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Both in English and in Dutch the former 2pl. prondwas (also) become a 2sg.
form, giving rise to so-called ‘horizontal homoplbdriCysouw 2003). In
contemporary varieties of both languages, howearagvative 2pl. pronouns
have caused the homophony to disappear. This papees that the mere
emergence of these pronouns is not a means ofrirgstthe number
distinction in the second person. Their rapid diifun, however, can be
attributed to their non-ambiguous statasr(tra Croft 2000).

1. Views on language change: ‘Darwinian’ vs. ‘Lamarckan’

There seems to be a discrepancy in which most wiarkvariationist
sociolinguistics and mainstream historical lingigistexplain language change.
On the one hand, explanations formulated in théatianist tradition highlight
the tendency in speakers to accommodate to otleakeps’ language usage (e.g.
in situations of language or dialect contact), ¢bgr creating innovations in a
language or taking over variants from prestige et@$s. On the other hand,
mainstream historical linguistic work suggests athgra of system-internal,
‘functional’ factors to be relevant, which comedifferent formats, ranging from
parameter settings over markedness constraintsaigeufrequenciésHence it is
implied that language change is strongly constrdhibg the structure of the
linguistic system. In both disciplines, there iseovhelming evidence for the
relevance of, respectively, social and functioredtdrs in language change.

1 Gunther De Vogelaer is a postdoctoral reseaitdwief the Flemish Fund for Scientific Research
(FWO-Vlaanderen). Comments may be semgunther.devogelaer@ugent.be

2 Of course, the term ‘functional’ carries differeneanings in linguistics. | take it here to be a
synonym of ‘system-internal’.
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Hence an adequate theory of language change neé@usotporate both types of
explanations, and ideally it also includes a donsif labour between social
explanations for language change, and functionaso®ne recent attempt to
provide such a division of labour comes from C¥@f®00), who thereby adopts
the classic dialectological insight that differenéchanisms and tendencies may
be at work in the emergence of variants (or ‘aéudt and in the diffusion. This
is, for instance, pointed out by Weinreich, Labov Kerzog (1968), who
distinguish the actuation problem from the traonsitproblem, the former having
to do with emergence, the second with diffusionof@ (2000) motivation to
adopt this distinction comes from evolutionary bgy: in the Darwinian view
on biological evolution, different mechanisms indegply for the emergence of
variation, which is essentially random, and foes&bn, where a ‘survival of the
fittest’-principle is at work.

Croft’s view on language change centers on linguigterances, which are
defined as tokens or strings of sounds. Hencettkeance (or ‘lingueme’) is the
linguistic equivalent of the gene in biology. Vdiga emerges through ‘altered
replication’ of utterances, and selection happensp@akers choose to use certain
utterances more often than others. In the prenipéeimentation of his utterance-
based evolutionary model of language change, @eyarts quite radically from
a Darwinian view on evolution. Building on work the variationist tradition,
most notably on Kroch’s (1989) Constant Rate Hypsi$ Croft (2000:166)
argues that the emergence of variation is not namdout rather driven by
functional factors, while diffusion is exclusivelyotivated by social factors,
which are essentially non-linguistic and hencdeast from a linguistic point of
view, random. Similar but less strong claims atenfbin Milroy (1992:201-202)
and Labov (1994:598). This view is very reminiscefitwhat is known in
biology as Lamarckian evolution, i.e. evolutionwhich the mere emergence of
variation is driven by the need to adapt to theiremment. The view that
language change is analogous to Lamarckian evalutias been defended
explicitly, for instance by Mufwene (2002). Intetiagly, the opposite position
has been defended as well: Haspelmath (1999:168)in§tance, claims that
language change is essentially Darwinian, althatggh acknowledged that the
emergence of variants is not due to completely semgariation, and hence that
“the evolution of linguistic structures is in pdramarckian”. In his view, the
main mechanism in language change is a selectiahanésm, i.e. the tendency
in language users to select user-friendly variantse often than less user-
friendly ones. Hence not the actuation but theugifin of a variant over new
cohorts of speakers is due to the fact that thisamtiis more ‘fit' than any
competing forms.
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Theories such as the ones by Haspelmath (1999 awftl (2000) build on
a long tradition to incorporate findings from ewuidmary biology in historical
linguistics (cf. Lass 1990, Kirby 1999 for recerdntributions), or in other
historical sciences, for that matter (cf. Dawki@¥ &, Dennett 1995). Of course,
many objections could be (and have been) raiset bgainst evolutionary-
inspired approaches in linguistics and against atterance-based
implementation. Obviously, there are indeed subistanlifferences between
languages and biological species, and this makesn@lete parallel between
linguistic and biological evolution highly unlikelsee, e.g., Andersen 2005 for
discussion). But it cannot be denied that evol@igrinspired theories have
generated many interesting hypotheses about theenat language change (see
Rosenbachto appearfor an overview). Hence the more interesting isfare
historical linguistics is the fact that these thiesmpresent two clearly articulated
views on language change, which are essentialgcamcilable. Rather than
aiming at contributing to (the criticism to) evabnary-inspired theories of
language change, then, this paper attempts to shatwwCroft's (2000) claim
about the nature of language change is too strbmgrder to do so, one of
Croft's example cases will be discussed, and itl wié¢ shown that his
interpretation of the data is rather unlikely.

The precise data under investigation come fromréaém of pronominal
morphology in English and Dutch, more particulaftgm the variation that
exists in these languages with respect to expgsstcond person plural. For
instance, while Standard English uses the secorsbperonouryouto refer to
the second person plural, in regional varietiedethpra of innovative forms is
found, includingy’all, youse you guysetc. In Dutch, the innovative forjullie
has become the Standard Dutch 2pl. pronoun, regadder forms such g§
andgij, which, like Englishyou, have become 2sg. forms. In the dialects, other
2pl. forms are found, such geui, gullie, gulder, gieder, etc. Interestingly, Croft
(2000:69) takes the English data as an indicatiotiaivour of the view that
actuation is driven by functional pressures, whiféusion is not. In this paper it
will be shown that this view on the emergence aiffdsion of 2pl. pronouns is
certainly not accurate for Dutch. In addition, theesent data situation for
English seems to suggest that in English too diffsision rather than actuation
which is driven by functional forces.

2. The Horizontal Homophony Hierarchy

Both in English and in Dutch the present-day sequerdon singular pronoun is
historically a plural form that was also used asoaorific. These plural forms,
Englishyou and Dutchiij andgij, subsequently extended their use dramatically,
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turning the older singular pronoutisou anddu redundant, and neutralising the
distinction between singular and plural (see HoW861170-175 and 220-223
for discussion). Neutralisation of a singular-pltdstinction is termed
‘horizontal homophony’ (Cysouw 2003:299-300). Theglish and Dutch pattern
of horizontal homophony is cross-linguistically @arin languages that
distinguish between the singular and plural in finst and the third person,
ambiguity between the second person singular am@lgk close to unattested in
the languages of the world (cf. Cysouw's 2003 ‘Horital Homophony
Hierarchy’).

One explanation for this is that the first and #®Eond person are more
central in human thinking, i.e. they are less ‘neafithan the third person (cf.
the ‘person hierarchy’, as discussed for instanc€roft 1990:136-139). Hence
it seems unnatural that the third person wouldrdisish categories that are not
kept apart in the first and the second persanother explanation can be that it
seems rather problematic in a conversation if camenot distinguish between
reference to first person alone or to first peraad another referent (addressee
or third person), or between one or more addressdereas not being able to
distinguish between one or more third persons ptess problems, certainly
since unambiguous reference to third persons énafthieved by means of non-
pronominal items (nouns, proper names).

Whatever be the explanation, the rarity of the zantal homophony that is
found in English and Dutch indicates that paradigmswhich the number
distinctions are neutralised in the second person ot elsewhere in the
pronominal paradigm are avoided. Hence it comenaoasurprise that both in
English and Dutch new plural pronouns have develdpe the second person
plural. In section 3, the English forms will be alissed, in section 4 the Dutch
ones.

3. Innovation in English: y'all, you guys, etc.

3.1. Attested forms in English

Apart from a rare number of dialects, the vast migjof the varieties of English
have lost the old 2sg. forhou (and corresponding forms such thee and

thing), and have replaced it with the former 2pl. pramgou Subsequently, in
many varieties an innovative 2pl. pronoun was ihiied. According to

3 For instance, third person pronouns often shew éase marking than first and second person. An
exception is gender, the reason being that theegeofdfirst and second pronoun referents is easily
retrievable from the context, while this is not ajs the case when for the third person.
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Kortmann & Szmrecsanyi (2004:1154), the emergerfc2ph pronouns ranks
among the most widespread features in worldwidéetras of English: in an
overview of 46 varieties, 34 are mentioned in whichpecial 2pl. form is used.
The 2pl. forms in many of these varieties are dised in detail by Wright
(1997) and Hickey (2002). The relevant forms ineluthe following: ye,
youselyezy'all andyou’uns/yins In addition, a number of forms are used that
still are clearly recognizable as compounds, yau all, you guysyou lotand
you ... together

There is quite some variation as to the etymolofythese forms. For
instance,ye is an originally reduced form ofou which has assumed 2pl.
meaning, while its strong counterpauiu is used for 2sg. (Hickey 2002:349).
The form originated in Irish English varieties, whaet is still used, and from
where it was diffused, for instance to Newfoundl&wlish. In other varieties,
again most notably in Iristyouseandyezare found, both formed by attaching
plural suffix -s to, respectivelyyou andye The oldest attestations pbuseare
from 19th century Irish English; according to Higk€002:347, 350-351) the
form was probably created in Ireland by non-natipeakers of English. Today,
youseis found in many varieties of English, for instanm Irish-influenced
dialects in Scotland and England, and in SouthcafrZzimbabwe, Australia and
New Zealand, all areas that are believed to beenited by Irish English (see,
again, Wright 1997 and Hickey 2002 for discussioiyo forms commonly
associated with the United States giall, a southern form, angou’uns (or
yins), which is used, for instance, in Pennsylvaniae Tfost obvious etymology
for y'all, which is thought to be of African American origseems to be that it is
a reduced form ofou all, another 2pl. expression which is attested extehsi
in the southern USA (cf. Lipski 1993:45; see alsizkdy 2002:360-361 for
arguments). According to Montgomery (1992), howeyé&ll does not derive
from you andall, but fromye andall, a combination frequently found in Irish
sources. A similar story may hold fgou'uns (< ‘you + ones’).You'unsis
thought to be of American origin (Wright 1997:176)t the tendency to attach
'un ‘one’ to pronouns and adjectives was also foun8dats (Hickey 2002:357).
Whatever be the precise source, it is believed lindh the rise ofy’all and
you'unswas stimulated by the presence of a separatep@pioununu (or una)
in Gullah, Caribbean Creoles or other varietie€n§lish that were spoken by
the black slaves in the south (Wright 1997:1TH&u/unais believed to be part
of the African substrate in these varieties (ck tise ofuna in, for instance,
Nigerian Pidgin; cf. Faraclas 2004:850). Other ferfound in Pidgins and
Creoles areaayu (< ‘all of you’), which is found in the Caribbeaicetto
2004:446)yupela(or the dualutupela < ‘you (+ two) + fellow’), found in Tok
Pisin (cf. Hickey 2002:363), and the related forinfgla, iutufala andiutrifala
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(from Solomon Islands Pidgin; Jourdan 2004:707) youfla (used next tyou
mobin Aboriginal English; Burridge 2004:1117). Probakeven more forms can
be found.

Most innovative forms, then, appear to have emengambntact situations.
This is not to say that there are no interestinghfothat have emerged in native
varieties. Apart fromyou all, the linguistic literature mentiongu lot you ...
together and you guys Unfortunately, serious linguistic research on the
etymology and the history of these forms seemsettabking, but they appear to
be quite young.You lot and you ... togetherare British forms (cf. Trudgill
2004:147).You guyss used in North America. It may derive from a &thee NP.
As the parts of these compound forms are stillrglegacognizable, it is probably
not accurate to consider them pronouns in their ggint, although at leastou
guyshas certainly grammaticalised to some extent. @genaent for this is the
fact thatyou guyshas become a gender-neutral form for many Nortlkedaan
speakers of English. It is well-known that the wfeyou guysis spreading
rapidly over the United States (Maynor 1996, Tillet al. 2000).

3.2. The emergence of non-ambiguous 2pl. pronouns

It is tempting to see the innovative 2pl. form a®sult of speakers’ attempts to
fill the gap in the pronominal paradigm that wassed by the neutralisation of
the number distinction in the second person, asdised done in Wright (1997)
and Hickey (2002). A scenario in which the emergen€ these pronouns is
motivated by horizontal homophony in the seconds@erwould turn these
pronouns into examples of functionally motivatedawmations, in which the mere
actuation of a change is due to a system-intemetbf. A similar explanation
comes from Croft (2000:69-70). In his view, the amative 2pl. forms are
examples of grammaticalisation, which is said taypécal for all ‘grammatical’
expressions. Hence the innovation is due to théesysnternal factor that
pronouns have ‘grammatical’ content. Both explamaisuffer from drawbacks,
however. Although Croft's explanation seems to akpthe variety of innovative
2pl. forms that are found all over the world, it lmrd to see why such
innovations abound in the second person plural redsethey are much rarer in
all other grammatical persons. Hence it seems twichagine that horizontal
homophony has played no role whatsoever (cf. Wrigle7 and Hickey 2002).
Yet there are at least three arguments againshalysis of the forms discussed
in 3.1 as examples of changes motivated by an ptteenfill a gap in the
pronominal paradigm.

The first argument against such an analysis woeldhle conclusion from
section 3.1, viz. that the majority of 2pl. formgpaars to have originated in a
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contact situation. Some of the very widespread $prmg.youse y'all and
you'uns are even claimed to have emerged as the resulinocfhomson &
Longacre’s (1985:205) terms, “a tendency on thd pémilinguals to create
patterns in one of their languages which are siratlyy parallel to those found in
the other.” Hence native speakers of English seemanage very well without a
special 2pl. pronoun. The second argument is ikkatehis: a considerable time
gap is observed between the loss of the old 2sm &nd the rise of the new 2pl.
form. Indeed both Wright (1997:181-182) and HicK@002:357-359) mention
periods in which no attempts are found to disamdigubetween the second
person singular or plural, neither with innovatprenouns, nor with syntagmatic
sequences whatsoever, again indicating that haazbomophony in the second
person is far from a powerful trigger for languadange. Finally, a number of
strategies to compose a special 2pl. form are @dsa to form other elements.
For instance, apart froyiall/you all, forms are found such age-all/we-all's
who-all or what-all (Howe 1996:174), and evemuaal (= 2pl. unu + all; Wright
1997:175). As foyou’uns Wright (1997:176) mentions the existencenmefuns
Less grammaticalised forms suchyasl guysor you lotco-occur withthem guys
or them lot Crucially, the non-2pl. compounds appear notaweehdiffused in the
way the 2pl. compounds did (see, e.g. Maynor 1986 Hllery et al. 2000 for
recent data concerning the increasing use of 2phquns in the United States).

Especially the last argument makes it hard to semwsal relationship
between horizontal homophony and the mere emergehdanovative 2pl.
forms. But it strengthens the argument for a sderiarwhich the diffusion of
these forms is influenced by a functional factosdems indeed hard to explain
the fact that the 2pl. compounds have spread owechmarger cohorts of
speakers than the other compounds wlthones etc. without making reference
to the fact that the former are very useful frofiuactional point of view. Hence
it seems that the diffusion rather than the acbuatif the innovative 2pl. forms is
driven by system-internal factors.

4. Innovation in Dutch: jullie, gieder, etc.

4.1. Non-ambiguous 2pl. pronouns in Dutch

In Standard Dutch, as in English, the originallg@®d-person plural pronoun
(Middle Dutchghy, nowadaysgij or gij ‘you’) has replaced the former second-
person singular pronoun (in Dutcdu). Most dialects behave like Standard
Dutch in this respect, although some eastern dmleve indeed preservdd as
the second person singular pronoun. Many dialexts kleveloped a new second
person plural pronoun, such adlie, the Standard Dutch 2pl. pronoun. The
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precise etymology ojullie is a matter of debate (see Goossens 1994:160-161;
Vermaas 2002:43; Barbiers et al. 2005:26 and Deslmy 2005:110-112, 137-
140 for discussion): the first element may derithex from the 2sg. subject
pronounjij or the object pronoujou; the second element frortie- (< liede(n)
‘men’) or lui (<lude(n) which is in turn a phonological variantlade(n).

In the dialects, many morphological variants of. Aglie are found, such as
gieder, gulder, julder, etc. (‘you (plural)’). The Syntactic Atlas of Dot Dialects
(Barbiers et al. 2005: map 46b) distinguishes 3 aan 14 different forms in
the Dutch language area, not even taking into adcplionological differences.
Unlike in English, however, these forms in all likeod derive from a single
source: likgullie, they are all original compounds of the 2sg. ptonoombined
with the nourieden(‘men’) or a morphological variant. Most of theriadion in
the present-day dialects originated later on, assalt of different processes.
First, the original compounds have undergone réalucteading to divergence
(e.g.,ghi lieden> gullie, gulle). In addition, all dialects have severely reduced
the number of case forms of thedencompounds, but there are differences as
to the forms that have been preserved, which has be important source of
divergence as well (e.g. forms suchgadder derive from the genitivghi lieder,
and differ significantly from former nominatives accusatives). Diachronic data
indicate that the compounds 6aden have spread from the southwest (i.e. the
Belgian provinces of East and West Flanders). IHisab sources provide
instances of compounds willedenfrom this region as early as the 12th century
(Van Loey 1958, Goossens 2000), an era in whictsththwest was a dominant
economic region, and a region where intensive @vnath French took place.
Strikingly, unlike in English the Dutch compoundars appearing in the sources
in a time when the ‘old’ 2sg. pronowu was still extensively used. Among the
oldest instances of compounds dieden instances are found from all
grammatical persons, the first, the second andthiirel. The third person
pronouns resemble the second person in that theg ambiguous between a
singular and a plural reading in some grammatieaks in Middle Dutch, and
even in present-day Standard Dutch, the subjeciopmazij may refer both to the
third person singular feminine and the third perptural. The 1pl. instances,
however, indicate that the compounds have not maigd as a means to
disambiguate between the singular and the plundkéd in the first person there
has never been the slightest chance of ambiguttydas the singular pronouik
‘I'and the plural pronoumvij ‘we’.

Although it is clear that the Dutch compound pram®bhave not emerged to
disambiguate between the singular and the plunal,precise motive for their
emergence remains to be determined. Van Loey (1%b@)gests that the
compounds are calqued on the French reinforcedopremnous autreswe’ and
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vous autresyou (plural)’, which were certainly used by theeRch-speaking
elite in 12th century Flanders. Some support fag flypothesis comes from the
Walser German dialects that are spoken in Northtaiy Dal Negro (2004:161)
attests instances of pronouns suchvasandre ‘we’ andir andre ‘you (plural)’,
which are also considered calques of Frenohs autresandvous autresThe
Walser German situation does not provide a comgatallel with the Flemish
one, however, since the second part of the Walsgm&n compounds relates
much more obviously to the French pronouns \aitkresthan in the Dutch case,
and, like in French, a third person plural compowsgms to be lacking in
Walser German but not in Dutch.

4.2. Diffusion: evidence from dialect geography

After having emerged in the southwest, the Dutclmpound pronouns must
have diffused over the rest of the language ameahé contemporary dialects
they are indeed found well outside the borderdhefBelgian provinces of East
and West Flanders. But the area in which compoanel§ound, differs for each
grammatical person. The compounds are rather widadpin the grammatical
persons in which they disambiguate between theutangand the plural, even
more so in the second person than in the thirdoper$heir distribution is
minimal in the first person, where the traditionajn-compound pronouwij
‘we’ is never homophonous to the singular prondufi’. Table 1 provides the
number of dialects from the Syntactic Atlas of Dufialects (SAND) in which
a compound is found (for maps, see Goossens 199432187, and Barbiers et
al.: map 48b).

Table 1.Liedenrcompounds in the SAND-corpus
number of dialects with lieden-

o (n=267)
compound in:
1pl. 93 (= 34,83%)
2pl. 221 (= 82,77%)
3pl. 136 (= 50,94%)

Given that the compounds olieden originate in one single region and
simultaneously for the different grammatical pessorthe differences in
geographical distribution must be attributed toway in which the compounds
have spread over the area, i.e. to the greatarsset success of the diffusion of
these compounds. One factor stimulating a wideibigion is a disambiguating
effect, which is observed in the second and thedsen but not in the first. In
addition, the fact that the 2pl. compounds are mwidespread than their 3pl.
counterparts follows from the Horizontal Homophokhiferarchy (Cysouw
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2003): since horizontal homophony is tolerated leasily in second person
pronouns than in third person pronouns, therensoee urgent need for a non-
homophonous pronoun in the second person. Cldady, this is a case where
the emergence of the pronominal compounds cannanbterstood as the result
of a dysfunctionality in the pronominal paradigmheTdiffusion, however, is
driven by regularities in the structure of the potinal paradigm rather than by
social factors. This statement even holds if thet fa taken into account that
Standard Dutch has a compound in 2pl. (ju#ie) but not in 3pl. (cfinfra for
further argumentation).

A further argument in favour of the Darwinian na&wf the change can be
found when the geographical distribution of the eol®sg. pronourdu is
considered. Map 1 shows the distribution of thevaht forms.

Map 1. Distribution of 2sgduy, 2pl.jullie, and other 2pl. compounds

() 2pl. compound/(excl. 'jullie’) [ 7 =
@ 2pl. jullie [ﬁf

[] 2sg. du ré

The data on the map are again extracted from tima8yc Atlas of the Dutch
Dialects (Barbiers et al. 2005). The map shows #sgt du is restricted to the
northern and south eastern periphery of the Dugiguage area. The 2pl.
compounds have diffused over the entire language, &ut they are hardly used
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in the areas in which 2sduis kept. There are 12 exceptions to this, in widah
and a 2pl. compound co-occur. But in 10 of thesesafpling points, the
relevant 2pl. form igullie, making it likely that standardisation is involvéske
Goossens 1994:158 for a similar map, from which shene conclusion is
drawn). Hence the distribution of the 2pl. compaueder the Dutch language
area is strongly determined by the presence onabksef horizontal homophony:
almost all dialects in which the erstwhile plurabpounijij or gij has replaced
2sg.du have adopted a 2pl. compound, whereas almost ofoihe dialects with
du have done so.

Map 1 also shows that the 2pl. Standard Dutch fguthie, is of limited
importance for the overall distribution of 2pl. cpounds;jullie is mainly found
in the central, Hollandic dialect area on the oaadh and in the north eastern
provinces of Drenthe and Groningen on the othedhamthe former arepullie
is part of the authentic dialects; it co-occurshwior instancezullie. Hence in
these dialects the use joflie cannot be explained as a standardisation effiect. |
the latter area, the north eastern dialects, stdizddion very likely does play a
role (cf. the co-occurrence with 2sdu). But even if one would disregard the
instances ofullie which are due to standardisation, the distribatiatifferences
between the compound pronouns in the second arthitdeperson illustrated in
table 1 would remain too big to be explained asréselt of standardisation. For
instance, large areas in the east of the Netheslhade a 2pl. compound at their
disposal different fromullie, without having a compound form in 3pl. This
confirms that the distributional differences betwezpl. compounds and 3pl.
compounds relate to the different place of the sécand the third person on
Cysouw’s (2003) Horizontal Homophony Hierarchy (eble 1).

5. Conclusions

Summarising, both in varieties of English and Dutice nhumber distinction in
the second person pronoun has been neutralisedutrsg¢quently restored. The
current data situation does not allow a complet®mstruction of the relevant
diachronic developments, especially because igtlenown about the factors that
have caused the innovative 2pl. pronouns to emargEnglish and Dutch.
Taking all available data into account, the rise2opl. pronouns in English
constitutes a likely instance of a change in which the emergence but rather
the diffusion is driven by their user-friendlinesthereby exemplifying, in
Haspelmath's terms, ‘Darwinian’ change. In the Dutase, there is even less
doubt that such a scenario has taken place. Hensienifar account seems
plausible for an obviously very similar developmenttwo closely related
languages. The scenario runs as follows: in batlguages new 2pl. pronouns
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emerge in contact varieties as reinforced pronaunsalques. These innovative
pronouns diffuse easily wherever they fill a dibing gap in the pronominal

paradigm, viz. in places with horizontal homophamyhe second person. Since
the rapid diffusion of the innovative 2pl. pronouissdue to system-internal
reasons, the rise of 2pl. pronouns in English andclb contradicts Croft's

(2000) statement that diffusion is only driven logial forces.

Finally, whatever be the precise scenario in whilcé innovative 2pl.-
pronouns in English and Dutch have diffused, itnseeuite clear that in both
languages a tendency is observed to comply withHbezontal Homophony
Hierarchy (Cysouw 2003): in both languages a typichlly rare type of
pronominal ambiguity is avoided. This shows that ttorizontal Homophony
Hierarchy is not just a statistical fact about tseucture of pronominal
paradigms, but that it has diachronic relevanceels
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