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Abstract

This thesis examines the variation and change in reflexive pronouns from Old
English into Early Modern English covering the period circa 800 to 1639. In
Old English the locally bound reflexive form was identical to the ordinary per-
sonal pronoun e.g. him, but at the start of the Middle English Period a new
morphologically complex form emerged e.g. himself.

Using data drawn from syntactically annotated corpora of Old English,
Middle English and Early Modern English, the distribution of the two reflexive
forms is quantitatively compared in order to detail the variation between the two
forms and the nature of the change from the old form to the new.

Examination of reflexives in Old English suggests that the origin of the
new reflexive is the old reflexive plus the intensifier. By comparing the rates of

such constructions in Old English, with the rates of the new reflexive in Middle
English, I demonstrate that the frequencies remain broadly stable, suggesting
that there is not a significant change between the two periods.

Similarly I provide evidence via multivariate analysis that the same factors
determine the distribution of reflexive versus reflexive plus intensifier in Old
English as determine the old reflexive versus the new reflexive in Middle English.
I therefore advance the theory that the new reflexive in Middle English remains
semantically decomposable into reflexive and intensifier. Therefore in Old and
Middle English there is really only one reflexive pronoun (Aim) which may or
may not co-occur with the intensifier.

The frequency of the ‘new reflexive’ forms increases in Early Modern Eng-
lish, until by the middle of this period they account for nearly all cases of local
binding. This change is explained via two processes; firstly an alteration in the
feature specification of pronominals which means that they can no longer func-
tion reflexively and secondly the loss of the meaning of the intensifier which is

subsequently reanalysed as a morphological element signalling coreference.
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Chapter 1

Introduction: Questions and
Methodology

1.1 Introduction

This thesis traces the development of the form of the reflexive pronoun from
Old English (OE, ¢.800 — ¢.1150) into Early Modern English (EMODE, ¢.1500
- ¢.1800). During this period of time, the reflexive form changes from being
morphologically and phonetically identical to the ordinary personal proriouns
(e.g. me, him; henceforth HIM will be used to represent reflexively used personal
pronouns), into the morphologically complex form found in Present-Day English
(PDE, ¢.1800 — onwards) (e.g. myself, himself, henceforth X-SELF). This change
can be seen in the difference between the reflexively used OE pronoun unc ‘us’

and its PDE translation ourselves in (1).!

(1) Wit unc wid hronfixas werian pohton.
We us against whale-tusk defend thought.

‘We thought to defend ourselves against whale-tusk.’
(cobeowul,18.539.458)

The literature suggests that the X-SELF form is created at the start of the
Middle English period (ME, ¢.1150 — ¢.1500) (e.g. see Penning 1875; Farr 1905:
Visser 1963; Mitchell 1985; -van Gelderen 2000; Ogura 2001; Keenan 2002; Lange
2003). Following the creation of X-SELF, there is a significant period (400-500
years) of variation between the two forms. An example of this variation from the

same text and with the same verb is provided in (2).

lFor the reader’s convenience reflexives are underlined in the examples throughout this

chapter.
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(2) a. Wyp pe tokene he gan  hym blesse.
With the token he began him bless.

‘With the token he began to bless himself.’
(H. Synne line 3875, Keenan 2002)?

b. Hys ry3t hand vp he lyfte and blessede hym-self stediastly.
His right hand up he lifted and blessed himself steadfastly.

‘He lifted his right hand up and blessed himself steadfastly.’
(H. Synne line 3588, Keenan 2002)

This period of variation ends when X-SELF takes over (almost) all cases
of local binding and conversely the ordinary personal pronouns (HIM) cease to
be used reflexively (except in a few isolated uses). Within the literature, this
change is dated to around 1500 (the end of ME/start of EMODE) (see e.g. Spies
1897: 155; Mustanoja 1960: 153; Visser 1963: §454; Brunner 1965: 123- 124)

The main empirical and theoretical aims of this thesis are:

(i) to quantitatively compare the frequency of occurrence of HIM and X-SELF

in order to chart the processes of variation and change within the reflexive

construction,

(ii) to use multivariate analysis (GoldVarb, Robinson et al. 2001) to establish

~ the factors which aftect the variation between these two forms, and

(iii) to use the significant factors to advance and inform an analysis of reflexives
in earlier English i.e. why did a new reflexive form develop, why did it
supersede the old reflexive form, and how can the variation be accounted

for under the current syntactic assumptions of the Minimalist Programme
(Chomsky 2000, 2001, 2004)? '

The purpose of the remainder of this chapter is to establish (i) the main
research questions tackled by this thesis and (ii) the methodology employed in
tackling these questions. §1.2 discusses the origins of the OE system, before
brieﬂy outlining the reflexive system in each of the three periods under consid-
eration in this work (OE, ME, and EMODE), §1.3 outlines previous work on
the topic, §1.4 raises a series of theoretical questions, and §1.5 presents (brief)
details of the methodology which will be used to address these questions. Finally
in §1.6 I provide an outline of the remainder of this thesis.

Tn this chapter examples from the literature are used in order to illustrate points. Examples

in other chapters are extracted from electronic corpora. For details of these corpora and how

the data was extracted see Appendices A-E.
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1.2 Overview of the development of reflexives in
English

This section is broken into two sub-sections. The first sub-section (§1.2.1) dis-
cusses the roots of the OE reflexive system by discussing the languages from
which OE descends. It also includes an outline of developments in languages
which share the same origins as OE. The second sub-section (§1.2.2) provides a

brief outline of the development of the reflexive form in English.

1.2.1 The origin of the Old English system

OE is the language descended from the Germanic tribes of the Angles, Saxons
and Jutes who invaded and subsequently settled in Britain from the early fifth
century. The invaders originated from the areas now known as Modern Denmark,
Schlegswig-Holstein, and the northern coastal areas of the Netherlands. Their
language(s) was descended from ‘Low Germanic’, from which the present-day
languages of Dutch (and the related Afrikaans) and Frisian are also descended.

In the language family tree, ‘Low Germanic’ is a sister to ‘High Germanic’
from which Modern German and Yiddish are descended. Together, Low and
High Germanic make up the West Germanic family. West Germanic is a sister
to East and North Germanic.® The East Germanic family comprises the modern
language of Gothic, whereas the North Germanic family comprises the modern
Scandinavian languages of Danish, Icelandic, Norwegian and Swedish. All of
these language families descend from Proto-Germanic, which in turn descends
from Proto-Indo European (PIE).

Lehmann (1974: 128) doubts that there were reflexive pronouns in PIE.*
Instead he suggests that reflexivity in PIE was expressed via a verbal affix * s(w).
He suggests that the pronominal reflexives developed as the dialects/languages
developed and changed from Object-Verb (OV) order to Verb-Object (VO) order
(Lehmann 1974: 130, 207). This theory is based on language typology; according
to Lehmann only VO languages have pronominal reflexives.

Whilst in the history of English, English changes from OV to VO (see e.g.
van Kemenade 1987; Pintzuk 1991; van der Wurft 1997; Fischer et al. 2000), the
same motivation for change is not evident. Firstly, OE uses pronominal reflexives

and there is no sign of reflexive verbal affixes. Secondly, it is not the case that

3There is not a South Germanic branch.
1The term ‘reflexive pronouns’ refers to both reflexively used ordinary personal pronouns

as well as pronominal forms which only function reflexively.
°A reflexive verbal affix is found in earlier Scandinavian alongside reflexive pronouns (see

e.g. Faarlund 1994: 53; Hopper 1975: 37; Valfells 1970: 81-82; Geniusiene 1987: 299-300).
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changes in word order increase the likelihood of self and the reflexive occurring
together, since they occur together regardless of whether or not they occur before
or after the verb. '
Contra Lehmann (1974), Hermodsson (1952) and Ogura (1989b) suggest
that PIE did have pronominal reflexives. They suggest personal pronouns func-
tioned reflexively in first and second person constructions, but a special reflexive
pronominal was used when the construction was third person. This special re-

flexive pronoun inflected for Case but not person or number: accusative (* se),®

genitive (*sewe, *sei), and dative (*seb'i or *sio).” These forms are said to have
developed from an adjective *sew(e) meaning ‘own’.® Hermodsson (1952: 32)
suggests that the se-pronouns were not exclusively reflexive, but they also had
an intensifying meaning.” In fact, he suggests that these forms were not only
more commonly used with the intensification reading, but that the intensification
reading existed before the reflexive meaning. The Modern German reflexive sich
is directly descended from these PIE se-forms, but the intensification reading
has been lost. This suggests that a pattern of development might be that an
intensifier turns into a reflexive, and after a period where both the intensifier
and the reflexive are used, the intensifier meaning is lost and only the reflexive
form remains. |

Proto-Germanic maintains the PIE system and continues to use the first
and second person pronominals reflexively as well as the special third person
form. The forms for the latter were accusative *sik and the dative *sis (Lock-
wood 1965: 21; Chambers and Wilkie 1970: 124; Faltz 1985: 269-272; Ogura
1989a: 2; Peitsara 1997: 280; van Gelderen 2000: 28).

One suggestion for this person split comes from Lehmann (1974: 207) who
claims that the specialised form only occurs in the third person because the
change towards this method of reflexivity occurred late within the development
of the language and it was thus incomplete. This makes two predictions: (i)
change in reflexive forms starts with the third person and, (ii) there should be

languages where the change is complete and hence there is a special reflexive for

all persons.

SFollowing standard conventions reconstructed forms are marked with an asterisk.
"There was not a nominative form, as might be expected from the general lack of nominative

reflexives in the world’s languages, the subsequent developments in the Germanic languages,

and the meaning of reflexives.
8Numerous researchers have noted that the origin of many reflexives are words denoting

possession e.g. own, or relate to body parts such as the head, arms etc. (Moravcsik 1972; Safir

1996: Schladt 1999; Cohen 2004). |
°For the similarity of the OE intensifier self and agen ‘own’ see Ogura (1988, 1989a, 1989b).

For more on the link between intensifiers and reflexives see §6.4.1.
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English might provide evidence for both of these predictions as numerous
researchers have suggested that the development in English began with the third
person, before proceeding to the second person, and finally to the first person
(van Gelderen 2000; Vezzosi 2002; Lange 2003). However, other researchers have

suggested that this is not the case (Peitsara 1997; Sinar 2005). '
A more fundamental problem for Lehman’s account, is that there is no

reason why the languages descended from this system would not -or could not-
continue with a process of change. Whilst a division is made in terms of the
label applied to the language (or even a given time period within a language),
it is not the case that these boundaries necessarily coincide with the timings of
a particular change. Furthermore, Lehman’s account provides no motivation for
why the third person forms should change first.

Other suggestions for the person split are based on modern languages de-
scended from this earlier system as it seems likely that the same mechanisms
may have been operative in the languages of their origin. One suggestion is that
a person distinction arose and is maintained due to the need to disambiguate
the reflexive and disjoint readings in the third person but not in the first and
second persons (Penning 1875; Siemund 1997). Another suggestion -which is
not necessarily mutually exclusive from the previous one- concerns the featural
composition of the different pronominals. The idea here is that third person pro-
nouns have different features to first and second person pronouns, which allow
the latter but not the former to function reflexively (van Gelderen 1999, 2000).

In the remainder of this section, I examine the development in the languages
of the West Germanic family branch. The systems of the modern languages are
discussed in detall in chapter 3.

Old High Germanic maintained the special reflexive forms in the third
person. These forms were the accusative sth and the genitive sin. There was
not a dative form. 1st and 2nd person pronouns continued to function as the
reflexive (see e.g. Lockwood 1965: 21; Chambers and Wilkie 1970: 124).

However, in Low Germanic the special reflexive was lost; for early Dutch
see e.g. Gardiner (1927:40); Hermodsson (1952: 263); Faltz (1985: 210), Old
Low German (spoken in North Germany) see e.g. Lockwood (1965: 43), and
early Frisian see e.g. Geniusiene (1987: 240); Hoekstra and Tiersma (1994: 515).
Motivation for this loss is not provided within the literature which generally
concentrates on explaining the creation of new specialised reflexive forms, rather

than their demise. One reason for their loss might simply have been analogy with

the first and second person forms, where a special retlexive was not required. This

10For more discussion of person distinctions in the history of English see both the following

section, and chapter 3, in particular §5.3.2.
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1S opposite to the general direction of development of reflexives observed in the
literature. Therefore it is in Low Germanic that we find the origin of the OE

system; ordinary personal pronouns functioned reflexively.
In their Middle Periods, both Dutch and Low German borrowed the spe-

cial reflexive forms from Middle High German. For Dutch see Hermodsson
(1952: 263); Everaert (1986: 3); Burridge (1992: 160) and Schutter (1994: 462);
for German see Lockwood (1965: 43) and Chambers and Wilkie (1970: 124). Like

the source language, they only used these forms for the third person.

The following motivations for borrowing are found within the literature:
borrowing a prestige form to disambiguate disjoint and coreferential readings
(Michel Verhagen, p.c.), a change in the ¢-feature composition of Dutch third
person pronouns meant they could no longer function reflexively, therefore a new
form was required (Postma and Verhagen 2004), or restructuring of the Case

system meant that a new form was required (Burridge 1992: 158-159).

'1.2.1.1 Conclusion

Study of the earlier forms of the languages most closely related to English, suggest
the following motivations for change in the form of the reflexive from ordinary

personal pronoun to a specialised reflexive form:

e Borrowing prompted by the prestige of the language from which the feature

was borrowed.

e Borrowing prompted by the need to disambiguate third person construc-

tions.

e Borrowing following a change in the features of the pronominal resulting

in it no longer being able to function reflexively.

As earlier English was in frequent contact with the languages of Old Norse (ON),
(Norman) French (F), and Latin (L) the issue of borrowing will be discussed

briefly in §§4.3.3.1 and 5.1.1!
In the discussion of PIE and Proto-Germanic an alternative to borrowing

was suggested. Hermodsson (1952) suggests a link between the specialised re-
flexive form and intensifiers. It might therefore be possible that the reflexive
developed from the intensifier, and that in later stages the intensification read-

ing was lost. However, this does not explain why this process should happen;

11Vezzosi (2002) has recently suggested that the reflexive developed under the influence of
Celtic. I find this an unlikely explanation since among other things, there is no evidence for a

dialectal difference which would be expected under such an analysis.
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why should there be a link between intensifiers and reflexives and why should

the intensification reading subsequently be lost? These questions are discussed

further in chapters 3, 5 and 6.

1.2.2 Old English and beyond

In OF ordinary personal pronouns function as the reflexive, both as an object
of a verb (OBJV) as in (3) and as an object of a preposition (OBJP) as in (4)
(see e.g. Penning 1875: 8; Visser 1963: §§426-478; Mitchell 1985: §§265-278; van
Gelderen 2000: chapter 1; Keenan 2002: 331).

(3) Hine,/; he, beweradh mid waepnum.
Him  he defended with weapons.

‘He,; defended him,;,; with weapons.’

or: ‘He; defended himself;,,; with weapons.’
(EGram 96.11, Siemund 1997: 44)

(4) Fordon ic me on hafu bord and byrnan.
Therefore I me on have shield and coat-of-mail.

‘Therefore I shall have on me/myself a shield and coat of armour.’
(Beowulf, 2523-4, van Gelderen 1999: 191, my translation)

Since the reflexive and the pronominals are homophonous, there are two
potential interpretations for examples like (3) as shown in the two different trans-
lations; one where hine ‘him’ is an ordinary personal pronoun, and hence disjoint
from the subject, and the other where hine ‘him’ is a reflexive pronoun, and hence
co-referential with the subject.!? '

Hopper (1975: 37-38) suggests that syntactic position is used to distinguish

these two interpretations:

...] the reflexive hine is placed immediately before the rest of the
verbal complex, while the personal pronoun occurs towards the head

(i.e. beginning) of the clause with other pronouns.

A thorough examination of the position of different types of pronominals would
be a thesis in itself, but a brief survey of the corpora used in this work (see
§1.5.1) suggests that there are not exclusive surface positions for the reflexive
pronoun (or vice-versa). It seems likely that future research may demonstrate

that there are positions in which a reflexively used pronominal more frequently

12Within this thesis indices are used in examples where it is necessary to distinguish a
particular reading from possible alternatives. Since indices are ruled out by current Minimalist
assumptions, these are purely orthographic and not theoretical notation.

24



occurs than a disjoint one, and even that there may be a small number of cases
in which there appears to be an exclusive reflexive position (or vice-versa).

For example, recent work by Taylor (2006: 116-117) and Harris (2006: 38-
39) suggest that reflexivity may be a factor in determining whether or not the
pronominal object of a preposition occurs either before or after the preposition.
Taylor (2006: 116) provides evidence from multivariate analysis that reflexive
pronouns more frequently occur postpositionally (before the preposition) in texts
translated from Latin, although disjoint pronominals also occur in this position.
Harris (2006: 38-39) examines extraposed PPs and shows that whilst all 28
examples with non-reflexive pronouns are of the order Preposition followed by
pronoun, when the pronominal is reflexive 4 examples have the pronoun before
the preposition and 4 examples have the pronoun after the preposition. These ef-
fects might be givenness (Taylor 2006: 117), linked to the prepositional type (van
Bergen 2003: 126-127) or to differences in the feature specification of reflexively
used pronouns (see §6.2).

Whilst Harris’s (2006) work suggests that in a small number of cases re-
flexives behave differently to non-reflexive pronouns, it generally seems that all
(surface) positions which are available to the one are available to the other. This
means that for at least the vast majority (if not all) cases, surface position would

not be sufficient to distinguish the two readings.!*

Therefore, it seems that it is context alone which is used to determine
whether the meaning is coreferential or not.!* In the case of (3) the pronominal
is used reflexively and hence strictly only the second translation should apply.
However, not all reflexive constructions would be ambiguous. For first person

constructions such as (4) above and second person constructions as in (5) below,

there is only one possible interpretation — that of co-reference.

(5) Ymbscrydad eow mid Godes waepnunge paet ge magon standan
Clothe you with God’s armour, that you can  stand-firm

ongean deofles syrwungum.
- against devil’s traps.
‘Clothe yourself with God’s armour so that you can stand firm against

L L

13Tt is not clear whether or not a reflexively used pronoun occuples the same syntactic
position as a disjoint pronoun. Since this thesis is concerned with the form of the reflexive,
this is a matter which is left open for future research, and may in part be dictated by the

particular syntactic model employed by the researcher. For a discussion of the feature make-

up of reflexives in comparison to disjoint pronouns see §6.2.
14 A frikaans uses the ordinary personal pronominals reflexively. My informants suggest that

their language is similar to OE in relying on context in order to distinguish which of the
two possible interpretations is intended. See chapter 3 for further details of cross-linguistic

evidence, including further data from Afrikaans in §3.3.2.




the devil’s traps.’
(cocathom?2,+ACHom II, 12.2123.466.2706)

The OE reflexive could occur adjacent to the word self as in (6).1°

(6) Judas hine selfne  aheng.
Judas-NOM him-ACC self-ACC hanged.

‘Judas; hanged himself; himself;’
(ZElfric Hom, ii, 250, 15, Visser (1963: §432b), translation mine)

However previous researchers are unanimous in stating that whilst such con-
structions may represent the origin of the PDE reflexive form, at this stage the
self element 1s not part of the reflexive (e.g. Penning 1875; Farr 1905; Visser
1963; Mitchell 1979; Mossé 1952; Ogura 1988; Peitsara 1997; van Gelderen 1999;
Keenan 2002; Lange 2003). Rather, OE self is considered to be an independent

item which is either a pronoun or an adjective (see §4.3 for further discussion).

Its primary function is as an ‘intensifier’. 16

As shown in the translation, OE self has also been subject to change in its
form (from self into himself). Since the intensifier develops into a form which
is homophonous with the reflexive form several researchers have suggested that
they may either impact each other, or even be part of the same change (e.g.
Penning 1875; Farr 1905; Lange 2003). Therefore I examine the meaning and
distribution of the intensifier in chapter 4 in order to establish the contexts in
which it occurs throughout the stages of English. These contexts are then tested

on the reflexive data in chapter 5 in order to ascertain whether or not there is

evidence for intensification in the complex reflexive form (i.e. X-SELF).

Furthermore, in chapter 6 I examine the development of the complex in-
tensifier and compare it to the development of the reflexive in order to establish
whether or not they represent the same change and/or whether or not the devel-
opment in the one form impacts the development of the other. This is part of a
wider discussion in chapter 6 which concerns the relationship between intensifiers
and reflexives which is shown in this thesis to exist for earlier stages of English
(chapters 2 and 5) and other West-Germanic languages (chapter 3).

According to the literature, the first morphologically complex reflexives (i.e.

X-SELF) occur at the start of the ME period (Ogura 1989b; Peitsara 1997; van

15The translation provided is meant to represent the fact that both the reflexive hine and
the intensifier self have undergone change. The fact that this results in something which is

ungrammatical (or at best awkward) in PDE is discussed further in §§4.3.3.2, 6.3, and 6.4
'®This term is used by Konig and Siemund 2000a whose theoretical account for the meaning

of such forms is adopted in this work. Others use the term ‘emphatic’ (Quirk et al. 1985: 360,
Huddleston and Pullum 2002: 1496-1499) or ‘intensive pronoun’ (Cantrall 1974).
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Gelderen 2000; Keenan 2002§ Lange 2003). The following questions concerning
the development of X-SELF therefore arise:

e Is the timing of this change confirmed in this large scale corpus study?
(chapter 2)

e In what contexts did the new form occur? (chapter 5)

e Why did the intensifier and reflexive combine to create a new reflexive form?
(chapter 4 for the meaning of the intensifier, chapter 6 for the relationship

between reflexives and intensifiers)

e What is/are the motivation(s) for the reflexive to change at this time?

(chapter 2, chapter 6)

e What is the syntactic structure of the new form? (chapter 6)

The creation of this new form leads to a substantial period of variation
between the two forms of the reflexive (HIM and X-SELF), which lasts throughout
the entire ME period and into the EMODE period. Examples of this variation

from ME are given in (7):

(7) a. If he be ranke of blod he will gnappe himsilf and rubbe him
If he be excess of blood he will snap  himself and rub  him

adens be walle.
against the wall.

'If he |a horse| has an excess of blood he will hit himself and rub

himself against the wall.’
(CMHORSES, 89.33)

b. So bat hors will rubbe him-self...
So that horse will rub  himself...

‘So that horse will rub himself...
(CMHORSES, 103.196)

The literature suggests that the second major change in the form of the
reflexive occurs at the end of the ME period/start of the EMODE period (e.g.
Spies 1897: 155; Mustanoja 1960: 153; Visser 1963: §454; Brunner 1965: 123-124).

At this time (around 1500), ordinary personal pronouns (HIM) ceased being used

reﬂexively' (except in isolated uses) and most cases of local binding involved X-

SELF. The PDE complementarity between pronouns and anaphors (or reflexives)

was thus established (8).

(8) a. Ivan; hates * him; / himself;
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b. Ivan; hates him; / * himself;

At this point the following questions arise:

e What is the nature of distribution of the two forms (stable variation, grad-

ual change, catastrophic change)? (chapter 2)
e What factors determine the variation between the two forms? (chapter 5)
e Are these factors attested in other languages? (ché,pter 3)
o Is the timing of this change confirmed by corpus data? (chapter 2)
e Why is HIM lost? (chapter 6) -
e What is the motivation for the timing of this change? (chapter 6)

1o summarise, on the basis of the claims in the existing literature on the
topic of the history of English reflexives, the following distribution and develop-

ment 1s expected:

1. OE used pronouns reflexively (Him).
2. Around 1250 a new reflexive form developed (X-SELF).

3. For a period of 400-500 years both the new form (X-SELF) and the old form

(HIM) were used for the reflexive.

4. Around 1500 the new form (X-SELF) ousted the old form (HIM), establishing
the system found in PDE.

In the next section I briefly examine (i) claims concerning the nature of the
~variation between the two forms, concentrating on claims concerning the nature

~of their distribution (e.g. stable variation, gradual or cataclysmic change) and (ii)

the theoretical accounts which have been proposed for the developments outlined

above.

1.3 Existing literature, remaining questions

There have been several recent accounts of the history of English reflexives which
like this one are both quantitative and theoretical (e.g. Peitsara 1997: van
Gelderen 1999; Keenan 2002; Lange 2003). However these studies argue for
different, sometimes conflicting analyses, frequently suggesting that the data
patterns in a particular way which 1s unsubstantiated elsewhere in the literature.
In this section I outline the answers found within these works for certain empirical

and theoretical questions raised in the previous section.
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1. What is the distribution of the new reflexive form (X-SELF) compared to
the old reflexive form (HIM)?

In other words, following the creation of the X-SELF form is there a period
of (i) stable variation, where the two forms occur at a similar rate, (ii) gradual
change, where the new form slowly increases its frequency at the expense of the
older form, or (iii) rapid change, where the frequency of the new form increases
dramatically?

Some studies suggest that once the new reflexive form (X-SELF) is created,
its frequency of use steadily increases throughout the ME period, until it even-
tually supersedes the old reflexive form (HIM) (e.g. Visser 1963: §454; Peitsara
1997; van Gelderen 2000; Lange 2003). This type of change would be consis-
tent with models of syntactic change which suggest that distributions follow an
s-shaped curve (see discussion in e.g. Bailey 1973; Kroch 1989b, 1994, 2001;
Fischer et al. 2000; Pintzuk et al. 2000; Pintzuk 2003).

However data from Ogura (2001: 33) and Keenan (2002: 346, 2003: 2‘5)
suggest that the relative frequency of X-SELF and HIM remains stable throughout
the ME period. This suggests that there 1s variation between the two forms but
not change. In such circumstances we expect that the variation is governed by
particular constraints e.g. whether or not the reflexive is third person, and that
these remain broadly consistent over time.

If the variation is stable throughout the ME period then the change at the
start of EMODE is a dramatic one, whereby there is a sharp increase 1n the use
of the new variant. This would be consistent with a model of language change
which suggests that change is cataclysmic (e.g. Lightfoot 1979, 1991, 1999) and
that it represents the resetting of a parameter. '

Therefore, these two conflicting views of the distribution in ME result in
different interpretations of the way the reflexive changes; in the first the change is
gradual, whereas in the latter the Change'is rapid and follows a period of stable
variation. The question for this work therefore is: what is the nature of the

change involving the two forms (stable and dramatic, or gradual), and how can

their distribution be explained within models of syntactic change?
2. In what contexts/ where does the new form first appear?

This question is related to questions concerning which factors affect the
distribution of the forms and also why the new form developed. Other ques-
tions which build upon this question would include ‘how and why does the new
form spread from these initial contexts to other contexts?’. Our answer to these

questions would of course partly depend upon whether the distribution shows
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gradual change (i.e. the new form gradually spreading into other contexts) or
rapid change (i.e. a dramatic reanalysis).

In the previous section we saw that PIE and Proto-Germanic had a special
reflexive form in the third person, but not the hirst and second person. On the
basis of suggestions made for the present-day languages of German, Dutch, and
- Frisian, it was suggested that one reason for this might be the ambiguity of third
person constructions (see chapter 3 and also Everaert 1986; Reinhart and Reu-
land 1993; Hoekstra 1994; Reuland 2001; Kiparsky 2002). We have already seen
that a similar ambiguity 1s evident in OE; whilst the third person construction
given in (3) was ambiguous between a coreferential and disjoint reading, the first
and second person constructions given in (4) and (5) respectively, could only be
given the coreferential interpretation.

Given such data, researchers working on the history of English have claimed
that ambiguity was the cause of the development of the new reflexive form (Pen-
ning 1875: 13; Koénig and Siemund 2000a: 63; Vezzosi 2002: 232; Konig and
Vezzosi 2004: 21). Van Gelderen (1996: 111, 2000: 63) provides quantitative
evidence that the third person X-SELF form develops first, although other quari-
titative studies either do not confirm this development (e.g. Keenan 2002), or
suggest that it starts with a different person (e.g. Peitsara 1997 suggests the
development starts with the first person, although she provides no motivation
for why this should be the case).!”

If ambiguity is the cause of the development, these researchers must then
explain why the new reflexive form also occurs with first and second person
constructions. Following Penning (1875: 13), most researchers suggest that the
development proceeds via a process of analogy and that the new reflexive form
spreads from the third person into the second person and then proceeds to the
first person, i.e. the development is 3>2>1.1% Since in other West Germanic lan-
guages the development has not proceeded beyond third person constructions (see
previous section and chapter 3), we may ask ‘why did the form spread/generalise
into first and second person constructions in English, but not other languages?’
~An answer to this question is suggested in §6.5.

Van Gelderen (2000) further suggests that there is a difference with respect
to number, such that the singular forms develop before their plural counterparts.

It is unclear to me why this should be the case if ambiguity is the motivation

171t seems to me that Peitsara (1997) may be being misled by the development of a reflexive

which comprises the genitive pronominal plus self, e.g. myself, as opposed to the oblique

pronoun plus self, e.g. himself. I discuss this development further in §2.2.2.3. |
!8We might term this process ‘pattern generalisation’ following Keenan (2002, 2003), al-

though Keenan does not apply the term in this instance.
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for the change, since third person plural examples should be equally ambiguous
as third person singular ones. I fiind no support for this claim elsewhere in the
literature.

If the change in reflexive form is due to ambiguity then we might expect
that it would begin with objects of verbs (OBJV) and objects of prepositions
(OBJP) simultaneously, since we might expect that both positions would be
equally ambiguous. However numerous researchers have suggested that the new
form develops first as an OBJP (Visser 1963; Ogura 1989b; van Gelderen 1996;
Lange 2003). Again there is disagreement in this respect as other researchers
suggest that it starts in the direct domain of the verb (i.e. OBJV) (Ko6nig and
Siemund 2000a: 52).

An alternative suggestion for the development and distribution of the new
reflexive form concerns the type of verb. Numerous researchers have suggested
that verbs which might be termed ‘other-directed’ are amongst the first construc-
tions to appear with X-SELF, see e.g. Ogura (1989a,b, 2003); Peitsara (1997);
Konig and Siemund (2000a); Vezzosi (2002: 231); Lange (2003: 123).'® The the-
oretical motivation behind this development seems to be the notion that the
objects of transitive verbs are typically interpreted as being disjoint. This is
“discussed under different guises throughout the theoretical literature: ‘the dis-
joint reference principle’ (Farmer and Harnish 1987), ‘the principle of iconicity’
' (Haiman 1983, 1992, 1994; Croft 2003) and ‘the other-directed verb constraint’
(Gast 2004).?° Therefore in the event that a speaker wishes to use a coreferential
object, they must mark it in some way. This may be in terms of morphological
marking e.g. the addition of self, although other languages use other methods
(see discussion in Haiman 1983; Smith 2004).

Linked to the question of the verbal type is the issue of the origin of the
verb. It is well known that during the course of its history English has been
affected by numerous contact-induced changes (from Old Norse (ON) following
the invasions and settlement of the Vikings and from (Norman) French (F) and
Latin (L) following the invasion and subsequent settlement of the Norman French
in 1066). Again there is a mixture of agreement and disagreement over the precise

effect that such languages may have had on the form of the reflexive.

19The term ‘other-directed’ and the classification of verbs is examined further in §3.2 for
cross-linguistic data and §5.2.2.3 for the earlier English data. Further theoretical discussion

can be found in §6.4. .
20See also Comrie (1998); Konig and Siemund (2000a); Kiparsky (2002); Fruhwirth (2003);

Ariel (2004); Haspelmath (2004); Smith (2004) for turther discussion.
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Scholars agree that since the ON reflexive system was similar to the OE
one (e.g. see Faarlund 1994: 48; Barnes 1999: 32, for a description of ON),?!
loanwords appeared with the old reflexive form (HIM) following the pattern of
both the source and the target language. This may have reinforced the use of
HIM throughout the late OE and early ME period (e.g. Ogura 2001: 33; Ogura
2003: 552).

Since ON influence was strongest in the North we might then expect a
difference in terms of the percentage of X-SELF occurring in these texts compared
to those in the South, where ON had less influence. Evidence to this effect is
found in van Gelderen (2000: 56-58,61). However, Farr (1905: 42) suggests the
opposite, claiming that X-SELF started in Northern texts before spreading to

texts from the South.
Some researchers have claimed that French and French/Latin loanwords

occur with the old reflexive form (HIM) (Kerkhof 1982: 74; Ogura 1989b: 58;
Peitsara 1997: 300). However, the effects of translation from Latin into English

are unclear and are only now starting to receive attention within the literature
(e.g. Taylor 2006). Ogura (1989b) suggests that translation from Latin produces
no effect on the choice of either X-SELF or HIM, but Lange (2003: 75) suggests
that texts which are translations from Latin show a higher frequency of X-SELF.
However, the effect reported by Lange might not be one of translation per se,
but rather to do with the style of translation or perhaps the construction types
within those texts i.e. if it is the case that third person forms occur earlier then
any text with lots of third person forms will have more of the new reflexive than
a text which 1s written almost entirely in the first person.

Finally researchers have discussed the effect of the type of text. Penning
(1875: 52) suggests that X-SELF is less preferred in poetry in comparison to prose.
Peitsara (1997), Ogura (1989a, b, 2001, 2003) and Lange (2003: 75) suggest that
religious texts use X-SELF more than non-religious texts.

According to this brief survey on the existing literature the following factors

may influence the choice of the form of the reflexive:

- Language-internal factors: person (1, 2, 3), number (singular or plural),
syntactic position (OBJV or OBJP), verbal type (other-directed or not),
origin of the verb (OE, ON, F, L).

211t is worthy of mention that ON had a special reflexive in the third person alone. It
is possible therefore that if third person constructions do develop X-SELF first that it is not
exclusively due to ambiguity, although this would seem to be the most likely motivation for such
borrowing. Researchers working on earlier Dutch have suggested a similar account; namely the

reflexive form zich was borrowed under contact with neighbouring German dialects in order to

remove ambiguity.
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- External factors: the type of text (religious versus non-religious and trans-

lation versus original work), the origin of the text (North, South, East,

West), and genre (prose versus poetry).

My data was coded for some of these factors and multivariate analysis performed
in order to establish which of them significantly affect the distribution of HIM
versus X-SELF.%2 The results are presented in chapter 5 and discussed in chapter

6.

3. What accounts for the development of the early English system?

We have already seen some of the factors which are considered to have
influenced the development, namely the requirement to disambiguate in the case

of third person constructions and the requirement to mark the object as being co-
referential, altering the expectation that objects should be disjoint. In answering
this question theretore I focus on theoretical accounts for why the form developed

of which there are two main 1deas to be found in the literature.

The first analysis is from van Gelderen (1996, 1999, 2000), who suggests
that X-SELF is created when self is conjoined to the pronominal for the purposes
of disambiguation. Under her analysis this process is one of grammaticalisation
(see e.g. Hopper and Traugott 1993), where the original intensification reading

of self 1s lost and it is reanalysed as a grammatical marker.
Subsequent changes in the distribution of the differing reflexive forms are

related to expansion into other construction types and changes in the feature

composition of pronominals meaning they can no longer function reflexively. For
van Gelderen therefore, the supersedence of X-SELF over HIM in EMODE results
from a gradual process which started with the creation of the new form and ended

when other changes occurred within the syntax which meant that pronominals

could no longer function reflexively.

" 22The listed factors which I did not code for were genre and the origin of the verb. The
corpora used only allow comparison of poetry and prose for the OE period. As there is
significantly less data and less variation within the poetry I discuss the frequency of occurrence
in §2.3.2 and omit this data from the discussion of factors in chapter 5. Comparison of poetry
and prose for the later periods is left for future research. I did not code for origin of the verb
as other factors which may have suggested such an influence (i.e. whether or not the text was
translated) did not prove to be significant. However, I did note that in my data loanwords can
occur with both HIM and X-SELF, the precise frequencies however are left for future research.
In addition to the factors listed above the data was coded for sub-period, the referent type (an
indicator of whether or not there is intensification - see chapter 3), whether or not the reflexive
came before or after the finite verb, the type of the subject (pronominal, nominal, or null),

whether or not the sentence is negative, and the preposition type.
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The second analysis is from Keenan (2002, 2003), who suggests that X-
SELF is created due to semantic similarity of the pronominal and self.?> Keenan
suggests that the motivation would be that a combined form would cut down
on the computational load. Under his account self is not semantically bleached,
and the form X-SELF is not grammaticalised in early ME when it is first created.

Therefore under Keenan'’s account subsequent changes in the reflexive relate
to the loss of the meaning of the self component of the X-SELF form. For him,
‘the change in EMODE is a result of the loss of the meaning of SELF, coupled
with the loss of a particular construction which could take non-argumental co-
referential pronouns (such pronouns are termed pleonastic which means ‘the use

of more words than necessary’, or ‘useless’).?*

1.4 Theoretical issues

The standard account for the distribution of pronominals and reflexives in gen-
erative syntax is the Binding Theory of Chomsky (1981):%°

(9) CONDITION A: Anaphors must be bound in their governing category.

CONDITION B: Pronouns must be free in their governing category.
CONDITION C: An R expression must be free.

The binding conditions outlined in (9) depend on the following definitions:

Binding: An anaphor or pronoun is bound if it is c-commanded by a cate-

gory bearing an identical referential index.

C-command: o c-commands 3 if  does not dominate § and every v that
dominates o dominates 4. (Chomsky and Lasnik 1993: 518)

Conditions A and B require pronouns and anaphors to be in complementary
distribution (as is the case for PDE as shown in (8) above, repeated here as (10)).
In other words, Condition A requires that the anaphor himself is bound (i.e. co-
referential with the subject) but Condition B requires that pronominals such as

him cannot be bound (i.e. be co-referential with the subject). The reverse results

in ungrammaticality.

23There is an additional issue here with respect to precisely which pronoun and which form

of self combine. I ignore this issue in this introductory chapter, but return to it in §6.4.
24These forms are are discussed further in §2.3.5.1. See also Penning 1875; Farr 1905; Visser

1963; Mitchell 1979, 1985.
25There is a rich theoretical literature which exists on this topic. Discussion will necessarily

be limited due to scope, time and space.
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(10) a. Ivan, hates * him; / himself;

b. Ivan; hates him; / * himself,

The early English data pose two main problems for such a theory; firstly
Condition B rules out the use of reflexively used pronouns and secondly Condition
A makes no provision for variation in the form of the anaphor. Whilst variation
in the form of a reflexive is not explicitly ruled out by Condition A, the use of
more than one reflexive form is not necessarily expected and nor is its distribution
predicted. With respect to the first problem, we might wonder ‘Why do early
English pronouns not violate Condition B?’. There seem to be two likely answers:
either Condition B does not exist in earlier English, or Condition B requires

modification.
Two further theoretical issues are raised by the Minimalist syntactic frame-

work adopted in this work (Chomsky 1993, 1995, 2000, 2001, 2004). The first is
a theory internal matter of how to express the Binding Theory in a framework
which has removed many of the core components upon which Binding Theory
relies (e.g. indices, the notion of government). '

The operations available within the strongly derivational approach of Min-
imalism comprise MERGE, AGREE and MOVE. The purpose of all three of these
operations is to value unvalued features. The system works broadly as follows:
Syntactic structures are derived from the bottom-up. Items within a numeration
are selected and inserted into the structure using the process of MERGE, the

process which builds syntactic structures. The process of AGREE is used in order

to establish relationships between valued or interpretable features, and unvalued

or uninterpretable features. Recent Minimalist accounts (e.g. Hornstein 2001;
Kayne 2002; Zwart 2002; Lee-Schoenfeld 2004; Heinat 2006; Hicks 2006) of Bind-
ing Theory are discussed in §3.4 and applied to the earlier English data in §§6.4

and 6.5.
The second theoretical issue is how syntactic variation can be accounted for

within such a framework. Previous studies of syntactic variation have suggested
that an individual might have two different, competing grammars which result in
different syntactic outputs (Kroch 1989a,b) whereas others have suggested that
speakers might have multiple parametric settings (Henry 1995). Since the frame-
work uses morphosyntactic features in order to drive the syntactic operations,
all cases of variation must emanate from the distribution of morphosyntactic
features (see e.g. Adger and Smith 2005). Therefore under a Minimalist account
there are not two different grammars or parametric settings, but two different
morphosyntactic features which essentially allow the phonology to vary but the

semantics to remain the same. These issues are discussed turther in chapter 6.
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1.5 Methodology

In chapter 2, the development of the two reflexive forms is traced quantitatively
across three broad periods, OE, ME and EMODE. However the EMODE period
1S not studied in the same depth as the earlier periods. There are two main
reasons for this; firstly, establishing and coding the data set is a lengthy and
time-consuming process (see below, and also more specific details in §§2.3.1 and
5.1 ahd Appendix E). Secondly, the main purpose of this thesis is to examine
the change from HIM to X-SELF and the variation which exists between these two
forms. Therefore, whilst in chapter 2, I examine the two forms of the reflexive
for Early Modern English up to 1639 in order to establish the timing of the
second change (i.e. when X-SELF takes over reflexive functions), the data is not
coded for additional factors and multivariate analysis is not performed (chapter
5). Moreover, whilst both poetic and prose texts are examined in terms of their
overall distribution in OE (chapter 2), I do not consider the poetic texts further
in chapter 5 as there is little variation in the forms.

In this section I detail which corpora are used in this study (§1.5.1), the

limitations of these corpora and the general limitations of historical work (§1.5.2),
and basic details of the treatment of the data (§1.5.3).

1.5.1 The early English corpora

The historical English data is drawn from four syntactically annotated corpora
of earlier English: for OE, the York-Toronto-Helsinki Parsed Corpus of OE Prose
(YCOE; Taylor et al. 2003) and the York-Helsinki Parsed Corpus of OE Poetry
(YPC; Pintzuk and Plug 2001), for ME, the second edition of the Penn-Helsinki
Parsed Corpus of Middle English (PPCMEZ2; Kroch and Taylor 2000) and for
EMODE, the Penn-Helsinki Parsed Corpus of Early Modern English (PPCEME:;
Kroch et al. 2004). A list of texts contained within each Corpus can be found in
- Appendices A-D. Each corpus was searched using the CorpusSearch Programme

(Randall 2003); a selection of the query files for each corpus can be found in Ap-
pendix E. There are variations in the corpus annotations, necessitating different
corpus queries for each period which are detailed further below and in Appendix

E.
One advantage of the use of such large-scale corpora is that it allows data
to be drawn from a wider selection of texts than has hitherto been possible,

meaning that the findings are more representative than was possible in previous

studies. An indication of the size of the relevant corpora is provided in Table
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1.1.2°

-
Corpus Number of Words

— |
YCOE 1.5 million

YPC 70 thousand
PPCME2 | 1.5 million

PPCEME | 1.2 million

Table 1.1: The approximate number of words within each corpus (the YCOE,
the YPC, the PPCME2 and the PPCEME).

Texts within each period (OE, ME and EMODE) are further subcategorised
by the date of their manuscript in order to compare different stages of the lan-
guage and check for any sign of linguistic change. For the YCOE the texts are
dated using those given in Ker (1954) and divided into 3 periods following divi-
sions established in other works (e.g. Wallage 2005). For the PPCME2 the data
1s divided into four sub-periods following the corpus documentation. Texts are
assigned to each sub-period by the date of the manuscript,*’ also found within
the corpus documentation. Only the first two sub-periods of the PPCEME are
used for the quantitative work. Again, I follow the corpus documentation in
assigning texts to these periods.”® The dates for each of these sub-periods are
provided in Table 1.2.

For some texts the YCOE contains more than one manuscript version. Only
one manuscript version is included in the quantitative study, but manuscripts are
compared for variations. The text ‘Honorius of Autun, Elucidarium’ (coeluc) is
excluded from the analysis of OF as it is included in the PPCME2 as part of the
‘Kentish Homilies’ (CMKENTHO). The PPCME2 contains one poetic text (‘The

Ormulum’ CMORM) which is excluded from this study on the basis of genre.
All of the PPCEME texts are included for the period(s) under consideration.

WPCEME data the numbers are reduced accordingly. The

total number of words for all three periods in the PPCEME is almost 1.8 million.
271 discuss the problems of classification in the following sub-section. In §2.3.5.2 I provide

details of alternative classifications in order to show that the same distributional patterns for

reflexives are found regardless of the criterion used to classify the texts.
28For the discussion of intensifiers I use all sub-periods of the PPCEME as these elements

are tagged within the corpus, making data collection swift. Therefore we might add EMODE3
1640-1710 to Table 1.2.
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Period Dates

"OFE1 Pre-950
OE2 | 950-1050 |
OE3 1050-1150
ME1 1150-1250
ME2 1250-1350 |
ME3 | 1350-1420
ME4 | 1420-1500

EMODEL | 1500-1569 |
EMODE2 | 1570-1639 |

Table 1.2: Dates of the sub-periods within each corpus (the YCOE, the PPCME2
and the PPCEME). ‘ '
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1.5.2 Problems and limitations

Grouping texts together into sub-periods raises several issues for the researcher.
Firstly, grouping texts together in this manner ignores individual variation (see
e.g. Mazzon 2004), although we can counter this by checking for any texts which
show significantly different patterns to others within each period.

A more difficult problem for the historical data concerns the dating of
texts. Firstly, Medieval texts are hard to date (or localise) since this information
s rarely given within the text and secondly, the problem is compounded by the
methods of manuscript production. Since methods of printing text were not
available until the 15th century, manuscripts were copied by hand by scribes.
Scribal practices varied depending upon the scribe and the purpose/audience of
the copy they were making.

According to the typology of scribal behaviour which has been developed
since the publication of volume one of the Linguistic Atlas of Late Medieval
English (MclIntosh et al. 1986) and various earlier seminal articles by Mclntosh
(1963, 1974), some scribes copied ‘cursively’, essentially translating the text into
their own language/dialect. This may have been a dialect significantly later
than the original, a different dialect to the original, or even both. An example
of this is provided by Smith (1986), who states that when comparing Caxton’s
text of ‘Malory’ with a modern editor’s version there are numerous differences

particularly in terms of spelling. Other scribes copied ‘literatim’, which is to say

letter by letter preserving the original forms. This is exemplified in the Cotton
Manuscript of ‘The Owl and the Nightingale’ where there are two distinct spelling
systems although a single Hand has written the text (see Atkins 1922). Finally,
some scribes produced a mixture of the two or a mixture is found within the
same text when more than one scribe has been involved with the production of
the copy. The language of such manuscripts is called ‘mischsprache’ following
Tolkien (1929) and is evident in the Cotton Manuscript version of the ‘Ancrene
Riwle’. So there is a very real question concerning the origin and date of the
language of the manuscript. Without careful examination of the history of each

manuscript this is difficult to determine, although it may have an effect upon the

overall results.
This problem is particularly evident in the classification of texts within the

PPCME?2 since the documentation indicates that the manuscript and composi-
tion dates' for some texts fall into different sub-periods. The texts are CMAELRS3,
CMAELR4, CMEDTHOR, CMGAYTRY, CMHILTON, CMJULNOR, CMLA-
MBx1, CMMIRK, CMROLLEP, CMROLLTR, CMROYAL, CMTRINIT, and
CMVICES4. Unless the researcher can spend time looking at the complex his-
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tories of each of these texts, they are faced with three alternatives. The first
is to exclude these texts from the analysis. Whilst this removes the problem of
classification, it further narrows the range of data available. Hence, it possible we
would like to include the data in order to maximise the data we have available.
Therefore we might either classify these texts under their composition date and
risk dating a change earlier by including amongst the period later forms, or c<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>