editors

Ewa Waniek-Klimczak
Anna Cichosz

Variability in English
across time and space

PHONETICS, DIALECTOLOGY, HISTORICAL LINGUISTICS

’ WYDAWNICTWO
UNIWERSYTETU
tODZKIEGO



Second-person pronouns and
their relation with nominal
forms of address in Late Middle
English and Early Modern English
personal letters

http://dx.doi.org/10.18778/8088-065-8.07

Emilia Szczytko

University of Lodz

Abstract

Generally, little attention has been given to the role of selected linguistic and extralin-
guistic factors in the use of forms of address (Walker 2007). Therefore, the major theoretical
concern behind this research is to examine quantitatively and qualitatively, based on se-
lected letters from the CEECS corpus (1998), the influence of social stratification and family
relations on the usage of pronominal forms of address. Apart from that, it also analyses the
interrelation between second-person pronouns and nominal forms of address in Late Middle
English and Early Modern English.

1. Introduction

Terms of address can be divided into two categories: pronominal and nominal.
There have been a substantial number of scholars who devoted their studies to this
phenomenon (Mulholland 1967; Barber 1981; Brown and Gilman 1960; Brown
and Levinson 1987; Mazzon 2009; Kopytko 1993; U. Busse 2002, B; Busse 2006).
However, most of the existent studies were performed from a pragmatic perspec-
tive using various modified versions of Brown and Levinson’s politeness theory
(Busse 2006). Hence, the present study seeks to explore the connection between
the usage of second-person pronouns, social stratification and family relations in
Late Middle English and Early Modern English. Apart from checking the effect
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of social rank and type of relations, it aims at analysing the type of correlation be-
tween pronominal and nominal terms of address. Since many studies have been
based on Shakespeare’s dramatic works (Mulholland 1967; Barber 1981; Brown
and Gilman 1960; Brown and Levinson 1987; Kopytko 1993; U. Busse 2002; B.
Busse 2006), this study uses the collection of letters from the CEECS (1998) cor-
pus as a material subjected to analysis.

This article is divided into five sections. The sections devoted to the description
of theoretical background, results and analysis are numbered from two to five.
The second section is a description of rank classification in Late Middle English
and Early Modern English. Then the article progresses to a section devoted to
epistolary conventions in the above-mentioned period. Another section describes
research methodology and research questions. Finally, the last section serves to
provide answers to the research questions and reevaluate the relevance of social
stratification and family relations in pronoun selection. Apart from the discus-
sion of results, the section reveals weaknesses of the study, and suggests some
ideas for further research.

2. Rank classification in Late Middle English and Early
Modern English

Social class is one of the key notions in sociolinguistics, since it has its roots in

functionalist sociology (Saville-Troike 2003). The term may be approached from

various perspectives. When describing the concept, Spolsky (1998) concentrates

on economic aspects and notes that it is a set of divisions, which is determined

based on such factors as income, occupation and education. Singh (2009) states

that what is important in specifying the nature of one’s social status is not only
the economic situation of an individual but also the prestige of birth and the

mode of living. Kerswill (2010) also emphasizes the fact that traditionally, the

notion of social class is presented as a set of divisions in socioeconomic hierar-
chy. However, he provides his own definition as well, and describes it as one of
the internal differentiations and constraints on one’s usage of language, which

enable categorisation of people into broad groups in a society. As far as the

present study is concerned, the definition provided by Kerswill (2010) is more

applicable, since this study is sociolinguistic in nature and its primary aim is

to check the influence of social rank on language use with respect to terms of
address.
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In Late Middle English and Early Modern English, the society was highly strat-
ified. Social status depended mostly on one’s position on the social ladder (Laslett
1983). Furthermore, the sources from the sixteenth century reveal that the society
was divided into four layers. The structure of society in the above-mentioned pe-
riod is presented in the table on the following page:

Table 1. Detailed rank classification (Walker 2007:25)

royalty, nobility and the
A hiyh c}ller ! Queen, Duke,
& 8y Archbishop,
- Baron,
g Bishop
E knights and baronets
) B
? Sir
g gentry
Z | CcCl1 .
. . Esquire lawyer, doctor,
those in the professions, army officer. cler
C2 | wealthy traders, wholesale Y » CIET8Y
Doctor, Colonel | man,
merchants .
teacher, financier,
yeoman, shopkeeper,
D well-to-do farmers, and innkeeper, cutler
retailers, urban masters,
and certain urban crafts-
men husbandman, weaver,
ﬁ blacksmith, shoe-
= E
S poorer farmers and (espe- maker,
g .
g cially) rural craftsmen alehouse keeper
S
@)
. labourer, servant, ap-
poor wage-earners, or prentice
G those bound to a master pauper, vagrant,
unemployed, criminals whore,
thief

The table above contains a detailed description of all the levels, the division
into gentry and non-gentry, and official and occupational titles (Walker 2007). In
the coding system of divisions, each capital letter represents a different layer of the
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society. The top ranks of the society, namely people from groups A, B and C1 did

not do any kind of manual work, and their income came from land ownership

(Laslett 1983). Group A stands for royalty and high clergy, group B for knights and

baronets, while C1 for the gentry. As far as group C2 is concerned, Walker (2007)

states that it is difficult to place a group of professions in the social hierarchy, since

the group does not fit into the division based on the ownership of land. He notes

that in this group, various kinds of service or commerce are sources of wealth;

therefore, he describes it as pretended gentry. When considering the differences

between social groups, the greatest divide lines can be observed between non-
commoners and commoners represented in groups from D to G. Laslett (1983)

notes that downwards the social ladder one’s status was defined only based on

occupation and its position in the hierarchy. The groups of non-gentry illustrate

a classification of the lower echelons of society who relied on manual labour solely.
The system will be used in the study to classify the authors and addressees of the

chosen letters form the corpus.

3. Epistolary conventions in Late Middle English
and Early Modern English

In Late Medieval and Early Modern England, letter writing was considered one of
the methods used to teach people classical rhetoric. It was claimed that in personal
correspondence there were some traces of Renaissance humanism, which had
influence on the epistolary conventions (Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg
1995). Therefore, when writing letters one had to follow a set of rules related to
form and content.

There were many manuals containing guidelines for writing personal letters.
One of the most popular letter-writing manuals written by Fullwood (1558) is
a detailed description of all the rules with regard to technical requirements and
ways of addressing individuals. Since the focus of the present study is on terms
of address, technical aspects of private correspondence, such as visual represen-
tation of one’s social status by means of layout, will not be discussed. Fullwood
(1568) suggests that when addressing members of higher or lower class one has to
remember to emphasise social status of the addressee. He notes that when writing
to social superiors one has to do it with honour, humility and reverence, and he
or she should not address them with their first name. In addition, he points out
that using first name instead of names denoting social rank accompanied by ap-
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propriate modifiers would be disrespectful. When considering letters directed at

social equals, he stresses the fact that one should express familiar reverence and

politeness, and use one’s name of rank and such words as worshipful or honour-
able. As far as pronominal terms of address are concerned, Fullwood (1568) adds

that non-commoners, in other words, members of gentry and nobility, should

always employ you. In contrast, he points out that in address to social inferiors

one should show his or her authority and use thou.

Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg (1995) agree with Fullwood (1568) and
state that in the fifteenth and sixteenth century, the society favoured very com-
plex forms of address. They enumerate various modifiers of nominal terms of
address, which were considered clear indicators of addressee’s position within
the social hierarchy. The table on the following page contains a set of the most
frequently encountered modifiers denoting social class together with their ex-
planation:

Table 2. Typical modifiers on nominal forms of address in LME and EME (on the basis of Nevalainen and
Raumloin-Brunberg 1995: 550)

T T

generous high-born

gentle, kind well-born

honest holding a honourable position

honourable of distinguished social rank

noble illustrious by rank, title, or birth

reverent worthy of deep respect on account of rank, age or character
worshipful distinguished in respect of character or rank

worthy holding a prominent place in the community

The table above reveals that in early correspondence, there could be a tendency
to emphasise addressee’s social rank and to follow epistolary conventions (Hall
1908). In the present study, it will be checked if the chosen individuals followed
all the rules and used terms of address in order to indicate social class differ-
ences.
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Apart from non-kinship terms denoting social class membership, Braun
(1988) and Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg (1995) discuss the typical
model of household in England. Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg (1995)
state that nuclear family consisting of two generations was the prevailing type.
Moreover, they add that people tended to indicate a type of kinship in address
terms, even if it was a very distant relation and even in addressing members of
non-nuclear family. They argue that when the speaker and the addressee were
connected by kinship ties, no-naming was a common phenomenon, and people
usually addressed each other with kinship terms accompanied by modifiers and
intensifiers such as right or most. Braun (1988) also comments on no-naming
and she points out that using first name was a common practice only among
the ranks below nobility. In contrast to the claims made by Nevalainen and
Raumolin-Brunberg (1995), she states that in social relations, social rank al-
ways overrode kinship and in the case of status differentials, there should be no
indication of family relations between the speakers. Walker (2007) agrees with
her point and notes that when there is any status differential, one should always
mark it in forms of address due to the importance of social stratification and
strong tendency to signalise differences by means of language in the fifteenth
and sixteenth century.

4. Methodology - The influence of social rank
and family relations on pronoun selection

The primary aim of the present study is to investigate qualitatively and quantita-

tively the influence of social rank and family relations on the usage of pronominal

forms of address in Late Middle English and Early Modern English. Apart from

the analysis of pronoun selection, it additionally checks the type of correlation

between pronominal and nominal forms of address. In order to check the impact

of chosen non-linguistic factors on the pronoun usage, the following research

questions have been constructed:

— Is addressee’s social rank reflected by the usage of pronominal forms of ad-
dress?

— Are family relations reflected by the usage of pronouns?

— What is the type of correlation between pronominal and nominal forms of
address in the personal letters chosen from CEECS?
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The study is based on the collection of forty letters from the fifteenth and six-
teenth centuries, retrieved from the first part of the Corpus of Early English Cor-
respondence Sampler (CEECS). The CEECS consists of two parts and the total
number of tokens is 450,000. It is one of the elements of the Corpus of Early Eng-
lish Correspondence, which was compiled by Sociolinguistics and Language His-
tory Project Team at the Department of English at the University of Helsinki. The
team consisted of such scholars as Helena Raumolin-Brunberg, Terttu Nevalain-
en, Minna Nevala, Arja Nurmi, Jukka Keranen or Minna Palander-Colin (Nurmi
1998).

As far as reliability of the corpus is concerned, Nurmi (1998) states that the
CEECS proves to be a useful tool in all types of linguistic research apart from the
studies of orthography, since spelling was not standardised then. In addition, she
notes that despite the size, the social representativeness of the corpus is as wide
as possible. Nevalainen (1996) and Raumolin-Brunberg (1995) also comment on
the representativeness of the corpus. In contrast to Nurmi (1998), they do not
consider the exact word count. They focus on the low level of literacy in Late
Middle and Early Modern English. Nevalainen (1996) points out that due to the
abovementioned problem, it was not possible to cover entire social hierarchy in
the corpus, because most of the letters were written by members of the higher lev-
els of society, who according to the figures presented by Laslett (1983) represented
only around 5% of the whole society. However, she further notes that contrary to
the problem of illiteracy and limitations set by it, the corpus contains appropriate
kind of data for sociolinguistic investigation. Apart from the issue of reliability of
the data from the corpus, Palander-Colin et al. (2009) also add that letters as a text
type bear close resemblance to speech, since they are a kind of communication
between identified individuals. Therefore, the collection of letters chosen from the
CEECS seems to be a good choice when assessing the reliability of the materials
subjected to analysis.

In the present study, twenty-eight identified individuals, who are the authors of
the chosen letters from the CEECS corpus, are basic units of analysis. In order to
obtain relatively high representativeness, the individuals had to represent higher
and lower layers of the society. Apart from aiming at a relatively high representa-
tiveness, another factor was also taken into consideration, namely gender of the
addressers and addressees. Since the influence of gender is not of particular inter-
est in the context of the study, only letters written by men and addressed to men
were chosen. The choice was also motivated by the fact that most of the letters
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from the corpus were written by men and addressed to men, and women, who

were mainly members of royalty and nobility, wrote only one-fifth of the letters.
The vast majority of chosen letters subjected to analysis comes from the collec-
tion written by members of Stonor family and its servants. Apart from that, the

data also contains the correspondence pertaining to the highest echelons of soci-
ety, namely letters written by clergy and royalty. Due to relatively high illiteracy
in the fifteenth and sixteenth century, the correspondence between members of
the lowest levels of society is not available (Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg

1995).

The letters were grouped according to the description of rank classification
based on the studies done by Walker (2007) and Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brun-
berg (1995), which was presented in the first section of the present study. The
table enclosed in the appendix shows the list of chosen letters from the corpus
together with the date of composition, short descriptions of the authors and ad-
dressees and their social background, the number of letters written by each author,
relations between the author of the given letter and the addressee, and expected
results.

The study consisted of several stages. The first step was the choice of letters.
Another one concerned the analysis of letters with the help of Wordsmith tools
5.0. The first element of the analysis performed with the help of the program
involved the use of concordance search. This type of search was used in order
to find all the possible contexts of usage of pronominal forms of address to
check qualitatively the type of correlation between pronominal and nominal
terms of address, and to investigate the influence of social stratification on the
usage of second-person pronouns by applying the framework presented in the
second section. Second element of the study was related to the quantitative part.
It relied on generating the frequency lists by the program in order to obtain the
exact number of second-person pronouns in all the case forms and to find the
most frequently occurring nominal forms of address and the accompanying
modifiers and intensifiers.

As far as the expected results are concerned, the usage of second-person pro-
nouns by the chosen individuals is supposed to reflect the influence of social strat-
ification and family relations. Furthermore, there should be a strong correlation
between the employed pronominal and nominal forms of address. The letters
should also fulfil all the requirements related to epistolary conventions in the
fifteenth and sixteenth century presented by Fullwood (1568).
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5. Results of the study

The present section is concentrated on the results obtained from the quantita-
tive and qualitative study. It contains interpretations of numerical and qualitative
data in the theoretical framework presented in the previous sections. Apart from
findings and their interpretation, the section provides an overall summary of the
obtained results and describes weaknesses of the study, and some suggestions for
further research.

Before presenting a detailed analysis of pronominal forms of address with re-
spect to social and linguistic factors, the overall distribution of second-person
pronouns in the selected letters from the corpus will be presented in the table
below:

Table 4. The number of occurrences of you in all the spelling variants

m Number of occurrences

YOU 86
YOUE 8
YOUR 213
YOURE 16
YOURRE 1
YOURS 1
YOV 4
YOVEN 1
YOW 83
YOWE 19
YOWER 6
YOWR 6
YOWRE 9
YOWRS 2
YOWUR 6
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The table above shows that the total number of occurrences of you in all case
forms and spelling variants was 464. As regards the investigated pronouns, quan-
titative analysis of the results performed with the help of Wordsmith tools 5.0 re-
vealed, as it was expected, that there were no instances of the usage of thou. When
considering letter-writing manuals, the usage of pronominal forms of address
might have been determined by the epistolary conventions, which suggested that
social rank should be presented and emphasised in all types of correspondence,
even in family letters. Apart from that it might be also connected with the content
of the letters, which was very formal, since in the majority of cases, business mat-
ters were the main issue discussed by the authors of letters. Another table contains
alist of nominal terms of address and their modifiers together with the number of
occurrences in letters written by each author:

Table 5. List of nominal forms of address and their modifiers

T T NN

1 2 3
GROUP A
King Henry VII a) Sir Gilbert Talbot (group B- a) Trusty and well-
(royalty) knight, Earl of Shrewsbury) beloved; well-beloved
b) Sir William Say(group C2- Knight and Sir
below nobility-Sir/Sheriff of | b) Trusty and well-
Hertfordshire) beloved; well-beloved
¢) Cardinal Wolsey (group A- knight
high clergy, royal minister
and Archbishop of York) ¢) Lord Cardinal; Lord;
Good Cardinal
Richard Duke of York | the Citizens of Shrewsbury Right worshipful friends;
(nobility) (lower class-below nobility and | worshipful friends
below C2-G)
Dr Cuthbert Tunstall | King Henry VIII (royalty) your Grace (30)
(Bishop of Durham)
John Abbot of Norton | William Stonor (group B- Right worshipful and
(Abbot of Norton) Sheriff of Oxfordshire, Berkshire | fullgood master (2)
&Devonshire, High Steward of
Oxford
University)
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1 2 3
GROUP B

Sir Thomas Boleyn King Henry VIII (royalty) your Grace (15); your
(Sir/Earl of Wiltshire) Highness (9)
Lord Dacre (baron) Cardinal Wolsey (group A-high | your Grace (5)

clergy; royal minister and Arch-

bishop of York)
Humphrey For- Thomas Stonor (group B- Sir; Right worshipful and
ster (Sir, Sheriff of knight) good, kind brother (2);
Gloucestershire) good Brother (4)

Thomas Stonor (Sir;
knight)

William Stonor(group B-Sherift
of Oxfordshire, Berkshire
&Devonshire, High Steward of

William Stonor; you+no
naming

Oxford University)
Thomas Hampden William Stonor (group B- Right worshipful cousin
(knight) Sheriff of Oxfordshire, Berkshire | (2)

&Devonshire, High Steward of

Oxford University)

GROUP C2

Hugh Unton (lawyer) | Thomas Stonor (group B- Sir; Right worshipful master

knight) (2); sir
William John Byrell (C2-apothecary) Sir (3); master (2)
Goldwyn(physician)
Richard Page (lawyer) | William Stonor (group B- Good mastership; master

Sheriff of Oxfordshire, Berkshire
&Devonshire, High Steward of
Oxford University)

Sir Williams; sir (3); right
singular good master (2)

Edmund Stonor (mer-
chant)

William Stonor (group B-
Sheriff of Oxfordshire, Berkshire
&Devonshire, High Steward of
Oxford University)

Right reverent and wor-
shipful brother (3); good
brother (4)

Thomas Mathew
(bailiff)

Thomas Stonor (group B- Sir;
knight)

Right worshipful master

Richard Pace (dip-
lomat/ administra-
tor; the Cardinal’s

secretary)

Cardinal Wolsey (code A- high
clergy; royal minister and Arch-
bishop of York)

your Grace (4)
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&Devonshire, High Steward of
Oxford University)

Table 5. cont.
1 2 3
Thomas Betson (mer- | William Stonor (group B- Right worshipful sir;
chant) Sheriff of Oxfordshire, Berkshire | right worshipful and

singular good master;
your good mastership (3);
sir (4)

(family servant)

Sheriff of Oxfordshire, Berkshire
&Devonshire, High Steward of

William Burbank (the | King Henry VIII (royalty) Your most noble Grace;
Cardinal’s secretary) your Grace
GROUPF

John Frende (family | Thomas Stonor (group B- Sir; Right worshipful master
servant) knight) 2)
John Yeme (family Thomas Stonor (group B- Sir; Right reverent master (2)
servant) knight)
Thomas Mull (family | Thomas Stonor (group B- Sir; Master Stonor; sir; right
servant) knight) worshipful master
Walter Elmes (family | William Stonor (group B- Master (2)
servant) Sheriff of Oxfordshire, Berkshire

&Devonshire, High Steward of

Oxford University)
Goddard Oxbryge William Stonor (group B- Right worshipful and rev-

erent sir (3); good master;
sir(3); right worshipful

&Devonshire, High Steward of
Oxford University)

Oxford University) and reverent master
Henry Makney (fam- | William Stonor (group B- Good master (4); sir (2)
ily servant) Sheriff of Oxfordshire, Berkshire

&Devonshire, High Steward of

Oxford University)
Thomas Henham William Stonor (group B- Right reverent and
(family servant) Sheriff of Oxfordshire, Berkshire | worshipful master (2);

&Devonshire, High Steward of | your mastership (2); right

Oxford University) honourable (1); sir (5)
Henry Dogett (family | William Stonor (group B- Right reverent worshipful
servant) Sheriff of Oxfordshire, Berkshire | master (2)
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1 2 3
Richard Germyn William Stonor (group B- Right reverent master (2);
(family servant) Sheriff of Oxfordshire, Berkshire | sir (2)
&Devonshire, High Steward of
Oxford University)
NO INFORMATION ABOUT SOCIAL CLASS MEMBERSHIP
Thomas Hampton Thomas Stonor (group B- Sir; Right worshipful cousin
knight) (2); sir (5)

In the above table, the exact number of usages by the authors is given in cases
when there was more than one example noted. The letters written by one of the
members of the top level of society, namely by King Henry VII, contained the
forms denoting social rank of the addressees. Other representatives of group A,
namely Dr Cuthbert Tunstall and John Abbot of Norton, also employed terms
of address indicating social class membership. However, one of the authors from
group A, Richard Duke of York, did not emphasise social rank when addressing
citizens of Shrewsbury. The reason why he used the form friends might have been
related to the fact that he wanted to politely encourage people to enjoy the election
of the new king and to fulfil some orders.

As far as the representatives of group B are concerned, not all of them used
terms denoting social rank of the addressees. Two of them, namely Lord Dacre
and Sir Thomas Boleyn emphasized social class membership. However, the rest,
apart from William Stonor who addressed his son with first name and family
name, tended to indicate the type of family relations. One of the representatives
of group C, namely Edmund Stonor, also used kinship terms when addressing his
brother. The authors of letters from group C who were not related by any family
bonds always employed forms denoting social class membership. As far as mem-
bers of the lower echelons of the society are concerned, that is family servants,
they always expressed social rank of their masters by means of terms of address.
All the representatives of group F usually used such forms as master and sir. In ad-
dition, they used such modifiers as right, worshipful or reverent, which were clear
indicators of social position of the addressee.

When analysing the correlation between pronominal and nominal forms of
address, the results prove that it is not possible to determine the exact strength
of relation between the two, since there were no occurrences of thou noted. In
the vast majority of cases, namely in the case of letters written by the representa-
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tives of the top levels of society, pretended gentry, and servants, who were not
related by any kind of family bonds, the usage of pronominal and nominal terms
of address reflected social rank of the addresser and addressee. Surprisingly, the
qualitative part of the study also shows that members of the Stonor family, who
were related by different types of kinship, contrary to what was claimed by Brown
(1988), always emphasised the type of family relation, not one’s social position in
the hierarchy.

The results obtained from quantitative and qualitative parts of the present
study prove that social stratification seemed to have influence on the usage of
pronominal forms of address in the selected letters. The data also confirm the
claims made by Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg (1995), since the authors
of letters who were related by the ties of kinship tended to indicate type of family
relations rather than social rank. The lack of thou in the selected letters could be
the effect of epistolary conventions on the choice of the right form.

As far as the weaknesses of the study are concerned, the amount of the data
analysed for the purpose of pilot study is too small to generalise about the whole
society, therefore further studies are needed. Furthermore, in order to compare
the instances of the usage of you and thou, bottom-to-top approach is required,
and firstly the CEECS corpus should be checked for the exact number of occur-
rences of both pronominal forms of address. Apart from that, in order to draw
some more general conclusions about the society in Late Medieval and Early
Modern England, letters written by social equals from the lower echelons of the
society should also be subjected to the analysis. In addition, letters written by
women should also be investigated.

Conclusions

To sum up, the corpus-based investigation described above examined the use of
terms of address in the selected letters from Late Middle English and the begin-
ning of Early Modern English. The aim of the present pilot study was fulfilled.
The results obtained from the quantitative and qualitative parts of the study cor-
roborate the claim that the extralinguistic factor under scrutiny, namely social
stratification had influence on the usage of terms of address in the vast majority of
cases. When considering further investigation, the influence of a greater number
of factors has to be checked to explain fully the mechanisms governing the use of
terms of address in private letters in the above-mentioned period.

134



Second-person pronouns and their relation with nominal forms...

References

Primary sources

Chosen letters from the Corpus of Early English Correspondence Sampler. text version. 1998.
Compiled by Terttu Nevalainen, Helena Raumolin-Brunberg, Jukka Kerdnen, Minna

Nevala, Arja Nurmiand Minna Palander-Collin. Helsinki: University of Helsinki.

Secondary sources

Andersen, G. 2010. How to use corpus linguistics in sociolinguistics. In The Routledge Hand-
book of Corpus Linguistics, eds. A. O’Keeffe, and M. McCarthy. 547-562. New York:
Routledge.

Barber, Ch. 1981. You and Thou in Shakespeare’s Richard II1. In Leeds Studies in English,
New Series X1I1,273-289. Reprinted in A Reader in the Language of Shakespearean Drama
comp. by Vivian Salmon & Edwina Burness 1987. 163-177. Amsterdam & Philadelphia:
John Benjamins Publishing Company.

Braun, F. 1988. Terms of address: problems of patterns and usage in various languages and
cultures. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Brown, P.,and S. Levinson. 1987. Politeness: Some Universals in Language Usage. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Brown, R.,and A. Gilman. 1960. The Pronouns of Power and Solidarity. In Style in Language,
ed. T.A. Sebeok, 253-276. Cambridge: MIT Press.

Busse, B. 2006. Vocative Constructions in the Language of Shakespeare. Amsterdam: John
Benjamins Publishing Company.

Busse, U. 2002. Linguistic Variation in the Shakespeare Corpus: Morpho-syntactic Variabil-
ity of Second Person Pronouns. Amsterdam: John Benjamins Publishing Company.

Coulmas, F. 1997. Introduction. In The handbook of sociolinguistics, ed. F. Coulmas, 5-11.
Cornwall: Blackwell Publishing.

Fullwood, W. 1568. The Enimie of Idlenesse: Teaching a Perfect Platforme how to Indite Epis-
tles and Letters of All Sortes: As Well by Answere As Otherwise: No Lesse Profitable then
Pleasaunt. London: Henry Midleton.

Kerswill, P. 2010. Introduction. In The SAGE Handbook of Sociolinguistics, eds. B. Wodak,
and P. Kerswill, 1-9. London: Sage publications Ltd.

Laslett, P. 1983. The World We Have Lost: Further Explored (374 ed.). London: Rout-
ledge.

135



Emilia Szczytko

Mazzon, G. 2009. Interactive Dialogue Sequences in Middle English Drama. Amsterdam:
John Benjamins Publishing Company.

Mulholland, J. 1967. Thou and You in Shakespeare. A Study in Second Person Pronoun.
English Studies 48: 34-43.

Nevalainen, T.,and H. Raumolin-Brunberg. 1995. Constraints on politeness: the pragmatics
of address formulae in Early English correspondence. In Historical Pragmatics. Prag-
matic Developments in the History of English, ed. A. Jucker, 541-601. Amsterdam: John
Benjamins Publishing Company.

Nevalainen, T., and H. Raumolin-Brunberg. 1996. Sociolinguistics and Language History:
Studies Based on the Corpus of Early English Correspondence. Amsterdam: Rodopi .

Nevalainen, T., and S.K. Tanskanen, 2007. Letter Writing. Amsterdam: John Benjamins
Publishing Company.

Nurmi, A. 1998. Manual for the Corpus of Early English Correspondence Sampler (CEECS).
http://www.hit.uib.no/icame/ceecs/index.htm. Last accessed: May 10th,2014.

Saville-Troike, M. 2003. The Ethnography of Communication: An Introduction (374 ed.).
Cornwall: Blackwell Publishing.

Singh, V.P. 2009. Caste, class and democracy: changes in a stratification system. New Jersey:
Transaction Publishers.

Spolsky, B. 1998. Sociolinguistics (1t ed.). Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Palander-Collin, M., M. Nevala, and A. Nurmi. 2009. The Language of Daily Life in England
(1400-1800). Amsterdam: John Benjamins Publishing Company.

Walker, T. 2007. Thou and You in Early Modern English Dialogues. Amsterdam: John Ben-
jamins Publishing Company.

Wardhaugh, R. 2006. An Introduction to Sociolinguistics (5t ed.). Cornwall: Blackwell Pub-
lishing.

136



Second-person pronouns and their relation with nominal forms...

(A1e391095 S JRUTPIR)) AT}

uorje[ar (303 jo doysiquory pue 1aistutw [eAox | <1ojexsturwpe /yewordip

[puipiv)+nod jo asn oy, | diysuny-uoN I <£31910 Y81y -y 2p0d) L3s[opn [BUTPIRD -7D 2poo) 20k pIRYOTY | 6IST
SSOUYSIE] uorjepa1 (QITYSI[IMA JO [IRT/ITS

/2ovin+inof Jo asn oYy, | drysuny-uoN I (Ayefo1-y 9pod) IITA ATUd] Sury | -g 9pod) ufaog sewoyy, 11§ | GIST
SSoUYSIE uonep1I (weyan( jo doysig -y

/2oviD+inod Jo asn oYy, | drysuny-uoN I (Ayreho1-y 9pod) IITA ATUSE] Sury | 2pod) [[eISUNT, I2QUYIND I | LIST
uorne[aI (303 o doysiquory pue 1a)sTuTi [eA0I (Kyredor-y

[purpiv)+nod jo asn ayy, | drgsuny-uoN 7 £31910 Y31y -y 2p0d) Las[op [eUTpIRD) 9p0od) ITA ATUsf] Sury | 91ST
K17y
uorjepar -9103s s [RUTpIR)) Y} -7D

2vuD+inod Jo asn oy, | drysuny-uoN I (Ayredoa-y 9pod) TIT A A1usy Sury opoD) yueqing WeIIM | FIST
uorje[ar (eITySpIOJ)IOH] JO PLIAYS/IIS-A) (Kyrefor-y

415 + nof Joasn ayy, | drysuny-uoN I -1[IqQOU MO[dq-7D) 9p0d) Aeg WEI[IM 11§ ap02) 1A A1uay] Sury | 06¥1
uorjepo1 (A1ngsmaiys jo (Kyrefor-y

415 + nof Joasn ayy, | drysuny-uoN I [red YSruy-g 9poo) Joqrer, 2q[ID) 11§ 9p02) 1A A1ua] Sury | Se¥l
drysrequiowr dnoi3 1ern (-0 (ssepo
-os Sunjousp surroy [eu uorjepal Mo[aq pue AJITIqQOU MOTIq-SSB[D JOMO]) 12y31y 9y -A)[Iqou-y

-twou + nod jJo asn Y7, | drysun{-uoN I AINQsmaIyg Jo SUazZNID) AY) | SPOOYNIOZ JO NN(T pIeyory | ¢SHI

9 S € C I

s)nsa. pajdadx3

suoljeja. jo
odA)L

s19)39) Jo
Jquiny

punoaS)deq jeos
SIY pue 33ssaippy

punoaS)deq jeos
siy pue Joyiny

sisAjeue jo syun g aqeL

xipuaddy

137



Emilia Szczytko

JUIWLIBIPUD
JO SWIId) ‘Quueu A[Turej

(Ky1s10ATUN)

PI0JX(Q JO premd)s YSiH
QITYSUOAI( R IIYSHIag
IIYSPIOJXQ JO PLIYS -g

TayIe] +n04 Jo asn oy, I9yJeJ-uos (uSruy| {I15-g 9p09d) I0U0]G SEUIOYT, 9p02) I0U0IS WRI[[IM | 691
uorje[aI (3uearas A1

491svui+nod Jo asn ayy, | drgsuny-uoN (uSruy {I1g-g 9p09d) I0U0]§ SBWOY],  -WeJ-J 9p0d) [[NIN SBWOYT, | 7/FT

jusw (Ays10ATUN PIOJXQ JO PIEMaIS YSTH

-I1e9pU? JO SUWLIA) ‘SULId) QITYSUOAI(J R ITYSH I IIYSPIOJXO (ySruy

drysumy +n04 o asn oy, uos-19ye JO PJLIaYS -g 9p0d) I0U0)S WIRI[[IM | {IIS-g 9PpOD) I0UO0)S SeWoyT, | 69%1
(a11ys19]
Me[ -S90N0[H) JO Priays I1S-g

418+1n0AJO ISN YT, |  -UI-SIYJOIg (gSruy| 4118 - 9p02) JOUO)S SEUWOY], 9po2) 1335101 Aorydwny | 9931
uonerar (yueaxss

1915vui+nof Jo asn oy, | drysuny-uoN (W3ruy 11§ -g 9pod) I0Uu0)g Sewoy], |  A[TUIe] -J 9POd)aWX UYO[ | 99FT
uoneyar (roh me]

423svui+nof Jo asn ayy, | drgsuny-uoN (WyStuy| 11§ -g 9p02) I0U0)S SEUWOY], -1D 9pod ) uoyun Y3ny | z9¥1
(uaA13 wonRUILIOUT

u1s102+n0A JO ISN YT, |  SUISNOD-UTY (AySru| ‘11§ -g 9p0Od) I0UOIS SLWOY[], ou) uoydureyy sewoyy, | z9¥1
uorjepa1 (quearas At

423svui+nod Jo asn Ay, |  drgsuny-uoN (gSTuY| ‘11§ - 9p02d) JOUO)S SEWOY], | -UTE] -, 9P0Od) IPUIL UYO[ | 7Z9FT

pu uoneyar (303 o doysiquory pue 1a)sTuTi [eAoI
-1pav)) +nod Jo asn oYy, | drysury-uoN £31910 Y31y -y 9p02) Las[op [eurpie)) | (uoreq-g apood) a1oe( pIoT | LIST
9 S € [4 I

"JU0 "¢ d|qel

138



Second-person pronouns and their relation with nominal forms...

(Ay1s19ATUN) PIOJXQ) JO PIEMIIS YSTH

uorjeax QIIYSUOAI(J 2@ ITYSIdG IIYSPIOJXQ (10 me[-7D
423svui+nod Jo asn Ay, |  drgsuny-uoN JO PJLIaYS -g 9p0d) I0U0)G WIRI[[TA\ 9poo) aded preyory | 08¥1
(Ay1s10ATUN) PIOJXQ) JO PIEMIIS YSTH
uorje[ax QITYSUOAS(T X QITUSH I QITYSPIOJX( | (U0LION JO 10qQV -V 3p0)D)
d1s+nof Joasn oy, | drgsuny-uoN JO PLIaYS -g 9p0d) I0U0)G WILI[[TA UOLION JO 10qqQV Uyo( | £/¥1
(Ay1s10ATUN) PIOJXQ) JO PIEMIIS YSTH
uornefaI QITYSUOAI( R ITYSH I IIYSPIOJXO (3ueAIds A[rurey-
19)seur+nod Jo asn YT, | drysun-uoN JO PLISYS - 9p0Od) I0U0)S UWIBI[[IA apoo)LoueI AIUSl] | §/FT
(Ay1s19ATUN) PIOJXQ) JO PIEMIIS YSTH
QITYSUOAI(J R “ITYSH I IIYSPIOJXO (ydruy-g
UIsSNOod +7104 JO 9N 3YJ, | SUISNOD -UTY JO PJLIaYS -g 9p0d) I0U0)G WILI[[TA opoo) uopdwie] sewoyT, | //¥1
(Ay1s19ATU) PIOJXQ) JO PIEMIIS YSTH
uorje[ax QITYSUOAI(J R “IIYSHIa IIYSPIOJXQ (3ueAIds AJrurey- g
19)sewr+nod Jo asn YT, | drysun-uoN JO PJLIaYS -g 9p0d) I0U0)G WILI[[TA op02) 3841qxQ pIEPPOD) | 9/F1
(Ay1s10ATU) PIOJXQ) JO PIEMIIS YSTH
ME[-UI-I91e] QITYSUOAI(J R “IIYSHIag IIYSPIOJXQ (ueydraw-zD
I9)sew+104 JO 9sn oY, | 0} MB[-UI-UOS JO PLIaYS -g 3p0d) I0U0)S WIRT[[TA 9p0d) uosyag Sewoy[, | 9/%1
(Ay1s10ATUN) PIOJXQ) JO PIEMIIS YSTH
uorje[ax QITYSUOAI(J R IIYSHIa IIYSPIOJXQ (yueAIas 4]
19)sew+nod Jo asn oy, | drysury-uoN JO PLIaYS -g 9p02) I0U0)S WRI[[IA\ | -TWeJ-J 9P02)Sawi[q Ia[eM | ISHI
JusULIBIPUS (Ay1s10ATU) PIOJX() JO PIEMIIS YSTH
JO SULId) ‘Qureu A[rwuey QITYSUOAI(J X “IIYSHIa IIYSPIOJXQ (ueydraw-zD
T9Y301q +104 JO asn oY, sIay101q JO PLI9YS -g 9p02) I0U0)S WIRT[[IA 9p0d )I0U0)§ punwipy | SLHI
uorje[ax (grreq-zD
1a1svui+nof Jo asn oy, | drysuny-uoN (USruy <I1§-g 9p09d) I0U0)S SBWOYT, 9P02) MIYIRIA SBWOY], | ¢€/FI1

139



Emilia Szczytko

uornjea.r

(Ay1s10ATUN) PIOJXQ JO PIEM2IS YSTH
QITYSUOAI(J 2@ ITYSYIG QIIYSPIOJXO

(yuealas A[rurej-J

4a15v1i+nof Jo asn oy, | drysuny-uoN JO PLIayS -g 9p0d) J0U0)S WRI[IM 9p02) uAurIan preyory | 08¥1
uorjeaI (uenrsdyd-zD
A1s+nod Joasn oy, | drgsuny-uoN (Aresvyoyde -z apoD) ) T[o14g uyof 9p0d) UAMPIOD) WEI[TM | 08FT
(Ay1s10ATUN) PIOJXQ) JO PIEMIIS YSTH
uornjefar QITYSUOAI(J R “IIYSHIog IIYSPIOJXQ (Juearas \A:
423svui+nod Jo asn Ay, | drgsuny-uoN JO PLISYS -g 9p0Od) I0U0)S WBI[[IA | -UIeJ-] 9pod) 13230 ATUSH | 6/FT
(Ay1s10ATUN) PIOJXQ) JO PIEMIIS YSTH
uorje[ax QITYSUOAI(J R “ITYSHIa IIYSPIOJXO (JueAtds A[rurey- g
423svui+nod Jo asn Ay, | drgsuny-uoN JO JLIaYS -g 9p0d) I0U0)S WRI[IM 9p0d) WeYUIH SeWoyT, | 6/¥1
9 S ¢ [4 I

"JU0 "¢ d|qel

140



LINGUISTICS

PHONETICS, DIALECTOLOGY, HISTORICAL LINGUISTICS

Synchronic variability in the area of phonetics, phonology, voca-
bulary, morphology and syntax is a natural feature of any language,
including English. The existence of competing variants is in itself
a fascinating phenomenon, but it is also a prerequisite for diachronic
changes. This volume is a collection of studies which investigate
variability from a contemporary and historical perspective, in both
native and non-native varieties of English. The topics include Middle
English spelling variation, lexical differences between Middle English
dialects, Late Middle and Early Modern English forms of address, Middle
English negation patterns, the English used by Polish immigrants living
in London, lexical fixedness in native and non-native English used by
Polish learners, and the phenomenon of phonetic imitation in Polish
learners of English. The book should be of interest to anyone intere-
sted in English linguistics, especially English phonetics and phonology
as well as history of English, historical dialectology and pragmatics.

The book is also available
as an e-book

P YJV’\TPWAEV"?/’S\%%O ul. Williama Lindleya 8 ISpR 978- L3 B088-065-8
POIIERST 90-131 £6d “ HH ||
658

tel.: 42 66 55 863
e-mail: ksiegarnia@uni.lodz.pl
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