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This thesis investigates the impact of variousohical events on the development
of the English language and its grammar. Specifictilis project highlights how the
ideologies about language held by eighteenth-cgmrammar-writers have influenced
the pedagogical approach of teachers of Englistsjging into the twenty-first century.
Further, the rationale behind these language idgzdas explored in order to gain
important insights into the seemingly prescriptiature of the majority of grammar texts
produced in the eighteenth century and beyond.

The origins of four particular points of grammadarsage that are commonly
attacked by teachers, grammarians, and otherxameiged. The chapter @in’t
explores the mystery behind the word’s former resgi@lity and its descent into the
realm of unacceptability, which led to labels sasharbarismandvulgarism The
chapter on attitudes toward variant pronunciatmiesskreveals the surprising
etymology of the word while tracing the historyitsf popular usage over time. The

chapters on multiple negation and preposition sliraprelate the histories of two of



many examples of prescriptive rules appearingghteenth-century normative
grammars.

Throughout the last three centuries, many theatesit linguistics and grammar
teaching have been advanced. Despite our currentlkdge about the nature and
function of language and the realities of languetygnge and variation, however, debates
over the teaching of grammar continue. Unsure attmubest ways to present material
that may appear on standardized tests, teachersimaly continue the cycle begun
centuries earlier, and encourage students to meeparticularules of English
grammar. This thesis suggests that an appropiigt@ative for today’s society may be a
more historically and linguistically informed, conghensive approach to teaching
grammar and usage—a pedagogy that emphasizesoleanunication instead of the

rigid adherence to a set of rules.
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

Statement of the Problem

In a half-century old book callebeaching English Grammat read that “English
grammar has a useful part to play in the trainihgoning people to use their language
effectively” but that teachers “need help in det@ing exactly what is meant by the term
[grammar], what content it does and does not irglfiok what purposes it is properly to
be used, and what outcomes may be expected framats(Pooley 1957:vii). Teachers
were confused fifty-odd years ago, and they apfmebe even more confused today.
Even the International Reading Association and\thgonal Council of Teachers of
English (IRA/NCTE 1996:6) recognize that “teacheften receive conflicting messages
about what they should be doing” to meet the demafé@ducational reforms and
mandates. Despite pressure to try new teachiategies in hopes of raising student
scores on achievement tests, teachers are “diggedifeom making their instructional
practices look too different from those of the p&sR). This conflict leads many
teachers to stick with old-fashioned, “tried angetrteaching methods, often developing
a hyper-vigilant focus on the rules of English gnaan that they were taught, assuming
that if the rules were good enough foemto learn, they must be good enough for the

students of the Zicentury.



The problem is that as our society has changeldage some of our ideologies
about grammar. Like it or not, our language is tamdy evolving (as living languages
do), and some teachers have trouble recognizirdydealing with pedagogically) the
changes. Some teachers of English cling to thdigghmmar handbooks and try to
ignore the fact that what is written in their starditextbook may not be applicable for
today'’s linguistic realities. Others wonder if thegn accept nonstandard usages in
speech while requiring the conventions of standaagnmar in written work.

My son Sam came home from middle school one dayaandunced that his
English teacher kept yelling at everyone for sayaig’'t.” He quoted her as saying that
they should not say “ain’t” becausaifi't is not a word.” This may not be what Pooley
had in mind back in 1957, but in the school systefiteday this type of issue arises
constantly. In my experience, both as a teachaniarban high school, and as a parent of
two former high school students and two studeritsrsthe middle and high school
years, | have observed that some teachers of Erggism to have in mind particular
ideas about what constitutes acceptable Englishmia, and what does not. These ideas
are presented as hard and fast “rules” that muahtderstood, memorized, and put into
practice in all forms of language use, whetherasual speech or formal writing.
Students who disregard the “rules” are subjectr&b @orrection by the teacher
(sometimes with a less-than-favorable tone), ottemicommentary (in my day, these
were scribbled in red ink, an unfortunate choiceabr due to the obvious connotation).

This thesis is designed to contribute to our kreolge of the complexities that
make up the grammar of English in the United Statday. Specifically, this project
endeavors to investigate how some of the gramneaodies that emerged during the
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seventeenth and eighteenth centuries have infldetheeattitudes (and teaching
practices) of teachers of English (among othergrexn society) in the twenty-first
century. In addition, the following pages will aff@sight into the origins of four
particular points of grammar and usage that arenconty attacked by teachers,
grammarians, and the like. Some implications o$gnigtivist attitudes among teachers
of English in U.S. classrooms will be discussed] suiggestions for a more historically

and linguistically informed approach will be offdre

Hypothesis

The prescriptive attitude toward English grammaergad during the decades
immediately preceding the push for the reform efEmglish language, which began in
the 17" century but became a central concern during tHecé@tury. The desire to
establish a codified written language was dominatedcholars and writers who, in their
anxiety about the many social, political, and adtehanges they had observed over the
previous few centuries, saw a standard language asportant step toward national
unity and stability. The process of creating afigtard” of grammar was often based on
or influenced by the rules of Latin, not on patteaf acceptable or “correct” usage of
English, even when those patterns had demonstitaadacceptability or perceived
correctness over time. As scholars and professehatators, teachers of English should
be aware of the historical background of the gramimay purport to teach, and at the
very least, they should acquaint their studenth wié concept that our language (as well

as its grammar) is alive, is continuously changarg] is not broken.



Because English is a living language, it is reabtento expect that standards that
were created centuries ago, sometimes based gitdlgpremises, may not all be any
more appropriate today than they were centuries Ago furthermore, given what we
now know about language change, the role of langurathe formation of identity, the
sociolinguistic dimensions of language, etc., @mse logical that teachers of English
should proffer their students a comprehensive legrexperience—one that combines
linguistic insights from the past with the currémtus on communication. Now more
than ever we need to communicate effectively inyrtgpes of forums with individuals
from a variety of cultural and socio-economic backmpds. Today’s teachers must
recognize this reality and apply its message to theguage instruction. By offering
students the opportunity to explore, discuss, aaanéne critically some of the
prescriptive grammar rules of the eighteenth centeachers of English may foster an
environment in which students learn not solely &g imemorization of rules and
concepts, but by investigating for themselves, laking discoveries, and by effectively

presenting these ideas to others.

Definition of Terms
What do we mean by “grammar,” anyway? Does it refepeech, or only to
writing? Does it include spelling and pronunciads one type of grammar superior
over the other? For educators such as my son’sdbniglacher, prescriptive grammar
may seem attractive because correct and incorsagfas are outlined in a list of rules,

making the task of teaching a “black or white” ppegion. A student either uses the



language correctly, resulting in a positive regalgood grade), or he uses it incorrectly,
resulting in a negative result (a bad grade).

Throughout the centuries many definitions have lgresented, which helps to
explain the confusion that many current teacheBngflish face. Michael (2010:37)
sums up the effects of the varying perceptionsrafgnarover time:

It can be seen within the tradition, and more ¢yearthin the
development of the English grammars, how the grammar,originally
(however it was defined) the name of a group ditesl literary and
linguistic studies, was increasingly restricteagtsnapplication, but never
entirely confined, to a system of categories usdthguistic analysis.
Nevertheless it carried, and still carries, muchbriginal connotation:
it is felt to be a term with a far wider meaninguhthat which a
considered definition would propose or an elemgrxtbook illustrate.
Grammar in fact, is thought of in some contexts as apyg\solely to the
analysis of linguistic structure, in others to wid@estions of usage, tone
and style. It is perhaps the vaguest term in the@master’s, if not the
scholar’s vocabulary. This condition leads to ceefiliteaching.

It may be useful, then, to compose a working deéiniof grammar, one that will
suit the purpose of this thesis, and one thatlveitjin to satisfy Pooley’s (1957) dictate
regarding the needs of teachers. Since this tiees@ncerned with ideologies that led to
prescriptivist attitudes toward written and spokamguage, our working definition of
grammar therefore, must involve these key points. Alsiocs we are examining the
origins of four specific forms or usages that wesasidered acceptable at some point in
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the history of the language, our definition shaualdude some mention of word forms or
inflections, the order of words in a sentence eirtrelationship to each other, the
acceptability of particular usages, and a refereéntiene and place. Additionally, since
the message of the thesis was inspired by the comdg words of an English teacher
against her pupils’ use ain'’t, it seems appropriate to include the testadardand
nonstandardHollander (1993:269) refers to ‘standard Englat“generally accepted
norms ofgrammarandusage.”

We may want to begin by considering the differermetsveen prescriptive and
descriptive grammar. Greenbaum (1988:25) definesqoiptive grammar as “a set of
rules about language that tell speakers or wnitdyat they should use or not use.”
Descriptive grammar, conversely, reflects the wawlich languagés used; more
specifically, House & Harman (1950:11) define it'‘astudy of established facts and
usages as they exist at a given time.” (See agoess 1910 definition of grammatical
propriety as ‘the established usage of a partidubaly of speakers at a particular time in
their history...” quoted in Pooley 1957:4).

The definitions of grammar offered by other repléamurces are suitable for
their unique purposes, and are also suitable foconsideration in composing a working
definition for the purpose of this thesis. For exdanthe Oxford English Dictionary
[OED] (Oxford University Press 2011) defines gramiast

That department of the study of a language whicisdsith its
inflectional forms or other means of indicating tieé&ations of words in
the sentence, and with the rules for employingghesccordance with
established usage; usually including also the deyant which deals with
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the phonetic system of the language and the pilegf its representation
in writing. Often preceded by an ad). designatimg language referred to,
as inLatin, English Frenchgrammar.

Additionally, Huddleston & Pullum (2002:3) point toilnat

[a] grammar of a language describes the principles or rulegigong the
form and meaning of words, phrases, clauses, ardrszes. As such, it
interacts with other components of a complete detson: thephonol ogy
(covering the sound system), tipephology (the writing system: spelling
and punctuation), the dictionary lexicon, and thesemantics.

Martin & Rulon (1973:7) note that to a linguistgemmar “is a formal and
explicit description of [a] language.” In compamsdhey note that “the purist” sees
grammar as “a description of the language as ihbtggbe spoken or written” (40), and
they further comment that “to most people grammaandinguistic etiquette, observing
certain prescribed rules of usage” (7). (Italice@)i

For the purpose of this thesis, however, the falhgwvorking definition will
suffice: Grammar is the spoken or written representatiobath standard and
nonstandard usages (on the levels of morphologysgnthx) operating in the English
language in a particular place and timghe studyof grammar, then, may involve

analysis and comparison of both formal and informaaiations in usage.

Limitations of the Analysis
Much has previously been written about the histdrihe English language. This
thesis does not presume to attempt a revisionasktistories, nor does the writer plan
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to offer an alternate theory of the history of tmother tongue.” This project is simply

an attempt to present, in a narrative fashionnagsis of some of the cultural, historical,
and sociolinguistic events that have influencedattiéudes of persons in authority during
the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. Futthethesis examines some of the effects
that prescriptive attitudes of grammarians of themdier centuries continue to have on
the teaching of grammar in the twenty-first cent#hile some of the cultural and
historical information that has been provided mayet a broader scope than is
absolutely necessary, these details have beerdeatln order to offer the reader a
unique perspective toward understanding the effefdtsstorical events on current

teaching regarding the grammar and usage of Enigligie United States of America.

Methodological Design

This thesis consists of a review of literaturatirgg the history of English, to
examine some of the historical, social, and cultewants that have contributed to the
emergence of the grammar of English that we cugreise (and teach) in the United
States. The chapters that follow explore the hisdbbackgrounds of a few specific
examples of grammar or usage (the contradiait, the concept of double or multiple
negatives, the proscription against using a préiposat the end of a sentence, and the
ask/akscontroversy) and discuss some of the contempaitéitydes regarding these
particular items.

These examples were chosen based on a few fa€tmts.all four were
considered acceptable spoken and written usagered point in the history of the
language. The contracti@in’t and the pronunciation @fiskasaksrepresent two of
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many examples afonstandardenglish that are in current use among many indafisiu
today. The use din’t is also commonly seen today in some examples ofipraul
negation. If we look at what these three items hawdmmon, we might notice that they
are often referred to as features of one or maiechs. The concept of multiple negation
also shares with the proscription against prepmsgiranding the legacy of being
specifically discussed in well-known passages giiteienth-century normative
grammars.

Evidence will be provided to illustrate various dgichal commonalities among
these four points of usage and grammar. Samptajtg@assages illustrating the
historical acceptability or treatment of the poimsgjuestion are cited. In addition, the
treatment of these points of grammar or usage bhesaf the grammarians of the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries will be coadptar that of more recent
“authorities” to determine how these particularlési have changed (or how their
presentation differs). The thesis also discussesthe process of the standardization of
the English language has affected these four poirgsammar or usage. The concluding

remarks focus on the pedagogical implications offimgings.



CHAPTER Il

GENERAL LITERATURE REVIEW

A Brief History of English Grammar
A Look at the Diachronic History of Grammar: Wh&tl the Idea of a Standard Come
From?

If one is unfamiliar with the history of the Endlisanguage, he or she might
assume that grammar rules that are commonly oidaythave always been part of the
language. That type of thinking, however, failsg¢oognize the fact that as a society
changes and evolves, so does its language anohiglex ideologies regarding language.
Much has been written about the development oEtigdish language. The following
brief synopsis provides an overview of the histitigt has led to the dialects and varieties
of English in use today.

It is widely accepted that the English languageyaknow it, had its origins in
England. But that is not the whole story. Millwgd®96) relates that the story actually
began thousands of years eatrlier, possibly betw66@ B.C. and 3000 B.C., in faraway
lands with a reconstructed language known as Indofean. Unfortunately, written
records of the language history do not exist, ahileshistorians have put together a
prehistoric linguistic timeline that traces bactew thousand years, we have no way of

knowing exactly what the Indo-European languag&ddoor sounded like prior to
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around 1500 B.C. Pyles & Algeo (1993:14) offer AIDO as the approximate date of
the beginning of “the documented history of the listgianguage,” but Millward
(1996:77) offers that A.D. 450 is typically gives the year in which the era known as
Old English began, based on the Venerable Bedeétseewrecords describing the arrival
of the “Angles, Saxons, and Jutes” on the islaraip@d by Celtic-speaking peoples,
who had likely arrived almost a millenium earlier.

These Germanic immigrants settled in the southegions of Britain, a country
which had been occupied for the preceding fourwree by representatives of the
Roman Empire (until they were summoned back to RomAs more of their Germanic-
speaking countrymen left the Continent and joirkeht on the island, the Germanic
population of Britain spread further north and wéstcing the Celtic “natives” even
more inland. As one would expect, the groups of ignamts intermingled, and while
each group may have tried to settle with their ¢tnibes” in separate sections of the
island, they shared speech patterns that werelyarggually comprehensible and as
these groups coalesced into a single nation, sth@olanguages merged into a single
linguistic identity. Schmitt & Marsdon (2006:229ipt out that this language was
eventually known as “Englisc” (English) after thedles, and the country was called
“Englalond.”

Using the dates of significant events that infllehchange in aspects of the
language, historians have divided the stages afi¢helopment of the English language
into four main periods: Old English, Middle Engljgfarly Modern English, and Modern
English (which is sometimes divided further intmteategories: Late Modern English
and Present Day English--PDE).
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“Old English” refers to the language used in Endlaptween A.D. 450 and A.D.
1100. In some ways this language seems very sitwilaatin. For example, Old English,
like Latin, is a highly inflected language. An e€ted language is one in which the
endings of the words change based on the funcfitimownord in a sentence. If we were
to look at a passage from a manuscript of thisseranight find that the words look
somewhat like the English we are used to, but snkeshave studied Old English
vocabulary and grammar, reading and understandmgdssage would undoubtedly
pose great difficulty.

In this respect, reading Old English is like trytogread a foreign language. A
few words look familiar, but the spelling may appeausual, even more so than the
current British English practice of including a <umsuch words as honor (<honour>)
and color (<colour>). In addition, the word ordeat we have grown accustomed to
appears jumbled. Instead of the familiar patterBwibject + Verb + Object (SVO), our
Old English passage presents sentences in a vafietgrd orders, and as Millward
(1996) notes, often in a less rigid structure tRagsent-day English (PDE).

Many of the features that were present in Old Bhdhad diminished or
disappeared by the Middle English stage of thedagg (A.D. 1100 to A.D. 1500). For
example, as Millward (1996) comments, the varieddrrders common in Old English
lessened, becoming more like the patterns fourRDE clauses. This was important
because most of the inflections that had charae@©OE had been dropped by the
beginning stages of the ME period, and a more rgicd order developed. The two

inflectional endings for nouns that remained atlibginning of the Early Modern
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English stage are easily recognized by modern gpeai English: possessives and
plurals.

During the Middle English stage of English histdmgwever, several events
occurred that altered the pace of language chamgeperhaps the origin of standard
English. After the Norman invasion in 1066 and dleath of King Harold at the Battle of
Hastings, William of Normandy was crowned as the kang. The next few centuries
saw the ruling upper class and the members of tigidh court speaking Norman
French, which Leith (2003:26) refers to as “therftmaavianised French of the Norman
elite,” while the majority of the rest of the poptibn still spoke English. Latin was used
as a scholarly and a religious language.

It was not long before the status of French in Bndlchanged, however. This
development came about gradually, beginning wighitlss of Norman lands by
England’s King John in the early thirteenth centiyllward (1996:144) indicates that
while the loss of Norman lands in 1204 led to “adictable decline of interest in France
and French among those Anglo-Norman landholdersivaldoopted to stay in England”
during the next approximately 150 years certaimttittons were contributing to the rise
in use and prestige of English.”

One of these ‘conditions’ was the “increased comigation among English
speakers of the various regions” as described Iiyvihd (1996:144). Apparently, by the
latter part of the eleventh century it had becoaidyf common that people who spoke
varying dialects of English would meet and interabtle traveling abroad or while

taking pilgrimages to the Holy Land. This type ohtact “led to a smoothing out of the
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most striking dialectal differences and to the bagigs of a new standard English, based
on the London dialect but including features frdhdelectal areas” (144).

Another ‘condition’ that contributed to the risethre use and the prestige of
English was the adoption of English as the langudgestruction in schools. Millward
(1996:144) reports that “for about three hundregryafter the Conquest, French was the
language in which Latin was taught in the schoaolsdy the late fourteenth century,
English was the normal medium of instruction.”

English may have taken over as the language atictsin in schools, however,
French was still “the official language in Englamatil well into the second half of the
fourteenth century” (144) when English was estaleiisas “the official language of legal
proceedings” (145), even though as Corrie (200809@)ts out, “records of legal
proceedings were still kept in French—English wassused for this purpose until the
seventeenth century...” In spite of this, the stawitéech in 1362 had decreed the use of
English in the courts “gave the English languagealalation that it had previously
lacked, and this in turn may have stimulated treeafg¢he language in other spheres”
(99).

But it was the Black Death, the pestilence thatveeh 1348 and 1351 killed an
estimated one-third of England’s population of faullion people, which Bragg
(2011:60) says “set in train a series of socialegvals which would speed the English
language along the road to full restoration agélecegnized language of the natives.”
Bragg (2011:60) details some of these ‘upheavhist;, “a disproportionate number of
the clergy” had lost their lives due to the pladtiies reducing the grip of Latin all over
the land.” Next, Bragg notes that “[m]any of theplacements were laymen, sometimes

14



barely literate, whose only language was EngliBndgg (2011:63) even suggests that
the plague was instrumental in the establishmeginglish “as a language of official
business” since the law permitting the use of EigWas passed when those in power
realized that “many of the educated lawyers, I tlergy, had died in the plague.”

Another effect of the Black Death was that somasue England experienced
severe labor shortages. Workers who had somehaivedrthe plague campaigned for
and received higher pay and better working conadiitithan they had ever had before.
Also, many peasants left their farms to venturkatger towns and cities where they
could obtain better-paying jobs. Baugh & Cable 20@2) point to this period as a time
of “improvement in the condition of the mass of geople and the rise of a substantial
middle class.” History has born out the concept ghianguage’s prestige “is largely
determined by the importance of the people wholspgéaBaugh & Cable (2002:143)
summarize as follows: “By and large, the effectha Black Death was to increase the
economic importance of the laboring class and withe importance of the English
language which they spoke.”

While the Black Death essentially cleared the waryEnglish to reclaim its
status, still another event, a longstanding wawvbenh England and France, advanced
English even further toward prominence and highditeg in the country. Judge
(2009:110) reports:

By the end of [the] 18 century, a distinct anti-French sentiment had
begun to circulate in society—partly due to podtifriction between the
two countries. Pushing the English patriotic buttaturally led to
promotion of the native language over the rivaglaege. During the 14th
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century King Edward Ill even forbade his soldienani speaking French
in his army. They were fighting the French (The Hiad Years War).

The timing of these events played an important ipattie confirmation of English
as a language that was becoming increasingly wattihgspect. Millward (1996:145)
even comments that the Black Death and the Hundeads War effectively “assured the
resurgence of English in England.” However, as Batigable (2002:153) note, one
matter remained. The final “step that the Englastigluage had to make in its gradual
ascent was its employment in writing.”

Following the Black Death and the Hundred Years ¥rat the social changes
that came about as a result, English “re-emergeldisg as is evidenced by the
production of major literary works such as Chauc€&anterbury Tales and the Wycliffite
translations of the Bible. We will now take a clok®k at the role these works played in
the progression of English’s acceptability as atemilanguage.

White (2009:68) notes that modern scholars lodRtaucer as “the best known
author of the Middle English period,” but it is ioqpant to understand, as Fisher (1992:1)
has commented, that Chaucer’s “success was grathiailmmediate, and its process is a
fascinating glimpse into cultural history.” Geoffr€haucer grew into young adulthood
during the first quarter of The Hundred Years Wahite (2009:68) tells us that
“Chaucer was probably among the first students waie instructed to translate their
Latin into English” instead of French, “a changeught on by the new feeling of
patriotism due to the war.” Perhaps Chaucer wasoéehed by a sense of nationalism
when he chose to compose his poetry in Englisherdahan French or Latin, a decision
which Fisher (1992:1) calls “Chaucer’s experimeRerhaps he imagined doing
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something great for his country by demonstratirag ths mother tongue was a language
worthy of literary writing. Or perhaps he thoughat English was the ideal medium and
his poetry the ideal outlet for, as Fisher (1992)Iotes, “[h]is satirical exposure of the
corruption of religious orders.” Whatever his mation, Chaucer exhibited “courage” by
writing “poetry in English for a French-speakingucts (1).

White (2009:68) notes that Chaucer’s use of Endlisbught awareness to
commoner and noble alike that the English langweage packed with potential for great
writing.” This was significant because as Judgd@010) comments, “up to this time
English had really been considered a low and vdlgaguage for literature.” Baugh &
Cable (2002:153) remind us that it had only beé&wayears since the “time when most
people who could write at all could write Latinufg] partly to its international character,
and partly to the feeling that it was a language ttad become fixed while the modern
languages seemed to be variable, unregulated naandanstant state of change.”

This ideology about English and its unsuitabilisyaaliterary language extended
from secular writings to the religious realm aslwBtagg (2011:76) tells us that at the
beginning of the fourteenth century in Englandiifije was no Bible in English.” No
complete Bible, that is. Bragg explains that “[tinédad been some piecemeal translations
of the Gospels and parts of the Old Testament thEDiglish and there were Middle
English versions of the Psalms.” White (2009:7@por¢s that the translation that
Wycliffe and several of his followers produced frauatin “was the very first complete
Bible in the English language.” Barber, Beal & Sh@013) date the likely completion of
the Wycliffite translations at a few years beforgadliffe’s death in 1384. But this
achievement was not welcomed by everyone. Wydii#fé not simply translated the
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Bible from one language into another. He had gelapurpose in mind—the reforming
of longstanding religious practices which requieellicated clergy to interpret the
scriptures for those individuals lacking a Latinatkication. Bragg (2011:80) suggests
that by offering the Word of God in a language tt@hmon people could understand,
and by arguing that “the Bible was the sole autldar religious faith and practice and
that everyone had the right to read and interpm@ptsire for himself,” Wycliffe was seen
by many Church leaders as attempting to underrhi@@tithority of the Holy Roman
Catholic Church and to attack many of the belieid practices of the Church. Bragg
(2011:79) further writes:
From within the sanctioned, clerical, deeply triaaialist honeyed walls of
Oxford, Wycliffe the scholar launched a furiousaakt on the power and
wealth of the Church, an attack which prefigureat tf Martin Luther
more than a hundred years later.

But Corrie (2008:110) indicates that the Wycliffitanslations reveal more than
Wycliffe’s attempt to unlock the mysteries of theiptures to the masses; these
translations also represent “[tlhe most widelysitd example of a standardized variety
of English from the fourteenth century...” Corrie (@110) clarifies by saying that this
variety “does not seem to have been formulatedrdten in London, but in the central
Midland region which was providing the English afidon with so many features
around the same time. This variety is usually dal@entral Midlands Standard’...”
Corrie (2008:110-111) goes on to say that this

dialect is used in most of the large number ofingg which were
produced to defend and propagate the teachingsyofiVind his
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followers, partly because the central Midland atka,great hotbed of
Wycliffite belief, appears to have been where ménycliffite tracts were
copied.

Corrie (2008:111) also comments that this diateay have been used “for
strategic reasons, since it lacked the barrienadinprehensibility to many with which
northern and southern dialects were charged.”ilttesesting to note that this dialect
eventually became obsolete, which Corrie (2008:sLgjgests was a result of “the
proscription of the material for which it was ctyefised: Wyclif's beliefs were
condemned by the Church as heretical, and the Wiyedi were persecuted especially
viciously in the rein of Henry V (1414-22).”

As we have seen, the rise of the prestige of Ehglias a gradual process which
came about as a consequence of many historicateand the social changes that
followed. The next step in the development of Estglvas the establishment of a dialect
that would become the standard. The fifteenth ¢gngtoved ready for the challenge.

The introduction of the printing press in Englandl476 by William Caxton was
pivotal in the increased emphasis on literacy tghawt England. Those in the low and
middle classes (whose lifestyles did not permitlthxeiry of a “classical education” and
therefore knew only spoken English) could now haseess to books and other materials
in a language they could understand. (Of coursenémy people books were still cost-
prohibitive, but pamphlets and magazines were @opahd lending institutions offered
materials as well.) And because printers had sshop in the busy metropolitan area of

London (a city whose visitors spoke dialects frdhoger the country), the English that
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appeared in print represented the London dialduigiwhad emerged as “the new
standard in Middle English,” according to Millwaft996:146).

The way in which the London dialect had emergethasstandard’ has become
the subject of some discussion in recent time$efi€l996:9) comments that many
scholars have seemingly accepted the emergencstahdard dialect of English for
written and spoken language as having occurredkind of osmosis...” He refers to
the work of language historians who “assumed tbgtilarity developed simply as a
convenience with the accumulation of literacy, wasntually imposed by the decisions
of printers, and was codified by lexicographers grainmarians” (3).

To counter this assumption, Fisher (1996:9) as#leats language is standardized
by government and business, rather than by litaraage.” He maintains that the
“habitual usages” of Chancery clerks taking dictatirom a master “created a
‘standard.”” He offers as evidence the exampléefletters of Henry V, which were
produced by different clerks but which all “emplitye same style, syntax, and
orthography.” Fisher (1996:11) explains:

The language that had originated with the authafting Henry V and
the Chancery clerks continued to develop undeagéugs of writers and
scholars who were important government officialBsnguage was
standardized by wide and habitual usage—i.e., &rksland then
printers—but these people worked under the supgernvi the dictators,
or rulers, who were at the same time the premitraas and educators.

Salmon (1999:15) comments that around 1430, almmdstade after the death of

Henry V, “the scribes of the Royal Chancery in \Waaster began to send out official
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documents in English nation-wide, thus providingran of standard orthography which
could, and to a large extent did, become a modehfation throughout the kingdom.”
Richardson (1980:726) points to the early 1430kh@sime by which “the
Chancery had developed a distinctive languagehareat, standardized written dialect
which in its linguistic forms closely resembles reaud Standard English.” Richardson
explains the theory regarding Chancery English:
Bolstered and sustained by the prestige and atjhladrany documents
issued by the Chancery, by the need for a starmddorm of English
among lawyers, government officials, legal scrilzex] the eternally
litigious English gentry, and by the increasingriogic and practical
goodwill toward the formerly despised vernaculdna@cery English
slowly spread throughout England during the midaars of the fifteenth
century to the point where it became the most comynaccepted written
dialect and, in turn, the ancestor of modern Stahda
So, then, as Fisher (1992:9) has demonstratedad&td English as it emerged in
the sixteenth century is the reflection of the peas style of King Henry V modulated
through the practice of government bureaucracyl-timelon scribes, and the early
printers.” Bragg (2011:98) puts it like this:
The King had set an example; Chancery followedptiating press
reinforced the importance of a common written laaggi By the end of
the fifteenth century, English was the languagthefstate and equipped

to carry messages of state in an increasingly tmigpelling north, south,
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east, and west, its manuscripts and later its boalksg over the old
dialects which nevertheless stayed stoutly ondhgue.

By the beginning of the fBcentury, it seems that everyone in England had
picked up the English language. But it still lackkd prestige formerly held by French
and the ongoing reverence of Latin held by theestatical and scholarly communities.
As Knowles (1997:77) points out, “writers routinelgologized for writing in English.
They felt that English was a rude, vile, barbaramguage.” Leith (2003:45) observes
that many scholars believed that English was rsti@ble language “for serious
literature,” and that “it could never match thedtds achieved by the writers of ancient
Rome and Greece” (46). By the end of that centuwwever, the language’s status had
risen significantly.

What happened during that period of time that cdussieh a shift in attitude?
While several events contributed to the rise insfagus of English, two key movements
stand out: the Protestant Reformation and the Eim@tienaissance. McGrath (2002) tells
us that the Reformation in England effectively begal509 when Henry VIl was
crowned the teenage king of England. When he catoepwer, the ban against
scripture in English was still in effect in Englarmlt according to White (2009:100) “the
Reformation was in full swing in many parts of Eped McGrath (2002:33) explains
that in 1407 the archbishop of Canterbury had rthedl it was illegal to translate the
Bible into English or any other language, or tadraay translated version:

We therefore legislate and ordain that nobody dhath this day forth
translate any text of Holy Scripture on his ownhauity into the English,
or any other, language, whether in the form of akhpamphlet or tract,
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and that any such book, pamphlet or tract, whetbermposed recently or
in the time of John Wycliffe, or in the future, #h#ot be read in part or in
whole, in public or in private.

We have previously discussed the Wycliffite tratishs and the attempts made
by Wycliffe and the Lollards to spread Wycliffe’'sre beliefs about the authority of the
Bible and the right of individuals to read and rptet the scriptures for themselves.
Wycliffe’s work foreshadows that of other reformsrgch as Martin Luther, a key figure
in Germany, and William Tyndale, an Oxford sch@ad Roman Catholic priest who
believed in the cause of the Reformation.

Tyndale took up the task of translating the Bilotant the original languages into
English. This undertaking was extremely risky abgliously illegal at the time, so
Tyndale left England for the Continent to avoidlgems with the Catholic leaders and to
hide from the king's spies, who would arrest anyaita an English Bible, let alone
someone trying to produce one! Tyndale found aeptastay where he could work
secretly, and he finished his translation of thevN@stament within a year or so.
According to Knowles (1997), Tyndale produced tingt New Testament in English in
1525 and during the 1530s he produced six bookseoDIld Testament. Tyndale and his
sympathizers had them printed, and then they watdecs smuggled into England.

The Roman Catholic Church had prohibited the ug€engflish in local parishes
and in educational instruction. Tyndale’s effodgptovide the Bible in the vernacular
were therefore considered heresy by the Pope a@hhrch leaders in England.

Knowles (1997:72) refers to Tyndale’s purposesradital,” and indeed, his refusal to
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abide by the law in this regard eventually ledi®drrest and death (by being burned at
the stake in 1536).

Why was the Catholic Church so opposed to an Bntdisguage Bible? While
there were undoubtedly many motivations underlyirggChurch’s position, one key
factor seems obvious: the Church did not want $e ts power over the masses of
people who depended upon it for support. Bucholke¥ (2004) demonstrate that the
Roman Catholic Church held tremendous power aridan€e over the populace because
of its heavy involvement in the daily lives of tBaglish people (providing jobs, homes,
and social activities in addition to moral and gpal guidance). As long as the people
trusted their priests to interpret the Holy Scniptuaccurately for them, and followed
their dictates and direction, the Roman Catholiar€h would maintain its status and its
influence in England as well as on the Continent. tBe problem with so much power in
the hands of mere mortals is that humans are dubjéemptation. And, while most
parish priests were apparently hard-working, caramgl dutiful pastors, there were some,
however, who took advantage of their position bgrging parishioners high fees for
presiding over certain services or events, or ligaizing the sale of “indulgences,
which forgave specified amounts of purgatorial tirf81). In addition, some priests even
broke their vows of celibacy or committed othersawft moral failure, such as excessive
drinking.

These moral failures were not isolated to membetiseoclergy. Although the
Church received its share of criticism regardirg ¢brruption of some of its high-
ranking officials (as well as some of its low-ramigiones), there was plenty of
guestionable behavior at the highest levels ofjtheernment as well. Probably the most
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infamous of the monarchs (in terms of morality #&melbreaking of Scriptural mandates)
was Henry VIII, who reigned from 1509 to 1547. Kenchant for satisfying the desires
of the flesh, combined with his determination toguce a male heir, resulted in six
marriages. Two of the six ended in divorce/annulimamnd three ended in the death of the
wife (two were beheaded per Henry’s wishes). Omdyldst wife, Katharine Parr, lived
longer than her husband.

But it was the ending of Henry’s first marriagetth@ay have inadvertently
altered the English language’s path to prestigeaBgse Henry was a lifelong Catholic,
he knew that the only way he could marry a new \{fieh the current one still living)
was to receive an annulment of the first marriagenfthe pope, the ultimate head of the
Church. When the pope refused to grant the annu|riiemry tried to enlist the help of
the Parliament. Bucholz & Key (2004:74) report tveien this attempt failed, Henry
plotted with the help of his first minister, Thon@somwell, to become “the head of the
Church in England in the same way that he was bé&thate.” Therefore, Henry could
grant his own annulment and proceed with his mgeria his then-pregnant mistress,
Anne Boleyn. The king’s new status (and the powat tame with it) was officially
established when Parliament passed the Act of $&gurgin 1534. Not only had Henry
released himself from the pope’s control in matténeligion, but he had essentially
proclaimed that he was the only sovereign powénenand.

White (2009:111) reports that

[in 1534, the year after Henry wed Anne Boleyrerthwas a meeting of
officials in the Church of England called the Cooation of Canterbury.
The Convocation petitioned King Henry to issue Hicial, legal Bible in
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the English language. It had proved impossiblddp $yndale’s New
Testament, and the whole matter was becoming ammagsment to the
government and to the clergy, too.

This proposal was approved, but in order to letesofithe uproar from the recent
religious commotion die down, the members of thev@eoation agreed to wait for a new
Bible to be produced. This new English translatbthe Bible, which was sanctioned by
King Henry VIl in 1535, was the Coverdale Bibléhi¥ Bible was followed by several
others in fairly rapid succession, and according/tute (2009:115), all of them “made
use of William Tyndale’s translation.” After the @erdale Bible came the Tyndale-
Mathew Bible (1537), the Great Bible (1540), then®e Bible (1560), the Bishops’
Bible (1568), and about fourteen years later, dutite reign of Queen Elizabeth I, came
the Rheims Bible (1582), a Catholic translatiorthef VVulgate, in which the original
Latin or Greek was retained in certain parts ireotd maintain what was understood to
be the intended meaning of the text.

Over the next few decades, politics and religiotidsliheads several more times,
but 22 years after Tyndale’s death, England wélssing led by a member of the Tudor
family: Queen Elizabeth | (the daughter of Annedwml, Henry VIII's second wife). She
had succeeded her sister Mary (also known as “Bidéary” and the daughter of
Catherine of Aragon, Henry VIII's first wife). Matyad become the reigning monarch
upon the death of her half-brother, Edward VI (histher was Jane Seymour). Edward
VI had ruled England from 1547-53. Bucholz & K&p04) record that while King
Edward VI had been a devout Protestant, Queen Masyan extremely committed
Catholic. Elizabeth I, anxious to please her subjand earn their loyalty, pursued a
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position of compromise. Jeffcoat (2002) tells et timder the leadership of the new
gueen, the Anglican Church agreed to permit Endéisguage Bibles, but the Church of
Rome insisted on a Catholic version, and thus predihe Rheims New Testament, later
adding the Old Testament (called the Douay/Rheiih&B Knowles (1997:77)
comments that other events during the Elizabetharsech as military victories, the
colonization of the “New World,” the work of Willra Shakespeare, the Restoration of
the monarchy, and the establishment of Englisttesriational language of England”
played important roles in establishing peace aselnge of national pride, while giving
the status of English a boost.

At the same time, according to McLaughlin (1970;%®)other “external force
which shaped our language—the English Renaissamag’taking place. As interest in
learning and literacy abounded during this perrodny people who had not previously
had the opportunity for formal education begandgmdnd English translations of the
classics. This resulted in an expansion of thectaxthrough the borrowing of words
from Latin, Greek, French, Italian, and SpanishwAgers incorporated new “English”
words into their texts, however, scholars begamotice several problems: inconsistent
spelling of words and structure of texts, and manfamiliar terms. Soon, various
“experts” proposed solutions for these textual fEois.

McLaughlin (1970:69) notes that Richard Mulcast&®8 century publication,
Elementarie “was one of the most reasonable attempts to lsange order to English
spelling practice” by discussing and outlining sufer the spelling of English words,
which had for many years, according to Knowles {169), been subject to the whims of
“printing houses” or as McLaughlin (1970:69) rengrihe pronunciation styles of
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individual writers, who “tended to write as theyokp.” Many other publications during
the Renaissance period influenced the developnié¢andEnglish standard in speech and
writing” (73). Dictionaries such as Robert Cawdselable Alphabeticall of Hard
Wordsand others were created to deal with the spellisige and to explain in English
the many confusing words that had been “borroweathfLatin and other languages
(73).

As a matter of fact, Millward (1996:236) observieattpart of the expanded title
of Cawdrey’s dictionary addressed the need to Hedylies, Gentlewomen, or any other
unskilfull persons. Whereby they may the more easitl better understand many hard
English wordes, which they shall heare or readeni@ures, Sermons, or elsewhere, and
also be made able to use the same aptly themskelles.explanation is a careful
reminder that English-to-English dictionaries weeeded by individuals who had not
been schooled and therefore could not read or atadet scholarly materials containing
Latinate vocabulary. Millward (1996) further notéat prior to Cawdrey’s
“monolingual” dictionary (which was published in(4, readers or travelers often
utilized bilingual (or tri-lingual) word lists, sticas Latin-Old English, Latin-English,
French-English, or Latin-French-English, and so on.

Millward (1996:236) comments that while Cawdreyistnary was comprised
of “about 2500 rare and borrowed words with deioms in English,” subsequent efforts
by other producers included more entries, and dicalways confine themselves to “hard
words.” A notable example is Nathaniel Bailey’s wowhich not only listed 48,000
entries consisting of “ordinary words, etymologiasd cognate forms,” but also included
“the stress placement of words,” which no previdigsionary had done (240). Bailey’s
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dictionary was known as the “standard referencedrpo the publication of Samuel
Johnson’s two-volumA Dictionary of the English Language 1755.

Johnson concurred with other leading scholars ofitne in believing that the
English language was in dire need of refinemenrtrdering, and stabilization. This
belief became the driving force behind the dictryrthat would take hingeven years to
produce. Ironically, as McLaughlin (1970:77) poiotd, during the process of trying to
“fix” the language; i.e., tdinhibit change”--not to repairit (although some scholars
may prefer the latter definition), Johnson realiteat his efforts to ‘embalm his language
and secure it from corruption and decay’ had baerain. His dictionary, however, did
“embalm” the spellings of most of its 40,000 erdriand it became, for its age, the
ultimate “authority on the meaning and use of wb(88).

The other area of the language in need of “fixi(thfs time it means “repair”)
was the grammar. As mentioned previously, the iabent structure of texts that had, in
many cases, been translated from Latin or othguages, led scholars such as Ben
Jonson and others to produce written guidebooker(afalled “grammars”) for the
proper use of the English language. After all,@assical languages of Latin and Greek
are full of rules and regulations regarding theie.uMcLaughlin (1970:68) comments
that “[if] English was to take its place besidesh@minent languages as a noble vehicle
for noble thoughts, it too must have principlesuwoing writing and speaking to guide
those who would use it to their best advantagewvas only natural for scholars, well-
versed in Latin and Greek, to desire to influentegher level of prestige on their
English tongue. Perhaps they assumed that by egeatjrammar of English, they could
effectively alter the future path of the languaggdeveloping a society both at home and
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abroad whose members (reasonable people desirgasvef, influence, or prestige)
would gladly adopt the conventions outlined in gih@emmar text.

These conventions not only included points of gramrhowever. According to
McLaughlin (1970:72), JonsonEhe English Grammawhich was produced 58 years
after Mulcaster'€lementari¢ dealt with phonology, accent, and word formation
addition to grammatical issues such as parts d@dpgoatterned after those of Latin). He
continued his efforts ilfhe Second Book of the English Gramyweérich focused on
syntax and punctuation rules.

One might assume that the publication and disiobutf grammar books and
dictionaries would take care of the issues conoerttie scholars and educators of the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. Howeves, @ten the case even today, one
supposed solution leads to another problem, amshsbicLaughlin (1970:80) tells us
that the problem that arose was that within theles of the authorities—grammarians
who created the textbooks in question—were diffeesrof opinion in regard to the
approach that should be taken in textbooks whictlavailtimately, provide a resource
(a guidebook, if you will) for many would-be pupidany 17" and 18' century scholars
held that the language was corrupt, due to mariyen€es over the centuries, and that it
would continue to deteriorate unless some authoatyd establish specific rules
governing language use. Other scholars believeadhbae “grammars” should “record
the facts of language usage, and nothing more.”

McLaughlin (1970:80) details how other countriagslsas France and Italy, had
established “academies” to regulate and maintangtrity’ of their language. British
scholars Jonathan Swift and Daniel Defoe proposgdhéar solution for England. Their
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proposals succeeded in stirring up significant m@rsy and discussion, but an English
Academy never materialized. Some writers attrilbhi failure to politics and to
“influential men of good sense who deplored [theald (82), although the death in 1714
of Queen Anne, who had supported the project,\likalded any chance that this
“society” would come to fruition. (Anne’s successas George | of Hanover, Germany,
the great-grandson of King James |.) Instead, #iatk led to increased interest in
publishing a text that could do for English grammaiat Johnson'’s dictionary had done
for English words; i.e., create an authoritativétten text that could be consulted as
needed, rather than depending on the regulationdhafever learned men might have
formed the proposed academy.

McLaughlin (1970:84) comments that the productiba wariety of grammars
toward the end of the eighteenth century seemédve satisfied the need for a written
set of rules regarding the “proper use of the |lagg.’ The prescriptive attitudes of most
of these and subsequent grammar texts, with theusfon correctness and propriety,
therefore, became the backdrop for the pedagogpyaioach adopted and used by scores
of teachers in Britain and North America for atsethe next century.

A discussion of this approach and its influencehenteaching of English

grammar to the present day will be undertaken bssguent chapters.
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CHAPTER 1l
IDEOLOGIES BEHIND ENGLISH GRAMMAR “RULES”

The previous chapter concluded with a brief mentibthe pedagogical approach
that was adopted by teachers of English duringitleteenth and nineteenth centuries
and is still in vogue in many U.S. schools todayisichapter will discuss some of the
ideologies that were common during the eighteeattiucry among educated people such
as the grammarians and scholars whose writings traaneformed into grammar ‘rules’
that represent the ideals of grammatical correstnéen labeled “Standard English.”
Perhaps by examining the historical record we nlagrgsome insight into the rationale
behind what we typically refer to as the “rules"Bglish grammar.

First, we should define ‘ideology’ for the purpcasgehand. | would like to adopt
the definition of “linguistic ideologies” used byh&rstein (1979:193) and Woolard
(1998:4): ‘sets of beliefs about language arti@ddty users as a rationalization or
justification of perceived language structure asé.uAnother “definition more specific
to language issues, often calldndard language ideolod$LI),” has been provided by
Lippi-Green (2007:64), who defines SLI

as a bias toward an abstracted, idealized homogespmken language
which is imposed and maintained by dominant blatitutions and which
names as its model the written language, but wisicihawn primarily

from the spoken language of the upper middle class.
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Our discussion begins by taking a look at somia@imain ‘beliefs about
language’ common among educated people such a®phgar grammarians and
scholars of the eighteenth century. We will theplere some of the possible origins as
well as the ramifications of these beliefs.

According to Pooley (1959:260), “the prevailingiceptions of language” in the
eighteenth century “were (1) that language is andiinstitution, originally perfect, but
debased by man; [and] (2) that English is a coramgt degenerate off-spring of Latin and
Greek.” Hickey (2010:3) explains that “[b]efore thighteenth century studies of the
English language frequently displayed a distinothgious bias.” According to Hickey
(2010:3-4),

...before the advent of modern linguistics in thest@@nth century, much
‘linguistic’ work was produced in the belief thdk languages can be
traced to Hebrew, the language of the Old TestamenClassical Greek,
the language of the New Testament. Latin tooklasgafter Greek and
the result was a triad of classical languages wivete continually
referred to. For instance, in Robert Robinsdrtie Art of Pronunciation
(1617) there is no mention of the social aspecfgafunciation but in the
preface there are references to the derivationoofisvfrom Hebrew,
Greek and Latin and many grateful references to {Bod whom speech
comes.

These two beliefs form a backdrop for the langudgelogies that inspired the
creation of grammars of the vernacular. Duringsixéeenth and seventeenth centuries,
the idea that ‘English is a corrupt and degenestitepring of Latin and Greek’ was a
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source of much anxiety to scholars. Finegan (IB8omments that “British writers
justly feared that, as the fluid and multi-dialé&aglish replaced Latin, chaos and
instability could destroy the relative ease of ckead exact communication afforded by
the stable classical language in university scholase throughout Europe.” Apparently
these fears were widespread, for as English “canfigniction where Latin had been used
before,” many “learned people” expressed concdras“‘the new linguistic richness
could lead to ineloquent, imprecise, and ambigwmmsmunication.” Finegan (1980:19)
points out that “an Englishman named William Bulokemarked on the ‘unruled’ state
of the English language and called for the creaioa dictionary and grammar.” Instead
of waiting for someone to take up the cause, howewe 586 Bullokar “published his
own Bref Grammarthe first analysis of English now known.”

This text was followed in 1594 by Paul Greaves’lmation of Grammatica
Anglicana,“an English grammar in Latin” written for the bémef “foreign as well as
British scholars.” Finegan reports that Greavestaed Englishmen of speaking their
own tongue ungrammatically.” Almost 50 years wenbkfore Ben JonsonBnglish
Grammar(1640) and John Wallis&rammatica Linguae Anglicang@653) came out, in
response to an apparent increase in interest igrmemar of the vernacular.

The next 150 years would draw even more attentdhe ‘ungrammatical[ity]’
of the English tongue. In fact, some of the modt-keown scholars of the late
seventeenth century: John Dryden, Daniel Defoe Jandthan Swift, among others,
proposed that England needed what France andhiégalyalready established, an
“academy” that could establish and enforce ruleshe English language and make
decisions on future questions or disagreementseigisaof usage and grammar.
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As the previous chapter indicates, the academyneasr established, for reasons
that are not altogether clear. But as it turned perthaps the lack of an English academy
was for the best. Finegan (1980:21) alludes t@tssibility that “an unofficial academy
in the guise of private dictionaries and gramméad filled the need for an authority
over the language. Finegan (1980:23) also comntkatsSamuel Johnson, who
publishedA Dictionary of the English Languad&755), had “recognized that in the
absence of an academy (which he had opposed)skeftascertaining the language
would fall to independent grammarians and lexicpgeas.” Johnson became one of
those lexicographers, and, in fact, was likelyrtiast famous lexicographer of the
eighteenth century.

Others seemed to place his work in high regard) eaging that Johnson’s
Dictionary had accomplished what the proposed angdeould have been charged with
doing. Baugh & Cable (2002:258) quote Sheridan §1 &5 saying: ‘if our language
should ever be fixed, he [Johnson] must be constbley all posterity as the founder, and
his dictionary as the corner stone.” Baugh & C4B02:257) also repeat a comment
that appeared in thiournal Britanniqug1755): “A notice that appeared on the continent
observes that Johnson may boast of being in a wagademy for his island.” In
addition, it was noted by Baugh & Cable (2002:2%@) “Boswell was apparently
expressing the opinion of his age when he spoki®lson as ‘the man who had
conferred stability on the language of his country’

If we acknowledge the opinions of the above, arakptthat Johnson had
‘stabili[zed]’ the vocabulary and the spelling afidgish with hisDictionary, we must
also accept that as representatives of the ‘inddgrergrammarians’ that Johnson alluded

35



to, Robert Lowth (1710-1787), Joseph Priestley 8t¥804) and countless other
grammarians of the eighteenth century had “attechjptedo the same] for the syntax
[and morphology] ...” by way of their respective graar texts.

Their efforts resulted in an abundance of grammeistthat would preside over
English language instruction for the centuriesdme. According to Martin & Rulon
(1973:43), overall “[tjhese grammar books were higirescriptive in tone...” in most
cases “prescribing what the language ought to therahan describing what it is; hence
the eighteenth century is often called the AgerekEriptivism.” As Martin & Rulon
(1973:43) describe, these “highly prescriptive stlgpammars,” which contained
“countless exercises in which students picked treect answer according to a set of
‘rules’ they had memorized,” were designed “to nfipdnguistic behavior with what we
now regard as a false set of assumptions” abogtkye:

(a) language should be logical,

(b) change is a sign of decay;

(c) language can be legislated;

(d) speech should imitate writing;

(e) a standard exists which can be defined; [&ndlly,

(f) the ability to label parts of the sentence deslthe speaker to use
‘better’ English.

The first assumption is that ‘language should lggckl.” Martin & Rulon
(1973:43) continue their discussion of the gramtests of the eighteenth century by
telling us that “[tlhese and other books give tsé&merican ‘school grammar,’ often
calledTRADITIONAL GRAMMAR,, in which English is studied as if it were struei like
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Latin, which was considered a more logical, lessugiible language.” Following
Hebrew and Greek, as mentioned above, Latin hagldtyod as the written standard.
Due to its longevity and its widespread use amahglars across Europe, it held a
position of prestige that English had not yet achie

Additionally, McKay and colleagues (1987:581-582nind us that the scientific
revolution of the 1600s had spurred many intellgictninds toward a primary goal of the
“[e]xpansion of knowledge” by the power of “reasanid rational thought. We should
also recall that scholars of the eighteenth centtare educated in the classical tradition
and therefore would have been trained in the liteta, also known as the trivium
(logic, grammar, and rhetoric), and the quadrivi@amthmetic, music, geometry, and
astronomy). Joseph (2002:6) regards the trivium liberal arts education as “the
organon, or instrument, of all education at alelevbecause the arts of logic, grammar,
and rhetoric are the arts of communication itsethiat they govern the means of
communication—namely, reading, writing, speakingj astening.”

It makes sense, then, that scholars of this erddAmave so highly rated logic as a
component of language. But what about the nextaggan, that ‘change is a sign of
decay'?

Moore (1970:1-2) remarks that “Latin had ceasetthénsixth century to be a
living tongue,” but “it continued to be used thrtwagit western Europe as the language of
the Church and the medium of international interselamong the educated classes. In
this way it enjoyed a kind of after-life that lagdtll the Renascenceif].” Moore also
points out that “[u]ntil the Renascenaad the vernaculars were more or less looked
down on by men of learning as irregular, corrupt] eneagre in vocabulary.”
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But as Bragg (2011:112) explains, the scientifimfation and the Renaissance
had inspired an influx of new vocabulary for theestific and medical communities, and
at the same time the expansion of trade with atbantries led to “imported words” as
“English ships [sailed] all over the world, tradiimggoods, looting language.” Bragg
describes how “English artists, scholars and arrats began to explore Europe...and
brought back words which described what they sdWwe rate at which words were
pouring into the English lexicon created anxietyrfany individuals who believed that
changes in the language could lead to its defiléraed decay. According to Bragg
(2011:118), Sir John Cheke (1514-57), Provost oigi§ College, Cambridge, “argued
strongly that English should not be polluted byssttongues.”

But according to Graddol and colleagues (1996:158),

the desire for linguistic order did not arise signfstbm a desire to emulate
the classical languages. Writers like Swift wergians to preserve the
political order with which they identified. For the writers the fixing of
the language was to help safeguard what Swifta#fe ‘civil or religious
constitution’.

Apparently Swift was concerned because during tingligh Civil War in the mid-
seventeenth century, there had been some confag@rterms, which philosopher
Thomas Hobbes referred to as “a ‘breakdown’ of leagge.” Hobbes worried that “[i]f
language was breaking down...it was a sure signsthaety too was breaking down.”
Graddol and colleagues (1996:158) note further‘{tjiese kinds of association
between the condition of the language, the politoastitution (or state) and the issue of
social cohesion have endured in Britain ever since.
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Steps had to be taken to ensure that English gosmild not ‘break down’ any
further, and the belief that ‘language can be latpg’ inspired some of the leading
scholars to action. Thus, Blank (2008:212) notg#hé early modern period in England
saw the first systematic attempts to create, aesge, a universal language, a ‘perfect’
tongue.” This “common language,” it was hoped, wiagtem the anxiety about the decay
of the language brought about by the “influx ofeign words and a habit of creating new
English words out of foreign elements...” Blank (2(28) writes that a group called the
“Royal Society” had “sponsored the project of cirggfa universal language, for all
nations, that would clear up” the linguistic confus(often referred to as ‘Babel’) that
abounded in early modern England. However, desmpitey attempts, a “universal
language” was never established, but the divedditiialects and the vast increase in the
vocabulary of the vernacular during that era d&pire many scholars to write glossaries
and dictionaries of “hard words” for individuals wivanted to advance their knowledge
and to help foreigners increase their understanalirignglish.

By the eighteenth century, according to Hook & Matk (1959:107),

some grammarians, failing to recognize the inevitgof linguistic
change, strove to stop or at least retard it. THedieved that change in a
language is undesirable; since Latin was the migbtyhregarded
language, and since Latin had not changed muadfteer hundred years
or so, change must be bad.

The changes that English had endured throughowethies leading up to the
eighteenth century, and the upheaval in societyttad resulted due to the diversity of
dialects, the infusion of foreign terms, and thaval and adaptation of older forms were
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sufficient to cause many influential scholars agatlers to urge the creation of a
language academy that Tieken-Boon van Ostade (Z20Bareports “would codify the
language by refining and fixing it, and by layingweh its rules in an authoritative
grammar and dictionary.” Language academies haad foemded in Italy (1582) and in
France (1635), as Finegan (1998:538) points oat,tffe cultivation and regulation of
their vernacular...” England had its “Royal Societyfiich had been in existence since
the 1660s, and although its main interests wetkarfield of science, this group had
“[flrom its early days...concerned itself with matesf language, setting up a committee
in 1664 whose principal aim was to encourage thebees of the Royal Society to use
appropriate and correct language.”

It is interesting to note that many attempts hasenbmade throughout history to
legislate language. Ostler (2007:168) discusseas@opal by Alcuin of York, who in the
late eighth century pushed for all speakers ofrLettiuse the same “new, universal style
of pronunciation for Latin, deliberately reconstiedt [by Alcuin himself] to be close to
its original sound.” While the concept of “a singlerm” might seem to make sense, it
simply was not immediately practical, as it app#yecreated problems for all concerned.
Priests could no longer be understood by parisisowko had previously been able to
follow their sermons, unless they had studied & fforeign language” version of
Latin. Finally, in order to ensure comprehensibie, Church authorities ruled that priests
should deliver their messages in the vernaculénef regions.

It is evident that attempts to regulate languageaiten come from religious
leaders or scholarly institutions, but many timesse leaders work in conjunction with
authorities from the highest office in the land.llisq2012:2) reports that in the late ninth
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century, for example, King Alfred “called for theatching of vernacular literacy to all
young persons...of the freeborn classes and the gubseteaching of Latin to the more
promising of them...” Law (1987:48) notes that Atfrgealized the importance of
translations of the fundamental Latin texts forgielus purposes, and instituted a
programme of systematic translation, an initiativat was revived two generations later
with the Benedictine reform movement.” Unfortungtels Law comments, “...in spite of
this early evidence of engagement with the problefrisanslation, there is little sign of
linguistic introspection. Anglo-Saxon grammariaasused their attention upon Latin.”

Still, there is evidence that the process of stadidation was underway, even if
only as a byproduct of other work. Greenfield & @l (1986:63) point out that the
vernacular prose writings that were produced @&salt of Alfred’s influence have “been
used to establish Early West Saxon as ‘standard@¢dish’ for many an English
grammar”; however, “...many linguists prefer Zlfri¢dguage (Late West Saxon) as
the norm for the study of the language.” As FullC&in (2003:161) remind us, “It was
ZElfric who produced the first vernacular grammat.atin, Excerptiones de arte
grammaticae anglice Greenfield & Calder (1986:69) have suggested f#telwold,
one of the most prominent figures in the Benedectgvival and the English monk under
whom Zlfric had studied at Winchester, so greatfjuenced “the development of Old
English prose” that he may be responsible for lqptastablished West Saxon as the
standard literary dialect.” It must be pointed dwdgwever, that some scholars, including
Hogg (2009:400-401) question the label “Standarm EXglish.”

Whether or not Late West Saxon can be called thedard’ language of its era,
there have been many other attempts to legislatpibege over the centuries. Another
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example took place after the Norman Conquest @aaBrin 1066, when the newly
established ruler, William | (also known as Willighre Conqueror, Duke of Normandy),
appointed Frenchmen to positions of power in theegament and in the Church.
Millward (1996:142) notes that “[e]ven the scripgoof the monasteries were taken over
by French speakers...” Naturally, the new leadehefdountry would replace the old
aristocracy with his trusted friends and followgyspple who shared his language, his
culture, and his way of thinking. This action effeely changed the “official” language
of the country to French.

For the next three hundred years the languagesdath courts, the government,
and the literature produced through official chdesmeas French, and as Moore (1970:27)
points out, “English ceased to be heard amongdheated classes.” The British peasants
and the servants of those in power, however,sgidke various dialects of English. In
fact, many of the French speakers in charge pickesome English due to intermarriage
as well as to necessity. They had to be able toruamtate with their Anglo-Saxon
housekeepers, caretakers, and child care workeyrsluing the three centuries of French
control of England, the number of English spealeetsally grew instead of diminishing.

Another attempt to legislate language (actuallydiuely of language) occurred
during the reign of King Henry VIII, who in 1542tablished William Lily’'sA Short
Introduction of Grammatr. (1540) as “the official” grammar of England, eveough as
Jones (1953:278) points out, it was “written inihdtJones (1953:279) reports that later
editions of Lily’s grammar “were entirely rendenedEnglish and had been reinforced by
supplementary and auxiliary works, all in Engli$he vernacular had become the
medium through which Latin was to be taught.”
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There have been other attempts to legislate laregaagvell. In the more recent
past, for example, Lippi-Green (2007:131) documantariety of cases in which
educators and administrators have tried (and margstsucceeded) to establish language
policies related to the use of “that mythical petfgpoken language we call Standard
English.”

Next, the assumption that ‘speech should imitaiéngt is a reference to
imitatio, or imitation, which Burton (Web) describes as “adamental method of
instruction in ancient Roman and in Renaissanceamishcurricula...” This strategy of
teaching

took place on many levels and through many meth&tan elementary
level students used imitation in learning the ruslits of Greek or Latin
(spelling, grammar), copying the purity of speeth given author. As
they progressed, they were taught parsing (finthegoarts of speech),
which led to various kinds of rhetorical analysigheir models (finding
figures of speech, argumentative strategies, patier arrangement).
Students were instructed to use copybooks to rgqgasdages from their
reading that exemplified noteworthy content or fowhich they would
then quote or imitate within their own speechesampositions.

This method of instruction seems to follow “thetpat for grammar studies” set
by a work written by Dionysus Thrax (100 B.C.) edlTechne Grammatik&lartin &
Rulon (1973:41) quote from the preface Thrax’sddétihat grammar is the practical

knowledge of the written language of poets andgwasters and that the study of
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grammar should be undertaken to help the studedta®ud, understand, and appreciate
the literary works of those writers.”

Mulroy (2003:36) shares that “[a]s a practical ghBne, grammar has two,
closely related goals. It preserves and perfeatetstanding of the great literature of the
past, and it contributes to eloquent self-expresside adds that “the utility of grammar
in preserving the appreciation of the old clasaitd fostering new eloquence is also one
of the great lessons of the European Renaissance.”

At the end of the seventeenth century there waet gancern that if the language
continued to change, in a few hundred years it tyghdifficult or impossible for readers
to understand the written words of their populaagssts, such as John Dryden. Krutch
(1969:112) comments that “Alexander Pope wassifficiently suspicious of the
stability of his own language to write, ‘For suah@haucer is shall Dryden be’.”

This comment was an allusion to the writing of Gexyf Chaucer, who had died
in 1400—only three centuries earlier. If the langgi&dad changed that much in such a
short period of time, what guarantee did writershsas Dryden have that their writing
would be understood by future readers?

These ‘lessons’ about the goals of grammar mergetive perceived goals of
grammar-writers of the eighteenth century, who Usex$ from ‘the great literature of
the past’ as examples for their observations asiuation on points of grammar and
usage. Grammar texts reflected their belief thatéadard exists which can be defined,’
and this standard represented, according to BauGaldéte (2002:277),

a coherent prescriptive tradition, within which lgigenth century
grammarians aimed to do three things: (1) to guaithé principles of the
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language and reduce it to rule; (2) to settle desghypoints and decide
cases of divided usage; and (3) to point out comeroars or what were
supposed to be errors, and thus correct and imghevlanguage.

The belief that ‘a standard exists’ is actuallyaepe from ‘which can be
defined.” As has been previously discussed, thadelieen three highly idealized
languages: Latin, Greek, and Hebrew. Jones (19%8pthers may be consulted for the
history of these languages and their perceivedapj8tandard’ actually referred to
“standard of correctness in language,” but thenatedin of this was exemplified by the
characteristics of the classical languages whicatewe highly esteemed. Scholars held
that Latin, Greek, and Hebrew had proven themsetvpsrity, elegance, and stability
over time. Jones (1953:234) refers to ‘purity’ aative purity” as in the original form of
the language, without additions such as borrowedisvsom other languages. Jones
(1953:13) describes ‘elegance’ as having “literguglities,” ‘eloquence,’ or polished,
graceful phrasing. Baugh & Cable (2002:255) indidaat ‘stability’ in language refers
to “a strong sense of order” and “regularity” ipermanent, unchanging form. In order to
establish a ‘standard’ authoritative form of Eniglig would be necessary to select the
dialect of England which seemed closest to thesaisd It would then be possible to
establish a set of rules for English, rules thal@telp the grammarians achieve their
aims: “to prescribe and to proscribe” (262).

The dialect that was destined to become the ‘stahdad been chosen, actually,
during the latter part of the fifteenth century.lMard (1996:224) reflects on the fact that
when William Caxton set up his first printing pressVestminster (near the London
area), naturally “the written English of the tegteduced was in the London dialect, a
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fact important in making this dialect the standamwritten English throughout
England.” Printing was a key factor in the standaation process in several ways.
Millward (1996:224) says that printing “was heavigsponsible for freezing English
spelling.” (This happened “just before a major sbahange was completed,” which
explains why many English words are spelled difiélsefrom the way they are
pronounced.) Millward also attributes the increbsgerest in literacy and the desire for
books to the advent of printing. Books and othéntpd materials circulated around
England, spreading the London dialect far fromdityelimits, into regions in which

other dialects of English were spoken.

But the idea that the London dialect became thedsta (by default) because of
the proximity of Caxton’s printing shop to the cembf commerce, government, and the
Royal Court has been challenged by Fisher (1996g ‘standard,” according to Fisher
(1996:2) emerged as a process involving “governrhargaucrats, men of letters,
teachers, and publishers who have inherited fromry4¢ and the English Chancery of
the fifteenth century.” Fisher discusses the faat t[b]y the end of the fifteenth century,
printers and educators began to assume dominastirocodifying the approved forms
and idioms of written English, just as educatord toa centuries controlled the approved
forms and idioms of Latin.” Before Caxton had brbubis printing press to England, and
“before English became part of the educationalodistanent,” Fisher (1996:64)
continues,

English first began to be used regularly for goweent, business, and
private transactions. The essential characterisfiédodern written
English were determined by the practice of thekslen Chancery and
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communicated throughout England by professionabssrwriting in
Chancery script and under the influence of Chanickoyn.

However, even though Caxton “printed in a langustgengly influenced by
Chancery standard...” which was “the normal languagell official [governmental]
communications,” Fisher (1996:64) points out thaithin a few years printers were
introducingare for Chancerype/ben(found in London documents before 1420) arfior
Chancery third-persait (found in London documents by the 1450s).”

The ‘standard,’ then, that we find emerging in ¢ighteenth century was the
result of many influences. What remained for trengmar-writers of that era was to
codify the ‘rules’ which would exemplify this modef English. InA Proposal for
correcting, improving and ascertaining the Engltshgue a letter to the Earl of Oxford,
Jonathan Swift (1712) had clearly stated the probleith the language:

...My LORD, I do here, in the Name of all the Learrsedl Polite Persons
of the Nation, complain to Your LORDSHIP, Esst Minister,that our
Language is extremely imperfect; that its daily toy@ments are by no
means in proportion to its daily Corruptions; ttieg Pretenders to polish
and refine it, have chiefly multiplied Abuses anlks@irdities; and, that in
many Instances, it offends against every part a@in@nar...

We should also note that the lexicographer we dsed earlier, Samuel Johnson,
had commented on problems with the language iprtiiace to hiPictionary, which
McAdam & Milne (1964:4) highlight in their publidan:

When | took the first survey of my undertakingptihd our speech
copious without order, and energetick without ruleserever | turned my
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view, there was perplexity to be disentangled, @ndfusion to be
regulated; choice was to be made out of boundlassty, without any
established principle of selection; adulteratiorsemo be detected,
without a settled test of purity; and modes of espion to be rejected or
received, without the suffrages of any writerslaksical reputation or
acknowledged authority.

Thus, it seems that the scholars of the periodiaid work cut out for them (if |
may use one of our American English idioms). Margngmar-writers responded to
Swift's complaint by creating a list of observatsoambout grammar or usage deemed to be
“correct.” One of these grammar-writers was Rohextith, the university
professor/grammarian/bishop who, according to TneBReon Van Ostade (2011:1) now
“has the status of an icon of prescriptivism.” hie preface to hid Short Introduction to
English Grammarl.owth (1967 [1762]:v-vi) addresses Swift's remoasite by saying
in effect, that the ‘imperfect[ions],’” ‘CorruptionsAbuses and Absurdities’ that Swift
sees in ‘Our Language’ are not the fault of “theglaage [itself], but the practice...”
Lowth (1967[1762]:vi) goes on to say:

The truth is, grammar is very much neglected amm@nd it is not the
difficulty of the language, but on the contrary gwplicity and facility of
it, that occasions this neglect. Were the languesgeasy and simple, we
should find ourselves under a necessity of studiingth more care and
attention. But as it is, we take it for grantedttive have a competent
knowledge and skill, and are able to acquit ouesejyoperly, in our own
native tongue; a faculty, solely acquired by ussducted by habit, and
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tried by the ear, carries us on without reflectie; meet with no rubs or
difficulties in our way, or we do not perceive theame find ourselves able
to go on without rules, and we do not so much apestt, that we stand in
need of them.

However, as the preface continues, we read thathL(1967[1762]:vii) has
observed some “gross mistakes” in the writing ahemf the “best authors” of the day,
and he believes that it may be helpful to offeisthas examples in his text so that readers
may “evince the necessity of the study of grammaur own language; and to admonish
those, who set up for authors among us, that treydvdo well to consider this part of
learning as an object not altogether beneath thgard.” It seems that Lowth believed
that even professional writers need a little revadwygrammar from time to time!

Lowth (1967[1762]:vii) even acknowledges that, \elt[t]he construction of this
language is so easy and obvious, that our gramnsahave thought it hardly worth while
to give us any thing like a regular and systemébsigatax,” it might not be a bad idea to
be clear about what the rules are, and to offeres@oognizable passages as examples to
illustrate the rules. His explanation appears He\s:

The principal design of a grammar of any language teach us to
express ourselves with propriety in that languagel to enable us to
judge of every phrase and form of construction, tivbeit be right or not.
The plain way of doing this is, to lay down rulasd to illustrate them by
examples. But, besides shewing what is right, tadenmay be further
explained by pointing out what is wrong. | will neke upon me to say,
whether we have any Grammar that sufficiently unss us by rule and
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example; but | am sure we have none, that in thenerahere attempted,
teaches us what is right, by shewing what is wrongggh this perhaps
may prove the more useful and effectual methodistfuction.

In this passage, Lowth seems concerned aboutwdnat the current day refer to
as “best practices” in our teaching. It seems dik#ting connection to the next (and
final) assumption about language held by the eggittecentury grammarians and many
of the educators that followed in their prescriptfeotsteps: the idea that ‘the ability to
label parts of the sentence enables the speaksettbetter’ English.’

This is an interesting concept, indeed. First, ahdity’ that is being referred to
above is known asarsing.According to Brown & Kiddle (1855, 2008:33), “[pkng is
the resolving or explaining of a sentence accortbnte definitions and rules of
grammar.” In the original preface to his grammauién offers the following opinion
regarding ‘best practices’ in the teaching of graarim

The only successful method of teaching grammatgisause the principal
definitions and rules to be committed thoroughlyrtemory that they may
ever afterward be readily applied. And the pupdwdd be alternately
exercised in learning small portions of his boald ghen applying them in
parsing, till the whole is rendered familiar.

Daniel (1901:4-5) offers his explanation of pardnameath the broad category
Parts of Speechilf we examine the separate words of which sentemace made up, we
shall find that they discharge different functions, are used for different purposes.” He
then provides four sentences and gives specifilysemto describe the function of each
word. The next point in this section (5) says: “Wethat discharge the same function in
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a sentence are said to belong to the same pgreeth. To parse a word is, primarily, to
say to which part of speech it belongs.”

The idea, therefore, is that if an individual cdentify and distinguish between a
noun and an adjective, a preposition and an irtdoje, he or she should be able to use
‘better English.” There must be more to it tharsthi

And there is. In the introduction to Part | of thienportant work Standard
English, the widening debatBex & Watts (1999:14) discuss two features of eaghth
century grammars that Watts comments on in Ch&pteocial construction of Standard
English “their constant references to the classical laggs and their concentration on
proscription.” They go on to say that

[n]ecessarily, a knowledge of Greek and Latin iregbla degree of
education. By relating the parsing of English witie parsing of Latin, an
indirect appeal could be made to the status thatiad to those people
who had received a classical education.

So, the simple answer is that eighteenth-centuagngrarians believed that the
ability to parse led to the ability to use the Eslglanguage better because it did so for
Latin. (And you could look down your nose at anyari® had not been educated in the
classical tradition.) But anyone who has studietinL@ven a little should recognize the
fact that parsing a Latin sentence might actuatly lone to write new Latin sentences, or
to construe Latin sentences into English.

But as Buck (1909:23-24) points out, the abilitydaoalyze a sentence... [and] to
discover the parts of speech,” followed by learrtiogv to connect words of one part of
speech to those of another part of speech, what Balts “a mechanical aggregation of
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separate words” does not constitute languagefititldy does not constitute ‘using
better English’.

Buck (25) makes an important point when she says:

The sentences which grammar presents to us haseryriruth ceased to
be language, once they have been cut off frone#drence to the various
acts of thought-communication which gave rise enthso that they seem
to exist in and for themselves, mere mechanicagjeoas of words,
brought together only to fulfil certain arbitramquirements of the
sentence form as such.

Earlier in this discussion it was mentioned tihat $cholars of the eighteenth
century ‘had their work cut out for them’ in termiscodifying the rules of English
grammar, and in determining ‘the most useful arielotize methods of instruction. My
hope is that this discussion has brought to ligheast a small portion of the rationale for
some of the eighteenth-century ideologies abowuage, and that this knowledge will

help us to become better-informed teachers (artknta) of English.
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CHAPTER IV
THE PROBLEM WITH MULTIPLE NEGATION

The preoccupation with logic during the seventeamith eighteenth centuries may
have led to the decrease in use of certain corigingcthat had been part of the English
language for centuries. One of those constructiordves the use of more than one
word to indicate negation. In Present Day Engheé typically negate a verb by inserting
one word, "not," into the predicate of a senteh@eexample, "Mary is not my sister."

But this pattern, which we take for granted asritjlet way to form the negative of a
verb, was not always in effect. In fact, it seehet the formulation of negative
constructions may have gone full circle from thepgeginning of the English language
up to today, and we mavy still be circling.

The purpose of this discussion is to analyze ortbefproscriptions that became
widespread during the eighteenth century and coesino plague schoolchildren to this
day. I include this topic not to argue that mukiplegation should be acceptable in
Standard English, but as part of my mantra thates of English should understand the
history behind theulesthey are enforcing. By doing so, they may develageper
appreciation for the dialects existing today thapy this feature. They may also
become better able to present this point of grammaruseful fashion to their students.

Interestingly, the history of English documents &élceeptability of multiple

negation from OIld English (beginning in roughly A450) until sometime in the
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seventeenth century (Lynch 2009), although it leenlnoted by Beal (2004:114) that
“double negation was used in informal and lowesslariting and speech throughout the
eighteenth century.”

Speakers of Old English (dating from roughly A.[294 1100), initially used one
word, "ne," to indicate a negative, as exemplifire@eukema (1999:11): "ic ne secge"
meaning "l do not say" or "l say not." Thomas By[#964:205) points out thatéwas
frequently joined to a following verb if this begaiith h or w or with a vowel, for
example, Old Englishabban‘not to have, neom'am not,” nat‘know(s) not, nyllan‘be
unwilling,”.” Cheshire (1999:29) indicates, howeyflowing the pattern offered by
Jespersen (1917), that this form was “too weak. s"Baukema (1999:10) points out,
“phonologically’] “to survive unaccompanied, and ttne Middle English period had
been strengthened by the addition of 'not." Theesece given as an example in
Beukema (11) would then have changed to "ic ne seyé

Cheshire (1999:29) notes that Jespersen’s “pdiberine evolution of negative
expressions... is sometimes referred to as the Neg@lycle.” Beukema (1999:10)
points out that within this ‘Negative Cycle’ “theisea developmental pattern in systems
of sentential negation.” This pattern begins wittidssical’ Old English: ne, always
preceding the finite verb,” as in (a). The nexatg” takes place in “Late Old English
and throughout the Middle English periogt strengthened byot; finite verbs placed
betweemeandnot’ as in (b). The next stage, “beginning in the Uslieldle English
period,” and not ending until almost the eighteesghtury, involves the eventual
elimination of the original negatoe, leaving the “finite verbs placed in frontwbt’ as
in (c). During the fifteenth century, there are teions for “lexical’ (i.e. non-auxiliary)
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verbs”: the first, seen in (d), in whictot precedes the verb, and the second, seen in (e),
in which a form ofdo precedesiotin support of the “uninflected lexical verb.” The
“enclitic form —n’t” later develops fromot, as seen in (fj10).

(a)lc ne secge

(b) I ne seye not

(c) I say not

(d) I not say[+Fin]

(e) I do not sayf-Fin]

(f) | don't say[-Fin]?

(adapted from Beukema 1999:11)

By examining some of the preserved writings froe bhddle English period
(approximately A.D. 1100-1500), we can see thattistom was to include additional
negators (such asot, nys no, and others) in a sentence in order to make thatios
more emphatic. Writing in the fourteenth centurgo®rey Chaucer, (Chaucer,
Greenblatt & Adams 2006:255), includes many exampfehis feature. For example, in
lines 234 to 236 ofhe Nun'’s Priest’s Talaye read: “To God that is so just and
resonable, That hee wol nat suffer it heled [concealed] be, Though it abidesar or
two or three” (italics mine). Later (in line 420pwotice another example of double
negation: “But Ine cannat bulte it to the bren,” translated as [But | can)fisift it to the
bran, i.e., get to the bottom of it” (259; italiesne). In Chaucer’s writing we find not
only double negation, but triple and even quadruglgation. In the General Prologue to
The Canterbury Tales we read a description of tiee fine 251): “Theranasno man
nowherso vertuous:” (176; italics mine), in which thmeegators are usedds a
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combination oheverandwas no; andnowhej. We find four negators in an oft-cited
passage (lines 70 and 71), in which Chaucer descthe “worthy Knight”: “Henevere

yit no vilainye ne saide /In al his lif untmo manere wight: /He was a verray, parfit, gentil
knight” (172; italics mine), translated by LereD(:75-76) as "He never, to this point,
in any way said anything bad in all of his lifeaoy kind of person.”

Two centuries later, multiple negatives were appidyestill somewhat
acceptable, as we can see in the early seventeenthry plays of William Shakespeare
(1975:86). In Act Ill, Scene I, of Twelfth Night,eafind: “And that no woman haspr
never noné Shall mistress be of it, save | alone” (italnge).

But in Shakespeare’s work we notice a mixture gfatien patterns. As noted
above, in some instances he uses multiple negatbite in others, he uses a
construction that seems very modern in comparispoAct |, Scene 1l oAs You Like It,
Celia says, “You know my father hatio child but I,nor noneis like to have...” (231,
italics mine). A few lines further, she says, “Matrt pr'ythee, do, to make sport withal:
but loveno man in good earnesipr nofurther in sporneitherthan with safety of a pure
blush thou mayst in honour come off again” (234ligs mine). In these two statements
we see the remnants of an earlier style of negatiowever, later on, in Act IV, Scene |,
we notice Rosalind saying: “The poor world is alir&ig thousand years old, and in all
this time there wasot anyman died in his own person...” (247, italics miné}his had
been written two centuries earlier, we might expectad a phrase like in.all this time
there ne nas no man

The fact that we see a mix of the older and theemestyle of negation seems
understandable, given what we know about langubgage. If we take a cursory glance
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through a few lines of a Shakespearean play, amltétke a similar view of one of
Chaucer’s works, we would no doubt notice that knk may not understaadl of
Shakespeare’s terminology, it is by far easieramprehend his language than that of
Chaucer.

Shakespeare’s plays were written in the late smteand early seventeenth
century, which falls within the Early Modern peri@approximately A.D. 1500-1800) of
English. Fowler & Burchfield (1996:227) state tHga]t some point between the 16c. and
the 18c., for reasons no longer discoverable, donbyatives became socially
unacceptable in standard English.” Perhaps thet egasons are not ‘discoverable,’” but
from a brief examination of the period we can sgerseveral factors that may have
influenced this change.

As we have previously discussed, by the late fifteeentury, many important
events had occurred, and others were underwaywhfidl (1996:224) points out that the
introduction of the printing press to England irvéffected the language in many ways:
from the freezing of spelling and the “decline regtige of regional dialects because they
were no longer being written down” to the estalvheht of the London dialect as the
“standard” for written material due to the locatwithe printing press. In addition, wider
availability of printed materials led to increadieracy among the middle and lower
classes.

Another important event that contributed to changeke language was the
English Renaissance. Millward (1996:225) crediiisgt'revival of interest in classical
learning” with many medieval texts previously aabie only in Latin or Greek being
translated into English. Bragg (2011:113) notes $lshools teaching “pure and literary
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Latin” were established by scholars at Oxford amth@ridge universities. These
“humanists...saw Latin as the language of classizalght, science and philosophy...”
and they believed Latin to be “the universal larggyavith which they could
communicate with other European scholars.” Dedmten’s previous connection with
the Church and the controversies surrounding geeaf English as an acceptable
language for religious purposes, the classicallagg still held prestige and
respectability, as did Greek. Bragg points out Wnatds borrowed from Greek and Latin
seemed to offer a comforting “[r]leassurance” tolishg and put it on par with the
“superior” languages of the past, which had “thaaseof years of achievement” to their
credit.

The influx of vocabulary was not the only benefitlee many translations of
classical works into English. Millward (1996:22%nements that the act of translating
“also gave English authors practice in developisghisticated English style that
incorporated the features of classical rhetoric gatible with English” and at the same
time “added to the status of the English languabexvever, this also “forced English
writers to compare English to Latin.”

Perhaps we can attempt to connect the dots froralibee history to our present
concern regarding the acceptability of multiple aiemn. We know that the study of Latin
had been revived due to the efforts of Renaissaduelars, and, as Martin & Rulon
(1973:41-42) discuss, England’s William Lily wragd_atin grammar (1540) “modeled
on Donatus and Priscian,” the “most influentialrgraarians for the study of Latin.”
Lily’'s grammar received “the official sanction ofHry VIII for use in the schools.” As
popular as it was to study Latin, it eventually d®e even more popular to study
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English, as evidenced by the increase in produaigrammars of English over the next
250 years.

Martin & Rulon (1973:42) continue their discussimnsaying that four decades
after Lily’s Latin grammar was printed, William Bokar (1586) produced “[t]he first
English grammar, entitleBamphlet for Grammalt After Bullokar’s publication came
texts “in English and in Latin, describing Englishterms of Latin, among them Ben
Jonson’sThe English Grammaf1640) and John WallisGrammatica Lingua
Anglicanag(1653)...” According to Tieken-Boon van Ostade (200@84), only four
grammars were produced during the fifty years foitg the production of Bullokar’s
pamphlet with fewer than 30 new grammars being producedduhe entire period
between 1580 and 1740; however, during the subségeeiod, from roughly the middle
of the eighteenth century through the end of tineteienth century, approximately one
thousand new grammars were published (see Figanel Figure 2).

One of the many new grammars that were publishedglthe eighteenth
century was written by Robert Lowth (1762), who terd Short Introduction to English
Grammar“for his eldest son, Thomas Henry, as a meanaalitating his learning of
Latin by the time he would be old enough to entangnar school” (Tieken-Boon van
Ostade 2011:9). Lowth’s grammar is frequently bldrfog “causing the disappearance
from Standard English of the double negative” £3).Tieken-Boon van Ostade points
out, however, the discussion regarding double mggatlid not even appear in Lowth’s
first edition, and it was likely added to the seg¢@dlition after a reader alerted him to its

omission. Further, “Lowth was not the first Englgtammarian to deal with the
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phenomenon by a long way” (11). Tieken-Boon vara@sthames seven grammarians
between 1711 and 1754 whose texts include disqussio double negation.

Tieken-Boon van Ostade further points out thaas$ Lowth’s “alleged
influence on usage,” her 1982 publication includesanalysis of eighteenth-century
usage...that shows that double negation was far émmmon in the language of
educated speakers at the time” (11). She citesestlngy Nevalainen & Raumolin-
Brunberg (2003) and Gonzalez-Diaz (2008) that conthat constructions such as
double negation and double comparatives and supedehad been decreasing in use
during the previous century.

Beal (2004:114) concurs that this “constructiomseealready to have been
disappearing from standard usage” along with dooblaparatives (such as ‘more fairer’
or ‘more fairest’), which were also labeled by graarians as “illogical.” Denison
(1998:243) indicates that “...multiple negation hatdme vanishingly rare” by the last
guarter of the eighteenth century.

If double negation was already “on the way outusé in Standard English
(Tieken-Boon Van Ostade 2009:79), it makes seregel thwth might not have seen the
need to include it in his grammar at first. Howeves second edition did include the
following description, as cited in Tieken-Boon v@stade (2011:12):

Two Negatives in English destroy one another, ereguivalent to an
Affirmative: as,
‘Nor did theynotperceive the evil plight
In which they were, or the fierce painstfeel’
Milton, P.L. i.335.
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In addition, Tieken-Boon van Ostade (12) cites tlos/footnote examples from
Shakespeare and Chaucer to illustrate how doulglatio® was used in the past as
compared with the mid-eighteenth century. From $bp&are’$Much Ado about
Nothing

‘Give not me counsel,

Nor let no comforter delight mine ear.’
‘She cannot love,

Nor takeno shapenor project of affection.’

(The Chaucer citation included in Lowth’s footnigehe description of the
‘worthy knight,” which is provided in the earliersgussion of the accepted use of
multiple negation during the Middle English peripd.

Tieken-Boon van Ostade also points out that Lasttimerely describe[ing] the
effect of the use of two negatives, following whats by then already a common maxim,
that two negatives cancel each other out, notingeasame time, in the footnote, that
usage had been different in the past” (12).

Whether Lowth intended his comments on negatigor@scriptive or descriptive,
subsequent grammarians adapted his words to ereateprescriptive-sounding rules; in
fact, Lindley Murray (1795:121, cited in Tieken-Bowan Ostade 2011:12) writes the
rule as follows:

RULE XVI.
Two negatives, in English, destroy one anothegrerequivalent to an
affirmative; as, ‘Nor did they not perceive hinhyat is, ‘they did perceive
him.” ‘Never shall | not confess:’ that is, ‘| shalever avoid confessing;’
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or, ‘I shall always confessBut it isbetter to express an affirmation by
aregular affirmative than by two negatives.
This is the rule that has been adapted into grantexés for over 200 years.

It is interesting to note that writers such as @eawand Shakespeare had included
multiple negation in their writing as it reflectdte accepted English usage of their times.
As the focus on Latin and scholarly pursuits inseshduring the English Renaissance,
the focus on language and the need to fix’ it kesLin the creation not of a language
academy, as many scholars had urged, but instédationaries and grammar texts. The
goal of these publications, according to Baileyl@Q90), seems to have been concerned
with improving the language, with two “themes” a$éclission as to how this could be
done. One side believed that normative, presceginammars could promote “reason
and regularity, that is, grammar as a branch atlagd thought,” while the other side
“was based on elegance and propriety.” Grammais asit.owth’s and Murray’s have
often been described as presenting rules basemfom such as the supposed
mathematical analogy of ‘two negatives make a p@sitwhich is false in the
mathematical sense). However, it is the logic dfrLgrammar, not algebra, which
provided Lowth, Murray, and others with the ‘rul8tudents of prescriptive grammars
may interpret the use of multiple negatives agitial, and therefore, not appropriate for
those who want to portray themselves as membean efite social class.

Hickey (2010:17) clarifies for us the connectiotvizen eighteenth-century
notions of ‘elegance’ and ‘propriety’ in languageeland one’s social status. The term

“elegant” was associated with other “positive” tersuch as “polite,” “refine and
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“cultivated.” Tieken-Boon Van Ostade (2010b:77) ecoemts on “the function of the
grammars as linguistic guidebooks for those whadedisto rise in society.”

Mugglestone (2003:12-13) notes that

grammars, dictionaries, and manuals of linguissiage of the eighteenth
and nineteenth centuries gradually...began to takenportant
implications for pronunciation too—and for thossuss of ‘propriety,’

and ‘impropriety,’ ‘correctness,’ and ‘mistake,’ wwh also began to infuse
attitudes toward spoken English at this time.

It should have been no surprise, then, Denison§2938) notes, that “when
[multiple negation] reappeared in the nineteentitwy it was a clear literary marker of
non-standard usage” which itself was often takea sign of a person’s social class.
Charles Dickens (2012:18) often used multiple negatin the speech of individuals of
‘lower’ status in society. For example,@liver Twist first published in 1838, a seedy
Mr. Gamfield tries to convince the parish boardetohim add Oliver to his team of
apprentices by explaining why a little fire in th@place is a good way to encourage a
young chimney sweep to move quickly: “...that’'s aflake and no blaze; veras, smoke
ain’t o’ no use at all in makin a boy come down..dtér, Mr. Bumble, the “gentleman”
in charge of the workhouse where Oliver lives, ax the good fortune of the
apprenticeship offer to a tearful Oliver: “...and falt a naughty orphan which nobody
can't love” (20).

In Present Day English (PDE), using double or mldtnhegatives in a sentence
when one would suffice is often considered “incorréLunsford et al. 2011:704; Oxford
American Dictionary & Thesaurus 2009:381), or elmd English’ (Herndon
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1976:283). This usage is referred to as “nonstatidar‘substandard” and as Skinner
(2012:85) describes, is “...verboten in standard Bhdl It is recognized by some
modern grammar writers, however, that “[w]ords gnaimmatical forms called
nonstandard are used by many intelligent people speak dialects other than standard
English” (Fowler & Aaron 1992:479). According Tde Oxford English Grammar
(Greenbaum 1996:56), “Non-standard dialects use iti@n one negative to emphasize
the negation,” as in the following examples:

(1) * Nobody told me nothing.

(2) * We don’t want none, neither.

Grammarian Paul Hopper (1999:180) notes that “[tigle negatives...are
commonly heard in the spoken registers in aimdstiallects in English...” But in
general, writers of grammar texts and usage gwi@es writers to “stay away from”
(O’'Conner 2003:188) or to “avoid” (Hollander 199341 Aaron 1995:126) the inclusion
of double negatives in constructions such as tloge@abxamples.

Warriner (1982:235-236) comments that “[B]efore #éghteenth century, the
double negative—or triple negative or quadrupleatieg—was both useful and popular.
The more negatives used in a sentence, the morkatitgdly the writer or speaker
meant ‘No!"”” His explanation for students of théhzmantury: “This piling up of
negatives is no longer good English usage. We nq#sess the same idea with only one
negative in the sentence...” Further, he urges reamfdris grammar text: “Keep your
usage up-to-date by avoiding such double negativg236), which he follows with
examples of sentences illustrating what he terrrntiard” and “nonstandard” usage,
such as:
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*Barney does not ever do no work. (Nonstandard)
Barney does not ever do any work. (Standard)
or Barney never does any work. (Standard)
or Barney does no work. (Standard)
(adapted from Warriner 1982:236).

Some writers allow for the use of multiple negagiue certain situations. In
Right, Wrong, and Risky: a Dictionary of Today’sekiwan English Usagescholar
Mark Davidson (2006:209) offers the acceptabilityemphatic double negatives...for
dramatic effect,” citing Rodney Dangerfield’s fansopoft-repeated remark, “I don't get
no respect’.”

As we have seen, multiple negation has a long atedasting history. In today’s
society, it is an acceptable feature in many laggeadialects, and social registers.
Teachers of ‘standard’ English would do well to @aigt themselves with some of the
historical and social background of this grammétieature, including its connection to
modern dialects which utilize multiple negatives tisat they may be better equipped to

discuss the concept with their students.
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CHAPTER V
THE MYSTERY OF AIN'T

The previous chapter discussed the historical brackgl of multiple negation;
that is, the use of more than amegatorto express a negative statement. This chapter
carries on the theme of negation to focus on ontecpéar example that has been the
object of much criticism for more than 200 yearse Tvordain’'t has endured much
name-calling, from being labeledarbarismand avulgarism to the more recent
moniker ofsubstandardor its euphemistic cousinpn-standard It seems to be fairly
common practice for some teachers in U. S. clagssdo reprimand students who use
ain’t, and to announce in no uncertain terms that't is not a word!”

Unfortunately, despite the opinions of well-meaniegchers and others who tout
this or similar lines of thinkinggin’t is a word, and for several hundreds of years it has
proven to be a quite useful word. Is it a “propedrd? Is it acceptable in formal written
documents? These and similar questions have logwy thebated, and there is no easy
answer. One thing seems certain, however. Thdlatthis word has been (and
continues to be) at the heart of so much contemtiap indicate that words suchais’t
play an important role in the development of omglaage. Individuals who insist that
only persons of low education or socio-economitustaayain’'t would do well to take
note of its longstanding popularity and to investegthe background of the word before

attacking its many users. The purpose of this @raptto take a look at the interesting
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history of this contraction, and to attempt to pdevthe reader with a fuller
understanding of whgin’t is worthy of some respect.

It was respected in the earliest days of its hystatter all. Burridge (2004:102)
notes thatin’'t has been part of the language, along with othetractions, such as
can’t, won’'tanddon’t, “since at least the seventeenth century.” The OilDe
documents one of these early formswft from Spightful Sisterby A. Bailey
(1667:iii.i. 26): “Look you, Sir, | an't for compteentical words; but here Stands the
case.”

Stevens (1954:196) posits that "[a] thorough itigation of the etymology of
the contraction will undoubtedly reveal that higtaly it is no less reputable than any
other verbal contraction.” Burridge (2004:102) gots this position by pointing out that
during the seventeenth century (and probably thg eaghteenth century), the use of
ain’t (spelledan’t or a'n’t) was considered “perfectly respectable” and, at, fdhe word
was used by “even the most highly educated spéeaketading Jonathan Swift, author
of the commonly recognized novBllliver's Travelsas well as many other writings,
including political essays and poetry.

Stevens (1954:197) includes an example of Swiftis afain’'t taken from a
dictionary of slang edited by John S. Farmer in@t88om Swift’'s Journal to Stella,
November 24, 1710, Letter ix: ‘| ain’t vexed atslpuppy business of the bishops,
although | was a little at first.”™

Many other well-respected writers usad’t, according to O’'Conner &
Kellerman (2010:48), who note thah't “or variations of it can be found in the letters o
diaries of Swift, Lamb, Byron, Tennyson, and HeAdams...as well as characters of all
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classes in the novels of Fielding, Austen, Dickdrisckeray, George Eliot, and
Trollope.”

O’Conner & Kellerman (2010:49) also point out ttthe early versions of
‘ain’t” represented “a contraction of ‘am not’ arate not’.” Whether this occurred as a
result of natural changes within the language ssaneone’s purposeful design,
apparently it became rather handy to have one Watdcould be used instead of both
amn’tandaren’t. This same word was later used to represendt. Burridge (2004:103)
imagines the sequence of changesigmdt 2 isn't 2 int 2 ain’t.” O’Conner &
Kellerman (2010:49) estimate that “by the 180Qsds used for ‘have not’ and ‘has not,’
too, replacing an earlier contraction, ‘ha’'n’t'Evidence of this development can be seen
in the fact thatin’t can replacéaven’tin the perfect aspect, ashe ain’t never been
here.

But the question of the word’s origin remains a taggworthy of an episode on
modern detective shows. Halid ain’t come about? And how did this word, which at
one time was “routinely used by the upper classesdal as the lower, by the educated
and otherwise, in the seventeenth, eighteenthparedeenth centuries” (48), become so
poorly thought of by so many lexicographers andes«siof usage manuals that it has
often been labeled “a vulgarism” or “illiterate”?ady theories have been advanced in
scholarly writings throughout the last hundred gearso. And, even though there is no
“smoking gun,” we find sufficient evidence to supipthie consideration of a number of
possibilities.

In the case of usingin’'t in place ofamn’t, the literature seems to be pointing
toward the possibility thatin’t as an accepted contractionamh notmay be, in part at
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least, attributable to a process of sound chanidgdcassimilation (Hudson 2000;
McDavid 1941; Stevens 1954; Cheshire 1981). Baleal & Shaw (2009:42) define
this “very common” process as “the changing of asbunder the influence of a
neighbouring one,” noting that “the wos#antwas onceskamt but the /m/ has been
changed to /n/ under the influence of the followitig making the word easier to
pronounce.

Is this what happened tamn’t? Perhaps, but Hudson (2000:298) discounts the
pronunciation “explanation” for two reasons: firsiecausemn’tis used in some
dialects” and secondly, “because the normal rea¢tica pronunciation problem is to fix
the pronunciation not to eliminate the word.”

However, Stevens (1954:199) apparently believessisamilation theory is worth
consideration. He offers an explanation given lyféasor Anders Orbeck, of Michigan
State College:

am notmight have been syncopated into the fammn’t. Assimilation to
an n'tfollowed; then the simplification of the long comsmt might have
been accompanied by a lengthening of the vowebttyBModern [se],
from which the present diphthong would develop.

Stevens (1954:199) also cites linguist Otto Jegpe($928: 430), who proposes
another possible sourceéAfe notbecamearnt, which may well have lost its [r] early and,
with compensatory lengthening, yielded [a:nt]. Fritms form,ain’t could have
developed quite regularly.”

McDavid (1941:57-58) argues for the consideratibfaacommon origin” of the
constructionsin’t | andaren’t 1. McDavid’s discussion compares dialectal develope
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in the pronunciation dfain’t andl aren’t. He points out that within the Central-Western
American dialect, “[r] was retained in the combioat[arC]” (in which [a] represents the
sound of thea in fatherand [C] represents “any stop, spirant, affricategloster”);
however, in other dialects, namely, “the BritishcBiged Standard, the dialect of Eastern
New England, and most of the Southern Americarediaf the “[r] in such a

combination became actualized only as a shwa-gd€] or as length [a:C].”

McDavid describes how additional dialectal develepits led to the lowering or
raising (and diphthongization) of vowels, resultingoronunciations such as ['aj 'ejnt]
and ['aj 'ant]. The latter form “had no establisletthographic representation”; therefore,
“the spelling characterizing the three forms [avit, juw 'ant, 'dej 'ant], was adopted”
resulting in the form aren’t. This form was used by the dialect group with thghkst
level of “social prestige” and therefore “their i became the norm for social elegance”
(59).

McDavid reports the possibility that ['aj 'ejntp4t favor because of the spread of
the socially privileged form ['aj 'ant].” Eventlyalhowever, the status of this privileged
form and the form ['aj 'arnt] also lessened, “ptadpalue to the influence of a pseudo-
logical attitude, which objected on orthographioemises to a forrharen’t as the
negative ol am” (59).

Butl aren’tis not the only construction that seems a bit diseated from its
non-contracted form. Stevens (1954:198) discussesrigin of the contractiowon’tin
offering an additional theory for a dialectal ongf ain’t:

The contractionwon’t, for example, is the product of an alternate present
indicative form,wol, in the East Midland dialect, which both Gower and
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Chaucer use frequentlWon’t could not have had its origin in the North,
where the present indicative was invarialiyor wel. Quite the same
type of dialectal origin may exist for the waah’t, which might be
derived from the shortened Northern English elzombined with the
negativenot

This theory is supported by E. Payson Willard @23cited in Stevens
1954:200), who argues for a dialectal derivatioaiaft from the verthaveinstead of
am

‘(1) Itis used in all three persons and is notfiad to the first person
singular. (2) As an auxiliary it has the meanindgnafemuch more than
that ofbe.(3) Short forms ohavecan be found in the older English and in
dialect English (e.ghanin Chaucer antia’ in Burns). (4) It is sometimes
aspirated. (5Ha had the long-a sound in the wd#alfpenny(which is
pronounced by Englishmen as if the first syllabkrehay); hence thda

of havemay have been given this sound also’.

One feature odin’t that should give pause to those who commonly attigeks of
the word is the unusual aspect pointed out by Gregl©81:366), who says that the use
of “one form” (@in’t) for two verbs ljaveandbe) “is the result of a diachronic
coincidence.” And this may be the source of mucthefangst abouwtin’'t. The evidence
seems to indicate that attitudes towandt started changing (for the worse) when people
started using the word not just in placeaofn’tandaren’t, but also as a substitute for

isn't, haven’t,andhasn’t(Burridge 2004; O’Conner & Kellerman 2010)
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While it may be true thatin’t derived fromhave a few scholars over the years
seem to perceive these representations as evenvaiges than the derivations frobe
Merriam Webster’s Dictionary of English Usage (1P88ers the following quote from a
graduation speech given in 1846 to an all-girl reghool, in which “a man named
Peabody...advises great care and discretion in tipdogment of the negative
contractions, working his way throughn't, don’t, haven't, isn’t, hasn'’t, didn'’t,
couldn’t, wouldn’tandshouldn’t..” He ended this long list with the worst offendérad:
‘Won'tfor will not, andain’t for is notor are notare absolutely vulgar; aran’t for has
not or have notis utterly intolerable’ (Brice-Heath 1980:61).

This “all-purpose” word may have become too poptdaits own good. Pyles
(1964:206) notes that the many predecessors armht@pfain’t were likely in use long
before they appeared in written form, since “cocttoas are in their very nature
colloquial and thus would have been considereditatsa for writing, as most people
still consider them.” However, despite this facgmp educated (and respected) writers,
such as William Congreve (1695), Sir John VanBr(ig#96), and Jonathan Swift (1710)
frequently employed forms @ifin’'t as a contraction fam not, are not, and is notlere
are a few examples:

‘MISS PRUE. You need not sit so near one, if youehany thing to say, |
can hear you farther off, | an’t deaf—William Corge,Love for Love,
1695’

‘LORD FOPPINGTON. ...these shoes a’n’t ugly, but tideyn’t fit me—
Sir John VanbrughThe Relapse [, 1696]'.

‘an’t you an impudent slut[and]
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‘Presto is plaguy silly, tonight, an’t he?’3enathan Swift, in his Journal to
Stella, 1710 (The Merriam-Webster Dictionary of EslgUsage
1989:60).

Even the contractiohan’t appeared in late seventeen-century writing. Take, f
example, this line from Act V, Scene IV, ©he Country Wifehy William Wycherley
(1675): “Gentlemen and ladies, han't you all heaellate sad report of poor Mr.
Horner?” (Web). Of course, many other contractiapgear in this play, such slsan't,
‘tis, sha’'t(meaningshall not), I'll , let’s, d’ye, on’t, an'timeaningand it’), and more.

The fact that contractions (including formsamf’'t) were included in prose and
dramatic writing indicates the acceptability of Bdorms during that era. Haugland
(1995:179) notes that “[tlhe appearance of a wapnétontracted forms in the grammars
and spelling books” of the early eighteenth centigyan indication that these forms
were not considered entirely colloquial, epistolaryoetic, but were being established
as legitimate variants even in scholarly prose.tibgithe mid-eighteenth century,
however, language “authorities” began to attackesofithese abbreviated forms.

Sairio (2010:94) points out that this “growing eptance of contractions took a
turn when Swift and Addison, who were botheredh®yihelegant consonant clusters
brought by deletion, attacked contractions in th&0land 1711 issues of the Tatler and
the Spectator.” In section 135 of The Spectataidison (1711) writes that English
“[abounds] in Monosyllables” but “where the Worde aot Monosyllables, we often
make them so, as much as lies in our Power, byraprdity of Pronounciatiofsic] ...”
(1711, Morley 1891). Addison attacks the “closingone Syllable” of words such as
“drown’d, walk’d, arriv’dfor drowned, walked, arrivedas having “very much
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disfigured the Tongue, and turned a tenth paruofsmoothest Words into so many
Clusters of Consonants.” Addison also mentiondahbethat “on other Occasions we
have drawn two Words into one, which has likewisgy\imuch untuned our Language,
and clogged it with Consonants,rmaayn’t, can't, shd'n’'t, wo'n'tand the like, fomay
not, can not, shall not, will not, &c.(1711, Morley 1891).

Jonathan Swift's (1710) letter in issue 230 of Tla#ler expresses his concerns
about some of the common errors that seem to apeeprently in the “polite Way of
Writing.” He exposes some of the evidence of “tbatmual Corruption of our English
Tongue” which, in his opinion, is the result of tiwo [e]vils, Ignorance, and want of
Taste.” Some of the chief offenders echo Addisantscisms in The Spectator regarding
monosyllables. He specifically mentions the follogicontractions, which appeared in a
letter that he reported having received “some Tage’: ‘cou’dn’t;” ‘ha’'n’t;’ ‘don’t;’

‘can’t; ‘do’t;” ‘shan’t’. (1710, Web).

His objections involve several key areas. Firstséems certain that the manner
of writing may not be understandable by future gatiens. Next, he points out “the
Abbreviations and elisions, by which Consonantsioét obdurate Sound are joined
together, without one softening Vowel to interverieserves “only to make one Syllable
of two, directly contrary to the Example of the &ke and Romans” (1710, Web). By
mentioning the Greeks and Romans, he seems tolth@dnap the Classical languages as
an example of “pure languages” that should be etedjanot turned away from.

Swift continues his attack on these “refinementsbaing “of the Gothick Strain,
and [having] a natural Tendency towards relapsmg Barbarity, which delights in
Monosyllables, and uniting of mute Consonantst asabservable in all the Northern
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Languages” (1710, Web). The American Heritaged&wo Contemporary Usage and
Style (2005:21) states tha@}jn’t and some of these other contractions came under
criticism in the 1700s for being inelegant and lolass, even though they had actually
been used by upper-class speakers,” among then [8mielf.

And it seems that things have not changed mudeghre early eighteenth
century, at least wheman't is concerned. Upper-class speakers and highly &stlica
individuals may still incorporate words liln’t into their speech, especially in informal
situations. Also, as Greenbaum (1996:131) points“@unerican politicians may use
ain’t in public speeches to convey a folksy tone.”

Over the years, the popularity @h’t has continued to rise, if we may take its
frequent appearance in society as evidence. The Yhas made its way into a host of
catchphrases and songs: ‘ain’t it grand to be blogwell dead?; ‘ain’t love grand?’;
‘there ain’t no such animal’; ‘ain’t that somethffig'it ain’t necessarily so; ‘if it ain’t
broke don't fix it’; ‘Is you or is you ain’t my bat?’” (Fowler & Burchfield 1996:38).

In literature, the worain’t “is an undisputed element in Cockney speech”
(Fowler & Burchfield 1996:37), a dialect which Magtvs (1937:325) says

emerged at the end of the [eighteenth] centuryweasitaken over by
Dickens and his contemporaries [and] was in thenrttaa survival of
seventeenth-century pronunciations which had bbandoned in
Standard English because of the eighteenth-centoement towards a
regular speech.

In addition, the use d@in’t is often noted as a feature of some nonstandard
English dialects (Greenbaum 1996), including Apglailan English (Luhman 1990) and
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African American English, also known as Black Veular English (Walker 2005:2) in
the U.S. In these dialecw@in’t typically replaces negative forms lo¢ or have but
Walker notes that in African American English (AA&ih't also “alternate[d] witldid
(and more infrequentlydo, a pattern not found in other varieties of English

As we have seen, the waath't has played a very active role in the English
language over the past several centuries. It é&esting that the existing literature on
ain’t seems to have one thing in common: none of itigesva definitive answer on the
origin of this word. Scholars may offer opposingcomplementary theories, but for
various reasons the origin aiih’t remains elusive. Many opportunities exist for tiert
research. What we do know and humbly recognize gliewy is that the wordin’'t has a
long and mysterious past. And despite the factdhmt has been, well, blackballed from
“acceptable” and “proper” usage, most of us empthoy word from time to time. As
O’Conner & Kellerman (2010:48) point out, “The muetaligned contraction is the
poster child for poor English and has been for ggians, never mind that millions use it
and everyone else knows what it means.” And whatldarives fronbe, haveor from
some other source, or is the result of assimiladie® to our language’s striving for

efficiency or ease of pronunciatican’t is definitely a word.
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CHAPTER VI
THE AKSATTITUDE

What thoughts pop into your head when you laearand the speaker is not
referring to an implement used to chop down a ti@ethe hairs on the back of your
neck stand on end? Do your eyebrows rise up, dightlg? If you know what | am
talking about, and you understand the shift irtiede that results in a bodily reaction
such as those mentioned, then the message ohtiyer is for you.

I must admit that from time to time | have expeded these reactions myself, but
instead of lashing out at the speaker, a strongsity about the usage has spurred me on
to study the history of this word. As | have resbad the etymology and the sociological
background oisk my “teacher-self” has been encouraged to be stvaemore tolerant
of variations such as this. But it is not easyrse the memories that negative attitudes
can create.

And somehowhis particular usage above many others can incite theemost
genteel teacher of the King’'s English (or “the Quisd=nglish” if you prefer) to riot. |
have observed meek, mild colleagues in a high ddbglish department rant and rave
at a student whose offense was merely that of i@sisg two sounds in a three-letter
word. Not a pretty sight.

The indignation that surfaces in teachers andteaohers alike at the sound of

this “mispronunciation” is very common. Why do samy people get upset at hearing
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aksfor ask? Is it because they expect the letters to be smbadt in the order in which
they appear? Have our ears grown so accustomeshtof the “correct” pronunciation
that the other grates on our nerves? Or does tlweriiect” version bring some “baggage”
with it? Machan (2009:40) suggests that “[a] preddse metathesis...becomes
stigmatized as external corruption rather thamrmalechange only when speakers, for
whatever non-linguistic reasons, assign negatilgevi@ these linguistic phenomena...”

Perhapsikshas been stigmatized because it is a featuraiflect often referred
to as “Black English” or “African American VernaeaulEnglish” (AAVE), and therefore,
many speakers of English believe that it does pluirly in thepreferredversion of
English, the so-calleBroper English

Lippi-Green (2007:179) comments that “[p]ejoratatétudes toward AAVE by
non-blacks are easy enough to document...” and indls“is characterized as the most
horrendous of errors” by non-AAVE speakers. Lioeen adds that “[o]ne of the most
salient points of phonological variation which iesgly stigmatized from outside the
black community might be called the greak-akscontroversy.”

This usage may be controversial because it hasibelewled by many scholars
and language authorities under the “Black Englisiibrella. But how didksbecome
associated with the AAVE dialect? McClendon (2004 reports that scholars have
tracedaxefor askas part of a pidgin used by slaves brought to Acadirom various
countries and regions. He proposes that “duringesia many words were changed in
spelling and in pronunciation. With Africans unawaif these alterations, language

changes among us didn’t always follow.”
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Eventually the usage was labeled as “slang,” “umeational,” or “nonstandard.”
The Concise New Partridge Dictionary of Slang amg¢dhventional English (Partridge,
E.; Dalzell, T., & Victor, T. 2008:7) defines thanantaks as “A familiar
mispronunciation, especially in black and youthgesaJK.” The American Heritage
Guide to Contemporary Usage and Style (2005:41eents that the pronunciation of
askasaks which is “sometimes spellexk or aks is often identified as a feature of
African American English.” And whilaksandast (another variant pronunciation) are
both considered “...nonstandard...they occur fairlgérently, especially in the southern
or central sections of the United States.” Butaapptly the authorities are not entirely in
consensus about assigniakgsto the list of patterns of usage recognized aslkBla
English. The guide goes on to say:

While it is true that the form is frequent in theesch of African
Americans, it is also heard in the speech of whiteericans as well,
especially in the South and middle sections ofcthuntry. It was once
common among New Englanders, but has largely die¢there as a local
feature (41).

Lippi-Green (2007:179) adds that while it is comiydrmelieved that “theks
variant [is] an innovation of the AAVE communityiis usage is actually much more
widespread, being “found in Appalachian speeclspime urban dialects in the New
York metropolitan area, and outside the US in sosgenal varieties of British
English.” O’Conner (2010:52) concurs, recognizihgttthis “AX pronunciation isn’t
limited to African Americans,” and admitting thdtes*heard it when [she] was growing
up in lowa, from whites as well as blacks.”
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So, if the variant pronunciation is not simply atige of a particular dialect, then
how do we explain the sound of these letters switchlaces? Is there a logical, rational
explanation for it? Or are the individuals who fueqt this pronunciation simply ignorant
of their error? The following discussion will attptra historical explanation of the usage,
and perhaps urge the reader to a less extremeoreadien the letters of this word (or of
other words) are seemingly reversed in the future.

As we have seen, the pronunciataksis most often labeled a dialectal feature of
AAVE; however, the history of the English langugayevides a much older and varied
record for the Modern Englisisk In the Oxford English Dictionary (OED) (Oxford
University Press 2013) we find thegkdeveloped from two very old formsiscianand
acsian.It remains unclear which form appeared in the |laggufirst, althougldcsianwas
apparently more frequent.

The Merriam-Webster Dictionary of English Usage§2%33) claims that thek
order was the earlier form, deduced “by comparisih cognate forms in other
languages.” However, Curzan & Adams (2012:3) refiat “...askcan be traced back to
the Old English verlacsian the form used throughout England through thethigh
century.” Fromkin, Rodman & Hyams (2007:281) statg “in Old English the verb was
aksian,with the /k/ preceding the /s/.” Denham & LobecR(@2:117) maintain that the
“two forms...coexisted” in Old English.

Both forms are attested as early as 885 in the (@Bford University Press
2013), appearing in Alfred’s translation of Boethi@onsolation of Philosophybeet is
paet ic pé aer ymacsade..Disse spraece de du me aeftgmast” and “Se de ymb paet
ascian wile” (xxxix. 84; emphasis mine). (The OED noseveral additional forms from
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the ninth century through the end of the OE peréddi-, &xi, &hxi-, &hxsi-, axsi-an, -
gan, -geanand aesian.)

Whichever form appeared first, scholars agreedimabcess of sound change
called metathesis was instrumental in the reversinge sounds made by tee/ cs
cluster. According to Fowler & Burchfield (2000:49netathesis is “the transposition of
sounds or letters in a word,” such as the prontiociaf askasaks (axe)Another usage
guide (Merriam Webster 1989:633) depicts metatheesithe process whereby a sound
hops out of its proper place, so to speak, and pppdsewhere in the word, or switches
places with another sound in the word.”

But this is not something that language expertsrjaced in the last century. In
fact, if we look at some everyday words we cantBeesvidence of metathesis all around
us. Consider the Old English wordsd andthrid. Would you recognize these words as
bird andthird? Lerer (2007:66-67, 273) tags several Modern iBnhgVords, such as
bird, ask through andbright, as examples of “...metathesis explaining a permanent
historical change in pronunciation.”

But, as Lerer (2007:273) points out, “[tlhe revegsof two sounds in a sequence”
is sometimes simply “a case of mispronunciationinasrevelantfor irrelevant, or
nukelerfor nuclear, and many more. David Crystal (1980:225) offems@ader definition
of metathesis than simply a switching or reverg$avo sounds or letters in a word, but
further as “...an alteration in trEEQUENCE OF ELEMENTS$N aSENTENCE—usually of
sounds, but sometimes ¥LLABLES, WORDS or otheruNITs.” Crystal classifies some

metatheses a®ERFORMANCE ERRORS and includes the pronunciati@aksfor askunder
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the sub-category offONGUE sLIPS (225). Is it possible that the OE metathesiasK
was originally a slip of the tongue?
It should be noted that during the OE period twitedent soundsverepossible
for thesccombination. Pyles (1964:38-39) explains:
In early Old English timescsymbolized [sk], but during the course of the
Old English period the graphic sequence continogddicate the later
development of [sk] into the sound symbolized frigiaddle English times
to the present bgh Theshwas an innovation of Anglo-Norman scribes
(OE sceal—ME and ModEshall), who earlier had usex] ssandschfor
the same purpose. The digragathus occurs after the Old English period
only in borrowed words.”
According toBaker (2012:15-16):
“scis usually pronouncefi ], like Modern Englistsh: scip'ship’, assc
‘ash (wood)’,wlIscan‘wish’. But within a word, ifscoccurs before a
back vowel &, o, u), or if it occurs after a back vowel at the enchaford,
it is pronounced [sk]ascian‘ask’..., tisc ‘tusk’. Whenscwas
pronounced [sk] it sometimes underwent metathésesgounds got
reversed to [ks]) and was writtgnaxianfor ascian tux for tusc
Sometimescis pronounced[] in one form of a word and [sk] or [ks] in
anotherfisc ‘fish’, fiscas/fixasfishes'.
Wright & Wright (1914:156) note that “Mediat often underwent metathesis to
cs (written x), especially in late WS., age, ashesaxian, to ask fixas, fishes waxan, to
wash besideasce, ascian (OHG. €iskon), fiscas, wascan.”
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Apparently, though, thaxevariants were more popular than #se-forms
during the OE period, as evidenced by their sigaiftly higher ratio of use (266 to 5) in
Old English texts such &eowulfand others listed in the Dictionary of Old Englisteb
Corpus (Slade 2009). In the Oxford English Diciion(Oxford University Press 2013)
we note several variants attested prior to 110€h sig:ahsige, ahsian, ahxiad, acsiad,
ahxiad, axsodon, ahsude[n], axisandaxigean(c1000); ancicsodeg(a1038). The next
century brought two new formeskienandesca(1175), and the 18century introduced
asskenrandacsed1200), as well aaske(1220),easked1230),axindeandaxestu
(1250), followed byaxienandaxi (1275), andaschede, aschandessefl297). The first
half of the 14 century introduced forms such aschte, oxist, axed, oxy, oxed, acsy,
axen, askis, oxi, oxsep, acapdoksepFrom the last half of the 14th until almost the end
of the 18" century, theaxforms seemed to gain momentum; however aiforms were

still in use, as can be seen in the following table
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Table 1: Forms of Ask, 1366-1697

Year composed: Form: Year composed: Form:
1366 asked 1544 axe
1370 asch 1549 asketh, axed
1374 naxe (negative 1559 axe

form), axe
1377 axen, axed 1562 axed
1380 axeth, ax 1564 axeth
1382 askist, aske, 1570 axe
asken, asketh
1386 axe 1580 aske
1387 i-axed, axeth 1583 asketh
1393 axed, axen 1584 axes
1395 axide, axen 1595 aske
1400 hask, aske, asked, 1597 aske
askid, to axen
1405 axe 1598 aske
1410 en 1600 aske, asking, askt
1420 asshes, asshe, 1606 askt
asshet

1430 ashed, axip 1608 aske
1440 asckid, axit 1611 aske, asketh
1450 axe, axse, aske 1612 asking
1455 askid 1614 asketh
1460 axen, asse 1615 aske
1477 axid, axed 1616 aske, asketh
1483 axe 1623 ask
1484 asking 1644 asking
1485 aske 1647 aske
1500 ast 1649 ask
1503 axith 1661 ask’d
1509 asshe 1663 asking
1523 aske 1667 to ask
1535 axe, ask 1671 ask
1538 axe 1697 ask
1540 askes

(Note: Information taken from the entry “ask,” OxdldEnglish Dictionary online. Oxford
University Press 2013).

The variety of forms attested between 1000 and £3®H be explained by Fisher

(1992:11), who notes that “English writing from B0® Henry V was all in local
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dialects...[which] were not uniform in pronunciation, spetliigrammar, or vocabulary.”
Even within an author’s writing, variation can beserved. A search of the Corpus of
Middle English Prose and Verse indicates that Gepf€Chaucer used forms of bathk
andaxein The Canterbury Tales. For exampleThe Miller’s Tale(Lines 87 — 89),
reportedly written between 1380 and 1390, we &rdd “If that menaxedhim in certain
houres / Whan that men sholde have droughte & gliewres, / Or if meaxedhim

what shal bifalle...” (Chaucer, Greenblatt & Abran@8:193). Then, in The Prologue
of the Man of Law’s Tale, we findskenandaske:(Lines 101 — 102) “To asken help thee
shameth in thin herte; / If thou noon aske, soesaotow ywoundid /” (Chaucer & Mann
2005:167).

Chaucer, whom some call “the father of Modern Esigfiwrote “in the dialect of
upper-class London...which would, in the next genenaiafter Henry V, become the
prestigious form of English for government and bass” (Fisher 1992:11). But the
variants that existed in writings such as The Géoty Tales had to be managed. As
Lynch (2009:169) points out, to firakkin one line ancxein another (just for one
example) must have been confusing to the read&@hé&ucer’s day, however, there was
apparently tolerance for some flexibility. Aftet,at would have been impossible to
maintain a standard spelling for words when so ndifigrent scribes were copying
manuscripts. This lack of uniformity may have opktiee door for the gradual
emergence of “standard” English. At the very leagtobably contributed to the
atmosphere of the period, in which such variety Icbme commonplace.

The introduction of the printing press into England476, however, less than a
century after the death of Chaucer (1400), woutty@ito be a pivotal event in the history
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of the English language. Finally, the means wadata to reproduce important
documents and literature legibly and relativelyoifly. Not only that, but also the ability
to maintain consistent spellings had become a piisgi Perhapsakswas one of the
many “casualties” in the journey toward standartiireof spelling and usage influenced
by the printing press. According to the OED, by @ H7eskversions of the word had
emerged as the preferred spelling in publishedngst

After having enjoyed what seems rather equal staitiisaksfor a millennium or
longer, how didcaxeacquire its current stigma as a nonstandard udag&?thesk forms
had taken over as the literary “standard” sincdate 18" century, about 100 years after
William Caxton set up his printing shop near theg&dCourt in Westminster. During this
era, the orthography of the printed word most oftdflected the pronunciation of the
most prominent members of society (subject to thang or restraints of the typesetters).
We may assume that as tireforms became less often used by persons of higlalistz
(scholars, writers, lawyers, government officiath)s practice was gradually picked up
by their assistants, secretaries, clerks, and msgine of the household help, and so on
down the social ladder, until persons who saievere looked upon as uneducated and
uninformed.

Since the court was based in Westminster, and Lomdss the center of
commerce, it was natural that Caxton chose the dwomlialect as the model for printed
materials. But at that time, according to Crys2&l03:54-55), London was “a dialectal
hybrid (with the City influenced by the Essex daleand Westminster, some distance
further west, showing the influence of Middlesexliis mixture of dialects is
undoubtedly responsible for some of the variatioted in printed materials. Some of the
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variation, however, was due to the native tonguesteckgrounds of the typesetters.
Crystal (2003:66) explains that
Many of them were foreigners, who introduced tin@itive conventions at
will, and who were uncertain of orthographic tramhs in English.
Proofreading was not always carried out by educpéegle, so that errors
were promulgated. Because there was only a linaitedunt of type,
arbitrary spellings were often introduced.

To be fair, using a printing press was quite ddferfrom using quills and
inkwells. Lynch (2009:170) describes how individtlabd slugs” had to be placed “in a
metal rack,” and sometimes there was not enougtedpa all of the letters. Sometimes
there was too much space. Crystal (2003:66) nbtasypesetters would often add or
omit letters, such as “a final' to even out the end of a line of type. This sort of
“Justification” is done nowadays by publishing heusomputers, which offer
programmable spacing and do not require manuastadgnts. Obviously, the innovation
of printing was like many of the technological adees of the last couple of decades.
There are always “bugs” that have to be worked out.

As printing technology improved and typesettersabee more skilled, the
spelling of printed words gradually became moresciant, despite changes in
pronunciation due to the Great Vowel Shift, amotigeoinfluences. However, there was
still so much dissension regarding the languagerédspected scholars and writers
pushed for the establishment of an academy (sutiredsrench, Spanish, and Italian
language academies) to resolve the issues onc®malll When those efforts failed,
some of those same individuals advocated for aeebe book, such as a grammar or
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dictionary that could function as the authorityasjng language usage and grammar.
(Rather, the author of such a publication couldrathat capacity.) Lynch (2009:73)
points out that although many dictionaries had hméslished during the feand 17
centuries, none of them was consideradthoritative” enough to “settle disputes” and
“arrest linguistic decay.”

Lynch (2009:74) describes how a group of printensding together decided on
Samuel Johnson as the man to produce the ultinngtterdhry that could fix the problems
with the language and establish once and for all words should be pronounced and
spelled. And, after nine years of painstaking w&&muel Johnson and his six assistants
put forth an English dictionary that turned oub®quite different from all the previous
English dictionaries (and probably rather differBotm what the cohort of printers had
expected). This was not simply a dictionary of ‘thawords,” such as the dictionaries
produced by Robert Cawdrey in 168dd Henry Cockeram in 1623 (72-73), nor was it
an “etymological” dictionary concerned chiefly wittomprehending the derivations of
the generality of words in the English tongue,”lsas the publication by Nathan Bailey
in 1721 (239).

Instead, as Lynch (2009:78-79) notes, Johnson é&this search on “important”
and “interesting words” that could be found in Eslglliterature and other writings. He
purposely omitted “slang and nonstandard Engliah,ivell as “very old and very new
words” and words that represented “technical teantsspecialized jargon.” Further,
Lynch describes Johnsorsctionary as “one of the largest anthologies of English

literature ever published, and one of the largegiaharies of quotations” (92). By
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admittingaskas an entry in his dictionary, Samuel Johnsonseaded the fate of the
variantax.

Despite the many changes in the language broughit &y the innovation of
printing, people continued to speak in regionaletits. And, as groups began to colonize
the New World, these dialects went with them to Aoee In hisDissertations on the
English LanguageNoah Webster (1967 [1789]:386) noted that “thedaa for askwas
used in England, and even in the royal assenttsocdi@arliament, down to the reign of
Henry VI...” and the verb “t@axis still frequent in New England.” How interestititat
even thouglax had taken a back seatask it had not disappeared, and it was apparently
still commonly used (at least in speech) by théiestirAmerican settlers.

Even thougtaskhad become, in effect, the “standard” English vferin, there
was no way to enforce this in speech. Thereforepleewould continue to usex until
something inspired an alteration in their speedithaDid education play a role in
advancing the use ask?Most likely. It is understandable, then, that samembers of
society would retain the older pronunciation. Thimgkviduals who were not privileged
to attend school or to receive more than a basicatn might be less likely to acquire
this new habit.

Education may have played a role, but other fact@n® undoubtedly involved.
Rickford & Rickford (2000:102) attribute most difésces in the speech patterns and
sounds of black and white speakers to “cultural szmological factors.” Wilde
(1997:52-53) comments that just as with individwat®se native language is other than
English, “[t]he pronunciation of a child when sisae¢ading in English and her spelling
when she writes in English will of course be inelinto reflect the phonology of her first
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language” and in many cases of individuals who taally employ theakspronunciation,
the first languages the AAVE dialect.

In other cases, however, the “first language” mighthe dialect known as SAE,
or Southern American English. Bailey & Thomas (189888) include “metathesis of
final /s/+stop” such as pronounciagkasax or graspas *grapsas one of several “old-
fashioned features of Southern phonology thatapelly disappearing in white speech”
but that continue to be identified as features AVE. It seems curious that this feature
has decreased so dramatically in white speechdysigps in the vernaculars of many
African American speakers.

As we have seen, then, the current pronunciatksior askis not necessarily
simply one of the many features of a dialect kn@asm®AVE, Black English, or even
Southern American English, but instead it reflecteng and interesting history. The fact
that the etymology adiskincludes many different spellings (and therefonany
different pronunciations) reminds us that peopbefrall over England had developed
unique dialect features over hundreds of yearsa#thdugh they were all speaking or
writing “English,” they often did not completely darstand their neighbors to the north
or the south. In a similar way, we in theé'2Entury may not always understand the
speech of every person we meet, or understand hgiydgronunciation differs from ours.
By exploring the history of a usage suchaisand discovering the ways our language
has changed and developed over the centuries, Wwéeiaa to appreciate more deeply

the cultural and linguistic backgrounds of thoseuad us.
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CHAPTER VI
NEVER END A SENTENCE WITH A PREPOSITION?

The preceding two chapters have addressed pantiwords and phrases that had
once been consideragdceptableEnglish usage, but at some point in their histag
transitioned into a lesser status. Eventually thissgyes became stigmatizatt were
labeledbarbarisms, vulgarisms, illogical, improper, inceat,or inelegant The current
chapter carries on the theme of acceptability aittexamination of a particular problem
of usage which was criticized by grammarians amlscs in the eighteenth century (and
likely even earlier), and which continues to plageechers (especially teachers of
English) and their students in classrooms todais dliiscussion explores the origins of
the proscription regarding the placement of a pséjom at the end of a sentence. By
uncovering and understanding the legacy of thike twe teachers may be better
prepared to guide students toward using or avoithiggfeature of English.

Scholars have posed several possibilities as this f@ the ‘rule’ about using a
preposition at the end of a sentence. One popssamaption is that the proscription came
about due to the fact that the word order of La@ntences does not permit this option
(Milroy, L. 1998). The influence of Latin gramman the grammar of English has been
clearly shown by numerous scholars, including: B&u&rudgill (1998); Bex & Watts,
(1999); Crystal (2003); Klammer, Schulz & Della ¥el(2010); Leonard (1962); Lynch

(2009); Partridge (1973); and Tieken-Boon Van Ost@d08b).
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In fact, Watts (1999:47), who studied the “disceupsactices” of some of the
“‘grammar writers” of the eighteenth century, nam@hgenwood (1711), Jones (1724),
Duncan (1731), Saxon (1737), and Lowth (1762),ceakithat the grammarians he
examined share a common feature: they all strudtilmeir grammars around “eight parts
of speech” which “correspond exactly with thosepased for the grammar of Latin, and
they are simply taken over and applied to Englistotvever, the grammarians whose
work Watts examined may have differed in the ‘wol@sses’ they included (there was
apparently some variation and experimentation adggrwhich ‘parts of speech’ were
really ‘word classes’ and which may have been aersd sub-classes by some
grammar-writers during the eighteenth century).

For example, while Greenwood (47) liskédun, Pronoun, Verb, Participle,
Adverb, Conjunction, Interjection, Prepositipdones (48) divides them into three basic
groups: ‘1.Nouns 2. Verbs [and] 3.Particles’. Jones places the remaining ‘parts’ within
these three groups: adjectives and participletoaeted within thenouncategory (as
‘Nouns Epithets’); and adverbs, prepositions, cogjions, and interjections fall under
the particle category. Saxon (49) names the same three greupsnas, adding a fourth
called the ‘adnoun,’ a category that inclugesnounsandparticiples Within the noun
category he includesdjectives and under the particle designation are ‘adverbs,
conjunctions, prepositions, and interjections’. nban (49) uses the same word classes as
Greenwood, but Lowth (50) makes two slight alteradi resulting in nine actual ‘parts of
speech’. He listadjectiveas “a word class in its own right... partially subgung] the
former word class ‘particle’.” Finally, he creat@separate word class for ‘article’,
reflecting a feature of English that Latin does pos$sess.
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Watts (1999:54-55) summarizes his study as folldwshoth the insistence on
referring to Latin and also the definition of grammnand of the parts of speech show a
relatively high level of consistency in the discegipractices of grammar writers
throughout the period from 1711 to 1762.”

It should come as no surprise then, that the granoefmaatin has been named as
the source of several other dictates of Englisimgnar, as well. For example, according
to Hitchings (2011:11-12), the “prohibition” agairsplitting an infinitive “originates in a
regard for Latin” and is “one of the most endurnngbntentious subjects in English
grammar.” One of the ‘language myths’ discusse®ayer (1998:137) that has become
a convention of written English is “the use of tieminative as the case of the subject
complement...and this involves sayitgs | rather than the usual modern English
pattern...ofit is me.” “The objection tdt is me,” says Bauer (1998:132) “is based on
Latin grammar.”

Another point in the discussion of the origin o goroscription against end
sentenc@repositionds the meaning and the history of the word itsé#f.defined by
Morwood (2000:xiv), a preposition is “a word th&rsds in front of a noun or pronoun to
produce an adverbial phrase. In Latin it will bédaved by the accusative or ablative:
antemeidiem =beforemidday.” And of course, the word’s prefix tells that apre-
positionshouldpreceddts object. A search for “preposition” in an onliagymology
dictionary provides these details: the wprdpositioncomes from a “late 1%
century...Latin” word praepositionem,’which came from two smaller wordgrae”

‘before’ + “ponere” ‘put, set, place’ (Web).
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But the meaning of the word and the fact that Eigjrammar was heavily
influenced by the grammar of Latin are simply tweges of the puzzle of how this
“rule” came into existence. To get to the hearthes mystery, we have to start naming
names. Tieken-Boon Van Ostade (2011:3) notes lieagighteenth-century grammarian
“generally blamed for having first formulated theer against preposition stranding,”
among other rules, is Robert Lowth (1967 [1762]:128), whoseéA Short Introduction
to English Grammaprovides the following observation:

The Preposition is often separated from the Redatikiich it governs, and
joined to the verb at the end of the Sentence .. Hasace is an author,
whom | am much delighted with.” ... This is an Idievhich our language
is strongly inclinedo; it prevails in common conversation, and suits/ver
well with the familiar style in writing; but the @ting of the Preposition
before the Relative is more graceful, as well asenp@rspicuous; and
agrees much better with the solemn and elevatéel @mphasis mine).

Despite the frequent association of Lowth with pinescription about ending
sentences with prepositions, Leonard (1962:98)snihiat “nobody in the eighteenth
century appears to have tried hardening this seaterder into a rule.” Garner
(2000:268) concurs with Leonard, saying that “Lowistatement about prepositions was
hardly intended as a ‘rule.” Tieken-Boon Van O&48011:7) is concerned that “[t]he
widespread lack of scholarly interest in Lowth’suggmar has led to much prejudice and
misunderstanding about his motivations for undéntako write the grammar,” as well as
“the reasons for his approach to grammar, and alent the approach itself.” She notes
that “Lowth wrote his grammar for his eldest sohpifhas Henry, as a means of
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facilitating his learning of Latin by the time heuld be old enough to enter grammar
school” (9), and therefore “...was surprised by tbpuylarity of his grammar, which he
originally appears to have treated as a mere intadl@ublication, a small book that was
not to be taken too seriously” (20). Lowth certgidid not imagine that his ‘incidental
publication’ would eventually lead to his becomoge of the best-known grammarians
of the eighteenth century.

However, Chapman (2008:36) has noted that “[i]fneed an eighteenth-century
icon for prescriptivism, a better choice than Lowtbuld be [Lindley] Murray, who
stands more clearly at the head of the pedagogimhprescriptivist tradition.” Tieken-
Boon Van Ostade (2011:8) adds that because Muti@85) had “derived” much of his
grammar “from Lowth...it is only through Murray thiadbwth'’s influence in shaping the
rules of Standard English much as we know it tatkaye about.”

The stricture about preposition stranding is just of many proscriptions that
have been attributed to Lowth. But he was not ifs¢ (or the only) grammar-writer to
include his thoughts on this topic, which at laadicates that such a “rule” existed in the
general discourse about grammar. Published ab@utmamth before Lowth’a Short
Introduction a grammar written by Joseph Priestley (1969 [1:36151) cautioned
against being overly concerned about the prepos#tethe-end of a sentence usage, as
long as the sentence remained pleasing to thenddnamonious with the rest of the
writing:

With respect to real harmony, it is absolutely ffedent whether a period
close with amonosyllableor otherwise, provided the monosyllable,
considered as connected with the words adjacem, iha disagreeable
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cadence; for it is not the ear, but the understagydhat perceives the
distinction and interval between words in the sataase of a sentence,
when they are regularly pronounced. It is ofterlyediverting to see with
what extreme caution words of such frequent ocogg@af andto are
prevented from fixing themselves in the close séatence; though that be
a situation they naturally incline to, where thaydur the easy fall of the
voice, in a familiar cadence; and from which noghiout the solemnity of
an address from the pulpit ought to dislodge thasnn any other place
they often give too great a stiffness and formabty sentence.

While Priestley and Lowth may have influenced stug®f their grammars to
attend more cautiously to this stylistic featur@ny scholars, including Beal (2004:110);
Crystal (2003:194); Nevalainen (2006:41); Hitchiig811:59); O’Conner & Kellerman
(2010:21); Yéfiez-Bouza (2008:251) attribute thetoa of the “rule” to the poet and
dramatist John Dryden, who lived a century earlignch (2009:28) tells us that Dryden
(1631-1700) had “received the best education Enigheal to offer,” having attended
Westminster School under the tutelage of “the ldgeypRichard Busby” (who had also
taught philosopher John Locke and scientist RdHedke), and then received his B.A.
(at the top of his class) at Trinity College in Gardge. Dryden became a successful
poet, playwright, and critic of other writers.

Fowler & Burchfield (1996:617) explain that onetbé writers Dryden criticized
was Ben Jonson, who€mtiline (1611) contained the following line‘The bodies that
those souls were frighted frorh’Dryden wrote that the placement of a preposiabthe
end of the sentence was “‘a common fault with hamgd which | have but lately observ'd
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in my own writings.” These comments in DrydeiDsfence of the Epilogu&672)
“[alpparently ...set the myth going” (617).

Because of Dryden’s stature as a gifted writerded] he was made “England’s
poet laureate” in 1668, a position he held for 2arg), it is interesting to note the many
revisions he later made to one of his own essaysch.(2009:31) points out that over a
century after the revised version of “Of Dramatitdesie, an Essay” was published,
critic Edmond Malone compared Dryden’s first editipublished in 1668, with the
second edition, which came out in 1684. Lynch dbssrsome of these revisions as
being “the sorts of things any writer might do wiggven the chance to revise.” Dryden
clarified ambiguities and exchanged outdated tdoneiore modern versions. He
changed many instancesugdonto simplyon, andwhoto whom among other
improvements. Lynch notes that “the most curioas<lof corrections” was the
“relocating [of] end-of-sentence prepositions te beginning of a phrase” (31). Textual
notes provided in a collection of Dryden’s workgy@en, Monk & Maurer 1972) list
numerous pages of the revisions between Drydersts §econd, and third editions of this
essay. For example, the second edition substitateshich none boast in this” for
“which none boast of’ (491) and “on whom the stmrpuilt” for “whom all the story is
built upon” (492). These are just two of dozengxdmples.

What would have caused Dryden to make these ckar@gystal (2003:194)
comments that Dryden’s revision of the end-of-secéeprepositions “shows the
influence of Latin grammar, where prepositions llgyaeceded nouns.” In fact,

Hitchings (2011:58) has noted Dryden’s “habit” @rislating his prose from English into
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Latin and back into English to ensure its corressnand “to assay the purity of his
English.” Hitchings (2011:59) assesses Dryden’ssienist efforts as follows:
In pruning his own prose, Dryden had invented a.rlihe circumstances
of its invention had eluded everyone up till Malphet the fact of its
existence had not. People simply followed Drydexample. It impressed
eighteenth-century grammarians, and by the endatfdentury the
stranded preposition was conventionally viewed gsage solecism.

But even though Dryden certainly drew a lot oéation to the ‘stranded
preposition,’ it has been pointed out by Yafiez-Bo(2008:270) that he was not the first
to criticize the usage, but rather it may have kee&acher and writer by the name of
Joshua Poole. Dryden’s criticism of Jonson didapgear in print until 25 years after
Poole’s grammaiThe English Accidencejas published. Poole and Alston (1967) list the
first edition’s publication date in 1646, with raps following in 1655, 1662, and 1670.

In Poole and Alston (1967 [1646]:38), we find instiion regarding prepositions
at the end of a sentence appearing as the fifivad generall necessary Rules” at the
end of the grammar:

If the signe of a case be farre off from the verbafter the noune, the
sense must direct a man to place the words in tiagurall order; and if
any thing be understood, it must be supplied oth®fense: a¥,0 whom
did you give your booko? i. to whom. What is hee good for? i. for what.
This is the man | told you of; i. of whom | told ydEmphasis mine).

Poole’s reference to ‘the signe of a case’ is aregfce to the grammatical system
of Latin, which uses different endings to indictite case (the function) of nouns,
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pronouns, and adjectives in a sentence. Goldmanyén&nski (1993:14) point out that
in Latin, “[w]ord order alone rarely shows the ftina of nouns within a sentence.
Instead, the different endings of the Latin nourtidate the changes called case.” In
English, however, “the order of words in a sentesigaals the function of the nouns and
hence shows the meaning of the whole sentence’ 8puld seem impossible to
understand or use Latin without a clear understandf the concept afase since using
the wrong case endings might change the meaniagsehtence. But many individuals
speak and write English without realizing that tlaeg making a distinction between
different cases. The following sentence illustrakese:The boy’s sister found my keys.

The wordsisteris the subject of the sentence. In English, wer teféhe subject
of a sentence as being in th@minative(or subjectivg case (Latin uses the term
nominative casalso.) The modifieboy’sindicates possession by the <’s>, so in English
we would label the word as reflecting thessessivease (Latin uses the termenitive
case) Finally, the wordkeys(which is the direct object of the veitund is said to be in
theobjective casg(In Latin, the direct object of a verb appearthimaccusative casgin
addition to thenominative genitive andaccusativeeases Goldman & Szymanski
(1993:15) list thelativeand theablativecasesamong the “five main cases” of Latin,
with a brief mention of the other two: thiecativecase and thiocativecase.

What was the ‘signe of a case’ that Poole wasniatgto? In Latin, of course,
the sign of a case is the ‘ending’ of the word urestion. Enkvist (1975:288) explains
that “the idea of English ‘signs’ seems to havenbleerrowed by English grammarians
from a long classroom tradition in the teachind.afin.” Enkvist cites a few examples
of these *'signs’ or prepositions” in English frdoeech (1605)of, which signifies “the
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genitive case,” and answers “the question, whosehereof...” ; ando, which signifies
“the Dative case...” So, in English, the ‘sign’ mag the preposition used in a
construction with a noun or a verb, but as EnkidS75:287) further points out, a ‘sign’
or “token” (Lily used both terms) may be “the sumted of clues that enable us to identify
case forms, rather than English prepositions only.”
But was Poole really criticizing the ‘stranded prsipion’ usage, as Yafiez-Bouza

(2008) claims? The chapter in which this ‘necessalg/ appears is entitle@ertain
Rules for the easier turning of English into Latilethis chapter, Poole & Alston (1969
[1646]:24) provide detailed observations regardinogy some specific English words,
forms, and constructions should be “made into ledt{translated into Latin). Many of
the words Poole lists are prepositions, inclugfgo, with, for, at, but, by, on, upon, in,
to name just a few. He also includes “Rules coringrRronounes” in this chapter.
However, the goal of this chapter, and of the enBxt, is revealed in the preface, where
Poole says:

My drift and scope therefore is, to have a childevell verst in his

Mothers tongue, before he meddle with Latine, Wagén he comes to the

construing of a Latine Authour, he shall from tigngication of his

words in construing, be in some good measure aliiltdistinctly what

part of Speech every word is, though he be nottaoparse, varie, or give

any other account of one word in his lesson; anenate is put to

translation, or making of Latine, he shall knownfrdiis English, both

what part of Speech every word is, and what Systaxiordering it
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should have in Latine, though in the meane timerte»er heard of one
Latine word...

Therefore, in Poole’s ‘necessary rule’ regardirgitaation in which ‘the signe of
a case be farre off from the verb, or after thenegthe sense must direct a man to place
the words in their naturall order’, it seems likéivat he is simply continuing his
instructions for translating English passages Lratin, not proscribing against the
English pattern, or as Lowth (1967 [1762]:127)<#ll ‘an Idiom which our language is
strongly inclined to’.

But what does Poole mean when he says ‘to placednds in their naturall
order’? According to Enkvist (1975:285), “the coptef ‘natural word order’...had been
defined in many different ways by logicians, gramianras and rhetoricians on various
grounds brought from their respective disciplinesle explains that “[t|herdo
naturaliswas gradually equated with a basic word-order pattased on the sequence
subject-verb-object.” Further, Enkvist (1975:28%P8iscusses how

theordo naturalisgained in significance as soon as Latin was taaglat
foreign language. Latin patterns were now contchetiéh the patterns of
vernaculars, some of which—Ilike English—made usa bésic word
order closely resembling the ‘natural order’. Hog English schoolboy,
therefore, the manipulation of natural and art#i@rder was a highly
practical rather than theoretical exercise. Iftda@slation went from Latin
into English, the constituents of the Latin sené&had first to be
identified with the aid of their case endings andaords, and then moved
into their natural order, from which they coulddieectly translated into
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English. And if the translation went from Englistia Latin, the natural
order helped construers to identify the functiohthe English
constituents and thus to give them their propeinlfarms. The Latin was
first conceived in natural order, which was theméa into an artificial
order if necessary, by moving constituents accgytirnthe demands of
largely rhetorical principles. Thus tleedo naturalisturned into

something like a linguistic universal, but—for orea universal not based
on the surface structures of rhetorical Latin.

So, it seems that Poole may not have been crigcithe oft-used English pattern
of placing a preposition at the end of a senteasdias been previously thought, at least
not directly. And while many modern grammarians seathers of English may continue
to teach and to enforce the ‘rule,” some schol@tege 1992; Parrott 2010, among many
others), have tried to influence the academic comtytioward a more tolerant
approach. Even some of our modern dictionariesugade guides offer a less-
prescriptive view of the usage. The Oxford Ameri€actionary & Thesaurus
(2009:1016) provides the following definition andoanation:

Preposition: a word used with a noun or pronoushimw place, position,
time, or method. USAGE: A preposition (a word saslfrom, to, on,

after, etc.) usually comes before a noun or pronoun anesghformation
about how, when, or where something has happestedafrived after
dinner).Some people believe that a preposition should nevae at the
end of a sentence, asvilmere do you come from&nd that you should say
from where do you comar?stead. However, this can result in English that
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sounds very awkward and unnatural, and is noteathat has to be
followed as long as the meaning of what you arénggig clear.

The American Heritage Book of English Us&#896:27) points out that “English
syntax not only allows but sometimes even required placement of the preposition, as
in We have much to be thankful tmThat depends on what you believé In.addition,
this guidebook comments that “[e]ven sticklerstfog traditional rule can have no
grounds for criticizing sentences such den’t know where she will end ap It's the
most curious book I've ever run acrosssince

in these examplesip andacrossare adverbs, not prepositions. You can be
sure of this because it is impossible to transftirese examples into
sentences with prepositional phrases. It is simplygrammatical English

to sayl don’t know up where she will erehdIt’s the most curious book
across which | have ever run.

This guidebook also mentions that after John Dmygeomulgated the doctrine
that a preposition may not be used at the endaefntence”, it was “refined” by
“[glrammarians in the 18century...and the rule has since become one of tg m
venerated maxims of schoolroom grammar” (27). ltkas a decade latefFhe American
Heritage Guide to Contemporary Usage and S{2@05:372), which on the inside
appears to be a newer version of the 1996 puldicatidds the following note: “There
has been some retreat from this position in regeats, however—what amounts to a
recognition of the frequency with which preposigsand sentences in English.” This

comment is the only major change from the entth&1996 edition.
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The point here seems to be that general useustdm, as Priestley (1761:vi)
calls it, has led to a change in the acceptalolityertain end-of-sentence prepositions,
especially in situations in which: a) the meanmglear; b) the wording seematural;
and c) rewording to avoid the construction woulsuiein an awkward or “pompous-
sounding” (Bernstein 1965:343) sentence. Huddle€l®a7:338) comments that “[i]n
general it is those which are short, frequent, lzengk ‘grammatical uses’ that are most
easily strandedm, on, of, at, withetc., rather thabeside, throughout, despite,
underneathand the like.”

In a twentieth-century guide for writeiBerrin (1965:752-753) suggests that
while “it was once fashionable for textbooks to pigtigma upon prepositions standing at
the end of their constructions...” this pattern

is a characteristic English idiom, even thoughluits contrary to our usual
tendency to keep words of a construction closethegeln fact it is so
generally the normal word order that the real damgm clumsiness from
trying to avoid a preposition at the end of a ctaossentence... (753).

This mention of an ‘English idiom’ reminds us agafrthe observations recorded
by some of the above-mentioned grammarians ofijfieeenth century. These
grammarians seemed to recognize the importancikowfiag English to be English—not
simply as a word-for-word translation of the highéyered classical Latin, but as a
language with its own features, expressions, aed @liosyncrasies. It is apparent that
over time some of the more popular grammar textame prescriptive tools that offered
teachers a rubric against which student writingatde measured. However, we have
seen in the history of the stricture regardimgposition strandinghat emphasizing
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natural expression and clarity of meaning shoute frecedence over rigid adherence to

a ‘rule’ that was based on the grammar of Latin.
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CHAPTER VIII
SUMMARY AND PEDAGOGICAL IMPLICATIONS

The preceding chapters of this thesis have offarledef overview of the
historical events that contributed to the rise ®tfdhdard English” that is associated with
the eighteenth century. This final chapter endeat@summarize the effects of the
pedagogical approach that developed as a natwgtgssion of the enforcing of the
“rules” promoted by grammar texts and dictionaoéthe early modern period up
through the present day.

Martin & Rulon (1973:43) depict the study of Emgligrammar in early American
schools as following the Latin model, which emphadi“sentence analysis in which the
sentences were parsed through the identificatiggads of speech or were diagrammed
according to an elaborate system developed by Aléteed and Brainerd Kellogg.”
Additionally, grammar study involved memorizingeslof proper usage and
demonstrating that knowledge by choosing “the aira@swer” while completing
“countless exercises.”

As discussed in an earlier chapter, dictionanesgammars that upheld the use
of commonly accepted standards of proper usagareettze established “authorities” of
language use. Grammarians such as Joseph Pri@gtleywroteThe Rudiments of
English Grammayapparently did not hold as much sway as the @op#&lishop” Robert

Lowth and the well-known Lindley Murray (who adagtauch of Lowth’s work into his
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own text). Why? Apparently many readers (then amd)rhave perceived Priestley’s
grammar as more descriptive than prescriptive (82@11:204). And during the
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, a period iolwdocial status was often measured
by the “correctness” of one’s speech and writihgse persons wishing to improve their
standing in society wanted a guidebook or manuatudy that could help them achieve
this goal (Mugglestone 1997; Tieken-Boon Van Ost2@iEl; Beal 2004; and Tieken-
Boon Van Ostade 2010a).

Grammars such as Lowth&hort Introduction to English Grammand Murray’s
English Grammahave long been assumed to have based their “rafeggammar and
usage heavily on the precepts set forth in Latamgnars, with which all scholars of that
period were undoubtedly familiar (Wardaugh 1999rtwia& Rulon 1973). While this
assumption has been questioned in some of thatlirer (NCTE 1962; Chapman 2008,
Tieken-Boon Van Ostade 2008b, and Yafiez-Bouza 2@d8)widely accepted that the
stylistic approach of Lowth’s and Murray’s (and nganther) grammars was patterned
after that of typical Latin grammars. By this, ingly mean that the presentation of the
earliest grammars written by Lowth (1762) and Muri&795) is very similar to that of
the Latin grammar written by Lily (1633), who (wnigj in English) introduces the
grammar of Latin by distinguishing between eightgaf speech. Lowth and Murray
follow this pattern in their grammars of Englislojrgg so far as to include a comparison
of the case distinction of nouns and pronouns batvetin and English.

Ronald Wardaugh (1999:123) describes the legaeygbteenth century
grammarians such as Lowth and Murray as having fdated the teaching of the
English language throughout the nineteenth cerjargl] retained considerable influence
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well into the twentieth” as well as underlying “nfusuch teaching today where it
occurs.”

Many of the current K-12 teachers in America handoubtedly sat under that
influence, and indeed, are in the process of aagrgn the perceived traditions of
eighteenth century prescriptive grammarians anchisa. What alternative do they
have?

Martin & Rulon (1973:234) indicate that Robert Rooadvocates “[a] middle
road,” something he refers to as ‘an enlightenedgriptivism,’ in which “teachers
ignore distinctions betweeshall andwill, split infinitives,like as a conjunction...and
other minute matters.” Instead, he proposes tlaahers “concentrate...on the standard
use of pronouns, verb tenses, and agreement vbjacuthe elimination of double
negatives, etc.”

Pooley’s recommendation seems to reflect the gufadto Jespersen (1933:5),
whose words in his 1909 “bigger Grammar” were raited in the preface to his
Essentials of English Grammar:

‘It has been my endeavor in this work to repregarglish grammar not as
a set of stiff dogmatic precepts, according to Wwisome things are
correct and others absolutely wrong, but as somgthiing and
developing under continual fluctuations and undoie, something that is
founded on the past and prepares the way for tieefusomething that is
not always consistent or perfect, but progressimyserfectible—in one

word, human’.

108



Jespersen’s words, first written over a centuny, dgar attentive study by the
English teachers of the twenty-first century angdmel. However, some teachers may be
blissfully unaware that by their focused attentionhe “rules” of English grammar they
are perpetuating an ideology that may not adequegpresent current knowledge and
linguistic understanding.

Unfortunately, this is not a new issue. The tagi&nglish grammar has long
been a bugaboo of school administrators and faelilkg. As amazing as it may sound,
since almost the middle of the twentieth centuhyoars, educators, and other interested
parties have been involved in arguments and helisedssions, and some have even
begun “revolutions” over the subject. Kolln & Har&a2005:11) discuss how the
‘revolution in grammar’ that Francis (1954) annoehevas just one of a wave of changes
“on the horizon.” Francis (1954:299) was referritadgthe new grammar,” which differs
from “traditional grammar” by its “application tonglish of methods of descriptive
analysis originally developed for use with languagéprimitive peoples.” The overview
of the history of grammar teaching in the twentieg¢htury provided by Kolln &

Hancock (2005:13) details the effects on Englighmgnar pedagogy of the influences of
linguistic science, the focus on teaching literatover language structure, the “dynamic
rather than stable” nature of usage related toréobness,” as shown by Sterling A.
Leonard and C.C. Fries, and the emphasis on hutitatiisught. They also discuss the
continuing debate over the value of teaching gramasa means to improve writing.
David Mulroy (2003) covers similar territory in himportant work,The war against
grammar.His first chapter, entitledmerica the Grammarlessets the scene for the
remainder of the book, a discussion of the studyraimmar teaching and the history
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surrounding the dropping of grammar from the cuitims of schools in England and the
United States.

What seems to have happened in this country, dsaséh England, was a drastic
reaction to new theories about education, and Bpalty, about the teaching of English
grammar. The effects of the new grammar and thepezlagogical emphases have been
felt over the last few decades, during which, asten the U.S., national legislation and
the focus on the results of standardized testinvg he-established the necessity of
teaching grammar. The problem has manifested jiéélfnay align with Francis
(1954:312), in a situation in which “many people aalled upon to teach grammar
whose knowledge of the subject is totally inadegtiat

But this kind of “teaching” does not have to cooenWhat | am advocating, like
Jespersen, Pooley, and many others before meoimprehensive approach that
embraces all of the components of our mother tong@pproach that studies its
diachronic development and the historical and sboguistic influences that have
transformed English into “Globish,” what Robert Ma@ (2010:246) has defined as
“the worldwide dialect of the third millennium’.”

| agree with Greenbaum (1988:27): “Schools shteddh about language, and
specifically about the English language, for aetgrof reasons. First, an understanding
of the nature and functioning of language is a poimgeneral knowledge that students
should acquire about themselves and the worldltheyn.” In light of the ever-changing
world in which we live, this statement holds trperhaps now more than ever before.

In the preface ttynderstanding Grammar: a Linguistic Introductiohhomas
Payne (2010:xii) sums up the overall message sfth@sis very nicely:
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The grammar of a language is a dynamic, constahéynging set of habit

patterns that allows people to communicate witham&ther. For some

reason, many in academia and language teachingtedeame lost sight

of this common sense truth, preferring to teaclmgnar as though it were

an object, outside of human beings in society, isting of absolute

categories and rules. This misperception has |leddeep tension between

theoreticians and the practical needs of languegghers, whose students

often come to believe that grammar is a tediousscteom subject, to be

endured as a kind of rite of passage, rather tHaay @0 the amazing

world of human communication.

I love the image of grammar as a key that canaknilbbe door to communication.

What if all of the teachers of English in the Uditgtates held that vision for their
classes? And, instead of focusing on rules andeptechat dictate “correct” versus
“incorrect” language usage, what if all of thesacteers instilled in their students a
curiosity about their native (or adopted) languagé a thirst for understanding about
language change, variation, and history? | darégsajnglish classroom would never be

the same again.
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