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A Note about Bracketing

I have used throughout the normal conventions of phonemic (/ /), phonetic
( [ ] ), and orthographic (h j) bracketing. Phonemic bracketing and IPA
symbols are used for the representation of Middle English phonemesÐ
e.g. /U/ is used for what earlier scholars would represent as ME uÆ . To
avoid confusion between conventional orthography and the notations of
eighteenth-century orthoepists, I have used `curly brackets' ({ }) for the
latter.
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1. Thomas Spence: His Life and Works

1.1. t h e r a d i c a l a n d h i s p l a n

1.1.1. Family background and in¯uences

Thomas Spence was born on 21 June 1750 on the Quayside, then one of the
poorest areas of Newcastle upon Tyne. His father was a Scot who had settled
in Newcastle some eleven years previously, and who had followed the
occupations of netmaker and shoemaker, later becoming a hardware
dealer. Whatever he earned at these occupations would not have gone far,
as there were besides Thomas eighteen other children to support. This places
Spence, almost uniquely amongst eighteenth-century orthoepists and gram-
marians, ®rmly in the lower classes. Little is known about such formal
education as Spence might have received: Ashraf (1983: 12) notes that he
`began his working life at his father's trade of netmaking at the age of ten
after some schooling'. We do, however, know from Spence's own account in
The Important Trial of Thomas Spence that his father had his own method of
educating his sons. `My father used to make my brothers and me read the
Bible to him while working in his business, and at the end of every chapter,
encouraged us to give our opinions on what we had just read. By these
means I acquired an early habit of re¯ecting on every occurrence which
passed before me, as well as on what I read' (Spence 1803: 65; quoted from
Waters 1917: 65).

Spence's family moved in radical and dissenting circles: they joined the
breakaway Presbyterian congregation of the Revd James Murray, a famous
preacher at the time, and described by Ashraf (1983: 19) as `well to the left of
Whig tradition . . . an egalitarian democrat'. Later, Spence's father and
brother Jeremiah were to join the Glassites, a millenialist Congregationalist
group who advocated a return to the communal ownership of property
practised by the early church. Bindman (1989: 198) describes the Spence
family as `leading members of the Glassite congregation at the Forster Street
meeting house'. Whether Thomas Spence continued to adhere to this sect or
not, he was undoubtedly in¯uenced by their belief in common ownership of
property, and Ashraf (1983: 20) suggests that `possible Glassite tendencies
were re¯ected in the millennial metaphor of Spensonia' in Spence's later
writings.
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1.1.2. Newcastle in the eighteenth century: a radical city?

Thomas Spence and his family were poor, but far from being intellectually
impoverished. Nor was Spence born into an intellectual backwater: Shields
(1973: 5) writes that `Newcastle upon Tyne in the eighteenth century was an
intellectually stimulating place'. It was a centre for printing and engraving
(Thomas Bewick, a close friend of Spence, lived in nearby Cherryburn); it
was well known for the production of children's books and a hotbed of
educational publishing. Alston (1965±73: i. 110±11) shows that, in the
eighteenth century, more grammars were printed in Newcastle than in any
other anglophone city except London. Bookshops such as Barker's and
Charnley's, and Sand's circulating library in the Bigg Market, were,
according to Horsley (1971: 206), `open for twelve hours a day' and `the
regular meeting place of the prominent citizens of the town'. There was
ample opportunity for political debate in clubs such as the Constitutional
Club and the Independent Club, both of which tended to take a reformist,
even republican, stance. Newcastle in the eighteenth century was hospitable
to radical thinkers: as well as being home to the likes of James Murray and
the Glassites, between 1770 and 1773, and again for a brief spell in 1775, it
was visited by Jean-Paul Marat, who chose to launch his revolutionary tract
The Chains of Slavery (1774) in this provincial city.1 In 1775 the Newcastle
Philosophical Society was formed by a group of gentlemen with the
intention of encouraging intellectual debate. Members of this Society
included Thomas Spence, Thomas Bewick, and the Revd James Murray
and, according to Horsley (1971: 206), it was attended by Marat during his
visit to Newcastle.

1.1.3. Spence in Newcastle: the birth of the `Plan'

So, by the time he was a young man, Spence was keeping company with the
radical intellectuals of the Newcastle clubs. We know that by 1775 he was a
schoolteacher, for the title page of The Grand Repository of the English
Language (Spence 1775: sig. A1r refers to his `School in the Keyside'. Indeed,
the young Spence already had something of a following in Newcastle, for
Bewick in his memoirs (1862: 71, quoted in Robinson 1887: 34) relates how
Spence had `got a number of young men together and formed into a
debating society, which was held in the evenings in his schoolroom in the
Broad Garth'. Bewick goes on to relate an entertaining tale about how he

2 Thomas Spence: His Life and Works

1 There has been much speculation about Marat's stay in Newcastle, and we have to be
cautious in interpreting material in which the few facts have been embroidered. Horsley (1971),
for instance, describes Marat as Spence's friend, but, as Ashraf (1983: 110) points out, there is
nothing to connect Spence with Marat beyond the extraordinary coincidence that these two
radical thinkers moved in the same circles at the same time and that in successive years (1774 and
1775) they each published a `revolutionary' tract in Newcastle. I point out the connection here
merely to show what a hive of radical activity Newcastle was in the later eighteenth century!
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and Spence came to blows over the question of common ownership of the
land: Bewick felt that this was impracticable except in a new colony, but
Spence was not to be swayed from his ®rm belief that `property in land is
everybody's right', despite the beating he took at Bewick's hands.

On 8 November 1775 Spence read to the Newcastle Philosophical Society
a paper to which he later (1793) gave the title The Rights of Man. Shortly
after this, he was expelled from the Society, not, apparently, because of the
content of this lecture, but for the heinous o�ence of having it published and
selling it in the streets.2 This lecture was to be reprinted several times,
forming as it did the basis of Spence's political philosophy for the next
thirty-nine years. According to Rudkin (1927: 229±30), the earliest extant
version is the 1793 edition mentioned above, which was the fourth edition. It
was published again in Pigs' Meat (Vol. 3 (1795) ) and as The Meridian Sun
of Liberty (Spence 1795a), in the Preface of which Spence writes: `Read this
Lecture which I have been publishing in various editions for more than
twenty years.' The gist of the lecture, and the nub of what the author was to
refer to later as `Spence's Plan', was that, since Natural Right gives every-
body an equal claim to what Nature provides, then all land should be the
common property of those who live on it.

1.1.4. The Grand Repository of the English Language

In the same year that Spence read his lecture to the Philosophical Society,
The Grand Repository of the English Language was published. Only two
copies of this work surviveÐone in Boston, Mass., and the other in
Newcastle Central LibraryÐbut it is also available on micro®che as no.
155 in the English Linguistics 1500±1800 collection (Alston 1972). The
Preface of the Grand Repository consists almost entirely of extracts from
Thomas Sheridan's Dissertation on the Causes of the Di�culties which Occur
in Learning the English Tongue (1761), which is the only source for the Grand
Repository that is acknowledged by Spence. This Preface is followed by an
advertisement for Spence's Repository of Common Sense and Amusement,
then comes a very short Grammar (ten pages), almost certainly in¯uenced by
the works of the Newcastle grammarian Ann Fisher (see §4.2 for a fuller
discussion of Spence's sources). The Dictionary part of the Grand Repository
is preceded by three pages, each setting out the `New Alphabet', the ®rst of
which is reproduced in Figure 5.1. Then comes `An Accurate New Spelling
and Pronouncing English Dictionary', in which the words are ®rst spelt in
traditional orthography, with the main stress marked, then in brackets in the

Thomas Spence: His Life and Works 3

2 However, the Newcastle Chronicle report on 25 November 1775 states that the members of
the Newcastle Philosophical Society `disclaim all patronage' of Spence's lecture, `being informed
that he . . . became a member, apparently, for the purpose of obtruding upon the world, the
erroneous and dangerous levelling principles, with which the lecture is replete'. An early
example of what the modern Labour Party would call `entryism'!
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capital forms of the new orthography (the ®rst page of the dictionary is
reproduced as the frontispiece to this book). This is a relatively short
dictionary (14,536 entries on 342 pages), but that it was intended as a
dictionary rather than just as a guide to spelling and pronunciation is shown
by the fact that de®nitions, albeit brief ones, are provided.3 Lastly, there is a
section giving a list of `Christian Names of Men and Women', which, like the
dictionary entries, are given in both traditional orthography and Spence's
`New Spelling'. In the middle of these is placed a page of errata.

The Grand Repository of the English Language is, as the title suggests,
intended as a guide to various aspects of the language and, given the brevity
and simplicity of the grammar and the dictionary de®nitions, as a practical
aid for those to whom Spence refers in the Preface as `the laborious part of
the people'. However, it is the `New Alphabet' and Spence's intention to use
the Grand Repository as a ®rst step towards the reform of English spelling
that have attracted such attention as Spence has received from scholars of
language (Abercrombie 1948; Shields 1973, 1974) and that played the most
important part in Spence's plans for society as a whole. As a teacher of
English, Spence would have had ®rst-hand knowledge of the di�culties
which children experienced in learning to read. Just as he proposed a radical
solution to the problems of politics in his plan for common ownership of
land, his Grand Repository set out a radical reform of the alphabet which,
like his political views, was in many ways ahead of its time. Although Shields
(1973) suggests that Spence's later works in his phonetic alphabet do show
slight alterations which involve a move away from the `phonetic' ideal of the
Grand Repository and a compromise with the contemporary reverence for
`correct' traditional spelling, Spence never abandoned his belief that a
reformed alphabet was essential if the lower classes were to become
su�ciently educated to gain political awareness.

1.1.5. Other Newcastle works

Spence was to remain in Newcastle until 1783. The only works published in
Newcastle which are still extant are (apart from the Grand Repository itself):
The Real Reading Made Easy, which illustrates the phonetic alphabet ®rst
developed in the Grand Repository, and two versions of A Supplement to the
History of Robinson Crusoe, one in Spence's alphabet, the other in tradi-
tional orthography. All of these were published in 1782. However, we know
from later references in Pigs' Meat that he also published a version of his
1775 lecture, entitled The Poor Man's Advocate, in 1779, and a song, The
Rights of Man in Verse, in 1783. The Grand Repository also advertises the
®rst issue of The Repository of Common Sense and Innocent Amusement, a

4 Thomas Spence: His Life and Works

3 Some of the de®nitions bear the hallmark of Spence's political ideasÐe.g. Whig: `a friend to
civil and religious liberty'.
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sort of Spencean Readers' Digest, with `extracts from the best authors in
which every word is spelled according to the best pronunciation by the new
alphabet'. Since no copies of this are extant, we can only conclude that
Spence was unable to ®nd enough subscribers to make it viable.

Whilst in Newcastle, Spence also made his ®rst attempt at another venture
which he was to continue more successfully in London: the stamping of
slogans on coins. These were produced to publicize `Spence's Plan', for all
those that have survived bear these words: for instance, a halfpenny is
countermarked `Spence's Plan you Rogues' (see Bindman 1989: 198). These
were stamped with punches cut by Thomas Bewick, who also cut the
punches for the Grand Repository.

1.1.6. Spence moves to London

There are no extant publications from Spence between 1783 and 1792, nor
do we have any information as to his whereabouts during this period. What
we do know is that by 1792 he was in London and already in trouble with
weightier authorities than the committee of the Newcastle Philosophical
Society, for his ®rst London publication is The Case of Thomas Spence,
Bookseller (1792), which relates how he was imprisoned for selling Thomas
Paine's Rights of Man. The memoir of Spence in The Newcastle Magazine,
January 1821, suggests that Spence `became discontented with Newcastle,
and resolved to seek the Metropolis. He was often heard to say that there
was no scope for ability in a provincial town, and that London was the only
place where a man of talent could display his powers.'

Certainly, Spence arrived at the capital in what were dangerous and
exciting times for a man of his convictions: the French Revolution of 1789
had instilled in the Government and its institutions a dread of a similar
uprising in Britain, leading to heavy repression of what we might loosely
term `radical' ideas. The works of Thomas Paine were especially singled out
as likely to incite the lower orders to revolution and Paine was denounced
and caricatured in what amounted to a `propaganda war' of pamphleteers in
the 1790s. More seriously, this decade saw the passing of a series of Acts
suppressing freedom of expression: the suspension of Habeas Corpus in
1794, followed by the Two Acts of 1795, which extended the de®nition of
High Treason to include acts of speech or writing, gave the authorities the
power to imprison the likes of Spence without trial. Spence, far from being
deterred by this danger, used every means at his disposal to propagate his
message. He became a member of the London Corresponding Society, which
was founded in 1792: according to Bindman (1989: 56), Spence `was on the
radical wing of the LCS; a ``violent democrat'', in the words of an informer,
with ``levelling'' tendencies that worried the more moderate executive'. (Like
Bewick, they disagreed with Spence on the question of common ownership
of property and land.)

Thomas Spence: His Life and Works 5
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During his time in London, Spence made his living largely by selling
books and pamphlets, as well as a drink called saloup, in the ®rst instance
from a street stall. He continued to publish pamphlets on the theme of his
Plan, as well as the periodical Pigs' Meat. In 1793 Spence opened a shop
called `The Hive of Liberty', and began to sell tokens as well as printed
material. Like the early tokens produced with Bewick's help in Newcastle,
these always carried a radical message.4 Bindman (1989: 57) notes that `the
printing of radical texts was always susceptible to laws against sedition; a
token, on the other hand, could retain a certain immunity and could pass
from hand to hand relatively inconspicuously'. Apart from using these
tokens as a means of propagating his Plan, Spence became su�ciently
interested in what was at the time the minor `craze' of token collecting to
produce a catalogue, The Coin Collector's Companion (1795b).

1.1.7. Arrests, trials, and political writings

Spence was arrested three times between 1792 and 1794, when, along with
other members of the London Corresponding Society, he was arrested under
the Suspension Act, imprisoned for seven months, charged with High
Treason, and ®nally acquitted in December 1794. On his release, Spence
resumed the publication of Pigs' Meat and went on to publish The End of
Oppression (1795c), The Meridian Sun of Liberty (1795a), The Reign of
Felicity (1796), The Rights of Infants (1797), The Constitution of a Perfect
Commonwealth (1798), and The Restorer of Society to its Natural State
(1801). The last-named publication led to Spence's arrest on a charge of
seditious libel, for which he was sentenced to a year's imprisonment and a
®ne of £20. A full account of the trial is provided in The Important Trial of
Thomas Spence, which Spence published, along with The Constitution of
Spensonia, ®rst (1803) in a version of the `Spensonian' alphabet originally
developed in the Grand Repository and later (1807) in conventional ortho-
graphy.

1.1.8. The last years: `Citizen Spence' and his followers

After his release from Shrewsbury Jail, Spence continued to promote his
Plan through informal meetings. Ashraf (1983: 84±5) refers to a handbill
dated 18 March 1801, in which `well-wishers' are recommended to `meet
frequently . . . after a free and easy Manner to converse on the Subject [of
Spence's Plan], provoke investigation, and answer such Objections as may
be stated, and to promote the circulation of Citizen Spence's pamphlets'.

6 Thomas Spence: His Life and Works

4 Examples of Spence's tokens (described more fully in Bindman 1989) are one displaying a
Red Indian with the inscript `If Rent I once consent to pay, my liberty is passed away'; and
Spence's favourite, which was buried with him, bearing on one side a picture of a cat and the
inscript `I among slaves enjoy my freedom' and on the reverse a dog and `much gratitude brings
servitude'.
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These small, informal gatherings were di�cult for the authorities to suppress
and we can assume that `Citizen Spence's' ideas were indeed being
propagated, for Ashraf (1983: 87) points out that `the Home Secretary
drew the attention of the police to sayings like ``Spence's Plan and Full
Bellies'' which had appeared on every wall in London'. (McCalman (1988: 3)
considers the establishment of Spence's `free and easy' as marking the
beginning of the `radical underworld' which is the subject of his eponymous
work, and of which Spence was the father.) Apart from collections of the
broadsides and songs sung at the `free and easy', Spence's only other
publication was The Giant Killer, or Anti-Landlord, of which three numbers
are extant, all dated in August 1814. Spence died on 1 September 1814: at his
funeral a week later, friends carried a pair of scales before his co�n, which
was bedecked with white ribbons, the intention being to symbolize the justice
and purity of Spence's life and ideas. Ashraf (1983: 92) notes that `his tokens
were distributed to mourners and onlookers, so that he literally went to his
grave still spreading his immortal message'.

After Spence's death, his followers continued to meet as `The Society of
Spencean Philanthropists'. Their propagation of Spence's ideas led to the
trial of four of its members on a charge of high treason in 1816, and in 1817
an Act was passed `for more e�ectively preventing seditious meetings and
assemblies', which explicitly prohibited `all societies or clubs calling them-
selves Spencean or Spencean Philanthropists' (57 George III c. 19, quoted in
Ashraf 1983: 98). McCalman (1988: 2) argues that, despite such draconian
action on the part of the government, Spence's followers, `a circle of radicals
whom a variety of historians have dismissed as harmless cranks or
destructive loonies', may be considered `stalwarts of a small but continuous
revolutionary-republican underground which runs from the mid 1790's to
early Chartism'.

1.2. t h e g r a n d r e p o s i t o r y o f t h e e n g l i s h l a n g u a g e :
a r a d i c a l w o r k ?

1.2.1. Spence's two `plans'

The brief account above is su�cient to show that, throughout his adult life,
Spence was zealously and fearlessly engaged in promoting the Plan ®rst
formulated in that ill-fated lecture to the Newcastle Philosophical Society in
1775.5 What has been overlooked by some of Spence's biographers and
political commentators is the extent to which Spence's other `plan', for
introducing a reformed system of spelling, was an integral part of Spence's
reform of society and was likewise still being promoted up to the time of his

Thomas Spence: His Life and Works 7
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single-hearted pursuit of his main doctrine, the parish ownership of land'.
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death. Hyndman (1882, quoted in Shields 1973: 22) writes that the young
Spence `wasted much time and energy in his endeavours to establish a
phonetic system of spelling. But the young man was an enthusiast, and soon
turned his thoughts to more important matters.' Likewise Rudkin (1927:
229), whose biography of Spence otherwise has much to commend it, makes
the mistake of asserting that `except for an occasional broadside, Spence
made little use of his phonetics in London'. Spence's own words give the lie
to these dismissive statements. In The Important Trial of Thomas Spence
(which, as noted in §1.1.4. above, was printed ®rst in the `Spensonian'
alphabet), he explicitly links his two `plans': `When I ®rst began to study, I
found every art and science a perfect whole. Nothing was in anarchy but
language and politics. But both of these I reduced to order, the one by a new
alphabet, the other by a new Constitution' (Spence 1803: 59; quoted from
Waters 1917: 59). Here we see Spence asserting, with a characteristic lack of
false modesty, that in 1775 (at the age of 25) he had already formulated the
solution to all society's ills. The part played by the New Alphabet in Spence's
new society is ®rst hinted at in the preface to the Grand Repository itself.
Spence envisages his new spelling taking over from the traditional ortho-
graphy and being used in books: as a start, he proposes a `weekly
miscellany', which he thinks should succeed `especially among the laborious
part of the people, who generally cannot a�ord much time or expence in the
educating of their children, and yet they would like to have them taught the
necessary and useful arts of reading and writing' (1775: sig. B2r ).

Indeed, the provision of such education was an integral part of his Plan
for the reform of society, as becomes evident in Spence's later political
works. In A Supplement to the History of Robinson Crusoe, Spence describes
how the people of Lilliput, having been given the bene®t of a phonetic
alphabet (the Crusonean being one of Spence's names for his orthography),
®nd it very easy to learn to read, with revolutionary consequences: `As they
could now learn as much in a Month, as formerly in a Year, the very poorest
soon acquired such Notions of Justice, and Equity, and of the Rights of
Mankind, as rendered unsupportable, every species of Oppression' (1782a:
40, quoted in Shields 1974: 44).

In Spence's view, the education of the lower classes was the key to the
reform of society and the New Alphabet was the key to the education of the
lower classes.6 As well as facilitating literacy, Spence probably intended the
Grand Repository as a guide to `correct' pronunciation. In The Giant Killer,
or Anti-Landlord (No. 1 (6 Aug. 1814) ), the importance of attaining a

8 Thomas Spence: His Life and Works

6 Spence's opinion may seem naõÈve, but there are still those who would agree with him: a
letter to The Guardian on 21 July 1987 puts the question `what would be the e�ects on the
distribution of power and in¯uence brought about by large numbers of people suddenly
becoming literate?' The correspondent, an Adult Literacy tutor, goes on to suggest that `lots
of practice is needed to learn to read and write, and the Establishment controls the subject
matter for this'.
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`correct' pronunciation, or, at least, avoiding a `vulgar' one, is hinted at.
`Why should People be laughed at all their lives for betraying their vulgar
education, when the Evil is so easily remedied. How ridiculous it is to hear
People that can read saying Any ThinkÐA HorangeÐIdearÐNoar.' How-
ever, to Spence, the acquisition of such a pronunciation was not the only (or
even the principal) purpose of his Grand Repository and subsequent works in
phonetic spelling: he saw it rather as an essential means to the end of
opening up education and opportunities for advancement to the lower
classes, so that his radical Plan for the reform of society could be achieved.
The two reforms, of spelling and of society, had always run parallel in
Spence's thinking.

1.2.2. Eighteenth-century attitudes to `correct' pronunciation

Spence's Grand Repository was published at a time when interest in ®xing a
standard for English pronunciation was reaching its height. As Holmberg
(1964: 20) points out, `it is in the eighteenth century that the snob value of a
good pronunciation began to be recognised'. The recognition to which
Holmberg refers here was part and parcel of what Leonard (1929) calls
`The Doctrine of Correctness': that Augustan emphasis on propriety and
politeness which led to the outright condemnation of non-standard usage in
all areas of language, and to a huge demand, particularly from the rising
middle classes, for explicit and prescriptive guides to correct usage, guides
which would help them to avoid betraying their `vulgar' origins. With regard
to pronunciation, this demand was largely met, especially in the latter part of
the century, by the publication of numerous pronouncing dictionaries, each
giving some indication, by the use of diacritics and/or phonetic or semi-
phonetic respelling, of the `correct' pronunciation of every single word.
Social and political factors such as the beginning of the Industrial Revolu-
tion in the larger provincial towns and cities; the improvements in commun-
ications brought about by, for example, the introduction of the Turnpike
trusts in the 1750s; and the Act of Union of 1707; all led to a greater
awareness on the part of the middle classes in areas distant from London
that their language was doubly damned for being `provincial' as well as
`vulgar'.

It was by this time generally understood that the pronunciation which
should act as a model for such guides was that of genteel society in London:
the `vulgar' (i.e. lower-class urban) and the `provincial' alike were almost
universally condemned. However, some of the earliest and most in¯uential
of these guides to `correct' pronunciation were written by `provincials', such
as James Buchanan, who produced the Linguae Britannicae Vera Pronun-
ciatio (1757), and Thomas Sheridan, author of the General Dictionary of the
English Language (1780). As Crowley (1991: 73) points out: `Sheridan was
Irish, Buchanan was a Scot; it is no small irony that it is from the edges of

Thomas Spence: His Life and Works 9
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the dominant culture that these two prominent elocution masters arrive with
their prescriptions for ``proper English''.'

Both Sheridan and Buchanan were aware that their own countrymen were
particularly in need of guidance in the matter of `correct' pronunciation:
Sheridan prefaced his dictionary with a set of `Rules to be observed by the
Natives of Ireland, in order to attain a just Pronunciation of English', whilst
in the preface to the Linguae Britannicae Vera Pronunciatio Buchanan (1757:
p. xv) states that `the people of North Britain seem, in general, to be almost
at as great a loss for proper accent and just pronunciation as foreigners', but
he promises that, after studying his work, `they may in a short time
pronounce as properly and intelligibly as if they had been born and bred
in London'.

Such altruistic concern for their fellow-countrymen earned little credit for
these lexicographers: both were castigated for daring to presume that they
could teach the English how to pronounce their own language. Sheridan had
the dubious honour of being held up to ridicule by no less a man than Dr
Johnson, who said: `What entitles Sheridan to ®x the pronunciation of
English? He has in the ®rst place the disadvantage of being an Irishman'
(Boswell 1934: ii 161). Sheridan was able to survive such criticism because of
his established reputation as a teacher of elocution. Buchanan, however,
enjoyed no such cushioning from the attacks of the English: Sheldon (1947)
points out that he was condemned in the Monthly Review (18 (1757), 82)
because, being a Scot, he did not `seem a competent judge of English
pronunciation', and William Kenrick, in the preface to his New Dictionary
of the English Language (1773: p. i), without mentioning names at this point,
states that `there seems indeed a most ridiculous absurdity in the pretensions
of a native of Aberdeen or Tipperary to teach the natives of London to
speak and read'. On the other hand, it was the duty of a well-bred Londoner
to teach provincials the correct pronunciation, as can be seen in the
announcement on the title page of John Walker's Critical Pronouncing
Dictionary that it included `Rules to be observed by the Natives of Scotland,
Ireland and London, for avoiding their respective Peculiarities'. It is worth
noting here that Walker saw `the peculiarities of (his) countrymen, the
Cockneys' as particularly reprehensible, because they, being `the models of
pronunciation to the distant provinces, ought to be the more scrupulously
correct' (1791: p. xii). (See §3.3 for an evaluation of these pronouncing
dictionaries.)

1.2.3. Reactions to The Grand Repository of the English Language

How does Spence ®t into this picture? Although his Grand Repository never
excited the attention given to Sheridan or even Buchanan, he was a
provincial writer publishing in the most northerly city of England, and
speaking a dialect which to the Londoner would probably be indistinguish-

10 Thomas Spence: His Life and Works
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able from Scots. The stigma of `provincialism' must have been keenly felt in
what was in the later eighteenth century becoming an increasingly important
and wealthy city.7 Although the Grand Repository attracted little or no
attention in the press, there is anecdotal evidence that Spence himself
encountered, and answered, the same kind of criticism as that extended to
Buchanan and Sheridan. Welford (1895: 432±3) relates the following story:

When soliciting subscriptions to this curious work (The Grand Repository) he called

upon the Rev. H. Moises, master of the Grammar-School, morning lecturer of All

Saints' Church, for the purpose of requesting him to become a subscriber to the

work. As Mr. Spence had a strong Northern accent, Mr. Moises enquired what

opportunities he had had of acquiring a just knowledge of the pronunciation of the

English Language. `Pardon me,' said Spence, `I attend All Saints' Church every

Sunday Morning!'

Place's un®nished and unpublished biography of Spence, which survives in
BL Add. MS 27,808, includes several letters from persons acquainted with
Spence. The following extract is redolent of the kind of criticism more
publicly aimed at Buchanan:

During the whole of his life, he was zealously engaged in propagating his plan of

parochial partnership in land. He also published some works in what he termed the

Spensonian dialect, being an attempt to render the orthography of the English

Language identical with its pronunciation, like the Italian. This orthography was

somewhat defective, as he spelled the words according to the Northumbrian idiom,

Newcastle on Tyne being his birthplace. (BL Add. MS 27,808, fo. 227)

1.2.4. Conclusion

Whether or not Spence `spelled the words according to the Northumbrian
idiom', we shall see in Chapter 5. Spence, like Buchanan before him and
Sheridan after him, was concerned with `correct' pronunciation, for the full
title of his dictionary is The Grand Repository of the English Language:
containing, besides the excellencies of all other dictionaries and grammars of
the English tongue, the peculiarity of having the most proper and agreeable
pronunciation. It would, however, be a mistake to think of the Grand
Repository as just another book designed to help the middle classes in
Newcastle to avoid the twin hazards of vulgarity and provincialism. The
Grand Repository is in some ways in tune with the spirit of its age, but in
other ways completely discordant. Whilst other pronouncing dictionaries,
like the grammars cited by Leonard (1929), were intended to assist the
middle classes and nouveaux riches in acquiring linguistic gentility, Spence's

Thomas Spence: His Life and Works 11

7 Horsley (1971: 220) writes that Newcastle in the eighteenth century `was . . . a thriving
manufacturing town and port, whose population rose during the century from 18,000 to 28,000,
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was intended for the education of the lower classes, as the ®rst step in a plan
for spelling reform as well as a guide to pronunciation. Just as Spence's Plan
was for a Radical reform of society, his Grand Repository was intended as
part of a `radical' reform of English orthography.

We shall examine the Grand Repository in more detail in Chapters 4 and 5.
The question which I would like to pose here is: how is it that such a radical
and innovative work as the Grand Repository has largely escaped the
attentions of historical phonologists, despite Abercrombie's identi®cation
of Spence as a `forgotten phonetician' worthy of serious attention? The
answer lies partly in the inaccessibility of the text prior to the production of
Alston's micro®che collection English Linguistics 1500±1800.8 However, the
scholarly neglect of Spence as a source of information on eighteenth-century
pronunciation is part of a wider pattern. I intend to demonstrate in the next
chapter that the eighteenth century, and most of all the phonology of
eighteenth-century English, has been paid so little attention by scholars, at
least until relatively recently, that this period can justi®ably be termed the
`Cinderella' of English historical linguistics.

12 Thomas Spence: His Life and Works

8 It is perhaps signi®cant that the only scholar to attempt a detailed study of the Grand
Repository, Anthea Fraser Shields (now Gupta), was at the time (1972±3) based in Newcastle
and so had access to the copy in Newcastle Central Library.
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2. Eighteenth-Century English:
The `Cinderella' of English
Historical Linguistics?

2.1. i n t r o d u c t i o n

The scholarly neglect of the Later Modern English (LNE) period has led
Charles Jones (1989: 279) to describe the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries
as `the Cinderellas of English historical linguistic study'. A glance at the
available textbooks for undergraduate courses alone would appear to
con®rm Jones's judgement: GoÈrlach (1988: 211) refers to the study of
Early Modern English variation as `the Cinderella of English historical
linguistics' and notes `the neglect of the Early Modern English period', but
his own (1991) textbook, along with other useful works such as Ronberg
(1992), have done much to remedy the situation. Where LNE is concerned,
no such general textbook exists: Partridge (1969) pays much more attention
to the Tudor than to the Augustan English of his title and, whilst Richard
Bailey (1996) has provided a long-needed guide to the English of the
nineteenth century, there is, at the time of writing, still not a single textbook
suitable for an undergraduate course on eighteenth-century English.

With the notable, and very recent, exception of Richard Bailey (1996),
such works as have been devoted to the LNE period, and the eighteenth
century in particular, tend to deal with single issues or speci®c areas of
linguistic study. Thus there has been ample coverage of what Leonard in his
eponymous (1929) work termed `the doctrine of correctness', and of lin-
guistic ideas in the eighteenth century, in Aarsle� (1983), Cohen (1977), and
Crowley (1991), whilst eighteenth-century grammars are surveyed in detail
in Michael (1970). Eighteenth-century lexical and semantic change have
been dealt with by Susie Tucker (1967, 1972); whilst the lexicography at least
of the ®rst half of the century has its `classic' work in Starnes and Noyes
(1991, 1st edn., 1946). The notable omission here is of any work devoted to
the phonology of eighteenth-century English, for it is in this area that the
neglect of the eighteenth century by historical linguists has been greatest.
This neglect is also apparent in general histories of English and in histories
of English phonology. Where interest is shown in the eighteenth century,
phonology is neglected, and where interest is shown in the history of English
phonology, the eighteenth century is neglected. The only exceptions to this
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rule, apart from a small minority of general histories of English and of
English phonology, are a number of monographs on eighteenth-century
orthoepists and works devoted to the standardization of pronunciation,
notably Holmberg (1964) and Mugglestone (1995).

2.2. g e n e r a l h i s t o r i e s o f e n g l i s h

Since the late nineteenth century, numerous histories of the English language
have been published in Britain, the USA, and continental Europe. Given this
time span and this geographical range, we can expect to ®nd a diversity of
theoretical approaches and viewpoints, from the neogrammarian approach
of the late-nineteenth and early twentieth centuries; through the mid-
twentieth century with the dominance of structuralist and transforma-
tional-generative theories; to the later twentieth century, when some histories
take a more socio-historical approach. The theoretical stance taken by an
author can a�ect his or her attitude to the eighteenth century as a period
worthy of study or otherwise. Generally speaking, the more important
systematic and regular rule changes are to a theory, the less attention is
paid to the eighteenth century by those who espouse it. For instance,
compared to the Early Modern period, with its ®ne example of a chain
shift, this later century has little to excite the interest of a structuralist, but
scholars who take a socio-historical viewpoint or who work in the ®eld of
lexical phonology are ready to ®nd order in the apparent chaos of eighteenth-
century sound changes. The time span of these histories is also signi®cant in
itself: as Charles Jones (1989: 279) points out: `There has always been a
suggestion . . . especially among those scholars writing in the ®rst half of the
twentieth century, that phonological and syntactic change is only properly
observable at a great distance and that somehow the eighteenth, and
especially the nineteenth centuries, are ``too close'' chronologically for any
meaningful observations concerning language change to be made.'

Thus, with the notable exceptions of Wyld (1927, 1936) and McKnight
(1928), early histories of English, such as Lounsbury (1894), pay very little
attention to the eighteenth century, and even less to the nineteenth, which,
for Lounsbury, of course, was the present day! As the twenty-®rst century
draws near, there is the sense of a `respectable' distance between us and the
eighteenth century and, indeed, scholars writing after about 1970 tend to say
something about LNE even if, as in Freeborn (1992), it is con®ned to a
discussion of prescriptivism and standardization. Geographical di�erences
between the histories of English reviewed here are also apparent in that those
written in the USA such as Pyles and Algeo (1982) and Peters (1968)
understandably see the eighteenth century as the beginning of American
English, and so pay little attention to developments in British English in this
period. This is not to say that the American works have nothing of interest

14 Eighteenth-Century English
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for us: rather, eighteenth-century developments are noted in so far as they
contribute to the di�erentiation of British and American English. Thus,
Pyles and Algeo (1982: 226), mention one of the sound changes which will be
discussed in Chapter 5, but from an American point of view: `What strikes
most American ears most strongly is the modern standard British shift of an
older [ñ], which survives in American English except before r (as in far), lm
(as in calm) and in father, to [A] in a number of very frequently used words.
Up to the very end of the eighteenth century, [A] in such words was
considered vulgar.' As we shall see in §5.2, the last sentence here over-
simpli®es a very complex issue, but at least the sociolinguistic signi®cance of
this sound change is recognized.

The vast majority of general histories of English include a statement to the
e�ect that all the `major' or `grammatical' changes in the English Language
were completed by 1700. For example, Freeborn (1992: 180) writes that `the
linguistic changes that have taken place from the eighteenth century to the
present day are relatively few' and Bloom®eld and Newmark (1963: 293)
likewise assert that, `after the period of the Great Vowel Shift was over, the
changes that were to take place in English phonology were few indeed'. In all
these cases, the neglect of the eighteenth century is presented as excusable,
because there is simply nothing of interest happening in this period. As I
suggested in §2.1, this opinion is expressed particularly by those who toe the
structuralist (Nist 1966; Stevick 1968) or transformational±generative
(Bloom®eld and Newmark 1963) line. Nist's small section on eighteenth-
century phonology is headed `phonemic stabilization', Stevick is primarily
interested in changes in the phonemic inventory of English, whilst Bloom-
®eld & Newmark (1963: 288) dismiss changes in the language between the
eighteenth century and the present day as `due to matters of style and
rhetoric . . . rather than to di�erences in phonology, grammar or vocabulary'
and go on to state, rather dogmatically, that `historical or diachronic
linguistics, as such, is traditionally less concerned with such stylistic and
rhetorical changes of fashion than with phonological, grammatical and
lexical changes'.

Other general histories of English are less dismissive of the eighteenth
century as a period of potential interest, but deal with it in terms of the
single issue of `correctness'. A telling example here is Bourcier (1981), in
which the eighteenth century is dispensed with in ®ve pages (204±8) on
`Post-Restoration social and intellectual attitudes' in which the words
highlighted here tell the whole story: `order and discipline . . . codi®cation
. . . a regulatory body . . . prescriptive grammar'. The same point is made by
Bryant (1962: 89±90): `As progress was made towards a uniform standard in
the English language, freedom decreased. Rules began to be formulated,
e�orts began to be made to ®x the language, to determine what was right
and what was wrong, to prescribe the goal to be attained. This attitude
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reached its height in the eighteenth century, the age in which reason and
logic were uppermost.' This is, of course, a valid and important point, but it
is not the only point of interest with regard to the eighteenth century. The
handful of general histories which deal adequately with the eighteenth
century acknowledge this and also share a recognition that a lack of
large-scale structural changes such as the Great Vowel Shift does not
mean that there were no changes of interest in the eighteenth century,
merely that they were of a di�erent nature. Thus Barber makes a statement
rather like those quoted above, to the e�ect that `by about 1700, the main
changes in pronunciation that made up the Great Vowel Shift were all
completed' (1993: 199), and then goes on to state that, apart from the
coalescence of ME /e:/ and /E:/ `there have been no really major changes in
pronunciation since 1700, though there have been a number of minor ones'
(1993: 210). However, Barber proceeds to give a fair, if somewhat over-
simpli®ed, summary of the sound changes which were occurring in the
eighteenth century, recognizing, for instance, the loss of preconsonantal and
word-®nal /r/ as the most important `minor' change.

A few general histories of English go further than this, recognizing that
the linguistic changes of the eighteenth century are not `minor', but of a
di�erent and much more complex nature than those of preceding centuries.
This point is made most forcefully by Strang (1970: 78±9):

Some short histories of English give the impression that changes in pronunciation

stopped dead in the 18c, a development which would be quite inexplicable for a

language in everyday use. It is true that the sweeping systematic changes we can

detect in earlier periods are missing, but the amount of change is no less. Rather, its

location has changed: in the past two hundred years changes in pronunciation are

predominantly due, not, as in the past, to evolution of the system, but to what, in a

very broad sense, we may call the interplay of di�erent varieties, and to the complex

analogical relationship between di�erent parts of the language.

Strang appears here to be putting forward an argument which seems to
contradict the basic tenet of neogrammarian (and later) theory now known
as the `uniformitarian principle'. She suggests that sound changes in LNE
are of a di�erent nature from those of earlier periods, a view that we shall see
in §2.3. would be contested by Charles Jones (1989). What is signi®cant,
though, is that Strang recognizes that it is the sheer complexity and apparent
irregularity of eighteenth-century sound changes that make this period so
interesting. The same point is made, albeit less explicitly, by McKnight
(1928: 458): `The subject of eighteenth-century pronunciation is one of vast
complexity of which the few details here given can give no perfect concep-
tion. Many new in¯uences were at work.' Schlauch (1959: 131), too,
recognizes, for instance, that `the group represented by ME A lengthened
and modi®ed in quality before special consonants and groups of consonants

16 Eighteenth-Century English
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has a complicated history'. As we shall see in §5.2., this is, if anything, an
understatement.

Wyld is perhaps the ®rst historian of English to point out that this period
has received little scholarly attention. He writes of the eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries: `This period o�ers ample scope for investigation. It is
no exaggeration to say that a proper history of each of these centuries has
yet to be written' (1936: 186). Wyld has recently been condemned by, for
example, Richard Bailey (1996: 90) as `a ®erce language snob' who laid too
much emphasis on the importance of RP, but he did recognize the part
played by social in¯uences in eighteenth-century sound change, and when we
examine his works carefully we can even see precursors of Labovian
terminology. For instance, Wyld (1927: 152) states, with reference to certain
changes in LNE pronunciation, `there is no doubt that all these alterations in
the older Received Standard came originally from below, and represent
attempts at greater correctness.' (emphasis added). Although Wyld here is
actually referring to what Labov (1972: 123) would call `change from
above'Ðthat is, above the level of consciousnessÐboth Wyld's recognition
of the role of the middle classes in linguistic change and the idea of `change
from below' have, with the bene®t of hindsight, a very `Labovian' ring to
them1. A few other general histories likewise recognize the importance of
social factors in linguistic change during the LNE period. Thus Strang (1970:
85) writes of the lengthening of ME /o/ before /r/: `As usual, before 1800
social consciousness is at work in the distribution of the forms, and in 17912

the long vowel before /r/ is declared vulgar. Also, as usual, it persisted not
only among the vulgar, but also among the most assured.' McKnight (1928:
453), too, notes social class as an important factor in the complex distribu-
tion of `narrow' [ñ:] versus `broad' [A:] pronunciations of ME /a/ in the
eighteenth century:

The situation in the eighteenth century with relation to these two sounds seems to

have been unsettled. . . . There was dialectal di�erence. There was also a di�erence

corresponding with di�erence in social class. The di�ering judgements of Kenrick

and Bayley should be recalled. The broad sound is often associated with the `rustical'.

The narrow or fronted sound, on the other hand, is referred to as `mincing' and is

often regarded as a�ected.

(See §5.2 for further discussion of this variation.)
Wyld (1927: 173) also seems to foreshadow recent theories of sound

change in his recognition of the gradual nature of eighteenth-century sound
change and of what we now call lexical di�usion: `Our present pronunciation
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[of ME /E:/ words] is the result of the gradual abandonment of one type, and
the adoption, universally, of another. The process involved one word after
another, and went on slowly during the seventeenth, more quickly in the
following century.'

Wyld, McKnight, Schlauch, and Strang all recognize that the eighteenth
century is an important period in the history of English because the
overtness of the censure of stigmatized forms in works like John Walker's
Critical Pronouncing Dictionary (1791) gives us a window on the socio-
linguistic forces in¯uencing sound change at this time and because the very
complexity of these changes is a challenge to the historical linguist. With
hindsight, we can see the operation of social and lexical di�usion through
their accounts of eighteenth-century sound change. Between them, these
scholars also make use of a wide range of evidence to discuss a number of
eighteenth-century sound changes. Obviously, this varies with the avail-
ability of evidence at the time of writing: none of these authors had the easy
access which we now enjoy thanks to Alston's micro®che editions. Schlauch,
writing in Warsaw in 1954, relies mainly on `indirect' evidence and, as far as
direct evidence goes, seems to have had access only to the works of the
Scottish orthoepist and grammarian James Buchanan and that not directly
but through Meyer (1940). However, she gives a substantial amount of
information on eighteenth-century sound changes despite these shortcom-
ings. Strang appears to have used a number of secondary sources, notably
Wyld (1936) and Jespersen (1909±49), both of which, as we shall see, make
use of a wide range of direct evidence. She therefore provides a reasonable
amount of detail on a number of eighteenth-century sound changes, but cites
dates without giving the direct sources to which those dates refer. For
example, she writes of the variation in this period between a long and a short
vowel in words such as leisure, pleasure, treasure `of two commentators
writing almost simultaneously one, in 1787, describes the long vowel as
``a�ected'', the other, in 1791, prefers it' (Strang 1970: 84) The dates
presumably refer to James Elphinston's Propriety Ascertained in her Picture
and John Walker's Critical Pronouncing Dictionary, but the reader is not
informed of this. Wyld (1927, 1936) and McKnight (1928), on the other
hand, make extensive reference to a wide range of direct evidence from the
eighteenth century. These works have their ¯aws: Wyld's remarks on earlier
orthoepists like Gil would be actionable if made about a living person, and
he takes too literally Walker's account of the vowel in put, bull, etc.,
suggesting that the rounded vowel was `restored when there is an initial
lip-consonant' (1927: 185), whereas, as we shall see in §5.4, the reverse
process probably occurred. McKnight likewise makes mistakes, citing, for
instance, the `well known rimes of the Scotch Marjorie Fleming' as evidence
for `the Northern English pronunciation of A ' (1929: 455±6) not realising,
presumably, that evidence from Scots might point to the operation of the
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Scottish Vowel Length Rule rather than the general northern lack of
lengthening. However, despite these ¯aws, the works of Wyld and McKnight
provide a wealth of information from the direct evidence of the eighteenth
century. Now that this evidence is more readily available, these early
scholars at least point their modern counterparts in the right direction.
McKnight refers to sources not mentioned in the other general works:
particularly interesting from the point of view of this study is his citation of
G. Wright's (1774) grammar, written in Sunderland. Wyld's wide trawl of
orthoepistic sources likewise nets some treasures: note, for instance, his
observation of an early instance of one of the features typifying what is now
known as `Estuary English', i.e `fronting' of /T/ to /f/: `Elphinston (1787)
speaks of a tendency of the ``low English'' to say Redriph for Rotherhithe and
loph for loath . . . At the present time this substitution appears to be rather a
personal idiosyncrasy than a dialect feature, though it does appear to be very
frequent in a rather low type of Cockney English' (Wyld 1927: 209). When
the history of twentieth-century English is written, this will be a valuable
piece of evidence for `change from below'.

This review of the general histories of English has shown us that, the more
a scholar is willing to recognize the importance of socio-historical factors in
linguistic change and the existence of gradual (in the sense of `socially and
lexically di�using') changes as opposed to the apparently more systematic
sound laws and changes of phonemic inventories beloved of the neogram-
marians and structuralists, the more he or she will see the eighteenth century
as an important and intriguing period for study. The most useful of these
texts for the modern scholar are those which use a wide range of direct and
indirect sources to present the true complexity of this era. We shall now go
on to review the histories of English phonology according to the same
criteria.

2.3. h i s t o r i e s o f e n g l i s h p h o n o l o g y

In this section, I include works such as Sweet (1888) and Horn and Lehnert
(1954), which deal chronologically with the sound changes that have
occurred in English, and also more theoretical works such as Chomsky
and Halle (1968), Anderson and Jones (1977), and Charles Jones (1989),
which are primarily concerned with phonological theory, but use some of the
major sound changes of English, including Modern English, to illustrate
and/or test out their theories.

If we look ®rst at the more `philological' histories of English sounds, we
®nd that most of these, unlike the general histories above, pay some
attention to eighteenth-century sound change, with the exception, of
course, of works like Dobson (1957), which does not pretend to cover
the whole history of English. Apart from such works, which advertise
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themselves as stopping before or at 1700, the only work reviewed here
which provides hardly any information on eighteenth-century sound
changes is Moore (1960). This devotes only ten out of 176 pages to the
development of modern English sounds, and, like some of the American
works reviewed in §2.2, deals with this period in terms of American rather
than British English. Thus at the end of the section on `special develop-
ments before r', Moore (1960: 137) notes:

These special developments of vowels before r have been stated in terms of their

results in the speech of those who pronounce a retro¯ex r before consonants as well

as before vowels . . . In the speech of those who do not pronounce r when it is

followed by a consonant, the same vowels have developed except that [Å] is replaced

in some varieties of English by [Æ], and that there is a tendency to the development of

a glide [@] sound after the vowel, or to compensatory lengthening, resulting in [A@],

[A:], [E@], etc.

As we shall see in §§5.2 and 5.8, this is a gross oversimpli®cation of the very
complex intertwined history of `compensatory lengthening' and loss of
rhoticity in British English.

The other works of this nature vary in their usefulness according to the
extent to which they make use of the wide range of direct and indirect
evidence to be discussed in Chapter 3. The earliest authors, notably Ellis
(1869) and Sweet (1888), did not have access to the range of direct evidence
that is available today. Jespersen (1909±49: 13) points out that, whilst Ellis's
work `is highly meritorious both for the vast quantity of material collected
for the ®rst time and for its discussion of an enormous variety of questions
from a phonetic as well as a historical point of view . . . his extracts are not
always reliable'. Sweet (1888) is not only highly reliant on Ellis, but uses as
his `phonetic authorities' for what he terms the `third modern period' (1700±
1800) a small and eclectic set of works: The Expert Orthographist (1704); A
Short and Easy Way for the Palatines to Learn English (1710); Thomas
Dyche's Guide to the English Tongue (1710); Thomas Lediard's Grammatica
Anglicana Critica, oder Versuch zu einer vollkommenen Grammatic der
Englischen Sprache (1725); James Buchanan's Essay Towards Establishing
a Standard (1766); Benjamin Franklin's Scheme for a New Alphabet (1768);
and Thomas Sheridan's General Dictionary of the English Language (1780).
Of the last three, Sweet is slightly dismissive; thus of Buchanan he writes:
`the author was a Scotchman, and there are Scotticisms in his pronunci-
ation'; of Franklin `the pronunciation here given is, of course, a�ected by
American provincialisms'. Sheridan fares slightly better: `the author was an
Irishman, but familiar with the standard pronunciation' (Sweet 1888: 207).
The patchy nature of Sweet's evidence naturally leads to shortcomings in his
account of sound changes in the `third modern period'. For example, on the
lengthening of ME /a/ before voiceless fricatives, Sweet gives a full account
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of the very useful evidence from Christopher Cooper's Grammatica Linguñ
Anglicanñ (1685)3, but has nothing to say about the very complex variation
beteween /a/ and /A:/ throughout the later eighteenth and at least the early
nineteenth centuries. This is, of course, because his only evidence for the
later eighteenth century comes from Sheridan, who, as we shall see in §5.2.,
does not recognize a separate `long' sound in, for example, father, giving the
stressed vowel in this word the same notation as that in hat.

Perhaps the most useful and reliable of these early works is the ®rst
volume of Jespersen's Modern English Grammar (1909±49). After his
criticism of Ellis, Jespersen (1909±49: 14) writes: `I have as a rule left Ellis's
word-lists alone and have trusted chie¯y to my own copies or extracts from
the phoneticians and grammarians themselves.' He includes in his list of
`authorities' from the eighteenth century several not used by Ellis: William
Johnston's Pronouncing and Spelling Dictionary (1764); Elphinston's Prin-
ciples of English Grammar (1765) and Propriety Ascertained in her Picture
(1787); and Robert Nares's Elements of Orthoepy (1784). He also includes
Walker's (1775) rhyming dictionary and (1791) Critical Pronouncing Dic-
tionary, which were inexplicably omitted from Sweet's list. As Jespersen
points out, the `most valuable authors' for the eighteenth century are `Jones,
Elphinston, Nares and Walker': from this list all but Jones, whose Practical
Phonography (1701) was included in the list of authorities for the `second
modern period', were ignored by Sweet. As we might expect from his more
extensive list of sources, Jespersen's coverage of eighteenth-century sound
changes is more thorough than those of his predecessors. He has a
substantial chapter (pp. 355±87) entitled `Eighteenth-Century Changes',
dealing mainly with consonantal changes and the vowel changes associated
with loss of rhoticity, but he also deals with the continuation into the
eighteenth century of seventeenth-century vowel changes in the chapter with
that title, and includes evidence from Nares and Elphinston in his chapter X
on `Loss of Consonants and Rise of (a;, O;).4 Jespersen devotes thirteen
pages (pp. 297±310) to the rise of /A:/ alone, including a wide range of
sources from the seventeenth to the nineteenth centuries. In the chapter on
eighteenth-century changes per se he includes many interesting points of
detail from his `authorities'. An example of this is his section 13.16, in which
he writes: `Some words may be added here about the distribution of [n] and
[Î] before [g] and [k]. E 1765 gives the general rule that [n] not [Î] is to be
spoken in the ``prepositives'' in and con; but W 1791 has con with [Î] when
stressed, as in congress, congregate, concourse, [n] when not stressed, as in
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congratulate, congressive, concur' (Jesperson 1909±49: 357). Such ®ne detail
as this will prove invaluable, both in pointing towards the sound changes
that should be investigated in Chapter 5 and in providing material for
comparison with the evidence from Spence.

One of the most detailed surveys of the history of English sounds to
include the later modern period is Horn and Lehnert (1954). They include in
their sources of evidence the better-known pronouncing dictionaries of the
eighteenth century and make the interesting observation that these had been,
until recently, a peculiarly English phenomenon. They also make good use
of the testimony of `foreign' grammars and guides to pronunciation, noting,
for instance (1954: 343), the remark of Georg Christoph Lichtenberg, who
lived in England in 1770 and 1774±5, that `zierlichen MaÈdchen' (dainty
young ladies) pronounced the haj in nasty so high that it sounded almost like
nehstõÈ and his comment that this was in order to avoid the `vulgar' [A:]. Such
insights add to the picture of the sociolinguistic complexity of variation
between `long' and `short' re¯exes of ME /a/ in the later eighteenth century.

The histories of English sound changes which remain to be reviewed are
somewhat less useful because they are less comprehensive. Ekwall (1975),
consults an impressive list of eighteenth-century authorities, but his
account of English sound changes is brief. Nevertheless, this work
would be useful as a ®rst port of call for a scholar with an interest in
eighteenth-century sound changes, for he does at least point towards the
more important developments. For example, on what we have already seen
to be a highly complex matter, the lengthening of ME /a/, he ®rst writes:
`A long vowel is certainly recorded in all positions . . . in the 18th century',
but goes on to qualify this rather bald statement, by admitting to variation
between /ñ/ and /A:/ in the RP of his own day, and to write: `This
variation is an old one. 18th century orthoepists (such as Perry 1776, Scott
1788, Walker 1791) frequently give [ñ] in words of this kind. This [ñ] may
be to [a:] as Pres. E. [O] is to [O:] in words like cross, lost. [ñ] may in part
be explained as a reaction against the new pronunciation' (Ekwall 1975:
26). There is not a great deal of detail here, but there is enough to alert us
to the interesting complexity of this sound change, and also its possible
parallelism with that of lengthened ME /o/.

Prins (1972) likewise covers the whole of the Modern English period and
outlines all the important sound changes, but evidence from the eighteenth
century is scanty and often relegated to footnotes. An example of this is
Prins's section on the change of ME /iu/ to present-day English (PDE) [ju:]:

The pronunciation [ju:] began to develop in the late 16th c. and was getting fairly

common after 1640, though as late as Cooper (1685) iu was still preferred in careful

speech (Dobson II, 187). The intervening stages are not clear, for the i may have

fronted u: to uÈ: . . . ju: after consonants in many cases became u:. Thus duÅk, tuÅzdi
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were fashionable at one time, though now vulgar and AmE.2 ju: is now commonly

retained initially after consonants, except after r, S, tS, dZ and consonants + l. After l

usage still ¯uctuates: lu:t, lju:t `lute'.

Note 2. Scott's Pronouncing Dictionary (1768) gives duk, sut.

Formerly, j was still pronounced after r and consonant + l, e.g. rjuÅd, bljuÅ, ¯juÅ, but this

is now old-fashioned or provincial.

Note 3. Ledyard (1725) gives evidence of the loss of j after consonants like r, S, tS,

dZ, but also after d, l, n, r, s, t, e.g. steward, lewd, new, suit.

There is less detail here than in Jespersen (1909±49), but enough to alert the
reader that this sound change is worthy of further investigation, as we shall
see in §5.6.

If we move on to the more theoretically oriented works, we ®nd here, as in
the works of a similar orientation discussed in §2.2, that the `messy'
eighteenth century is sometimes overlooked. Chomsky and Halle (1968) is
in no sense a historical phonology of English, but demands a mention here
because of its importance as a seminal text for generative phonology. It
includes a chapter on `the evolution of the Modern English vowel system', in
which the authors' stated purpose is `to trace the evolution of the pivotal
rules of the modern English Vowel system . . . and to provide some
explanation for the remarkable stability of the underlying system of
representations' (Chomsky and Halle 1968: 249). They have made no
attempt to be exhaustive in their coverage of the `authorities' on early and
later Modern English, but have taken the accounts of just four orthoepists:
Hart, Wallis, Cooper, and Batchelor. The explanation for this choice is as
follows:

They illustrate the main steps in the evolution. They do not, of course, constitute a

single line of descent from the earliest to the latest, nor is any of them necessarily the

lineal ancestor of the dialect of modern English that is described in the main part of

this book. The dialects are, however, su�ciently closely related so as to provide us

with a reasonably clear picture of the main lines of development. (Chomsky and

Halle 1968: 249)

This highly selective approach to evidence is excusable within the theory of
generative phonology: since it is grammars that change, not sounds, and
since that change is held to take place in a discontinuous manner by the
reconstruction of a `new' grammar by each child, there is no need for
exhaustive coverage, and any reasonably reliable orthoepist can represent a
`grammar' of his time. However, in jumping from Cooper (1687) to
Batchelor (1809), Chomsky and Halle ignore the eighteenth century, with
all its messy variation. Thus they do not even see ME /E:/ as a problem, for
the evidence of variation between /i:/ and /e:/ pronunciations in the Early
Modern English (EME) re¯exes simply does not arise.
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Anderson and Jones (1977) likewise are primarily interested in establish-
ing a theory of phonology, in this case dependency phonology, and so
discuss a number of large-scale processes from various periods of English,
for they are `primarily interested in what an attempt to characterize the
processes tells us about the nature of phonological structure' (1977: p. v).
However, they do pay more regard to empirical evidence than Chomsky and
Halle, and so, for instance, in accounting for the distribution of /U/ versus /ö/
in PDE conclude, in contradiction to Chomsky and Halle, that `a distinct
process of centralization is involved' (Anderson and Jones 1977: 85).

Having developed the theory of dependency phonology, Charles Jones
(1989) puts it to work on a more comprehensive history of English
phonology. The title of this chapter is taken from Jones (1989), who fully
recognizes the `Cinderella' status of the study of eighteenth-century phono-
logy and takes some noteworthy steps to remedy the situation. Interestingly,
Jones contradicts the received view that eighteenth-century sound changes
are di�erent in nature from those of earlier periods and attempts `to show
how the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries manifest the same types of
phonological processes we have met at earlier historical ``moments'' ' (1989:
281). In this regard, his accounts of the later `re-enactment' of the English
Vowel Shift, and of `compensatory lengthening' of vowels before /r/ after
loss of rhoticity, provide the best combination to date of linguistic theory
and proper attention to evidence, and will prove most useful for our
investigations in Chapter 5.

2.4. m o n o g r a p h s a n d o t h e r w o r k s o n e i g h t e e n t h -
c e n t u r y p r o n u n c i a t i o n

I have already indicated in §2.1. that, whilst eighteenth-century phonology
tends to have been paid relatively little scholarly attention, the exceptions to
this rule are a number of monographs and articles on eighteenth-century
orthoepists and works primarily concerned with the standardization of
English pronunciation. These works are perhaps the most important for
the purposes of this study, as, in the absence of any comprehensive study of
eighteenth-century phonology, they provide vital points of comparison
between the pronunciation described in the Grand Repository and that of
Spence's contemporaries. It would be far too ambitious to attempt in a study
like this to compare Spence's recommended pronunciations on a word-by-
word basis with those of a large number of other eighteenth-century
orthoepists, but the works reviewed in this section provide vital comparative
information on the areas of eighteenth-century pronunciation which will be
discussed in Chapter 5. Several of the works reviewed here deal with
orthoepists who, like Spence, had northern or Scottish origins: information
from these sources will be particularly valuable in helping us to determine
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whether, when Spence's account di�ers from that of, say, Walker, that
divergence can be attributed to `northern' in¯uences on Spence. In other
cases, these sources, northern or otherwise, will help us to see whether
Spence is alone in diverging from Walker, or whether there is supporting
evidence from his contemporaries.

Before dealing with comparative evidence, though, we should perhaps
consider the few scholars who have recognized the importance of Spence's
works as evidence for eighteenth-century pronunciation. Abercrombie
(1965) was the ®rst to `discover' Spence as one of his `forgotten phoneticians'
and so deserves priority here. He refuted Emsley's (1942) claim that the ®rst
`phonetic' dictionary of English was that of Dan Smalley (1855), pointing
out that the Grand Repository was `a dictionary in which the pronunciation
was ``parenthesized'' . . . in a genuine, scienti®c, phonetic alphabet with
seventeen new letters' (Abercrombie 1965: 68). Abercrombie has little to say
about the actual pronunciations represented in the Grand Repository other
than the following: `There are, however, traces of Spence's northern origin in
some of the pronunciations he gives in his dictionary . . . Most noticeable is
the predominance of the vowel he represents by õÆ, or in its upper-case form,
in unstressed syllables. Sycophant, e.g. is rendered sõÆkõÆfõÆnt, haddock haÆdõÆk;
swallow swaÆlõÆ' (1965: 73). Whether this use of what appears to be /I/ in
unstressed syllables is an indication of `northern' origin, or of a lack of
acuity on Spence's part, has been, as we shall see in §5.7, a matter of some
controversy amongst the few scholars to have studied Spence's linguistic
works in any detail. We have Abercrombie to thank for the fact that they (or
should I say we) were alerted to Spence in the ®rst place. Of course, Spence
was not the only `forgotten phonetician' of the eighteenth century to be
discovered by Abercrombie in this article: he also discusses Magazine by
G. W. (1703); an anonymous work entitled The Needful Attempt to Make
Language and Divinity Plain and Easie (1711), both works of spelling reform,
and Abraham Tucker's Vocal Sounds (1773), in which a phonetic script is
advocated, not for general use, but for the study of language. The ®rst two of
these are interesting exceptions to the generally accepted rule that spelling
reform was no longer a `live' issue in the eighteenth century: Abercrombie
(1965: 60) remarks that the authors of these `are the only spelling reformers I
have come across in the ®rst half of the eighteenth century'. If we include
Elphinston, even without considering the Americans Franklin and Webster,
we begin to see that Spence, whilst certainly in a minority, was not entirely
alone in advocating spelling reform in the eighteenth century. It is, however,
Abercrombie's section on Abraham Tucker that is the most useful as
evidence for eighteenth-century pronunciation. Here we see that Tucker,
like Spence, invented a new symbol for /Î/, thus recognizing its phonemic
status, and that Tucker gives testimony both to breaking before /r/ and
weakening or loss of preconsonantal /r/, predating Walker, who is said by
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Jespersen (1909±49: 360) to be `the oldest Englishman to admit the
muteness'. Apart from these nuggets of information, Abercrombie is import-
ant largely because he alerted scholars to the importance of these hitherto
neglected eighteenth-century sources.

The most thorough studies of Spence's linguistic works so far have been
carried out by Anthea Fraser Shields (now Gupta). Her (1974) article
`Thomas Spence and the English Language' is more accessible than her
unpublished (1973) dissertation on Spence, and it summarizes her most
important ®ndings on the pronunciations represented by Spence in the
Grand Repository and other works in his alphabets. I shall therefore
concentrate on Shields (1974) here, although reference will be made to the
more comprehensive Shields (1973) in Chapter 5. In both works, Shields is
mainly concerned with what she calls Spence's `linguistico-political views'
(1974: 34) and the changes in Spence's alphabets from the Grand Repository
to his later works produced in London. She does not attempt a comprehen-
sive study of the pronunciations represented in these works, but does make
some important points, not least of which is to refute the suggestion made by
Abercrombie and by Spence's contemporaries that his `northern origin' is
evident in these. At times, the lack of any consistent comparison with
Spence's contemporaries leaves her slightly wide of the mark: for example,
one of the few `smaller features of Spence's spelling' which she admits `may
represent northern pronunciations' is the use of a vowel equivalent to
present-day /u:/ in e.g. good and book (Shields 1974: 58). What Shields
fails to recognize here, and what we shall see in §5.5., is that the long vowel
here, especially in words like book, was not unequivocally `northern' in
eighteenth-century English: book has a long vowel even in Walker (1791).
This is a minor criticism of a work that did not set out to make such
thorough comparisons, and my correction only strengthens Shields's case
against those who assume that the pronunciations represented in Spence's
works will be `northern'. Shields recognizes the complexity of the distribu-
tion of variant pronunciations at this time. Her comment on the distribution
of [u:] and [ju:] variants is particularly perceptive:

There are other areas in which opinion was divided at this period, and although

Spence may di�er in detail from any one orthoepist, say Sheridan, the distribution of

one sound as opposed to another in certain groups of words seems to be, as Jespersen

described it (1909 p. 381) `seemingly without any principle'. This is particularly true

of */u://ju:/. For instance, Spence distinguished rude (`rud') from rood (`rood'):

Sheridan has both as `ro3'd'. If anything, Spence has his `u'5 more extensively than

any one of the phoneticians listed by Jespersen (p. 381) has its equivalent: Spence has

what might be described as the maximal distribution of */ju:/. It might be that here

we really have to do with the gradual distribution of change through the lexicon
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(Wang 1969): Spence's `u' is very stable throughout the texts, and distinct from

`oo'/`w': in no more than a few cases can the t.o [traditional orthography] spelling be

said to have any in¯uence on his choice. (Shields 1974: 59)

As we shall see in §5.6, Spence's is not the `maximal distribution of */ju:/' in
the eighteenth century: that honour goes to the Scots orthoepist John Burn,
but Shields deserves credit here for pointing out the importance of works like
Spence's as evidence for lexical di�usion. From the point of view of the
present study, Shields's conclusion is particularly encouraging:

In conclusion, I fail to see that there is anything in Spence's system, or in his spellings,

to shock his contemporaries, and little to show his northern origin. Compared to the

casual and irregular transcriptions of Franklin, or to the unsatisfactory spelling

systems of Johnston or Elphinston, Spence's work is goodÐconsistent, following a

de®nite convention, and apparently fairly reliable, at least phonemically, and some-

times even phonetically. (Shields 1974: 60±1)

Shields's work, then, provides important pointers towards areas of
interest, and con®rmation that Spence is a `reliable' phonetician, worthy
of study. No other scholar has so far looked at Spence's work in any detail as
evidence for eighteenth-century pronunciation. Weinstock (1976), in a
review of sources for the then projected `Dictionary of Early Modern
English Pronunciation 1500±1800' (henceforth DEMEP), writes somewhat
dismissively of Spence, that `although he managed to transcribe vocalic
phonemes and allophones, and to distinguish voiceless /T/ . . . from voiced /�/
. . . he missed to indicate consonantal allophones like clear or dark l6 as well
as the various articulations of r' (1976: 33). Given, as we shall see in
Chapter 4, that Spence's script was essentially phonemic, to criticize him
for failing to make such allophonic distinctions, which would not be
necessary in an alphabet intended for reformed spelling, seems rather
unfair. Neither Sheridan, nor Walker, nor any other eighteenth-century
orthoepist that I know of, made such distinctions in their transcriptions,
unless we count, for example, Mather Flint's use of r for weakened
preconsonantal /r/.

More recent works have tended to at least pay lip-service to Spence
without necessarily going into any detailed study of his works. Thus, he is
mentioned in Charles Jones (1993, 1995) as a northern parallel to the
Scottish orthoepists discussed there, and Mugglestone (1995) sees ®t to
include the Grand Repository in her bibliography, although Spence, unlike
Sheridan, fails to merit an inclusion in her index and indeed a speci®c
mention anywhere in this work.
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Mugglestone (1995) is, however, important as the most recent of three
major works dealing with the issue of standards and standardization of
pronunciation in the Modern English period. The earliest of these, and
perhaps the most useful of all for our purposes, is Sheldon's (1938)
unpublished dissertation on standards of pronunciation in the orthoepists
of the sixteenth, seventeenth, and eighteenth centuries. It is very unfortu-
nate that this dissertation is not readily available, containing as it does a
wealth of information from a wide range of eighteenth-century sources,
including a complete reproduction of A Vocabulary of Such Words in the
English Language as are of Dubious or Unsettled Accentuation (1797).
Despite its inaccessibility, this dissertation has been extremely in¯uential:
it was used as a source by Holmberg (1964) and by the authors of several of
the monographs discussed below, although not by Mugglestone (1995).
Given the resources available at the time (Spence had not yet been
`discovered' for instance), Sheldon (1938) is remarkably thorough, and
recognizes the socio-historical signi®cance of pronouncing dictionaries.
Commenting on Walker's remarks on the Cockneys, she writes:

As soon as people had the idea that pronunciation could be a social shibboleth as well

as a regional one, it was natural that the social aspect should become more important

than the geographical. Thus vulgar pronunciation becomes a thousand times more

o�ensive and disgusting than provincial pronunciation. When we consider how,

especially after the industrial revolution, social aspirations operate, this is exactly

what we should expect to happen. By Walker's time, there is no doubt that this

attitude was felt pretty generally. (Sheldon 1938: 359)

Sheldon's comment's here, like those of Wyld discussed in §2.2., seem to
foreshadow the works of modern sociolinguists like Labov. Indeed Muggle-
stone, writing with the bene®t of the insights of Labov and James and Lesley
Milroy, makes exactly the same point in her second chapter, entitled `Images
of Accent: Prescription, Pronunciation and the Elegant Speaker' (1995: 58±
106). If Sheldon can be criticized, it is because in her dissertation and in her
later (1946, 1947) articles on pronouncing dictionaries, she is perhaps
responsible for the demonization of Walker as an arch-prescriptivist who
was overly in¯uenced by the spelling of words. Her comparison of Sheridan
and Walker in her 1947 article is typical. Here, she asserts that, with regard
to unstressed vowels, `Sheridan in general represents these vowels honestly,
as they were pronounced in normal speech' whilst `Walker often enters, for
unstressed sounds, pronunciations that do not re¯ect the actual speech of his
time' (Sheldon 1947: 137±8). Her conclusion is `that while Sheridan re¯ects
the speech of his time better, Walker satis®es the temper of his time better,
and its demand for linguistic regulation and reform' (Sheldon 1947: 146).
There, is, of course, some truth in this: as we shall see in Chapters 4 and 5,
Walker was often guided by `analogy' to prescribe pronunciations di�erent
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from those recommended by some of his contemporaries, and he was
reluctant to recommend pronunciations which involved the `loss' of a
sound represented in the spelling (see, for instance, the discussion of
preconsonantal /r/ in §5.8), but, as we shall see, he could be a very acute
observer, and some of the distinctions noticed by him and dismissed by
scholars in the earlier part of this century as `in¯uenced by the spelling' have
since been vindicated. This criticism apart, we must hail Sheldon as a pioneer
in the ®eld of eighteenth-century phonology: her paper co-authored with
Bronstein (Bronstein and Sheldon 1951), in particular, is a small-scale
example of exactly the sort of study which will be undertaken in
Chapter 5: a close comparison of the re¯exes of ME /o:/ in the relevant
entries from a number of eighteenth- and nineteenth-century pronouncing
dictionaries.

Holmberg (1964) is the ®rst published work speci®cally devoted to
standardization of pronunciation and, as such, is quite heavily indebted to
Sheldon (1938), although Holmberg had already produced his own (1956)
monograph on James Douglas. Holmberg, unlike many of the general works
reviewed in §2.2, devotes more space to the eighteenth century than to any
other period. His justi®cation for this is twofold and highly relevant for this
study. First, he recognizes that `it is in the eighteenth century that the snob
value of a good pronunciation began to be recognized. In this century we
®nd the beginings of the present outlook' (1964: 20). Secondly, he is aware of
the neglect of eighteenth-century phonology which is the theme of this
chapter: `The phonology of late Modern English, which I take to mean the
English from about 1700, has attracted relatively less interest in scholarly
discussion than early Modern English pronunciation' (1964: 36). Here
Holmberg con®rms our ®ndings in §2.2 concerning both the `Cinderella'
status of eighteenth-century phonological studies and the interest of this area
for socio-historical linguists. Holmberg's work is very important in provid-
ing a summary of eighteenth-century attitudes to the pronunciation of
English and he recognizes the complexity of eighteenth-century sound
changes: for instance, on the matter of re¯exes of ME /a/ lengthened to
/A:/ in present-day RP, he writes `it is a remarkable fact that about 1800
there was much hesitation as to the proper pronunciation of this vowel'
(1964: 37). However, like Sheldon, he tends to be too dismissive of evidence,
particularly that of Walker. On the matter of the coalescence of ME /e:/ and
/E:/ he writes:

There can be no doubt whatever that ME eÅ
¨

and ME eÅ were identical about 1800 . . .

However, as late as the beginning of the nineteenth century attempts were being made

to keep up the di�erence between ME eÅ
¨

and ME eÅ. Thus both in 1791 and 1806

Walker wrote that the vowel in ¯ee and meet was `distinguishable to a nice ear' from

the vowel in ¯ea and meat, the former having `a squeezed sound of long open e

formed by a closer application of the tongue to the roof of the mouth, than in that
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vowel singly'. . . . It is evident that Walker . . . was in¯uenced by the spelling when he

tried to keep up the di�erence. Many later writers have proved to be prejudiced in the

same way. (Holmberg 1964: 40±1)

In fact, recent work employing more sophisticated techniques of analysis
such as Labov (1975) and Milroy and Harris (1980) has shown that the kind
of distinction only `distinguishable to a nice ear' is in fact consistently
produced by speakers in cases such as this when a `merger' has been
reported. Contrary to what Holmberg says, we must bear in mind that
Walker could well have had such a `nice ear'. This apart, though, Holmberg
provides a good summary both of attitudes to `correct' pronunciation in the
eighteenth century and the most important features of this pronunciation, at
least as far as stressed vowels are concerned. His work provides an import-
ant starting-point for any study of English pronunciation in the eighteenth
century.

Indeed, Holmberg is cited in one of the newest works in this area,
Mugglestone (1995). Drawing on standard works in sociolinguistics and
the social psychology of language, as well as orthoepistic and literary sources
from the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, Mugglestone presents the
most comprehensive work to date on the standardization of pronunciation
in British English. Although she concentrates mainly on that other `Cinder-
ella' of historical linguistics, the nineteenth century, with information from
such gems of prescriptivism as Poor Letter H: Its Use and Abuse (1854±66)
and Mind Your H's and Take Care of Your R's (1866), Mugglestone provides
interesting material from the latter part of the eighteenth century. In her
Introduction, she points out that `®ve times as many works on elocution
appeared between 1760 and 1800 than had done so in the years before 1760'
(Mugglestone 1995: 4), whilst the ®rst chapter puts into context the
importance of pronouncing dictionaries in the process of standardization:

The pronouncing dictionary was, in a number of ways, to be of fundamental

importance in furthering . . . notions of `proper' speech. Trading on the popularity

of the dictionary in a post-Johnson age, and on a public increasingly habituated to

consult, and defer to, its authority on all matters of doubt, writers such as Kenrick,

Johnston, Walker, Browne, Longmuir, and Nuttall, amid many others, all yolked

Johnson's de®nitions to increasingly complex systems of transcription. Their work

often met an audience which seemed to subscribe all too readily to the ideologies of a

standard manipulated within the prescriptive tradition. (Mugglestone 1995: 34±5)

Her insights into the reception of eighteenth- (and nineteenth-) century
pronouncing dictionaries and the workings of laws of supply and demand
governing their proliferation are particularly interesting. As far as speci®c
pronunciations are concerned, Mugglestone (very much in the `Labovian'
tradition) concentrates on a few key variants which became shibboleths in
the course of the period under consideration: `h-dropping', i.e. /h/ vs. zero, in
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e.g. hat; `g-dropping', or /Î/ vs. /n/, in e.g. hunting, shooting, ®shing; loss of
preconsonantal and word-®nal /r/ in, e.g. cart, car; and the rise of the present-
day RP /A:/ in e.g. laugh, basket. Some of these features will be discussed in
Chapter 5, and in every case Mugglestone provides useful information, not
only on the continued di�usion of certain sound changes into the nineteenth
century, but also on their sociolinguistic signi®cance in the eighteenth
century. Thus she notes with regard to `h-dropping' that Sheridan `is the
®rst writer to record' this `in terms which reveal a negative sensitization to its
use' (1995: 39).7 Mugglestone is particularly useful on the vexed and complex
question of lengthening of ME /a/, taking the socio-historical view that
language change involves changes in norms `and in the con¯icting claims of
individual writers and speakers at this time about the ``proper'' use of A, this
is precisely what can be seen to be in operation' (1995: 91).

The works of Sheldon, Holmberg, and Mugglestone are, then, the
closest antecedents of this study, combining as they do an examination
of eighteenth-century sources with a broadly socio-historical view of
linguistic change in this period. Signi®cantly, though, none of them uses
Spence as a source, and indeed, with the possible exception of Sheldon, none
of them provides a thorough account of any one source. For complete
investigations of single sources we must turn to the monographs and
dissertations produced at various times in the course of this century. Many
of these were produced outside the UK and some are not readily available, so
I cannot pretend that this survey is comprehensive, but I would claim that it
is representative. Many of the monographs reviewed here are of particular
relevance to the present study in that they deal with orthoepists who were
geographically close to SpenceÐthat is, Scots, such as Elphinston, James
Douglas, and Sylvester Douglas, or northern-born, such as Mather Flint,
Granville Sharp, John Kirkby, and Robert Nares. Others are interesting in
that they deal with those who (like Flint and Sharp) wrote grammars for
foreign learners of English and therefore make interesting and illuminating
comparisons with other European languages. These monographs tend to
have been produced in `waves' under the in¯uence of certain scholars or
schools of thought. Thus a large number, including Bendix (1921), Kern
(1913), MuÈller (1914), and Stichel (1915), were produced in Germany in the
®rst quarter of this century and under the in¯uence of Wilhelm Horn.8 These
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7 Of course, as we shall see in Chapter 5, Spence records [h] at the beginning of all words in
which it is orthographically signalled except for a number of words of French origin such as
hour, honour, herb. Spence in 1775 is unlikely to have been aware of the stigma of `h-dropping',
as this has never been a feature of Tyneside speech. It is mentioned as a vulgarism in The Giant
Killer, but, by the time of its publication in 1814, Spence had spent many years in London.

8 This point is made explicitly by Pollner (1976: 2), who refers to the previous study of Nares
by Bendix as one of a number of works appearing in the ®rst third of this century `die . . . auf
Anregung von Wilhelm Horn unternommen wurden' (which . . . were undertaken at the
suggestion of Wilhelm Horn.)
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all tend to follow the same pattern, dealing systematically with each
phoneme of ME and its re¯exes as evidenced in the source under
investigation. This means that any one historical source is easy to ®nd
and follow up, but, as Pollner (1976: 2) points out, has the disadvantage of
making it di�cult for the reader to get an overall picture of the particular
orthoepist's system. Pollner, on the other hand, belongs to what we might
call the `DEMEP school' and, like Rohl®ng (1984), presents his ®ndings in
terms of his source's system rather than that of ME and compares that
system with those of the source's contemporaries rather than with earlier
ones. Thus the aim is to present a fuller picture of later Modern English
pronunciation rather than a continuous development from ME. Where an
earlier and a later monograph have been devoted to the same source, such
as MuÈller (1914) and Rohl®ng (1984), both on Elphinston, the later source
is generally more useful, if only because the author has had access to a
wider range of material. Thus MuÈller has studied only The Principles of the
English Language Digested, or English Grammar Reduced to Analogy
(1765), volume I of Propriety Ascertained in her Picture (1787), and Inglish
Orthoggraphy Epittomized (1790) and, like Elphinston's contemporaries,
complains about the di�culty of reading the latter work, written as it is
entirely in Elphinston's reformed spelling. Rohl®ng, on the other hand, is
able to present a much fuller picture, drawing as he does on all the above
plus volume II of Propriety Ascertained (particularly interesting as this
deals speci®cally with `Scotticisms'); A Minniature of Inglish Orthoggraphy
(1795), A Dialogue, Contrasting . . . dhe Practice and Propriety of Inglish
Speech and Spelling (1797), and Elphinston's correspondence, written in his
reformed spelling (1791±4). This provides Rohl®ng with a much wider
range of examples: on the matter of the lengthened re¯ex of ME /a/, for
instance, Rohl®ng provides a large number of words with and without
Elphinston's `a shut protracted' (probably [ñ:] including staves in which the
plural has this `protracted' vowel, contrasting with short [ñ] in the singular
sta�. If we saw this piece of evidence in isolation, we might be tempted to
disregard it as a `mistake' or a `spelling-pronunciation', but Rohl®ng shows
that the same contrast is found in Johnston (1764, 1772) and Buchanan
(1762).

Apart from these monographs of the `Horn' and `DEMEP' schools, there
are a number of interesting works from other sources. Malone (1924) and
BergstroÈm (1955) each deal with `northern' sources, and provide insights
into the attitudes to `northern' pronunciation which prevailed in the eight-
eenth century. BergstroÈm's account of the Cumbrian John Kirkby provides
early evidence of the salience of the `unsplit' short /U/ sound as a marker of
northern pronunciation, later con®rmed by, for example, Kenrick and
Walker. Of his `seventh vowel', Kirkby writes that it `has only a short
sound' and is represented by `u wherever it is short, as in Skull, Gun, Supper,
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Figure, Nature' (quoted in BergstroÈm 1955: 71). Kirkby goes on to explain in
a note that `this sound is scarce known to the Inhabitants of the North, who
always use the short sound of the eighth vowel instead of it' (Kirkby's
`eighth vowel' is long in too, woo, Food, etc., short in good, stood, Foot, etc.)

Malone's (1924) account of Granville Sharp shows that, whilst Sharp
recognizes the English of London as `perhaps in general the best' (quoted in
Malone 1924: 210), in several places where northern pronunciation accords
better with the spelling, he points out that this is more `according to rule'.
For instance, although he admits that hoj has `the short sound of u' in
A�ront, Attorney, Bomb, etc., `in the dialects of Lancashire and some other
places, the o is pronounced according to rule, in many of these words'
(Malone 1924: 214). It is interesting to see that `provincial' as opposed to
`vulgar' pronunciations were not always condemned at this stage: Rohl®ng
(1984) shows that Elphinston likewise is not always condemnatory of Scots
dialects in volume II of Propriety Ascertained.

KoÈkeritz (1944) provides a reprint and an extensive commentary on the
work of another northerner, Mather Flint, whose Prononciation de la
Langue Angloise was published in Paris in 1740 and 1754. Written as it
was for foreign learners of English, Flint's work provides comparisons
between the contemporary pronunciation of English and French, which in
some cases provide early evidence of changes which are ®rmly attested in
English works later in the century. Thus, Flint's account of ME /a/ before
/r/ shows evidence of lengthening of the vowel and weakening of the
consonant: `A suivi de r est un peu long sans eÃtre ouvert, & l'r est prononceÂ

moins rudement qu'en francËois' (repr. in KoÈkeritz 1944: 11). As we shall
see in §§5.2 and 5.8, such evidence can be vital in reconstructing the
chronology of a sound change, especially where, as in the case of
weakening/loss of preconsonantal /r/, works written for native speakers
display a reluctance to recommend a pronunciation which might not
accord with the spelling.

The last two monographs to be noted are from di�erent eras, but both
deal with the works of Scots orthoepists: Holmberg (1956) and Charles
Jones (1991). The former reproduces and provides an extensive comment-
ary on the unpublished manuscripts (c.1740) of James Douglas, a doctor
who was born in Midlothian but spent most of his adult life in London.
According to Holmberg, Douglas was describing the `correct' English of
London but probably spoke a `modi®ed' Scots. This work provides useful
evidence, for instance, of a separate vowel, a `fourth a-sound' in, for
example, hard; glass; fast; advance: according to Holmberg (1956: 39),
Douglas `was apparently one of the ®rst to recognize it as a separate
sound'. Jones (1991) is an edition of Sylvester Douglas's Treatise on the
Provincial Dialect of Scotland (1779). Sylvester Douglas was born near
and educated in Aberdeen, but, like James Douglas, spent his later years
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in London. According to Jones (1991: 4), Douglas `like many eighteenth-
century writers on ``good'' pronunciation . . . is not concerned to correct
the habits of those who profess ``the grosser barbarisms of the vulgar
scotch jargon'', but addresses himself to the removal of the vestigia ruris
from those Scots who otherwise speak with at least some of the
characteristics of a re®ned, standard (by which is meant polite London)
dialect'. Jones's Introduction to this edition of Douglas provides an
interesting perspective on the status of the speech of `re®ned' Scots,
con®rming the impression that we receive from other Scots like Elphin-
ston and James Adams, as well as northerners like Granville Sharp, that
`provincial' usage was not always condemned outright in the eighteenth
century, and was certainly seen as preferable to the `vulgar' usage of
London9. Jones's commentary, like Jones (1989), is couched in the terms
of dependency phonology and likewise provides an interesting combina-
tion of close historical observation and phonological theory. In many
areas, not least that of the `labial vowels', Jones (1991) has provided
comparative information which will play a key part in our discussions in
Chapter 5.

2.5. c o n c l u s i o n

The publication of Jones's monograph, along with other very recent works
such as Mugglestone (1995) and Jones (1995), perhaps signals the fact that
the `Cinderella' status of eighteenth-century historical linguistic studies will
soon be a thing of the past. The publication of the relevant volumes of the
Cambridge History of the English Language (volume iii, covering 1476±1776
and volume iv, covering 1776 to the present day) should ®nally redress the
balance where general works are concerned, although there is still no sign of
an undergraduate textbook equivalent to GoÈrlach (1991) for the eighteenth
century. Despite the lack of general works on our period, though, there is
certainly enough in the way of monographs and other works on individual
eighteenth-century orthoepists, as well as the works on the historical
phonology of this period, to give a general idea of what sound changes
were in progress in the later eighteenth century. However, given the current
fragmented state of this knowledge, and especially in the light of the
apparent collapse of the DEMEP project, there is still a crying need for
new work, particularly in the area of eighteenth-century phonology. Given
the current emphasis amongst historical phonologists on the lexical di�usion
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9 Both Elphinston and Adams, for instance, condemn the Londoners' `suppression of h when
it ought to be sounded after w' (Adams 1799: 144), whilst Douglas writes of a `most capricious
defect' amongst `some individuals in England . . . that in words where others pronounce the h, at
the beginning, they do not; and where others suppress it, or where it is not written, they
pronounce it' (Douglas 1779, quoted in C. Jones 1991: 128).
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of sound changes and the place of the lexicon in phonological change (see
§3.4 and Labov 1994), the most urgent need is for a study of evidence that
provides an account of the pronunciation of a whole `lexicon'. We shall
consider in the next chapter to what extent Spence's Grand Repository and
other pronouncing dictionaries of the eighteenth century provide such
evidence.
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3. Evidence for Eighteenth-Century
Pronunciation: The Value of
Pronouncing Dictionaries

3.1. i n t r o d u c t i o n

The question which we shall address in this chapter is whether the Grand
Repository and other eighteenth-century pronouncing dictionaries provide
useful information for the historical phonologist: how much information do
these pronouncing dictionaries provide, how reliable is this information, and
how does it compare with other available sources of information on the
pronunciation of English in the eighteenth century? Before considering the
pronouncing dictionaries themselves, we should perhaps review the other
types of evidence available to historical phonologists1 engaged in recon-
structing the pronunciation of an earlier period of English.

3.2. r e c o n s t r u c t i n g t h e h i s t o r i c a l p h o n o l o g y o f
m o d e r n e n g l i s h : a n o v e r v i e w o f t h e d i f f e r e n t
t y p e s o f e v i d e n c e

Those who study the phonology of present-day English, or even of English
from the late nineteenth century onwards, have an abundance of data at
their disposal in the form of tape recordings (or phonographic recordings
from the earlier part of this period), and, in discussions about the nature of
this data, are largely concerned with the problem of capturing `vernacular'
or unselfconscious speech in an interview situation. For instance, Labov
(1972: 209) writes of the `Observer's Paradox: the aim of linguistic research
in the community must be to ®nd out how people talk when they are not
being systematically observed; yet we can only obtain these data by
systematic observation'. The problems encountered by the historical phono-
logist are of a di�erent nature: as Wyld (1936: 1) points out:

1 Here I am using the term `historical phonologist' somewhat loosely and with no implica-
tions regarding the theoretical orientation of the scholars concerned. Many of those whom I
place under this `umbrella' term would have described themselves as philologists. I mean the
term to include all those, from H. C. Wyld to Morris Halle, who are concerned with the
pronunciation of English in centuries previous to the present one.
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It is an unfortunate circumstance for students of the history of a language, but one

from which there is no escape, that they are dependent upon written documents for a

knowledge of all but the most recent developments, since, in the nature of things, they

can gain no direct and personal access to the spoken language earlier than the speech

of the oldest living person they may know.

Written documents, however, contain various kinds of evidence concerning
the pronunciation of their authors and/or their authors' contemporaries,
which need to be evaluated. We can divide these types of evidence broadly
into two categories: those which provide direct or overt evidence and those
which provide indirect or covert evidence. Into the former category we will
place statements about the language by the orthoepists, grammarians, and
elocutionists of the day and into the latter such evidence as is provided by
spellings, rhymes, and puns. When dealing with indirect evidence, the
historical linguist has to extract information which the author did not
necessarily intend to convey. For instance, Shakespeare rhymed war with
jar and warm with harm in Venus and Adonis (ll. 98/100 and 193/195
respectively) because he was writing within a tradition which demanded
end-rhymes and because those words ®tted in with the theme of his poem,
not because he wished to record for posterity the fact that /w/ had not yet
exerted a rounding in¯uence on the following /a/. Historical phonologists
such as Wyld (1923) and KoÈkeritz (1953) have, however, used such rhymes
as evidence for exactly that. On the other hand, those who provide direct
evidence do so consciously, but not necessarily for posterity: the orthoepists
of earlier centuries are writing for their contemporaries and each has his (or
in the eighteenth century perhaps her) own axe to grind, about spelling
reform, `analogy', or `correct' speech. Historical phonologists di�er in the
extent to which they are prepared to take such evidence on trust. Davies
(1934), Wyld (1923, 1927, 1936), and KoÈkeritz (1953) tend to prefer indirect
evidence, whilst Dobson (1957), Chomsky and Halle (1968), Cercignani
(1981), and Charles Jones (1989) give more credence to the works of the
orthoepists. Jespersen (1909±49) takes a fairly balanced view, conceding that
`the spellings of more or less illiterate persons are often very instructive' and
that `much may be learnt from the versi®cation of poets', but concluding
that `of in®nitely greater value is the direct information given in the works of
old phoneticians, grammarians and spelling-reformers' (1909±49: 4±6).

Direct evidence is almost2 non-existent before the sixteenth century, so
that the accounts of Old and Middle English pronunciation on which the
philological categories used by Dobson, Wyld, etc. are based have been
constructed entirely from orthographic (indirect) evidence found in manu-
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2 The exception here is, of course, the thirteenth-century Ormulum, which, according to
Charles Jones (1989: 12) `provides us with what are fairly direct indications of approximate
graphic/phonological correspondence, a type of evidence which is more often associated with
the grammarians and phoneticians of the sixteenth and later centuries'.
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scripts. For the period with which we are concerned, direct evidence becomes
more widely available with the advent of the sixteenth-century orthoepists,
just at the point in history when standardization of spelling in printed
materials makes indirect evidence from prose texts in Standard English less
useful. Let us consider these types of evidence in turn.

3.2.1. Direct evidence

The richness of evidence available for the pronunciation of English from the
sixteenth century onwards is noted by Charles Jones, who ®nds it `especially
noticeable that the level of ``direct'' evidence increases dramatically during
this era and there survive extensive data compiled by scholars some of
whom, by any set of standards, show sophisticated and advanced views on
the speech habits of real speakers' (1989: 196). It would appear that the
historical phonologist has only to study these works in order to reconstruct
the pronunciation of ENE but, of course, it is not so simple. Even the
strongest advocates of `direct' evidence admit that the early orthoepists and
grammarians vary in terms of accuracy and reliability. Jones (1989: 197) asks
his readers to resign themselves to the fact that, `despite the detail and
variety of the evidence left to us . . . we shall remain confused and perplexed
over many important matters of fact and interpretation'. Dobson (1955: 33)
concedes that `each case must be treated on its merits, and we must be
guided by internal evidence revealed by detailed and critical examination,
not by a priori assumptions'.

By a priori assumptions, Dobson is here referring to the assumption that
an orthoepist born in London will be more reliable as a source of evidence
for `standard' pronunciation than one born outside Puttenham's much
quoted sixty-mile radius,3 but a priori assumptions based on the historical
phonologist's theoretical orientation can likewise cloud the judgement when
the lack of any agreed method of representing the sounds of English at the
time means that so much of the evidence from the orthoepists of the
sixteenth, seventeenth, and even the eighteenth centuries is left open to
interpretation. An example of this can be found in Chomsky and Halle
(1968). These two generative linguists base their account of the evolution of
the modern English vowel system entirely on evidence provided by four
orthoepists: Hart, Wallis, Cooper, and Batchelor. They provide no detailed
evaluation of these sources, but simply state that they `review the vowel
systems of four English dialects spoken in earlier centuries' and that these
dialects `were chosen because they illustrate the main steps in the evolution'
(Chomsky and Halle 1968: 249). In the case of Hart, Chomsky and Halle
construct rules which account for the shift of ME õÅ and uÅ to [eÅy] and [oÅw]
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3 `Ye shall take the usual speech of the Court, and that of London and the shires lying about
London within lx miles and not much above' (Puttenham 1598, quoted in Dobson 1955: 28).
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(Chomsky and Halle's notation), but note that Dobson (1957) denies that
such re¯exes ever existed:

It is important to note that Dobson's conclusions concerning the pronunciation of

these sounds in the sixteenth century are not based on evidence from the sources, but

are rather inferences drawn on the assumption that sound change is a gradual

process. Since what Dobson terms `the usual view' concerning the facts of sixteenth

century pronunciation of ME tense /i/ and /u/ cannot be reconciled with a view of

sound change as a gradual process, Dobson feels justi®ed in interpreting away the

statements and transcriptions to be found in sixteenth century sources. (Chomsky

and Halle 1968: 255)

Chomsky and Halle, of course, do not believe in the gradual nature of sound
change: for them the source of linguistic change lies in the discontinuous
creation of new grammars by each generation of language learners, and, for
the linguist attempting to reconstruct such a grammar, the `best' grammar is
the `simplest' or the one that can generate all and only the grammatical
sentences of the languages with the smallest number of rules. Thus, they
point out the mote in the eye of the unenlightened Dobson, but fail to notice
the beam in their own which is evident in their interpretation of Hart's
evidence. Noting that Hart sometimes represents ME /O$w/ as [oÅw] and
sometimes as [oÅ ], Chomsky and Halle ®nd themselves `faced with the
question of whether the vacillations in Hart's transcriptions of ME /O$w/
represent actual vacillations in his speech or instead result only from certain
inadequacies in his observations' and `take the position that the latter was
the caseÐthat early in Hart's career he was unable to tell whether or not a
tense [oÅ ] was followed by a homorganic glide, whereas later he was able to
distinguish between [oÅ ] and [oÅw]' (1968: 261). They go on to discuss how they
would have to modify their analysis if they did take Hart's evidence at face
value but conclude that `these modi®cations do not shed any new light on
the evolution of the English vowel system. . . . Our main purpose is as well
served by the simpler facts as by the more complex facts that face us if we
take Hart's transcriptions at face value' (1968: 262).

Dobson in turn had accused his neogrammarian predecessors of ignoring
evidence that did not ®t their theories: `Nothing is more false than to regard
modern Standard English as a uniform dialect developing solely in accord-
ance with its own sound-laws; and the misconception that it is to be so
regarded has led older scholars to many errors of interpretationÐthe
impatient rejection or neglect of perfectly genuine evidence' (1955: 35).

The lesson to be learned from this is that every generation of historical
phonologists has accused the previous one of what Dobson terms `the
impatient rejection or neglect of perfectly genuine evidence': every scholar
works within some theoretical framework and is tempted to dismiss evidence
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that does not ®t in with that theory, but what criteria can be used to favour
the evidence of one orthoepist over that of another?

One criterion that is often used when discriminating between orthoepists
is that of how good they were as phoneticians. There seems to be a general
consensus that John Hart and Christopher Cooper are `good' phoneticians,
largely because of the clarity and accuracy of their descriptions of articula-
tions, but opinions of other orthoepists vary. Here again, we ®nd that the
theoretical orientation of the twentieth-century scholar may a�ect the
evaluation: Dobson (1957: 102), for instance, considers that William
Bullokar `can hardly be said to have any remembrance in the list of English
phoneticians'. One instance which Dobson gives of Bullokar's lack of acuity
is his description of the consonants /l/, /m/, /n/, /r/, /l/, and /s/ as `half-vowels':
Dobson (1957: 102) dismisses this as `a conception which, it seems, is a
muddle of several distinct ideas'. Charles Jones (1989: 249), on the other
hand, sees Bullokar's classi®cation of `half-vowels' as of particular interest,
because these very consonants cluster together in Jones' `sonority hierarchy'
as being, in the case of /l/, /m/, /n/, and /r/, sonorant and, in the case of /s/, a
continuant, and therefore more `vowel-like' than, for instance, /t/, /p/, and
/k/. Thus one man's muddle is another's prescient insight and we must
constantly re-evaluate the work of the orthoepists according to the current
state of our knowledge of phonetics and phonology.

Another criterion which could be used in judging the relative merits of
orthoepists is that of consistency. However, as we shall see when considering
eighteenth-century evidence, what appears to be an internal inconsistency in
the account of a particular orthoepist may in fact be a faithful recording of
contemporary pronunciations when a sound change was in progress. Labov
(1975) shows that, when a sound change is in progress, any detailed
examination of the usage in a speech community will reveal what appears
at ®rst sight to be random or `free' variation between the `old' and the `new'
sounds, but that, on closer examination, there is found to be a strict order in
which the `new' sound appears in certain phonetic environments before
others. The speci®cation of these environments may be very detailed, with
sounds occurring before and after the one involved in the change creating in
combination an environment more favourable to the change than either of
them would in isolation. Labov's studies, and others to which we shall refer
in §3.4, have shown that, in the middle stages of a sound change, ordered
variation is the norm, with consistency across the lexical set being found
only when a sound change has completed its course: `This spacing out of
phonetic subclasses is characteristic of the intermediate stages of change in
progress like the spacing out of runners in a race: at the beginning they are
all bunched together; in the midst of the race they are strung out according
to their individual abilities and speeds; at the ®nish, they are brought
together again, (Labov, 1975, repr. in Baldi and Werth 1978: 292). To
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their credit, scholars such as Dobson (1955, 1957) and Sundby (1953) have
recognized the signi®cance of statements like that of Cooper, who writes that
`A is formed by the middle of the tongue a little rais'd to the hollow of the
Palate. In these can, pass by, a is short; in cast, past for passed, it is long'
(Sundby 1953: 4). Here, Cooper might be seen as inconsistent, but, as we
shall see in §5.2, his evidence provides vital information concerning the
di�usion of lengthened ME /a/ in the seventeenth century.

Internal consistency, then, is not a good criterion by which to judge an
orthoepist. When Dobson writes, in defence of orthoepistic evidence, that it
is `far too consistent to be arti®cial or unreal' (1955: 38), he is referring to
consistency between orthoepists of the same period. Whilst it is generally
acknowledged that there are di�erences between the accounts of various
orthoepists (Dobson 1957 would be a much shorter work if this were not the
case), historical phonologists are generally wary of the `lone voice' and are
more likely to give credence to the evidence of one orthoepist if others back
him up. Thus the statement of Cooper quoted above is seen by Dobson as
reliable, not only because of Cooper's reputation as `a good phonetician,
and a systematic, careful and honest observer' (Dobson 1957: 310) but also
because it is consistent with evidence provided earlier by Daines and Coles.
No evidence of this nature can be considered in isolationÐas Aitchison
(1981: 34) says of linguistic reconstruction in general, `each individual piece
of evidence is of little value on its own. It is the cumulative e�ect that counts.
When a linguist ®nds several clues all pointing in the same direction, he can
be more con®dent that his reconstruction is a plausible one.'

Dobson is quoted above describing Cooper as `honest', suggesting that he
told us the truth about the state of the language in the late seventeenth
century. `Honesty' is another criterion by which orthoepists have been
judged, with scholars like Wyld being particularly reluctant to take the
descriptions of sixteenth- and seventeenth-century schoolmasters on trust.
The problem here is that many of the orthoepists were conservative in their
attitudes to linguistic change, and, as Holmberg (1964: 10) points out `they
were sometimes more anxious to teach what they believed was correct than
to record the pronunciation they actually heard or used'. Dobson acknow-
ledges the conservative tendencies of many of the orthoepists, but considers
that the `Standard English' of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries was `a
taught language, and the teaching of pronunciations as correct preserves
them' [i.e. those pronunciations] (1955: 38). Indeed, if we were to take
account only of the evidence of orthoepists, our datings of many sound
changes would be considerably later than if we also consider the indirect
evidence to be discussed below. Take, for instance, the case of ME /ai/ as in
maid, tail, etc.: indirect evidence from rhymes, puns, and spellings suggests
that this sound had become monophthongal and merged with ME /a:/ as in
made, tale by the early sixteenth century, yet Gil (1626) ridicules the
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monophthongal pronunciation as typical of the speech of those he refers to
contemptuously as `Mopsae'. Wyld (1936: 169) concludes that `Gil seems to
be a cantankerous and rather ridiculous person, who, if he lived up to his
theories, must have spoken a detestable kind of English'. Dobson (1955: 41±
2), on the other hand, takes a more balanced view:

Gil's duty was that of a schoolmaster, and from the point of view of his own

generation he was right; to retain the diphthongs had hitherto been one of the

criteria of the educated language . . . it is both natural and right that resistance to

neologisms should be strongest and most vocal when they have already become

widely current, i.e. when they are on the verge of acceptance, even if in retrospect it

appears an unavailing pedantic opposition to the prevailing tendency of the

language.

Once again, the lesson to be learned from this is that we should sift such
evidence carefully. At any stage of the language, there will be conservative
and innovative pronunciations in use: the pronouncements of conservative
orthoepists like Gil need to be taken alongside those of his more liberal
colleagues and the indirect evidence from rhymes, puns, and spellings, if a
complete picture is to be achieved.

Of course, conservatism and prescriptivism were even more powerful
forces in the eighteenth century, when standards of pronunciation were
being explicitly codi®ed by elocutionists like John Walker. When we go on to
consider the value of pronouncing dictionaries as evidence for eighteenth-
century pronunciation, we shall need to bear in mind that the authors of
these works may be prescribing an ideal pronunciation rather than describ-
ing a real one, but, as with seventeenth-century orthoepists such as Gil and
Cooper, as much can be learnt from the pronunciations which are pro-
scribed as from those which are recommended.

3.2.2. Indirect evidence

Having considered the advantages and disadvantages of direct evidence for
earlier pronunciations of English, we should now consider the alternatives.
Of all historical phonologists, Wyld is perhaps the most vehement in his
dismissal of orthoepistic evidence, concluding that `the path of progress lies
in the minute study of the letters and books written in the periods under
consideration, rather than in that of reiterated torturing and weighing of the
descriptions given by the writers on pronunciation' (1936: 115). Wyld places
highest value on the evidence from what he calls `occasional spellings':
spellings which deviate from the current orthographic `norm'. The argument
is that such deviations are almost always in the direction of `phonetic'
spelling,4 and can alert us to changes in pronunciation at an early stage.
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Once spelling becomes more codi®ed, particularly from the eighteenth
century onwards, such evidence becomes rarer and largely con®ned to
private letters and journals, such as the Wentworth Papers, but Wyld
makes a great deal of use of these sources, particularly from the ®fteenth
and sixteenth centuries. Of course, these spellings need to be interpreted in
the light of the usual values of letters at the time of writing. Some
information is relatively unambiguous, such as the omission of consonants:
when in a letter by Margaret Paston5 we read hnexj for next and hkepynj for
keeping, the spellings indicate fairly clearly that the /t/ was not pronounced
in the ®rst word and that the ®nal nasal in the second word was alveolar
rather than velar. On the other hand, when we see spellings of hdipej for
deep, hspichej for speech, etc. from Queen Elizabeth I, we need to bear in
mind that the `conventional' value of hij at that time was /i:/, and that these
spellings point to the fact that the shift of ME /e:/ to /i:/ was well established
by this time. `Inverted spellings' are also hard to interpret: Jespersen (1909±
49: 4) suggests that `no one would think of writing delight instead of the
older form delit, delyt (> OF delit) till after the gh of light had become mute'.
In this case, he is almost certainly right, but how are we to interpret the
instances of unetymological initial hhj that we ®nd alongside `dropped' hhj in
spellings such as hhansweredj for answered and helmetj for helmet in the
sixteenth-century diary of Henry Machyn? (cited in Wyld 1936: 144). Are
these, too, `inverted spellings', indicating that initial hhj has no phonetic
value and Machyn simply adds or deletes it at random, or should we, like
Charles Jones (1989: 265±74), take this evidence at face value and consider
that /h/ was being added in syllable-initial position?

Apart from these problems of interpretation, other objections have been
raised to the use of `occasional spellings' as evidence. There is the question
of whether the `occasional spellings' are those of the named author or of a
scribe or clerk. In the case of earlier collections of letters, such as the
Paston Letters, this problem is particularly widespread, and needs to be
addressed carefully. Norman Davis, who has produced the de®nitive
edition of the Paston Letters, concludes that `only about half of the letters
are in the handwriting of the authors . . . some of the women's letters are
among the most interesting and important of all, but they do not give as
precise linguistic evidence as the men's; for it does not appear that any of
them are autograph' (1954: 120). This statement of Davis puts into
question much of Wyld's evidence, for the latter asserts that `the letters
of women . . . are far less carefully spelt than those of men, and tell us
more concerning their actual mode of speech' (1936: 113). Of course, even
if the `occasional spellings' are the work of clerks, they still re¯ect
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somebody's usage, but whether that of the clerk himself or the lady
dictating is impossible to tell.

In later periods, notably the eighteenth century, we can be more con®dent
that a woman's letters are written in her own hand, but the advances in
education that made these ladies literate, along with the codi®cation of
spelling by this time, meant that `occasional spellings' become less common
by this time. However, there are still collections such as the Wentworth
papers, which provide useful evidence: for instance, a letter from Lady
Wentworth6 to her son, written in 1706, has the spellings hhardj and
hsartainlyj for heard, certainly, corroborating the statement made by John
Walker (1791) that the ®rst syllable of the word merchant had been
pronounced march `about thirty years ago' (see §3.3.2. for a fuller examina-
tion of Walker's statement).

Another question raised by `occasional spellings' is that of what kind of
English they exemplify. Dobson (1955: 46) suggests that they cannot give
evidence of Standard English because `aberrant spellings necessarily come
from persons who have not mastered the orthography and are therefore
imperfectly educated, and who in consequence cannot be accepted, whatever
their social status, as reliable witnesses to educated speech'. This sounds a
reasonable argument, until we remember that some of the `occasional
spellings' cited above are attributed to Queen Elizabeth I, who, apart
from being of the highest social status possible (who could be more likely
to speak `the Queen's English' than the Queen herself?) was very well
educated.7 Given that standards of spelling were not so rigid in Elizabeth's
time as in later centuries, Dobson's comment here does not seem valid.

Spellings, then, are problematic because their interpretation is not always
straightforward, but mostly because their authorship is not always clear.
However, where there is clear evidence that they are written in the hand of
the named author, they can provide useful information if only as a
supplement to direct evidence. In the case of the other two kinds of indirect
evidence that have been used by scholars such as Wyld and KoÈkeritz, the
question of authorship is less problematic,8 for they tend to come from the
printed works of established authors and involve information to be gleaned
from rhymes and puns.

Where rhymes are concerned, one obvious problem is that they can only
tell us that certain pairs of words had the same vowel or diphthong, not what
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6 These examples are taken from Davies (1934: 141).
7 Wyld (1936: 104) quotes Ascham, writing in 1550 about the then Princess Elizabeth: `She

talks French and Italian as well as English; she has often talked with me readily and well in
Latin, and moderately so in Greek. When she writes Greek and Latin, nothing is more beautiful
than her handwriting.'

8 Less problematic, but not wholly unproblematic: Cercignani (1981) points out that some of
the rhymes used as evidence of `Shakespeare's Pronunciation' by KoÈkeritz (1953) in fact occur in
passages which are of dubious authorship.
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that vowel or diphthong was. Take the following extract from A Midsummer
Night's Dream, ii. ii. 9±12:

You spotted snakes with double tongues

Thorny hedge-hogs, be not seen;

Newts and blind-worms, do no wrong;

Come not near our fairy queen.

Does this indicate that the words in italic are pronounced /tÁÎ/ and /rÁÎ/ or
/tUÎ/ and /rUÎ/? Dobson (1957: 584) suggests that either is possible, since ME
/o/ was often raised to /U/ before hngj and a pronunciation of tongue with /o/
by lowering of /U/ was also current. Rhymes can only be used to corroborate
evidence from other sources: if we know from direct evidence that two
originally distinct vowels have merged, then a rhyme involving those vowels
may produce an earlier date for the merger than the more conservative
evidence of orthoepists.

Poets were not always innovative in their rhymes, however. Dobson (1955:
48) makes the point that mergers provide new rhymes, which poets would
naturally adopt as soon as possible, but phonemic splits or, as Dobson terms
them, divergent developments, are not attested so quickly by poets, for the
simple reason that they deprive them of established rhymes. In cases where
poets continue to employ rhymes long after the sounds involved have
diverged, we have what are known as `eye-rhymes', which give no reliable
information about contemporary pronunciation. Cercignani, however,
accords with Wyld in asserting that poets must be assumed `innocent' of
eye-rhymes until proved guilty, quoting Wyld as follows:

It is suggested that however `bad' a rhyme of the age of Shakespeare, Dryden, and

Pope may appear when judged simply by the standards of our own usage, we are not

justi®ed in dismissing it as imperfect and careless until we have tested it in the most

searching way, and by every means at our disposal. If all these fail to establish the

actual existence, or even the probability, of such a pronunciation in the poet's own

day as would make the rhyme a good one, then, and not until then, are we entitled to

say that the rhyme is faulty. (Wyld 1923: 6, quoted in Cercignani 1981: 8±9)

Of course, what this does con®rm is that rhyme evidence cannot stand alone,
but must be tested against direct and other kinds of indirect evidence. From
the point of view of this study of late eighteenth-century usage, rhymes will
be of little value, because the later a poem is written, the longer a tradition of
`eye-rhymes' there is for the poet to draw on: Wyld's (1923) study,
signi®cantly, ends with Pope, and can therefore help us only with a picture
of early eighteenth-century usage.

Puns, of course, were much more favoured in the sixteenth and seven-
teenth centuries than in the eighteenth: in the earlier period, they were
viewed as instances of the classical rhetorical device of paranomasia, `a play
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on words that sound identical (homophones) or similar, but have di�erent
meanings' (Ronberg 1992: 164), whereas in the age of Dr Johnson they were
regarded with contempt as Shakespeare's `fatal Cleopatra'. KoÈkeritz, more
than any other scholar, set great store by the evidence provided by puns,
largely because, whilst rhymes may be traditional, puns rely for their e�ect
on using contemporary pronunciations. The problem, of course, lies in
knowing whether a pun was intended when the words concerned are no
longer homophonous. Cercignani (1981: 12) accuses KoÈkeritz of `a decided
laxity in admitting instances that are not so obviously intended as to justify
their use as dependable sources of information'. There are, of course,
instances in Shakespeare where a line would be incomprehensible if a pun
were not intended, such as the following exchange from Twelfth Night, i. ii.
96 �.

andrew. What is purquoy? Do, or not do? I would I had bestowed that time in the

tongues, that I have in fencing, dancing, and beare-bating: O had I but followed the

Arts.

toby. Then hadst thou an excellent head of hair.

This would make no sense unless tongues was homophonous with tongs (for
curling the hair): a reading which is, of course, supported by the rhyme from
A Midsummer Night's Dream cited above. As it is, these two pieces of
evidence support each other and are in turn supported by the direct evidence
of Elisha Coles (1674), who has tongs and tongues listed under o. Other
instances cited by KoÈkeritz are, however, more dubious, so that it would
appear that puns can be used only with caution and where they are
supported by other kinds of evidence. In any case, as we have seen, they
will be of little use for a study of later modern English.9

This survey of the various types of evidence used by historical phonolo-
gists points to one conclusion: the reconstruction of earlier pronunciation is
a jigsaw puzzle, with each type of evidence providing part of the picture.
Only direct evidence is clear and explicit enough to stand alone, and, even
then, a single orthoepist cannot be relied upon to give a true picture, but
must be judged in terms of the consistency of his account with those of his
contemporaries. As we have seen, indirect evidence becomes less plentiful in
the eighteenth century, when puns fall out of favour and spelling becomes
more standardized. We will, therefore, have to rely more than ever on the
direct evidence of writers on pronunciation for an account of eighteenth-
century pronunciation. If Dobson is to be believed, we have a hopeless task
on our hands, for he asserts that `the eighteenth century produced no writers
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9 This is not to say that puns disappeared after Shakespeare's time: in the unlikely event of all
audio material being lost to posterity, future scholars might gain insights into the pronunciation
of late-twentieth-century English from advertising jingles: e.g. `It asda be Asda' attests `h-
dropping' and prevocalic voicing of /t/.
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to compare either with the spelling reformers who are our main source up to
1644 (Hodges) or with the phoneticians who, beginning with Robinson
(1617) carry us on from 1653 (Wallis) to 1687 (Cooper's English Teacher)'
(1957: 311). Dobson's study, of course, ends at 1700, so he has no need to
justify what appears a cavalier neglect of such great eighteenth-century
phoneticians as Elphinston, Jones, Nares, and, of course, Walker, all of
whom, as we saw in §2.3., are acknowledged by Jespersen (1909±49. 9). What
we shall see in the next section is that the later eighteenth century saw the
emergence of a particularly valuable resource for the historical phonologist:
the pronouncing dictionary.

3.3. p r o n o u n c i n g d i c t i o n a r i e s a s e v i d e n c e o f
e i g h t e e n t h - c e n t u r y p r o n u n c i a t i o n

3.3.1. Evaluating eighteenth-century pronouncing dictionaries: an overview

When we consider the number of pronouncing dictionaries and other works
on pronunciation produced in the eighteenth century, Dobson's dismissive
remark (quoted above) seems extraordinary. However, as we saw in
Chapter 2, Dobson was writing at a time when the study of eighteenth-
century English was neglected even more than it is today: the prevailing
attitude in the ®rst half of the twentieth century was that the study of English
philology stopped at 1700. To a certain extent, this neglect of eighteenth-
century orthoepists is understandable: access to the texts was di�cult before
the publication of Alston's (1965±73) bibliography and the production of his
(1972) micro®che collection. Some pronouncing dictionaries, notably the
Grand Repository itself, had not even been `discovered' at this time. Quite
apart from these practical obstacles, perhaps the intellectual climate was not
yet right for the study of eighteenth-century phonology: despite his side-
swipes at the neogrammarians (see §3.2.1), Dobson was, above all a
philologist, interested in tracing the course of sound changes in the
`standard' language and, as Charles Jones (1989: 279) points out, there is
no great phonological `event' like the Great Vowel Shift associated with the
eighteenth century. As we saw in Chapter 2, the eighteeenth century is
interesting above all from a socio-historical point of view.

Sociolinguistics, of course, had not been invented in 1957 when Dobson
produced his magnum opus and it is perhaps signi®cant that Wyld and
KoÈkeritz, who did see the importance of eighteenth-century orthoepists,
have been hailed by Weinreich, Labov, and Herzog (1968) as Ur-socio-
linguists: as we shall see, it is only with access to the methods and theories
developed by Labov and his successors that the `orderly heterogeneity'
(Weinreich et al. 1968: 100) of eighteenth-century pronunciation can be seen
as signi®cant. Of course, this explanation has been compiled with bene®t of
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hindsight: what we need to consider here is whether Dobson's dismissal of
eighteenth-century orthoepists was justi®ed in terms of the criteria used by
him and applied in his (1957) work to the orthoepists of the sixteenth and
seventeenth centuries.

The evidence provided by eighteenth-century orthoepists is, if anything,
even more `direct' than that of their predecessors, for, whilst the sixteenth
and seventeenth-century writers often provide descriptions of contempor-
ary pronunciation in order to illustrate problems in the conventional
orthography, those of the eighteenth century are speci®cally concerned
with describing and prescribing in great detail what they consider to be the
`correct' pronunciation of English. Because their main purpose is to
provide a clear and foolproof guide to this `correct'10 pronunciation,
eighteenth-century pronouncing dictionaries provide more detail than the
orthoepistic works of the preceding centuries, and because their authors are
able to build on the foundation provided by the seventeenth-century
orthoepists, the descriptions of sounds are often easier for us to under-
stand, but we still need to approach these works with caution. We must ask
about the eighteenth-century orthoepists the same three questions posed in
§3.2.1, regarding those of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries: how
`good' were they as phoneticians; how `honest' were they; and how
`consistent' are their accounts both internally and with each other? We
shall deal with the last question in §3.4, since, as we hinted in §3.2.1, this is
inextricably tied up with the question of lexical and social di�usion of
sound changes, but, in judging the merits of authors who took on the task
of laying down the standards of `correct' pronunciation, we must also ask a
fourth question: how familiar would they have been with the `standard'
that they were prescribing?

3.3.2. Were eighteenth-century pronouncing dictionaries written by `good'
phoneticians?

Let us deal ®rst with the matter of whether the authors of eighteenth-century
pronouncing dictionaries were `good' phoneticians or not. We can examine
their credentials as phoneticians with reference to biographical information
(where would they have learnt to observe and describe pronunciation?) and
in terms of `the proof of the pudding' (how convincing are their descrip-
tions?), although in both cases we must take care to avoid the a priori
assumptions outlined in §3.2.1.

Biographical information on the eighteenth-century orthoepists varies
according to their subsequent fame and in¯uence. The DNB has substantial
entries on Sheridan, Walker, William Kenrick, and even Spence, but nothing
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10 I use the word `correct' here to cover a number of di�erent words used in the eighteenth
century to describe the pronunciation aspired to by readers of pronouncing dictionaries. Spence,
for instance, refers on his title-page to `the most proper and agreeable pronunciation'.
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on John Burn or William Johnston,11 for instance. Sheridan is also the
subject of two biographies (Benzie 1972; Sheldon 1967). From these sources,
the credentials of Sheridan and Walker are fairly clear: both were actors at
some time in their lives and both were leading lights in the elocution
movement of the later eighteenth century. In this respect, as with their
pronouncing dictionaries, Sheridan led the way and Walker followed but
was ultimately to have more success because of the clearer and more
prescriptive rules that he laid down (Benzie 1972: 49). Both these men
seem to have learnt from their experience on the stage the importance of
clear enunciation, and both seem to have become keen observers of
di�erences in `accent' (stress and intonation) and pronunciation. In Sheri-
dan's case, we can see where this acute observation was learnt, for he had as
a teacher no less a man than Swift: Benzie (1972: p. vii) points out that in
Sheridan's own biography of Swift `he recalls how much the Dean taught
him about the art of oral expression by making him read aloud for him two
or three hours each day' and goes on to relate `how every time a visiting
clergyman occupied his pulpit, the Dean of St. Patrick's produced pen and
paper to record any deviation from orthodox orthoepy on the part of the
preacher. After the sermon, Swift never failed to admonish the culprit for his
errors.' Sheridan certainly learnt from his mentor the art of careful
observation, as the following anecdote of James Beattie shows:

Mr. Sheridan, in those elegant Lectures which I heard him deliver at Edinburgh

about twenty years ago, distinguished . . . the English interrogatory accent from the

Irish and the Scotch, in this manner. His example was, `How have you been this great

while? 'Ðin pronouncing which, he observed, that towards the end of a sentence an

Englishman lets his voice fall, an Irishman raises his, and a Scotchman makes his

voice ®rst fall and then rise. (Beattie 1783: 296, quoted in Benzie 1972: 32)

If public acclaim is any measure of worth, then both Sheridan and
Walker were `good' elocutionists. According to the DNB, Sheridan
`lectured on elocution with great success in London, Bristol, Bath,
Oxford, Cambridge, and Edinburgh', whilst of Walker it is stated that
`during a professional tour in Scotland and Ireland he met with great
success, and at Oxford the heads of houses invited him to give private
lectures in the university'. Their pronouncing dictionaries likewise were
extremely successful and in¯uential: even though Sheridan was castigated
by the author of A Caution to Gentleman Who Use Sheridan's Dictionary
(1790), and Walker often disagreed with him concerning speci®c pronun-
ciations, the author of his obituary in the Public Advertiser of 22 August
1788 felt moved to write: `there are few men, perhaps, if any, to whom the
English Language owes more than to the late Mr. Sheridan. His Dictionary
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11 Horn and Lehnert (1954: 105) write of Johnston that `uÈber sein Leben ist nichts bekannt'
(nothing is known about his life.)
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has formed an invaluable standard for the just pronunciation of our
language . . . the want of which in England, was heretofore so much
lamented by Dean Swift, in his representation to Lord Oxford' (quoted in
Benzie 1972: 117).

Of course, this notice was written before the publication of Walker's
Critical Pronouncing Dictionary (1791), which was to overshadow every
other pronouncing dictionary for over a century: Mugglestone (1995: 41)
writes that `by the end of the nineteenth century, John Walker had . . .
become a household name . . . He had in e�ect become one of the icons of
the age, commonly referred to as ``Elocution Walker'', just as Johnson had
come to be labelled ``Dictionary Johnson'' in the public mind.' So, in terms
of their experience as actors and elocutionists and of their success with the
public, we might expect Sheridan and Walker to be `good' phoneticians, and,
as we shall see later in this section and in Chapter 5, their observations are
often acute and detailed.

What, though, of the other, slightly less famous, authors of eighteenth-
century pronouncing dictionaries? Kenrick, like Sheridan and Walker, was
associated with the stage: not as an actor, but as a writer. The DNB entry for
Kenrick hardly inspires con®dence. `He was brought up as a scalemaker, or
in some such employment, but early became a hack writer. . . . He became
the enemy of every decent and successful person, and so notorious a libeller
that few condescended to answer him. His vanity led him to fancy himself
equal to any task without serious study.' Yet this entry goes on to state that
`though a superlative scoundrel, he was clever. Kenrick was the ®rst in
England to use a system of superscripted numerals to indicate di�erent
vowel sounds, but in doing so, he may have been, with a true hack's
instincts, jumping on a bandwagon. He is accused of this in the Monthly
Review :

Mr. Sheridan was the ®rst among the moderns who conceived the idea of establishing

a certain standard of pronunciation by visible marks. Having thrown out this idea

many years since, when he ®rst laid open his plan of his Grammar and Dictionary,

the thought was greedily seized on by the late Dr. Kenrick, who resolved to forestall

our author's work. (Monthly Review 63 (July±Dec 1780), 245, quoted in Benzie

1972: 102 n. 20)12

So Kenrick was a hack, but a clever hack, and as such his pronouncements
on language and the pronunciations indicated in his New Dictionary of the
English Language (1773) should perhaps be treated with caution, but not
dismissed entirely, for, as we shall see, his recommendations are not out of
line with those of Sheridan and Walker, and his remarks on `incorrect'
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12 In fact neither Kenrick nor Sheridan was the ®rst to use this system: that honour goes to
the Scot John Warden, whose A Spelling Book (1753) used just such a system (Charles Jones
1995: 55±7).
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provincial pronunciations show that he was a keen observer of these, if only
to lampoon them.

Of other authors of pronouncing dictionaries, less is known. For instance,
little is known of John Burn apart from what he tells us himself in the
introduction to his Pronouncing Dictionary of the English Language (1786;
1st edn., 1777), yet the dictionary must have enjoyed some success to have
gone into a second edition. Burn tells us (1786: 2) that he `has made the
English Language a particular part of his study for more than forty years,
and given all the attention he was capable of to the best speakers: yet he
thought it highly expedient to compare his ideas of pronunciation with those
of others, who have written before him on this subject'. As we shall see in
Chapter 5, Burn's introduction shows both an awareness of current debates
on matters of language, such as spelling reform (which he is against), and a
sensitivity to linguistic change and variation.

Spence had, as far as we know, no connections with the stage. His interest
in pronunciation was, as we saw in Chapter 1, largely fuelled by his desire for
spelling reform, but he would almost certainly have come across works on
pronunciation in the course of his early career as a teacher. In the Newcastle
classrooms of the 1770s, Spence could not have avoided the works of the
highly successful local grammarian Ann Fisher,13 whose Practical New
Grammar contains a chapter on Orthography in which the `sounds' of
each `letter' are described, as well as a list of `Words the same, or nearly
alike, in Sound, but di�erent in Signi®cation and Spelling'. This is not an
innovation on Fisher's part: indeed, the vast majority of eighteenth-century
grammars follow this pattern, but, since we know that Fisher's grammar was
written for, and used in, the classroom, it provides evidence that some
attention was paid to `orthography' by English teachers in the late eight-
eenth century, and that the `sounds' of the letters would be taught along with
the correct spelling of words. This is not to say that Spence used Fisher as a
source of `correct' pronunciation: indeed, he improves on Fisher, for,
whereas she, like Sheridan, gives only three `sounds' of haj (short, as in
hat, long as in hate, and `open, full and broad' as in call), Spence has four,
including the long sound in father. However, it does indicate that a teacher
of English in the late eighteenth century would have a direct professional
concern for, and experience in, teaching pronunciation. In this respect,
Spence's credentials are as good as those of the earlier schoolmaster±
orthoepists such as Mulcaster and Gil.

Such biographical information as we have on the authors of eighteenth-
century pronouncing dictionaries suggests, then, that they learnt their trade
either on the stage or in the classroom, and the later works, such as those of
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13 Indeed, we shall see in Chapter 4 that Spence almost certainly used an early edition of
Fisher's grammar as the model for the short grammar prefacing the Grand Repository.
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Burn and Walker,14 make reference to earlier ones, suggesting that the
provision of guides to `correct' pronunciation had become something of an
industry by the end of the century.15 To judge whether or not these authors
were `good' phoneticians, though, we need to consider the consistency and
clarity of the works themselves. We shall examine their accounts of certain
sounds in detail in Chapter 5, but here we need to look at some extracts from
the pronouncing dictionaries in order to establish that such an exercise is
worthwhile. As we shall see in §4.2 with respect to Spence's New Alphabet,
the systems of notation provided in these pronouncing dictionaries tell us
about the phonemic inventory of the recommended accentÐthat is, how
many phonemes there are (we can, for instance, easily tell that Sheridan has
three soundsÐwhilst Spence and Walker have four) whilst we can ®nd out
about the incidence of those phonemes from the dictionary entries them-
selves. What we cannot tell from a dictionary such as The Grand Repository
is the phonetic nature of those phonemes: how do we know that the sound in
father was [A:] rather than [ñ:] or even [E:]? The answer is that we can know
no such thing from Spence alone, but must put together information from
the Grand Repository with that gleaned from other dictionaries, in which the
sounds are described, along with that gathered by scholars such as Dobson
from earlier sources.16

Fortunately, Walker, Sheridan, Kenrick, and Burn preface their pronoun-
cing dictionaries with accounts of how the letters are pronounced, and with
remarks about `incorrect' pronunciations which are to be avoided. In
addition, Walker has extensive notes in the body of his Critical Pronouncing
Dictionary whenever there is controversy over the `correct' pronunciation of
a word, thus giving us a great deal of insight into the variability of
pronunciation at the time even as he attempts to eradicate such variability.
An example of this is Walker's (1791) note on the word merchant:

Mr. Sheridan pronounces the e in the ®rst syllable of this word, like the a in march;

and it is certain that, about thirty years ago, this was the general pronunciation; but

since that time the sound of a has been gradually wearing away;17 and the sound of e
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14 Walker seems to have studied a large number of orthoepistic works of the seventeenth and
earlier eighteenth centuries: in the Preface to his Critical Pronouncing Dictionary he refers to
Elphinstone, Nares, Jones, Kenrick, Sheridan, and Watts, whilst in his discussion of the
`Organic Formation of the Letters' he refers to Holder's Elements of Speech (1669).

15 Mugglestone (1995: 36) suggests as much when she writes that, `once the pronouncing
dictionary was instituted, demand for the instruction it claimed to o�er was high and, together
with attendant texts on the same subject, it too was seemingly assimilated within the
consequences of that ``consumer revolution'' documented by Neil McKendrick'.

16 Because it is so di�cult to establish the phonetic nature of the sounds represented in
eighteenth-century pronouncing dictionaries, and because, as we shall see in Chapter 4, Spence's
system is essentially a phonemic one, I have chosen, except where discussing possible phonetic
distinctions, to employ phonemic bracketing throughout in my discussion of eighteenth-century
pronunciation.

17 Walker's use of words is interesting here, in view of the discussion of the di�usion of sound
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is so fully established, that the former is now become gross and vulgar, and is only to

be heard among the lower orders of the people. It is, indeed, highly probable, that,

however coarse this sound of e may now seem, it was once, not only the common

pronunciation, but the most agreeable to analogy. We still ®nd, that the vowel i

before r, followed by another consonant, takes the short sound of e, which is really

the short sound of slender a, as virgin, virtue, &c.; and it is a similar alteration which

takes place in the e before r, followed by another consonant, in clerk, Serjeant, Derby,

&c. where this vowel falls into the sound of the Italian a. Sermon, service, vermin &c.

are still pronounced by the vulgar, as if written sarmon, sarvice, varmint &c.; and this

was probably the ancient manner of pronouncing every e in the same situation. This

analogy is now totally exploded; and except clerk, serjeant and a few proper names,

we have scarcely another word in the language where this e has not its true sound.

But instead of saying with Mr. Nares, that Merchant has returned to the proper

sound of e, we may with greater probability assert, that this and every other word of

the same form have acquired a sound of e which they never had before, and which,

though a feebler and a shorter sound, conduces to the simplicity and regularity of our

pronunciation.

Here, Walker not only tells us how the word merchant should be pro-
nounced, but gives us a window into the sociolinguistic salience of the
alternative pronunciation and an insight into the process of linguistic change
that was in progress: in the middle of the eighteenth century, the /'mA:rtS@nt/
pronunciation was acceptable, as the spellings from the Wentworth Letters
cited in §3.2.2 con®rm, but by 1791, this pronunciation is acceptable only in
the words clerk, serjeant, Derby, and other proper names, whilst in all other
words, such as merchant, servant, it is considered `vulgar'. As we shall see in
Chapter 5, such comments are extremely useful in tracing the di�usion of
sound changes through the eighteenth century and often point to areas of
interest and controversy.

The note cited above also gives some indication of how we can tell from
eighteenth-century pronouncing dictionaries what the quality of the sound
indicated by a particular symbol, or combination of symbol and diacritic,
might have been (as we shall see, words like slender by this time had an
established meaning in orthoepistic literature). Most of these dictionaries
(though not the Grand Repository) have extensive prefaces in which the
sounds are described, the most useful of these being Walker's Critical
Pronouncing Dictionary with its 545 `rules'. Some of these rules are of a
prescriptive nature, but others simply describe the `sounds' of the `letters' in
ways which, like the descriptions of the earlier orthoepists, are often open to
di�erent interpretations, but which nevertheless provide useful clues about
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change which appears in §3.4. Either he means that it is disappearing gradually as older people
die o�, `wearing away' as they do; or that it is going out of fashion: people use it less; or that it is
wearing away lexically: used in fewer words. In any case, Walker recognizes the gradual nature
of linguistic change here, and, since he appears to present a `phonetically abrupt' choice between
/A:/ and /@:/ here, the gradualness must be lexical and/or social.
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eighteenth-century pronunciation. As an example, let us look at Walker's
rules 31±59 on the `Organic Formation of the Letters'. These rules alone
establish Walker's credentials as a `good' phonetician, showing as they do
his awareness of articulatory processes and the fact that he has studied the
works of earlier phoneticians, notably Holder, whose Elements of Speech
(1669) he acknowledges as the source of his distinction between voiced and
voiceless consonants. Rule 41 states:

The best method of shewing the organic formation of the consonants will be to class

them into such pairs as they naturally fall into, and then by describing one, we shall

nearly describe its fellow, by which means the labour will be lessened, and the nature

of the consonants better perceived. The consonants that fall into pairs are the

following:

p f t s sh th k ch chair

b v d z zh dh g j jail

(Walker 1791: 6)

Whilst in rule 43 he goes on to explain the distinction:

This di�erence in the formation of these consonants may be more distinctly perceived

in the s and z than in any other of the letters; the former is sounded by the simple

issue of the breath between the teeth, without any vibration of it in the throat, and

may be called a hissing sound; whilst the latter cannot be formed without generating

a sound in the throat, which may be called a vocal sound. The upper rank of letters,

therefore, may be called breathing consonants; and the lower, vocal ones. (Walker

1791: 6)

These rules do not tell us anything particularly interesting about eight-
eenth-century pronunciation, but they do indicate that Walker was able to
describe sounds accurately. It is when we look at his descriptions of vowel
sounds that the information becomes signi®cant. In this section on the
`Organic Formation of the Letters', Walker describes vowels in terms of the
aperture of the mouth and the position of the tongue and lips, again building
on work done by the seventeenth-century phoneticians. His descriptions of
the haj sounds are as follows:

32. It will be necessary to observe, that there are three long sounds of the letter a,

which are formed by a greater or lesser expansion of the internal part of the

mouth.

33. The German a, heard in ball, wall &c. is formed by a strong and grave expression

of the breath through the mouth, which is open nearly in a circular form, while

the tongue, contracting itself to the root, as to make way for the sound, almost

rests upon the under jaw.

34. The Italian a, heard in father, closes the mouth a little more than the German a,

and by raising the lower jaw, widening the tongue, and advancing it a little nearer

to the lips, renders its sound less hollow and deep.
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35. The slender a, or that heard in lane, is formed in the mouth still higher than the

last; and in pronouncing it, the lips, as if to give it a slender sound, dilate their

aperture horizontally; while the tongue, to answer this narrow emission of

breath, widens itself to the cheeks, raises itself nearer the palate, and by this

means, a less hollow sound than either of the former is produced. (Walker

1791: 5)

Although these descriptions are wordy to those of us used to the binary
descriptions of twentieth-century phonology, these `rules' tell us that the
`German a' is back, open, and rounded; the `Italian' is unrounded and less
open; and the `slender' less open still, higher, and unrounded. When we look
at Walker's rules 72±85 on the di�erent `sounds' of haj, we glean even more
useful information: rule 72 simply states `A has three long sounds and two
short ones'. Rule 73 then deals with the `®rst sound . . . which among the
English is its name. This is what is called by most grammarians its slender
sound (35) . . . It exactly corresponds to the sound of the French eÃ in the
beginning of the words eÃtre and teÃte' (1791: 10). Here, Walker uses two
strategies to indicate this sound of haj: ®rst, he uses the terms de®ned in the
rules on `Organic Formation of the Letters' quoted above, terms which in
any case by the end of the eighteenth century must have become conven-
tional: as he acknowledges, `most grammarians' use these terms. The
contemporary readership probably had a fair idea what was meant by
`slender', just as twentieth-century British readers know what is meant by
the `¯at' a of Northern English however annoying such terms are to
phonologists. These same termsÐ`slender' a, `Italian' a, and the `Broad
German' aÐwere used by Dr Johnson in his Dictionary, and Walker quotes
Dr Johnson's observation on the last of these in rule 79. Walker also
compares the English sounds to similar ones in foreign languages, thus the
`slender' a is like the eÃ in French eÃtre. This information is very valuable to the
twentieth-century reader, as, providing the pronunciation of French has not
changed radically since 1791, this tells us that the sound was still a
monophthong, and more open than [e:]Ðprobably something like [E:].
Likewise, `Italian' a is the sound used by Italians in Toscano, Romana,
and this, along with the description in rule 34, suggests [A:] or [a:].

The above examples should su�ce to show that Walker was a `good'
phonetician, who had studied earlier works on phonetics, was an acute
observer, and was able to describe the nature of sounds in a way that is
reasonably clear even to the twentieth-century reader. His immediate
predecessors do not give anything like the same amount of detail, but still
provide clear enough articulatory descriptions. Take Sheridan's (1780: 6)
description of his haj sounds, for example: `a3 is the fullest sound, made by
the greatest aperture of the mouth, and the voice strikes upon that part of
the palate which is nearest to the passage by which the voice issues: a1 is
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formed by a gradually less aperture, and the stroke of the voice more
advanced; a2 in like proportion still more so and in sounding e3 the mouth is
almost closed.' (Note that Sheridan uses a3 as in hall; a1 as in hat; a2 as in
hate; e3 as in see. Sheridan did not recognize the `Italian' a sound.)

So, eighteenth-century pronouncing dictionaries provide us with descrip-
tions of sounds which build on, and are as good as, those of the seventeenth-
century orthoepists. These descriptions reassure us that the authors are
`good' phoneticians and supplement the phonemic (inventory and incidence)
information provided in the notation systems and the dictionary entries
themselves.

3.3.3. Eighteenth-century pronouncing dictionaries: descriptive or
prescriptive?

We must now consider how `honest' the authors of these dictionaries were in
providing descriptions of `good' eighteenth-century pronunciation rather
than prescriptions for an idealized pronunciation not necessarily used by
anybody. In this respect, Walker has come under more criticism than any
other eighteenth-century orthoepist, simply because he was so successful in
laying down the `rules' for correct pronunciation. The note on merchant,
quoted above, recommends the retention of /A:/ in exactly those words which
have that pronunciation in present-day RP: is this because Walker was such
an accurate observer of the `best' pronunciation in 1791, or is it simply the
case that he was so in¯uential that subsequent generations have adopted his
rules?18 What came ®rst: the chicken or the egg? Sheldon (1947: 146)
considers Walker less reliable than Sheridan in this respect: `While Sheridan
re¯ects the speech of his time better, Walker satis®es the temper of his time
better, and the demand for linguistic regulation and reform. . . . there can be
no doubt that, if any one single person were to be named as the greatest
in¯uence on English pronunciation, that person would have to be Walker.'
Alston (1972: EL 155), in his introduction to the micro®che text of A General
Dictionary of the English Language, seems likewise impressed by Sheridan's
`honesty': `A curious but nonetheless evident fact, is that though the tone of
his Preface suggests an authoritative and prescriptive reformer, Sheridan's
pronunciation appears to be much more typical of the last half of the
eighteenth century than one might expect.'

This, of course, begs the question: how do we know what was typical if
pronouncing dictionaries like Sheridan's and Walker's are our major source
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18 Matthews provides evidence that suggests the former. He concludes from a comparison of
earlier eighteenth-century `occasional' spellings and later eighteenth-century orthoepists'
`phonetic' spellings of vulgarisms `that the pronunciation of [A:] and [@:] in words which
originally contained er, person, star, hard, clerk, Hertford, etc., had been practically settled in
London speech, the distribution being the same as that which now obtains in Standard' (1937:
325).
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of information? What seems to tip the scales in Sheridan's favour is that the
criticisms levelled at him, particularly by the author of A Caution to Gentle-
men Who Use Sheridan's Dictionary, seem to advocate a pronunciation which
must have been very stilted if it existed at all by 1780. Sheridan is criticized
above all for admitting that vowels in unstressed syllables are pronounced
di�erently from those in stressed syllables, something that even Walker
allows, as we shall see in §5.7. Sheldon notes that the author of this tract

disapproves of the fact that Sheridan makes no distinction in the pronunciation of

unstressed syllables, writing cavurn, comuner, culpuble all with the same sound. And

he explains that people of credit say be-stow, been, citizen, spirit, arethmetic,

enforce, enjoy, not, as Sheridan, bisto, citizn, sperit, arithmetic, inforce, injoy.19 In

the case of champion, the pronunciation is not tsham-pyun as Sheridan has it; the last

syllable must be pronounced -peun. (Anon. 1790: 31, quoted in Sheldon 1938: 308)

Harking back to Wyld's criticism of Gill for suggesting that ME /ai/ was still
a diphthong in 1611, Sheldon points out that the author of A Caution is still
criticizing Sheridan for advocating a monophthongal pronunciation as late
as 1790:

Particularly amazing, at this late date, is the caution given to Sheridan's readers to

pronounce ai as a diphthong. For over a century, various grammarians had been

pairing ai and long a (pane and pain) in their lists of words pronounced alike. Yet

there still hangs on in the minds of some of the most puristic, the idea that a

distinction should be kept between these two groups, and that the two letters in ai

should be shown by the diphthongal sound . . . the signi®cant point of the criticism is

clear; Sheridan regards ai as a single vowel; `people of rank and education' always

pronounce it as a diphthong. (Sheldon 1938: 310)

Sheldon's comments show what a `bad' phonetician the author of A
Caution must have been: Sheridan is seen as `honest' because his critics are
so misguided, but many of the criticisms in A Caution could equally have
been applied to Walker, who, like Sheridan, states that the sound of haij in
pain, gain, stain is the same `slender a' as in lade, trade, spade, etc. (Walker
1791: 10).They were not because, as Sheldon suggests, Walker was respected
and in¯uential, whereas, as we saw in §1.2.2, Sheridan was Irish, and
therefore fair game. Why, then, has Walker been regarded as somehow
less authentic than Sheridan in his representation of late-eighteenth-century
pronunciation? Apart from the authoritative and prescriptive tone which
was, as Sheldon suggests, the secret of Walker's success, we should perhaps
be wary of his pronouncements because of his predilection for `analogy'.
Although Walker in his preface pays lip-service to the idea of letting
`custom' (i.e. the consensus of educated speakers in London) dictate the
`correct' pronunciation, we see, particularly in those notes in which he takes
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19 The pronunciation of been is omitted from the list in A Caution to Gentlemen.
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issue with his fellow orthoepists, that his favourite criterion is `analogy'.
Take, for example, his note on soot:

Notwithstanding I have Mr. Sheridan, Mr. Nares, Dr. Kenrick, W. Johnston, Mr.

Perry, and the professors of the black Art themselves, against me in the pronunci-

ation of this word, I have ventured to prefer the regular pronunciation to the

irregular. The adjective sooty has its regular sound among the correctest speakers,

which has induced Mr. Sheridan to mark it so; but nothing can be more absurd than

to pronounce the substantive in one manner, and the adjective derived from it by

adding y, in another. The other Orthoepists, therefore, who pronounce both these

words with the oo like u, are more consistent than Mr. Sheridan, though, upon the

whole, not so right. (Walker 1791)

Here, we see that Walker regards /u:/ as the `regular' sound of hooj, so that,
except for a small number of words spelt this way for which the short vowel is
acceptable, this long sound should be used. Moreover, he sees it as ridiculous
to have a base word pronounced di�erently from its derivatives, and so
decides on /su:t/ and /'su:tI/. We shall see in §3.4 and in Chapter 5 that, when
a sound change is in the process of lexical di�usion, as the shortening of ME
/o:/ in look, foot, etc. certainly was in the late eighteenth century, a base word
may well be pronounced di�erently from its derivatives, because of the
di�erent phonetic environments involved. So, despite Walker's credentials as
a `good' phonetician, we must always be wary of his tendency to impose
regularity where it may not have existed. He was, after all, in the business of
laying down strict guidelines for a `standard' pronunciation' and `standard'
has been de®ned by Milroy and Milroy (1985: 23) as `an idea in the mind
rather than a realityÐa set of abstract norms to which actual usage will
conform to a greater or lesser extent'. In testing the `honesty' of eighteenth-
century orthoepists, we are engaged in a somewhat circular process, for,
apart from the `occasional' spellings, and evidence from rhymes, which
become less reliable as time goes on, we are wholly dependent on these
orthoepists for our understanding of eighteenth-century pronunciation.
What we must do is compare them with each other and beware the `lone
voice', particularly when that voice articulates the principle of analogy.

3.3.4. The evidence of `provincial' authors

It was hinted in the previous section that Sheridan was vulnerable to
criticism above all because he was Irish. Sheridan had the dubious honour
of being held up to ridicule by no less a man than Dr Johnson, who said:
`What entitles Sheridan to ®x the pronunciation of English? He has in the
®rst place the disadvantage of being an Irishman' (Boswell 1934: ii. 161).20

The author of A Caution is not above mentioning this either: `The errors
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20 Like many of Dr Johnson's pronouncements, this should perhaps be taken with a pinch of
salt. The DNB entry on Sheridan tells us that he was given a pension of £200 to write his
dictionary by Lord Bute, one of Johnson's patrons. Johnson saw this as an a�ront.
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which exposed his System to the censure and ridicule of the learned, I
attribute to habitual in¯uence. He was an Irishman; and to the last period
of his life, his Origin was obvious in his pronunciation' (Anon. 1790: 4,
quoted in Sheldon 1938: 306). This brings us to the last question that we
must consider in evaluating the evidence of eighteenth-century pronoun-
cing dictionaries: how would the authors have had access to what was by
then agreed to be the `best' pronunciationÐthat is, that of well-educated
and well-bred people in London?

All `provincial' authors, including Spence, were subjected to the same
criticisms in the eighteenth century (and later). The attitudes expressed in
the quotations above suggest a `knee-jerk' reaction on the part of southern
English critics which may seem to us typically eighteenth-century, typically
Augustan,21 but, even with the hindsight of late-twentieth-century tolerance,
the question has to be asked: how could a person in the late eighteenth
century who had spent all his or her life in, say, Newcastle or Glasgow or
Dublin be conversant with the `correct' pronunciation of English current
amongst educated and re®ned Londoners? In the case of Sheridan, of
course, this question does not really apply: he was educated at Westminster
for a short while and on returning to Dublin came under the in¯uence of
Swift. It is highly unlikely that, with this education, and his acquaintance
with the stage, Sheridan would be unaware of the `best' speech, even if he
spoke with a slight `brogue' himself. His awareness of the `correct' way to
speak and the `incorrect' features of Irish pronunciation are proved by his
inclusion of `Rules to be observed by the Natives of Ireland' in his General
Dictionary, a set of rules upon which even Walker could not improve.
Walker, although not of genteel stock, was born in Middlesex and spent
much of his life in London, so he, too, would have been well acquainted
with `correct' speakers. What, though, of those, like Spence, who were
`provincial' in the sense of having been born, bred, and educated outside
London and/or `vulgar' in the sense of belonging to the lower classes? We
have seen in §1.2.3 that Spence, when asked how he might have access to
`correct' punctuation, replied that he attended `All Saints' Church every
Sunday morning'.

The serious point here is that Spence regarded the clergy in Newcastle as
providing a model of correct pronunciation, a point which he made again in
The Giant Killer (1814), where, in an article entitled `An infallible way to
correct Provincialisms and other Vulgarisms in Speech', he exhorts his
readers to `pay attention to the Clergy in the Pulpit, from whom they will
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`provincials'. Thus Wyld (1936: 179) writes of Elphinston: `The ®rst thing which occurs to us
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have language which may be depended upon'. Buchanan also saw the clergy
as having an important role in the dissemination of his unifying national
standard. `With respect to the inhabitants of North Britain . . . let gentlemen
at the bar, and those that minister in holy things, be especially exemplary . . .
and let both clergy and laity enjoin the schoolmasters over that part of the
united kingdom, to acquire and teach a proper Pronunciation to the rising
generation' (Buchanan 1766, quoted in Crowley 1991: 79).

Charles Jones (1993) suggests that, in late-eighteenth-century Scotland,
the usage of the Church and the Bar may already have constituted a kind of
regional or `modi®ed' standard, not necessarily identical with the usage of
London as described by, for example, Walker, but none the less acceptable
in polite society within Scotland, and distinct from `vulgar' usage. Evidence
that some kind of modi®ed, `genteel' variety was already recognized by this
time is provided by Sylvester Douglas, who makes a distinction between `the
grosser barbarisms of the vulgar Scotch jargon' and the language of his
target readership, those `whose language has already been in a great degree
re®ned from the provincial dross, by frequenting English company, and
studying the great masters of the English tongue in their writings'. He aims
to help these readers to rid themselves of `those vestigia ruris which are apt to
remain so long' (Douglas 1779, quoted in C. Jones 1991: 101). Likewise,
James Adams, in his Pronunciation of the English Language Vindicated from
Imputed Anomaly and Caprice (1799), makes a distinction between `the
broad dialect' and `the tempered medium, still retaining its characteristic
distinction of Scotch' (quoted in C. Jones 1991: 7). That there is some
continuity between this `tempered medium' of the late eighteenth century
and the language of middle-class Scots today is suggested by Aitken (1979:
96), who, with reference to the eighteenth century, writes that `some of the
features which di�erentiate the accents of present-day middle-class Scots
from those of working-class Scottish speakers were introduced on an English
model at this time'. Later Aitken (1979: 99) goes on to refer to the
`anglicising Scots' of the eighteenth century and suggests that they attempted
to teach a model of pronunciation identical to that of London and,
understandably, failed. The question that I wish to address is whether this
was really the case, or whether the model presented in eighteenth-century
pronouncing dictionaries produced by Scots and, indeed, northern English
writers was already the `tempered medium' referred to by Adams, rather
than what we might call the `proto-RP' of educated London usage. To
answer this question fully would require a detailed examination of all the
pronouncing dictionaries and other works on pronunciation written by
Scots and northerners in the eighteenth century, a monumental task compar-
able to that performed by Dobson (1957).22 What we need to recognize
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here is that `modi®ed' standards may well have existed in the eighteenth
century, and that what counted as `re®ned' and `correct' or, to use Spence's
words, `the most agreeable' pronunciation in Edinburgh or Newcastle may
have been di�erent from the `proto-RP' developing in the capital and
described (or rather prescribed) by Walker. We shall see in §3.4. and in
Chapter 5 that such di�erences may shed light on the geographical
di�usion of sound changes in the eighteenth century, and that to dismiss
the works of `provincial' orthoepists would be to ignore potentially
valuable information.

3.4.1. Pronouncing dictionaries as a record of lexical di�usion

We have seen in §3.3. that the pronouncing dictionaries of the eighteenth
century can be judged in the same terms as the orthoepistic works of the
two preceding centuries and that, in these terms, they can be seen to
provide a wealth of valuable information on the pronunciation of eight-
eenth-century English. We have yet to consider the one overwhelming
advantage that the pronouncing dictionary has over any other kind of
orthoepistic work: it provides a record of the pronunciation of every word
in the lexicon. By `the lexicon', I mean, of course, the nomenclature of any
one dictionary and not the `inner' lexicon that forms part of any one
speaker's grammar. No dictionary is ever a complete record of any one
person's, or even any language's, active and/or passive vocabulary, and
some eighteenth-century pronouncing dictionaries (notably the Grand
Repository) have much shorter word-lists than others, but even relatively
short dictionaries like the Grand Repository provide a great deal more
information concerning the incidence or distribution of particular sounds
than even the most detailed orthoepistic works of the sixteenth and
seventeenth centuries. For example, Christopher Cooper is one of the
earliest orthoepists to provide information about the lengthening of ME /a/
before fricatives and /r/, and, in the examples he gives, provides hints that
the process of lengthening was conditioned by the phonetic environment.
First, Cooper tells us that `in these can, pass by, a is short; in cast, past for
passed, it is long' (1687, quoted in Sundby 1953: 4). Then, he goes on to
write: `A Hath three sounds . . . the ®rst of these, for the most part, is
pronounced long in its own sound before nch and s when another
Consonant follows, and before r unless sh follows' (1687, quoted in
Sundby 1953: 34)23 and to give a list of pairs of words with `a short' in
the ®rst of each pair, and `a long' in the second. These are: bar, barge; blab,
blast; cap, carking; car, carp; cat, cast; dash, dart; ¯ash, ¯asket; gash, gasp;
grand, grant; land, lance; mash, mask; pat, path; tar, tart.
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23 Cooper also provides information on, and examples for, the `slender a' here, but I have
omitted them, as the point of interest here is the contrasting environments for `long' and `short' a.
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Here, Cooper provides a total of twenty-nine di�erent lexical examples,
giving the clear impression of a `rule' for the lengthening of ME /a/ in the late
seventeenth century which could be stated as follows: ME /a/ is lengthened
before /r/ followed by another consonant (/-rC), before /s/ followed by
another consonant (/-sC) and before /T/ (/-T). Cooper provides us with
enough information to make the ®rst two generalizations, although he does
add that ME /a/ is not lengthened before /rS/. However, we have only one
word, path, as evidence for the last. We cannot tell from Cooper's evidence
alone whether this lengthening was general in the environment /-T/Ðthat is,
whether it also occurred in bath or not. Moreover, Cooper's twenty-nine
examples are not really enough to predict with any con®dence whether the
exception noted by Cooper (that of words like marsh) is isolated or not.
Cooper's exempli®cation is full by the standards of seventeenth-century
orthoepistic works, but pales by comparison with the amount of information
on the lexical distribution of sounds provided by even a relatively modestly
sized pronouncing dictionary such as the Grand Repository. As we shall see
in §5.2, the Grand Repository provides 412 words in which ME /a/ appears in
the environment /-rC and it is not the case that all these realizations of the
vowel are long. Nor is Spence alone amongst writers of eighteenth-century
pronouncing dictionaries in having this `lexical set' split between long and
short realizations of ME /a/. What appears, from Cooper's relatively sparse
evidence, to be a clear case of an environmentally conditioned sound change
becomes much more complicated when we inspect the much fuller evidence
provided by eighteenth-century pronouncing dictionaries. What we have to
consider here is whether this fuller evidence is a blessing or a curse: will we be
able to see the wood for the trees and, even if we can, is the ability to
scrutinize so many individual `trees', or words to abandon the metaphor, an
advantage to the historical phonologist?

3.4.2. Lexical di�usion and sound change

Until the late 1960s, the sparsity of exempli®cation in orthoepistic works has
not been seen as a problem, largely because of the dominance within
historical phonology of theories incorporating the basic tenet of what has
come to be known as the `Neogrammarian Doctrine', stated clearly by
Ostho� and Brugmann in 1878: `Every sound change, inasmuch as it occurs
mechanically, takes place according to laws that admit no exception'
(Lehmann 1967: 204). Labov (1994: 422) points out that `the obverse of
this ``exceptionlessness'' is lexical regularity: that when a sound changes it
a�ects every word in which that sound change occurs in the same phonetic
environment'. If we accept the Neogrammarian view of the regularity of
sound change, then a few lexical examples providing us with the environ-
ments in which the sound change does or does not occur should su�ce: if
Cooper, for example, tells us that ME /a/ is lengthened in tart but not in tar;
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in carp but not in car, then this should be more than enough to allow us to
reconstruct the sound change set out in §3.4.1 above, with perhaps some
further re®nement of the phonetic conditioning to allow for the prohibition
of this sound change in words like marsh. Cooper himself, without the
bene®t of Neogrammarian theory, goes a long way towards constructing
such a `rule'. Likewise, this theory of `exceptionlessness' would lead us to
believe that, if ME /a/ was lengthened in path, then it would also be
lengthened in bath. Where `exceptions' to a regular sound change are
apparent, Neogrammarian theory would explain them in terms covered by
the rider `inasmuch as it occurs mechanically'. The non-mechanical or
irregular processes invoked to explain exceptions were analogy and dialect
borrowing. However, these explanations have always appeared post hoc and
to have something of the deus ex machina about them. This point is made
clearly by Wang (1969: 10), who suggests that, `contrasted with the sweeping
scope of phonetic laws, which have direct or indirect physiological motiva-
tion when internally induced, these suggestions appear unsatisfyingly
ancillary and particularistic. In some cases, such suggestions are completely
ad hoc and unconvincing, but they remain in the literature mainly for lack of
alternative explanations'.

Of course, careful philologists such as Dobson and Jespersen would never
reconstruct a sound change on the basis of a few examples from a single
source: the size of Dobson (1957) alone is testimony to the fact that he has
painstakingly collated and compared all the available evidence. However,
both these distinguished scholars keep ®rmly within the Neogrammarian
tradition, explaining irregularities or exceptions as caused by either analogy
or dialect borrowing. Indeed, the assumption of regularity is so strong that
they are unable to take at face value Cooper's evidence for the phonetic
conditioning on lengthening of ME /a/ before /r/ outlined in §3.4.1 above.
Dobson, noting that Daines as well as Cooper shows the lengthened vowel
before /r/ followed by another consonant, writes that `Daines appears to
have [a:] in bars and one would think it unlikely that the singular bar would
not have the same vowel' (1957: 518).

Here, Dobson is invoking the principle of `analogy' even when there is no
evidence for it: he simply cannot believe that analogy would not operate in
such circumstances. Likewise, Jespersen explains Cooper's short a in pass by
as due to weak sentence stress and, after suggesting that Cooper has a short
vowel in bar, car, tar because these words might occur before a word
beginning with a vowel, goes on to write: `Cooper, of course, says nothing
about bar, car, tar having ``a longa'' before words beginning with a
consonant, but we must be allowed to suppose that such was the case'
(Jesperson 1909±49: 310). Indeed, Jespersen explicitly invokes the principle
of `preservative' or `preventative' analogy in his introduction: `A general
tendency to change a sound in a certain direction may be checked in the case
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of some words, if there exists some other closely related form (of the same or
some other word) in which the sound exists under such circumstances that it
is not a�ected by the change' (Jesperson 1909±49: 18).

On the other hand, Dobson could be seen as invoking `dialect borrowing'
or at least `dialect mixture' on a massive scale, when he writes that the
`central theme' of his book `is that many elements went to make up the
developing standard spoken language of the ENE period; that there were
many variant pronunciations, many levels and styles of speech, co-existing at
any time' (1957: p. v). Indeed, he often explains exceptions to ENE sound
changes by reference to variant forms in ME.24

Of course, analogy and dialect borrowing might well provide convincing
explanations for certain sets of exceptions to otherwise regular sound
changes, and, without the Neogrammarian assumption of regularity, the
discipline of historical phonology would never have been founded: the
problem is that even the most `regular' sets of changes, such as the Great
Vowel Shift, appear to leave `residues': irregular forms which are di�cult to
explain even with recourse to analogy and dialect borrowing. One notorious
set of `exceptions' to the Great Vowel Shift is the set of words which did not
take part in what Charles Jones (1991: 283) terms the `[ee] > [ii] vowel shift
re-enactment', which changed earlier /mE:t/ to present-day RP /mi:t/ etc.
Apart from words with /r/ after the ME /E:/, these exceptions are great,
break, steak, drain, and (less convincingly, because archaic) yea. Labov
(1978) uses evidence from a study of a similar sound change in the north-
eastern cities of the USA to show that, when spectrographic analysis is used,
it becomes apparent that the phonetic conditioning of sound change is in
fact much ®ner than could have been perceived by earlier philologists, or,
indeed, orthoepists. He ®nds that a combination of preceding and following
consonants may act together to favour or disfavour a certain change, and
that in the case of this particular vowel-raising, a preceding postconsonantal
/r/ and a following voiceless stop both disfavour raising. He goes on to state
that `not only are great and break preceded by post-consonantal /r/, but they
are followed by voiceless stops so that both initial and following environ-
ments disfavor the changeÐif the EME raising of eÅaÅ operated on the same
general principles as our late twentieth-century raisings', and proceeds to
explain the unraised vowel in great, break as opposed to the raised one in
treat, creak, by virtue of the fact that `voiced clusters . . . have the heaviest
e�ect' (1978: 294). Yea is explained partly by analogy with nay and partly
because `such discourse particles ranged over ®ve-sixths of the vowel
spectrum, whilst Drain shows other irregularities in its history . . . which
make it a special case. This leaves steak . . . as a true exception which we
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cannot give any rationale or probabilistic account for. Since this was [e:] in
the sixteenth century, it should now have a high vowel' (1978: 294). Here
Labov, with bene®t of modern techniques of research and analysis, and
drawing on the Neogrammarian principles of regularity of sound change,
analogy, and the `uniformitarian principle', goes a long way towards
explaining what he quotes Samuels (1965) as calling `those enfants terribles
of traditional Lautlehre' (1978: 290), but even he is left with the one `true'
exception of steak.

In a more recent survey (1994), Labov reviews the vast amount of research
carried out to date on the `tensing' of short /ñ/ in the same north-eastern
cities of the USA. Again, he ®nds that a ®ne phonetic conditioning is
operating, favouring tensing after /m/, /n/, /f/, /T/, and /s/ in Philadelphia.
However, there are certain sets of `exceptions'.

. Normally, this tensing occurs only when the /ñ/ is in a closed syllable,
so that ham, hand would be tense but hammer lax. Where the following
syllable is a level 2 in¯exional su�x, the vowel becomes tense: thus
hamming as in hamming it up has a tense vowel. This could be explained
by `analogy' with the base form of the verb ham.

. If the /ñ/ occurs in a word in which it is the only vowel and it can be
realized as schwa, then it remains lax: thus can (= `tin can') is tense, but
can (modal verb) remains lax. This too could be explained by `analogy',
since schwa is lax and so `the marked stressed form can be said to be lax
by analogy with the unstressed forms' (Labov 1994: 431).

. If a level 1 derivational su�x follows, then tensing is variable: Lassie
and plastic are variable: `The variability of the ®rst may be said to
reside in the variable identi®cation of the isolated word lass in the ®rst
part of Lassie . . . But there is no free form plast that might support the
same argument for plastic' (1994: 431).25

. `Strong verbs ending in nasals remain lax, contrary to the general rule'
(Labov 1994: 431). According to Labov, grammatical information of
this kind cannot be accounted for by any of the Neogrammarian
principles, yet the ®ndings here are not isolated: Toon (1976) found
the same class of words in Old English resisted the raising of West
Germanic short /a/ before nasals. This is not `analogy' in the Neo-
grammarian sense, but can be explained if we allow grammatical as well
as phonetic conditioning.

. `All vowels followed by voiced stops are lax, except for those of mad,
bad and glad which are always tense' (Labov 1994: 431). Labov
considers that this might be explained by the above words all being
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`a�ective adjectives', but that sad with a lax vowel disproves this
hypothesis. `This is massively regular for the entire Philadelphia
speech communityÐa clear case of lexical di�usion, arrested in mid-
career at some point in the past' (Labov 1994: 431).

So, as in the earlier study of raising, Labov concludes here that, whilst
many apparent `exceptions' to regular sound changes can be explained by
®ne phonetic conditioning (a regularity more subtle than had earlier been
realized) or by analogy, there are still cases that can be explained only as
lexical exceptions. In the 1994 study, Labov examines the claim, ®rst stated
in Wang (1969) that sound change is not, as the Neogrammarians stated,
phonetically gradual and lexically abrupt, but proceeds by lexical di�u-
sionÐthat is, it is phonetically abrupt but lexically gradual. Thus, when a
sound change is in progress, we can expect the kind of split in a lexical set
that we in fact ®nd in §5.2.3, when examining ME /a/ before rC, and, even
when a change is complete, a `residue' may remain as a result of two (or
more) changes competing for the same lexical items. Labov comes to the
conclusion that lexical di�usion is a factor that needs to be taken into
account in the study of sound change, but that the regular `Neogrammarian'
type of sound change also occurs.

Similar conclusions, though within a di�erent theoretical framework (that
of lexical phonology) are reached by Kiparsky (1988), McMahon (1991),
and Harris (1989). Both Labov and Harris see lexical di�usion as a process
operating typically at a certain stage in the life cycle of a sound change.
According to Labov (1994: 542):

. Regular sound change is the result of a gradual transformation of a
single phonetic feature of a phoneme in a continuous phonetic space. It
is characteristic of the initial stages of a change that develops within a
linguistic system, without lexical or grammatical conditioning or any
degree of social awareness (`change from below').

. Lexical di�usion is the result of the abrupt substitution of one phoneme
for another in words that contain that phoneme. The older and newer
forms of the word will usually di�er by several phonetic features. This
process is most characteristic of the late stages of an internal change
that has been di�erentiated by lexical and grammatical conditioning, or
has developed a high degree of social awareness or of borrowings from
other systems (`change from above').

Harris, on the other hand, sees the same sequence of `events' as `a
continuous process whereby individual changes can percolate deeper and
deeper into a linguistic system' (1989: 55). He explains that `A typical
progression is for sound changes to begin life as modi®cations to low-level
output rules and then over time to penetrate deeper and deeper into the
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linguistic system. From the perspective of Lexical Phonology, this process
can be viewed as the progressive in®ltration of lexical structure by phono-
logical rules' (1989: 37).

So, both Labov and Harris see the gradual phonetic modi®cation
traditionally viewed as regular or Neogrammarian sound change as typical
of the early stages of a change and lexical di�usion as occurring at a later
stageÐin Labov's view, when the change has been noticed by the speech
community and may be subject to extension or correction because of its
`social' meaning. Harris sees a typical progression whereby the sound change
will eventually a�ect the phonology of the language: `the lexicalization of a
phonological rule thus represents a potential intermediate stage between the
inception of a change as a post-lexical rule and its eventual demise when and
if the contrast comes to be phonemicized' (1989: 55).

The place of lexical di�usion in sound change is still very much a `live'
issue: Labov's formulation has, for instance, already been challenged by
Milroy (1993), as not taking su�ciently into account the complexity of
variation in `vernacular' as opposed to `standardized' languages. Milroy
makes a very valid point, but the data examined by, for instance, Labov
(1994) and Harris (1989) certainly show that lexical di�usion exists. More-
over, Labov (1972, 1994) demonstrates that, even where sound change is
`regular', the phonetic conditioning may be so ®ne as to appear like lexical
di�usionÐthe great, break, drain examples being a case in point.

The consequence of these developments in historical linguistic theory is
that the level of exempli®cation provided by pronouncing dictionaries
becomes very important. If we can view what is, in a sense, a whole
lexicon at a point in history at which a sound change is in progress, then
any lexical di�usion will become apparent in a `split' in that lexicon
between words exhibiting the `old' sound and those with the `new'.
Furthermore, if we compare the `lexicons' of dictionaries from earlier
and later in the century, and from di�erent parts of the country, we may
well ®nd patterns of di�usion through time and space. Lastly, if, as Labov
suggests, lexical di�usion is typically involved in `change from above', a
stage at which speakers become aware of the sociolinguistic salience of the
change, then the pronouncing dictionaries, written as they were with the
express purpose of prescribing `correct' usage, should show evidence of
this. Indeed, there are explicit references in some of the pronouncing
dictionaries to the mine®eld that had been created for speakers by lexically
di�using changes. Take, for instance, Kenrick's comment on what has been
seen by linguists as theoretically impossible (see Labov 1972): the reversal
of the previously attested merger of ME /oi/ and /i:/ in toil, tile; loin, line,
etc.: he writes that it `would now appear a�ectation' to pronounce boil,
join, otherwise than bile, jine, but that the same pronunciation in oil, toil is
`a vicious custom' which `prevails in common conversation' (Kenrick 1773
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quoted in Jespersen 1909±49: 330). For the eighteenth-century reader,
caught between the Scylla of vulgarity and the Charybdis of a�ectation,
the pronouncing dictionary became an indispensible guide, but, for the
twentieth-century historical phonologist, it provides invaluable detailed
evidence of lexical di�usion at a time when `change from above', in
Labov's sense, was certainly in progress with regard to several sound
changes, some of which are still di�using today.

In Chapter 5, we shall examine Spence's Grand Repository and other
eighteenth-century pronouncing dictionaries for detailed evidence of the
lexical di�usion discussed above. However, since the Grand Repository is the
main focus of our attention here, we should ®rst look more closely at the
nature of Spence's notation. This we shall do in Chapter 4.
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4. Spence's Grand Repository of the
English Language

We have seen in the previous chapter that the pronouncing dictionaries
produced in the later eighteenth century constitute a potentially very
valuable source of information on the pronunciation of English in that
period, not least because the respelling of each dictionary entry provides
enough instances of any sound for patterns of variation and hence of the
di�usion of sound changes, to be observed. What I intend to consider in this
chapter is why Spence's Grand Repository deserves particular attention.

4.1. t h e f i r s t ` p h o n e t i c ' d i c t i o n a r y o f e n g l i s h ?

It has to be stated at the outset that by `®rst phonetic dictionary of English' I
mean the ®rst to adhere consistently to the `phonetic' principle of one
sound = one spelling.1 In the literature on eighteenth-century pronouncing
dictionaries, several works are cited as being the ®rst to provide information
of various kinds regarding the pronunciation of English. Up to a certain
point, there is a progression here, from the ®rst appearance of accentuation
in a dictionary in Dyche's spelling dictionary of 1723, through Benjamin
Martin's (1749) indications of the number of syllables in certain words, of
silent letters. and of `double' (i.e. geminated) consonants, to Buchanan's
(1757) indications of vowel quantity and respelling of certain words whose
traditional spelling deviated considerably from the phonetic (e.g. enough,
respelt enu�.) In these cases, each dictionary improves on its predecessors,
giving more phonetic information. Buchanan's Vera Pronunciatio is said by
Emsley (1933: 1156) to be `perhaps the ®rst English pronouncing dictionary',
and by Alston (1972: EL 39) to constitute `the ®rst attempt to provide a
``standard'' of pronunciation for the vocabulary of English'. Buchanan's is
not the ®rst `phonetic' dictionary, because his notation provides information
only about accentuation and vowel quantity for every word. On the other
hand, it is certainly the ®rst to provide any information about the segmental
phonology of English, and as such can be said to constitute the ®rst attempt

1 Thus, when I use the term `phonetic' in quotation marks, I mean this in the sense of one
sound = one spelling and not in the more narrow linguistic sense of making allophonic
distinctions. Indeed, I conclude in this chapter that in the linguistic sense, Spence's system is
phonemic.
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at a pronouncing dictionary of English. Dyche and Pardon (1735), on the
other hand, can take credit for setting the ball rolling, for, according to
Starnes and Noyes (1991: 129), `it is to be remembered not only that Dyche
did give the initial impetus to the study of pronunciation but that the stress
of the title-page and the introduction of the New General English Dictionary
on pronunciation was largely instrumental in establishing this department as
a requisite of an English dictionary'. There comes a point, though, when
several dictionaries are produced, all of which give a fairly clear indication of
the phonetic quality of each word: what distinguishes them from each other,
and leads me to suggest that none of them can lay claim to the title of ®rst
`phonetic' dictionary, is the manner in which the phonetic information is
presented.

Abercrombie (1981: 207) points out that the Roman alphabet has never
been satisfactory for the representation of the European vernaculars, all of
which devised orthographies by the use of digraphs and a few additional
letters, and that `for at least the last four centuries these orthographies have
been under attack as unsatisfactory makeshifts which fail to do justice to the
languages they represent'. Abercrombie goes on to categorize the various
remedies suggested for the orthographical problems of English, as proposed
by orthoepists and spelling reformers from the sixteenth century onwards.
These remedies are:

1. New alphabets. The remedy here is to abandon the Roman alphabet
altogether, and devise a totally new script capable of representing all the
phonemic distinctions made in English. Examples of such scripts are those
devised by Wilkins, Lodwick and Robinson. According to Abercrombie, the
problem with such scripts is that the symbols are often too similar to each
other to allow the appearance of words as wholes to be su�ciently distinct.

2. Augmentation of the Roman alphabet. Abercrombie (1981: 209) suggests
that `our orthography is one of the least successful applications of the
Roman alphabet. The unjust treatment of English sounds by our traditional
spelling probably accounts for the particular fertility of this country in
schemes for augmenting the Roman alphabet.'

He then divides such schemes into two main categories, according to the
method of augmentation. These are:

(a) Diacritics. In a diacritic scheme, dots, dashes, and other marks are
placed under or over the letter, usually with minimal disruption to the actual
orthographical form of the words. The supreme example of a diacritic
system of spelling is that devised for Hodges's English Primrose (1644)
which Abercrombie (1981: 209) describes as `an ingenious spelling-book,
which carried this device to an extreme: it must have been a nightmare for
printer and proof-reader'. Abercrombie also places William Johnston's
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(1764) pronouncing dictionary in this category, noting that Johnston made
use of italic and black letter characters as well as diacritics.

(b) Extended alphabets. Abercrombie suggests that this is the most
successful expedient of all, involving the introduction of new letters to
make up for the de®ciencies of the Roman alphabet.These letters can either
be borrowed from, e.g. Anglo-Saxon or Greek, as were the {�}, {T}, and {Z}
used by Hart, Thomas Smith, and William Thornton respectively, or newly
invented. Invention of a totally new letter is di�cult, because `an apparently
satisfactory new character will often turn out, in use, to be ill-suited to
mixture with the rest of the alphabet, or to be too like letters which already
exist' (1981: 210). According to Abercrombie, the best way of augmenting
the Roman alphabet, and the best way of remedying its de®ciencies with
regard to English, is by modi®cation of existing letters. This modi®cation
can take several forms: inversion; reversal; structural modi®cation, such as
the removal of the dot from hij; the addition of bars or dashes to letters; and
ligaturing. The latter was much used by Spence, who produced ten new
letters by this means.

None of the dictionaries of the eighteenth century uses a new alphabet,
but those that provide a guide to pronunciation can be usefully placed in
Abercrombie's categories of diacritics and extended alphabets. Abercrombie
makes no evaluation of these categories with regard to the `phonetic' nature
of the works produced by the various means, but he does see the use of an
extended alphabet, particularly one produced by the modi®cation of existing
letters, as the most useful and practical expedient.

Bert Emsley categorizes pronouncing dictionaries from the eighteenth to
the twentieth centuries according to their `phonetic' nature, and sees a
progress towards the phonetic ideal, culminating in the use of IPA script in
the twentieth century. Emsley never mentions Spence, but this could have
been an oversight rather than a deliberate omission, as his articles were
written in 1933, 1940, and 1942, with Abercrombie's discovery of Spence as a
`forgotten phonetician' not being made public until 1948. This may account
for what seems an outrageous assertion by Emsley: that Dan S. Smalley's
(1855) dictionary was the ®rst phonetic dictionary of English. Emsley's
categories of pronouncing dictionary are as follows:

1. No respelling. Dictionaries such as Dyche and Pardon's involve no
respelling at all, but merely give information concerning accentuation, etc.

2. Diacritic respelling. In Emsley's de®nition, `diacritic' respellings involve
the omission of silent letters; the use of di�erent letters and type forms for
di�erent soundsÐe.g. Webster's use of italics for unstressed vowels; and
diacritic marks which indicate quality as well as quantity.

3. Phonetic (not international) respelling.
4. International phonetic respelling.
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Emsley suggests that type 1 is typical of the earlier eighteenth century, and
is exempli®ed by Dyche; type 2 of the later eighteenth century, as exempli®ed
by Buchanan; type 3 of the nineteenth century, and type 4 of the twentieth.
We have already seen that the earlier eighteenth-century dictionaries, up to
Buchanan's, are indeed of Emsley's type 1, involving as they do no attempt
to represent the pronunciation of each word. Buchanan's, as the ®rst real
`pronouncing' dictionary, does indeed ®t into Emsley's type 2. What remains
to be seen is whether the dictionaries of the late eighteenth century are also
of this type, and whether Spence's Grand Repository ®ts into Emsley's
scheme, or, as Abercrombie's categorization might suggest, stands out as
atypical. The dictionaries to be considered, all published within sixteen years
of the Grand Repository, are: William Johnston's Pronouncing and Spelling
Dictionary (1764); William Kenrick's New Dictionary of the English Lan-
guage (1773); William Perry's Royal Standard English Dictionary (1775);
Thomas Spence's Grand Repository of the English Language (1775); Thomas
Sheridan's General Dictionary of the English Language (1780); and John
Walker's Critical Pronouncing Dictionary (1791). Since Spence's work was
published in 1775, only Johnston and Kenrick out of this list could challenge
him for the title of ®rst compiler of a `phonetic' dictionary, but it will be
useful, in the light of Emsley's claim, to have an overview of guides to
pronunciation in late-eighteenth-century dictionaries. Let us consider these
dictionaries in turn.

4.1.1. William Johnston's Pronouncing and Spelling Dictionary (1764)

This dictionary could be seen as `phonetic' in so far as it provides a very clear
indication of how each word is to be pronounced: however, Johnston does
not introduce a new phonetic alphabet, but achieves his end by the use of
`observations', i.e. remarks on the `rules' of English spelling such as they are,
and `signs', which consist of italic and black letter forms. Although Johnston
does not use diacritics as such, this system puts him ®rmly in Emsley's (1940:
55) `diacritic' category, in which `di�erent letters and type forms signify
di�erent sounds'. Johnston even aligns himself with Buchanan, stating in his
preface that, just before publishing, he acquired a copy of Buchanan's work,
which he considered `a laudable e�ort of the same nature with this of mine'
(1764: p. vii), but, since he felt that he had himself `hit upon many things
necessary for conveying a right pronunciation by the letters, which are not
mentioned in his, nor, for what I know, in any other author's' (1764: p. vii),
he decided to go ahead and publish anyway, giving us what Alston (1972: EL
95) regards as `one of the most valuable sources for the study of mid-
eighteenth-century pronunciation'.

Johnston's work was certainly the ®rst to give a complete account of the
pronunciation of English, and as such had a moderate degree of success:
Buchanan repaid the compliment by basing much of his (1766) Essay
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towards Establishing a Standard for an Elegant and Uniform Pronunciation of
the English Language on Johnston, and the dictionary was reprinted in 1772
and c.1795. However, since Johnston does not devise a phonetic script for
his dictionary, and does not adhere to the principle of `one sound=one
spelling', his dictionary is not `phonetic'. What Johnston does is to set out
the `rules' of English spelling, in so far as they give indications of pronunci-
ation. In cases where these rules are not followed, he uses di�erent types to
distinguish the sounds indicated: italic type indicates that the letter is
sounded in a way which deviates from the spelling rule, whilst black-letter
type is the `sign of quiescence', indicating that the letter is silent. Thus a letter
in italics could have several phonetic values, depending on the spelling rule
concerned. For example, Johnston cites the rule that hsj between vowels is
usually pronounced /z/ in English. Since this is the norm, no further
indication of pronunciation is needed in such cases and so the orthographic
hsj is left undisturbed. In cases where this environmental rule is not followed,
Johnston indicates the pronunciation by an italicized {s}. Thus in `generos-
ity', where an intervocalic hsj is pronounced /s/, in contravention of the ®rst
rule mentioned above, an italicized {s} is used to indicate this pronunciation.
Conversely, in `baptism', where the orthographic hsj is pronounced as /z/ in
an environment other than that speci®ed by the rule, the same italicized {s}
is used by Johnston to represent the /z/ sound. In cases where the deviation
from the spelling rules is so extreme that it cannot be encapsulated in his
system, Johnston resorts to Buchanan's expedient of respelling: thus `beaux'
is respelt {boÅs}; `laugh', {lA �}.

Johnston's system is ingenious and very well executed, building as it
does on the traditional orthography of English and making good its
defects. Johnston's reader would learn as much about the rules of English
spelling as about pronunciation, but the e�ectiveness of this work as a
pronouncing dictionary would be reduced by the need for the reader to
digest all these complicated rules before being able to understand the
entries. Johnston's dictionary does, as Alston suggested, contain much
valuable phonetic information, but it is not in our sense or in Emsley's a
phonetic dictionary.

4.1.2. William Kenrick's New Dictionary of the English Language (1773)

Kenrick2 is cited by Holmberg (1964: 29) as being, along with Sheridan, `the
®rst to introduce a practicable transcription system'. Kenrick certainly did
indicate the phonetic quality of each word, but his system involves even less
interference with the traditional orthography than Johnston's: indeed, his
system can hardly be called one of `transcription' at all. Minimal disruption
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of the traditional orthography is precisely what Kenrick aimed for: far from
sharing Johnston's esteem for Buchanan, Kenrick hardly attempts to
disguise his contempt for that `North Briton'. This contempt is aroused
not only by Buchanan's nationality, but also by his attempt to provide a
phonetic representation of words, which Kenrick felt would cause problems
with spelling. This was, after all, an age in which `correct' spelling was
revered to such an extent that the pronunciation of certain words was
changed to re¯ect the spelling more closely: the ®nal /f/ was restored in
handkerchief and the /h/ in forehead, for instance. Dr Johnson, in the preface
to his dictionary (1755: sig. A2v ) formulated the principle that `for pro-
nunciation, the best general rule is to consider those as the most elegant
speakers who deviate least from the written word', and subsequently a great
deal of store was set by the `correct' spellings provided in Johnson's
dictionary.

Kenrick used a series of numbers placed over syllables to indicate the
precise quality of the vowels. Thus cur, ®r, her, earth would all have the
number 1 placed above, with the orthography left intact, and so {u1}, {i1},
{e1}, and {ea1} all indicate the same sound. This is certainly not a `phonetic'
system, even though the numeral always indicates the same sound, for,
although any one combination of letter and numeral is unambiguous, more
than one combination can represent the same sound, so the phonetic ideal of
`one sound=one spelling' is not adhered to. Kenrick acknowledges `the
celebrated Mr Sheridan' as the source of his idea for distinguishing `the
sounds of words by certain typographical marks to be placed over particular
syllables'. If we are to take Kenrick's acknowledgement at face value, then
the source of his inspiration must have been Sheridan's Dissertation on the
Causes of the Di�culties, which Occur in Learning the English Tongue (1761),
for it is here that Sheridan sets out for the ®rst time his system of numerical
marks. Sheridan's dictionary, when it ®nally arrived, did use superscripted
numbers, but in a manner slightly di�erent from that adopted by Kenrick. In
the intervening years, Kenrick's dictionary attracted some admiration,
especially from John Burn, whose Pronouncing Dictionary of the English
Language (1786) copied Kenrick's system exactly.

Thus no dictionary before Spence's could be called `phonetic', either in
Emsley's sense, or in our sense of conforming to the ideal of `one sound=one
spelling'. The next dictionary we have to consider was printed in the same
year as Spence's Grand Repository, and so cannot be seen as a precedent for
Spence's work, but may help us to build up a picture of what was `typical' in
such dictionaries as provided guides to pronunciation in the later eighteenth
century.
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4.1.3. William Perry's Royal Standard English Dictionary (1775)

Perry, like almost every other lexicographer of this period who shows an
interest in pronunciation, refers to Sheridan, who `in his lectures on the art
of reading Prose, promised shortly to present the public with a rhetorical
grammar and pronouncing dictionary'. Perry is referring here to Sheridan's
Lectures on the Art of Reading (1775), the ®rst part of which dealt with prose.
Since the above quote comes from Perry's second edition of 1788, Perry
could well have read the published work by then. However, it is also likely
that Perry attended the lectures, for Benzie (1972: 68) points out that
Sheridan gave a course of the readings usually accompanying his lectures
in Edinburgh in 1764, and that `in order to make himself known in
Edinburgh, William Perry, the lexicographer, in 1777 gave public readings
of prose and verse and a course of lectures on reading, all closely following
the model of Sheridan'. Perry found Sheridan's projected scheme preferable
to Buchanan's, in which `the sounds of words are expressed by varying their
orthography' (1788: pp. iv±v). Perry, however, feels that he has improved on
Sheridan's projected scheme, in which there are `several duplicates of the
same sound, di�erently marked. Thus the second sound of a and e as in hate,
there, are the same. The third sounds of e and i in here, ®eld are also the
same.'

So, although Perry aligns himself with Kenrick in his condemnation of
Buchanan, and his intention not to disrupt the orthography, he criticizes
Sheridan for not adhering to the `one sound=one spelling' principle, which
Sheridan, incidentally, was the ®rst to articulate, but not the ®rst to put into
practice. Perry's scheme, like Johnston's and Kenrick's, would be termed
`diacritic' according to both Emsley's and Abercrombie's de®nitions: in fact,
it combines the numerical system used by Kenrick and proposed by Sheridan
with the use of di�erent types such as we ®nd in Johnston. Charles Jones
(1995: 63) considers Perry's to be `the most elaborate system of diacritic
marking'. Perry leaves the orthography undisturbed, using a combination of
diacritics proper and numerals to distinguish the vowel sounds, and using
commas and cedillas to distinguish between consonantal sounds. For silent
letters, and for `indistinct vowels', he uses italics. Perry also indicates `¯at
and slowly accented syllables' by the use of a grave accent, and `sharp and
quickly accented syllables' by the use of an acute accent. He adds in a note
below his key that ` a, e, i, o and u without any of the above characters either
alone, or before or after a consonant, have a shorter sound than a, e, i, o and
u, though of the same quality, in the same proportion as a in wash is to a in
hall or o in not is to o in soft.' Sheldon (1946: 34) suggests that this is a device
borrowed from Kenrick, originally used to indicate long versus short vowels,
and that Perry is here marking a `mid' length not bearing the main stress of
the word, such as that represented by the hoj of bravado. Jones (1995: 66),
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however, suggests that Perry's marking of words such as border, warning
with grave accents, and such as better, washing with acute, indicates that `the
former might correlate with syllable structures where vowel length . . . might
correspond . . . to Sylvester Douglas's distinction between long and short
syllables'. Perry does seem to be a fairly acute observer of phonetics, calling
Sheridan to task for not noticing the separate haj sound in e.g. part, but his is
not a phonetic dictionary, for he uses more than one spelling for the same
sound: try and pine, now and out are pairs of words which exemplify this.

4.1.4. Thomas Spence's Grand Repository of the English Language (1775)

The above consideration of William Perry's Royal Standard English Dic-
tionary brings us chronologically to the date of publication of Spence's
Grand Repository. The latter did, indeed, use a system of notation which was
`phonetic' in the sense of `one sound=one spelling'. Abercrombie was the
®rst to point this out, explicitly contradicting Emsley's attribution of priority
to Smalley, stating that `in 1775 there appeared a dictionary in which the
pronunciation was ``parenthesized'' . . . in a genuine, scienti®c, phonetic
alphabet with seventeen new letters' (1965: 68, emphasis added). Some doubt
has been cast on the phonetic accuracy of some of Spence's representations
(see e.g. Weinstock 1976: 32±3), but that his system is a phonetic one in the
sense of `one sound = one spelling' is beyond dispute. Spence clearly states at
the foot of the page on which his alphabet is set out: `in reading what is
printed in this alphabet, nothing is required but to sound every letter, and
but one way; for each letter represents but one sound, and that invariably in
whatever position' (1775: sig. C1v ). (It should be stated at this point that the
alphabet under consideration here, and, indeed, throughout this book, is the
one used in the actual dictionary entries for the Grand Repository. At the
beginning of this work, Spence actually sets out three alphabets: one based
on upper-case letters; one based on lower-case letters; and a copperplate
version. The latter two are not used in the dictionary part of the Grand
Repository and so lie outside the scope of this work.)

Spence's note as quoted above is as clear a statement of the `phonetic'
principle of `one sound=one spelling' as one could hope for. This principle had
been articulated before, by Sheridan in his 1761 Dissertation, but Sheridan had
yet to put this into practice, and, as we shall see, never really did. However,
even to cite this `phonetic' principle as an ideal was unusual in the eighteenth
century: as Emsley suggests, `diacritic' respelling is indeed typical of that
century precisely because the traditional orthography was held in such esteem
that lexicographers were loath to depart from it. To ®nd a system similar to
Spence'sÐthat is, one which is `phonetic' rather than `diacritic' in Emsley's
sense, and which achieves this by means of what Abercrombie would term an
`extended alphabet' rather than a new scriptÐwe have to go back to the
spelling reformers of the sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries, such as
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Hart, Smith, Gil, and Butler, or forward to the `phonetic' dictionaries of the
nineteenth and twentieth centuries such as those of Daniel Jones.

Considering the sixteenth-century parallels, it is interesting to note that
Spence, too, was a spelling reformer: both his pedagogical aims and his
approach to the task of representing the pronunciation of English look back
to a time when spelling reform was seen as an attainable end. Dobson (1957:
310) characterizes the phoneticians of the seventeenth century as `abandon-
ing as a proved failure the attempt to reform English spelling alone and to
evolve an alphabet on phonetic principles (unless for international use, as
Robinson, Wilkins and Lodwick do)' and concentrating instead `on the
study of phonetics for its own sake'. The eighteenth-century phoneticians
were, on the whole, preoccupied with `correctness', as were the grammarians
of that century, and would view spelling reform as undesirable as well as
impracticable. Spence probably knew nothing of Hart's or Smith's work, or
for that matter of any phonetician in the intervening period. The only source
we can be sure of for his Grand Repository is Sheridan's Dissertation:
Spence's work resembles that of the earlier orthoepists because Spence
simply does not see, or dismisses, the objections of the intervening century,
starting as he does with a clean slate and a radical plan. Spence's work is
Janus-like, looking back to the sixteenth century in its optimistic view of the
attainability of spelling reform, and forward to the nineteenth century in the
`phonetic' nature of the script devised.

We shall consider Spence's script in detail in §4.2: here, a few examples
should su�ce to show its `phonetic' nature in contrast to the respellings of
Johnston, Kenrick, and Perry. For example, for /i:/, Spence uses the symbol
{E}, no matter what the orthographic representation: thus feed is transcribed
as {FED}, feat as {FET} and ®eld as {FELD}. Certain consonantal
phonemes are represented by ligatured symbols: thus /S/ = { }; /Z/ = { };
/tS/ = { }; /T/ = { }; /�/ = { }; /÷/ = { }; and /Î/ = { }. This contrasts
with the `diacritic' expedients of Spence's predecessors, who would use
superscripted symbols or numbers to distinguish vowels, and di�erent
types, such as italic, to distinguish consonants. Spence seems not to be
concerned about disrupting the traditional orthography: if he perceives a
di�erent sound, then he uses a di�erent symbol, the only concession to the
traditional orthography being that his script is based on it and seeks to extend
it rather than start from scratch with a totally new set of symbols. Spence was
undoubtedly the ®rst to compile a `phonetic' dictionary of English.

4.1.5. Thomas Sheridan's General Dictionary of the English Language
(1780)

Why did the Grand Repository excite so little comment at the time, if it was
such a revolutionary departure? Spence was an obscure ®gure in 1775, before
his move to London and subsequent political activity brought him a certain
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notoriety. However, even if Spence had been better known and had
published in London, his work would probably have been overshadowed
by the dictionary that had been eagerly awaited since it was ®rst promised in
1761: Thomas Sheridan's General Dictionary of the English Language. We
have already seen how Kenrick, Perry, and Spence all acknowledged
Sheridan as in some way giving impetus to their work, and, indeed, that
Sheridan had been the ®rst to articulate the `phonetic' principle with regard
to a pronouncing dictionary. The long time-lapse between his Dissertation
(1761) and his Dictionary (1780) means that, as far as the compiling of a
`phonetic' dictionary is concerned, Sheridan was not the ®rst to do anything,
except perhaps to sell his dictionary in large numbers! Sheridan's General
Dictionary was certainly very in¯uential: Holmberg (1964: 30) wrote of
Sheridan: `by his Dictionary, which was to appear in many editions during
the nineteenth century, he undoubtedly most e�ectively contributed to his
aim of creating an accepted standard of pronunciation.' Benzie (1972: p. v)
suggests that `Thomas Sheridan mixed with the leading ®gures of his time,
and had a considerable in¯uence on social and literary culture in the 18th
century'. His Lectures on Elocution, published in 1762, but delivered from
1758 onwards in London, Oxford, Cambridge, Bath, and Edinburgh,
created such a stir in polite society that he was satirized in two farces by
Samuel Foote: The Orators (1762) and The Mayor of Garret (1764). Small
wonder that his work was taken more notice of than that of an unknown
schoolteacher from Newcastle upon Tyne. Sheridan's General Dictionary
combines the numerical system taken up by Kenrick with the respelling used
by Buchanan. As such, it comes closer to the `phonetic' ideal than any
previous dictionary except Spence's, but, in the end, Sheridan does use more
than one notation for the same sound, and his system is essentially a
`diacritic' rather than a `phonetic' one. Furthermore, Sheridan departs
from the `phonetic' ideal in, for instance, using forms of hij and hyj
interchangeably, according to the accepted spelling: thus the /I/ of ®t is
transcribed as {i1}, but the same sound in the ®nal vowel of lovely is given as
{y1}; the /ai/ of ®ght is transcribed as {i3}, but the same diphthong in lye is
given as {y3}. Where consonants are concerned, Sheridan also tends to be
inconsistent and in¯uenced by spelling: abscond is transcribed as
{a1bsko1nd} but absconder as {a1bsco1ndu1r}.

4.1.6. John Walker's Critical Pronouncing Dictionary (1791)

In¯uential though Sheridan's General Dictionary of the English Language
was, before the eighteenth century had ended it was to be supplanted by the
most in¯uential pronouncing dictionary before that of Daniel Jones: John
Walker's Critical Pronouncing Dictionary (1791). Walker freely admitted
that, as far as the system of notation was concerned, `Mr. Sheridan . . . not
only divided the words into syllables and placed ®gures over the vowels as
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Dr. Kenrick had done, but by spelling these syllables as they are pro-
nounced, seemed to complete the idea of a Pronouncing dictionary' (1791:
p. iii). The system used by Walker is, therefore, virtually identical to that
devised by Sheridan: improvements needed to be made, not in the system,
but in the actual pronunciations recommended, for in this respect Walker
felt that Sheridan fell far short of the ideal. Indeed, Walker, along with other
critics such as the author of A Caution to Gentlemen Who Use Sheridan's
Dictionary (1790), found numerous instances of `impropriety, inconsistency,
and want of acquaintance with the analogies of the language' (1791: p. iii).

Walker's aim was to provide a set of rules which would give a precise and
prescriptive guide to correct pronunciation. Taking his cue from Nares, who,
in his Elements of Orthoepy (1784), linked an index of 5,000 words to a list of
rules for pronunciation, Walker prefaced his Critical Pronouncing Dictionary
with no less than 545 rules covering the de®nition and classi®cation of
vowels and consonants; the organic formation of the letters (articulation);
the pronunciation of each letter; accent; quantity; and syllabication (sic).
The majority of these rules (nos. 63±485) deal with the di�erent pronunci-
ations of each letter: items in the dictionary have cross-references to these
rules in cases of di�culty or controversy, and, where the pronunciation
recommended by Walker di�ers from that given by Sheridan or others,
Walker provides arguments to back up his recommendation in the prefaced
rules and in the individual entries. For instance, rule 454 expounds the
general principle that, if a syllable is stressed, then the `true' sound of the
letters is preserved, whilst the sounds of unstressed syllables are liable to
alteration: thus the hxj of 'exercise is pronounced with /ks/, the `true' sound,
whilst ex'ert has /gz/. Walker (1791: 54) goes on to state that

this analogy leads us immediately to discover the irregularity of sure, sugar, and their

compounds, which are pronounced shure and shugar, though the accent is on the ®rst

syllable, and ought to preserve the s without aspiration, and a want of attending to this

analogy has betrayed Mr. Sheridan into a series of mistakes in the sound of s in the

words suicide, presume, resume, etc. as if written shoo-icide, pre-zhoom, re-zhoom, etc.

In setting out such rules, Walker sets himself up as the ultimate authority
on correct pronunciation and his Critical Pronouncing Dictionary as the
acme of pronouncing dictionaries. Such con®dence is apparent in his
Preface, where, after an appraisal of his predecessors, he writes: `I have
endeavoured to unite the science of Mr. Elphinstone, the method of Mr.
Nares, and the general utility of Mr. Sheridan, and to add to these
advantages have given critical observations on such words as are subject
to a diversity of pronunciation' (1791: p. iv).

Walker's con®dence certainly convinced the public: his Critical Pronoun-
cing Dictionary was reprinted over 100 times between 1791 and as late as
1904, and inspired many imitators. One such was Stephen Jones, who, in his
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Sheridan Improved (1798), has been shown by Sheldon to rely heavily on
Walker for his `corrections' of Sheridan, and who had a great in¯uence on
Noah Webster, and hence on American pronunciation. Sheldon (1947: 146)
suggests that Walker became more popular than Sheridan because, `while
Sheridan re¯ects the speech of his time better, Walker satis®es the temper of
his time better, and its demand for linguistic regulation and reform. . . .
There can be no doubt that, if any one single person was to be named as the
greatest in¯uence on English pronunciation, that person would have to be
Walker.' However, Walker achieved this in¯uence without improving on
Sheridan's system: Walker's notation, like Sheridan's, is essentially `diacri-
tic', and not consistently phonetic even in its own terms. For instance,
Walker, in rule 85, states that haj, when followed by hllj or hlj plus any other
consonant except hpj, hbj, hfj, or hvj, is pronounced as the `broad' sound,
{a3} in Walker's notation. In the dictionary, both all and awl are spelt {a3ll},
but ball is spelt {ba3wl}. The presence of the {w} is not explained in his rules,
and must simply be an instance of inconsistency on Walker's part.

It would appear that, were it not for the appearance of Spence's Grand
Repository in 1775, Emsley's assessment of eighteenth-century pronouncing
dictionaries as typically `diacritic' would have been perfectly accurate.
Charles Jones (1995: 80) cites Spence's Grand Repository as the `one
exception to this general trend'. Although the Grand Repository is one of
a number of pronouncing dictionaries produced in response to the growing
demand for a guide to correct pronunciation in the late eighteenth century, it
stands apart from all the others both in its purpose and in the means of
executing that purpose. On the one hand, it is intended as the ®rst step in a
programme of spelling reform as well as a guide to correct pronunciation,
and, on the other hand, it is the only eighteenth-century (and therefore the
®rst) dictionary of English to provide a `phonetic' system of transcription by
means of an extended alphabet. All other eighteenth-century lexicographers
were, of course, inhibited from producing new or extended alphabets other
than by diacritic means by their reluctance to depart from the traditional
orthography. Spence, however, was always the radical, and had no such
inhibitions: the traditional orthography had no more right to impede his
plan for the reform of spelling than did the traditional landlords to stand in
the way of his plan for the reform of society. The nature of Spence's
alphabet, and its e�ectiveness as a phonetic script, will be considered more
closely in the next section.

4.2. s p e n c e ' s n o t a t i o n a n d i t s s o u r c e s

We have seen in the previous section that Spence's Grand Repository was the
®rst pronouncing dictionary of English to employ a truly `phonetic' system
for representing the pronunciation of the words entered. What I intend to do
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in this section is ®rst to consider the nature of Spence's notation and its
e�ectiveness for the purposes of representing the pronunciation of the words
that were entered, and then to look at the phonemic system represented by
the New Alphabet as it compares with that of the present-day RP as
described by Wells (1982).

Figure 4.1 shows sig. C1v of the Grand Repository, on which the New
Alphabet is set out along with examples of words in which each symbol is
used. An examination of the layout of Spence's New Alphabet reveals that,
above all, it is based on the traditional alphabet and the most usual values of
letters in traditional orthography.

In the case of the vowels, the ®rst symbol listed is in each case identical
with the upper-case form in traditional orthography and it represents the
sound which is nearest to the name of that letter: thus {A} represents the
sound used by Spence in mane; {E} represents that used in mete; {I}
represents that used in site; {O} represents the sound in note; and {U}
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represents that in tune. In each case, the other vowel sounds most usually
represented by that letter are listed immediately after it and are all formed by
modifying the conventional upper-case letter. Thus the `a sounds' are listed
together: the right-hand half of {A} is used to represent the vowel used by
Spence in man; {A} without the cross-bar to represent that in father; and a
ligatured {A} and {U} to represent the sound in wall. The vowels used by
Spence in not and tun, like that in man, are each represented by a symbol
formed by cutting the conventional upper-case letter in half vertically. This
would not be practicable for {E} and {I}, so, in these cases, the `short' values
are represented by symbols in which a cross-bar is added to the conventional
upper-case letter.

As far as possible, the order in which Spence's symbols are listed follows
that of the traditional alphabet: the four `a sounds' are followed by {B} and
so on. After {Z}, Spence lists the symbols for sounds which are not
represented by a single symbol in traditional orthography and for which
he has created new symbols by ligaturing. In most cases, these ligatured
symbols are formed by joining together the two letters which usually
represent the sound in traditional orthography: thus /Î/ is represented by
ligaturing {N} and {G}; /÷/ by ligaturing {W} and {H}; and the diphthongs
/oI/ as in oil and /aU/ as in house by ligaturing {O} with {I} and {U}
respectively. The only exception to this is the ligaturing of {Z} and {H} to
create a symbol for /Z/ as in vision, but, since Spence represents /s/ as {S} and
/z/ as {Z} it would seem logical to use this ligatured symbol for the voiced
equivalent of /S/ as in shell, which in turn is represented by ligaturing {S} and
{H}. Unfortunately, Spence did not use the same reasoning in devising
symbols for /T/ as in think and /�/ as in they: instead of di�erentiating this
voiceless/voiced pair by ligaturing {H} with {T} and {D} respectively,
Spence uses two ligatures of {T} and {H}, taking the bar right across the
top for /T/ but not for /�/. These two symbols are extremely di�cult to
distinguish from each other in the Grand Repository and Spence's Errata
page contains fourteen words in which the wrong symbol for /T/ or /�/ has
been printed out of 104 errata altogether.

The ligature of two hoj symbols for /u:/ as in moon might seem out of place
here, representing as it does what to the phonetically trained mind is a `u
sound', but once again Spence has created a symbol by ligaturing the two
letters which most usually represented that sound in traditional orthogra-
phy. (As we shall see in §5.5, many more words with hooj in traditional
orthography were pronounced with a long vowel in eighteenth-century
English than in present-day RP.) Spence has placed this symbol at the end
of his alphabet probably because it ®ts neither with the `o sounds' nor with
the `u sounds' in his sequence.

What this brief examination of Spence's New Alphabet reveals is that,
although, as we concluded in §4.1.4, it is a truly `phonetic' system in that any
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one symbol always and only represents a single sound, it is very much based
on the traditional alphabet. This is a practical, `user-friendly' system. Given
the simplicity of Spence's New Alphabet and his reputation as a self-taught,
working-class thinker, one is tempted to assume that Spence's notation has
no precedents or sources, that Spence simply invented it. However, taking
the biblical precept that `there is nothing new under the sun', we must search
for any sources that Spence might conceivably have used in devising his New
Alphabet.

We have already seen in §4.1.4 that the only acknowledged source for
Spence's Grand Repository is Thomas Sheridan's Dissertation on the Causes
of the Di�culties which Occur in Learning the English Tongue (1761). Spence
quotes at length from this work in the Preface to the Grand Repository, and
acknowledges his debt to Sheridan as follows:

Having, since the proposals for publishing the following work were delivered to the

public, met with Mr. Sheridan's Dissertation on Language &c. and ®nding that he

was so much in my mind with regard to the di�culties in learning English, and the

methods which ought to be taken to remove them, that he has expressed almost

everything I would or could say on the subject, and as it cannot but be to the credit of

any design that di�erent persons, unknown to each other, should think equally well of it,

I beg leave to give here some part of his Dissertation on the causes of the di�culties

which occur in learning the English tongue. (Spence 1775: sig. A2r, emphasis

added)

The part that I have emphasized perhaps gives a clue as to why Spence
acknowledges Sheridan when no other source for the Grand Repository is
mentioned. We have already seen in §4.1.2 that Kenrick, too, acknowledged
`the celebrated Mr Sheridan' as the originator of the system of superscripted
numbers which was, in fact, used by Kenrick himself before Sheridan's
dictionary was published. Kenrick's acknowledgement of Sheridan is
uncharacteristically gracious, for, according to the entry for William Kenrick
in the DNB, the latter, far from being a humble, self-e�acing individual, was
a notorious libeller. Perhaps `Mr Sheridan' was so `celebrated' that works
like Spence's or Kenrick's would be endorsed by citing him as a source of
inspiration: after all, the emphasized extract above could easily be para-
phrased by the twentieth-century clicheÂ `great minds think alike'.

However, Spence uses Sheridan's Dissertation very selectively in his Pre-
face, omitting Sheridan's conclusion, which di�ers radically from Spence's
ideas on spelling reform. The last paragraph quoted from Sheridan is as
follows:

But to this it will be immediately objected, that however right the design might

appear in theory, it would be impossible to carry it into execution. That to follow the

example of the latter Hebraeans, the whole graphic art must be changed; that new

characters must be introduced into the alphabet, to mark all the di�erences of the
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vowels, both in quantity and quality; that there would be no use of these if they were

not transferred into our books, which must be all reprinted according to the new

alpabet (sic); and that people must be taught their alphabet anew to enable them to

read such reprinted books. (Spence 1775: sig. B1r )

Sheridan at this point goes on to write: `indeed any design of that sort must
prove to the last degree impracticable, and consequently fail of its end. Nor
could a thought of this enter into the head of any one, who knows that, the
whole power of a Roman Emperor, was in vain exerted, to introduce a single
letter into their alphabet . . . though such a character was confessedly
wanting' (1761: 29). Spence, on the other hand, without informing his
readers why he has done so, parts company with Sheridan at this point
and instead argues as follows:

That many of the books would be reprinted in this new method of spelling, I make no

doubt, if it was pretty generally used and approved of; yet I cannot see how this could

be made an objection. For who would suppose any body would throw the books he

at present reads into the ®re because there were new editions of them in a new method

of spelling? Might he not still read them, and if he would have his children to read

them might he not learn them, or get them learned to read them as well as at

present? (Spence 1775: sig. B1r )

In using `the celebrated Mr. Sheridan' only as far as it suits his purpose,
Spence indicates that he is perhaps not so ingenuous as some of his
biographers would have us believe. In fact, if we look more closely at
Spence's Preface, we can see that he in fact uses his arguments in favour of
spelling reform as a thinly disguised `plug' for his Repository of Common
Sense and Innocent Amusement. He goes on to suggest that, `whilst the public
may by their encouragement get a book or books printed if they chuse in any
language or manner; may they not also by their encouragement get the same
done in this new method of spelling? For instance, if they chuse to encourage
su�ciently, a weekly miscellany printed so, it will certainly be done' (Spence
1775 sig. B1v ). Such a `weekly miscellany' Spence already had in mind in his
Repository of Common Sense and Innocent Amusement, an advertisement for
which appears on the page following this last page of the Preface. There are
striking similarities between the wording of the Preface and of this advertise-
ment. At the end of the former, Spence writes: `I cannot but think it possible
such a method of spelling may take place, especially among the laborious part
of the people, who generally cannot a�ord much time or expence in the
educating of their children' (1775: sig. B2r, emphasis added), whilst, in the
advertisement facing, he suggests that the Repository of Common Sense and
Innocent Amusement, for which he is soliciting subscriptions is `designed
chie¯y for those who cannot spare time, expence, and patience su�cient for
learning to read in the usual way' (1775, emphasis added). This perhaps
explains why the Grand Repository, which is essentially a pronouncing
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dictionary employing a `phonetic' notation as a guide to pronunciation, is
prefaced by a tract on spelling reform: Spence wishes to kill two birds with
one stone, perhaps cashing in on the demand for pronouncing dictionaries
and using the Grand Repository as a launch pad for his reformed spelling.

Just because Spence does not acknowledge any source except Sheridan's
Dissertation, this does not mean that no other sources exist for his Grand
Repository. Shields (1973) makes a very convincing case for the English
Grammar which appears at the beginning of the Grand Repository being
closely modelled on one of the grammars produced by another Newcastle
schoolteacher, Ann Fisher. Shields's appendix 7 (1973: 112±14) shows
striking parallels between Spence's English Grammar and Fisher's A Prac-
tical New Grammar (1787).3 For example, Spence's rule 1 is `A verb must
agree with its Nominative in number and person' (1775: sig. B2v), whilst
Fisher's Rule I is `A Verb must agree with its Nominative Word, in Number
and Person' (1787: 106). Spence's Rule II is as follows. `Such Names as want
the Singular number, are mostly joined to a verb singular; as, the news is
barren; your wages is small; the compasses is broken; the wages of sin is
death' (1775: sig. B4r ). Fisher's Additional Remark 1 looks remarkably
similar: `such Names as want the singular Number are mostly joined to a
Verb singular; as, The News is barren. The Wages is small. The Compasses is
broken. The Wages of Sin is Death' (1787: 111).

Obviously, this 1787 edition used by Shields could not be the source of
Spence's 1775 English Grammar, but it was the 23rd edition of a work which
was ®rst published in 1748 under the title The Pleasing Instructor. This or
any of the subsequent editions up to 1775 could easily have been used by
Spence in the classroom and as a source for the Grammar in his Grand
Repository. Shields goes on to speculate that Ann Fisher's `lost' Dictionary
and Grammar (?1774) is the source of both Spence's Grand Repository and
Sheridan's General Dictionary of the English Language (1780). Shields's
argument is based on a comparison of words (and de®nitions) from E�ort
to Ejection in seven eighteenth-century dictionaries, which shows that
Spence's and Sheridan's entries are more like each other than either of
them is to any of the other ®ve. Since Sheridan's dictionary is so much longer
than Spence's, Shields concludes that the former cannot be based on the
latter, but that both must share some common source: `Dictionary X'.
Shields concludes that `Dictionary X' could be Fisher's Dictionary and
Grammar on the basis of the similarity between Spence's and Fisher's
grammars already demonstrated; on the inclusion of a list of Christian
Names in both Spence's and Sheridan's dictionaries as well as Fisher's
Grammar; and on the emphasis on the marking of stress in all seven
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dictionaries compared by Shields as well as in the advertisement for Fisher's
Dictionary and Grammar which appears in the 1787 edition of her Grammar.
Shields has carried out an impressive piece of detective work here, and the
lure of a `lost' dictionary is entirely understandable, but, unless a copy of
Fisher's Dictionary and Grammar is found, the case cannot be proved. What
makes me slightly sceptical is the presence in the Grand Repository of certain
words such as antarctic, Magna Carta, which do not appear in Sheridan.
Given Spence's eclectic reading habits as witnessed in the compilations put
together in The Repository of Common Sense and Pigs' Meat, it is just as
likely that he used more than one source for his Grand Repository, perhaps
basing the word-list on `Dictionary X' but adding to this words that he had
encountered elsewhere.

Fascinating though these speculations concerning the sources of Spence's
grammar and word-list may be, our main concern in this section is to
discover any possible sources for Spence's New Alphabet as used in the
Grand Repository. With regard to the halved upper-case letters used for /ñ/
as in man, /Á/ as in not, and /U/ as in tun, Shields (1973: 62) writes that `the
particular means of mutilating the upper case type seems to be in its detail
entirely Spence's own'. In so far as this refers to the systematic use of half-
letters outlined above, Shields is probably right. However, some of Spence's
half-letters had been used before, notably in seventeenth-century shorthand
systems. A symbol for hoj similar to { } had been used by Willis (1602),
Shelton (1630), William Hopkins (1670), Lawrence Steel (1678), and in The
Alphabet of Reason (1763). As a teacher of English with an interest in
spelling reform, Spence might have been familiar with any or all of these and
could well have taken the logical step of halving the capital {A} and {U} in
the same way to represent the `short' sounds of these letters. All of these
shorthand systems, as well as that of Henry Dix (1633), make use of the {A}
without the cross-bar, whilst the ligatured {A} and {U} as a symbol for the
vowel in wall was used by Abraham Tucker (1773).

These are the only symbols in Spence's New Alphabet for which any
precedents can be found (apart, of course, from those which are identical
with upper-case forms in traditional orthography). Shields (1973: 62)
indicates that Sheridan (1762: 5) had suggested a combination of hzj and
hhj to represent the consonant in osier, but Sheridan does not ligature the
letters as Spence does. Indeed, apart from the ligaturing of {A} and {U}, all
Spence's ligatured forms seem to be entirely of his own invention.

A brief overview of attempts to create a symbol for the velar nasal is
instructive in this regard. The need for a separate symbol for this sound is
recognized as early as 1619 by Gil, but the ligatured form used by Spence
and later by Batchelor (1809) does not appear before 1775. Shields (1973: 65)
points out similarities between the alphabet produced by Benjamin Franklin
(1768) and the cursive forms used in the copperplate of Spence's New
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Alphabet. However, Franklin's alphabet ®rst appeared in private corres-
pondence and was not published in Britain until 1779, and, as Shields rightly
points out, had Spence been aware of Franklin's system in 1775, he would
almost certainly have adopted the latter's cursive form for the velar nasal in
his copperplate instead of the curiously anomalous {Q} form that does
appear.

So, whilst there are precedents, mainly in shorthand systems, for some of
the symbols used in the Grand Repository, the alphabet as a whole, with its
systematic use of half-letters, cross-strokes, and ligaturing, would appear to
have been invented by Spence. In creating this notation, Spence kept as close
to the traditional alphabet as was consistent with his desire to produce a
system in which `nothing is required but to apply the same sound immutably
to each character' (1775: sig. C1v ). He achieved this by: grouping together in
his `alphabet' symbols for sounds normally represented by the same letter
(e.g. the four haj sounds); representing each member of such a group by some
variant on that letter (in this case the upper-case {A}, the same form halved,
the form without a cross-bar, and the form ligatured with {U}); consistently
using the `traditional' upper-case form of a letter for the sound closest to the
traditional name of the letter (e.g. {I} for /aI/ ); and creating new forms by
ligaturing the letters usually representing those sounds in digraphs (e.g. the
ligatured {N} and {G} for the velar nasal).

In following these principles, Spence created what is for the most part a
practical, easy-to-learn `phonetic' system. The only symbols in Spence's
notation which are unsuccessful are the two formed by ligaturing {T} and
{H}. Spence's use of these rather than the {T} and {�} used earlier by
Thomas Smith and later by the IPA, or the {th} and {dh} used by
Elphinston, perhaps indicates that, when he devised the New Alphabet,
Spence was operating according to the principles outlined above, rather than
picking up ideas from his fellow orthoepists.

4.3. s p e n c e ' s n e w a l p h a b e t : a p h o n e m i c s y s t e m ?

If the Grand Repository was, as we have discussed in §4.2, intended primarily
as a pronouncing dictionary and only secondarily as an introduction to
reformed spelling, then we need to consider the New Alphabet in terms of its
e�ectiveness as a means of indicating to the reader the `correct' pronunci-
ation of each word. On the title-page (1775: sig. A1r ), Spence boasts that the
Grand Repository has `the Peculiarity of having the most proper and
agreeable Pronunciation of the alphabetic words denoted in the most
intelligible manner by a New Alphabet'. Spence indicates at the outset
that his New Alphabet represents sounds consistently and in a manner that
the reader should ®nd easy to understand. In producing his `New Alphabet',
Spence followed the principles set down by Sheridan in his Dissertation:
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1. No character should be set down in any word, which is not pronounced.

2. Every distinct simple sound, should have a distinct character to mark it; for which

it should uniformly stand.

3. The same character should never be set down, as the representative of two

di�erent sounds.

4. All compound sounds should be marked only by such characters, as will naturally

and necessarily produce these sounds, upon being properly pronounced, in the

order in which they are placed. (Sheridan 1761: 8±9, quoted in Spence 1775: sig.

A3v )

We have already seen in §4.1 that Sheridan did not exactly succeed in putting
these principles into practice in his General Dictionary, whereas Spence does
adhere to the ideal of `one sound = one spelling' in the Grand Repository.
What we have not considered yet is how Spence's readers might know which
sound was being represented by any one character in the `New Alphabet'.

Most of the pronouncing dictionaries considered in §4.1 have extensive
prefaces which provide detailed information concerning the articulation and
distribution of the sounds represented by each letter of the alphabet, as well
as a description and exempli®cation of the system of notation used in the
dictionary proper. Walker gives 545 rules which provide such details, as well
as speci®c hints to the Irish, Scots, Welsh, and northerners as to which
pronunciations they should avoid. This, as we saw in Chapter 3, makes the
Critical Pronouncing Dictionary an invaluable source of information for the
historical phonologist and no doubt played a great part in its commercial
success. Spence, however, provides none of this information: the only clues
that the reader of the Grand Repository is given about the pronunciation and
distribution of the sounds represented by the characters of the New
Alphabet are in the layout of the system; the keywords provided; and the
distribution of symbols in the Grand Repository itself. Walker, like Sheridan,
was an elocutionist and took an intellectual interest in the articulation of
sounds. Spence was writing for the `laborious part of the people', who would
not have had the time to work their way through such rules or to practise
elocution exercises as did the fashionable young ladies in the wake of
Sheridan's lecture tours. The Grand Repository was intended as a quick
and easy guide to pronunciation and as an introduction to Spence's
reformed spelling. The quotes above from Spence's title and `Alphabet'
pages stress the simplicity of the system and the ease with which it can be
understood.

Spence must have assumed that the reader would know which sound was
represented by, for example, {A} as in mane and would then simply
reproduce this sound whenever the symbol {A} appeared. Keywords are
provided only for the vowels and the sounds represented by ligatured letters
in the New Alphabet. In addition, Spence provides a keyword for {Y} in the
®rst version of the New Alphabet, whilst, in the second version, one is also
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provided for {W}: presumably, Spence realized that it was necessary to let
the reader know that these symbols represented the consonantal values of
the letters in traditional orthography, i.e. /j/ and /w/ rather than /I/ and /U/.
Spence must have considered it self-evident that {F} would always and only
represent /f/; {V} always and only /v/, etc. The only letters not represented by
keywords which could possibly be misinterpreted are {G} and {J}, but here
the names of the letters, `ig or gi' and `idge or ji' respectively, give a fairly
clear indication that {G} represents /g/ and {J} represents /dZ/. The New
Alphabet is laid out as essentially a broad phonemic system, with no
indication given as to the precise phonetic nature of the sounds represented.
There is, for instance, no attempt on Spence's part to prescribe or even
suggest a particular articulation of /r/, although we know from Walker
(1791: 50) that several pronunciations of this `letter' existed at the time,
including that reportedly used by Spence himself and proscribed by both
Walker and Kenrick, the uvular or `Northumbrian burr'. Either Spence saw
no reason to proscribe this, perhaps, like the Northumbrians encountered by
Defoe on his journey, being proud of it, or, since at least one of his main
purposes in writing the Grand Repository was to introduce his new spelling
system, he felt that di�erences of articulation which a�ected neither the
inventory nor the incidence of phonemes were not important.

As far as the quantity of vowels is concerned, Spence does, as we have seen
above, have a systematic method of representing short vowels by either
cutting the upper-case letter in half, or adding a cross-bar. In addition, in the
lower-case version of the alphabet printed alongside the upper-case forms on
both the New Alphabet pages, but not used in the dictionary itself, Spence
marks a long vowel with a macron and a short vowel with a breve: thus, it is
clear that the vowel of mane is long and that of man is short. What is not
clear from this is whether the sound represented by {A} is monophthongal
or diphthongal. Spence does seem to work from the principle that diph-
thongs should be represented by ligatured letters and placed at the end of the
alphabet, for, apart from {I}, the only other clearly diphthongal sounds in
his system, /oI/ as in oil and /aU/ as in house, are treated in this way. The
vowel in wall is ligatured, but placed amongst the other `a sounds', so we can
assume that it had something like the monophthongal, rounded vowel used
in present-day RP. Since the ®rst clear evidence of diphthongization in
words like mane comes from Batchelor (1809), we can assume that this
simply was not an issue for Spence or his readers: the sound was something
like /e:/, whether more or less open we just cannot tell.

What emerges from this brief examination of the very scanty information
provided on the `alphabet' pages of the Grand Repository is that Spence
either assumed a great deal of shared knowledge between himself and his
readers as to the `true' pronunciation of his keywords or he was concerned
with the distribution rather than the exact quality of the sounds. Spence's
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system is a phonemic rather than a phonetic one: we, like Spence's eight-
eenth-century readers, can tell that the vowel in mane contrasts with that in
man; that in tune contrasts with that in tun (note Spence's use of minimal
pairs as keywords), but the exact quality of these vowels is left unspeci®ed.
Likewise, with regard to consonants, we can tell that the pronunciation
described in the Grand Repository is rhotic, for instance, because the symbol
{R} appears after, as well as before, vowels: air is respelt {AR}, for instance,
but, as we have already seen above, we have no idea as to the articulation of
/r/ favoured by Spence. The New Alphabet pages provide us with the
phonemic inventory of the pronunciation recommended by Spence, whilst
the entries in the Grand Repository provide information on the incidence or
distribution of these phonemes. We have seen in Chapter 3 that such
information can be extremely useful to the historical phonologist: to the
eighteenth-century reader, assuming that, for example, the vowel in mane
was understood and not a matter of controversy, this information would
prove helpful in avoiding the more obvious linguistic ga�es such as h-
dropping and r-insertion (mentioned by Spence in the extract from The
Giant Killer quoted in §1.2.1) and would provide a useful guide to the
pronunciation of the more learned words more often encountered in writing
than in speech.

Since the New Alphabet is essentially a phonemic system, it might be
useful at this stage to have an overview of Spence's system and to compare it
with that of present day RP. For this purpose, I have chosen to use the
description of RP and other varieties of present-day English provided by
Wells (1982), because this work, like the Grand Repository, uses keywords.
In Wells's case, each keyword `stands for a large number of words which
behave the same way in respect of the incidence of vowels in di�erent
accents' (1982: 120): in some cases, two or more keywords might represent
the same phoneme in RP, but each represents a di�erent historical lexical set
and so may represent a di�erent phoneme in other accents. For example,
palm and start both represent /A:/ in RP, but, because start represents the
lexical set in which an /r/ follows the historically short /a/, this keyword may
represent a di�erent phoneme in, for instance, rhotic accents. The use of
keywords thus allows Wells to give a clear and uniform account of several
di�erent accents, using reference points which are easily recognizable and do
not require the reader to be a philologist (although he does provide a very
useful account of the sound changes which led to the di�erences between
accents and uses the keywords in the titles which he gives to these changesÐ
for example, the foot-strut split separating northern accents with the same
vowel for both these keywords from southern ones with two di�erent
vowels). It suits our purpose to extend this comparison into the diachronic
realm: just as Wells is able to provide a clear comparative account of accents
of contemporary English by using his keywords, so we will be able to use the
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same keywords to compare the system described by Spence in the Grand
Repository with that of RP and/or other accents of present-day English. This
comparison will highlight areas of interest for closer examination in
Chapter 5.

Like Spence, Wells provides keywords only for the vowels and diph-
thongs. In fact, Spence's approach to the use of keywords seems justi®able
when we see Wells's (1982: 123) explanation for his choices: `the keywords
have been chosen in such a way that clarity is maximized: whatever accent
of English they are spoken in, they can hardly be mistaken for other
words.' Spence could well have made the same claim, but what Wells fails
to realize is that recognition of the sounds exempli®ed in the keywords
depends on a knowledge of either RP or General American on the reader's
part. I can personally vouch for the fact that this can cause confusion, for,
as a ®rst-year undergraduate learning phonology for the ®rst time, I spent
a good ten minutes puzzling over the fact that Strang (1968: 48) had cub
and put as keywords for two separate phonemes, until I realized that this
book was not designed for northerners. As we shall see, with regard to the
cub/put problem, Spence's Grand Repository was designed for northerners.
Wells's method is probably not as foolproof as he thinks, but it does
provide a very useful point of comparison with the system described in the
Grand Repository. Since Wells provides, in addition to the main keyword,
several examples of other words in which the same phoneme occurs, I have
been able to compare the incidence of phonemes in present-day RP with
Spence's system, as well as the inventories of these systems. In Table 4.1
I have set out a comparison between these two systems. I have listed ®rst
the phoneme of RP represented by each of Wells's lexical sets. The
columns then list the number and main keyword of each of Wells's lexical
sets and the symbol used by Spence in the same word. Finally I have
indicated any cases where, in the Grand Repository, the other examples
provided by Wells have a di�erent phoneme from that of Wells's keyword.
In these cases, I indicate the number of the equivalent phoneme in Wells'
system. For instance, Wells's vowel 3 is RP /ñ/ and can be seen as
equivalent to Spence's { }, for Spence has this symbol in the keyword
trap and in almost all of the other examples given by Wells: tap, cancel,
badge, back, but, in scalp, Spence has { }, which is equivalent to Wells 13
thought, so I have marked this (scalp > 13). This shows us that the two
systems have an equivalent phoneme in their inventories, but that the
incidence of the phoneme is di�erent.

If we consider the inventories of the two systems ®rst, what emerges from
Table 4.1 is that there are ®ve vowel/diphthong phonemes in RP which were
not present in Spence's system (by Spence's system, I mean that described in
the Grand Repository, not his own accent). These are Wells's number 5
strut, number 9 nurse, number 19 near, number 20 square, and number
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24 cure. All of these except number 5 developed in RP as a result of the loss
of rhoticity and we have already seen that Spence's system is rhotic. In this
respect, Spence's system is much closer to that described by Wells as Scots.
The vowel of strut is, of course, the one that caused me such di�culties in
my early undergraduate days and is still notably absent from all northern
accents. Spence also appears to have one vowel phoneme which does not
appear in Wells's inventory: that represented by {U} as in tune. Here, I think
the di�erence is one of de®nition: as we shall see in Chapter 5, Spence and his
contemporaries tended to view what was probably a diphthong /iu/ or a
sequence of glide + vowel /ju:/ as a single sound, most probably because the
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Table 4.1. Wells's and Spence's systems

RP Wells Spence Keywords

I 1. kit { } kit, ship, sick, milk, myth, busy, bridge

E 2. dress { } dress, edge, friend, neck, ready, shelf

ñ 3. trap { } trap, tap, (scalp > 13), cancel, badge, back

Á 4. lot { } lot, dodge, possible, (quality > 3), romp, sock, stop

ö 5. strut > 6

U 6. foot { } foot, full, (good, look > 15), put, wolf, bush

A: 7. bath { } (bath, brass, ask > 3) calf, (dance, sample > 3), sta�

Á 8. cloth { } cloth, cough, cross, broth, (Boston n.a.), long

Æ: 9. nurse (nurse, burst, hurt, lurk, urge > 6), (jerk, term > 2)

i: 10. ¯eece {E} ¯eece, creep, feel, key, leave, people, speak

eI 11. face {A} face, cake, day, (raid n.a.), steak, tape, veil

A: 12. palm { } palm, psalm, father, (bra, spa n.a.)

O: 13. thought { } (thought > 14), taught, sauce, (broad > 14), hawk,

jaw

@U 14. goat {O} goat, home, joke, know, roll, so, soap

u: 15. goose { } goose, (loop n.a.), shoot, tomb, (view, mute >

Spence's hUj), (huge n.a.)

aI 16. price {I} price, ripe, write, arrive, buy, high, try

OI 17. choice { } choice, adroit, join, noise, toy, royal

aU 18. mouth { } mouth, house, loud, out, count, cow, crowd

i@ 19. near (near, beer, fear, sincere > 10), (beard, serum n.a.)

E@ 20. square (square, care, fair, scarce, vary, where > 11),

(pear >10)

A: 21. start { } (start > 3), sharp, bark, carve, (far, farm > 3), heart

O: 22. north { } (north, for, born, short, scorch > 4), war, warm

O: 23. force (force > 4), (four > 14), (bourne n.a.),

(porch, sport > 4), (story > 14), (wore n.a.)

U@ 24. cure (cure, pure, plural > Spence's hUj), (tour > 18),

(jury > 15)

Note: n.a. = not applicable, i.e. this particular item was not found in the Grand Repository.
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sound is identical to the name of the letter huj in the traditional alphabet.
Wells, on the other hand, sees it as a sequence of two phonemes /j/ and /u:/
(see §5.6 on `yod-dropping'.)

With regard to consonants, the one di�erence in inventory concerns the
presence of the phoneme represented by { } as in which in Spence's system.
Wells describes the sound at the beginning of which as /hw/ and accents which
have /w/ in these words as subject to `Glide Cluster Reduction'. He does
acknowledge that some accents may have a single phoneme here: `the
phonetic realization of /hw/, in accents not subject to Glide Cluster Reduc-
tion, may be a sequence representable as [hw], or alternatively a single
segment [÷], a voiceless labial-velar fricative. In Scottish English, for
example, [÷] seems to be the norm. An alternative phonemicization is then
possible: we can recognize an additional phoneme /÷/ in the system' (Wells
1982: 228). Spence's system, like present-day Scots, clearly has the extra
phoneme: as we shall see in §5.10, what Wells calls `Glide Cluster Reduction'
was condemned by Walker as a Cockneyism and probably never encountered
in the north: Wells points out (1982: 228) that `the only local accents in
England which retain /hw/ are those of Northumberland and nearby'.

Di�erences in the incidence of phonemes between Spence's system and
that of RP as described by Wells are more numerous and complex than those
of inventory, but they can be summarized as follows:

1. Where Wells has good, look with vowel 6 foot, Spence has { } for
these words, which is equivalent to Wells's vowel 15 goose. Even today,
many northern accents have /u:/ in such words, particularly look, book, etc.
These di�erences are due to the `later' shortening of ME /o:/ in present-day
RP, which in RP contrasts with unshortened ME /o:/ in goose, etc. This
`later shortening' was still in the process of lexical di�usion in eighteenth-
century English, a matter which we shall consider in §5.5.

2. Where Wells has scalp with vowel 3 trap, Spence has { }, equivalent
to Wells's vowel 13 thought, and where Wells has quality with vowel 4 lot,
Spence gives it { }, equivalent to Wells's vowel 3. Both these words involve
ME /a/ before /l/, the normal development of which involved ®rst diph-
thongization to /au/, then monophthongisation to either /A:/ as in half or /O:/
as in ball. However, according to Dobson (1957: 553), this only occurred
when the /a/ was followed by a `dark' /l/Ði.e. orthographically hllj or hlj
followed by another consonant. The rounding in quality was due, not to the
following /l/, but to the preceding /w/, which, in words such as wasp, wand,
quantity, etc., led to a short /Á/ in RP. The former rounding does not occur in
present-day Tyneside English, where, in more traditional accents, ball is
pronounced /ba:l/, and all right /a:'ri:t/; whilst the latter was variable in the
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. The sound changes involved, and their
di�usion in eighteenth-century English, will be discussed in §5.3.
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3. Bath, brass, ask, dance, sample have vowel 7 bath in Wells, but the
short vowel { }, equivalent to Wells's vowel 3 trap, in Spence. The short
vowel in this lexical set is still one of the most salient features of northern
accents. However, even northern accents (at least the non-rhotic ones) have
a long vowel in the words in Wells's 21 start set, but here Spence has the
short vowel in start itself, far and farm, but the long one in sharp, bark, and
carve. The di�usion of this lengthening of ME /a/ in these lexical sets was a
complex matter and will be discussed at some length in §5.2.

4. This set of di�erences in incidence involves the distribution of the
sounds represented by Spence's { } and {O} as against Wells's number 13
thought and number 14 goat. Spence has { } for taught, sauce, hawk and
jaw, all in Wells's thought set and for war, warm from Wells's north set
(number 22), as well as for scalp, discussed above. For thought itself and
broad, from Wells's thought set, and for four and story from Wells's force
set (number 23, but with the same vowel as north in RP), Spence has {O},
equivalent to Wells's number 14 goat. For north itself, as well as for born,
short, and scorch from Wells's north set, and for force, porch, and sport
from the force set, Spence has short { }, equivalent to Wells's number 4
lot. The short vowels in Spence's distribution can be explained by the
rhoticity of his system, as lengthening of /o/ before historical /r/, like that of
/a/ in the same environment, is tied in with loss of rhoticity. The distribution
of thought, broad, four, and story, as against taught, sauce, hawk and jaw,
may be connected with Spence's perception, suggested in the layout of the
New Alphabet, that { } is essentially an haj vowel, and so words with
orthographic haj, hawj, or hauj could be seen as belonging here. (See §5.3.3.)

As far as the consonants are concerned, the most striking di�erence in
inventory between Spence's system and that of RP is in the distribution of
/r/. Spence's system is, as we have already indicated, rhotic. The loss of
rhoticity in eighteenth-century English was mentioned by Walker (1791),
who saw it as essentially a London phenomenon. As we shall see in §5.2 and
§5.8, it was not seen as prestigious and had certainly not reached as far north
as Newcastle by 1775, so that Spence's distribution of /r/ would be seen as
`correct' at the time.

Spence's distribution of /h/ is slightly di�erent from that of RP, but only in
that he has `h-dropping' in a larger number of words derived from French
(e.g. herb) than RP has. As we shall see in §5.9, Spence's distribution of
initial /h/ is entirely in line with that of his contemporaries: in any case, `h-
dropping' except in French words was condemned as a cockneyism in the
eighteenth century and is still unknown north of Sunderland (Beal 1993a:
167).

This examination of Spence's New Alphabet has shown that it is
essentially a system in which the reader is given an account of the phonemic
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inventory of the recommended pronunciation but has to work out the actual
pronunciation represented by any one symbol from the keywords. The
entries in the Grand Repository then show the incidence, or distribution of
these phonemes across the lexicon. A comparison of Spence's system with
that of RP as described in Wells (1982) has revealed di�erences of inventory
and incidence between the two systems, which provide pointers to the areas
to be investigated in detail in the next chapter.
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5. The Phonology of Eighteenth-
Century English: Evidence from
Spence's Grand Repository and
Contemporary Pronouncing
Dictionaries

5.1. i n t r o d u c t i o n

We saw in §3.4 that pronouncing dictionaries such as the Grand Repository
are a particularly valuable source of evidence for linguistic changes which
were in progress in the eighteenth century, since, in providing a full `lexicon',
they allow us to trace the lexical di�usion of those sound changes. Wherever
the entries in the Grand Repository show two or more di�erent realizations of
what was a single phoneme in ME or even ENE, then we may suspect that
lexical di�usion is at work, particularly if those realizations correspond to
what we know from other sources (e.g. seventeenth-century orthoepists) to
be `older' and `newer' or conservative and innovative sounds. A thorough
examination of the Grand Repository entries will allow us to ascertain
whether the di�usion is phonetically (i.e. environmentally) rather than
strictly lexically conditioned, whilst a comparison of these entries with the
same words in other contemporary pronouncing dictionaries will enable us
to judge whether Spence is so far out of line with the other orthoepists as to
be the `lone voice' I warned against in §3.2, or whether his distribution of the
variants is simply more conservative (closer to that of earlier sources) or
more northern (closer to that of other northern or Scots sources) than others.

Of course, examining a whole lexicon is a daunting task, which probably
explains why, despite the obvious importance of pronouncing dictionaries as
evidence, there has, to my knowledge, hitherto been no study of an eight-
eenth-century pronouncing dictionary which has examined the whole
lexicon for evidence of particular changes. For this study, I have made use
of the Oxford Concordance Program (henceforth OCP) to enable me to
obtain quickly lists of all the words in which Spence uses a particular
symbol. Given that, as we saw in Chapter 4, Spence's New Alphabet is a
phonemic one in which one sound = one symbol and vice versa, any one of
these lists will provide an exhaustive account of the distribution of a
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particular phoneme in the pronunciation described in the Grand Repository.
Since OCP would not be able to `read' the New Alphabet, I had the Grand
Repository recoded into alphanumeric symbols, as shown in Table 5.1.1

Appendix 1 gives examples of the output from OCP, when programmed to
provide all the words from the Grand Repository with the symbol which
Spence used for /OI/, in this case recoded as 3. Taking lists like this, I have
then looked up the same words `manually' in other pronouncing dictionaries
for comparison. Obviously, in some cases, the other dictionaries simply do
not include a word found in the Grand Repository, and, given that Spence's is
a relatively short dictionary, there will be many more examples of words in
the same lexical sets found in, say Walker, that do not appear in my output
®les. Nevertheless, these ®les do provide a good starting point for compar-
ison of the lexical distribution of phonemes in eighteenth-century English on
a scale far greater than has been attempted before.

I have chosen to compare the word-lists from the Grand Repository
systematically with the equivalent entries in Walker (1791), Sheridan
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Table 5.1. Spence's New Alphabet with alphanumeric coding used for OCP
®le

New Alphabet Recoding IPA New Alphabet Recoding IPA

{A} A e: {P} P p

{ } a ñ {R} R r

{ } 1 A: {S} S s

{ } 2 O: {T} T t

{B} B b {U} U ju:
{D} D d { } u U (/@/?)

{E} E i: {V} V v

{ } e E {W} W w

{F} F f {Y} Y j

{G} G g {Z} Z z

{H} H h { } w u:
{I} I aI { } 3 OI
{ } i I { } 4 aU
{J} J dZ { } s S
{K} K k { } z Z
{L} L l { } C tS
{M} M m { } 5 T
{N} N n { } 6 �

{O} O o: { } 7 ÷
{ } o Á { } 8 Î
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(1780), and Burn (1786), with Johnston (1764) substituting for Sheridan in
§5.2, because Sheridan does not recognize the `fourth sound of a' (= /A:/)
under discussion in that section. Other pronouncing dictionaries and
orthoepistic works have been referred to in the discussions in §§5.2±5.10
where they provide evidence that sheds further light on the sound changes
concerned. I chose the pronouncing dictionaries named above for the
following reasons: Walker, because, as discussed in §3.3.2, he provides
such a wealth of information in his introduction, and because he was the
self-styled voice of authority; Sheridan, because he is closer to Spence in time
and because his Dissertation (1761) is, as we saw in §4.1.4, the only
acknowledged source for the Grand Repository; Johnston, because he is
slightly earlier than Spence and will provide time depth; and Burn because, as
a Scot, he might show similarities with Spence which point to the existence of
common norms in a `North British' modi®ed standard. These comparisons
will allow us, in some measure, to trace the lexical, geographical, and social
di�usion of sound changes in progress through the second half of the
eighteenth century.

The lists of lexical items chosen for comparison in §§5.2±5.10 will be those
output from OCP as containing the relevant symbol (and therefore the
relevant sound) in the Grand Repository: for instance, in §5.2, we consider all
the entries which contain { }, the equivalent of PDE /A:/, in the Grand
Repository, and then look more closely at a subset in which this symbol
occurs before {R}. All these cases involve lengthening of an earlier (mainly
ME, but later in the case of loanwords and neoclassical formations) /a/, and
so the set of words with a particular symbol in the Grand Repository
coincides with a philological set.

In other cases, this correspondence is not so neat and, to a certain extent,
the list output from OCP has to be further re®ned by hand. For instance, §5.3
deals with the change of ME (and later) /a/ to /O:/ before an /l/ which is
sometimes, but not always, vocalized, and in either case remains in the
orthography. Examples of this in PDE are talk with vocalization of /l/ and
alter without. The variability of /l/ vocalization as evidenced in eighteenth-
century pronouncing dictionaries is interesting in itself, but, since Spence
does not include `silent' sounds in his New Alphabet entries, and since it is
only the (recoded) New Alphabet entries which were input to OCP, it cannot
be programmed to produce a list of words with Spence's { } symbol, before
a vocalized hlj. In this case, therefore, I have had to produce a list of all words
with { } and then check back with the Grand Repository itself to see which
of these have a following hlj in the traditional spelling. In other cases here, the
/O:/ may be the result of monophthongization of ME /au/ and so should not
be considered along with re¯exes of ME /a/. (Examples of the two sources of
PDE /O:/ and, indeed, Spence's { } are caul and call respectively.)

Since these are homophones, the OCP output would show them as two
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instances of the `same' word. Since so much sifting of the OCP output is
needed, I have not, except for exempli®catory purposes in Appendix 1,
provided the raw output. Instead, I give lists, as Appendices 2±10, showing
all the words in the relevant set (e.g. re¯exes of /a/ before hlj) for which
Spence has a certain symbol, and then, for each word, either the IPA
equivalent of the symbol used in each of the pronouncing dictionaries
examined, or the contrasting feature (e.g. `long' versus `short'.)

We saw in §2.4 that, whilst most scholars, but especially those writing in
the ®rst half of the twentieth century, use the phonemes of ME as their
starting point for the study of eighteenth-century phonology, others, notably
those of the `DEMEP school', prefer to take what they call a more
`synchronic' approach, taking as a starting point the system used by the
particular orthoepist under examination. I have already had occasion to use
the term `ME (and later) /a/', which is perhaps an indication that I intend to
compromise between these two approaches. It is useful for historical
phonologists to use the ME system as a starting point, as it provides a
certain time depth to the study, allowing us to make use of information
from, for examples, Dobson (1957), which may reveal the beginnings of the
sound change in question in ENE. On the other hand, as studies such as
Chomsky and Halle (1968) show, the phonological system of eighteenth-
century English is not that of ME, but has undergone restructuring, not least
as a result of the Great Vowel Shift. Perhaps more immediately relevant to
this study is the fact that the lexicon of eighteenth-century English is not that
of ME: a word like plastic cannot be said to have ME /a/ because the word
did not exist in ME (®rst citation 1598 in OED), but it is cited in eighteenth-
century pronouncing dictionaries, it has (originally) a short /a/ before a
voiceless fricative, like plaster, and, if a phonology has a rule lengthening
earlier /a/ before voiceless fricatives, then plastic will have to be lexically
marked as not subject to this rule in order to avoid it. When a sound change
is still di�using, such late additions to the lexicon are liable to get caught up
in it eventually, as we can see from the fact that RP varies between /plñstIk/
and /plA:stik/ today, and, unless the innovation is from a language whose
phonology is known and respected (e.g. French, from which later loanwords
like police (1535) escape the e�ects of the Great Vowel Shift), loanwords and
other innovations are subject to analogy.2 Writers of pronouncing diction-
aries would tend to include relatively recent additions to the lexicon, as,
particularly when these are of a learned nature, they would be the very words
about whose pronunciation the readers would be most uncertain. Thus, I
have elected to include in my word-lists not only words with a certain sound
in ME, but also later additions to the lexicon which could have been caught
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up in the same sound changes in the eighteenth century: when I refer, for
example, to ME (and later) /a/, it is to be understood that this covers both
the stressed vowel of e.g. plaster and that of e.g. plastic.

This study will involve a detailed and systematic comparison of fairly
large numbers of lexical items from the Grand Repository and three other
eighteenth-century pronouncing dictionaries, in order to establish patterns
of di�usion. It would be beyond the scope of a work such as this to examine
the entire phonology of eighteenth-century English. I have therefore chosen
to look at certain areas of the phonology which were involved in sound
changes at the time. These areas were chosen according to the following
criteria:

1. There is evidence that the sound changes concerned were still di�using
(socially, geographically, lexically, or any combination of the three) in the
eighteenth century. We saw in Chapter 2 that many of the scholars who
recognized the value of the eighteenth century as a period worthy of the
historical linguist's attention also recognized the complexity of eight-
eenth-century sound changes. The testimony of these scholars, as well as
the authors of the monographs reviewed in §2.4, will alert us to areas in
which di�usion was causing this `complexity'.

2. The variability caused by this di�usion was `salient' (in the sense used by
Labov 1966). We have seen in §3.3.4 that many eighteenth-century
orthoepists make explicit reference to the `vulgar' or `provincial' nature
of certain pronunciations. Walker, in particular, both in his Preface and
in the notes to certain entries, pulls no punches in condemning such
usages: his notes are an excellent litmus test of the `salience' of a
particular variant. Of particular interest will be those features which
are condemned (or, in rare cases, even defended) as either Scots or
northern, as investigation of these features may reveal the extent of
northern in¯uence in the Grand Repository, but we might also expect to
®nd a lack of `vulgar' Cockney features in the northern pronouncing
dictionaries, so these, too, are worth investigating.

3. The sound changes should be characteristic of the eighteenth century,
either in that they are innovations which mark this period as distinct from
ENE, or in that they contrast with present-day RP. In the latter case,
di�erences will tend to be of incidence rather than inventory, but, as we
saw in §4.3, there are also, particularly in the area of vowels a�ected by
loss of rhoticity, signi®cant di�erences between Spence's inventory and
that of RP.

Using these criteria, I have chosen to examine the Grand Repository and
other eighteenth-century pronouncing dictionaries for evidence of the
following sound changes (the section in which each of those changes is
examined is indicated at the end of the appropriate paragraph below):
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. Lengthening3 of ME and later /a/ in various environments (before
voiceless fricatives, word-®nal and preconsonantal /r/, and before /l/ or
before /n/ + consonant in cases where the eighteenth-century pronunci-
ation is with /A:/ rather than /O:/, e.g. half, dance, as opposed to halt,
haunt). This group of changes satis®es all three criteria: the incidence of
long versus short variants in eighteenth-century sources shows all the
evidence of lexical di�usion, it is salient, then as now, but, as we shall
see, for rather di�erent reasons, and it is an innovation ®rst evidenced
in the late seventeenth century. (See §5.2.)

. ME (and later) /a/ becoming /O:/ or /Á/ before (sometimes vocalized) /l/
and after /w/. These again are innovations of late ENE (Shakespeare
rhymes war and far): they are two di�erent sound changes, but both
produce rounded re¯exes, and in both cases those re¯exes are repres-
ented by Spence's { }. They are `salient' in a slightly di�erent way
from the other sound changes discussed here in that, whilst the
unrounded variant is not identi®ed as a northern feature by eight-
eenth-century orthoepists, pronunciations such as [ba:l] [wa:k] for ball,
walk are characteristic of present-day `broad' Tyneside speech.4 As we
shall see, there is also enough variation between the di�erent sources to
suggest some kind of di�usion was occurring in the eighteenth century.
(See §5.3.)

. `Splitting' of ME (and later) /U/. As we saw in §4.3, one of the most
striking di�erences in inventory between Spence's system and that of
present-day RP as set out in Wells (1982) was the lack, in the former, of
a vowel corresponding to RP /ö/, so that, for Spence, put, cup have the
same vowel and pus (`the matter of a sore') and puss (`a cat; a hare') are
homophones. This `unsplit' /U/, then, as now, was a highly salient
northern feature, and is condemned as such by, e.g. Walker and
Kenrick. Since this is a di�erence of inventory rather than incidence,
there is less scope for lexical di�usion: Spence does not have the /ö/ at
all, so there is nothing to di�use. There is, however, a certain amount of
variability in the pronunciations recorded in the eighteenth century for
the later /U/ from `early shortening' of ME /o:/ in e.g. soot. This feature
is really important because, above all, it identi®es Spence as northern.
(See §5.4.)

. Later shortening of ME /o:/. We have already seen that some re¯exes of
ME /o:/ vary between /ö/ and /U/ in our eighteenth-century sources. In
these cases, /ö/ is the result of earlier shortening of ME /o:/, already
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3 I use the umbrella term lengthening here, because the ®nal outcome in RP, and, indeed in
several eighteenth-century sources, is a long vowel: [A:] or [a:]. As we shall see, some of these
changes involve breaking/diphthongization as an intermediate stage.

4 An interesting repetition of the absence of (southern) rounding of OE aÅ in e.g. staÅn, haÅm
giving [ste:n] [he:m] in present-day Scots, and evidenced in northern place-names such as
Stanley (= Stone lea) in County Durham.
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shifted to /u:/ by the Great Vowel Shift, to /U/. If this shortening took
place early enough, the resulting /U/ would fall together with ME /U/
and be subject to the unrounding to /ö/ ®rst evidenced in the late
seventeenth century. If the shortening took place later, when unround-
ing was no longer operative, then the result would be /U/. Present-day
RP shows the result of early shortening in e.g. blood /blöd/; later
shortening in e.g. book /bUk/ and no shortening in e.g. boon /bu:n/. The
results of these chronologically overlapping sound changes in RP are in
themselves evidence of the kinds of competing sound change and lexical
di�usion described in Wang (1969), and the eighteenth-century sources
provide evidence of an earlier stage of this di�usion. Today, absence of
later shortening in e.g. book is characteristic of some northern accents
(Wells 1982: 133),5 and we might expect to ®nd the same in our
eighteenth-century sources, but, as we shall see, this is not the case,
for even Walker shows the long vowel in book etc. (See §5.5.)

. `Yod-dropping', or, as Wells (1982: 206) terms this, `Early Yod
Dropping', involving the loss of /j/ in e.g. rude, blue. This change was
an innovation of the eighteenth century and its di�usion created
complex patterns of variation at that time. It appears to have been
an innovation which began in London, and which was not approved of
by e.g. Elphinston, who writes of the `vulgar indolence' of those who
`sink the liquefaction'. We might expect to ®nd less evidence of yod-
dropping in the northern/Scots sources, as well as a complex pattern of
lexically and/or phonetically conditioned variation even in the London
sources. (See §5.6.)

. Reduction of unstressed vowels to /@/. This sound change will be
handled rather di�erently, as there would be far too many instances
of unstressed vowels in the Grand Repository for a complete list to be
examined. However, this area does merit our attention, because it was
highly salient at the time: as we have seen in §3.3.3, one of the main
criticisms of Sheridan put forward by the author of A Caution to
Gentlemen Who Use Sheridan's Dictionary was that he substituted huj
for other vowels in unstressed position. As we shall see, huj is the letter
most often used by eighteenth-century orthoepists to represent schwa,
but Spence often uses { }, the same symbol which he uses for /I/ in tin,
etc. It will, therefore, be interesting to compare a selection rather than
an exhaustive list of entries from the Grand Repository and other
eighteenth-century pronouncing dictionaries, to see whether Spence's
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5 Even here, though, the di�usion is still occurring: I said /bu:k/ as a child, but my younger
siblings (fourteen years younger) say /bUk/. Coming from Lancashire (Wells's `middle north'),
we have accents usually characterized as retaining the unshortened vowel here, but observation
not only of my family, but of numerous students from the same area, shows that the shortening
is still di�using geographically. Further north, in County Durham, the long vowel is still used
even by younger speakers.
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use of { } for some unstressed vowels is so out of line as to suggest a
departure from his `phonetic' ideal, or whether there is evidence from
other Scots/northern orthoepists to suggest that the variety described
by Spence really could have had this sound. (See §5.7.)

The above sound changes deal with vowels, whilst the remaining ones are
concerned with consonantal features. There is, inevitably, a certain amount
of overlap here, as, for instance, the vocalization of /r/ and /l/ is so closely
linked to the lengthening of /a/. Once again, the consonantal features chosen
for detailed examination have been selected according to criteria 1±3 above.

. Loss of rhoticity. We saw in §4.3 that many of the di�erences in
inventory between Spence's system and that of RP as outlined in Wells
(1982) were attributable to the rhotic nature of Spence's system:
Spence, for instance, lacked the /Æ:/ of Wells's nurse set, and the
centring diphthongs /I@/, /E@/, and /U@/of near, square, and cure, all of
which owe their origin in RP and other non-rhotic accents to weaken-
ing and loss of /r/ after the vocalic sounds concerned. In this respect,
Spence's system is much more similar to present-day rhotic accents
such as Scots than to RP. Once again it will not be practicable to carry
out a comparison of full lexical sets here, mainly because all the
pronouncing dictionaries concerned mark /r/ as present in their tran-
scriptions whenever it is present in traditional orthography. This
section will, rather, examine the evidence for weakening/loss of ®nal
and preconsonantal /r/ in the eighteenth century and its salience at the
time. (See §5.8.)

. `H-dropping'. Although there is evidence of `h-dropping' and, con-
versely, `h-insertion' from as early as the sixteenth century (see e.g.
evidence from Henry Machyn in Wyld 1936), it is not until the
eighteenth century that this becomes salient: Mugglestone (1995: 113)
suggests that Sheridan `was the ®rst to record this new . . . sensitization
to the loss of [h]' in his Course of Lectures on Elocution (1762). In the
course of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries it was to become, as
Mugglestone so thoroughly proves, the shibboleth of `vulgar' speech. It
might seem, from this, that the pronouncing dictionary entries them-
selves will tell us nothing about `h-dropping', since educated Londoners
like Walker would avoid it at all costs, and Scots/northern (and,
indeed, Irish) writers would have no cause to be in¯uenced by `h-
dropping', since their native accents, to this day, are `h-ful'.6 However,
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6 Visitors to Newcastle from further south ®nd it hard to believe that the outlandish accent of
this extreme northern outpost is, in this respect, more `correct' than their own. I advise them to
visit St James' Park (home of Newcastle United FC), where they will hear the h-ful roar `Howay
the lads!'. Incidentally, the good citizens of Newcastle are aware and proud of their h-fulness:
they believe that this is another instance of their inherent superiority to the `Mackems' (citizens
of Sunderland).
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there is a subset of words with initial hhj which has been variably
subject to `h-dropping' since the eighteenth century: words such as
herb, honour, hotel which are of French origin. We shall, therefore,
examine the small list of words of French origin with initial hhj in
traditional orthography to see which have or do not have /h/ in the
Grand Repository and other eighteenth-century pronouncing diction-
aries, in order to ®nd out whether, perhaps as a `hypercorrection', h-
fulness was spreading to French words, as it certainly has in PDE (but
not American) herb. (See §5.9.)

. Merger of /÷/ and /w/. This can be seen as parallel with the last feature,
especially if, as the eighteenth-century orthoepists did, we analyse /÷/
as a sequence /hw/, for, in this case, the change of e.g which from /hwItS/
to /wItS/ becomes another case of `h-dropping'. Like `h-dropping' it is
seen in the eighteenth century as a Cockney `vulgarism', and Scots
writers like Elphinston see it as an English (as opposed to Scottish)
fault. I do not expect to ®nd much evidence of lexical di�usion here, but
it is worth examining the small set of words involved to see whether the
Scots/northern orthoepists are more consistent in their adherence to
/÷/. This phoneme is also of interest according to criterion 3, as it is one
which is present in Spence's inventory, but not that of RP as outlined in
Wells (1982), and again marks out Spence's system as closer to present-
day Scots. (See §5.10.)

Each of these sections §§5.2±5.10 will begin with a brief summary of the
state of our knowledge concerning the progress of the sound change(s)
concerned up to the eighteenth century. Then, the salience of the pronunci-
ations concerned in the eighteenth century, as indicated by, for instance,
comments from orthoepists such as Walker, will be discussed. Finally,
except where the discussion above has indicated that this is not practicable
or appropriate, the detailed comparison of word-lists from the Grand
Repository and in each case three other eighteenth-century pronouncing
dictionaries will be discussed. Bringing in evidence from other eighteenth-
century orthoepists where appropriate, we will then discuss whether the
comparison shows evidence of lexical, geographical, or (less likely because
only Spence was truly working class) social di�usion. It will be particularly
interesting to see whether Spence and the Scots orthoepists (Burn and
possibly Johnston in our detailed comparisons, but we shall also look at
evidence from Elphinston, James Douglas, and Sylvester Douglas) tend to
be closer to each other than to Londoners such as Walker and Kenrick,
perhaps showing evidence of a `northern' standard. For the detailed
comparisons, I have, for the reasons outlined above, chosen Walker,
Sheridan, and Burn, substituting Johnston for Sheridan in §5.2.7
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7 I have not listed these dictionaries chronologically because, as we shall see, the most



f:/2beal/ch5.3d ^ 17/2/99 ^ 13:24 ^ disk/mp

5 . 2 . l e n g t h e n i n g o f M E / a /

5.2.1. Sources of present-day English (RP) /A:/
The /A:/ phoneme of present-day English is very interesting in terms of its
regional and social distribution: although haj before ®nal hrj, before hrj
followed by another consonant, before hlfj, and before hlmj is pronounced
long, albeit with variations in quality, throughout England, the long vowel
in other environmentsÐnamely, before hfj, hsj, hthj particularly when
pronounced /T/, hntj, hnsj, and hndj Ðis, in strictly geographical terms,
con®ned to the south (i.e. south of Birmingham). RP speakers everywhere
have a long vowel in these environments, and educated middle-class north-
erners (modi®ed RP speakers) may also use the long vowel in some or all of
them. However, Wells (1982: 354) sums up the sociolinguistic salience of this
vowel for northerners very accurately when he writes: `Retention of a short
vowel in bath words extends much further up the social scale than does the
retention of unsplit /U/. . . . There are many educated northerners who would
not be caught dead doing something so vulgar as to pronounce strut words
with /U/, but who would feel it a denial of their identity as northerners to say
bath words with anything other than short [a].'

Wells's category of bath words includes the lexical set in which ME (and
later) /a/ has been lengthened before a following fricative. This is only one of
the sources of present-day /A:/; the others are:

1. Lengthening before word-®nal and preconsonantal /r/, as in bar, cart, etc.
2. Monophthongization of ME /au/ from Old French /A~/ in aunt, command,

etc.; at an earlier stage, this monophthongization varied between /A:/ and
/O:/, and present-day RP has re¯exes of both, but, with the exception of
aunt, words with orthographic hauj are pronounced /O:/ (e.g. jaundice)
whilst those with orthographic haj are pronounced /A:/. Doublets such as
stanch /stA:nS/ vs. staunch /stO:nS/ occur in PDE. In the eighteenth
century, the /A:/ pronunciation of orthographic hauj was more wide-
spread, occurring in jaundice, etc.;

3. Monophthongisation of earlier /au/ associated with loss of /l/ in words
such as palm, half, etc.

4. Attempts to reproduce foreign values in relatively recent loanwordsÐe.g.
banana, pyjamas, sonata.

In all cases except 4, the long vowel is an innovation of the seventeenth
and eighteenth centuries: a long /A:/ distinct from ME /a:/ could not have
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conservative dictionary is not always the oldest, and, in any case, the dates of birth of the
authors (Sheridan 1719, Walker 1732, Spence 1750, Burn not known) would give us a di�erent
order again. Spence has to be listed ®rst, because his lexicon forms the basis for comparison:
thereafter, the order is geographical, moving from the Londoner Walker, through the London-
based Irishman, Sheridan, to the Glasgow-based Scot, Burn.
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developed before the seventeenth century, for it is only then that, for the
most conservative speakers of English, ME /a:/ was raised to /e:/. Had ME
/a/ been lengthened before this date, then it would have been caught up in
this raising, so that the present-day pronunciation would be /eI/ as in mate.
Indeed, there is evidence that, for some speakers at least, sporadic early
lengthenings of ME /a/ did lead to identi®cation with ME /a:/ and
subsequent raising: according to Dobson (1957), Bullokar, writing between
1580 and 1586, shows a long vowel identical with ME /a:/ before hrnj and
hrlj, as in barn, warn, yarn, and carl, and Wright (1905) shows dialectal
pronunciations such as /meIst@/ and /feI�@/ for master and father. The
re¯exes in present-day RP must have their origins in the later lengthenings,
but, as we shall see, the history of these sound changes is complicated and
even today there are lexical exceptions in most cases: before fricatives, RP
has /A:/ in pass, but /ñ/ in gas before /n/ it has /A:/ in command but /ñ/ in
expand, and so on. Only the set with orthographic (but not intervocalic) hrj
following the haj has the lengthened vowel in all cases except those in which
it is unstressed and reduced to schwa (e.g. anarchy) but an examination of
the evidence from the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries will show that
even this lengthening has not always been categorical.

The ®rst writers to give evidence of a long vowel distinct from ME /a:/ are
Daines (1640), Coles (1674), and Cooper (1685, 1687). (Dates refer to the
year(s) in which the relevant works were written). Daines shows the new long
vowel before hrj followed by another consonant in the words barn, carp,
sharp, smart, art, and marsh. Coles writes that the haj of arm, etc., is like that
of father, and has a sound midway between all and ale (the other two `long'
realizations of haj). Cooper, as well as saying that haj always has the value of
a lengthened version of short /a/, i.e [a:] or [ñ:], when it occurs before
preconsonantal /r/, except when the following consonant is /S/, is the ®rst to
show evidence of the new long vowel occurring before voiceless fricatives,
speci®cally stating that past (= pass + ed ) has a long vowel but pass (as in
pass by) a short one. Cooper also shows the long vowel in path, but does not
suggest that this is generalized to other words in which haj is followed by /T/.
Evidence for a lengthened vowel before ®nal /r/ is much more scarce: Cocker
(1696) has it only in war, whilst Dobson (1957: 519) cites foreign observers as
recording a long vowel in far in 1672 and 1678.

By the beginning of the eighteenth century, in what was regarded as polite
usage as recorded by the orthoepists and phoneticians of the day, a long
vowel from ME /a/ would occur in the following environments:

. /-rC8 (not /-r#)

. /-sC (not /-s#)
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8 Here / means `in the environment of , - marks the position of the sound concerned, and C
stands for `any consonant'. Thus /-rC means `before /r/ followed by any other consonant'. The
hache symbol represents a morpheme boundary.
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. /-T

. before /�/ in some words where other factors favourable to lengthening
existÐnamely, father, rather, lather, paths;

. (varying with /O:/ ) /-nC; /-lf; /-lm; /-lv.

(In the last three, lengthening may depend on loss of /l/, in which case the
phonetic environments would be a following nasal or a following fricative.
However, as we shall see, some eighteenth-century writers show a long vowel
with the /l/ still realized.)

Between 1700 and the present day, there would appear to have been an
extension of the environments in which the long vowel from ME /a/
occurred, to include /-r#, /-s#, /-f#, and /-fC. Wells (1982) deals with the
present-day re¯exes of these sound changes in two groups: the bath set,
including re¯exes of ME /a/ before fricatives, hlj plus consonant, and /n/ plus
consonant; and the start set, involving re¯exes of ME /a/ (and /E/ in e.g.
heart) before hrj.9 I deal with these two sets separately here because, as
indicated in the quote from Wells above, except for the half subset, bath
words rarely have /A:/ in northern accents of present-day English, whereas
start words do have a long vowel (nearer to [a:] ).

5.2.2. Lengthening in bath words

The di�usion of this sound change, or set of changes through the eighteenth
and nineteenth centuries, has been by no means straightforward. As we shall
see, orthoepists such as Walker, writing in the late eighteenth and early
nineteenth centuries, suggest that the sound change had been reversed in
some contexts, notably before fricatives, and RP still has variation between
words in which ME /a/ occurs in similar environments, such as pass /pA:s/
versus mass /mñs/10 and variable realizations of individual words such as
alabaster, bastard, paragraph, plastic. As mentioned above, the lexical set
with ME /a/ before /n/ is split today between /O:/ and /A:/, but within RP,
with the exception of aunt, which always has /A:/ in RP, and launch and
staunch, which usually have /O:/ but for some (conservative?) speakers can
have /A:/, words with orthographic hauj are now pronounced /O:/. There is,
however, some variability between /ñ/ and /A:/ in words with orthographic
haj in this environment, with RP speakers having /ñ/ in cant, rant, ®nance,
romance, expand, random, but /A:/ in can't, plant, dance, demand.

Ekwall (1975, 1st edn. 1914) notes the variation between /ñ/ and /A:/ in the
RP of his own day, and goes on to write: `this variation is an old one. 18th
century orthoepists (such as Perry 1776, Scott 1788, Walker 1791) frequently
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9 I use angled brackets here to indicate that the sound concerned is in present-day English
sometimes only present orthographically.

10 Mass in the religious sense can be pronounced /mñs/ or /mA:s/ in RP.
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give [ñ] in words of this kind. This [ñ] may be to [a:] as Pres. E. [O] is to [O:] in
words like cross, lost. [ñ] may in part be explained as a reaction against the
new pronunciation' (1975: 26). Walker suggests just such a reaction when he
states (1791: 10) that, although the long vowel referred to by him as `Italian
a' was previously heard in words such as glass, fast, `this pronunciation of a
seems to have been for some years advancing to the short sound of this
letter, as heard in hand, land, grand, &c. and pronouncing the a in after,
answer, basket, plant, mast, &c. as long as in half, calf, &c. borders very
closely on vulgarity'. Walker's evidence for the `previous' pronunciation
could well have come from Nares, whose `method' he so admired and
imitated. In his Elements of Orthoepy, Nares (1784: 3±4) describes an
`irregular' pronunciation of the letter haj which he calls `open A': `A
frequently has a sound which by many writers has been called its open
sound. It is the sound proper to that vowel in Italian, and frequently given to
it in French, as in the termination -age, and in many other instances. In the
old orthography of our language, it was often represented by au; as in
daunce, graunt, &c'. Holmberg (1956: 41) suggests that, `if we accept Nares'
comparison with French -age as correct we should transcribe the vowel [a:]'.
Walker's description of `Italian a' is very similar to that of Nares's `open A'.
Walker describes it as one of the `three long sounds of the letter a'
distinguished from each other by degrees of openness: the sound of haj in
father is more open than the `slender' sound in lane but less open than the
`broad German' sound in hall, suggesting probably [a:] rather than the more
open and retracted [A:] of present-day RP.

Nares goes on to give what he considers to be an exhaustive list of the
words in which this `open A' occurs, amounting to 140 in all (see Appendix
2a), and to comment:

A slight review of the above list will shew that this e�ect is chie¯y produced by

combinations of particular letters. The consonants f, l, n, and s, appear to be

principally concerned in it: and the words might, for the most part, have been

arranged from such considerations; thus, words in -sk, ask, bask, cask, ¯ask, mask;

words in -ss, ass, brass, class, glass, &c. &c. But the whole number of words is so

inconsiderable, that classi®cation seemed unnecessary. (Nares 1784: 6±7)

Nares describes here almost exactly the set of environments involved in
Wells's bath set, so it would appear that Walker's reaction against the long
`Italian a' in words such as this is reversed in present-day RP. Nares's `open
A', probably [a:], falls out of favour in the later eighteenth and early
nineteenth centuries, but is found again in a more open and retracted
form [A:] in the RP of the twentieth century. Since there is such a close
match between the words cited by Nares as having `open A' and those with
RP in PDE, we are probably dealing here not with a straightforward
progression of the lengthening of ME /a/ to more environments and/or
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lexical items (indeed, some of the words cited by Nares as having `open A',
such as alas, ant, blaspheme, transit, do not have the long vowel in RP), but
with a much more sociolinguistically-motivated set of changes involving
words of this set.

The comments of eighteenth- and nineteenth-century writers on the
pronunciation of bath words certainly indicate an awareness of their
salience. On the one hand, we have Walker condemning the use of `Italian
a' in words such as basket, plant, etc., and suggesting that the short vowel of
hand is more acceptable, whilst, on the other hand, as we saw in §2.3,
Lichtenberg noted during his stays in England between 1770 and 1775, the
tendency of young girls to pronounce nasty with an exaggeratedly high
vowel to avoid the vulgarity of [A:]. Mugglestone (1995: 90±7) shows that the
`Italian haj', the long vowel described by Walker as correct in father but
vulgar in basket, &c., was widely condemned as a vulgarism right through
the nineteenth century. This lengthening was most probably a `change from
below', starting without stigma as reported by the seventeenth-century
orthoepists, and possibly at that time a lengthened, but not retracted [ñ:].

If we compare the pronunciation of Nares's 140 words with `open' or
`Italian A' in other dictionaries of the eighteenth century, we ®nd consider-
able variation. Appendix 2a shows that Spence has { } in only 18 of these
words, Walker has his `Italian a' in only 30 of these words, Johnston has his
`long acute a'11 in 37, but Burn comes very close to both Nares and present-
day RP with his equivalent long vowel in no less than 99 of the words in
Nares's list, with another two (contrast and gallant) given as either long or
short by Burn. Johnston's very conservative use of `long acute a' may be
explained by the fact that, written as it was in 1764, his is the earliest of the
dictionaries compared here. On the other hand, if we look at the distribution
of `long' and `short' variants in terms of phonetic environments rather than
total numbers of words, Johnston seems mainly to avoid the lengthening
after fricatives, with only father, master, and shaft having `long acute a' in
this context. Johnston does not mention any fricative consonant except /�/
(`soft th') in his list of the very restricted (orthographic) environments in
which `long acute a' could occur. Walker's sparse use of `Italian a' in many
of the contexts represented by Nares's 140 words can, of course, be
explained by his belief that such pronunciations were, by 1791, to be
considered `vulgar'. Before fricatives, Walker has `Italian a' in only bath,
father, lath, master, and before /n/ only in the context of /nd/, as in chandler,
command, countermand, demand, remand, reprimand, salamander, and in the
isolated instances courant, prance, and (alternating with the spelling jaunty
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11 Johnston describes the `long acute' vowels as each having `the long sound of its short
vowel'. He goes on to say `I ®nd this long acute a seldom occurs but before l, m, n, r, followed by
some other consonant; and before soft th, u and w; and when accented in the end of words'.
(1764: 26).
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pronounced /dZO:nti/ ) janty. So far we have Johnston (1764) and Walker
(1791) more or less agreeing that the long `acute' or `Italian' a should be used
sparingly before fricatives, though Johnston is more liberal with its use
before nasals. In between these dates we have Nares (1784), and Burn (1786)
both giving a much more liberal distribution, closer to present-day RP.
What of Spence's Grand Repository (1775)? Spence certainly has four
distinct `a sounds', as we saw in Chapter 4, and the sound represented by
{ } is phonemically distinct from that represented by { }, for there is at
least one minimal pair: pam {P M} (the knave of clubs) contrasting with
palm {P M}. However, Spence has very few instances of { } other than
before /r/: out of the list of 140 words provided by Nares, only the following
have this vowel in the Grand Repository: ah, aha, alms, amen, blanch, branch,
calf, calm, father, ha, half, mamma, master, palm, papa, psalm, salve, sta�. Of
these, only father, master, and sta� have a following fricative, and it is worth
noting that the ®rst two of these words have the `long' vowel in all the
dictionaries compared here. Even today, Tynesiders who, like most north-
erners, do not use the long vowel except before /r/, in the half subset, and in
loanwords such as pyjamas, do have /A:/ in master (see Beal 1985 for an
explanation of Tyneside /A:/ in master and plaster). Father was so universally
established as a word in which this vowel occurred that most lexicographers
and phoneticians, like Spence, used it as their example of this long `a' sound
when enumerating the distinctive sounds of English. The concensus of all the
dictionaries studied here on the use of the `long' vowel in master and father
might indicate that the vowel was lengthened at such an early stage in these
words as to have been lexicalized before the stigma of `vulgarity' set in.
Spence's isolated use of { } in sta� could perhaps be explained by analogy
with its plural staves, which has a long vowel in Johnston and is also given a
long `a' sound by the Scottish orthoepist Elphinston. As a child of Scottish
parents living in Newcastle, and attending the congregation of the Scottish
preacher James Murray, Spence may well have been aware of this Scottish
pronunciation of staves.

Before preconsonantal /n/, Spence uses { } in blanch and branch, where
Nares, Johnston and Burn agree in using the long vowel, but Walker has a
short vowel. Spence's use of the long vowel in blanch could perhaps be
explained as a re¯ex of earlier /au/ from French /A~/, but, as branch is the only
other word with the same phonetic environment after the haj, since lanch is
not included in the Grand Repository, we could equally be dealing with very
®ne phonetic conditioning here. This is supported by the fact that Stanch
also has { } in the Grand Repository: in Nares, this word is spelt staunch but
included in a list of 22 words in which `open A' is spelt with hauj.

Spence, like the other four eighteenth-century sources here, also uses the
long vowel whenever haj is word ®nal and stressed. Other eighteenth-century
sources show this, although it was never mentioned in the seventeenth
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century: possibly the words involved were all too colloquial to be worth
mentioning: papa, mama, ah, etc. In so far as these words are used in present-
day English, they, like the half subset, have /A:/ even in northern English
accents and so it is not surprising to see such agreement amongst our
eighteenth-century sources.

In words of Wells's bath set, it would appear that the pronunciation
described in Spence's Grand Repository is barely a�ected by the `vulgar'
lengthening which goes in and out of fashion in the London English of the
later eighteenth and the nineteenth century. This is not because Spence fails
to recognize the `new' long sound, for he has a separate symbol for it and
uses it where northern English accents have it today: in word ®nal position,
in isolated words like father and master, and in the half subset. It is more
likely that the pronunciation of the Grand Repository, like that of Johnston
(1764), is conservative in this respect. Nares (1784) and Burn (1786) would
appear to be recording a lengthened sound which they at least do not yet
perceive as `vulgar', whilst Walker (1791) shows the reaction setting in
against the lengthened sound in bath words.

5.2.3. Lengthening in start words

We have found in our examination of the lengthening of ME /a/ in bath
words that, although seventeenth-century sources such as Cooper and
Daines provide evidence of a phonetically conditioned sound change, far
from progressing straightforwardly in the eighteenth century, the lengthen-
ing before nasals and fricatives is complicated by sociolinguistic factors, for
the lengthened sound is, at least by 1791, stigmatized as `vulgar'. Where
start words are concerned, there does seem to be a pattern of progress
through the eighteenth century in that the change is attested before /r/ and
another consonant (/-rC) much earlier than before word ®nal /r/ (/-r#).
Mather Flint, who produced editions of a guide to English pronunciation for
French speakers in 1740 and 1754, describes the pronunciation of haj when
followed by ®nal /r/ as short, but he also describes the vowel as short when
followed by /rl/ or /r/ + a voiceless consonant, except for the words art, cart,
dart, tart, part, in which it is `un peu long' (quoted in KoÈkeritz 1944: 84).
When it comes before /r/ followed by /b/, /d/, /m/, /n/, /nd/, or /t/, however,
the vowel is described as long. What we seem to have here, then, is an
account of a sound change subjected to very ®ne conditioning: not only is
the vowel lengthened in the environment (/-rC) but not (/-r#), but lengthen-
ing in the former environment also seems to depend on the nature of the
consonant following /r/. Moreover, there is a set of lexical exceptions in
which the vowel is slightly lengthened. The only contradiction between
Flint's evidence and that of the seventeenth-century orthoepists seems to be
that Daines has a long vowel in some words with a voiceless consonant
following the /r/, whilst Flint has a short vowel in this environment. What all
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these orthoepists agree on is that there is no lengthening of /a/ in the
environment (/-r#).

As well as giving us this valuable information concerning the distribution
of `long' and `short' re¯exes of /a/, Flint provides a possible explanation in
his description of the pronunciation of /r/ in these environments. The
lengthening of /a/ before orthographic hrj is often explained as `compensa-
tory lengthening' following loss of rhoticity. Since there is evidence of
lengthening in this environment from 1640 and the ®rst clear observations
of loss of rhoticity comes from the eighteenth century (Jespersen (1909±49:
360) gives Arnold, writing in 1718, as the ®rst to speak of a `mute r' in mart,
borough, parlour, scarce), this explanation seems less than adequate. There
is, however, evidence from the seventeenth century that /r/ had di�erent
allophones, and that some of these were perceived as `weaker' or less
consonantal than others. Jespersen (1909±49: 318) cites Ben Jonson
(1640)12 as being the ®rst to recognize this, stating that /r/ was `sounded
®rme in the beginning of the words, and more liquid in the middle and ends'.
Flint is perhaps the ®rst to associate this `weakening' of /r/ in certain
positions with the lengthening of /a/: under the heading A, Flint writes: `A
suivi de r est un peu long sans eÃtre ouvert & l'r est prononceÂ moins rudement
qu'en francËois' (quoted in KoÈkeritz 1944: 11). Flint goes on to cite as
examples: hard, harm, barn, quart, war, warm. For each of these words except
war, Flint transcribes the /r/ in italics, which, as he explains in the preface, is
a signal that a consonant is `adouci'. Since the word ®nal hrj of war is not
italicized, it is presumably not `adouci', so the lengthened /a/ may in this case
not be associated with `weakening' of /r/. Elsewhere Flint writes, under the
heading R: `ressouvenez vous que dans plusieurs mots l'r devant une
consonne est fort adouci, presque muet & rend un peu longue la voyelle
qui le preÂceÁde. barb, guard, arm, yarn' (in KoÈkeritz 1944: 41). Later, he
contrasts the Irish and English pronunciations of /r/: `Les Irlandois . . .
prononcent l'r, lettre presque muette en Anglois, extremement rude' (in
KoÈkeritz 1944: 75). Flint's words are very like those of Walker (1791), who is
cited by Jespersen (1909±49: 360) as being `the oldest Englishman to admit
the muteness'. Jespersen, however, quotes selectively from Walker: if we
look at his remarks on /r/ in full, it becomes clear that Walker `admits . . . the
muteness' rather reluctantly. Walker starts the section of his preface devoted
to the letter hrj by stating `this letter is never silent' (1791: 50), but goes on to
write at length about its di�erent values:

As this letter is but a jar of the tongue, sometimes against the roof of the mouth and

sometimes at the ori®ce of the throat, it is the most imperfect of all the consonants . . .

There is a di�erence in the sound of this letter, never noticed by any of our writers on
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the subject, which is, in my opinion, of no small importance; and that is the rough

and the smooth r. The rough r is formed by jarring the tip of the tongue against the

roof of the mouth near the fore teeth: the smooth r is a vibration of the lower part of

the tongue, near the root, against the inward region of the palate, near the entrance of

the throat. This latter r is that which marks the pronunciation of England, and the

former that of Ireland. In England, and particularly in London, the r in lard, bard, card,

regard, is pronounced so much in the throat, as to be little more than the middle or

Italian a lengthened into baa, baad, caad, regaad while in Ireland, the r in these words

is pronounced with so strong a jar of the tongue against the fore part of the palate,

and accompanied with such an aspiration or strong breathing at the beginning of the

letter, as to produce that harshness we call the Irish accent. But if this letter is too

forcibly pronounced in Ireland, it is often too feebly pronounced in England, and

particularly in London, where it is sometimes entirely sunk; it may, perhaps, be worthy

observation that, provided we avoid too forcible a pronunciation of the r, when it

ends a word or is followed by a consonant in the same syllable, we may give as much

force as we please to this letter at the beginning of a word, without producing any

harshness to the ear. Thus Rome, river, rage, may have the r as forcible as in Ireland,

but bar, bard, card, hard &c. must have it nearly as soft as in London. (extracts

quoted in Jespersen in bold)

When we look at Walker's remarks in full, the similarity with Flint's account
is even more striking: the `weaker' /r/ is found in preconsonantal position
and the `stronger' or `harsher' trill in prevocalic position. Even the contrast
between English and Irish pronunciation is the same. Where they di�er is in
Walker's extension of the `weak' or `soft' /r/ to word ®nal position: by
including baa presumably for bar in his second list, Walker appears to be
saying not only that /r/ has by 1791 been weakened in word ®nal position as
well as in the preconsonantal position attested by Flint, but also that the
lengthening of /a/ attested by Flint before /r/ followed by a voiced consonant
has also been extended to this position. Elsewhere, Walker (1791: 10) states
quite categorically that `the long sound of middle or Italian a is always found
before r in monosyllables, as car, far, mar etc'. Jespersen is not quite correct
in naming Walker as the ®rst English writer to give evidence of the loss of
word ®nal and preconsonantal /r/: as we saw in §2.4, that honour goes to
Abraham Tucker. In any case, the extracts quoted by Jespersen refer only to
the most advanced dialect of Walker's day, colloquial London English.
Walker is not recommending the pronunciation with /r/ `entirely sunk', for at
the beginning of this extract he writes that /r/ is `never silent' and his actual
transcriptions of words all indicate that /r/ is pronounced in all positions.
Walker was an accurate observer, but his Critical Pronouncing Dictionary
was intended to be normative, to provide a detailed account of `correct'
pronunciation. That the vocalization of /r/ was stigmatized at the time can be
seen from remarks made in the early nineteenth century, when it had become
more established, especially in London speech. Jespersen (1909±49: 360), for
instance, quotes the Birmingham schoolmaster Thomas Wright Hill (1821)
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as saying that /r/ `ought more carefully to be preserved for posterity, than
can be hoped if the provincialists of the Metropolis and their tasteless
imitators are to be tolerated in such rhymes as fawn and morn, straw and for,
grass and farce, etc. etc. to the end of the reader's patience'. (We shall look at
the question of weakening and loss of preconsonantal and word ®nal /r/ in
more detail in §5.8.)

What this seems to indicate is that the lengthening of /a/ before pre-
consonantal, and, later, before word ®nal /r/ is associated with weakening
rather than total loss of the following /r/: the `correct' pronunciation
recommended by Walker has a lengthened /a/ followed by what he describes
as a `soft' /r/ (cf. Flint's `adouci'). The association of the lengthened /a/ with
a `weakened' /r/ is also evidenced by the fact that Thomas Sheridan, a
famous elocutionist and often regarded as a more faithful observer than
Walker (see e.g. Sheldon 1947), failed to recognize this `fourth sound of the
letter haj' in his General Dictionary of the English Language (1780), for
Sheridan was an Irishman, and would therefore use the `harsh' or `rude' /r/
described by Walker and Flint.

Putting aside, for the moment, the question of the causation of this
lengthening of /a/ before /r/, let us examine the progress of the sound change
through the eighteenth century. In the early to mid-century, according to
Flint, the lengthened vowel is found before /r/ followed by a voiced
consonant, not before word ®nal /r/, and not before /r/ followed by a
voiceless consonant, although there are lexical exceptions to this last
condition. By the end of the century, according to Walker, a long vowel is
categorical in all these environments. We know this, not only because
Walker states it as a categorical rule in his preface, but also because he
provides us in the Critical Pronouncing Dictionary with such a wealth of
evidence that lexical exceptions would be apparent if there were any. We
might expect sources written between the dates of Flint (1740) and Walker
(1791) to show evidence of the gradual di�usion of lengthening in this
environment. The Grand Repository (1775) comes between those dates, as do
the dictionaries of Johnston (1764) and Burn (1786).

Appendix 2b shows all the words in the Grand Repository in which ME /a/
occurs before word-®nal /r/, with an indication of the pronunciation of the
vowel in these words (`long' or `short') in the four dictionaries compared
here. In all these dictionaries except Walker's, instances of the long vowel
before word ®nal /r/ are found only sporadically: Spence has no instances of
{ } before ®nal /r/, whilst Johnston has his `long acute a' only in far (the
word in which a long vowel was attested by two foreign grammarians in the
seventeenth century), and Burn has his long a sound in jar, mar, tar. For
Walker, of course, the long vowel is categorical in this environment, and his
dictionary entries bear this out. We are dealing here with a small number of
words, but already there seems to be a progression which is not entirely
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chronological between these sources: Spence with the short vowel categorical
in this environment is the most conservative; Johnston comes next with one
instance of the lengthened vowel; then Burn with three, and, ®nally, Walker
is the most advanced with the lengthened vowel already categorical. The
lengthening before word ®nal /r/ seems to be an innovation of the later
eighteenth century and even then to be most advanced in the London
pronunciation recommended by Walker.

Before preconsonantal /r/ the lengthening was not categorical for Flint: he
described it as occurring `dans plusieurs mots' (quoted in KoÈkeritz 1944: 41)
more regularly when the following consonant was voiced. Johnston writes
that his `long acute haj' occurs `generally before r and some other con-
sonant', but an examination of his dictionary entries reveals that this rule is
not yet categorical in the dialect described by Johnston. Appendices 2c and
2d provide lists of all the words in which either the long (2c) or the short (2d )
vowel occurs in Spence's Grand Repository, with an indication of the vowel
(short versus long) used by Johnston and Burn for the same word. The
words were also checked in Walker's Critical Pronouncing Dictionary, to
establish whether there were any exceptions to Walker's rule on lengthening
before /r/ and, in fact, Walker did have a short vowel in two of them:
antarctic and rampart. The latter may be short because it is unstressed:
although stress usually makes no di�erence to the vowel used by Walker, as
we shall see below it is signi®cant for the distribution of long and short
variants for the earlier writers. Antarctic is a mystery, especially since Walker
records the long vowel in arctic and he is usually such a stickler for `analogy'
that exceptions to his rules are explained with lengthy notes. Perhaps this
minor inconsistency on Walker's part just goes to show that, in late
eighteenth-century usage, the lengthening was not quite as categorical as
Walker's rule would lead us to believe. Certainly, the ®gures for Spence,
Johnston, and Burn suggest that it was by no means categorical before 1791:
of the 412 words from Spence's Grand Repository in Appendices 2c and 2d,
283 are recorded in Johnston and 374 in Burn. Spence has a short vowel in
231 of these words (56.31 per cent); Johnston in 101 (35.68 per cent), and
Burn in 51 (13. 63 per cent). What is immediately apparent is that the writers
are in the same order as they were for the distribution of long versus short
variants before word ®nal /r/, with Spence as the most conservative, then
Johnston, then Burn, and then Walker as the most advanced. This suggests
that the sound change concerned was still in progress in the second half of
the eighteenth century. By looking more closely at the entries in these
pronouncing dictionaries, we may be able to see how the change was
being di�used. The phonological constraints suggested in Flint's account
seem no longer to be in operation. For instance, both Spence and Burn have
a long vowel in barbarous but a short one in barbecue, where the immediate
environment is identical. For Johnston and, to a lesser extent, Spence, there
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does seem to be a correlation between vowel length and stress in these words:
for Johnston, 75.5 per cent of the words in Appendices 2c(i) and 2d (i), in
which the syllable with harj is stressed have a long vowel and 94.33 per cent
of the words in Appendices 2c(ii) and 2d (ii), in which the harj is unstressed,
have a short vowel, whilst for Spence the correlation between unstressed
syllables and the short variant is strong (79.06 per cent), but, where the harj
occurs in stressed syllables, the distribution of long and short variants is
more or less 50/50. In other words, one could predict that, for both Spence
and Johnston, preconsonantal harj in unstressed syllables is likely to be
realized with a short vowel, and for Johnston that it is likely to be realized
with a long vowel in stressed syllables.

In fact, the rule is more or less categorical for Johnston, for almost all of
his short realizations in stressed syllables can be explained by their occur-
rence in polysyllabic words (of the 50 words in Appendices 2c(i) and 2d (i)
for which Johnston has a short vowel in a stressed syllable, 31 have three or
more syllablesÐe.g. harlequin, carpentry, protomartyr). The fact that the
earlier sources mention only the lengthening in monosyllables may have no
signi®cance: it could simply be the case that monosyllables spring to mind
more readily. However, English does have a tendency to shorten vowels in
polysyllabic words (Middle English trisyllabic shortening in holiday, etc., for
instance) and the same condition here could have been a constraint on
lengthening. In the dialect described by Johnston, however, the constraint
must already be weakening, as he has several examples of polysyllabic words
with the lengthened vowelÐfor example, carpenter has a long vowel
whereas, as we have seen above, carpentry has a short one. In a further
three instances (parboil, starboard, charcoal ), the vowel occurs in the ®rst
half of a compound and so the /r/ is followed by a word boundary, an
environment in which, as we have seen above, the haj is almost always
realized as short for Johnston anyway. This leaves only 14 instances for
Johnston of a short stressed realization of haj before preconsonantal /r/ for
which there is no obvious explanation. For Burn, the long vowel is much
nearer to being categorical in this environment, but, even so, such short
instances as he has seem to occur under the same conditions as for Johnston:
out of 51 words with a short vowel, 29 have the haj in an unstressed syllable
and, of the other 22, 11 are polysyllabic and 4 have the haj in the ®rst half of
a compound (Johnston's list plus farfetched, a word not in Johnston's
dictionary).

What, then, does this close examination of the distribution of long and
short variants of ME (and later) /a/ in these pronouncing dictionaries tell us
about the progress of lengthening of /a/ in the second half of the eighteenth
century? First, the phonological constraints suggested by Flint seem no
longer to be operating, for in all three sources the long vowel is found
whether the consonant after /r/ is voiced or voiceless. Secondly, stress seems
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to act as a constraint at the beginning of the period under consideration, but
to weaken as the century progresses: the long variant is found in stressed
syllables earlier and more frequently than in unstressed syllables (or those
with secondary stress), but towards the end of the century it is found more
frequently until, in Walker's account, stress is no longer a constraint at all.
Thirdly, it is found in monosyllabic and disyllabic words earlier than in
polysyllabic words, although once again Walker's evidence shows no such
constraint. Fourthly, in all accounts except Walker's there is some element
of distribution that is purely lexical: for instance, both Spence and Burn have
the long vowel in barbarism, barbarous, but the short variant in barbecue.
Sometimes the di�erences seem arbitraryÐfor example, Spence has arch-
bishopric with a short vowel in the ®rst syllable, but archdeaconship with a
long one. Further evidence that the rule is lexical at this stage can be found
in the treatment of compounds: if the lengthening was applied after
compounding, then words like starboard would be more likely to have a
long vowel, for the haj occurs before /rb/, but if it is applied at the lexical
level to the root words, then, in the dialects described by Spence, Johnston,
and Burn, star would not be subject to lengthening. In fact, the progress of
this sound change follows quite closely the pattern set out in Harris (1989:
37): `A typical progression is for sound changes to begin life as modi®cations
to low-level output rules and then over time to penetrate deeper and deeper
into the linguistic system. From the perspective of Lexical Phonology, this
process can be viewed as the progressive in®ltration of lexical structure by
phonological rules.' The seventeenth-century evidence suggests that the
lengthening rule is post-lexical, for the long vowel occurs in bars but not
barÐthat is, the lengthening applies at a stage after the plural morpheme is
attached. At this point, the rule is also subject to phonetic constraints,
appearing only when the following /r/ is itself followed by certain con-
sonants. In the early eighteenth century, the rule seems to have lost its
phonetic constraints, but to be applied after stress and syllabi®cation, for it
is subject to constraints in these areas. These constraints are, however, being
lost by the last quarter of the century, the rule seems to be lexical if we take
account of the behaviour of the re¯exes of /a/ in compounds, and lexical
di�usion is taking place. By the time Walker's evidence comes into play, the
rule has been fully lexicalized and has spread so far by lexical di�usion that it
is categorical: moreover, it has been extended to word ®nal /r/. This last stage
may have more to do with the more advanced nature of /r/ vocalization in
Walker's dialect than with lexical di�usion per se: if, as seems to be the case,
the trigger for this lengthening was vocalization/loss of /r/, then the north-
ern/Scots `modi®ed standards' described by Spence and Burn and the earlier
`standard' of Johnston would have neither the vocalization nor the sub-
sequent lengthening in this position. If the varieties described by these three
had no vocalization or even weakening of /r/ even in preconsonantal
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position, why do they show the lengthening of /a/ at all? Here we must go
back to our discussion of the status of /r/ vocalization: provincial writers
viewed this vocalization in London speech as vulgar and so would have no
reason to recommend it in their pronouncing dictionaries. On the other
hand, a lengthened /a/ might have been used by those (clergymen, lawyers,
etc.) who provided a model of `good' speech in provincial cities such as
Newcastle and Edinburgh. Harris (1989: 44±5) points out that, with regard
to a similar sound change, ñ-Tensing in Belfast, `non-natives have di�culty
in acquiring the tensing pattern' and refers to Payne (1980), writing on ñ-
Tensing in Philadelphia, who `demonstrates how children from out-of-state
families have less than complete success in learning the Philadelphia pattern.
This is explainable if we assume that acquisition in this case involves learning
a categorical contrast on a word-by-word basis rather than a general rule of
allophony.' The sound change under consideration here may have started in
southern varieties as a rule of allophony: [a] or possibly [ñ] was, in the
varieties described by Daines, Cooper, etc., tensed before the `weakened'
preconsonantal /r/. By Walker's time, the contrast has, e�ectively, been
phonemicized: once the /r/ is fully vocalized, as it is in the most advanced
variety described by Walker, we have pairs like /pñt/ versus /pA:t/ (Walker's
long `Italian a' could have been either [a:] or backed to [A:] as in present-day
RP). In between, we have, in the works of Spence, Johnston, and Burn, a
series of dialects which, like those of Payne's `out-of-state families', show the
results of an attempt to acquire the lengthening without the phonetic trigger
that caused it in southern dialects. This leads to the lexical distribution that
we see in Appendices 2c and 2d: the distribution is not totally random, for
we can see a consistency between the three accounts, but there is a strong
lexical element. Certainly, there must have been a great deal of variation in
the pronunciation of these words in the eighteenth century, for Sheridan
does not even recognize a separate lengthened sound for orthographic haj
and Nares gives no evidence of `open A' before /r/.

5.3. d e v e l o p m e n t o f M E a n d l a t e r / a / b e f o r e h l j +
c o n s o n a n t a n d a f t e r / w /

5.3.1. Introduction

Apart from the lengthening already discussed in §5.2, ME /a/ has been
subjected to two other environmentally conditioned changes in the NE
period. These are:

1. diphthongization to /aU/ and subsequent monophthongization to either
/O:/ or /A:/ before hllj or hlj followed by another consonant, as in tall,
balm.
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2. rounding and lengthening to /O:/ after /w/ or /÷/, as in water, quart,
swarthy, wharf, in some cases, such as wash, squad, what, either rounding
occurs without lengthening, or the long rounded vowel is subsequently
shortened, in either case giving /Á/ in PDE.

According to Dobson (1957), both these changes began before the eight-
eenth century, but, as we shall see, eighteenth-century sources vary with
regard to the pronunciations recommended for words in these lexical sets
and, indeed, there is still some variation within RP: the CSED gives
alternative pronunciations for waft as either /wA:ft/ or /wÁft/; and scallop
as either /'skÁl@p/ or /'skñl@p/.

With regard to the changes set out in 1 and 2 above, detailed examination
of Spence's evidence in comparison with that of other eighteenth-century
pronouncing dictionaries may provide insights into the progress of the
sound changes involved in the late eighteenth century. Appendices 3a and
b provide lists of all the words in the relevant lexical sets from the Grand
Repository: 3a(i) and 3b(i) list words in which Spence has { } (= /O:/); 3a(ii)
and 3b(ii) those for which Spence has { } (= /ñ/), and 3a(iii) those for which
Spence has { } (= /A:/). In each case, the appendix gives the IPA equivalent
of the sound recommended for ME or later /a/ in the same entries in the
pronouncing dictionaries of Walker (1791), Sheridan (1780) and Burn
(1786).

5.3.2. Re¯exes of ME or later /a/ before hlj

Dobson (1957: 553±4) suggests that around 1400 ME /a/ was diphthongized
to /au/ before a back (dark) /l/Ðthat is, before orthographic hllj, or hlj
followed by another consonant. These re¯exes subsequently shared the
development of ME /au/, eventually becoming either /O:/ or /A:/. The
orthoepists studied by Dobson show failure of this diphthongization in
certain circumstances. These are:

1. Diphthongization fails before a single hlj in intervocalic position and
before NE hllj where ME had hlj, as in alley, allegory. The undiphthon-
gized ME /a/ also appears where original hllj has a following bilabial, as in
shallow, mallow, tallow.

2. Before /l/ followed by a bilabial consonant there is evidence of variation
in the works of sixteenth- and seventeenth-century orthoepists. In scalp,
PDE has /ñ/ but Daines and Hodges both show re¯exes of ME /au/.
Conversely, in almighty, always, PDE has /O:/ but Hart has /ñ/.

3. Before /l/ followed by an /f/ which begins a new syllable, failure of
diphthongization is shown in PDE, as in Alfred, alpha, alphabet. (The
last, being ®rst recorded in 1513, may be explained under 6, below.)
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4. There is occasional failure of diphthongization before /l/ followed by a
voiceless consonant. Smith has /ñ/ in salt; Hart has /ñ/ in chalk; and
Wallis suggests that it is more correct to pronounce /ñ/ in walk, talk.

5. `In unstressed syllables, the pronunciation in which the diphthongization
failed was common and eventually displaced that in which it occurred'
(Dobson 1957: 554). This explains PDE /ñ/ in shall, presumably devel-
oped from the weak form. However, as we shall see below, many words
with initial unstressed /al/ are learned words adopted in the sixteenth
century or later, and so can be explained under 6. Even words like
alchemy, ®rst cited in 1362, could well have been readopted in NE, as they
would rarely occur in speech.

6. Dobson (1957: 554) writes that `diphthongization naturally fails in words
adopted after the process was complete'. We shall come across many
examples of such words, since by the late eighteenth century many of
these words had become assimilated, at least in dictionaries. One
interesting item discussed by Dobson which was also subject to variation
in the eighteenth century is halberd. This was ®rst recorded in the late
®fteenth centuryÐthat is, just about the time when diphthongization of
ME /a/ was taking place. Gil shows failure of diphthongization in this
word and PDE has /ñ/, but the OED records that the pronunciation was
formerly /O:/. Dobson suggests that the variation in this instance could be
for one of two reasons: either it was adopted in ME and varies because of
the following bilabial, like the cases discussed in 2, above, or it was a later
adoption and `the au pronunciation is a deliberate anglicisation' (1957:
554). Presumably such `anglicization' involves some analogical process,
which could well operate with regard to other late adoptions in which /a/
occurs before hlj.

There is a special development to /A:/ rather than /O:/ in words such as
half, calm. Dobson suggests that the two monophthongizations of /au/ < ME
/a/ were quite separate, educated Standard English at ®rst having only the
development to /O:/. `The combinative development to [a:] must have been
characteristic of some other form of English, probably vulgar London
speech (Cockney) or the Eastern dialects from which, a century or more
after its development, it made its way into educated St.E. Then followed a
con¯ict between the originally vulgar [a:] (later [A:] ) developed combina-
tively, and the hitherto normal [Á:] developed isolatively'. (1957: 790±1) As
we shall see, words with ME /a/ before hlmj were variable in the eighteenth
century, although words such as half, calf seem to have had /A:/ (or /ñ/)
universally by then.13
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13 John Jones's Practical Phonography (1701) has au in calf, a in half. Ekwall (1975: 24) points
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balm, calm, etc., as in talk', probably showing that the sound indicated by Jones is really a
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From Dobson's account, then, we can see that there was, under certain
circumstances, variation between /ñ/ and /O:/, and elsewhere between /O:/ and
/A:/ in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. Appendices 3a(i), (ii), and (iii)
provide a comparison of Spence's distribution of the symbols { }, { }, and
{ } respectively, where the traditional orthography has halj, with Walker's,
Sheridan's, and Burn's recommended pronunciations of the same words.
This reveals that such variation continued into the eighteenth century. The
most striking thing to emerge from this comparison is that Spence uses { }
far more than Walker, Sheridan, or Burn use their equivalent notations for
the rounded vowel. This is particularly noticeable with regard to words
beginning with halj followed by another consonant. For twenty-®ve of these
words, Spence has { }, whilst Walker, Sheridan, and Burn each have their
short haj symbol. Examples of these words are alchemist, algebra, alcove. For
one word, alb, Spence has { }, whilst Walker has his notation for the sound
equivalent to RP /e:/, and Sheridan and Burn have their notations for the
sound equivalent to RP /ñ/. In almost all of these cases, the pronunciation
recorded in the OED and in the CSED is /ñ/. The exceptions are words
beginning with halter-j, for which the OED records variation between /ñ/ and
/Á/, whilst the CSED has /O:/. In these cases, there seems to have been a fairly
recent move towards the use of a rounded vowel, probably by analogy with
alter, which has a rounded vowel in all four of the eighteenth-century sources
investigated here. The words concerned are: altercate, alternate, alternation,
and alternative. Alternity is not cited in the CSED, but the OED shows
variation between /ñ/ and /Á/ for this word, and so it probably belongs with
the other four. Altimetry and altitude seem so far to have escaped this move
towards /Á/, since neither the OED nor the CSED give pronunciations with
the rounded vowel: possibly the orthographic distinction (halti-j rather than
halter-j) means that the forces of analogy are not so strong here. What we
have here is a number of words for which Spence's recommended pronunci-
ation is closer to that of Collins for the late twentieth century than to those of
his contemporaries in the late eighteenth century. It is very di�cult to resist
the temptation to see this as evidence of great foresight on Spence's part, but
resist it we must, for there are far more words for which Spence has { } but
neither Walker, Sheridan, Burn, nor any account of PDE shows the rounded
vowel. Spence even has, in the word aluminous, one instance of { } when the
following /l/ is intervocalic,14 an environment in which diphthongization of
ME /a/ never took place.

For the most part, the words with initial halj for which Spence has { }
whilst Walker, Sheridan, Burn, and PDE have an unrounded vowel are
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survival into the very early eighteenth century of an essentially seventeenth-century pronunci-
ation.

14 Unless, of course, we analyse the /j/ of the following /ju/ sequence as a consonant, in which
case it becomes closer phonologically (but not lexically) to e.g. always.
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learned words of relatively recent (i.e. post ®fteenth-century) adoption.
Examples are alcohol, alcoholization, ®rst cited in 1543 and 1678 respectively;
algebra, algebraical, algebraist, ®rst cited in 1541, 1571, and 1673 respect-
ively, and algid, algi®c, ®rst cited in 1626 and 1692 respectively. Dobson
suggests that words such as these should retain, not ME /a/ as such, since
they did not exist in ME, but a comparable /a/ from the source language,
usually Latin, because, by the time they were adopted, the late ME
diphthongization was completed. In a sense, however, the process is still
not complete today, for the alter- and alti- words discussed above have been
subjected to rounding by a process of analogy, bypassing the stage of
diphthongization. In these cases the analogy is well motivated, but the
other words with initial halj for which Spence has { } whilst his con-
temporaries and PDE have an unrounded vowel are far too diverse for such
a process to be in operation. Spence was a self-taught man and probably
read these learned words without hearing them pronounced: indeed, the only
place in which he would have any opportunity to hear learned discourse
before 1775, apart from in church, would have been the Philosophical
Society and other Newcastle clubs, where his fellow-members, although of
a higher social standing than Spence, were still Newcastle men and may well
have been speakers of modi®ed standard English. Spence's use of { } in
these words could have been a spelling pronunciation, for the use of a
rounded vowel before /l/ was su�ciently well established for him to use wall
as his example for the { } sound. On the other hand, it could be a
`hypercorrect' form and as such it may have been in use amongst Spence's
acquaintances in Newcastle. The latter suggestion is plausible because, even
in present-day Tyneside English, [a:] is heard in words with ME /a/ before /l/,
such as ball [ba:l] and walk [wa:k], and Wright (1905) gives the unrounded
vowel for South Northumberland. Sylvester Douglas bears witness to the
fact that the unrounded vowel in such words was also used in `northern'
dialect, when, under alter, he writes: `The a has, in this word, and in halt and
halter its long broad sound, as in all, hall. The Scotch give it its short open
sound' (1779, quoted in C. Jones 1991: 162). Douglas makes a similar
remark under bald: by the `long broad sound' of a he must mean /O:/, whilst
by the `short open sound . . . as in pallid ' (1779, quoted in C. Jones 1991:162)
he presumably means /ñ/. If Spence was aware that /O:/ was the `correct'
alternative to his native Northumbrian /A:/ ( [a:] ) in these more common
words, then he may well have overcompensated by using { } for the more
learned words, not knowing that more metropolitan speakers such as
Walker would use the unrounded vowel in some of these.

Turning now to those words in which the halj is not word-initial, we ®nd
that there is in these cases less contrast between Spence's account and those
of Walker, Sheridan, and Burn, but that it is still the case that Spence uses
{ } where the others have the unrounded vowel more often than the
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reverse. Some of these discrepancies may be explained in the same way as
those discussed above: the words concerned are learned and so subject to
spelling pronunciation and/or hypercorrection. This is particularly notice-
able where the halj is followed by a vowel, which, as we have seen, is an
environment in which the late ME diphthongization never took place. The
words concerned are calefaction, calefactory, and calefy, and, since they all
share the same pre®x, we can assume that analogy is operating within this
group: having chosen { } for one of them, Spence is highly likely to use it
for them all. However, there is no support for the use of the rounded vowel
in these words in any source I have examined from this or any other period,
and so we must assume that the decision to use { } in the ®rst of these
represents spelling pronunciation and/or hypercorrection. Spence is similarly
alone in his use of a rounded vowel in falcated, ®rst cited in 1704, but in this
case the motivation could have come from analogy with falchion and falcon,
both of which have a rounded vowel in Spence, Walker, Sheridan, Burn, and
in PDE. For the other words in which Spence's use of { } puts him at
variance with Walker, Sheridan, and Burn, he is not entirely alone in his
recommendation of a rounded vowel. Salvage and salvation are both learned
words and both have { } in Spence, but the unrounded vowel in Walker,
Sheridan, Burn, and PDE. The former, ®rst cited in 1645, should have
escaped the ME diphthongization, but not so salvation, which was ®rst cited
in 1225. Dobson (1957: 544) explains PDE /ñ/ in this word by the fact that
the vowel is unstressed, but points out that Strong shows ME /au/, possibly
under secondary stress. Spence's use of { } in salvation could, then, be a
survival of the variant shown by Strong, and salvage could have gained the
rounded vowel by analogy with the former (salve, salver, and salvo, incident-
ally, have an unrounded vowel in Spence as well as Walker, Sheridan, and
Burn). There are two words balsamic and chalder/chaldron for which
Spence's use of the rounded vowel agrees with PDE as represented in the
CSED, but not with Walker, Sheridan, and/or Burn. In the case of balsamic,
the CSED gives only /O:/, whilst OED gives the rounded and unrounded
vowels as alternative pronunciations, presumably of equal standing. Since
balsam has the rounded vowel in all the sources examined here, we can
assume that the move towards rounding in balsamic shown in Collins is
motivated by analogy, as in the alter- words discussed above. In the case of
chalder/chaldron, Spence's use of the rounded vowel is supported by
Sheridan, but Walker and Burn have an unrounded vowel. This word
appears in several orthographic forms: Spence and Burn give hchalderj,
hchaldronj, whilst Walker and Sheridan use the forms hchaldronj, hchau-
dronj. According to the OED, all these forms derive from OF forms with OF
/au/, which should give NE /O:/ in each case, even though the words were
adopted after 1500. Dobson, whilst not making direct reference to Walker,
does explain his usage when he suggests (1957: 792±3) that `the Pres E
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pronunciation [tSA:drnµ ] beside [tSÁ:ldrnµ ] of chaldron . . . may be due to
lengthening of eModE A~ . . . OED records no *chadron form, but shortening
of ME au to aÆ may easily occur in the phonetic conditions of this word'.

There is variation between the sources used for Appendix 3a(i) in the
pronunciation of the word balm, for which Spence and Burn recommend the
rounded vowel, Walker the unrounded, and Sheridan both. In this environ-
ment, ME /au/ from /a/ usually develops to /A:/ in PDE, as indeed it does in
this word, but we have already seen that variation between /A:/ and /O:/ was
common in the sixteenth century in such words. The continuation of this
variation through the eighteenth century is shown not only by the dis-
crepancy between Spence and his two contemporaries here, but perhaps
more strikingly in that Sheridan rationalizes the variation by giving /bO:m/
as meaning `ointment' and /bñm/ (=[bñ:m]?) as meaning the plant. Such
rationalizations are fairly common in folk linguistics, where free variation
occurs: on Tyneside, for instance, people will tell you that ['plast@] is a
sticking plaster, whilst ['plA:st@] is builder's plaster or plaster of Paris. There
is no evidence that anybody consistently di�erentiates between the two in
speech, but the myth persists.

There are only two other words for which Spence has { }, whilst neither
Walker nor Sheridan, nor the CSED, records a rounded vowel: these are
scalp and pall-mall. Burn also has the unrounded vowel in both these words,
but Mall has /O:/ for Spence, but not Walker or Sheridan, and is recorded
with both /ñ/ and /O:/ in both Burn and the CSED. Scalp is one of the cases
covered by Dobson and discussed under 2 above, in which failure of late ME
diphthongization sometimes occurs where the halj is followed by a bilabial.
Spence's { } in this case represents the survival of the variant with ME /au/
shown in Daines and Hodges, and as such is possibly conservative, since his
contemporaries and PDE have the unrounded vowel. Mall and pall-mall are
obviously related forms, and as such should be dealt with together.
According to the OED, PDE /O:/ is etymologically correct in both cases,
since both senses ultimately derive from an alley in which a game of mall is
played with a mall or maulÐthat is, a mallet. However, there must have been
some controversy surrounding the pronunciation of mall in the late eight-
eenth century, since Walker devotes one of his notes to the matter:

This word is a whimsical instance of the caprice of custom. Nothing can be more

uniform than the sound we give to a before double l in the same syllable; and yet this

word, when it signi®es a wooden hammer, has not only changed its deep sound of a in

all into the a in alley, but has dwindled into the short sound of e in Mall, a walk in St.

James's Park, where they formerly played with malls and balls, and from whence it

had its name; and to crown the absurdity, a street parallel to this walk is spelt Pall

Mall, and pronounced Pellmell, which confuses its origin with the French adverb peÃle

meÃle . . . That this word was justly pronounced formerly we can scarcely doubt from

the rhymes to it
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`With mighty mall

The monster merciless made him to fall' (spencer)

`And give that reverend head a mall

Or two or three against a wall' (hudibras)

As a corroboration of this, we ®nd a large wooden dub used for killing swine called

and spelt a maul; and the word signifying to beat or bruise is spelt and pronounced in

the same manner. The word mallet, where the latter l is separated from the former, is

under a di�erent predicament, and is pronounced regularly. (Walker 1791)

What emerges here is that the short /ñ/ or even /E/ was the fashionable
pronunciation in London in the late eighteenth century. Walker bows
reluctantly to `custom' here, even though `analogy' and history support
the use of the rounded vowel, but he would probably have approved of
Spence's usage in this case. The then fashionable pronunciations for The
Mall and Pall Mall have survived into PDE, since they are famous places
localized in London, but for the common noun mall the earlier pronunci-
ation has prevailed, possibly with reinforcement from American English in
the recently imported sense of a large covered shopping area. Perhaps
Spence used { } in mall because, living as he did so far from the capital,
he was unaware of the fashionable pronunciation, and so he would naturally
preserve the conservative variant, which could well have been the norm
amongst educated and well-bred persons living in the north at that time. The
fact that the Scotsman Burn gives the two alternative pronunciations
without commenting adversely on either perhaps supports this.15

Although, as we have seen, Spence tends to use { } for the re¯exes of
ME /a/ before hlj more often than Walker, Sheridan, and Burn use their
equivalent symbols for the rounded vowel concerned, Appendix 3a(ii)
contains a few words in which Spence di�ers from his contemporaries in
using { }. These are halberd, scallop, thraldom, and almond. In the case of
halberd, the CSED agrees with Spence in recording /ñ/, whilst Walker,
Sheridan, and Burn all show the rounded vowel. The reasons for variation in
this word have already been discussed above: su�ce it to say that the
con¯icting evidence of Spence, on the one hand, and Walker, Sheridan, and
Burn, on the other, shows that such variation continued at least up to the
end of the eighteenth century. It would appear that the rounded variant was
favoured in the London standard at that time, but the other variant
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15 Indeed, Burn often shows a tolerance which is rare in the late eighteenth century, giving
alternative pronunciations where he is aware of them without showing preference or passing
judgement. On the word oblige, for instance, he writes: `about forty years ago, the word oblige
was pronounced thus ob-lige 14 [= /i:/]; then, about twenty years later ob-lige 16 [= /ai/]; and
now again, many of the best pronounce, ob-lige 14 . . . There is, indeed, something to be pleaded
in behalf of this diversity of pronunciation; for the one is more agreeable to the French, from
which it is derived, and the other more agreeable to the English analogy, so that it is hard to say
which of these modes is the best: it shall, therefore, be left to the determination of custom' (1786:
A2v).



f:/2beal/ch5.3d ^ 17/2/99 ^ 13:24 ^ disk/mp

continued to be used and eventually prevailed. For scallop Walker, Sher-
idan, and Burn all give their short hoj symbol indicating /Á/ rather than /O:/,
but Spence has { }. In fact, given that the ME /a/ is followed by intervocalic
/l/ here, we would expect /ñ/ in PDE as in gallop, but the CSED records both
/Á/ and /ñ/ (with /Á/ placed ®rst). Walker (1791) notices this anomaly, and
devotes a note to it under his entry for scallop: `This word is irregular, for it
ought to have the a in the ®rst syllable like that of tallow, but the deep sound
of a is too ®rmly ®xed by custom to a�ord any expectation of a change'.
Jespersen (1909±49: 290) is likewise puzzled by the pronunciation of this
word: `I cannot explain scallop [skOl@p], also spelt scollop, < F. escalope.'
Spence's { } here could well represent an older variant, as the OED notes
that spellings with hoj do not appear until the sixteenth century, but the
variant must have been rare in the eighteenth century, or else Walker would
have mentioned it as a more `analogical' alternative, as he does the rounded
variant for mall.

Spence also uses { } in almond, but, in this case, Walker, Burn, and PDE
as represented in the CSED all have a long unrounded vowel, /A:/.
Sheridan's evidence is unfortunately ambiguous here, for, as we saw in
§5.2, he fails to distinguish between the long vowel of, for example, father,
and the short one of, for example, man, using {a1} for both. His {a1} in
almond, could therefore agree either with Spence's { } or Walker's {a2}, but
we have no way of knowing. We would expect the long vowel here, as /A:/ is
the normal re¯ex in PDE of ME /au/ from /a/ in this environment (see the
discussion of balm, above). Furthermore, Spence's full transcription of this
word is { M N}, showing loss of /l/, which is usually associated with a long
re¯ex of ME /a/ as in half, calf, palm, etc.. However, Spence is not entirely
alone in his recommendation of this pronunciation in the late eighteenth
century. Jespersen (1909±49: 297) points out that Elphinston has [a;m@nd]16

for almond but that he adds `rather ammon', which suggests, in semi-
phonetic spelling, exactly the pronunciation recommended by Spence.
Since Elphinston was a Scot, it may be that this pronunciation was
acceptable amongst `good' speakers in the north at that time.

The only remaining word in this lexical set for which Spence's recom-
mended pronunciation di�ers from those of Walker and Sheridan is
thraldom, as shown in Appendix 3a(iii): here, Spence uses { }, whilst
Walker, Sheridan, and Burn have the equivalent of /O:/ and the CSED
records /O:/ for PDE. Unfortunately, the word thrall is not present in
Spence's lexicon, but, given his 100 per cent use of { } in the environment
/-hllj, as in call, fall, gall, hall, etc., it is surprising to see { } in the derived
form here. There is, to my knowledge, no evidence for the development of
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16 Here, I have replicated Jespersen's transcription exactly: in the IPA phonemic transcription
that I use in this thesis, it would be rendered /'A:m@nd/. Jespersen tends to use a half-length mark
for `long' vowels, and does not mark stress.
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/au/ from ME /a/ to /A:/ in this environment, either before, during, or after
the eighteenth century. Moreover, Spence has { } in inthrall, which
suggests, as does the tendency to hypercorrection in the `learned' words
discussed above, uncertainty on Spence's part as to the correct pronunci-
ation of haj before hllj or hlj followed by a consonant.

What this examination of the lexical set involving ME /a/ before /l/ has
revealed, then, is that the variation in the pronunciation of these words in
the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries as described by Dobson (1957)
continued at least up to the end of the eighteenth century. Many of the
discrepancies between Walker, Sheridan, and Burn, on the one hand, and
Spence, on the other, can be traced back to the existence of variants in the
sixteenth century. More often than not, Spence's pronunciation is the more
conservative, except where he appears to show evidence of analogical
pronunciations which resurface in the late twentieth century, as in alternate,
etc. In many cases, though, Spence's apparent overuse of the rounded vowel
has the appearance of hypercorrection, especially where the words con-
cerned are learned and of relatively recent adoption. However, `hypercor-
rect' does not mean `arti®cial': it could well be the case that the
pronunciations recommended by Spence were current amongst genteel but
provincial speakers in Newcastle at the time, speakers who, like Spence,
would be aware of the `incorrect' nature of Northumbrian [a:] in, for
example, ball, and who would avoid using this vowel whenever haj preceded
hlj, unless they were sure that an unrounded vowel would be acceptable, as in
balcony17 and salmon, where Spence agrees with his contemporaries and
PDE in using the short unrounded vowel.

5.3.3. Re¯exes of ME and later /a/ after /w/

Let us go on to look at the evidence from Spence and his contemporaries for
the pronunciation of ME /a/ after /w/ in, for example, warm, wharf. As with
the development before /l/, Northumbrian retains unrounded vowels here:
Wright (1905) gives, for instance [wa:m] as the pronunciation for warm and
[wasp] for wasp in south-east Northumberland (the area around Newcastle).
The use of unrounded vowels in such words was not always entirely dialectal
in ENE, since rounding after /w/ took place rather later than diphthong-
ization of ME /a/ before /l/ and so variation was still widespread amongst
`good' speakers at least up to the end of the eighteenth century.

The rounded re¯exes of ME /a/ after /w/ appear earliest and most
consistently when the vowel is followed by /r/.18 Dobson (1957: 524) writes
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17 Balcony was introduced from Italian (®rst citation 1618 in the OED), and so perhaps
retains /ñ/ from the source language. In Italian, stress would be on the second syllable, but
Spence marks it on the ®rst.

18 Dobson (1957) does not state this explicitly, but he is referring here to preconsonantal and
word-®nal /r/, as in ward, war, not to prevocalic /r/, as in warrior. The PDE re¯exes have a long
vowel in the ®rst two cases and a short one in the last, although all three have a rounded vowel.
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that, although lengthening of /a/ to /a:/ before /r/ is shown earlier than
rounding after /w/, there do not appear to be two separate stages of
lengthening and rounding, `as there is no evidence of an intermediate
stage between /a/ and /O:/: evidently the lengthening and rounding were
simultaneous processes'. The ®rst evidence for this lengthening and round-
ing is from Daines (1640), followed by Coles (1674) and Cooper (1685).
Daines shows the long rounded vowel in ward, warm, swarm, warn, wharf,
dwarf, swarve, warp, wart, quart, and thwart; Coles has this vowel in ward,
dwarf, and wharf, a rounded but short vowel such as /Á/ in warm, swarm,
warn, wart, quart, thwart, and short, unrounded /ñ/ in warp, warble; and
Cooper shows the long rounded vowel in ward, warden, and warm.

Where the /a/ is followed by a consonant other than /r/, evidence of
rounding is much more sporadic in the seventeenth century. The ®rst
orthoepist to show a rounded re¯ex in this environment is Robinson
(1617), who has /Á/ regularly in was, wast and has one instance of /Á/ in
each of warrant, want, but also has one example of /ñ/ in somewhat. Later in
the seventeenth century, Newton (1660±2) has /Á/ in what but not in was;
Coles (1674) has /Á/ in what, and Cooper (1685) has /Á/ in was, watch, but not
in wan, wasp, or quality. All these authorities are cited by Dobson, who
writes: `The evidence clearly suggests that the rounded pronunciation, which
began as a vulgarism . . . made its way into St.E. very slowly indeed. It was
most common, and was ®rst accepted in St.E., in the normally weakly
stressed was and what. Unrounded forms apparently still survived in wan,
quality, etc. in the late eighteenth century' (1957: 717). There are some cases
where the rounded vowel is found more regularly in the seventeenth century:
these are all words in which the ME /a/ is followed by /t/ or /d/ and then a
(syllabic) /r/. The most regular of these is water, in which there is early
evidence of /O:/ from Robinson, Gil (1619), Daines, and Cooper, and in
which /O:/ is given by eighteenth-century orthoepists from John Jones (1701)
onwards.

By the eighteenth century, the rounded re¯ex of ME /a/ is found regularly
between /w/ and /r/, and in certain words like water between /w/ and a dental
consonant followed by syllabic /r/. In other cases where PDE has /Á/ or /O:/,
there was variation in the eighteenth century between /ñ/ and /Á/; /A:/ and
/O:/. This variation was noted by, for example, Jespersen (1909±49: 317), who
writes: `The old unrounded sound seems to have survived till the end of the
18th c. as an occasional or individual pronunciation; En®eld 1790 gives
wash, etc., in his own pronunciation as equal to the vowel of hat, and water,
wart, dwarf with the vowel of half, ass, while Walker 1791 says that `we
frequently hear' quality with the vowel of legality instead of that of jollity.'

Wyld (1936: 202±3) has, as is often the case, interesting anecdotal evidence
to add:

128 The Phonology of Eighteenth-Century English



f:/2beal/ch5.3d ^ 17/2/99 ^ 13:24 ^ disk/mp

By the side of the rounded forms whose existence is fully established among the best

speakers . . . for the seventeenth century . . . some seventeenth- and eighteenth-

century grammarians suggest the existence of unrounded forms such as [wñz, swñn,

kwñliti, kwñntiti] . . . It looks as if we must assume the existence of a speech

community among which wA~ became simply [wñ] and not [wO], whose habits of

speech have left some slight traces. It is certain . . . that many eighteenth-century

speakers said [kwñliti] and [kwñntiti]. This is asserted by writers on pronunciation

and is con®rmed by a statement made to me by a lady who died recently, aged eighty-

six, that nearly eighty years before, a great aunt of hers, then very old, corrected my

informant for saying [kwOliti, kwOntiti], asserting that these were vulgar pronuncia-

tions.19

Where the vowel is rounded, PDE has /O:/ in words like water and those
with preconsonantal or word ®nal /r/ after the vowel, but /Á/ elsewhere. The
long vowel was formerly more widespread: Dobson (1957: 719) cites was,
wattle, watch, and wash all as being recorded occasionally with the long
rounded vowel and water as regularly having this in the seventeenth century.
There are also circumstances in which rounding does not occurÐnamely,
when the re¯ex of ME /a/ is followed by a velar consonant, as can be seen in
PDE wag, wax, twang.

To sum up, this particular sound change appears to have been di�using
gradually from the seventeenth century onwards and to have been subject to
phonetic conditioning. The most favourable environment seems to have
been that in which a preceding /w/ and a following /r/ exert a combined
lengthening and rounding in¯uence; next comes that in which a dental
consonant and a syllabic /r/ follow, as in water; in other environments, the
change appears later and takes longer to regularize, so that, for example,
quality keeps the unrounded vowel in the speech of the upper classes at least
into the nineteenth century. Finally, a following velar consonant seems to
block this sound change,20 so that words like quack never have a rounded
vowel in RP or its antecedents.

If we now compare the evidence from Spence, Walker, Sheridan, and
Burn as presented in Appendix 3b(i) and (ii), we shall see that, as we found in
§5.2, these four orthoepists appear to represent di�erent stages in the
di�usion of this sound change. I included in the lexical set represented in
Appendix 3b(ii) words in which a velar consonant follows just in case any of
the sources used showed rounding in this context, but, as the entries for
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19 I quote from the 1936 edition of A History of Modern Colloquial English, but as the ®rst
edition was dated 1920, the old lady's aunt must have made these remarks in about 1840. I have
heard the pronunciation [`kwñliti] used ironically as a stereotype of ultra-conservative RP in the
set phrase the quality meaning the very highest society. This was used in an episode of Rumpole
of the Bailey written by John Mortimer QC and appeared sometime in the 1980s.

20 I had thought that this block on rounding before velar consonants was complete, but the
CSED gives both /kwñg/ and /kwÁg/ (in that order) for quag and quagmire: perhaps this last
stronghold of unrounded /a/ after /w/ is breaking down.
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equangular, quack, quagmire, swag, swagger, thwack, wag, waggish, waggon,
and wax show, none of our orthoepists has a rounded vowel for any of these
words. We should therefore subtract these ten words from the total in any
calculations of the extent of rounding shown by these orthoepists, as
rounding would appear to be prohibited in this context. We therefore
have a total of 106 words from the Grand Repository in which a re¯ex of
ME /a/ appears between /w/ and a non-velar consonant: of these, Spence has
{ } in 52 and { } in 54. Walker has 104 of these words (quarters and swath
do not appear in the Critical Pronouncing Dictionary), of which 97 have a
rounded vowel, 5 have /ñ/, and one (towards) has /ö/; Sheridan, too has 104
matching entries, of which 77 have a rounded vowel, 21 have /ñ/, and 6 have
/E/ or /e:/; and Burn, too, has 104 matching entries: 65 with a rounded vowel,
38 with /ñ/ or /A:/, and one with /e:/. In other words, the rounding has
become almost categorical in non-velar contexts for the variety described by
Walker, whilst those described by Sheridan, Burn, and Spence (in that order)
are increasingly conservative with regard to this sound change. (In percen-
tages, Walker has a rounded vowel in 93.26 per cent of the words; Sheridan
in 74 per cent; Burn in 62.5 per cent, and Spence in 49 per cent)

If we now look more closely at the phonetic contexts which favour or
disfavour rounding of ME /a/ after /w/, we see that the sequence which
emerged from our discussion of seventeenth-century evidence is repeated.
Wherever preconsonantal /r/ follows, the rounded vowel is given by all four
orthoepists, except for three words dwarf, quarto, and thwart, for which
Spence alone has an unrounded vowel. Dwarf was one of the words for
which En®eld had `the vowel of half, ass' as late as 1790, so it should come as
no surprise that the most conservative of our four orthoepists should have
an unrounded vowel in this word in 1775. Thwart shares certain phonetic
characteristics with dwarfÐnotably, an initial dental/alveolar consonantÐ
and so we might be tempted to see the inhibition of rounding in these two
cases as due to environmental conditioning, except that athwart has the
rounded vowel for Spence. On the other hand, a similar pattern emerged in
§5.3.2: in Appendix 3a, thraldom has an unrounded vowel, equivalent to
PDE /A:/ but bethrall, inthrall have the equivalent of PDE /O:/. In both these
cases, then, if a /T/ before the /w/ inhibits rounding, it only does so when it is
word-initial.

The explanation for Spence's unrounded vowel in quarto is probably
simpler: as we saw in the discussion of quality above, some words beginning
with orthographic hqj, and therefore with a velar /k/ preceding the /w/,
resisted rounding in upper-class speech at least well into the nineteenth
century. In the sources cited above, only the words quality and quantity are
cited, but a close inspection of Appendix 3b reveals that this phenomenon
was more widespread in the eighteenth century, with a number of words in
which /k/ precedes the /w/ having an unrounded vowel. Even Walker has
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some instances of /ñ/ in this contextÐindeed, of the ®ve words for which
Walker has /ñ/ after /w/ (other than before a velar), four have a preceding /k/:
aquatic, conquassate, dequantitate, and qua� (the ®fth, waft, like all the other
four, has /ñ/ in all the other three sources as well, and, like all the others,
except dequantitate, still has an unrounded vowel in PDE.)21 It is perhaps
worth noting here that Walker explicitly stated as a rule that a would be
`broadened' after w `except where the vowel is closed by the sharp or ¯at
guttural k or g, or the sharp labial f ' (1791: 11). This would indicate that the
phonetic conditioning of this sound change was ®ner than, for example,
Dobson (1957) recognizes: Walker's statement, and the evidence in Appen-
dix 3b as well as PDE, show that a following /f/ inhibited rounding, whilst
our evidence also shows that a preceding velar, like a following velar,
inhibited the rounding in the earlier stages of this sound change, and that
the residue of this inhibiting factor is still with us at the end of the twentieth
century. If we look at the other, more conservative, orthoepists represented
in Appendix 3b, we ®nd that, compared with Walker, they have a larger
number of words with an unrounded vowel after /kw/, in some cases even in
words with other factors favouring the rounded vowel. Spence alone has /ñ/
in quarto, where the following /r/ should favour rounding, perhaps because,
for him, it retained a `foreign' appearance and so was not associated with
quart and its derivatives. Sheridan and Burn, on the other hand, have /ñ/ and
/A:/ respectively in qualm, for which both Walker and Spence have /O:/. In
this latter case, the following /lm/ (the /l/ is not vocalized in Spence's or
Walker's entry for this word) favours the rounding and, as we saw in §5.3.2,
Spence has a rounded vowel in this context more than the other three. (All
four have the rounded vowel in squall, the other word in which a re¯ex of /a/
appears between /kw/ and /l/.) Apart from quart, quarter, and derivatives,
which have /O:/ in all four of our sources, disqualify, equality, quadragessi-
mal, quadrangle, quadrant,22 quadrate, quadrature, quadrennial, quadruped,
quadruple, quali®cation, qualify, quality, quantity, quantum, have an
unrounded vowel for Sheridan, Burn, and Spence, but not Walker; whilst
quadrille, quandary, quarantine, quash, squabble, squadron, squalid, squat,
have the unrounded vowel only in Burn and Spence. Bearing in mind that
Burn had 65 `rounded' entries in this set as against Sheridan's 77, the 8
words last cited account for much of the di�erence between these two
orthoepists. It also looks as though the conditioning which accounts for the
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21 In the CSED, aquatic is recorded as having /ñ/ or /Á/ in that order, whilst qua� has /Á/ or
/A:/; and waft /A:/ or /Á/ (conquassate, marked in the OED as `obs. rare', is, understandably, not
included). This, along with the variation in quagmire, discussed in n. 20, indicates that this sound
change, like that involving /a/ before hlj, is still di�using in RP.

22 I have treated these items all alike as `unrounded', but, in fact, Burn and Sheridan have /e:/
rather than /ñ/ in quadrant, whilst Sheridan also has /e:/ in quadrate, quadrature. Walker (1791)
remarks in his note to quadrant: `The sound of a in this and similar words . . . till lately was
always pronounced broad. Some innovators have attempted to give the a in this word the
slender sound; but the publick ear seems in opposition to it, nor ought it to be admitted.'
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di�erence between these two is lexical rather than just phonetic: all the words
for which both Sheridan and Burn as well as Spence have the unrounded
vowel contain certain lexical elements: the Latin quad- (note, quadrille, a
recent (1726) loan from French, is not a member of this set, at least for
Sheridan: he and Walker actually have forms without /w/ but with a rounded
vowel for this word /kO:/-); qualify, quant-, and quality.

The information provided in Appendix 3b concerning rounding of ME
and later /a/ after /kw/ does seem to suggest that a preceding velar consonant
had an inhibiting e�ect on rounding, but that this phonetic condition gives
way to a process of lexical di�usion through the eighteenth century. Spence,
Burn, Sheridan, and Walker represent successive stages in this di�usion and,
indeed, the di�usion is still going on, as the `alternative' rounded forms for
aquatic and quagmire in the CSED show. Certainly, the evidence from our
four pronouncing dictionaries indicates that the pronunciation of ME and
later /a/ after /kw/ was much more variable in the eighteenth century than
has hitherto been acknowledged.

The only other word for which Sheridan and Burn, as well as Spence, have
an unrounded vowel here is wan. Walker (1791) notes Sheridan's pronunci-
ation under his entry for this word: `Mr. Sheridan has given the a in this
word, and its compounds, the same sound as in man. I have always heard it
pronounced like the ®rst syllable of wanton, and ®nd Mr. Nares, W.
Johnston and Mr. Perry, have so marked it.' Walker obviously had not
seen the evidence from Mr Burn and Mr Spence, but would probably have
dismissed it as `provincial' even if he had. Burn and Sheridan also have /ñ/ in
wasp, waspish, for which Spence has the rounded vowel, like Walker, whilst
Burn alone agrees with Spence in having an unrounded vowel in swaddle,
wad, and wadding. This leaves Spence as the only one of our four orthoepists
to have no rounding in swab, swallow, swamp, swan, swap (though in this
case Spence does have a separate entry for swop, spelt with hoj in the
conventional spelling and { } in the New Alphabet) swath, wabble, waddle,
wallet, wand, watch, wattle, and wattles. Although none of the orthoepists
represented in Appendix 3b agrees with Spence on the pronunciation of
these words, he is not entirely alone, for, according to Jespersen (1909±49:
317), `Buchanan 1766 has [O] in ward, warn, want, wasp, wash, watch, but /ñ/
or /a/ in wabble, wad, wallop etc.'. The pattern here almost exactly matches
that of the Grand Repository. Furthermore, in the British Grammar,
Buchanan (1762: 8) writes: `A is short before (ll) as in taÆllow, shaÆllow,
swaÆllow, aÆnnually, caÆsually, etc.' Viewed in isolation, Spence's distribution of
/ñ/ and /O:/ across the lexical set with initial /w/ may seem erratic, but with
this corroboration from Buchanan we see that it simply represents a
conservative (for 1775) variety, agreeing, as it does, with that of a Scot
writing some nine to thirteen years earlier. Buchanan's evidence also
suggests, along with Burn's, that there was a geographical element to the
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di�usion of this sound change, as pronunciations recommended by northern
and Scottish orthoepists tend to be more conservative. (Burn, writing in
Glasgow in 1786, is more conservative than Sheridan (albeit an Irishman),
writing in London in 1780.)

Perhaps a ®nal remark should be made here about the distribution of long
/O:/ and short /Á/ rounded re¯exes of ME and later /a/ in Appendix 3b. The
lexical sets are those in which Spence has { } (rounded) and { }
(unrounded), the equivalents of PDE /O:/ (as in wall) and /ñ/ (as in man).
He never gives his `short o' symbol { } (as in not) for a word with haj in the
conventional orthography and vice versa. I checked this by obtaining a list
from OCP of all words with Spence's { } after /w/: the list was aquosity,
once, one, quoth, swollen, swop (note the double entry for this word: swap
also occurs, pronounced /swñp/), wont, wonted, wot. I found the same
pattern (though with more entries) with words containing { } and { }
before hlj. As we saw in §4.3, Spence does not have the equivalent of PDE
/O:/ in any of Wells's sets except the thought set (and even here, not in
thought itself, for which Spence has his {O}, equivalent to /o:/). Almost all
the words in this set involve re¯exes of ME /a/ or /au/, so Spence has no need
of a symbol to represent a `broad o': to him, /O:/ is evidently a `broad a', to
use the terminology of other eighteenth-century orthoepists. Walker, on the
other hand, has a symbol {a3} and a symbol {o3}, which he seems to use
interchangeably for rounded re¯exes of ME /a/: he uses the {o3}, for
instance, in quart, quarter, quarterage, quartern, and quartersta�. In his list
of vowels, Walker has {o3} `like the broad a', and he states that `the ®fth
sound of o is the long sound produced by r ®nal as followed by another
consonant as for, former. This sound is perfectly equivalent to the diphthong
au and for, former might on account of sound only, be written faur and
faurmer' (1791: 22). Walker's decision to use {o3} rather than an {a3} in
quart, etc., would appear to be arbitrary. Sheridan, like Spence, seems to use
the `broad a' symbol for all rounded re¯exes of ME /a/, whilst Burn avoids
orthographic confusion by having a single number correspond to a single
vowel. Thus the number 5 always stands for /O:/, whatever vowel it is placed
above.

Taking Spence's transcriptions at face value, there is no di�erence of
length between, for example, wall and warrior, for both are spelt with { } in
the New Alphabet, but Sheridan, Walker, and Burn have /O:/ in some words
and /Á/ in others, as Appendix 3b shows. Where the vowel is rounded, Burn
has more `long' instances than Walker or Sheridan, with /O:/ in quarrel,
quarrelsom, quarry, squander, swallow, swamp, swan, waddle, wanton, war-
rant, warrantable, warren, was, wash, watch, but there are even words such as
squadron, warrior, which are `long' for all of our eighteenth-century sources,
but have short /Á/ in RP today. This indicates that, as Dobson (1957: 719)
noted for the seventeenth century, variation between short and long vowels
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in these words continued through the eighteenth century, but Spence's
categorical use of what appears to be a long vowel, along with Burn's
tendency to use this more than Sheridan or Walker do, might indicate that
this, like the use of the unrounded vowel in certain contexts, is a conservative
trait of northern and Scots varieties.

In summary, our inspection of the evidence in Appendix 3b has revealed
that the di�usion of rounding of ME and later /a/ after /w/ is even more
complex than has hitherto been acknowledged. The phonetic conditioning is
very ®ne, with preceding /k/ and following /f/, as well as following velars,
exerting an inhibiting in¯uence. In the course of the eighteenth century, the
e�ect of the preceding velar seems to weaken, and the sound change di�uses
lexically in this context, a di�usion which is still going on in the late
twentieth century in words such as aquatic, and quagmire. Northern varieties
seem to be more conservative with regard to this change, as Burn and Spence
have less rounding than Sheridan and Walker. As was the case with the
lengthening of /a/ discussed in §5.2, Spence's distribution of variants might
seem erratic and the work of a `bad' phonetician when viewed in isolation,
but when we compare his realizations with those of Walker, Sheridan, and
Burn, we ®nd that the pattern is too consistent to be random: Spence's
realizations are the most conservative in both cases, Walker's the most
advanced, and the other orthoepists come in between.

5.4. ` s p l i t t i n g ' o f M E / U /

5.4.1. Introduction

Northern English varieties today are still characterized by what Wells (1982:
356) calls `the absence of a foot-strut split'. This `split', a�ecting re¯exes of
ME /U/ as in cup and of `early shortening' of ME /o:/ in, for example, blood,
was under way by the seventeenth century. Dobson (1957: 585) writes that
`orthoepistical evidence of the unrounding begins c.1640' when `certain
orthoepists distinguish the /U/ of cut from that of put'. By the middle of
the eighteenth century the `unsplit' /U/ was already recognized as a northern
characteristic. We have already noted in §2.4 the Cumbrian John Kirkby's
(1746) remark that his `seventh vowel', found in skull, gun, supper, ®gure,
nature, `is scarce known to the Inhabitants of the North, who always use the
short sound of the eighth vowel instead of it' (quoted in BergstroÈm 1955: 71).
(Kirkby's `eighth vowel' is long in too, woo, Food, etc., short in good, stood,
Foot, etc.) Recognition of the salience of this feature becomes more wide-
spread towards the end of the eighteenth century, when Walker (1791: p. xiii)
writes: `If the short sound of the letter u in trunk, sunk, &c., di�er from the
sound of that letter in the northern parts of England, where they sound it
like the u in bull, and nearly as if the words were written troonk, soonk, etc., it
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necessarily follows that every word where that letter occurs must by those
provincials be mispronounced.' This suggests that northerners in Walker's
time pronounced /U/ where Londoners had /ö/, as is the case today, but
Kenrick (1773: 36) indicates otherwise:

It is further observable of this sound, that the people of Ireland, Yorkshire, and many

other provincials mistake its use; applying it to words which in London are

pronounced with the u full as in . . . no 3 of the Dictionary: as bull, wool, put,

push, all of which they pronounce as the inhabitants of the Metropolis do trull, blood,

rut, rush. Thus the ingenious Mr. Ward of Beverley, has given us in his grammar the

words put, thus and rub as having one quality of sound; but unless by the word put he

meant the substantive, a Dutch game of cards so called, or the ludicrous appelation

given to provincials of country put, it is never so pronounced.

Both Walker and Kenrick notice that northerners have `unsplit' /U/, but,
whereas Walker's account suggests that the sound change which caused the
splitÐthe unrounding of /U/ from ME /U/ and other sourcesÐhas simply not
occurred in these northern varieties, Kenrick's observations suggest that it
has gone further, spreading to words which retain the rounded vowel in
London English. In fact, the variety described by Kenrick is alive and well in
cities like Newcastle today: just as Edinburgh has the `Morningside' accent,
and Glasgow the `Kelvinside', Newcastle has what we might call the
`Jesmond' accentÐa modi®ed regional standard heard from middle-class
Tynesiders and especially those who have attended the private day schools
that abound in Jesmond. One notable characteristic of this accent is a schwa-
like vowel in words such as good, put, puss, etc. as well as mud, blood, pus,
etc. (see Wells 1982: 352 for further observations on this phenomenon in
`northern Near-RP'). Perhaps what Walker observed was the `broad' north-
ern accent of his day, whilst Kenrick was referring to the modi®ed one (it is
interesting to note that `Mr Ward' provided evidence of this modi®ed variety
in his grammar!).

On the other hand, with regard to Scottish and Irish varieties, Walker
(1791: 22±3) suggests that there is `confusion' as to the correct distribution of
the more rounded vowel:

This middle sound of u . . . exists only in the following words: bull, full, pull; words

compounded of full as wonderful, dreadful, &c, bullock, bully, push, bush, bushel,

pulpit, puss, bullion, butcher, cushion, cuckoo, pudding, sugar, hussar, huzza and put

when a verb; but few as they are . . . they are su�cient to puzzle Englishmen who

reside at any distance from the capital, and to make the inhabitants of Scotland and

Ireland (who, it is highly probable, received a more regular pronunciation from our

ancestors), not infrequently the jest of fools.

The suggestion here is that some `provincials' may fail to use the rounded
vowel, Walker's `middle sound' in the words cited, employing instead what
Walker saw as the `more regular' /ö/. This is consistent with Wells's (1982:
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400) observation that, whilst the Scottish accent of English has the /ö/
phoneme, the distribution of this is di�erent from that of RP: `it must be
noted that many foot words have Scots dialect forms with /ö/.'

All this would suggest, that where Spence's, Sheridan's, and Burn's
distributions of these vowels di�er from Walker's, the former are showing
northern, Scots, or Irish in¯uences. However, it may well be the case that the
situation even in `polite' London English may not have been as clear-cut as
Walker makes out. Walker was a stickler for what he called `analogy'Ðthat
is, regularityÐand actually (erroneously, of course), saw the rounded vowel
in, for example, bull as an irregularity of recent introduction. He states
himself that `some speakers, indeed, have attempted to give bulk and punish
this obtuse sound of u, but luckily have not been followed. The words which
have already adopted it are su�ciently numerous; and we cannot be too
careful to check the growth of so unmeaning an irregularity' (Walker 1791:
23). (Note that Walker does not attribute the use of /U/ in these last two
words to any provincial group, but just to `some speakers'.) Holmberg
points out that, `as late as the latter half of the nineteenth century, Standard-
English speakers hesitated on what words to use the normal ME uÆ, i.e. [ö] or
[@] and where to use [u]', and goes on to quote Ellis as follows: `The two
sounds . . . coexist in many words. Several careful speakers say (to p@t,
b@tsher), though the majority say (to put, butsher). All talk of a put (p@t)'
(Holmberg 1964: 67).

This would suggest that the sound change concerned was still in progress
even in the nineteenth century, and that di�erences between the accounts of
various pronouncing dictionaries might well re¯ect variable usage per se
rather than regional variation. On the other hand, what appear to be
`hypercorrect' usages of the unrounded vowel where Walker, or, indeed
present-day RP, has the rounded one, such as those of `Mr. Ward' described
by Kenrick, could well result from the persistence of an `intermediate' vowel.
This is hinted at by Charles Jones (1991) as a possible interpretation of the
account given by Sylvester Douglas, in which a `smothered vocal' is found in
a very small lexical set made up of Tully, scut, and rut, whilst a di�erent
vowel is used in words such as ¯ood, blood, love, dove, come, couplet, punt,
hulk, rump, dub, and mud. The latter vowel is described by Douglas as closer
to the vowel found long in prove, tomb, two, etc., and short in pull, full,
pulpit, etc. (/U/). Jones suggests that the `smothered' vowel is perhaps [ö] or
[@], and the `other shade' perhaps [å], and quotes Wells as follows: `The split
of the old short /U/ into two distinct qualities seems to have been established
by the middle of the seventeenth century. It may well have originated as an
allophonic alternative, with unrounded [å] the forerunner of the modern /ö/
in most environments, but a rounded quality (modern /U/) retained after
labials' (Wells 1982: 197, quoted in C. Jones 1991: 20). Jones (1991: 20) goes
on to point out that, `if Douglas' observation of a triple development for
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Middle English [u] is a correct and accurate one, the existence of some
``intermediate'' [å] stage is attested by him at a date later than most other
observers.' Douglas, then, may well have been describing a variety more
conservative than that of Walker, in which lexical di�usion of [å] > [ö] had
not progressed very far and the phonologization of this originally allophonic
split had not occurred. Other observers such as Kenrick may have been
describing varieties in which the `intermediate' [å] had spread throughout the
lexical set without developing to [ö].

5.4.2. Re¯exes of ME (and later) /U/ in eighteenth-century pronouncing
dictionaries

As I explained in §5.1, Spence's Grand Repository shows no evidence of a
phonemic split of ME /U/, having no symbol equivalent to /ö/ in the New
Alphabet. It would not be pro®table to compare every entry with Spence's
{ } with the same words in Walker, Sheridan, and Burn, partly because the
number of entries is so great (1,199 words with this vowel in stressed
position), and partly because we can expect variation in only a small
number of these words. I did, however, compare Burn's entries for all the
words concerned in order to discover whether the `misuse' of /ö/ cited by
Walker as typical of Scots (and Irish) usage would be apparent. In fact, the
comparison con®rmed that the vowel equivalent to RP /ö/ was, for Burn as
well as for Walker, the most common re¯ex of ME and later /U/: out of the
1,199 words for which Spence had the equivalent of /U/, only forty had the
same vowel for Burn. The vast majority of these forty were words cited by
Walker as having `the middle sound' (i.e. /U/), or compounds including those
elements: for instance, Burn has /U/ in bull, bullock, bully, bullion, bulrush,
bullet, bulwark, pull, pulpit, and pullet. As we might have expected, there are
a few words for which Burn has /ö/ but Walker has /U/, notably huzza,
cushion, woman,23 and Burn shows variation between /ö/ and /U/ in butcher
and its derivatives. I have chosen to compare in Spence, Walker, Sheridan,
and Burn those words cited by Walker as having `the middle sound', those
additional words with /U/ in Burn, those which in present-day RP form
minimal pairs, and a few others which had variable usage in the late
eighteenth century. The distribution of /U/ and /ö/ (and other vowels in
some cases) across this subset in the four dictionaries is shown in Appendix
4. Walker's usage is the same as present-day RP, with distinct vowels for put
(vb.) and put (n.); puss (cat) and pus (matter). Spence, as we might expect
from a northerner, shows no evidence of a phonemic split whatsoever: he
uses the symbol { }, decribed in his New Alphabet as `u as in tun', in all these
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23 Walker gives as his rule 169: `There is a sixth sound of o exactly corresponding to the u in
bull, full, pull, &c. which, from its existing only in the following words, may be called its irregular
sound. These words are, woman, bosom, worsted, wolf, and the proper names, Wolsey, Worcester
and Wolverhampton' (1791: 22).
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words. Since Spence does not comment on the articulation or quality of the
sounds represented in his alphabet, it is futile to speculate on how this { }
was pronounced: it could represent the [@] of the `modi®ed' variety, like
present-day Jesmond; the `intermediate' [å]; or, indeed, the [U] of broad
northern varieties. What is signi®cant is that there is no phonemic split in the
variety described by Spence. Burn and Sheridan, on the other hand, do show
evidence of a phonemic split. Burn's system of notation shows ®ve `sounds
of u' represented in his numerical system as: 1 as in tun; 3 as in bush; 4 as in
full, do; 6 as in tune; and 15 as in busy. The vowels that concern us in this
section are 1 and 3, which we have treated in Appendix 4 as equivalent to /ö/
and /U/ respectively. Appendix 4 shows that Burn does indeed have minimal
pairs: puss has /U/ whilst pus has /ö/; could has /U/, whilst cud has /ö/; but that
Burn's distribution of /ö/ is not the same as that of Walker's, for Burn has /U/
in both put (vb.) and put (n.), as well as in currier (`a dresser of leather'),
fulgent, housewife (= /'hUzwif/), tush, and tut, but he has /ö/ in woman,
cushion, and huzza, whilst for butcher he has /ö/ or /U/. Burn's use of /ö/ in
these cases, as well as in soot, sooty, which will be discussed in §5.5, brings to
mind Wells's (19982: 400) observation (quoted in §5.1.) that `many foot
words have Scots dialect forms with [ö]', and might suggest Scots in¯uence
in Burn's system, but the acknowledged variable usage in butcher would
appear, in the light of the quote from Ellis (see §5.4.1), to be no more than an
honest re¯ection of the variation that really existed at the time even in
London English. Sheridan's distribution of /U/ and /ö/ is much closer to
Walker's, the only di�erences being that Sheridan alone of the four
orthoepists here has full (`replete') and full (`to cleanse cloth') as a minimal
pair, and that he, like Burn, has /ö/ in huzza. This would indicate that, if the
tendency to use /ö/ for words which should, in `correct' speech, have /U/ was,
as Walker suggests, an Irish as well as a Scottish trait, Sheridan is showing
little in¯uence from his native dialect here. Huzza, like tush and tut, is an
exclamation, probably used informally, and likely to be variable, and, in
di�erentiating full (`replete') from full ('to cleanse cloth'), Sheridan is more
likely to be making an arti®cial distinction than showing Irish in¯uence.

Looking at `split' versus `unsplit' /U/, then, has shown us that Spence does
indeed reveal northern in¯uence in his lack of any split. Sheridan also shows
the split, with a distribution very similar to that of Walker and present-day
RP. Burn, having the split, but with the two phonemes distributed di�erently
from Walker, may be showing what Walker saw as the Scots tendency to
`confuse' these vowels, but evidence into the nineteenth century of continued
variation in butcher indicates that he could simply be giving a more realistic
picture of the variation that still existed with regard to re¯exes of ME /U/.
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5.5. l a t e r s h o r t e n i n g o f M E / o: /

5.5.1. Introduction

The next sound change under consideration here is what Dobson (1957) calls
the `later shortening' of ME /o:/, which accounts in present-day RP for the
pronunciation of good, foot, hook, etc., with /U/, as against blood, ¯ood with
/ö/ from earlier shortening and moon, fool, etc. with unshortened /u:/.
Dobson (1957: 511±12) points out that evidence for this later shortening
®rst appears sporadically:

In the seventeenth century only the best observers give evidence of the development

of [U] by later shortening of . . . [u:] . . . But there is su�cient evidence of [U] by later

shortening in the following cases. (a) Before [d] in good . . . in hood . . . and in stood . . .

(b) Before [t] in foot . . . and in soot . . . but, as in PresE, not in boot, root and shoot.

(c) Before [T] Coles gives [U] in sooth and tooth, which in PresE have normally [u:],
though [U] exists as a variant in tooth. (d) Before [v] there is no evidence of later

shortening to [U]. (e) Of other consonants, only [k] regularly causes later shortening; it

seems by contrast only rarely to have caused early shortening . . . In book, [U] is

recorded by Hodges, Cole and possibly Cooper . . . in hook, look and took by Hodges

and Coles; in cook by Hodges; and in brook, crook and shook by Coles. But Coles has

[u:] in nook and rook, which have [U] in PresE . . . Before other consonants the

shortening is sporadic; Hodges has [U] in hoop, and Cocker seems to have [U] beside

[u:] in fool.

It is apparent from Dobson's summary of seventeenth-century evidence that
this later shortening is a sound change which is both phonetically condi-
tioned and subject to lexical di�usion in the seventeenth century. It also
seems to have been di�using socially and/or geographically, since di�erent
orthoepists show the shortening in di�erent words. To add to the complica-
tions, both this and the earlier shortening which gives us /ö/ today in blood,
¯ood, glove, were, in the terms used by Wang (1969), `competing' for the
same lexical items so that, as Dobson (1957: 508) points out, `in the later
seventeenth century, any one word may have [ö], [u:] or [U].'

This variability is still, to a certain extent, in evidence today. For the most
part, RP shows later shortening in words in which the vowel is followed by
/d/, /t/, /k/, as in the above examples, but there is variation. This is evident
within lexical sets, thus food, mood retain the long vowel, whilst good, stood,
show later shortening, and, of course, blood, ¯ood show earlier shortening;
but some individual words also have variable pronunciations: room usually
has the long vowel in RP, but certain (conservative?) RP speakers have a
short vowel /U/.24 In some northern varieties of English, the long vowel is
retained before /k/, whilst, of course, in educated Scots usage, the e�ects of
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24 Daniel Jones (1967: 405) gives room as [rum] with [ru:m] as an alternative, followed by a
note to the e�ect that `the use of the variant [ru:m] appears to be much on the increase'.
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the Scottish Vowel Length Rule will be evident. According to McDavid
(1949) and Bronstein and Sheldon (1951), considerable variation also exists
in American English.

5.5.2. Re¯exes of ME /o:/ in eighteenth-century pronouncing dictionaries

Given this history of continued variability in words with re¯exes of ME /o:/,
we might expect the distribution of /ö/, /U/, and /u:/ across this lexical set to
di�er signi®cantly in the accounts of Spence, Walker, Sheridan, and Burn
respectively. Appendix 5a shows the vowel used by Walker, Sheridan, and
Burn for each word in which Spence has { } except where this is a result of
`yod-dropping' (these latter instances will be discussed separately in §5.6).
The list includes not only words with re¯exes of ME /o:/, but also those with
later /u:/, sometimes varying with /o:/ in later loanwords such as pontoon
(1676, from French), hecatomb (1592, from Latin, and still varying between
/u:/ and /@U/ according to the CSED, and monsoon (1584, from Dutch).
Variation between /o:/ and /u:/ in words such as gold and blackamoor was
widespread in the eighteenth century, and Walker comments upon it in many
cases.25 However, we are here primarily concerned with variation between
/u:/ (no shortening), /U/ (later shortening), and /ö/ (early shortening).

As we might expect, Spence, a northerner who, as we have already seen in
§§5.2, 5.3, and 5.4, has a tendency to be conservative with regard to his
pronunciations, has less evidence of later shortening than the other three
orthoepists examined here (and, of course, no evidence at all of early
shortening, as he does not have a phoneme equivalent to /ö/.) Appendix
5a, words with Spence's { } (= /u:/), is considerably longer than Appendix
5b, words with Spence's { } (= /U/) from ME /o:/. Moreover, there are only
four words in Appendix 5b, all containing the elements hood or soot, for
which any of the other orthoepists have /u:/ where Spence has /U/, but 37 in
Appendix 5a where one or more of the other three have /U/ contrasting with
Spence's /u:/. However, the pattern that we have seen in §§5.2 and 5.3, with
Walker as the most advanced, and Spence as the most conservative, with
Sheridan/Johnston and Burn in between, is not followed here. Surprisingly,
Walker tends to agree with Spence in having /u:/ more often than Sheridan
or Burn, the only exceptions being words with the element good, for which
only Burn and Spence have /u:/, and wool, for which Spence alone has
(unhistorical) /u:/.

Most of the variation in Appendix 5a involves words in which ME /o:/ is
followed by /k/, an environment which we have noted in §5.5.1 as being
variable in the seventeenth century, and in which the shortening is still
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25 Justifying his di�erent pronunciations for moor and blackamoor, Walker (1791) writes:
`Moor, a black man, is regular in polite conversation, and like more in vulgar. Moor, a marsh, is
sometimes heard rhyming with store but more correct speakers pronounce it regularly, rhyming
with poor.'
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di�using in northern English today. Spence has /u:/ in all the words with
®nal /k/, but Walker agrees with him in this, whilst Burn and Sheridan have
this set split, but in di�erent ways. Bronstein and Sheldon (1951) carried out
an exercise involving the comparison of a smaller number of words with ME
/o:/ in seven eighteenth-century dictionaries including Sheridan (1789) and
Walker (1791) and ®fteen from the nineteenth century. They conclude:

Most variation of all appears in the -ook words, now, in American dictionaries,

stabilized to [U]. The pronunciation [u] predominates slightly for most of these words

in the eighteenth century, although look, shook and the disyllable crooked favor [U]. By

the nineteenth century [u] is passing out and [U] has become the favored sound in all the

ook words exept nook. This shift seems to have occurred without occasioning much

comment, favorable or adverse, among dictionary editors. In the eighteenth century,

Walker gives [u] for all the ook words. Jones, who in almost all other respects follows

Walker, protests mildly that `Mr. Walker has marked as similar sounds the double o in

look and tooth, took and tool, though in strictness there is no smaller di�erence between

them than between long and short . . . (Preface, p. iii) (Bronstein and Sheldon 1951: 89)

In Appendix 5a we see that Burn has the most instances of /U/, showing this
pronunciation in book and all its derivatives, brook, cook, cookery, look,
nook, overlook, and partook (he also has it in took, which does not appear in
the Grand Repository). He has /u:/ in betook, crook, crooked, ¯ook, hook, and
hooked. The only inconsistency here is between took and partook with /U/ as
against betook with /u:/. Sheridan has fewer instances of /U/ before /k/ and is
more consistent, with look, overlook, betook, partook, took, and shook (not
present in Burn's dictionary) all having /U/. When we look at the evidence
provided by Bronstein and Sheldon,26 we see that such variation is very
common in the eighteenth century, for Kenrick (1773) and Perry (1788) both
have /U/ in book, brook, cook, hook, look, and shook, whilst Perry also has it
in crook, crooked, and took. Signi®cantly, the earliest dictionary examined
by Bronstein and Sheldon, Johnston (1772), shows no evidence of /U/ before
/k/. This suggests that Walker was here recommending what might well have
been conservative usage in London at the time, probably because it satis®ed
his feeling for analogy (/u:/ was, for him, the normal pronunciation of hooj),
and that /u:/ in hook, cook, etc. was not yet diagnostically northern. Spence's
categorical use of /u:/ in this context accords with that of his nearest
contemporary Johnston (1772), and is likewise probably conservative
rather than speci®cally northern.

If we look at the other contexts in which variation between /U/ and /u:/
occurs, once again Burn shows more instances of /U/ than Sheridan. He has
/U/ before nasals in coom, coomb, and loom; before fricatives in loose (adj.),
loose (vb.), lose, looseness, sooth, soothsayer (but not forsooth); and word-/
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26 Bronstein and Sheldon (1951) used later editions of some of the eighteenth-century
dictionaries than those to which I have referred.
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morpheme-®nally in ado (but not outdo), to, into, together, toward, towardly,
towards. Sheridan, on the other hand, has /U/ in forsooth but not in sooth,
soothsayer, to, and together. (In toward, -s -ly, Sheridan, like Walker, has the
pronunciation /to:rdz/ etc.) Bronstein and Sheldon show no evidence of /U/
before nasals or fricatives, and it is possible that Burn is showing genuine
uncertainty as to the distribution of long and short variants here, especially
when we consider that he actually gives coom in his Introduction (1786: 4) as
an example of his vowel 4 (/u:/). The variation in to- words could perhaps be
explained another way: in a pronouncing dictionary, words are cited in
isolation, whereas in continuous speech they may vary according to context,
Walker (1791) says as much in his note under to: `What has been observed of
the word the, respecting the length of the e before a vowel, and its shortness
before a consonant, is perfectly applicable to the preposition and the adverb
to.' On the other hand, these inconsistencies, as well as that in Appendix 5b
(hood and manhood with /u:/ but falsehood with /U/ ) could be the result of
`interference' from Scots in Burn's case. It would appear that eighteenth-
century observers such as Walker were already aware of the e�ects of the
Scottish Vowel Length Rule. As Aitken (1979: 101±2) points out: `This is a
very pervasive and very characteristically Scottish rule . . . Among the e�ects
are the opposition in Scots and Scottish Standard English between such pairs
as brewed [bru:d] and brood [brud] . . . most Scots speakers operate it in their
everyday Standard English, as one of those provincial factors which the
eighteenth-century anglicisers failed to eliminate' (emphasis added). English
observers, today as in the eighteenth century, tend to perceive the e�ects of
this rule as a failure on the part of Scots to di�erentiate vowels which are
phonemically long or short in English usage. Amongst those who commen-
ted on this aspect of Scots usage in the eighteenth century is Kenrick, who
commented that `one of the chief di�erences between the Scotch and English
gentlemen in the pronunciation of English (is) laying the accent on the vowel,
instead of the consonant, by which means they make syllables long, that are
short with us' (1773: 42). Likewise, Walker (1791: p. xi) includes the
following observation in his section on `Rules to be Observed by the Natives
of Scotland':

With respect to quantity, it may be observed that the Scotch pronounce almost all

their accented vowels long. Thus, if I am not mistaken they would pronounce . . .

subject, soobject. . . . In addition to what has been said, it may be observed that oo in

food, mood, moon, soon, &c. which ought always to have a long sound, is generally

shortened in Scotland to that middle sound of the u in bull, and it must be

remembered that wool, wood, good, hood, stood, foot are the only words where this

sound of oo ought to take place.

Burn's distribution of long /u:/ and short /U/ is too inconsistent to show the
e�ects of the Scottish Vowel Length Rule per se, but, if this rule was operative
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in his own speech and yet not in the `correct' variety which he was attempting
to describe, the kind of confusion hinted at by Walker might occur.

Turning to Appendix 5b, we see that all the words which involve `early
shortening' have /ö/ for Walker, Sheridan, and Burn, as we might have
expected from our discussion in 5.4. The only anomalous cases here are soot
and sooty, which, as Bronstein and Sheldon show, were notoriously variable
in the eighteenth century and later. Here, Burn and Sheridan have /ö/ in soot,
Burn also has /ö/ in sooty, where Sheridan has /u:/, Spence has /U/ in both,
and Walker has /u:/ in both. According to Bronstein and Sheldon, Kenrick
(1773), Perry (1788), and P.D. (1796) all show the same pattern as Burn.This
pronunciation of soot is thus not necessarily a scotticism: in this case, the
unrounded vowel could well have resulted from early shortening of ME /o:/
in this word, just as in blood, and ¯ood. Wyld (1936: 237) gives evidence of
early shortening to [U] or even [ö] from Daines (1640), whilst Walker
explicitly condemns this pronunciation as a vulgarism rather than a
scotticism in his rule 309, thus: `Soot is vulgarly pronounced so as to
rhyme with but, hut, etc., but ought to have its long regular sound, rhyming
with boot as we always hear it in the compound sooty' (1791: 35). However,
Wyld (1936: 239) observes `within my own memory, some old-fashioned
speakers of RS still sound [sat]27 instead of the now universally-received
[sut]'. This suggests that, as with butcher, Burn is not so much showing
evidence of Scottish in¯uence here as attesting a pronunciation which existed
in the usage of educated speakers in London as well as in Glasgow, but
which Walker, with his predilection for analogy, refuses to sanction.

What this examination of words involving ME /o:/ has shown us, then, is
that much variation existed in the eighteenth century, especially between /u:/
and /U/. Walker's pronunciations seem very conservative when we see from
the evidence in Burn and Sheridan, as well as from Bronstein and Sheldon
(1951), that the shortening before /k/ particularly seemed to be di�using
lexically at the time. Apart from the possible in¯uence of the Scottish Vowel
Length Rule, though, there is no evidence that continued use of /u:/ was seen
as a northern characteristic in the eighteenth century: in this respect,
Spence's usage, like that of Johnston (1772) and, indeed, of Walker, is
simply conservative.

5.6. y o d - d r o p p i n g , o r ` s i n k i n g t h e l i q u e f a c t i o n '

5.6.1. Introduction

The next sound change that I wish to consider here is the dropping of /j/
before /u:/ in re¯exes of ME /y:, iu, Eu/ and /eu/. According to Dobson, by
the beginning of the sixteenth century, re¯exes of all of these varied between
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[iu] and [y:]. Dobson (1957: 712) goes on to say that in ENE, the following
changes take place:

(a) The more common pronunciation [iu] gradually changes to [ju:].
(b) Towards the end of the seventeenth century, there is a tendency for the second

element of [iu] or more likely [ju:] to be fronted in the direction of [y:]; this

tendency still persists in PresE.

(c) After the development of [ju:], combinative changes occur as a result of which the

[j] disappears and the vowel remains as [u:], as in sure; similarly after the

consonant [j] the diphthong [iu], in tending to become [ju:], is reduced to [u:]
by the coalescence of the two [j]'s; and after certain consonants or combinations

of consonants there is a tendency to eliminate the [j] for greater ease of

pronunciation, as in chute, Jew, rheum, rude, sewer, lute, and (in some forms of

seventeenth-century English and present American English) in duke and tune.

(d) The variant pronunciation [y:] remains unchanged during the sixteenth and

seventeenth centuries in stressed syllables, but becomes increasingly rarer.

In unstressed syllables, alongside the development to /ju:/, there existed a
variant pronunciation with /I/ or /@/. Particularly before ®nal /r/, evidence for
this becomes increasingly common in the homophone lists of late-seven-
teenth-century orthoepists such as Cooper (1687), who has, for example,
centaury, century; ordure, order; pastor, pasture; and picture, pick't her as
homophones. In this context, the pronunciation with /I/ or /@/ is not
stigmatized in the seventeenth century, but in other environments it is less
common in the sevententh century. Cooper gives scrupelous in his Latin text
(1685) as `facilitas causa', but in the English edition (1687) as `barbarous
speaking'.28 As we move into the eighteenth century, though, criticism of the
pronunciation /Ir/ or /@r/ becomes more widespread: according to Sheldon
(1938: 275). `Swift . . . writes creeter to indicate vulgar pronunciation' in his
Polite Conversations.

Likewise, much of the seventeenth-century evidence for the palatalization
of preceding alveolar consonants in (c) is from `vulgar' or dialectal sources:
Cooper, for instance, in his semi-phonetic notation, lists shugar with the [j]
assimilated, as a `barbarous' pronunciation. By the end of the eighteenth
century, this palatalization, with its subsequent assimilation of the /j/, is
accepted even by Walker in sugar and with palatalization but not assimila-
tion in sure, but elsewhere it is heavily stigmatized, at least in stressed
syllables.

Yod-dropping is a sound change (or perhaps a set of sound changes)
which is still di�using in the twentieth century. The most extreme case of
yod-dropping exists in the dialects of East Anglia, where even human and
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28 The same could be said of all the pronunciations which Cooper designates `barbarous' in
his English edition. I do not believe that Cooper had a sudden attack of prescriptivism between
1685 and 1687: it is more likely that the phrase facilitas causa loses (or gains) something in the
translation. After all, one man's facilitas is another man's laziness.
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beautiful are pronounced /'hu:m@n/ and /'bu:tif@l/, but yod-dropping after
/d/ and /n/ in, for example, duke and new, like other `Cockney' features, has
passed into the `Estuary English'29 of young middle-class persons, particu-
larly (though not exclusively) in the south and east. Looking at works
written earlier in the century, we see variant pronunciations or, indeed,
pronunciations with /ju:/ or /ju/ only, given for words which more recent
dictionaries record with only /u:/ or /U/. Jespersen (1909±49: 382) states that
after /r/ `the [j] now is only heard in weak syllables: erudite [ 'erjudait],
querulous ['kwerjul@s] . . . Note the di�erence between garrulous ['gñrjul@s]
and garrulity [g@'ru:liti].' As we shall see, this rule is followed in the
eighteenth century by Sheridan, but Collins (1992) gives only / 'ErUdait/,
/'gñrUl@s/, /gñ 'ru:lItI/, and for querulous has the ®rst pronunciation given as
/'kwErUl@s/, with / 'kwErjUl@s/ as a variant. Both Jespersen (1909±49: 382)
and Strang (1970: 118) write of variation in words with preceding /l/, such as
luminous, lute, salute, revolution;30 yet again, the CSED gives only /u:/ for all
these words.

5.6.2. Evidence from eighteenth-century pronouncing dictionaries

Since this sound change seems not to have worked its way fully through the
lexicon today, and since the usage is still variable even with regard to some
individual words, such as querulous, we might expect to ®nd even more
variability in eighteenth-century usage. Comparing the pronunciations given
by Spence, Walker, Sheridan, and Burn for words with ME /y:, iu, Eu/, and
/eu/, I found that variation only occurred:

1. When the vowel in question was unstressed, and the variation referred
to in §5.6.1 between `full' pronunciations with /ju:/ and `reduced' ones with
/@/ or /I/ persisted.

2. In words recently borrowed from French, such as connoisseur (1732),
for which Spence has /kÁnIz'ju:r/, Walker has /kÁnI'se:r/, Sheridan has
/kÁnI'Su:r/, and Burn /kÁnI'sUr/. Walker (1791) has a note to this word
which probably indicates that the extreme variation here is due to uncer-
tainty about how to pronounce what was still a `foreign' word: `This word is
perfectly French and, though in very general use, is not naturalised. The
pronunciation of it given here is but a very awkward one, but perhaps as
good a one as we have letters in our language to express it; for the French eu
is not to be found among any of our English vowel or diphthongal sounds.'

3. Where the preceding consonant is either already palatal, as in june,
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29 Mugglestone (1995: 96) writes: `Estuary English, ®rst described in 1984 in the Times
Educational Supplement, is usually characterized as a ``classless'' blend of RP and ``Cockney''
spoken in the area around London and the Thames valley and marked by a range of
``proscribed'' (though common) articulations such as the use of the glottal stop or the use of
/t, d/ deletion.'

30 I can vividly recall Barbara Strang herself using the pronunciation /'lju:n@tIk/.
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juice, or is an alveolar which becomes palatalized, as in super, luxurious, etc.
Here, there is variation between those who give pronunciations with the /j/
assimilated into the palatal and those who do not, as well as between those
who do and do not show palatalization of preceding alveolars.

4. The only other context in which a substantial amount of variation is
found is that in which the vowel follows /r/. (Dobson (1957: 707) includes /r/
in a list of palatal consonants after which /j/ tends to be assimilated, but,
because not all pronunciations of /r/ are or were palatal, and because
variation after this consonant is so widespread in the eighteenth century, I
shall deal with it separately.) Referring to the period 1570±1770, Strang
(1970: 118) writes: `The closing decades of this period also saw a tendency to
drop /j/ before /u:/. After /r/ usage varied in the 1760's, but the /j/ has now
completely vanished (rude, crude, crew, fruit, etc.)' As we shall see, this
variation persisted throughout the eighteenth century and is displayed very
clearly in the comparison between our four pronouncing dictionaries.

In other contexts, there is little variation between our four sources: Strang
(1970: 118) refers to `divided usage' after /l/, but Spence, Walker, Sheridan,
and Burn show /ju:/ regularly in this environment. Likewise, there is no sign
of yod-dropping after /n/ or /d/, perhaps not surprisingly, as this was already
highly stigmatized: Walker (1791: 32) writes of the `diphthong' hewj: `This
diphthong is pronounced like long u and is almost always regular. There is a
corrupt pronunciation of it like oo chie¯y in London, where we sometimes
hear dew and new, pronounced as if written doo and noo.'

5.6.3. Variation in ®nal unstressed syllables

As we shall see in §5.7, the representation of unstressed vowels in the Grand
Repository is a very complicated matter, and it would be beyond the scope of
this book to deal with it exhaustively. Here, I can only point out areas of
variation both within Spence's Grand Repository and between this and the
other three pronouncing dictionaries examined here. As I have already
indicated in §5.6.1, the use of /@/ or /I/31 rather than /ju:/ in unstressed
syllables was beginning to be stigmatized by the early eighteenth century.
Later in the century, opinions vary, but on the whole, the `reduced'
pronunciations are viewed as informal at the best, and vulgar at the worst.
Kenrick (1773: 32), writing of the tendency `even among the politest speak-
ers, of giving the t alone the sound of ch' in words such as nature, creature,
goes on to add: `For my own part, nevertheless, I cannot discover the
euphony; and though the contrary mode be reprobated, as vulgar, by certain
mighty ®ne speakers, I think it more conformable to the general scheme of
English pronunciation.' Kenrick, then, suggests that the palatalization in
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31 As we shall see, Spence varies between { } and { } in his representation of unstressed
vowels: this variation is a complex matter, which I shall attempt to deal with in §5.7.
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words like nature is `a species of a�ectation that is to be discountenanced;
unless we are to impute it to the tendency in the metropolitan pronunciation
of prefacing the sound of u with a y consonant; or, which is the same thing,
converting the t or s preceding into ch or zh, as in nature, measure etc'.
Kenrick's use of terms such as mighty ®ne and a�ectation suggest here a
reluctant acknowledgement that / 'ne:tju:r/ or / 'ne:tSu:r/ are the more
fashionable pronunciations, but that he prefers /'ne:t@r/.

Walker (1791: 23), as might be expected, is less equivocal on this matter:
his `Principle 179' states:

There is an incorrect pronunciation of this letter [= huj] when it ends a syllable, not

under the accent which prevails, not only among the vulgar, but is sometimes found

in better company; and that is giving the u an obscure sound, which confounds it with

vowels of a very di�erent kind. Thus we not infrequently hear singular, regular and

particular pronounced as if written sing-e-lar, reg-e-lar, and par-tick-e-lar.

Under nature, Walker writes `there is a vulgar pronunciation of this word as
if written na-ter, which cannot be too carefully avoided'. In fact, the balance
tips in favour of the pronunciation with /ju:/: where pronunciations with /@/
are mentioned as acceptable, this is as an alternative to what was seen by
some as the equally if not more vulgar pronunciation involving palataliza-
tion of the preceding consonant. Thus the author of A Caution to Gentlemen
Who Use Sheridan's Dictionary (1790: 6, quoted in Sheldon 1938: 306±7)
admits that `the natural propensity is to abbreviate -u- and to pronounce the
word thus neÁtuÆr' (= [ 'net@r]: Sheldon.) However, Sheldon (1938: 307) adds
`the author goes on to observe that in polite pronunciation, the u is long and
a y is sounded before it, [ 'netjur]. But -tshur and -tshous cannot be
tolerated, and if a foreigner or native ``be ambitious for passing for an
English gentleman, let him avoid with utmost care, Mr. Sheridan's -SH-'' '.
Thus pronunciations like /'ne:t@r/ are, on the whole, regarded as vulgar, but
are preferable to the palatalization of /t/ and subsequent assimilation of /j/
involved in, for example, /'ne:tS@r/.

To ®nd out Spence's representation of every word in which re¯exes of ME
/y:, iu, Eu/ or /eu/ are unstressed would be very di�cult using OCP, as he uses
several di�erent symbols in these words ({U}, { }, and { }). Instead, I have
made a manual search for all the words ending in hurej in traditional
orthography. These words, with their representations in the four pronoun-
cing dictionaries, appear in Appendix 6a. There are 78 words in the list here,
one of which (dorture32) appears only in the Grand Repository, and a further
two of which (decocture, defeature) do not appear in Burn. For purposes of
comparison here, we shall exclude the words which either already have a
palatal consonant before the vowel (injure, perjure), and those which have a
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32 The OED marks this as `obs. ex. hist'; after 1700, the more usual spelling is hdorterj.
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preceding consonant which tends not to be palatalized (epicure, failure,
®gure, trans®gure, tenure). This means that we can compare the four
dictionaries according to how many words have yod-dropping, reduction
to /@/, and no palatalization (the /'ne:t@r/ pattern); those which have no
palatalization, yod-dropping, or reduction (the / 'ne:tju:r/ pattern), and
those which have palatalization, yod-dropping, and reduction (the pattern
most common in PDE: the /'ne:tS@r/ pattern). In addition, Walker has a
strange `compromise' pattern, involving palatalization but no yod-dropping
or reduction (the / 'ne:tSju:r/ pattern.) Out of 71 words for Spence, 70 for
Walker and Sheridan, and 68 for Burn, the pattern is as shown in Table 5.2.
With regard to yod-dropping and palatalization of the preceding consonant,
Sheridan is by far the most advanced of the four orthoepists, showing a
pronunciation close to that of PDE in the vast majority of cases. Burn and
Spence are both conservative, but in di�erent ways: Burn appears to favour
a pronunciation (the / 'ne:t@r/ type), which was accepted in the seventeenth
century but was becoming stigmatized in the eighteenth. However, when we
look at Burn's (1786: 5±6) introductory remarks, we see that he is not
entirely happy with his representations of these words in the dictionary:

Wherever the termination -ure is marked according to the ®rst class of vocal sounds

above given, the u takes the sound of y consonant before it; as in na12ture1, which is

pronounced na12tyur1; meas13ure1,±meas13yure1 &c. And the same pronunciation is to

be observed in their derivatives, as nat11ur1al11±natyur-al; meas13ur1a11ble0±meas-yur-

a-ble.There is another peculiarity in the pronunciation of the word nature and several

others where u or eau follow t or d, as education, situate, situation, piteous, &c, which

are pronounced as if a faint sound of ch or j came between the t or d and u. Thus na-

tchure, ed-chu-ca-ti-on, sit-chu-a-ti-on, or ed-ju-ca-ti-on &c, but this is so delicately

pronounced, that it is almost impossible to represent it by characters.

The clue here is in the last sentence: Burn transcribes nature etc as na12 ture1

(= / 'ne:t@r/) etc., because, whilst his system of placing numbers over the
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Table 5.2. Comparison of words with <ure> ending from Appendix 6a

Dictionary Pattern Total
words

/'ne:t@r/ /'ne:tju:r/ /'ne:tS@r/ /'ne:tSju:r/

Spence 3 56 12 0 71

Walker 0 12 0 58 70

Sheridan 0 2 61 0 63

Burn 47 19 2 0 68

Note: The ®gures do not add up to 70 for Sheridan because he has a small number of words with
di�erent patterns: 3 words with /tSu:r/ and 4 with /tSUr/, showing palatalization and yod-
dropping but not reduction In each case, I suspect that the lack of reduction is due to secondary
stress.
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vowels of the actual dictionary entry (as opposed to respelling), is perfectly
adequate for the representation of the vowels themselves, he runs into
di�culties when `extra' consonants are pronounced, or the consonants are
modi®ed. We cannot really tell from the above statement whether Burn really
wishes the words in Appendix 6a which he has transcribed as {-ture1}, etc., to
be pronounced /t@r/, /tj@r/, or /tS@r/: his transcriptions are only really reliable
as an indication of whether the vowel has been reduced to schwa (vowel 1) or
not (vowel 6 = /ju:/). Spence, of course, has no such problems regarding the
capabilities of his transcription system: he clearly favours a pronunciation
that avoids assimilation, yod-dropping, and reduction (the /'ne:tju:r/ pat-
tern). This pronunciation would have been beyond reproach in the late
eighteenth century: all three of the other orthoepists studied here use it for at
least a few words and, indeed, something very like it is still recorded today in,
for instance ordure, for which CSED gives /'O:djU@/. This is almost certainly
the pronunciation that Spence would have heard in the rhetorical style used
by the clergymen who seem to have provided his model of `correct' speech.

So Sheridan is the most advanced of our four orthoepists with regard to
the pronunciation of the words in Appendix 6a, and Spence is the most
conservative, but what are we to make of Walker's favoured pattern, in
which palatalization occurs without consequent assimilation or reduction?
The extent of palatalization in Walker's representations of these words
might seem surprising, given the extent to which this is condemned by, for
example, the author of A Caution. However, Walker (1791) saw this as
allowable if not preferable, in post-tonic syllables: under nature, he notes:
`The sibilation and aspiration of t in this and similar words, provided they
are not too coarsely pronounced, are so far from being a deformity to our
language, by increasing the number of hissing sounds, as some have
insinuated, that they are a real beauty; and by a certain coalescence and
¯ow of the sound, contribute greatly to the smoothness and volubility of
pronunciation.' In fact, Walker here is standing by one of his principles of
analogy: that assimilations, or departures from the `true' sound of a letter,
may occur only when the sound concerned is not under the main stress. So
we can expect to ®nd palatalization in these unstressed contexts. But the
retention of /j/, or even a diphthong /iu/ after the palatalized consonant, here
does seem rather arti®cial, and it is noticeable that Walker is the only one of
our four orthoepists to show this pronunciation. In Appendix 6a, I have
marked with an asterisk words for which Walker actually gives the
transcription {yu1r}, i.e. /jju:r/ or posibly /jiur/. Even if Walker's {u1} is
intended to be /iu/ rather than /ju:/, these pronunciations sound very stilted.
The most likely explanation for them is that Walker's recommended
pronunciation is a compromise, allowing palatalization, because his rule
of analogy states that this can happen in post-tonic syllables, but not
allowing yod-dropping or reduction, which are viewed as `incorrect'.
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5.6.4. Palatalization and variation after palatal consonants in stressed
syllables

In words with palatal consonants not derived from alveolarsÐfor example,
those with initial /dZ/ÐSpence, Walker, and Sheridan regularly show the
yod `dropped' or, rather, assimilated into the palatal: thus all three have the
pronunciations /dZu:n, dZu:s/ for June, juice, but Burn has /dZju:n, dZju:s/.
Once again, Burn is the most conservative of the four orthoepists, but, as we
shall see in our discussion of variation after /r/ in this case, it is probably an
instance in Burn of a particularly Scottish hypercorrection.

We have already seen that the author of A Caution to Gentlemen Who Use
Sheridan's Dictionary attacked Sheridan for his palatalizations. and, in our
discussion of the words in Appendix 6a, that Sheridan had more instances of
palatalization than Spence or Burn before the unstressed hurej ending. It is
certainly the case that Sheridan admitted this palatalization of alveolars
before earlier /ju:/ to an extreme degree: he has palatalization of /s/ to /S/
with consequent loss of following /j/ in all words with the pre®x super-,
whereas Spence, Walker, and Burn all have /sju:/ here, and in all similar
words except sugar, sure and surety, in which /S/ occurs in PDE. Likewise,
the author of A Vocabulary of Such Words in the English Language as are of
Dubious or Unsettled Accentuation (1797) writes under tune: `I have followed
Mr. Walker in the pronunciation of this word [= /tju:n/]; Mr. Sheridan
shounds it tsho3n [= /tSu:n/]; and this sound he gives also to the tu in Tuneful,
Tuneless, Tuner, Tunick, Tunicle, Tutelage, Tutelary, Tutelar, Tutor, Tuto-
rage, and Tutoress, while Mr. Walker preserves the pure sound of the tu as in
Tune, above marked' (quoted from Sheldon 1938: LXXX). Indeed, as this
suggests, Walker, but also Spence and Burn, have /tju:/ in all of the above
words that occur in their dictionaries. The author of A Caution and, indeed,
Jespersen (1909±49: 344, 347) attribute Sheridan's pronunciation of words
such as tune and suicide to interference from Irish English. In many cases,
the accusation of `Irishism' is a knee-jerk reaction from critics who simply
did not agree with Sheridan's recommendations, but, in this case, there may
be some substance in it. Jespersen (1909±49: 347) points out that `B. Shaw
writes Choosda and schoopid as Irish for Tuesday and stupid (John Bull's Isl.
12, 38)'.33 On the other hand, initial /tS/ and /S/ for /tj/ and /sj/ are attested in
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33 I am informed (Karen Corrigan, personal communication) that this palatalization does
occur in Irish, but only in the Ulster dialects, so that it is very unlikely that the Dublin-born
Sheridan would have been in¯uenced by it. What is more likely is that the palatalization was a
colloquialism common in London, which may well have been widely used in less careful speech,
then as now. Another Irish author who uses the same semi-phonetic spelling to signal the same
pronunciation is Samuel Beckett. In his novel Watt, we ®nd the following: `We are the Galls,
father and son, and we are come, what is more, all the way from town, to choon the piano' (1972:
67; 1st edn., 1953; emphasis added). Beckett deals with such linguistic issues as the arbitrary
nature of the sign in this novel, which has a great deal of linguistic experimentation. However,
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seventeenth-century English (as opposed to Irish) sources: Dobson (1957:
706±7) shows suit: Shute: shoot as homophones in Hodges; and tulip: julip34

as well as dew: due: jew in Brown (none of our sources shows initial /dj/
becoming /dZ/). These instances are, however, few and far between and in
homophone lists, which, as Dobson explains, often give more colloquial
pronunciations. If Sheridan's palatalizations in supreme, tune, etc. are not
Irishisms, perhaps they represent a more colloquial kind of London English.

What we discover from comparing Spence, Walker, Sheridan, and Burn
with regard to words in which a palatal consonant occurs or is created by
palatalization is that Burn, with /ju:/ even after palatals like /dZ/, is at one
end of the spectrum, Sheridan, with his palatalization even in initial position
before a stressed vowel, is at the other end, and Walker and Spence, with
some instances of palatalization, notably before unstressed vowels, lie in
between.

5.6.5. Variation after /r/

As indicated above, the greatest degree of variation between /ju:/ and /u:/,
both within certain pronouncing dictionaries and between the four studied
here, is in the environment with a preceding /r/ as in rude, peruse, etc. Whilst
Walker sees /ju:/ as the regular sound of long huj,35 as well as hewj and heuj,
he ®nds the pronunciation /u:/ acceptable after /r/, for he writes of the
`diphthong' huij : `When this diphthong is preceded by r, it is pronounced
like oo, thus bruise, cruise, fruit, bruit, recruit are pronounced as if written
broose, crooze, broot, froot, recroot' (1791: 39) This categorical statement
refers only to orthographic huij: in other cases where earlier /ju:/ or /iu/
follows /r/, Walker's usage varies: he has /u:/ in e.g. brute, intrude, prune but
/ju:/ in frugal, peruse, quadruple, so that Jespersen (1909±49: 382) is probably
right in identifying Batchelor (1809) as the ®rst to state categorically that
`the long u (yuw), properly pronounced, never immediately follows r in the
same syllable'. In fact, as Strang (1970: 182) suggests, there was much
uncertainty and variation between /ju:/ and /u:/ after /r/ in the late eighteenth
century. According to Jespersen, Sheridan has /u:/ after /r/ in crude, crucify,
cruet, cruise, crew, true, fruit, rue, etc., and Johnston (1764) shows some
inconsistency in that he has a rule that /u:/ should be used after /d/, /l/, /n/,
/r/, /s/, and /t/, and gives rude as an example of this, but, in his dictionary
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although the number of characters with Irish names (O'Meldon, MacStern, Fitzwein) suggests
an Irish setting, it is not clear whether choon is intended to be speci®cally Irish.

34 Julip here presumably means julep `a sweet drink, variously prepared and sometimes
medicated' CSED. Spence has Julap (pronounced /'dZu:lIp/) with this meaning. Dobson here
gives this without comment as evidence that tulip was pronounced with initial /tS/, but since julip
is only ever shown with a voiced initial consonant, the pairing can only be `near alike'.

35 The expected `spelling pronunciation' of huj when long would be /ju:/ or /iu/, because this is
the name of the letter: according to Dobson (1957: 703), the name of huj had been so
pronounced since 1528.
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entry for rude, the pronunciation indicated is /ju:/. On the other hand,
Johnston gives no indication that /u:/ is `vulgar'. When we turn to the
Scottish orthoepist Elphinston, however, a di�erent attitude is apparent:
Jespersen (1909±49: 382) quotes him as writing in 1787 that it is `vulgar
indolence or bluntness' to `sink the liquefaction' in peruse, rule, making them
per-ooz, rool. If the dropping of /j/, which Elphinston refers to as `sinking the
liquefaction', was most advanced in London, where in vulgar usage it had
progressed to words such as dew and new, perhaps in Scotland a more
conservative norm prevailed, in which /j/ was retained even after /r/ in the
polite, educated usage of the `provincial' middle classes. Sylvester Douglas
provides further enlightenment on this issue: he has /ju:/ in excuse, use,
profuse, humility, Hume, human, curious, unity, pure, pew, dew, and hue as
well as in a handful of words in which present-day RP has /u:/: Bruce, spruce,
truce, recluse (notice that three out of these last four have /r/ before the
vowel). Charles Jones (1991: 63) points out that Douglas regards the Scots
tendency to use /ju:/ in the items blue, pursue, and luxury as well as build and
burial as `an unacceptable hypercorrection', and goes on to quote Sir Walter
Scott's observation in The Heart of Midlothian (®rst published 1818):

The Magistrates were closely interrogated before the House of Peers concerning the

particulars of the Mob, and the patois in which these functionaries made their

answers, sounded strange in the ears of the southern nobles. The Duke of Newcastle

having demanded to know with what kind of shot the guard which Porteous

commanded had loaded their muskets, was answered naively: `Ow, just sic as ane

shoots dukes and fools with'. This reply was considered as a contempt of the House of

Lords, and the Provost would have su�ered accordingly, but that the Duke of Argyll

explained, that the expression properly rendered into English meant ducks and water

fowls. (Scott 1971: 207 n., quoted in C. Jones 1991: 63±4)

If Burn and Spence were representing conservative varieties such as might
well have been used by modi®ed speakers in eighteenth-century Scotland
and northern England, we might expect to ®nd evidence for the conservative
or even hypercorrect use of /ju:/ in contrast to Walker's /u:/. The examples
quoted by Jespersen might suggest that Sheridan, on the other hand, tends to
go further than Walker in his use of /u:/. In order to discover whether this is
the case, I have taken all the words in the Grand Repository in which ME /y:,
iu, Eu/ or /eu/ (or, indeed /iu/ from later sources36) occur after /r/. These
appear in Appendices 6b±d.

Out of 110 words in Appendices 6b±d, Sheridan has only 13 with /ju:/,
Walker has 29, Spence has 59, and Burn has a near-categorical 102. If we
discount the words marked n.a., which do not occur in one or more of the
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36 According to Dobson (1957: 703) `the English pronunciation of Latin u in an open syllable
. . . develops with ME [y:], with which it is identical'. Thus relatively late latinate coinages like
eruginous (1646) belong here.
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other dictionaries, Burn retains the /j/ in 102 out of 108 words, or 94.44%;
Spence himself retains it in 53.6%; Walker in 29 out of 107 or 27.1%, and
Sheridan in 13 out of 107 or a mere 12.14%. This shows a reluctance to `sink
the liquefaction' which seems to increase with distance from the capital, with
Spence having almost twice as many instances of /ju:/ as Walker, and Burn
almost twice as many as Spence. The di�erence between Walker and
Sheridan is less striking, and probably indicates that Sheridan was, in this
instance, less conservative than Walker. If we look at the few instances in
which Sheridan does have /ju:/, we ®nd that he never has /ju:/ where Walker
or Burn have /u:/. The words concerned are: congruence, congruent,
congruous, erudition, eruginous, ferula, garrulity, garrulous, peruke, peruse,
purulency, purulent, and virulent. In all but eruginous, garrulity, peruke, and
peruse, the /ju:/ is unstressed, and it is noteworthy that, whilst Sheridan has
/ju:/ in congruence, congruent, and congruous, he has /u:/ in congruity when
the vowel is stressed. Thus, Sheridan comes closest of all our four orthoepists
to the distribution described by Jespersen (1909±49: 385): `Before a com-
pletely unstressed vowel, [j] in [ju:] is not left out.' In many of these words,
/ju:/ was still possible until relatively recently: the fact that Jespersen sees
/ju:/ as the norm in words such as erudition, garrulous, purulency, purulous,
and virulent, whilst the CSED has /ju:/ in none of them, perhaps indicates
that, whilst stress was once a conditioning factor in the di�usion of this
sound change, it no longer is. In fact, Burn never has his vowel 4 (/u:/) in any
of the words in Appendices 6b or c: in the few cases in which his vowel 6 (/
ju:/) is not used, he has his short vowel 3Ðfor example, in fruit and truth.
Certainly, our ®ndings show that Shields (1974: 59) was not quite correct in
stating that Spence had `maximal distribution of /ju:/ '.

The results from Burn and, to a lesser extent, Spence do suggest here that
these northern English and Scots orthoepists are recommending a pronunci-
ation which by Walker's standards would be conservative or even hyper-
correct, but, by the standards of a Scottish orthoepist like Elphinston, avoids
the `vulgar indolence' of `sinking the liquefaction'. Sheridan, on the other
hand, has a very advanced pronunciation, with a distribution of /u:/ and /ju:/
close to that of earlier twentieth-century English. Perhaps here, as with the
palatalization of /s/ and /t/, he was giving evidence of a more colloquial
pronunciation current in London in the eighteenth century.

5.7. u n s t r e s s e d v o w e l s

5.7.1. Introduction

The pronunciation of unstressed vowels was a potential mine®eld for
eighteenth-century speakers who aspired to `correct' pronunciation.
Walker (1791: 23) states this quite clearly:
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It may, indeed, be observed, that there is scarcely any thing more distinguishes a

person of mean and good education than the pronunciation of the unaccented

vowels. When vowels are under the accent, the prince and the lowest of the people,

with very few exceptions, pronounce them in the same manner; but the unaccented

vowels in the mouth of the former have a distinct, open and speci®c sound, while the

latter often totally sink them, or change them, into some other sound. Those,

therefore, who wish to pronounce elegantly, must be particularly attentive to the

unaccented vowels; as a neat pronunciation of these, forms one of the greatest

beauties of speaking.

If further testimony is needed to the salience of unstressed vowels at this
time, we need look no further than A Caution to Gentlemen Who Use
Sheridan's Dictionary (1790), in which, according to Sheldon (1938: 308),
`Sheridan's critic disapproves of the fact that Sheridan makes no distinction
in the pronunciation of unstressed syllables, writing cavurn, comunur,
culpuble, all with the same sound'. Remarks like these have led scholars
such as Sheldon (1938, 1947) and Shields (1973, 1974) to conclude that
Walker was against the `reduced' pronunciation of unstressed vowels.
Sheldon (1947: 135) speci®cally sets Walker and Sheridan against each
other as representing respectively `idealized' and `realistic' pronunciations:
`Not only does Walker want unstressed vowels pronounced, but he generally
wants the full sound given to vowels which Sheridan, often properly,
represents as reduced or obscure in value. Frequently, Walker tries to
make the pronunciation of the unstressed syllable accord more closely
with the spelling'. Shields (1973: 78) goes further in suggesting that `the
full, spelling pronunciation of unstressed syllables' was `recommended by
virtually all 18c writers (for example, of great importance, Sheridan 1780),
who are on the whole unwilling to recommend anything like a schwa'. As we
shall see, this overstates the case: the distribution of `full' and `reduced'
pronunciations actually recommended in eighteenth-century pronouncing
dictionaries was much more complex.

Contrary to Shields's suggestion, Jespersen (1909±49: 249) writes that
`from the 18th c. we have more or less unambiguous testimonies to the
tendency towards obscuration' citing John Jones (1701), de Castro (1751),
Johnston (1764), Elphinston (1765), and Walker (1791). However, evidence
of a `reduced' or `obscure' pronunciation of unstressed vowels goes back at
least to the sixteenth century and, if Wyld's (1936: 258) evidence from
occasional spellings is to be believed, `at least as early as the middle of the
®fteenth century'. In these ®fteenth-century spellings, the existence of a
`reduced' vowel is, according to Wyld, often signalled by a lack of consist-
ency in the spelling of a vowel, such as the four di�erent spellings of staple as
hstapellj, hstapyllj, hstapalj, hstapulj in the Cely Papers. It is very di�cult to
ascertain the value of the `reduced' vowel from such evidence: does hstapyllj,
for instance, indicate indecision and suggest that all unstressed vowels were
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levelled under /@/, or should we take it at face value as representing
something like /ste:pIl/? As we shall see, both pronunciations were possible
then and in the eighteenth century.

Wyld's early evidence is thus, like all evidence from `occasional spellings',
di�cult to interpret and not necessarily reliable (see §3.2.2 for discussion of
this). When we move on to the orthoepistic evidence from the sixteenth
century, the picture is not much clearer, but there is, as Dobson (1957:
827 �.) suggests, enough to indicate that reduction to /@/ was general, at least
in everyday, colloquial speech. With the sixteenth-century orthoepists, the
evidence again seems to take the form of a tendency to substitute various
spellings for each other: for instance `Bullokar clearly used [@r] for ME eÆr
(unstressed), for he confuses the su®xes -er, -or and -our (i.e. -uÆr), and uses
the `half-vowel' r to represent both ME unstressed eÆr and the combination
[@]-glide plus r (e.g. in ®re)' (Dobson 1957: 868). Clearer, more direct
evidence only becomes available from the seventeenth century onwards,
for, as Dobson (1957: 867) points out, `the identity of the vowel [@] is not
recognized by any orthoepist before Wallis'.

By the end of the seventeenth century, an identi®cation of unstressed
vowels with the `obscure' or `guttural' sound of huj (i.e. /ö/?) is becoming
common, and this continues to be the most usual description of them in the
eighteenth century. That something like /@/ was intended, at least for the
`reduced' vowel, is suggested by descriptions such as that of Abraham
Tucker (1773: 14), quoted in Abercrombie (1965: 66):

This short `u' . . . is easiest pronounced of all the vowels . . . and therefore is a great

favourite with my countrymen, who tho not lazy are very averse to trouble, wishing

to do as much work with as little pain as possible. We can draw it out to a great

length on particular occasions, as when the watchman calls `past ten u-u-u clock', or

when a man hesitates till he hits upon some hard name, as `This account was sent by

Mr u-u-u Schlotziko�, a Russian.'

This is not to say that /ö/ and /@/ did not exist as separate phonemes in the
eighteenth century, merely that orthoepists had di�culty distinguishing
between these two vowels, which, after all, are both central and
unrounded.37 Walker acknowledges the existence of an `obscure' pronunci-
ation of some unstressed vowels, and identi®es it in his transcriptions with
the `short huj' of but, etc, but his descriptions of this sound suggest that he is
not entirely happy with this identi®cation. He ®rst writes: `The unaccented
termination in -ace, whether nouns or verbs, have the a so short and obscure
as to be nearly similar to the u in us', and then goes on as follows: `The e in
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37 A coalescence of these two vowels occurs in some accents of present-day English. Wells
(1982: 132) writes that `in Wales and in some (higher-prestige) midlands and north-of-England
accents, STRUT words have stressed [@], in consequence of the STRUT-Schwa merger . . . Even
in GenAm it may well be considered that stressed [ö] and unstressed [@] are co-allophones of one
phoneme.'
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her is pronounced nearly like short u; and as we hear it in the unaccented
terminations of writer, reader, &c, where we may observe, that the r being
only a jar, and not a de®nite and distinct articulate like the other consonants,
instead of stopping the vocal e�ux of voice, lets it imperfectly pass, and so
corrupts and alters the true sound of the vowel' (1791: 12±13). Here,
Walker's use of the word nearly suggests that the unstressed vowel is not
exactly the same as that in us, but that he can think of no better way of
representing it. Elsewhere, his description of `irregular and unaccented
sounds' suggests the kind of arbitrary substitution of one spelling for
another that provided the ®fteenth- and sixteenth-century evidence from
`occasional spellings'.

But besides the long and short sounds common to all the vowels, there is a certain

transient indistinct pronunciation of some of them, when they are not accented, that

cannot so properly be called obscure, as imperfect: for it seems to have no more of the

sound of the vowel to which it corresponds than what is common to the rest; that is a

simple guttural tone, entirely unmodi®ed by the organs which distinguish the sound

of one vowel from another, and is really no more than a commencement of the vowel

intended to be pronounced. When the accent is not upon it, no vowel is more apt to

run into this imperfect sound than a . . . If the accent be kept strongly on the ®rst

syllable of the word tolerable, as it always ought to be, we ®nd scarcely any

distinguishable di�erence to the ear, if we substitute u or o instead of a in the

penultimate syllable. Thus tolerable, toleroble, and toleruble, are exactly the same

word to the ear, if pronounced without premeditation or transposing the accent, for

the real purpose of distinction. (Walker 1791: 12)

Thus we see that, despite the use of loaded terms such as corrupt, obscure,
and imperfect, all of which suggest a certain distaste for this pronunciation,
Walker does acknowledge the existence of unstressed vowels and identi®es
the sound as almost, but not exactly, that of /ö/.

Most eighteenth-century pronouncing dictionaries, like Walker's, repres-
ent the unstressed vowel equivalent to schwa with a `short huj' symbol
identical to that used for /ö/. A swift glance at any page of the Grand
Repository would suggest that this is the exception here, for Spence often
represents vowels in unstressed syllables with his symbol { }, otherwise
used for the /I/ of sit, etc. On the ®rst page of the dictionary proper
(reproduced as the frontispiece to this book), we see the following words
with the vowels here underlined represented in this way: abacus, abaft,
abaisance, abandon, abasement, abatement, abbacy, abbess, abbot, abbrevia-
tion, abbreviature, abdicate, abdication, abdomen, abdominous, abecedarian,
abecedary, aberrance, aberrant, aberring, aberration, abetment. Only the
presence on this page of the word abdominous, with the underlined vowel
sound represented as { }, suggests that Spence has any other way of
representing unstressed vowels. Spence's widespread use of a symbol
apparently equivalent to /I/ for unstressed vowels other than re¯exes of
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ME and later /I/ has been remarked upon before. Abercrombie (1965: 73)
suggests that the presence of this vowel in, for example, sycophant, haddock,
haggle, swallow, represented by Spence as being pronounced /'sIkIfInt,
'hñdIk, 'hñgIl, 'swñlI/, is one of the `traces of Spence's northern origins'
to be found in the Grand Repository. Certainly /'swñlI/ is a strikingly similar
pronunciation to that used in present-day Glaswegian (where it is used as a
euphemism for `alcoholic beverage'), and I have heard /'hñdIk/ in ®sh and
chip shops on Tyneside, but we shall have to look very carefully at the
distribution of /I/ in unstressed syllables in the Grand Repository and other
eighteenth-century pronouncing dictionaries to see if Spence's usage was
particularly `northern' in the eighteenth century.

Before we look at the distribution in detail, though, it is worth reminding
ourselves that, even in present-day RP, some unstressed vowels (other than
those spelt hij) are pronounced as /I/ rather than /@/: the CSED gives damage,
sausage, village all with /IdZ/ as the ®nal syllable, and harmless, hopeless, and,
indeed, abbess, as well as menace, furnace, palace, and solace, all with /Is/.38

Walker recognizes variation in some of these unstressed endings, recom-
mending /I/ for some words and /@/ for others.Thus, for the -ace ending, he
writes `menace, palace, pinnace, populace, solace, might, without any great
departure from their common sound, be written pallus, sollus, &c, while
furnace almost changes the a into i and might be written furnis' (1791: 12±
13). Later, he writes `eo, when unaccented, has the sound of u short in
surgeon, sturgeon, dudgeon, luncheon, puncheon, truncheon, burgeon, haber-
geon; but in scutcheon, escutcheon, pidgeon and widgeon, the eo sounds like
short i' (1791: 31). He also suggests that marchioness should be pronounced
as if written marshunes, but cushion as if written cushin (1791: 33). Could it
be, then, that Spence's use of /I/ in unstressed syllables is not so far out of
line, or as peculiarly northern, as has been suspected?

Evidence for variation between /@/ and /I/ in unstressed syllables is
provided by both Wyld (1936) and Dobson (1957). Wyld provides evidence
for /I/ in -est, -en, -el, -less, -ness, -le(d )ge, -et, -age, -as (purchase, Thomas),
-on, -ot. In some places, he suggests that a change from /I/ to /@/ has been
taking place in his lifetime: for instance, on purchase, he writes `I remember
hearing [pötSIs] in my boyhood from excellent speakers who preserved the
habits of an earlier generation' (1936: 263),39 whilst on the spelling hstomickj
for stomach, he writes `I have heard the latter word so pronounced by very
old speakers whose speech was merely old-fashioned though it contained no
vulgarisms' (1936: 263). (It is perhaps worth noting that Spence transcribes
both purchase and stomach as pronounced exactly in the way suggested by
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38 In recent years, a pronunciation with schwa has begun to take over in these words,
particularly in the speech of relatively young modi®ed or `near RP' speakers. The speech of
Prime Minister Tony Blair is particularly noticeable in this respect, with pronunciations like
/'Áf@s/ for o�ce, etc.

39 In fact, the CSED (1992) still gives /pÆ:tSIs/.
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Wyld.) Dobson (1957: 915) explains this variation in the realization of
unstressed syllables as resulting from two distinct sound changes: the ®rst
occurs in ME and a�ects only words with ME /e/, whilst the second a�ects
back vowels and, according to Dobson, could not have occurred before the
®fteenth century, as it is not until then that back vowels are reduced to
schwa. Dobson also suggests that the ®rst change, that involving ME /e/, was
not a�ected by the following consonant, but that, in the case of the second
change, involving /@/ from ME back vowels, the raising to /I/ was envir-
onmentally conditioned, with /n/ (as in pigeon) and /dZ/ (as in courage)
favouring the change. Dobson further suggests that variation was present up
to the end of his period (1700) and that extensive use of /I/, particularly for
ME /e/, seems to have been a northern feature. There are a few indications
from sixteenth-century orthoepists that this use of /I/ for /@/ from ME /e/ was
northern: `Mulcaster, (a Northerner) says that unstressed e as in written,
saieth, sounds like short i. Coote (1596) includes -id for -ed among the
characteristics of ``the barbarous speech of your country people'', and adds
that it is Scottish' (Dobson 1957: 916). On /I/ from late ME /@/ before /l/ and
/n/ as in people, happen, Dobson tells us that `the Northerner Levins
regularly has il for original le' and in a footnote that `OED's spellings
show -il for -le (as in people) and -in for -en (as in happen, hearken) from the
fourteenth-century onwards, the fourteenth-century instances being Scottish
and Northern' (1957: 917).

There is thus enough evidence to suggest that Spence's use of a symbol
representing /I/ for unstressed vowels, even where his contemporaries use a
symbol representing /ö/ or /@/, could re¯ect actual pronunciation in the
eighteenth century, particularly in the north. This pronunciation does not
seem to have been stigmatized in the eighteenth century: it is not included in
Walker's `rules to assist the natives of Scotland', and, when Walker mentions
variation between /I/ and /@/, he points out in which words the reader should
use which sound, but gives no dire warnings about getting this wrong.
Contrast his remarks on the use or non-use of syllabic /rµ / and /lµ/ in swivel,
chicken, etc.: `This diversity in the pronunciation of these terminations ought
the more carefuly to be attended to, as nothing is so vulgar and childish as to
hear swivel and heaven pronounced with the e distinctly, or navel and chicken
with the e suppressed' (Walker 1791: 104). Walker is here concerned with
whether a vowel is pronounced in the ®nal syllable of the word or not, rather
than with the quality of that vowel. Likewise, in his note under cushion, for
which he, most unusually for Walker, gives two alternative pronunciations,
Walker shows no inclination to condemn either variant: `I have given this
word two sounds: not that I think they are equally in use. I am convinced
that the ®rst [/'kUSIn/] is the more general, but because the other is but a
tri¯ing departure from it, and does not contradict the universal rule of
pronouncing words of this termination.' This is hardly the way that Walker
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would write if the use of /I/ in unstressed syllables was a really salient
northern characteristic. On the other hand, Emsley (1933: 1157) points out
that, whilst he can ®nd little in Buchanan's works to justify the accusation of
contemporary critics in the Monthly Review that, as a Scot, Buchanan was
not `a competent judge of English pronunciation', he feels that `credit should
be given the critics . . . for noting . . . his most outstanding fault, the tendency
to overuse the `short i' sound in ®nal syllables as in martial, ®lial, human.'
Perhaps this was recognized as a Scots or northern characteristic in the
eighteenth century, but, especially towards the end of the century, its salience
was overshadowed by the much more important issue of whether the vowel
should be pronounced `full' or `obscure'.

The only indications we have of Spence's attitude to the pronunciation of
unstressed vowels (apart from the transcriptions in the Grand Repository
themselves, of course), are such as can be gleaned from the changes that he
makes on his errata page, and those that he makes in the versions of his
alphabet used in his later works. It is striking that, in neither case, does he
change /I/ to /@/ or vice versa: of the 104 items on his errata page in the Grand
Repository, 38 involve changes to or, more likely, from { } (= /I/), but in
every case except that of aquafortis, where the underlined vowel is changed
from {A} (=/e:/) to { }, the { } is changed to the symbol representing the
`full' value of the vowel concerned. Thus, for example, advocate, aphorism,
apothem, apozem, apposite, apposition, composition, controversy, controvert,
decorate, decoration, decorous, desolate, diastole, indisposition, and percolate,
all have { } changed to { } (= /Á/) for the underlined vowel.40 The changes
in his later works appear to be of the same nature: Shields (1973: 78) points
out that, in the later texts, `Spence moves steadily towards the full, spelling
pronunciation of unstressed syllables recommended by virtually all 18c.
writers'. Where Spence shows variation between /I/ and /@/, as we have
already seen from the discussion of the words ending in -ure in §5.6.3, this is
unlikely to indicate uncertainty on his part as to which is `correct': variation
of this kind was present from the fourteenth century onwards, was acknow-
ledged (but not condemned) in the eighteenth century by the likes of Walker,
and, to some extent, is still present today.

5.7.2. Evidence from eighteenth-century pronouncing dictionaries

Obviously, the number of unstressed vowels present in the Grand Repository
entries is likely to be huge, so, as I have already explained in §5.1, it would be
beyond the scope of this book to analyse the full extent of variation between
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40 Interestingly, one of the few changes that Walker would like to have made in the Critical
Pronouncing Dictionary is in the opposite direction. After his errata, he writes: `There is but one
class of words I could have wished had been di�erently marked, and that is, some of those
ending in -wards, with the accent on a preceding syllable. When the accent is on this termination,
as in rewards, the a has the broad sound; but when the accent precedes, this letter goes into its
obscure sound, and wards has exactly the sound of words.' (1791: p. xvi).



f:/2beal/ch5.3d ^ 17/2/99 ^ 13:24 ^ disk/mp

/I/, /@/, and the `full' pronunciation of vowels in the Grand Repository and
between this and other pronouncing dictionaries. Instead, I have taken
(Appendix 7b) a selection of words, which are mentioned by Walker and/or
Wyld and added some which I have noticed as showing variation. Before
considering these, though, we should perhaps look at the words beginning
with per-, which Shields (1973) examined for evidence of variation in the
Grand Repository. I have provided the list of words in Appendix 7a, along
with the pronunciation of the vowel of the ®rst syllable given by Spence,
Walker, Sheridan, and Burn. Out of 86 words beginning with per-, Spence
has { } (/I/) in 62, { } (/E/) in 22, and {E} (/i:/) in 2: in this context, then,
there is no variation between /I/ and /@/ in the Grand Repository, only
between /I/ and `full' values. Shields's list as reproduced in Appendix 7a has
some words in which per- is stressed, and, indeed, all the words for which
Spence has either { } or {E}, such as perry, pericardium; period, periodical,
would have either full or secondary stress on this syllable. However, there
are also words with { } in this list in which the syllable is equally likely to be
under secondary stress (contrast pericranium with { } and pericardium with
{ }), as well as some, like perforate, which have { } in a syllable with
primary stress. Walker, Sheridan, and Burn each show less internal vari-
ation, but the contrast between them is interesting: Walker and Sheridan
each have `full' values, usually /E/ in all cases, almost certainly because the
rule followed by Walker (and, in this case, Sheridan too) is that vowels may
be reduced only in syllables following the main stress. Burn has the `reduced'
/@/ in almost all cases, with some instances of /E/ or /i:/, and, in the one case
of periwig, /I/. Shields concludes from her study of the per- words in the
Grand Repository `that Spence had a sound in some words that he could not
identify, and therefore adopted a variable pattern of representation, with
little linguistic meaning' (1973: 82). The comparison with Walker and Burn,
as well as the discussion of /I/ in unstressed syllables in §5.7.1, would,
however, suggest that Spence is not alone in showing variation here, and this
variation is caused, not by uncertainty as to what the sound is, but as to
whether the `full' or `reduced' pronunciation should be used.

Given the evidence discussed in §5.7.1 that the `overuse' of /I/ in unstressed
syllables was a recognizably northern or Scots feature in the eighteenth
century, it is strange that Burn has /@/ or /E/ so consistently. The only
explanation that I can think of is that this feature (use of /I/) was salient in
Scotland, and therefore studiously avoided by Burn, but less so in England,
where more attention was paid to variation between `full' and `reduced'
syllables. If this was the case, Spence may well have heard variation between
/I/ and `full' values of the vowels concerned from the northern clergymen
who provided his model of good speech.

Spence does show variation between /I/ and /@/ elsewhere, though, as we
can see from Appendix 7b. These words have been hand-picked to demon-
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strate variation, and so Spence's pronunciations seem less unusual here than
in Appendix 7a. However, it is noticeable that, once again, Burn shows only
one instance of /I/, in assemblage: even where /I/ is given in all the other three
pronouncing dictionaries, as in ribbon/riband. Where /I/ is still used in
present-day RP, as in furnace, advantage, as with the words in Appendix
6a, Burn varies between /@/ and the `full' pronunciation, with one example,
in wagon of a syllabic /nµ /. It would be interesting to carry out a fuller study
of this feature in Burn (and, indeed, other Scottish orthoepists of the late
eighteenth century): here, I can only say that Burn's distribution of /@/ and
`full' vowels, together with his very sparing use of /I/ in unstressed syllables,
suggests a `hypercorrect' avoidance of the `northern' /I/.

Spence and Sheridan both have a notation representing /I/ for ME and
later /E/, con®rming Dobson's statement (quoted in §5.7.1) that the raising
from /@/ was more general here than with ME back vowels. Both Walker and
Burn have the `full' vowel /E/ for all the words in the list beginning with
barren in Appendix 7b. Spence likewise has { } (/I/) in the termination h-erj,
in barker, barrister, barter, etc. (not in Appendix 6b), but varies between { }
(/I/) and { } (/@/) for the ending h-orj, with { } in anchor, major, but { } in
bachelor, servitor, whilst the other three dictionaries have their notation for
/@/ in all of these (except that Burn does not mark the vowel in the ®nal
syllable of servitor). In fact, the other words with hoj in traditional
orthography almost all have { } in the Grand Repository, with some
instances of { }, and occasional `full' pronunciations, as in zealot, whereas,
for Walker and Sheridan, /@/ seems to be the norm and /I/ the exception,
where a `reduced' pronunciation is given. Spence is alone here in his /I/
pronunciation of the ®nal syllable of follow, swallow, etc., but the pronunci-
ation explicitly condemned by Walker for this class of words is that with /@/.
Walker (1791: 37) writes of howj: `The vulgar shorten this sound and
pronounce the o obscurely and sometimes as if followed by r, as winder
and feller for window and fellow; but this is almost too despicable for notice.'
Once again, the primary sociolinguistic variable is /@/: Walker is condemning
a reduced, and prescribing a full, pronunciation and has nothing to say on
the possibility of /I/, which, in the case of these words, is almost certainly a
northernism on Spence's part, but perhaps not one that was heavily
stigmatized at the time.

It is di�cult to reach ®rm conclusions from such a small amount of
evidence, but I would tentatively put forward the following suggestions.
First, Walker's reputation as an arch-prescriptivist who prescribed `unnat-
ural' pronunciations is not entirely justi®ed. He recommends a pronunci-
ation which is very like, if not identical to, the /@/ of present-day English in
many cases where the vowel falls after the main stress, and, in the case of
afterwards, etc. states a wish to change his `full' pronunciations to /@/.
Secondly, the extensive use of /I/ in unstressed syllables that we ®nd in the
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Grand Repository is almost certainly a northern feature, but it represents the
continuation of a late ME sound change which seems, at least in the case of
back vowels, to have been environmentally conditioned, and to have been
more extensive in the north in all contexts. Variation between /I/ and /@/ is
attested at all stages from the ®fteenth century to the present day, with a
reversal of the original sound change (back to /@/) seeming to gather
momentum from the eighteenth century, and still continuing today. `Over-
use' of /I/ is, however, condemned much less than the `incorrect' use of
reduced vowels, and so the /I/ realizations in the Grand Repository may well
represent the usage of `good' (modi®ed) speakers in the Newcastle of the late
eighteenth century. In Scotland, the /I/ may well have been more stigmatized,
which could explain Burn's avoidance of this pronunciation even where it
occurs in present-day RP. Finally, what are we to make of Spence's variation
between { } and { } in bachelor, major, etc? Are we dealing with genuine
variation here, perhaps involving lexical di�usion, or is Spence aware of two
possible pronunciations in this context and vacillating between the two? I
would suggest that the total lack of changes from /@/ to /I/ or vice versa on
the errata page of the Grand Repository, together with the absence of such
changes in Spence's later works, argues against the latter. However, to
discover patterns of variation which might indicate lexical di�usion we
would have to carry out a much more thorough study of unstressed vowels
in the Grand Repository than is possible within the scope of this book.

I have, throughout this section, treated Spence's { } as representing /I/ in
unstressed syllables, and his { } as representing /@/. Given that Spence
provides no information concerning the articulation of the sounds repres-
ented by his symbols, it is di�cult to be precise on this matter. Shields (1973:
83) concludes that `Spence at no time identi®ed any central vowel as a
separate ``letter'' '. It is possible that { } represents /@/ as well as /I/ and/or
{ } represents not only /@/ in, for example, bachelor, but also /U/ in, for
example, put. If so, then this represents a failure on Spence's part to adhere
to his principle that `to read what is printed in this alphabet, nothing is
required but to apply the same sound immutably to each character (in
whatever position) that the alphabet directs'. In this case, his reputation as
the author of the ®rst `phonetic' dictionary of English is slightly diminished,
but, there again, no eighteenth-century orthoepist produced a separate
symbol for /@/. There is also the possibility that { } did stand for a single
phoneme, with a quality nearer to [å], which we mentioned in §5.4. It is
certainly the case that in the modi®ed near-RP used by middle-class
Tynesiders, the vowels in the two syllables of, for example, putter (= a
golf club) are very similar to each other. Perhaps a similar situation existed
in the Newcastle of 1775, but, in the absence of more speci®c information on
articulation in the Grand Repository, this would be di�cult to establish.
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5.8. w e a k e n i n g a n d / o r l o s s o f w o r d f i n a l a n d
p r e c o n s o n a n t a l / r /

5.8.1. Introduction

We have touched upon this subject already in §5.2, where we saw that
lengthening of /a/ in, for example, bar, bard was initially triggered by a
weakening of /r/, ®rst in preconsonantal, and later in word ®nal positions. By
the end of the eighteenth century, /r/ has been lost in these positions, at least
in the most advanced dialect of London described (but not approved of) by
Walker, and lengthening of /a/ before this vocalized r has become cat-
egorical. In other dialects though, notably those of Scotland and Ireland, /r/
was neither weakened nor lost and, since loss of /r/ was actually stigmatized,
there was no incentive for the `polite' speakers of Dublin or Edinburgh to
adopt this sound change. In the varieties described by Spence and Burn, in
which there is little or no likelihood of /r/ being vocalized, lengthening of /a/
before /r/ seems to have been introduced on a purely lexical basis, as an
`imported' sound change without a phonetic trigger.

The history of weakening/loss of /r/ is complex and intertwined with that
of the e�ect of this /r/ on preceding vowels. By the eighteenth century,
orthoepists are reluctant to admit to loss of /r/ because of the stigma by then
attached to any deviation from the written word.41 Thus, /r/ is always
indicated as being pronounced in the transcriptions or respellings provided
in pronouncing dictionaries: to discover whether /r/ really was pronounced,
and whether it was weakened or not, in the `correct' usage described in
pronouncing dictionaries, we therefore have to `read between the lines'. This
means gleaning information from the comments provided in introductory
material and, particularly in the case of the Grand Repository where no such
introductory material exists, looking at the vowels preceding /r/ for any
evidence of the modi®cations that are linked with weakening/loss of /r/.

First, though, let us recap on the history of weakening/loss of /r/ up to the
end of the eighteenth century. We have already seen in §5.2 that weakening
of /r/ in medial and ®nal positions is ®rst attested by Jonson (1640), but that
this distinction between a `strong' /r/ in initial position and a `weak' /r/ in
medial (particularly preconsonantal) and ®nal positions is more widely
commented on in the eighteenth century. Jespersen (1909±49: 358) identi®es
this `strong' /r/ as `probably a trilled point- /r/ (like the Scotch) before a
vowel, and before a consonant an untrilled consonantal /r/ very much like
the sound now given to r before a vowel in South England'. Certainly,
Jonson's designation of r as `the dog's letter' (i.e. sounding like a dog's
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41 Mugglestone (1995: 97±8) shows how the statement of Johnson that `for pronunciation the
best general rule is, to consider those as the most elegant speakers, who deviate least from the
written word' (1755: a2v i.) was taken up and used as a precept by many orthoepists and
grammarians of the later eighteenth and the nineteenth centuries.
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growl; cf. s, which is `the snake's letter') suggests some kind of trilled
consonant, and the `weakening' in medial and ®nal positions would take
/r/ further towards the vocalic end of what Charles Jones (1991: 6) calls the
`sonority hierarchy', to a continuant. Walker's remarks (1791: 50) on the
di�erence between the English and Irish pronunciations of /r/ suggest that,
for the Irish, /r/ is always trilled; for Londoners, it is a continuant [ò] in initial
and intervocalic positions, but fully vocalized in preconsonantal and ®nal
positions (in bar, bard, card, regard ); in the `correct' English which he is
recommending, though, /r/ should be `as forcible as in Ireland' in initial
position, but `nearly as soft as in London' in preconsonantal and ®nal
positions. The Irish, `correct' English, and London pronunciations described
by Walker are the synchronic correlates of three diachronic stages in the
vocalization of /r/: the Irish pronunciation of the late eighteenth century
probably corresponds to the English pronunciation of the sixteenth century
and earlier, with no vocalization or weakening; the `correct' English
pronunciation prescribed in 1791 by Walker, with a trilled /r/ word-initially,
but a continuant preconsonantally and ®nally, shows the ®rst stage of
weakening attested by Jonson (1640); and the `London' English of 1791 is
much closer to present-day RP, with a continuant in initial position, and
vocalization of /r/ in preconsonantal and ®nal positions.

There is earlier evidence of loss of /r/: Wyld (1936: 298) shows evidence
from rhymes (such as ®rst: dust in Surrey) and spellings (e.g. hwostedj for
worsted) from the ®fteenth century onwards. Wyld (1936: 299) notes that this
early evidence almost always involves words with /s/ or /S/ after the /r/ and
sees this as the ®rst stage in the weakening and subsequent vocalization of
/r/:

To summarize . . . it would appear that the weakening and disappearance of r before

another consonant, especially, at ®rst, before [s, S ], had taken place by the middle of

the ®fteenth century at any rate in Essex and Su�olk; that a hundred years later

London speakers of the humbler sort (Machyn), as well as more highly placed and

better educated persons in various walks of life, pronounced the sound but slightly, if

at all; that the tendency is more and more marked, not only before [s, S ], but before

other consonants also, until by the middle of the next century it seems that the

pronunciation among the upper classes (the Verneys and their relatives) was very

much the same as at present.

Wyld's evidence is thus much earlier than the orthoepistic evidence cited
above, but, as we saw in §3.2, this is usually the case with indirect evidence
from rhymes and spellings. Wyld points out (1936: 299) that `these
pronunciations . . . have been ousted by another type . . . in which the r
was not lost until lengthening had taken place'. That such early loss of /r/
existed, at least in colloquial English, is attested by the survival into PDE of
informal/formal doublets such as bust: burst; cuss: curse, in which the more
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informal item shows early loss of /r/ with no lengthening of the preceding
vowel (/böst, kös/), whilst the formal one shows later loss with its associated
lowering and lengthening (/bÆ:st, kÆ:s/ ).42 As we have seen in §5.2, the later,
orthoepistic evidence for weakening/loss of /r/, notably that of Flint and
Walker, associates this change in the realization of /r/ with lengthening of the
preceding vowel. It would appear that we have two di�erent sound changes
here: an early one in which /r/ is assimilated to the following /s/ or /S/, with
no e�ect on the preceding vowel, and a later one in which /r/ is weakened or
vocalized, with `compensatory lengthening' of the preceding vowel. The ®rst
was almost certainly con®ned to colloquial English, despite Wyld's assertion
that it is found in upper-class speech in the eighteenth century, and evidence
for it is sporadic, whilst the later change is of a much more general nature
and ®nds its way into `correct' speech, for the prestige accent of present-day
British English, RP, is non-rhotic. It is this later change that we are
concerned with here, for evidence of the earlier change would certainly be
considered `vulgar' by the last quarter of the eighteenth century.

As I have already indicated, all the pronouncing dictionaries studied here
indicate /r/ as being realized in all positions in their respellings. In the case of
other consonants which have been vocalized or, in what were once
consonant clusters like initial /kn/, lost by simpli®cation, eighteenth-century
pronouncing dictionaries indicate the vocalization or loss by using a
di�erent font (usually italic) or, in the case of the Grand Repository, by
simply missing them out. Thus Spence writes {NO} (= /no:/) for know, and
{K F} (= /kA:f/) for calf; Walker and Sheridan, like Spence, omit the hkj
from know and the hlj from calf in their respellings, whilst Burn has an italic
{k} and {l} in these instances, indicating a silent letter.

In Spence's case, we can probably take his inclusion of word ®nal and
preconsonantal /r/ at face value, for Northumbrian English would, like
Scots, have been rhotic in the late eighteenth century.43 Walker's respellings,
with /r/ always realized, are harder to interpret, for, whilst he asserts (1791:
50) that `this letter is never silent', he elsewhere writes that `r, being only a
jar, and not a de®nite and distinct articulation like the other consonants,
instead of stopping the vocal e�ux of voice, lets it imperfectly pass' (1791:
13). Walker has been cited by Jespersen (1909±49: 360) as being `the oldest
Englishman to admit the muteness' of preconsonantal and word ®nal /r/. As
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42 The CSED gives bust, cuss as `informal', whilst the OED cites them as `US'. Both exist in
my own dialect, and not as US imports. They have each developed a range of senses distinct
from their more formal counterparts: to cuss is to swear, whilst to curse is to wish somebody ill;
cussed means `bad-tempered', and a bust (in this sense more probably US) can be a raid by the
police. Bailey (1996: 99) also notes the existence of these doublets as one of the `characteristics of
seventeenth-century folk speech as used by the ®rst permanent English-speaking settlers in
North America'.

43 Kolb (1966) shows retention of preconsonantal /r/ (realized as [Ò] ) in the twentieth century
in traditional dialects of Northumberland, whilst PaÊhlsson (1972) shows it as still occurring, but
recessive.
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we have seen in §2.4, the `oldest Englishman' to admit this was in fact Tucker
(1773) and (see §5.2) Walker `admits' to this `muteness' rather grudgingly,
asserting that /r/ should be pronounced, albeit more weakly even preconso-
nantally and word ®nally. Thus it is not surprising that Walker indicates the
/r/ as being realized in all positions, for this was `correct' in his view.
Mugglestone (1995: 98±103), shows that, throughout the nineteenth century,
vocalization of /r/ was as highly stigmatized as `h-dropping': as late as 1880,
Gerard Manley Hopkins criticized Keats for his `rhyming open vowels to
silent rs, as higher to Thalia: as long as the r is pronounced by anybody, and
it is by a good many yet, the feeling that it is there makes this rhyme most
o�ensive, not indeed to the ear, but to the mind' (Abbott 1935: 37, quoted in
Mugglestone 1995: 101). As Mugglestone points out, Hopkins' words here
suggest that he thinks the /r/ is pronounced rather than that he actually hears
it: given that non-rhoticity is a feature of RP, and that rhotic accents, at least
in England, are now viewed as `rustic' and of low prestige, it is unlikely that
/r/ was still pronounced in preconsonantal and word ®nal position as late as
1880, except perhaps in a highly arti®cial `stage' pronunciation. A century
earlier, though, a `weakened' /r/ could well have still been realized in these
positions in `careful' speech, as indicated by Walker.

Shields (1973: 87±8) suggests that, whilst Spence's retention of /r/ is
genuine, Walker's is not `retained' but self-consciously `restored'. Her
reasoning here is that Walker's retention of /r/ in, for example, farther
cannot be natural, because he marks the ®rst vowel of this word as the `long
Italian a', and she believes that this lengthening is consequent on vocaliza-
tion of /r/. We have already seen in §5.2 that this is not the case: lengthening
of /a/ before /r/ predates the complete loss of the consonant and is more
likely to be caused by weakening, a movement along the sonority hierarchy
from the more `consonant-like' trill, to the more `vowel-like' continuant.
Thus Walker's combination of lengthened /a/ and a weakened but still
realized /r/ is perfectly natural. Shields also fails to notice that Spence himself
has more than a few instances of the long { } (= /A:/) before /r/ in the Grand
Repository (179 in all: see Appendices 2c(i) and (ii).

5.8.2. Evidence from pronouncing dictionaries

Before we go on to look in detail at the realization of vowels before /r/ in
Spence, Walker, Sheridan, and Burn, perhaps we should consider what kind
of /r/ is represented by Spence's {R} in the Grand Repository. Spence's own
pronunciation of /r/ was almost certainly realized as [r] or [Ò]Ðthat is, one of
the articulations known as the `Northumbrian burr'. This pronunciation was
®rst noticed by Defoe (1724±7: iii. 232±3), who wrote:

I must not quit Northumberland without taking notice, that the Natives of this

Country, of the antient original Race or Families, are distinguished by a Shibboleth
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upon their Tongues in pronouncing the Letter R, which they cannot utter without a

hollow Jarring in the Throat, by which they are as plainly known, as a foreigner is in

pronouncing the Th: this they call the Northumberland R, or Wharle; and the Natives

value themselves upon that Imperfection, because, forsooth, it shews the Antiquity of

their Blood.

Later in the eighteenth century, this `Northumberland R' becomes subject to
criticismÐfor example, from Kenrick, who describes it (1773: 31) as `very
aukwardly pronounced, somewhat like a w or oau' and Stephen Jones (1798:
49) who writes of `the rough sound of r, as it is pronounced by the natives of
Durham, who sound it in their throats with a disagreeable rattling'. This
would appear to contradict Defoe's statement to the e�ect that North-
umbrians were proud of the burr, but they were and are an independent-
minded people with a high degree of `accent loyalty',44 and, more than a
century after Jones, Heslop (1903: 16) could write of the `burr' as being `the
birthright of people of every station in life'. Heslop also writes of Lord
Eldon (a native of Newcastle and Lord Chancellor at the beginning of the
nineteenth century) using the `burr' on the Woolsack. This would indicate
that, by the end of the nineteenth century, the `Northumberland R' was a
highly salient feature of Northumbrian speech, and was criticized as such by
orthoepists, but that Northumbrians themselves were not minded to modify
this feature towards the `weaker' /r/ of London speech. If Lord Eldon did
not see ®t to lose his `burr', then the working-class Thomas Spence would
almost certainly have retained it, as is suggested by Place, who writes that `he
had a strong northern `burr in his throat' and a slight impediment in his
speech' (BL Add. MS 27,808, fo. 154, quoted in Shields 1973: 75).

What evidence can we ®nd in the Grand Repository for the existence of the
`burr'? In present-day Northumbrian, and even in the urban dialect of
Tyneside, vowels before hrj show the e�ects of what PaÊhlsson (1972: 20)
terms `burr-modi®cation': `Burr-modi®ed vowels are vowels that have
become retracted and lowered (in most cases) due to a following posterior
/r/, e.g. ``®rst'' [fO:st], ``word'' [wO:d], irrespective of its more precise
realization'. There is no evidence of such `burr-modi®cation' in the Grand
Repository: ®rst is here transcribed as {F RST}, i.e. /fIrst/; word is tran-
scribed as {W RD}, i.e. either /wUrd/ or /w@rd/; and the words beginning
with per- in Appendix 7a are transcribed as either {P R} (e.g. permanent) or
{P R} (e.g. perfect), whereas in present-day broad Tyneside the ®rst syllable
of both these words would be pronounced /pO:/. Especially in the case of
word, in which the traditional spelling has hoj, Spence could easily have
represented a burr-modi®ed vowel with his { } (= /O:/) or { } (= /Á/)
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44 The Northumbrian Language Society takes the stance that Northumbrian has the status of
a separate language rather than a dialect of English. Each April, at the Morpeth Gathering, a
kind of Northumbrian Eisteddfod, prizes are given for the best story and poem in North-
umbrian.
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symbol, had such modi®cation been present in the pronunciation that he was
representing. We must draw one of two conclusions from the lack of any
evidence for burr-modi®cation in the Grand Repository: either the variety
described therein did not realize /r/ as a `burr', or it may have done, but burr-
modi®cation, like lengthening of /a/ before /r/, is a sound change triggered by
the weakening of the following consonant. All the negative remarks about
the burr's harshness quoted above suggest that, in the late eighteenth
century, it had not been weakened. The Grand Repository thus provides us
with no evidence about the articulation of /r/ in the variety described therein,
only that it is realized in all positions.

Leaving aside the question of the `Northumbrian burr', let us examine the
vowels before /r/ in Spence, Walker, Sheridan, and Burn for signs of the
modi®cations associated with weakening and/or loss of word ®nal and
preconsonantal /r/. We have seen in §4.3 that most of the di�erences in
inventory between the phonemic system of the Grand Repository and that of
RP as described in Wells (1982) are due to innovations which are associated
with loss of rhoticity in the latter system. Thus Spence has no phonemic
equivalent of the diphthongs /I@/ (near), /E@/ (square), and /U@/ (cure), nor
does he have a distinct phoneme equivalent to RP /Æ:/ (nurse). These three
diphthongs developed as a result of what Wells (1982: 213±18) calls `Pre-R
Breaking', whilst the vowel in nurse is the result of two sound changes: what
Wells (1982: 199±203) calls the `nurse Merger' followed by the lengthening
also found before a (weakened) /r/ in car, cart, nor, north. The `nurse
Merger' itself does not depend on weakening or loss of the following /r/, for
a partial merger has occurred in some rhotic accents like Scots, in which,
according to Wells (1982: 200), `word and bird have [@r] but heard [Er]'.
However, the emergence of a separate phoneme in nurse words would only
occur after the lengthening to /Æ:/, which is associated with weakening of the
following /r/. `Pre-R Breaking' is associated in PDE with non-rhotic varieties
such as RP, but historically this change, like lengthening before /r/, is
associated with weakening rather than full vocalization of the following /r/.

Evidence of either breaking or lengthening of vowels before /r/ in Spence,
Walker, Sheridan, or Burn should thus indicate that the following /r/ is
weakened. Appendix 8 shows a selection of words in which lengthening or
breaking occurs in RP, with the IPA equivalent of the vowel given by
Spence, Walker, Sheridan, and Burn for each word. The words are listed in
alphabetical order in Appendix 8: bird, birth, and burden; fern, ®r, and fur
have been chosen as words which show the result of the `nurse Merger' in
PDE; for and north to provide evidence for lengthening (since lengthening of
/a/ has already been discussed in §5.2), and beer, chair, ®re, ¯our, ¯ower, sure,
and tower to provide evidence for breaking.

Let us consider ®rst the evidence for the `nurse Merger' provided by
Appendix 8. The pronunciations of bird, birth, burden, fern, ®r, and fur show
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no evidence at all for this merger in Spence, where even the /@/ which I have
given here for burden and fur could, as we have seen in §5.7, be /U/, for
Spence's { } represents both. Spence's transcriptions show no modi®cation
of the vowels preceding /r/ in these words. The other three orthoepists
represented here do, however, provide evidence of the `nurse Merger': Burn,
surprisingly for a Scot, seems to have the full merger, with all six words
considered here having the same vowel. Walker and Sheridan, on the other
hand, each show a partial merger, like the one found, according to Wells
(1982), in present-day Scots: for Walker, bird, burden, and fur have /@/ but
birth, fern, and ®r have /E/, whilst for Sheridan bird, burden, ®r, and fur all
have /@/, whilst birth and fern have /E/. If we remember that the same
representation is given for both /@/ and /ö/ in Sheridan and Walker, then it
would appear that orthographic huj before /r/ remains as what was perceived
as a huj sound (/@/ or /ö/), orthographic hej remains unmodi®ed as /E/, but hij
before /r/ is variably modi®ed to either /E/ or /@/. Walker attempts to explain
the pronunciation of hij before /r/ as follows:

When this letter is succeeded by r, and another consonant in a ®nal syllable, it has

exactly the sound of e in vermin, vernal &c, as virtue, virgin &c, which approaches to

the sound of short u; but when it comes before r, followed by another consonant in a

®nal syllable, it acquires the sound of u exactly, as bird, dirt, shirt, squirt &c. Mirth,

birth and ®rm, are the only exceptions to this rule; where i is pronounced

like e. (1791: 108)

The letter r, in this case, seems to have the same in¯uence on the vowel, as it evidently

has on a and o. When these sounds come before double r, or single r, followed by a

vowel, as in arable, carry, marry, orator, horrid, forage &c, they are considerably

shorter than when r is the ®nal letter of the word, or when it is succeeded by another

consonant, as in arbor, car, mar, or, nor, for. In the same manner, the i coming before

either double r, or single r, followed by a vowel, preserves its pure, short, sound, as in

irritate, conspiracy, &c, but when r is followed by another consonant, or is a ®nal

letter of a word with the accent upon it, the i goes into a deeper and broader sound,

equivalent to short e, as heard in virgin, virtue. So ®r, a tree, is perfectly similar to the

®rst syllable of ferment, though often corruptly pronounced like fur, a skin. Sir and

stir are exactly pronounced, as if written sur and stur. (1791: 109)

In Walker's view, the modi®cation of hij in bird, birth, ®r, etc. is caused by
the `in¯uence' of the following /r/. We have already seen in §5.2 that Walker
describes preconsonantal and word ®nal /r/ as more weakly articulated than
intervocalic /r/, and so his remarks provide fairly clear evidence that the
modi®cation and/or lengthening of vowels before /r/ is associated with the
weakening of that consonant. The distinction between the vowel in the ®rst
syllable of virtue and that of bird is less clear: the former is `exactly the sound
of e in vermin' and `approaches to the sound of short u', whilst the latter is
`the sound of u exactly'. It is possible that Walker here perceives a distinction
which his system of notation cannot express: perhaps the sound that
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`approaches' short u is [@], or a centralized [eÈ], whilst `short u exactly' is [ö].
Elsewhere, Walker shows uncertainty as to the exact pronunciation of earth,
which he gives as pronounced /ErT/, but adds that it `is very often liable to a
coarse vulgar sound, as if written urth; there is indeed but a delicate
di�erence between this and the true sound; but quite su�cient to distinguish
a common from a polite speaker'. In the light of Walker's remarks
concerning the `vulgarity' of pronouncing ®r like fur and the subtlety of
the distinction between the two, perhaps what we see in Appendix 8 as
represented in the pronunciations given by Spence, Walker, Sheridan, and
Burn are four stages in the modi®cation of vowels before /r/: Spence has no
modi®cation, suggesting that his /r/ is not weakened, Walker has some
vowels modi®ed to /E/ and others to /@/ with what looks like a lexical
distribution of variants; Sheridan's system is similar to Walker's, but with
more instances of /@/, and Burn's shows the complete `nurse Merger', with
all the vowels realized as /@/. This would suggest a sequence, at least for ME
/I/, of /I/ j /E/ j /@/, an idea which has been put forward by Luick (1914±40),
but dismissed by Dobson (1957: 752±4), and which should perhaps be re-
examined in the light of more detailed evidence from eighteenth-century
pronouncing dictionaries. Spence's total lack of even a partial `nurse
Merger' certainly suggests that he has no weakening of /r/; Walker's and
Sheridan's evidence suggests weakening, with a resistance to the `vulgar' /@/
found with the total merger. What are we to make, though of a Scot, Burn,
showing the full `nurse Merger'? I would suggest that, in this case, Burn is
not representing even a `polite', modi®ed Scots pronunciation. He acknow-
ledges in his Introduction his debt to other pronouncing dictionaries,
notably that of Kenrick, whose system of notation he took over wholesale.
It is possible that, in this case, Burn is using Kenrick's pronunciation rather
than his own.45

Appendix 8 shows what at ®rst sight appears to be evidence of breaking
before /r/ in ¯ower and tower, which seem to have triphthongs in all four
pronouncing dictionaries. However, Burn and Spence, the only two who
have a separate entry for ¯our, show no breaking in this word, which is in
fact an alternative spelling of one sense of ¯ower, and none of our
orthoepists shows any breaking in beer, chair, ®re, or sure. The di�erence
between ¯our and ¯ower in particular suggests that all four orthoepists are
led by the spelling here: the /Ir/ (Spence) and /@r/ (Walker, Sheridan, Burn)
represent the herj ending, a separate syllable, rather than /@/ from breaking
before /r/. This is not to say that breaking did not exist in any of the varieties
described by these orthoepists: it would be strange if it did not, since there is
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evidence for breaking in, for example, ®re from as early as the sixteenth
century in the works of reputable orthoepists such as Hart (see Dobson
1957: 760). All that we can conclude from Appendix 8 is that these
pronouncing dictionaries provide no evidence for breaking.

Lengthening of /a/ before /r/ has already been dealt with in §5.2, but
Appendix 8 provides some evidence for the parallel lengthening of /o/.
Spence has no lengthening in either for or north, Walker, Sheridan, and Burn
all have a long vowel in north, but only Walker has a long vowel in for. We
saw in §5.2. that Walker showed the most `advanced' lengthening of /a/
before /r/, as he had the long vowel categorically before word ®nal as well as
preconsonantal /r/. The two examples here would suggest a similar pattern
for /o/ before /r/: an investigation on the scale of that carried out for /a/ in
§5.2 would make a very interesting comparison, but is beyond the scope of
this book. Such evidence as we have here con®rms that the variety described
in the Grand Repository shows no weakening of word ®nal or preconso-
nantal /r/; that described by Walker shows a good deal of evidence for
weakening, but not necessarily loss, of /r/ in these positions; whilst those
described by Sheridan and Burn show some evidence for weakening, but less
than we ®nd in Walker, probably because the Irish and Scots varieties
actually spoken by these two orthoepists had no weakening, so that the
lengthenings and modi®cations of vowels before /r/ indicated by them are the
result either of in¯uence from another variety or, as I suspect in the case of
Burn, copying from another pronouncing dictionary.

5.9. l o s s o f i n i t i a l / h /

5.9.1. Introduction

Wells (1982: 254) describes `H-dropping' as `the single most powerful
pronunciation shibboleth in England' and, with regard to present-day
English, he is almost certainly right. However, although there is evidence
for h-dropping from EME onwards (Lass 1987: 96; Milroy 1983), Muggle-
stone (1995: 109) points out that `the rise of /h/ as a social symbol does not
antedate the eighteenth century, and, more speci®cally, it becomes promin-
ent only towards its end'.

Milroy (1983) argues that h-dropping is not a Germanic trait, but was
introduced to English via French after the Norman Conquest. Loanwords
from French, such as herb, host, would be introduced with the French
pronunciation without initial /h/, and spellings such as erb are common
enough in ME. However, many of these words had Latin cognates with
initial hhj and, especially towards the end of the ME/beginning of the ENE
period, consciousness of their ultimate Latin origins led scholars to adopt
spellings with initial hhj for these words: for instance, the OED tells us that
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herb was increasingly spelt with hhj from about 1475 onwards. The hhj was,
however, still silent in these words of French/Latin origin, providing a
pattern of variation in the realization of initial hhj. From the thirteenth
century onwards, there is evidence that /h/ varies with zero, particularly at
the beginning of words: Charles Jones (1989: 266±74) examines evidence
from the early thirteenth-century LaZamon's Brut, and the sixteenth-century
Diary of Henry Machyn, both of which show dropping and, conversely,
insertion of /h/ (or rather hhj, as we are dealing with spellings here). Jones
suggests that the dropping or insertion of /h/ might be used as a means of
attaining the `ideal' syllable shape: in an example from Machyn, hgohyngj
for going, the /h/ allows for an `overlap', and can be interpreted as a segment
which both terminates the ®rst syllable and initiates the second. In word-
initial position, the insertion of /h/ would allow for the kind of onset, less
vowel-like than the vocalic peak, that an `ideal' syllable should have in
Jones's model. Because /h/ is so neutral with regard to labiality or palatality,
taking on as it does the articulatory quality of the following vowel, it is ideal
as a sort of `¯oating' segment, to be added or deleted as the syllable shape
dictates.46 Jones admits that this explanation, attractive though it seems, is
not wholly satisfactory, especially with regard to the data from Machyn,
which is too `patchy' or inconsistent to allow for such a neat solution.
However, given that there is no direct evidence earlier than the eighteenth
century that either dropping or insertion of /h/ was stigmatized, Jones's
explanation is certainly better than any relying on `hypercorrection'.

Mugglestone suggests that Sheridan was the ®rst orthoepist to voice
disapproval of h-dropping when he states: `There is one defect which
more generally prevails in the counties than any other, and indeed is gaining
ground among the politer part of the world, I mean the omission of the
aspirate in many words by some, and in most by others' (Sheridan 1762: 34,
quoted in Mugglestone 1995: 113). According to Dobson (1957: 991), some
seventeenth-century orthoepists provide evidence of loss of /h/ before
vowels, but such evidence, at least when it concerns stressed syllables, is
from `vulgar or dialectal speech'. He bases this judgement on the fact that
the evidence comes from northerners (Lily and Brown) and in homophone
lists. However, there is no direct evidence that this loss of /h/ was recognized
as a vulgarism in the seventeenth century: it is notably absent from Cooper's
(1687) list of `barbarous' pronunciations, for example. By the end of the
eighteenth century, h-dropping is recognized as a particular failing of the
Cockneys: Walker (1791: pp. xii±xiii) includes in his list of the `peculiarities'
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46 Charles Jones's description of the `neutrality' of /h/ here tallies perfectly with those of
eighteenth-century orthoepists. Sheridan (1780: 16), for instance, writes of hhj: `This character is
no mark of any articulate sound, but is a mere sign of aspiration, or e�ort of the breath. This is
the only power it has when simple.' Walker (1791: 46), in a similar vein, writes that `this letter is
no more than breathing forcibly before the succeeding vowel is pronounced'.
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of his `countrymen, the Cockneys' the fault of `not sounding h where it ought
to be sounded, and inversely'. Thus Walker sees as particularly reprehen-
sible, not only h-dropping, but also h-insertion. He goes on to give a list of
words in which it is correct to `sink' the initial hhj. These are: heir, heiress,
herb, herbage, honest, honestly, honesty, honour, honourable, honourably,
hospital, hostler, hour, hourly, humble, humbly, humbles, humour, humourist,
humourous, humourously, humoursome. Other eighteenth-century orthoepists
provide similar lists, though none is as extensive as Walker's: Buchanan
(1762: 48) tells us that `h is written, but not pronounced in honour, hour,
herb, heir, honest, humour, host'; Sheridan (1780: 16) lists heir, honest,
honour, hospital, hostler, hour, humour, humble, humbles; and Elphinston
(1790: 7) writes that h is to be missed from heir, herb, hour, honour, homage,
hostler, hospital, Humphrey, Helen, honest, and humble. Elphinston then goes
on to provide a mnemonic (in his reformed spelling) to help the reader
remember where /h/ should or should not be omitted:

Dhe onnest hoast is evver hospitabel, practising constant hospitallity; az doz not

evvery founder of an ospital. Dhe eir claims dhe erritage, dho dhe inheritor inherit

dhe inheritance. So dhe erritabel ov won dialect proves the herreditary ov anoddher.

Dhe horary is doutles dhe cirkel of dhe ours; but hue, hew and hewer cannot keep too

clear ov u, yoo, yew and ewer.

There is a good deal of overlap between these lists: all three include heir,
honour, hour, and honest (all of which still have a silent hhj in RP), but only
Buchanan includes host and Elphinston omits humour. Elphinston's mne-
monic also shows us that words with the same root may be treated
di�erently with regard to presence or absence of /h/: hospital with silent
hhj is here contrasted with hospitable and hospitality, for instance. This
would suggest that, along with the stigmatization of h-dropping in words
which were not of French (or Latin) origin, uncertainty was beginning to
creep in as to exactly where hhj should be pronounced. Pronouncing
dictionaries such as Walker's condemn the addition of /h/ to words in
which it is either not present in the spelling or silent, but Walker's method
for correcting this `fault of the Londoners' involves ®rst getting the pupil to
pronounce /h/ wherever hhj appears, at least word-initially, and only then
teaching him or her where to drop it. Elphinston (1786: 15) seems to
sanction the restoration of /h/ when he writes: `Dhey dhat think uman,
umor and dhe like, look too umbel, may innocently indulge the seeming
aspiration.' It is worth noting here that human is absent from Elphinston's
list of words with silent hhj four years later in 1790. The sensitization to h-
dropping as a social shibboleth seems already by the end of the eighteenth
century to have led to the recommendation that hhj be pronounced in certain
words where it had formerly been silent. Garrett (1910: 403) provides
evidence from a grammar written in Latin and German in either the late
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seventeenth or early eighteenth century. Here, the rule is given under h that
this letter is silent in the French words humble, hour, hospital, honest, but that
in Latin words beginning with hum-, the hhj is pronounced as /j/, thus human,
humect, humid, humility, humour are transcribed in this grammar as begin-
ning with juh, which is almost certainly to be interpreted as /ju:/. Of the
second list, only humour survives into lists of words with silent hhj written at
the end of the eighteenth century (human having been dropped by Elphin-
ston from such lists between 1786 and 1790). From the mid-eighteenth
century onwards, consciousness of the `vulgarity' of h-dropping leads to a
tendency to realize the orthographic hhj as /h/ in some words in which it had
been silent. This process was a very gradual one, certainly involved lexical
di�usion, and carried on through the nineteenth and into the twentieth
centuries. In 1846 Smart explicitly states that it is better to err on the side of
pronouncing hhj where it could be silent than vice versa: `In some pronoun-
cing dictionaries, herb and hospital are included among the words whose
initial h is silent; but the h may be aspirated in these and their derivatives
without the least o�ence to polite ears; and even in humble and humour, the
sounding of h is a fault, far less grating than it would be in heir, honest and
the other words stated above' (quoted in Mugglestone 1995: 148). Wyld
(1936: 295) writes of the words humour, humoured that `the restoration of the
aspirate . . . is a trick of yesterday, and I never observed it until a few years
ago, and then only among speakers who thought of every word before they
uttered it'. Even in the twentieth century, there is variation in, for example,
hotel, which the CSED gives only with initial /h/, but for which I have
certainly heard h-less pronunciations, at least from older/more conservative
RP speakers.47 Apart from this, the only words in which initial hhj is now
silent in RP are heir, honest, honour, hour and their derivatives (but not, for
instance, inheritance).

5.9.2. Evidence from pronouncing dictionaries

Appendix 9 shows all the words with initial hhj which appear in the Grand
Repository and which have been mentioned by seventeenth- and/or eight-
eenth-century orthoepists as having silent hhj. The pronunciation recorded
in the dictionaries of Spence, Walker, Sheridan, and Burn is marked as +
(with /h/) or 7 (without /h/) in each case.

The number of items here is very small, depending as it does on words
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47 I remember being told by a particularly formidable teacher (c.1962) that /@n @'tEl/ was more
correct than /@ h@u'tEl/. This preyed on my mind, as we were otherwise being constantly
reprimanded for h-dropping. The continuing prestige of the h-less form in this case is perhaps
related to a desire, on the part of the English educated middle classes, to display their knowledge
of French. As well as hotel, historic and historical are sometimes heard without initial /h/ from
RP speakers, and, with or without /h/, may be preceded by the inde®nite article an as in `An
historic occasion'.



f:/2beal/ch5.3d ^ 17/2/99 ^ 13:24 ^ disk/mp

appearing in the Grand Repository, and so di�erences between the four
sources are necessarily slight. However, it is noticeable that Spence has the
smallest number of words with /h/ in this list, 7 as opposed to 11 in Walker
and Burn and 13 in Sheridan. The di�erence between Sheridan, on the one
hand, and Walker and Burn, on the other, is slight, and depends entirely on
his consistent use of /h/ in herb and its derivatives, as opposed to Walker's
uncharacteristically inconsistent pattern with /h/ in herbal and herbalist but
not in herb or herbage. Spence, on the other hand, has no /h/ where all three
of the others have it in heritable, host, hostess, and only pronounces /h/ where
Walker and Sheridan have it silent in one word, humble, for which Burn, too,
has the /h/. The Grand Repository is, of course, the earliest of the four
pronouncing dictionaries examined here and so Spence's paucity of words
with `restored' /h/ could simply be typical of his time: we saw above, for
instance, that Buchanan (1762) included host in his list of h-less forms.
However, I would argue for another explanation: we have seen above that
`restoration' of /h/ to words in which hhj had formerly been silent was caused
by a reaction to the stigmatization of h-dropping. Spence in 1775 would
probably not have been aware of any such stigma, as his native dialect, then
as now, did not delete /h/ at the beginning of words of non-French origin, at
least not in stressed positions. Wright (1905: 254) writes of the traditional
dialects of Britain: `Initial h has remained before vowels in Sh & Or I, Sc,
Irel, Nb and perhaps also in portions of n. Dur and n. Cum. In the
remaining parts of England it has disappeared.' Heslop (1892: p. xvii),
writing about Northumbrian, observes that `h is invariably used correctly,
and is never omitted where it ought to be sounded'. Spence does mention h
insertion in `A Horange' as a vulgarism in The Giant Killer (1814), but by
then he had been living in London for at least twenty-two years, ample time
to become accustomed to the `faults of the Cockneys'. Spence's lack of forms
with `restored' /h/ in Appendix 9 is probably best explained by the lack of
any awareness on the part of a native of Newcastle in 1775 that h-dropping
was stigmatized, and therefore the lack of any need for `hypercorrect'
restoration.

Of course, h-dropping is not found in Scots either, and yet Burn has as
many words with `restored' /h/ as Walker and Sheridan. This could be
explained by the later date of Burn's dictionary. By 1786, even though h-
dropping was not found in the Scots vernacular, awareness of London
prestige norms would have been fairly high in Scotland, after, for example,
Sheridan's lecturing tour of 1761, and, as we have seen in §5.8, Burn studied
and was in¯uenced by other pronouncing dictionaries, notably Kenrick's. It
is perhaps this transference of London norms that has caused the restoration
of /h/ in, for example, herb in Scots (and, indeed, Tyneside), as opposed to its
continued silence in this word in American English.
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5.10. m e r g e r o f / ÷ / a n d / w /

In §4.3, we compared the phonological system represented in the Grand
Repository with that of RP and found that the only di�erence of inventory
that involves consonants rather than vowels is that Spence, unlike RP,
contrasts /÷/ and /w/Ðthat is, which and witch, Whig and wig form minimal
pairs. The sound represented by hwhj in accents which preserve this contrast
(e.g. Scots, American English) has been analysed as either a `fortis labio-
velar fricative [÷]' (Gimson 1970: 217) or as consonant cluster [hw]. Gimson
sees this pronunciation, and the issue of its phonemic status, as parallel with
that found at the beginning of words like hue, which could be represented
phonetically as either [hj] or [cË], but concludes that `the fact that the stock of
words in which /÷/ may be opposed to /w/ . . . is greater than those in which
[cË] is opposed to /j/, provides some argument in favour of a monophonemic
rather than a biphonemic solution for /÷/' (1970: 217). I have followed
Gimson here in representing the initial phoneme of which as /÷/, even
though, as we shall see, most eighteenth-century orthoepists describe this
sound as /hw/ and treat the pronunciation /wItS/ for which as a special kind
of h-dropping.

Words with initial hwhj in English are mostly derived from Old English
words with initial hhwj, originally pronounced [Xw] but becoming [hw], at
least in southern dialects. According to Dobson (1957: 974), `in the South
and South-east Midlands, from the twelfth century onwards there was
simpli®cation to [w] by loss of the initial [h], and this pronunciation had
currency in vulgar London speech'. Dobson (1957: 974) goes on to demon-
strate that most sixteenth- and seventeenth-century orthoepists `normally
retain [hw] or [w]' and that `the pronunciation [w] is shown only by sources
which are in¯uenced by vulgar or dialectal speech'. Wyld provides evidence
from spellings with hwj rather than hwhj or hhwj from early ME in the South
and West, and further instances in the ®fteenth, sixteenth, and seventeenth
centuries. He notes, though, that the evidence is sparser than one might have
expected had this change been widespread and concludes that the change
(which he describes as voicing of [÷] to [w] ) `was not unknown in the
®fteenth century, and that this became more widespread, though for a long
time not universal in London and the surrounding counties. There were
perhaps always, as now, a certain number of speakers who prided themselves
on ``pronouncing the h'' ' (1936: 312).

In words like who, and its derivatives, RP now has initial /h/ rather than
/w/ or /÷/.48 Dobson (1957: 980±1) describes this as loss of [w] `by
vocalization and aphesis before ME oÅ ' and states that who and related
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48 Some words now spelt with hwhj had initial hhj originally, the hwj being added in Late ME.
Examples are whole, whore, and whoop. Most of these now have initial /h/, but, whilst the OED
has /h/ for whoop, the CSED gives initial /w/. Both sources have initial /h/ in whooping cough.
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forms are found without w in the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries, but
that sixteenth- and seventeenth-century orthoepists show variation and
concludes that `StE normally kept pronunciations developed from the ME
form which retained [w] until about 1650; [hu:], &c. entered educated speech,
it would seem, about 1640.' By the late eighteenth century, this change to /h/
in who etc. is accepted by the likes of Walker and Sheridan. The latter gives a
`simple rule' for the pronunciation of hwhj, that `it never stands for the
simple aspirate h, except before the vowel o; when it precedes any of the
other vowels, the w forms diphthongs with them, preceded by the aspirate'
(Sheridan 1780: 22).49 The change to /w/ before other vowels is mentioned
without any unfavourable comment in the earlier part of the eighteenth
century: Jespersen (1909±49: 374) tells us that it was mentioned in the
eighteenth century ®rst by John Jones, who notes (1701: 118) `what, when,
etc., sounded wat, wen, etc., by some', and later by Johnston (1764) who
states that in wh- the h is `very little heard'.50 By the end of the century,
though, `dropping' the hhj of the hwhj is stigmatized just as much as the
dropping of initial /h/ discussed in §5.9. As Jespersen points out, Elphinston
in 1787 `mentions wat and wen as bad pronunciations heard in England' and
Walker includes `not sounding h after w' in his list of the `faults of
Londoners' (1791: p. xiii, quoted in Jespersen 1909±49: 374), On the letter
hhj, Walker (1791: 46) writes:

This letter is often sunk after w, particularly in the capital, where we do not ®nd the

least distinction of sound between while and wile, whet and wet, where and wear.

Tri¯ing as this di�erence may appear at ®rst sight, it tends greatly to weaken and

impoverish the pronunciation, as well as sometimes to confound words of a very

di�erent meaning. The Saxons, as Dr. Lowth observes, placed the h before the w, as

hwat, and this is certainly its true place; for in the pronunciation of all words,

beginning with wh, we ought to breath forcibly before we pronounce the w, as if the

words were written hoo-at, hoo-ile &c. and then we shall avoid that feeble, cockney

pronunciation, which is so disagreeable to a correct ear.

The pronunciation of hwhj as /w/ is stigmatized towards the end of the
eighteenth century even though it had probably found its way into at least
the colloquial usage of educated southerners by then. Looking carefully at
what Walker has to say above, we see that it is stigmatized because it creates
homophones, and because it is associated with Cockney, but, above all, it is
stigmatized because, like h-dropping, it involves a deviation from the written
word and, what is worse, the `loss' of a letter. Although Walker does not
state this explicitly, I presume that the pronunciation of hwhj as /h/ in who
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49 Sheridan here analyses the sound represented by hwhj in when as [hu], suggesting that, for
him at least, it was [hw] rather than [÷].

50 What Johnston (1764: 9) writes is: `Wh sounds whee before a, e and i . . . where the h is very
little heard: when o follows it, the h only and not the w is heard.' This suggests, not that few
people pronounce the /h/ in hwhj, but that the aspiration is faint.
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etc. is exempted from this condemnation, because what was then regarded as
the `true' sound of hwhjÐi.e. [hu:]Ðis still present.

We have already noted that Elphinston saw the change of /÷/ to /w/ in
what, when, etc. as a fault of the English, whilst Walker saw it more
speci®cally as a fault of the Cockneys. This change began in the south of
England and, like h-dropping, it has never a�ected Scots. This is probably
because, as late as the end of the eighteenth century, the pronunciation of
hwhj in Scots was [Xw] rather than the `weaker' [hw]. We are told as much by
Sylvester Douglas, who writes under W: `The Scotch pronounce the wh like
their guttural ch, followed in like manner by a u, losing itself in the
succeeding vowel' (Douglas 1779, quoted in C. Jones 1991: 141). Douglas
goes on to observe that `when they endeavour to correct this fault they are
apt to omit the h, so as to pronounce whit and wit, whig and whig in the very
same manner' (Douglas 1779, quoted in C. Jones 1991: 141). This suggests
that, in the eighteenth century, some Scots speakers might pronounce /÷/ as
/w/ thinking it to be more correct than the very un-English sounding [Xw].
Charles Jones (1997) suggests that there may be evidence of this tendency in
James Robertson's The Ladies' Help to Spelling, a book published in
Glasgow in 1722. Robertson pairs together as words that `sound alike'
while/wile; whore/woer [= wooer]; white/Wight; who/woe. Jones (1997: 448±9)
writes of this:

It is di�cult to imagine [hw] onsets in items like hwoej, hwoerj and hwilej. We might

therefore tentatively suggest that [h]-less forms are being recommended by Robertson

to the young Ladies of Glasgow, a female usage directly opposed to that of London.

Since [hw] forms were regarded as particularly Scottish (especially their `Commonly

Pronounced' hchotj `what' and hchuenj `when' types with their syllable initiating

[X] / [cË] ) then their replacement by [w] might be expected in a work recommending at

least local prestige usage.

The Scots who wished to pronounce correctly would thus wish to avoid the
`provincial' [Xw] and may not have realized that [w] was regarded in England
as `vulgar': indeed, in the early part of the century when the Ladies' Help was
written, there is no evidence that it was stigmatized in England. By the end of
the eighteenth century, Scottish orthoepists who, like Elphinston, were
familiar with polite London usage, would have been aware that [w] was
just as `incorrect' as [Xw], but those who were con®ned to Scotland might
not have been. There is no evidence of [w] being recommended by
orthoepists from the north of England. In present-day Tyneside English,
what, when, etc. are pronounced with initial [w]: this change has reached
further north than h-dropping. However, Kolb (1966: 347) shows [hw] even
in who, whose in the traditional dialects of Northumberland, and Wright
(1905: 209) tells us that `initial hw has generally remained in Sh & Or I, Sc
(except in n.e.) Irel., Nhb., n. Dur., Cum., Wm., n. Yks., IMa. . . . In the
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remaining parts of England initial hw has become w'. We might, therefore,
expect to ®nd [hw] or [÷] even in the `polite' usage of educated, middle-class
Novocastrians in the late eighteenth century, for with no `Scotch' [Xw] to
avoid, the good citizens of Newcastle would have had no need or wish to
veer towards the `Cockney' [w].

Let us now look at the pronunciation of words with initial hwhj in our
four pronouncing dictionaries, as listed in Appendix 10. As with the
appendices discussed in §§5.2±5.9, the list here is con®ned to all the items
with initial hwhj in traditional orthography which appear in the Grand
Repository. Although, as we have seen in the above discussion, pronunci-
ations of hwhj in the eighteenth century were usually described as [hw], I
have represented the pronunciations phonemically as either /÷/, /w/, or /h/ in
Appendix 10 and shall continue to do so in the ensuing discussion. What is
most striking about Appendix 10 is the preponderance of words with /w/ in
Burn. This pronunciation is signalled in Burn's dictionary by printing the hhj
in italic, thus whip appears as hWhipj. Similarly, the /h/ in who is signalled by
italicizing the initial hwj. There are only three words in Appendix 10 which
Burn prints without italicizing either the hwj or the hhj, thus indicating that
neither is silent: these are whitlow, whitsuntide, and whizz. Burn also has this
hWhj representation for whi�er (but not whi�e), whitster, and whittle, none
of which appears in the Grand Repository. Apart from whi�er, all the words
for which Burn has hWhj appear consecutively, from whitlow to whizz
inclusive, even though this means that some words with the element hwhitj
meaning `white', have initial /w/ (whitleather, not in Appendix 10) and
others, such as whitster and whitsuntide, have /÷/. This might suggest that
Burn, like Robertson in the Ladies' Help, is recommending a `polite' Scots
pronunciation with initial /w/ in the majority of cases, but that he
occasionally lapses into the more natural (for a Scot) /÷/.

Appendix 10 shows that Walker and Sheridan have the same pronunci-
ation for hwhj in every case, but Spence di�ers from these two in having /w/
in wharf and wharfage and di�ers from all three of the other orthoepists here
in having /÷/ rather than /h/ in who, whole, wholesale, wholesome, wholly,
whom, whoop, and whose. The ®rst of these di�erences is hard to explain:
Spence actually invented a ligatured letter for hwhj, his { }, which
indicates that he was well aware of the `phonemic' status of /÷/. His decision
to invent a single character for this rather than represent it as a sequence of
/h/ and /w/ also perhaps indicates that the pronunciation represented by
Spence's { } was [÷] rather than [hw]. When he departs from this
representation for wharf, wharfage, it is unlikely to be a mistake. Perhaps
Spence, as a resident of the quayside, had heard pronunciations of these
nautical terms with /w/ from visiting southerners? This is a fanciful
observation, but the only one I can o�er. Spence's /÷/ in words with hoj
after hwhj could easily be dismissed as `spelling pronunciation' were it not
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for his {H} in whore, whoredom. These words were generally spelt with initial
hhj until the sixteenth century,51 and have never been pronounced with initial
[÷] or [hw], but if Spence had been recording an arti®cial spelling pronunci-
ation for who, etc., we might have expected to ®nd it here as well. Whole, like
whore, was originally spelt with initial hhj, but in this case OED tells us that
dialectal pronunciations with [÷] do appear. Likewise, for who and its
derivatives, pronunciations with initial [hw] are recorded in Northumber-
land by the SED: Orton and Halliday (1962±3) show instances of who
pronounced [hwe:, hwi:] and whose pronounced [hwe:z, hwi:z] in North-
umberland. Presumably, the [w] has not been assimilated in these dialects
because the following vowel is [i:] or [e:] rather than [u:]. Spence was no
doubt aware that the `correct' vowel was [u:] in these words, but may also
have been aware that his native [÷] or [hw] was prestigious (he would almost
certainly have heard this rather than initial /w/ in which, etc., from the
clergymen who provided his model of `correct' speech). Spence's use of /÷/ in
who, etc., was a northernism, but not one that was stigmatized: Walker and
Sheridan tell us that hwhj is pronounced /h/ before hoj but make no adverse
comment about the retention of /÷/ in such words, and it is quite possible
that educated middle-class speakers in the Newcastle of 1775 did use a
`compromise' pronunciation with the `northern' but usually `correct' /÷/ but
with the `southern' vowels which would normally trigger assimilation to /h/.
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51 According to the OED, they could even be spelt with initial hwj in the sixteenth century, but
there is no direct evidence that these words could be pronounced with initial /w/ at the time.
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6. Conclusion

6.1. o v e r v i e w

We saw in Chapter 2 that, if the eighteenth century is one of `the Cinderellas
of English historical linguistic study' (Charles Jones 1989: 279), then
phonology is the Cinderella of eighteenth-century studies, and Spence is
the Cinderella of eighteenth-century phonology. I hope that the detailed
study in Chapter 5 of information from Spence's Grand Repository and other
eighteenth-century pronouncing dictionaries has been enough to show that
such scholarly neglect is unjusti®ed and, in particular, that Dobson's
dismissive remark about eighteenth-century orthoepists (quoted in §3.2.2)
is misconceived. C. Jones (1993: 96) suggests that one explanation for `this
state of a�airs' is `the still resonant perception of the period as normative and
prescriptive, negative characteristics which have somehow come to imply at
worst a lack of reliability in the accounts of contemporary observers', yet
we have seen that even the arch-prescriptivist Walker deserves far more
credit than he is given by the likes of Sheldon for the acuteness of his
observations. Even where Walker condemns a proscribed pronunciation
such as `h-dropping', his remarks provide valuable information concerning
the sociolinguistic situation in late-eighteenth-century Britain. Instead of
ignoring these pronouncing dictionaries because they o�end our late-
twentieth-century sense of political correctness, we should, like Crowley
(1991), pay attention to them, not least for the window they provide onto
the socio-political signi®cance of linguistic issues in the eighteenth century.

When we take seriously the evidence provided by eighteenth-century
pronouncing dictionaries, we ®nd a wealth of information on the di�usion
of sound changes in this period. In Chapter 5, I have been able to deal only
with a small number of sound changes and with evidence from Spence's
Grand Repository and three other pronouncing dictionaries of his time in
each section: in terms of the resources available, I have hardly scratched the
surface, yet I believe that there are signi®cant ®ndings.

In §5.2, a large lexical set was examined, comprising words with re¯exes of
ME and later /a/, for evidence of the lengthening of this vowel. Where there
were di�erences between the four pronouncing dictionaries studied in terms
of the distribution of long and short re¯exes of this vowel, it was found that
these were not discrepancies which could be written o� as revealing
inaccuracy or inconsistency on the part of the orthoepists/lexicographers
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concerned, but that the four dictionaries represented di�erent stages in the
evolution of the sound change. Walker's distribution represents that of the
most advanced variety and Spence's that of the most conservative, with
Johnston and Burn coming in between. This gradation from advanced to
conservative applies not only to the proportion of long re¯exes in the four
dictionaries, but also to the nature of the lengthening rule in the four
`grammars' represented by them: in Walker's phonology, the rule has been
fully phonemicized and is categorical, whilst in Johnston's, Burn's, and, to a
lesser extent, Spence's, the rule is still to a certain extent subject to
phonological constraints (though less so than in the earlier grammars of
Flint and Cooper), and to lexical di�usion. This pattern is entirely com-
patible with the account of the life-cycle of a sound change given by Harris
(1989: 37) and the fact that patterns such as this have been revealed in
Chapter 5 is in itself enough to justify the decision to take seriously the
evidence of eighteenth-century pronouncing dictionaries.

The pattern found in §5.2 shows the Scots (Johnston?, Burn) and northern
(Spence) orthoepists as more conservative than the Londoner, Walker. This
is only to be expected at a time when London was acknowledged to be the
hub of polite society: many sound changes (such as jod-dropping, loss of
rhoticity, the merger of /÷/ and /w/) had originated in the capital, and the
provinces were considered behind the times in linguistic as well as sartorial
fashions. However, as we saw in Chapter 1, Newcastle in the eighteenth
century was a thriving intellectual centre in its own right, and the same could
certainly be said for the major cities of `North Britain', Glasgow and
Edinburgh. Today, Glasgow and Edinburgh each have their own prestigious
local accents, `Kelvinside' and `Morningside' respectively, and I have argued
in §5.4 that Newcastle has a similar phenomenon in what I have called the
`Jesmond' accent. We saw in §5.3.3.4 that provincial orthoepists such as
Spence and Buchanan recommended the usage of clergymen and barristers
in their own cities as models of `correct' pronunciation, and I suggested that
these upper-middle-class professionals might well exemplify a kind of
`modi®ed' local standard. Some of the ®ndings in Chapter 5 certainly
point to the existence of standards of pronunciation in Scotland and in
Newcastle which were not always identical with those of London. We saw in
§5.6 that jod-dropping, or `sinking the liquefaction' as Elphinston called it,
was stigmatized to a greater extent in Scotland than in London, and that the
Glaswegian, Burn, showed signi®cantly less evidence of jod-dropping than
Walker, Sheridan, or Spence. In §5.10, Burn's indication that hhj is silent in
words with initial hwhj, except for the subset including words like who in
which the hwj is silent, seems puzzling, given that this particular instance of
`h-dropping' (or, in the terms used in this work, the merger of /÷/ and /w/)
was condemned as a cockneyism by Walker, and is not found in present-day
Scots. However, when we compare the data examined in §5.10 with the
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material presented in Charles Jones (1997) we see a real possibility that, in
Glasgow at least, /w/ was the more `re®ned' pronunciation, avoiding as it
does any possibility of the speaker falling into the `harsh' Scottish pronunci-
ation with initial [cË] or [X].

Because northern orthoepists have had less attention paid to them than
Scottish ones, there is little in the way of similar corroborative evidence
where Spence's `northernisms' are concerned. However, the examination of
material from the Grand Repository in Chapter 5 has uncovered nothing to
support Place's accusation (quoted in §1.2.3) that Spence `spelled the words,
according to the Northumbrian idiom'. We saw in §5.8 that, whilst Spence's
phonology is undoubtedly rhotic, this would be viewed as `correct' in 1775
and that the Grand Repository shows no evidence of the e�ects of the
`Northumbrian burr' which Spence is described as having used himself.
Other `northern' features, such as the lack of a phoneme corresponding to
RP /ö/, are just as likely, then as now, to have been found in the `modi®ed'
local standard of the Newcastle clergymen used as models by Spence, whilst
others, like the retention of /÷/ in which, etc., would actually be viewed as
`correct' even in London. Where Spence di�ers from the other orthoepists
examined here, it is sometimes not in the direction of Northumbrian usage
but in a, possibly `hypercorrect', tendency to avoid such usage. One example
of this was found in §5.2, where we saw Spence's extension of the change of
ME /a/ to /O:/ before /l/ to recent neoclassical formations like altitude. This,
like Burn's use of /w/ in which, etc., could be explained as an avoidance of a
local pronunciation deemed `incorrect'Ðin this case, the Northumbrian [a:l]
in words like all, ball, etc.

The material examined in Chapter 5 shows, above all, that eighteenth-
century pronouncing dictionaries in general, and Spence's Grand Repository
in particular, are worthy of our attention. The scholarly neglect of the past is
perhaps understandable though, because a study such as this would not have
been possible without resources and technology that have only become
available relatively recently. The availability of Alston's micro®che collec-
tion English Linguistics 1500±1800 has made access to the works of eight-
eenth-century orthoepists/lexicographers much easier, whilst OCP has
allowed me to deal with the large amounts of data needed to reveal the
complex patterns of di�usion described in, for instance, §5.2. It is only when
we work on this scale, looking at the distribution of a sound change across
the whole lexicon rather than at a few isolated examples, that a pattern
emerges from what might otherwise be seen as chaos and inconsistency. Of
course, there are drawbacks to the approach taken here: even with the use of
OCP, there has been a great deal of groundwork to be done in preparing the
lists provided in Appendices 2±10. Recoding and entering the data from even
such a small dictionary as the Grand Repository was painstaking and time-
consuming, as was the task of looking up in the other dictionaries the words

Conclusion 183



f:/2beal/ch6.3d ^ 17/2/99 ^ 13:25 ^ disk/mp

from the lists output from OCP. In some cases, notably that of the
unstressed vowels discussed in §5.7, limitations even in Spence's otherwise
`phonetic' system made the task of obtaining a suitable word-list from OCP
impossible. On the whole, though, I would assert that the ®ndings of
Chapter 5 vindicate the method used here, and, indeed, given that the idea
of lexical di�usion has been around since Wang (1969) introduced it, and
given that a pronouncing dictionary provides us with a kind of lexicon, it is
surprising that there have not been more studies of this kind.

6.2. p o i n t e r s t o f u t u r e w o r k

I have already indicated that the studies in Chapter 5 barely scratch the
surface in terms of the wealth of phonological evidence available in eight-
eenth-century pronouncing dictionaries. There are many other dictionaries,
such as those of Kenrick and Perry, the investigation of which would bear
fruit, particularly with an approach similar to that used here. Although this
study has been primarily concerned with Spence's Grand Repository, the
other pronouncing dictionaries used for comparison have proved just as
fascinating. Burn has hardly been studied at all elsewhere, except for
references to him in, for example, Charles Jones (1991), yet, within the
limitations of his notation, he provides a great deal of important evidence,
not least of which is that pointing towards the existence of a sort of `Proto-
Kelvinside' local standard in eighteenth-century Glasgow. The production
of a monograph on Burn would be an interesting and valuable task in itself,
but perhaps has become even more timely with the upsurge of interest in
Scottish orthoepists of the eighteenth century heralded by Jones (1995).
Even Walker and Sheridan, who have had a relatively large share of
scholarly attention lavished upon them by, for example, Sheldon (1938,
1947, 1967) and Benzie (1972) would merit further attention of the detailed
nature applied here.

Quite apart from the study of individual pronouncing dictionaries, there is
a need for work on northern grammarians and orthoepists to complement
that being carried out by, for example, Charles Jones (1991, 1993, 1995,
1997) on the Scottish ones. I pointed out in Chapter 1 that more grammars
were printed in Newcastle in the eighteenth century than in any other
anglophone city except London: surely this phenomenon of northern
grammarians and orthoepists needs to be examined? Hitherto, there have
been isolated monographs on northerners such as John Kirkby, Granville
Sharp, and Mather Flint but no work drawing these together to compare
with that of Jones (1995) on the Scots.

More speci®cally, there is much work yet to be done on the Grand
Repository. I have been able to look at only nine sound changes, or nine
areas of the phonology, in Chapter 5, and even here there are matters left
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unresolved. The distribution of the di�erent pronunciations of unstressed
vowels in the Grand Repository would yield a volume in itself and the
comparison of Spence's patterns with those of present-day Tyneside English
(which are quite di�erent from those of RP) would be a fascinating task for a
phonetician. Quite apart from the phonology, there are other aspects of the
Grand Repository which would be well worth investigating. The lexico-
graphical aspects have not been discussed here, yet, in searching through
word-lists and looking up words from these lists in the other dictionaries, it
becomes apparent that some words (those marked with a dash in Appen-
dices 2±10) are not found in some or even any of the other dictionaries here:
examples are antarctic, magna carta, and dorture. If we found a dictionary
published before 1775 which contained all these words, we might be nearer
to ®nding a source for the Grand Repository. There again, some of the
de®nitions (such as whig: `a friend to civil and religious liberty') bear the
hallmark of Spence as clearly as Dr. Johnson's do his, and some of the words
could equally be Spence's own in the sense of having been collected in the
course of his eclectic reading, rather than taken from another dictionary.
Either way, there is some fascinating detective work to be done.

I have concentrated throughout on the Grand Repository, but, in Chapter 1
and in §5.7, I refer to Spence's later works written in modi®ed versions of his
New Alphabet. Shields (1973, 1974) has carried out some work on the
comparison of Spence's di�erent alphabets, but this is on a small scale and
only suggests, as we saw in §5.7, that the later versions involve a certain
amount of compromise towards spelling pronunciation on Spence's part.
Spence's remarks on `vulgar' pronunciations in his last work The Giant
Killer (1814, quoted in §1.2.1) indicate that Spence had become aware of
Cockney vulgarisms by then, and it would be interesting to see if a more
thorough comparison of the Grand Repository with later works such as the
`phonetic' versions of The Important Trial of Thomas Spence and The
Constitution of Spensonia reveal any change in the actual pronunciations
suggested by the notation.

6.3. c l o s i n g r e m a r k s

Although I have referred to various phonological theories in Chapters 2 and
5, this work has been essentially pretheoretical. I pointed out in Chapter 3
that, in the past, scholars had tended to make a priori assumptions about the
evidence provided by orthoepists, tending to ignore or dismiss anything that
did not ®t in with whatever theory they espoused. Given the neglect of
eighteenth-century phonology demonstrated in Chapter 2, I felt from the
outset that the most important thing to do in this work would be to take the
data seriously, examine them closely, and then to seek an explanation for
what might seem random or inconsistent patterns of distribution. It should
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come as no surprise that the most satisfactory explanations have been
a�orded by lexical phonology, a theory which takes account of lexical
di�usion as a process which occurs at certain stages in the evolution of a
sound change, but, in some cases, more `sociolinguistic' explanations,
involving the existence of di�erent norms in Newcastle, Glasgow and
London, have been more appropriate. To a phonological theorist, this
method might seem unfashionably empirical and deductive, but, as Charles
Jones (1989: 265±74), did when dealing with data from Henry Machyn's
diary I have found that a close examination of such detailed information as
can be found in eighteenth-century pronouncing dictionaries `will remind us
of the complexity of actual historical data and warn us against the
temptation of too readily accepting ``neat'' and all-embracing solutions for
the phonological variation they provide' (C. Jones 1989: 268). Finally, I
would like to think that, along with Abercrombie (1948) and Shields (1973,
1974), I have ensured that there will never again be reason to refer to Spence
as a `forgotten phonetician'.
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A P P E N D I X 1

Sample of output from OCP: all words containing the

recoded character h3j (= Spence's { })

(aDR3'TNiS) 1

(aDR3'T) 1

(aJ3'N) 1

(aN3'iNS) 1

(aN3'iR) 1

(aN3'NT) 1

(aP3'NT) 1

(aV3'DiBiL) 1

(aV3'D) 1

(BR3'DiR) 1

(BR3'L) 1

(BuRJ3'S) 1

(B3'iNSE) 1

(B3'is) 1

(B3'L) 1

(B3'STiRuS) 1

(B3') 2

(C3'S) 1

(DiK3') 1

(DiSaP3'NTMiNT) 1

(DiSaP3'NT) 1

(DiSJ3'NT) 1

(DiSj3'N) 1

(DiSL3'iL) 1

(DiV3'D) 1

(DiV3'R) 1

(D3'T) 1

(eKSPL3'T) 1

(eMBR3'DiRE) 1

(eMBR3'DiR) 1

(eMBR3'L) 1

(eMPL3'iR) 1

(eMPL3') 1

(eMP3'ZiN) 1

(eSKRi'T3R) 1

(eS3'N) 1

(e'KWiP3Z) 1

(F3'BiL) 1

(F3'L) 1

(F3'N) 1

(F3'ST) 1

(F3'ZiN) 1

(F3') 1

(GR3'N) 1

(HE'R3N) 1

(He'MiR3DZ) 1

(H3'ST) 1

(H3') 1

(J3'FuL) 1

(J3'NiR) 1

(J3'NTUR) 1

(J3'N) 1

(J3'ST) 1

(J3') 1

(iNJ3'N) 1

(iNJ3') 1

(i'NV3S) 1

(KL3'STiR) 1

(KL3'STRiS) 1

(KoNJ3'NT) 1

(KoNJ3'N) 1

(KoNV3') 1

(KoN3'D) 1

(KoRiL3'DiL) 1

(Ko'NV3) 1

(Ko'RiL3D) 1

(KW3'N) 1

(K3NiR) 1

(K3'FiD) 1

(K3'F) 2

(K3'L) 1

(K3'NiJ) 1

(K3'N) 1

(K3') 1

(L3'iL) 1

(L3'NZ) 1

(L3'N) 1

(L3'TiR) 1

(MeM3'R) 1

(M3'DOR) 1

(M3'iTE) 1

(M3'L) 1

(M3'STUR) 1

(M3'ST) 1

(N3'SuM) 1

(N3'ZE) 1

(N3'Z) 1

(O'ViRJ3) 1

(PaRa'BiL3D) 1

(PuRL3'N) 1

(P3'NTiD) 1

(P3'NT) 1

(P3'NYiRD) 1

(P3'ZiN) 1

(P3'Z) 1

(RiJ3'N) 1

(RiJ3'S) 1

(RiK3'L) 1

(RiZe'RV3'R) 1

(RoMB3'DiS) 1

(R3'iLiST) 1

(R3'iLTE) 1

(R3'iL) 1

(SA'NF3N) 1

(SFER3'D) 1

(SP3'L) 1

(S3'L) 1

(TRE'F3L) 1
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Total words read 17,031
Total words selected 17,031
Total words picked 122
Total words sampled 122
Total words kept 122
Total vocabulary 120
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(TR3'WAT) 1

(TuRM3'L) 1

(T3'LiT) 1

(T3'L) 1

(T3') 1

(VIS-R3') 1

(V3'DiR) 1

(V3'D) 1

(V3'S) 1

(3'L) 1

(3'NTMiNT) 1

(3'STiR) 1
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A P P E N D I X 2 a

Nares's list of words with `Open A' spelt haj compared with

the same entries in the Grand Repository and three other

pronouncing dictionaries

Entry Spence Walker Johnston Burn RP

adagio short /e:/ Ð /e:/ long

advance short short short long long

advantage short short short short long

after short short short long long

aghast short short Ð long long

ah long long long long long

aha long long Ð long long

alabaster short short short long variable*

alas short short /e:/ short short

alexander short short short short long

almond short long long long long

alms long long long long long

(amen) long /e:/ /e:/ /e:/ long/ /e:/
answer short short long long long

ant short short long short short

ask short short short short long

asp short short short long short

ass short short short long short

balm /O:/ long long /O:/ long

bask short short short long long

basket short short short long long

bastard short short short long variable*

bath short long short long long

blanch long short long long long

blaspheme short short short short short

blast short short short long long

bombast short short short long short

branch long short long long long

brass short short short long long

(bravado) /e:/ /e:/ /e:/ /e:/ long

calf long long long long long

calm long long long long long

(cantata) /e:/ /e:/ Ð /e:/ long

cascade short short short short short

cask short short short long long

casket short short short long long



f:/2beal/app2.3d ^ 17/2/99 ^ 13:14 ^ disk/mp

Entry Spence Walker Johnston Burn RP

cast short short short long long

castle short short short long long

catholic short short short short short-

cha� short short short long long

chaldron short long long long /O:/
chance short short short long long

chandler short long long long long

chant short short long long long

clasp short short short long long

class short short short short long

command short long long long long

complaisant /I/ short long long /@/

contrast short short short variable long

countermand short long long long long

courant short long short long long

craft short short short long long

dance short short short long long

dastard short short short long short

demand short long long long long

disaster short short short long long

dra� short short Ð long short

drama short short/ /e:/ short long long

elastic short short short short short

enchant short short long long long

enhance short short short long long

ensample short Ð long long long

example short short long short long

fast short short short long long

father long long long long long

¯ask short short short long long

france Ð Ð long Ð Ð

gallant short short short variable short

gantlet short short short short short/ /O:/
gape /e:/ long /e:/ long /eI/
gasp short short* short long long

ghastly short short Ð long long

glance short short short long long

glanders short short Ð long short

glass short short short long long

gra� short short short long Ð

grant short short long long long

grasp short short short long long

grass short short short long long
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Entry Spence Walker Johnston Burn RP

ha long long Ð long long

half long long long long long

hasp short short short long long

janty short long Ð long Ð

jasper short short short short short

lance short short short long long

lanch Ð short long long Ð

lass short short short short short

last short short short short long

lath short long short long long

mamma long long long long long

masculine short short short short short

mask short short short long long

mass short short Ð short variable**

mast short short short long long

master long long long long long

masti� short short short long short

nasty short short short short long

palm long long long long long

papa long long long long long

paragraph short short short long variable*

paschal short short short short short

pass short short short long long

pasquin Ð short short short Ð

past short short short long long

pastern Ð short short short short

pastor short short short long long

pasture short short short long long

pasty /e:/ short short long short

path short short short long long

pilaster short short short long short

planched short Ð Ð short Ð

plant short short long short long

plaster short short Ð long long

plastic short short short short variable**

poetaster Ð short short short short/ /eI/
prance short long short long long

psalm long long long long long

qua� short short /O:/ short /Á/ /long

qualm /O:/ /O:/ /O:/ long long

raft short short short long long

rafter short short short long long

rascal short short short short long
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Entry Spence Walker Johnston Burn RP

rath Ð short Ð Ð short

rasp short short short long long

remand Ð long long long long

repast short short short long long

reprimand short long long long long

salamander Ð long short long short

salve long long long long variable**

sample short short short short long

scath short short Ð long Ð

shaft short short long long long

slander short short long long long

slant short short long long long

(sonata) Ð /e:/ Ð /e:/ long

sta� long short short long long

task short short short long long

trance short short short short long

transit short short short short short

transact short short short short short

Notes: Words in parentheses are those for which Nares notes that the `regular' sound of haj (/e:/)
is equally acceptable.

* = variable with long ®rst (i.e. more usual); ** = variable with short ®rst.

A P P E N D I X 2 b

Incidence of `long' and `short' re¯exes of ME /a/ before word-

®nal /r/ in the Grand Repository and three other pronouncing

dictionaries

Entry Spence Walker Johnston Burn

(1775) (1791) (1764) (1786)

afar short long short short

bar short long short short

car short long short short

far short long long short

jar short long short long

mar short long short long

par short long short short

spar short long short short

star short long short short

tar short long short long
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A P P E N D I X 2 c ( i )

Words with { } in stressed syllables in the Grand Repository

compared with the same entries in two other pronouncing

dictionaries

Entry Johnston Burn

(1764) (1786)

alarm long long

alarming Ð long

apart long long

apartment Ð long

arc Ð long

arch long long

arched Ð long

archer long long

archery short long

archwise Ð long

ark long long

arm long long

armed Ð long

armistice Ð long

armoury long long

armourer Ð long

armour long long

armpit Ð long

arms long long

arms-end Ð long

army long long

art long long

artful long long

article long long

artist long long

artless Ð long

barbarism short long

barbarous long long

barberry long long

bard long long

bargainer Ð Ð

barge long long

bark long long

barker Ð long

barky Ð long

Entry Johnston Burn

(1764) (1786)

barley long long

barleybrake Ð long

barleycorn Ð long

barm long long

barn long long

barnacle long long

barnacles Ð Ð

barter long short

card long long

cardinal long long

carpentry short long

carpenter long long

carper Ð Ð

carpet long long

carping Ð long

cart long long

carte blanche Ð long

cartel long long

carter Ð long

cartridge short long

carve long long

carver long long

carving Ð long

charge long long

chargeable long long

charger long long

charm long long

charmer long long

charming long long

charnel long long

chart long long

charter long long

chartered Ð long

charter (party) Ð long

compart Ð long
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Entry Johnston Burn

(1764) (1786)

copartner long long

dark long long

darkly Ð long

darkness long long

darksome long long

darken long long

darling Ð long

darn long long

dart long long

depart long long

department Ð long

departure long long

disarm long long

disbark long long

discard long long

discharge long long

disembark long long

disregard /e:/ long

earl marshall Ð long

enarch Ð Ð

foolhardy Ð long

guard long long

guardian long long

guardship Ð long

harm long long

harp long long

harping iron Ð long

hart Ð long

hussars Ð Ð

impart long long

interlard long long

larceny long long

lard long long

larder long long

large long long

largely Ð long

largesse long long

lark long long

march long long

marches Ð long

marchioness long long

marcid Ð long

Entry Johnston Burn

(1764) (1786)

margaret Ð long

margin long long

marginal long Ð

margrave long long

marjory Ð Ð

mark (n.) long long

mark (vb.) long long

market long long

marksman long long

marl long long

marline Ð long

marmaduke Ð Ð

marquess long long

marquisate long long

marshall short long

mart long long

martha long Ð

martial long long

martin Ð long

martingale long long

martinmas Ð long

martyr long long

martyrdom long long

marvel long long

park long long

parley long long

parliament long long

parlour long long

parsley long Ð

parsnip long Ð

parson long long

part long long

partnership Ð long

partner long long

partridge long long

parts Ð long

party long long

protomartyr short long

regard long long

remark long long

retard long long

sark Ð long
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Entry Johnston Burn

(1764) (1786)

sharp long long

sharpen long long

sharper Ð long

smart long long

Entry Johnston Burn

(1764) (1786)

starch long long

surcharge long long

yard long long

yarn long long

Here. `long' and `short' refer to the symbols used by Burn and Johnston which are the equivalent
of Spence's { } and { } respectively. Where a di�erent vowel is used by either Burn or
Johnston in a particular word, this is indicated either by the use of the appropriate IPA symbol,
or by the use of the symbol employed in that particular dictionary. In unstressed syllables,
Johnston often, but not always, uses an unaccented vowel symbol: this is referred to here as
`unstressed a'.

A P P E N D I X 2 c ( i i )

Words with { } in unstressed syllables in the Grand

Repository compared with the same entries in two other

pronouncing dictionaries

Entry Johnston Burn

(1764) (1786)

advance guard Ð Ð

archbishop short unstressed long

archdeacon short unstressed long

archdeaconship short unstressed long

archdeaconry Ð long

archduchess short unstressed long

archduke short unstressed long

avant garde Ð Ð

(charter) party Ð long

Entry Johnston Burn

(1764) (1786)

counterpart Ð long

®re arms Ð long

landmark short unstressed long

parliamentary short long

placart long long

rampart short unstressed short

sailyard Ð long

vanguard long long

vineyard short unstressed short

Here. `long' and `short' refer to the symbols used by Burn and Johnston which are the equivalent
of Spence's { } and { } respectively. Where a di�erent vowel is used by either Burn or
Johnston in a particular word, this is indicated either by the use of the appropriate IPA symbol,
or by the use of the symbol employed in that particular dictionary. In unstressed syllables,
Johnston often, but not always, uses an unaccented vowel symbol: this is referred to here as
`unstressed a'.
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A P P E N D I X 2 d ( i )

Words with { } in stressed syllables in the Grand Repository

compared with the same entries in two other pronouncing

dictionaries

Entry Johnston Burn

(1764) (1786)

anarchial Ð Ð

anasarca Ð Ð

anicathartic Ð Ð

antarctic short long

antimonarchial short short

arbiter short long

arbitrary short long

arbitrate Ð long

arborous Ð Ð

arbour long long

archetype short long

archibald Ð Ð

architect short long

archives short long

arctic short Ð

arcuate Ð long

ardency short long

ardent long long

ardour long long

arduous long long

argilous Ð long

argil Ð long

argue long long

arguer Ð long

argument long long

arnold Ð Ð

arquebuse short long

arse Ð long

arsenal short long

arsenic short long

artery short long

artichoke short long

arti®ce short long

artisan short long

arthur Ð Ð

Entry Johnston Burn

(1764) (1786)

barb long long

barbara Ð Ð

barbecue Ð short

barbed Ð long

barber long long

barble Ð long

bargain long long

barnaby Ð Ð

bombard short long

carbonade Ð short

carbuncle short short

carcass short long

carcelage Ð Ð

cardiac long long

cargo long long

carmine Ð short

carnage long long

carnal long long

carnally Ð long

carneous Ð long

carnival short long

carp long long

cartilage short long

cartrut Ð long

cartulary Ð Ð

cathartic /O:/ short

(`broad

a' )

charcoal short short

charlatan Ð long

charles long long

charlotte long Ð

coparcenary Ð long

coparcener Ð Ð

coparceny Ð Ð
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Entry Johnston Burn

(1764) (1786)

debark long long

dwarf /O:/ /O:/
embargo long short

embark long long

enlarge long long

farce short long

farcy short short

fardel short short

farfetched Ð short

farm long long

farmer Ð long

farther short long

farthest Ð long

farthing long long

garb long long

garbage long long

garble long long

garden long long

gardening Ð long

gargle long long

garland long long

garlic long long

garment long long

garner long long

garnet long long

garnish long long

garter long long

harbinger short long

harbour long long

hard long long

harden long long

hardly Ð long

hardware Ð long

hardy long long

harlequin short long

harlot long long

harmony long long

harness long long

harpsichord short long

harsh long long

harvest long long

impartial long long

Entry Johnston Burn

(1764) (1786)

incarcerate Ð short

incarnate short short

jargon long long

larboard long long

lethargic long long

magna carta Ð Ð

marble long long

marsh short long

monarchal Ð long

monarchial long Ð

parboil short short

parcel short long

parcenery Ð short

parchment short long

pardon short long

parget short short

parse Ð long

parsimony short short

parterre short unstressed long

partial long long

partially Ð long

particle long long

partisan short long

parvitude Ð long

pericardium Ð long

pharmacy short long

quarto /O:/ /O:/
sarcasm short short

sarcenet short short

scarfskin Ð long

scarlet long long

shard Ð long

scarp long long

snarl long long

spark long long

sparkle long long

starboard Ð short

stark long long

start long long

startle long long

starve long long

supercargo long long
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Entry Johnston Burn

(1764) (1786)

tardy short long

targe Ð Ð

target short long

targum Ð long

tarnish short long

Entry Johnston Burn

(1764) (1786)

tart long long

tartar long short

thwart /O:/ /O:/
varlet long long

varnish long long

A P P E N D I X 2 d ( i i )

Words with { } in unstressed syllables in the Grand

Repository compared with the same entries in two other

pronouncing dictionaries

Entry Johnston Burn

(1764) (1786)

arbitrator short long

arcade Ð long

arcanum Ð long

archangel short long

unstressed

archbishopric short long

unstressed

archetypal Ð long

archiepiscopal Ð Ð

archipelago Ð Ð

architecture short long

arcuation Ð long

argilatious Ð Ð

argumentation Ð long

armada Ð short

armigerous Ð Ð

armilory Ð long

armipotent Ð long

armorial short short

unstressed

arthritical Ð short

articular Ð long

Entry Johnston Burn

(1764) (1786)

articulate short long

unstressed

articulation short long

arti®cial short long

arti®cer short short

unstressed

artillery short long

unstressed

barbarian short short

unstressed

barbaric short short

unstressed

barbarity short short

unstressed

bargainee Ð Ð

bartholomew short Ð

unstressed

bulwark short /ö/

unstressed

cardiacal Ð Ð

carnation short long

unstressed
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Entry Johnston Burn

(1764) (1786)

carnivorous short long

unstressed

carnosity Ð long

cartouche short short

unstressed

cartoon short long

unstressed

countermarch Ð long

counterscarp short long

unstressed

harmoneous short long

unstressed

harpoon short long

unstressed

harpooneer short long

hierarch Ð short

hierarchy short short

unstressed

inarticulate short short

unstressed

incarnation short short

unstressed

martyrology short long

narcotic short short

unstressed

oligarchy short short

unstressed

partake short long

unstressed

Entry Johnston Burn

(1764) (1786)

partiality short short

participant Ð short

participate short short

unstressed

participial Ð short

participle long long

particular short short

unstressed

particularise short short

unstressed

particularly short short

partition short short

unstressed

partook Ð long

patriarch short short

unstressed

sarcastic Ð short

sarcotic Ð short

sardonyx Ð short

tarpauling short long

unstressed

tartarian Ð long

tetrarch short short

unstressed

tetrarchy short Ð

unstressed

upstart short long

unstressed
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A P P E N D I X 3 a ( i )

Words with { } (= /O:/) before orthographic hlj in the Grand

Repository compared with the same entries in three other

pronouncing dictionaries

Entry Walker Sheridan Burn

(1791) (1780) (1786)

afterall O: O: O:
alb e: ñ ñ

albugineous ñ ñ Ð

alchemist ñ ñ ñ

alchemy ñ ñ ñ

alcohol ñ ñ ñ

alcove ñ ñ ñ

alder O: O: O:
alderman O: O: O:
algebra ñ ñ ñ

algebraical ñ ñ ñ

algid ñ ñ Ð

algidity ñ ñ Ð

algi®c ñ ñ Ð

alkali ñ ñ ñ

alkaline ñ ñ ñ

alkermis ñ ñ ñ

alkoran ñ ñ ñ

all O: O: O:
all-hallows O: O: O:
almightiness O: O: Ð

almighty O: O: O:
almanac O: O: O:
alpha ñ ñ ñ

alphabet ñ ñ ñ

alphabetical ñ ñ ñ

already O: O: O:
also O: O: O:
alter O: O: O:
alteration O: O: O:
alterative O: O: O:
altercate Ð Ð Ð

altercation ñ ñ ñ

alternate ñ ñ ñ

alternation ñ ñ ñ

Entry Walker Sheridan Burn

(1791) (1780) (1786)

alternative ñ ñ ñ

alternatively ñ ñ ñ

alternity ñ ñ ñ

although O: O: O:
altimetry ñ ñ ñ

altitude ñ ñ ñ

altogether O: O: O:
aluminous ñ ñ ñ

always O: O: O:
apall O: Ð Ð

bald O:w O: O:
balderdash O:w O: O:
baldness O:w O: O:
ball O:w O: O:
balm A: O:/ñ O:
balsam O:w O: O:
balsamic ñ ñ ñ

befall A:w O: O:
bestiality ñ ñ ñ

bethral O: O: O:
cabal ñ ñ ñ

caballer ñ ñ A:
caldron O:w O: O:
calefaction ñ ñ Ð

calefactory ñ ñ Ð

calefy ñ ñ Ð

calk O:w O: O:
calker O:w O: O:
call O:w O: O:
calling O:w O: O:
catcall O: O: O:
chalder Ð Ð A:
chaldron A: O: A:
chalk O:w O: O:
chalky O:w O: O:
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Entry Walker Sheridan Burn

(1791) (1780) (1786)

crestfallen O: O: O:
exalt O: O: O:
falcated ñ ñ ñ

falchion O: O: O:
falcon O:w* O:* O:
fall O: O: O:
false O: O: O:
falsehood O: O: O:
falsify O: O: O:
falter O: O: O:
football O: O: O:
forestall O:w O: O:
fuzzball O: O: O:
gall O:w O: O:
hall O: O: O:
halm* O:w O: O:
halser* O:w O: O:
halt O: O: O:
halter O: O: O:
install O: O: O:
inthrall O:w O O:
mall ñ ñ O:/ñ
malt O: O: O:
miscall O:w O: O:
o�als @ @ ñ

pall O: O: O:
pall-mall E/E E/E ñ/ñ

palsy O: O: O:
paltry O: O: O:

Entry Walker Sheridan Burn

(1791) (1780) (1786)

piebald O: O: O:
psalter O:w O: A:
psaltery A:w O: A:
qualm O: ñ A:*
recall O: O: O:
reinstall O: O: O:
salt O: O: O:
saltern O: O: O:
saltpetre O: O: O:
salvage ñ ñ ñ

salvation ñ ñ ñ

scald O: O: O:
scalp ñ ñ ñ

small O: O: O:
small-coal O: O: O:
small-craft O: O: O:
stalk* O:w O: O:

(=stem)

stalk O:w* O:* O:*
(=walk)

stall O: O: O:
subaltern ñ ñ ñ

talk* O:w O: O:
talkative O:w* O:* O:
tall O: O: O:
walk* O: O: O:
wall O: O: O:
withall O: O: O:

Note: * denotes that the hlj is silent, either in a particular dictionary or, if marked on the
headword, in all four (including the Grand Repository).
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A P P E N D I X 3 a ( i i )

Words with { } ( = /ñ/) before orthographic hlj in the Grand

Repository compared with the same entries in three other

pronouncing dictionaries

Entry Walker Sheridan Burn

(1791) (1780) (1786)

almond* A: ñ A:
almonds* A: ñ A:
balcony ñ ñ ñ

calceated ñ ñ Ð

calcination ñ ñ ñ

calcine ñ ñ ñ

calculate ñ ñ ñ

calculator ñ ñ ñ

calculus ñ ñ ñ

calculous ñ ñ ñ

calx ñ ñ ñ

chalkographer ñ ñ ñ

halberd O: O: O:

Entry Walker Sheridan Burn

(1791) (1780) (1786)

halcyon ñ ñ ñ

malversation ñ ñ ñ

palfrey ñ ñ O:
palmipede ñ ñ ñ

palmistry ñ ñ A:
paplpable ñ ñ ñ

palpitate ñ ñ ñ

salmon* ñ ñ ñ/ñl

salver A: ñ ñ

salvo ñ ñ ñ

scallop Á Á Á
talmud ñ ñ ñ

valve ñ ñ ñ

Note: * denotes that the hlj is silent, either in a particular dictionary or, if marked on the
headword, in all four (including the Grand Repository).
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A P P E N D I X 3 a ( i i i )

Words with { } (= /A:/ ) before orthographic hlj in the Grand

Repository compared with the same entries in three other

pronouncing dictionaries

Entry Walker Sheridan Burn

(1791) (1780) (1786)

almoner A: ñ A:
alms A:* ñ* A:*
almsdeeds A:* ñ* Ð

almshouse A:* ñ* A:*
calf* A: ñ A:
calm* A: ñ A:
calmly* A: ñ A:

Entry Walker Sheridan Burn

(1791) (1780) (1786)

half* A: ñ A:
halve* A: ñ A:l
halves* A: ñ A:l
palm* A: ñ A:
salve* A:l ñl A:l
thraldom O: O: O:

Note: * denotes that the hlj is silent, either in a particular dictionary or, if marked on the
headword, in all four (including the Grand Repository).

A P P E N D I X 3 b ( i )

Words with { } (= /O:/) after /w/ in Spence's Grand

Repository compared with the same entries in three other

pronouncing dictionaries

Walker Sheridan Burn

(1791) (1780) (1786)

athwart O: O: O:
award O: O: O:
forwarn O: O: O:
lukewarm O: O: O:
qualm O: ñ A:
quart O: O: O:
quarter O: O: O:
quarterage O: O: O:
quartern O: O: O:
quarters Ð Ð Ð

quartersta� O: O: O:

Walker Sheridan Burn

(1791) (1780) (1786)

rearward O: E A:
reward O: O: O:
somewhat Á Á Á
squall O: O: O:
sward O: O: O:
swarm O: O: O:
swarthy O: O: O:
toward to:rd to:rd A:
towardly ö E A:
towards to:rdz to:rdz A:
walk O: O: O:
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Entry Walker Sheridan Burn

(1791) (1780) (1786)

wall O: O: O:
wander Á Á Á
want Á Á Á
wanton Á Á O:
war O: O: O:
warble O: O: O:
ward O: O: O:
warden O: O: O:
wardmote O: O: O:
wardrobe O: O: O:
warfare O: O: O:
warlike O: O: O:
warm O: O: or e: O:
warmth O: O: O:
warn O: O: O:

Entry Walker Sheridan Burn

(1791) (1780) (1786)

warning O: O: O:
warp O: O: O:
warrant Á Á O:
warrantable Á Á O:
warren Á Á O:
warrior O: O: O:
wart O: O: O:
was Á Á O:
wash Á Á O:
wasp Á ñ ñ

waspish Á ñ ñ

water O: O: O:
wharf O: O: O:
wharfage O: O: O:
what Á Á Á

A P P E N D I X 3 b ( i i )

Words with { } (= /ñ/) after /w/ in the Grand Repository

compared with the same entries in three other pronouncing

dictionaries

Entry Walker Sheridan Burn

(1791) (1780) (1786)

aquatic ñ ñ ñ

conquassate ñ ñ ñ

dequantitate ñ ñ ñ

disqualify Á ñ ñ

dwarf O: O: O:
equality Á ñ ñ

equangular ñ ñ Ð

quack ñ ñ ñ

quadragesimalÁ ñ ñ

quadrangle Á ñ ñ

quadrant O: e: e:
quadrate O: e: ñ

Entry Walker Sheridan Burn

(1791) (1780) (1786)

quadrature Á e: ñ

quadrennial O: ñ ñ

quadrille kO: kO: ñ

quadruped Á ñ ñ

quadruple Á ñ ñ

qua� ñ ñ ñ

quagmire ñ ñ ñ

quali®cation Á ñ ñ

qualify Á ñ ñ

quality Á ñ ñ

quandary Á Á ñ

quantity Á ñ ñ
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Entry Walker Sheridan Burn

(1791) (1780) (1786)

quantum Á ñ ñ

quarantine Á Á ñ

quarrel Á Á O:
quarrelsome Á Á O:
quarry Á Á O:
quarto O: O: O:
quash Á Á A:
squab Á Á Á
squabble Á Á ñ

squadron O: O: A:
squalid Á Á ñ

squander Á Á O:
squat Á Á ñ

swab Á Á Á
swaddle Á Á ñ

swag ñ ñ ñ

swagger ñ ñ ñ

swallow Á Á O:
swap Á Á Á

Entry Walker Sheridan Burn

(1791) (1780) (1786)

swath Ð Ð O:
thwack ñ ñ ñ

thwart O: O: O:
waft ñ ñ ñ

wag ñ ñ ñ

wabble Á Á Ð

wad Á Á ñ

wadding Á Á ñ

waddle Á Á O:
waggish ñ ñ ñ

waggon ñ ñ ñ

wallet Á Á Á
wallow Á Á Á
wan Á ñ ñ

wand Á Á Á
watch Á Á O:
wattle Á Á Á
wattles Á Á Á
wax ñ ñ ñ
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A P P E N D I X 4

Re¯exes of ME /U/ in the Grand Repository and three other

pronouncing dictionaries

Entry Spence Walker Sheridan Burn
(1775) (1791) (1780) (1786)

bosom o: U u: U
bull U U U U
bullet U U U U
bullion U U U U
bullock U U U U
bully U U U U
bulrush U U U U
bulwark U U U U
bush U U U U
bushel U U U U
butcher U U U U or ö
could U U U U
cud U ö ö ö
cuckoo U U U U
currier U ö ö U
cushion U U U ö
full (ad.) U U U u:
full (vb.) U U ö u:
fulgent U ö ö U
housewife U ö ö U
hussar U U Ð Ð
huzza U U ö ö
pudding U U U U
pull U U U U
pullet U U U U
pulpit U U U U
pus (matter) U ö ö ö
puss (cat) U U U U
push U U U U
put (vb.) U U U U
put (n.) U ö ö U
sugar U U U U
tush U ö ö U
tut U ö ö U
wolf U U U U
woman U U U ö
worsted U U U U

Note: I have departed from strict alphabetical order where necessary in order to keep
what are minimal pairs in RP adjacent to each other.
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A P P E N D I X 5 a

Words with { } in the Grand Repository (other than those

involving `yod-dropping') compared with the same entries in

three other pronouncing dictionaries

Entry Walker Sheridan Burn

(1791) (1780) (1786)

ado u: u: U
afternoon u: u: u:
aloof u: u: u:
altogether o: o: Á
approvable u: u: Ð

approve u: u: u:
approver u: u: u:
baboon u: u: u:
bamboozle u: u: Ð

befool u: u: u:
behoof u: u: u:
behoove u: u: u:
betook u: U u:
blackamoor o: u: o:
bloom u: u: u:
booby u: u: u:
book u: u: U
bookish u: u: U
book-keeping u: u: U
bookworm u: u: U
boom u: u: u:
boon u: u: u:
boor u: u: u:
boorish u: u: u:
boot u: u: u:
booted u: u: u:
booth u: u: u:
bootless u: u: u:
booty u: u: u:
borrower o: o: o:
bough OU ou o: or au

bridegroom u: u: u:
brooch u: u: o:
brood u: u: u:

Entry Walker Sheridan Burn

(1791) (1780) (1786)

brook u: u: U
broom u: u: u:
bu�oon u: u: u:
bu�oonery u: u: u:
canoe u: u: u:
cartoon u: u: u:
commove u: u: u:
choose u: u: u:
contour u: u: u:
coo u: u: u:
cook u: u: U
cookery u: u: U
cool u: u: u:
cooler u: u: u:
coolly u: u: u:
coolness u: u: u:
coom u: u: U
coomb u: u: U
coop u: u: u:
cooper u: u: u:
cooperage u: u: u:
copy-book u: u: U
crook u: u: u:
crooked u: u: u:
cuckoo u: u: u:
disapprove u: u: u:
disproof u: u: u:
disprove u: u: u:
do u: u: u:
doer u: u: u:
doings u: u: u:
doom u: u: u:
doomsday u: u: u:
dragoon u: u: u:
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Entry Walker Sheridan Burn

(1791) (1780) (1786)

drawing-

room u: u: u:
droop u: u: u:
entomb u: u: u:
festoon u: u: u:
¯ook u: u: u:
food u: u: u:
fool u: u: u:
foolhardy u: u: u:
foolish u: u: u:
forenoon u: u: u:
forsooth u: U u:
gloom u: u: u:
gold o: or u: u: o: or u:
golden o: or u: u: o: or u:
goldsmith o: or u: u: o: or u:
good U U u:
goodly U U u:
goodness U U u:
goods U U u:
goose u: u: u:
groom u: u: u:
groove u: u: u:
haloo u: u: u:
harpoon u: u: u:
hecatomb u: o: u:
hitherto u: u: u:
hoof u: u: u:
hook u: u: u:
hooked u: u: u:
hoop u: u: u:
hoot u: u: u:
improve u: u: u:
intomb u: u: u:
into u: u: U
lampoon u: u: u:
loo u: u: u:
look u: U U
loom u: u: U
loose (adj.) u: u: U
loose (vb.) u: u: U
loosen u: u: U

Entry Walker Sheridan Burn

(1791) (1780) (1786)

looseness u: u: U
lose u: u: U
monsoon u: u: u:
mood u: u: u:
moon u: u: u:
moonshine u: u: Ð

moor u: u: o:
moory u: u: o:
moose u: u: u:
moot u: u: u:
move u: u: u:
moveable u: u: u:
moveables u: u: u:
movement u: u: u:
moving u: u: u:
nook u: u: U
noon u: u: u:
noonday u: u: u:
noontide u: u: u:
noose u: u: u:
ooze u: u: u:
outdo u: u: u:
overlook u: U U
paramour u: o: u:
partook u: U U
picaroon u: u: u:
platoon u: u: u:
poltroon u: u: u:
pontoon u: u: Ð

pool u: u: u:
poop u: u: u:
poor u: u: u:
proof u: u: u:
prove u: u: u:
ragout u: u: u:
rendezvous u: u: u:
removal u: u: u:
remove u: u: u:
reproof u: u: u:
reprove u: u: u:
rood u: u: u:
roof u: u: u:
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Entry Walker Sheridan Burn

(1791) (1780) (1786)

rook u: u: u:
room u: u: u:
roost u: u: u:
root u: u: u:
school u: u: u:
scoop u: u: u:
shaloon u: u: Ð

shook u: U Ð

shoot u: u: u:
sloop u: u: u:
smooth u: u: u:
soon u: u: u:
sooth u: u: U
soothe u: u: u:
soothsaying u: u: U
spoon u: u: u:
stook Ð Ð Ð

stool u: u: u:
stoop u: u: u:
swoon u: u: u:
swoop u: u: u:
tatoo u: u: u:
through u: u: u:
throughout u: u: u:
to u: U U
together o: U U
toll-booth u: u: Ð

Entry Walker Sheridan Burn

(1791) (1780) (1786)

tomb u: u: u:
too u: u: u:
tool u: u: u:
tooth u: u: u:
toothsome u: u: u:
toward o: o: U
towardly o: o: U
towards o: o: U
troop u: u: u:
trooper u: u: u:
two u: u: u:
undo u: Ð u:
unmoor u: u: u:
unroof u: u: u:
unto u: u: Ð

whirlpool u: u: u:
who u: u: u:
whom u: u: u:
whoop u: u: u:
whose u: u: u:
widower o: o: ö
womb u: u: u:
woo u: u: u:
wooer u: u: u:
woof u: u: u:
wool U U U
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A P P E N D I X 5 b

Words with { } from ME /o:/ in the Grand Repository

compared with the same entries in three other pronouncing

dictionaries

Entry Walker Sheridan Burn

(1791) (1780) (1786)

afoot U U U
barefooted U U U
blood ö ö ö
bloodily ö ö ö
bloodshed ö ö ö
bloodshot ö ö ö
bloody ö ö ö
falsehood U U U
¯ood ö ö ö
foot U U U
football U U U

Entry Walker Sheridan Burn

(1791) (1780) (1786)

footing U U U
footpad U U U
glove ö ö ö
hood U U u:
manhood U U u:
should U U U
soot u: ö ö
sooty u: u: ö
webfooted U U U
would U U U
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A P P E N D I X 6 a

Words with the ending h-urej (unstressed) in the Grand

Repository and three other pronouncing dictionaries

Entry Spence Walker Sheridan Burn
(1775) (1791) (1780) (1786)

adventure tIr tSju:r tS@r t@r
calenture tju:r tSju:r tju:r tju:r
capture tju:r tSju:r tS@r tju:r
censure sIr Sju:r S@r s@r
composure Z@r ZjU:r Z@r z@r
compressure S@r Sju:r S@r S@r
debenture tju:r tSju:r tS@r t@r
decocture tju:r tSju:r tS@r Ð
defeature tju:r tSju:r tS@r Ð
de¯exure kS@r kSju:r kS@r kS@r
departure tju:r tSju:r tS@r t@r
depasture tju:r tSju:r tS@r t@r
discom®ture tju:r tju:r* tS@r t@r
discomposure Z@r Zju:r Z@r z@r
displeasure Z@r Zju:r Z@r z@r
dorture tju:r Ð Ð Ð
embrasure Z@r zju:r Z@r zju:r
enclosure Z@r Zju:r Z@r z@r
epicure kju:r kju:r kju:r kju:r
exposure Z@r Zju:r Z@r z@r
failure lju:r lju:r* lj@r l@r
feature tju:r tSju:r tS@r t@r
®gure g@r gju:r gju:r g@r
®ssure sju:r Sju:r S@r sju:r
¯exure kS@r kSju:r kS@r ksju:r
forfeiture tju:r tju:r* tju:r t@r
fracture tju:r tSju:r tS@r t@r
furniture tju:r tju:r tS@r t@r
future tju:r tSju:r tS@r t@r
gesture tju:r tSju:r tS@r t@r
illnature tju:r tSju:r tS@r t@r
imposture tju:r tSju:r tS@r t@r
injure dZ@r dZ@r dZ@r dZ@r
jointure tju:r tSju:r tS@r t@r
judicature tju:r tju:r tSu:r tju:r
juncture tju:r tSju:r tS@r t@r
lecture tIr tSju:r tS@r t@r
legislature tju:r tju:r tS@r t@r
ligature tju:r tju:r tSu:r tju:r
literature tju:r tju:r tSu:r tju:r
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Entry Spence Walker Sheridan Burn
(1775) (1791) (1780) (1786)

manufacture tju:r tSju:r tS@r t@r
measure Z@r Zju:r Z@r z@r
miniature tju:r tju:r tS@r tju:r
moisture tju:r tSju:r tS@r t@r
nature tju:r tSju:r tS@r t@r
nomenclature tju:r tSju:r tS@r t@r
nurture tju:r tSju:r tS@r t@r
ordure dju:r dZju:r dZ@r dju:r
overture tju:r tSju:r tSUr tju:r
pasture tju:r tSju:r tS@r tju:r
perjure dZ@r dZju:r dZ@r dZ@r
pleasure Z@r Zju:r Z@r z@r
posture tju:r tSju:r tS@r t@r
pressure sju:r Sju:r S@r s@r
procedure dju:r dZju:r dZ@r d@r
puncture tju:r tSju:r tS@r t@r
quadrature tju:r tju:r tSUr tju:r
rapture tju:r tSju:r tS@r t@r
razure zju:r Zju:r S@r zju:r
rupture tju:r tSju:r tS@r t@r
scissure sju:r Zju:r S@r sju:r
scripture tju:r tSju:r tS@r t@r
sculpture tju:r tSju:r tS@r tju:r
seizure zju:r Zju:r Z@r z@r
sepulture tju:r tju:r tS@r t@r
signature tju:r tju:r tSUr tju:r
stature tju:r tSju:r tSUr tju:r
stricture tju:r tSju:r tS@r t@r
structure tju:r tSju:r tS@r t@r
suture tju:r tSju:r tS@r t@r
tenure ju:r ju:r j@r ju:r
tincture tju:r tSju:r tS@r t@r
torture tju:r tSju:r tS@r t@r
trans®gure g@r gju:r* gj@r g@r
treasure Z@r Zju:r Z@r z@r
venture tju:r tSju:r tS@r t@r
verdure dju:r dZju:r dZ@r dju:r
vesture tju:r tSju:r tS@r t@r

Notes: I have interpreted the huj as in luck of Walker, Sheridan, and Burn, along with the { } of
Spence, as /@/ and the { } of Spence as /I/. (See §5.7 for discussion of this.)

Where the representations of Walker's pronunciations are marked *, this is to indicate that
Walker had {yu1}: since we have interpreted Walker's {u1} as /ju:/, this would give /jju:/, which
does not seem likely. It is, of course, possible that Walker's {u1} represented /iu/ rather than, or
as well as, /ju:/, but even /jiu/ seems unlikely.
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A P P E N D I X 6 b

Words with {U}(=/ju:/) after {R} in the Grand Repository

compared with the same entries in three other pronouncing

dictionaries

Entry Walker Sheridan Burn

(1791) (1780) (1786)

brew u: u: ju:
brewer u: u: ju:
brewing u: u: ju:
brewis u: u: ju:
bruise u: u: ju:
bruit u: u: ju:
brumal u: u: ju:
brunette u: u: ju:
crew u: u: ju:
erudition ju: ju: ju:
eruginous ju: ju: ju:
excruciate u: u: ju:
extrude u: u: ju:
ferula ju: ju: Ð

ferule Ð Ð ju:
frugal ju: u: ju:
frugality ju: u: ju:
garrulity ju: ju: ju:
garulous ju: ju: ju:
grew ju: u: ju:
gruel ju: u: ju:
imprudent u: u: ju:
inscrutable ju: u: ju:
intrude u: u: ju:
intrusion u: u: ju:
jurisprudence ju: u: ju:
obtrude u: u: ju:
obtrusion u: u: ju:
peruke ju: ju: ju:
peruse ju: ju: ju:
protrude ju: u: ju:
purulency ju: ju: ju:
purulent ju: ju: ju:
recruit u: u: ju:
rheum u: u: ju:
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Entry Walker Sheridan Burn

(1791) (1780) (1786)

rheumatic u: u: ju:
rheumatism u: u: ju:
rhubarb u: u: ju:
rubric u: u: ju:
ruby u: u: ju:
rude u: u: ju:
rudiments u: u: ju:
rue u: u: ju:
rueful u: u: ju:
rugine Ð Ð ju:
ruin u: u: ju:
rule u: u: ju:
ruminate u: u: ju:
rumour u: u: ju:
rural u: u: ju:
screw u: u: ju:
scruple u: u: ju:
scrutinise u: u: ju:
scrutiny u: u: ju:
scrutoir u: u: ju:
shrew u: u: ju:
shrewd u: u: ju:
strew o: u: ju: or o:
virulent ju: ju: ju

A P P E N D I X 6 c

Words with { } after {R} by yod-dropping in the Grand

Repository compared with the same entries in three other

pronouncing dictionaries

Entry Walker Sheridan Burn

(1791) (1780) (1786)

abstruse ju: u: ju:
abstruseness ju: u: ju:
accrue u: u: ju:
brutal u: u: ju:
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Entry Walker Sheridan Burn

(1791) (1780) (1786)

brutality u: u: ju:
brute u: u: ju:
brutish u: u: ju:
congrue Ð Ð ju:
congruence ju: ju: ju:
congruent ju: ju: ju:
congruity ju: u: ju:
congruous ju: ju: ju:
crewel u: u: ju:
crucial u: u: ju:
cruciate u: u: Ð

cruciferous u: u: ju:
cruci®xion u: u: ju:
crucify u: u: ju:
crude u: u: ju:
crudity u: u: ju:
cruel u: u: ju:
cruelly u: u: ju:
cruelty u: u: ju:
cruet u: u: ju:
cruise u: u: ju:
crural u: u: ju:
detrude u: u: ju:
detrusion u: u: ju:
druid u: u: ju:
february ju: U ju:
fruit u: u: U
fruition ju: u: ju:
menstrual ju: U ju:
menstruum ju: U U
prude u: u: ju:
prudence u: u: ju:
prudent u: u: ju:
prune u: u: ju:
prunello u: u: ju:
prurience u: u: ju:
quadruped ju: U ju:
quadruple ju: U ju:
ruth u: u: u:
truant u: u: ju:
truce u: u: ju:
trucidation u: u: ju:
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Entry Walker Sheridan Burn

(1791) (1780) (1786)

truculent u: u: ju:
true u: u: ju:
truth u: u: U

A P P E N D I X 6 d

Words with { } after {R} by yod-dropping in the Grand

Repository compared with the same entries in three other

pronouncing dictionaries

Entry Walker Sheridan Burn

ruthful u: u: u:
ruthless u: u: u:
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A P P E N D I X 7 a

Words beginning with hper-j in the Grand Repository and

three other pronouncing dictionaries (adapted from Shields

1973: 123)

Entry Spence Walker Sheridan Burn

(1775) (1791) (1780) (1786)

peradventure I E E @
perceive I E E @
perceptible I E E @
perception I E E @
perch E E E @
perchance I E E @
percipient I E E @
percolate E E E @
percussion I E E @
percutient I E E @
perdition I E E @
perdue I E E @
peregrinate I E E @
peregrine I E E E
peremptorily I E E E
peremptory I E E E
perenniel I E E @
perennity I E E @
perfect I E E @
perfection I E E @
per®dious I E E @
per®dy E E E @
perforate I E E @
perforce I E E @
perform I E E @
perfume I E E @
perfuse I E E @
perhaps I E E @
pericardium E E E E
pericranium I E E E
peril E E E @
perilous E E E @
periphery I i: e: i:
perish E E E E
perishable E E E E
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Entry Spence Walker Sheridan Burn

(1775) (1791) (1780) (1786)

periwig E E E I
periwinkle E E E E
period i: i: i: i:
periodical i: i: e: i:
perjury E E E @
perjure E E E @
permanent E E E @
permission I E E @
permit I E E @
permute I E E Ð

pernicious I E E @
peroration I E E @
perpendicular E E E @
perpetrate I E E @
perpetual I E E @
perpetuate I E E @
perpetuity I E E @
perplex I E E @
perplexed I E E @
perquisite E E E @
perry E E E E
persecute I E E @
persevere I E E @
persist I E E @
person I E E @
personable I E E @
personally I E E @
personate I E E @
perspective I E E @
perspicacious I E E @
perspicuous I E E @
perspiration I E E @
perspire I E E @
persuade I E E @
persuasion I E E @
persuasive I E E @
pert E E E @
pertain I E E @
pertinacious E E E @
pertinent E E E @
perturbation E E E @
peruke I E E E
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Entry Spence Walker Sheridan Burn

(1775) (1791) (1780) (1786)

peruse I i: e: E
pervade I E E E
perverse I E E E
perversion I E E E
pervert I E E E
pervicacious E E E @
pervious E E E @

Note: I have interpreted Spence's { } as /I/, because it has that value in stressed syllables. Shields
(1973) concludes that { } in some cases represents a vowel closer to schwa (see §5.7.2).

A P P E N D I X 7 b

Vowels in unstressed syllables: a selection of words from the

Grand Repository and three other pronouncing dictionaries

Entry Spence Walker Sheridan Burn

(1775) (1791) (1780) (1786)

heonj, hionj

bludgeon I @ @ @
curmudgeon I @ @ @
cushion I I or @ @ @
dudgeon I @ @ @
dungeon I @ @ @
escutcheon I I @ @
gudgeon I @ @ @
habergeon @ Ð Ð @
luncheon I @ @ @
marchioness I @ I @
pigeon I I @ @
puncheon I @ @ @
ribbon/riband I I I ñ

scutcheon I I @ @
sturgeon I @ @ @
surgeon I @ @ @
truncheon I @ @ @
wagon I @ @ n"
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Entry Spence Walker Sheridan Burn

(1775) (1791) (1780) (1786)

hoj

faggot I @ @ @
zealot Á @ @ Á
accommodation I o: o: o:
follow I o: o: o:
hollow I o: o: o:
pillow I o: o: o:
sorrow I o: o: o:
swallow I o: o: o:
wallow o: o: o: o:
widow I o: o: @
anchor I @ @ @
bachelor @ @ @ @
major I @ @ @
servitor @ @ @ not marked

hacej

furnace I I I ñ

menace* I e: E e:
palace* I ñ ñ ñ

pinnace* I ñ E e:
populace* e: ñ E e:
solace* e: ñ E e:

hagej

assemblage I e: E I
disadvantage I e: ñ ñ

hej

barren I E I E
bonnet I E I E
bracelet I E I E
brainless I E I E
bucket I E I E
calendar I E I E
challenge I E I E
closet I E I E
diabetes I E I E
gauntlet I E I E
gruel I E I E
interpret I E I E
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Entry Spence Walker Sheridan Burn

(1775) (1791) (1780) (1786)

patroness I E I E
sorceress I E I E

Notes: The vowel concerned is that of the last syllable, except where underlined.
In the entries marked * Walker gives transcriptions with `full' vowels, even though he admits

elsewhere (1791: 12±13) that they `might without any great departure from their common sound,
be written pallus, sollus, etc.'.
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A P P E N D I X 8

Vowels before /r/ in the Grand Repository and three other

pronouncing dictionaries

Entry Spence Walker Sheridan Burn

(1775) (1791) (1780) (1786)

beer i: i: i: i:
bird I @ @ @
birth I E E @
burden @ @ @ @
chair e: e: e: e:
fern E E E @
®r I E @ @
®re ai ai ai ai

¯our au Ð Ð au

¯ower auI au@ au@ au@
for Á O: Á Á
fur @ @ @ @
north Á O: O: O:
sure u: ju: u: ju:
tower auI au@ au@ au@
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A P P E N D I X 9

Words of French/Latin origin with initial hhj in the Grand

Repository and three other pronouncing dictionaries

Entry Spence Walker Sheridan Burn

(1775) (1791) (1780) (1786)

heir 7 7 7 7
heiress 7 7 7 7
herb 7 7 + 7
herbal 7 + + 7
herbage 7 7 + 7
herbalist 7 + + 7
heritable 7 + + +

heritage + + + +

homage + + + +

honest 7 7 7 7
honesty 7 7 7 7
honour 7 7 7 7
honourable 7 7 7 7
honorary 7 7 7 7
hospital 7 7 7 +

hospitality + + + +

host 7 + + +

hostess 7 + + +

hostler 7 7 7 7
hour 7 7 7 7
hourly 7 7 7 7
human + + + +

humble + 7 7 +

humid + + + +

humility + + + +

humour 7 7 7 7
humorist 7 7 7 7
humorous 7 7 7 7
humoursome 7 7 7 7

Note: + means that /h/ is pronounced; 7 means that /h/ is not pronounced.
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Johnston, W. 18, 21, 27, 30, 32, 49, 58, 70±

5, 77, 98, 104, 109±11, 114±18, 132,
141±3, 151±2, 154, 177, 182

Jones, C. 13±14, 16, 19, 24, 27, 33±4, 37±8,
40, 43, 47, 60, 64, 75±6, 80, 122, 136,
152, 164, 172, 178, 181, 183±4, 186

Jones, J. 21, 128, 154, 177
Jones, S. 79±80, 167
Jonson, B. 112, 163±4

Kelvinside, see Modi®ed Standard
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167, 170, 175, 184

keywords 88±95
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lexical di�usion 17±19, 27, 34±5, 48, 58, 61±
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