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Within the pronominal system of Old English thg.3sg. neuter anaphoric pronoun
‘hit” occupies a special place. In some particlda English texts it is represented by its h-
less variant, i.e. ‘it’.

The problem of ‘h-variation’ in English has beer #ubject of many studies where h-
omission and ‘h-insertion’ are analyzed predomilyaftom a sociolinguistic anglecg. e.g.
Milroy 1983). Though this much-disputed problem iedkes such an acute interest many
aspects of ‘h-variation’ still lack resolution. T$jufor example, scholars still disagree on the
dating of the phenomenon. Many researchers belieaeinitial ‘h-omission’ can be dealt
with only referring to the XVIIith —XVIlIth centurg Others agree with William Skeat who
thought that instable spelling of ‘h’ was typicdltbe Middle English period and thus can be
accounted for by the influence of Normans on Angéxon orthographic tradition (Milroy
1983 : 43-45). It is of course indisputable thasteady spelling conventions caused the rise
of chaos in spelling of words with initial *h’ anldormans here certainly played a part. But
nonetheless all the cases of initial ‘h-omissio@nmot be explained just merely and
exceptionally by the influence of Normans. This diyyesis is contradicted by several facts.
Firstly, during the Norman Conquest ‘h-omission’swzot typical of French not to mention
the Anglo-Norman dialect which was equally influedcby Anlo-Saxon. Martina Hacker
opines that «not until 1673 did the Académie Fagsecomment on the sloppy speech of the
people of “d’outre Loire” (the other side of theita) and of Paris, who no longer pronounced
<h> in words that do not derive from Latin, andregted the spreading of that bad habit»
(Hacker 2004 : 111). Even in the present-day Noreiatect initial ‘h’ is still pronounced
and its reflexes are sporadically present in stah&aench (ibid.). Secondly, in the charters
issued by king William the | only three examplesitfare attested. The rest are in the form
of ‘hit’. At the same time it is common knowleddet a lot of words that reveal ‘h-variation’
including initial ‘h-omission’ are found in Old Ehsgh texts written long before the Norman
Conquest. In particular, examples with the usenofganic ‘h’ can be traced in Epinal and
Erfurt glosse$ Thus the presence of cases with ‘h-less’ formererlone should expect initial
‘h’ in the earliest Old English texts prompts usdiate that ‘h-omission’” was not a rare
phenomenon during that time and that it could yeke place not only in Middle English
but in Old English as well. Moreover this processld presumably spread to the pronominal
paradigm and thus reveal itself in the origin ofeav variant of the anaphoric pronoun of the
3 p. sg. neuter.

All this taken together it is but natural to posdme questions and namely, why
precisely doeghis form show initial ‘h-dropping’, what environmie contributed to this
phenomenand then what are the reasons which led to vanaifahe pronominal forms in
Old English?

The sampling for our analysis has been taken fioenQId English corpus of texts
kindly provided by the Oxford Text Archive. The reaal analyzed includes 125 examples of

1| am deeply indebted to Nikolai Kazansky, Yurijelitier, Yurij Kuzmenko, and Dmitrij Erofeevsky fdetir
valuable comments on an earlier version of thisspapam also grateful to Claire Bigg for corregtistylistic
errors.

2 Hildegard L. C. Tristram believes that the maias@n for ‘h-dropping’ in Old English was languagmiact.
“My view is that h-dropping is a transfer featumerh Low Latin as spoken in the British Lowlandstlag¢
time of the advent of the Anglo-Saxons. The langusiyft by the large bulk of the population whiclok place
under Anglo-Saxon domination was from Low LatirQtn English” (written communication)



‘it" found in the Anglo-Saxon charters, 17 examptEsit’ in Anglo-Saxon chronicles (‘it’
examples are restricted exclusively by the E maipts¢Peterborough Chronicle, Second
Continuation), all the other manuscripts contaiit’)'hThe following texts use ‘it’ only one
time: one of the texts of Lives of Saints by AafffAELS (Maur)] Zlfric: Saint Maur (Skeat
[, 148-68), one of Aethelstan’s law [LawAsAlm] Laves England: Athelstan Almsgiving
(Liebermann 148), one of records [Rec 26.4] ThetiNonptonshire Geld Roll (Robertson
1956, App. I, no. 3), two liturgy texts [Lit 2] Fmis for Use at the Visitation of the Sick (Ker
1957, 264) and [Lit 4.5] Prayers at Tierce (BanR83, 209-13), Invention of the Cross [LS
5] (InventCrossNap) Invention of the Cross (Nafig@®94, 2-34), and in one of the Rushworth
Gospels glosses [MkGI (Ru)] The Rushworth Gospdls) (Skeat 1871-87, 9-135).

It is worth noting that other anaphoric pronounsibfjenders singular and plural have
no ‘h-less’ counterparts with the exception of omeic inscription on the Gold-ring. The text
of the inscription reads ‘Garmvnd mec ah im [In6EBodsham Gold-Ring (Okasha 55, no.
13). Here one can presume that ‘im’ could standHon’ (cp. Koopman 1990 : 125). But in
fact such suppositions do not hold true. Evennif ‘is really an anaphoric pronoun which is
rather doubtful from the point of view of the maagpiof the text, then it should be borne in
mind that we are dealing here with a runic insaipt In that case ‘h-omission’ before ‘im’
should be regarded as a reflection of runic spglionvention, i.e. the realization of the rule
according to which one of the two successive ‘lApjremes was omitted on the boundaries of
two words: ah (h)im.

If we look at the paradigm of anaphoric pronounthi®ngular and plural we notice
that initial ‘h’ is present in all pronouns of génders: he, heo, hit, him, hine, hire, hie etc. So
the question of whether this initial ‘h’ is etymgioally original is bound to arisén general
Germanic anaphoric pronounsan go back to various Indo-European pronominattide
stems (cp. Prokosch 1939). As far as the 3 p.sgcutiae pronoun ‘he’ is concerned scholars
have controversial hypotheses with regard to igirorA widespread view was that ‘he’ goes
back to the IE form Ki- which seems to be rather disputable since ia tlise a transition
from the sphere of the first person deixis (Ich>@ito the third person deixis (Jener-Deixis)
should be assumed. Although theoretically this & at all impossible, still Germanic
languages do not provide us with any evidence isfkimd of transition and thus taking this
pre-form for granted should be avoided. As notedtlmyar Seebold “der tbliche Anschluf3 an
idg. *ki- ‘dieser hier’...kommt nicht in Frage, weil kauch im Germanischen eindeutig ich-
deiktische Funktion hat” (Seebold 1984 : 65). ElrSaebold in his turn opines that the Old
English pronoun ‘he’ could be the result of contaation of two forms Ke-+*e- (Seebold
1984 : 66). He notes that this anaphoric pronous eegtainly a second formation “es handelt
sich dabei ziemlich sicher um eine sekundare Vexamd), nicht um eine ursprungliche
Formation (wie bei hann), weil das alte Anaphorickeme Verbindung von der erwahnten
Art eingegangen zu sein scheint (ibid.). Klingemsith1987 reconstructs the Proto-Germanic
form as *aiz<a+iz or *ai+iz, whereya goes back to IEKb- or *koi- (Klingenschmitt 1987
: 173). Rosenfeld 1955a and Rosenfeld 1955b sugjugistheAnglo-Saxon ‘he’ goes back to
the same pre-form as the Gothic ‘is’, i.e. to *s&and Proto-Germanic **e without initial ‘h’
which was later taken from words such as thoseepted in OHG hiutu, OS hindagpday’
or OE her ‘here’ (cp. e.g. Rosenfeld 1955b: 88-8%e problem with the reconstruction of
the 3 p. sg. masculine pronoun and its initial gmoa still remains but in regard to most of
Germanic neuter forms it is to be noticed that ttak initial ‘h’ and can be with greater
certainty reconstructed as *id (cp. e.g. Gothig',iFeist 1936). This allows us to state that the
forms of West-Germanic languages go back to theegan@-form which was devoid of initial
‘h’. Later this initial ‘h’ spread presumably frothe masculine form to the rest of the forms

% On the problems of anaphor in some old languagex&in 1996: 36 et passim.



within the paradigrhand in Old English even in the feminine form ialitis’ was replaced by
‘h.

So during the pre-Old English period the anaphgfonoun sg. neuter was
characterized by its ‘h-less’ form. This statemean also be proved by the examples from
Old Saxon where in oblique cases we have ‘h-lessh$— e.g. nom. sg. neuter ‘it’ and nom.
sg. feminine sia. Initial ‘h’ in Old English spreadong the paradigm later and was firmly
established there. Thus during the early literayqa we encounter exceptionally ‘hit’.

As far as the phonological status of the phoneneomeerned many scholars believe
that initial *h’ in Old English was evidently a ptymgeal sound, a Hauchlaut (cp. Liberman
1967, Sievers/Brunner 1951, Wright 1934). Moult@b4 considers /h/ to be a phoneme
characterized by glottality but not velarity. Tltisaracteristic feature was typical not only of
this phoneme in the initial position but in the nakgosition between two voiced as well.
This idea is proved by voicing of voiceless spisaitt the medial position. According to
Moulton 1954 this phenomenon led not to the tramsiof /h/ to /g/, but to its loss, i.e. to the
phonological zero (/0/). The absence of velar festun /h/ has made Moulton come to the
conclusion that this phoneme has a separate sdatlisvas used in the following positions:
IC-1, ILCV/, IRCVI, INVCVI. In the last three pogitis the fall of ‘h’ began already in the early
Old English as a result of general voicing of medaceless spirants. (Moulton 1954 : 26).
The process of ‘h-omission’ took place not onlyQtd English. In Scandinavian dialects ‘h’
fell off almost in all positions with the exceptiaf the initial position. (e.g. ‘hann’ — ‘he’).
But in Old English ‘h’ in the initial position felbff only before ‘', ‘'n’, 'r, ‘w’ (e.g. OE
‘(h)laford’” (ModE lord), ‘(h)ring’ (ModE ring), ‘hveet’ (ModE what). ‘H-omission’ before
liquids and nasals is typical of early and late tNembrian texts (Sievers/Brunner 1951 :
195). Thus the Germanic pharyngeal spirant is dbarnaed by some phonological instability,
which easily leads to its loss in certain positioAscording to the charter of M. Halle, G.
Fant and R. Jacobson /h/ is neither a vowel nooresanant and has only one feature and
namely that of tension as against more diversitiearacteristics of other spirants (Liberman
1967 : 110). Thus on its way to phonological zdrbshould lose only one differentiating
feature in contrast to phonologically more compefgirants. So this phonological
characteristic of /h/ can be the background agawnisth the process of ‘h’ omission took
place. But at the same time it does not provideegplanation for the problem of ‘h-
omission’, neither does the slackness of articwalb@asis. The best these explanations can do
is transcribe the problem into the terms of phogglhich is not an explanation in itself.

Now let us move to the examples from our corpus distuss the hypotheses
propounded to explain the problem of ‘h-omissianpronominal forms. Our attention will be
focused predominantly on the royal charters andsvas well as on the examples from the
Anglo-Saxon chronicle manuscript E (Peterborougho@icle). The rest of the examples are
rather sporadic and cannot be used as certain r@adand proof of the reasons of ‘h-
omission’. Anglo-Saxon charters also need veryfahteandling since many of them can be
later fakes or copies carried out centuries laftar dhe date of their issue and thus reflect
peculiarities of various stages of Middle Engligts. an example of a spurious charter king
Aetheltsan’s charter to the abbacy of St. John Beyemay be taken. The researchers
consider this charter to be a fake made up ontizenX1Vth century. Thus ‘hit-it’ variation in
this charter reflects the peculiarities of the MadEnglish variation of the pronouns and
cannot serve as a reliable source for confirming logpothesis of the reasons of ‘hit-it’

“ It should be noted that the spread of ‘h’ to otteems of the paradigm has been most radicallyi@drut in
Old English and Old Frisian where initial ‘h’ isgeent in all forms with the exception of OFr gem.masculine
(sin), es. Old Saxon has forms identical to OEamnsg. hi, he, hie; other Old Saxon forms are ovithinitial

‘h’ (Seebold 1984 : 61-62). OHG has ‘h-less’ prons@along the whole paradigm (with the exceptiofrm@nk.

nom. sg. masculine ‘her’).



variation. Generally among all the charters withwe have found 9 charters with stylistics
and contents which raise doubts as for their atittign These charters have not been used in
our analysis.

But despite this fact there exist a number of @rartwith ‘it whose authenticity is
beyond any doubt. They were written in the X-Xl#@nturies. The majority of charters (15
charters) date back to the epoch of king Edwardwefessor (1042-1066). One example of
‘it can be found in one of the charters by kingfratl the Great (al so it stant [Ch 357]
(Robertson 1956, no. 13), which goes back to the wé 871 or 877. But D. Whitelock
regards it as a fake, and S. Keynes and M. Lapddjet plainly spurious. Thus we can state
that the first record of ‘it’ refers to the endtbeé Old English period or to the transition period
closer towards the beginning of Middle EngfisAs for geographical distribution of ‘hit' and
it’ it should be mentioned that judging exclusiydtom the evidence found in charters it is
rather difficult tomake up an accurate map of the areas where ‘#flyfiemerged and in
which direction it then spread. The problem getenemore complicated by the fact that
scribes could come from various parts of the kimydond be the bearers of various dialects
bringing certain features of their own dialect irsieother one. Thus with unstable spelling
conventions this could find its way in mixture odrious dialectal forms (cf. e.g. Mercian
influence traced in the early West-Saxon texts anuscript T of West-Saxon Bede’s version
of the “History of English People” which abounds Amglian forms — Sprockel 1965 :
XXVI). But in spite of these difficulties it is $tipossible to make some generalizations on the
basis of evidence retrieved from the charters. Mbgrity of charters with ‘it’ were written in
the eastern and south-eastern regions of Englamdewit’ by that time was most probably
beginning to spread. Geographical distributionhaf variants which was in embryo during the
late Old English period then found its clear-cutnifestation in the Middle English period.
This fact is well traced in the Linguistic Atlas lodte Middle English — LALME. As Stephen
Howe noted “...although both ‘it’ and *hit’ are found several areas, generally the ‘h’ form
is dominant in the western side of England, while h-less ‘it’ covers the eastern side of the
country”® (Howe 1996 : 140).

In the northern dialects i.e. in Northumbrian anerdan, in its turn, there was
evidently no ‘h-less’ variant. One exception is example from the Rushworth Gospels,
[Mark 14:44]:

“Dederat autem traditor eius signum eis dicens quengeie osculatus fuero ipse est
tenete eum et ducitgisalde donne de sellend his tacun him cwedendehswedcne swa ic
cyssende ic biom heis haldas hine & gihleedad”.

‘H-variation’ in the north bore a specific charactéhus, Martina Hacker opines that
in the early period (in the VII th -VIII th cent@s) ‘h-omission’ and ‘h-insertion’ were not
typical of the Northumbrian dialect. In the lataripd (in the Xth-XI th centuries) a quantity
of words with ‘h-insertion’ increases greatly, whihe examples with ‘h-omission’ are still

® There exist various opinions on the problem ofisiin between two periods in the history of English
between OIld and Middle English. According taditional views, the Norman Conquest can roughéy
considered to be the divide between Old and Midikhglish. A. Lutz divided the history of English antwo
periods on the basis of communicative change oflahguage which according to her took place duthwey
period from the end of thirteenth to fifteenth eemt(Tristram 2004 : 105-106). K. Malone in turribees that
the transition period from Old to Middle Englishswde tenth century (Mitchell 1985 : § 15).

® S. Howe, however, makes a reservation that thoggehical distribution of the pronominal forms daardly
be evidence for their dialectal distribution sirmethe one hand, for example, the whrchdreddoes not show
‘h-omission’ at all, and, on the other hand, thatemporary use of the pronominal form with initial in the
dialects does not coincide with the areakibflistribution during the Middle English period ().



rare. They are mainly restricted to the most frequestressed functional wordgHacker
2004 : 112). But in spite of these changes theaspiin ‘hit' remains unchanged in various
positions. In this connection it is worth mentiogithat in Northumbrian ‘h-omission’ in
intervocalic positions in some words did not takacp e.g. %ar — Nrth. ‘teehher'<*teahur
(*tahur) — ‘tear’ or &ar’ — Nrth. ‘eehher’ — ‘ear’, in contrast to Westx®a (Wright 1934 :
172). This fact could be regarded as a circumstaettidence of peculiarities of prosodic
structure variation in various dialects which vk considered closer later on the basis of
‘hit-it’ variation.

Examples from the Peterborough chronicle refeh&XIl century. Among 219 cases
of ‘hit’ there are 17 examples of ‘it': A.D. 1128 example), A.D. 1129 year (1 example),
A.D. 1132 year (2 example), A.D. 1135 year (3 exi@npA.D. 1137 year (8 example), A.D.
1140 year (2 example). The majority of ‘it’ examplare in the second part of the chronicle
(Second Continuation) written by the second hanatampared to the First Continuation
written by another scribe. Thus the scribe of teed®d Continuation came presumably from
that area (evidently not northern) where by the enthe Xlith century ‘hit-it’ variation had
already existed which found its reflection in thamascript.

How could the origin of ‘h-less’ variant be explad? On the one hand, some
examples of ‘h-omission’ can be accounted for bigr_mfluence, and on the other hand they
can be treated as a result of dittography, i.e.rifieence of the neighboring graphemes on
the word form under consideration. But from ourrp@f view these two aspects cannot be
applied with regard to ‘hit-it’ variation. First dll, if one looks at Aelfric’'s «Grammar» he
will find that for Latin flle’, ‘illa’ Old English ‘he’, ‘heo’ are used, but forllud’ the
demonstrative pronoun ‘peet’. Besides, Latin denratise pronoun id’, which could
somehow influence the origin of ‘it’, in «Grammas»equaled to Old English ‘paet’, while
Latin ‘is’ and ‘ed are translated as ‘se’ and ‘seo’, i.e. by dem@tiste pronouns as well. And
finally, the fact that such works translated fromatih as Boethius’ «De consolatione
philosophiae», Orosius’s «Historiarum adversus pagea, Gregory's «Cura Pastoralis» and
«Dialogi» and others use exclusively ‘hit’.

Dittography cannot be regarded here as the caubeonfiission’ either. The examples
of dittography were meticulously analyzed by Donddragg. Among the cases of
dittography he mentions some pronouns but predamtijnpossessive, e.g. ‘his’. The author
does not include any example of the 3 p.sg. nqutanoun. Actually we might look at the
following example as the case of dittography — ganhgto (Ch 1483, Whitelock 2). But then
many sentenceshere ‘it' is encompassed by words with final ottial ‘h’ are left without
any explanation:

‘buten he ithere’ (Ch 1525, Whitelock 37-8),
‘so ic it her hire’ (Ch 1531, Whitelock 31),
‘al se chit habbe’ (Ch 342 (Rob 12),

‘self it her’ (Ch 1483, Whitelock 2),

‘so ic it her hire’ (Ch 1531, Whitelock 31).

These examples prove that dittography played m® iro ‘h-omission’. Of special
interest is the following example ‘lofard it henmhet (Ch 1521, Whitelock 29), where ‘it’ is
preceded by the word without initial ‘h’ (OE ‘hlaff> ‘laford’>ModE ‘lord’), and is
followed by another 3 p. pl. pronoun ‘hem’ (ModBetn’) with initial ‘h’.

The influence of Celtic orthographic tradition slibalso be discarded. Though the
influence of Celtic was great, Old English northelialects where this influence was most
prominent, show no traces of ‘h-omission’ in ‘ras we have already seen.

" As an example of functional words the prontimis provided. Indeed, it is used without initial ih various
positions (cp. Scragg 1970). The rest of the alalgexts written in the northern dialect exclugyvehow the
use of the pronounhit.



Otto Jespersen thinks that ‘hit-it’ variation de@ed on the previous word whether it
ended on vowel or consonant: “From thd' 16 it established as the only form...and for some
time both hit and it were found, the latter chiedlyer a consonant” (Jespersen 1909 : 60). But
our material shows that ‘hit-‘it’ variation was ncaused by the last phoneme of the preceding
word. Thus out of 157 cases of ‘it’ 87 are useeralC/, and after /V/ we have 42 examples.
And what is more among 87 cases 43 are represbgtede and the same set expression, and
namely ‘pat it cymd’ represented by different odhephic variants. So we have actually 44
examples of ‘it’ used after /C/ versus 42 after./Vihe quantity of ‘hit'" examples after the
conjunctionpat by far outnumbers those with ‘it'. Thus we cantetthat the frequency of
‘hit’ and ‘it’ after consonants and vowels is equlis interesting to note that the same equal
quantitative distribution is traced with regardhd’ distribution: out of 931 examples of ‘hit’
591 are used after /C/ and 340 are used afteQW. Jespersen’s statement can be applied to
the Middle English period, which is proved by thgamples from the Anglo-Saxon
Peterborough chronicle where out of 17 exampléeg’ afinly two are used after the vowel of
the preceding word: ‘Cristendom swa it neefre sewaes’ and ‘& seure it was uuerse’. In the
rest of the examples ‘it’ is used after the consbna

Thus none of the hypotheses mentioned above caedasded as suitable for the
explanation of ‘h-omission’ in ‘hit’. All of themdil to explain the reasons for the origin of
variation of the two pronouns.

What we suggest is to look at this phenomenon ftbenangle of peculiarities of
syllable relations in Old English and regard thisepomenon as triggered by internal
peculiarities in the development of English.

Generally speaking, ‘h-omission’ depended on paditiks of syllabification, on the
position in syllables which ‘h’ occupied. Accorditg Suzuki 1985 «/h/-Deletion can be most
appropriately characterized as a syllable-sensitikacess, where ambisyllabicity plays a
determining role» (Suzuki 1985 : 104). As a probthee statement the author provides such
Old English examples as ‘eorod’<*eahf (troop), ‘skan’<*slahan (to kill) and others where
due to uncertain boundary position of ‘h’ it felif in contrast to such words as ‘behindan’
(behind), ‘behealdan’ (to behold), where ‘h’ wadinigely syllable initial and thus retained.
In this statement the most important thing is thadmission’ is a syllable-sensitive process.

As we have already noted ‘h-omission’ in the ‘lgptonoun was typical rather of the
transition period of Old English on its way to tMiddle English period (the Xth-XIth
centuries). At this moment new changes appear nht io the sphere of phonology and
morphology but in the prosodic structure of theglaage as well. At the same time these
changes have not been well established. From dat pbview these changes and instability
of the prosodic structure should be regarded agltiveng force behind ‘h-omission’ in the
‘hit’” pronoun. Thus, in the sphere of prosody newasipons emerge which prohibit free
variation of length — e.g. before such clustersdis‘nd’ only long vowel is used while other
clusters allow the use of short vowels, the vowehie open syllable tends to be long while in
early Old English in open syllables either shortamg vowel could be used (Liberman 1966,
Kuzmenko 1991).

Uncertainty of syllable position of ‘h’ in ‘hit’ waalso due to predominant unstressed
or low stressed nature of the pronoun. In a seeténtad generally secondary stress or was
devoid of stress performing thus the role of acclfKoopman 1990 : 125). It should also be
mentioned that ‘hit’ is almost always used withestluinstressed functional words and thus
was presumably perceived as an intact whole prosminplex together with preceding and

8 In the etymological dictionary of Old English by Holthausen this word is traced back to the preafdeoh-
rad ‘Reiterei’ where two words are clearly hyphenageidlthausen 1934 : 92). It is probable that dursogne
period in its development this word was origingllgrceived as a compound consisting of two differentds
with a firm syllable boundary after the first wondgth ‘h’ in syllable final position.



following words which also functioned as cliticshus the structure of the pronoun could
depend on the distribution of length and syllabtaurdmary within this whole prosodic
complex of clitics. Out of 162 examples in 45 ca#ess preceded by a monosyllabic word
among which 33 are represented by the /CV/ stradtuere we have such words as ‘he’, ‘so’,
‘be’, ‘hi’, ‘go’, ‘pu’, ‘pe’, ‘po’) and 12 cases of/VC/ structure, (such word as ‘ic’, ‘if’, ‘an’).
Very often the pronoun is followed by potentialljnstressed or low-stressed word,
represented by prepositions, adverbs, particles)yqums (‘into’, ‘on’, ‘to’, ‘her’, ‘me’, ‘swa’,
‘be’, ‘ne’, ‘are’). In other positions, where ‘hits used as an impersonal subject followed by
the predicate expressed by verb, no ‘h-omissiomdisd. For example, in such expressions
as ‘hit gelamp’ (it happened) or hit sniwd (it sre)vin our corpus of texts only hit is used.

Thus about one third of examples on ‘it are chamazed by /-CV VC—/ structure
which emerged from the /-CV (C) VC-/ structure winitervocalic (C) represented by ‘h’
later omitted. This structure is identical/8¢CV/ > /V:/ structure in Moulton’s scheme where
/C/ also stands for ‘h’.

It is common knowledge that in Old English one @iad such pairs of words as nom.
sg. feorh, mearh, Wealh, sulh — gen sgprds, ndaras, Walas, §la. Processes of ‘h-
omission’ and compensatory lengthening are consitlby some scholars, e.g. Yurij Kleiner,
to be an alternation of prosodic structures /(C)dht /(C)VC/, which in Old Germanic
languages were equal units (Kleiner 1999 : 18lastim). Thus Yurij Kleiner regards such
prosodic variants as combinatory. The syllable blaumy in these words was always after
these prosodic units just like in Gothiso-keis, ‘was-jis and ‘wan-dei& Since
monosyllables which preceded ‘hit’ could bear aithelong or short vowel, the syllable
boundary within these clusters of clitics with *rabuld undergo the same process ateorh
— feores if the syllable boundary was after /CV/ then thdlable became open and was
afterwards lengthened:

‘he it on vnker’ [Ch 1531] (Whitelock 31);
‘buten he it her pe’ [Ch 1537] (Whitelock 27);
‘he it willeth pat’ [Ch 1608] (Hart);

‘fre po it ihernen’ [Ch 1528] (Whitelock 25).

As a result of ‘h-omission’ and lengthening of fireceding vowel the structure came
to be similar to the Gothisd-keis where the first syllable was «long by nature»péssing it
Is to be noticed that from the diachronic perspecthis phenomenon finds its parallel in the
process which took place in words liglean < *slahan where ‘h-omission’ was accompanied
by lengthening of the preceding vowel.

In other cases the previous structure with showelaand initial ‘h’ in the pronoun
retained:

‘beet heo hit onwenden’ [Ch 98] (Robertson 1956,1)p.
‘he hit wrat’ [Ch 98] (Robertson 1956, no. 1);
‘he hit gebete’ [Ch 218] (Harmer 1914, no. 12).

The change of syllable boundary and lengtheningthef last phoneme in the
monosyllabic words led to the change of one sydlabiit, i.e. /(C)VC/ for the other, that one
with long final vowel /(C)V:/, “long by nature”. Tus we can state that the use of ‘it’ and its
variation with ‘hit’ can be treated as prosodiaustures variation, i.e. variation of /(C)VC/
and /(C)V:/ structures.

This process of ‘h-omission’ seemingly took plaestfof all in /CV/ structures where
the length of vowels under the circumstances ofqul instability was probably felt most
distinctly. This is proved by relatively frequenseuof ‘it’ in this kind of structures. It is
interesting to note that ‘h-omission’ took placsaaln the /LCV/ and /RCV/ complexes just
like in separate words, e.g. ‘fer(a)he’ and ‘feh@)’:

‘strem til it shutt” Ch 909 (Kem 709);



‘Oer it er aras’ Ch 1594 (Kem 1355);
‘cyrder it nord on’ Ch 850 (Kem 641) .

It is necessary to mention another point which d@l$o be at play while dealing with
‘h-omission’ in ‘hit’ pronoun. The equality of /(&) and /(C)VC/ can be regarded as
resolution, a metrical device, according to whiwio successive short syllables are equaled to
one long syllable (e.g. Kleiner 1999 : 183; SuzZl#85 : 102). The following words can serve
as examples of resolution — wine (friend), sunuin)s,m which /-VCV-/ is one metrical
unit. The /-VVCV-/ and /-VCCV-/ structures arensidered to be two syllables consisting
of lift and sink (Suzuki 1985 : 102). One may arghat this phenomenon is employed
exclusively in poetry while we are dealing with gaac works. But we think that this poetic
device could be actually applied to some chartnd, precisely those pieces where we have
some set expressions, clichés, rhythmically orgahizhains of word. It should also be
mentioned that some charters are written in anegdlive poetic form (e.g. a number of
charters by king Eadwig). Such clichés are useastiim all charters:

‘so icit formist ahté (CH 1490, Whitelock 28);
‘00 hit cymdeeft to pees abbodes byrig’ (Ch 381, Birch 629).

Thus judging from this angle we should say thatghbsition and the structure of the
pronoun depended on the rhythmical segmentatiosuoh clichés, on the distribution and
alternation of long and short vowels. For example:

‘ic hit oider selle, e’ (Ch 1482, Harmd 2)
‘so ic it richtlike’ (Ch 1519, Whitelock34)

In the first examplei¢ hit’ constitutes two metrical units which corresporidsthe
general metrical segmentation of this extract stheeother words also made up two metrical
units with its lift and sink — dider, selle. Sinttee stress fell on the first syllable the second
one remained unstressed{(}then it is but natural that out of two pronouhs first one got
the stress, i.e. ic. Thus the retention of theasprimade up for creating the /VCCV/ complex.
In the second exampléc'it’ creates one metrical unit /VCVC/ which alternatash CV: —
CV: VCVC CV: CCCVCV. If the structure retained ‘it could entail the overall change of
the syllable boundary structure.

It is worth mentioning that ‘him’, ‘*hine’, ‘hem’ ar also used in the same prosodic
structures but show no ‘*h-omission’. Thus out 08 Zkamples with ‘him’, ‘hine’ and ‘hem’
in 141 cases these pronouns are followed by a nythab& word which has /CV/, IVC/,
ICVC/, ICCV/ or IVCC/ structure. In the rest of tagamples the pronouns are preceded by
multisyllabic words. This fact of ‘h-retention’ cdre accounted for by the relatively stressed
nature of these pronouns. Stephen Howe remarksitthatan only rarely be accented and in
natural gender reference can occur less commonagest, and prop or empty it is also of
course unaccented, while he and she for examplenacemparison accented much more
often, and that it is likely to be replaced by andastrative form when accente@iowe 1996
: 140). The same concerns such pronouns as ‘hich*f@ne’, which are semantically more
loaded and thus are much more often accented. $tregsed nature made up for creating a
more clear-cut syllable boundary between the proscand surrounding clitics. Positional
prominence of these pronouns was thus the reasgn‘hwhwas not regarded as bound or
dependent on the syllabic nature of the precedimigltmwing clitics. And this, as we think,
was the main reason for its retention.

Further on when initial ‘h’ was dropped and a neamant of the pronoun appeared it
was first associated with specific prosodic streegubut later a process similar to lexical
diffusion came to the fore and the new pronominatiant spread on to other prosodic
structures (Kazansky 2004 : 100-101 et passim). émig after that in the Middle English
period due to sociolinguistic factors ‘it'’ gainduetupper hand and superseded ‘hit’ in some
dialects.



To concludeit is to be said that different factors influenced thecess of ‘h-
omission’. As noted in Milroy 1983 «we are in a #&nposition to the medical researcher
who may be able to isolate a number of relevantiofacn the aethiology of a disease but
cannot specify a single cause» (Milroy 1983 : Bi®}his paper we have tried to single out the
only cause that was the driving force behind thgiorof a new variant of the ‘hit’ pronoun.
Not excluding all the possibilities we suppose thatial ‘h-omission’ depended on the
instability of syllabic boundaries and length oktpreceding vowels. Variation of ‘hit-it’
pronouns can be best described in terms of prossidicture variation. This process took
place during the late or transition period in tiedry of Old English.
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