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ABSTRACT

The English language has a well-documented history which can be traced back over twelve
hundredyears. This paper discussesthe history of Englishfocussing on theevidence it offersfor
sociolinguistic inquiry and raising issuesto do with the social, historical and empirical validity
of the enterprise. As the documentation on the earliest stages of the language is fragmentary,
little sociolinguistic variationcan be reconstructed on the basis of it. However, the Anglo-Saxon
period (c. 700-1100) does provide material for the study of the sociology of the multilingual
language community. From c¢. 1400 onwards, the opportunities gradually improve to relate
linguistic variation to speaker variablessuch as regional background, social status and gender.
The wealth of data preserved from the Late Modern English period (1700-1900) enables even
the reconstruction of the writers’ social networkson an empirical basis.
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1 BACKGROUND

It is hardly an exaggeration to say that the variationist framework has now become one of the
standard methods in historical linguistics. Recent years have witnessed a steady increase in
scholarly articles in which linguistic changes are traced as they spread across linguistic and
nonlinguistic space. It istypical of these studiesthat thelinguistic conditions of the changesare
carefully analysed, and their generic or textual embedding examined. The compilation of
multigenre el ectronic corpora such asthe Helsinki Corpus of English Texts has made it easy to
compare linguistic usage in varioustypes of writing and investigate, for instance, whether an
innovation first comesto light in theinformal, speech-like varieties or the more formal genres.
More recently, the social factors affecting linguistic variation have also become the focus of
interestintheir own right, despite the problemsresearchersencounter in reconstructing thesocial
realitiestheir informantslived in. Thisarticlewill examinetherole of social factorsin the study
of the twelve-hundred-year history of the English language.

The variationist approachisbased on the assumption that |anguage change does not take
place without variation. The model does not advocate abrupt change through reanalysisin line
with Lightfoot (1979) and other generativists, since empirical findings do not support this
argument. The research carried out on Early Modem English in Nevalainen and Raumolin-
Brunberg (2003) suggeststhat linguistic changesdiffuseinsocietiesat different rates but usually
afew generationsof speakers are needed for an innovation to become the majority variant. Our
findingsalso indicate that adults may changetheir usageduring their lifetimes. Thereistherefore
no reason to believe, as has been claimed, that new linguistic elements can only beacquired in
childhood. (For adiscussion of child-based and utterance-based theoriesonlanguage acquisition,
see Croft 2000: 44-53.)

The application of the variationist methodology to historical datais based on the belief
that fundamentally human nature, that is, human beingsas biological, psychological and social
creatures, has remained unchanged across the centuries in which linguistic data are available.
Variationists have adopted the uniformitarian epistemological stance, according to which ""the
principles goveming the world (= the domain of enquiry) were the same in the past asthey are
now" (Lass 1997: 25).

To avoid misunderstanding, we would like to specify that historical sociolinguistic
variation does not mean, for instance, that languages would have varied in the past accordingto
the social divisions of present-day westem societies. We only argue that languages must have
varied in the past, and this variation cannot have been more random than it istoday. Linguistic
variation has most likely alwaysbeen constrained by some external factors, but these will have
to be reconstructed on the basis of what we know about the past societies themselves. It is
perhaps appropriate to draw a parallel with Comrie's discussion (2003: 256) of the origin of
linguistic complexity, in which he recommends that we should regard the uniformitarian
hypothesisas a process rather than a product.
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II. RESEARCH PARADIGMS

IL.1. Issues of validity

Sociolinguistics, whether historical or contemporary, aways requires attention to both sides of
the coin: language and society. As linguists, we focus on variation and change of linguistic
phenomena, but our data need to beinterpreted against the social analysesthat have been made
by historians, in particular social and cultural historians and historical sociologists.

The history of English has been documented for more than twelve centuries. However,
the extent of documentation varies agreat deal depending on the period, the timesfurthest away
from us yielding far less material for study than, say, the last few centuries. The limits of our
knowledge of history similarly restrict our ability to reconstruct past societies including the
living conditions of families and individuals. The earlier the period under scrutiny, the lesswe
know about its general, social and cultural history. These facts set the limits within which
research into historical sociolinguisticscan be carried out.

Although it may be interesting to observe isolated details about the linguistic usage of
the past, the historical sociolinguist's aim is rather more ambitious: to uncover sociolinguistic
patternson amore general level. To be ableto arriveat generalizationsabout theissues studied,
thevalidity of theenterprise should belooked at from different angles(Nevalainen & Raumolin-
Brunberg 2003: 9-10). The work of historical sociolinguists first and foremost represents
empirical research, which is not possible without sufficient data. We could call the need for a
broad and systematic database in historical sociolinguistics the requirement of empirical
validity. Empirical validity is an issue that will have to be evaluated both in general terms and
for each period separately. Since the number of documents that have come down to us varies
according to the historical period, it is clear that the level of empirical validity of linguistic
investigations will also vary ina similar fashion.

Much of theresearch in historical sociolinguistics hasbeen carried out to investigatethe
extent to which modern sociolinguistic methodsand medels can beapplied to diachronicstudies.
This work includes tracing the relevant social divisions for sociolinguistic analysis. In
correlational sociolinguistics, for instance, the social validity of research is improved by testing
a range of speaker variables such as gender, occupation, age and domicile, or by adding
migration and social mobility to the conditioning factors. However, in afield involving history
the requirement of social validity is closely connected with that of historical validity. This
requirement makes us turn to socia historians and historical sociologists for relevant
reconstructions of the societiesand periods under study. Section 3 below will show that all these
three types of validity increase when the periods considered come close to our own times.

11.2. Sociolinguistic paradigms

Neither modern nor historical sociolinguistics is of course monolithic. Table 1, adapted from
Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg (2003: 18), introduces three major paradigms in
sociolinguistics, i.e., the sociology of language, social dialectology and interactiona
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sociolinguistics, including their objects of study and modes of inquiry.

Table I: Three paradigms in sociolinguistics

Paradigm/Dimension

Sociology « g

Social dialectology

Interaction il sociolinguistics |

Object of study

« status and function of
languagcsand language
varicties in speech
communities

* variation in grammar
and phonology

+ linguistic variation in
discoursc

» spcaker attitudcs

» interactive construction and
organization of discoursc

Mode of inquiry

« domain-specific use of
languages and varicties of
language

« corrclating linguistic and
sociological catcgorics

« Organization of discourse as
social intcraction

changcs in status and
function of languages and
languagc varicties

languagc varicticsin
spcech communitics
« language change

Describing « the normsand pattcrnsof | « the linguistic systcmin » Co-opcrative rules for
language use in domain- rclation to cxternal factors | organization of discoursc
specific conditions

Explaining « diffcrences of and « social dynamics of « communicative compctence:

verbal and nonverbal input in
goal-oricnted intcraction

Although research on past varieties does not in principle differ from present-day
languages, the methods of acquiring datacannot bethesame. Thereis no way of doing fieldwork
inthe past and instead researchers have to rely on thelinguistic material that isavailabletothem.
Only writtendataisavailablefrom timesbeforetherel atively recent invention of tape-recording.
Hence the mode of preservation of linguistic material restricts the research questions to some
extent, excluding, for instance, issues directly involving spoken language. The rest of the
dimensionsin Table 1 can find their applicationsin historical research, if we keep in mind the
limits imposed by the varying quantity and quality of data and the historical knowledge
available.

It could beargued that, viewed from ahistorical perspective, thethree paradigmsin Table
linfact form an implicational scale. For most societies that have left at |east some documents
for posterity, it is possible to carry out research into questions concerning the sociology of
language. For instance, asregardsthe Old English period (c. 700-1100), it is certainly possible
to study the status and functions of languages and varieties. Apart from English, Old
Scandinavian and Latin naturally cometo mind here. Later periods such asLate Middle English
(c. 1300-1500) and Early Modern English (c. 1500-1700) also offer sufficient material for the
study of linguistic variation in terms of genres and text types as well as speakers and speech
cornmunities. Interactional sociolinguisticstypically requires moreinformation about individual
usage and discourse patterns, which can be found in English texts especially from the 18th
century onwards. But asthe concept of implicational scaleimplies, research topicsfrom thefirst
two paradigms can also be covered for the latest period. Thefollowing sections will introduce
studies which lend support to thisargument.
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IIL. SOCIOLINGUISTICRESEARCH INTO THE HISTORY OF ENGLISH
Aspointed out above, thesociolinguistic issuesthat can beexplored for the Anglo-Saxon period
are largely limited to the first paradigm in Table 1, the sociology of language. The complete
corpusof Old English coversfour centuries and consists of over 3,000 texts (3.5 million words),
written and copied by professional scribes. All of it hasbeen computerized for research purposes.
By contragt, it is difficult to estimate the vast amount of public and private materials preserved
from the Late Modern English period (1700-1900). Only a fraction of them have so far been
made electronically available. With this skewed diachronic distribution of data sources, it is no
wonder that while Old English information about social dialectology and interactional
sociolinguistics either cannot be attained or remains conjectural, the work on later periods
reaches a consistently higher overall degree of reliability and validity.

I1.1. Old English (700-1100)
Tracing the history of English in sociolinguistic terms, wecould follow Scott and Machan (1992:
19), and begin from the beginning:

1t is clear that the efficient cause of the beginning of what we call the English language was arguably a
sociolinguistic phenomenon: the invasion of England in the fifth and sixth centuries by Germanic tribes
who brought with them their own culture, customs and language. The society that these tribes initiated in
England, influenced as it was by the remnants of the Roman occupation, by the scattered indigenousCeltic
peoples, and by the geographic and political exigencies of the new environrnent, recessarily placed
dernands on communication different from those experienced on the Continent. These exigencies
concomitantly shaped the form and function of the dialects of Old English.

Much of the research on linguistic variability in Anglo-Saxon England comes under traditional
Old English dialectology, which makes the best use of the fragmentary textual evidence
available'. Onamoregenera level, variousaspectsof multilingualism in Anglo-Saxon England
have also attracted scholarly attention. Oneof themisdiglossia, asituation inwhich twoor more
languages assume separate functions in the language community. Anglo-Saxon England was
diglossic between English and Latin, and multiglossic if the indigenous Celtic languages of
Britain and the Scandinavian varietiesspoken by the Vikinginvaders and settlers areconsidered.
Celtic substrate influence on English is explored, for instance, in a volume edited by Filppula
et al. (2003) but any sociolinguistic details of the Celtic-English contacts are hard, if not
impossible, to ascertain before the time of literary records’.

More isknown about the contacts between Old English and Old Scandinavian in the Sth
and 10th centuries. Fisiak (1993: 53) maintains that some degree of bilingualism would have
been a natural result from these long-term contacts in the Midland and northern parts of the
country. Poussa (1982) goes so far as to argue that the contacts were close enough to result in
asimplified form of spoken English in the contact area. She proposes a creelization hypothesis
to account for the loss of grammatical gender, morphological simplification and Scandinavian
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loans attested in Early Middle English texts. It would fit the facts better, she suggests, than a
competing hypothesis which attributesthetransformation undergone by Englishto effectsof the
Norman invasion in 1066, and hence to contacts between English and Anglo-Norman French.
Many later writerson thetopic have abandoned creolization and suggested asmoother transition
from Old to Middle English (Gorlach 1990: 65-78, McMahon 1994: 267-270, Danchev 1997,
but cf. 'Norsification' in Thomason & Kauffman 1988: 282-304).

Latin appears asthe prestige (High) variety used throughout the Middle Ageseven after
the Old English period, whereas English was used locally as an informal (Low) variety. Latin
was the intemational linguafranca of religion, education, scholarship, literature and law. As
Toon (1992: 45) pointsout, however, therise of vernacular English literacy from the 7th century
onwards was a remarkable development. An uneven process across time, it culminated in the
monastic circle of Winchester during the Benedictine revival in the late 10th century. The late
West Saxon variety of Old English is often referred to as 'Standard Old English' because it
appeared in manuscripts written and copied outside Wessex; vocabulary associated with the
Winchester circlecontributed to thissupralocal usage (Gneuss 1972). We cannot, however, talk
about standar dizationof Old Englishinany strict sense(Haugen([1966] 1997). Although these
Late West Saxon texts may have been nonlocalizable, they were linguistically quite variable.

Applying a social-nehvork approach to the Winchester circle, Lenker (2000) explores
the extent to which it could be considered a coalition, and part of a larger Benedictine network,
promoting shared linguistic norms. The network can be localized and its leader, Bishop
ZAthelwold (905/97-984), identified. However, its membership cannot be detailed as far as
individual monks are concerned, nor does the linguistic analysis go beyond the special
vocabulary associated with Winchester. Lenker (2000: 235,238) also admitsthat it isimpossible
to identify single instigatorsof linguistic innovations, or the ‘weak ties” between different parts
of the monastic network®.

Despite the missing ethnographic data, Lenker shows how variationist sociolinguistics
may be used to account for local practicesin genera termsat this early date. She appealsto the
higher-level notion of cultural focusing, defined by Lesley Milroy (1987: 182-183) as "'the
formation of a recognisable set of norms”. 1n the Winchester circle cultural focusing resulted
from the regularization of vanous aspects of monastic life and the liturgy, and extended to
linguistic expression. The implementation and maintenance of norms was therefore facilitated
by the institutional support of the close-knit network structure of the monastic community.

II1.2. Middle English (1100-1500)

A basic reguirement for doing historical sociolinguistics over and beyond the sociology of
language is gaining access to past language communities through literate individuals. Clanchy
(1987) provides an in-depth account of the extension in literate habits that took place in England
between 1066 and the early 14th century. It involved a complex transition from an oral society
to one based on written records in many aspects of everyday life. Clerksdid most of the writing
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throughout the Middle Ages, when written documentswerenormally taken downfrom dictation
and read out loud. In this way laypeople of all socia ranks, who were technicaly illiterate,
participated in the making and use of documents. Although thelay ability to write became more
widespread in the face of growing bureaucracy, what was required from most was this
‘pragmatic’ literacy rather than the actual ability to produce written documents(Clanchy 1987:
38,219).

In Clanchy's view (1987. 184-185), one of the obstacles to the spread of literacy in the
modem sense was the multilingualism of late medieval England. After the Norman Conquest
in 1066, English continued as a Low variety in the triglossic language situation. Early Middle
English scholarship suffers from the scarcity of texts from the late 11th and 12th centuries, as
the Late Old English literary tradition largely gave way to Anglo-Norman in administrative,
religiousand literary use. Analysing post-Conquest England, Trotter (2000: 200-201) notesthat,
for the first hundred years, Anglo-Norman was a true vernacular of a small section of the
population, but became a vehicular second language for many native English speakers as it
developed into aHigh variety withfunctions partly overlapping with Latin. Anglo-Norman was
acquired by social aspirersas well as professionals who needed to master the growing output of
official records of variouskinds in the 12th and 13th centuries.

Schendl's study (2000) of code-switching in Middle English illustrates the complex
situation reflected in mixed-language (‘macaronic’) texts. They represent a wide range of both
literary (poems, drama, prose) and non-literary texts (sermons, medical and business texts,
|etters) but do not exceed the number of contemporary monolingual texts. Mixed-language texts
are unevenly distributed over text-types, genres and domains, and do not show a neat separation
of the different language varieties involved, of Middle English and medieval French and of
classical and medieval Latin. Schendl (2000: 71) proposes that code-switching in written texts
may be ' rather a specific mode of certain text types than a general phenomenon™.

Trotter (2000: 203) takes a different view in suggesting that the medieval authors of
nonliterary documents were not necessarily even aware of their code-switching or language-
mixing. He argues that, although the role of written records in the process is of primary
importance, language-mixing must also have taken placein speech from early on. 1n the course
of time various processes of hybridization resulted in the practical incorporation of Anglo-
Norman into Middle English, and the massive relexification of English, which cannot be
understood in traditional terms of borrowing.

Considering the attitudes to multilingualism in late medieval England, Machan (2003)
provides evidence for the growing status of English as a ‘community-defining' language.
However, asHigh languages French and Latin functioned associolinguistic markers sustaining
the hierarchical social structure of late medieval England. As English only had a limited role
compared to Latin and French in such socially powerful institutionsas universities, education,
church and law, it was not fully represented inthe kinds of metalinguistic discourse which might
have boosted its status as a national language (Machan 2003: 76-86).
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The study of Middle English dialectology has greatly benefited from the publication of
A Linguistic Atlas of Late Mediaeval English (Mclntosh, Samuels & Benskin 1986), and will
benefit from the linguistic atlas of Early Middle English under compilation (Laing 2000). One
of the ironiesin the history of English is that most Old English texts represent the Late West
Saxon variety, while much of the written history of Middle English comes from the Midland
area, Central and East Midlandsand London. Their dialectswerealso to provide the foundations
for supraloecal norms of the language. Smith (2000) notesthat vernacular English traditionsof
text production persisted in the South-West Midlandsfor some timeafter the Norman Conguest.
Some continuity with the 'standard’ Old English can be traced in the AB language. Asto its
'standardness, Smith (2000: 131), however, concludesthat “AB language issimply a particular
parochial usage belonging to a particular locality in the South-West Midlands".

Standardization is one of the most intensely studied issues in English historical
linguistics, to the point of being labelled as a palitical agenda by some sociolinguists (Milroy
1992). The topics addressed in the Late Middle English period include the selection and
diffusion of areference dialectin the early 15th century associated with the royal writing offices,
the Signet Office and Chancery, respectively (Samuels 1963, Fisher er al. 1984, Benskin 1992,
Fisher 1996). The spread of these normsto private writing i sal so discussed (Hernandez-Campoy
& Conde Silvestre 1999). The degree of focusing of the emerging written normsin Late Middle
English has similarly received attention (Smith 1996: 66-73), as have the processes of
vernacularization and standardization of individua genres suchasearly statutesand scientific
writing (Wright 2000).

Social dialectology provides new perspectiveson most of the linguistic devel opments
earlier discussed under 'standardization' in the Middle and Early Modern English periods. A
prerequisite for new dialect formation and dialect levelling isdialect contact. From the Middle
English period onwards, a key role in these processes is played by migration to London (Keene
2000). Ekvall (1956: Ix-Ixi) suggests that in the 13th century the origin of London immigrants
was largely the Home Counties, but that the pattern changed in the 14th century, when alarge
number of immigrantsto the City came from the Midlands, from the East Midlandsin particular.
Onthe basisof this data Kristensson (1994: 107), arguesfor a remarkable East Anglian presence
in London that gave rise to one of the sociolects spoken in the capital in the 14th century; he
assumes that, being spoken by wealthy merchants, it became a prestigedialect and even served
asamodel used in government offices.

Ekvall’s material does not, unfortunately, cover the southern counties, which makes his
account incomplete. However, the fact that a number of Chancery clerks came from the north
in the Lancastrian era ray account for the northernismsin Chancery documents (Fisher 1996:
51). Thereisalso alarge body of later evidence based on apprenticeship, citizenship and court
records to suggest that a high proportion of late 15th and 16th century immigrants to London
carne from the northern counties, and that there were few migrants from East Anglia.
Demographic data and dialect contacts can therefore be used to account for the kind of dialect
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levelling found in late 15th-century texts (e.g. Samuels 1981, Maclntosh, Samuels & Benskin
1986: 3, Nevalainen & Raumolin-Brunberg 2003 162-164).

Machan (2003: 144-145) finds that the correlation between a social group and a given
variety of English is only incipient in Middle English literary texts. He considers courtly
language as manifested in poems such as Gawain and the Green Knight to be one of the first
candidatesfor a sociolect, although it may be thought of asa literary device or aregister rather
than adialect. The point however is, Machan argues, that although not all nobles in the poem
speak like Gawain and the Lady, only nobles can speak that way. At the same time,
sociopragmatic studies of nonliterary language indicate that a person's socia standing is
directly reflected in forms of address, the upper social ranks receiving the most complex titles
in Late Middle English correspondence (Nevalainen & Raumolin-Brunberg 1995, Nevala,
forthcoming).

Few social network analyses have been carried out on Middle English, although
coalitions, alliances contracted for specific purposes, can beidentified. Bergs (2000) discusses
two networks, the close-knit Lollard movement centred around John Wycliffe in the late 14th
century, and the Paston family network in the 15th century. He notes that macro-level socia
network analyses look promising, whereas detailed micro-linguistic studies are problematic
because the criteria developed for measuring social strength scales are not universal. On the
other hand, as studies of the Pastons show, family networkscan be reconstructed at the level of
individuals(Davis1954). Generational differences canalso bedetected, as shown by Raumolin-
Brunberg and Nevalainen's study (1997) of ongoing changesin the pronounsof the 15th-century
Cely family in London.

The role of gender differentiation in language change is one of the modern
'sociolinguistic universals (Hudson 1996: 195). The historical study of women's language -
suffersfrom extensive female illiteracy even at the close of the 15th century (O’Mara 1996).
Wood (2004) examines late medieval letter-writing practices by applying Fairclough's critical
discour se analysis approach to 15th-century letters attributed to Lady Margaret Paston. She
presents evidence suggesting that Lady Margaret herself must have been the composer of the
letters. A similar conclusion is also reached by Truelove (2001), who analysesthe 15th-century
letters of the Stonor women: letter-writing existed asaverbal rather thana manual skill for these
late medieval women. Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg (2003) discuss some systematic
gender differences in ongoing linguistic changes in the 15th century. This is another piece of
evidence for women having been responsible for the wording of their persona letters, which can
hence provide valid material for historical sociolinguistic studies.

1113 Early Modern English (1500-1700)

A's expected, more extensive data sources and sociohistorical information on Early Modern
English allow a broader coverage of the issues introduced in the above two sections. The
invention of the printing press multiplied the number of books, and the growth of literacy
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allowed more and more people to put pen to paper for the conveyance of their private thoughts.
Full literacy was rare at the beginning of the period but improved asit wore on. According to
Cressy (1980: 177), only 10 per cent of men and one per cent of women could read and write
around 1500, but by 1700 the figures had grown to about 40 per cent for men and 25 for women.

Since the English language acquired a strong position as the national language of the
realm in this period, multilingualism |ost much of its former importance. The high status of
Latin however continued in learning and science until the end of the 17th century, and its
influence on the development of scientific genres was significant (Taavitsainen 2002: 205).
Nurmi and Pahta (forthcoming) extend the research of code-switching to private | ettersand find
that it was socially stratified.

Therole and status of local dialectshave been studied less than in the previous periods,
apparently because of limited data. According to Samuels (1981), texts from this period no
longer represented identifiable dialects. However, Wakelin (1982) presentsevidence for spoken
dialects from written documents, and Gorlach (1999a) provides a list of early modern dialect
texts. Britton's careful analysis(2000) of the language of Henry Machyn traces him —formerly
characterized as a typica middle-class Londoner — back to South West Y orkshire. The East
Anglian third-person singular indicative zero suffix is discussed by Trudgill (2001) and
Nevaainen et al. (2001), suggesting both contact with immigrants from the Low Countries and
multiple sociolinguistic causation.

Fromtheearly 16th century onwards, the London region wasthe centrefrom which many
linguistic innovations such as the subject pronoun you supralocalized and spread to the North
and East Anglia. London English, in turn, was influenced by a steady influx of migrants
(Nevalainen & Raumolin-Brunberg 2000,2003: 157-184). Nurmi (1999: 163-185) even suggests
that the arrival of the Stuart Court from Scotland in London around 1600 affected the linguistic
prestige patterns in England.

Atthesametime, broader regional variation continued in written texts: Scottish English,
for instance, has been studied as a distinct regional variety (e.g. Meurman-Solin 1993), and
Arnerican English became the first extraterritorial English to beinvestigated(e.g. Kyto 1991).
In this area, the new electronic corpus of Salem Witchcraft Records will provide material for
historical sociolinguisticsin early American English®.

The process of standar dization, which led to almost uniform spelling conventionsand
reduced variation in the structure of the written language towards the end of the early modern
period, has been a popular topic and a source of diverging opinions for some time.
Standardization is dealt with in most histories of English, and Blake (1996) raises it to a
prominent position. As pointed out above, in recent publications such as Wright (2000), it is
argued by Hope and others that, instead of a single ancestor dialect, the origin of Standard
English can be found in a gradual combination of elements from several varieties (see also:
Nevalainen 2000c)°.

As regards research in social dialectology, the recent sociolinguistic studies of Early
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Modem English based on the Corpus of Early English Correspondence have discovered
phenomena similar to findings on present-day languages. The aim of our research reported in
Nevaainen and Raumolin-Brunberg (2003) was to see how a number of grarnmatical changes
diffused among the popul ation of England. Wefound considerablevariationin the rate of change
and could demonstrate that several linguistic processes correlated with gender, social status,
region and register. Women tended to lead the changes that came from below, e.g. the subject
pronoun Yyou as opposed to ye, and the third-person singular -s. Men were the leaders of shifts
such as the decline of multiple negation and inversion after initial negators. Most changes had
their origin in interior socia groups®. Moreover, real-time historical data have provided an
opportunity for longitudinal studiesofthelanguage of individuals, something that apparent-time
studies of present-day languages cannot do (Raurnolin-Brunberg, forthcoming a, b).

Linguistic attitudes have been studied on the basis of the choices made by socia
aspirers, that is, people who climbed several rungs on the social ladder. Present-day
sociolinguistshave shown that these peopletend to be sensitiveto the social values attached to
linguistic choices. Nevalainen (1998) shows that implicit stigmatization developed for the use
of multiple negation in the early modern period, and Nurmi (1999: 99-109) argues that social
aspirersresorted to avoidancesstrategy intheir relation to periphrastic do, a phenomenon marking
linguistic insecurity according to sociolinguistic research. Nevala (1998) also finds that socia
mobility affected the use of forms of address’

The diffusion of linguistic changes has also been studied in terms of social networks.
During the early modem period, it is not easy to have access to sufficient ethnographic data to
reconstruct a person's social networks in toto, but variation in a speech community's general
network system can be used in the analysisof linguistic changes. It is, for instance, clear that a
large city like London with its constant turnover of inhabitants consisted of communities of
loose-knit socia networks facilitating the diffusion of linguistic changes (Nevalainen &
Raumolin-Brunberg 2000)* Raumolin-Brunberg(1998) hassuggested that social turmoils caused
by events like the Civil War in mid-seventeenth-century England can lead to increasing weak
linksin socia networks, and consequently accelerate the diffusion of linguistic changes.

As noted above, politeness formulae in address forms belong to the sociopragmatic
issues that have been studied for Middle English. The larger and more varied data sources,
including correspondence and drama, in the early modem period improve the opportunities for
research on politeness. A number of studies have shown that address forms both in
Shakespeare's plays and persona correspondence reflected power relationsand social distance
(see: e.g. Brown & Gilman 1989, Nevala, forthcoming)®. Involvement and discourse style have
been natural topicsin interactional sociolinguistics (e.g. Palander-Collin 2002, Taavitsainen &
Jucker, eds. 2003), and the annotated Corpusof English Dialogueswill enhance research in this
area (see: Culpeper & Kyto, forthcoming).
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111.4. Late Modern English (1700-1900)

In the sociology of language paradigm, Late Modern English research has concentrated on two
major new areas, prescriptivism and the rise of new varieties of English outside the British
Isles. While comments on correct usage were rare in the early modern period, they began to
occur from the 1660s onwards, and prescriptive ideology developed in the 18th century. A large
number of studies, beginning with Leonard (1929), have been carried out on the numerous
prescriptive grammars and contemporary comments on correct linguistic behaviour in the late
modern ‘polite’ society. Klein (1994) argues that ‘politeness grew into alinguistic ideology in
the 18th century. Mclntosh (1998) explores this'new politeness and gentrification of English
prose in a variety of writings, and Percy (2000) analyses its implementation in contemporary
critical journals.

Wright (1994) compares the language of Joseph Addison with the recommendations of
contemporary grammarians and characterizes him™ as one of the agents of the authority which
marks the pre-eminence of standard English”. She returns to the topic later (Fitzmaurice 2000b)
and presents a careful analysis of The Spectator, combining the study of social networkswith
standardization. Information has also accumulated on other aspects of standardization, which
in the 18th and 19th centuries continued as a far more conscious process than in the previous
centuries. Finegan (1992) shows how English increased its stylistic dimensions, but at the same
time standardization suppressed local dialects. Individual studies have compared actual usage
with the recomrnendations given by contemporary grammar books. Facchinetti (2000), for
instance, demonstrates that the grammar books do not giveafull picture of the use of the modal
verb shall in the 19th century.

The study of Scottish and Irish English as well asnew varieties in North America and
the colonies is gaining ground (see: Burchfield 1994, Algeo 2001). Frank (1994) shows that,
with nationalist tendencies, there was an interest in standardizing regional varieties such as
Scottish English in the late modern period. In his study of language attitudes, McColl Millar
(2000: 196) concludes that “the Scots tongue —or its local varieties— are a vita part of the
identity of localities across the whole of non-Gaglic Scotland™ throughout the period. Hickey
(2002) documents historical variation in Irish English, and Carver (1992) traces regional
variation in American English. Gunn (1992) exploresthesocial contextswhich have constrained
the development of Australian English, and Fritz (forthcoming) considers data displaying early
variation in this emerging variety.

Inthefield of social dialectology, a good deal of attention hasbeen paid to the study of
language change in the context of social networks. There has been interesting research on the
methodology of this approach (e.g. Bax 2000, Fitzmaurice 2000a), and a number of networks,
in particular literary circles, have become the object of detailed studies. Sufficient background
information is available for many late modern networks and their members. Tieken-Boon van
Ostade (1991, 1996, 2000a, 2000b) explores linguistic changes by examining the language of
well-known individual informants in termsof their network contacts. Pratt and Denison (2000)
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investigate the diffusion of a linguistic innovation, the progressive passive, in the close-knit
socia network of the Southey-Coleridge circle.

Correélational sociolinguisticsin Late Modern English has not yet gained as firm a
footing asin Early Modern English. Part of the data problem is likely to be remedied with the
completion of the Corpus of Early English Correspondence Extension (CEECE) covering the
years 1680-1800'. There are, however, a few book-length studies on Late Modern English
relating speaker variables such as gender to language variation and change; they include
Arnaud’s work on the progressive (2002) and the study of gendered aspects of language usein
New England by Kielkiewicz-Janoviak (2002).

In moregeneral terms, the 19th century formsthe basisfor modern English dialectology
with the introduction of a number of dialect-dictionary and grammar projects (Ihalainen 1994,
Gorlach 1999b: 26-43). Accesstothe lower socia ranks isenhanced withimproved literacy and
more authentic materialsbecoming avail ablefrom thelate 18th century on (Austin 1994, Bailey
1996: 263-317, Fairman 2003). The study of Late Modern English pronunciation, its variation
and regulation, similarly benefitsfrom thewealth of contemporary commentary and dictionanes
available (Mugglestone 1995, Beal 2003).

The availability of source materials has also made it possible to study the linguistic
behaviour of individuals to a greater extent than before. For instance, the language and ideas of
the prescriptive grammarian Robert Lowth have been the topic in several studies by Tieken-
Boon van Ostade (1997, 2002, 2003, 2005). In the field of interactional sociolinguistics,
correspondence continues to provide the most popular material. The research topics covered
includepoliteness strategies and the sociopragmatics of epistolary exchanges(Fitzmaurice 2002,
Nevaa, forthcoming).

In conclusion, we still lack much of the baseline evidence on the social embedding of
language variation and changein Late Modern English. Long-term descriptions will be needed,
forinstance, to contextualizethe range of variation observed inlocal networksand communities
of practice (see: Milroy & Gordon 2003: 116-118).

IV.CONCLUSION

Accepting Comrie's notion (2003) of uniformitarianism as a process, we ought to be able to
identify general sociolinguistic processes in real time. One of the prerequisites for such
generalizations isinformation from all domains of sociolinguistics—macro-level factors such
as multilingualism are enacted in micro-level interactional dynamics. In this article we have
provided a brief survey on what has so far been done in English historical sociolinguistics, and
what remains to be donein the core domains of sociolinguistics that we have considered. The
account isfar from exhaustive but, we hope, it nevertheless shows the depth and versatility of
historical sociolinguisticsto date, and the promise it holds for the future.
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NOTES

1. For asurvey of theavailable evidence, seee.g. Fisiak (2001), and for theideological problems involved, Hogg
(1998).

2. Multilingualism in medieval England is discussed in most text- and reference bookswhich account for theexternal
history of the language; see e.g. Baugh & Cable (1993), Fisiak (1993). Fennell (2001). Brief histories of the
languages spoken in the British Isles today and in the past are included in Price (2000).

3. A potential hypercorrecting innovator is discussed by Smith (1996: 27-29)

4. For Sconish English, see also Romaine (1982), Devitt (1989), Meurman-Solin (2000a, 2000b, 2001); for early
American English, Kyt (forthcoming), Rissanen (2003), Wright (forthcoming).

5. Seealso Gorlach (1988), Stein & Tieken-Boon van Ostade, eds. (1994), Wright (1996), Culpeper & Kyts (1999),
Nevalainen & Raumolin-Brunberg (2002), Nevalainen & Raumolin-Brunberg (2003: chapter 10), Nevaainen &
Tieken-Boon van Ostade (forthcoming).

6. The following studies have drawn their data from the Corpus d Early English Correspondenre (CEEC),
specifically compiled for research in histoncal sociolinguistics at the University of Helsinki: Nevalainen &
Raumolin-Brunberg, eds. (1996), Nevalainen(1998, 1999, 2000a, 2000b), Raumolin-Brunberg (1998, 2003), Nurmi
(1999), Palander-Cotlin (1999, 2000), Nevalainen & Raumolin-Bninberg (2003). Other studies in early modem
sociolinguistics include, for instance, Leith (1984), Nevaainen & Raumolin-Bninberg (1989), Kyts (1993),
Nevalainen (1994), Okulska (1999), Wright (2001,2002).

7. See also Williams (1992).

8. Seealso Nevalainen & Raumolin-Bmnberg (1989, 1994), Nevalainen (2000b).

9. See also Breuer (1983), Hope (1993), Kopytko (1993), Nevalainen & Raumolin-Brunberg (1995), Raumolin-
Brunberg (1996), Busse (2002).

10. See http://lwww.eng.helsinki fi/varieng/team2/index.htm

REFERENCES

Algeo, John (Ed.) (2001). The Cambridge History of the English Language, Vol. 6, English in North
America. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Arnaud, René (2002). Letter-Writers of the Romantic Age and the Modernization of English. A
Quantitutive Historical Survey of the Progressive. http://www.univ-
pau.fryANGLAIS/ressources/rarnaud/

O Serviciode Publicaciones. Universidad de Murcia. All rights reserved. IJES, vol.5 (1), 2005, pp. 33-58



Sociolinguistics and ihe History of English: A Survey 47

Austin, Frances (1994). The effect of exposure to standard English: The language of William Clift. In
Dieter Stein & Ingrid Tieken-Boon van Ostade (Eds.), Towardsa Standard English, 1600-1800.
Berlin & New York: Mouton de Gruyter, 285-313.

Bailey, Richard W. (1996). Nincteenth-Century English. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press.
Baugh, Albert C. & ThomasCable (1993). A History ofthe English Language. London: Routledge.

Bax, Randy (2000). A network strength scale for the study of eighteenth-century English. European
Journal of English Sudies413: 277-289.

Beal, Joan C. (2003). John Walker: prescriptivist or linguistic innovator? In Marina Dossena & Charles
Jones (Eds.), Insights into Late Modern English. Bern; Peter Lang, 83-105.

Benskin, Michael (1992). Sorne new perspectiveson the origins of standard written English. In J.A. van
Leuvensteijn & J.B. Berns(Eds.), Dialect and Standard Language inthe English, Dutch, German
and Norwegian Language Areas. Amsterdam: North Holland, 71-105.

Bergs, Alexander T. (2000). Social networks in pre-1500 Britain: problems, prospects, examples.
European Journal of English Studies 413: 239-251.

Blake, N.F. (1996). A History ofthe English Language. London: Macmillan,

Breuer, Horst (1983). Titel und Anrede bei Shakespeare und in der Shakespeare-Zeit. Anglia 101 1/2: 49-
77.

Britton, Derek (2000). Henry Machyn, Axel Wijk and the case of the wrong Riding: the south-west
Y orkshire character of the language of Henry Machyn's diary. Neuphilologische Mitteilungen
101/4: 571-596.

Brown, Roger & Albert Gilman (1989). Politeness theory and Shakespeare’'s four major tragedies.
Languagein Society 18: 159-212.

Burchfield, Robert (Ed.) (1994). The Cambridge History ofthe English Language, Vol. 5, English in
Britain and Overseas. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Busse, Ulrich (2002). Linguistic Variation in the ShakespeareCorpus: Morpho-syntactic Variability of
Second Person Pronouns. Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

Carver, Craig M. (1992). The Mayflower to the Model-T: the development of American English. In Tim
William Machan & Charles T. Scott (Eds.), English in Its Social Context: Essays in Historical
Sociolinguistics. New Y ork, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 131-154.

O Sarviciode Publicaciones. Universidad de Murcia. All rightsreserved. LJES, val. 5 (1), 2005, pp. 33-58



48 T. Nevalainen & H. Raumolin-Brunberg

Clanchy, Michael T. (1987). From Memory to Written Record, England 1066-1307. London: Edward
Arnold.

Comrie, Bernard (2003). Reconstruction, typology and reality. In Raymond Hickey (Ed.), Motives for
Language Change. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 243-257.

Cressy, David (1980). Literacy and Social Order: Reading and Writing in Tudor and Stuart England.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Croft, William (2000). Explaining Language Change: An Evolutionary Approach. London: Longman.

Culpeper, Jonathan & Merja Kyts (1999). Investigating nonstandard language in a corpus of Early
Modern Englishdialogues. In Irma Taavitsainen, Gunnel Melchers & Paivi Pahta(Eds.), Writing
in Nonstandard English. Amsterdam & Philadelphia: Benjamins, 171-187.

Culpeper, Jonathan & MerjaKyto (forthcoming). Early Modern English Dialogues. Spoken Interaction
as Writing. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Danchev, Andrei (1997). The Middle English creolization hypothesis revisited. In Jacek Fisiak (Ed.),
Sudies in Middle English Linguistics. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter, 79-108.

Davis, Norman (1954). The language of the Pastons. Proceedings of the British Academy 40: 119-144.

Devitt, Amy (1989). Standardizing Written English: Diffusion in the Case of Scotland 1520-1659.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Ekvall, Eilert (1956). Studies on the Population of Medieval London (Kungl.Vitterhets Historie och
Antikvitets Akademiens Handlingar, Filologisk-filosofiska Serien 2). Stockholm: Almgvist &
Wiksell.

Facchinetti, Roberta (2000). The moda verb shail between grammar and usage. In Dieter Kastovsky &
Arthur Mettinger (Eds.), The History of English in aSocial Context. A Contribution to Historical
Sociolinguistics. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter, 115-133.

Fairman, Tony (2003). Lettersof the English labouring classes and the English language, 1800-34. In
Marina Dossena & Charles Jones (Eds.), Insights into Late Modern English. Bern: Peter Lang,
265-282.

Fennell, BarbaraA. (2001). A History of English, A Sociolinguistic Approach. Oxford: Blackwell.

Filppula, Markku, Juhani Klemola & Heli Pitkanen(Eds.) (2002). The Celtic Roots of English (University
of Joensuu Studies in Languages 37). Joensuu: University of Joensuu.

O Serviciode Publicaciones. Univerddad de Murdia Al rights reserved. LJES, val. 5 (1), 2005, pp. 33-58



Sociolinguistics and the History o English: A Sunvey 49

Finegan, Edward (1992). Style and standardization in England: 1700-1900. In Tim William Machan &
CharlesT. Scott (Eds.), English in /ts Social Context: Essays in Historical Sociolinguistics. New
Y ork, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 102-130.

Fisher, John H. (1996). The Emergence of Standard English. Lexington, Kentucky: The University of
Kentucky Press.

Fisher, John H., Malcolm Richardson & Jane L. Fisher (1984). An Anthology of Chancery English.
Knoxville: The University of Tennessee Press.

Fisiak, Jacek (1993). An Outline History of English. Vol. 1. External History. Poznan: Kantor
Wydawniczy SAWW.

Fisiak, Jacek (2001). Old East Anglian: a problem in Old English dialectology. In Jacek Fisiak & Peter
Trudgili (Eds.), East Anglian English. Cambridge: D.S. Brewer, 13-38.

Fitzmaurice, Susan (2000a). Codlitions and the investigation of social influence in linguistic history.
European Journal of English Studies4/3: 265-276.

Fitzmaurice, Susan (2000b). The Spectator, the politics of social networks, and language standardization
in eighteenth-century England. In Laura Wright (Ed.), The Development of Standard English
1300-1800. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 195-218,

Fitzmaurice, Susan (2002). The Familiar Letter in Early Modern English: A Pragmatic Approach.
Amsterdam/New York: Benjamins.

Frank, Thomas (1994). Languagestandardizationin eighteenth-century Scotland. In Dieter Stein & Ingrid
Tieken-Boon van Ostade (Eds.), Towards a Standard English, 1600-1800. Berlin & New Y ork:
Mouton de Gruyter, 51-62.

Fritz, Clemens (forthcoming). Theconventions' spelling conventions: Regional variation in 19th century
Australian spelling. Paper presented at ICAME 25 Conference in Verona, 2004.

Gneuss, Helmut (1972). The origin of Standard Old English and ZEthelwold’s School at Winchester.
Anglo-Saxon England 1: 63-83.

Goérlach, Manfred (1988). Sprachliche Standardisierungsprozesse im englischsprachigen Bereich.
Sociolinguistica 2. 131-185.

Gorlach, Manfred (1990). Studies in the History of the English Language (Anglistische Forschungen
210). Heidelberg: Carl Winter Universititsverlag.

O Savicdio de Publicaciones. Universdad de Murda All rights reserved. IJES vdl. 5 (1), 2005, pp. 33-58



50 T. Nevalainen & H. Raumolin-Brunberg

Gorlach, Manfred (1999a). Regional and socia variation. In Roger Lass (Ed.), The Cambridge History
ofthe English Language, Vol. 3, [ 476-1776. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 459-538.

Gorlach, Manfred (1999b). English in Nineteenth-Century England. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Gunn, John (1992). Social contexts in the history of Australian English. In Tim William Machan &
CharlesT. Scott (Eds.), Englishin its Social Context: Essays in Historical Sociolinguistics. New
York, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 204-229.

Haugen, Einar ([1966] 1997). Language standardization. 1n Nicolas Coupland & Adam Jaworski (Eds.),
Sociolinguistics. London: Macmillan, 341-352.

Hernandez-Campoy, Juan Manuel & Juan Camilo Conde-Silvestre (1999). The socia diffusion of
linguistic innovations in fifteenth-century England: Chancery spellings in private
correspondence. Cuadernos de Filologia Inglesa 8: 251-274.

Hickey, Raymond (2002). A Source Bookfor Irish English. Amsterdam & Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

Hogg, Richard (1998). On the ideological boundaries of Old English dialects. In Jacek Fisiak & Marcin
Krygier (Eds.), Advances in English Historical Linguistics. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter, 107-118.

Hope, Jonathan (1993). Second-person singular pronouns in records of Early Modern 'spoken’ English.
Neuphilologische Mitteilungen 94/1: 83-100.

Hope, Jonathan (2000). Rats, bats, sparrows and dogs: biology, linguistics and the nature of Standard
English. In Laura Wright (Ed.), The Development of Standard English 1300-1800: Theories,
Descriptions, Conflicts. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 49-56.

Hudson, Richard A. (1996). Sociolinguistics. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press (2nd ed.).

Ihalainen, Ossi (1994). Thedialectsof England since 1776. In Robert Burchfield (Ed.), The Cambridge
History of the English Language, Vol. 5, English in Britain and Overseas. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 197-274.

Keene, Derek (2000). Metropolitan values: migration, mobility and cultural norms, London 1100-1700.
In LauraWright (Ed.), The Development of Standard English 1300-1800: Theories. Descriptions,
Conflicts. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 93-114.

Kielkiewicz-Janowiak, Agnieszka (2002). 'Women's Language’? A Socio-historical View; Private
Writings in Early New England. Poznan: Motivex.

Klein, Lawrence (1994). 'Politeness as linguistic ideology in late seventeenth- and eighteenth-century

O Sarviciode Publicaciones. Univerddad de Murcia. All rights reserved. LJES, vol. 5 (1), 2005, pp. 33-58



Sociolinguistics and ihe History of English: A Qurvey 51

England. In Dieter Stein & Ingrid Tieken-Boon van Ostade (Eds.), Towardsa Sandard English,
1600-1800. Berlin & New Y ork: Mouton de Gruyter, 31-50.

Kopytko, Roman (1993). Polite Discourse in Shakespeare’s English. Poznan: Adam Mickiewicz
University Press.

Kristensson, Gillis (1994). Sociolects in 14th-century London. In Gunnel Melchers & Nils-Lennart
Johannesson (Eds.), Non-standard Varieties of Language (Stockholm Studies in English 84).
Stockholm: Almgqvist & Wiksell, 103-110.

Kyto, Merja(1991). Variation and Diachrony, with American Englishin Focus(Bamberger Beitrige zur
Englischen Sprachwissenschaft 28). Frankfurtam Main: Peter Lang.

Kytd, Merja(1993). Third-person presentsingular verb inflectionin early Britishand American English.
Language Variation and Change 5: 113-139.

Kyto, Merja (forthcoming). The emergence of American English: Evidence from 17th-century records
in New England. In Raymond Hickey (Ed.), The Legacy of Colonial English: Sudies in
Transported Dialects. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Laing, Margaret (2000). Never the twain shall meet: Early Middle English —the East-West divide. In
Irma Taavitsainen, Terttu Nevalainen, Paivi Pahta & Matti Rissanen (Eds.), Placing Middle
English in Context. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter, 97-124.

Lass, Roger (1997). Historical Linguistics and Language Change. Cambridge: Carnbridge University
Press.

Leith, Dick (1984). Tudor London: sociolinguistic stratification and linguistic change. Anglo-American
Sudies 1V/1: 59-72.

Lenker, Ursula (2000). The monasteriesof the Benedictine reform and the 'Winchester School': model
cases of social networks in Anglo-Saxon England? European Journal of English Studies 413;
225-238.

Leonard, Sheldon A. (1929). The Doctrine of Correctness in English Usage 1700-1800 (University of
Wisconsin Studies in Languageand Literature, 25). Madison, WI: University of Wisconsin Press.

Lightfoot, David (1979). Principles of Diachronic Syntax. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Machan, Timothy (2003). English in the Middle Ages. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

McColl Millar, Robert (2000). Covert and overt languageattitudes to the Scots tongue expressed in the
Statistical accounts of Scotland. In Dieter Kastovsky & Arthur Mettinger (Eds.), The History of

O Saviciode Publicaciones. Universdad de Murdia All rights reserved. IJES, val. 5 (1), 2005, pp. 33-58



52 T. Nevalainen & H. Raumolin-Brunberg

English in a Social Context. A Contribution to Historical Sociolinguistics. Berlin: Mouton de
Gruyter, 169-198.

Mclntosh, Angus, Michadl L. Sarnuels & Michael Benskin (1986). A Linguistic Atlasof Late Mediaeval
English. Aberdeen: Aberdeen University Press.

Mclntosh, Carey (1998). The Evolution of English Prose. 1700-1800: Style, Politeness, and Print
Culture. Carnbridge, U.K. & New York: Carnbridge University Press.

McMahon, April (1994). Understanding Language Change. Carnbridge: Carnbridge University Press.

Meurman-Solin, Anneli (1993). Variation and Change in Early Scottish Prose. Sudies Based on the
Helsinki Corpus of Older Scots (Annales Acaderniae Scientiarurn Fennicae, Diss. Humanarum
Litterarurn, 65). Helsinki.

Meurrnan-Solin, Anneli (2000a). Change frorn above or frorn below? Mapping the loci of linguistic
change in the history of Scottish English. In Laura Wright (Ed.), The Devel opment of Sandard
English 1300-1800. Carnbridge: Carnbridge University Press, 155-170.

Meurrnan-Solin, Anneli (2000b). On the conditioning of geographical and social distance in language
variation and change in Renaissance Scots. In Dieter Kastovsky & Arthur Mettinger (Eds.), The
History of English in a Social Context. A Contribution to Historical Sociolinguistics. Berlin:
Mouton de Gruyter, 227-255.

Meurrnan-Solin, Anneli (2001). Wornen as inforrnants in the reconstruction of geographicaly and
socioculturally conditioned language variation and change in the 16th and 17th century Scots.

Scottish Language 20: 20-46.

Milroy, Jarnes (1992). Linguistic Variation and Change: on the Historical Sociolinguistics of English.
Oxford: Blackwell.

Milroy, Lesley (1987). Language and Social Networks. Oxford: Blackwell (2nd ed.).

Milroy, Lesley & Matthew Gordon (2003). Sociolinguistics, Method and Inter pretation. Malden, MA &
Oxford: Blackwell.

Mugglestone, Lynda (1995). ‘ Talking Proper': The Rise of Accent as Social Symbol. Oxford: Clarendon
Press.

Nevaa, Minna (1998). By him that loves you: Address forrns in letters written to 16th-century socia

aspirers. In Antoinette Renouf (Ed.), Explorations in Corpus Linguistics. Arnsterdarn & Atlanta,
GA: Rodopi, 147-157.

O Saviciode Publicaciones.Universidad de Murcia, Al rights reserved. IJES, val. 5 (1), 2005, pp. 33-58



Sociolinguistics and the HiSoOry of English: A Survey 53

Nevaa, Minna(forthcoming). Address in Early EnglishCorrespondence: Its Formsand Socio-pragmatic
Functions.

Nevalainen, Terttu (1994). Ladies and gentlemen: the generalization of titles in Early Modern English.
In Francisco Fernandez, Miguel Fuster & Juan José Calvo (Eds.), English Historical Linguistics
1992. Amsterdam & Philadel phia: Benjamins, 317-327.

Nevalainen, Terttu (1998). Social mobility and thedecline of multiple negationin Early Modern English.
In Jacek Fisiak & Marcin Krygier (Eds.), Advances in English Historical Linguistics (1996).
Berlin & New Y ork: Mouton de Gruyter, 263-291.

Nevalainen, Terttu (1999). Making the best use of 'bad’ data: evidence for sociolinguistic variation in
Early Modern English. NeuphilologischeMitteilungen 10014: 499-533.

Nevalainen, Terttu (2000a). Gender differencesin the evolution of Standard English: evidence from the
Corpus of Early English Correspondence. Journal of English Linguistics 2811: 38-59.

Nevalainen, Terttu (2000b). Mobility, social networksand language change in early modern England.
European Journal of English Studies 4/3: 253-264.

Nevalainen, Terttu (2000c). Processesof supralocalisation and the rise of Standard English in the Early
Modern period. In Ricardo Bermudez-Otero, David Denison, Richard M. Hogg & C.B. McCully
(Eds.), Generative Theory and CorpusStudies: A Dialogue from |0ZCEHL.Berlin & New Y ork:
Mouton de Gruyter, 329-371.

Nevalainen, Terttu & Helena Raumolin-Brunberg(1989). A corpus of Early Modern Standard English
in asocio-historical perspective. NeuphilologischeMittelungen 9011: 61-104.

Nevaainen, Terttu & Helena Raumolin-Brunberg (1994). Its beauty and the beauty of it: the
standardization of the third person neuter possessivein Early Modern English. In Dieter Stein
& Ingrid Tieken-Boon van Ostade (Eds.), Towards a Standard English, 1600-1800. Berlin &
New Y ork: Mouton de Gruyter, 171-216.

Nevalainen, Terttu & Helena Raumolin-Brunberg (1995). Constraints on politeness: the pragmatics of
address formulae in early English correspondence. In Andreas Jucker (Ed.), Historical
Pragmatics: Pragmatic Developments in the History of English. Amsterdam: Benjamins, 541-
601.

Nevalainen, Terttu & HelenaRaumolin-Brunberg(2000). The changing role of London on the linguistic
map of Tudor and Stuart England. In Dieter Kastovsky & Arthur Mettinger (Eds.), The History
of English in a Social Context: A Contribution to Historical Sociolinguistics. Berlin & New
Y ork: Mouton de Gruyter, 279-337.

O Servicio de Publicaciones. Universdad de Murcia. Al rights reserved. IJES val. 5 (1), 2005, pp. 33-58



54 T Nevalainen & H. Raumolin-Brunberg

Nevalainen, Terttu & Helena Raumolin-Brunberg (2002). The rise of the relative who in Early Modern
English. In Patricia Poussa(Ed.), Relativisation on the North Sea Littoral (LINCOM Studies in
Language Typology, 7). Miinchen: LINCOM EUROPA, 109-12!.

Nevalainen, Terttu & HelenaRaumolin-Brunberg(2003). Historical Sociolinguistics: LanguageChange
in Tudor and Suart England. London: Longman.

Nevalainen, Terttu & HelenaRaumolin-Brunberg(Eds.) (1996). Sociolinguistics and LanguageHistory:
Studies Based on the Corpus of Early English Correspondence. Amsterdam & Atlanta, GA:
Rodopi.

Nevalainen, Terttu, Helena Raumolin-Brunberg & Peter Trudgill (2001). Chapters in the socia history
of East Anglian English: thecaseof third personsingular. In Jacek Fisiak & Peter Trudgill (Eds.),
East Anglian English. Cambridge: D.S. Brewer, 187-204.

Nevalainen, Terttu & Ingrid Tieken-Boon van Ostade (forthcoming). Standardisation: of processesand
products. In Richard Hogg & David Denison (Eds.), A History of the English Language.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Nurmi, Arja (1999). A Social History of Periphrastic DO (Mémoires de la Société Néophilologique de
Helsinki 56). Helsinki: Société Néophilologique.

Nurmi, Arja & Paivi Pahta (forthcoming). Socia stratification and patterns of code-switching in early
English letters. Multilingua.

Okulska, Urszula (1999). Stereotypesand language stigma: the causes of prejudice against the weaker
sex in Early Modern England. Studia Anglica Poznaniensia 34: 171-190.

O’Mara, V.M. (1996). Femalescribal activity in late Medieval England: the evidence? Leeds Studies in
English NS 27: 87-130.

Palander-Collin, Minna (1999). Grammaticalization and Social Embedding: I THINK and METHINKS in
Middle and Early Modern English (Mémoires de la Société Néophilologique de Helsinki, 55).
Helsinki: Société Néophilologique.

Palander-Collin, Minna (2000). The language of husbands and wives in seventeenth-century
correspondence. In Christian Mair & Marianne Hundt (Eds.), Corpus Linguistics and Linguistic
Theory. Amsterdam & Atlanta, GA: Rodopi, 289-300.

Palander-Callin, Minna (2002). Tracing patternsof interaction in historical data. In Helena Raumolin-
Brunberg, Minna Nevala, Afja Nurmi & Matti Rissanen (Eds.), Variation Past and Present.
VAIUENG Sudies on English for Terttu Nevalainen (Mémoires de la Société Néophilologique
de Helsinki, 61). Helsinki: Société Néophilologique, 117-134.

© Sarviciode Publicaciones. Universidad de Murcia All rights reserved. LJES, vdl. 5 (1), 2005, pp. 33-58



Sociolinguistics and the HISOry of English: A Survey 55

Percy, Carol (2000). 'Easy women’: defining and confining the 'ferninine' style in eighteenth-century
print culture. Language Sciences22/3: 315-337.

Poussa, Patricia (1982). The evolution of early Standard English: the creolization hypothesis. Studia
Anglica Posnaniensia 14:. 69-85.

Pratt, Lynda& David Denison (2000). The language of the Southey-Coleridge Circle. Language Sciences
22: 401-422.

Price, Glanville (Ed.) (2000). Languages in Brituinand Jreland. Oxford: Blackwell,

Raurnolin-Brunberg, Helena (1996). Forrns of address in early English correspondence. In Terttu
Nevalainen & HeleliaRaumolin-Brunberg (Eds.), Sociolinguistics and Language History: Studies
Buased on theCorpusof Early EnglishCorrespondence. Amsterdam & Atlanta, GA: Rodopi, 167-
181.

Raurnolin-Brunberg, Helena (1998). Social factors and pronomina change in the seventeenth century:
The Civil War effect? In Jacek Fisiak & Marcin Krygier (Eds.), Advancesin English Historical
Linguistics. Berlin & New Y ork: Mouton de Gruyter, 361-388.

Raurnolin-Brunberg, Helena (2003). Temporal aspects of language change: what can we learn frorn the
CEEC? In Andrew Wilson, Paul Rayson & Tony McEnery (Eds.), Corpus Linguisticsby the
Lune: A Festschrift for Geaffrey Leech. Frankfurt an Main: Peter Lang, 139-156.

Raurnolin-Brunberg, Helena(forthcorning a). Language change in adulthood: historical corpus evidence.
Paper presented at Sociolinguistics Syrnposiurn 15, Newcastle, April 1-3,2004.

Raurnolin-Brunberg, Helena (forthcorning b). Leaders of linguistic change in Early Modern England.
Paper presented at NWAVE 32, Philadelphia, October 9-12,2003.

Raurnolin-Brunberg, Helena & Terttu Nevalainen (1997). Like father (un)like son: a sociolinguistic
approach to tlie language of the Cely farnily. In Jacek Fisiak (Ed.), Sudies in Middle English
Linguistics. Berlin & New Y ork: Mouton de Gruyter, 489-511.

Rissanen, Matti (2003). Salein witchcraft papers as evidence of early Arnerican English. English
Linguistics(published by the English LinguisticsSociety of Japan) 20: 84-114.

Rornaine, Suzanne (1982). Socio-historical Linguistics: frs Status and Methodology. Carnbridge:
Carnbridge University Press.

Sarnuels, Michadl L. (1963). Sorne applications of Middle English dialectology. English Sudies 44: 81-
94.

O Serviciode Publicaciones.Universdad de Murda. All rightsreserved. IJES, val. 5 (1), 2005, pp. 33-58



56 T. Nevalainen & H. Raumolin-Brunberg

Samuels, Michael L. (1981). Spelling and dialect in the Lateand post-Middle English periods. In Michael
Benskin & Michael L. Samuels, (Eds.), So Meny People. Longages and Tonges: Philological
Essays in Scotsand Mediaeval English Presentedto Angus McIntosh. Edinburgh: MiddleEnglish
Dialect Project, 43-54.

Schendl, Herbert (2000). Syntacticconstraintson code-switching in medieval texts. In IrmaTaavitsainen,
Terttu Nevalainen, Piivi Pahta & Matti Rissanen (Eds.), Placing Middle English in Context.
Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter, 67-86.

Scoit, Charles T. & Tim William Machan (1992). Introduction: Sociolinguistics, language change, and
the history of English. In Tim William Machan & Charles T. Scott (Eds.), English in Its Social
Context. New Y ork: Oxford University Press, 3-27.

Smith, Jeremy (1996). An Historical Study of English. London: Routledge.

Smith, Jeremy (2000). Standard language in Early Middle English? In Irma Taavitsainen, Terttu
Nevalainen, Piivi Pahta & Maiti Rissanen (Eds.), Placing Middle English in Context. Berlin:
Mouton de Gruyter, 125-139.

Stein, Dieter & Ingrid Tieken-Boon van Ostade (Eds.) (1994). Towards a Sandard English 1600-1800.
Berlin & New York: Mouton de Gruyter.

Taavitsainen, Irma(2002). Historical discourseanalysis: Scientific |anguageand changing thought-styles.
In Teresa Fanego, Belén Méndez-Naya& Elena Seoane (Eds.), Sounds, Words, Texts, Change:
Selected Papers from the Eleventh International Conference on English Historical Linguistics.
Amsterdam & Philadelphia: Benjamins, 201-226.

Taavitsainen, Irma& Jucker, Andreas (Eds.) (2003). Diachronic Perspectiveson Address Term Systems.
Amsterdam & Philadelpia: Benjamins.

Thomason, Sarah Grey & Terrence Kaufman (1988). Language Contact, Creolization, and Genetic
Linguistics. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press.

Tieken-Boon van Ostade, Ingrid (1991). Samuel Richardson's role as linguistic innovator: A
sociolinguistic analysis. In Ingrid Tieken-Boon van Ostade and John Frankis (Eds.), Language.
Usage and Description. Sudies Presented to N.E. Osselton on the Occasion of his Retirement.
Amsterdam/Atlanta, GA: Rodopi, 47-57.

Tieken-Boon van Ostade, Ingrid (1996). Socia network theory and eighteenth-century English: the case

of Boswell. In Derek Britton (Ed.), English Historical Linguistics 1994.
Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins, 327-337.

O Sarviciode Publicaciones. Universdad de Murcia All rights reserved. 1JES, val. 5 (1), 2005, pp. 33-58



Sociolinguistics and the History of English: A Survey 57

Tieken-Boonvan Ostade, Ingrid (1997). Lowth's corpus of prescriptivism. In Terttu Nevalainen & Leena
Kahlas-Tarkka (Eds.), To Explain the Present: Studies in the Changing English Language in
Honour of Matti Rissanen (Mémoires de la Société Néophilologique, 52). Helsinki: Société
Néophilologique, 451-463.

Tieken-Boon van Ostade, Ingrid (2000a). Socia network analysisand the history of English. European
Journal of English Studies413: 211-216.

Tieken-Boon van Ostade, Ingrid (2000b). Social network analysisand the language of Sarah Fielding.
European Journal of English Studies 413, 291-301.

Tieken-Boonvan Ostade, Ingrid (2002). Robert Lowth and the Corpus of Early English Correspondence.
In HelenaRaumolin-Brunberg, MinnaNevala, Arja Nurmi and Matti Rissanen (Eds.), Variation
Past and Present. VARIENG Studies on English for Terttu Nevalainen (Mémoires de la Société
Néophilologique, 61). Helsinki: Société Néophilologique, 161-172.

Tieken-Boon van Ostade, Ingrid (2003). Lowth's Language. In Marina Dossena, Maurizio Gotti &
Charles Jones (Eds.), Insights into Late Modern English. Frankfurt an Main: Peter Lang, 241-
264.

Tieken-Boon van Ostade, Ingrid (2005). Of Social Networksand Linguistic |nfluence: The Language of
Robert Lowth and his Correspondents. I nternational Journal of English Studies 5 (1): 135-157.

Toon, Thomas E. (1992). The social and political contextsof languagechange in Anglo-Saxon England.
In Tim William Machan & Charles T. Scoti (Eds.), English in Its Social Context. New Y ork:
Oxford University Press, 28-46.

Trotier, David A. (2000). Anglo-Norman. In Glanville Price (Ed.), Languages in Britain and Ireland.
Oxford: Blackwell, 197-206.

Trudgill, Peter (2001). Third-person singular zero: African-American English, East Anglian dialectsand
Spanish persecution in the Low Countries. In Jacek Fisiak & Peter Trudgill (Eds.), East Anglian
English. Cambridge: D.S. Brewer, 179-186.

Truelove, Alison (2001). Commanding communications: the fifteenth-century letters of the Stonor
women. In James Daybell (Ed.), Early Modern Women'’s Letter Writing, /450-1700. Houndmills,
Basingstoke: Palgrave, 42-58.

Wakelin, M.F. (1982). Evidence for spoken regional English in the sixteenth century. Revista Canaria
de Estudios Ingleses 5: 1-25.

Williams, Joseph H. (1992). 'Oh! When Degree is Shak'ed:  Sixteenth-century anticipations of some
modern attitudes towards usage. In Tim William Machan & Charles T. Scott (Eds.), English in

O Saviciode Publicaciones Univerddad de Murdia Al rights reserved. 1JES vdl. 5 (1), 2005, pp. 33-58



58 T. Nevalainen & H. Raumolin-Brunberg

Its Social Context: Essays in Historical Sociolinguistics. New Y ork, Oxford: Oxford University
Press. 69-101.

Wood, Jolianiia L. (2004). Text in context: a critical discourse analysis approach to Margaret Paston.
Journal of Historical Pragmatics 5/2: 229-254.

Wright, Laura (1996). About the evolution of Standard English. In M.J. Toswell & E.M. Tyler (Eds.),
Sudiesin English Language and Literature: 'Douht wisely Papers in Honour of E.G. Stanley.
Loiidon: Routledge, 99-115.

Wright, Laura(Ed.) (2000). The Development of Standard English 1300-1800: Theories. Descriptions.
Conflicts. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Wright, Laura(2001). Third personsingular present-tense -s. -th and zero, 1575-1648. American Speech
76: 236-258.

Wright, Laura(2002).Third person plural presdiit tenseinarkersin Loiidon prisoners' depositions, 1562-
1623. American Speech 77: 242-263.

Wright, Laura (forthcoming). Depositions of sixteenth and seventeeiith century Londoners deported to
Virginiaand the Bermudas: Third-person singular present tense markers. In Raymond Hickey
(Ed.), The Legacy of Colonial English: Sudies in Transported Dialects. Cambridge: Cainbridge
University Press.

Wright [Fitzmaurice], Susan (1994). The critic and the grammarians. Joseph Addison and the

prescriptivists. In Dieter Stein & Ingrid Tieken-Boon van Ostade (Eds.), Towards a Standard
English, 1600-1800. Berlin & New York: Mouton de Gruyter, 243-284.

O Sarviciode Publicaciones. Univarddad de Murcia Al rights reserved. WJES, val. 5 (1), 2005, pp. 33-58



