
based on the word-class affiliation of the determinatum (noun, adjective
including participles, verb; other categories are marginal), and of the
determinant (noun, adjective including participles, verb, particle), on
the distinction between simple and derived determinata, on further
morphological distinctions, e.g. between stem vs. genitive compounds,
and on semantic-syntactic criteria, see, for example, the classification in
Marchand (1969:ch. 2), or Kastovsky (1985) for deverbal nouns. The
semantic description of word-formation syntagmas, especially com-
pounds, has been a much-discussed topic, which cannot be taken up
here. The labels used in the following are not intended to represent a
particular theoretical framework, but are used in their traditional
signification to provide a frame of reference for something that in view
of space limitations can only exemplify the possibilities but cannot be an
exhaustive description.

5.4.2.2 Compound nouns

54.221 Noun+ Noun compounds represent the most frequent
pattern. The relationship between the two immediate constituents —
determinant and determinatum — can be reduced to three basic types:
additive, copulative, rectional (Marchand 1969:40), although the
additive type is only represented by two examples from poetry —
apumswerian ‘son-in-law and father-in-law’ and subtorgefadran ‘ nephew
and uncle’ — and was obviously unproductive in Old English. These
should actually be treated as exocentric compounds with the semantic-
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morphological structure ‘something (= -§) consisting of son-in-law and
Sfather-in-law’, etc. Numerals from 13 onwards ( preotine) follow the same
pattern.

The copulative compounds can be paraphrased by a construction
containing the copula be, e.g. eoforswin ‘ pig (swin) which is a boar (eofor)’,
Sfreawine ‘friend (wine) who is also a lord (frea)’. There are two sub-
groups, attributive and subsumptive compounds (Marchand
1969:4011.).

In attributive compounds, the determinant attributes a specific
property to the determinatum, while with subsumptive compounds, the
determinant denotes a subclass of the determinatum. Typical examples
of attributive compounds are sex-denoting nouns, e.g. cilforlamb ‘ewe-
lamb’, cnibtcild ‘boy’, cucealf “heifer-calf’, fearbryper ‘bull’, magpmann
‘maiden’, gummann ‘man’, wifmann ‘woman’. The reverse order occurs
in assmyre ‘she-ass’, gatbucca “billy-goat’, olfendmyre ‘ camel’, rabdeor ‘ roe-
buck’, i.e. these have the same structure as derivatives with a sex-
denoting suffix, e.g. gyden ‘goddess’, dryicge ‘sorceress’, lufestre ‘female
lover’. The same possibilities exist for nouns denoting the young of an
animal or person, e.g. steoroxa ‘young ox’ vs. hindcealf ‘fawn’, leonhwelp
‘lion’s cub’. Profession is another concept belonging here, e.g.
weardmann ‘ guard’, ambehtmann ‘servant’.

Among the subsumptive compounds, the following subgroups can
be distinguished (cf. Carr 1939:324ff., whose subclassification differs
somewhat from the one adopted here, because he includes sex-denoting
compounds among the subsumptive type).

(a) The determinant denotes a concept with which the determinatum is
compared: colmase ‘coal-tit’, goldfinc ‘goldfinch’, alepute ‘eel-pout’,
sperewyrt ‘spearwort’.

(b) The determinant denotes the species, the determinatum the genus
proximum: cederbeam ‘cedar’, cirisheam ‘cherry-tree’, marmanstan
‘marble’, hwatecorn ‘grain of wheat’, piporcorn ‘peppercorn’, regenscur
‘rain-shower’, eagaepple ‘eyeball’, fugolcynn ‘birds’, afentid ‘e\}ening’.
(c) Both constituents denote different aspects of the same thing, e.g.
werewnlf ‘a being which is both a wolf and a man’; there is a close
relationship to the preceding group: agendfrea ‘lord and owner’,
ealdorbisceop, bisceopealdor ‘chief bishop’, drybtenweard ‘lord and
guardian’, magwine, winemag ‘relative and friend’, bleodrybten ‘lord and
protector’.

(d) The meaning of the determinant is already contained more or less in
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the determinatum (pleonastic compounds), e.g. eorpstede, eorpweg ‘ earth’,
lagustream, merestream, s@stream ‘sea’.

In many instances, the two constituents are practically synonymous,
although one should probably not regard such compounds, which
mainly, although not exclusively, occur in poetry, as mere tautologies
(Marchand 1969:62): aledfyr ‘fire’, deapcwealm ‘death’, dolghenn
‘wound’, feondsceapa ‘enemy, robber’, feorhlif ‘life’, holtwudu ‘wood’,
wudubolt ‘wood’, magencraft ‘strength’, willspring ‘spring’. Many of
these compounds also occur in reversed order without any apparent
change of meaning, cf. bealucwealm|cwealmbealy ‘violent death’, beot-
word/wordbeot ‘boast, threat’, cearsorg/sorgcearu ‘anxiety’, rimge-
tal/getelrim ‘number’.

Rectional compounds are best defined negatively as those that do not
allow a copulative paraphrase. Morphologically, we can distinguish two
subcategories, pure nominal compounds and synthetic compounds, i.e.
those having a deverbal noun as the determinatum. Semantically
speaking, both groups can express the same kinds of relationship (cf.
Marchand 1969:311.). The following examples are extremely selective;
a comprehensive description is not possible in this connection.
1 Synthetic compounds
(a) The determinatum is an agent noun, the determinant denotes the
goal (object), place, instrument or time of the action, e.g. man-swara
‘perjurer’, freols-gifa ‘giver of freedom’, wudu-heawere ‘wood-cutter’,
blod-lztere  ‘blood-letter’, sweord-bora ‘sword-bearer’, reord-berend
“speech-bearer = human being’, eorp-buend ‘earth-dweller’, /and-buend
‘land-dweller’, sa-lipend ‘sailor’, saz-genga ‘sailor’, sz-lida ‘sailor,
pitate’, garwigend ‘ spear-fighter’, nid-nima “one who takes by force’, 2sc-
wiga ‘spear-fighter’, mete-redere ‘monk reading at meals’, nihte-gale
‘nightingale’, nibt-genga ‘a creature that goes by night, goblin’, etc.
(b) The determinatum is an action noun, the determinant denotes the
agent, goal, place, instrument or time of the action: hancred ‘ cockcrow’,
sz-ebbing ‘ebbing of the sea’, eorpbeofung ‘earthquake’, feaxfallung
‘shedding of hair’, bec-rading/boc-rading ‘reading of books’, hlaford-
swicung ‘ treachery to a lord’, waterfyrhtness ‘ fear of water, hydrophobia’,
ciricgang ‘church-going’, wagfaru ‘ passage through the sea’, wordbeotung
‘promise’, handgripe ‘hand-grasp’, nidnzm ‘forcible seizure’, afenrading
‘evening reading’, nibtfeormung ‘hospitality for the night’, morgensweg
‘cry at morn’.

The demarcation between synthetic and regular nominal compounds
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is not without problems (cf. Kastovsky 1968:8ff., 96; Marchand
1969:15f.). The basic criterion used here is the derived status of the
determinatum and the function of the determinant as one of the
arguments of the underlying predicate.

2 Regular compounds

(a) The determinatum represents an agent, the determinant a goal
(object), place, instrument or time connected with some implied activity,
or this activity itself: broporbana ‘fratricide’, dureweard ‘janitor’,
&cermann ‘ploughman’, gathyrde ‘goatherd’, szfisc ‘seafish’, szmann
‘seaman’, hereflyma ‘deserter’, sweordfreca ‘a warrior who uses his
sword’, mibthrafn ‘night raven’, ceapmann ‘merchant’, fastingmann
‘retainer’.

(b) The determinatum represents some object or phenomenon that
could be regarded as in some sense affected or effected by an implied
action or being in some state or position; the determinant specifies an
agent, source, material, place, time, instrument or the action itself:
beobrad ‘honey’, smipbelg ‘bellows’, sweostorsana ‘sister’s son’, fotspor
‘footprints’, hwatemelo ‘wheatflour’, arfzt ‘bronze vessel’, sigelean
‘reward for victory’, heafodwarc ‘headache’, @fensteorra ‘evening star’,
sumorhate ‘summer heat’, radhors ‘riding-horse’, bletsingboc ‘bene-
dictional’, eringland ‘arable land’.

(c) The determinatum is part of the determinant: bordrima ‘edge of a
plank’, cawelstela ‘ cabbage-stem’, earlzppa ‘earlobe’, earmsceanca ‘arm-
bone’, hearpestreng ‘harpstring’.

(d) The determinatum represents a place to which the determinant is
related as object or action: sealtfet ‘salt-cellar’, beorsele ‘beer-hall’,
ealubus ‘alehouse’, melcingfzt ‘milkpail’, witungstow ‘place of punish-
ment’, redinsceamol ‘lectern’, eardungstow ‘ dwelling-place, tabernacle’.
(e) The determinatum represents an instrument, the determinant an
object or action related to it: blestbelg ‘bellows’, breostbeorg ‘ breastplate’,
fiscnett ‘fishing-net’, fugellim ‘birdlime’, snidisen ‘lancet’, blzshorn
‘trumpet’, prawing-spinel ‘curling-iron’, writing-feper ‘quill’, brading-
panne ‘frying-pan’.

(f) The determinatum represents a time, the determinant an action
related to it: harfestmonap ‘harvest-month’, sedtima ‘sowing-time’,
clensungdeg ‘ day for purging’.

(g) The determinant functions as intensifier and has partially or totally
lost its literal meaning : firenpearf ‘dire distress’, firensynn ‘ great sin’ (firen
‘sin, crime’), magenbyrpen ‘huge burden’, magenfultum ‘great help’,
(magen ‘strength, power’), peodbealu ‘great calamity’, peodwiga ‘great
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warrior (= panther)’ (peod ‘people, nation’). Carr (1939:351) also lists
heoru ‘sword’ as an intensifying element of alliterative poetry, but his
gloss ‘fearsome, dangerous, cruel’ (cf. heorswearg ‘bloodthirsty wolf’,
etc.) indicates that although heors may have been subject to some
meaning generalisation (e.g. towards ‘battle, fight, war’), it has not been
sufficiently bleached to be regarded as a mere intensifier.

While firen, magen and peod may be regarded as pattern-forming in
their intensifying function, the other examples listed in Carr
(1939:3518.), e.g. beaducwealm ‘violent death’ (beadu ‘battle’), farcyle
‘intense cold’ (f&r ‘sudden danger’), folcegsa ‘great terror’, leodbealu
‘great calamity’ (fole, leod ‘people’, cf. peod above), heapufyr ‘cruel fire’
(beapu ‘battle’), bildeswat ‘destructive vapour’ (hilde ‘battle’), should
best be treated as individual lexicalisations, in so far as the determinants
have also partly, but not completely, lost their original meanings. Most
of them were probably coined in analogy to the more frequent
intensifying patterns with firen, magen, peod as attempts at variation and
perhaps also under the pressure of metre and alliteration.

There are also compounds consisting of three lexemes, i.e. having
either a compound determinant (e.g. eaforbeafod-segn ‘ boarhead banner’,
deofolgyld-hus ‘heathen temple’, godspell-bodung ‘gospel preaching’,
godweb-wyrhta ‘weaver of purple’ or a compound determinatum (e.g.
bisceop-heafodlin ‘ bishop’s head ornament’, nib¢-butorfleoge ‘ moth’). Com-
pounds with more than three members do not seem to exist.

The above description is by no means exhaustive and covers only
some of the more frequent patterns; for more detailed surveys cf. Carr
(1939), Rubke (1953), Reibel (1963), Gardner (1968), Talentino (1970)
or Sauer (1985).

54.22.2 For Noun (genitive) + Noun combinations it cannot always
be decided with absolute certainty whether a given combination
should be treated as a syntactic group or a genitive compound
(‘secondary compound’ in Carr 1939:309ff.) but it would seem
unjustified to deny the existence of genitive compounds (see Nickel ez a/.,
1976:11, 20) in view of the behaviour of words such as domesdeg,
cristeshoc. These never appear with a modified determinant, i.e. we only
find se egesfullica domesdeg, ‘ the terrible judgment day’, but never se/pas
egesfullican domesdzg (Sauer 1985:275).

Another problem is the treatment of cases such as restedzg  rest day’,
@htemann ‘farmer’, hyldemazg ‘near kinsman’, hellefyr ‘hell-fire’ (vs.
hellewalu “pains of hell’), where the intermediate vowel could be
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interpreted either as a genitive marker, a ‘linking vowel’ or Fagenelement
(empty morph), or as the stem formative of the determinant (see
Bammesberger 1980 with regard to hild/hilde, the latter being the
expected compound form according to the Germanic stem-formation
rules). Since we cannot apply operational tests as in Modern English,
the demarcation of genitive compounds will have to remain fuzzy, but
at least some semantic patterns seem to unambiguously belong here.
These are: (a) the (lexicalised) days of the week (Sunnandzg,
Monandzg, Tiwesdzg, Sater(n)(es)dzg, etc.), and some analogical
formations either also involving a temporal relationship, e.g. gebyrdetid
‘time of birth’, restedzg “rest day’, ubt(an)tid ‘ time of dawn, twilight’, or
just formal parallelism, e.g. sunnanleoma ‘sunray’, sunnanscima ‘sunshine’,
sunnansetlgong ‘sunset’; (b) a set of person-denoting nouns, e.g.
cynnesmann ‘kinsman’ (alongside the group heora agenes cynnes mannam
Chron C and D 1052), landesmann ‘native’, radesmann ‘counsellor’,
&htemann ‘farmer’, gatahierde ‘ goathierd’, oxanhyrde “herdsman’, etc.; (c)
place-names, e.g. cyn(in)gestun > Kingston, etc.; (d) plant-names, e.g.
dageseage ‘daisy’, oxan-slyppe ‘oxlip’, etc.; some of the latter could also
be interpreted as bahavrihi compounds. Other instances are less easily
associated with specific semantic areas, e.g. bogenstreng ‘bow-string’,
bytteblid ‘butt-lid’, tunnebotm ‘bottom of a cask’, @hteland ‘territory’,
Jfeormebam  ‘farm’, nunn(an)mynster ‘convent’, hellehus ‘hell-house’,
aweweard ‘priest’, mibtesete ‘ seat of power’, etc., many of which are only
found in late texts; in these, the vowel is probably a ‘bridge-vowel’
(Fugenelement) rather than a genitive marker. Clearly, as in Modern
English the semantic range of genitive compounds is much more
restricted than that of the stem compounds.

54223 With Adjective+Noun compounds, the relationship be-
tween the determinatum and the determinant is that of attribution (the
type madhouse ‘house for mad (people)’ does not seem to exist in OE).
Examples of this fairly productive pattern are cwic-seolfor ‘mercury’,
efenniht ‘equinox’, ealdfader ‘ancestor’, gyldenbeag ‘golden crown’,
heahbeorg ‘high mountain’, haligdzg ‘holy day’, surmeole ‘sour milk’,
wildgos ‘wild goose’, etc. The pattern was also very productive with
babuyrihi compounds of the type heardheort ‘hard-hearted’, see §5.4.5.

54224 The pattern V (verbal stem)+ N was a recent development

in the Germanic languages (Carr 1939:162) and resulted from instances
where the determinant was a deverbal noun which was formally
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identical with the verb stem, as in delf-isen ‘spade’ (delf ‘digging’ and
stem of delfan *dig’). Consequently, many OE formations are ambiguous
between an N+ N and a V + N interpretation, although it would seem
that the latter is preferable in all those instances where the determinatum
can unambiguously be analysed as a potential argument of the verbal
determinant. Thus zsen in delfisen is interpretable as an Instrumental with
regard to delfan, and the compound therefore qualifies as V+N. After
the merger of the verbal nouns (-ing/-ung) and the present participle
(-ende) in ME, the V4N pattern is rivalled by the semantically equi-
valent pattern writing-table, where writing can be analysed either as a
present participle or a verbal noun. In OE, -esd-formations in the
determinant, e.g. in sceawendsprac ‘buffoonery’, sceawendwise ‘buffoon’s
song’, agendfrea ‘lord and owner’, Wealdendgod ‘Lord God’, have to be
regarded as agent nouns, not as participles; the combinations thus
belong to the N+ N pattern.

Both strong and weak verbs occur as determinants. The strong verbs
usually appear as pure stems, but sometimes a non-etymological linking
vowel may be found (e.g. bacering ‘ gridiron’, vs. bachus ‘bakery’, eteland
‘pasture’); for these cases, alternative interpretations (verb, bzcan, noun
ete) have been suggested (Holthausen 1963: s.v. bacering, eteland). But
since the weak verbs, as well as the strong verbs having a -/-present,
preserve their stem-formative -/- as -e-, although not completely
systematically (cf. hwetestan ‘ whetstone’, wecedrenc ‘emetic’, steppescoh
‘slipper’ vs. #yrngeat ‘turnstile’), analogical extension of -e- as a linking
vowel is also a plausible explanation. The major semantic types are:
V + Agent/Subject: wigmann ‘warriot’, ridwiga ‘mounted soldier’,
spyremann ‘tracker’; V 4+ Object: fealdestol ‘folding-stool’, barnelac
‘burnt offering’, #yrngeat ‘turnstile’; V + Locative: bachus ‘bakery’,
@rneweg ‘racecourse’, writbred ‘writing-tablet’; V4 Instrumental:
barnisen ‘branding iron’, scearseax ‘razor’, hwetestan ‘whetstone’;
V + Temporal : restedzg ‘rest day’; V + Cause, i.e. the noun causes the
action denoted by the verb: spiwdrenc, wecedrenc “emetic’, fielleseocness,
Sfrelleware “epilepsy, falling sickness’.

54225 The pattern of Past participle+ Noun is relatively weak
and is mainly represented by babuvrihis of the type waundenfeax ‘with
plaited mane’. Regular compounds are broden-, sceaden-, wunden-
mael ‘damascened sword’, nagledenearr ‘nail-fastened vessel’, esenlas
‘pasture’.
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54226 For Adverb+N compounds in principle two different
cases have to be distinguished: (a) the adverb is combined with an
independent primary or derived noun, e.g. oféerealdorman ‘ chief officer’,
oferbiterness ‘excessive bitterness’; (b) the combination is a derivative
from a verbal compound, e.g. oferleornes ‘transgression’ < oferleoran
‘transgress’, ofersceawigend ‘overseer, bishop’ < ofersceawian ‘superin-
tend’. But in practice this distinction cannot always be upheld, for
sometimes both analyses seem possible, e.g. oferfare/d ‘passage over’
could be either ofer + fareld  travel’ or a derivative of oferfaran ‘ cross, go
over’. Moreover, the absence of a verb corresponding to instances such
as oferat, ‘gluttony’, ofercyme ‘arrival’, ofermearcang ‘superscription’
might only constitute an accidental gap in the data. Formations
containing a deverbal determinatum thus must always be regarded as
potentially ambiguous between these two interpretations.

Adverbs which appear as the first element of such compounds are: ¢
‘at, to, near’, an ‘single, alone, only; numeral one’, ¢f ‘again, anew’,
fore ‘front; beforehand (local and temporal)’, forp ‘forth, forward,
away, front’, /n ‘within, inside’, /nnan ‘inside’, mid ‘together’, ofer
‘over, above (local); very much, in excess’, on ‘forward, onward’, ongean
‘again, against’, samod ‘simultaneous, together’, under ‘under (local);
inferior, secondary’, wiper ‘against’, ymb ‘about, around’. Typical
examples of compounds with these elements are: @feaca ‘addition’,
anbuend ‘hermit’, eftlean ‘recompense’, forebreost ‘chest’, forebysen
‘example’, forpweg ‘departure’, forpfeder ‘forefather’, imad/ ‘internal
disease’, inflascness ‘ incarnation’, innanearm ‘inner side of arm’, midgesip
‘companion’, oferbraw ‘eye-brow’, oferlufu ‘too great love’, onbring
‘instigation’, ongeancyme ‘return’, ongeansprecend ‘one who reproaches’,
samodeard ‘common home’, underbwitel ‘undergarment’, undercyning
‘underking’, wipersteall ‘resistance’, ymbhoga ‘ care, anxiety’.

5.4.2.3 Compound adjectives

54231 In Noun+ Adjective compounds the following semantic
types dominate: firstly, the determinant can be regarded as a comple-
ment of the adjective: eagsyne ‘visible to the eye’, ellenrof ‘famed for
strength’, craftig ‘learned in the law’; secondly, the determinatum is
compared to an implicit property of the determinant, where the
comparison can be bleached to mere intensification: blodread ‘blood-
red’, dzglang ‘all day long’, bunigswete ‘ sweet as honey’, hetegrim ‘ fierce’;
thirdly, the formal determinatum is an attribute of the determinant. This
type probably arose as a reversed babuvrihi compound (Carr 1939:260,
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341), i.e. seocmod ‘having a sick heart’ > modseoc ‘sick with regard to the
heart, sick at heart” > ‘heartsick’, and this leads to their analysis as
pseudo-compounds (Marchand 1969:85M.): ferbpgleaw ‘prudent’ (cf.
gleaw-ferp), ferpwerig ‘soul-weary’ (cf. werigferp), modgled ‘joyful’ (cf.
glazdmod), leopuwac ‘flexible’, earmstrang ‘strong of arm’.

54232 In Adjective + Adjective combinations the following sem-
antic relations occur:

(a) Additive: nearofah ‘difficult and hostile’, earmcearig ‘poor and
sorrowful’

(b) Subordinative (mainly colour-terms): brumwann ‘dusky’, deorcegrag
‘dark grey’, blehawen ‘light blue’, heardszlig ‘unhappy’

(c) Intensifying/downtoning: ealmibtig ‘almighty’, felafecne ‘very
treacherous’, efeneald ‘of equal age’, healfdead ‘half-dead’, widmare
‘far-famed’, gearosnotor ‘ very skilful’

(d) The determinant functions as the goal of the determinatum:
clengeorne ‘yearning after purity’, ellorfus ‘ready to depart’, druncengeorn
‘drunken’

(e) The determinant is equivalent to a manner adverb modifying the
verb contained in the determinatum, which is a deverbal adjective.
These formations are synthetic compounds: deoppanco! ‘ contemplative’,
Sastgangol ‘ steady, faithful®, hearmewidol “ evil-speaking’, earfoprime ‘hard
to enumerate’, eapbede ‘ easy to be entreated’, eapbylige ‘easily irritated’,
eapenzwe ‘easy to recognise’, eapgesyne ‘easily seen’, felasprace ‘talk-
ative’. This type does not seem to have any counterpart in Modern
English, where manner adverbs do not occur as determinants in
adjectival or nominal compounds. In principle, the participial for-
mations could also be treated here, but in view of the wider range of the
functions of their determinants they have been treated separately.

54233 Noun/Adjective + present participle formations, many of
which are typical kennings, are not always easy to distinguish from
synthetic agent nouns of the type landbuend (cf. §5.4.2.2.1), and often we
find nominal and adjectival doublets (cf. Kirre 1915:77ff., Carr
1939:2114,.). The determinant functions as an argument of the verb; if
it is an adjective, it has adverbial function. Types of argument include:
Subject : hunigflowende ‘ flowing with honey’, blodiernende ‘having an issue
of blood’ (parallel to the reversed bahuyribis in §5.4.2.3.1 above)
Obiject: ealodrincende ‘beer-drinking’, bord-, lind-habbende °shield-
bearing’, ribtfremmende ‘acting rightly’
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Locative: bencsittende ‘sitting on a bench’, brim-, mere-, salipende
“seafaring’, foldbuende ‘earth-inhabiting’

Instrumental: rond-, lindwigende ‘ fighting with a shield’

Adjective: anbuende ‘dwelling alone’, feorbuende ‘dwelling far off’,
gramhycgende ‘hostile’, fulstincende ‘foul-smelling’, welwyrcende ‘doing
good’, widferende ‘ travelling far’.

54234 In NounfAdjective +past participle combinations the
determinant functions as argument of the verb and can represent:
Subject : bearneacnod ‘ pregnant’, ceorlboren ‘low-born’, cifeshoren ‘ bastard’
(cifes “harlot, concubine’), windfylled ‘blown down by the wind’
Instrumental : beaghroden ‘adorned with rings’, go/dhlzden ‘adorned with
gold’, bandgewripen ‘hand-woven’

Locative: @htboren ‘born in bondage’, heofoncenned  heaven-born’
Manner: @wumboren ‘legally born’, wundor-agrafen ‘wondrously en-
graved’

Adjective (in complement or adverbial function): @pelboren ‘of noble
birth’, dierneforlegen ‘adulterous’, ealdbacen “stale’, heahgetimbrad ‘high-
built’, healfbrocen ‘ half-broken’, fullmannod ‘fully peopled’. Notice the
difference between the latter and formations such as feowerbweolod ‘ foutr-
wheeled’, which are extended babuvribhi compounds and have to be
analysed into the constituents [[feower-hweol];,/ody,], as against
[[fully,]/[mann-od],,,], whete mannod is the participle of mannian to

b

man .

54235 In Adverb+ Adjective combinations the following adverbs
occur as first elements: affer ‘later, afterwards’, @r ‘earlier, before’, ¢ft
‘again’, fore ‘before, very’, forp ‘very’, in ‘very’, ofer ‘over, above
(local); too, very much’, samod ‘together’, parh ‘through, very’, #p
‘up’, wiper ‘against, opposing’. Typical examples of such compounds
are: @rboren ‘earlier born’, efthoren ‘born again’, forecweden ‘aforesaid’,
Sforemanig ‘very many’, forpsnotor ‘very wise’, ingemynde ‘well-
remembered’, oferbangen ‘covered’, ofereald ‘very old’, samodfast
‘joined together’, purhsyne ‘transparent’, purblered ‘thoroughly
learned’, upheab ‘uplifted’, wipermede ‘antagonistic’.

5.4.2.4 Compound verbs

54241 In the Germanic languages verbal composition is basically
restricted to combinations with adverbs or prepositions as determinants
(Marchand 1969:100). There are a number of combinations, however,
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e.g. nidniman ‘take by force’, gecynehelmian ‘crown’, ribtwisian ‘justify’,
that seem to contradict this assumption. These can be subdivided into
two groups. The first, illustrated by the examples above, consists of
derivatives from nominal compounds (¢ynebelm ‘crown’; ribtwis ‘jus-
tifiable, just’) or back-derivations from synthetic compounds (nidnimung
‘taking by force’ > nidniman ‘commit nidnimung’). These should be
treated as genuine derivatives, not as compounds. The status of the
other group is less clear, since there does not seem to exist a
corresponding nominal basis. This may of course be due to the
fragmentary nature of the evidence, but it is also possible that at least
some of these instances represent sporadic attempts at verbal
composition. Examples are ellencampian ‘campaign vigorously’,
gecwealmbaran ‘torture to death’, gepancmetian ‘ deliberate’, morgenwacian
‘rise early’, wea-cwanian ‘lament’.

Combinations with adverbs/prepositions also represent two patterns,
so-called ‘inseparable’ and ‘separable’ compounds, compare insep-
arable 70 oferfeobtanne ‘conquer’, pu ne oferbrec ‘you don’t violate’ vs.
separable forp to brenganne ‘bring forth’, hie ut ne sprecap ‘they do not
speak out’. With the separable compounds, the particle may be separated
from the verb by the negative particle or other elements, and it may also
occur positioned after the verb. Traditionally it is assumed that the
particles in the inseparable compounds are unstressed (understandan
‘understand’) and tend towards a less literal interpretation, while they
receive the main stress and more often than not preserve their original
locative meaning in separable compounds (#nderstandan ‘stand under’).
Unfortunately, however, in the individual textual examples it is not
always easy to determine which of the two possibilities obtains, and
Hiltunen (1983:25f1.) therefore regards the distinction as a cline rather
than a neat dichotomy. This is probably justified, because the inseparable
pattern was more and more replaced by the postpositional phrasal verb
pattern fly over, walk under, etc. In the following, therefore, no attempt
will be made to keep separable and inseparable combinations apart, nor
will we make a distinction between phrasal adverbs, prepositional
adverbs and prepositions, which also seem to constitute a cline (cf.
Hiltunen 1983:20ff.). On the other hand, genuine prefixes, i.e. those
elements that do not occur independently, such as a-, ge-, etc., will be
treated in the section on prefixes. Incidentally, this distinction is not
made by Pilch (1970:126ff.), who regards be, ¢, ofer, wip as prefixes on
a par with a-, ge-.
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54.24.2 The principal particles, together with an example of each in
their most important meanings, are: adun(e) (separable): adunfeallan fall
down’; after ‘after (local/temporal)’ (separable): efterfolgian ‘succeed,
pursue’; 2¢ ‘at, near, on (locative/temporal)’ (separable/inseparable):
@theon ‘be present’; aweg ‘away’ (separable): aweggan ‘go away’; be
‘around, to, together’ (inseparable): bebugan ‘flow around’; often,
however, without a clear meaning, and not easily distinguishable from
the prefix be-, cf. bebeodan ‘offer, announce’; efen ‘together, equally’
(inseparable): efencuman ‘come together, agree’; eft ‘again, back’
(inseparable): eftcuman ‘ come back’; for ‘before’ (inseparable, not to be
confused with the prefix for- of forbarnan, etc.): forcuman ‘ come before’;
fore ‘before’ (separable): foresittan ‘preside’; forp ‘forth, forwards’
(separable): forpberan ‘bring forth’; fram ‘from, away’ (separable):
Sframswengan ‘swing away’; full ‘completely’ (inseparable): fullfremman
‘fulfil, perfect’, fullgrowan ‘grow to perfection’; geond ‘completely,
entirely’ (usually inseparable): geonddrencan ‘drink excessively’;
‘through, over, beyond’: geondfaran ‘traverse’; in(n) ‘in, into’ (separ-
able): infaran ‘enter’; niper ‘down’ (separable /inseparable) : niperascufan
‘push down’; of ‘off, from’ (inseparable/separable): ofgiefan ‘give up’;
‘result’: ofacsian ‘find out by asking’; ‘intensifying’: ofdradan ‘fear’;
ofer ‘over’ (inseparable/separable): oferfaran ‘go over’; ‘too much’:
oferdon ‘overdo’; on ‘on, in’ (inseparable/separable): on/ibtan *illumi-
nate’; ‘off, away’: omsceacan ‘shake off’; omweg ‘away’ (separable):
onwegadrifan ‘drive away’; to ‘to’ (separable, stressed): toc/ifian cleave
to’; ‘apart, away’ (inseparable, unstressed): foberan ‘carry off’; parh
‘through’ (separable/inseparable): paurbseon ‘see through’; ‘inten-
sively’: parbleornian ‘learn thoroughly’; under ‘under’ (separable/
inseparable): underdelfan ‘ dig under’; metaphorical: undergietan ‘under-
stand’; #p ‘up’ (separable/inseparable): upgan ‘go up’; ar ‘out’
(separable/inseparable): utgan ‘go out’; wip ‘against’ (separable/
inseparable): wipcwepan ‘speak against’; wiper ‘against’ (separable/
inseparable): wiperstandan ‘withstand’; ymbe ‘about, round’ ymbfaran
‘surround’.

As with the verbal prefixes (see below), the system is far from
optimal, since in a number of cases the particle may express opposite
meanings, cf. 27 ‘at, near’ vs. ‘from, away’, on ‘on, in’ vs. ‘off, away’,
or #0 ‘to’ vs. ‘off’. Moreover, there are many formations, which have
not been listed above, where the particle no longer seems to have any
identifiable meaning. It is therefore not surprising that many of these
particles lost their productivity, so that only ost-, over- and under- have
remained productive in Modern English.
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54.3 Prefixation

54.3.1 Prefixes are bound morphemes occurring in initial position in
word-formations. Functionally speaking they are equivalent to an
adjective when they modify a noun (e.g. sin- in sindream ‘everlasting
joy’), or to an adverb when they modify an adjective (sin- in sinceald
‘perpetually cold’) or a verb (mis- in miscwepan ‘speak ill’). In both
functions they act as determinants, and the combinations are expansions.
A third function is that of preposition, e.g. #- ‘without’ in afelle
‘without skin’, #mote ‘useless’; in this case, we have to do with
derivations (here without an explicit suffix), since the prefix as such does
not change the word-class. The pattern is probably best regarded as the
negative counterpart of babuyrihis such as flobtenfote ‘ webfooted’, anbyrne
‘having one horn’, and formations such as gebirde ‘bearded’, gecladed
‘clothed’.

As mentioned in §5.4.1.3, certain prefixes exhibit allomorphic
variation in connexion with stress alternation: with verbs the prefix has
reduced stress, with nouns it is stressed, cf. aspringan ‘spring forth’:
&spring ‘spring’, begdn ‘worship’: bigéncga ‘ worshipper’, onfon ‘take,
receive’: dandfencga ‘ receiver’. In other instances, the stress alternation is
not accompanied by allomorphic variation, cf. mislimpan ‘turn out
badly’: mishimp ‘misfortune’. The prefixes for- and ge-, however,
do not seem to be subject to stress alternation and are always
unstressed.

As Horgan (1980) and Hiltunen (1983) have shown, the system of OE
prefixes, in particular those occurring with verbs, was already at the end
of the tenth century in a state of advanced decay, because many prefix-
verb combinations were no longer transparent. With many verbal
prefixes, e.g. a-, ge-, 0p-, it is impossible to establish consistent meanings,
and frequently there does not seem to be any meaning difference at all
between the simplex and the prefixed form. This is confirmed by the
observation that in subsequent copies of one and the same text prefixes
are often omitted, added or exchanged for other prefixes without any
apparent semantic effect (see Horgan 1980; Hiltunen 1983:54f.). This
points to a considerable weakening of the meaning of these prefixes,
especially of a-, be-, ge-, and the prepositions/adverbs for and of. It is not
surprising, therefore, that the OE prefix and preparticle system was an
easy victim both for the Romance invasion of the lexicon and the rise of
postparticle (phrasal) verbs in ME.
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54.3.2 There was widespread use of prefixation in Old English, and
the following discussion and exemplification of individual prefixes aims
to do no more than provide a first indication of the type, range and
frequency of the processes. Amongst the prefixes which are most
regularly attested in the texts of the period are the following: a-, @-,
&f-, and-, be-, bi-, ed-, fer-, for-, ge-, mis-, or-, sam-, sin-, un-, wan-.

It is questionable whether - was still productive in OE in view of its
many shades of meaning reflecting its different origins, namely as a
reduced form of of-, on-, un-. It is also uncertain whether the prefix had
a long or short vowel. Bosworth (1898:s.v. 2z-) opts for the short
alternative, the supplement (1927) and Clark Hall (1969) treat the prefix
as long; Hiltunen (1983:48) assumes both an accented (long) and an
unaccented (short) prefix, but admits ‘that it is not easy to draw the line
between the accented and unaccented variant in practice’ and therefore
decides to ignore the distinction. In any case, even if it was stressed, it
would only have had secondary stress, the stem carrying the main stress
as with all verbal prefix-formations.

In view of the vagueness of the meaning of this prefix, which only
occurs with verbs or deverbal derivatives, it is difficult to give precise
semantic patterns, and in many instances it does not seem to have added
anything to the meaning of the stem, cf. abacan/bacan ‘bake’,
abarian/barian ‘lay bare’, aberan/beran ‘bear’. In some instances it seems
to denote ‘out’, e.g. aberstan ‘burst out’, abradan ‘spread out’, acleopian
‘call out’; in others, it seems to add an intensifying or completive
element, e.g. abeatan ‘beat to pieces’, acalan ‘become frost-bitten’,
adrygan ‘dry up’. But in the overwhelming majority of instances, its
meaning is no longer transparent.

/E- was, firstly, the stressed alternant of &- in deverbal derivatives
with the same range of meanings as a-: @bylga ‘anger, offence’, @cyrf
‘wood-choppings’, @rist ‘sising, resurrection’. Secondly, 2- was used
in suffixless (zero-derived) adjectives with babuyribi-character, where it
has the meaning ‘ without’, e.g. @blzce ‘lustreless, pale’, felle  without
skin, peeled’, zwade ‘ without clothes’.

The prefix 2f- was a variant of of- denoting negativity, as in fgrynde
‘abyss’, &fpanc(a) ‘insult’; 2fweard ‘absent’.

And- was the stressed variant of the verbal prefix on-, which,
however, in many instances had lost its semantic transparency. There
are many examples of deverbal nouns of the type andewiss ‘answer’,
andgiet ‘understanding’, andsaca ‘adversary’, together with the primary
andlean * retribution’. It is also found as a verbal prefix with the meaning
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‘against, to’ in forms such as: andewepan ‘ contradict’, andhweorfan ‘ move
against’, andspurnan ‘stumble against’.

As already mentioned, the status of be- as preposition or prefix is not
quite clear; it seems, however, that the following examples are best
treated as prefixal: (a) transitivisation: befeohtan ‘take by fighting’,
befleogan “fly upon’, besprengan ‘besprinkle’; (b) intensification: bebrecan
‘break to pieces’, begnidan ‘ rub thoroughly’; (c) often without specific
meaning: bebeodan ‘offer, announce’, beceapian “sell’. The instances in
which be- occurs in nouns are all deverbal derivatives, e.g. beclypping
‘embrace’ < beclyppan, befrinung ‘inquiry’ < befrinan, begimen ‘attention’
< begiman.

The stressed form of be- both in its prepositional and prefixal
functions is i-. It 1s found firstly in the meaning ‘about, around’, as in:
bifylce ‘neighbouring people’, bigyrde! ‘ girdle, belt’, binama ‘ pronoun’.
Secondly, it is found in deverbal nouns derived from be- verbs, e.g.
bigeng, bigenge ‘practice, worship’, bigenga ‘inhabitant, cultivator’; biszc
‘visit’.

The prefix ed- ‘back, again’ occurs with primary and derived nouns,
adjectives and verbs, in the latter case frequently in conjunction with the
prefix ge-. Typical examples are: (a) nouns: geedcucoda ‘ man restored to
life’, edgift ‘restitution’, edlean ‘reward’; (b) adjectives: edcwic
‘regenerated, restored to life’, edgeong ‘becoming, being young again’,
edniwe ‘renewed’; (c) verbs: geedeiegan ‘recall’, edgyldan ‘remunerate’,
edbwierfan ‘ return’,

The element far- is a typical borderline case between compounding
and prefixation. Far as an independent noun is listed with the meanings
‘calamity, sudden danger, peril, sudden attack, terrible sight’ in Clark
Hall, and above (§5.4.2.2.1) instances such as farbyrne, where it has
merely intensifying function, were treated as lexicalised compounds.
But in the following type of examples with the meaning ‘sudden’, far-
seems to already have reached the status of a prefixoid: ferb/ed ‘sudden
blast’, fercwealm ‘sudden pestilence’, fergripe ‘sudden grip’, farras
‘sudden rush’.

The prefix for- occurs with verbs and deverbal derivatives, as well as
with adjectives. It may have the meaning ‘loss, destruction’, as in
forberstan ‘burst asunder’, fordon ‘destroy’, forweorpan ‘perish’ (cf. also
German ver- in verspielen, vertrinken ‘lose by gambling, drinking, etc.), or
it may signify intensification or perfectivity, as in forbarnan ‘burn up’,
forbitan ‘bite through’, forceorfan ‘cut out, down’, and, in adjectives,
forgeare ‘very certainly’, forbeard ‘very hard’, formanig ‘very many’, foroft
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‘very often’. Often, however, it has already lost its basic meaning, e.g.
Sforbeodan ‘forbid, refuse, annul’, forgiefan ‘give up, forgive’, forgietan
‘forget’. :

One of the most frequent prefixes in Old English was ge-, where two
basic functions have to be distinguished, a verbal and a nominal one,
which differ semantically.

In the case of verbal ge- in those instances where ge- can still be
attributed a specific meaning, it denotes ‘perfectivity’, ‘result’, often in
connection with transitivisation, e.g. gezrnan ‘ gain by running’, geascian
‘learn by asking’, gesittan ‘inhabit’. But in many instances, the meaning
of ge-verbs is idiosyncratic, e.g. gestandan ‘ endure, last’, geb#ran ‘ behave’
(no simplex), geweorpan ‘agree’, or there does not seem to be any
meaning difference between a simplex and a ge-prefixation, cf. (ge)ad/ian
‘be, become ill°, (ge)emtian ‘to empty’, (ge)campian ‘strive, fight’, etc.
Incidentally, this carries over to corresponding deverbal derivatives,
e.g. gecid ‘strife, altercation’.

With nouns other than derivatives from ge-verbs, two related

meanings are rather frequent: ‘collectivity’ and ‘associativity’ (Kas-
tovsky 1968:488). The first implies a collectivity of persons or objects,
e.g. gegeng ‘body of fellow-travellers’, or a repetitive action, e.g. gebeorc
‘barking’ (cf. G Gebell, Geschrei). Further typical examples are: gebropor
‘brethren’, gefylee ‘ collection of people, army’, gesceaft “ creation’, gescy
‘pair of shoes’. The second, associativity, indicates that the subject
performs an overt or implied action in conjunction with somebody else;
ge- here corresponds to Lat. con-, e.g. gefara, gegenga ‘one who travels
with another’, gébedda ‘one who lies in bed with anothet’, gebada
‘brother-monk’, gehlytta ‘partner’, gefera ‘companion’, gesip ‘fellow-
ship’. _
With adjectives, ge- mainly indicates ‘having, provided with’, which
may be compared with the basic verbal function. It occurs partly
without additional explicit derivative suffix, e.g. gebird(e) ‘bearded’,
gecelfe ‘great with calf’, gecnewe ‘knowing, aware’, gefrage ‘known’,
partly with an additional suffix, usually -ed/-od, e.g. gecladed ‘ clothed’,
geglofed ‘ gloved’, geheafod ‘having a head’. Occasionally in these cases,
ge- also denotes ‘associativity’, e.g. gefederen ‘having the same father’,
gemod ‘of one mind, agreed’ (as against gemodod ‘ minded, disposed’).

Mis- ‘bad, badly’ occurs frequently with verbs, nouns and participial
adjectives, e.g. miscwepan ‘speak ill’, misdon ‘do evil’, misfaran ‘go
wrong’; misded ‘ misdeed’, misgehygd ‘evil thought’, mis(ge)widere ‘bad
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weather’; misboren ‘abortive’, mishebbende ‘being ill’; misscrence ‘dis-
torted, shrivelled’.

The prefix or- has both the meaning ‘ without, lack of’, as in orblede
‘without blood’, orsawle ‘lifeless’, orwaurp ‘ignominy’, and an in-
tensifying sense, as in orcnazwe ‘evident, well-known’, oreald ‘ very old’,
orgyte ‘ well-known’.

Sam- ‘together’ occurs with adjectives, e.g. sambeort ‘unanimous’,
sammale ‘agreed’, samrad ‘harmonious’ (partly babuvrihi-type form-
ations, i.e. basically zero-derivatives), and nouns, e.g. samraden ‘ married
state’, samwist ‘living together’, samwradness ‘union’.

The next prefix, sam- ‘half’, is distinguished from the immediately
preceding by having a long vowel, i.e. sdm-. It occurs most often with
adjectives, e.g. samcwic ‘half-dead’, samgrene ‘half-green’, samlered ‘ half-
taught’, but also with nouns, e.g. sambryce ‘partial breach’ and verbs,
e.g. samwyrcan ‘to half do a thing’.

Sin- ‘ perpetual, lasting, excessive’ modifies adjectives, e.g. sinbyrnende
‘ever burning’, sincald ‘perpetually cold’, singrim ‘exceedingly fierce’,
and nouns, e.g. sinfrea ‘overlord, husband’, sinhiwan ‘ wedded couple’,
sinnip ‘perpetual misery’.

Another extremely frequent prefix is #n-, whose basic meaning
comprises negativity (‘not, opposite’), i.e. the formation of com-
plementaries and antonyms with adjectives and corresponding de-
adjectival nouns, e.g. #nzpele ‘of low birth’, unawemmed ‘unstained’,
unberende ‘ unbearable, unfruitful’, unbrad ‘narrow’. It also has the same
meaning with nouns not derived from adjectives, e.g. #nar ‘dishonour’,
unbealu ‘innocence’, unfrip ‘enmity’, unlif ‘death’. From this basic
meaning there stems a development to a pejorative meaning, i.e.
‘bad(ly), excessive(ly)’. This is found both with adjectives, e.g. unforht
‘afraid’, unbar ‘very grey’, and nouns, e.g. wnat ‘gluttony’, undzd
‘wicked deed’, wumlece ‘bad physician’, anlaga ‘bad law, injustice’.
Finally, in the case of verbs only, there is a third, reversative, meaning,
denoting the undoing of the result of a pre-action, e.g. #nbindan ‘ unbind,
loosen’, undon ‘undo’, unlucan ‘unlock’, amwreon ‘uncover’.

The last prefix I shall mention is wan- ‘lacking, not’, which modifies
nouns, e.g. wanhalp ‘weakness, sickness’, wanhafa ‘poor man’, wanhoga
‘thoughtless one’;, wansped ‘poverty’, and adjectives, e.g. wanhafo!
‘needy’, wanhal ‘unsound’, wanscryd ‘ poorly clad’.
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54.4  Suffixation

5.4.4.1 Introduction

While prefixes do not cause morphophonemic alternations in the
lexemes to which they are added, suffixes may do so, the most notable
alternation being /-mutation, cf. stan:stanig, wealcan:gewilcp ‘rolling’,
Seallan: fillen ‘falling’. But from the point of view of late Old English
none of these suffixes produces /-mutation completely consistently in all
possible instances; there are always at least some (analogical re-)
formations without umlaut. Given that the occurrence of umlaut in
derivational patterns is no longer really predictable, we have to assume
a shift from phonological to morphological conditioning with a
concomitant restructuring of the morphophonemic system during the
Old English period. Exactly when this restructuring took place is
difficult to determine and will, at least to a certain extent, also depend on

the degree of abstractness that one allows in one’s description, i.e.
whether one accepts underlying segments that never surface in their
underlying form or are deleted in the majority of cases. The early
generative phonologists assumed a rather late date, while Hogg in
chapter 3 (see §3.4.2.3) opts for a rather early date before the emergence
of Early West Saxon. This restructuring does not mean, however, that
the alternation was no longer productive, at least as an analogical,
though not exceptionless process, cf. the LWS deadjectival noun
pryto/pryte ‘pride’, derived from the French loan prat ‘proud’, in
analogy to hat ‘hot’:hats ‘heat’, eald ‘old’:yldo ‘old age’, strang
“strong’:strengu ‘strength’, etc. On the other hand, there seems to have
been a growing preference for non-alternating derivation, probably
because of the progressively increasing opacity and eventual breakdown
of the Old English morphophonemic system, and this homological
principle eventually prevails (see Kastovsky 1988a,b).

The reduction of final unstressed syllables, which in the last resort
was responsible for the morphologisation of /~umlaut, also results in a
change of the morphological status of a number of word-formation
patterns from suffixation to zero-derivation (conversion, affixless
derivation, see §5.4.5). A typical example is the analysis of deadjectival
and denominal weak verbs of the type trum ‘strong’:trymman
‘strengthen’, /ufu ‘love’ sb.:lufian ‘love’ vb., prat:pratian ‘be
proud’ in Germanic, Early and Late OE (see Hogg §3.4.2.3). The

original structure of these verbs is:
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stem (base) + derivational affix + inflexion
class 1 *trum + i +  anInf,

*trum + i + d+a Pret.
class 2 *uf + o:j + an Inf.

*luf + o: + d+a Pret.

The elements */j ~ i/, */o:j ~ 0:/ are usually referred to as stem-
formatives or stem-extensions, which have the function of indicating
inflexional class, but on top of that they also have to be regarded as
derivational suffixes, as Hogg quite rightly points out. As his paradigms
indicate, this morphological structure is still fully transparent in the fifth
century (see Hogg pp. 157-8, 160), but it gradually loses this trans-
parency with the loss of */i, j/ or their reduction to /e/ (cf. trymman,
trymede), and the reduction of */o:j ~ 0:/ to /i/, [a/, [o/ (cf. lufian,
lufast, lufode). At the beginning we might still postulate an underlying
/i/ with subsequent deletion, at least as long as mutated vowels
unambiguously correlate with unmutated ones. But with the un-
rounding of /e:, ©/ to /e:, e/, this systematic correlation was lost, and
i-umlaut became morphologised, a process which according to Hogg
must have taken place before the emergence of Early West Saxon. This
restructuring, however, does not only affect the phonological level, it
has morphological consequences: the derivational suffix is eliminated,
and derivation shifts from suffixal to affixless derivation (or zero-
derivation), because the remaining inflexional endings do not have
derivational function. A similar reanalysis probably also took place for
class 2 verbs, where the /i ~a ~ o/ alternation could no longer be
identified with a derivational element, and the vowels became part of
the inflexional endings in the same way as /e/ in trym+ed+e, ie.
luf+o+d+e > laf+od+e.

Similar developments have to be postulated, for example, for deverbal
nouns of the type Age < lug+i+ (: leogan) or deadjectival nouns like
hate < hat+i+@, etc., where -i- was originally a derivational suffix,
which subsequently was reinterpreted as part of the stem. For all these
derivational patterns we have to assume a shift from suffixal to affixless
(= zero) derivation in the PROE or earliest OE period, which is why
these patterns are not treated here, but in §4.5 together with babuvribi
adjectives of the type bzrfot ‘barefoot’, anbieme ‘made of one trunk’.
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5.4.4.2 Nominal suffixes

The principal nominal suffixes are: -d/-¢/-(0)p, -dom, -el(e) [-La) /-0, -els,
-en, -end, -ere, -estre, -eK(t), -had, -incel, -ing, -lac, -ling, -ness, -raden, -scipe,
-p(0)/-t, -ung/-ing, and -wist.

As pointed out in §5.4.1.2, the affixes -d/-#/-p constitute a suffix
family, historically based on -#-, which derives various types of deverbal
nouns, cf. the examples given in (4). The suffix -0p as in fiscop fishing’,
huntop ‘hunting’, also listed in (4), might either be included here, or it
could be treated as an independent suffix.

The source of -dom is the lexeme dom ‘judgement’, but the semantic
development has progressed so far that it has to be regarded at least as
a suffixoid if not a genuine suffix. It derives denominal and deadjectival
abstract nouns with the meanings ‘state, condition, fact of being, action
of’. Denominal examples include caserdom ‘empire’, martyrdom ‘mar-
tyrdom’, campdom ‘ contest’, lzcedom ‘ medicine’; deadjectival examples
are freodom ‘freedom’, haligdom ‘holiness, sanctuary’, wisdom ‘ wisdom’.

As in the case of -d/-t/-(0)p, the group -ele(e)/-/(a)/-0/ form a suffix
family that includes several subgroups distinguished as to gender
and/or inflexional class; these should probably also be regarded as
independent derivational patterns, but have been grouped together in
the following for convenience’s sake. All of them form nouns from
verbs with the typical semantic characteristics of this category (i.e.
denoting action, agent, object, result, instrument, etc.). Thus we find
Action nouns such as scendle f. ‘reproach’, preal f. ‘reproof’; hwyrfe/ m.
“circuit, whirlpool’, pweal n. * washing’; Agent nouns such as afrergengel
m. ‘successor’, byde/ m. ‘herald’, bacslito/ m. ‘backbiter’; Object/Result
nouns such as scyte/ m. ‘dart, missile’, fynde/ m. ‘invention’, hangelle f.
‘implement thathangs’, bite/n. ‘bridle’; Instrumental nouns suchas sceace/
m. ‘shackle’, trede/ m. ‘sole of the foot’, spinel t. “spindle’, swingel(e) f.
‘scourge’, pweal/ n. ‘ointment’; and Locative nouns such as smyge/ m.
‘burrow, retreat’, stige/ m. ‘stile’, set/ n. ‘seat’.

All genders are represented, but there is a definite preponderance of
the feminines among the Action nouns, and of the masculines among
the Agent and Instrumental nouns; neuter nouns are rare. Masculines
and neuters mainly belong to the strong declension, feminines mainly
follow the weak declension.

Many derivatives exhibit /~umlaut, cf. hwyrfel, bydel, but others do not,
cf. pweal, scendle. The overwhelming majority of the derivatives are
based on strong verbs, partly on the full grade of the present (swinge/(e)-
type), partly on the reduced grade (4ydel-type), but there are also some
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derivatives from weak verbs (preal-type). The preponderance of strong
verbs as bases suggests that many formations are probably already quite
old. On the other hand, there are also some formations based on weak
verbs. Since these latter tend to be younger than the strong verbs, it is
quite likely that the pattern was still productive in OE. This is
confirmed by the fact that at least a few derivatives were formed in the
later stages of the language, e.g. spittle, swivel, etc.

The suffix -e/s forms masculine deverbal nouns of the same semantic
types as the preceding suffix group from strong and weak verbs, e.g.
radels ‘counsel’, bradels ‘ carpet’, gyrdels ‘ girdle’, hydels ‘hiding-place’.
Wherever possible, derivatives from strong verbs have j;-umlaut.

In the case of -en there are two basic patterns, both deriving feminine
nouns. The first produce feminines from nouns denoting male beings,
e.g. fyxen ‘vixen’, gyden ‘ goddess’, mynecen f. ‘nun’. The second pattern
produces abstract and concrete deverbal and denominal derivatives.
Deverbal nouns may be Action nouns, e.g. sien f. ‘sight’, fillen f.
“falling’, swefen n. ‘sleep, dream’; Object/Result nouns, e.g. redenn f.
‘reckoning, estimation’, se/({)en f. ‘gift’, fasten f. ‘fortress’; or
Instrumental nouns, e.g. bleden m. ‘bucket’, /ifen f. ‘sustenance’, fasten
n. ‘fastener’; or Locative nouns, e.g. bengen f. ‘rack, cross’, byrgen f., n.
‘grave’. The strongest group by far is that of feminine Action nouns.
Umlaut occurs sporadically; derivation is made both from strong
(classes I-III: reduced grade, classes V-VII: full grade) and weak verbs,
and the pattern was probably still productive in Old English. Denominal
nouns with -en probably constituted a residual pattern in view of the
semantic irregularities, cf. peoden m. ‘prince’, drybten m. ‘lord’, nyten
‘animal’.

One of the most productive OE suffixes is -end, which primarily forms
deverbal Agent nouns from both weak and strong verbs. Other
semantic types are rare. The Agent nouns are strong masculines, the
Action nouns are feminines. The suffix does not cause /~umlaut and is
always added to the infinitive stem. Examples of Agent nouns are:
biddend petitioner’, /erend ‘teacher’, delnimend ‘participle’. Examples
of Obiject nouns (all masculine) are: belifend ‘survivor’, gebaftend
‘prisoner’; Instrumental nouns: (ge)bicniend ‘forefinger’. Examples of
Action nouns are: nidnimend ‘rapine’, blinnende ‘trest, ceasing’, peofend
‘theft’.

Another extremely productive Agent-noun-forming suffix is -ere,
which originally was added to nouns, but was subsequently extended
also to deverbal derivatives (cf. Kastovsky 1971). It does not cause i-
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umlaut and is added to the infinitive stem of both strong and weak
verbs. Most derivatives are masculine, but a few are neuter. With
deverbal nouns it is found in all the usual semantic categories, i.c.
Agent, Object/Result, Instrumental, Locative and Action. Examples of
each are: Jeornere ‘disciple’, sceawere ‘mirrot’, punmere ‘pestle’, word-
samnere ‘catalogue’, (dirne)-geligere n. ‘adultery’. Denominal nouns so
formed are Agent nouns, e.g. scipere ‘sailor’, sco(h)ere ‘shoemaker’,
szdere ‘sower’.

The suffix -estre derives deverbal and denominal feminine agent
nouns denoting females. It is West Saxon as against Anglian -7¢ge (see
§5.3.1.5). Deverbal examples are: hleapestre ‘female dancer’, wascestre
‘washet’, tzppestre ‘female tavern-keeper’, and denominal examples
are: byrpestre ‘female carrier’, fipelestre ‘female fiddler’, lybbestre
‘sorceress’.

The suffix -e#(#) forms abstract and concrete deverbal and denominal
nouns and usually causes i-umlaut. The derivatives are all strong neuters
and examples include rewest ‘ rowing’, hiwett ‘hewing’, barnett ‘burning’
from verbs, and nierwett ‘narrowness’, piccett “thicket’, rymet ‘space,
extent’ from nouns.

The status of -had is not quite clear. Marchand (1969:293) and Sauer
(1985:282ff.) regard it as the second element of compounds, while
Quirk and Wrenn (1957:116) and Wright and Wright (1925:316) treat
it as a suffix. As an independent word, 4ad had the meaning ‘state, rank,
order, condition, character’ and this is more or less also the meaning it
would have as a ‘suffix’, e.g. abbudhad ‘rank of an abbot’, camphad
‘warfare’, cildhad ‘childhood’, geaguphad ‘youth’; etc. It is probably
justified, therefore, to follow Marchand and Sauer and assume that the
development towards a suffix took place in the post-OE period.

The suffix -ince/ derives neuter denominal diminutives, e.g. bogince!
‘small bough’, husince/ ‘little house’ (incorrect translation of Lat.
domicilium, tabernaculum), scipincel ‘little ship’.

The suffix -ing forms masculine nouns denoting ‘proceeding or
derived from (the stem’, ‘associated with (the stem))’, often with
patronymic function. Such nouns are derived either from adjectives,
e.g. apeling ‘son of a noble, prince’, ierming ‘poor wretch’, lytling
“child’, or nouns, e.g. wicing ‘pirate’, Scylding ‘ descendant of the Scylds’,
or verbs, e.g. fostring ‘fosterchild’, lising ‘free man’, wadling ‘needy
person’.

Originally an independent lexeme, -/ac was alteady in OE functioning
as a suffixoid, forming masculine abstract nouns with the meaning
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‘state, act, quality, nature of’ from nouns and verbs. Examples of
derivatives from nouns are: bodlac ‘decree’, brydlac ‘marriage, marriage
gift’, lyblac  witchcraft’. Rather less frequent are examples from verbs of
the type breowlac ‘brewing’.

The sufhx -/ing originated from derivatives like @peling, lytling (see
above) by misanalysis and it too derives mainly personal nouns,
originally from adjectives and nouns, and, via denominal verbs,
subsequently also from verbs. Examples of each are: deorling ‘ favourite’,
geongling ‘youth’; cnzpling ‘youth’, fostorling ‘fosterchild’, peowling
“slave’; byrling ‘hireling’, rapling ‘ prisoner’, hwirfling ‘ that which turns’.

The suffix -ness is used very frequently to derive feminine, mainly
abstract, nouns from adjectives and verbs. The handbooks usually only
list the deadjectival function, incorrectly, because there are numerous
derivatives from verbal stems, particularly in Anglian. On the other
hand, it is correct that in Late West Saxon derivation from participial
bases supersedes derivation from the infinitive stem (see §5.3.1.5).
Typical examples of the many deadjectival nouns are: apelness
‘nobility’, beorhtness  brightness’, biterness ‘bitterness’, clanness ‘purity’.
In the case of deverbal nouns there are derivatives from infinitives, and
present and past participles, see the remarks above. Thus we find Action
nouns such as blinness ‘ cessation’, brecness ‘breach’, costness ‘ temptation’,
all from infinitives, alongside ablinnendness ‘cessation’, astandendness
‘continuance’, gebetendness ‘emendation, correction’, from present
participles, and agotenness ‘ effusion’, uparisenness ‘ resurrection’, cirredness
‘turning’, from past participles. Similar patterns occur with Ob-
ject/Result nouns, e.g. onbarnness ‘incense’, (a-/in-)setness ‘ordinance,
regulation’, streowness ‘bed, mattress’; agendness ‘property’; alegedness
‘interjection’, forset(ed)ness ‘preposition’, afundenness ‘device, inven-
tion’, gegaderedness ‘ gathering of diseased matter, abscess’. The same
applies to Instrumental and Locative nouns, although the numbers are
fewer. So we find fedness ‘nourishment’, gereordness ‘food’, smireness
‘ointment’, gefegedness ‘conjunction’, and wuneness ‘dwelling’, besides
bebydedness ‘ secret place’.

As these examples show, there is no functional difference between
derivatives from the infinitive stem and from participles. Consequently,
we find quite a few doublets or even triplets, e.g. tocnawness/ tocnawenness
‘knowledge, understanding’, forgifness/forgifenness ‘forgiveness’, on-
ginness [ongunnenness  ‘undertaking’, ongitness[ongitenness ‘understand-
ing’, leorness/leorendness/leoredness ‘departure, passing away’, alis-
ness [ alisendness [ alisedness ‘redemption’, and others. Clearly, all of these
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exhibit typical Action noun meanings, and not the meanings of ‘passive
state’ which one would associate with a past participle, if this was the
deriving base from a semantic point of view (cf. Modern English -ness).
Obviously, semantically speaking, the verbal stem as such acts as basis,
regardless of whether this is represented morphologically by the
infinitive stem or one of the participles. As has been pointed out in
§5.3.1.5, Jordan (1906) and Weyhe (1911) assumed a dialectal split with
regard to the derivational basis, Anglian selecting the infinitive, and
West Saxon, in particular Late West Saxon, opting for the participle.
This may, however, also reflect a diachronic change, especially since in
EWS we find both types side by side. Here, a more detailed
reinvestigation on the basis of Venezky & Healey (1980) seems to be
called for.

The suffix -raden derives feminine denominal nouns with the meaning
‘state, act, condition of’, e.g. bebodraden ‘command, authority’,
broporraden ‘fellowship, brotherhood’, campraden ‘ war, warfare’.

The suffix -scipe forms masculine abstract nouns from adjectives and
nouns with the meaning ‘state, act, fact, condition’. Denominal
examples are of the type bodscipe ‘message’, freondscipe ‘friendship’,
leodscipe ‘ nation, people’, while deadjectival examples include gecorenscipe
‘election, excellence’, umwarscipe ‘carelessness’, hwatscipe ‘activity,
vigour’.

The suffix -p(0)/-¢ is obviously related to the group -d/-¢/-(o)p
discussed earlier and derives feminine deadjectival abstract nouns (with
and without jumlaut), e.g. fylp “flth’, hiehp(o) ‘height’, iermp(o)
‘poverty’, /leppo ‘hatred’, and the many derivatives from -leas-
adjectives, e.g. larleast[larliest ‘ignorance’, lifleast ‘death’, slzpleast
‘sleeplessness’.

What may be regarded as the single suffix -ung/-ing forms deverbal
nouns from both strong and weak verbs, -#ng primarily occurring with
weak class 2 verbs, and -ing elsewhere, although this originally
complementary distribution is no longer fully observed in late OE (see
Weyhe 1911 for details). As with many of the other deverbal suffixes, the
derived nouns may be classified into the categories of Action, Agent
(collectives), Object/Result, Instrumental and Locative. Two examples
of each category follow: binding ‘binding’, huntung ‘hunting’; gaderung
‘gathering, assembly’, (ge)meting  meeting, assembly *; beorning ‘ incense’,
agnung ‘ possessions’; Jacnung ‘medicine’, wering ‘dam’; ¢yping ‘market’,
wunung ‘dwelling”’.
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Finally, -wist as an independent lexeme meaning ‘being, existence’
also developed into a suffixoid deriving denominal, deadjectival and
deadverbial feminine abstract nouns, e.g. huswist ‘household’, loswist
‘loss’, stedewist ‘constancy’, midwist ‘ presence’.

5.4.43 Adjectival suffixes

In this section the following adjectival suffixes are discussed and
exemplified; -bare, -cund, -ed(e) [ -od(e), -en, -fast, -feald, -full, -ig, -ibt, -isc,
-leas, -lic, -0l, -sum, -weard, ~wende.

Sauer (1985:283) regards both -bzre, which is mainly West Saxon,
and its Anglian counterpart -berende (see §5.3.1.5), as suffixoids. It seems,
however, that the -berende-formations have preserved their original
compound status to a much greater extent than the -bazre-adjectives,
given the productivity of the pattern N+ present participle (see
§5.4.2.3), so that -berende formations should be regarded as compounds
rather than as derivatives, while -bare indeed qualifies as a suffixoid with
the meaning ‘productive of, having, carrying’, e.g. @ppelbare ‘apple-
bearing’, atorbare ‘poisonous’, cornbzre ‘corn-bearing’ and many
others.

The suffix -cund derives denominal and deadjectival adjectives with
the meaning ‘of the nature of, originating from’. Thus we find from
nouns examples such as: engelcund ‘angelic’, gastcund ‘spiritual’, godcand
‘divine’; and from adjectives we find @pelcund * of noble birth’, innancund
‘internal’, yfelcund ‘evil’.

Clearly related to the weak past participle is the suffix -ed(e)/-od(e),
which derives possessive adjectives with the meaning ‘provided with’
from simple and compound nouns; in the latter case, the formations
have to be regarded as extended babmvrihi-compounds, i.e. to the
babuyribi-compound an adjectival suffix has been added, cf. feowerfore,
Sfeowerfete vs. feowerfotede ‘ four-footed’. Therefore, we find many babuvrihi
and extended babuvribhi doublets, as, for example, with the suffix -ig.
Other meanings are ‘resembling, having the character of’. The
distribution of -ede(e)/-0d(e) has not yet been investigated in detail.
Examples of this common suffixation are: agimmed ‘set with precious
stones’, gebleod ‘beautiful, variegated’, ambhyrned ‘having one horn’;
aczglod ‘studded with pegs’, gebyrnod ‘ corseleted’, feowerbweolod  fous-
wheeled’.

The adjectival suffix -en derives denominal adjectives with the
meanings ‘made of, consisting of, characterised by, manifesting’. Older
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formations have umlaut, more recent ones lack this alternation. Typical
examples are: @scen ‘made of ash-wood’, ceoslen ‘ gravelly’, hyrnen ‘ made
of horn’.

The suffix -fas¢ derives adjectives from nouns and adjectives with the
meaning ‘having, characterised by, being’, e.g. arfast ‘virtuous’,
bledfest ‘glorious, prosperous’, domfast ‘just, renowned’, all from
nouns, and hogfaest ‘prudent’, sopfast ‘truthful’, wisfest ‘wise’, from
adjectives.

The suffix -feald is used to form adjectives with the meaning ‘-fold’
from numerals and quantifiers, e.g. anfeald ‘single’, prifeald “ threefold’,
manigfeald ‘ manifold’, hundfeald ‘hundredfold’.

The suffix -fw// derives adjectives from nouns, adjectives and
occasionally, verbs with the meaning ‘having’. Derivatives from nouns
include andgietfull ‘intelligent’, bealoful ‘ wicked’, bismerful ‘ shameful’;
from adjectives earmful * wretched, miserable’, geornful ‘eager’, gesundful
‘unimpaired’; whilst from verbs there is Ayspful ‘contumelious,
ridiculous’.

The frequently used suffix -ig derives denominal, deadjectival and
deverbal adjectives with the meaning ‘characterized by, having’. As
with -ede/-ode, many of these are extended babuvribis. In many instances,
there is a doublet in -/. Since OE -7 is the continuation of both Gmc
*-ig and *-ag, we find forms both with and without ~umlaut. Typical
examples from nouns, adjectives and verbs respectively are: adlig ‘sick’,
blissig ‘joyful’, blodig ‘bloody’; untrymig ‘infirm’, pystrig ‘obscure, dark’,
gesyndig ‘sound’ (see §5.3.1.5); ceorig ‘querulous’, cwamig ‘sad, sor-
rowful’, gefyndig ‘ capable’.

The suffix -#6¢ has the same meaning as -ig — “having, characterised
by’ — and derives denominal adjectives with and without /~-umlaut, e.g.
adelibt ‘filthy’, flanibt ‘related to darts’, haribt “hairy’, stenibt/staniht
‘stony’, porniht/pyrnibt ‘thorny’.

The suffix -is¢ forms denominal adjectives with and without /~umlaut
with the meaning ‘being like, having the character of’, e.g. ceorlisc ‘of a
churl, common’, cildisc childish’, mennisc “human’. The suffix is also
frequently used for the derivation of ethnic adjectives, e.g. denisc
‘Danish’, englisc ‘English’, seyttisc *Scottish’, wielisc ‘Welsh, foreign’.

The counterpart of -fu/ is -leas, denoting ‘lack of’. It derives
denominal adjectives such as bismerleas ‘blameless’, blodleas ‘ bloodless’,
broporleas ‘brotherless’ and many more.

The suffix -/ic derives denominal, deadjectival and deverbal adjectives
with the meanings ‘being, characterised by, having’, in the latter

390



Semantics and vocabulary

function also forming extended baburribi-adjectives. It is a rival of -ig,
which is why we find many -ig/-/ic doublets. There are many examples
of denominal and deadjectival derivations, but fewer deverbal ones.
Typical denominal forms are: @/meslic ‘ charitable, depending on alms’,
andgietlic ‘intelligible’, cildlic ‘ childish’; typical deadjectival forms are:
apellic ‘noble’, deoplic “deep’, bewependlic ‘lamentable’; for deverbal
forms we may cite: cieplic ‘for sale’, (ge)ewemlic ‘pleasing, satisfying’.

The suffix -o/ derives adjectives with the meaning ‘being, prone to’
from deverbal nouns and directly from verbs; derivatives from strong
verbs often have the reduced grade, and sometimes /~umlaut. Denominal
examples are: deoppancol ‘contemplative’, gearopancol ‘ready-witted’,
hetepancol ‘hostile’; and deverbal examples include: beswico/ ‘ deceitful’,
cwedol “ talkative, eloquent’, forgitol ‘forgetful’.

The suffix -sum derives adjectives with the meaning ‘being (cha-
racterised by)’. These may be from nouns, e.g. fripsum ‘peaceful’,
geleafsum ‘believing’, gedeorfsum ‘troublesome’; adjectives, e.g. ansum
‘whole’, fremsum ‘beneficial’, gemybtsum ‘abundant’; or verbs, e.g.
(@)hiersum ‘ obedient’, gecwemsum ‘pleasing’, healdsum  careful’.

The suffix -weard ‘-wards’ is found in a&fterweard ‘following’,
heonomward ‘transitory, going hence’, norpe(e)weard ‘northward’, and
similar forms.

Finally, -wende derives deadjectival and denominal adjectives with the
meaning ‘conducive to, consisting of’. Examples of the two types are:
halwende ‘healthful’, hatwende ‘hot’; and lufwende ‘amiable’, hwilwende
‘temporary’,

5.4.4.4 Verbal suffixes

Verbal derivation in OE is primarily affixless: the few overt derivational
suffixes, therefore, do not exhibit large-scale productivity. The suffixes
which are regularly attested are: -et#(an), -lzc(an), -n(ian) and -s(ian).

Of these -e#t(an) seems to have frequentative or intensifying meaning,
and is added to nominal and adjectival, but primarily to verbal bases.
From nouns we have sarettan ‘lament’, botettan ‘repair’; deadjectival
examples are: agnettan ‘appropriate, usurp’, halettan ‘greet, hail’;
examples of the more frequent derivatives from verbs are: blicettan
‘glitter, quiver’, dropettan ‘drop, drip’, hleapettan ‘leap up’.

-Lac(an) forms deadjectival verbs with the meaning ‘be, become,
make’ and denominal verbs with the meaning ‘produce, grow,
become’. Examples of the former are: dyrstlzcan ‘dare’, geanlzcan
‘make one, join’, ribtlecan ‘put right’; examples of the latter are:
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&fenlzcan ‘become evening’, loflacan ‘promise’, sumorlecan ‘become
summer’.

The suffix -n(fan) results from misanalysis of zero-derived verbs such
as fzegenian ‘ rejoice’ < fagen, openian ‘open’ < open, tacenian ‘make a sign’
< tacen, and leads to a few analogical formations such as berbtnian
‘glorify’, lacnian ‘heal’, preatnian ‘threaten’ (see Marchand 1969:271,
Raith 1931).

The quite frequent suffix -s(7an) derives deadjectival and denominal
verbs (see Hallander 1966). Denominal examples are: cildsian ‘be
childish’, (g)eg(e)sian ‘terrify, inspire with fear, awe’, metsian ‘feed,
furnish with provisions’; deadjectival examples are: blipsian ‘make
glad’, brycsian ‘be, become useful’, c/ensian ‘make clean’ and many
others.

54.5  Zero derivation (affixless dersvation)

54.5.1 The bases for the postulation of a separate category of zero or
affixless derivation — the choice between these two is theory-dependent
— are the distinction between inflexional and derivational morphology
on the one hand and between expansions and derivations on the other.
Inflexional morphemes mark grammatical functions and derive word-
forms (see §5.1.1), but do not create new lexemes; this is the function of
derivational morphemes. Thus, in a paradigm like gum-a, gum-an, gum-
ena, gum-um, the morphemes -a, -an, -ena, -4m have purely inflexional
function; and they have exactly the same function in csm +a ‘guest’ <
cum(+an,, ;) ‘come’ (and cum-an, cum + ena, cum+ um), i.e. they cannot
be regarded as derivational affixes. Since cum(+ an) is basically a verb,
cum(+ a) a noun and -a, -an, -ena, -um inflexional morphemes, there is no
overt derivational (nominalising) morpheme, i.e. we have to assume
affixless derivation. In a word-formation theory which is based on the
syntagma principle, i.e. where word-formations in principle are binary
and consist of a determinant and a determinatum (see §5.4.1.1),
however, one would not speak of affixless derivation but rather of zero-
derivation, that is, one would still assume a binary morphological
structure, with the suffix assuming the form of a zero-morpheme. This
move makes it possible to capture the semantic parallelism with explicit
derivation, e.g. gief{+an):gief+end ‘someone (-end) who gives’ =
gief( +an): gief + B(+ a) ‘someone (-f-) who gives’; brec(+ an):brec+ ung
‘act (-ung) of breaking’ = brec(+an):bryc+B(+¢) ‘act (-§-) of break-
ing’. This parallelism is essential, and it is therefore misleading to
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characterise this type of derivational process merely as functional shift,
as is sometimes done (cf. Lee 1948, Quirk & Wrenn 1957:1056. as
against Biese 1941, Kastovsky 1968). Moreover, this analysis also
captures the diachronic loss of a derivational affix (see §5.4.4.1), e.g. the
loss of the stem formatives of nouns and verbs, which coalesced with
the inflexional endings denoting case/number, or person/number/
tense. It should be added here that the ablaut alternations found in
derivatives such as gripe ‘grip’ (< gripan), cyre ‘choice’ (< ceosan), do
not have any derivational force, just as they do not have any derivational
force in suffixal derivatives. Moreover, it would seem that derivation
other than from the infinitive was no longer productive, at least in the
later OE period. The general implications of the ablaut alternations will
be discussed in §5.4.7.

Finally, the distinction between expansions and derivations (see
§5.4.2.1) is responsible for treating the so-called babuvribi-compounds
like berfot, anborn here rather than in the section on compounding ; they
do not conform to the structure AB = B, which is why in many cases
the adjectival babuvrihi-compounds have been converted into suffixal
derivatives proper by adding one of the adjectival suffixes -ed(e), -ig, -/ic,
-0/,

5.4.5.2 Nominal derivatives

For deverbal nouns on the whole, all the typical deverbal semantic types
(Agent, Action, Object/Result, etc.) are represented, although Action
and Agent nouns dominate. All genders occur, and most inflexional
classes within them, which means that a considerable number of
derivatives are also affected by alternations such as j~umlaut. But there
is no absolute correlation between semantic type, gender, inflexional
class and ablaut grade, although some preferences reflecting earlier
regularities are discernible; thus agent nouns tend to be masculine and
to have reduced grade; masculine action nouns frequently have a
full-grade base, while neuter ones often go with reduced bases. It
should also be mentioned that derivation is made from both strong and
weak verbs. The latter point requires some explanation. Historically
speaking, weak verbs were denominal, deadjectival and deverbal
derivatives, but in quite a few cases the direction of derivation came to
be reversed in the course of time in analogy with other patterns. Thus,
semantically speaking, it is more natural for an action noun to be
interpeted as being derived from a verb (e.g. gnorn ‘affliction, sorrow’
< gnornian ‘ grieve, mourn, be sad’) than for a verb to be derived froma
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primary action noun (gnorn > gnornian). Consequently, the ‘unnatural’
direction of derivation was replaced by the more natural one. This kind
of reinterpretation is the same as that observed with back-derivations of
the type pedlar > peddle ‘ act as a peddlar’ —~ o peddle > peddler “ someone
who peddles’ (see Marchand 1969:391ff., Kastovsky 1968:93f.).

In the space available it is impossible to give a full summary of the
range of deverbal derivatives, for which see Kastovsky (1968). Instead
the process is exemplified below by examples of derived Action nouns
only. Here we find strong masculines from strong verbs, e.g. drepe
‘slaying’, drinc ‘drink’, ¢yme ‘coming’; and from weak verbs, e.g. ba/c
‘belch’, drenc ‘drowning’; weak masculines from strong and weak
verbs, e.g. steorfa ‘mortality’, sceapa “harm’; hopa ‘hope, expectation’,
plega ‘play, fight’; strong feminines from strong and weak verbs, e.g.
breow ‘sorrow’, faru ‘journey, going’, giefu/giefe ‘gift, favour’; hunt
‘hunt’, /ufu ‘love’; weak feminines from strong and weak verbs, e.g.
birce ‘barking’, feobte ‘fight’; @sce ‘search, inquisition’, gicce “itch’; and
strong neuters from strong and weak verbs, e.g. beorc ‘bark(ing)’, geberst
‘eruption’, delf ‘digging’; gebirg ‘tasting’, gecid ‘strife’.

Deadjectival nouns of this type are strong feminines; their meaning
is usually ‘quality, fact, state of being’; if possible, they have i~umlaut.
The process must have been productive even in late OE, cf. pryto
‘pride’, derived from the French loan praz. Typical examples are: bieldu
‘boldness’, birhtu ‘brightness’, cieldu cold’, and a number of others.

Denominal nouns are nominal babuyribi-compounds with the mean-
ing ‘someone, something having’, i.e. anbornfo ‘animal having one
horn’; for the history of this type see Carr (1939:164ff.), for its analysis
Marchand (1969:386ff.). This type is much weaker than the adjectival
babuyribis in §5.4.5.3. below. Many OE formations are loan-translations
from Latin; the most frequent patterns are Adj+ N, Num+ N; some
instances of N(Gen) + N also occur. Not infrequently the morphological
(overt) head belongs to a different gender and inflexional class than the
independent lexeme, and sometimes the derivation involves /~umlaut,
cf. leaf (strong neuter), but fiffeafe ‘quinquefolium’ (weak feminine)
beside fifleaf; horn (strong neuter), but amborna ‘unicorn’ (weak
masculine), anbyrne (strong masculine with umlaut) besides anborn
(strong neuter). Further examples include belcedsweora ‘one having a
swollen neck’, bundenstefna ‘ ship with an ornamented prow’, hyrnednebba
‘horny-beaked bird, eagle’.
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5.4.5.3 Adjectival derivatives

Afhixless deverbal adjectives are primarily, although not exclusively,
derived from strong verbs, mainly from the reduced, sometimes also the
lengthened, and with class VII from the basic grade, with and without
i-umlaut. The derivatives frequently occur as second members of
compounds, see §5.4.2.3. Their meaning is typically ‘prone to do,
doing, being ... (ed)’, as in swice ‘ deceitful’, eapfynde ‘easy to find’, 2pry?
‘troublesome’, cweme ‘pleasant, agreeable’.

The numerous simple and complex zero-derived denominal adject-
ives can be divided into two basic categories: those having the masc.
nom. sg. in -¢, and those without an ending. The former category is
derived from a simple or a compound noun, with or without ~-umlaut,
e.g. fielde ‘ field-like’, anbieme ‘ made of one trunk’, aneage ‘one-eyed’, and
is characterised by typically adjectival meanings such as ‘having, being
like, being characterised by, being made of’. The second category is
endingless and consists of babuvribi-compounds proper, e.g. barfot
‘barefoot’, langmod ‘patient’, blandenfeax ‘ grey-haired’.

5.4.5.4 Verbal derivatives
As has been mentioned, affixless derivation is the major source of new
verbs in Old English, because all verbal suffixes are fairly unproductive.
The only really productive patterns in Old English are denominal
deadjectival and deadverbial derivations; deverbal derivation (resulting
in causatives) is no longer productive, although its results are still
transparent. The results are weak verbs. Pilch (1970:132) lists the
following strong class VII verbs as denominal: radan ‘advise’ < rad
-‘advice’, slzpan ‘sleep’ < slzp ‘sleep’, bland ‘mix’ < gebland ‘ mixture’,
hropan ‘shout’ < hrop ‘clamour’. It would seem, however, that even if
this assumption really represents the historical development, in Old
English the verbs have to be regarded as basic and the nouns as derived,
so from the OE point of view there ate no derived strong verbs. As to
weak verbs, only class 2 (type beorht:beorhtian ‘be, make bright’,
wuldor : wuldrian ‘ glorify) was fully productive throughout the OE
period. Derivation of class 1 weak verbs (type full:fyllan “fill’,
scrud: scrydan ‘ clothe’) was certainly productive as long as i-umlaut was
fully transparent, but it apparently lost its productivity early in the OE
period, and gradually also lost its transparency; as a consequence many
of the class 1 verbs joined class 2, so there are numerous doublets.
For denominal verbs the following semantic groups dominate. The
sense ‘be, act like, become’ is found in verbs such as ambebian ‘ minister,
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serve’, bisceopian ‘confirm’, dagian ‘dawn’. A rather larger number of
verbs share the sense ‘provide with, add, treat with’: frefran ‘ comfort’,
scrydan ‘ clothe’, arian ‘ give honour to’. Heafdian ‘behead’ has the sense
‘remove’, whilst the sense ‘produce’ is found in, for example, bledan
‘emit blood’, betan ‘make good, repair’, blostmian ‘blossom’. Heapian
‘heap up’, clynian ‘make into a ball’, manacian ‘make a person into a
monk’ bear the sense ‘make into’, whilst the sense ‘perform’ is found
in, e.g. craftan ‘perform a craft’, deman ‘judge’, cossian ‘kiss’. Finally,
gryndan ‘ come to the ground, set’, hzftan ‘bind, arrest, imprison’, busian
‘house’ and others share the sense ‘put (in)to, go to’.

The possible meanings of deadjectival verbs are ‘be, become, make
into+adjective’; many derivatives have more than one of these
meanings. Typical examples from this fairly common group are byldan
‘make bold’, blzcan ‘bleach’, bradan ‘broaden’, cypan ‘make known’,
blodigian < make bloody’, deopian ‘become deep’.

The cateogory of deverbal verbs consists of causatives (‘cause to V)
derived from strong verbs, mainly with the preterite singular grade as
basis. The derivatives are class 1 weak verbs and have /-umlaut. Since the
strong verbs in OE basically were a closed class (additions like scrifan are
exceptional), the derivation of deverbal causatives must also have been
unproductive in OE. Typical examples include blendan ‘mix’, cwellan
‘kill’, drafan ‘drive’.

54.6 Adyerbs

The formation of adverbs is a borderline case between word-formation
and inflexional morphology. Assuming that adverbs constitute a
separate part of speech, their derivation from adjectives and nouns
involves a change of word-class, which is by definition a derivational,
not an inflexional process. But in contradistinction to derivation proper,
adverb formation does not add any additional semantic feature; the
change merely involves a class-shift, and is solely caused by the syntactic
function of the lexeme in question, a phenomenon characteristic of
inflexion. It is not surprising, therefore, that some grammars subsume
adverb formation under word-formation, e.g. Quirk & Wrenn
(1956:107), while others treat it under inflexion (accidence), e.g. Wright
& Wright (1925:299f.). In view of this ambivalence, I have not
included adverb-forming suffixes under §5.4.4, but treat them as a
separate category.

The most frequent suffix to form adverbs from adjectives is -¢, e.g.
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deope ‘deeply’, nearwe ‘narrowly’, georne ‘eagerly’. If the adjective
already ends in -¢, adjective and adverb are homonymous, ‘e.g.
blipe ‘joyful(ly)’, ece ‘eternal(ly)’, milde ‘ merciful(ly)’. From adjectives
ending in -/ic and their adverbial forms, e.g. sarlice  grievously’, wraplice
‘furiously’, modiglice ‘ proudly’, the ending -/ice was secreted and used to
directly form adverbs from adjectives not ending in -/, e.g. blindlice
‘blindly’, holdlice ‘ graciously’, hwatlice ‘quickly’, and also from nouns,
e.g. freondlice ‘in a friendly manner’, eornostlice ‘earnestly’. Another
adverbial suffix is -inga/-linga, -unga/-lunga as in edniwunga ‘anew’, ferunga
‘quickly’, neadinga/niedinga/neadlunga ‘by force’, grundlunga/grundlinga
‘to the ground, completely’.

Furthermore, denominal adverbs are formed by using one of the
inflexional forms, e.g. the masc. gen. sg. -es in anstreces ‘ continuously’,
deges ‘daily’, selfwilles ‘voluntarily’, (sometimes even extended to
feminines, e.g. endebyrdes “in an orderly manner’, niedes ‘ of necessity’,
nibtes ‘at night’). Also rather frequent in this function is the dative
plural, e.g. degtidum by day’, geardagum ‘formerly’, gepyldum ‘ patiently’,
delmaelum ‘piecemeal’, dropmelum ‘drop by drop’, and many other
-ma&lum-formations.

54.7  The typological status of word-formation

As a conclusion to this survey of OE word-formation, a general
assessment of its typological properties might not be out of place, which
could also be used as a starting-point for tracing the subsequent
developments in the ME period. Such a characterisation will have to be
based on several intersecting parameters, such as the morphological
status of the input to and the output of the word-formation processes
(roots, stems or words, see §5.1.1), the order of the basic constituents
determinant and determinatum, the frequency, regularity, conditioning
and functioning of these alternations (i.e. whether they are exponents of
morphological categories or not), the number of derivational levels (in
a model with level-ordering) or the type of morphological boundary
separating the constituents, etc. (see Kastovsky 1990a).

The morphological status of the input to and output of the word-
formation processes depends on the type of inflexional morphology
prevalent in the language. In this respect, OE is in a stage of transition
from stem-based to word-based inflexion and derivation, with a residue
of originally root-based patterns, which had been reinterpreted into
stem-based ones.
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The system-defining structural property in the sense of Wurzel (1984)
is stem-based inflexion and derivation (cf. the analysis of OE inflexion
in chapter 3). It characterises verbal inflexion throughout, where no
form is without an inflexional ending. Thus, the verbal lexemes are
stems and not words, and deverbal derivation consequently is also stem-
based. The same is true of weak nouns (gum +a, tung+e¢) and strong
feminines (/uf+ #). But with a-stem masculines (¢yning) and neuters
(word), and with adjectives in general (god), the nominative/accusative
singular is without an inflexional ending (or with zero, depending on
the analysis chosen), and thus functions as unmarked base-form with
word-status. Here, inflexion and derivation are already word-based, and
it is this type that will eventually prevail in ME. An interesting corollary
is the reanalysis of the long -ja-stems and the /~stems from # her+e3,
Fwinted to #heredk, wine# (see chapter 3), i.e. the reinterpretation
of the nominative/accusative singular ending -¢ as part of the stem with
the concomitant shift from stem-based to word-based inflexion and
derivation in analogy with quantitatively dominant a-stems.

Above it was claimed that there is a residue of originally root-based
inflexion and derivation. This is linked to the phenomenon of ablaut,
which in IE had, at least to a certain extent, been phonologically
conditioned by stress and pitch variation, although these in turn
might have been linked to morphological factors. In any case, ablaut
does not seem to have been functional at this stage, since it was not
exploited for the signalling of morphological categories directly, and
might very well be explained as an alternation based on an abstract, or
minimally specified root-vowel (cf. Lass & Anderson’s 1975:25f.
analysis of OE, which for OE is no longer tenable but might be used for
a description of the IE and early Germanic state of affairs). Assuming
that this interpretation is correct, inflexion and derivation at this stage
is root- rather than stem-based. This is confirmed by the following
considerations. It is usually assumed that the original IE verb system
was based on aspectual rather than on tense oppositions. In such a
system, each aspect would probably have equal status, i.e. it would not
really make sense to derive one aspect from another. Rather, it would be
more plausible to derive the various aspectual forms from a common
unspecified or minimally specified root. This would also account for
‘deverbal’ nouns with varying ablaut grades, because these could also
be interpreted as deradical derivatives, an analysis which is strengthened
by the fact that in most instances a stem-formative element is added,
which could also be interpreted as a derivational suffix.
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This system underwent a radical change in Germanic, caused by two
interrelated factors: the emergence of weak verbs, which introduced
stem-inflexion and stem-based derivation, and the shift from an
aspectual to a tense system based on the opposition of marked past tense
vs. unmarked non-past, the latter at the same time holding a privileged
position as base form from which the marked form is derived. With the
growing numerical predominance of the weak verbs as the only
productive verb-creating pattern, stem-inflexion became the system-
defining property of verb inflexion, which eventually led to a
reinterpretation of the strong verbs: here, too, the infinitive/non-past
form attained a privileged position as base form, and the ablaut
alternations came to be reinterpreted as signalling tense, i.e. they became
functional, although not completely systematically. At the same time
this must have destroyed the original morphophonemic system, based
on an undetlying minimally specified vowel, and obscured the root-
based status of inflexion, which was now reinterpreted as being stem-
based as with the weak verbs. As a consequence, the morphological
status of deverbal nouns and adjectives not containing the ablaut grade
of the base form became problematic, in particular since the factors
conditioning the alternations (stress alternation, etc.) were lost, too. As
long as the ablaut alternations in the verbs were still sufficiently
transparent, the original deradical status of ablaut nouns and adjectives
remained discernible. But when the breakdown of the Old English
morphophonemic system at the end of the period completely obscured
the ablaut patterns, these derivatives were more and more isolated from
the underlying verbs and were gradually lost and replaced by derivatives
based on the infinitive stem (see Kastovsky forthcoming b).

The order of the constituents is determinant/determinatum, which is
characteristic of the Germanic languages and remains stable during the
period. However, major changes took place in the morphophonemic
system, which became more and motre opaque, because more and more
of the widespread alternations shifted from phonological to mor-
phological conditioning. The most important of these was undoubtedly
i~umlaut, which, moreover, due to progressive unrounding of its
results, lost its phonetic transparency. At the end of the OE period,
probably accelerated by the various lengthening and shortening
processes affecting the vowel system, the morphophonemic system must
have broken down completely. The subsequent restructuring, little
investigated so far, established homological, i.e. alternation-free,
derivation as the dominant principle of word-formation, which is still
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characteristic of present-day English in the native or nativised section
of its vocabulary. Alternations like sane ~ sanity, divine ~ divinity are
characteristic only of the non-native (French, Neo-Latin) section and
arose in the course of the ME and EModE periods, instances such as
keep ~ kept, wild ~ wilderness being irregular and exceptional. The only
OE alternation that seems to have survived is the one characterising
verbal and nominal prefix formations, e.g. begdn: bigenga, onfon: dndfencga,
which probably was the ultimate origin of the present-day English
pattern impért vb.: import noun, recird vb.: rérd noun.

5.5 Semantics

55.1 The section on Old English word-formation provided a fairly
comprehensive survey of the existing morphological and semantic
patterns. A similarly comprehensive account of the semantic or-
ganisation of the Old English vocabulary as a whole is not possible,
however, primarily because we still lack detailed investigations of many
semantic areas. Moreover, those that do exist are often not comparable
due to completely different theoretical and methodological orientations,
reflecting the changes in semantic theory from the Worter-und-Sachen
(‘words and objects’) movement via Trier’s field theory to the modern
context-oriented approaches with or without explicit use of com-
ponential analysis. On the other hand, such individual investigations are
indispensable in view of the difficulties arising from one striking
peculiarity of Old English poetic diction: the large number of apparent
synonyms or near-synonyms for certain denotational areas such as
‘world’, “man’, ‘sea’, ‘ship’, ‘fight’, etc. Here, the definitions of the
dictionaries are usually not precise enough and suggest synonymy
where there might well have been denotative, connotative or stylistic
differences. On the other hand, as was already pointed out by Schiicking
(1915:9f1.), many lexical items seem to be characterised by an extremely
wide range of meanings. He mentions among others Alynnan, which
refers to the sound of the human voice, the resounding of spears (gup-
wudn) and the crackling of fite; deorc, mirce, which not only mean ‘dark’,
but also ‘evil’, ‘uncanny’; or grese, which normally meant ‘green’, but
could also mean ‘pleasant, easy to walk on’, cf. gearwian us togenes grene
strete up to englum (Sat 287) ‘Let’s prepare before ourselves a
pleasant/easy path up to the angels.” This is confirmed by a look at the
entries in the various dictionaries, and also by von Schaubert’s (1949)
etymologically oriented investigation of the verb feormian ‘entertain,
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support, feed, consume, benefit; scour, cleanse, furbish’ and its
derivatives, where she tries to show that all these meanings could
ultimately be related to a meaning ‘remove’, which she assumes to be
the basic meaning of this lexical family. In view of this Schiicking
claimed that one of the most striking characteristics of poetic diction
was its imprecise word usage. Whether this claim is really justified or
just a reflex of the lack of more extensive empirical analyses in a suitable
theoretical framework must be left undecided in view of the relatively
small number of relevant studies. But those that do exist are promising
enough to regard Schiicking’s evaluation of Old English poetic diction
with some scepticism (see, for example, Soland’s (1979) analysis of
words for ‘body’ and ‘soul’ in poetic texts, Thrane’s (1986) analysis of
adjectives of ‘moral sufficiency’ in Andreas, Kiihlwein’s studies of
expressions for ‘enmity’ (Kihlwein 1967) and ‘blood’ (Kiihlwein
1968), and Strauss’s (1974) investigation of the terms for ‘lord’ and
‘ruler’ in Old English poetry.

The specification of lexical meanings in prose literature is less
difficult, since it is often dependent upon a Latin original. Thus, to a
certain extent, we can rely on the meanings of the Latin equivalents of
the Old English lexemes, see, for example, Lohmander’s (1981) study of
Old and Middle English words for ‘disgrace’ and ‘dishonour’, which is
based on the Latin equivalents of these concepts, more precisely on their
correlation with OE bismer and those Old English lexemes that are used
to render its Latin equivalents.

In view of the rather patchy semantic analysis of the Old English
vocabulary, it does not seem useful to attempt a systematic presentation
in terms of semantic areas. Rather, 1 shall adopt a theoretical/
methodological principle of organisation, which at the same time
reflects to some extent the historical development of Old English
semantic studies.

55.2.1 The first period of systematic vocabulary studies is primarily
lexicologically—etymologically oriented and has a strong extralinguistic
historico-cultural bias. Much of the relevant work is closely related to
the Wirter-und-Sachen movement dominating especially lexical studies in
Romance philology at the turn of this century and its first decades.
Almost all the studies were dissertations produced at German uni-
versities from about 1903 onwards, and most were inspired by either
Holthausen in Kiel or Hoops in Heidelberg, whose Uber die altenglischen
Pflangennamen (Hoops 1889) together with Jordan (1903) acted as
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models. Jordan’s study of the Old English names of the mammals
consists of an introduction, where he summarises his historical findings,
investigates the morphological relationship between the male and the
female, and discusses the problem of discovering the original meanings
of the lexemes in question. The remainder is a list of dictionary entries
of the various lexical items organised according to their biological
classification, each entty containing a specification of the occurring
forms, quotations from Old English literature, its meaning, and -
usually the most extensive part of the entry — its etymology. Studies of
this kind are best characterised as lexicographic rather than semantic.
The same format is found in Cortelyon’s (1906) study of the names of
insects, spiders and crustaceans, Geldner’s (1906) list of names of
illnesses, Kohler’s (1906) list of fish-names, or Matzerath’s (1913) list of

terms for money, measures and weights.
The format preferred in the Kiel dissertations directed by Holthausen

usually consisted of an extensive first part discussing the lexemes
investigated and their denotata in their cultural and historical context,
and a lexicographic second part following the pattern just discussed
(form, meaning, quotations, etymology). Typically these dissertations
carry the subtitle Eine Rulturhistorische-etymologische Untersuchung. Ex-
amples include Brasch (1910): names of tools, Fehr (1909): the
language of trade, Garrett (1909): names for precious stones, Kross
(1911): names for containers, Schnepper (1908): names for ships and
their parts.

All these studies are basically onomasiological, that is, they ask how
a certain phenomenon or object is referred to in Old English and give
an etymological explanation of the item in question. A semantic analysis
in the strict sense is usually not provided, and it is not surprising that the
denotata are always conctete objects or persons. However, this type of
approach is also found in a number of later studies, where it is
complemented by a much more substantial semasiological part dealing
with the specific meanings of the relevant lexical items. Examples are
Stibbe’s (1935) study of the Old English terms for ‘lord’/‘man’ and
‘lady’/‘woman’, or Schabram’s studies of the words for ‘peasant’
(Schabram 1975) and for ‘plough’ and its parts (Schabram 1980). In the
former he shows that ceor/ was used as a cover term for ‘peasant’,
whether he owned the land or not, while gebur was restricted to the
meaning ‘tenant’; in the latter he demonstrates that s#/h was the only
Old English term, ploh being equivalent to the measure term plogesland
and probably of Scandinavian origin.
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5.5.2.2 Another more recent continuation of this type of study is
based on the assumption that the etymology of 2 wotd has priority in the
process of determining its meaning, while strictly semasiological
principles (paradigmatic field studies and contextual analysis) are only of
supplementary value as a corrective (Benning 1961:16ff.). In these
studies ‘etymology’ is understood in its original signification as ‘true
meaning of words’. It is thus assumed that the etymology of a word
allows us to discover its true, basic meaning, which, moreover, is often
to be found in much later stages of the language (in particular in poetic
diction, since such language tends to be archaic) as a residual meaning.
Two typical examples are Benning (1961) and Dik (1965), for a detailed
criticism of their methodological orientation see Schabram (1970b).
Benning investigates the Old English vocabulary referring to ‘heaven,
sky’ (beofon, sweg(e)l, rodor, neornawang), ‘earth’ (eorpe, grund, hruse, mold,
Sfolde), and ‘world’ (middangeard, worold) and suggests that a central
element in the semantic make-up of many of these words is the concept
of ‘growth’, as implied in the IE root *uen-/*gen-, for which he
postulates the original meanings ‘Laubholz, Niederwald’ (‘leaf-wood,
wood produced from shoots’). Allegedly, this meaning is still present in
some of the Old English occurrences, which, as Schabram has shown,
is not confirmed by contextual analysis. Dik (1965) deals similarly with
Old English drybt, for which he postulates the basic meaning ‘Nie-
derwald’ also. These studies, while very imaginative, are, as Schabram
(1970b) has shown, not really confirmed in their conclusions by the
actual Old English facts.

5531 In the 1930s the work of Stern (1921, 1931) and Trier (1931)
introduced the notion of structure into semantics with the idea that
lexemes should not be treated in isolation but in structured groups —
‘lexical fields’ — where they delimit one another semantically. Much of
Triet’s theory was questioned and has had to be modified, for example,
the mosaic concept, according to which lexical meanings within a field
are organised without overlap or gaps, or the delimitation of fields. On
the whole, however, it provided an important new framework for
synchronic and diachronic semantic analysis. Stern’s work points in the
same direction, although he formulates the notion of lexical field less
explicitly than Trier. Both linguists have inspired many semantic
studies, all more or less explicitly relying on the notion of the
lexical /semantic field. Thus Bick’s (1934) study of the synonyms for
‘child’, ‘boy’, ‘gitl’ is strongly influenced by Stern (1921), see Bick

403



Dieter Kastovsky

(1934 :viii). He demonstrates that within each of the three groups there
is a word-pair consisting of the two most central wozrds for the idea, one
of which dominates in the earlier period, but is more or less completely
superseded in later Old English by the other. These are bearn:cild
“child’; cnibt:cnapa ‘boy’; and famne:magden ‘girl’. As had already
been suggested by Jordan (1906:96ff.), bearn originally referred
primarily to ‘descendant’ (= Lat. filii, natus, liberi), while cild implies
‘non-adulthood’ (= Lat. parvulus, infans, puer). Other words in this field
are /ytling, a markedly religious or ecclesiastical word, /ytel, wencel; and
the poetical byre, eafora, the latter mainly denoting ‘descendant’ rather
than ‘young person’, besides a few others. Cnib# originally had the two
senses ‘boy’, ‘youth’, besides several others (‘male servant’, “disciple’,
‘retainer’), but in the sense of ‘boy’ it is replaced by cnapa in West Saxon
after about 1000; other words are cnafa, cnzpling, beardleas, frumbierdling,
geongling, geonlic, mago. In the case of famne and magden the former
basically means ‘woman’, ‘virgin’, and only secondarily ‘maiden’,
‘girl’, whilst that is the dominant meaning of magden. Small girls are
referred to by magdencild.

Mincoff’s (1933) investigation of the words for ‘strength’ and
‘power’ is based on Triet’s field theory (see Mincoff 1933:2) and
follows his attempt to delineate the synchronic structure and diachronic
development of the field in question. Mincoff investigated the following
lexemes, including their compounds and derivatives: strang, stearc, strece,
swip, eafop, ellen, craft, magen, mibt, wealdan, rice. Mincoff relies primarily
on prose texts, pointing out that translations are the best basis for the
determination of meanings, especially if Latin and Old English have
different boundaries between synonymous lexemes. But significant
weaknesses in his methodology mean that neither the field structure nor
the internal semantic structures of the lexemes emerge with sufficient
clarity.

Two more recent studies in this tradition provide more satisfactory
results, namely Frey (1967) and Lohmander (1981). Frey investigates the
verbs of transportation in Chaucer and then compares their field
structure with that of the corresponding Old English field (i.e., verbs
such as bringan, lzdan, ferian, beran, wegan, fetian, feccean, sendan). He
isolates ‘distinctive criteria’ such as ‘means of transport’, ‘direction’,
‘transported /accompanied object/person’, etc., which correspond to
the notions of ‘semantic dimensions’ or ‘semantic feature’ in theories
based on componential analysis (see Kastovsky 1982). Lohmander
(1981) discusses the words for “disgrace’, ‘dishonour’ which are partial
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synonyms of bismer and its Latin equivalents in the works of Alfred, in
classical Old English (ca 950-1100) and in late Middle English
(ca 1350-1500). One characteristic feature of her approach is that she
bases her study on Latin-English correspondences and explicitly
includes contextual information, i.e. syntagmatic relations.

55.3.2 Other more recent studies combine Triet’s paradigmatic lexical
field theory with an investigation of syntagmatic relations (collocations
and general contextual analysis) and an implicit or explicit componential
analysis, i.e. the extraction of smallest meaningful elements (semantic
components). One of the first attempts in this direction is Konig (1957),
whose study of the Old English terms for colour, lustre and luminosity,
influenced by Porzig’s notion of the syntagmatic field, systematically
lists the contexts in which the various colour lexemes occur. As had
already been noticed in Willms (1902:68), and confirmed by Barley
(1974), brightness/luminosity is the primary dimension in this field, as
against present-day English, which is hue-oriented.

Contextual information also plays an important role in Kiihlwein’s
(1967, 1968) operational lexicological analysis as applied to terms of
enmity in Old English poetical language (including, amongst many
others anda, beadu, ellen, feondscipe, hild, nip, sacu, wig, wrap, and their
compounds and derivatives) and to terms denoting ‘blood’ (b/ed, dreor,
swat, heolfor). The specific meanings of these partially synonymous
lexemes are established on the basis of a statistical evaluation of the
contexts in which they occur. Unfortunately neither of these two studies
contains a complete documentation of all occurrences, so that it is not
possible to verify the individual interpretations. Related to Kithlwein’s
approach is Faiss’ (1967) analysis of the lexemes expressing ‘favour’,
‘mercy’ (ar, bilewit, milts, hyldu, est, liss, giefu, bliss, lof) in Cynewulf and
his school. But the delimitation of the field seems to be more arbit-
rary than in Kiihlwein, who relativises considerably the definitions
postulated for these lexemes.

While Kiithlwein and Faiss do not operate with the notion of semantic
features or components, the following explicitly refer to componential
analysis: Strauss (1974), Gutch (1979), Soland (1979) and Thrane
(1986). Strauss investigates the poetic terms for ‘lord’ and ‘ruler’
(drybten, cyning, peoden, frea and others), basically using Kiihlwein’s
operational approach, but augmenting it by incorporating not only
componential analysis as such, but also associative-connotative features
of the relevant lexemes. Gutch (1979), one of the few studies dealing
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with verbs, uses the syntactic behaviour (type of object) as one of the
parameters for a semantic differentiation of the verbs enawan, cunnan,
witan ‘know’. According to her, cannan, witan have a static primary
meaning ‘know’, while on-, ge-, tocnawan, gewitan represent dynamic
meanings (‘get to know’, ‘learn’). Soland’s study of the Old English
poetic terms for ‘body’ and ‘soul’ follows Leisi’s theory of equating the
meaning of a lexeme with its use (Leisi 1953, 1973) and deals with /i,
lichoma, flasc, hra, bankenningar, wa! (‘body’) and sawol, gast, mod, sefa,
hige, ferhp, breper, heorte (‘soul’). The ‘body’ lexemes are differentiated
with regard to the dimensions ‘body as opposed to soul’ (lichoma),
‘body alive or dead’ (fasc), ‘body being attacked’ (bra, bankenningar),
‘corpse after a fight’ (wz/), with /ic acting as a neutral, superordinate
term. The ‘soul’ lexemes are grouped into two theological items sawo/
(as opposite of lic, lichoma and flasc), gast (as opposed to dust ‘dust’) and
several other lexemes having in common the meaning ‘soul as seat of
emotions’, e.g. mod, sefa, hige, ferhp, hreper, heorte, breost.

5.5.3.3 Finally there are several studies that are primarily characterised
by the careful analysis of all the contexts in which the lexemes occur, but
where the notion of lexical field is not central. The relevant lexical items
may therefore either make up a field or a derivationally related family.
This method, already used in Schaubert’s (1949) discussion of feormian
and its derivatives, is characteristic of the work of Schabram and his
pupils Grinda and von Riiden. Grinda (1975) investigates the Old
English words denoting ‘work’ and “labour’ (e.g. weore, gewinn, geswine,
bisgu(ng), tilp, and their nominal derivatives and compounds), arriving at
lists of highly specific senses for each of these (for weorc he lists more
than eighty groups). These will often have to be regarded as purely
contextually determined variants, from which one or several more
global, systematic meanings have to be abstracted ~a task that
unfortunately has not been undertaken. Von Riiden (1978) investigates
the lexeme w/anc ‘boastful, arrogant, proud; stately, splendid’ and its
derivatives in Old and Middle English, basically following the same
method. He determines the senses ‘ rich, wealthy; wealth; make rich’ as
the core meanings of wlanc; closely related to these are the senses
‘boastful, arrogant, proud; pride; boast’, whereas the senses ‘ wanton,
stately, splendid’ are peripheral.

Unquestionably contextual analyses of this type provide the most
accurate results, and are thus indispensable. On the other hand, they
ought to be complemented by the application of principles of structural
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semantics such as the concept of lexical field, sense relations, semantic
dimensions, etc., in order to account for the fact that the lexemes of a
language do not form an unstructured aggregate but are organised in
terms of a complicated network of relations.

FURTHER READING

So far, there have been no comprehensive studies of the OE vocabulary uniting
the various aspects addressed in the present survey — loan words, dialectal,
social and stylistic stratification of the vocabulary, word-formation and
semantics — which is why this chapter is based on numerous individual
investigations of varying scope and depth. This is particularly true of the areas
of word-formation and semantics, where most of the existing investigations are
older dissertations using frameworks and methodologies today no longer
adequate, so that the material had to be reinterpreted, as far as such a
reinterpretation proved possible. The situation is more satisfactory with loan-
words and the dialectal distribution of the vocabulary, because there are a
number of more recent investigations, but again there are numerous gaps and
a comprehensive survey still remains to be written. It is to be hoped, however,
that with the availability of such a wonderful tool as the Toronto Microfiche
Concordance (Venezky & diPaolo Healey 1980) and the emerging OE
dictionary based on it, OE vocabulary studies will become a focus of interest
that will eventually lead to a more comprehensive description than was possible
here.

In view of this situation, it is obviously difficult to provide a balanced list for
‘further reading’, but the following titles might perhaps be of special interest
in this connection.

S.1 Introduction The typological characteristics of OE word-formation (cf.
also §5.4.7), have been treated more extensively in Kastovsky (1988a,b,c;
1989); for the general terminological and theoretical background cf. Lyons
(1977:18ff.) and Kastovsky (1982).

5.2 Foreign influence  The standard reference work on loan-words in English is
still Serjeantson (1935), although numerous individual studies have in the
meantime provided a number of corrections. On Latin loans in OE, cf.
moreover Funke (1914), and, more recently, the excellent study by Wollmann
(1990) on early Latin loans in OE, Untersuchungen zu den friihen lateinischen
Lebnwirtern im Altenglischen, which only became available after the com-
pletion of the manuscript. Gneuss’ (1955) book on loan-translations from
Latin has so far not been superseded by any comparable investigation, so
that, despite its limited data base (psalter glosses), it still is the most
authoritative work on this subject, both methodologically and empirically.
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Thus, the extent of the Latin influence on the structure of the OE vocabulary
outside the area of direct loans, and especially on the structure of semantic
fields and the productivity and even origin of word-formation patterns, still
awaits more detailed investigation.

For the section on Scandinavian loans as well as on the general background
of the Scandinavian—Anglo—Saxon relationship during the OE period, the
following have proved helpful: Bjérkman (1900-2), Fellows- Jensen (1957b,
1982), Geipel (1971), B. H. Hansen (1984), Hofmann (1955), Peters
(1981a,b), Poussa (1982), Sawyer (1958, 1982) and Stenton (1947).

5.3 The stratification of the OE vocabulary The methodological foundation for
the study of OE dialectal vocabulary was laid by Jordan (1906), which was
more recently elaborated by Schabram (1965) for Anglian and Gneuss (1972)
for the West Saxon written standard. Both scholars have inspired a number
of extensive empirical investigations in this area, of which Wenisch (1979)
and Hofstetter (1987) deserve to be singled out on account of their
methodological clarity and wealth of data. A convenient starting point for
the study of the poetic vocabulary is still Schiicking (1915). In view of the
wealth of literature on this subject, it is difficult to single out individual
works, but Brodeur (1960) on Beowulf, and Brodeur (1952) and Marquardt
(1938) on kenningar deserve a special mention.

5.4 Word-formation As has already been mentioned, there is no compre-
hensive treatment of OE word-formation, in contradistinction to present-
day English, for which we have the by now classical handbook by Marchand
(1969), which, also contains a wealth of historical information. For more
detailed studies, the reader is referred to the references in the respective
sections.

5.5 Semantics Again, no comprehensive survey is yet available. From a
methodological-theoretical point of view, however, some publications
attempting to apply more recent advances in lexical semantics, e.g. lexical
field theory and semantic feature analysis, may be singled out as being of
more general interest; these are, among others, Kiihlwein (1967, 1968),
Lohmander (1981), StrauB (1974) and Thrane (1986).
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G  OLD ENGLISH DIALECTS

Thomas E. Toon

6.1 Introduction

Dialectology is the study of varieties of speech and variation in
language. Dialectologists work to make correlations between linguistic
features (phonological, morphological, syntactic and lexical) and such
extralinguistic facts as place of origin, race, sex, social status. In doing
so, we identify individual varieties —idiolects —and relate them to
dialects, the more general patterns of speech communities. When
undertaking the study of a contemporary speech community, the
dialectologist has living informants and modern devices for collecting
data. Studies of historical varieties depend on less direct methods. The
main sources of information are written records and conjectures about
older varieties based on comparisons of surviving dialects. Linguists
interested in earlier varieties of English are fortunate that the English
language has been written for over a thousand years. Those records
attest several clearly distinct historical varieties, compare the Old
English of Beowulf with Chaucer’s Middle English or Shakespeare’s
Early Modern English. More subtle distinctions within periods, as
between Chaucer and the Pearl/Gawain, are also evident. This chapter
will be an investigation of the modern methods used to extract as much
information as possible from ancient written records.

Given its name and rather narrow focus, O/d English dialectology might
at first seem a subject very remote from day-to-day human affairs.
Speakers of a language are, however, by their very nature un-
selfconscious ‘students’ of speech varieties. Early in life we begin that
‘training’ by identifying and learning to imitate the wide range of
speech habits and styles we encounter in our nurturing environments.
As we progress through the stages of babble, baby-talk, the verbal games
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and talk of childhood, the language of formal classroom, we are in fact
learning different language systems. In so doing we become sensitive to
the fact that the appropriateness of the language we use depends on a
number of factors. Although that learning process seems to require no
special effort, the knowledge we internalise in our early years is quite
complex. For example, we ‘automatically ’ adjust our language in terms
of whom we are addressing (a parent, a stranger, a friend), where the
interaction is talking place (at home, in a schoolroom, a playground),
the genre (a conversation, a narrative, an argument, a report), the
purpose (persuasion, play, friendship building). In addition, each of
these language settings and uses has its own cadences and levels of
formality expressed in lexical, phonological and syntactic choices.
Linguistic maturity involves expansion of the range of such styles and
registers. M. A. K. Halliday summarised this whole process very well
when he observed that a child learns his/her language not because of
what it is, but because of what it does. While we might think of most of
these adjustments as embellishment to our language abilities, they are in
fact central to our ability to communicate effectively.

While we intuitively control and manipulate our speech in those
ways, there are aspects of speech performance over which we apparently
have a great deal less control. The speech patterns we acquire early (of
course) include markers of regional and social dialect. That is, our
speech contains pronunciations, word choices, styles that convey
information about our gender, our nationality, our region, our ethnicity,
our socio-economic class. We are able to change these patterns only
with considerable overt effort, or under strong external pressure
(influence from a new social group, a major geographical or social
move). Even under the most extreme of conditions, we are rarely able
to alter these speech habits completely. An American who has lived
a number of years in England may sound British to his American family
but would be readily detected as a ‘colonial’ by most Britains.

For these reasons, linguists consider that all speakers of English have
a dialect, or better, control a whole range of dialects which include many
registers and styles. The linguistic use of the term ‘dialect’ is different
from the everyday usage in which ‘dialect’ often means some non-
standard or otherwise stigmatised variety. Dialectology then is the
speciality devoted to studying the nature, range and uses of variation in
speech. A major aspect of the work is to provide descriptions of
regional, social and stylistic varieties. In the process of description,
dialectologists hope to understand further how and why distinctive
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speech communities develop and then why speech differences are
maintained or lost. Clearly differences can arise when groups begin to
feel the effects of geographical, political, cultural, social or ethnic
isolation. North American and antipodean varieties of English have
diverged significantly because of geographical distance from their
insular sources; while the Scots, the English, the Canadians and United
States Americans have developed recognisable national standards of
speech which reflect their national identities. Indian and Singapore
varieties of English reflect cultural isolation, just as many so-called non-
standard varieties reflect social isolation from ‘mainstream’ society;
these are highly complex language situations in which English is the
mother tongue of relatively few but an important second language for
many.

The formal study of English dialects began well over a hundred years
ago and was an integral part of the development of modern linguistics.
Because early philologists were able to identify patterns of regional
continuity over centuries, the study of English dialects was closely allied
with the study of the history of the language. Historical documents were
localised and then analysed as sources of data for reconstructing earlier
pronunciations (Ellis, Sweet, Wright). At about the same time scholars
began systematically to conduct extensive regional surveys of local
speech habits. As a result the regional dialects of modern Britain are
extensively documented.

Traditionally such studies focus on the geographical distribution
(often displayed in maps) of individual features of pronunciation, word
ending, word choice or sentence structure. In recent decades, studies
have been based on random samples selected in order to give
representative geographical coverage of the areas being considered.
Using data collected in this fashion, dialectologists have mapped the
salient regional features of British and American speech communities.
Figure 6.1 demonstrates regional distribution of speakers who pro-
nounce [r] in such words as #hird floor. The map displays by means of
shading the fact that most English varieties of English are ‘r-less’ (non-
rhotic), while a strong post-alveolar approximant /r/ can be heard in
the north and the southwest, where a retroflexed variety can also be
observed. Such maps are statements of probability ; the shaded areas are
not to be taken as exclusively populated by [r] pronouncers, but rather
areas in which there is better than average chance that the feature will be
found. In fact we are not even dealing with general patterns of
pronunciation. Even in the shaded area, [r]-ful (rhotic) speakers are

411



Thomas E. Toon




Old English dialects

regularly non-mobile, older, and rural — also individuals whose speech
tends to be less influenced by received pronunciation. The boundary of
such a dialect feature is known as an isogloss. If a number of such
features are displayed on a composite map (as in the case of the lines in
the same modern map), we discover that many isoglosses converge and
divide the country into areas where speakers share similar habits. Thus
bundles of isoglosses help dialectologists identify dialect boundaries
and state the regional distribution of dialect criteria. This map illustrates
the standard division of English dialects into northern, north-midland,
midland, southwestern and southeastern varieties, the basic dialect
distribution which Old English data also attest. Whenever possible,
dialectologists try to trace the history of the spread or decline of the
selected features. They also hope to explain those changes by relating
them to contact among speakers of different varieties, to the mobility of
significant population groups or to changes in social, political and
economic influences. Thus the description of some contemporary
varieties of London English might begin historically and describe
modern features in terms of what is known about the speech habits of
those who migrated in large numbers into the cities during the
industrial revolution.

Similarly, the first dialectologists who studied American English
were able to explain the North American patterns of [r]-pronunciation
(or deletion) in terms of well attested migration patterns from [r]-
pronouncing/deleting regions of Britain. Often one variety, as in the
case of the London Cockney dialect, becomes associated with a single
social group and further becomes the means of defining group
membership — establishing and maintaining group solidarity. Labov
and his associates initiated the work of studying contemporary language
variation in terms of how it relates to processes of ongoing language
change. They not only studied [t]-pronunciation in terms of historical
development, but they collected data on how a variety of New Yorkers
from a range of social backgrounds spoke in number of different speech
contexts. The following graph (Figure 6.2) demonstrates that such a
linguistic habit is not simply absent or present. Deletion of [r] is a matter
of degree and a function of social class, context and use. Each speaker
has a range of pronunciations; he or she can automatically, often even
unconsciously, make subtle changes which communicate status to
hearers.
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Figure 6.2 New York City (r) by class and style (after Labov 1966)
6.2 Ol1d English dialects: origins and sources

The modern study of dialects requires careful analysis of copious data.
Its methods have evolved to include extensive surveys, carefully
designed field interviews, tape recordings collected from a number of
controlled settings. Because of the nature of the sources and our
distance from them, the study of Old English dialects must proceed
along very different lines, and with different expectations about results.
All of this will become much clearer below, but some initial contrast of
methods and possible results will be useful. To begin with, the data
sources for Old English are themselves written texts, rather than
recordings or reports of speech. That is, the Old English texts were
written by people whose intention was to conduct their day-to-day
affairs; they were not written by trained linguists whose intention
would be to record nuances of linguistic forms (see chapter 1,
pp. 19-24). While students of the Old English period know quite a lot in
general about manuscript production in early England, the knowledge
about specific texts is very sparse, especially for the earliest documents.
We might know the general area in which a text was produced, but we
can only make educated guesses about most details. We can assign a
rough geographical region and know the likeliest sites of production
within that region, and we can propose the quarter or half century
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within which the text was produced. But we do not know such specific
information as who wrote the text or whose language it reflects. Nor do
we know about the scribe’s origins, training or social aspirations. What
we see through the mists of a thousand years will seem only the bare
outline when compared with descriptions of modern dialect patterns.
Even when Old English patterns are quite distinct, we still have data for
only one limited set of styles and registers. The scribes who wrote the
texts are not to be taken as representative of the whole population,
about whose general levels of literacy we can only speculate. Oc-
casionally the data and our knowledge about them permit attempts to
produce sketches of greater detail. In these cases the efforts of historical
dialectologists can be informed by recent advances in the methods of
contemporary socio-linguistics, but only when tempered with a firm
appreciation of our limitations.

Without disregarding diversity and pluralism, our view of modern
England is determined by such facts as a strong national self-image, easy
communication, a stable central government, a uniform educational
policy and a received pronunciation of its dominant language. Anglo-
Saxon England on the other hand was sparsely populated and travel was
very difficult. The Germanic peoples from whom our language stems
were comparative newcomers who brought social and political tra-
ditions by which they viewed themselves in terms of familial or tribal
(that is non-national) associations. Although we might tend to think of
the migration as a single historical event, archaeological data and even
contemporary accounts attest more long range and piecemeal patterns
of immigration.

By AD 600, the larger more powerful tribes had consolidated
themselves into coherent political entities, called ‘kingdoms’ in a
fashion that overdignifies the reality. Most histories of the period refer
to the Anglo-Saxon Heptarchy, whose members are most commonly
named as Northumbria, Mercia, East Anglia, Wessex, Essex, Sussex and
Kent. In fact, our knowledge of Northumbria after Bede is too scant for
a discussion of the nature of Northumbrian ‘kingship’. East Anglia,
Essex, Sussex and Kent never really achieved political autonomy. The
generic term Mercia subsumes too many rival sub-kingdoms to be a
useful descriptive term. Those we call ‘kings’ were locally powerful
warlords, who managed temporarily to secure a tenuous influence over
their rivals and eventual usurpers. Few died of old age; fewer still passed
their title on to an immediate heir. According to Bede, an overlord was
occasionally able to gain hegemony over neighbouring kingdoms. Even

415



Thomas E. Toon

as Bede was writing his history, Northumbria enjoyed the benefits
which come from a succession of strong kings. Bede’s history of the
church also gives occasional glimpses into social and cultural conditions,
such as evidence that speech habits (among other criteria) were socially
diagnostic among the Anglo-Saxons, just as they are today:

...those who watched him closely realized by his appearance, his

bearing, and his speech that he was not of common stock as he said,

but of noble family. (Colgrave and Mynors, 1969:403)
It is clear from Bede’s work that Germanic tribal society, with a heroic
ethic as its base, survived the transplantation to England. For instance,
the conversion of the English proceeded tribally and had to begin with
the conversion of overlords whose retainers followed his example.
Bede’s career is of immediate importance for students of the history of
English for a number of reasons. His work carefully recorded Old
English names for Roman and Celtic places which give clues to early
pronunciations. Because of his position as the foremost Latin scholar of
the time, his pioneer efforts to translate major texts into English gave
vernacular literacy an important credibility. He urged the clergy to
teach the rudiments of Christian doctrine in English and spent his
waning energies in the act of dictating from his deathbed a translation
of St John’s Gospel. Bede’s Death Song is also among the earliest
recorded examples of Old English poetry.

Three kingdoms, each with successively greater influence, were able
to extend their domination beyond their native realms: the North-
umbrians (ca AD 625-75), the Mercians (ca AD 650-825), and the
West Saxons (ca 800-1050). The Kentish were influential throughout
the period by virtue of the importance of the See at Canterbury. The
following table is an oversimplification (corrected below) but usefully
summarises the major dialect features and their general association with
these major political divisions of Anglo-Saxon England.

Wessex Northumbria Mercia Kent

Gmec =: >e: — + + +
Pal. diph. + limited
&>a/rC —
smoothing -
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That is, West Saxon was the most clearly distinct variety, as might be
expected because of geographical factors which isolated it even from the
Norse invaders. Northumbrian and Mercian shared two major features,
and formed a non-southern (midlands and northern) unit. Kentish (in
the southeast) differed dramatically from geographically remote West
Saxon and Northumbrian, but shared some features with Mercian.
Mercian, the surviving midlands variety, had elements in common with
its neighbours to the north and to the southeast, but remained distinct
from its nearby southwestern rivals.

Of particular interest, is the fact that hegemony in each case
(Northumbria, Mercia, Wessex) occasioned a flowering of learning. The
Northumbrian kings fostered the establishment of the great monasteries
of Wearmouth and Jarrow — which ultimately produced Bede and
Alcuin, the famous school at York and the finest library in Europe. The
magnificent books which survive from this period constitute substantial
testimony to the importance of literacy and learning. Such productions
would not have been possible without the patronage of the local kings.
King Ceolwulf, we know, paid personal attention to the production of
Bede’s Historia ecclesiastica; he read and criticised a draft of it. We ought
to be less than surprised that Bede, in the most influential book of the
time, pays ample tribute to the power of the Northumbrian kings. His
testimony here is peculiarly self-contradictory. In one passage he calls
the Northumbrian kings the rulers of all England, while in another
place he acknowledges the southern supremacy of the Mercians. King
Ceolwulf and Bede knew the power of the written word. They would
probably not have been surprised to discover that modern histories
have perpetuated an account that contemporary political facts did not
fully justify; scholars until recently accepted too uncritically what is
clearly and naturally a northern perspective on the part of Not-
thumbria’s historian. The Anglo-Saxon kings who read Bede no doubt
learned an important political lesson. An educated clergy can be more
than a mere luxurious adornment to a dignified court.

The Mercian hegemony bridges the gap between Northumbria’s first
attempts at political unification of what is now England and the West
Saxon accomplishment of that fact. Clearly the Mercian period was one
of continuing consolidation of power; it was also the period of the first
extensive texts written in English. Unfortunately, it failed to produce
either its own local historian of Bede’s stature, or an independent
chronicle tradition such as the one which survives for Wessex (and
makes the reconstruction of West Saxon history so much easier). But the
texts which do survive can be pieced together to form a coherent

417



Thomas E. Toon

narrative of political consolidation, and the role of vernacular literacy in
that process. Under the Mercian kings diplomatic uses of literacy
flourished, and charters became an integral means by which the Mercian
overlords established, maintained and recorded permanently the facts of
hegemony. In these charters, the Mercian kings styled themselves kings
of Britain and collected the attestations of major clergy and regional
subkings who in attesting confirmed the actions and status of their

overlords. These same charters give further support to Bede’s ob-
servation (AD 731):

All these kingdoms and the other southern kingdoms which reach
right up to the Humber, together with their various kings, are subject
to AEpelbald, king of Mercia.

(Colgrave and Mynors, 1969:559)

Apelbald’s achievements were consolidated and refined by his successor
Offa, who even managed to anoint his son and assure his succession.
Offa became the strongest king that Anglo-Saxon England had
produced to date. His reign saw a centralised production of a silver
currency of unequalled integrity, often finding its way to the continent
via a newly brisk foreign trade. He called himself Rex Angloram, and
was a force in international politics. When he found the archbishop of
Canterbury troublesome, he persuaded the Pope to establish a third
archiepiscopal see in his native Lichfield. The charters attest the facts
that he travelled widely throughout his kingdom, successfully levying
taxes and granting lands in all parts of southern England. The same
charters contain distinctly Mercian forms for the letters #, g, and 4.
Those orthographic innovations are strong evidence that Offa had
official scribes of his own probably trained in a royally sponsored
scriptorium. He commissioned a protective earthwork, a dike that
stretched the whole length of the Welsh border. He was so strong that
he was even able to establish his younger brother as the king of Kent.
From relic vocabulary in later, mostly Late West Saxon poetry, we
know that vernacular literature was developed to a high art under the
Mercian kings. Even the more substantial literate achievements of King
Alfred’s reign drew on the strong base of Mercian scholarship; his
intellectual advisers were predominantly Mercian, and Alfred ac-
knowledged his debt to the (good) laws of Offa in his own legislation.

The Tribal Hidage, a document (ca AD 700) which dates from the
Mercian hegemony, is an important resource for understanding the
political and social structure of early Anglo-Saxon England. It contains
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a list of the names of some thirty tribal groups (see Figure 6.3 in which
the tribes are listed by Roman numeral) of various sizes, whose size is
indicated in bides. As the term hide originally designated a nuclear family
or the land needed to support a nuclear family (fixed in the later
medieval period at 120 acres), it is clear that the Hidage is some sort of
census list. Since it includes none of the people north of the Humber and
begins with the Mercians, it was no doubt made for a Mercian king. ‘No
one in the seventh or eighth century can be imagined compiling such a
document out of mere curiosity. It only becomes intelligible when it is
regarded as an attempt to guide a king’s ministers in the exaction of his
dues from subject provinces’ (Stenton 1971:297). It is notable that the
census is organised not according to strict geographical divisions but
tribally; territory is viewed in terms of inhabitants rather than in terms
of boundaries. Importantly, three major classifications of peoples
emerge: the very large —the Mercians (30,000), the East Anglian
(30,000), the Kentish (15,000), the West Saxons (100,000); the medium
sized — the Hwicca (7,000), the Lindesfarona (7,000), the East Saxons
(7,000), the South Saxons (7,000), the Nox gaga (5,000), the Chilterns
(4,000), the Hendrica (3,500), the Oht gaga (2,000); the small ~ about 20
units with hidages from 300 to 1,200, in multiples of 300. The largest are
easily identifiable as the major groups who vied for control of southern
England, groups whose kings were powerful enough to grant land and
privilege in their own right. The middle groups were still substantial,
but dependent. Their leaders might call themselves kings, but are
known to us from documents in which they are designated ministri to or
subreguli of their (in this case) Mercian overlords. The leaders of the
smallest tribes constitute the comites, the principes, the duces and the
ealdormenn of the major documents.

From the hidage, an administrative hierarchy is clear. The Mercians
exerted control directly over the intermediate and smaller units. The
Mercian hegemony took advantage of the basically tribal fabric of
Anglo-Saxon society. Since many small groups and a number of
medium sized ones clearly played an important role in an overlord’s
political and economic base, we should be cautioned against over-
dependence on a view of political organisation which emphasised the
so-called heptarchy. The Hwicca and the Lindesfarona, for example, are
equal in size to the East Saxons and the South Saxons, but they are
ignored in the traditional view of the kingdoms. Further, information
from the Tribal Hidage, emphasising inhabitants rather than region,
argues that a purely geographical dialectology oversimplifies the facts.
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Tribal diversity should also lead us to expect diversity of speech among
the inhabitants of Anglo-Saxon England. Even though only a few of the
tribes left written records, we should not assume that Old English
dialects were limited to Northumbrian, Mercian, West Saxon and
Kentish. Since groups of varying size were in constant contact (not to
say, combat) with each other, we should assume a mixture of linguistic
influence and expect variation in speech rather than the sort of
uniformity that comes from well established social and educational
traditions.

Chief among the tribes of the hidage are the West Saxons at 100,000
hides — a number approximately equal to that assigned to the rest of
southern England. Although the early West Saxon kings did not hold
the Mercians in check, they were always a force to be reckoned with.
Mercia certainly never dominated its southern neighbour in the way it
controlled the east and southeast. The telling factor in the resolution of
Anglo-Saxon hegemony was not in the end internal competition but the
effects of long years of Viking raids. The northern and eastern kingdoms
were decimated. The Anglo-Saxons were only able to muster a
successful defence under Alfred the Great, and geography played a
significant role in those events. Alfred and his successors built on the
Mercian traditions, establishing a royal line that came close to modern
standards for kingship. All manner of civil, cultural, political and liberal
arts flourished as a result of the perfection of the burghal system of
individually fortified and defended towns. The result was a tight
network of locally governed burghs whose ealdormen were directly
responsible to the king. For literate products, this stability meant a
dramatic increase in the number of texts, prolific and identifiable scribal
centres, and a steady progression towards a standard written variety.

The early history of Kent is more closely tied with the history of the
English church than with the politics of its own kings. The success of
Pope Gregory’s hope to convert all of the English was ultimately
determined when Athelbert of Kent received the faith. The royal town
of Canterbury became Augustine’s base and eventually the archi-
episcopal see. Under a series of strong archbishops, Canterbury became
a religious and cultural centre of Europe. As Christianity spread
through England, literacy spread with it, along with a very successful
Roman model for administration. England was unified under one faith
(and two archbishops — Canterbury and York), long before any single
tribal overlord could claim to be the source of such unity. In the decades
before Bede, Archbishop Theodore of Kent established the practice of
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regular councils of the bishops and set diocesan structure in place. As we
can tell from the Tribal Hidage, the Kentish kings simply did not have
the resources to extend their influence beyond their borders. It became
the special talent of the Northumbrian and Mercian kings to make the
event of their conversions an occasion to join the forces of church and
state. Certainly no king could rule, ‘though the grace of God’, without
the support of the church. In addition the church offered to the aspiring
overlord the stability which comes from written histories, laws and
charters. As the first primate of the English church, the archbishop of
Canterbury was an necessary ally, even at those times when the Kentish
kings were easy prey to their stronger Mercian and then West Saxon
overlords.

For the first centuries of the Anglo-Saxon migration and settlement,
we have little direct information about the language of Germanic
invaders. Our first clues come from names found in seventh and eighth
century Latin manuscripts, especially of Bede’s Historia ecclesiastica
(Bede), with their English personal and place names. These manuscripts
also contain snatches of vernacular poetry — Cedmon’s Hymn (Cad)
and Bede’s Death Song (BDS). The earliest of the Bede manuscripts are
all clearly of northern origin; the 6,000 or so names and fourteen lines
of poetry found in them are thus thought to represent Northumbrian
varieties of Old English. That assumption is further supported by
linguistic features shared with the runic inscriptions on the Ruthwell
Cross (RuthCr). Several other minor witnesses join this small but rather
consistent corpus of data. A fourteen line poem — the Leiden Riddle
(LRid), the fifty word inscription on the Franks Casket (Rune Augon),
and nineteen Old English words in a Vatican manuscript (PsScholia) are
all harder to date or localise precisely, but their linguistic similarities
point clearly to an early Northumbrian origin. A series of late tenth-
century glosses to older manuscripts abundantly attest northern varieties
of Old English. These manuscripts additions are unusual among Anglo-
Saxon texts because we have direct internal evidence about the date and
place of their production. We even know the names of three of these
scribes. A scribe called Owun copied a continuous interlinear gloss to
much of the Rushworth Gospels (R#2). His colleague, Farmon
(probably not a northerner) glossed the Gospel of Matthew and small
parts of Mark and John (R«1). Aldred, a priest from Chester-le-Street,
added the gloss between the lines of the Lindisfarne Gospels (L) and
probably produced the glosses to the Durham Ritual (DarRif).
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Unfortunately, we have a textual gap for the ninth century, which
witnessed continual Viking raids in the North of England.

The nature of non-northern varieties of Old English is attested by a
rather wider range of sources. Although there are no northern
counterparts, a substantial number of official documents (loosely termed
‘charters’ (Ch)) survive which give insight into the political activities of
midlands and southern kings and subkings over several centuries. We
also have data of another sort because the scribes who wrote and used
the Latin manuscripts of the day often found their texts troublesome in
some way. When scribes encountered difficulties they regularly added a
note (usually in Latin, occasionally in Old English) between the lines or
in the margins. Apparently these glosses were useful since they were
often collected from a number of sources and then compiled into
extensive Latin—Latin glossaries. Many glossed manuscripts survive, as
do a handful of glossaries which also contain Old English inter-
pretations — notably the Epinal (EpG/), Erfurt (ErfG/) and Corpus
glossaries (CorpG/). Unfortunately, of these very important early texts,
only CorpG/ is unambiguously an English product. EpG/ was written
either in England or in an English centre on the continent; ErfG/ was
clearly written by a German who knew little or no Old English. The
touchstone for the study of early midlands varieties of Old English is
found in the Vespasian Psalter (I7Ps). Although the book was produced
at Canterbury in the eighth century, the language of the gloss is
strikingly different from the Northumbrian texts, very regular in its
features, and closely related to a series of Middle English texts which
can be placed with certainty in the West Midlands. In a fuller discussion
below, we will explore the linguistic relations between the 7Py, the
charters, the glossaries and a number of other related texts, now
generally regarded as representing Mercian or Mercian influenced
varieties of Old English. Those texts include some ninth century glosses
to the Blickling Psalter (B/G/), the Lorica Prayer (LorPr) and glosses
(LorG/) in the ninth century Book of Cerne, tenth century glosses to
London, British Library, Royal 2. A. XX (ReyG/), and Farmon’s tenth
century additions to the Rushworth Gospels (R#1). As is the case for
Northumbria, no East Midland texts apparently survive the period of
the Viking invasions of England.

Since the texts of the period of the Mercian hegemony play an
important role in the discussion below, some additional comment is
warranted. The foregoing summary of facts about these texts fails to
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account for them in one critically important way: they are often art
historical monuments of exquisite beauty. Although they were written
at a time when book production was costly indeed, we regularly find the
best of materials, wide margins, spacious (and uneconomical) hands,
and illuminated capitals of subtle and intricate design. The presence of
English glosses in these texts suggests that the addition of the vernacular
was considered a further adornment to these deluxe productions —
powerful testimony to the privileged position of the written (English)
word in Anglo-Saxon culture. Such books could only be produced at
times of plenty and relative social and political stability. They were most
likely produced at centres enjoying royal patronage, where political
influences would also be most strongly felt. These books may even have
been produced at royal command or as presentation copies to royal
persons. After all, a psalter is a quintessentially royal book ; the songs of
a king make a fitting prayer book for a king. In the ”Ps painting of
King David playing his conspicuously Anglo-Saxon harp, we may be
invited to see the type of a perfect Anglo-Saxon king. A late ninth-
century charter specifies the way in which royal patrons are to be
remembered :
At every matins and at every vespers and at every tierce, the De
profundis as long as they live, and after their death Laudate Dominum
and every Saturday in St Peter’s church thirty psalms and a Mass for
them...
(Whitelock, 1955:598)
A deluxe psalter would be an appropriate production for such a
community as received this charge. Because of its references to Mercian
supremacy in the south, (as well as its admonition on Christian
kingship) a copy of Bede would be an especially fitting gift for a Mercian
king. The Mercian Bede, copied in the time of Adelbald and Offa, unlike
the other early Bede manuscripts, is a highly decorated volume. We
know independently that King Offa possessed his own copy of Bede’s
Historia, and might wonder if the Mercian Bede was made for him. At
any rate the nature and style of these texts reinforces our sense of the
inter-relatedness of literacy and the coalition of church and state.
Figure 6.4 summarises the historical, political, social and intellectual
context within which the texts of the Mercian hegemony appeared. The
construction of the Tribal Hidage was among the first Mercian acts of
literacy. The text formalised the economic base for the Mercian
hegemony. The revenue derived from the Hidage made possible the
construction of Offa’s dyke; the ability to assess taxes no doubt
encouraged the production of coins and the regulation of their integrity.
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Figure 6.4 The products of literacy in their political context

The resultant political stability enabled the solidification of the powers
of the Mercian kings, and charters were drawn up to define and confirm
royal prerogative. Royal support for the major religious houses made
possible the extensive production of fine manuscripts. The expansion of
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libraries reinforced the Mercian renaissance of Latin learning. As
literacy flourished in the Roman mode, attention was directed to the
writing of genealogies and the codification of laws. With the es-
tablishment of a royal scriptorium, peculiarly Mercian orthographic
practices developed and the production of charters mushroomed. (Note
the dramatic hiatus in charter production during the 820s, the date of
a quarrel between the Mercian king and the archbishop of Canterbury.)
From the same period in which all charters exhibit Mercian letter forms,
we find the VP gloss, replete with the same letter forms. The writing of
the most thoroughly Mercian text coincides with the apex of Mercian
influence on literacy. The consolidation of Anglo-Saxon politics and
culture was the development of English politics and culture as a result of
the acts of English kings writing a language that deserves to be called the
English language.

The best attested of all Old English varieties is the standard literary
language associated with the West Saxon hegemony of the late tenth
century and onwards until the Norman conquest. That is the language
of the majority of Anglo-Saxon texts, the variety usually taught in
introductory Old English courses, and the subject of chapters three and
four of this volume. There are several witnesses of Early West Saxon
varieties which are of particular interest in providing a sense of the
literary dialect during its formative period. A few charters survive from
the end of the eighth century, but we have a comparatively large number
of texts which were products of the intellectual renaissance fostered by
King Alfred the Great. Two versions of the Alfredian translation of
Pope Gregory’s Cura pastoralis (CP) can be dated to the last decade of
the ninth century; a translation of Orosius (Or) belongs to the early
tenth. In addition we have entries to the Anglo-Saxo