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ABSTRACT

This article considers issues in Old English sociolinguistics, in relation to specific changes
affecting the low front vowels in ninth-century Kentish, as manifest in spelling variation in
charters of the time. This change isreferred to as Kentish Raising (Hogg 1988). It is suggested
that variationist sociolinguisticsisnot an appropriateframework within whichtoexplain Kentish
Raising, since the nature of the data is such that a variationist approach is untenable. A
reconstruction of the social, political and cultural situation in ninth-century Kent is provided,
which examines Mercian influence in the period, and suggests that a Mercian-driven change
from above (Second Fronting) cannot be the source of Kentish Raising. Finaly, it is proposed
that recent work in genetic anthropology, which seeks to discover more about the nature and
extent of the continental migrations, may be useful in understanding the social context in which
the varieties of Old English existed and devel oped.
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60 Graeme Trousdale

L INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this article is to develop the debate concerning Old English dialectology
addressed by Richard Hogg (1988), by examining the changes affecting two of thefront vowels
in Kentishin the ninth century. Specifically, thearticle attemptsacritical analysisof the concept
of Old English sociolinguistics. Is such adiscipline possible? Can arelationship be established
between linguistic and social variationin communitieswhich existed over athousand yearsago,
based on theevidence that remainsor that can be reconstructed?I will arguehere that the answer
to both of these questions is 'yes, but only if the term 'sociolinguistics' is used cautiously and
precisely.

In what follows, an analysisis proposed whereby the linguistic variation reconstructed
from the extant Kentish texts can be related to the social context in which those texts were
produced. But the analysisdoes not claim (asdoes Toon 1983) that such texts should be seen to
resemble —in any way— informants in present day urban dialect surveys. Labovian speech
communities, such as Kentishor Mercian, cannot beinferred from the evidence we have, since
the definition of the speech community in the Labovian framework i s of necessity very narrow.
But the Labovian paradigm is a highly specific kind of sociolinguistics. other approaches to
language, which aresensitive to the theory that varietiesemergefromthesocia context inwhich
language is used, can equally be described as sociolinguistic.

Any discussion of Old English sociolinguistics must be a discussion about two kinds of
reconstruction. On the one hand, there is the attempt to reconstruct aspects of the linguistic
system of agiven variety. On the other, thereisthe attempt to reconstruct the socia context in
which the speakers of that linguistic system operated —as Colman (1988: 116) argues,
reconstruction applies equally to Anglo Saxon society and to Old Englishdialects. Thefirst part
of thisarticle is concerned with the linguistic reconstruction, and the second with the social,
political and cultural reconstruction. Thefinal part isan attempt to synthesise the discussion by
reconsidering the issue of continental migration.

II. LINGUISTIC RECONSTRUCTION

An attempt to reconstruct aspectsof the linguistic system of Kentish Old Englishishindered by
thefact that the dataavailableislimited, bothin termsof theamount of extant material, and the
scope of that material. As Campbell (1959: §14-5) and Hogg (1992: $1.9) show, ninth century
Kentish data are more substantial than those available for the eighth century, since the eighth
century material is restricted to names in Latin charters, while the ninth century data are
primarily thecollection of vernacul ar chartersfrom the Christ Church scriptoriumin Canterbury.
But despite thisincrease after the year 800, we are still left with afairly small corpus. As part
of an examination of the plausibility of Old English dialectology, Lowe (2001) provides a
catalogue of the ninth century charter material, including charterswrittenentirely in KentishOld
English, of which there are nine, and Latin charters which contain some vernacular data, of
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The Social Context of Kentish Raising 61

which there arethirteen. Even so, thisamounts to acorpus of about 4,000 words only, covering
aperiod of nearly 100 years. It is hard to justify a quantitative analysis for data such as these.
However, Toon (1983: 107-11) does attempt such an analysisof the distribution of spellingsof
thereflex of Germanic *a before nasals in a corpus of (mostly) eighth century southern English
texts. In 18 charterscovering a period of 75 years, he notes 73 variants. In other words, thisis,
on average, less than one variant per year. There are also poiential problems in terms of the
nature of that limited material. Hogg (1988: 189) raises an important question: "'to what extent
isit plausible to consider sociolinguistic variation when the only evidence we have comes from
the writings of a very narrow social group?'. In other words, not only do we have sparse data,
but the data we do have is both socialy and stylistically highly focussed. While none of the
problems mentioned above precludesa sociolinguistic analysis, they do raise serious questions
about the plausibility of a quantitative sociolinguistic analysis.

I1.1.The linguistic change

Oneof thelinguistic changes said to have occurred in the ninth century in Kent is the raising of
the low front vowels. Proposed evidence for this change comes for example from the Christ
Church charters, where there is considerable variation in the spelling of the reflexes of the
following vowels:

ey
(a) West Germanic *« > /&/ asaresult of First Fronting, restored to/a/in opensyllables
where a back vowel follows: <glednes> 'gladness
(b) Germanic *3> icer:  <mege> 'kinsman'
()  West Germanic *ai > /z:/*: <gedele> 'distribute’

The examples in (1) come from Kentish data: a ninth century charter and the tenth century
Kentish Glosses to Proverbs: So, for instance, West Germanic *a develops to /=/ as a result of
First Fronting —where we would expect an <a&> spelling, as we get in West Saxon, in Kentish
we sometimes have <e> spellings. Thisisalso the case for thereflexesof Germanic * 4 and West
Germanic *ai.

In fact, in the charters of this period, there are three variant spellings of these vowels.
One is the regular development of the Latin digraph <ae>, i.e. <&>; another is the ligature
without the hook on the a, often transcribed in the editions as <¢>; and the other is <e>. Hogg
(1992: 75-6) notes that the second of these graphs could be taken as an allograph of either <a>
or <e>—we cannot besure which because of the linguistic developmentsin Kentish at thetime.
Given spellings of the type <gzfe> 'grace’ (cf. West Saxon (WS) <gefe>) in an early ninth
century charter (S1188; Charters are referred to here following the listing in Sawyer 1968), itis
clear that all three graphs could potentially represent a non-low vowel.

The am of the present article is to try to account for this variation in spelling, and to
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62 Graeme Trousdale

examine how this orthographic variation might relate to a linguistic change in Kent. It isclear
that we must “have respect for our scribes and the data they present uswith™ (Hogg 1988: 190),
to argue against the ""assumed inferiority of the language of scribes, which was central to the
ideology of nineteenth- and twentieth-century philology** (Fleischman2000: 38-9). The problem
exists not with the notion that orthographic variation may indicate phonological change, but
rather with the notion that the texts which are used for such analyses could be considered as
informants in any way similar to the modern quantitative sociolinguistic interview. For reasons
discussed below, therefore, there is no attempt to provide a Labovian quantitative account for
this variation and change, as such a practice for the data available is impossible. More central
isthe relationship between Kentish Raising and Second Fronting (cf. Hogg 1988). Toon (1983)
following Dresher (1980) suggeststhat Kentish Raising (or at least part of it, the part that affects
the short vowel) is part of the process of Second Fronting. Indeed, this is crucial to Toon's
genera thesis: that sound changes of Mercian origin filter down into Kentish as a result of
Mercian domination in the south east. Hogg (1988) considersthe two changesas distinct. These
two conflicting accountsare discussed in the following section.

11.2. Kentish Raising and Second Fronting

Toon's argument (1983: 150-3) rests on the quantitative distribution of <a&>, <¢> and <e>
spellings as evidence for the raising of the short low vowel. In Kentish charters of the early to
mid eighth century, there isno evidence of raising. All variants of the variable are spelled <ae>.
At what Toon considers the highpoint of Mercian influence, that is in the early ninth century,
there is little evidence of raising, but there are some <e> spellings (e.g. <gehueder> 'whether'

S1188), perhaps indicative of the inception of the change. But from the mid-ninth century on,
thereisagreat increase in the number of <e> spellings. Toon (1983: 152) reachesthe following
conclusionsfrom thisdistribution of variants: **the Kentish were at first slow tolearn the second
fronting from the politically dominant Mercians, but then quickly imitated the speech of their
masters and fully extended the raising to ees from all sources™.

Oneofthe problemswith thisaccount concerns the nature and extent of the sound change
known as Second Fronting (SF). This change affected words which contained Prim. OE @ not
subjected to breaking or retraction (see Campbell 1959: $164): these words, with & and ain
early OE, come to be spelled with <e> and <a&>, respectively. This istaken to suggest araising
of the front vowel and a fronting of the back vowel. For some (for instance, Colman and
Anderson 1983) these two changesare part of aunified process; for others (for instance, Dresher
1980, 1990) the raising of the front vowel constitutes a separate change from the fronting of the
back vowel.

Dresher (1990) discussesthe use of manuscript evidence as part of awider investigation
into the unified nature of Second Fronting (SF). What isof importance here i sthe useof theterm
‘dialect' inrelation to the extant manuscripts:
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We can talk of a '"Mercian dialect' which is represented by a number of manuscripts sharing
enough features that we can group them together in opposition to manuscriptsrepresentingthe
‘Weg Saxon' or 'Kentish' dialect. To the extent that the manuscriptsdiffer from each other, it is
useful to talk also of the dialect of a particular manuscript, as representing a subdialect of
Mercian. This usage is quite conventional.

Dresher (1990: 152)

These subdialectsare therefore grouped together depending on what variants of agiven variable
they happen to display. So, for instance, Dresher (1990: 155) has a range of Mercian dialects
(that is, individual manuscriptsor groups thereof) depending on how Second Fronted they are:

6y
Mercian Dialects
a Lacking both = > eand a> = (or €a):
Rushworth Gospels = 'north’ Mercian
b. Having both & > eand a> & (ea): Epinal Glossary, Corpus Glossary, Vespasian

Psalter = 'west' Mercian
C. Having = > e but not a> a (or ea): Royal Glosses, Life of St. Chad
d. Having a> = (ea) but not & > e: Omont Leaf

Hogg (forth.) shows that SF is consistent only in the Vespasian Psalter, which has been
considered asrepresentative of anemerging literary standard for ninth-century Mercian (though
the concept of a 'standard' for such a variety is questionable —with which other texts can it
legitimately be compared in order to identify it asa standard?). Certainly in comparison with
those other texts often considered Mercian— Epinal, Cor pus, Rushworth 1— it is anomalous as
far as SFisconcerned: theinvariability of SFin the Vespasian Psalter is in rnarked contrast to
the patterns in the other texts, where only about oneinten of the variantsis raised. Thisanomaly
is at the heart of the concern expressed by Hogg (forth.) about the very nature of Mercian.

It istherefore not possible to make the generalisation that SFisaMercian feature which
would have been a target sound change for the upwardly mobile Kentish of the ninth-century.
The extant evidence would actually suggest that the geographic spread of SF is limited to the
West Midlands. Because we cannot imbue the literary dialects of Mercian and Kentish with
territorial significance, it is reckless to assume that a linguistic feature associated with one
manuscript reflects the language of the whole of a disparate set of speakers which have been
grouped together by historians as the Mercians. This issue is raised by Toon, and discussed
further in section 2 below.

Hogg's analysis (1988: 193-8), by contrast, suggeststhat the pattern in Kent is aseparate
development from SF, and provides some statisticsto illustrate this point. As noted above, the
nurnbers involved for sorne of the charters are very small. For instance, the charter S1510
(845x853) hasonly four variants for etymological * e,two spelled with <>, and two spelled
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<e>. With data this paltry, a quantitative analysis is doomed. But this should not detract from
Hogg's main thesis, whichisthat Kentish Raising wasa process which— sinceit involved both
the short and the long low vowel — was therefore distinct from SF:

Consider, however, the possibility of a Mercian (-trained) scribe faniiliar with or speaking a
dialect with the different change of Second Fronting [...] !f in the early ninth century Second
Fronting has already taken place but Kentish Raising is just starting to take place, then when the
scribe hears a slightly raised Kentish £ thiswill still be sharply distinguishablefrom the product
of the Second Fronting of £. Therefore he will be strongly motivated to write e rather than e, in
order to distinguish the Kentish sound from its Mercian equivalent.

Hogg (1988: 197)

Inother words, thisisa question of salience. Salient phonological features are most likely to be
reproduced or noted by orthographic variability. Thisanalysis is useful in termsof explaining
scribal habits—it showswhat aMercian or Mercian-trained scribemight do in order to represent
alocal Kentishchange. But it does not explain what might have brought about this changein the
first place.

Insummary, Toon's account suggestsaMercian influencewhich might not bejustifiable,
and Hogg's account explainsthe orthographic variation but does not account for the motivation
for the phonological change. Since both Toon and Hogg invoke sociolinguistic phenomenato
account for the patterns they observe, it is important to address the issue of sociolinguistic
variationin detail. The remainder of thearticletherefore exploresthe possibility of Old English
sociolinguistics.

11.3. The impossibility of Old English variationist sociolinguistics

Toon (1983) attempts to account for variation in early English texts within the quantitative
paradigm. In the orthographic variation in eight and ninth century Kentish texts, he sees a
reflection of the rise and fall of Mercian influencein the far south east of England at that time:
thereisacorrelation between what Toonarguesare Mercian variantsin the Kentish charters, and
Mercianpower intheKentish kingdom. Toon himself acknowledgesthat thereare problemswith
the application of the quantitative paradigm to Old English data. For instance, he notes (1983:

65) that we know very little about the scribes (for instance, where they were born, how mobile
they were) and their writing styles (i.e. "which socia or stylistic registers their writing
represents™). He also acknowledgesthat the data are sparse and, crucially, non-representative.

A further problem isthe difficulty we have about localising texts.

IL3.1. Texts asinformants

In hisdiscussion of the extant chartersfrom the Anglo-Saxon period, Toon refers to such texts
repeatedly as"informants™ (1983: 42, 66). Thisis problematic, since the linguistic information
provided by the chartersis nothing like the information provided by an informant in a modern
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guantitative sociolinguisticsurvey. Evenwiththemost favourable interpretation, the chartersare
monostylistic, failing to display the idiolectal variation which typifies informant style-shifting
in a modern variationist interview. Then there is another problem concerning orthographic
variation between the different scribes at Christ Church. Brooks (1984), in his analysis of the
ninth century charter material, was able to identify a number of scribes who had written (or at
least contributed to the writing of) more than one charter, and made a number of observations
on the standard of their work. Thus, while Brooks' scribe 4 (writing in the 820s and 830s) was
evaluated as"the best of the contemporary Christ Church writers™ (Brooks 1984: 198), scribe
7 (possibly the principal scribe soon after 855) has™ particularly unattractive™ writing. Brooks
analysis of this hand isasfollows:

A characterigticofthisscribeisthe unchecked prolifer ation of misspellings, r eflectingthe usages
of his native Kentish [...] Since hisscript is so distinct from that of earlier Canterbury writers, it
seems reasonable to suppose that he was a Kentish cleric who had been trained in a different
centre wherethere was still some command of grammar but no attempt to each any sandard
pronunciationor spelling.

Brook (1984: 171)

While we can ignore Brooks' prescriptivism here, he raises an important point about style, and
this is compounded by our lack of knowledge about the provenance and status of the scribes
thernselves.

Also, in the charter corpus, thereis not really a range of 'informants' at all: while the
function of the charters does vary to some extent (some are wills, some are royal grants, some
are private agreements between members of the nobility etc.), the function of the chartersis
hardly sufficiently heterogeneous toallow thetextsasawhole beclassified asarange. Certainly,
therange of charters is not of the same type, nor of the sarne degree, as the range of informants
of a typical rnodern quantitative survey. The crux of the problern with Toon's analysis is
summed by the following comment: "Rea data produced by native informants are to be
preferred over any reconstruction™ (1983: 65). But this is not —despite what Toon claims—
what we actually have when we examine a Kentish charter. All historical phonology requires
reconstruction, and texts simply cannot be considered members of aspeech community: to do
so would be an instance of Conceptual Inertia, "'thestraightforward application of the linguistic
concepts or grammatical categories of a modern language to the data of an older stage of that
language™ (Fleischman 2000: 39). Fleischman's analysis of text languages is particularly
relevant to the present discussion: whileshesuggeststhat the'native speakers' of atext language
arethetexts themselves, shealso urges caution in treating textsas informants, since they do not
represent the idiolect of any language user, but rather *'the language of an author/composer
filtered through one of more textua copies and subject to greater or lesser modification in the
process” (Fleischman 2000: 46).
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66 Graeme Trousdale

I1.3.2. The Mercian speech community

The notion of the Mercian and Kentish speech communities is central to Toon's thesis. The
applicability of thisconcept to thellinguistic situation in Anglo-Saxon England is questionable.
Indeed, Toon himself draws attention to issues surrounding the association of linguistic with
social categones in Anglo-Saxon England when he discusses triba organisation and political
structure in light of the Tnbal Hidage, which

.. calls into question two standard assumptions of English historical linguistics: first, the
geographical orientation of the dialectology proposed for early English, with its oversimplified
division of the country into Northumbrian, Mercian, West Saxon, and Kentish; and, second, the
further assumption that each of the four regiona varieties was a single, homogeneous speech
variety. Tribal organization is not a likely foundation for widespread linguistic homogeneity.
Toon (1983: 25)

Toon's main conception of a historical speech community seemsto be the following:

Itis moreredlistic to speak of aspeech community which loosely shares a set of typical features
but within which there are subsystems in competition. The second fronting, for example, is a
feature of Mercian Old English. To admit thisis not to admit that second fronting was uniformly
implemented in the language of all of the members of the Mercian speech community. Its
implementation would be evident as a wave moving through the community and variously
affecting speakers and even intruding into other 'dialects (as the second fronting did into
Kentish).

Toon (1983: 61)

Middle English evidence, however, suggests that Second Fronting barely spread out from the
western fringes of Mercia. Toon also believes (1983: 65) that the data he analyses allows us to
"monitor the diffusion, throughout a whole speech community, of linguistic features
characterizing a politically dominant group”.

Onefactor which iscrucial for the existence of a(Mercian) speech community —in the
Labovian tradition in which Toon's work is located — is shared norms. In other words, for a
Mercian speech community to exist, there must be evidence that variants are (subconsciously)
evaluated in the same way by different members of the group. Thisis what is claimed by Toon
(1983: chapter 3) in hisdiscussion of the development of West Germanic * abefore nasals. the
diffusion from <a> to <o> over a large area of southem England throughout the period of
Mercian domination isaresult of speakers responding to the prestige (presumably) of Mercian
pronunciations. 1 assume that this is to be classified as a change from above. For instance,
Toon's claim that " Mercian political domination could effect linguistic change in Kent' (1983:
118) would suggest that the change is effected by dialect contact, introduced by a higher status
social group, both of which are symptomatic of change from above, rather than change from
below (on which see further Labov 1994: 78).
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Thr Social Context of Kentish Raising 67

The problem isthat there isinsufficient evidence for these claims. In order to prove that
there are shared norms among the Mercian speech community, there must be evidence of
different groupsevaluating the variantsdifferently in different styles. We would need to see that
in careful styles, speakers in the Mercian speech community had a higher proportion of variant
x than they did in more casual styles. Thisisthe only evidencefor the existence of the kind of
speech community which Toon employs in his work. To argue that the Mercian speech
community issimply asmall group oftexts which show vaguely similar distributions of vanants
over a large period of time suggests a misconception of what constitutes a speech community
in the quantitative paradigm. Indeed, Toon himself recognises problems with hisdata:

Certainly, the data of this study cannot be controlied as tightly as that which is collected by
trained linguists in the conternporary social setting. We cannot know who the infonnants were,
where they carne frorn, how long they had lived where they wrote, or which social or stylistic
registers their writing represents. Further, the dataare sparse and do not represent a cross section
of the speech cornrnunity.

Toon (1983: 65)

A variationist analysis of Old English data requires a relaxation of the constraints
associated with the early Labovian conceptualisation of the speech community. Sociolinguists
understanding of what the speech community actually is has of course changed since Labov's
work in New York City in the 1960s —for an analysis of current approaches to the speech
community, see Patrick (2002). But the methodology employed by Toon relies heavily on the
notion that it is possible to show that a Mercian (and presumably Kentish) speech community
exists, and its shape is derivable either from linguistic evidence —which would make the
anaysis horribly circular —r from external historical evidence, on which see further below.
Such aview ismade clear by comments such as“the charters offer acrosssection of theMercian
speech community over an extended period of time'" (Toon 1983: 145). It is impossible to
proceed along L abovian lines—which it seemsto meiswhat Toon does. He isright to suggest
that any linguistically significant variation which we find in the extant manuscripts demands
analysis. And heisalso right to suggest that we contextualise the vanability initssocial context.
But a variationist approach is untenable given the nature of the data.

II1. SOCIAL, CULTURAL AND POLITICAL RECONSTRUCTION

The discussion so far has been critical of the methodol ogical approach adopted by Toon (1983):
1 believe that themodel chosen cannot work given the data available. However, thisisa matter
of debate, so let us allow that a Labovian approach is possible, and that it is possible, in
principle, to suggest that Mercian political power could change Kentish pronunciation, similar
to the way in which contact with General American speakers brought about the reintroduction
of rhoticity into the lectsof speakers from New Y ork City. And let usgo even further, and accept
that Kentish Raising of the short vowel might be part of Mercian Second Fronting. In order for
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thisto occur, we would need to propose a'change from above', brought about by fairly sustained
contact between Kentish and Mercian speakers, which then percolatesdown whatever hierarchy
is proposed for Kentish society. Unfortunately, even thiswill not work, ascan be shown by a
reconstruction of the socia and political scene in eighth and ninth century Kent.

The ninth century in Kent saw a general shift in the balance of power from Mercian
authority towards that of the West Saxons. But recent historical research has indicated that the
means of imposing that authority were not consistent —nor always successful — throughout the
period of Mercian control. Kent was undoubtedly a critical political arena. As Keynes (1993:
112) argues, control of Kent was important in a number of ways. Kentish centres of trade
maintained crucial linkswith the continent, Kentish mintssupplied the coinage with which such
trade could be carried out, and Canterbury provided the ecclesiastical focal point for southern
England throughout most of the period. But control of the trade, of the production of money and
of the clergy was exercised in different ways by different authorities at different times. What
follows is an exploration of Mercian, West Saxon and Kentish social, political and cultural
influence in the period.

HIL.1. Mercian authority in Kent

Toon (1983) relies heavily on the notion of Mercian influence for hisinterpretation of the sound
changes affecting Kentish in the ninth century. But as King (1992: 24) argues, there are certain
claims made by Toon conceming the political situation in eighth and ninth century Kent which
require closer scrutiny. A pattern of unbroken Mercian 'direct rule' in Kent is a myth: in the
early to mid eighth century, Zthelbald, while he was accepted by Eadberht 11 and Athelberht
11 of Kent astheir overlord, had a policy of minimal interference (cf. Brooks 1984: 111), which
was to be echoed in Cenwulf’s government at the beginning of the ninth century; in 757, the
murder of Zthelbald allowed for a brief period in which Kentish rule of Kent was established,
which again was echoed at the end of the eighth century on the death of Offa.

But even during the mighty Offa's rule, the situation in Kent for the Mercian authorities
was not straightforward: Brooks (1984: 112-3) suggests there was significant resistance by the
Kentish dynasty and nobility, to the extent that Kent was by and large independent for nearly ten
years, from 776 toc.785. Theestablishment of an archbishopric at Lichfield is also interpretable
inanumber of ways. Toon (1992) suggests that it isindicative of Offa's power, and the extent
of Mercian influence, since the king was able to persuade the Pope to create a third
archiepiscopa see. But Brooks (1984) suggests that the decision made at the Synod of Chelsea
in 787 might also be seen asasign of weaknesson Offa's part, asan admission of his inability
to maintain control. Offa's elevation of Hygeberht to Archbishop at Lichfield as a result of
animosity between the king and Jenberht in Canterbury could just aseasily be viewed asthe act
of aruler who could no longer wield the same kind of control over Kentish affairs.

We might conclude from thisthat the attitude of the Mercians towards the Kentish was
somewhat supercilious, on which seefurther Colman (2004). Certainly, the level of antagonism
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between the Mercians and the Kentish would be unlikely to be one in which the former was
emulated by the latter in any way. Offa's methods are fairly well docurnented: * he disposed of
land in Kent without reference to local kings; he used the Canterbury mint as hisown; and his
name was inscribed on coins issued by the Archbishop of Canterbury' (Hodgkin 1952: 387). It
is hard to see how this kind of behaviour on the part of the Mercian authorities could engender
favourable attitudes (crucial to thelikelihood of any linguistic accommodation, a critical factor
inthe transfer of linguistic features from one community to another in the kind of dial ect contact
scenario Toon envisages).

In 798, Cenwulf of Mercia, having failed to persuade Pope Leo to establish primacy of
London above Canterbury following the abolition of the Lichfield archbishopric, invaded Kent
and captured Eadberht Praen, who had emerged as the Kentish king on the death of Offa. It was
perhaps the manner in which Cenwulf exercised his control of Kent which led to the
disintegration of Mercian authority following his death in 821. Keynes (1993) suggests that
Cenwulf asserted his authority forcibly in 798, but thereafter ruled from a distance, with the
Kentishnobility forming adistinct secular hierarchy. Thenature of Mercian influence during this
period is summed up in the following assessment:

It seems unlikely, in other words, that Mercian interests in Kent had ever extended to
colonization, or that Mercian control had ever involved columns of occupying troops mar ching
up and down the streets of Canterbury; it may have been sufficient for Cenwulf to rely on the
presumption in Kent that any challenge to hisauthority would meet with a sharp response, asin
798.

Keynes (1993: 117-8)

This contrasts markedly with the behaviour of West Saxon rulers. Where Cenwulf had rarely,
if ever, maintained a persona presence in Kent, Ecgberht and Zthelwulf journeyed there
frequently, as well as making a member of their immediate family king of Kent; and where
Cenwulfhad shown littleinvolvement in theorganisation of the K entish nobility, £thelwulf was
keen to promote their interests, promoting some of them to the position of ealdorman (Keynes
1993: 119-120). West Saxon rule of Kent was much more ‘hands on' than was Mercian rule.
Thisisall highly problematic for Toon's account, where hisanaysis of eighth and ninth-century
charters leads him to the conclusion that "the Kentish were a first low to learn the second
fronting from the politically dominant Mercians, but then quickly imitated the speech of their
masters and fully extended the raising to any s from all sources" (1983: 152). His thesis
—brilliant though it isfor trying to emphasise the social context of historical sound change—
hasanumber of problems, bothin principle and in application. In thefinal section of thearticle,
1 therefore discuss an altemative source for Kentish Raising —the Frisians.
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IV.THE CONTINENTAL FACTOR

The continental influence on the development of the Old English diaects has been a topic of
debateinthepast (e.g. Bremmer 1981, DeCamp 1958, Nielsen 1981, Samuels1971). The nature
and extent of continental influence has been and continues to be an issue for historians and
historical linguists.

IV.I. The Franksand the Frisians
There has been some discussion of Frankish influence in early Kentish history. Susan Kelly
makes the foll owing observation about the Roman mission:

Augustine and his companions were already worried about linguistic difficulties before they
amved in England. In order to allay their anxieties, Pope Gregory arranged that they should be
joined by Frankish priests who would act asinterpreters. Much ink has been spent on the question
of the mutual intelligibility of Frankish and English; alternatively, it is possible that mercantile
and political contact between Kent and Gaul and the presence of Franks at Zthelberht’s court had
familiarised Franks with English (and some Anglo-Saxons with Frankish).

Kelly (1990: 58)

Frankishinfluenceisalso discussed by Brooks (1984), who suggeststhat it waslikely that there
were some Franksamongthe early settlersof Kent, based onarchaeological evidence uncovered
in sixth century graves, which contained Frankish jewellery and weaponry; and by Colman
(2004) who discusses currency changesin Kent in light of trading links between Kent and the
Franks.

The relationship between English and Frisian has similarly been a source of debate for
some time. We can trace the history of this idea from the seventeenth century on: as Nielsen
(1981: 40-3) points out, Franciscus Junius and Janus Vlitius had assumed a close connection
between English and Frisian. In the later nineteenth century Siebs refers to a variety he calls
englisch-friesisch:

... €ine sprache, wie sie durch die summe gemeinsamer lauterscheinungen der ags. und frs.
mundarten repraesentieri wird, und wie sie geraume zeit vor der colonisation Brittaniens
—vielleicht im 2. oder 3. jahrhundert n. Chr.— bestanden haben durfte”

[alanguage, through which is represented the entire common phonetic forms of the Anglo-Saxon

and the Frisian dialects, and which must have existed for some considerable time before the
colonisation of the British Isles —probably in 200-300 AD] (Siebs 1889:7, my translation).

As Nielsen (1981: 43) argues:

the reason for his[Siebs] dislike of the term *anglofriesisch’ is that it suggestsa closer affiliation
of Frisian with the language of the Angles than with the languages of the emigrated Saxonsand
the Kentish Jutes ... Siebsreaffirms hisview oftherelationship between English and Frisian many
years later (cf. 1930: 70 where the following English-Frisian innovations are cited: Gme.a > @/e;
Gme. 6(> WG 3) > 21/4).
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It is important to note, in any discussion which involves a comparison of English and Frisian,
that Frisian is generally later attested than varieties of English are: as Bremmer (2001) suggests,
given that the Frisian writing tradition begins with Psalter Fragments ¢.1200, much of the
evolution of Frisian prior to this date is of necessity conjecture. A discussion of the phonology
of Old Frisian(OFr.) is provided by Nielsen (2001). His descriptionof the development of Gmc.
*a, *2and *ai (cf. (1) above) in OFr. is asfollows. Gmc * amerges with the reflex of Gmc. *e
(cf. OFr. gef 'qaff' and bera'to bear); Gmc *Z and *ai merge (along with four other Gmc.
vowels) to OFr. € (OFr. déd(e) 'deed’, déla ‘deal’). Bremmer (2001: 602) reconstructsa Proto-
Frisian (Proto-FR.) phase on the basis of the development of Insular North Frisian (InsNFr.),
which emerged following the emigration of agroup of Frisians to the islands off the Schleswig-
Holstein coast during the eighth century:

It is especially InsNFr. that allows usto recongtructa Proto-Fr. phase because thisdialect shares
anumber of phonological and morphological innovationsand generalized tendencieswith Frisan
asit was(and is) spoken between the Rhineand the Weser ... At the timeoftheemigration,these
features mugt already have been aprominent feature which (together)separated Frisian from the
adjacent dialectsof Low Franconianand Saxon. They include: ... (2) fronting of a> & (spelled
<e>) in closed syllables (with some restrictions, e.g. Gmc. *staf > OFr. stef ‘staff’).

There is thus some debate concerning the reflex of the short vowel: Nielsen takes the <e>
spelling to be an indication of a merger with a mid vowel, while Bremmer argues that the
spelling indicates a fronting, but not necessarily a raising. (See also Boutkan 2001, who
discusses various issues surrounding the development of OFr /e/, aswell as some evidence for
both /&:/ and /e/ in OFr). DeCamp’s (1958) position is that Frisian was of central importance
to the genesis of Old English diaects and this was particularly the case in Kent, but only to the
extent that Frisian continued to exert an influence after the initial settlements. he argues,
therefore, for an insular, rather than a continental, source for the developments of the OE
diaelcts. Oneof the central arguments put forward by DeCamp s that the consensus of modern
historians is that there were ' no migrations of entire tribes” (DeCamp 1958: 233), so that Kent
was colonised by peoplesfrom arange of locations on the continent. He suggests however that
massmigration isnot necessary for linguistic features to movefrom one areato another, and that
the spread of achange may be propagated by imitation, usually from a "' superior to an inferior
culture (DeCamp 1958: 233). Asevidenceagainst thecontinental origin of Old Englishdial ects,
DeCamp notes, for instance, that raised variantsof Gmc. *a(> /e:/") and Gmc. * a(> /&/ through
First Fronting) -—(Ia) and (1b) above— arerarein theearliest Kentish documents. If theraising
had indeed begun on the continent, there would have been some evidence of raising in the
seventh and eighth centuries. De Camp was of the opinion that the conquest of Britain did not
involve "a transfer of entire continental nations, each with its own culture and language"
(DeCamp 1958: 237). He views the migrations as more piecemeal, and the migrants as a rather
less cohesive group than is presented in traditional accounts. Innovations, therefore, merely
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spread along trade routes, which would allow for thediffusion of so-called 'Kentish Raising’ far
beyond Kent. Indeed, DeCamp suggests that the change affecting the short vowel may have
spread as far as the Wash. Certainly we do not need to assume extensive Frisian presence in
Britain. But I am not sure about DeCamp's claims regarding rnigration. Certainly, I do not think
that there is consensus amongst anthropol ogists about the nature of the rnigrations. DeCamp's
theories accord with the processual school or New Archaeology views of the 1960s and 1970s
—the adoption of new cultures (and therefore linguistic varieties, being a part of culture) could
occur through trade or "'by the influx of a small ruling elite with minimal or no impact on the
gene pool (the 'elite dominance’ model of Renfrew 1987)” (Weale et a/. 2002: 1008). 1 turn
finally to some research by genetic anthropologists in this regard.

A study wascarried out into present-day genetic evidence for earlier massrnigration, that
is, in the Anglo-Saxon period (Weale et al 2002). The researcherstook buccal swab sarnples of
313 males from seven towns in an east-west transect from East Anglia to North Wales. In
addition, DNA samples were collected from 94 males in Friesland in the northern Netherlands,
and 83 males from Norway. The sample consisted of males on the grounds that the “non-
recombining portion of the Y chromosome and the mitochondrial genome are useful sources of
data because they provide exceptionally detailed high-resolution haplotypes, allowing fine
definition of the underlying gene genealogies" (Weale et al. 2002: 1009). Haplotypes are a set
of closely linked genetic markers present on one chromosorne, which tend to be inherited
together. The main findings of the study were as follows:

« "Little genetic differentiation exists among the Central English towns™" (Weale et ai.
2002: 1017).

« The two North Welsh towns are highly divergent, both from one another, and from the
Centra English towns.

* "No significant differences in haplotype frequencies exist between Friesland and any
of the Central English towns" (Weale et al. 2002: 1017).

- The Norwegian samples were significantly different from all of the Central England
towns apart from Bourne (whence few samples were collected).

» When the results from all the Central English towns are combined, they show that the
Central English males are more closely related genetically to the Frisians than they are
to the North Welsh or to the Norwegians.

In other words, there isaclear indication of acommon male line of descent between inhabitants
of Central England and Friesland. The question is, of course, whether mass migration is
necessary to produce such a pattern. Weale et al. consider their findings to be striking, "' given
the high resolution and rapid rnutation rate of the Y chromosome haplotypes on which those
findings are based" (Wealeet «/. 2002: 1018). To best account for their data, Weale et al. (2002:
1018) estimate that "an Anglo-Saxon immigration event affecting 50%-100% of the Central
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English male gene pool at that time is required”. This does not have to be a single event, of
course: a more gradual migration. lasting several generations, is more likely —but the key issue
is that ""the same degree of adrnixture’ (Weale et a/. 2002: 1018) is required, irrespective of
whether this happensin one go, or over an extended period. While mass migration isnot proved
conclusively by their results, the background migration rate would have to be very high toresult
in the same patterns: while arate of 0.3% would negate the need for a mass migration, it would
also mean that "one in six of today's Central English males descend from Frisians —or a
population identical to the Frisians— who ernigrated to England after the invasion and that an
equal proportion of Frisians must also be descended from the English ina like manner" (Weale
et al.2002: 1018).
Such aview on the migrations has not gone unchallenged by other geneticists, however.

A more recent survey (Capelli ¢f a. 2003) suggested quite different Y chromosome pattems
acrossthe British Isles. They compared datafrom awider range of British siteswith Norwegian
(Bergen and Trondheim), Gerrnan (Schleswig-Holstein), Danish and Irish (Castlerea) samples,
and noted a high degrcc of similarity between the Danish and North German Y chromosomes,
meaning that it was not possible to distinguish the genetic contributions of these two groupsto
the British Isles. They also discovered that the greatest German/Danish influence was not in the
far south-east, but in Norfolk (Norwich) and Y orkshire (Y ork), and that there was no evidence
for compl ete population replacernent anywhere in the British Isles. Crucialy, their comparison
of aFrisian genetic sarnplc with that of the Schleswig-Holstein group suggests that *'the Frisians
were more 'Continental’ than any of the British samples, although they were somewhat closer
to the British ones than the North German/Denmark sample™ (Capelli et al. 2003: 983). Further
genetic evidence relating to the nature of the migrations is clearly needed, since the finding of
Weadle et al. (2002) and those of Capelli et al. (2003) provide quite diffcrent accounts of the
nature and extent of Anglo-Saxon, Frisian and Danish settlernent patterns. But both of these
surveys suggcst that thc Frisians may have had a significant role to play in the migrations. Now
if there was, as Weale ¢t al. suggest, arnass migration from Friesland to Britain, and if there is
also rnuch more cvidencc to suggest aclose Kentish and Frisian connection historically, 1think
that DeCamp possibly came tothe right conclusions for thewrong reasons. Hisdating of Kentish

Raising isvcry early (late seventh century for the short vowel), much earlier than Hogg's (whose
theory requires Kentish Raising to postdate Second Fronting), which isin the mid-ninth century,

a view shared by Carnpbell (1959: §290); and the degree of spread of that change is also
debatable. My view is that the actuation of the change rnay well have been in the late seventh
or early eighth century. At that point we are probably more likely to be talking about sporadic
innovations rather than ernbedded changes. Certain genetic evidence suggeststhe possibility of

significant —if not tidal — waves of Frisian irnrnigration spreading throughout the south-east of

England and thcnce northwards, frorntheinitial fifth-century migrationonwards. Theernbedding

of that change is likely to have been significantly later, at the point where it took on a social

meaning, perhaps as a marker of Kentish identity in opposition to Mercian interference. As
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Samuels argues, dialect features of varieties in periods later than the invasion " must always be
considered as potentially relevant to the invasion period™ (1971: 5), and *'the | ate appearance of
correspondences does not prove that there was no original connection™ (1971: 4).

Perhaps few would consider Old English sociolinguisticsto involvethediscussion of Y
chromosome haplotypes; and certainly thisgenetic evidencemust betreated cautiously, for many
reasons. It is not introduced here to suggest anything about the genetic encoding of language, or
—much worse— to suggest that certain genetic typeshave specific linguistic properties. Nor can
any firm conclusions be drawn from what is an on-going debate among genetic anthropol ogists,
S0 it is necessary to acknowledgethat the claims made here are provisional. Rather, the genetic
evidence is adduced as an attempt to establish in more detail the nature and extent of settlement
pattems in the migration period, since this kind of knowledge —involving a discussion of
migration pattems from the continent, based on data collected from a range of sources, be they
genetic anthropologists, historians, or numismatists— is crucia for our understanding of the
cultural context in which varieties of Old English existed.
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