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Introduction (i) 

 Middle English “exhibits by far the greatest diversity in 

written language of  any period before or since”, where 

“variability was very wide-ranging at every linguistic 

level: spelling, morphology, syntax and lexicon” (Baugh 

1959; McIntosh 1989; Milroy 1992; Smith 1999). 

 Middle English dialects: 

 Kentish 

 Southern 

 East Midlands 

 West Midlands 

 Northern 

 



Introduction (ii) 

 Translation of  scientific treatises into the vernacular in 

the 14th and 15th centuries. 

 According to Laing (2004), there were three types of  

scribes or copyists: 

1. Literatim 

2. Translator 

3. Mixer 

 Due to this, it is usual to find different versions of  the 

same text, depending on the area in which it was 

translated and the dialectal provenance of  the scribe. 

 



Introduction (iii) 

 Dialectology looks at three analytical planes: diachronic, 

diatopic and diastratic. 

 Different approaches have been made to Middle English 

dialectology: 

 Oakden (1930) 

 Moore, Meech and Whitehall (1935) 

 McIntosh et al. (1986) 



Introduction (iv) 

 Oakden (1930): 

 He studied only 45 items. 

 His work was just a prelude to a detailed study of  

alliterative poetry. 

 Moore, Meech and Whitehall (1935): the first serious 

approach. McIntosh found some shortcomings though: 

 The number of  selected items was too small. 

 The selection of  texts was not appropriate. 

 They covered such a wide chronological spread that 

linguistic differences due to chronological factors were 

confused with genuine dialectal. 



Introduction (v) 

 McIntosh et al. (1986): 

 It covers England and some parts of  Wales in the period 

1350-1450. 

 

 The Linguistics Atlas of  Late Middle English provides us 

with a frame of  reference for isolating and classifying 

those types of  language that are less obviously dialectal, 

and can thus cast light on the probable sources of  written 

standard English that appears in the fifteenth century 

(Samuels 1989: 66). 



Methodology (i) 

 Transcription 

 Tagging 



Methodology (ii) 

 Generation of  a lemma-based list of  allographs 

 Fit-technique: 

1. A questionnaire is designed. 

2. Those words are placed in the dot maps. 

3. The results are compared with the item maps. 

4. Those items that have not been plotted are checked against 

the county dictionary. 

 A linguistic analysis is carried out in order to support 

and corroborate the results obtained. 



The text 



Dialectal analysis (i) 

 Items from the general section of  LALME were taken 

and, as they pointed out to the South, some items from 

the southern part of  the atlas were also taken.  

 

 Two basic principles: 

 The degree to which items display regional variation 

 The frequency 

 

 



Dialectal analysis (ii) 

 The items in the designed questionnaire pointed to the 

Southern part of  the country: Norfolk, Suffolk, Essex, 

London and Hertfordshire. 

 

 This area was narrowed using the item maps of  LALME, 

from which another 11 items were taken. 

 



Dialectal analysis (iii) 

 The morphology of  these words led us to the conclusion 

that W290 is likely to have been written somewhere to 

the north of  River Thames in the county of  Essex, 

nearby the city of  Chelmsford, thus following the 

conventions of  the East Midlands dialect.  

 Actually, the linguistic profile of  the text under scrutiny 

happens to be very similar to those of  6310 and 6350 in 

LALME, which also belong to that geographic area.  

 

 Even though the analysis that has been carried out leads 
us to state that W290 seems to have been written in the 
county of  Essex, one can never be completely sure 
whether the scribe was actually a native speaker of  that 
zone or, on the contrary, whether he acquired his habits 
of  written language therein (Crespo and Lezcano-
González (1999). 

 



Linguistic analysis (i) 

 Linguistic analysis can sometimes confirm, sometimes 

refute, modify or even confuse textual or historical 

evidence, but it always adds something to our knowledge 

of  a scribe and his work (Laing 1988). 

 

 In the case of  the present investigation, the linguistic 

analysis comes to corroborate the results obtained in the 

dialectal analysis. 



Linguistic analysis (ii) 



Conclusions 

 The present analysis suggests that W290 is likely to have 

been written in the south-eastern part of  Great Britain, 

somewhere to the north of  River Thames, near 

Chelmsford, in the county of  Essex, thus following the 

conventions of  the East Midlands dialect. 

 

 In addition, the results have been supported and 

corroborated by the linguistic analysis. 
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