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Abstract

This thesis studies the use miou and You in eighteenth-century English plays by
conducting both quantitative and qualitative analysis. Althougbu had died out in
Standard English by the eighteenth century, it was still used in dramas, especially in
tragedies. This usage has been largely neglected by linguists, who prefer to studying more
‘authentic’ text. | propose the language of century drama is worth studying as a genre
which was understood by the audience, not as a substitute of ‘real/authentic’ language.

| use a corpus of twenty plays and conduct macro-analysis on genre, class and gender
of characters. Genre and class are shown to affect the usewivhile gender was not.
My micro-analysis focuses on the emotion of characters and individual contexts. | also
studied related linguistic factors: second person singular proncamdyaddress terms.

| attempt to explain the lingering usetefou in the dramas using enregisterment
and indexicality (Johnstone et al. 2006). | argue that there are two usageuah the
eighteenth-century drama. One is to show relationships and emotions, as Shakespeare did.
The other is to represent the grave style of theatrical language, especially tragedy. This
happened becauseou, having fallen almost out of use in everyday language, came to
be associated with the language of drama. My thesis presents the possibility of using
indexicality to explain how the stylistic meaningrefou changed from ‘casual/intimate’
to ‘formal/elevated’.
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1. Introduction

1.1. Introductory remarks

MELANTHON:

PHILOTAS:

MELANTHON:

Oh! Philotas,

If thou ha’st not renounc’d humanity;

Let me behold my sov’reign; once again

Admit me to his presence, let me see

My royal master.

Urge thy suit no further;

Thy words are fruitless; Dionysius’ orders

Forbid access; he is our sov’reign now;

'Tis his to give the law, mine to obey.

Thou can’st not mean it — his to give the law?

Detested spoiler! — his! — a vile usurper!

Have we forgot the elder Dionysius,

Surnam’d the Tyrant? To Sicilia’s throne

The monster waded thro’ whole seas of blood.
(Arthur Murphy, The Grecian Daughtefl772), 1.1)

The above is taken from the beginning of an eigitteeentury play. One remarkable

feature in the extract is archaic language, inclgdhe frequent use ofiou.! Although

THou had disappeared from Standard English by the exgitih century (Jespersen 1954:

45, Baugh and Cable 199237), it remained used in special contexts. $tstates: ‘by

1770 it frHou] survived only in dialects, among Quakers, inréity styles as a device of

heightening (even in Wordsworth!), and in its preseeligious function’ (1970: 140).

Several other studies mention the usetebu in religious and/or poetic contexts

(Jespersen 1954, Denison 1998, Beal 2004 etc.) eenvthe use afHou in dramatic

! Following Walker (2007), | use small capitalou andyou to refer to all forms ofhouand

singularyou
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texts after Elizabethan times has not gathered ratiehtion compared to the other genres,
although, as | have shown aboveou was still used. As | will show in this thesrsjou

was still used very frequently in the eighteenthtaey tragedies in my corpus while it
was used rarely, though meaningfully, in the eightb-century comedies. Although this
genre occasionally receives scholarly attentiont¢Mill 1971, Walker 2007 (comedies
only) and Kerridge 2014 (comedy only)) and aneddepésodes of the use oHoOU are
sporadically mentioned (e.g. Denison 1998: 106 beri@an’sA Trip to Scarborough
(1777)), the full description of the usage of s&tparson pronouns in eighteenth-century
British dramas has not appeared yet. This thesis &b fill this gap, by revealing the
factors which made the archaic pronauwou linger on in eighteenth century dramas,
especially tragedies. To do this, | will investigdhe use of second person pronouns in
twenty eighteenth-century British plays. | dealhwitvo genres of drama, comedies and
tragedies to see if there is any synchronic diffeeedue to genre despite that the audience
of both genres would be almost the same.

The language of the dramas does not necegsszftédct the contemporary language
which people actually used in their everyday [ifais is especially true with tragedies,
which demand ‘a sense of detachment heighteneldebyde of verse or rhetorical prose’
(Hartnoll 1983: 836). Hope (1993) is sceptical almmnsidering drama texts as a closest

representation of spoken language:

now that the questions being posed about early kioBaglish are becoming more and
more detailed, and are more linguistic in intenis ipositively harmful for linguists to
believe that literary dramatic dialogue represemis closest source to spoken early
Modern English.

(1993: 84)
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Lass (1999) also warns about the use of fictioswbt in that they are a representation of

what authors observe, not necessarily a repregamntatreal-life speeches:

we must be cautious about taking the speech oéfitecharacters as evidence for that of
real-world persons; characters are not indepenofethieir authors’ linguistic habits. As
evidence, the speech of literary characters is aslgood as authorial observation of the
speech of others; and without an independent ctveckannot know how good this is.
While the internal worlds of highly crafted liteyaworks may mirror the ‘outside world’,
they also may not, and may not accurately reflebiliour even in the real communities
their authors inhabit.
(1999: 150)

Given this scepticism, what is the point of studyisuch language? Although the
language of dramas differs from everyday langudgs,still related to people living in

that time. There are many scholars who support \ti@e.. To take a few examples,
Taavitsainen, who studied interjections in the YEdbdern English section (1510-1700)

of theHelsinki Corpusclaims

The discourse form of comedy is based on dialognd,the characters in these plays
represent the middle layers of society; thus thguage imitates the normal speech of
common people. This is the nearest approximatioevieryday spoken language in
historical texts.

(1995: 460)

and Mazzon, who studied the usage of personal pranon three Shakespearean

tragedies, states

it could be claimed that such uses [of personaiguos in Shakespearean works] must
belong to an established code that was recognisalaldlizabethan audience, and was
probably shared to a certain extent, since theyeweund in theatrical works (the
“mimetic” genrepar excellencg]...].

(2002: 228).
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Culpeper and Kytd (2000) examined four speechedlakext types written in the
seventeenth century, i.e. witness depositions] praceedings, prose fiction and
comedies, in terms of how linguistically close thaye to spoken interaction. They
concluded that comedy is closest to spoken interadtased on their criteria, although
‘These text types — indeed, all our text types —elude or filter out different
conversational features for different reasons 0@®@95). Considering that ‘interpersonal
involvement, which is clearly involved in both leal repetitions and interruptions, is
very much the source of dramatic interest in draif2900: 187), drama text seems to be
suitable to study interpersonal interactions intigdhe use ofHou andyou.

Shiina, who studies vocatives in gentry comediggjes that there is a relationship

between the language of dramas and everyday speech:

The linguistic competence of the playwright andiande is formed by the language
in society, and the drama must be based upon anguége use to the extent that the
audience can understand it. [...] Based upon thosearehers’ claim (Salmon and
Burness 1987; Simpson 1998), | would rather maintiaat the playwrights construct
the characters in their dramatic world based uperanguage use in the real world of
the period. Especially in comedies, language carexeggerated. However, the
audience would not be able to understand or latigxtaaordinary use of vocatives,
unless they knew, implicitly or explicitly, the genally observed patterns of vocative
use.
(2005a: 86-87)

As she argues, although the language of playgsliffem everyday language, it is written
to be performed for and read by a contemporaryesagi. Accordingly, the language of
the plays still reflects some aspects of the laggueompetence of the contemporary
audience.

The fact that the language of drama needs toderstood by the audience is made

18



clear by Short’s explanation on the two levelsistdurse in drama (Figure 1):

Figure 1: Two levels of discourse in drama. (SH886: 169)

Addrsser 1 Message Addressee 1
(playwright) (Audience/Reader)
Addresser 2 Addresser 2
(Character A) (Character B)

Prototypical drama is [...] having at least two levedf discourse, the author-
audience/reader level and the character-charastet:|[...] The overarching level of
discourse is that between the playwright and tltkeguge. Character talk is embedded in
that higher discourse, allowing the audience &€l in’ to what the characters say.
(Short 1996: 169)

Short shows that characters in a drama communwititeeach other at one level, the
audience must be present and involved in the @ayleearer/bystander to appreciate the
play at another level. This suggests that the laggispoken in dramas is expected to be
understood by the audience as well as by dramaticacters. Staged performances
including dramas arddr audience not jugb audience’ (Coupland 2007: 147) and their
aim is to entertain and interest the audiencejusttto communicate a message to them
(Bell and Gibson 2011: 57). It should also be nébed actors and directors who perform
the play also need to read and understand thgprayrt 1998: 7). Therefore, despite how
distant the language of dramas seems from everyahayiage, it still has an access to
contemporary people’s understanding of their lagguaBell and Gibson state that
studying the language of performance is importasiociolinguistics that it ‘opens up to
sociolinguistic enquiry a much broader and richarge of styles, genres and media’

(2011: 558) by shifting its focus from vernacular ‘the non-everyday and the non-
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vernacular — or to the vernacular which is intemaity reproduced’ (ibid.). The language
of dramas is important to study not because itmédes the everyday language but
because the genre itself has its own characterigiistudy and studying it can provide
new perspectives on the study of language in géressd will show in the conclusion
(Chapter 12).

The aim of my study is to reveal the usagseabnd person pronouns in eighteenth-
century plays, not in eighteenth-century Englishgeneral. Comparing the data in
different genres and obtaining a perspective omilder use of pronouns in eighteenth-

century English would be ideal, but it is beyone $itope of one PhD thesis.

1.2. Research questions and thesis overview

1.2.1. Research questions

Previous studies have shown thatou was disappearing in the eighteenth century.
However, they have not investigated in detail whyg &ow it continued in use. While
eighteenth-century comedies have gained occasaitettions from scholars (Walker
2007 etc.), eighteenth-century tragedies have akeost neglected since Mitchell (1971).
While Mitchell's study reveals that there is a clddference in the distribution aiHou
and you in comedies and tragedies, investigations into ubage of second person
singular pronouns in the two genres have not beee get. In this study, | aim to reveal
what happened to the usagerebu in its demise in eighteenth-century plays, espigcia
focussing on the difference in usage in tragediescamedies. In order to investigate this

point, | set up following research questions:

1. What was the usage miou in eighteenth-century plays? (Why did people kesipg
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THOU in plays, especially in tragedies?)

2. How does genre affect the use of second pemsmopns? What are the characteristics
of usage of second person pronouns in tragediesseppo comedies?

3. What extralinguistic factors affect the useedand person pronouns?
3.1 What is the influence of class of speaketsatturessees?
3.2 Does gender of speakers and hearers affechthiee ofrHou andvou?

4. Can we understand the reasons why charactershamen to useHou at specific
moments — what are the interpersonal functiorsio? (qualitative study)

5. As the pronominal address temmou was disappearing, did people use nominal
address terms to supplement its loss?

6. Where can | map the usagerabu andyou in the eighteenth century dramas in the
perspective of the history of the English languad#tfat is the difference between the
usage of earlier periods (e.g. Elizabethan texts) that in the eighteenth-century

dramas? (stylisation/enregisterment)

These questions are formulated based on the findifigorevious studies. Firstly, the
genre of plays has been revealed to affect the@isecond person singular pronouns in
plays;THoOU appears more frequently in tragedies (Busse 2003Hakespeare; Johnson
1966 for seventeenth-century plays). Secondlyjrifieence of class has been revealed
by several studies, such as Walker (2007) (sevetiteand eighteenth-century comedies)
and Nakayama (2015) (nineteenth-century novelsyei®é studies of the use of
Shakespeare’sHou andyou show class and gender of the speaker and the ssddre
affect his works too (Mazzon 2003, Stein 2003, ettirdly, gender was chosen for two

reasons. Walker (2007) discusses how women'’s pasitias inferior to men and they
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were more likely to receiveHou (pronoun used from a superior to an inferior) @shs
Additionally, there was a notion in the eighteem#ntury that women were still
considered as inferior to men in point of intelhge. Goérlach mentions that in the
eighteenth century people still considered that ewmintelligence was not equal to
men’s, and women tended to be portrayed as makistakes in speaking and writing,
such as Mrs Malaprop in Sheridamée Rivals(2001: 56-57). There are two more
examples which show that this notion was prevaierhe eighteenth century. Firstly,
Tieken-Boon van Ostade (1994), who studies mistaké®e choice of pronoun cases in
eighteenth-century private writings, shows an aotrdf women considered as less
intelligent; a passage from Walpole’s writing ddtries inaccurate use of pronouns to

women, which Tieken-Boon van Ostade’s study revieal®e groundless:

You will be diverted to hear that a man who thougfiiothing so much as the purity of
language, | mean Lord Chesterfield, says, “youmedshall not be well together,” and
this not once, but on every occasion. A friend afersays, it was certainly to avoid that
female inaccuracthey dont mind you and &nd yet the latter is the least bad of the two.
(as quoted by Leonard 1929: 188, quoted in TiekearBsan Ostade 1994: 219,

emphasis added).

Secondly, Coates (1993) shows that some agtitecentury men of letters
considered women guilty of incorrect usage. Shetegua passage from the writing of

Richard Steele, whose comedi@sriderandConsciou$will be investigated in my study:

By the Hand, at first sight, | could not guess veethey came from a Lady, but having
put on my spectacles, and perused them carefuityid by some peculiar Modes in
Spelling, and a certain Negligence in Grammar, ithags a Female Sonnet.

(Steele 1713; as quoted in Tucker 1961: 69, quiot€bates 1993: 25)

Coates calls this phenomenon of treating womemtgslactually inferior to men as
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‘Androcentric rule’:

Men will be seen to behave linguistically in a whgt fits the writer’s view of what

is desirable or admirable; women on the other haiticbe blamed for any linguistic

state or development which is regarded by the wagenegative or reprehensible.
(1992: 16-17)

Two hypotheses on the usagerebu andyou can be drawn from this notion of women
as (intellectually) inferior. One is that men migl#eTHOU to women and receiveou
rather than the other way, as the superior sex.oflner is that female characters might
make more mistakes than male characters in thefisseond person pronouns (whether
the choice ofHou/You or their case). Such gender difference in charsiddpeeches can
be observed in eighteenth-century novels. My previstudy on imperatives in
eighteenth-century novels suggests that the fewt@eacters in Daniel DefoeMoll
Flandersand Henry Fielding’'doseph Andrewtend to use the vulgar form of negative
imperative don't V' more often than the male characters to showi¢hegale characters’
lack of intelligence (Nonomiya 2008: 54-55). It sksbbe noted that all of the playwrights
in my corpus are men, so it is quite likely thagyttwrote their female characters’ lines
based on their notion of female speech rathertti@aneal usage of contemporary women
(cf. Freedman 2007: 4).

Ye will be studied in order to contrast its disappeae with that offHou. Yeis
another option of personal pronoun which disapgkfi@m Standard English, and it is
still used as a part of archaic, elevated langiratiee Present-day English, just likeou
(Wales 1996: 89). It would be worthwhile to stuflthie two pronouns disappeared in the
same way or if there are any factors peculiar th ease.

Address terms will be studied in relationhe use offHou andyou. Both second
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person pronouns and (nominal) address terms atkasseocatives (Leech 1999), often
appearing together, e.g. ‘You idiot!". Shimonomsetmgests that studying other markers
of politeness along with second person pronounsldvbe useful to find out how the

latter is used:

If the speaker shifts from an ‘unmarked’ form tonaarked’ one, it signals that some
change in the situation, or in the speaker, imtakilace, but does not specify what kind
of change it is. In interpreting the affective miegnof the pronoun, the presence of other
categories of politeness markers would be a helfhd case of the terms of address [...]
there are more options varieties available to geaker, and, therefore, the choice of the
form could bear more specific information as to tha speaker intended to say.

(2000: 79)

This suggests that studying address terms canlreemotifs of the choice aHou and
YOU.

The last question is formed in order to find bow (or whether) the usagemfou
in dramas has changed since the Elizabethan eran whwas still used to show
interpersonal relationships and emotion. Studied @@ Modern English tend not to
discuss the qualitative differences, describing @isage in the poetic and dramatic
language as ‘same as Shakespeare’ (e.g. Nakaydrn Plowever, it is possible that the
use ofTHouU has changed since it disappeared from StandarlisBnge. when authors
and audience/readers are exposeditwu only in created texts and they no longer speak
THOU as a choice of second person pronouns (in othetsythey are not a native speaker
of THou any more). | will discuss this point from the vigeint of stylisation and

enregisterment in Chapter 11.

In order to answer these questions, qualgastudies are needed. Quantitative
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analyses are often employed in the studies of sepenson pronouns to show overall
trends (e.g. Mitchell 1971), but they cannot explahy there are some unusual, rare
occurrences of the marked form. And yet, it is ¢heausual uses that are important to
investigate whyrHou still appears in the eighteenth-century playsl A4l reveal later,
the use offHou depends very much on its context, so qualitativdiss, i.e. conducting

a close reading of all of the occurrences of seqardon pronouns, are needed.

1.2.2. Thesis overview

The construction of this thesis is as follows: é¢g@nt the methodology and corpus in
Chapter 1. Chapter 2 presents previous studiesthyirintroduce some of the important
notions used to explain the use of second personopns: power and solidarity,
politeness and markedness. Following these, | stawstudies dealing with second
person pronouns in eighteenth-century plays. | ed$er to Shakespearean studies for
comparisons because of the scarcity of studiesgiie=nth-century plays.

Chapters 3-7 study the use of second persguilsir pronounsHou andyou in the
the corpus. Chapter 3 is based on my pilot studdemry Fielding’s plays. | will present
findings from the plays and discuss some furth@rtpdrom the study in the later chapters.
Chapter 4 investigates the overall datarabu andyou retrieved from my entire corpus.
Special attention is paid to the genre of the playsch answers research question 2. |
also consider linguistic factors which might afféo¢ use offHou andyou. Chapters 5
and 6 investigate the usemfou andyou in the tragedies and the comedies respectively.
After undertaking quantitative analysis on eachrgesub-corpus, | analyse the data
focussing on the interlocutors’ gender and clasaiih chapters (research question 3).

Following that, | undertake qualitative studiestbe special usage aHou andyou,
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looking into their contexts in detail. This is padiarly important with the data retrieved
from the comedies, for the frequencyreibu in them is too low to see any overall trend
guantitatively. Chapters 7 deals with special catstéound in plays: aside, apostrophe
and addresses to dead or unconscious people. Clgageals with the second person
singular pronoungeto see how fossilised this form is.

In Chapter 9, | investigate the relationshygswveen second person pronouns and
address terms, based on my hypothesis that address supplement the lost function of
THoU (research question 4). Here | employ the categiois used in Shiina (2005a),
based on the emotional distance between the spaaldahe addressee. | also study the
collocation of second person pronouns and adderssst Ulrich Busse (2002, 2003)
shows that certain categories of address termgaatét with eithemHou or You in
Shakespearean works. | will investigate whetheraimphenomena can still be observed
in my eighteenth-century drama corpus and if thexee any changes in their usage.

Chapter 10 discusses the influence of Elizedoeplays on the eighteenth-century
plays. As will be shown in Chapters 6-8, they sé@play an important role in preserving
the older forms of second person pronouns. Manywights read them or see them
performed, and some of them edited or adapted pheitecessors’ works.

Chapter 11 discusses an important notion cgmmthrough the above discussions
on second person pronouns; enregisterment. Bastak dimdings, | hypothesise that the
use ofrTHou andyein the eighteenth-century plays, especially tréggds a result of the
enregisterment of these pronouns into the langohdeamas. (Research question 6)

Chapter 12 presents the conclusions to tlsishtrying to explain what happened

to the usage of second person pronouns compatbd tlizabethan era.
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1.3. Methodology and corpus

1.3.1. Methodology

In order to investigate the research questionsdisbove, | created an electronic corpus
of eighteenth-century plays. This is to enabletedsic searches. The rough size of the
entire corpus (excluding the corpus for the pitoidg) is c. 422,000 words; c. 162,000
words in the tragedies corpus and c. 260,000 wordge comedies corpufs.The
tragedies corpus is smaller than the comedies sdrpaause of the size of each text in
the two genres. The average text size of the trages 16,700 words while that of the
comedies is 26,000 words, i.e. the comedies aréirieés longer than the tragedies (see
the appendix for the number of words in each text).

The electronic texts were retrieved from Latere Online (LION). With regards to
the reliability of LION texts, | compared the firatt of each play on LION with the
original texts found in ECCO and confirmed thatréhevas no alteration regarding
personal pronouns and address terms. Prologudésgeps and songs are excluded from
the corpus because my focus is on the main text.

The data orsecond person pronouns, iBd0OU, YOU and ye were collected
electronically using Wordsmith. The plungby, its variants and plurale are separated
from the data manually by reading the context. Atitat, | added the information about
the scene number, the speaker, addressee, ttaiomship and the case of the pronoun

to each occurrence of second person pronouns iel Bkeets (Figure 2).

2 The number of words was calculated using MS Wondisd count to each drama text. As
such, these figures include the stage directiontb@thame of the speakers to each line. The
actual number of words in dialogues only would laker than these figures.
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Figure 2: An example of the data in an Excel sheet.

1 N scene Concordance Set speaker hearer elationshi
2 903 1.1 Ivow , Mr. Hardcastle, you're very particular. you're Mrs Hardc Hardcastle couple
3 902 1.1 Ay, your times were fine times, indeed; your Hardcastle Mrs Harde couple
4 901 1.1 you have been telling us of them for many a long ye:  you Mrs Hardc Hardcastle couple
5 900 1.1 And all our entertainment your old stories of Prince | your Mrs Hardc Hardcastle couple
6 899 1.1 and, | believe, Dorothy, (taking her hand) you'll own | you'll Hardcastle Mrs Hardc couple
7 898 1.1 Lord, Mr. Hardcastle, you're for ever at you're Mrs Hardc Hardcastle couple
8 897 1.1 at your Dorothy's and your Mrs Hardc Hardcastle couple
9 896 1.1 and your old wife's. your Mrs Hardc Hardcastle couple
10 895 1.1 You may be a Darby, but Il be no Joan, you Mrs Hardc Hardcastle couple
11 894 1.1 1 promise you. you Mrs Hardc Hardcastle couple

case
nom
gen
nom
gen
nom
nom
gen
gen
nom
acc

With regard to address terms, they were ctemanually by reading through each

each play. Electronic search could not be doneusecaddress terms are an open set and

it is impossible to predict what words are usedraaddress term. In the same way as the

data of second personal pronouns, to the datadvéas terms was added the information

of the speaker and addressee (Figure 3).

Figure 3: An example of the data of address terms.

Scene line speaker hearer term T relationship  type

1 1.1 This is the Room, Signor—Here, herel  Bernarda Gil Blas  Signor - host-customer deferential
2 1.1 And now, young Man, you are welcome Bernarda Gil Blas man Y  host-customer generic

3 1.1 Thank you, thank you, Signora. Gil Blas Bernarda signora Y customer-host deferential
4 1.1 | presume, Signor-—but | never ask QuesBernarda Gil Blas  signor - host-customer deferential
5 1.1 Very possibly, Signora. The Sciences aiGil Blas  Bernarda signora - customer-host deferential
B 1.1 But my Master, Signora-—-my Master mz Gil Blas Bernarda signora Y customer-host deferential
7 1.1 May, Signor, Heaven forbid that | should Bernarda Gil Blas  signor Y host-customer deferential
8 1.1 Gil Blas, can you be faithful? [Aurora] [Gil Blas] fullname Y  master-servant name

9 1.1 Signor Gil Blas! Bernarda Gil Blas signor+full - host-customer title+FN/SI
10 1.1 Signor Gil Blas! Where are you, Bernarda Gil Blas  signor+full Y host-customer title+FN/SI

Additionally, the collocation of address terms wiiecond person pronouns was

considered. The address terms found in the data segrarated into categories (e.g. terms

of endearment, terms of abuse). See Chapter 8h#orfurther discussions on these

categories.

| mainly paid attention to the following trsibf characters: class, gender and their
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relationship with the addressee. | do not include as an extralinguistic factor to
investigate in this study, although this is ofteown as one factor to influence the use of
THou andyou (Walker 2007, Nakayama 2015 etc.). This is bec#usage of the most
of the characters is not specified. Adding to ttfaye are very few characters who are
specified as ‘old’ or ‘young’ and there are no pegt children. The absence of children
might be due to the actors’ age. Because ‘oldyouhg’ characters tend to appear with
their family members, | will look at their powerffgirence within family members rather
than focussing on their age.

When a character is in disguise or assumindjffarent identity, | treat them
separately from their true self. This is because ititerlocutors of the characters in
disguise tend to choose their language based odisigeise, not the character’s true
identity. By the same token, when a character kestéheir addressee as somebody else,
it is also treated separately. To take an exammm fStoops when an upper-class
character Marlow mistakes an upper-middle-classacher Hardcastle as an innkeeper,

he talks to him as such:

[Hardcastle is enraged with Marlow's impertinent Haiour in his house. Marlow,
mistaking Hardcastle as an innkeeper, tries to Ikesthe situation by paying the bill.]
HARDCASTLE: To come to my house, to call for what he likesturn me out of my own
chair, [...] and then to tell me this house is miae, By all that's impudent it makes
me laugh. Ha! ha! ha! Pray, Siibantering.] as you take the house, what think you
of taking the rest of the furniture? [...]
MARLOW: Bring me your bill, Sir, bring me your bill, athet’'s make no more words about
it.
(Stoops4.1)

The hearer of Marlow’s speech is labelled as ‘imger (Hardcastle) [lower class], not

‘Hardcastle’ [upper-middle class] because it is iMiee speaker thinks. | will discuss
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individual cases in Chapters 5 and 6.

Both the data on second person pronouns arse tn address terms were analysed
guantitatively in the first part of Chapters 4-Ben interesting factors were presented
gualitatively in the latter half of the chapters.id true that qualitative studies take
enormous amount of time (cf. Busse 2002: 41). kigrreason my corpus is rather small,
with ten comedies and tragedies each. My studyyisido means a representative of
eighteenth-century plays in general, but by corre¢iny on qualitative studies | have
been able to discover some special traits hidd&émbethe rare instances ofiou and

YOU.

1.3.2. Plays in the corpus and the short descriptions oheir story
1.3.2.1. The list of the plays and the criteria of selection
| set up two corpus, one for pilot study and theeoffor the main study. The pilot study
corpus was set up to compare the use of secondrmpersnouns in different genres
written by the same author (Henry Fielding). Thédescription on this mini-corpus will
be given in 3.1.

The corpus for the main study was set up to inchaté tragedies and comedies
of the same number, in the hope of discoveringlifierences of the use of second person

pronouns in between two genres. The plays includeady corpus are as follows:

<Tragedy>
Rowe, Nicholas (1674-1718)

The Fair Peniten{1706) (hereaftePeniteny

The Tragedy of Jane ShqfE714) (hereafteBhorg
Young, Edward (1683-1765)

Busiris (1719)

The Reveng€l721) (hereaftedRevenge
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Lillo, George (1693-1739)
The London Merchar(t731) (hereafteverchan)
The Fatal Curiosity(1736) (hereafte€Curiosity)
Home, John (1722-1808)
Douglas(1756)
Agis(1758)
Murphy, Arthur (1727-1805)
The Grecian Daughtel772) (hereafteGrecian
The Rival Sister§l786) (hereaftebisters

<Comedy>
Cibber, Colley (1671-1757)
The Careless Husbar{d704) (hereafteCareles$
The Lady’s Last Stak@707) (hereafteBtaké
Steele, Richard (1672-1729)
The Tender Husband 705) (hereaftefende}
The Conscious Lovef4723) (hereafte€onsciouy
Moore, Edward (1711-1757)
The Foundling1748) (hereaftefoundling
Gil Blas(1751)
Colman, George Elder (1717-1779)
The Jealous Wifgl761) (hereaftelealou$
Clandestine Marriagg(1766) (hereafteClandesting (written by George
Colman and David Garrick)
Goldsmith, Oliver (1728-1774)
The Good-Natur’d Mar1767) (hereafteood-Natur’'g
She Stoops to Conqugt773) (hereafteBtoop$
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Table 1: The list of plays in 5-year blocks.

Tragedies Comedies
Carelesq1704)
1700 :
Penitent(1706) Tender(1705),Stake(1707)
Shore(1714)
1710 —
Busiris (1719)
Revenggl1721 Consciouq1723
1720 0¢1721) q1723)
Merchant(1731)
1730 —
Curiosity (1736)
1740

Foundling(1748)
Gil Blas(1751)

1750 :
Douglas(1756),Agis (1758)
Jealous(1761)
1760 :
Clandesting1766),Good-Natur'd(1767)
Grecian(1772 Stoopq1773
1770 (1772) pg1773)
1780 —
Sisters(1786)

| chose these plays based on three factors. Firsthpse two works from the same author
so that | can compare the two data and see if tBaaay idiolect involved. Secondly, |
tried to choose plays with similar length in eaakegory — the average word count is c.
26,000 in the comedies and c. 16,700 in the tragedihirdly, | tried to make my corpus
cover a large period of the eighteenth centuriaoaigh not all decades are covered due
to lack of suitable works (Table 1). As regards #suthors, | tried to choose English
authors to avoid dialect influence, but there ammes authors from outside England —
John Home is from Scotland and Arthur Murphy, Rich&teele and Oliver Goldsmith
are from Ireland. All of the plays were performad.ondon. Although I tried to limit the
location of the setting and exclude regional infices, | could not find enough plays set
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in Britain with chronological spread. Thereforantluded several plays set in European
countries Penitentin Italy, RevengeandGil Blasin Spain,Agis, GrecianandSistersin
Greece) and one set in ancient EgyBudiris). The reason why there are so many

tragedies set in outside Britain is the natureagedies as a genre:

Tragedy in the narrow theatrical sense demandsst afaheroes or demi-gods, an
unfamiliar background—exotic, romantic, or imagiyxarand a sense of detachment
heightened by the use of verse or rhetorical prose.

(Hartnoll 1983: 836)

To endorse this theory, there is no tragedy sebimemporary (i.e. eighteenth-century)
Britain. Among the tragedies set in BritafBhoreis set in fifteenth-century England,
MerchantandCuriosityare in England in early modern period &wliglasis in medieval
Scotland. In contrast, comedy is a genre whichsde#@h contemporary people’s life, so
most of the comedies in my corpus are set in Bri@ften in London) with main
characters in the upper or upper-middle class.

Only male playwrights were chosen so thag#reder difference of authors does not
not affect the data. This does not mean that fematleors or gender difference in authors’
style are not worth studying. It also does not nteare is no gender difference in writers’
usage’® To take a few examples, Nakayama shows ninetemmttury British female
novelists were more willing to use ‘ungrammatidafms than their male counterparts
(2015: 260). Freedman points out that there idfardnce between Aphra Behn's use of

THou and that of her male contemporary dramatists:

3 It might be worth pointing out that there are castere gender difference cannot be
observed. My study on the use of imperative semt®irtccomedies by eighteenth-century
dramatists of the both genders cannot find any gedifference (Nonomiya 2011).
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playwrights may not always accurately represenutege of their time if they venture
into social milieux outside their own experiencdien Barber (1976) drew conclusions
about the speech of smart London society in theseigenteenth century based on a
survey of Restoration comedies, he found that thaugle friends could use THou]
to one another, Wou] was the pronoun of choice for women, even if theye close
friends or sisters. In the plays of Aphra Behn, baeer, close female friends, sisters and
cousins frequently slip into T when they are altogether (the opening scene die
Roveris a good example). It seems that, unlike Janéedusvho knew that she did not
know how men spoke to one another in all-male compaale playwrights extrapolated
from women'’s public behaviour and drew the wrorfgrience.

(2007:4)

While studying both male and female playwrights'rigand comparing the results
would be ideal, it would exceed the limit of my Ppibject. | chose male authors over
female so that | can compare my results with prevgtudies on eighteenth-century plays,

who deal with male playwrights only (Mitchell 197211, Walker 2007: 173).

1.3.2.2. Short descriptions of the plays in the corpus
Context and interpersonal relationship are crugialiportant when studying the usage
of second person pronouns. To make it easier terstehd the context, | give a brief

description of each play here:

<Tragedies>
The Fair Penitent(Peniten} by Nicholas Rowe (1706)
The heroine is an unfaithful woman named Calistag Was a lover and plans with him to
kill her husband. Her lover attacks her husbandybts killed, and Calista is taken into
custody. Calista, repenting her deeds, kills hérsel

The Tragedy of Jane Shorgshorg by Nicholas Rowe (1714)
The story is loosely based on Shakespedtig Richard Il The protagonist is Jane
Shore, who is now courted by Hastings after Edwelisldeath. The Duke of Gloster
tries to make her persuade Hastings to supporirtstead of Edward V but she rejects
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Gloster. Gloster executes Hastings for treasonamedses Jane of witchcraft. When
Jane is dying from hunger and misery, her husbdudeScomes to help, in vain.

Busiris by Edward Young (1719)

Is set in ancient Egypt under the reign of Kingsiés. While Rameses and other
conspirators are planning to overturn the king, Bses’s father Nicanor, who is a
faithful subject to Busiris, is unwilling to joifném. Nicanor brings down the kingdom
with his son in wrath after his daughter is sexuaisaulted by the son of Busiris.

The Revengdy Edward Young (1721)

A black man named Zanga, who used to be a prinbpofe, is forced to work as a slave
after his kingdom is conquered by his current masienzo. Zanga plots against
Alonzo by making him believe that his wife is hayian adulterous relationship with
his best friend. Alonzo kills both of them, thennga tells him the truth. Alonzo
commits suicide in despair and Zanga is arrestettdason.

The London Merchan (Merchan) by George Lillo (1731)

The tragic story of young apprentice named GeorgenBell, who is seduced by a
prostitute named Millwood, who manipulate him intommit theft and murder.
Barnwell, repenting his deeds, heads for his exacut

The Fatal Curiosity(Curiosity) by George Lillo (1736)

A merchant has just returned from the Indies tohumetown. His appearance has so
altered that none of his old friends can recoghise So he, out of ‘curiosity’, decides
to visit his parents as a stranger to see if thaytell who he is. His impoverished
parents, desperate for money, kill the wealthyngfea to steal his jewels without
realising he is their long-lost son.

Douglasby John Home (1756)

Deals with Scottish noble families. A young shephsmed Norval finds his real mother
by chance and is told his real identity is the gbthe former feudal lord of the land.
The mother’s husband and his evil knight becoméjisaof Norval and kill him.
Norval’'s mother throws herself from a cliff, lameg his death.

Agis by John Home (1758)
The story of Agis, the king of Sparta. He has fmgtularity and now is under threat of the
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former king and Thracian soldiers. Although hiseffids try to save him, Agis is
captured and executed.

The Grecian Daughte Grecian by Arthur Murphy (1772)
The protagonist is a princess of Sicilia hamed Eagih. She saves her old father from
death and becomes the saviour of her kingdom tindithe king of her enemiés.

The Rival SistergSister3 by Arthur Murphy (1786)

Loosely based on the ancient Greek myth of Theaed#riadne. Although Ariadne has
saved Theseus at the sacrifice of everything ferldwe, he is now in love with her
sister Phaedra. After Theseus and Phaedra elopééngktiadne kills herself in despair.

<Comedies>

The Careless Husban@Careles} by Colley Cibber (1704)

Deals with an unfaithful man named Sir Charles Easg his chaste wife Lady Easy.
When he falls asleep with one of his mistressefinhouse, Lady Easy puts a
handkerchief on his head so that he will not catcbld. He is moved by her generous
deed and repents.

The Tender HusbandTende} by Richard Steele (1705)

Mr Clerimont, an unfaithful husband, sets a traphis wife Mrs Clerimont by disguising
one of his mistresses as a young man and makingséwuce Mrs Clerimont.
Meanwhile, Mr Clerimont’s brother succeeds in gainBridget, a romantic young
lady’s heatrt.

The Lady’s Last Stak¢Staké by Colley Cibber (1707)
Mrs Conquest is in love with Sir George Brilliatyt she is too proud to accept his
courting. She has to change her attitude whenadinvove appears.

The Conscious LoverfConsciouy by Richard Steele (1723)

Sir Bevil is troubled by his son Jack, who is rumezlito keep a mistress. It turns out Jack
is supporting a poor girl out of generosity. Aftbe is reunited with her long-lost family,
Sir Bevil lets his son marry her.

“ | putGrecianin the category of ‘tragedy’ following LION, desgiits happy ending.
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The Foundling by Edward Moore (1748)

Young Belmont has introduced Fidelia to his famély his deceased friend’s sister,
although she is in reality an orphan girl whom hs kaved while travelling abroad. As
a rumour regarding her true identity spreads ardatedfamily, her former guardian
appears and reveals her secret. Then, Fidelidyfifiatls her long-lost family.

Gil Blas by Edward Moore (1751)

An aristocratic woman named Aurora is in love withn Lewis, but he is in love with
Isabella, who is cheating on him. To save him frihia malicious woman, Aurora
disguises herself as her brother and becomes &iertt Don Lewis, while appearing
as herself as a young lady to attract him. Her plasteeds with the help of her saucy
servant Gil Blas.

The Jealous WifgJealoug by George Colman (1761)

Mrs Oakley is an extremely jealous wife, who suspewerything Mr Oakly does to be a
sign of adultery. Her jealousy hits a peak whendoers sweetheart secretly seeks help
from Mr Oakley.

The Clandestine MarriaggClandesting by David Garrick and George Colman (1766)

Fanny, a daughter of a well-to-do merchant, isroultle because of her excessive
attractiveness — both her sister’s fiancé and kisincle have fallen in love with her.
While her father is trying to marry her to her si& fiancé for money, she has to face
an ordeal to tell her family that she has beenietto a poor clerk for several months.

The Good-Natur'd Man(Good-Natur’d by Oliver Goldsmith (1767)

Mr Honeywood is an extremely good-natured man, whsts and gives away his money
to everybody. When he is put into a gaol due tat,ded has to learn what the true
friendship is.

She Stoops to ConquéEtoops by Oliver Goldsmith (1773)

Mr Marlow is very shy around women of his rank, betis very saucy with lower-class
women. He visits his fiancée’s house with his fddar the first time, but he is fooled
into believing her house is an inn and she is enbat. Seeing his mistake, his fiancée
Miss Hardcastle decides to take advantage of that&in to cure his shyness and make
him fall in love with her. On another front, Mr Maw'’s friend is trying to elope with
Miss Hardcastle’s cousin, who also lives in thed®u
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1.4. Summary
In this chapter | have shown the meanings and #taod of studying the language of
plays. The language of dramas should be studiecasia substitute of everyday
language but as a genre created and appreciatsahbgmporary audience.

The current study will deal with both quartiita and qualitative analyses, but
the main focus is on qualitative studies. Thisesduse my aim is to find out why
THOU continued in use in dramas even though peoplaalidise it in their everyday
language. In such a situation, the instancesHoiu can be rare, and quantitative
studies cannot show why it is used.

In the following chapter, | will introduce senof the previous studies on second
person pronouns and theories which are usefulgtagxthe choice of second person

pronouns.
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2. Previous studies

2.1. Introduction: The history of THouU andyou

Before | start looking into individual works, | Wwilgive a brief overview of the

development of the second person pronoun systéne inistory of the English language.

Second person pronoun system in the Englisgulages underwent two major

changes: the singular formmou fell out of use and the plural formou came to be used

as both singular and pluralthe nominative plural forrge was replaced by the objective

form you Firstly, | will look at the loss ofHou in the history of the English language,

then the loss ofeform.

At the period of Old English, neither of theaoges had happened yet, as shown in

Table 2 below:

Table 2: Second person pronouns in Late West S@inglish. (Hogg 1992: 145)
Singular DuaP

Plural

Nom.

Acc.
Gen.
Dat.

pu
pe
fin
pe

git
inc
incer

inc

ge

eow
eower

eow

® Cf. Hickey discusses that the loss of dyadic asklsystem and the loss of specific forms for

the second person singular are two separate issitiesygh they are historically linked (2002:

344).

The decline in the use gbufor deference is one thing and the disappearahtteais

another, although historically linked. Of courseatvhappened in the south-east is that

youcame to be used with singular reference (Lutz 1388s makinghou superfluous.

The loss othouin the history of English should not be takendoanted. It is linked

both to its relative rarity in the south-east andsituational use at the beginning of

the early modern period.

(2000 : 34)

® Dual form was used to refer to two persons. Thisnfappeared mostly exclusively in Old
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At this stage, the plural forge and its variants were used to refer to plural cisjenly.
Additionally, the difference betwedmu andge was ‘purely one of number: there was no
sociolinguistic difference as there was in Middlegish’ (Hogg 1992: 144).

The use of second person plural pronounsriefeto a single person began to be
found from the thirteenth century (Burnley 2003).ZBiou became non-neutral and the
use of second person plural for a single persornbead established by the Late Middle

English period, firstly in the courtly literature:

the establishment gfe as a fairly consistent formal singular appearartyeonly in the
courtly literature of the second half of the foertéh century. In other literature, the
singular was accepted form. The polite plural fortame to be used by the nobility
amongst themselves. The choice w& and thou according to the notion of
superiority/inferiority of a social rank was fairlywell observed, though emotional
colouring often predominates over the differenceaok.

(Shimonomoto 2000: 166)

Lass states that as the use of second person gweabuns as singular had been
established from fourteenth century to seventeeethtury, THOU (and ye) became
‘marked’ andyou (both as nominative and objective) became ‘neu(i®l99: 150).
Burnley (1983, 2003) holds that the distributionsetond person pronouns in Middle
English is unpredictable, that not only class défees but also several other factors such
as style and familiarity affect the choice of prans. He produces a diagram of Chaucer’s
use of the second person pronoun based on hersanallyinterpersonal relations in

contexts, as reproduced in Figure 4 below:

English (Hogg 1992: 144).
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Figure 4: Chaucer’s use of the second person pror{@urnley 2003: 29)

2(+) addressees
addressee unfamiliar
YE
+
age + A A |
e ronintimaly, affediive  hetcrical genfe
. switéhing *
Y ¥ ¥
addressee familiar status -
 ————— age -
! intimate
J  THou
learned discourse
o s
non-courtly genre religious discourse
unsophisticated discourse

I will argue further about factors which affect tbkoice of pronouns further in 2.2

onwards below.

The use ofHou kept declining in the Early Modern English peraad had almost

disappeared from Standard English by the end adeélrenteenth century (summarised in

Table 3):

Table 3: Early Modern personal pronouns. (Nevalai2@06: 77)

Person/ Subjective Objective Possessive, Possessive,

Number case case determiner independent

1st sing. I me my/mine- my mine

1st pl. we us our ours
thou ~ thee ~ you thy/thine> thine ~ yours

2nd sing. ye— you thy ~ your

2nd pl. ye— you you your yours

3rd sing. personal he, she him, her his, her his, hers

3rd sing. non- (h)it — it him, (h)it— his (thereof) (his — its)

personal it — its (of it)

3rd pl. they them (‘'em) their theirs
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Wales (1996) lists three factors which contribut@adHou’s decline. The first factor is
the rise of a (London) standard, which aligmedu, associated with dialectal use, with

non-standard or impolite usage:

Thouforms prevalent in rural dialects and in the spegicthe artisan immigrants to the
city, inherited from OIld English, would increasipgbhecome associated with social
unacceptability, and would be avoided also by isiag middle classes.

(Wales 1996: 76)

The second factor is the emergence of radical ipalitand religious factions (e.g.
Levellers and Quakers), which employedu based on their notions of equality. Their
use ofTHou added associations with such sects and sociahatigTHou (Wales 1996:
76). The third factor is the usefou in many biblical texts, most notably the Authodse
Version. THou was favoured as an equivalent of Latin and Gresginal personal
pronouns. This made people consitdepu as an archaic, liturgical pronoun (Wales 1996:
76-77)7

THou disappeared in Standard English in the courseheflate modern period
(Denison 1998: 106; Beal 2004: 69). Beal describesuse ofrHou in Late Modern

English as follows:

Throughout the eighteenth, nineteenth and earlntieth centurieghoucontinued to be

" Kerridge (2014) cites an anecdote which shomsu was perceived as a feature of both
Quakerism and archaism, written by a French pratg¢shan: ‘Amongst their other customs,
one of which is the use of the pronoun “thou” hiattof never giving any man his titles,
whatever his position or worth may be, for everytmehem is but a vile earthworm
inhabiting this planet for a few years. Quakers enage of a sort of Bible talk, which strikes
you more particularly, as it appears to date twadned years back, no Bible having been
printed in England in the fine modern language gariest edition of the Holy Book being
still in use.” (de Saussure 1729, cited in van Maryd902: 323).
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used in increasingly restricted contexts, at leaStandard English. Apart from the usage
of Quakers, who had defied the convention in theesgenth century [...] the use of
thoutheewas mainly confined to religious and poetic usage.

(Beal 2004: 70)

There are some anecdotes recording the usei0b in eighteenth-century fictions.
Denison points out that Sheridan occasionally asea in A Trip to Scarborouglil777)

(1998: 106). Curme shows the use@bu in Richardson’s novéPamela(1740):

Richardson in hi®amelalets Lady Davers ugbouto her brother in moments of strong
emotions and emplayhouto Pamela in moments of anger and tenderness.
(1931: 16)

The reactions to the use Tiou from contemporary grammarians were mixed.
Some eighteenth-century prescriptive grammariappated the use afHou, possibly
because they modelled their grammars on Latin aerdkones, which have both singular
and plural pronouns, despite the fact that conteargospeakers have by then almost
abandonedaHou. According to Sundby et al., three grammars cldithat second person
singular pronoun should beHou (1991: 221)® Hornsey rejects singulayou as
ungrammatical: ‘Out of complaisance, the phnase are is generally used fahou art
when we speak to a single person; but it is cdytaingrammatical’ (1793: 23-24). On
the other hand, there were ten grammarians whmethipeople should ug®u instead
of THou (Sundby et al. 1991: 228)Lowth holds thatrHou was used in both polite and

familiar style (1762: 48). Farro describegou as ‘being accounted ungenteel and rude

8 A real English grammag1764), Hornsey (1793) and Fogg (1796).

® Greenwood (1711), Loughton (1738) English grammar, wrote in a plain familiar mamne
... (1750), Farro (1754), Lowth (1762), Fenning (17 Erglish grammax(1781), Brittain
(1788), Fogg (1796) and Wright (1800).
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to saythou dostthis or that; savouring a little @uakerism as someChurchmensay.’
(1754: 186). Brittain holds thgbuis used as singular as well as plural, explairirag

THOU is obsolete and emotionally charged:

By a certain refinement of latter agéspuis almost disused, unless by the Quakers; and
seems now reserved only to express either a snegdéct or contempt, and such a degree
of veneration, and such confidence of reciprocéters, as is above all suspicion of
contempt: and then it becomes a mark even of sddaeraship. The plural, therefore,
you (voug is now substituted fothouy and applied to second persons of the singular
number also; asfou are the man

(1788: 88-89)

Whether these grammarians support the use of singoli or not, they seem to have a
rule in their mind, whether following grammaticales (especially under the influence
of Latin, which has both singular and plural pronguor admitting the negative meanings
added tarHou.

AlthoughtHou has disappeared from the personal pronoun paraafigime present-
day English, it still survives in certain typestekts. Wales claims thatHou is not yet

‘obsolete’ in the Present-day English:

Thatthouand its related formghee thine thy, thyselj and corresponding verb form (-
est (pres.), eds) actually remain in twentieth-century standardirliical discourse,
written and chanted [...] should warrant their inghnsin descriptions and paradigms of
the standard English pronominal system. [...]

Certainly, [...] with the decline of the Authorise@rngion of the Bible in favour of
modernised version like the Revised English Bidl@80), [...] thou is increasingly
unfamiliar as a contemporary form to many people.

None the less, it is not yet obsolefbe book of common prayesr still used for
Evensong anthouforms are found in the Eucharist of the Alternat®ervice. They are
also retained in the marriage service even in ceiemonies [...].

(1996: 77-78)
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She also points out some instancesHafu used in twentieth-century poems (Walter de
la Mare 1945) and lyrics in a pop song (Diana L&880). As she suggestsiou is still
used in the twentieth- and twenty-first centurggsnetimes as a parody of old style, and
THou finds its way into subcultures (such as films aodhics) as a representation of
ancient or medieval characters or the image oBfhke.1°

Although | do not deal with dialects due te tature of play texts | chose (1.2), it
would be worth pointing out that some dialects hkept THOU even after it fell out of
use in Standard English. There are studies ondidér and present-day representations
of dialects: Petyt 1974 on Emily Bront&&/uthering Heights Nakayama 2015 on
nineteenth-century novels; Trudgill (1990) and B@4al10) on present-day dialects in the
UK; Hickey (2002) on Irish and Scottish Englishshould be borne in mind, however,
that as Petyt points out, ‘the “thou” of prayer guetry differs from that in colloquial
[dialect] speech in phonetics, grammar, and serm&Entl974: 291), in other words,
findings in dialect studies do not necessarily egpond with findings in other genres
such as dramas and poetry.

With regards to the disappearancgethe oblique fornyoubegan to be used as a
a nominative form from the fourteenth century, nain post-verb position (Lass 1999:
153) and its use was in decline in the seconddfdlie sixteenth century (Busse 2002:

251). By the eighteenth centuppguwas the norm regardless of the case, yéttelegated

19 For example, a website called TV tropes
(http://tvtropes.org/pmwiki/pmwiki.php/Main/YeOldelcheredeEnglishe) lists numerous

books, comic books and other subculture writingg&tliseTHou. Another instance afHou
in the twenty-first century | found is an instrugstion a body scrub, ‘How do | scrthee”’,
which is a parody of Elizabeth Barret Browning'snEet 43 ‘How Do | Love Thee?’in
Sonnets from the Portugueds350).
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to special registers (Lass 1999: 154). Phillipstsobut thatye was ‘a rare poetic and
archaic form’ in Jane Austen’s novels, such agpwstrophe (1970: 167). In Present-day
English, ye as nominative plural is considered archaic andored, such as in Irish
English (OED, yepron. and . Hickey 2002).

Ulrich Busse introduces three possible reasbtise replacement giewith you ‘a
phonological and a syntactic one [explanationfatiner a combination of the two, i.e. a
confusion of weak forms in unstressed contextsaanmbss-over analogy to the second
person singular pronoumisou andtheé (2002: 252) and spelling, ‘as bothou andyou
andtheeandye could be written with <y>’ (2002: 253; Lass 199%4). However, he
also refers to Lutz’'s study, who rejects cross-@ralogy ofyou andthou as a decisive
factor of the change fromye to you and holds that the both internal and externabfact
could attribute the change, such as morphologicatig phonetically similar French
pronounvousand the personalisation of impersonal construst{@usse 2002: 254).

To sum up, bothHou andye forms disappeared from the paradigm of pronouns in

standard Present-day English, as summarised i Babl

Table 4: Prototypical pronoun paradigm in the twathtcentury (standard English) (adapted from
Wales 1996: 13)

Personal pronouns Possessive pronouns
subjective objective determiner nominal
case case function function
sg.
ol you your yours

In the following sections, | will look at sonmeajor theories used to analyse the

choice of second person pronouns: power and siiidpoliteness and markedness.
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2.2. Power and solidarity

The classic work in the field of the studiestlodu andyouis Roger Brown and Gilman
(1960). Their theory is based on the notion of ‘povand ‘solidarity’. They introduce
the symbols T and V, named after Fretahand vous ‘as generic designators for a
familiar and a polite pronoun in any language’ (19854). The notion of power is a
relationship between at least two persons and edrabed on ‘physical strength, wealth,
age, sex, institutionalized role in the church, skete, the army, or within the family’
(1960: 255). The notion of solidarity is ‘a symniedi relationship between equals and
the norm form is T’ (1960: 258). When solidarityinsequilibrium, those who have more
power give T and receive V and vice versa. Whemdanoty is in conflict, there is a

possibility that people use T or V in any poweati@nships.
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Figure 5: The two-dimensional semantic (a) in eqtiilm and (b) under tension. (Brown and
Gilman 1960: 259)
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This approach, however, has received mucitisrit. Lass claims that

English never developed a rigid, hierarchical ojgpms What evolved was loose,
unstable and pragmatically more subtle, with somié properties and other quite
different ones.

(1999: 149)

and proposes more subtle reading of each contéxthUBusse states that Roger Brown

and Gilman’s approach
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has been criticised as being too rigid and toordetestic, as it does not readily lend
itself to account for variation as a rule rathearthan exception, although — from the
present-day point of view — the intricate natur@noun variation makes it difficult to
include it in any theoretical concept.

(2002: 21-22)

The approach of power and solidarity is too rigidpply to an eighteenth-century corpus,

in which occurrences afHou are very scarce an@iou is not used consistently.

2.3. Politeness theory

The approach following power and solidarity is teiess theory, which developed
significantly after 1970s in the field of pragmatidoliteness is ‘a strategy (or series of
strategies) employed by a speaker to achieve atyaof goals, such as promoting or
maintaining harmonious relations’ (Thomas 1995:)1881e of the most influential works
on politeness is Penelope Brown and Levinson (198fgir theory is based on the
concept of ‘face’, which was originally proposed®gffman (1967). Face is ‘the public
self-image that every member wants to claim fordahi (Brown and Levinson 1987:

61), and has two related aspects: negative antlygsiescribed as follows:

(a) negative face: the basic claim to territoripsrsonal preserves, rights to non-
distraction — i.e. to freedom of action and freedoom imposition
(b) positive face: the positive consistent self-gmar ‘personality’ (crucially including
the desire that this self-image be appreciated amproved of) claimed by
interactants
(Brown and Levinson 1987: 61)

There are two types of politeness corresponditiggse two faces, which are well defined
by Kopykto (1995). Positive politeness is ‘orientedards the addressee’s positive face,

i.e. his positive self-image or personality, whighposes on S[ubject] (although
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informally) the requirement of satisfying H[earsrpositive self-image, at least to some
degree’ (Kopykto 1995: 516-517) and negative poéss is ‘oriented towards (partially)
satisfying H[earer]'s negative face, that is his/peeference for freedom of action and
self-determination and reluctance to impose’ (Kdpyk995: 524). Brown and Levinson
hold that some acts of rational human beings isitcaily threaten the hearer’s or the
speaker’s face, and these are called ‘face-thriegfexcts’ (FTAS). For example, orders
and requests threaten the hearer’s face becaugeptieglicate some future act A of
H[earer], and in so doing put some pressure onrdfeto do (or refrain from doing) the
act A’ (Brown and Levinson 1987: 65). When perfangan FTA, four types of strategies
are available to minimize the threat: (1) doingfié without redress; (2) doing the FTA
on record using positive politeness strategies (esimg in-group identity markers); (3)
doing the FTA on record using negative politendésgegies (e.g. hedge, deference); (4)

doing the FTA off record (e.g. hinting, metaph@g,shown in Figure 6:

Figure 6: Strategies of doing an FTA. (Brown andihson 1987: 60)

Circumstances determining
choice of strategy:

Lesser
A 1. without redressive sction, baldly

on record / 2. positive politeness
Do the FTA< \ with redressive action \
4, off record 3. negative politeness

Estimation of risk
of face loss

5. Don't do the FTA

Greater

Roger Brown and Gilman (1989) adapted Penelope Bramd Levinson (1987)’s

politeness strategies to analyse FTAs includinguse of second person pronouns in
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Hamlet King Lear, MacbethandOthello. They chose Shakespeare’s four major tragedies
for the following reasons: ‘(1) dramatic texts pide/the best information on colloquial
speech of the period; (2) the psychological solileg in the tragedies provide the access
to inner life that is necessary for a proper tégiaditeness theory; and (3) the tragedies
represent the full range of society in a periodigh relevance to politeness theory’ (1989:
159). Their study focuses especially on three patara employed by Penelope Brown

and Levinson, power (P), distance (D) and rankéckpity (R):

Power. an asymmetric social dimension of relative power

Distance a symmetric social dimension of similarity/diféerce within which S[peaker]
and H[earer] stand for the purpose of this act [FTA

Ranked extremity: a culturally and situationally defined rankingiofpositions by the
degree to which they are considered to interferth en agent wants of self-

determination or of approval (his negative- andtpa@sface wants)
(Brown and Levinson 1987: 77)

Roger Brown and Gilman reveal that power and rargdtemity are in proportion to
politeness while distance does not necessarilyctaffeliteness. With regard to second
person pronouns, they state that the choice ofgunos is mainly regulated by social
status (status rule) but also influenced by stremgtion (expressive rule).

The problem of politeness theory is that fbbecurrences and switches oiou
andyou are related to FTAs nor can all instances be @égudiin terms of politeness, as
expressed by Walker (2007: 45-46). Brown and Gilhmait their study to FTAs ‘since
the occasion for politeness (in the Brown/Levinso@ory) is always and only a face-
threatening act’ (1989: 173), but a switch of pae@ronouns does occur where there is

no apparent FTA, as illustrated below (for furterdy of this passage see 3.3.4):

[Witmore is surprised that his poet friend Lucklesste a play.]
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LUCKLESS What is it? — Oh! one of my Play-Bills.
WITMORE: One of thy Play-Bills!
LUCKLESS Even so, Sirl — | have taken the Advice you gaeethis Morning. [...]
WITMORE: Well — | wish you Success.
(Henry Fielding,The Author’s Farc.9, underline mine)

2.4. Markedness

Another concept often employed in the study of sdc@erson pronouns is
(un)markedness. This concept was first introducedQirk: ‘thou and you were in
contrast, not as singular and plural, but as magketlunmarked member respectively of
an opposition with reference to the singular’ (1984). Bruti, who outlines the use of
THouU in the Falstaff plays, argues the notion of ‘(uajkedness’ based on Greenberg

(1966)’s criteria for the assessment of markedwakges:

1) Universal implication law: “if a language hae item A, then it necessarily has also B,
but not vice versa. A is the marked element, Buttnmarked one.”

2) Zero expression: the unmarked term usualbyvshzero inflection in comparison with
the marked element.

3) Neutralisationpar excellenceexpression: the unmarked choice usually standshior
generic category or the specific opposite itemhefmarked category.

4) Syncretism: subdistinctions within the unneatticategory are syncretised, that is, lost
or not developed, in the marked category.

5) Distribution: the unmarked option is supposedcave a wider distribution than the

marked one.
(Bruti 2000: 30)

She integrates two axes determining the selectioarding to the criteria above: the axis
of social distance and the axis of emotional atéttas shown in the figures below (2000:

35):
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Figure 7: The axis of social distance. (Bruti 2085)

social distance

Inferiors Address to Equals Superiors

Thou (yht) You

Figure 8:The axis of emotional attitude. (Bruti 2000: 35)
Emotional attitude

anger/contempt indifference/neutrality  familiarity/intimacy

Thou You Thou

She argues that there is a markedness reversahen words, ‘a marked choice on one

axis may be exactly the opposite on the other.tlkisrreason evaluation of markedness

values must take into account both parametersq286).

Stein (2003) also employs markedness theorynuestigating second person

pronouns inAs You Like landKing Lear. He describes markedness as ‘an element of

variation superimposed on and constrained by thesmas [= power and solidarity] in a

complex way’ (2003: 252). He classifies the soogdtionships such as ‘between father

and daughter or son’ and ‘among sovereigns’, armvshthat although there is an

unmarked form in each relationship, there is roomhtoose a pronoun to fit to their aims.

The problem with this approach is that it cbbke too vague as an explanation.

Mazzon claims that ‘unmarkedness of some uses nlmteseem to be based on firmly-

grounded theoretical premises, given the factttieste terms cannot be taken to have any

absolute value when applied to such studies’ (22@8). Burnley points out that

[tjoo often this [=markedness] tends to operat@ @evice to avoid engaging with the

contexts which determine the marked form. Sincartheked form changes according to

53



context and history, the label “marked” is frequgminrevealing.
(2003: 41)

Walker declines to labaHou simply as ‘marked’ and proposes to

examine usage irrespective of whether it mighebelled marked or unmarked, and study
how pronouns were actually used in particular djats by one person/character to
another, and then consider trends on the baskisénhalysis.

(2007: 48)

Stein makes a refutation against this comment:

[i]t is hoped that the theoretical problems pointedl by Mazzon are being overcome by
implementing a more dynamic approach of markedoésise type set forth by Garcia
(1994). This approach allows for a relative andkibiee definition of the basis of
markedness, i.e. a local definition of the defaunttnoun relative to the respective state
of the relationship within any dyad, which is ma@ngenial to the local movements in
the state of the relationship between any two pergban an exclusively static notion
based on type relationships only, such as husbuaiifg -or king - subordinate.
(2003: 254-255)

2.5. Studies on Shakespeare’s works
Numerous studies have been done on Shakespeaatu®u andyou, some of which
were mentioned in the sections above. Here | initedwo large-scale studies which deal

with all of his plays.

2.5.1. Ulrich Busse (2002)
Ulrich Busse did a computer-based study using faBlakespeare’s works, both plays
and poems as his corpus. He employed three lingw@pproaches: corpus linguistics,

socio-historical linguistics and historical pragmat(2002: 8). He did not single out
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plural yYou manually but calculated the proportion of plurab in the number of whole
you and its variants by using a control corpus becalusdatter was deemed too time-

consuming and unwield¥:

a control corpus with nine plays from different g and different dates of
composition has been set up, which investigatefighees for singulayouin relation
to thouandtheeand also the ratio between singular and plyoal

(2002: 41)

Then, he investigates the sonnets, which are sofétien in verse, and found that unlike
in plays,THou is the norm or unmarked form in the sonnets antketkless plays an

important role in synchronic level as well as ingmession of change. He concludes that:

Within the genre of poetry a cline from more owepliblic, colloquial “written orality”™—
preferringyou—to more private, artistic, conventionalised anarfak“truly written” kind
of writing —preferringthou—could be shown to exist.

(2002: 99)

He found the following two things: firstly, hevealed thatrHou appears more
frequently in verse andbu in prose regardless of genres. He claims thaig[Hypothesis
that there exists a correlation betwgenorthouas the statistically more or less probable
form in either of the media has been confirmed020r5). Secondly, he studied address
terms in relation to second person pronouns andeathdhat some address terms tend to

occur withTHou and others witlvou.

1 Ulrich Busse mentions Stein’s comment on coungiranouns manually: ‘It is clear that
counting frequencies of all occurrences of the pramouns even only for selected dyads in
two plays is a colossal, menial and lowly task’@20254).
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2.5.2. Freedman (2007)

Freedman conducted a qualitative and detailed sindiie use ofHOuU andyou in each
Shakespearean play. She uses markedness the@ycabed above, rejecting the notion
of power and solidarity (2007: 3-4). She arguegéason for the disappearancaedu

as follows:

the very factors in ‘thou’ use which led to itsappearance were those that made it so
effective and dramatic a mode of address aroun®,l6€fore it started to disappear:
while V gained ground as the ‘safe’ pronoun, ndustandard, appropriate both for
public and private use, T was, by contrast, ‘ridkgth in its ability to subvert the social
order and its power to raise the emotional tempesat

(2007: 15)

She also employs an approach with ‘a director’s,eyeother words, ‘looking for
readings that are dramatically satisfying and tesdty convincing and consistent with
the emerging patterns of T/V use’ (2007: 20).

She found that the emergenceatabu andyou is related to genre and the relatively
high frequency ofHou in (especially earlier) history plays is proballye to conscious
archaism (2007: 259). However, she also claims ¢featre is not the only factor to
determine the use of pronouns, and similar speanltferent genres such as dialogues

between lovers are not essentially different. Sineltdes that:

[wlhat we see, at any particular moment in any pigya chosen use, a use that is an
essential note in the voice of the speaker. ltusemotivated partly by genre, but also
by setting, situation, character, relationship, thdenor and rhetoric.

(2007: 259)

In her Appendix she mentions the usewdu andyou in the sonnets. She rejects

the claim that Shakespeare differentiated the fiseannd person pronouns in his plays
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and in sonnets claiming:

it cannot have been the case that audiences wpeetex to learn a special code for T/V
use in the theatre, and though readers of sonrmitdvihave been a smaller and more
literary-minded group, the fact that Shakespeargegje in the sonnets is consistent with
that in his plays makes it most unlikely that sospecial’ code is being used here.
(2007: 263)

She proposes to employ the theory of markednepsotwouns in the sonnets as well as
in his plays.

One possible shortcoming of her study is &most solely qualitative. Because she
does not try to synthesize the results retrieveahfeach play, it is hard to see the overall

tendency or characteristics specific to certairugsoor genres.

2.6. Studies including eighteenth-century dramas

As far as | know, studies focussing on eighteemtfiiery dramas are few, but there are
three large-scale studies including eighteenthesgmiramas in their corpofd.However,
However, this does not mean that there is no phenomto study in the century, as | will
reveal in the following chapters. In this sectiamill give a close look at individual works,

specially paying attention to the results of eightb-century dramas.

2.6.1. Mitchell (1971)

Mitchell (1971) studies sixty-two representativeamdas of five genres (tragedies,

12 There is another large-scale study on the secersbp pronoun of seventeenth- and
eighteenth-century dramas, Bock’s ‘Der Stilistis@®brauch des Englischen
Personalpronomens der 2. Person im Volkstimlichiato® der Alteren Englischen
Komaodie’ (1938), of which | was not able to obtaicopy.
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comedies, farce, heroic drama and pantomime) bgtiaine playwrights published in
the period 1580-1780. In chronological analysig, felund that the mid-sixteenth century
is the time when the decline ofiou became significant. She also reveals that ‘between
1730-1780h[ou] forms dropped to less than 10% of the total oenaes of the pronoun
of address’ (1971: 99). As for the decline of efmim of THou, she revealed that some
forms survived longer than otherstyself and thine disappeared most quickly in the
course of the seventeenth centuhguwas almost gone by the middle of the eighteenth
century;thy andtheefaltered in the seventeenth century but still déregl on into the
eighteenth centuryye kept appearing in her whole corpus, especiallthe frozen
expressiongok yeandhark ye(1971: 100).

Of the drama types she found that tragedies caddino and a half times as many
THoU as comedies did (35%; 14%) (1971: 100). The péagenofTHoOU in tragedies is
conspicuous considering thatiou is thought to have been close to extinction in the
eighteenth century. This finding is in accord wtike results of studies on Shakespearean
works (e.g. Freedman (2007: 18-19)). Mitchell @dgiattributes the reason for the high
frequency in tragedies to the use of apostrophehioch emotional speeches often occur
(1971: 101) (cf. Walker 2007).

Analysis of writers reveals that while the agevhich a writer wrote the play and
their birthdates do not seem to affect their usseabnd person pronouns, their birthplace
and dialect can have influence on it. Although stwld not find relevant data for writers
from Scotland, whereHou form prevailed® dramas by Irish writers within her corpus,

i.e. Boyle, Goldsmith, Farquhar, Sheridan, Southeand Steele, contain 90% or more

13 See Walker (2007) for the influence of dialectstmuse of pronouns in Early Modern
English.
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ratio ofyou forms (1971: 64).

One possible problem with her study is tha dbes not give qualitative analysis.
She only deals with the data retrieved from theted@ic search and does not look into
contexts or parameters of characters such as age, 8he fails to give the full
explanation of how and why the usetebu has declined. There is much space to study
the characteristics of speakers, such as gendddihelct to give more detailed view of
the use of the second person pronouns. Becaussuuyr was done before markedness
and politeness theory appeared, it would be worillevth employ such theories to a large-
scale study like hers.

Another big problem with her study is that sh&@udesye in THou forms. She put
them in the same category under the name of ‘alehgb(1971: 11), burHou andye

declined in a different way in British Isles (ct12

2.6.2. Walker (2007)
Walker (2007) carried out qualitative micro-anasysin trial proceedings, witness
depositions and drama comedies mostly taken &dborpus of English Dialogues 1560-
1760 (CED).}* Although her main focus is on ‘real’ speech, ireals and depositions,
she gives a detailed analysis on ‘constructed’ dpese in comedies for comparative
purposes. She uses the sex, age and rank of takesmnd addressee as extra-linguistic
factors and explains minutely how she determineselfiactors in her corpus. The results
show thatrHou declines in the course of the period in all of tiwee genres.

Among the three parameters sex and rank ptayn@ortant role, but age has a

visible effect only in comedies. As predicted frather sociolinguistic works (e.g.

14 See Kytd and Walker (2006) for more detailed infation about CED.

59



Trudgill (1995)), women tend to use lessou, i.e. are less likely to use the less
prestigious and less normal form than men do, a&uwgle of higher rank tend to receive
moreyou and give mor@Hou. The study of depositions reveals that dialect®hmauch

to do with the decline or preservation Tfiou; in the regions wheregHou is still
considered to be used today, viz. the North, Weud, South-west (see Figure 1jou
did not show significant decline.

She gives a close look to factors which mdluémce the choice of pronouns in
comedies: asides and apostrophes and disguisel@ims thatthouis more frequently
used in apostrophe and asides, where heightenetioan® common. When characters
disguise and assume sex, age and/or rank, sexaakdave more influence on the use
of thouyouthan the assumed age does. As for direct addresgtjon can induce the use
of thou

After studying the three genres, she studiesrtfluence of linguistic factors on the
usage offHou andyou in the three genres, but none of the linguistitdes, i.e. kinds of
verbs and the forms of pronouns seems to have nmphct on usage (cf. Mitchell
(1971)).

Although Walker has interesting things to sdput drama, her primary focus is
trials and depositions and she includes only fieenedies written in the eighteenth
century (Walker 2007: 173% However, as | reveal later in this thesis, there a
differences between plays written in the eighteer@htury and larger-scale studies on

eighteenth-century plays are needed.

5 The works studied are: George Farquh@iie Beaux’ Stratagei1707), Thomas Killigrew’s
Chit-Chat(1719), Richard Steele®he Conscious Lovefd723), James Miller'She
Mother-in-Law(1734) and David GarrickEhe Male-Coquettél757).
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2.6.3. Kerridge (2014)

Kerridge (2014) studies motivations of shifts besweHou andyou used with singular
reference, using a pragmaphilological model (Jaaudb Jucker 1995). She utilises the
entire CED as her corpus, which includes six genteal proceedings, witness
depositions, drama comedy, didactic works, languagaching handbooks and
miscellaneous text$. Unlike Walker (2007), she studies the entire péagts by reading
original texts in EEBO whenever possible so that shn analyse the context and
relationships between characters (2014: 71). Shageresearch is a qualitative study
based on a pragmaphilological model (Jacobs ankedu®95: 11), she does not give
quantitative data for each pronoun, except thegmgage of address terms and epithets
co-occurringrHou andyou (Kerridge 2014: 70).

Her research is inductive rather than dedeativthe point that she does not assume
or hypothesise any factors which encourage prosbifhbut ‘find all examples ahou
usage in my corpus and then to identify any comfeatures in their context’ (2014: 69).
She establishes the unmarked form of pronoun df speaker by close reading, not
presupposing it by their rank (2014: 334), thenlyses the unmarked use of second
person pronouns and marked usage / markednessak\#&he also studies address terms

and epithets co-occurring wittHou or You.!” She concludes thatou was used to

16 Miscellaneous texts are ‘almost all fictional diglies which resemble Didactic Works, but
seem to be intended as entertainment or complaihtdther than being
informative/instructional’ (Kytd and Walker 20064R See 2.6.2 and Kyt6 and Walker
(2006) for more information about CED.

7 ‘Epithets’ used in Kerridge’s study refer to eative address terms and modified address
terms, i.e. ‘the evaluative categories of endeatsnend insults’ (Kerridge 2014: 77) and
‘can occur as an apostrophge(quiet, wretch! appositive to a pronougdu wretch or as a
predicate complemenygu are a wretcji (Chapman 2008:3).
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connote affect throughout her 200-year data andstidching betweemHou andyou
functions as a pragmatic marker.

One problem to point out about her study & tidthough her corpus includes six
genres, she does not make comparisons betweersg&his might be because her aim
is to discover a diachronic changeteiou in Early Modern English in general (2014
347), rather than finding out the differences betvgenres. This seems to lead her to a
vague conclusion thatthou connotes affect throughout the period studiedid()b
Another problem is she does not give any figurebdo data. Although she conducts
diachronic analyses based on her data about unchprkeouns and concludesou has
declined over time, she shows the percentage@d andyou co-occurring with address
terms and epithets only. It seems more suitahldiliee statistical data (e.g. Walker 2007)
to show the decline ofHou through time, rather than showing the decreastheén

percentage of address terms and epithets co-oegwmith THOU.

2.7. Summary

My review of works on second person pronouns hasaled that many studies have been
done on the subject. There are three theoreticaloaphes often employed in such

studies: power and solidarity, politeness and ndirkes. However, many of the studies
deal with Shakespeare and not much attention has paid to eighteenth-century

comedies. From their findings it would be possiolelraw a tentative conclusiotiiou

is not a normal or ‘unmarked’ option in the eighiecentury and it is used to show

emotion or superiority of the speaker to the hearer
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3. Pilot study
3.1. Introduction
In order to begin investigating the usetefou andyou in eighteenth-century British
dramas, | conducted a pilot study on a small-ssgedple corpus, testing methodologies
used by previous studié$.Then, | refined my research questions in respooste
findings in the pilot study.

| chose Henry Fielding, as a main playwrigittthis study. He was chosen because
he wrote various genres (comedies, farces, andkintagedies) over a short period of
time (1728-1737), which means chronological charaggsbe disregarded. The dramas

included in this pilot study are as follows:

Henry Fielding (1707-1754)
<(Mock-)Tragedies>
The Covent-Garden Traged¥732) (hereafte€Covenj
The Tragedy of Tragedies; or the Life and Deatfiarh Thumb the Gregl737)
(hereaftefTT)

<Farce>
The Author’s Farc€1734) (hereafteAF)

<Comedy>
The Modern Husban(l732) (hereafte¥odern)

John Gay (1685-1732)
The Beggar’s Operél728) (hereafteBegga)

Steele, Richard (1672-1729)
The Conscious Lovef4723) (hereafte€onsciouy

18 Some parts of this pilot study were published asdniya (2013).
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| chose three different genres, i.e. (mock-)tragddsce and comedy so that | could

compare the influence of genres on the use of siggerson singular pronouns. Two plays

from different playwrights Beggar and Conscious are also studied for comparison.

Beggarwas chosen to make a comparison v@tbventbecause both of them contain

many lower-class characters such as prostit@@ssciousvas chosen because its setting

and characters are closeModern

As in the main study (described in Chapter 1)phthe texts were retrieved from

Literature Online. | searched for the pronounstedaically using Wordsmith, then read

through the plays and excluded all instances ofapigou your andyours manually.

Prologues, epilogues and songs are excluded frerodipus since the focus of this pilot

study is the dialogues.

3.2. Macro-analysis

3.2.1.0verall figures

The percentage aHou in the whole corpus is considerably low (26%) (€ah):

Table 5: The frequency aHou andyou per 1,000 words in each play.

THOU YOUu
Covent(1732) 242 (75%) 7.9
Modern(1732) |2.1 (5%) 36.9
AF (1734) 2.9 (8%) 33.8
TT (1736) 15.3 (55%) 12.4
Conscioug1722)| 1.4 (4%) 33.7
Beggar(1728) 5.0 (18%) 22.9
TOTAL 50.8 (26%) 147.6

When | look at the difference between plays, tlaeestwo plays containing exceptionally

high frequency ofHou; Covent(75%) andTT (55%). This striking difference seems to
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be due to the difference of the gerGeyventandTT are a (mock-)tragedy while the other
plays are comedies and farces. This finding iscooed with previous studies, Mitchell
(1971) and Freedman (2007) (see also 4.2).

Compared with the difference in genres, thiéedinces of frequency between
authors in the same genre are relatively small;pvecentage ofHou in Fielding’s
comedy and farce, i.®lodernandAF (5% and 8%), is closer to Steel€snscioug4%)
and Gay’sBeggar(18%) than that in his tragedies (75% and 55%} $lightly high
number inBeggarmay be because of characters who frequentlyrase, possibly for
characterisatiof® | will discuss this point in the micro-analysis.3%). Therefore, |
conclude that genre, not idiolect, determines geeafTHou and it would be useful to try

to see the characteristics of each genre, ratherdticking to one author’s variations.

19 Walker points out that ‘dramatists might explaibpoun usage as a means of
characterisation’ (2007: 2).
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3.2.2.Gender

The overall average of the per centrabu in all text in Table 6 shows that gender has

an influence on the use ofiou andyou.

Table 6: The frequency aHou andyou per 1,000 words according to the gender of characte

M>MZ M->F M FSF
Covent THOU|2.0 (91%) 4.7 (70%) 13.8 (82%) 1.6  (38%)
(1732) vyou 0.2 2.0 3.0 2.6
Modern THOU| 0.8  (9%) 0.7  (5%) 0.7  (7%) O (0%)
(1732) you |9.1 13.4 10.3 3.3
AF THou | 1.4  (8%) 0.1  (1%) 0.7 (10%) O (0%)
(1734) you | 16.9 7.6 6.8 2.9
TT THOU | 7.8 (75%) 4.8 (57%) 2.5 (42%) 0.6  (36%)
(1737) you | 2.6 3.6 35 1.1
Conscious THOU | 0.7  (3%) 0.2  (3%) 0.2  (3%) 0.2  (6%)
(1722) you |21.2 5.0 6.0 4.3
Beggar THou|0.3  (7%) 1.3 (14%) 2.8 (34%) 0.6  (12%)
(1728) you |4.0 8.4 5.5 4.1
Average THOU 32% 25% 30% 15%

*The per cent shows the proportionTefou to You in the same category.

Both male and female characters empi@mu more frequently tharrHou except in

CoventandTT. This trend does not seem to be affected by theeayeof the addressee.

Walker’s hypothesis that men give mar@u to women, who have less power than men

(2007: 180), is not borne out by my data excegfaventandTT. With regards to the

two plays, female characters seem to useu less frequently than men do, especially

20 M->M represents ‘male speaker to male hearer> Mrepresents ‘male speaker to female

hearer’, > M represents ‘female speaker to male hearer’ abé Fepresents ‘female

speaker to female hearer’.
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when they talk to another wom&hQOne reason for the high frequencyyafu among
women is due to the power relationships. While matl superior power generally
employTHoU to those who have less power, women sometimesausto their inferiors
of both genders, from a bawd to prostitutes, fanegle. This is also applicable to the
number in M categories. For further discussion of the use@j andTHOU in the
tragedies see 3.3.1 and 3.3.2. There is no signifidifference in M>F category between
comedies and tragedies.

With regards to M categories, 34% inBeggar is outstanding among
comedies/farces. The appearanceHafu in Beggaris highly influenced by the idiolect
of the main characters, as | will show in 3.3.5.

The percentage ofou differs from play to play and is difficult to genadise, and
S0 needs micro-pragmatic analydiéodern AF, and to some exter@onsciousshow
similar proportions ofHou in all of the four categories of sex relationshipisis may be
because they are in the same genre (comedy) arskgqoently have similar sets of

characters and relationships.

21 Freedman suggests that male playwrights may rawkhe usage of pronouns between women
and female characters in their play may wseu less frequently than contemporary women
actually used (2007: 4).
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3.2.3. Class
In this section | will look at the relationship taeten the interlocutors’ class and the choice

of THou andyou:

Table 7: The frequency aHou to You per 1,000 words and the class of the speaker.

Lower Middle Upper-middle Upper

THOU | 17.4 (75%) 2.8 (67%)| - -
Covent(1732)

Yyou |5.7 14 - -

THoOU | O (0%) | - 1.9 (7%) | 0.7 (7%)
Modern(1732)

You |1.7 - 25.6 9.3

THOU | 0.6 (3%)| 1.0 (8%)) - -
AF (1734)

Yyou |15.8 11.0 - -

THoU | O (0%) | 2.9 (7%)| - 6.5 (12%)
TT(1736)

you |0.5 36.0 - 47.0

_ THou | 0.2 (2%)| 0.3 (3%)| O (0%)| 0.7 (6%)

Conscioug1722)

you |11.7 11.0 2.7 11.2

THou | 5.0 (18%)) - - -
Beggar(1728)

YOUu |22.9 - - -

Table 7 shows that there is a lot of variation aghplays. Among the four classes, the
upper class shows a higher percentageiob than the other classesliii andConscious
This is in accord with the hypothesis that sociglesiors giverHou and receiverou
(Brown and Gilman 1960). Another category whichdieto have a higher percentage of
THou than others is the middle class. Two reasons edrypothesised why middle-class
characters useHou more often than others. One is, as same with pEenclass
characters, that they useou to their social inferiors, i.e. the lower-clasadcters. The
other hypothesis is the lower the class of charadse they tend to exchangeou with
their equals (Walker 2007). In order to find outiethhypothesis is correct, | will look at

whom the middle class characters address withu, as shown in Table 8:
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Table 8: The frequency aHou andyou per 1,000 words and the hearer’s class in thechgse
of the middle-class characters.

Lower Middle Upper-middle  Upper

THOU | 2.8 (67%)) - - -
Covent(1732)

you | 1.4 - - -

THOU | - - - -
Modern(1732)

YOU |- - - -

THoU | 0.5 (6%)| O (0%)
AF (1734)

you |8.1 0.7

THOU | - 1.2 (38%) - 1.7 (39%)
TT (1736)

YOU |- 2.0 - 2.7

_ THou | O (0%) | 0.3  (4%)| 0 (0%) 0 (0%)

Consciouq1722)

you | 1.3 7.2 0.2 2.2

THOU | - - - -
Beggar(1728)

YOU |- - - -

Again, the table indicates a great variation ameach play. IrCoventthe middle-class
characters use4ouU more often thamou to their inferiors, i.e. the lower class. In c@rsr,
the middle class useiou to their equals and the upper clas$Thalthough they employ
you more frequently to the both classes. Considetmgpower difference (all of the
upper-class characters are royalty and the middks characters are their courtiers), it
seems rather unusual to address them withu. One possible explanation for this is the
authors chose to useiou as a prototypical feature of tragedies — he asead randomly
and excessively to make his mock-tragedy lookdikeal tragedy. | will discuss this kind
of overuse offHou further in Chapter 6.

Although class does not show any clear pattdrdecided to include it in the main
corpus. This is because there seems to be sonteldasd usage in individual plays, if
not in overall trend. | need to conduct a largetesstudy to see if such patterns exist

widely in other works or it is just a personal ereince / idiolect. Additionally, the works
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in this corpus do not have many instances of caatems between characters of different
classes. For these reasons, | will try a largelesstudy in the hope of finding some

patterns in the usage.

3.2.4.Summary of macro-analysis
Apart from the two (mock-)tragediesjou in eighteenth-century dramas seem to be an
option falling out of use compared to the datahia previous centuries (Chapter 2).
Considering this decrease, a question arises vat; kind of use ofHou lingered or
disappeared in the course of the time? | decidéakties on two factors: genre and gender.
Genre is apparently a factor which has strong @mfae on the use oHou andyou, as
shown in Table 5. The gender seems to have infeiemon the use aiHou andyou to
some extent, that the female charactersvese more often than the male characters.
However, there is a lot of variation and women useu more often than men in the
tragedies. With regards to class of the interlogytagain there is a lot of variation. Some
plays seem to follow the pattern of the userbu andyou verified in previous studies
(e.g. social superiors receiveu and giveTHou), but more data are needed to draw a

conclusion. Therefore, a larger-scale study is eged verify these points.

3.3. Micro-analysis

As we have seen above, there is a great variatimmg each work, but macro-analysis
could not explain the reasons or factors of théatian. In this section, | provide a close
look at characteristic uses Tiou andyou in each play in order to find out what makes
these variations. The use of personal pronoundeanfluenced not only by genre and

gender, as we have seen in the previous sectidrglém by speaker’s emotion. In this
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pilot study, the motivation of using thou can begbly classified into two categories:
heightened emotion and style. Whemou is the unmarked form, the use adu can
deliver special meaning, asou in plays whose unmarked formvsu.

| deal with the two tragedies first, then Fieldmgomedy and farce, and finally
Beggaras a comparison. | will analy€sonscioudater in Chapter 4 onwards, for this

play is also included in the corpus of my main gtud

3.3.1.The Covent-Garden Traged(1732)

Coventis a satirical piece by Henry Fielding, writtertlire style of tragedy, in blank verse
and lofty languagé? The play is set in a brothel and the main charaee prostitutes
and their customers. A young prostitute Kissinda &er customer Lovegirlo are
seriously in love while another prostitute Stormandvho also loves Lovegirlo, asks her
devoted customer Bilkum to kill him. As shown irs @nonymous ‘criticism’ o€ovent
the author fully understood what tragedy was aritheleately deviated from the tradition
of tragedy to mock his own contemporary tragedigsiding himself defines a tragedy

in his anonymous criticism @ovent attached before the main text:

“a Tragedy is Thing of five Acts, written Dialogwgse, consisting of several fine
Similies [sic], Metaphors, and Moral Phrases, witre and there a Speech upon
Liberty. That must contain an Action, Characteent8nents, Diction, and a Moral.”
Whatever falls short of any of these, is by no nsamorthy of the Name of a Tragedy.
(‘A Criticism on theCovent-Garden Tragedwriginally intended for, th&rub-street
Journal’, in Coventp.5)

Then, he goes on to criticise the faultsQ@vent including the ‘the Meanness of the

22 'In his second and last burlesqliéie Covent-Garden Tragedye [Fielding] ridiculed the
debased blank verse of pseudo-classical tragedyldiand Trussler 1969: 211).
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Diction, which is some degrees lower than | havensen any Modern Tragedy’
(‘Criticism’, p. 9). His criticism shows the autf®aim to make readers comp&event

with other contemporary tragedies and think crilycabout both of them. Considering
these factors, the language@dventshould be treated as a (exaggerated) stereotype of
tragic language and it might be more or less difiefrom the language used in (genuine)
tragedies?

In Coventin whichTHou is the unmarked or the more common form, wheveas

23 Cf. Adair (2016) discusses that Jonathan Switi prodied the language of poetry by
combining mundane objects withiou or ye

In On Poetry: A Rapsody...] an additional stratum of satire accompaniesé
poetic stylistics.

Observe with what majestick Port

This Atlas stands to prop the Court:

[...]

Thou great Vicegerent of the King,

Thy Praises ev'ry Muse shall sing. (Il. 443-8)

The pious address to Atlas and the artificialityha pronominal choices empty the
verse of any praise, and signal its ironic inténgimilar device is seen iAn Elegy on
Mr. Partridge: ‘Thou, high-exalted in thy Sphere, / May’st fallcstill thy Calling
there’ (Il. 73-4). Here, the satire is measuredhgydistance between the humble
cobbler and the language of his elevation. Therpiatiefor deflationary ridicule in a
well-placed (or misplaced) ‘ye’ or ‘thou’ was onwi8t recognized well: in declining
to write in ‘the lofty Stile’, he declares to hiowd-be muse that he acts ‘For your
Sake, as well as mine’ (Il. 217-18); to apply suwétoric to an unheroic object risks
the appearance of scorn. Choice of pronouns isatnacthe creation of this tone; no
less so because the gap between mock-heroic nisperd the use of ‘thou’ as an
unironic invitation to friendly solidarity is notide.

(2016: 114)
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represents formality and earnestness. One exampjmwint is a dialogue between a

prostitute Stormandra and one of her customersa@apilkum:>*

[Stormandra asks her devoted customer Bilkum td_&itegirlo, who has deserted her.]
STORMANDRA: Captain, are you a Man?
BILKUM : I think | am; The Time has been when youehthought so too,
Try me again in the soft Fields of Love.
STORMANDRA: 'Tis War not Love must try your Manhood now,
By Gin, | swear, ne’er to receive thee more,
"Till curs’d Lovegirlds Blood has dy’d thy Sword.
BILKUM : Lovegirld Whence this Fury bent on him?
STORMANDRA: Ha! dost thou question, Coward? — Ask again,
And | will never call_thee Captain more.
Instant obey my Purpose, or [...]
| will arrest thee for the Note of Hand,
Which thou hast given me for twice on Pound;
But if thou dost, | call my sacred Honour
To witness, thy Reward shall be my Love.
BILKUM : Lovegirlois no more. Yet wrong me not,
It is your Promise, not your Threat, prevails.
(Covent2.7)

Bilkum and Stormandra exchange the unmarked forou to each other in the previous
scene. Here, however, Stormandra opens the cotieersath Yyou, probably because of
the serious content of her speech that she waatsktbim to kill a man who deserted her.
Shimonomoto writes that characters in Chaucer’'«waddress their friends ggwhen

they want to ask them a difficult service (2000).23The use ofrou in Stormandra’s

24 Underlines in the quotations from the plays incoypus are mine unless otherwise notified.
Single underlines markou and double underlines markiou.

25 Cf. Earnest requests can be represented or higatidoy exploiting different expressions.
Blake argues out that ‘maodifier + possessive ailject title’ (e.g.good my lordl is
employed ‘when a suitor was trying to ask for arimgafrom, attract the sympathy of or offer
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speech might be partly induced by the same reditkum responds to her withou,
following her formality. She replies to him witlou, but soon she starts usimgou with
rather vulgar swearing ‘By gin’. She keeps usiAgu after that. Hou in the last part of
her speech might represent lovers’ userbu (Freedman 2007). Bilkum use®u,
taking her proposal seriously.

Another special use gbu in Coventis alienation, which is shown in the dialogue

below:

[Punchbowl is criticising Bilkum, one of her regutzustomers, for making noise in front
of her brothel.]
PuNcHBOWL: What is the Reason, Captain, that you make

This Noise within my House? [...]

Oh! cou’dst thou bear to see the rotten Egg

Mix with my Tears, and trickle down my Cheeks]]...

Or see me follow the attractive Cart,

To fee the Hangman lift the Virgal Rod,

That Hangman you so narrowly escap’d!
BILKUM : Ha! that last Thought has stung me to the Jadl

Behold thee Carted—oh! foresend that Sight,

May Bilkunis Neck be strerch’d before that Day.
PUNcHBOWL: Come to my Arms, thou best belov'd of Sons,

Forgive the Weakness of thy Mother’s Fears:

(Coventl.3)

In this scene Punchbowl blames Bilkum for makinduas in front of her brothel.

Punchbow! acts as Bilkum's mother and she usuadlys chim ‘my son’?® At the

some excuse to, a superior’ (2002: 281)
% As Fielding points out in his anonymous ‘criticisnthe relationship between Bilkum,
Stormandra and Punchbowl is unclear:

| cannot conceive why she [MothBunchbow] is called Mother. Is she the Mother
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beginning of her speech Punchbowl employs formdl @ienatingrou with a formal
term of address ‘Captain’, which she uses only am¢ke entire play’ Previous studies
suggest that using an occupational term can betimeg&evalainen and Raumolin-
Brunberg, who study address terms in Early Modemngligh letters, state that ‘[t|he
professional or occupational titles [...] are ratfrom the negative extreme’ (1995: 557)
and Kerridge holds that addressing somebody theksp&nows can distance the speaker
from the addressee because it denies the addregséeiduality and categorises them
as a type (2014: 328). Punchbowl slips mtou in the middle of her speech, possibly
because of her heightened emotion, then she gogstdaou. After Bilkum shows his
repentance, she starts usimgpu with words representing their strong bond ‘besb\id

of Sons’ and ‘thy Mother’. Freedman holds thatshét of address terms can trigger the
change fromyou to THou in Beaumont and FletcherBhilaster?® rebutting Berry

(1958)’s claim that the shift is due to careless{@907: 11-12).

of any Body in the Play? No. From one Line one rhigiess she was a Bawd, [...]
but [...] In the third Scene of the second Act appears to b8tormandréa Mother.
[...] But, if I mistake not in the Scene immediatgisecedingBilkumand she have
mother’d and son’d it several times. Sure, she ciba Mother to them both, when
she wou’d put them to bed together. Perhaps, sWetiser-in-law to one of them, as
being married to her own Child:

(‘criticism’, Coventp.6)

Accordingly, terms of endearmemibtherandsonused in the quoted scene do not necessarily
signify real blood relationships.
27 Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg, who study addiesns in Early Modern English
letters, state that ‘[t]he professional or occumadi titles [...] are not far from the negative
extreme’ (1995: 557).
28 ‘In Philaster1.2, Arethusa asks, ‘What wilbu do, Philaster, witlyour self?’, but follows
the question with, ‘Dear, hidéy self.’ (Freedman 2007: 11-12)
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In conclusion, iCoventyou is used to convey seriousness and coldness wule

is used as an unmarked form.

3.3.2.The Tragedy of Tragediefl736)
TTis a farce written in the style of tragedy by HeRrelding. He pretended th@f was
a newly discovered Elizabethan drama and aimeubatiag verbal absurdity of tragedies
in the seventeenth and eighteenth century (ShedndrBond 1967: 89Ff. The story is
loosely based on the folk tale ‘Tom Thumb’ but #edting is moved to a court and the
main topic is Tom Thumb’s marriage with Princessneamunca and the death of Tom
Thumb and most of the characters.

In this section | would like to make a comparn with Stein’s (2003) study dfing
Lear. TT andKing Learcontain similar relationships: ‘king and his chadd ‘lovers and
spouses’. By comparing the dataTif and in a Shakespearean tragedy, | would like to
show how (un)successful Fielding was in imitatihgeo tragic style.

InTT, in whichTHOU is more frequent (55%), men use&u more often than women.
women. About a third of the tokenstfou by male characters are by King Arthur (52x;
35%). Because he has the greatest power in the p&aysesrHou to all of his

interlocutors most of the time. Compared to Kingat'e use oftHou (Stein 2003),

29 Preface td' T (written by a scholar Scriblerus Secundus, a pseym of Fielding) discusses

its origin as follows:

| shall wave at present, what hath caused suchsHauttie learned World, Whether this
Piece was originally written b8hakespedy...] Let it suffice, that théragedy of
Tragediesor, The Life and Death of Tom Thumias written in the Reign of Queen
Elizabeth

(‘Preface’, p.v)
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Arthur’s use is much more simplified; Lear usesu more often to various people
including inferiors. One exceptional person whoerees onlyyou from Arthur is
Glumdalca, the queen of giants. Even though shiefisated and in captivity, he pays
respect to her as a queen. This use is in accdid Stiakespeare; Stein states that the
address term between sovereigns is normatly (2003: 265). Another person who
receivesrou from Arthur is his daughter Huncamunca. He maurdgsyou to her, but
when he sees his daughter’s grief is gone, he lsgstto intimategHou to show his strong

emotion (joy) and affection to her:

[King Arthur is asking his daughter Huncamunca teason of her grief.]
KING: Daughter, | have observ'd of late some Grief,

Unusual in_your Countenance — your Eyes,

That, like two open Windows, us’d to shew,

The lovely Beauty of the Rooms within,

Have now two Blinds before them — What is the C&lse
HUNCAMUNCA: O spare my Blushes; but | mean a Husband.
KING: If that be all | have provided one,

A Husband great in Arms, [...]

Tom Thumb
HUNCAMUNCA: Is it possible?
KING: Ha! the Window Blinds are gone,

A Country Dance of Joy is in your Face,

Your Eyes spit Fire, your Cheeks grow red as Beef.
HUNCAMUNCA: [...] Yes, I'll own, since licenc’d by your Word,

I'lll own Tom Thumhhe Cause of all my Grief.

For him I've sigh’'d, I've wept, I've gnaw’d my Shise
KING: Oh! thou shalt gnaw thy tender Sheetsoe,

A Husband thou shalt have to mumble now.

(TT2.4)

In this example Huncamunca usesu to her father and she only usesu to him.
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Compared to other characters, shevisa-user; in her speechesou takes up only 23%

of her address pronouns whitaou takes up to 57% on average in the speeches of the
other female characters. She uses) to her father the king (cf. Stein reveals the
unmarked form of address from children to a fateeou (2003: 271)), her lovers and
strangers. In a violent quarrel with Glumdalca glaeen of giantess, she once slips into

THoU, which is the only instance of heou in the entire play:

[Huncamunca and Glumdalca are quarrelling who isrenattractive.]
HUNCAMUNCA: Well, may your Chains be easy, since if Fame

Says true, they have been try’d on twenty Husbgnds.
GLUMDALCA: | glory in Number, and when |

Sit poorly down, like thee, content with one,

Heaven change this Face for one as bad as thine.
HUNCAMUNCA: Let me see nearer what this Beauty is,

That captivates the Heart of Men by Scores.
[Holds a Candle to her Fade.

Oh! Heaven, thou art as ugly as the Deuvil.
GLUMDALCA : You'd give the best of Shoes within your Shop,

To be but half so handsome.
HUNCAMUNCA: Since you come

To that, I'll put my Beauty to the Test;

Tom Thumpl’'m yours, if you with me will go.

(TT2.7)

In this scene Huncamunca and Glumdalca have aajuaer Tom Thumb, the man they
are both in love with, and try to scorn each otHencamunca consistently uses the polite
you while Glumdalca usesHou as a sovereign. When Huncamunca sees Glumdalca’s
face, she effectively usasiou to express her surprise and scorn. Glumdalca g®plo
YOU in response in order to convey insolence. Sincauhmarked form igHou, using

THOU as contempt cannot have as strong an impact asafumca’s use afHou. By
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deliberately choosing an unusual form Glumdaloasttd attack back her rival in love.
This is probably best described in terms of marksdmeversal: ‘the unmarkgduwhich

turns into the markethoualong a different axis’ (Bruti 2000: 39, as shawirigure 9):

Figure 9: Markedness reversals. (Bruti 2000: 39)
UNMARKED thou MARKED you

sl

MARKED thou UNMARKED you

The two female characters’ useteiou andyou does the reverse of their unmarked and
marked pronouns.

To sum up, InTT THOU is used to show strong emotion and scorn whoe
represents polite attitude but also shows scansefl byrHou-users. It should be noted,
however, thal T is a mock-tragedy rather than written in a ‘geeuiragic language and
these usage ofHou might be exaggerated or ridiculed as a burlesgee @lso the

discussion orCoventin 3.3.1).

3.3.3.The Modern Husband1732)
From this section we deal with comediemdernis Fielding’s comedy of corrupt couples
and young lovers. An amorous nobleman tries toesaachaste wife with his inferior
while the aristocrat’s children fall in love withe children of the chaste woman. Most of
the main characters are aristocrats and gentry.
In this playvou is much more dominant or unmarked. Freedman slloatsyou

represents the speaker’s purity and coolness whde clarifies the speaker’s infidelity
in both tragedies and comedies of Shakespeareteroporaries (2007: 12-13). This is

also true oModerris characters; dishonest lovers, especially intedylemploy more
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THoOU than honest ones do. Lord Richly, an amorous anegiant nobleman who believes
all women in the town are his, usegu when he tries to conquer a woman. Mr Modern
and Mrs Modern, a couple with cold feelings towagdsh other, useHou to each other
when they reproach their spouse.

One of the exceptional uses @fou by sincere lovers is strong emotion. Mrs
Bellamant, a chaste wife usually uses) to her husband, but she once usesu to him

at the climax:

[Mr Bellamant is arrested and carried away from hige.]
MRS. BELLAMANT : And, must we part?
MR. BELLAMANT: Since it obliges you.
MRS. BELLAMANT : That | may have nothing to remember you by, tfa&ek this, and this,
and this, and all the thousand Embraces thou Izt gne— till 1 die in_thy loved
Arms — and thus we part for ever.
(Modern4.10)

In this scene Mr Bellamant is caught at the spadafitery by his acquaintances and his
wife and is about to be taken out of the housén@lgh Mrs Bellamant is badly deceived
by her husband, she generously forgives him atidostes him even after the event. She
shows strong love and sorrow tiyou at their parting.

Another exceptional use Tfiou between true lovers is apostrophe:

[Emilia is talking to herself about Gaywit, then ¥t comes to the scene.]
SCENE 1l
Emilia alone.

EMILIA : [...] Oh! Gaywit too much sympathize with thy Uneasiness. Dideutknow

the Pangs | feel on_thy Account, thy generous Hearld suffer more on mine.
[Enter Gaywif*® Ha! my Words have rais’d a Spirit.

30 | follow Wood (2007)’s addition of stage directitmmake the context clearer.
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SCENE IV
Emilia, Mr. Gaywit.
MR. GAYWIT: | hope, Madam, you will excuse a Visit at so wssmable an Hour.
EMILIA : Had you come a little earlier, you had met a kis$ here.
(Modern5.3-4)

Emilia is a daughter of Mr Bellamant and Mr Gaywata nephew of the amorous
aristocrat. She addresses him wittou in apostrophe (5.3) according to the convention
of plays. She, however, switchesrtou as soon as he appears (5.4), i.e. her speech is no
apostrophe any more. | will discuss the useHgu in aside and apostrophe further in
Chapter 7.

Thus;THou is used to show strong emotion and signify appsieanModern

3.3.4.The Author’s Farce(1734)

AF is Fielding’s three-act farce. The first and satants show a tragic story of a poor
poet Harry Luckless. He is driven out of his lodggrand his girlfriend leaves him. The

third act presents a puppet-show written by thd,dmé gradually the puppet-show and
the real life (the world where the poet lives) neeand the play ends with a hilarious
happy-ending scene.

You is much more dominant tharou (8%) in AF. One motivation of usingHou

in this play is to represent heightened emotiorhsag love and surprise when talking
with friends, as described in the dialogue betwegmor poet named Luckless and his

friend Witmore below:

[Witmore is surprised that the play bill he has bbtis written by his friend Luckless.]

WITMORE: Oh! Luckless, | am overjoy’d at meeting you —éngake this Paper, and you
will be discouraged from Writing, | warrant you.

LUCKLESS What is it? — Oh! one of my Play-Bills.
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WITMORE: One of thy Play-Bills!

LUCKLESS Even so, Sirl — | have taken the Advice you gmeethis Morning. [...]

WITMORE: Well — | wish you Success.—

LUCKLESS Where are you going?

WITMORE: Any where but to hear you damn’d, which | must, were to go to your
Puppet-Show. [...] If they shou’d laugh till theyrst—the Moment they knew
you were the Author—they wou’'d change their Faees] swear they never
laugh’d at all.

LUCKLESS Pshaw, | can't believe thee.

(AF 2.9)

Both Luckless and Witmore useiou only once in the dialogue, when they are very
surprised. In this case the appearanceHaiu is ephemeral and speaker switches from
THoOU to You quickly. Presumably this is partly becaas®u is used as a signal to show
the change of feeling of the characters.

Another interesting usage tiou in AF is positive politeness, in other words, to
make the speaker close to the hearer (cf. ChapterH@u is used by a bookseller

Bookweight to a young scribe Scarecrow when thegtrfee the first time:

[Scarecrow is applying for a job at Bookweight'§iad.]

BOOKWEIGHT: Then, Sir, if you please to throw by your Hat, whigou will have no
more use for, and take up your Pen.

SCARECROW But, Sir, | am afraid | am not qualified for aahslator.

BOOKWEIGHT: How, not qualified! [...] — If | was an Emperdndu should’st be my
Prime Minister. Thou art as well vers'd in thy Teads if thou had’st labour’d in my
Garret these ten Years.

(AF 2.6)

As a stranger Scarecrow and Bookweight exchangeatgpoliteyou. When Scarecrow
becomes unsure whether he is suitable for the bssirBookweight abruptly addresses

to him with THou. Bookweight also changes the style from pure efemquiries to
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patronising and in-group tone by using metaphol Wias an Emperor thou should’st be

my Prime Minister’ (underline mine). This metaphaay imply thatrHou is used to show
that the speaker is in a stronger position tharhterer as well as intimacy. In this way
the speaker tries to encourage the hearer by egad the hearer’s positive politeness
(Brown and Levinson 1987). Freedman (2007) poinis that THOU can convey a
patronising tone in Shakespearean plays, which séeime applicable here.

Style also inducesHou in AF. Don Tragedio, a personification of tragedy in the

puppet show, addresses Goddess of Nonsense wittechiambic pentameter (cf. 3.2.1):

[Goddess of Nonsense is giving an audience to Dagetio.]
TRAGEDIO: To ShakespeadohnsonDryden Leg or Rowe
| not a Line, no, not a Thought, do owe.
Me, for my Novelty, let all adore,
For, as | wrote, none ever wrote before.
NONSENSE Thou art doubly welcome, welcome.
(AF 3.1)

Unlike Tragedio, Goddess of Nonsense speaks ire@od never usasiou elsewhere.
Her use offHOu here seems to simply imitate her interlocutor'sinex of speech, either
consciously or unconsciously. It is not so unusoiahimic an interlocutor’s speech; there
is another instance in my main corpuisr{de}, as will be discussed in Chapter 6.
Thus, inAF THOU is used to show strong emotion, positive politenasd tragic

grave style.

3.3.5.A Beggar’s Operg1728)

Beggaris a ballad opera written by John Gay in 172&ds$ a huge hit and many people
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including Henry Fielding watched it and mentionadteir writings3! The protagonist
of this play is an attractive highwayman named Msth. Although he can achieve help
from the two heroines by resorting to his charm alodjuence, in the end he is caught
and sentenced to death. Unlike most eighteenthupemmiomediesBeggaris full of
lower-class characters such as highwaymen anditptest Because this is ‘opera’ it
contains numerous songs but | excluded all of them my corpus to focus on dialogues
(3.2).

As we have seen in 3.2.2 (Tablet®jou is most commonly attested in the category
‘a woman to a man’. This is because the two hemin&eggaruseTHouU very often.
Polly, the younger heroine, usesou to her husband Macheath twice as much as she
usesrou (22x (69%): 10x (31%)). Also, Macheath utilisegou much more often to her

(6x; 60%) than his overall average (29%), as shoglaw:

[Polly’s parents are trying to lock Macheath in thouse and hand him to the police.

Polly is helping Macheath’s escape.]

PoLLY: Were you sentenc’d to Transportation, sure, mgrDgou could not leave me
behind_you — could you?

MACHEATH: Is there any Power, any Force that could tearfnm@ thee? You might
sooner tear a Pension out of the Hands of a Coujrtig But to tear me from thee
is impossible!

[AIR XVI. Over the Hills and far awaysung by Macheath and Pollyj]

PoOLLY: Yes, | would go with thee. But oh! — how shaBpeak it? | must be torn from

%1 Fielding refers t@eggarin his writings.AF borrows several songs froBeggar(Engetsu
1998: 10). His noveShamelaalso mention8eggar ‘The Fate of poor MiWilliams shocked
me more than my own: For, as tBeggar’s OperasaysNothing moves one so much as a

great Man in Distres§(Shamelg. 334, underline mine).

%2 As mentioned in 3.1 songs are excluded from myyaisa Therefore, | only points out that
Macheath usesou only while Polly’s lines do not include any secqretson pronouns in
Air XVI.
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thee. We must part. [...] My Papa and Mama are sghagthy Life. They now, even
now are in Search after thee. They are preparirigelaee against thee. Thy Life
depends upon a Moment.

[AIR XVII. Gin thou wert mine awn thingsung by Polly)}®
One Kiss and then — one Kiss — begone — farewell.

MACHEATH: My Hand, my Heart, my Dear, is so riveted_to &ithat | cannot unloose
my Hold. [...]

PoLLY: And will not Absence change your Love?

MACHEATH: If you doubt it, let me stay — and be hang’d.

PoLLY: O how I fear! how | tremble! — Go — but when Sgfwill give you leave, you
will be sure to see me again; for 'till then Pdkywretched.

(Beggarl.13)

One explanation for their use of reciprogalou in the above scene is imitation of
romance. Freedman shows thau is a lover’s pronoun and connotes role-playing
(2007: 259). It is revealed that Macheath hasRatity books of romance and she seems
to believe they are such genuine lovers as in reesifh Macheath, who is a master of
seducing and exploiting women, has probably doria sader to exploit her easily in the
name of love. His excessive userabu is to maintain Polly’s romantic image.

In contrast to Macheath’s almost constantaiseiou, Polly switches fronvou to
THou, then switches back toou. It seems that she usesu when she talks about her
concerns as herself, not as a heroine of romancthel first sentence above, she asks
Macheath if he still be with her. Macheath answenswith flowery, dramatic language,
followed by a song on true love (‘I would love yall the day’). Polly, moved by the
dramatic, romantic atmosphere he has created, lsgittoTHOU of romantic lovers.

However, she becomes worried about their futurdnagad switches back teou.

3 Polly usesrHou only in Air XVII.
3 ‘poLLy: Nay, my Dear, | have no Reason to doubt youl fiod in the Romance you lent me,
none of the great Heroes were ever false in L¢Beggarl.13)
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Macheath replies to her, this time, withu of seriousness (Ronberg 1992: 85Rolly,
still being worried about their love and his safdiyeps usingou until the end of the
scene.

In the case of Macheath and his older wifeyl. tize portion offHou decreased to
only 20% probably because their relationship isasgpassionate as that of Macheath and

Polly. However, they useHou effectively when he tries to induce her to helmhi

[Macheath is imprisoned in Lucy’s father’s prisdie is asking her to get the keys of the

prison for him so that he can escape. She is doludtfout his fidelity.]

MACHEATH: | am naturally compassionate, Wife; so that lldawt use the Wench as

she deserv’d; which made you at first suspect thvaesomething in what she said.

Lucy: Indeed, my Dear, | was strangely puzzled.

MACHEATH: [...] No, Lucy, — | had rather dye than be false to thee.

Lucy: How happy | am, if you say this from your Hedtdr | love_thee so, that | could

sooner bear to see thee hang’d than in the Armasather.

MACHEATH: But couldst thou bear to see me hang’'d?

Lucy: O Macheath | can never live to see that Day.

MACHEATH: You seel ucy, in the Account of Love you are in my debt, and youst
now be convinc’d, that | rather chuse to die thanabother’s. — Make me, if
possible, love thee more, and let me owe my Liféhée — If you refuse to assist
me, Peachum and your Father will immediately pubeyond all means of Escape.

Lucy: [...] If I can procure the Keys, shall | go off withee, my Dear?

MACHEATH: If we are together, 'twill be impossible to lyerceal'd. As soon as the
Search begins to be a little cool, | will sendlie¢ — Till then my Heart is _thy
Prisoner.

Lucy: Come then, my dear Husband — owe thy Life to manrd though you love me
not — be grateful — But th&tolly runs in my head strangely.

(Beggar2.15)

Here he switches betwegou andTHou tactfully to appeal to Lucy’s love. While he uses

35 | will discussyou of seriousness further in 5.2.2.2.
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(neutral)you when he expresses facts (e.g. ‘you are in my fahbt conditions (e.g. ‘if
you refuse to assist me’), he emplaygu when appealing to her affection (e.g. make
me, if possible, love thee more’). Probably hevigwe that Lucy, being his wife for a
while, will not be cheated into doing him a favgust by acting as a romantic hero. He
manipulates his speech more tactfully, in ordentwe her heart with subtle and frequent
changes of second person pronouns. In contrasy, kmows Macheath no longer loves
her and he just takes advantage of her affectieweNheless, she releases him because
she still loves him. She usegou when talking to Macheath as a wife but employgs
when half talking to herself (e.g. ‘How happy | aifnyou say this from your Heart!).
This older couple shows their affection not by tleasistent use afHou as a lover, but
the frequenswitchesbetweernvou andTHou.

Another usage afHou, from parents to children can be found in speestivéen
Mrs Peachum and Polly and between Lockit and LTibgy generally usgou to their
daughters but they switch toHou when their emotion towards their daughters is

heightened with anger, for example:

[Mrs Peachum is furious to find out her daughteiliPbas got married to a highwayman

(Macheath).]

MRs. PEACHUM: If you must be married, could you introduce nalpinto our Family
but a Highwayman? Why, thou foolish Jade, thou bdtas ill-us'd, and as much
neglected, as if thou hadst married a Lord!

PEACHUM: Let not your Anger, my Dear, break through théeRwf Decency, [...].
MRs. PEACHUM: With Polly’s Fortune, she might very well havengooff to a Person of
Distinction. Yes, that you might, you pouting Slut!
(Beggarsl.8)

[Lockit is asking his daughter Lucy how much she ¢tearged Macheath to release him.]
LockIT: To be sure, Wench, you must have been aidingaetting to help him to this
Escape. [...] Did he tip handsomely? — [...] How mugty, good Girl?
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Lucy: You know, Sir, | am fond of him, and would havieem Money to have kept him
with me.
LockiT: Ah Lucy! thy Education might have put thee mopewithy Guard; for a Girl in
the Bar of an Ale-house is always besieg'd.
(Beggar3.1)

In the first quotation above, Mrs Peachum starts dpeech withvou, which is her
unmarked form to her child, but when her anger todhe peak she starts usimgu
with a strong negative address telade Soon after this speech she is soothed by her
husband and goes back to her norm@al, although she is still angry and calls her with
an abusive address testut

In the second example, Lockit is trying tonee to his daughter Lucy so that he can
get money from her, using neutradu and address terms of endearmagtgood girl
His tone changes greatly as soon as he learns hasyot acted as he expected. He is
chagrined at her decision, with the third condidlomight haveand exclamation (‘Ah
Lucy!"). His use oftHou here seems to represent his chagrin as well as.ang

To sum upTHOU is employed to show affection and strong emotioBeggar

3.4. Summary and Conclusion

In macro-analysis (3.2) | have presented threeofaathich could influence the use of
THou andyou: genre, gender and class of characters. Genrs fflaynost important role
in the choice of second person singular pronounspu is prevalent in the
(mock-)tragedies while it is scarce in the comediesl farces. The gender of the
characters also has an influence of the frequemcyHou, although there is a lot of
variation from play to play (3.2.2). In tragedi¢be male characters’ unmarked and

dominant form isTHou while the female characters employ betu andTHOU to their
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equals and inferiors. The data on the class othia@acters do not show clear patterns,
but within some plays there is a tendency thatstgerior receivesou while giving
THOU to their inferiors.

In 3.3 | have done micro-analysis on the wgasiou andyou in each play, which
proved to be important to explain their use. Indbmedies and farcesjou is not used
consistently and the most common useTtebu is a signal of heightened emotion,
including scorn (inT T andBeggal, positive politeness (iAF). Another major usage of
thou is to represent the style of poetry/literatsiech as tragic style (i8F), apostrophe
(in Modern) and role-playing of lovers in a RomanceBRigggal)). In the (mock-)tragedies,
if a speaker usesiou as their dominant form their usevaiu can represent coldness and
formality while the user ofou can show contempt and scorn by usiAgu. It should
be noted, however, that mock-tragedies were writtesatirise the language of tragedies
and their language traits might be exaggerated.

In response to this result, | have decidelduitd my main corpus with two genres,
tragedies and comedies. | limited the number ofpta study because of the importance
of micro-analysis, which requires time-consumingsel reading, while macro-analysis is
also needed to show what common factors have méien various eighteenth-century
plays. | estimated the time required by doing piist study and limited the number of
plays to twenty. | did not include farces becausartstyle and data seem similar to
comedies?® Since the time is limited as a PhD study, it wolé&more worthwhile to

focus on two genres which are proved to show aéd&erences. | chose comedies over

% The distinction between comedies and farces cdnzzy. For example, LION classifies
Garrick'sMale Coquett€1757) as a farce, while CED includes it as a conf&gto and
Walker 2006).
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farces because the former are much more widelyestuahd it will be easier to compare
my data with other studies on eighteenth-centurgexies. | will consider the gender of
the characters and their emotion in relation toube offHou andyou in the following

chapters.
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4. THou andyou in eighteenth-century plays

4.1. Introduction

My pilot study (Chapter 3) has given some insights the use offHou andyou in
eighteenth-century dramas; genre and the gendehasbcters have strong influence on
the use of pronoun, while the class of charactave lhess influence on it. In this chapter,
| will investigate the influence of genres usinigigger corpus, after analysing the overall
data to see if there is any chronological or iditdé influence. | will also investigate

whether different cases or forms of pronouns haferdnt ratios offHOU to You.

4.2. The overall distribution

Firstly, I will look at the overall trend acrossetbntire corpus. Table 9 shows the number
of THou and You (singular) in each text, in chronological ordérThere are some
irregular instances excluded or included in thed#bu includes nonstandard spellings
yoew yoweandyower. Unclear forms @eandy’) are excluded from the data. Adding to
that, discourse markers (eygpu seg formulas (e.gyour servant, addresses including
titles (e.g.your honouj and genericrou are excluded (1.3.1). | also excluded three

occurrences ofouyour which can be both singular and plural, as showovine

Malignant powers! or blind unerring Fate,
This is_your work: now you assert your empire.
(Agis5.1)

In the above example, it is impossible to judgechtthe subject is, powers (plural) or

Fate (singular).

37 For the abbreviation of titles of the plays, seet®n 1.3 and bibliography.
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Table 9: The frequency aHou andyou per 1,000 words in each play.

Author Year Title THOU YOU THOU %
Cibber 1704 Careless 1.6 38.5 4.0%
Steele 1703 Tender 2.1 38.7 5.2%
Rowe 1706| Penitent 29.0 9.1 76.1%
Cibber 1707| Stake 1.1 33.2 3.1%
Rowe 1714 Shore 21.4 17.4 55.2%
Young 1719| Busiris 14.7 14.3 50.7%
Young 1721| Revenge 16.4 20.7 44.2%
Steele 1723 Conscious 15 33.6 4.2%
Lillo 1731 | Merchant 3.2 24.7 11.4%
Lillo 1736 | Curiosity 14.6 15.6 48.3%
Moore 1748| Foundling 4.7 34.1 12.1%
Moore 1751 Gil Blas 0.0 41.0 0.1%
Home 1756| Douglas 20.6 8.1 71.6%
Home 1758 Agis 21.2 6.2 77.4%
Colman 1761 Jealous 0.2 40.0 0.5%
Colman 1766 Clandestine 0.6 41.1 1.5%
Goldsmith 1767 | Good-Naturd 0.4 30.4 1.3%
Murphy 1772 Grecian 21.5 6.2 77.7%
Goldsmith 1773 | Stoops 0.1 28.6 0.5%
Murphy 1783| Sisters 10.0 28.4 26.1%

Although previous studies suggest tiabu petered out in the course of time (Chapter
2), it is apparent from Table 9 that there is reacldecline during the eighteenth century
in my play corpus. Adding to that, the average getage offHou to you in each decade

shows great variation without pattern, comparethéoprevious studies | have shown in

Chapter 2 (Table 10):
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Table 10: The percentage ™oU in previous studies on dramds.

Busse Walker Johnson | Mitchell | Present
(2002) (2007) (1966) (1971) study
1560
1570
24%
1580
1590
1600
41%
1610 40%
26%
1620 25%
1630
1640
1650
1660 10% 19%
1670 16%
1680
9%
1690
1700 22%
1710 18% 53%
1720 24%
1730 5% 30%
1740 12%
1750 50%
1760 1%
10%
1770 39%
1780 26%

This wide variation of percentage seems to resuth the vast differences among dramas.

Most of the works in my data have either large (eM#6) or very small (less than 10%)

% Among these previous works, Walker deals with adiggzonly while the others include
several genres of dramas (tragedies, histories etc.
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percentage offHou. When we separate the works into two groups agugrtb the
percentage ofHou, one thing becomes noticeable; all of the workst&@ioing a large
proportion ofrHou are tragedies, while all of the comedies contamall proportion of
THou (between 0.1% and 11.9%). This is in accord witiaw found in my pilot study
(Chapter 3). The difference in genre can be shoererolearly in Figure 10 (the first ten

plays (in the lighter shade) are tragedies andtiter ten plays (in the darker shade) are

comedies):

Figure 10: The percentage ™ouU to YoU in the tragedies and the comedies.

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0% 70.0% 80.0% 90.0%

Penitent 1 76.1%
Shore 1 55.2%
Busiris 1 50.7%

Revenge 1 44.2%

Merchant =—= 11.4%

Curiosity 1 48.3%

Douglas 1 71.6%

Agis 1 77.4%
Grecian 1 77.7%

Sisters 1 26.1%
Careless 4.0%

Tender 5.2%

Stake 3.1%
Conscious 4.2%
Foundling 12.1%

GilBlas | 0.1%
Jealous 1 0.5%
Clandestine m 1.5%
Good-Natur'd = 1.3%

Stoops 1 0.5%

There are two exceptional tragedies with compaggtidow percentage offHOU;

Merchant(11.4%) andSisters(26.1%). | will discuss them further in the sentdelow.
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4.3. Genre and medium

4.3.1. Genre

The style of tragedies and comedies differs sigaifily in the eighteenth century;
comedies tend to deal with a contemporary sethng@se while tragedies were written
in verse and ‘ordinarily set in the romantic past;days of old”, and its heroes are (for
example) a fifteenth-century king or a fourteengimtary Earl of Northumberland’

(McIntosh 1994: 69).

Several previous studies point out the infaeeaf genre on the use of second person
person pronouns. Mitchell (1971) shows that in &etire corpus tragedies contain a
higher number ofHou (35% on average), while the number is low in coee 4% on
average) (1971: 56) Ulrich Busse reveals thatou appears more frequently in
Shakespearean comedies than in histories or treg€2002: 38). | have conducted a pilot
study with a small corpus with one main playwrighénry Fielding, to verify this point
(Chapter 3). It has shown that Fielding changesstyie according to the genre of his
plays; he used very few examplestabu in his comedyModern(1732) and farcé\F
(1734) while he used it quite often in his pseudgediesCovent(1732) andl'T (1736).
The percentage afHou in his comedies is closer to that in comediestamitoy other
authors than that in his tragedies. We can condiaae the data above that the influence

of genre on the use oHou is much bigger than an individual authors’ ididlec

4.3.2. Verse and prose
Another factor important in the use of pronounthe&media, i.e. verse or prose, and this

seems to be the reason wMgrchanthas exceptionally low percentagerabu (11.4%);

39 | will deal with this increase afHou in Mitchell’s data further in Chapter 6.
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it is the only tragedy written almost entirely irope in my corpus. The figure is even
more striking when compared witburiosity (48.3%), a tragedy written by the same
author. These two tragedies have many things imoam- they were written by the same
author, in the same decade, dealing with middlssctaharacters in England — the only
difference is the medium. For this reason, theg@age irMerchantis closer to that in
the comedies in my corpus (which are written elytire prose) than that in the other
tragedies (which are written in verse). One exoepts concerns medium &isters
(26.1%). This has a comparatively low frequenchiaigh it is written entirely in verse.

| will discuss this play further in 4.4 below.

Ulrich Busse reveals that the majority of the Sisplearean plays show a
preponderance aiHou in verse and ofou in prose; 79.44% of all appearancestabu
are found in verse while 29.77% of all appearamdesou are in verse (2002: 66-67).
His statement seems to be applicable to my datahich 89.0% of occurrences tiou

are in verse while 17.6% gbu are in verse, as shown bel6%:

Table 11: Frequency aHou andyou per 1,000 words in verse and prose.

THOU You THOU %
verse 18.8 14.0] 57.3%
prose 1.4 34.9 3.9%
verse % 93.0%| 28.7%

My data show that the gap has widened compared Wiitbh Busse’s data with verse,

with a 14% greater proportion aHou appearing in verse while there is not much

0 Prose includes all of the comedies and the mgjofiMerchant Some comedies have a few
sentences written in verse (often appearing asiriyoouplet to mark the end of an act) but
there are no occurrences of second person singudaouns. Verse includes a few
paragraphs a¥lerchant(which includes 1xHou and 5xvou) and all of the other tragedies.
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difference invyou towards prose. One explanation for this is thatuke of verse and
prose in eighteenth-century English plays becameemigid than in Shakespearean
works. Although he wrote 11 plays almost exclusiviel verse (over 90% of the entire
play), Shakespeare employed both verse and priselimstories, tragedies and comedies
(Busse 2002: 67-69). To take examples fidamlet(72.5% in verse (Busse 2002: 68)),
Hamlet speaks in prose when he pretends to beensawl his friends Rosencrantz and
Guildenstern speak in prose when chatting with ‘rianlet (speaking in prose) while
they speak in verse when seeing King Claudius.@nother hand, eighteenth-century
comedies were written in prose and tragedies isevaimost exclusively.

Another difference in the use of media betw8bakespeare and eighteenth-century
dramatists is characterisation. Ulrich Busse poiotd that some characters in
Shakespearean dramas speak entirely in verse s pegardless of the genre of the play
they appear. For example, inn keepers, servartleypand chambermaids speak entirely
in prose (2002: 65). In my eighteenth-century tdige in verse, on the other hand, all
characters including the lower class speak exaiysin verse while all of the characters
speak in prose in the comedies. This is because veais associated with tragedies in the
eighteenth century. Branam explains that eighteeettiury tragedians used blank verse

entirely because it was considered as the langofaigagedies:

The eighteenth century had more definite ideastabeuproper language of tragedy than
simple understandability. [...] Blank verse was, tigbout the eighteenth century,
regarded as the proper medium for tragedy.

(1956: 74)

Branam also points out that some eighteenth-cerdgdapters thought it unsuitable to

have prose in Shakespeare’s texts:
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Shakespeare had followed the general practicelmivimlg only his clowns and lower-
class characters to speak in prose, but he hade®ot consistent in this. Some adapters
(particularly those writing in the first half of éheighteenth] century) conscientiously
eliminated the prose passages in the tragediesSfakespeare]. [...] Prose was
occasionally admitted in the speech of a servanttwer lower-class person, but scarcely
ever in the speech of an important character.

(1956: 74-75)

ConsideringrHou appears very frequently in verse, i.e. in theddigs (Table 11), both
THou and verse are strongly associated with tragedss] eighteenth-century
playwrights used these to create a grave archgie stiitable for the genre, rather than
using them to suit characters’ traits and the aphere of the scenes, as Shakespeare did.
| will discuss this point further in Chapters 5 &kl
Although the percentage ofiou appearing in verse is high (93.0%Hou only
accounts for 57.3% of the entire amount of secagrdgn singular pronouns in verse
(Table 11). There are two possible reasons for @i is that although their useteiou
is more rigid than in Shakespeare, the eighteeatitacy playwrights still try to
differentiate the use afHou andyou, especially regarding social class system To take
an example, servants useu to their master/mistress and receiw®u and their use of
THOU to their master/mistress is mostly confined tal@sind apostrophe. Below is a case
in point:
[Alonzo confides his concern to his slave Zangagéapretends to be a loyal slave, but
hides his grudge against Alonzo for conqueringcoigntry and enslaving him.]
ALONzO: Come near m&anga
For | dare open all my Heatrt to thee. [...]
ZANGA: We hear, my Lord, that in that Action too,
Your interposing Arm preserv’'d his Life.

ALONzO: It did — with more than the Expence of Mine;
For oh! this Day is mention’d for their Nuptials.
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But see, she comes! I'll take my leave, and die.
ZANGA: [Aside.] Hadst thou a thousand Lives, thy Death would geas.
Unhappy Fate! My Country overcome!
(Revengd.l)

I will look into the use ofHou in aside and apostrophe further in Chapter 7.

Another reason whyHou accounts for only a little over half of the numbésecond
person pronouns in tragedies is that there is @gedy in verse with a comparatively
smaller percentage ofou (Sisters 26.1%), which slightly lowers the overall perceye
of THou in verse. Sinc&istersis the last play in our corpus (1783) the lateedatght

affect the figure. I will discuss this point furthie 4.4.

One point worth noting is that the percentafjgHou in some of the eighteenth-
century tragedies exceeds that in Shakespearapaties, despite the fact that the use of
THou in Standard English declined over the intervencenturies. According to
Freedman, who studigsiou andyou in Shakespearean plays, the percentagead to
the whole figure of second person pronouns (inclgdiluralyou) is 31% in comedies,
42% in tragedies, and 47% in histories. This differe is even more striking to see that
the highest percentage mfou among all Shakespearean plays is 66%dward I (in
regards to tragedies, the highest is 60%R@meo and Juli¢i{2007: 19). Even when we
include pluralyouin our data, both the highest and the averagesptages ofHouU in
the eighteenth-century tragedies are higher thasettof Shakespeare; the average is

51.7% and the highest percentage is 74.2%eimitent
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Table 12: The percentage Biou to You andyou (pl.) in the tragedies.

Title THOU toyou (pl. + sg.)
Penitent 74.2%
Jane Shore 53.1%
Busiris 48.0%
Revenge 43.1%
Merchant 10.9%
Curiosity 46.2%
Douglas 70.4%
Agis 71.6%
Grecian 70.2%
Sisters 25.5%

I will discuss the relationship between Shakespeane the eighteenth-century

playwrights further in Chapters 5 and 10.

4.4. Chronological difference or idiolect?
In this section | will discuss whether the timespas affected the use of second person
pronouns. Because the usetabu died out in the course of time in Standard English
(Beal 2004 etc.), the percentage miou is expected to decline over time if a
chronological factor affects my data. Here | tréda¢ tragedies and the comedies
separately due to the big gap between the two g€ara.1).

Judging from the results shown in Figure 1€ can possibly say that there is a slight
decline oftHou over the time in the comedies. The frequencyHafu per 1,000 words
in the comedies written before 1750 is 2.2 while 0.3 in the comedies after 1750. This
might indicate that althoughHou was kept in use as a special pronoun in eighteenth
century theatres, the use oiou became more and more limited in the course of the

century. | will look at the individual use oHou andyou in the comedies in Chapter 6.
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The tragedies do not show a clear declinenduhie century. The frequencymfou
THOU to You in Grecianwritten in 1772 (77.7%) is as high Benitentin 1706 (76.1%).
There might be a slight influence of idiolect otraars’ taste’! For example, Home uses
THOU quite often (over 70%) in both of his plays whiteung usegHou around 50% in
his plays. However, the percentageaiebu is not similar in two other plays by the same
author (e.g. Murphy). Other important factors seeive influencing the regulation of the
use oftHou andyou in tragedies. | will perform closer analyses a$ tlisage in Chapter
5.

One interesting finding is that in Murphy&sters which has comparatively few
instances ofHoU (26.1%),THOU is used very inconsistently. The pronoun switdhas
THOU to YOu even within one utterance. Considering that thihé last work of Murphy
and it was written eleven years after another ttpgiealing with ancient Greed@recian

(1772), which still has a high percentageaiedu (77.7%), he might have felt the decline

41 An idiolect is ‘The linguistic system used by awlividual speaker (including features of
pronunciation, grammar, lexical items and pragnsatitlamas et al. 2006: 216). Coulthard
argues that speakers has their own idiolect, ifierent sets of vocabulary and preferences;

Every speaker has a very large active vocabulaityuquover many years, which
will differ from the vocabularies others have saniy built up, not only in terms of
actual items but also in preferences for seleatgrtpin items rather than others.
Thus, whereas in principle any speaker/writer cggmany word at any time,
speakers in fact tend to make typical and indiviithgaco-selections of preferred
words.’

(2004: 432)

In this study | consider an idiolect as a uniqueo$@references as well as vocabulary of
individual author. An idiolect can affect the cheiof personal pronouns. To take an instance,
Evans (2011) studies Queen Elizabeth’s idioledibioyssing on several linguistic factors
including the replacement gé by you
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of THou even in the language of the theatre and did nelt tfee need to useHou

consistently to add archaic atmosphere to his play.

4.5. Cases of pronouns

In this section | investigate whether syntactic cions have an influence on the
frequency oftHou and You. Previous studies employ different categorisabonthis
subject (e.g. Mitchell (1971) using pronoun formssse (2002) using sentence types).

In this study, | follow Walker (2007) and emploetfollowing four categories:

(1) subjective (appositive, subject, subject conrmaet, vocative)
(2) objective (direct, indirect or prepositionaljedx)
(3) possessive determiner
(4) possessive pronoun
(adapted from Walker 2007: 260)

| agree with Walker that subdividing objective iimdirect object and direct object would
be time-consuming and not worth the effort. Consndethat the distinction between
dative and accusative has been lost by the enedftiddle English period (Lass 1999:
147), categorising objects (iyouandtheg in one category would suffice. As in Walker
(2007), | separate possessive determingagir( thy/thing and possessive pronouns
(yours thine) to see if the differences of positions and foafisct their choices.

There is one proviso about my data classificati@mitive formthy becomeshine
before a vowel (e.ghine eyesin some works, as in Shakespeare’s time (cf. 82662),
but not consistently. | will discuss this pointdain 4.5.1 below. As in 4.2, ambiguous
contracted form&e, d'ye andy’ are excluded from the data.

One remarkable point is that the playwrightmly corpus are very precise about the
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the cases afHou andyou. They correctly use the nominative and obliqueesagTHOU
(i.e. without confusion ofhouandtheg and the number of the subject (reou refers
to a single person only). Additionallgtiou concords with the verbal endingt-most of
the time. In the older times there was confusiotwbenthou andthee although it
occurred much less frequently than confusion betweandyou Both Shakespeare and
Marlowe usedheeas a subject, e.g. ‘what hdlseedone’ The Jew of Maltd056) (Lass
1999: 154) (see also 2.1). Adding to thattrasu fell out of use from everybody speech,
there was a case of mistake in conamadst yous attested in one of Sir Thomas More’s
letters (Lass 1999: 151). The eighteenth-centuayndtists’ accurate use ofiou might
suggest that the case systemdu has become quite rigid, possibly because of gee ri
of prescriptivism (2.1). Sundby et al. show thatewnous eighteenth-century grammars
condemned the wrong concordrefou and second person plural form of verbs (ggu
shall, thou will), or you and second person singular form of verbs (gog. lovestyou
shalp).*2

The figure below shows the percentagea+aiu to the whole figure ofHou and

YOU in each case:

42 47 grammar books point out the combinatiomadu and second person pronouns as wrong
(Sundby et al. 1991: 153-154) and 26 grammar booksgemn the concord gbu and
second person singular form of verbs (Sundby et91: 155-156).

103



Figure 11: The percentage ™iou to YOU and their cases in the tragedies and the comedies.
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THoU appears with the objective case slightly moredesdly than the others in tragedies

(63%) and in comedies (5%) but the reason forighisiclear. There is no conspicuously

frequent collocation. There does not seem to bestnoyg trend in the other cases. The

absence of possessive prondhinein comedies is probably a coincidence, rather than

proof of its non-existence.HDu is very rarely used in comedies, and the possessiv

pronoun itself is a rare form (taking up only 1%iloé entire figure ofHou andyou in

comedies)? Walker reached a similar conclusion that the ssticdunctions of pronouns

pronouns do not have an influence on the selectiGgecond person singular pronouns,

*3 The frequency ofHou andyou per 1,000 words is as follows:

Tragedies Comedies
THOU | YOU | THOU | YOU
Subijective 58.1156.0) 4.7|159.4
Objective 49.1|28.6| 4.7| 91.2
possessive determiner 62.8| 65.0f 2.7 88.9
possessive pronoun 27| 2.0 0.0 3.2
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and in her dataHou shows a constant decline over the centuries rexsdf its cases

(2007: 284).

4.5.1. Thy vsthine

Thinewas used before a noun starting with a vowel @vélme eighteenth century as well
as sixteenth century, but its appearance was ratipedictablé? Ulrich Busse reveals
thatthine tends to collocate with the following words andaves not a free variation of
thy in Shakespeare’s timage arm, ear, eye oathanduncle(2002: 233). Walker shows
thatown, earandeyeclearly favourthine while uncle prefersthy (2007: 263). It should
be noted thathine never appears in comedies written between 1680-itv&er corpus
(2007: 264). In my eighteenth-century corptnine occurs fourteen times, all of which
are with a word starting with a vowel. On the othand, there are 82 occurrenceshyf

with a vowel or a silerit. The below is a list of cognatestbfy andthine

Thine + vowel (11x): ear/ears (3x), eminence, eye/eggy error, exaltation, own (2x)

Thy + vowel (82x): absence, absurdity, account, astiafflictions (2x), aged, agonies,
aid (3x), Altamont, anxious, appointed, arm/arms)(artifice, arts, assistance (2x),
avenging, awful, ears, ease, efforts, embrace, @mmnt, end (2x), enemies, erring,
exalted, excuse, eyes (11x), honest, ignoble, mahy infamy, ingratitude, innocence,
insatiate, inspiration, insulting, offence, officenly, onward, oracle, own (21x),
unconscious, unequaled, unexperienced, ungratefiiappy, unmanly, untimely,
upbraiding

The list above clearly shows thiity is much more favoured with most of the words

starting with a vowel. There is no word which occunore frequently withhine and

4 E.g. Adair (2016) mentions Swift ustiéne as both a predicative pronoun and a possessive
adjective before words beginning with a vowel (20183).
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eveneyesandown occur more frequently witthy. Thineoccurs only in four tragedies:
Agis (2x), Douglas(5x), Jane Shorg¢1x) andRevengé2x). Althoughthine has not died
out in our period, its use was more restricted thaBhakespeare’s time, and it seems it

was becoming less frequent.

4.6. Summary

In this chapter | have looked at the overall trefithe use ofHou andyou in the entire
corpus. Despite the fact theiou had declined in Standard English over the coufse o
time, the percentage ofiou is still high in the tragedies. In fact, their pentage is higher
than that in Shakespearean plays. It seems thaighéenth-century playwrights tried
to imitate Shakespearean style by using a gravearstyle in their tragedies but did not
haveTHou in their own personal pronoun system, so they éngeoverusingHou. On

the other hand, in the comedies the percentagea is quite low.

Although genre seems to play an important tbke more crucial factor affecting the
use of second person pronouns is medium. Mosteofrlgedies were written in verse
and all of the comedies were written in prose. €hsrone tragedy written in prose
(Merchan}, and its percentage ofiou is remarkably low — as low as in comedies.

The chronological difference is not large, thére seems to be a slight decline of
THOU over the course of time in each genre. Still,dliierences between two genres or
two media are much greater.

| focused on the syntactic functions of secpedson singular pronouns in 4.5. It
was proven that they have almost no effect onréguiency offHou andyou.

From these findings, one hypothesis can bamralaywrights in the eighteenth

century learned the use Tiou, possibly from works by Shakespeare and otheroasith

106



in an older period, asHou was not a part of the personal pronoun systenrdmary
English in this century. | will explore the diffetee of the usage ofHouU in
Shakespearean works and eighteenth-century playsoire detail in the following

chapters.
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5. THou andyou in the tragedies

We have seen in Chapters 2, 3 and 4that tends to appear much more frequently in
the tragedies than in the comedies, although tisesiegreat variation from play to play.
Adding to that, previous studies on other genrggakthattHou is also rare in other
genres (Walker (2007) on depositions and trial i@€p In order to investigate why the
tragedies have a peculiarly high frequencyrafu compared to the comedies, | will focus
on the use ofHou andyou in the eighteenth-century tragedies in this chajpiestly, |

will look at the data quantitatively, paying spéeatentions to the gender and class of the
characters. Secondly, | will discuss some individizeses of the marked use of second
person singular pronouns (bottou and THou) qualitatively, trying to provide
explanations of the usage when possible. Finallgilido a case study usintane Shorg

a drama written under the strong influence of Skp&are, to see the Bard’s influence on

the language of the eighteenth-century trageties.

5.1. Quantitative study

5.1.1. Gender

Previous studies show that the gender of the speakkthe addressee can affect the use
of second person singular pronouns; women tendséor@au more often than men do
(1.2.1). Roger Brown and Gilman list sex as on¢heffactors inducing power (1960:
255) and solidarity (1960: 258), which determine tise of personal pronouns. Women’s
power can be weaker than that of men, so women tnaigbiress men agou while
receivingTHou from them.

Turning our attention to diachronic studies, Johnstates that women tend to use

4 Some parts of Chapter 5 and 6 will be publisheN@somiya (2014).
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you more often than men in her drama corpus betweersittieenth and seventeenth
centuries (1966: 268-269). Walker points out thaimen’s status was inferior to that of
men, being considered as dependents of men (28Dpan2 shows a similar result in the
comedies published between 1560 and 1719 in h@usoi2007: 178). However, she
points out this difference might be influenced liies factors such as emotion (2007:
232-233). Shiina, who studies comedies in sevettieand eighteenth-century England,
shows that the power difference between men andemoim Early Modern England

makes them take different politeness strategiesidilking to the opposite sex:

The gender difference between interlocutors of sjipasexes, in that the ratio of the
female use of deferential vocatives to the maleeste is higher than the other way
around, can be explained by the hierarchical asymnietween men and women in
patriarchal society, in which the female is sitddtaver in status than the male.
(2005a: 212)

My pilot study shown in Chapter 3 also indicatest ttihe female characters tend to use
You more often than the male characters do. In omeee if gender affects the use of
THou andyou in my data, | firstly look at the gender of speakehen investigate the
gender of both speakers and their addressees.

In order to focus on the interlocutors’ genderspsmccurrences are excluded from
the data; the speeches in which the speaker dadsiow the hearer’s gender/identity
are excluded in the data below. To take an examptég following scene the addressee
has not entered the scene when the speaker uitelisidy so the hearer’s identity is

unknown to the speaker (and also to the audience):

[Philotas is guarding a cave at night. He noticesnebody approaching to the cave.]
PHILOTAS: What daring step
Sounds on the flinty rock? Stand there; what ho!
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Speak, ere thou dar’st advance?
[EnterEuphrasia with a Lanthorn in her hand.]
EUPHRASIA: __Thou needfist fear;
It is a friend approaches.
(Grecian2.1)

Philotas cannot see the person who is approachmds addressee is categorised as
‘unknown’ and excluded from the data of gender atebs? In contrast, Euphrasia
knows who is there (she can probably see him wathldmtern), so the addressee of her
THou is known (male, middle class) and included in rayad Another case of exclusion
is when the addressee is a supernatural beingmhmman object such as a bower or a
star. Most of them do not have a specific gendet,even if they have one, it is not likely
that they would be treated in the same way as ardamale human characters. Addresses

to non-human beings will be treated in Chaptemtien the sections on apostroghe.

The data forHou andyou in the tragedies are shown in Table 13 below:

46 Mulholland suggests that King LearTHoU tends to be employed when the social status of
the addressee is in doubt (1987: 160). PhilotasaisHou in this scene might be motivated
by the same reason.

47 N.B. there is a difference in choice of secongpermplural pronouns when addressing
supernatural or non-human addressees. While thankeah vocative form to address human
beings in the plural igouy, non-human addressees recsjgenost of the time. See Chapter 7
for further discussions.
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Table 13: The frequency oHou andyou per 1,000 words spoken by male and female
characters in the tragedies.

Male Female

Title Author | year| THOU | YOU | THOU % | | THOU | YOU | THOU %
Penitent Rowe 1706 20.7| 4.1 84% 72| 4.9 60%
Shore 1714 10.0| 124 45% 95| 4.1 70%
Busiris Young 1719| 10.7| 10.5 51% 3.2| 3.8 46%
Revenge 1721 13.5| 14.3 49% 1.6| 6.5 20%
Merchant ) 1731 2.3]13.2 15% 0.6| 95 6%
Curiosity Hillo 1736| 10.7| 9.3 53% 29| 55 34%
Douglas Home 1756 72| 4.4 62% 12.1| 3.6 7%
Agis 1758| 12.5| 4.0 76% 74| 2.1 78%
Grecian 1772 14.1| 4.2 77% 51| 1.8 74%
: Murphy

Sisters 1786 5.7| 15.9 26% 3.3/ 12.3 21%

There is a lot of variation in the data, as in dherall data of the tragedies (Chapter 4).
Even plays written by the same author have diffiepattern. To take one example from
Rowe’s plays, female characters us&@u more frequently inPenitentwhile male
characters employHou more often irShore There is no chronological pattern observed
in either gendeMerchantand Sistershave remarkably low percentageTefou in the
both genders. While the reason wiiferchanthas the lowest percentage is that it is
written in prose, which is associated with non-icaggyle (4.3.2), the reason for the low
frequency ofSistersis unknown (4.3).

There seems to be a gender difference invigeks: Penitent Shore Revenge
Curiosity, Douglas The gender difference is especially largePenitent Shoreand
RevengeThe male characters use mor®u than the female characters doPenitent
(84%, 60%) andRevengd49%, 20%). One possible explanation is that taerfemale
characters in these two plays have similar traitsewly-wed upper-class young woman

who mainly talks with her father and husband. Trhight cause the imbalance of the
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percentage ofHou in these two plays, for previous studies show wotead to address
their fathers and husbands witlou while receivingTHou from them (e.g. Johnson
1966)% However, it should be noted that similarity in cheters does not always bring
about a similar result. The main female charact8usirisalso has a similar background
but there is little difference between male chamacand the female characters (51% and
46%). InShore on the other hand, the female characterstuee more frequently than
the male characters do. There are two female cteasaa the play, who are close friends
and address each otherta®u. This increases the numbertfou used by the female
character irShore These women use bothiou andyou to male characters, as shown
below (Table 14 and Figure 12), which also contabuo the dominance agHou in
female speeches.

Now let us have a look at the relationshipaieein the choice of second person

singular pronouns and the gender of speakers anddtidressee:

48 Additionally, their class might affect their cheiof second person pronouns; Stein argues
upper-class charactersking Leartend to use you to their spouses (2003: 279)ll1 wi
discuss the relationship between the choice ofquoga and the class of characters in 5.1.2
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Table 14: The frequency aHou andyou Table 15: The frequency aHou andyou

per 1,000 words in female characters’ per 1,000 words in male characters’ speech.
speecH? THOU YOU  THOU %

THOU YOU THOU % Penitent M-F | 9.64 2.39 80%
Penitent F-F | 0.80 0.55 59% 1706 M-M | 11.95 1.66 87%
1706 F-M | 6.44 4.36 60% Shore M-F | 8.24 6.88 55%
Shore F-F | 3.83 0.06 98% 1714 M-M | 1.75 5.51 24%
1714 F-M | 5.64 4.02 58% Busiris M-F | 4.39 3.76 53%
Busiris  F-F |- - - 1719 M-M | 6.36 6.65 49%
1719 F-M | 3.24 3.76 46% Revenge M-F | 4.37 2.62 63%
Revenge F-F |- - - 1721 M-M | 9.15 11.60 44%
1721 F-M | 157 6.47 20% Merchant M-F | 0.97 7.10 12%
Merchant F-F 0 1.14 0% 1731 M-M | 1.31 6.08 18%
1731 F-M| 0.63 8.41 7% Curiosity M-F 4,10 1.52 73%
Curiosity F-F | 0.19 3.43 5% 1736 M-M | 658 7.82  46%
1736 F-M | 2.67 2.10 56% Douglas M-F | 2.76 2.07 57%
Douglas F-F | 0.83 3.10 21% 1756 M-M | 4.48 2.34 66%
1756 F-M | 11.24 0.48 96% Agis M-F | 2.43 0.59 80%
Agis F-F | 1.84 0.07 96% 1758 M-M | 10.07 3.45 74%
1758 F-M| 5.58 1.98 74% Grecian M-F | 6.76 2.43 74%
Grecian F-F | 0.13 0.07 67% 1772 M-M | 7.35 1.77 81%
1772 F-M| 492 1.71 74% Sisters M-F | 3.33 12.28 19%
Sisters F-F | 0.68 3.38 17% 1786 M-M | 5.67 1587 35%
1786 F-M | 2.65 8.90 23%

4% There are no speeches contairiAgu or andRevenge
YOU between female charactersHasiris
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Figure 12: The percentage miou according to the gender of speaker and addresgbe i
tragedies.
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There does not seem to be an overall pattern ofpdreentage offHou or the
relationship between the usetefou and the gender of speakers and addressees. The
influence of the gender of addressees can be adsersome works, but which gender
receives morgHou depends on the play. Also, whether the gendereo§peaker and
addressee are same or not does not have strotigrshap with the usage aHou.
The percentage aHou from a man to a woman and that from a woman t@aa i®
similar only inGrecian and there are no plays in which the percentagei@d by a
man to a woman and that by a woman to a man aresalime same (Figure 12).

In conclusion, the gender difference in theicé of second person singular
pronoun is not evident in my data. The differenec®ag plays seems to be due to the
playwrights’ preference, rather than due to spegfitterns based on gender. There are

some characters who choose to use one form mayaeindly to one gender, but not
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all characters follow the same pattern.

5.1.2. Class

5.1.2.1. Classification of classes

The two forms of second person pronouns are thaogkflect the social relationships
between interlocutors. Roger Brown and Gilman ()}%Que that ‘power’ (a non-
symmetrical relationship between superior and iafgr and ‘solidarity’ (a
symmetrical relationship between equals) determinether a speaker choosesu

or you. Walker shows that power based on higher socied, respecially between the
top and bottom sections of the social hierarchg, &a influence on the choice of
pronouns in her corpus (2007: 186, 294).

Before starting the discussion, | would likeebgplain what classifications of
‘class’ | used, which is an important factor in thesis. My classification of class and
status follows Shiina (2005a) and Walker (2007}hkbaf whom include eighteenth-
century comedies in their corpora. However, | haweplified their categories into
four: upper, upper-middle, middle and lower (Tab8d. Some texts under discussion
deal with ancient and/or foreign settings, butdéhxied to assign the same role system
to them to allow comparison of my results with othrks (Cf. Byrne 1937: 146-
158). It can be hypothesised that playwrights mayehassigned some contemporary
style of talking according to the characters’ atther than creating completely new
styles and classes for their ancient plays. To takexample fronfgis, a story of
ancient Sparta, the actual relationship betweerkitigg and his soldiers would have

been different from that in eighteenth-century Engl, but here, I try to put characters
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into a roughly equivalent category, such as Gregezor as Upper and Greek citizens

as Middle.

Table 16: The classification of classes and categam eighteenth-century dramas.
description of

Category subcategorny example
subcategory

ul nobility royalty, duke, baron, feudal lord

Upper U2 knights and baronetsknight, baronet
(Sin
upper-middle UM gentry gentry

M1 wealthy merchants andretailer, clergyman, medical
Middle those in profession doctor, citizen, military officer

M2 craftsmen and farmers weaver, tailor, blacksmith,

innkeeper

L1 servants servant, labourer, chambermaid

Lower L2 unemployed and whore, thief, unemployed

criminals

Although aristocrats (Upper) and gentry (Upper-M&jdare similar in the point that
they earn income not by manual labour, but by lawtership (Walker 2007: 25),
there is a clear difference between gentry andother groups, such as the use of
address terms such as ‘your lordship’ and ‘youhhégs’ to the former.

Because this analysis of class focusses partigutariinterpersonal dynamics,
non-human objects such @edand addresses to the speaker him/herself aredectiu

from the data. These will be treated in a futuuelgt

Another thing which needs to be explained is tresmtmof unknown and
assumed identity. As in the gender data, addressebaracters whose identity is

unknown to the speaker are excluded from the datather case which needs to be
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treated with caution is a character with an assuitkextity; Norval inDouglas He
first appears as a shepherd’s son, but in Act aloither reveals his true identity as the
son of a feudal lord Douglas, telling him not toeal it to anybody els€. While
Norval/Douglas considers himself as a lord froomtba, most of the characters treat
him as the shepherd’s son Norval until the enchefglay. | treat Norval/Douglas as
two characters, Norval (lower-class, shepherd) &wdiglas (upper-class, lord),

depending on what the speaker thinks of him.

Table 17: The identity of Norval and Dougladinuglas

name occupation genderclass | characters who know this identity

Norval | shepherd/knight male lower| Glenalvon, Lord Randolph

Douglas| lord male upper Anna, Lady Randolph, Old Norva

Since Glenalvon and Lord Randolph never learn afviliés true origin, their address
to him is always considered as an address to Nokgalegards Norval/Douglas as a
speaker, he is treated as an upper-class chafiaetethe point when he learns his true

identity.

*0 He is referred as Douglas in the stage directiomise fifth act.
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5.1.2.2. Data and analysis

Table 18: The frequency ofHou andyou per 1,000 words according to the class of the
characters.

Title Class | THOU | YOU | THOU %
Lower | 0.18]| 1.04 15%
Penitent | Middle | - - -

Upper | 27.74| 7.92 78%
Lower | 0.00| 0.39 0%
Shore Middle | 13.69| 8.56 0%
Upper 5.77| 8.17 41%
Lower | - - -

Busiris | Middle| 7.11| 10.75 0%
Upper 6.88| 3.52 66%
Lower | 3.73| 11.48 25%
Revenge | Middle | - - -
Upper | 11.36| 9.21 55%

Lower 0.06| 2.16 3%
Merchant| Middle | 2.84| 22.22 11%
Upper | - - -

Lower 0.00| 3.30 0%
Curiosity | Middle| 7.84| 5.57 58%
Upper 0.00| 0.00] -
Lower | 1.59| 4.34 27%
Douglas | Middle | - - -
Upper | 17.72| 3.66 83%

Lower | - - -

Agis Middle | 15.36| 5.22 75%
Upper | 4.56| 0.88 84%
Lower | - - -

Grecian | Middle| 5.51| 1.62 7%
Upper | 15.95| 5.07 76%
Lower | - - -

Sisters | Middle| 1.35| 2.08 39%
Upper | 6.66| 18.74 26%
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As Table 18 shows, there is a clear tendency ftawer-class characters to us®u
least frequently. There is no play in which thecpetage offHou by the lower class

exceeds that by the middle or the upper class.

5.1.2.3. Lower class

Table 19: The frequency @Hou andyou per 1,000 words spoken by the lower class in
tragedies.

Lower > Lower Lower-> Middle Lower—> Upper

THOU | YOU | THOU % | THOU | YOU | THOU % [ THOU | YOU | THOU %
Penitent | - - - - - - 0.18 1.04 15%
Shore - - - 0| 0.39 0% | - - -
Busiris | - - - - - - - - -
Revenge| 0.41| 0.99 29%| - - - 3.32| 10.49 24%
Merchant 0| 051 0%| 0.06| 1.65 3% - - -
Curiosity | - - - 0| 5.53 0% - - -
Douglas | 0.14| 0.07 67%| - - - 1.45| 4.28 25%
Agis - - - - - - - - -
Grecian | - - - - - - - - -
Sisters | - - - - - - - - -

Lower-class characters emplogu more frequently thamHou in all of the tragedies
exceptDouglas When we look at the data of speaker and addresssely, however,
there are instances when lower-class charactem-aseto their superiors (Table 19).
These include servants addressing their mastdf.lbok at the contexts further below.
It is also revealed that lower-class charactersreme likely to us@Hou to their peers

(another lower-class character) rather than topgeuclass or middle class character.
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5.1.2.4. Middle class

Table 20:THOU andyou spoken by middle-class characters in the tragedies

Middle > Lower Middle-> Middle Middle > Upper

THOU | YOU | THOU % | THOU | YOU | THOU % | THOU | YOU | THOU %
Penitent | - - - - - - - - -
Shore 0]0.13 0% 8.56| 4.87 64%| 5.13| 3.57 59%
Busiris | - - - 5.61| 5.89 49% 1.50( 4.85 24%
Revenge | - - - - - - - - -
Merchant 0|0.85 0% 2.84| 21.37 12%| - - -
Curiosity | 4.10| 1.05 80% 9.05| 8.29 52%| - - -
Douglas | - - - - - - - - -
Agis 0.15 0 100%| 12.57| 3.82 77% 2.65| 1.40 65%
Grecian |- - - 1.38| 0.26 84%| 3.54|1.18 75%
Sisters | - - - 0.10| 0.10 50% 1.25] 1.98 39%

In the case of middle class characters, the clagsanh is less clear. They sometimes

useTHoU as well ayou to upper-class and middle-class characters ()leThis is

probably because class division between the ugpss-and the middle-class is vague,
especially in the tragedies set outside Brifaiffor example, soldiers (classified as

‘middle class’) appear as friends of a royal fan(ilypper class’) in the Greek tragedies

(Agis GrecianandSister$. Although they are aware of the royal family'atsts and

use honorifics such gsince, they exchangeHou with their royalty. This might show
the difficulty of assigning classes to charactautsiole British system. It would be

worth pointing out, however, that the tragediansiincorpus did use ‘British’ notions

°1 Cf. Byrne (1936), who uses the same categorieSliakespearean characters, regardless

of their nationality and background age. She pautsthat ‘citizens’ and ‘senators’

appearing in Shakespeare’ Roman plays were actigflicted as Englishmen and English

lords respectively (1936: 148, 154).

120




of hierarchy, for example using British addressnemy lord andsir (cf. Chapter 8)
and we cannot deny the possibility that they boetwhe British class system when
writing foreign plays.

In contrast to middle-class characters, lower-othssacters are clearly marked
as ‘servant’ or ‘slave’. Even when their mastetsctiem ‘friend’, their difference of
status cannot be overridden and lower-class clamstick torou (e.g. Alonzo and

his slave Zanga iRevengg

5.1.2.5. Upper-class

Table 21:THOU andYou spoken by upper class in the tragedies.

Upper-> Lower Upper> Middle Upper-> Upper

THOU | YOU | THOU % | THOU | YOU | THOU % | THOU | YOU | THOU %
Penitent | 0.31 0 100%| - - - 27.72| 7.92 78%
Shore - - - 5.45| 4.74 54%| 0.32| 3.44 9%
Busiris | - - - 4.22| 2.43 63%| 2.66| 1.10 71%
Revenge| 3.21| 0.23 93%| - - - 8.16| 8.98 48%
Merchant] - - - - - - - - -
Curiosity | - - - - - - - - -
Douglas | 7.31| 1.38 84%]| - - - 10.41| 2.28 82%
Agis - - - 2.28| 0.37 86%| 2.28| 0.51 82%
Grecian |- - - 63 18 78%| 10.11| 3.35 75%
Sisters | - - - 1.35/ 5.05 32%| 4.32| 13.69 23%

Among the three classes, the upper-class characensiou more frequently than
THou (Table 21). Both the number of the tokenstdu and the percentage ofiou
in the entire number of second person pronoundaager than that by lower-class
characters. However, even though upper-class deasamainly userHou to their

inferiors, they do not always choose it. This sggéhat the pronoun use is not rigidly
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determined by class and there was room to changeeoride the power difference.

5.2. Qualitative study

5.2.1. You as a marked form

The quantitative study shows thatou is an unmarked form in some eighteenth-
century tragedie$? This suggests that, unlike in present-day Standzmdlish,
speakers can choose to vs& to show their emotion or special relationshiphir
addressee. Such usevaiu was not found in my eighteenth-century comedy esrp
(cf. Chapter 7), but can be found in Shakespeaneaks. Byrne lists seven usage of
You (1936: 86), two of which can be considered asarked’ use ofou (in bold) as

shown below:

Youis used:

a) in courtesy, in well-bred intercourse, in courtlonversation, in formality, in
respect;

b) in businesslike exchange, by upper class eqoalgiends ordinarily;

¢) in coldness, in calm comment, in flattery of ainferior, in earnestness;

d) to a ruler, to a superior, to a master or NEstré0 a senior;

€) to a servant severely or in anger, to a servaof importance (Steward, special
messenger, etc.), with sir or sirrah;

f) to a child by parent, if child be of rank, or @@mmand, or severity, by child to
parent, by husband and wife ordinarily, by brotherslinarily, by cousins
ordinarily;

g) for the sake of rime.

(Byrne 1936: 86, emphasis added)

I will look at the usage similar to (c) and (e) abon my corpus, then deal with cases

which do not fall into these categories. Becausb@tcarcity of studies on the marked

%2 See 2.1.3 for the further discussions on markesithesory.
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use ofrou in eighteenth-century English dramas, | referttmies on Shakespearean

works when needed.

5.2.1.1. Distancing

Several studies on Shakespeare’s us@ofreveal thavou is used to mark distancing
and seriousness (Byrne 1936, Barber 1981, Free@f@netc.). Firstly, | will look at
distancingyou. Bruti shows that the axis of emotional attitude, ‘the locutor’s
affective disposition towards his interlocutor’ shen influence on the choiceiou

andyou (2000:35).

Figure 13: The axis of emotional attitude. (BruaDR: 35)
Emotional attitude

anger/contempt indifference/neutrality familiaritptimacy

«— —

Thou You Thou

While you is the neutral option (as shown in Figure 13), mg\rom THOU to YOU
can signal ‘distancing’ from the addressee: Y] turns into the marked option on
the axis of emotional attitude, where it signaless in terms of intimacy’ (2000: 38).

Bruti gives one example from Shakespeakasy Henry Vas follows:

KING HENRY: Marry, if you would put me to verses, or to dafmeyour sake, Kate,
why you undid me: for the one, | have neither wands measure, and for the
other, | have strength in measure, yet a reasomadéesure in strength. ... If thou

%3 |t would be more relevant to compare the data lmaBEethan plays not just
Shakespearean plays. However, due to the scafaigfevant studies on the usetwfou
andyou in Elizabethan tragedies (as far as | know, thestastudy on this subject is
Mitchell (1971)), | mostly look into studies on Hespearean plays.
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canst love a fellow of this temper, Kate, whosefasmot worth sunburning, that
never looks in his glass for love of any thing bBessthere, let thine eye be thy
cook | speak to thee plain soldier._if thou caonsel me for this take me; if not,
to say to thee that | shall die, is true; but for bove, by the lord no; yet | love
thee too. And while_thou livest, dear Kate, takellow of plain and uncoined
constancy, for he perforce must do thee rightf thou would have such a one,
take me; and take me, take a soldier; take a sptdiee a king. And what sayst
thou then to my love? Speak my fair, and fairlgrdy thee.

KATHERINE: Is it possible dat | sould love de enemy of Feghc

KING HENRY: No; it is not possible you should love the enarhfrance, Kate; but,
in loving me,_you should love the friend of Franize,| love France so well that
I will not part with a village of it;

(King Henry V quoted from Bruti 2000: 37, emphasis added)

Bruti explains that Henry opens their conversatigih unmarkedrou, then switches
to emotionaltTHou while courting her. However, Katherine, the Prex®f France
whose kingdom was defeated by Henry, treats hirdlgg¢symbolised by ‘enemy of
France’) and makes him switch backtw. Bruti explains Henry’s switch from+ou

to you as follows:

The use ofjoumay thus serve as a strategy for expressing v@degrees of distance
from the interlocutor on the axis of emotionaltatlie, which is here also a situational
prime requirement. This “distancingbuis a case of markedness reversal (cf. Shapiro
1983; Merlini Barbaresi 1996): on the axis of sbdiatanceyouwould be the most
natural option as the form of address used by sadeong themselves, but it turns
into the marked option on the axis of emotionatude, where it signals a loss in
terms of intimacy.

(2000: 38)

As shown above, switching (back) framou to You can represent the speaker’s wish
to distance themselves from the addressee. Thagfiingrou’ can be found in my

corpus too, as shown below:

124



[Lavinia and her husband Horatio are telling heotther Altamont about his fiancée’s
dishonesty. Altamont refuses to believe them des to leave the scene.]
ALTAMONT: Thou art my Sister, and | would not make thee

The lonely Mourner of a widdow'd Bed

Therefore thy Husband’s Life is safe; but warn him,

No more to know this Hospitable Roof. [...]

We must not meet; 'tis dangerous; farewel.

[He is ggi Lavinia holds him.]

LAVINIA:  StayAltamont my Brother stay, [...]

And speak one gentle Word to yddoratio.

Behold, his Anger melts, he longs to love you,

To call you Friend, then press you hard, with all

The tender, speechless Joy of Reconcilement.
ALTAMONT: It cannot, sha’'not be! —you must not hold me. [...]

Henceforth to trust my Heart with noné her;
Then own the Joys, which on her Charms attend,
Have more than paid me for my faithless Friend.
[Altamont bredksm Lavinia, and Exit.
(Penitent3.1)

Altamont addresses Lavinia @#asou while receivingyou from her, possibly as the
power difference in gender (cf. 5.1.%).They seem to be close, judging from
Altamont’s saying that he will not kill her husbasd that he will not grieve her,
despite the extremely rude speech he has jusvegtalVhen he is detained by Lavinia,
however, Altamont switches t@u to show distancing and coldness to his sister. He
determines not to believe his dear sister anddri@anmd also has to physically break

the hold of her, so he needs to distance himsath fner to do so.

* Altamont addresses Lavinia witiiou six times and witlyou once (as shown in the
example above) in the entire play. Lavinia addressm withTHOU five times (four
times in 3.1 and once in 4.1) while witbu six times (in 4.1). Her unmarked address to
her brother is unclear from the data. One possilili Lavinia’s use of you to her brother
is that she is asking a favour in earnest (sed &3d 5.2.1.2).
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5.2.1.2. Seriousness
Another use of switching to neutral/indifferefdu is to add seriousness to a speech.
Ronberg shows thatou can be used to show the speaker’s seriousnebe ofidtter

by using a quotation from Shakespeahdisch Ado about Nothing

BENEDICK: Surely | do believe your fair cousin is wronged.

BEATRICE: Ah, how much might the man deserve of me thatldvaght her! [...]

BENEDICK: May a man do it?

BEATRICE: It is a man'’s office, but not yours.

BENEDICK: | do love nothing in the world so well as younist that strange?

BEATRICE: As strange as the thing | know not. It were asspigle for me to say | loved
nothing so well as you, but believe me not, and yietnot. | confess nothing nor
| deny nothing. | am sorry for my cousin.

BENEDICK: By my word, Beatrice, thou lovest me.

BEATRICE: Do not swear and eat it.

BENEDICK: | will swear by it that you love me, and | willake him eat it that says |
love not_you.

BEATRICE: Will you not eat your word?

BENEDICK: With no sauce that can be devised to it. | pidtesse thee.

BEATRICE: Why then, God forgive me.

BENEDICK: What offence, sweet Beatrice?

BEATRICE: You have stayed me in a happy hour. | was almptdtest | loved you:

BENEDICK: And do it with all_thy heart.

BEATRICE: | love you with so much of my heart that nonéefs to protest.

BENEDICK: Come, bid me do anything for thee.

BEATRICE: Kill Claudio.

BENEDICK: Ha! Not for the wide world.

BEATRICE: You kill me to deny it. Farewell.

BENEDICK: Tarry, good Beatrice. By this hand, | love thee.

BEATRICE: Use it for my love some other way than swearipgtb

BENEDICK: Think you in_your soul the Count Claudio hath nged Hero?

BEATRICE: Yea, as sure as | have a thought or a soul.
BENEDICK: Enough, | am engaged, | will challenge him. ll\kiss your hand,
and so | leave you.
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(Much Ado About Nothing.1, quoted from Ronberg 1992: 85, emphasis added)

Ronberg explains that Benedick starts the conversatith respectfulvou, then he
becomes very emotionally involved and starts usingu to Beatrice (1992: 85).

Ronberg describes Benedick’s switch fromou to You at the end as follows:

Benedick switches back imu[...] to indicate to Beatrice that he is genuine in
his offer of help. Higouin line 67 shows that not until now does he reléiieve
that there is something in what Beatrice claimau@ia has done to Her@hink
you in your soul the Count Claudio hath wrongedd?eiThe change tgouis
here equivalent to our “do you honestly think th&..Convinced, Benedick now
means business and reveals his seriousness ofsgubyoaddressing Beatrice
with youin the last three lines.

(1992: 85-87)

You in the above example shows a neutral or seriditade towards the addressee,
but unlike the case of distancimgu it does not necessarily involve negative feeling
towards the addressee. It rather shows that tlekspes thinking logically, rather than
making decisions on a whim.

You as a seriousness marker can be found in my tragemgws. Here | show
one example taken fromgis King Agis of Sparta, who is the most powerfultlire

play, addresses most of the charactensias, as shown below (Table 22):

Table 22: Agis’s use afHou andyou per 1,000 words and percentagaiebu according
to the addressees.

Name Gende| Class Profession THOU | YOU | THOU %

Amphares| male middle| Spartan soldier | 1.47| 0.44 77%
Lysander | male middle Spartan soldier | 0.96| 0.15 87%
officer male middlg Spartan officer 0.22| 0.07 75%
Rhesus male middleThracian officer [ 0.22| 0.07 75%
Euanthe | female middle | Athenian womar] 0.00| 0.07 0%
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In the following scene, however, he switchesdw when talking with one of

his soldiers:

[Agis is talking with one of his soldiers named Awugs, who visits him late at night.]
AGIS: Thou speak’st more boldly than becomes Amphares.
Add that to the offences | forgive. [...]
This day decides your character with me.
Now let your actions prove your words sincere.
(Agis1l.1)

Agis addresses Amphares withou as an unmarked form when they meet each other.
His THOU might also represent his anger, because Agis stsspephares might be a
traitor. As he talks with Amphares, Agis’'s angebsides and he declares he forgives
him usingvou. The use o¥ou seems to show the seriousness and coolness ¢ Agis
speech. This is the opposite of speakers wheosas an unmarked form, who switch

to THou when they lose temper (Hope 1993, Walker 2007CGéapter 5).

5.2.1.3. Mock-politeness

You can also be used for mock-politeness. Mock-padgsnis, according to
Culpeper’s definition, where ‘the FTA is performedth the use of politeness
strategies that are obviously insincere, and teasamn surface realisations’ (1996:
356). In the case of personal pronoun choice, ustmgto inappropriate people or
without paying genuine respect would be considasethock-politeness.

You used for mock-politeness is evident in Shakespdaigs study orrHOU
andyou in ShakespeareRichard Ill, Barber points out that ‘in some cases the use of
Youis mock-polite or ironical, and may then be folehby a switch to a more normal
Thou (1981: 281). Such usage can be found in my eggittecentury tragedy corpus.
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The below is a quotation fromouglas Glenalvon is the heir of Lord Randolph, the

feudal lord of the land. He is jealous of Norvakreght from a shepherd’s family, who

has suddenly become a favourite of Lord and Ladyd@kph. In order to ruin Norval,

Glenalvon has set up a trap; he tells the lordXwaval has grown too arrogant in the

lord’s favouritism and asked the lord to observe #fniepherd’s arrogance from a

hidden space. In the following scene, Glenalvoibh@iates his speech to stimulate

Norval’'s pride and anger, including deliberate sts fronmrHou to You:®®

[Glenalvon criticises Norval's lofty speech, unsditto his status as a knight from a

shepherd family.]

GLENALVON: Thou talk’st it well; no leader of our host,

NORVAL :

In sounds more lofty, speaks of glorious war.
If I shall e’er acquire a leader’s name,
My speech will be less ardent. [...]

GLENALVON: You wrong_yourself, brave Sir; your martial deeds

NORVAL:

Have rank’d you with the great: but mark me Norval;
[...] if you presume
To bend on soldiers these disdainful eyes,
As if you took the measure of their minds,
And said in secret, you're ho match for me;
What will become of you?
If this wetiadd— [Aside.]
Hast thou no fears for thy presumptuous self?

GLENALVON: Ha! Dost thou threaten me?

(Douglas4.1)

Soon after seeing each other, Glenalvon delibgratelgraces Norval. Glenalvon

%5 Glenalvon addresses Norval 10 times wilou and 16 times witlvou. All of the

addresses occur in 4.1 only. As we will see, hasgeconversation withHou, switches

to You then go back toHou.
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seemingly respects Norval by usingu andsir, but he constantly brings up Norval's
pride and low birth. Shimonomoto, who studies #regguage of Chaucer, describes the
sarcastic use ofou to an inferior as follows: ‘If the speaker tretite addressee as if
he were of higher rank though both know he is nafften implies that the speaker is
sarcastic’ (2000: 24). In the above example, ba#gn&von and Norval know each
other’s class difference, so his userobl along with the deferential address tesim
can be considered as sarcadnsuch an example ofou as mock politeness can
represent the speaker’s anger or contempt. Byrowshou is used ‘to a servant
severely or in anger, to a servant of importanten@rd, special messenger, etc.), with
sir or sirrah’ (1938: 86). Stein points out thakimg Lear Kent uses markedou to
Oswald in anger, who behaved in an unruly manneatds King Lear (2002: 282).
Although Glenalvon is calm (he controls his speechi¢h his reason to gain his aim),
it is likely that his hatred against Norval is l@dtin his speeches. When Glenalvon
sees Norval in wrath and fulfils his end (to malked_Randolph hear Norval's proud
speech), he goes back to the normal promeiou. The lastrHou might be used to
mark his surprise at Norval’'s strong reaction.

With regard to Norval, he might not perceivier@alvon’s use ofou to him as
unnatural, although he does get offended by therlatmock-politeness. In fact,
Norval is the legitimate successor of the land —eLBandolph defeated his father
Douglas and took over his land— so Norval doescoosider Glenalvon’s status as

above his. Therefore he would not be surprisedeteive respectfukou from

* Sir or madamused by a master/mistress to their servant agkemaf anger/contempt is
also found in my comedy corpus, e.g. ‘Mighty wélir! Do you serve your Master in this
Manner?’ Gil Blas 2.4, a nobleman to his servant). | will discussuise of address terms
fully in Chapter 9.
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Glenalvon. For the same reason he addresses GienasvHou most of the timé!
There is no way to tell which pronoun Norval ahepherd would use to Glenalvon
due to lack of data, but considering Norval speutitely to Lord and Lady Randolph,
he is likely to use deferentiabu to the heir of Lord Randolph too. Norval/Douglas’s
use ofrTHou might be used to remind the audience of his uleetity.

Considering the above example, the useoofin itself is not necessarily mock-
polite. In fact Norval does not think receivingpu is odd. The content of the
conversations containingou, which refer to his birth and status in a condedo®y

tone, combined witkou, create the effect of mock-politeness.

5.2.2. Marked use ofTHOU

5.2.2.1. Emotion

When there is a clear power difference, the speakerhas less power usesu to
their addressee (Brown and Gilman 1960, Bruti 2008pwever, when they
experience strong emotion such as anger or suyphisg occasionally resort fiou

(Walker 2007, Nakayama 2015). Here is one exanipéenotiveTHOU:

[A shepherd has been arrested for murder by misteleeis begging the wife of the
lord to release him.]
OLD NORVAL: Heav’'n bless that countenance, so sweet and mild!
Ajudge like_thee makes innocence more bold.
O save me, Lady!
(Douglas3.1)

" Norval addresses Glenalvon withou 13 times and witlvou once. The only instance of
You occurs when they are with Lord Randolph (Glenalv&msman) while Norval uses
THOU when he is alone with Glenalvon.
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In normal circumstances a shepherd would nevelibwed to userHou to an upper-
class characté?. In this example, however, the shepherd exalttatheto the position

of a divine being, who customarily receivesou (cf. Chapter 6). Thus, his use of
THou here is equal to the use ©fiou to God and supernatural beings and shows

extremely reverence to her, rather than being rude.

5.2.2.2. Special relationships

There is one special case ©fou which is heavily dependent on the context; Old
Norval the shepherd and his foster son Douglas (&hbe son of a feudal lord but
was brought up by Old Norval as ‘(young) NorvalceangerHou with each other.
Their relationship is impossible to explain througie parameter. On the one hand,
within the family parameter, parents have strongewer than their children and
receiveyou while usingtHou (Brown and Gilman 1960). On the other hand, when
focussing on their class difference, Old Norval, aashepherd, should address
Douglas/Norval withvyou.*® Douglas addresses his foster father Old Norvaigusi
THOU most of the time, even after he comes to knowNBidval is not his biological
father. This can be interpreted in two ways. Thst finterpretation is that Douglas
realises that his birth as a nobleman is much higten his shepherd foster father so
he usesHou according to the difference of their classes. Arotpossibility is that
Douglas normally usesiou to his father, even before he knows Old Norvaashis

birth father. There are no dialogues between thefore Douglas knows his birth, but

%8 Old Norval constantly addresses Lady Randolph wdth after the speech quoted below.
%9 Cf. Shepherds receiveiou and returrvou to the upper-class in Shakespearean plays
(Byrne 1936: 157).
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Douglas calls Old Norval ‘father’ usirgHou:

[Old Norval apologises to his adopted son Dougleso is actually a son of his former
lord, for hiding the truth of his birth from him.]
OLD NORVAL: Forgive, forgive,

Canst thou forgive the man, the selfish man,

Who bred Sir Malcolm’s heir a shepherd’s son.
DouGLAs.  Kneel not to me: thou art my father still:

Thy wish’d-for presence now compleats my joy. [...]
OLD NORVAL: And dost_thou call me father? O my son!

(Douglas5.1)

The firstTHoU by Old Norval is a representation of his fatheaffection as well as
strong emotion. Even after learning the truth, Dasgtill treats Norval as his father
(‘thou art my father still’), although retainingetidlifference of status by usimgou.®°
Then OIld Norval calls him withrHou as his son. The lastHou is probably a
representation of intimacy within family as well e power difference between a
father and a son.

As the above example shows the useHwiu and Yyou cannot be explained
through one parameter or through quantitative studnly. Although the use ofiou
seems to have been simplified when compared toeSpalare’s usage, the eighteenth-
century playwright did pay attention to the usetebu andyou and could use them

in such a subtle way.

% |t is not unlikely that Norval/Douglas addressésifoster-father wittvou when he lived
with him as his son. In Shakespear@snbelineGuiderius (Polydore) and Arviragus
(Cadwal) address their foster-father Belarius witlv while receivingrHou from him,
without knowing he is not their birth father (Byr2836: 132).
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5.2.2.3. Unaccountable use ofHou and rapid switches betweerrHou and You
Although Elizabethan playwrights had a strong iefloe on eighteenth-century
dramatists (see also Chapter 10), there seem thffeeences between their use of
THou and that of the eighteenth-century tragediansis $tudy. The latter employ
THou more frequently than Elizabethan dramatists. Aitpaieve study on the contexts
in which THou occurs reveals that eighteenth-century playwrigképecially Home,
useTHoU where Shakespeare would not employ it, such asnnersations between
higher-rank couples (cf. Byrne 1936: 157, Stein 300Another example of an
unaccountable use ofiou is found in a maid-servant switching frorou to THou

when talking to her mistre$s:

[Anna is a chambermaid of Lady Randolph. She chisesnistress for indulging in
her sorrow.]
ANNA: Forgive the rashness of your Annaslo

[...] And warn_you of the hours that you neglect,

And lose in sadness.
LADY RANDOLPH: So to lose my hours

Is all the use | wish to make of time.
ANNA: To blame thee, Lady, suits not with stgte:

But sure | am, since death first prey’d on man,

Never did sister thus a brother mourn.

What had your sorrows been if you had lost,

In early youth, the husband of your heart?

(Douglas1.1)

On the one hand, it is possible to considerth®u as a representation of strong bond

and heightened emotion. Culpeper and Archer, whdystequests in trials and plays

®1 Anna addresses Lady Randolph withu throughout the play except in the speech quoted
below.
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in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, maihthat there can be a special,
intimate relationship between a mistress and heake-servant, ‘in which the normal
power asymmetries were suspended’ (2008: 68). Nakaypoints out that in her
nineteenth-century novel corpus, people with leswgy can resort taHou in a
desperate request to the addressee with strongar palthough there might also be
some influence from regional dialects (2015: 36).

On the other hand, Anna’s usetebu is rather irregular when compared with
Shakespearean works. A few studies show thaw#ng rare for maid-servants to use
THOU to their mistress in Shakespearean plays. Byrirggout that ‘[ijn Shakespeare,
one among these ladies-in-waiting usually standsimithe position of intimate
companion and confidante to her mistress, in whade she is addressed by her Lady
with the affectionate, confidenti#thou though she ever returns the respecyuli
(1936: 151). To take a few examples from individwarks, Emilia inOthello never
addresses her mistress Desdemona withu except when the latter is dead (Mazzon
2003: 234) and Nerissa the Merchant of Venicaddresses her mistress Portia with
you only (Freedman 2007: 75). | checked female sesvarge of THOU to their
mistress using Open Source Shakespeare (24 character plays; see the appendix
for the full list of characters) and found only twocurrences: Charmian Antony
and Cleopatraaddresses Cleopatra asou when the latter’s life is put in danger
(5.2.3427, Open Source Shakespeare); the nurBenmeo and JulietisesTHOU to
Juliet (1.3.451-452, Open Source Shakespearedhasof intimate privilege for her
young charge’ (Byrne 1936: 153). As a whole, mandsets usaHou to their (adult)
mistress only on very special occasions in Shalkespea plays. While | cannot deny

the possibility thatrHou in the above quotation represents the maid-sésvaimbng
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emotion to her mistress, there is also a posgibiiitat this is a mistake or
‘hypercorrection’ as a result of imitating Shakese As we have seen in 5.2.3, it is
not unusual for people who are not familiar witfnguistic feature to make mistakes

when they are imitating other people’s styles {[Ciidgill 1983).

Another unusual thing found in my tragedy corpusaivery rapid switch
betweenrHou andyou, even in the middle of the sentence. Rapid swissif is not
unusual in Shakespearean plays, as explained byjngata(1993) and Hope (1993).

Adamson explains the reason for rapid switch devid:

In many cases, the switches occur within a singjerance or dialogic interchange,
thus approximating to that heterogeneity of Varighych, as we have seen, is typical
of ordinary language use, but without fragmentimg discourse beyond categorical
recognition. Hope (1990, ch4) shows [...] instehdnmaging a pre-established fixed
relationship, the choice of form is used to implgharacter undergoing momentary
shifts of feeling.

(1993: 10)

What is unusual with rapid switch in the eighteecgntury tragedy corpus is, it is
hard to see why the switch occurs. This trait [geeglly obvious irSisters Here is

an example of rapid changes, found in a dialogtwd®n Phaedra and Archon. Phaedra
is a princess of Crete and Archon is a subjeciraf &f Naxos. In the following excerpt

she uses bottHoOuU andyou:

[Phaedra is talking with Archon, a soldier of Naxd$e king of Naxos has been
detaining her on his land for a while.]
PHADRA: Advis'd by thee! no, let your pliant king,

Your king of Naxos, to thy treach’rous counsels

Resign himself, his people, and his laws.
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Thou hast undone us all; by thee we die;
Yes, Ariadne, Phaedra, Theseus, all,
All die by thee!
ARCHON Princess, your fears are groundless.
Your timorous fancy forms unjust suspicions.
If you but knew me—
PHADRA: O! too well | know _thee.
This very morn tis fix'd; yes, here your king
Gives audience to th’ Ambassador of Crete;
Here in this palace; here, by your persuasion,
He means to yield us to the rage of Minos,
To my vindictive father’s stern demand.
Ere that I'll see your king; here wait his coming,
And counteract thy base ungen’rous counsel.
(Sistersl.1)

It is quite hard to find an explanation of thesgdgronoun changes. Phaedra’s feeling
in the above sentences is unchanged— contemptdswachon. She use®u only
after this excerpt, so her unmarked form of addressm might berou and the use
of THou here is a marked, possibly charged with emotioangfe®> One possibility

is there are some sort of rules of collocatiomrafu andyou, for exampleking should
collocate withyour only (thy never collocates witking in the entire play) or oblique
forms must bethee not you (accusative/dativggou never occurs in the dialogues
between Phaedra and Archon). Another possibilifyasthe author does not care much
about the differences betweemou andyou and uses them wherever he feels it right
to do so. It might be safer to say the useHmiu andyou is sometimes random, rather

than trying to find a far-fetched or ad hoc expterafor all changes of pronouns. This

62 Phaedra addresses Archon wittou 8 times and wittyou 16 times. All of them occur in
1.1.
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does not mean there is no rule or usageHafu andyou in the eighteenth-century
tragedies. They do have a rule, such as powereéiifée or strong emotion, but their

use is less strategic and elaborate compared t®eSbeare’s usage.

5.2.3. Influence of Elizabethan playwrights

The above data on the use @fou and you in the eighteenth-century tragedies
suggests that their usage are more similar toaiglays in the previous period than
to that of contemporary comedies. In this sectiguick up one tragedy which was
written under the direct influence of the Bag&horeto investigate fully Elizabethan
(especially Shakespearean) influence on the use@i andyou. This is a tragedy
loosely based on ShakespeafRishard Ill, especially the plot concerning Gloster and
Hastings (Pedicord 1975: xvi). Rowe clearly dedate influence of and admiration
for Shakespeare in the prologue, and his contemperauch as Samuel Johnson
judged him as ‘an imitator of Shakespeare’ (Pedict875: xxiii). Considering that
Rowe wroteShore four years after he published his own edition bil&speare
(Pedicord 1975: xxi), it is likely that Rowe was lin&cquainted with Shakespeare’s
style and could imitate him to some extent.

Despite being based Bchard Ill, the main character is Jane Shore (who is only
mentioned once iRichard Ill) and more than half of the play consists of Rowe’s
original scenes (e.g. when Jane Shore meets kedfilicia). Still, Shorehas a few
scenes corresponding ®Richard Ill. Rowe did not copy Shakespeare’s text but

paraphrased and expanded it, as the quotes betiwr sh

<Shakespeare>
HASTINGS. If they have done this thing, my gracious lord—
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GLOUCESTER If | thou protector of this damned strumpet—
Tellest thou me of ‘ifs’? Thou art a traitor:
Off with his head! Now, by Saint Paul | swear,
I will not dine until | see the same.
Lovel and Ratcliff, look that it be done:
The rest, that love me, rise and follow me.

(William Shakespeard,he Tragedy of King Richard }18.4)

<Rowe>
HASTINGS If they have done this Deed—
GLOSTER If they have done it!
Talk’st thou to me of If’s! audacious Traytor!
Thou art that Strumpet Witch’s chief Abettor,
The Patron and Complotter of her Mischiefs,
And join'd in this Contrivance for my Death,
Nay start not, Lords, —What hoa a Guard there! Sirs
Lord Hastingsl arrest thee, of High Treason.

Seize him, and bear him instantly away,
He sha’ not live an Hour. By Holy Paul!

(Shore4.1, underline mine)

It is apparent that Rowe’s text is based on Sha@sfs, but Rowe’s text is more
explanatory and the structure of the sentencel®seicto the Present-day English. It
seems Rowe changed the text consciously. Pediaardspout that Rowe tried to
regularise his work according to the contemporgapdards (1975: xxv). In general,
it was not uncommon to alter Shakespeare’s texés) @hen presenting Shakespeare’s

original plays. Branam explains alteration in tighéeenth century as follows:

in general the changes in language seem to hawvditeaded either to make the plays
more understandable to an eighteenth-century aceli@m to make them conform to
that audience’s taste of tragedy.

(1956: 69)
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The changes of words and phrases betvRelmard |l andShoreseem to be the result
of the above-mentioned attitude of eighteenth-agnlaywrights.

One finding about Shakespearean scen&hameis that both Shakespeare and
Rowe chose the same second person pronouns iorfesgonding speeches. To take
an example, in the above dialogues between RicHardnd Hastings, Richard
addresses Hastings asou constantly. The above scene is the only instanfoenw
Gloucester uses{ou to Hastings in botRichard 11l andShore(cf. Barber 1987: 171
on Richard IlI). It is hard to tell how much attention Rowe payshe use of personal
pronouns in Shakespearean text, in other wordsth@hée simply copied the second
person pronouns frormRichard Il or he chose second person pronouns based on his
own standards. To investigate if there is any dhifiee in the usage ofiou andyou
in the parts oBhorebased orRichard Ill and in the parts created by Rowe, | separate
Shorés text into ‘Shakespeare-based’ (texts basedRarhard Ill) and ‘Rowe’s
creation’ (scenes which do not have an equivaleRichard Ill) and study the usage

of each character. The full list of characterShoreis as follows:

Shakespeare-based characters:
Catesby: one of Gloster’s councillors
Derby: Earl of Derby, Gloster’s subject
Gloster: Prince Richard, Duke of Gloucester
Hastings: Gloster’s subject
Ratcliffe: a confident of Gloster

Characters created by Rowe:
Alicia: a mistress of Hasting and a friend of Jane
Bellmour: a friend of Jane
Dumont: a foreign friend of Bellmour, who turns ¢atbe Shore’s disguise

83 Although Dumont and Shore are the same persoeat them as two different characters
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Jane Shore: the protagonist
Servant of Alicia:
Shore: Jane’s husband

| also investigate the usage of second person praio another of Rowe’s play,
Penitenf to see if Rowe’s original text iBhoreis closer to Shakespearean text or
Rowe’s other text.
The number of occurrences per character in thes ttee is shown in the tables

below:

Table 23: The number aHou andYyou per character in the Shakespearean-based text in
Shore

Speaker THOU YOU
Cateshy| 0 (0%) 5
Gloster | 3 (8%) 35
Hastings| 2 (25%) 6
Ratcliffe | O (0%)| 13

Table 24: The number aHoU andyou per character in the text created by RowShiore

Speaker THOU YOou
Alicia 106 (85%) 19
Bellmour 13 (35%) 24
Dumont 8 (23%) 27
Gloster 10 (22%) 36
Hastings 74 (67%) 37
Jane Shore 46 (46%) 54
servant of Alicia| 0 (0%) 5
servant of Jane| O (0%) 1
Shore 44 (96%) 2

(cf. 5.1.2). Shore is treated as ‘Dumont’ until trise identity is revealed in the play and
he is referred as ‘Shore’ in the text; ‘EnBellmourandDumontor Shore’ (Shore5.1).
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Table 25: The number aHou andyou per character iRenitent

Speaker THOU YOU
Altamont 1 (100% 0
Calista 100 (84%) 19
Horatio 108 (72%) 42
Lavinia 29 (43%) 38
Lothario 41 (89% 5
Lucilla 0 (0%)| 16
Rossano 0 (0%) 13
Sciolto 94 (97% 3
servant of Horatig O (0%)
servant of Sciolto| 3 (100%)

There is a clear preference fonou in Rowe’s original texts (both ishoreand
Penitenj. One of the reasons for this is the charactexmmtine speakers address with
THou; while characters in Rowe’s original texts useu as well asyou to their
friends, characters in Shakespeare-based text ynasdyou to their equals and
inferiors. For example, Gloster in Shakespeare<bds&t addresses his knights
(Catesby, Hastings etc.) withou most of the time despite his superior status as
royalty®* In contrast, the non-Shakespearean characterSlaore usesHou to most

of the characters she is acquainted with, includoyal Gloster. This presumably is
responsible for the number ofiou used by Jane Shore, exceeding those by Gloster.
There is a possibility that although Rowe triedopy the use of personal pronouns in
the Shakespeare’s text, he could not do it peyfegtien creating his own scenes.

Judging from the fact that the percentagerabu in non-Shakespearean characters’

® Since there was no discrepancy between the ub®ofand you in the Shakespeare-based
text of Shore and their corresponding partRizhard Ill, Rowe’s usage of pronouns in
those parts can be considered to be same as tBab&éspeare.
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speeches is more similar to the usagBenitent Rowe’s other tragedy (Table 25), it
seems that he has established his own usageofandyou, which is different from
that of Shakespeare.

Although their usage ofHou andyou was not exactly the same as that of
Elizabethan playwrights, | hypothesise that theesgore use ofHou by Rowe (and
other eighteenth-century writers) is influencedthg previous period. As will be
discussed in Chapter 10, eighteenth-century playwsi and audiences read and
watched Elizabethan plays. It will be argued thi@abethan playwrights influenced
Home, Lillo, Rowe and Young (Chapter 10). With netgato Rowe, he was an editor
of Shakespearean plays as well as a playwrighit, ischard to imagine he was not
influenced by Shakespeare (Bevis 1998, Thomson)2@@&pite his editing activity,
Rowe could not imitate the usage of Shakespeafeqtigr as shown in the study of
his Shoreabove. Considering the percentagegrabu to You is much higher in Rowe’s
original text than in the Shakespeare-based texsgemed to assumeou was one
of the salient traits (or stereotypes) of Elizabetblays and overused it.

Such overuse of stereotypes can be seen in otldtani@udgill (1983) shows
an example of ‘hypercorrection’ in British pop sémg’ pronunciation. Some British
singers try to imitate American pronunciation byngssome salient features such as
postvocalic /r/, but because their knowledge abmitules of pronouncing postvocalic
Irl is partial they tend to ‘overuse’ it, insertifrgwhere it does not exist (i.e. intrusive
r), such as Amerigcg1983: 148). Added to that, not all their Americate models are
rhotic but their British (non-rhotic) imitators titp pronounce /r/ (for example, Elvis
Presley is non-rhotic but his imitator Cliff Ricldais rhotic) (1983: 147). Trudgill

explains these phenomena using Le Page’s the tloddiryguistic behaviour, which
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seeks to ‘demonstrate a general motive for spedkegaistic behaviour in terms of
attempts to “resemble as closely as possible thbdge group or groups with which
from time to time we [speakers] wish to identify21983: 144). According to Le Page,

the modification of linguistic behaviour is constred by four riders:

(i) the extent to which we are able to identify onwdel group
(i) the extent to which we have sufficient accesfthe model groups] and sufficient
analytical ability to work out the rules of theielaviour
(iii) the strength of various (possibly conflictingnotivations towards one or another
model and towards retaining our own sense of oiguanidentity
(iv) our ability to modify our behaviour
(quoted in Trudgill 1983: 145, 148, 149, 154)

Applying this theory to my case of eighteenth-centuagedians, while they had (i)
the extent to which they are able to identify theipdel group (=Elizabethan
playwrights), (iii) the strength of motivations afid) ability to modify their behaviour,
they lacked (ii) the analytical ability to work atle rules of usingHou andyou. The
eighteenth-century tragedians could work out thatu was one of the salient features
of their role model (i.e. Elizabethan plays), theit analysis was insufficient and they
‘hypercorrected’ theivou to THou. | will discuss the theory of enregisterment ferth

in Chapter 11.

5.3. Summary and conclusion

The study above showed thatiou was actively used in the eighteenth-century
tragedies. While the gender of the speaker anddbesssee has little influence on the
choice ofrHou andyou, class seems to play an important role: the hitifeespeaker’s

class is, the more likely they are to empteypu.
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When looking at the data qualitatively, it was raeel that the eighteenth-
century tragedians try to show subtle changesdrréhationships between characters
or the strong emotion of the speaker with switdhetsveermmrHou andyou. However,
there are cases when it is impossible to providevafid explanations of the choice
of THou or you, in other words, cases where the author uses rather randomly.
This seems to be because people in the eighteenthrg were much less familiar
with the rules of usingHou andyou compared to Elizabethan speakers. It is true that
people can learn obsolete usage through reading.ekample, Clark mentions

archaism in Anthony Trollope’s works as such:

usages already obsolete or nearly so, at leasbnmersation and written prose, in
Trollope’s time, but intelligible to him and hismemporary readers, as they are to us,
from their occurrence in old books still read

(1975: 123)

Possibly thanks to their predecessors’ works, ifjeteenth-century playwrights were
often able to use the personal pronouns correcity add a dramatic effect by an
appropriate switch betwearnou andyou. However, their ability to analyse and learn
the older usage was not perfect and they sometisesthem in a wrong way. One of
the predominant differences between Elizabethayspéand the eighteenth-century
tragedies is the ‘overuse’ or ‘hypercorrection’ fou. Many of them seemed to
attempt to follow the style of their predecess@t Chapter 10) but lacked sufficient
analytical ability to understand the usage of trevipus time, so they might overuse
a feature which was strongly associated with thedBaithout understand the
complexity of his usage. | will discuss further #ignificant influence of Elizabethan

plays in the eighteenth-century dramas in Chafiexrt the theory of enregisterment
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in Chapter 11.
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6. Comedies

6.1. Introduction

We have seen in Chapter 5 tlmabu appears quite frequently and is often used as the
unmarked form in the tragedies. In contrast, asotlexall data in Chapters 3 and 4
show, THOU is rarely attested in the comedies. In this chapteill investigate the
reasons for the scarcity ofiou by looking at the two parameters which can affieet

use ofrHou andyou: gender and class. Then, | will do micro-analysiseveal how

and whyTHou remained in use when it was dying out.
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6.2. Gender

Table 26: The frequency oHou andyou and the gender of characters.

Author Title TIY F>E FoM M—F MM
Cibber | Careless THou | 0.07 (1.4%) | 0 (0%)| 0.65 (5.3%)| 0.83 (9.1%)
(1704) YOU ______ 501 ] 1002 _____________ 1 168 """"" 829 --------
Steele | Tender THou | 0.29 (5.3%) [ 0.99 (10.6%)| 0.70 (6.7%)| 0.18 (1.1%)
(1705) vou | 501|837 | 971 | ose
Clbber | Stake THOU | 0.09 (1.6%) | O (0%)| 0.16 (1.5%)| 0.28 (3.7%)
(1707) vou 572 e T w0 T S
Steele | Conscious | THou |0.20 (4.3%)[0.16 (2.6%) 0.16 (3.1%)| 0.71 (3.2%)
B e i R D R
Moore | Foundling |THou |0.06 (1.0%)|0.29 (3.9%) 0.29 (3.7%)| 4.04 (264%)
(1748) vou V573 720 T T el T on
Moore Gil Blas THOU 0 (0%) | 0 (0%)| 0 0%)| 0 (0%)
(1751) vou 134 1135 | e Py
Colman | Jealous THOU 0 (0%) | O (0%)| 0.22 (1.8%)| O (0%)
aey  |vou [s22 2es | TP R
Colman | Clandestine |THou |0 (0%) [0.04 (0.6%) 0.11 (1.7%)| 0.37 (2.8%)
(1766) vou |40  |s63 | 620 | P
Gold- | Good-Naturd [ THoU 10~ (0%) | O (0%)| 0.09 (1.1%)| 0.09 (0.7%)
smith | (1767) Yoo |iar T ead T e T e
Gold- | Stoops THou |0 (0%) |0 (0%)| 0.18 (2.3%)| 0.05 (0.3%)
smih | (1773 |vou [261 874 |7es | v

The number offHOu is so scarce that it is hard to see any patteoms the figures.

There does not seem to be a strong relationshipeleetthe use aHou and the gender

of characters. There is a lot of variety in eachiknand there is no similar pattern in

the works by the same author. One thing | can gay the above data is the use of

THou declines regardless of the gender of charactees the eighteenth century,

especially after 1750. ConsideriRgundling(1748) andsil Blas(1751) were written
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by the same author, the difference is outstandihg. difference might be due to the
plot and the occupations of main characters. WhilEoundling many of the main
characters belong to the upper or upper-middles@as useHou to their equals and
inferiors (cf. 6.3), the eponymous protagonistif Blas is a servant (i.e. belonging
to the lower class).

Foundling (1748) has an outstanding percentageTibu in conversations
between male characters (26.4%). While this resulgreatly influenced by one
character who usesHou quite frequently (about half of the occurrencesriebu
between men are by him), there are several malacteas who useHou to other

men, as shown below:

Table 27: The gender of the speaker and the adgredsHouU in Foundling

speaker hearer relationship genfldr | Y | T%
Sir Charles Faddle acquaintances 30| 10| 75.0%
Belmont Faddle friends 1816 | 52.9%
Sir Roger Belmont parent-child 82| 80.0%
Faddle Belmont friends MM 6 5| 54.5%
Belmont Col. Raymond friends 41141 22.2%
Col. Raymond Belmont friends 216|11.1%
Sir Roger Fidelia acquaintances 3| 3|50.0%
Belmont Rosetta siblings M-F 23| 8.0%
Rosetta Faddle acquaintanged$--M 5|10 33.3%
Rosetta Fidelia friends F-H 53| 1.9%

Of the six male characters who useou to other male characters, four of them use
THOU more often tharou to their addressee. It seems some relationshipmuesge
the use offHou. The two pairs who have high percentagetadu, from Sir Charles

to Faddle and from Sir Roger to Belmont, are reléaeanger and the authority of the
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speaker. Rosetta also usesu to Faddle when threatening him. | will investigate
their use further in 6.4.2 below. The other paiesralated to positive feelings such as
friendship. To take an example, Belmont use®u often in the light-hearted
conversations with his friends Faddle or ColoneyiRand, especially he is half-
mocking them. It seems there is a slight gendderdifice here in terms of positive
feelings. While male friends occasionally exchangeu, female friends rarely do so.
Rosetta usesHou to her close friend Fidelia only once, while Fidelever usesHou

to Rosetta. In addition, Belmont usesou to his sister Rosetta twice but she never
usesrHou to him.

Likewise inCareless conversations between male characters containigihest
percentage ofHou. The data in this play also show similar gendéedinces in the
use ofrHou: a husband useasiou to his wife and mistresses but never receiwes);
male friends exchangeiou more often than female friends do (see also 6.4.3)

In Tender the highest percentage is found in dialogues faciemale character
to a male character. This result is greatly distbitty one female character who uses
THou very frequently in a special relationship; rolaylA young lady called Neice
usesTHou to her cousin Humphry to play a romance charatteill discuss her use
further in 6.3.

All in all, the variations within plays arelstantial and it is impossible to see
any relationship between gender and the useHolU in the overall data of the
comedies. There might be some tendency for onesgeadiserHou more frequently,
but there is no universal rule. It should be notexyever, that the number ofiou is

too small to draw any patterns.
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6.3. Class

In this section, | will look at the relationshiptixe@en the use afHou andyou and the

class of the characters, as shown below:

Table 28: The frequency @Hou andyou per 1,000 words according to the class of the

speaker.
Lower Middle Upper-Middle Upper

Careless T|O 0.0% 1.55 4.3%
(1704) Y | 1.37 ) ) 34.55
Tender T|O 0.0%|0 0.0%| 1.81 5.7%| 0.35 4.7%
(1705) Y | 0.35 0.35 30.08 7.14

Stake T|o 0.0%| 0 0.0%|0.09  1.2%| 044  1.8%
(1707) Y | 0.47 0.09 7.53 23.76
Conscious |T[0.24  2.0%| 032  2.8%| 0 0.0%|0.67  55%
(1723) Y | 11.66 10.95 2.72 11.19
Foundling |T |0 0.0% 041  57%| 421  14.6%
(1748) Y | 0.42 ) 6.79 24.58

Gil Blas TiO 0.0% 0 0.0%
(1751) Y |12.17 ) ) 26.90
Jealous TiO 0.0% 022  0.7%|0 0.0%
(1761) Y113 ) 30.33 8.28
Clandestine | T | 0 0.0%|0.07  0.4% 044  5.3%
(1766) Y | 2.39 20.81 ) 7.87
Good-Naturd| T | 0 0.0% 0.14  0.6%|0.05  1.8%
(1767) Y |3.77 ) 23.32 2.45

Stoops T|o 0.0% 0.18  0.6%| 0.05  1.4%
(1773) Y | 1.04 ) 27.35 3.15

The number ofHou is quite small, but some class differences casbiserved to some
extent. The upper-class characters mseu most frequently, as in the tragedies
(Chapter 5). Upper-middle characters ase®u occasionally, too. SinceHou was

originally used from a superior to an inferionsifpredictable that these higher classes
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useTHou more often than their inferiors. In contrast, kber-class characters rarely
USeTHOU; in nine out of ten comedies in my corpugou is never used by a lower-

class speaker. The middle class do notug®) much either, but since middle-class
characters rarely play an important role and damtetact much with other characters

in my corpus, it is hard to see any pattern inrtheage from the data.

6.3.1. Lower class

Table 29: The frequency @Hou andyou per 1,000 words spoken by lower-class characters
in the comedies.

L—L L—-M L—-UM L—-U
T 0 0.0%
Carelesgq1704) - - -
Y 1.37
T 0 0.0%
Tender(1705) - - -
Y 0.35
T 0 0.0% | 0 0.0%
Stake(1707) - -
Y 0.22 0.25
_ T]0.24 3.4% |0 0.0%| 0 0.0% | O 0.0%
Conscioug1723)
Y | 6.62 1.34 0.67 3.03
. T|0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Foundling(1748) - -
Y | 0.12 0.29
, T|O 0.0% 0 0.0%
Gil Blas (1751) - -
Y |7.27 4.90
T|O 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Jealous(1761) -
Y | 0.04 0.62 0.47
Clandestine T|0 0.0%]| 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
(1766) Y |1.62 0.74 0.04
Good-Natur'd T|O 0.0% 0 0.0%| 0 0.0%
(1767) Y |0.14 3.36 0.27
T 0 0.0%| 0 0.0%
Stoopq1773) - -
Y 0.36 0.68

152



Table 29 shows that the lower-class charactersyiwanpus never useHou to their
superiors. As regards dialogues between equaisuah Walker shows that the lower-
class is most likely to exchange mutualou of all ranks in the sixteenth and
seventeenth centuries (2007: 185), the lower classy corpus almost always
exchangerou among themselves. The only occurrencesHfu seen here are in
dialogues between servantddonsciousTwo of the occurrences are used by a senior

servant Humphrey to the servant Tom to show higsoty and authority:

[Humphrey chides Tom’s impertinent behaviour.]
ToM: Sir, we Servants of Single Gentlemen are anokivet of People than you
domestick ordinary Drudges that do Business: Weais&d above you: [...]
HUMPHREY. Thou hast Follies and Vices enough for a Maneaf thousand a Year,
though it is but as t'other day that | sent for youtown to put_you into Mr
Sealants family, that you might learn a little beforeupyou to my young master

[...]
(Consciousl.1)

Four of them are spoken by a servant-maid Phdllssr boyfriend Tom as a part
of their cooing dialogues. Tom usesou to her once in the same set of dialogues. It
seems that the lower-class characters rarelywse and only in special relationships,

never as an unmarked pronoun.
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6.3.2. Middle class

Table 30: The number aHou andyou spoken by middle-class characters in the comedies.

M—L M—-M M—-UM M—-U
Carelesg1704) - - - -
T 0 0.0%
Tender(1705) - - -
Y 1.29
T 0 0.0%
Stake(1707) - - -
Y 0.09
) T]O0 0.0%| 0.32 4.2%| 0 0.0%| 0 0.0%
Conscioug1723)
Y | 1.30 7.25 0.24 2.17
Foundling(1748) - - - -
Gil Blas (1751) - - - -
Jealous(1761) - - -
] T ]0.04 2.6% | 0.04 0.3% 0 0.0%
Clandesting1766) -
Y | 1.36 13.24 6.21
Good-Natur'd(1767) - - - -
Stoopg1773) - - - -

The middle class is the smallest class group ircomgedy corpus (Table 30). There
are only twelve middle-class characters in my cerilandestinehas eightStakehas
two, andTenderandConscioushave one each. They do not play an important role i
most of the comedies in my corpus apart fldlendestinewhich deals with marriages
in a well-to-do merchant family. For these reastms number of second person
pronouns used by middle-class characters is relgtamall in my corpus.

The use ofHou by the middle class characters is rare in gené&fadre is no
occurrence ofHou used to superiors (i.e. the upper and the uppedieli by middle-
class characters. Unlike upper-middle class charsai¢6.3.3), there are no middle-
class characters who have upper-middle- or uppessaklatives, so there is no telling

if kinship can override the difference of classes.
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The middle-class characters as®u to other middle-class characters in all of
the comedies in which such dialogues happen. Howélvere are only two plays
containing dialogues between middle-class charmeted this might be accidental. |
will look at the use ofHou in each work below. Each of the examples is aodiad
between family members. Firstly, i@onscious older family members (father and

aunt) userHou to the younger member to demonstrate their stjoyig

[Mr Sealand has found out that Indiana and Isabalta his long-lost daughter
and sister. He instantly approves the marriage ketw Indiana and her
benefactor.]

ISABELLA: But here’s a Claim more tender yet—your Indig®ia, your long lost
Daughter.

MR. SEALAND: O my Child! my Child!

INDIANA : All-Gracious Heaven! is it Possible! do | embrace rather!

MR. SEALAND: And do | hold thee—These Passions are too strimmg
Utterance—Rise, rise, my Child, and give my TehesrtWay—O my Sister!
[Embracing heflsabella].]

ISABELLA: Now, dearest Neice, my groundless Fears, my pl@dres no more
shall vex_thee. If | have wrong’d thy noble Loveitwtoo hard Suspicions;
my just Concern for thee, | hope, will plead my dear.

MR. SEALAND: O! make him then the full Amends, and be yourf ské
Messenger of Joy: Fly this Instant! [...] [Exit Isdlbg [...]

INDIANA: O! had | Spirits left to tell you of his ActionEgl.] the Pride, the Joy of
his Alliance, Sir, would warm your Heart, as he basquer’d mine.

(Conscious.3)

Their use offHou is non-reciprocal. Indiana, belonging to the yamgeneration of
the family, never returngHou to her aunt (Isabella) or father (Mr Sealand).
Considering that she uses deferential address teadamandsir to them respectively,
the difference of status within family prohibit higom using the intimatgHou to
older family members (for the use of address terseg, Chapter 8). Additionally,
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among the older generations Isabella and Mr Sealanabt address each other with
THou despite the fact that they are, like Indiana, &soily members who have met
for the first time in decades. This might suggkat this kind offHou is not acceptable
when there is little difference in the power of thierlocutors.

Aside from kinship, the nature of the scene &iso be the reason for the use of
THOU. The scene is a moving reunion scene, in othedsydhe climax of the play. As
| will show below (6.4)THou is often used in a highly emotional scene or mak of
the play.

InClandestineTHou is used by a wife to her husband:

[Fanny swooned but regained consciousness thankketohusband Lovewell's
address.]
FANNY: [recovering.] O Lovewell! —even supported by théelare not look my
father nor his Lordship in the face.
(Clandestines.2)

She never exchangesou with her husband Lovewell except in this scenst Bafore
she regains consciousness, Lovewell addressesithernou desperately, ‘let me but
hear thy voice, open_your eyes, and bless me viigh dmallest sign of lifel’
(Clandestines.2) (for the analysis of addresses to unconsabagacters, see Chapter
7). In other words, they useiou only when one of them is in peril. The cause of
Fanny’s swooning, the strong stress from hidingcheardestine marriage to her family,
has not yet been solved. She is aware that shlggsthrough an ordeal to tell her
assembled family about her clandestine marriadd ngw. For this reason, she is still
in (emotional) peril and addresses her husbandemwtbtionalrHou.

There is only one example Tiou used from a middle-class character to their
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inferior, as shown below:

[Lovewell is showing gratitude to Betty, his wifesrvant-maid, for assisting him
and his wife.]
LOVEWELL: Thou art the first in the world for both; andillweward you soon, Betty,
for one and the other.
(Clandestines.1)

Although she is not his own servant, Betty worksLfovewell in order to support her
mistress, who is secretly married to Lovewell. féislings of intimacy and gratitude
are shown in the entire scene, with half-joking pbments, while Betty keeps her
distance as a servanti@u used here is close to the one used from a mastes t
intimate servant (cf. 6.3.3 and 6.3.4); the feelrfigntimacy as a conspirator with a
patronising tone. It should be noted that he ases only once and switches ¥@u
in the middle of the sentence. It seems to reptdésgephemeral strong emotion rather
than the change of their intimacy or relationship.

From the above data, it seems that middlesathgracters use4ou within the
same household (including servants), but theytusdly when they experience strong

feelings.
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6.3.3. Upper-middle class
Upper-middle class characters occasionallymug®) to their superiors, i.e. the upper

class, as shown below:

Table 31: The frequency oHou andyou per 1,000 words spoken by upper-middle-class
characters in comedies.

UM—L UM —M UM—UM UM—U

Carelesq1704) - - - -

T]0.47 47.1%|0.12 3.4%|0.29 1.4%| 0.94 13.6%
Tender(1705)

Y | 0.53 3.34 20.25 5.97

T|O 0.0% 0.09 4.5%| 0 0.0%
Stake(1707) -

Y | 0.38 1.89 5.26

_ T|O 0.0% |0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Conscioug1723) -

Y | 0.12 0.28 2.32

) T 0 0.0% | 0.41 6.0%

Foundling(1748) - -

Y 0.47 6.32
Gil Blas(1751) - - - -

T|O 0.0% 0.22 0.8%| 0 0.0%
Jealous(1761) -

Y | 1.68 25.98 2.66
Clandesting1766) - - - -
Good-Natur'd T|O 0.0% 0.14 0.7%| 0 0.0%
(1767) Y| 272 19.69 0.91

T|O 0.0% 0.18 1.0%4 0 0.0%
Stoopg1773) -

Y | 2.25 17.40 7.71

Upper-middle characters who address an upper-clasacter witltHou are found in

two comediesTenderandFoundling Walker points out that the gentry (the upper-
middle class) can address nobles wilou as a mark of intimacy (2007: 186). What
is the relationship of upper-middle class characaed their upper-class addressees in
my corpus? In the case Bbundling the upper-middle class speaker and the upper-

class addressee are friends. They exchange as a representation of their intimacy:

158



[Sir Charles Belmont asks Mr Faddle to assist hingétting married to Fidelia.]
BELMONT: I'll tell thee then—This sweet Girl, this Angehis stubborn Fidelia,
sticks so at my Heart, that | must either get thieen of her, or run mad.
FADDLE: And so_thou woud’st have me aiding and abettirady, Charles?
(Foundling2.6)

Their relationship is close enough to share secBspite Faddle’s inferior social
status, they exchangeou a few times in the play. Belmont also exchargesy with
his upper-class friend Colonel Raymond, and thee of THou does not look
dissimilar to that between Belmont and Faddle.

In the case ofender the upper-middle-class character is a girl naBedget
(referred as ‘Neice’ in the dramatis personae a&aglesdirections) and the upper-class
addressee is Humphry, who is her cousin and fiaAtdirst sight, this seems to
represent the closeness of the two ranks. Howevleen examined closely, it is
revealed that Bridget is performing a role-playe $ieats her country-booby cousin as

a savage out of hatred,;

[Humphrey is trying to have a conversation with baisin Bridget, but she
does not treat him seriously, treating him as aaggv]
BRIDGET. If thou hast yet learn’d the use of Language agpgdonster.
HUMPHREY. How long have you been thus?
BRIDGET. Thus? What wouldst thou say.
HUMPHREY. What's the cause of it.
(Tender3.2f°

In the above quotations, Bridget identifies hersadf the heroine of a romance
(Valentine and Orsgnand Humphry as the savage man in the story. Huyigpoh

responses suggest that this is not her usual weallkifig. As she sticks to her acting,

® | have changedleicein the stage directions to her first naBrédgetfor clarity.
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Humphrey starts copying her language:

[Bridget still treats Humphrey as a savage and akscher mad.]
BRIDGET: Thou'rt a Monster | tell thee.

HUMPHREY. Indeed, Cousin, tho’ 'tis a folly to tell thee-sé am afraid_thou art a

Mad-Woman.
BRIDGET:. I'le have_thee carried into some Forrest.
HUMPHREY. I'le take thee into a Dark Room.
BRIDGET:. | hate_thee.
HUMPHREY. | wish you did—There’s no Hate lost | assure yGousinBridget
(Tender3.2)

Neither Bridget nor Humphrey usg&sou to show their emotion or class difference.
The use offHou here is the result of role-playing a medieval roo® A similar use
of THou in the role-playing of a romance character is &sen in John Gay¥he
Beggar’s Operg1728), as | have shown in Chapter 3.

Upper-middle-class characters aseu to their equals very sparingly. The use
of THou rarely represents solidarity or intimacy betwegnats (the only example is
in Good-Natur’d, andTHou is used in various ways from contempt to loveathér
addressing his daughter witlou in Stoopsmight represent the power inequality
within a family, as within a middle-class family.

The upper-middle class never usasu to their inferiors except ifiender In
Tender all of the occurrences oHou from an upper-class character to a lower-class
character are from a master/mistress (Mr and Mesii@bnt) to their servant (Jenny).

Mr Clerimont addresses Jenny withou when revealing his love to her:

MR. CLERIMONT: Well, Jenny you topp’d_your part, indeed—Come to my Arms
thou ready willing fair one—Thou hast no Vanitiemy Niceties; but art
thankful for every Instant of Love that | bestowtbee—
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(Tender5.1)

Mrs Clerimont usesHou when she shows a patronising behaviour to her maid

complimenting her in spite of her ‘Englishness’:

JENNY: | am beholden to your Ladiship, for believingwgell of the Maid Servants
in England

MRSCLERIMONT: Indeed Jenny | could wish_thou wer’t realli#zrench for thou art

plain Englishin spite of Example—
(Tender3.1)

Walker points out that in comedies from the pefi@80-1760, servants are sometimes
addressed witltHou by their masters and mistresses, prompted by emegit of
positive emotion or negative feeling (2007: 2%9Yhis seems to be applicable to the
use oftHou in Tender and the usage seen here is patronising andiafiate.

In sum, although the number of tokens is gsiitall, the upper-class characters
useTHOU to a wide range of characters, including theiradgjuSome of the uses

represent intimacy and friendship, but this isadatays the case.

% Walker could not gain enough data to draw conohsiabout lower-class characters
addressed witlmHoU in the period 1680-1719, wh@enderwas written (1705) (2007:
226). In her data the most common personal pronged in such a relationshipvisu.
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6.3.4. Upper class

Table 32: The frequency @Hou andyou per 1,000 words spoken by upper-class characters
in the comedies.

U—L U—-M U—-UM Uu—-u
Careless T 1007 3.3% 148  4.4%
(1704) Y | 2.09 ) ) 32.46
Tender T 0 0.0%| 0.35 7.5% |0 0.0%
(1705) Y | 0.82 4.33 1.99
Stake T|lo 00%]|0 0.0%|0.16 2.6% |0.28  1.5%
(1707) Y |0.54 0.03 5.70 17.49
Conscious T |0.47 17.4%|0.04 0.8% |0.16 6.0% |0 0.0%
(1723) Y |2.17 4.65 2.48 1.89
Foundling T|lo  00% 3.28 28.3% |0.94  5.8%
(1748) Y | 1.29 ) 8.31 14.98
Gil Blas Tlo  00% 0 0.0%
(1751) Y | 8.01 ) ) 18.88
Jealous Tlo  00% 0 0.0% |0 0.0%
(1761) Y | 1.06 ) 4.85 2.37
Clandestine |T |0  0.0% | 0.44  6.0% 0 0.0%
(1766) Y | 0.07 6.91 ) 0.88
Good-Naturd |T |0 0.0% 0.05 2.0%
(1767) Y |0.27 ) 2.18 )
Stoops Tlo  00% 0 0.0% |0.05 25.0%
(1773) Y | 0.14 ) 2.88 0.14

As predicted in 6.3, upper-class characters hawdatigest freedom to address other
classes witltHou (Table 32). They usedHou to each class at least once in my corpus,
andTHou appears in most of the cells in the table abaeeifiappears most frequently
in the upper class among the four classes). Thiglite noticeable especially when
compared with the data of lower-class speakers.gvew which class is addressed by

THou varies from play to play. It seems that upper<lesaracters have freedom of
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speech, but whether they useou or not is up to their choice, rather than being
mandatory.

Upper-class characters occasionally useu to their equals. The speaker and
the hearer are either friends @areless StakeandFoundling or family members (in
FoundlingandStoop}.

When thinking about the relationship betwdenupper class and their inferiors,
the upper-middle should be separated from otherimfs (i.e. middle and lower class).
This is because the status of the upper-middle cdadlose to the upper class and they
are never under the rule of the upper class. Lap&irthe use ofHou to the upper-
middle class reveals that it is not used to repitetbe speaker’s superiority in status.
It is used between friends, cousins or lovers a®sins to represent emotions rather
than status.

When addressing middle- or lower-class characit often represents intimacy
to their lovers or servants. In the case of thelatHou sometimes has a patronising

tone, as in the example below:

[Lord Ogleby is talking to his Swiss follower Cantp
LORD OGLEBY: He, he, he. —Thou art incorrigible, but thy alobties amuse one—
Thou art like my rappee here, a most ridiculousesilinty, but a pinch of thee
now and then is a most delicious treat.
(Clandestinet.2)

Lord Ogleby clearly enjoys Canton’s company, anel tise offHOU represents his
fondness to his follower. At the same time, theiationship is unequal and Lord
Ogleby exhibits patronisation and superiority bynparing Canton to luxuries. This

kind of non-reciprocal use aHou is often seen when a master/mistress treats their
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servant as their close friend or confidant, forregke, ‘Humphrey, | know thou art a
Friend to both; and in that Confidence, | darettede—’' Consciousdl.2). Byrne points
out that a master usesHou to servants whom he favours and approves in
Shakespearean plays (1936: 168). In these exangitlesugh they call their servant
‘friend’, servants never address their master/msstwithrHoU.

Unlike in tragedies (Chapter 5), upper-cldssracters in comedies do not often
useTHoU to their inferiors. Even when the class differeicgreatest, the superior
usesyou most of the time in comedies. This seems to be reason why the
percentage ofHOU in an entire play is so different in comedies tradedies.

In sum, although upper-class characters He/gé¢edom to useHou to any class,

the unmarked form of address to any class (evesrigng) isyou. They userHou

when they have some reason to do so, such asresesh strong emotions.

6.4. Emotions

THou is apparently a marked form in the comedies inamgpus. The main use of
THOU in comedy seems to be a signal of strong emoéither positive or negative.
The appearance ofou is ephemeral; in other words, characters switchnfrHou to
you very rapidly, even in the middle of their sentertdepe presumes that such rapid
shift of pronouns is due to micro-pragmatic factrgresumably conversations tend
to begin with socially pragmatic usages, and mowento non-socially pragmatic
usages once a context has been established’ (199):Here is an example of quick

change fronTHOU to You, taken fromJealous

[Oakly is talking to his wife Mrs Oakly, who isdnviolent fit after reading a letter
and mistakenly believing he is having an extraraarédlationship. He tries to soothe
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her and clarify her misunderstanding.]

OAKLY: Nay, never make Thyself so uneasy, my Dear—Cawoee, you know |
love You. Nay, nay, You shall be convinced.

MRsOAKLY: | know You hate Me; and that your Unkindness Badbarity will be
the Death of Me.

OAKLY: Do not vex Yourself at this Rate—I love You mesissionately—Indeed |
do—This must be some Mistake.

MRSOAKLY: O, | am an unhappy Woman!

OAKLY : Dry up_thy Tears, my Love, and be comforted! —Yall find that | am not
to blame in this Matter—Come, let Me see this LretteNay, you shall not deny
Me. [...] 'Tis a Clerk-like Hand, indeed! A gooduiad Text! And was certainly
never penned by a fair Lady.

MRSOAKLY : Ay, laugh at Me, do!

OAKLY: Forgive Me, my Love, | did not mean to laugh eé—

(Jealousl.1)

At the opening of his speech, Oakly resorts toetimetional and affectionate pronoun
THOU to comfort his wife, combining it with an addresfsendearment ‘my DeaF”.
Such use ofHou to show earnest affection is also seen in litet@xys written in other
centuries. Nakayama, who studies personal pronoungeteenth-century novels,
shows that when Mr Hattersley tries to persuadenifis Milicent that he loves her

only, he resorts toHoU:

‘You said you adored her.’
‘“True, but adoration isn’t love. | adore Annabebat | don't love her; and | lovhee
Milicent, but | don’t adorehee’

(Anne Bronte;The Tenant of Wildfell Halp. 276, quoted in Nakayama 2015: 27)

She goes on to point out that a similar instanseén in Shakespeard@he Merchant

67 Ulrich Busse argues that terms of endearment asldve tend to appear more often with
THoU than withyou in Shakespearean plays (2003: 211) and are typigalen as an
affectionate address from a suitor, lover or spaages beloved’ (2002: 166).
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of Venice when Bassanio apologises to Portia that he hashdier ring to another

woman (2015: 27):

Pardon this fault, and by my soul | swear | neveramwill break an oath witthee
(The Merchant of Veni¢®.1.247-49, quoted in Nakayama 2015: 27)

Freedman explains that Bassanio’s useHafu in the above scene reflect ‘the greater
seriousness — even desperation — of his protessa(ip007: 76). Going back to my
own example fromJealous Mr Oakley’s use offHou to his wife shows similar
seriousness and affection to his wife.

Soon after finishing the first sentence het@vas torou, his unmarked pronoun
to his wife. He resorts toHou with endearment two more times when seeing hig wif
in a violent passion, represented by an exclamatiark. The use ofHou does not
seem to be an everyday option in eighteenth-cemimyedies by this time.

| will look at some emotions which are oftaghiighted by the use afHou.

6.4.1. Positive emotions
6.4.1.1. Love
Love is one of the emotions most commonly combiwét THou. Byrne holds that
the shift fromyou to THou represents ardent love in Shakespearean playg:(193).
Freedman also points out thatou is a pronoun of lovers (2007: 24). There are 24
instances ofHoOU which seems to represent the speaker’s love tadteessee.

One of the characters who resorts to the p@ivéte ‘pronoun of lovers’ is Sir
Charles Easy iCareless He is a dishonest womaniser who has several esisgs

while cheating on his wife. He usesou to the women who have relationships with
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him. There are two types of use: (a) firstly, tketacontrol over his interlocutor by
either threatening or appeasing them; (b) secondign he appreciates his wife’s

virtue and repents his adultery.

(1) [Edging is a maid-servant and trying to end her kelaous relationship with her
master Sir Charles Easy. Sir Charles is trying pp@ase her and holds her.]
SIR CHARLES:. Has any thing put thee out of Humour, Love?

EDGING: No, Sir, 'tis not worth my being out of Humouratho’ if ever you have
any thing to do with me again I'll be Burn'd.

SIR CHARLES. Some body has bely’d me to thee.
(Carelessl.1)

(2) [Sir Charles repents and swears his love to higWwidy Easy.]
SIR CHARLES: Give then to my new-born Love, what Name you &e# cannot,

shall not be too Kind: [...]

LADY EASY: [...] Now | am Blest indeed to see you Kind wvaith th’ Expence
of Pain in being so, to make you mine with Easindsss! [...] But 'twas a
Pain Intolerable to give you a Confusion.

SIR CHARLES: O thou Engaging Virtue! But I'm too slow in doidgstice ta thy
Love: | know_thy softness will refuse me; but renteml insist upon it—let

thy Woman be Discharg’d this Minute.
(Carelesss.5)

In (1), Sir Charles is trying to create the scehsweet love, by resorting ttiou as
a lovers’ pronoun and a term of endearment ‘loas’well as his action ‘*holding her’.
The speaker probably knows and calculates theeinfla of the choice of his words.
In (2), in contrast, Sir Charles starts showingetibn to his wife Lady Easy using
You, but when his emotion is heightened strongly, Wctes torHou. This kind of
THOU might be more spontaneous or ‘natural’ than tlagaseen in (1) on the level of

stage characters, although the author must hawkhatb of them deliberately.
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6.4.1.2. Friendship

Another positive emotion which is representedTeypu is friendship or intimacy
between a master/mistress and their servants. Byoimes out that in Shakespearean
plays the unmarked form between friendsds), but they usaHou in affectionate
intimacy (1936: 152). Such usage is seen in my dyrme®rpus too. Here is one

example offHOU as a representation of friendship:

[Lord Morelove has been treated coldly by his losed is disheartened. His friend
Sir Charles cheers him up.]
LORDMORELOVE | see my Folly nowCharles but what shall | do with the Remains
of Life that she has left me?
SIR CHARLES: O throw it at her Feet by all means, [...] and @inp Blank Verse desire
her, one way or other, to make an End of the Bgsine
LORDMORELOVE What a Fool dost thou make me? [Smiling.]
SIR CHARLES: | only shew you, as you come out of her Hands Lorgl.
LORDMORELOVE How Contemptibly have | behav'd my self?
SIR CHARLES: That's according as you Bear her Behaviour.
LORD MORELOVE Bear it, no—I thank the& harles thou hast wak’d me now—
(Careless3.1)

This scene is light-hearted with Lord Morelove'segsive moaning and Sir Charles’
light banter. Lord Morelove’s firstHou, ‘What a Fool dost thou make me?’ can sound
like an angry reply, but the stage direction ‘snglishows he actually enjoys the
conversation. filou used here seems to show that the speaker isgvitlibe engaged

in his friend’s light-hearted conversation by usagronoun of closeness rather than
distancing himself. It also represents their clivendship —they’re close enough to
useTHou. The second occurrencetfou, ‘| thank theeCharles thou hast wak’d me
now—'is also in line with this jocular scene, Lord Mtove showing effusive

gratitude.
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Since usingHou in gratitude sounds quite dramatic — over-dramatitccan be
used in a sarcastic way. Usimgou in an inappropriate situation makes the speaker

sound silly, as in the example below:

[Honeywood is thanking his friend Lofty, who preterhe has paid Honeywood’s

bail.]

HoNEYwooD: My friend, my benefactor, it is, it must be hettegt | am indebted for
freedom, for honour. Yes, thou worthiest of meanirthe beginning | suspected
it, but was afraid to return thanks; which, if uadesed, might seem reproaches.

LOFTY: | protest | don’'t understand all this, Mr. Honeywd. [...] —Blood, Sir, can'’t
a man be permitted to enjoy the luxury of his owelihgs without all this
parade?

HoONEYwoOOD: Nay, do not attempt to conceal an action thatsaddyour honour.
Your looks, your air, your manner, all confess it.

LOFTY: Confess it! Sir. Torture itself, Sir, shall nevaing me to confess it. [...]
Come, come, Honeywood, you know | always lov'd eoafriend, and not a
patron. | beg this may make no kind of distancevbet us. Come, come, you
and | must be more familiar—Indeed we must.

HoNEYwooD:. Heavens! Can | ever repay such friendship! Isetemy way! Thou
best of men, can | ever return the obligation?

(Good-Natur’'d3.1)

This scene looks like a moving scene superficiddly, it is meant to be ironic and
funny. The addressee is deceiving the speakeprdtends he to have paid the bail to
release Honeywood, but in fact a lady in love wiloneywood has done so
anonymously. Honeywood, a wealthy but naive ‘goatliarid man’, believes
whatever he is told while people around him arg orierested in exploiting his money.
The speaker’s overdramatic expressions of gratitoderds a liar serve to highlight
his foolishness and good nature, since the faatready described to the audience

before this scene.HDu in these examples serves to show the absurd itytearsd

169



naiveté of the speaker as well as strong emotion.

6.4.1.3. Patronisation

When used from a superior to inferiofou can have an intimate but patronising tone.
To take one instance, a young gentleman named Bélmé&oundlingusesrHou to

his friend Faddle when he wants to ask somethirgadtlle and take control over him.
In this caseTHoU has a slight patronising tone and is used as -gnoup markef?
Another instance of such patronisimgou can be seen in dialogues between Lord
Ogleby and his Swiss follower Canton@tandestingeor Sir John and his son Bevis

to their servant Humphrey @onsciousin these casesiou is never reciprocal.

6.4.2. Negative emotions

6.4.2.1. Anger

THou can be used to show the speaker’s strong angescana towards the addressee,
for example when a woman is accusing her lover, @m! Tom! thou art as false
and as base, as the best Gentleman of themdirigciousl.1). THou of anger can

also be used to represent a serious threat. Irgtlogation below, the speaker is

physically threatening the addressee witbu:

[Sir Charles catches Faddle eavesdropping.]

SIR CHARLES: Why what does the Wretch tremble at? —Broken Bame to be set
again, and thou may’st yet die in thy Bdkes hold of himl—You have been a
Listener, Sir. [...] No denial, SifShakes him]...] Take Care! —For every Lie
thou tell'st me, shall be scor’d ten-fold upon flgsh—Answer me—How came

® THou as an in-group marker with patronising tone is alsen in Fielding'The Author’s
Farce(3.3.4).
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Mr. Belmont’s Sister by that anonymous Letter?
(Foundling4.3)

Although the speaker never loses his control, kensity of his anger can be seen in
his physical attitude and the threats he usesulused here also shows the speaker’s
superiority over the addressee; the speaker trisedw the addressee that the latter is
under the control of the speaker and has no clwit® obey him. This representation

of superiority continues to appear in the sentesoes after the above example, when

Sir Charles starts lecturing Mr Faddle:

SIR CHARLES: If thou art open to any Sense of Shame, heaf mgThy Life is a
Disgrace to Humanity—A foolish Prodigality makeg¢hneedy—Need makes
thee vicious, and both make thee contemptible . V/ltys prostituted to Slander
and Buffoonery—and thy Judgment, if thou hast &amjeanness and Villainy.
[...] If thou can’st be wise, think of me, and benkst.

(Foundling4.3)

Sir Charles authoritatively condemns Mr Faddle’sywd living. There is a strong
sense of superiority not in terms of their clasg, b their mental maturity. In other
words, Sir Charles treats Mr Faddle as his infemmrbecause his class is inferior but
because he is a base manroU here represents the speaker’s scorn for the ares
and that he does not want to treat the addresdae aqual, mentally.

In the same play another character ases to threaten Faddle, but in this case

the speaker uses it to lure him to work for hehwéward:

[Rosetta suspects that Faddle is involved in amietary letter about her friend.]

RoOsETTA If thou art link’d with any Wretch, base enoughcontrive this Paper, or
art thy self the Contriver, —may Poverty and a Badrt, be thy Companions—
But if thou art privy to any Thing, that concerhg tHHonour of this Family, give
it Breath—and I'll insure_thee both Protection &elward.
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(Foundling3.2)

Rosetta is emotionally closer to Mr Faddle compaoeSir Charles. While Sir Charles
is a stranger to Mr Faddle, Rosetta is an acquasetaf Mr Faddle — her brother is Mr
Faddle’s friend and Mr Faddle shows slight loveiast in her. In the above scene she
usesTHOU as a strong threat, but at the same time she shpasonising tone, saying
she will give him a reward if he takes her sideothrer difference is that Rosetta is not
threatening him with violence. Although she is dégal as a proud and strong woman
who enjoys quarrelling with male characters, shesdwt seem to have physical power
to beat him down. Instead of using violence, shes ier charm to force him to obey

her, in which she fails.

When used with angemiou can show that the speaker is losing control. Walke
shows that usingHou when inappropriate represents that the speakasirgy control
(2007: 85). Hope argues that participants of trraight have reported that their
opponents usetHou when they actually useebu in order to make them sound more
hot-blooded and rude (1993: 90-91). Such usage@f as a representation of losing
control can be seen in the following example, whex@women are quarrelling. They

are rivals in love and trying to beat their oppdraown flat:

[Mrs Conquest and Miss Notable are each claimireg ®ir George loves her, not her

opponent.]

MRs. CONQUEST [Aside.] So! She’s stirr’d—I must have the restto
His Passion to thee, Love, that were impossible—eHaWassion for any thing
so uncapable to conceive it—Why Love’s a thing ymn't be fit to think of
these two Years. [...] | say, all your late sobbing] and all that Stuff, my Honey,
I am now confirm’d was all, from first to last, tipeetty Fiction of thy own little
Pride and Jealousie, only to have the Ease of giwie Pain from his suppos’d
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forsaking me.

MissNOTABLE: Hah! ha! ha! | am glad to see your Vanity so $@eMadam, but
since | find 'tis_your Disease, I'll be your Friefiok once, and work your Cure
by bursting it: [...] not Her, nor You, but Me, andeMlone he loves—

(Staked.1)

Mrs Conguest is much agitated, but tries to mainieir superiority, both in terms of
her age and the genuine love interest of Sir Cedolepretending to be calm and using
patronising address terms suchH@s andmy pretty oneHowever, she cannot keep
control and slips into angry or emotiomalou occasionally. The above example shows
her earnestness to conquer her opponent as widlrastrong contempt. She cannot
win the argument and Miss Notable leaves the rooomphantly, leaving Mrs
Conquest in great dismay. In contrast, Miss Notéblalways calm and never uses
THoOU to Mrs Conquest. In fact, Miss Notable is not @esi about this argument — as
revealed later, she is merely pretending to bead im love so that Mrs Conquest will
throw away her pride and accept Sir George’s loweenwillingly. The audience do
not know this fact this point in the play, but theight be able to feel the difference in

attitudes by the way they talk.

6.4.3. Characterisation
There are some characters who useu more often than othersHdu might be used
to represent some character traits, in other woisksg as a means of characterisatfon.

One character who usesiou comparatively frequently is Lord Foppington in

%9 Cf. Previous studies argue that some dramatigt®iéad second person pronouns as a
means of characterisation, e.g. Byrne (1936) apddman (2007) on Shakespeare and
Bock (1938) on Etherege.
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Careless 15.2% of his second person singular pronoumsds (Table 33):

Table 33: The number aHoU andYou spoken by the characters@areless

Speaker Gender Class THOU YOU
Lord Foppington male |upper |15 (26.3%)| 42
Lord Morelove male upper 8 (6.4%)| 117
Sir Charles male upper 17 (4.6%)| 350
Lady Easy female upper | 2 (1.3%)| 152
Lady Betty female| upper | O (0%)| 149
Lady Graveairs female upper | O (0%)| 80
servant of Sir Charlesmale lower| O (0%) 2
Edging female| lower | O (0%)| 36

Lord Foppington, as his name suggests, is a fepne who is foolishly attentive to
and vain of his appearance, dress, or manners’ (@n.). He has a distinctive way
of speech, such as excessive use of French ortedf@ronunciation, for example:
‘Pshah! prithee PaxCharles thou know’st | am a Fellosans Consequendee where

I will.” ( Careless2.2). HisTHoU is quite notable when talking with his friend Sir
Charles; the percentagemfou to You increases drastically to 78.9% (15x out of 19x).
Mclintosh (1986) argues that Lovelace and BelfordRiohardson'SClarissa (1748)

employTHoU as an affectation in their correspondences:

Lovelace affects “the Roman style” (I, 144; Riclsod'’s note) in his letters to Belford,;
that is, he addresses his close friends in thensigperson singulatheeandthou This
usage would appear to be an archaism, probablgiasso with conscious imitation
of the gallantries of chivalric romance (S. Bak€64).

(1986: 129)

Considering that Lord Foppington and Sir Charlesrakes who pursue love affairs

with other women than their wife, Lord Foppington&e ofrHou to Sir Charles might
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represent similar affectatiof.

Another character who usesou often is Sir Charles iRoundling He usesHou
many times when he admonishes Faddle (6.4.2) arehwile addresses a young
woman to show his praise of her. His usegdu might represent the graveness of his
character/personality. There is one similar charaation in Fanny Burney&ecilia.
There is an elderly moral man named Mr Albany, wpeaks in a grave style with
thou andye (Cf. Chapter 4). His way of speaking is surelytidguishably different
from other characters, for another character thkesas an actor because of his way
of talking. In the similar token, the author pubtof THou in the speech of Sir Charles

to show he is a moral and mature man.

6.5. Conclusion
As we have seen above, there is a lot of varietthenuse offHou. The overall
frequency offHou is so few that it is impossible to see any firrmdasions, but one
thing that is clear is thatHou was a marked form which was rarely used even to
inferiors in the eighteenth-century comedies. liofsr do not userHou to their
superiors, except in dialogues between upper-middkes and upper-class characters.
It seems that speakers choose toTus® not because of extralinguistic factors
(gender or class) but because of pragmatic factoch as emotion or style. They never
maintain their use ofHouU even in one entire scene, and they switclkdo very

quickly. It is often used in climax or very ‘drantscenes to represent the importance

0 Baker (1964) argues the influence of French romamcseventeenth- and eighteenth-
century England. Lord Foppington’s frequent us€minch, along with the use ofiou,
might suggest he is influenced by French romance.
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of the scene. It seems, asTiHou were used as a signal to represent the important
scenes. In other wordsHou was enregistered as theatrical language. | waltuss

this point — enregisterment and stylisation — imengetail in Chapter 11.
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7. Aside and apostrophe

7.1. Introduction

As | have shown in Chapters 5 and 6, the useHofu varies significantly in the
tragedies and the comedigsipu is used quite often in most of the tragedies witile
rarely appears in the comedies. However, theredspecial usage which is often seen
in both of the genres, based on dramatic convesntiBrom the Elizabethan emjou
had been used quite often in aside and apostrdghthglland 1987, Busse 2002).
Characters who normally useu can switch taHou in such scenes. | have presented

one case in point in Chapter 3:

[Emilia is in love with Gaywit. She hides it fronmh believing he is in love with
another woman.]
SCENE Il
Emilia alone.
EMILIA : Oh! Gaywit! too much | sympathize with thy Unesess. Didst thou know
the Pangs | feel on thy Account, thy generous Heattld suffer more on mine.
[Enter Gaywit.]* Ha! my Words have rais‘d a Spirit.
SCENE IV
Emilia, Mr. Gaywit.
MR GAYWIT: | hope, Madam, you will excuse a Visit at so w@smmable an Hour.
EMILIA : Had_you come a little earlier, you had met a kéis$ here.

(Modern4.3-4.4)

The speaker (Emilia) addresses Mr Gaywitriasu in apostrophe in Act 4 Scene 3,
but as soon as he enters the scene (Act 4 Sceste 4witches tgou, which is the
normal pronoun to address him.

In this chapter | will discuss this special usafTHou in aside and apostrophe.

1| follow Wood'’s (2007) addition of stage directitmmake the context clearer.
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| will also study other situations addressimgabsentia(Mazzon 2000), or situations
in which the addressees cannot hear what the spsayei.e. when the addressee is
unconscious or dead.

Before starting the discussions, let me inioedsome definitions:

Aside: a few words or a short passage spoken in an torgeor to the audience. It
is a theatrical convention and by convention thedsare presumed inaudible to
other characters on stage.

(Cuddon and Preston 1998: 58)

Apostrophe: Afigure of speech in which a thing, a placeahstract quality, an idea,
a dead or absent person, is addressed as if paasgcpable of understanding.
(Cuddon and Preston 1998: 51)

Their common feature is the speakers’ addressesaarexpected to be heard by the
addressee(s). For this reason, speakers of asidepmstrophe might not follow the

standard rules of using pronouns such as poweardiite. One of the main differences
between aside and apostrophe is whether the addrisssn the stage or not. With the
case of aside, the addressee is on stage witlp#aker but they (as well as the other

characters present) cannot hear what the speajef’sa

[Lucinda is talking with her fiancé Cimberton andrimother Mrs Sealand.]

CIMBERTON: They proceed to the Propagation of the Specgspanly, as to the
Preservation of the Individual.

LUCINDA: [aside.] She that willingly goes to Bed to therist have no Shame, I'm
sure.

MRS. SEALAND: Oh CousinCimbertort CousinCimbertort how abstracted, how

refin’d, is your Sense of Things!

2 There are cases when aside is heard by anotherctésa such as ‘aside to X’ or ‘aside
between X and Y’. | treat these cases as dialotateer than aside.
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(Conscious3.1)

In the above scene, all three characters (Luci@daberton and Mrs Sealand) are on

stage. While they are conversing with each othecjnda’s aside is not heard by the

other characters,

In contrast,

or, they show no reaction to whathas said.

there might be other characters hgapostrophe, as shown below:

[Randal tells his master Old Wilmot about Sir WaRaleigh's hostage.]

RANDAL :

OLD WILMOT:

RANDAL :

The brave Sir Walter Raleigh,
[...] 'tis reported, he must lose his head,
To satisfy the Spaniards.
Not unlikely;
His martial genius does not suit the times.
[...] —Gallant man!
Posterity perhaps may do thee justice,

And praise thy courage, learning and integrity,
When_thou'rt past hearing:

[...] Such events
Must, questionless, excite all thinking men,
To love and practise virtue!
Nay; 'tis certain,
That virtue ne’er appears so like itself,
So truly bright and great, as when opprest.
(Curiosity1.1)

In the above scene, Old Wilmot starts addressingitdNValter Raleigh, who is not

present in the scene, in the middle of the contiersavith his servant Randal. This is

different from aside, for his interlocutor is listag to him and responds to what he

says (cf. in the above example of aside fr@Qonscious neither the addressee

Cimberton nor the other interlocutor Mrs Sealand lvear Lucinda’s aside).

There are cases when aside and apostrophe odtie sme time. To take one
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example, the speech below includes apostrophdade:as

[Gil Blas has just realised that his mistress Aa@s not talking about him.]
AURORA: You look as if the Thing did not please you.
GIL BLAS: O, mightily, Madam! mightily indeed!
[Aside.] —Philosophy | thank thee! | am coming tysalf again.
| like it—There’s Spirit in't—and I'll assist you ith my Life.
AURORA: Thank youGil Blas—
(Gil Blas1.1)

The addressee is ‘philosophy’ (an abstract notiavf)p/which is not on stage.
Therefore, this particular case is classified astapphe rather than aside.

There are two more similar situations in whtble addressee cannot hear the
speaker’s address; when the hearer is dead or sciocos. Stage directions clearly
mention it, i.e. ‘dies’ or ‘swoons/faints’. The ‘@é’ or ‘unconscious’ character is still
on the stage. Other characters often talk aboutliagacter's death or swooning,

probably in order to make audience aware of itgfample:

<Dead>
[Calista has stabbed herself, repenting her unfaitiess to her husband Altamont.]
CALISTA:  Now 'tis too late,

And yet my Eyes take Pleasure to behold thee,

Thou art their last dear Object. —Mercy, Heav'n]She dies.
ALTAMONT: Cold! dead and cold! and yet thou art not chang’d

But lovely still!

(Penitent5.1)

<Unconscious>
(1) [Young Wilmot’s fiancée Charlot and his friend Eagst have just seen him die.]
CHARLOT: O! take me, take me hence, e're | relapse;

And in distraction, with unhallow’d tongue,

Again arraign your mercy— [Faints.]
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EUSTACE Unhappy maid! This strange event my strength
Can scarce support; no wonder thine should fail.

(2) [Leonora swoon while quarrelling with her husbafidnzo.]
LEONORA: And are you perjur’d then for Virtue's sake?

How often have you sworn? but go for ever!  [Sn&o
ALONZzO: Heart of my Heart! and Essence of my Joy!

Where art Thou? —O I'm_thine, and thine for ever!][
LEONORA Hold, Alonzq

And hear a Maid, whom doubly thou hast conquer’d.

(Revengd.l)

In both cases the hearer is still on the stagetlmdpeaker and other characters are
aware of the condition of the hearer. In the cdsgead characters, speakers do not
expect their hearer to reply. In the case of uncions characters, sometimes speakers
do not expect their hearer to hear them (as irffitsieexample) while in other cases
the speaker wants the hearer to hear them (inettumd example). | will compare the
data of these two situations, i.e. dead and uneomscwith those of aside and
apostrophe to see if there is any difference.

| do not include addresses to characters whdifleel outside the scene or in
previous scenes, i.e. the actors of the killedattars are not on the same scene as the

speaker. | treat such occurrences as apostrophe.

7.2. Previous studies
Several previous studies discuss whether authars te chooserHoOU over You in

aside, soliloquy and apostropfk&.Ulrich Busse states thatHou in aside and

3 Soliloquy is ‘a speech, often of some length, licli a character, alone on the stage,
expresses his thoughts and feelings’ (Cuddon aestdr 1998: 838). | include soliloquy
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apostrophe in Shakespearean dramas is formulaic:

Aside, soliloquy and apostrophe have to be regaadespecial formulaic cases of
pronoun use in EModE drama, because none of teebeected to an addressee who

is present on stage. These instances are goveyrtbd bise of invariarmHou.
(2002: 34)

Walker (2007) shows that Ulrich Busse’s commergctabove is not confirmed by her
data taken from seventeenth- and eighteenth-ceatumgdies. She claims that the use

of THou in aside and apostrophe is not formulaic:

[M]y data reveals that bottHOU andyou are used in aside and/or apostrophe in all
five 40-year periods of my corpus, althoutou is the more common pronoun. In
apostrophaHou is found in 73 per cent of the examples, and ideas10U is also
preferred (63%). Thus the pronoun usage is cleady formulaic in aside or

apostrophe in my data.
(Walker 2007: 192)

In short, althoughtHou tends to appear more often, usimgou in aside and
apostrophe is not mandatory. Walker attributeshigh frequency ofHou in them to
emotion: THOU is encouraged when the address is an aside otraplos, as this is

when characters are especially likely to express thue feelings’ (2007: 231) and:

[T]he examples of apostrophe in my data involvdirigs of love, anger, or other

emotions, and examples in aside often express mpterhus the prevalence of

THOU is unsurprising, although — as the examplesxf indicate — not formulaic.
(2007: 192)

She goes on to state that occurrencesHolu are ‘governed by similar contextual

in apostrophe because the addressee is alwayd &fusernhe stage due to the

aforementioned nature of soliloquy.
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constraints as in face-to-face dialogue: strongtemanay trigger the use aHou,
but rarely in conflict with, especially, the ran&rameter’ (2007: 196).
In the section below | will look at the pertage ofrHou in aside and apostrophe

to see if it is formulaic or a preference.

7.3. Data and analysis
7.3.1. Overall figures
To see whether aside and apostrophe encouragsahsHou, | will investigate the
data in two ways: which pronoun was used more &atjy in aside and apostrophes;
whetherrHou appears more frequently in aside and apostroplaesin other parts of
the text. If usingrHou in aside and apostrophe is formulaic, it shoulpgeap much
more frequently in them and it might affect theienpercentage ofHou to You,
especially in texts with fewer occurrencesiebu.

Firstly, | look at the number aHou andyou appearing in aside and apostrophe,

as shown in Table 34:
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Table 34: The number aHou andyou in aside, apostrophe and dialogtfes.

Title Aside Apostrophe Dialogue

THOU YOU THOU YOou THOU YOU
Penitent(T) - - 11 (100% 0 c| 148
Shore(T) - - 4 (80%) 1] 330 (55.2%) 282
Busiris (T) - - 15 (83% 3| 254 (50.7%) 247
Reveng€T) 3 (100%) 0] 10 (100%) 0| 282 (44.2%) 356
Merchant(T) - - 1 (100% 0| 56 (11.4%) 435
Curiosity (T) - - 16 (94% 1] 153 (48.3%) 164
Douglas(T) - - 15 (100% 0] 298 (71.6%) 118
Agis(T) - - 20 (100% 0| 288 (77.4%) 84
Grecian(T) - - - - 327 (77.7%) 94
Sistery(T) - - 7 (50%) 193 (26.1%) 546
CarelesqC) 1 (20%) 4|0 (0%) 4| 44 (4.0%)| 1090
Tender(C) - - - - 36 (5.2%) 675
Stake(C) - - - - 34 (3.1%) 1169
ConsciouqC) 1 (100%) 0|2 (50%) 2| 37 (4.2%)| 881
Foundling(C) 0 (0%) 1 (50%) 1] 80(12.1%) 595
Gil Blas (C) 0 (0%)| - 1 (25%) 3 1(0.1%)| 1121
Jealous(C) - - 0 (0% 3 6 (0.5%)| 1187
ClandestingC) 0 (0%) 1]- - 14 (1.5%) 950
Good-Natur'd(C) | 0 (0%) 1|5 (100%) 0 9 (1.3%)| 693
StoopgC) - - 0 (0% 1 4 (0.5%)| 806

The above data show the percentage+olu to You shows variations in the two genres,

as in dialogues (Chapter 4). Aside appears almastigvely in the comedies, except

in Revenge (3xHou and 10xrou). Of the six comedies which contain second person

pronouns in aside, the percentagatbu to you in aside is 0% in fourHoundling

Gil Blas, ClandestineandGood-Natur’d, 20% inCarelessand 100% irConsciousl

will look at the comedies in whichHou appears more frequently in aside than in

4 - means there is no second person singular prenound in the category.
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dialogues later below.

With regard to apostrophe, personal pronoppear both in the tragedies and
comedies. While tragedies tend to have high peagen(80% or higher) afHou to
You in apostrophe (excefisters in which the percentage ofiou to You is 50%),
there is a wider variation of the percentage incthredies, between 0% and 100%. In
sum, there is a lot of variation in the userebu in aside and apostrophe, especially
in the comedies. It should also be noted that tiraber of personal pronouns is too
small to draw any conclusion.

Mitchell argues that the frequent use of asideapusbtrophe in tragedies boosts

the percentage aHou in them:

A partial explanation for the higher percentagehoforms in tragedy concerns the
use of second person pronouns in apostrophe. &tististal evidence in the study
shows that 71% of the total occurrences [of seqmrdon pronouns] in apostrophe
appear in tragedy. Furthermore, 81% of these oenuoes [in apostrophe] ath
forms. In tragedy the use of apostrophe is morencomthan in comedy because
characters are more likely to speak to the godspiats, to the fates, to celestial
bodies, to corpses, and to themselves. Such enab8peeches requitik rather than
y forms.

(1971: 101)

If her statement is true, the numbemabu used in aside and apostrophe will take up
the large portion in the entire numberrebu used in an entire play. However, this is

not true in my data, as Table 35 shows:
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Table 35: The frequency oHou in aside and apostrophe in the entire corpus.

Genre Author | Year Title T_HOU In | THOUIn aside
dialogues & apostroph&
Rowe 1706 Penitent 472 11 (2.3%)
Rowe 1714 Shore 3304 (1.2%)
Young 1719 Busiris 254\ 15 (5.6%)
Young 1721 Revenge 2821 13 (4.4%)
Lillo 1731 | Merchant 56| 1 (1.7%)
Tragedy — —
Lillo 1736 | Curiosity 153 16 (9.5%)
Home 1756 Douglas 298| 15 (4.8%)
Home 1758 Agis 2881 20 (6.5%)
Murphy 1772| Grecian 327|5 (0%)
Murphy 1783| Sisters 1937 (3.5%)
Cibber 1704 Careless 4411 (2.2%)
Steele 1705 Tender 360 (0%)
Cibber 1707 Stake 34|10 (0%)
Steele 1723 Conscious 373 (5.9%)
Moore 1748 Foundling 801 (0.8%)
Comedy :
Moore 1751 Gil Blas 1 (100%)
Colman 1761 Jealous 6|0 (0%)
Colman 1766 Clandestine 1410 (0%)
Goldsmith| 1767 | Good-Natur'd 5 (36.2%)
Goldsmith| 1773| Stoops 0 (0%)

Contrary to Mitchell's hypothesis, the number oiou appearing in aside and
apostrophe does not have a significant presendeeirentire figure offHou in the
tragedies as well as in the comedies (excefliiBlas, in which the only instance of
THOU appears in apostrophe). Althoughou appears more frequently thaou than

it does in dialogue, the fact that there is so moare dialogue than aside and

S The number in the parentheses indicates the pageofTHOU in aside and apostrophe
to the entire number of thou appearing in each flayin dialogues, aside and
apostrophe).
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apostrophe means that it has little impact on tiial number ofrHou. Therefore,
although aside and apostrophe are two of the featuhich encourage the useraou,
the use ofrHou in aside and apostrophe itself cannot explain sdmye plays have

higher frequency ofHou than others.

7.3.2. Speakers of aside and apostrophe

Are there any characteristics of characters whoougeceiverHou or You in aside
and apostrophe? Walker points out that maritalistaank and perhaps age as well as
strong emotions are relevant in her data of peBg@007: 194). Previous studies
suggest thatrHou is often used when the subject is God or superalabeings,
possibly under the influence of the Bible (Byrne8&9Johnson 1966, Brook 1968,
Wales 1996 etc.). | will look at the relationshigfsspeakers and addressees of aside

and apostrophe below.

7.3.2.1. Aside
Firstly, | look at secongerson singular pronouns in aside. There are seven and

elevenyou in aside (Table 36):

Table 36: Second person singular pronouns in aside.

Genre Author | Yea Title THOU | YOU | THOU %
Tragedy| Young 1721] Revenge 3 0 100%
Cibber 1704 Careless 1 4 20%
Steele 1723 Conscious 1 0 100%
Moore 1748 Foundling 0 1 0%
Comedy| \oore | 1751 Gil Blas o 4| 20%
Colman 1764 Clandestine 0 1 0%
Goldsmith| 1767 | Good-Natur'd 0 1 0%
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All of the addressees are another character ost#ge (six offHou and all ofvou).
This is because aside is often used to show spsakdden feelings towards other
characters (7.1). | will analyse the relationshipthe speaker of the addressee
addressed asHou andyou separately to see if there is any difference betwéeeir
usage.

All of the occurrences afHou in aside (3x) are spoken by the black slave Zanga
to his Spanish master AlonzoRevenge’® Zanga pretends to be a faithful slave and
uses politerou to Alonzo, but he reveals his true feeling usirgu in aside— enmity

against Alonzo and Spain, which has conqueredihgdiom):

ZANGA: We hear, my Lord, that in that Action too,
Your interposing Arm preserv’d his Life.
ALONZO: It did—with more than the Expence of Mine;
For oh! this Day is mention’d for their Nuptials.
But see, she comes! I'll take my leave, and die.
ZANGA: [Aside.] Hadst thou a thousand Lives, thy Deatluld please me.
Unhappy Fate! My Country overcome!
(Revengd.1)

So to speak, Zanga disguises himself as a faiitfivie with his speeches including

vou but he takes off that mask and speaks as hissgtfievhen speaking in asidé.

8 For further discussions on Zanga’s usekibu andyou, see Chapter 5.
" Barber (1981) argues a similar switch freou to THOU in aside:

A switch may occur when a character is being hyiioal, and then reveals his true
feelings in an aside or a soliloquy. In the opersogne of the play Richard usésu
to Clarence. As soon as Clarence goes off, how&iehard switches in soliloquy
to a sardonic and contemptuotifiou [...]. Buckingham, similarly, converses
politely with Hastings, usinou but changes tdhouin an aside:
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When he is revealing to Alonzo how he has takeenge, he addresses Alonzo as
THOU as a prince of his native country, not as Alonatese’®

The other two occurrences ©fou in aside (found irCarelessand Conscious
respectively) are found when the speaker addressaber character of equal class:
an aristocrat Sir Foppington usesou to Lady Betty Careless3.1); a middle-class

woman Lucinda uses{ou to her mother’s cousirCpnscious3.1):

[Lady Betty is trying to take advantage of Lord Bomton while he takes her attitude

as affection.]

LADY BETTY: O what a surfeiting Couple has he put togethefkrgwing her hand
carelessly upon his.]

LORD FOPPINGTON Fond of me, by all that's tender—Poor Fool, gjive thee Ease

immediately. [Aside.]
—But, Madam, you were pleas’d just now to offernmgRevenge at Picquet—
Now here’s no Body within, and | think we can’t neakise of a better
Opportunity.

(Careless3.1)

[While Cimberton and Mrs Sealand are talking, Lutdinrmakes sarcastic comments

on what he says.]

CIMBERTON: And in Truth, Madam, | have consider’d it, as asnbrutal Custom,
that Persons, of the first Character in the Woslthuld go as ordinarily, and
with as little Shame, to Bed, as to Dinner with amether. [...]

LUCINDA: [Aside.] She that willingly goes to Bed to theeyst have no Shame, I'm

Buck | shall returne before your Lordship, thence.
Hast Nay like enough, for | stay Dinner there.
Buck And Supper too, although thou know’st it not.
Come, will you goe?
(111.2.120-23)
(1981:280-281)
8 Cf. Characterisation of two different identiti@sdne character usingiou andyou is
seen in Norval/Douglas iDouglas as discussed in 5.2.1.3.
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sure.
MRS. SEALAND: Oh CousinCimbertort Cousin Cimberton how abstracted, how
refin’d, is your Sense of Things!
(Conscious3.1)

In both of the examples above, aside is used teatehe true feeling of the speaker,
SO usingrHou to represent their true feeling towards the address suitable. However,
the effect of using aside is different. In thetfegample, aside is used to distance the
speaker from the audience. The speaker, Lord Fgppinis happily surprised to
discover Lady Betty loves him, which, as the audeeknow, is a mistake. Lord
Foppington is presented as a foolish charactehé entire play, and his strong
surprised represented iyou based utterly on his misunderstanding reinforbes t
audience’s image of this stupid character.

In the second example, in contrast, aside is usetate empathy to the speaker,
Lucinda. She detests the addressee, Cimbertorhisofoolishness. He is clearly
specified as ‘a coxcomb’ in the dramatis personakthe audience are expected to
perceive him as such. However, her mother, Mrs&beklis very fond of him and
trying to marry Lucinda to him. For this reason¢lngla has to hide her hatred towards
him in front of her mother. Her use ©fiou of scorn in aside reveals her true feeling
to the audience, showing that her opinion on Cittapeis closer to that of the audience
(who think him as a fool), not her mother’s. Thisates empathy towards the speaker.

With regards tovou in aside, all of the examples appear in comediés.
speakers useou to their addressee, both in dialogues and asiti@f Ahe speakers
useyou exclusively both in aside and dialogues (excepC8arles inCareless who
usesTtHou very sparingly in dialogues). There seems to bdifierence in the use of

You in aside and dialogues in these comedies.
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7.3.2.2. Apostrophe
There are 7.54 occurrencesrteiou and 1.24 occurrences wbu per 1,000 words in

apostrophe, as shown in Table 37:

Table 37: Second person singular pronouns in apuis:

genre Author  Year Title THOU | YOU | THOU %
Rowe 1706 Penitent 11 0 100%
Rowe 1714 Shore 4 1 80%
Young 1719 Busiris 15 3 83%
Young 1721 Revenge 10 0 100%
Lillo 1731 Merchant 1 0 100%
Tragedy .
Lillo 1736 Curiosity 160 1 94%
Home 1756 Douglas 15 0 100%
Home 1758 Agis 20 0 100%
Murphy 1772 Grecian 5 0 100%
Murphy 1783 Sisters 7 7 50%
Cibber 1704 Careless 0 4 0%
Steele 1723 Conscious 2 2 44%
Moore 1748 Foundling 1 1 40%
Comedy Moore 1751 Gil Blas 1 3 34%
Colman 1761 Jealous 0 3 0%
Goldsmith 1767 Good-Natur'd 5 0 100%
Goldsmith 1773 Stoops 0 1 0%

The percentage aHou is quite high (50% or higher) in all of the tragesd Although

the percentage aHou in the comedies is not as high as in the tragethiese figures

are noticeably higher than the percentage in thloglies (less than 10% in average).

To investigate if there is any relationship betwdenaddressee and the choice

of second person pronouns, | categorise the admgsasccording to their nature
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(animate/inanimate etc.), as follows:

supernatural/personification: supernatural beings (e.g. god), abstract conespt
jealousy), nation or world (e.g. Earth, Spain),eabje.g. bower)

character: a character of the play who is not in the scene

oneself/body part address to oneself or a part of their body (@yheart, my soul)

deceaseda person who is already dead in the time of thg and never appears in
the play itself, including historical figures (efgther of Memnon, Sir Walter
Raleigh)

generic/imagination addressing an abstract figure in imagination. (glan, youth)

Table 38: Addressees ofiou andyou in apostrophe in the corpus.

category THOU | YOU | THOU %
supernatural/personificatign 155 7 96%
character 88 24 79%
oneself/body part 383 2 94%
deceased 5 100%
generic/imagination 3 0 100%

Table 38 shows thatHou appears most frequently numerically when addrgssin
supernatural entities/ personifications. Severavipus studies suggest that address to
supernatural beings in apostrophe is associatdd wibu (e.g. Busse 2002). With
regards to addresses to God and other Christiamy®ethere might also be the
influence of the King James Bible (1611), in whiclou was always used to address
God (Brook 1968) (I will discuss the influence ahl James Bible on the usetsfou

further in 11.9)’° However, it should be noted that not every appétoto the

9 UsingTHOU to God can be found even in twentieth-centurydit, for example: ‘God—
thank thee— poor Blanche— thank thee that | anlikethat— great mercies—all my
blessings— and especially not like poor Blanche-er@lanche— really dreadful.’
(Agatha Christie, 1944bsent in the Spring. 22)

192



supernatural usesiou. There are five occurrencesyafu; to heaven (3x), God (1x)
and power (1x). One interesting finding here is,shme character usegu andyou

to heaven in different scenes:

EVANDER: Indulgent Heav'n!
Pour down your blessings on this best of daughters;
(Grecian2.2)

EVANDER: These are thy wonders Heaven! —Abroad thy spirit
Moves o’er the deep, and mighty fleets are vanish’d
(Grecian3.2)

It seems quite hard to find a convincing reasoexplain why he choosesiou or
You in the above scenes. The meanings of each addréssven is different — the
first one wishes for blessings while the secondshrmvs gratitude to heaven — but it
does not seem to be a sufficient reason to charm@pns. One possibility is one of
them is a mistake, or the author did not care wipidnoun he used in apostrophe.
One characteristic of the usetmfou andyou in Grecianis that speakers change their
pronouns often, even in the same sentence. Saneeian was written in the late
eighteenth century (1772), the conventions surrmgnoHou might have been less
firm than in earlier tragedies (cf. Chapter 5).

The category of the addressee, ‘other chasaatethe play’ receives a lot of
apostrophe, while the usewfou is not as prevalent as in other categories. Thgsim
be because the use of second personal pronounsissrained by the relationships
between the speaker and the addressee. Most ohénacters seem to stick to their
normal usage even in apostrophe. However, therdege exceptions, in which while

they address the addressee witiu when the hearer is present, they address them
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with THou in apostrophe. The first example is from Jane ShomHastings irshore

She praises him in his absence, addressing himas

[Jane Shore is talking with Duke of Gloster and sidbjects. She hears about the
opposition of Hastings (who is not present in tbeng), and praises him.]
GLOSTER  This, tho’ of great Importance to the Publick,

Hastings for very Peevishness and Spleen,

Does stubbornly oppose.
JANE SHORE [...] O gallant generouslastings

Go on, pursue! Assert the sacred Cause:

Stand forth, thou Proxy of all-ruling Providence,

And save the friendless Infants from Oppression.

Saints shall assist thee with prevailing Prayers,

And warring Angels combat on thy Side.
GLOSTER  You're passing rich in this same heavenly $pee

And spend it at your Pleasure. Nay, but mark me!

My Favour is not bought with Words like these.

Go too—you'll teach your Tongue another Tale.

(Shore4.1)

Jane Shore always addresses Hastinggoas In this scene, however, the status of
Hastings in her mind seems to be exalted to tha célestial being; her prayer to
Hastings is very similar to that to God shown infirst speech in the above quotation.
So to speak, she is addressing Hastings as a sipetirguardian of the young princes.
Judging from Gloster’s response, her speech igloeeery for him (‘You're passing
rich in this same heavenly Speech’) and it disgedsm. In sum, Jane Shore employs
THoOU to Hastings in much the style of prayers to sugkemal beings in this scene.
The second example of switchingTeou in apostrophe is ii€uriosity. Old
Wilmot greets ‘a stranger’ with politeou, but when he decides to kill him to rob his

money, he addresses to him wrthou:
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[Old Wilmot is planning to kill the stranger whitke latter is sleeping.]
OLD WILMOT: Gen’rous, unhappy man! O! what cou’d move thee
To put_thy life and fortune in the hands
Of wretches mad with anguish!
(Curiosity4.1)

Since the speaker has met the stranger for thdifite only a few hours ago, he does
not have any emotional attachment to or solidavitqh him. He envies the stranger’s
money but this is not strong enough to indueeu of contempt or hatred (cf. Chapters
5 and 6). The use oHou here is presumably induced by the speaker’s staoggish
and moral affliction.

The last example of special userabu in apostrophe is from a servant to his
master inGood-Natur’d He addresses to Sir William witiRiou after the latter leaves

the scene:

[Jarvis and his master Sir William are planningredorm Sir William's nephew. After

Sir William leaves, Jarvis addresses him wittou.]

JARVIS I'm sure there is no part of it more dear to hirart_you are, tho’ he has not
seen you since he was a child. [...] Faith, beggowg yionour’s pardon, I'm sorry
they taught him any philosophy at all; it has osdyv'd to spoil him. [...]

SIRWILLIAM : Don't let us ascribe his faults to his philosophgntreat you. Now, my
intention is to involve him in fictitious distreskefore he has plunged himself
into real calamity. [...]

[Exit.

Jarvis: Well, go_thy ways, Sir William Honeywood. It i®nhwithout reason that the
world allows_thee to be the best of men.

(Good-Natur’'d1.1)

Even though he has served Sir William for a lomgetiand Sir William trusts him
enough to confide his secret plan, Jarvis neves (g&l possibly is not allowed to use)

THoU to his master in person. He speaks deferentiallyis master, as shown in his
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first speech in the above (e.g. the usgafr honouj. His close relationship is shown
in the use ofHoU in his apostrophe, which must not be heard byatlressee.

Apostrophe to oneself or one’s own body pany 6oulandmy hear} is another
highly THou-oriented category. All but one of the addressemtself argHouU in one
comedy Gtake as well as in the tragedies. The characters’ baay parts are also
addressed witliHou all the time except once {@recian ‘Well, my heart, / Well do
your vital drops forget to flow.’Grecian 1.1). The use offHou to them seems
formulaic at least in my corpu$. This might be because oneself is the closest
addressee possible to the speaker (as God is addrassHou as a being closest to
Christians). It might also be because talking tesaff aloud might sound unnatural
and ‘theatrical’, andHou is associated with the language of drama (cf. @hdD).

Deceased people (i.e. people who have been deameb#fe scene) are
occasionally mentioned in apostrophe. They arellysafamily member of one of the
characters in the play. Therefore the relationdbgtween the speaker and the
addressee is fairly close and they wseu. It seems dead people are often addressed
with THou, even if they are addressed witbu when they are alive. To take an
example, irHamletLaertes and Gertrude address Ophelia withu at her burial to
show their grief or pity, but they us®u when talking with her (Byrne 1936: 103-
104).

The ‘generic/ (people in) imagination’ categaeceivesTHOU exclusively.
Although the addressee is a person, they are absind might have similar traits as

supernatural beings and concepts. In the casedoésslto ‘villain’, it might be used

8 Cf. Burnley points out that the courtly man usesu when addressing apostrophes to
himself in Chaucer’s works (1983: 18-19).
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to show contempt, as shown below:

[Lord Hastings is enraged to hear Gloster’s stofynational turmoil.]
LORDHASTINGS. Curse on the innovating Hand attempts it!
Remember him, the Villain, righteous Heaven

In thy great Day of Vengeance! [...]
GLOSTER “You go too far my Lord.
(Shore3.1)

Shoreis based on Shakespear&ghard Ill, and this is the scene where Gloster
(Richard) tries to see if Hasting will join his amiracy. Hastings shows too much
anger and loyalty to Edward IV and loses Glostitist, and eventually his own head.
His strong anger might be shown in his choiceHaiu as well as other strong speeches
with exclamation marks, and we can also see thast&l perceives his rage as ‘too

far’ and ‘so hot’ in his responses.

7.4. Dead and unconscious characters

7.4.1. Dead characters

In this section, | will investigate if a charactedeath affects the choice of second
person pronouns. Byrne’s study on Shakespeareamadrauggests dead characters
(i.e. their dead body) are likely to receimeou: Emilia in Othello and Charmian in
Anthony and Cleopatraddress their dead mistresses widou (Byrne 1936: 108,
124). Antony addresses Caesar’s body withu in reverence and so does Lucilius to
the dead Brutus idulius CaesalByrne 1936: 83, 85). | will see if this is applide

to my data by comparing the pronouns they recaim fthe same addressees when
they are alive and dead.

There are 17 occurrences of second person singuaouns used to characters
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who have died on the stage. All of the occurreagcesHou and appear in the tragedies.

There are seven characters who recei@u while they are dead (Table 39):

Table 39: The number aHou andyou when the characters are alive and d&ad.
Dead Alive
THOU YOu THOU YOU
Altamont | Calista 3 (100% 26 (100%)
Sciolto Lothario 1 (100% 4 (100%)
Shore | Shore Jane Shore3  (100%) 35 (100%)
Revenge Zanga Alonzo 6 (100%) 38  (21%)| 142
Agis Lysander| Amphares| 2  (100%) 22 (100%) O
Sisters | Pirithous | Ariadne 1 (100% 9 (13%)| 61

Title Speaker| Addresse

Penitent

oO|lo|lo|lO0|O|O

The data on Zanga to AlonzR€vengeand Pirithous to Ariadnes(ster$ show a clear
difference when the addressee is dead. Zanga,cl blave, addresses his master
Alonzo most of the time, but when he reveals his identity as a conquered prince,
he switches taHou (5.1.2.3 and 7.3.2.1). In contrast, Pirithous’drads to Ariadne
does not change throughout the play. Ariadne isregss of Crete and Pirithous is a
king of Lapiths, so their power is equal. Pirith@aglresses Ariadne witou most of
the time (87%), possibly because of gender diffieze'When she dies, Pirithous

addresses her as thou: ‘Thou injur'd innocenc®isters5.1). ThisTHou might be

induced by her death, but it is impossible to deapattern with only one occurrence.
In sum, dead characters tend to receiveu, but clear changes of patterns before and

after the character dies are not found.

81 As defined in 7.1, ‘dead’ here means that theaitar is dead and on the stage.
Characters who are dead and not present on the: Istag been dealt in 7.3.2.2.
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7.4.2. Unconscious characters

There are five occurrences ofiou and one occurrence gfou addressed to an
unconscious person. There are three charactergegeiove second person pronouns
while in a swoon: Leonora iRevengereceivestHou from her fiancé Alonzo in
dialogues as well as when unconscious; Fani@landestingeceivesHou from her
husband Lovewell only when she swoons; CharldCumiosity receivestHou from
her fiancé’s friend Eustace, and it’s the onlyanste he addresses to her.

The only occurrence ofou appears together wittHou in Clandestine

[Fanny swoons due to great distress. Her husbandewell has been hiding in
another room but he rushes in to save her.]
LOVEWELL: speak, speak, to me, my dearest Fanny! —let rnledar thy voice, open
your eyes, and bless me with the smallest sigiiedf{l..]
(Clandestineb.2)

They never usa@Hou to anybody except in this scenedOlu seems to be used to
emphasise the climax of the play. Usingou in emergency, such as the heroine’s
swoon, is one of the typical uses in this perioderg is a similar scene in Fanny
Burney’s Cecilia (1782), where the heroine’s boyfriend finds hecanscious and

addresses her wittHou as well ayou:

[Mortimer finds his girlfriend Cecilia, who has Ibgonsciousness out of great
distress and fever.)]
Then, casting himself upon the ground by her s@@k,my Cecilia,” he cried, ‘where
hast_thou been thus long? how have | lost thee? ereadful calamity has befallen
thee?—answer me, my love! raise your sweet headasder me!

(Cecilia, Chapter viii, emphasis added)

The common trait seen in the both emergency scieng® speaker switches from
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THOU to You rather quickly. It seems asTiHou is used to emphasise or stylise the
emergency, rather than being chosen to show stowegrelationship between lovers.
This kind of ephemeral use ofiou is frequently seen in dialogues in comedies too

(cf. Chapter 6).

7.5. Conclusion
In this chapter | have looked at the use of seqmrdon singular pronouns in aside
and apostrophe. On the one hanglpu seems favoured in these text types. On the
other hand, the use @fHou in aside and apostrophe is not formulaic, for ehare
plays in whichrHou appears in dialogues only. It would be betterssuane that using
THoU in aside and apostrophe was highly conventiordlis¢he eighteenth century,
however the rule was not mandatory and there Watsod variation according to plays
and authors.

Characters who either become unconsciousardihe stage and cannot respond
to their speakers also tend to receiweu. This, however, might be because the
characters are addressed wittou even when they are alive, or because of strong

emotions in an emergency.
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8. Second person pronourye

8.1. Introduction

In this chapter, we will turn our attention to sedgerson pronoupe As we have
seen in 2.1youwas increasingly replacinge as a nominative pronoun in the course
of the sixteenth century (Barber 1976: 149). Althloye has almost petered out in
Present-day English, it was still used very spdying the nineteenth century,
especially in special contexts/registers (Nakayafiat). For these reasong.can be
expected to be found in eighteenth-century texigeny limited circumstances. | will
investigate the use gk in my corpus to get a more full picture of them®t person
singular system in eighteenth-century plays. Sthiethesis focuses on the choice of

second person singular pronouns, | will focus owggiarye only in this chapter.

8.2. Distribution of yein the whole corpus

8.2.1. The grammatical cases oye

The following table shows the distribution v in my corpus. Data in prologues,
epilogues and songs are excluded because my stddgussed on dialogues (1.3.1).
Additionally, discourse marketsark yeandlook yeand set phraseshat-d’ye-call-
themandwhat-d’ye-call-itare excludedee forms (e.glook’e€ are not included in
the data either because it might be the contraciidgheeas well ag/e (Wells 1996:
89). Several works, however, tréaee asye, e.qg.OED (hark,v.), Walker (2007), and

Nakayama (2014).

Table 40: The distribution gfein the tragedies and the comedies.

Nominative| Objective

Tragedies 3 0
Comedies 36 2
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Table 40 shows thate appears most frequently as nominative in bothhefgenres.
Yeused as the objective case is quite rare (usgdwide, in the comedies only). This
suggests that the eighteenth-century playwriglitsetained the distinction between
yeandyou, although they usegbuas nominative as well as objective most of thetim
The total number ofe is quite small compared with other second person

pronouns in both tragedies and comedies (cf. Craftand 4):

Table 41: The frequency of second person pronoang 000 words in nominative and

objective®?
Tragedies Comedies
Nominative| Objective| Nominative| Objective
ye 0.019 - 0.147 0.008
THOU 5.669 4.898 0.417 0.417
YOU 6.020 2.965 16.821| 10.065

One of the main reasons why there are so few cecces of/eis that it was already
an obsolete form in the eighteenth century. Howehés reason alone cannot explain
why ye appears less ofterHou, another obsolete form. To find the explanation fo
this, | will study the circumstances whereoccurs. Since the comedies have many

more occurrences @& | will discussyein the two genres separately.

8.3. Yein the tragedies
8.3.1. Nominative

As we have seen in Table 4 occurs three times and only as nominative in the

82 The frequency of the possessive form is not inetlith this table since the purpose of this
table is to compare the frequencyyefwith that ofTHou andyou andye does not occur

as possessive in my corpus.

202



tragedies. | present all of the occurrencegedielow:

(1) [A prostitute Millwood hears a knock while talkitmher servant-maid.]

Day, but him.
(Merchant1.3)

(2) [Horatio is addressing ‘fair’ in apostrophe, thiimg about his friend’s beautiful
but unfaithful fiancée.]
HoORATIO: What if | urg’d her with the Crime and Danger?][...
Were_you, ye Fair, but cautious whom ye trust,
Did you but think how seldom Fools are just,
So many of your Sex wou’d not in vain,
Of broken Vows and faithless Men complain.
Of all the various Wretches Love has made,
How few have been by Men of Sense betray’d?
Convinc'd by Reason, they your Pow'r confess,
Pleas’d to be happy, as you're pleas’d to bless,
And conscious of your Worth, can never love yos.les
(Penitent2.2)

Example (1) contains a contracted fodwe for do yeBarber holds that this form
represents unstressed fornyofi[js] (1976: 205). Nakayama discusses that characters
in her nineteenth-century novel corpus can emgigyghortened form when they are
in a hurry or in agitation (2014: 99). In our Exdmfi), the speaker (Millwood) is in

an urgent need to order her servant not to letovsin, so the author probably uses
the formd’ye to indicate that she is speaking quickly. Anotteason whyl'yeis used
only in Merchantmight be the style of language. Nakayama discubsefact thaye

as an unstressed variantyafu (or ‘recenty€ in her definition) tended to appear in
casual dialogue (2014: 112-118)erchantis the most ‘casual’ or colloquial tragedy

in my corpus, as evidenced by the fact that it asthy written in prose. Additionally,
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sinceMerchantdeals with ordinary people such as merchantsvargeenth-century
England, it might not sound unnatural that they leypnodern colloquial usage.
Judging from the percentage ©@fou, Merchantis closer to contemporary comedies
with a more colloquial style than contemporary édigs (Chapter 5). In fact, the form
d’yeis quite frequent in the comedies, as we willise®4 below.

Example(2), which contains two occurrencesy® is a generic reference to a
beautiful woman (‘fair’) in apostroph&eandyou in (2) is ambiguous in terms of
forms; it can be singular or plural. | treat ‘faas singular because the speaker is
thinking about a specific person, i.e. his frierfigmautiful fiancée, as he says ‘What if
| urg’d her ..."in the first sentend.Considering that the passage starting with ‘Were
you, ye Fair,’ is written in rhymed verse (while sh@f the play text are written in
blank verse)ye seems to be chosen as a part of solemn sfedalding to thatyou
is used in unstressed positions elsewhere, sdiltely the author chose to ugein

the above passage for some redSddowever, there is also a possibility thatis

8 N.B. Barber presents an exampleyefepresenting the unstressed fornyofiin the
seventeenth century, from Wycherle€suntry Wife(1675) (1976: 149).

8 Of course, there is a possibility that the ‘fairExample (2) is plural. ‘Men’ in the last line

can suggest that the speaker is thinking of memnwaorden in general and both ‘men’ and

‘ye fair’ are plural as antitheses. Additionallyeey otherye used as vocative is plural in

the tragedy corpus. | did not include the datalofgdyein this thesis because my focuses

is on second person singular pronouns. | hope ibtighumy analysis of plurate andyou

in the near future.

8 Nakayama points out that nominative plyrals often uttered solemnly in poetic or

religious atmospheres in her nineteenth-centuryehcarpus (2014: 112). She did not

find any singulaye used as such.

8 Here are a few examples of unstresgaulin speeches from Horatio (the speaker of (2))

to Calista:
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used to represent the shortened pronunciatigowfyouis used in a stressed position

while ye appears in an unstressed position:
x / x /. x / X / x /
Were you, ye Fair, bu cauious whan ye trust,

On the one hand, all of the occurrencegexdire unstressed in my tragedy corpus. On
the other handyeis rarely used even in unstressed posityamuis used most of the
time. It is impossible to draw any firm conclusiomgth such small data, but
considering theseye seems likely to occur in unstressed positionsdmly under

special circumstances.

8.4. Yein the comedies

8.4.1. Nominative

The most frequent case y#in the comedies is nominative (36x out of 38x; Falele
40 in 8.2.1). In order to find their characteristit look at the elements co-occurring

with nominative singulaye, as shown below:

Table 42: Elements co-occurring with nominativegsilarye in the comedies.

d’ye Verb | yeNoun| do yeVerb
34 1 1

The most common combinationdy/e, the contract form fodo ye Nakayama points
out that this contracted form was used by peopbenfvarious ranks, including
educated gentlemen, in her™®entury novel corpus (2014: 108). In my comedy

corpus, the class of speakergdife ranges from middle class to upper class. Gender

By Honour md falr Truth y_u wrong me much (Penitent3.1)
Unless_y_u mean to be despls d, be shmn d, (Penitent3.1)
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seems to have a moderate influence; men seem tangseeceive moréd’ye than

women do, as shown in the table below:

Table 43: The gender of the speakers and the atgre®fl'ye in the comedies.

Addressee
Male | Female
Male 18 7
Speaker
Female 5 6

25 instances (64% of the occurrencesl'gé) are spoken by a man and 23 instances
(67%) of the occurrences are directed to a man.imath points out that female
characters are less colloquial in Sheridart® Rivals(1996: 127). This might be
applicable to my data, in which female characteesdye less frequently than male
characters. It must be noted, however, that thebenmf male characters is double the
number of female characters (84 and 44 respecjivalpther wordsg’ye may appear
more frequently in men’s speech just because trerenore men.

Some verbs might tend to co-occur wdthe. It is followed bythink nine times
and by hear eight times respectiveff. However, ‘do you think’ is attested more
frequently than ‘d’ye think’ in my corpus. For expl®, inClandestinewhich has the
largest number of ‘d’ye think’, there are five oo@nces of ‘d’ye think’ while seven
occurrences of ‘do you think’. It might be truettba/e has tendency to co-occur with
some verbs, but the verb by itself does not necéssacourage the use gé

With regards to the speakersddfe thinkin Clandestine most characters use

eitherdo you thinkor d’ye thinkonly. Sir John is the only character who use lodth

87 The full list of verbs followingl’ye in my corpus is as follows: think (9x), hear (8i§e
(4x), mean (4x), call (2x), say (2x), laugh (1>§eg1x), take (1x), want (1x).
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them, but his addressees receive eitteeyou thinkor d’ye thinkonly. It seems the
identity of the speaker and the hearer plays aroitapt role of the use af’ye.
Nakayama says that ‘even the educated unintenlyactadose shorter and easier terms
either in familiar or emotional talk’ (Nakayama 20B9). In my data the receivers of
d’ye thinkare close to the speaker: family, friends or sdinates in the business.
Nakayama’s statement seems to be applicable toataytdo.

The occurrence ofein the patternye+ N’ is as follows:

(3) [A servant-maid Phillis is trying to fend off heoydriend who is trying to kiss her.]
PHILLIS: O here’s my young Mistress!
[Tom taps her Neck behind, and kisses his Fingers.]
Go, ye liquorish Fool.
(Conscious3.1)

There is a possibility thate in the above example is used to represent theesteat
you for two reasons. Firstly, the speaker and thedreare in a close relationship, in
which ye as a shortened form gbu (rather than ye as an old-fashioned nominative)
is often used (Nakayma 2014). Secondly, the speBkdlis the maid-servant, usgs
ready to fall down into the StreetZd@nscious3.1) (theye used in this utterance will
be discussed further in 8.4.2). Since ylean this sentence represents the shortened
you, it is likely that she utters thgein (3) in the same way. Considering tlgati not

ye is used in the position before an address terttenother characters’ speeches
(whetheryouis unstressed or not)e might be employed to represent Phillis’s way of

speaking® However, there is also a possibility tlyatis stressed and represents the

8 Ulrich Busse suggests tha might be employed for characterisation in his Sispleare
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old-fashionedye®® If so, theye is possibly used to add (mock-)graveness to the
utterance.

The only example gfe occurring in the patterrdb yeV’ is as follows:

(4)[Sir Harry is furious to find out that his son Huhmy has got married secretly.]
SIR HARRY: Are you so, Sirrah, then Sirrah this is your Weadedinner,
Sirrah—Do _ye see, Sirrah, Here’s Roast-Meat.
HUMPHRY: Oh ho! What beat a marry’d Man! Hold him Melerimont Brother
Pounce Mr. Wife, No body stand by a young marry’d Man!
(Tender5.2)

In the above example, the speaker is apparentiyavith the hearer, using an address
term of abusesirrah repeatedly (see Chapter 7 for address terms afeaband
attacking his hearer while (or after) saying tmeliHe also seems to pronounce the
above line hastily, with the use of contracted fdmere's Nakayama shows that
emotions such as agitation cause even educatekespda choose a shortened form
(2014: 99). Considering thesge in the above example is probably used to represent

short pronunciation ofou, i.e.ye[js].

8.4.2. Objective

There are two occurrencesyaas objective singular, as shown below:

(5) [The servant-maid Phillis runs into her boyfriendrit on a street.]
PHILLIS: What made ye, you Oaf, ready to fall down inte 8treet?
(Conscious3.1)

corpus, although it is impossible to draw any faomclusions due to the scarcity of the
data (2002: 274).

8 Walker does not rule out the possibility tiyatin the above example is stressed (2007:
266).
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(6) [Marlow is talking with his friend.]
MARLOW: Thank ye, George! | ask no more. Ha! ha! ha!
(Stoops.1)

In both examplesye are considered to be used to represent the skdrigu
Nakayama lists five characteristicsyafas a shortenegbu Of all five, the following
three characteristics fit into the above examplEsye comes out as objective; (¢
appears in the post-verbal position;y8)s in casual dialogues (2014: 112-113). Since
all of the occurrences gk as nominative are also the representation oftibeened
you, there is no occurrence ygrepresenting the old-fashioned second person prono

in the comedies in my corpus.

8.5. Summary

As we have seen in the above section, the ugead singular is very rare in my corpus.
Ulrich Busse, introducing Bock’s (1938) data, sholatye decreased dramatically in
the middle of the sixteenth century and never maysignificant role as nominative
plural after that except in Sheridamsvals (1775) (2002: 262). In other words, the
decrease ofe became significant earlier than thatrebu. This might account for the
fact thatyeis so rare whilgHou is still dominant in some eighteenth-century tdigs.

As we have seen in Chapter 4, writers of tragadisated playwrights from previous
periods and used archaigou. Ye however, was scarce even during these earliestim
The eighteenth-century playwrights did not needgeye as an archaic form because
thouthee which was more conspicuous in older texts, waslable to them as an
archaic pronoun. The fact thge was originally a plural pronoun might be another

reason why the eighteenth-century tragedians aglaidmg it as singular. Meanwhile,
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they generally avoidege as the representation of shortelyet because it was too
colloquial to be used in the grave style of tragsdi

Writers of comedies, on the other hand, dealt wathtemporary casual settings
and did not need to follow this older style. Fastieason they more or less reflected
the contemporary use p§ i.e. representation of shortengmli

Considering most of the occurrencesyefare in an unstressed position (i.e.
possibly used as a representation of shortgrellin my corpus, the use gk as
archaic second person singular pronoun is almawtatxn the eighteenth-century
plays. It seems thate could not survive because it had two rivals, nay gou but
alsothouthee Yemight have survived as an archaic pronoun, butrtie was taken
by thouthee SinceTHOU was becoming an ‘archaic, grave’ pronoun (2.1pphe
might not need to keep the original ‘formal’ secqaison pronougie In contrastye
was too archaic or special to be used as a notmatgrked) second person singular
pronoun instead ofou These seem to be the reasons ydawas very rarely used in

my eighteenth-century play corpus.
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9. Address terms in the eighteenth-century plays
9.1. Introduction
In this chapter, | will deal with address termgahation to second person pronouns.
The term ‘address terms’ used in this thesis ref@nsominal vocatives (including
adjectives such adear).®® The vocative forms of second person pronouns are
discussed in the previous chaptexocatives to an interlocutor present, (eygu
stupid Creature), are discussed in Chapter 5 anthie6addresses of supernatural
creatures (e.ghouradiant God) are in Chapter 7; vocatyege.g.yefair) is in Chapter
8.

Along with second person pronouns, address terrasuaed to show the
relationship between the speaker and the hearé@moBbmoto, who studies the
language of Chaucer, discusses how studying adimess can reveal why the speaker

chooses to useHou or YOU:

If the speaker shifts from an ‘unmarked’ from tonaarked’ one [=second person
pronoun], it signals that some change in the sdoabr in the speaker, is taking place,
but does not specify what kind of change it isnberpreting the affective meaning of
the pronoun, the presence of other categories ldépess markers would be a help.
In the case of the terms of address [...] there ameeraptions and varieties available
to the speaker, and, therefore, the choice of tmen fcould bear more specific
information as to what the speaker intended to say.
(2000: 79)

Previous studies suggest that there is a corraldteween personal pronouns and

address terms, in that both the choice of persmmaouns and that of address terms

% For the discussions of what is counted as vocafieeldress terms, see Leech 1999 and
Shiina 2005a.
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are affected by the same extralinguistic factorsickl Busse, who studies second
person pronouns and address terms in Shakespeaoeks, hypothesises that both
personal pronouns and address terms are regulatdtelsocial distances between

interlocutors:

the second person pronouns used together with r@bfioinms of address to a certain
extent mirror the social or relational position eegsed by the vocative. Thus, the
more reverential and deferential vocatives, e gtittes of courtesy, should attract a
Y pronoun, and the more intimate vocatives andi¢hes of abuse should show a
preponderance of T forms, with an area of ovemapdtween.

(2002: 99)

The above quotation suggests that both the chdisecond person pronouns and that
of address terms is affected by similar factorshsas power and distance. Considering
these, address terms can be assumed to serve wotkborelationships between
characters and the changes of the speaker’s attitodbards their interlocutor,
combined with the choice ofHou. It may therefore be asked if there were any chang
in the use of address terms, whemou fell out of use. One hypothesis is that
playwrights came to show the changes in interpaisaglationships through
characters’ changing their use of address ternséeand of shift of second person
pronouns. It is also hypothesised that many addeess which used to co-occur with
THOU came to co-occur only withou, asTHou disappeared from Standard English.
A final hypothesis is that the use of address tamgt be different in the tragedies
and the comedies. Becausgou was still prevalent in the tragedies but not ia th
comedies, it is expected that some address terros@g withTHOU in the tragedies
while they co-occur witlrou in the comedies. To investigate these hypothésed,
categorise address terms and see if there is dtgrpaelated to the use ofiou and
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YOU.

Before investigating these questions, | preseme functions of address terms

from previous studies to clarify what address tedus Firstly, Leech presents the

function of vocatives (including personal pronouas)ollows:

The first is that of summoning attention (i.e. illy somebody to the fact that he or
she is being addressed, e.gMum B: Whatdarling?).
The second is that of addressee identification; distinguishing the intended

recipient of your remarks from others who mightesthise consider themselves
addressees [...].
A third function is_to establish or maintain a sdc¢elationship between the speaker

and the addressee(s), as in this answer to a gne€th yealdudetotally. (AmE)
(1999: 108, emphasis added)

In addition, Shiina, who studies address terms dtrees) in seventeenth- and

eighteenth-century gentry comedies, shows othgmpaéic functions of vocatives as

follows:

It may be justifiable to say that vocatives helpstouct the meaning of the utterance
by conveying the interpersonal and contextual nregmnof the dialogue in question.
Although they are only short noun phrases, vocatigan vividly illustrate the
delicate emotions and attitudes which arise betweespeaker and the addressee as
well as their status and social roles, not to noentieir primary discursive function
to attract the attention of the addressee to thalkggy and/or to the utterance.

(2005a: 3)

These functions of (nominal) address terms arelaintd those of second person

pronouns (Chapter 2), in that the choice and swafgiersonal pronouns can show the

speaker’s attitude towards the addressee. Theiguast what is not expressed by

personal pronouns but can be conveyed by addmesse
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To find answers to these questions, firstyill perform a quantitative study on
the relationship between second person pronounsaddcess terms, as well as the
occurrences of address terms in each play. Secohdhll analyse address terms
according to their category (see below). Thirdlyyill investigate the relationship
between the choice of second person pronoun arahtegory of address terms which
co-occur with them. Lastly, | will choose one trdgeand one comedy and compare
their use of address terms. Considering the bigreifice in the usage ofiou and

You in the two genres, their use of address termstnailglo be different.

9.2. Previous studies
9.2.1. Studies including eighteenth-century dramas

Studies on address terms in eighteenth-centuryemescarce. | could not find any
studies dealing with address terms in eighteentiucg tragedies. With regards to
comedies, there are only two studies dealing witihteenth-century comedies.
Kerridge (2014) studies address terms along wihsttift ofTHou andyou in CED,
including the 200-year comedy corpus. She colletiteddata of ‘epithets used either
in collocation withTHou or You within single utterances in either direct address

reported usage’ (2014: 77} The categories included in her analysis are dsvist

%1 ‘Epithet’ often refers to ‘An adjective or adjaeal phrase used to define a characteristic
quality or attribute of some person or thing’ (Hakd2008,epithe). Kerridge, however,
defines the termepithetas ‘the evaluative categories of endearmentsraudts’ (2014:

77) and separate epithets from address termsrlicdssification, modified address terms
such aglearest madarare epithets because ‘it is an evaluation speitifibat speaker

and that utterance’ (2014: 77). There are some atiidies which include nouns in the
category ‘epithet’, e.g. Jucker and Taavitsainé®(@, Busse (2006) Chapman (2008).
Chapman considers epithets as ‘names that oneepeak calling another’ (2008: 3).
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Address terms:

Social status connotes the speaker’s perception of his spesdal relationship
with the addressee. elgother, cousin

Occupation/descriptiont describes the addressee which is either giverthén
introduction to the text or which may be deducexifithe content of the text.
e.g.landlord, nurse

Name includes given names and given names plus famaifge.

Title + Name: includes titles such adaster, Mistress Sir followed by a name.

Title + Occupation: e.g.sirra Bailie

(Kerridge 2014: 324-330)

Epithet:
Negative epithet Abusive vocatives featuring with negative affexcy.fool, slave
Positive epithet e.g.good womanyour lordshig?

(summarised from Kerridge 2014: 332, 373-426)

She shows that the shift of second person pronooars more often with ‘epithets’,

l.e. evaluative address terms than with (neutrdfress terms (2014: 337). With

regards to address terms in comedies, she founihaitHou co-occur with positive

epithets more often than in the other genres (2839).

Shiina (2003, 2005a, 2005b, 2007a, 2007b) conduatgd-scale corpus-based

studies on address terms in seventeenth- and eighteentury comedies. In her 2005

study, she identifies eleven types of vocatives:

honorific, Title + surname (hereafter T + SN), faanisers, surname (hereafter SN),
first name (hereafter FN), shortened FN, kinshimgs vocatives of endearment,

generic, occupational, vocative of abuse, miscebtais noun

Busse (2006)’s definition of ‘epithet’ will be shavin 9.2.2 below.
92| could not find any definitions of ‘positive epét’, but it seems to be identical with
‘terms of positive affect’ (Kerridge 2014: 107, &tc
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(summarised from Shiina 2005a: 114-115, 123-124)

These vocatives are classified into three grougording to their orientation to

positive or negative face, as shown in Figure 14:

Figure 14: Vocative forms on the politeness sq&giina 2005a: 124)

Deferential type Neutral type Familiar type
(oriented to negative face) (oriented to neither) (oriented to positive face)
Honorific T+ SN Occupation Generic Familiariser SN FN Short FN Kinship Endearment

She claims that playwrights in the seventeemiti eighteenth centuries could

choose address terms effectively:

In the Early Modem English period, class, statad, social roles can be more clearly
recognised in vocative use. The playwrights oflifilh and 18th centuries are aware
of this, and exploit a variety of vocatives as mgliistic and literary device to

construct the character relationships in their dridgenworlds, and also manipulate

them as the plot unfolds.
(2005b: 222)

Apart from these two large-scale studies,glae occasional references to the
usage of individual playwrights. For example, Watim (2004) studies speaking
names and terms of abuse and endearme®lhénStoops to Conqueshe holds that
address terms itoopsare in general more formal than those in Presantkthglish
(for example, a daughter addresses her fatherswittand female characters tend to
use more formal address terms to male charactensttie other way round, although
there is a lot of variation in the address termgplegred by each character. She also
shows that Goldsmith uses various abusive termghadre often applied to servants,

to reflect one aspect of the real society in mgetii.e. low and vulgar elements (2004:
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142).

9.2.2. Studies on Shakespeare’s use of address terms

When expanding the scope of the period and gdmeee tire several studies on written
texts in earlier centuries. Shakespeare has drgvwarlihe most scholarly attentions.

Beatrix Busse’s two studies (2006, 2010) are aotingin study of his usage, especially
focussing on the interpersonal relationships repreesl by them. In Busse (2006), she
categorises vocatives into the following eight gatées by combining sense and

contextual features of each vocative head, as suisedabelow?s

% She uses ‘vocatives’ rather than ‘address temnisér study. Vocatives are ‘direct
attitudinal adjunct-like forms of address. Realissch nominal group or head alone,
vocatives are optional in form, they may be introglillin Shakespeare by the
morphological marke®, and their position may be either initial, middiefinal in the
clause.’ (2006:29)
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Table 44: Beatrix Busse’s categorisation of voegifsummarised from 2006: 12-13 and

Criteria Category Description
Personal the personal and proper names used as
Names| - )
names vocatives
Conventional | covers those fields that label Early Modern
terms hierarchical society (e.gallants thang
Terms that -
] Emotion / ) ]
redirect Mind terms referring to an emotion or thought (e.g.
ind,
attention to love, fury)
Thought
human
] terms that overly belong to genus, male or
features Generic terms
female (e.gboy, wench
Kinship kinship terms such a®nandniece
o terms that describe the learned fields, such as
Non- Specialised _ _ .
_ arts and leisure, legal, medical, metaphysical,
names | Terms that | fields .
. military
redirect -
_ terms referring to nature, and, more
attention to B _
specifically, refer to the faculty of perception,
non-human | Natural i .
to covering and dress, nourishments,
features phenomena o
furnishings, natural products and occurrences
as well as to parts of the body (edgg knee}
describes a kind of quality already inherent in
EPITHETS | EPITHETS the semantics of the lexeme used (Eignd,
sirrah)

She shows that vocatives in Shakespeare’s playsihterpersonal as well as textual
and experimental meanings (2006: 451). They workadgxical and experiential
metaphor’ (2006: 449) and are ‘an ostentatioustidedrvice for construing plot,
experiential, interpersonal, and textual meani(@@06: 454).

Ulrich Busse (2002, 2003) studies both promaand nominal address terms in
Shakespeare. He identifies six categories of addeems and studies representative

address terms of each category:

218



Titles of courtesy. e.g.dame goodman
Terms of address indicating occupatione.g.doctor, esquire
Terms of family relationship: e.g.brother, cousin
Generic terms of addresse.g.boy, friend
Terms of endearment e.g.joy, love
Terms of abuse e.g.hag knave
(summarised from Base 2003: 196)

He shows that there is a correlation between theima forms of address and the
choice of second person pronouns: address termshwdre oriented to negative
politeness or deference tend to occur wibthy, while terms of abuse and terms which
are oriented to positive politeness tend to ocath wsou (2003: 214).

Mazzon (2000) shows the correlation between petgmoaouns and address
terms in The Canterbury Talesn terms of discourse strategies. She identifies
categories of address terms as follows: family timhships (e.g.f(a)ader and
mo(o)de}, from inferiors to superiors (e.gnadameandsire), first names, category
names (e.gCook and Prees}, insults (e.gfalse traitour and false theef and the
courting/love relations (e.gweeteandtendre creaturg(2000: 150-151). She does not
show any quantitative data but shows which catetgrgs to appear with eithemou
or YOU.

Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg (1995) study aiKrerms in letters
between 1420 and 1680. They divide their data foto categories based on the
relationship between the writer and the addresseelear family, friends, extended
family and no kinship (1995: 563). They show thawpr difference overrides
intimacy most of the time.

Nevala produces a series of diachronic stuzhdsarly and Late Modern English

English correspondence (2002, 2004a, 2004b), ysiatiteness theories and Bell's
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audience design. Her categorisation of addressstas®s a scale of politeness (based
on Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg 1995), butedaborates the scale by taking

into account the positive and negative modifierscilare used with address terms:

Figure 15: The placing of the address formulaehernstale (Nevala 2002: 154).

Positive end “Neutral”
terms of (intensifier +) (intensifier ¢ight)) + modifier (possessive
endearment, modifier (expr. (expr. positive qualities pronoun +) kinship
nickname positive qualities) +  (good/love) + kinship term term

my own sweetheart FN right welbeloved sgomy very  (my) father mother
Thomken my dear John good father

FN (intensifier) + kinship term (+ FN/LN)

John modifier (expr. brother Edmongfather Stoner

positive qualities) +
kinship term

my dearest sister

Negative end

“«— «—

(poss. pr./intensifieright +) modifier (expr. intensifierright + modifier status term (+ last

neg. pol.) + modifier (expr. pos. qual.) +  (expr. negative politeness) + name)

kinship term kinship term good MadamMr
right reverend and my most tender and kindight worshipful husband Thynne
mother right reverend and worshipful

father

(modifier expressing positive (intensifier/
qualities +) status term + modifier +)
kinship term honorific term
mine own good lady and sisterright worshipful

sir, your lordship

She also takes into account the social distancedest the writer and the addressee,
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such as husband to wife and daughter to father2(2l&B). Her studies show that the
politeness strategies which are represented byeasiderms have changed over time
from negative politeness to positive politeness.

Because of the scarcity of previous studiealinig with eighteenth-century
dramas, | compare my findings with studies on othaterials as well as the ones on

eighteenth-century dramas when needed.

9.3. Data

Firstly, I look at the total number of address teimeach work. Address terms which

refer to more than one person are excluded frond#ét@ because this thesis aims to
study the second person singular pronouns. Siagedies are shorter than comedies
in general, | consider the frequency of addressiggper 1,000 words, rather than

comparing the raw numbets.

% The average length is 16,235 words in the tragealiel 26,006 words in the comedies in
my corpus.
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Figure 16: The frequency of address terms per y@fids in the corpus.
0.00 5.00 10.00 15.00 20.00 25.00 30.00

Penitent (1706) ———1 4.94
Shore (1714) ——————— 1 7.52
Busiris (1719) ] 9.47
Revenge (1721)—1 3.64
Merchant (1731) ———1 4,55
Fatal (1736) ———— 1 5.48
Douglas (1756) ————— 1 5.72
Agis (1758) ] 9.28
Grecian (1772) ] 12.13
Sisters (1786) —————— 1 7.19
Careless (1704) ] 14.06
Tender (1705) 1 17.96
Stake (1707) | 12.57
Conscious (1723) 1 7.41
Foundling (1748) ] 28.27
Gil Blas (1751) | 26.03
Jealous (1761) ] 19.24
Clandestine (1766) I 21.75
Good-Natur'd (1767) 1 19.10
Stoops (1773) ] 16.30

One noticeable difference in Figure 16 is that éthgs (shown with white bars)
contain far fewer tokens of address terms than dasealthough there is a lot of
variation between individual works; the averageé.@sper 1,000 words in the tragedies
and 20.4 in the comedies — in other words, addezsss appear 2.9 times more often

in the comedies than in the tragediedhis result is quite different from Beatrix

% Cf. Shiina (2014), who studies address termsvemseenth- and eighteenth-century trial
records and comedies $ociopragmatic Corpyshows that the average frequency of
address terms per 1,000 words is 5.0 in the &@dnds and 17.1 in the comedies (2014:
82). | cannot make an exact comparison since ség ot show data of each trial record,
but it seems that the frequency of address terrtigiighteenth-century might be closer
to that in the contemporary trial records than thaiomedies.

222



Busse’s (2006) finding, that vocatives appear nudten in the tragedies than in the

histories or the comedies in her Shakespeareans¢?006: 151):

Figure 17: The frequency of vocatives per 1,000dson Shakespeare (based on Busse 2006:
148)%

Tit.
Rom. ] 24.8

] 33.8

Ham. | 22.7
Oth. ] 24

Lr. ] 29.1
Mac. ] 21.2

Ant. | 26.7
Cym. ] 17.3

R3 I —— 053

THA e — 3.3

HE 1 —— 2 /.5

MND | 24
MV ] 16.3

Ado | 20.6

MM | 23
WT 1 16.7
Tmp. | 22.5

When compared to the frequency of address termShiakespearean plays, it is
observable that while the frequency of addressgemtomedies are relatively close
in Shakespearean works and the eighteenth-centayg [fexcept inConsciousin

which the frequency is remarkably low), the frequetends to be much lower in the

% Her original data use ‘relative frequency’, i.eomputed by multiplying the actuidjures
by 100 and by dividing this result through the nembf words used in the play’ (2006:

146). | changed the figures to frequency per 1y06fs by multiplying the figures by 10
for the sake of comparisons.
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eighteenth-century tragedies (almost half in aveya@ne possible reason why the

frequency of address terms is much higher in htex dathe difference of methods or

the definition of vocatives/address terms. One @f tategories of address terms,

EPITHET, includes first and second person pronaamd the relative/interrogative

pronounwhat (1x) %’ She also includes plural vocatives (ggntlemerandfellows

in

her data, which are excluded from my data.

However, these differences in methodology might fully account for the

reason why the frequency is much smaller in thetemnth-century tragedies. Another

possible reason might be the differences in thie stiytragedies. Beatrix Busse states

that the changes in Shakespeare’s writing aresgktatthe frequency of address terms:

if these results are more work-immanently considiefe.] one discerns that the
figures seem to be reduced within the Elizabetleaiog (although the figure fdrit.

is far above average) only to increase again dfeeyear 1600 [...]. This observation
corresponds to the generally held view that the €80 constitutes a change in
Shakespeare’s writing. Furthermore, it may be caosve of the fact that the end of
the 1590s also marks a change not only of the plasén where many of
Shakespeare’s plays were performed (Bruster 20@3:)1but also of audience tastes.
The move from the Theatre to the Globe occurs dut®99 (Bruster 2003: 113f.),
and from that time onwards the audience, with égbelin verbal excesses, also
changes into spectators who enjoy the verbal aedvibual alike [...]. It may
therefore be that the rise of vocative usage istroative and gives evidence of a
response to and a creation of alterations in agdi¢astes and the tastes of acting

97

First person pronouns in EPITHET (20k)9x), | that am curtail’d of this fair proportion,
cheated of feature by dissembling nat(ir), | that am no shap’d for sportive tricks nor
made to court an amorous looking gld4g), | that am rudely stamped, and want love’s
majusty to strut before a wanton ambling nynijk), | that kill'd her husband and her
father (1x), me(5x), we (2x).

Second person pronouns in EPITHET (81kiu (16x),ye (4X), you(61x). (Busse 2006:
460-461).
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companies.
(Busse 2006: 151-152)

If her finding is also true with other playwrights might be possible to attribute the
decrease in the frequency of address terms tautmerous changes of the style caused
by internal and external reasons. Firstly, thers wa increase of the middle class
(especially merchants) in the audience and theewigence that some playwrights
tried to adjust themselves to that (e.g. Lilidlse London Merchap{Thomson 2006:
77). Secondly, the Licencing Act took force in 173Vhirdly, playwrights’
commitment to neoclassicism (which was rather uakBbpearean) in the latter half
of the century (Thomson 2006: 135). Fourthly, thggical circumstance of theatres
had changed. Druly Lane’s fore-stage was reducechd&e the pit bigger, and
playwrights had to fit their plays into the stagé Child 1966: 335 on the alteration
of Shakespeare performed there). These factorsthayle influenced the frequency
of address terms in the eighteenth-century tragediéhough there does not seem to
be any conspicuous diachronic changes in my dasawith the comedies, | will
investigate the categories of address terms ieitifgeenth-century tragedies in 9.4 to
see how the use of address terms had changedtsetime of Shakespeare.

With regards to comedies, Shiina’s (2005) gt address terms shows that the
frequency of address terms kept declining towardsend of the seventeenth century,

then it keeps changing in the eighteenth centgrghawn below (Figure 18):
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Figure 18: The frequency of address terms per afids. (based on Shiina 2005: 1%4)
0 5 10 15 20 25
Covntrie Girle (1647) I 22.6
Mad Couple (1653) I 19.3
Country-Wife (1675) I 19.5
Man of Mode (1676) I 12,6
Double-dealer (1694) e 12.2
Lost Lover (1696) e 13.9

Beaux Stratagem (1707 ). 22.7
Chit-chat (1719) I 14.0
Conscious (1723) e 115
Mother-in-Law (1735) I 20.5

Suspicious Husband (1747 16.3
Male-Coquette (1757) e 19.9

It is unclear why the frequency of address ternthéneighteenth-century comedies is
more similar to that in Shakespearean comediesl inwestigate the types of address
terms to see if there was any change in the pattefrequency of each category in
9.4.

So far we have seen the tokens of the addeess in the tragedies and in the
comedies. Is there any difference in the numbethef types they have? Do the

comedies have higher ratio of address terms bedhegetend to repeat the same

% The full title and the author of the comediesha table are as follow$he Covntrie Girle
by Thomas Brewer (16474 Mad Couple Well Match’ly Richard Brome (1653Y.he
Country-Wifeby William Wycherley (1675)The Man of Modéy George Etherege
(1676);The Double-Dealeby William Congreve (1694)fhe Lost Lover; or, the Jealous
Husbandby Mrs. Manley (1696)The Beaux Stratageby George Farquhar (1707);
Chit-Chatby Thomas Killigrew (1719)The Conscious Lovelsy Richard Steele (1723);
The Mother-in-Lavwby James Miller (1735)Fhe Suspicious Husbary Benjamin
Hoadly (1747); David Garrickhe Male-Coquettél757).
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address terms again and again, or do they haveler wariety of address terms to
employ while the token per type is similar to thagedies? To investigate this, |

compare Type/Token Ratio (TTR) of address termeaich play, as shown below:

Table 45: Type/Token Ratio (TTR) of address tenmsach play.

Types| Tokens| TTR
Penitent 21 92| 22.8%
Shore 35 133]| 26.3%
Busiris 37 193 19.2%
Revenge 33 65| 50.8%
Merchant 20 86| 23.3%
Curiosity 16 59| 27.1%
Douglas 20 86| 23.3%
Agis 32 138| 23.1%
Grecian 36 227]15.9%
Sisters 20 126 | 15.9%
Careless 31 422 7.3%
Tender 50 344 | 14.5%
Stake 38 427 8.9%
Conscious 27 196 13.8%
Foundling 36 566| 6.4%
Gil Blas 37 735| 5.0%
Jealous 43 557 7.7%
Clandestine 60 643| 9.3%
Good-Natur'd 40 442| 9.0%
Stoops 59 412 | 14.3%

Table 45 shows that TTR tends to be larger in thgetdies (shown with white bars)
than in the comedies (shown with orange bars)pafih there is a variation from play
to play. This suggests that some address termssaterepeatedly in the comedies and
this may be one of the reasons why address termsaapnore frequently in the

comedies.
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Another factor to consider is the number @releters (addressees) in each play.

In general, the comedies have a larger number afackers in one play on average;

9.6 characters per play in the tragedies and Y&aeacters per play in the comedies in

average. To investigate the relationship betweemtimber of characters and the types

and the tokens of address terms, | calculate thebeu of address terms (tokens) per

character, as shown below:

Table 46: The number of addressees, types anddakeaddress terms in each play.

tS

Addressees Tokens per)| - Token per 1,000 Types | Types / addresses
1,000 words| words / addressees

Penitent 5.6 0.7 27 34
Shore 6.7 0.7 35 3.9
Busiris 11 10.1 0.9 37 34
Revenge 6.3 1.0 33 5.5
Merchant 4.0 0.6 20 2.9
Curiosity 5.6 0.7 16 2.0
Douglas 10 5.9 0.6 20 2.0
Agis 12 9.3 0.8 32 2.7
Grecian 12 12.8 1.1 36 3.0
Sisters 13 4.1 0.3 20 1.5
Careless 7 17.0 24 31 4.4
Tender 15 20.1 1.3 50 3.3
Stake 17 13.9 0.8 39 2.3
Conscious 15 7.7 0.5 31 2.1
Foundling 10 33.1 3.3 36 3.6
Gil Blas 17 27.3 1.6 37 2.2
Jealous 18 20.8 1.2 49 2.7
Clandestine 22 29.2 1.3 55 2.5
Good-
Natur'd 19 19.9 1.0 41 2.2
Stoops 19 15.2 0.8 59 3.1

The mean number of types which one character resdfigures gained by dividing
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the number of types by the number of characte@sst the same in the two genres.
Shiina shows that most categories of address texoept abuse have a limited number
of lexical items (2005a: 138, 151, 163) in her swgenth- and eighteenth-century
gentry comedy corpus (for the categories of addiesss, see 9.2.1). To take one
example, two honorific address teraisandmadamcomprise 46% of the entire figure

of address terms in the comedi&dier finding is also true with some of my data in

both genres:

% The total tokens of address terms in the comediegd749sir occurs 1265x anchadam
occurs 942x in her corpus (Shiina 2005: 138).
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Figure 19: The percentage of the two most freqaeidress terms to the entire figures of
address terms in each play.

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%

Penitent I———
Shore I ]
Busiris I—
Revenge I
Merchant I ]
Curiosity I ]
Douglas Iy ]
Agis I
Grecian I
Sisters I ]
Careless I |
Tender I ]
Stake I ]
Conscious I
Foundling ]
Gil Blas . |
Jealous I ]
Clandestine Iy
Good-Natur'd I
Stoops I ]

B#1 O#2

Figure 19 shows that the two most frequent addi@ss up more than 40% of the
entire figure of address terms in sixteen playsépkShore Douglas Tenderand
Clandesting The smallest percentage is 25%Shore which is still not a tiny
proportion of the entire figure. Moreover, the twmst frequent address terms are

quite similar in each play, as shown in Table 47:
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Table 47: The two most frequent address termsdh piay*®

#1 #2
Terms| Tokens Terms Tokens

Penitent FN 26  (38%) love 7 (10%
Shore SN 10 (15%]) lord 7 (10%)
Busiris FN 62 (35%) lord 24 (13%)
Revenge lord 35 (32%) FN 27 (25%)
Merchant 24 (34%)| SN 10 (14%
Curiosity FN 14 (30% m 9 (20%)
Douglas SN 14  (19%) lord 12 (16%)
Agis FN 63  (49%) lord 9 (7%)
Grecian FN 42  (40%) man 7 (7%
Sisters 32 10 Ll (14%)
Careless (24%)
Tender madam 55  (16%)
Stake madam

Conscious Sir 33  (14%)
Foundling Sir 121 (22%
Gil Blas sir (24%)
Jealous Sir _ (19%)
Clandestine (11%)

132 (21%

(27%)
(13%)

In the comedies, the two most frequent addressstema eithesir, madamor lord
(except inFoundling in which the second most frequent address terNjs'®? In
the tragedieslord is ranked within the two most frequent words ivefitragedies

(Shore Busiris RevengeDouglasand Agis) andsir in three tragediesMerchant

100 The percentage in the table shows the proporti@ach address term to the entire
number of the address terms in the play.

191 The third most frequent address ternfFroundlingis madam(65x, 12% of the entire
figure of the address terms).
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Curiosity and Sistery. These suggest that the number of characters does
necessarily increase the types of address terntsinsme play. In other words, the
difference in the average number of charactere@nwo genres does not seem to be
the reason why there are much more address terniseicomedies. To further
investigate what causes the difference, | will labkhe types of address terms in each

genre and see if there is any different pattethém.

9.4. Address term types
9.4.1. Overall data

In this section, | will look at the types of addsdsrms in each genre. The types of
address terms are based on Shiina (2005a), whestuacatives in seventeenth- and
eighteenth-century comedies (9.2.1). | added ‘Gnese’ as a new category, for
Greek characters typically have only one name (Elseus’ or ‘Ariadne’) and these

names are different from first names or surnatfies.also added a new category

‘supernatural’ due to their high frequency of appeae.

192 This category is applied to plays based on Greghkaofogy, i.e. Agis Busiris Grecian
andSisters
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Table 48: The types and the frequency of addressstper 1,000 words in the tragedies and
comedies. The percentage in the parenthesis slhavysetcentage of the category to the entire
figure in one genré”

Tragedies Comedies

Honorifics 14.4 (29.0%)111.4  (55.3%
Title+SN/FN/full name| 0.8 (1.7%) 22.2 (11.0%
Endearment 2.7 (5.5%)0.0 (5.0%
Kinship 3.2 (6.4%) 10.0 (5.0%
Shortened FN - 3.8 (1.9%)
FN 5.6 (11.4%) 18.0 (11.4%
SN 3.0 (6.1%) 6.6 (3.3%
Greek name 9.2 (18.5%0}

Familiariser 15 (3.199)0.7 (0.3%
Generic 3.6 (7.390)8.8 (4.3%
Occupational 1.2 (2.4%%.0 (2.0%
Abusive 4.0 (8.1%) 6.3 (3.1%
Others 2.3 (4.79%9)0.9 (0.4%
Supernatural 4.0 (8.0%)p.4 (0.2%
TOTAL 55.8 202.9

103 EN stands for ‘first name and SN stands for ‘sorea ‘Shortened FN’ includes
nicknames and ‘FN + -y’ and SN includes full names.
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Figure 20: The percentage of each type of adderssstappearing in the tragedies and the
comedies.

OHonorifics  @Title+tname DO Endearment BKinship ®m Shortened FN
oFN BSN BGreek name O Familiariser ®mGeneric
OOccupational® Abusive B Others O Supernatural

TRAGEDIES -

COMEDIES -

The data above show that the tragedies and thediembave a different pattern.
While honorifics are very common in both of the gen they occupy a far larger
proportion of the data in the comedies (59% incibraedies and 29% in the tragedies).
This is because characters, especially upper-alagsipper-middle-class characters,
very frequently receive address terms in their eosations. Wakimoto states that
modes of address were much more formal in the eggith-century genteel society,
even among family members or couples (2004: 14i¢rd are many occasions when
husbands and fathers are addressed with deferadtla¢ss termsif or Title + SN)

in my corpus. Servants seem to need to use harwsfich asir andma’amwhen
replying to their master/mistress. Shiina pointstbat servants often used these terms
before starting talking to their master/mistressaise starting a conversation abruptly

was considered rude, especially when the speakesasvant (2005a: 268). Tragedies

234



contain fewer interactions with servants and timeaster/mistress, which might be
another reason why tragedies contain fewer addeess.

Another finding regarding honorifics is thaetternsir is used in all of the plays
regardless of the setting. Replogle points out tBabkespeare’'s attempts at
localisation were superficial and he often usedliBhgddress terms even in Italian

and Roman plays:

In the Italianate comedies “signior” often replatsis” or “master”; in the Roman
plays Roman salutations such as “reverend tribwre"noble patricians” jostle
comfortably with the typically Elizabethan “my grags lord,” “dread queen,” or
“your grace.” The attempt at topicality here is axfjial.

Still, Shakespeare assumed that a sensitvipyopriety in appellative etiquette
felt by his contemporaries would also be approprfat characters in a play set in
Rome or lllyria.

(1987: 113-114)

Such patchy localisation is also seen in the p#stsoutside Britain in my corpus.
Penitent set in Italy, has English honorifics onlyry lord (9x), sir (5x) andmistress
(1x). The Egyptian plausirisand the three Greek playsdis GrecianandSister3

have no regional address terms either, as showabile 494

104 There are no ‘Title + FN/SN’ type of address teattssted irPenitent Agis Busiris
GrecianandSisters
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Table 49: Honorific address terms used in thedtalEgyptian and Greek plays.

location Italy Greece Egypt
term| / titte— | Penitent| Agis | Grecian | Sisters| Busiris
king - 3 1]- -

liege - - 5] - -

lady - 2] - - -

lord 9 9 1]- 24
madam - - - - 4
master - - 1 - 1
mistress 1 - - 2| -
prince - 5] - - 5
princess - - 4 13| -
queen - 5 - - 2
Sir 5 1 9 13 12
sovereign - - 1- -

Two Spanish plays, i.&RevengandGil Blas, have a mixture of Spanish and English

address terms, as shown in Table 50:

Table 50: The English and Spanish address terntsingtevengandGil Blas.

language term Revenge Gil Blas
signor 4
signora 17

Spanish Don + FN 1 38
Signor + full namg
Signora + FN

Spanish total 1 64
gentleman - 2
my lord 21 -

English madam 1 180
Sir 1 351
Lord + Don + SN 1
Lord + FN 1

English terms total 25 531
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Although they have both Spanish and English tebu#) of the playwrights employ
English ones more often. This seems to suggesthbagblaywrights had an English
class system in mind even when writing about aystoa foreign country.

The second most frequent category in the tliagas Greek name. Names in this
this category look like a first name and would [E®dias such in the twenty-first
century, but they do not seem to carry the ‘casstgle which FN has. While royal
families and nobilities are paid respect with hdfies such asir andprince, they are
still addressed with their name only instead of endeferential forms such as ‘Lord +
SN’. To take an example, Princess AriadneSistersis addressed by one of her

followers (virgins) as follows: ‘Now, Ariadne, nomy royal mistress, isters2.1).

The difference of class is apparent from the addiesn ‘my royal mistress’, but the
follower still addresses her mistress with her namilg, ‘Ariadne’. As a general rule,
servants would use a title with their mistress’mmaaor avoid addressing them with
names in comedies or tragedies set in medievarty modern Europe, for example,
‘Ma’am! Miss Fanny! Ma’am! Clandestinel.1, from a maid-servant to her mistress).
In fact, there is no use of FN or SN only from avaat to their master/mistress in my
corpust® This kind of unnatural usage might be intentioRaplogle points out that
Shakespeare employed unusual usage for address troh as noblemen addressing
each other with their first name only, in playsheitit an English setting, suchlasve’s
Labour’s LostandA Midsummer Night's Dreanto emphasise the unworldly quality
of the context’ (1987: 115). Therefore, it would afer to treat Greek names and

first/surnames separately, as they are clearly dsgently.

195 This also holds true for Shiina’s data (2005a:)1€dnsidering this, it is unlikely that the
absence of FN used from a servant to their magtgréss is accidental.
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As regards the words used in address ternase thre 295 different words or
phrases used as an address term in the entirescdgmme of them appear very
frequently in several works (e.gnadamappears 962 times in 15 works), while some
of them appear only once in the entire corpusedinss the categories ‘abusive’ and
‘endearment’, which strongly represent the speakamiotion, tend to have a variety
of address terms. There are 68 different abusideesd terms, and most of them are
used only once or twice. On the other hand, thegoay ‘honorifics’ has a closed set
of terms and the class of the addressee strictrisdnes address terms used to them.
While ‘sir’ is a rather neutral word which can b&ed to almost all classes, ‘my lord’

is by and large limited to the upper class.

9.4.2. Types of address terms in each play

In this section, | will look at the types and tokesf address terms per play to find out
if they have changed since the time of Shakespdéased on Beatrice Busse’s data
(2006)). Since the frequency of address termsite glifferent in the tragedies and the

comedies, | look at the data in the two genresratgist.

9.4.2.1. Tragedies

In this section, | will compare the relative freqag of the address terms types in the
eighteenth-century dramas and Busse’s (2006) datshakespearean tragedies. For
the sake of comparison, the relative frequencyhis section and 9.4.2.2 were

recalculated using Busse’s method, i.e. by mulingythe actual figures by 100 and
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by dividing this result through the number of wotd®d in the play (2006: 148¥.

It is rather difficult to make an exact compan of my data and Busse’s (2006)
due to the use of different categories of addresad. To take an example, she uses
the category EPITHET, which includes combinatioisaonoun and an adjective
describing evaluation (poor sir, etc.), while mydst does not put adjectives modifying
address terms into consideration. ConsequentlyllItry to make rough analyses
rather than trying to make exact comparisons. Dagh correspondences of Busse’s

(2006) categorisations and mine are shown in thie taelow:

Table 51: The rough correspondences of Beatrix @a42006) categories and mine.

Busse (2006) The current study
Conventional Honorifics
Emotion / mind, thought Endearment

EPITHET (friend, poor, sirrah) Title + name, Familiariser, Abusive

Generic terms Generic

Natural phenomena Supernatural

Personal names SN, FN, Shortened FN, Greek names
Specialised fields Occupational

Terms of family relationship Kinship

Some of the categories used in her study are raat exatches to my own. For example,
although Busse’s ‘conventional’ address terms nooriess cover ‘honorifics’ in my
classification, it also includes address term$/i@ dther categories: kinshigifisman),
generic fieighbouj, occupationalgervanj, abusivefpol, slave and othersninister)

(Busse 2006: 459).

19 The frequency of each type of address term p&@0DOwords in each play is shown in the
appendix.
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Figure 21: The relative frequency of address tgmes in each tragedy.
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Figure 22: Relative frequencies of vocatives inttagedies (plays are listed chronologically)
(Busse 2006: 156).

4,00

3,50

3,00

2,50

2,00

1.50

1,00

050

0,00

Tit. Rom. Ham. Oth. Lr. Mac. Ant.

O conventional B emotion / mind, thought B EPITHET W generic terms
natural phenomena B personal names B specialised fields

Cym.

Bterms of family relationship

240



Figure 23: The relative frequency of address tggersype in the tragedies.
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Figure 24: Tragedies’ share in the different va@tilusters (Busse 2006: 157).
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The most salient difference between my data and@siss that the relative frequency

of address terms is much higher in the Shakespeén@gedies in general (Figures 21
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and 22), as is already shown in the overall figime& 3. The frequency is so different
that it is rather hard to make comparisons betweenwo data. One thing which can
be said for certain is all types of address tereahsed in the eighteenth-century
tragedies. Although Busse’s categories and minaalexactly match each other, it
seems likely that none of the types remained santieei Shakespeare corpus and my
eighteenth-century corpus.

It is especially noteworthy that the declifidrequency of address terms can be
observable even i8hore which is roughly based on ShakespealR&hard Ill. The

below is the data dRichard Ill taken from Busse’s study:

Table 52: Relative frequency of each type Table 53: The relative frequency of each
of address terms iRichard Ill (from Busse  type of address terms 8hore'®’

2006: 148). Type Frequency
Type Frequency Honorifics 0.12
Conventional 1.15 Title + name 0.02
Emotion / mind, thought 0.01 Endearment 0.02
EPITHET 0.54 Generic 0.01
Generic 0.05 Supernatural 0.05
Natural phenomena 0.11 Personal names 0.07
Personal names 0.31 Occupational 0.01
Specialised fields 0.1 Kinship 0.00
Family relationship 0.17 Familiariser 0.01
TOTAL 2.51 Abusive 0.08
Others 0.04

TOTAL 0.43

It is observable from the tables above that frequém most of the categories declines

197 The category ‘personal names'’ is the sum of SNFixd
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in Shore The reason of this decline is unclear, but inse&owe did not simply copy
Shakespeare’s use of address terms when rewRlicigard 11l. If he had followed
Shakespeare’s usage while employing his own (eégitihecentury) usage of address
terms, the use of address terms would have beeh mare frequent in the parts based
onRichard Ill. However, only 16% of address terms appear in @@ations between
Shakespearean characters. This suggests thatleMaghShoreis loosely based on

Richard 1lI, the use of address terms seeiShmreis Rowe’s, not Shakespearé’.

108 It is unclear on what basis Rowe treated addeFssstinRichard Ill. He deleted some in

Richard 11l and added new ones, as shown in thegoes below (address terms are in
bald):

<Shakespeare> (address terms: 4x)
HASTINGS. If they have done this thingpy gracious lord—
GLOUCESTER If | thou protector of this damned strumpet—
Tellest thou me of ‘ifs’? Thou art a traitor:
Off with his head! Now, by Saint Paul | swear,
I will not dine until | see the same.
Lovel andRatcliff, look that it be done:
The rest, that love me, rise and follow me.
(William Shakespeard,he Tragedy of King Richard }1B.4)

<Rowe> (address terms: 4x)

HASTINGS If they have done this Deed—

GLOSTER If they have done it!
Talk’st thou to me of If'saudacious Traytor!
Thou art that Strumpet Witch’s chief Abettor,
The Patron and Complotter of her Mischiefs,
And join'd in this Contrivance for my Death,
Nay start notlLords, —What hoa a Guard ther®irs!
Lord Hastingsl arrest thee, of High Treason.
Seize him, and bear him instantly away,
He sha’ not live an Hour. By Holy Paul!
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One seeming exception is Busse’s ‘Emotion / mihdught’, which more or less
covers ‘endearment’ in my data. There are four oetices of terms of endearment in
Shore all of which appear in the sections not based®8nOf all the instancedove
(2x) is categorised as ‘emotion / mind, thought éife (1x) as ‘EPITHET’ (Busse
2006: 459, 461). The address targasureis not listed in Busse’s study. If | exclude
life from endearment, the relative frequency bec®®®1, i.e. almost same as the
figure inR3

When focussing on the categories, the two rimeguent categories in both of
the data are: ‘personal names’ in Busse, whiclrasigh equivalent of ‘FN’, ‘SN’ and
‘Greek names’ in my data; ‘conventional’ addressne which is a rough equivalent
of ‘honorifics’ in my data. Although these categaiappear most frequently in both
of the data, it is noticeable that the frequenaydseto be much smaller in the
eighteenth-century tragedies. To make the comparssier, | present the sum of
address forms related to names (i.e. equivaleBusse’s ‘personal names’), as well
as honorifics in my data. | also present the nuragédata of Busse’s study for the sake

of comparison:

(Shored.1)
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Table 54: The relative frequency of personal naiméise tragedies.

FN | SN | Greek namgNames TOTAL Honorifics
Penitent | 0.16 0 0 0.16 0.01
Shore 0.01| 0.06 0 0.07 0.12
Busiris 0 0 0.11 0.11 0.14
Revenge | 0.16 0 0 0.16 0.26
Merchant| 0.01| 0.06 0 0.07 0.19
Curiosity | 0.13| 0.09 0 0.21 0.11
Douglas | 0.05| 0.10 0 0.15 0.18
Agis 0 0 0.25 0.25 0.09
Grecian 0 0 0.28 0.28 0.09
Sisters | 0.04 0 0.07 0.11 0.24

Table 55: Relative frequencies @fnventionaladdress terms in the Shakespearean tragedies
(based on Busse 2006: 148).

Personal namesConventional
Tit. 0.95 1.10
Rom. 0.38 0.64
Ham. 0.46 1.17
Oth. 0.56 0.86
Lr. 0.33 1.19
Mac. 0.27 0.76
Ant. 0.9 1.00
Cym. 0.21 0.78

The above tables show the tendency that addrass tarthe two categories tend to
appear more frequently in the Shakespearean tregjeldi the category of personal
names, the figure iGrecian surpasses that i@ym.andMac. It should be noted,
however, that while personal names take up the lstngre of address terms3drecian

it only takes a relatively small proportion of teatire figure inCym.andMac., as

shown in Figures 21 and 22. When comparing thedsgland lowest figures of
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personal names in each corp@dcianandTit., MerchantandCym), the figure in
the Shakespearean tragedy is larger. This seemssggest that the frequency of
personal names as an address term had declined @iactime of Shakespeare
regardless of the percentage of personal namée wltole figure of address terms.

It is rather hard to explain why personal namme frequent in some eighteenth-
century tragedies but not in the others. One paitdservable from Figure 21 and
Figure 23 is that there are very few or no bloddtesl family members in the tragedies
with very low frequency of personal name&h¢re and Merchan). However, this
hypothesis cannot explain why the frequencySisters(the protagonists are two
sisters) is lower than that Grecian(the protagonists are a daughter and a father).

As regards ‘honorifics’ and ‘conventional’,m@of the figures in the eighteenth-
century plays surpasses that in those in the Spakesan tragedies. As we will see in
9.4.2.2, the use of honorific address terms ine@aseatly in the eighteenth-century
comedies, probably due to the shift of the sodetyore ‘polite’ society. It seems that
the eighteenth-century tragedies were not affebtethe social change. This could
reinforce the claim that eighteenth-century tragedind comedies were written in a
very different style (cf. Chapters 5 and 6).

Another difference observable from the datavabis that while ‘natural
phenomena’ appears in all of the Shakespeareagdiesy ‘supernatural’, which more
or less covers Busse’s ‘natural phenomena’, doesmuear in all of the eighteenth-
century tragedie¥® One reason of reasons of this uneven distributionld be the

difference in the setting of the plays. Beatrix 8aipoints out thatonventional

199 Some of my ‘supernatural’ address terms are ¢ladsas ‘specialised fields —
metaphysical’ (e.gange| God, heaven in Beatrix Busse’s study (2006: 464).
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vocative terms are used to evoke the historicalcéfin the Shakespearean histories
(2006: 164). Such a ‘historical’ effect of addré=sns was probably expected in other
plays of the ancient times. Supernatural addresssteend to appear more frequently
in the tragedies set in Greece in my cor@iss(ris Agis, GrecianandSister3. The
use of address terms related to Greek mythsdeds Jove Herme$ would probably
help the audience to invoke the image of ancieeeGe. However, this is not always
true, sinceBusiris (another Greek play) has relatively low frequen€gupernatural
address terms.

Another factor which can increase the use of ‘suigierral’ address terms would
be the theme of plays. Beatrix Busse argues tleathteme of plays can affect the

frequency of address terms:

Tit. is [...] a Roman play and a Senecan Revenge tragadicularly characterised
by horror, rape, and murder. As such, the play’plesis on a great man’s complaint
against fortune and its focus on history are nét part of the immediate and highly
appreciated literary and theatrical context, bat @so considered to be a faithful
picture of Roman civilisation. If one considers theme of revenge together with a
dramatic style that distances horror, it is obvidhat the high general relative
frequency of vocatives used in the play, 3.38rigial to the interpersonal, textual,
and experiential - that is multi-faceted and inggrehdent - representation as well as
construal of themes associated with this play.

(Busse 2006: 154)

The Greek tragedies in my corpus focus on noblgleeia the ancient times at the
mercy of the fate. Such characters’ addressesgersatural beings would suit the
style of the plays. The high frequency of ‘supeunait address terms iRevenggthe

play set in medieval Spain, would be due to theystather than the historical setting.

More than half of the ‘supernatural’ address teanesuttered by the protagonist Zanga.
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The main theme of the play is his revenge agaissturrent master. He performs his
revenge, sometimes invoking the help of supernbbgiags (e.gjealousy memory

etc.). The use of ‘supernatural’ address terms tra¢go help creating the image of
Zanga as the defeated prince not just a slavenmnking the image of Roman and

Greek characters.

9.4.2.2. Comedies

| have shown in 9.3 that, generally speaking, tequency of address terms is quite
similar in the eighteenth-century comedies and Sspdarean comedies. In this
section, | will investigate the frequency of eacld®ss type to see if there is any
difference of the patterns of distribution in my@oes and Busse’s (2006). Asin 9.4.2.1,

the figures used in this section are calculatedguBusse’s (2006) method.
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Figure 25: The relative frequency of address typesch comedy'°
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110 Address terms with ‘full name’, i.e. Gil Blas @il Blas, is included in SN because this
category appears 8il Blasonly as ‘Gil Blas'. The character Gil Blas is alyga
addressed as ‘Gil Blas’, not simply as ‘Gil’ or &&¥.
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Figure 26: Relative frequencies of vocatives indbmedies (Busse 2006: 167).
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Figure 27: The relative frequency of address tgrersype in the comedies.
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Figure 28: Comedies’ share in théfdrent vocative clusters (Busse 2006: 168).
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Figures 25 and 26 show that the most frequentdypeldress terms is ‘honorifics’ or
‘conventional’, which are rough equivalents. In gosighteenth-century comedies,
the frequency of honorifics is noticeable highemthhe Shakespearean comedies; the
highest frequency in the latter is around 1.0A@o andMM), while the frequency of
honorifics exceeds 1.00 in five eighteenth-centanpnedies CarelessFoundling Gil
Blas Jealous ClandestineandGood-Natur’d.*!* When looking at the frequency of
the category in the entire corpus (Figure 27 amiféi 28), it is noticeable that the
frequency is more than twice higher in the eightie@entury comedies than in the
Shakespearean comedies. Shiina discusses the predae of honorifics in her

seventeenth- and eighteenth-century comedy coguaging Mcintosh (1998):

Mcintosh (1998: 13) discusses an ideology of palijge emerged in mid-eighteenth
century discourse, and asserts that the eightesamttury is ‘a hinge between the

111 See the appendix for the exact figures of theukeegy of each type of address terms in
the comedies.
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olden times and our own’. He observes that elegandgoliteness had become more
and more important in print culture in the eighteerentury, which is to do with the
emergence of middle class, who ‘contributed to leagg consciousness’ (1998: 10).
[...] Although the VSPC also includes the texts frdm seventeenth century, the
predominance of deferential vocatives in the VSRy neflect the linguistic ideal of
the period for the emerging bourgeois and middis<l

(Shiina 2005a: 125)

As regards Shakespearean plays, Kopykto (1995) sitiuat positive politeness was
more favoured in them. The difference between tegquency of honorifics in my
eighteenth-century comedy corpus and that in B(23@6)'s Shakespearean comedy
corpus seems to indicate the change in the scaretyhe style.

The highest relative frequency of honorifisgaund inGil Blas, in which 75%
of address terms is honorifics. The reason of Wegl frequency in this play seems to
be the class of the protagonist. While the othghteienth-century comedies (and
several Shakespearean ones) focus on upper- amd-oygdle-class characters, the
protagonist ofGil Blas is the servant named Gil Blas. Shiina points bat,t'The
honorific vocatives seem obligatory for a persotoefer rank to start a conversation’
(2005a: 268). Probably for this reason, Gil Blassusonorifics very frequently. Since
he is the protagonist, he speaks much more frelyudiain supporting-role servants in
the other plays, which increases the number of tifimaddress terms he uses. The
number of honorifics used by him accounts for 33étafive frequency 0.68) of the
entire figure of the honorifics i&il Blas. If | add the frequency of honorifics uttered
by Gil Blas disguised as a gentleman, his shat@omorifics rises to 41% (relative

frequency 0.85}'?

112 See Chapters 5 and 6 for the discussion on speetlbaracters in disguise.
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The percentage of honorific address termissa@nsiderable iGood-Natur'd
In this play, the character who employs honorifiesst often is the protagonist Mr
Honeywood, the young affluent gentleman. The nundfdronorifics used by him
takes up 25% of the entire figure of honorificsefdseem to be two reasons why he
employs honorifics so often. One reason is thatftes talks to the upper-middle-class
woman Miss Richland. Although they are close asiend, they try to keep their
relationship as friendship free from love (althoutiiey do love each other
unconsciously}!® For this reason, they talk to each other politejng honorific
address terms, not terms of endearment. Anothepneia Mr Honeywood employs
honorifics terms even to characters inferior to lferg. a bailiff). Honorifics, along
with other (over-)polite features (6.4.1.2), midpet used to show his excessive good-
naturedness.

Another noticeable difference between therithistions of types of address
terms in my corpus and those in Busse’s (2006has ‘specialised fields’ in Busse
appears much more often than ‘occupational’ addesss in my data. ‘Specialised
fields’ covers what | classify as ‘occupationalychk as legal (e.gudge Sherif},
medical (e.gapothecarydoctor) and military terms (e.gchief, soldien, but it also
include supernatural objects (subcategorised ashgsical’, e.gangel chaog and
abusive terms (e.graitor, wrongg. It is impossible to make an exact comparison due

to the different categorisation, but consideringfiiequency of ‘supernatural’ terms in

113 *HoNEYwoOD: My own sentiments, Madam: friendship is a digiested commerce
between equals; love, an abject intercourse bettyeants and slaves.
MISSRICHLAND: And, without a compliment, | know none more disnested or more
capable of friendship than Mr. Honeywood.’
(Good-Natur’'dl.1)
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my data is quite low, there is a possibility tHa¢ frequency of ‘specialised fields’ in
Busse’s categorisation had decreased over time.

Terms of family relationship / kinship seenmhive been increased in my data,
but there is a lot of variation in each play. leses that the quantity of family
interactions affect the frequency.Tander in which the relative frequency of kinship
terms is higher than that in the other comedieg, @inthe centres of the story is
Humphrey and his extended family: his father, unalent and niece. I8landestine
the story revolves around two families: Mr Sterlihg sister and two daughters; Lord
Ogleby and his nephew. These conditions probalhease the number of interactions
between family members, and they employ addressstef kinship, especially when
talking to their equals (e.gousin brother) or inferiors (e.gniece nephew.!* This
seems more or less applicableAdo. One of the protagonists, Beatrice, often talks
with her cousin Hero and uncle Leonato, probabighaxging kinship terms. In the
plays with very low or no frequency of kinship aess terms, there are very few
conversations between family members (&god-Natur'd MV), or with the case of
the latter, none of the characters is related bgdle.gCareless.

To sum up, although the relative frequencpddress terms is not so different
in the eighteenth-century and the Shakespeareardies) the distributional pattern

of each type of address terms had changed.

114 Inferior (or younger) members of family occasidpalddress their superiors with a
kinship term (e.gaunt, papad), although they tend to employ honorifissr(madamn)
more often.
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9.5. Co-occurrence withTHou/you
Ulrich Busse hypothesises that since both addezssstand second person pronouns
mirror the relationship between the speaker anti¢iager (9.1), some types of address

terms will co-occur predominantly wittHou or YOuU:

the more reverential and deferential vocatives, thg titles of courtesy,
should attract a Y pronoun, and the more intimaieatives and the terms of
abuse should show a preponderance of T forms, avithrea of overlap in-
between.

(2002: 99)

He shows that among the categories he investigatesi—ness is stronger in the
following order (from the strongest to the weakestidearment, abuse, generic, family,
occupation, courtesy [deferential]. Is this ap@ieato my data too? Since the
percentage afHou andyou differs greatly in the tragedies and the comedigscuss

them separately.

9.5.1. Tragedies
In tragedies, wheredou tends to be the dominant form, many address tategories
are expected to co-occur withou. When we compare the number of address terms
which co-occur withrHou and those witlyou, the percentage of address terms with
THOU is 60%.

Ulrich Busse shows that the categories ‘cayft@eference), ‘occupation’ and
‘family’ tend to occur withvou while ‘generic’, ‘abuse’ and ‘endearment’ tenebtmur

with THou (2002: 184). Similar tendencies are observablayrdata too:
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Figure 29: Vocative categories ranked accordingpteccurring pronouns considered in the
aggregate. (Busse 2002: 184)
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* The column of occupation gives the score fot@lins exceptingurse If nurse— the only
form to make use of T pronouns — is consideredgainle the others, the score drops to 176.

Figure 30: The percentage of address terms co-oeguwith THoU.**®
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Y ou occurs most frequently with honorific address ®(mgsir, madan). This is not

115 Title refers to a position in the sovereign’smat, i.e. ‘Lord Chamberlain’.
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surprising, for bothvou and honorific terms are associated with politenasd
deferential attitude (e.g. Brown and Gilman (197@gspite that, honorific address
terms in collocation witltHou are frequently found iDouglas in which 72% of the
second person pronouns argou (Cf. Chapter 7). This seems rather unusual,
considering the previous studies rarely found hidiesr co-occurring withTHOU
(Busse 2002, Kerridge 2014). While Kerridge coudtlfimd sir collocating withtHou

in her entire corpus which covers six genres batwidg&0 and 1760 (2014: 328)r

does co-occur witliHou in Douglasonce, as follows:

[Lady Randolph is chiding Glenalvon, her husbarmts. ]
LADY RANDOLPH: Act thus, Glenalvon, and | am thy friend:
But that's_thy least reward. Believe me, Sir,
The truly generous is the truly wise;
And he who loves not others, lives unblest.
(Douglas3.1)

Moreover, even a lower-class character uses anrticreddress term witltHou: ‘I
fear thee not. | will not go. [...] I'm an accomplickord, / With thee in murder.’

(Douglasb.1, from a shepherd to a feudal lord). It sedrasthe association wittHou
and power difference does not play a strong ro@danglaswhen compared with the
other works.

There are a few cases where address termsoto-with bothvou andTHou, for

example:

[Philotas addresses Evander, who used to rule dis\try but now is in captive.]
PHILOTAS: Oh! my sovereign,
My king, my injur’d master, will you pardon
The wrongs I've done thee?
(Grecian3.2)
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In the above example, it is hard to judge whetheraddress terms are associated with
THOU or You. It might be possible to judge whethetou or You is misused here by
comparing Philotas’s use ofiou andyou in other scenes, but here | will just say that
associations with address term categories and dgmEnson pronouns are not always
rigid.11®

Another category whickou often collocates with is familiariser, i.&iend,
though there are variations in each tragedy (frémt6 100%). Shiina explains that
friendhad two meanings in the seventeenth- and eigltesamitury English; solidarity

and hierarchy:

On the wholefriend is a delicate vocative which is used between egamb marker
of intimacy as well as between non-equals (mairdymwvards) as a marker of

goodwill.
(2005a: 159)

Considering that there are many upper-class clasut the tragedies, who tend to
useyou in solidarity, the collocation ofou andfriend is not surprising.

As expected from the power and solidarity tiggBrown and Gilman 1970 etc.),
the categories on the familiarity scale, i.e. FN andearment are quiteou-oriented.
Abuse, which is used to harm rather than maintamebody’s face, is also on the
THOU-ness side.

| cannot find a clear reason why the categathyers’ have such highHou-ness.

This category contains both proper nouf&i¢k, Thracianetc.) and common names

118 | fact, Philotas uses the same numbemafu andyou to Evander (4x each), so it is
difficult to tell which is the normal/unmarked pram. Considering the latter is a king
and the former is his soldier, it is likely thaethnmarked form isou.
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(strangetr mourner etc.) and they tend to appear only once or twitee entire corpus.
One possibility isTHou is considered as ‘unmarked’ in the tragedies,iamtiosen to
combine such miscellaneous address terms whictotlbave stronger emotional or

social-class-based meanings.

9.5.2. Comedies

Because 90%+ of second person singular pronoungoaren the comedy corpus, so
most (99%) address terms occur withu. There are 36 address terms which occur
with THou, while the total number of address terms in theexy corpus is 4749 (see
the appendix for the list of address terms co-aaugiwith THOU or YOU).

As in the tragedy corpus, there are some oatywhich occur witltHou:

Table 56: The categories of address terms co-daguwith THOU andyou in the comedies.

THOU YOu
supernatural | 7 (58.3%) 5
others 4 (15.4%) 22
shortened FN 4 (8.0%)| 46
abuse 10 (7.6%9) 121
generic 9 (6.8%) 124
endearment | 10 (4.0%)243
SN 4 (3.7%) 104
FN 14 (3.5%) 386
T+SN 3 (0.7%) 441

117 Tomihara suggests the possibility thabu was sometimes used as a ‘non-social’ (i.e.
not strongly related to social hierarchy) pronoR®0g). He claims thatHou is used in
aside because it is when characters are free fooialsonstraints. Burnley argues tlyat
connotes discrimination whikaoudoes not in Chaucer’s work¥ehas associations of
detachment deriving from that remoteness which steam formal address and
discrimination of statughou connotes nearness and intimacy in which such
discrimination is forgotten.’ (1983: 19).
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The category which has the highest percentageiof is ‘supernatural’assurance
cordial, Fortune liquid, pretence reflection andvirtue. This category has a strong
association witltHou andye (Chapters 7 and 8).

As in the tragedies, the category of ‘otheosbccurs witlttHou more frequently
than other categories. This category includ@sester, innocent piece of wild nature

andworthiest There does not seem to be anything in commoneiset four terms.

The address term categories which are on i@ufmitimate side, i.e. shortened
FN, endearment, SN and FN can occur witlou, though sparingly. Also, although
THOU is sometime used to show contempt or disdainp#éreentage of abuse terms
which occur withTHou is not high. These show thatou is not strongly associated
with intimacy or contempt, andbu is used most of the time as a default choice.

One unexpected result is that ‘Title + SN’,iethis generally used to show
deference, is combined wittHou. | give a close look at these three ‘irregular’

examples:

(7) Vous etes un sot, Mons. Canton—Thou art alvemgaming of my intrigues,

and never seest me badiner, but you suspect misgbieold fool, you.
(Clandestined.2, Lord Ogleby to Canton)

(8) Nay, prithee, Sir Charles, let’s have a litfehee—

(Careless3.1, Lord Foppington to Sir Charles)

(9) Well, go_thy ways, Sir William Honeywood. Iti®t without reason that the

world allows thee to be the best of men.
(Good-Natur'dl.1, Jarvis to Sir William)

(7) is uttered by Lord Ogleby to his Swiss follow@anton. There are quite a few
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switches; he speaks in French witbus (=you) and the French title, switches to
English withTHou, then switches teou. The deferential ‘Mons. + SN’ used here can
be interpreted as governedyoyusrather tharrHou, or as a mock politeness to tease
him. One thing to note is he uses ombuswhen speaking in French, so this might
suggest that the author did not pay attentiongadhationships between address terms
and pronouns when writing in French.

(8) is a dialogue between two upper-classftse One reason for the userabu
is the speaker’s idiolect (cf. Chapter 6). Lord piogton occasionally addresses Sir
Charles withTHou, addressing him as ‘Charles’ (5x). Consideringrtieguality in
class, deciding whether to a&ir or not might not matter between them. There is
another character (an upper-class man, Lord Moegho also addresses Sir Charles
with and withoutSir.

(9) is uttered by a servant to his mastersTian apostrophe, i.e. the master
cannot hear what his servant says. Aside and apbsris quiterHou-oriented and
speakers can have more freedom of speech compétedialogues (Chapter 7).

To sum up, these three ‘irregular’ examples @l used in a special situation,
rather than just as a violation of the deferemtielning of ‘Title + SN/FN’ category.

One thing to note about address terms co-doguwith THOU is that their
appearance is rather hap-hazard; most of the tecaws in only one comedy, and
only once. Although there are soncategorieswhich are THou-oriented, it is

impossible to say that sornermsareTHOU-oriented.
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9.6. Qualitative study
9.6.1. Address terms to show the change of interpersonaglationships inStoops
We have seen in Chapters 5 and 6 thatu andyou are rarely used to show the
relationship between interlocutors or to mark hamge in the comedies, while in the
tragedies the relationships between classrad/you was by and large retained. In
that case, what else did playwrights use to shavctiange of relationships? One
possible option is address terms. They are comgtased to show the hearer’s class,
especially the upper class, who receive speciaksdderms such asy lordandyour
honour Additionally, characters use different addressngein different settings.
Therefore, it is expected that the playwrights yeorpus will choose address terms
to represent the characters’ emotions and stasuslizabethan playwrights chose the
second person pronouns.

In this section, | takBtoopsas a case study and see how characters use address
terms to represent their relationships and feeliogsach other. Before starting the

discussion, | list the main characters and thaitustinStoopsbelow:
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Table 57: The main charactersSibopq* represents a mistaken or disguised identity).

Name Gender| Class Description
Hardcastle m UM | gentry, second husband of Dorothy
*innkeeper m L Marlow and Hastings misunderstand
[=Hardcastle] Hardcastle as such
Dorothy Hardcastle f UM | second wife of Hardcastle, mother of Tony
Kate Hardcastle f UM | daughter of Mr Hardcastle argffirst wife
*barmaid [=Kate] f L first disguise of Kate
*poor relation of f UM | second disguise of Kate
Hardcastle [=Kate]
Tony Lumpkin m U Squire, son of Dorothy and hestfinusband
Constance Neville | f UM | niece of Dorothy, in lovetlvHastings
George Hastings m UM| gentry, Marlow’s friend
Charles Marlow m U son of Sir Charles, fiancé of&a
Sir Charles m U Marlow’s father, Hardcastle’s fden

BecauseTHou does not seem to serve to represent the diffeserméesocial
relationships or emotions in this play, it is rgrédund (only four times). My survey
reveals that the playwright employs address teonepresent such differences, as |
will show below. Firstly, | take examples of chasgef attitudes from dialogues
between two close friends, Hastings and Marlow. pRestheir class difference
(Hastings belongs to the upper-middle class whigl®dv belongs to the upper class),
there is no visible class difference in their diales. They usually call each other by
their first name or surname, i.e. familiar typevotatives (Shiina 2005b: 210) only
when they are alone. Shiina (2005b) points outriede friends address each other by

surname to show comradeship (2005b: 217). Hene example of their address:

[Marlow and Hastings finally arrive at Hardcastld®use, which they mistake for an
inn.]
HASTINGS. After the disappointments of the day, welcomeeomore, Charles, to the

comforts of a clean room and a good fire. [...]
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MARLOW: Travellers, George, must pay in all places.
(Stoop2.1)

However, in formal settings, they use the defeadftitle + SN’ to each other, as in:

[Marlow meets his fiancée Miss Hardcastle for thstftime and gets very nervous.

Hastings is trying to leave the room with Miss Neybut Marlow wants him to stay

and back him up.]

HASTINGS. Well! Miss Hardcastle, | see that you and Mr. Mar are going to be
very good company. | believe our being here will émbarrass the interview.

MARLOW: Not in the least, Mr. Hastings. We like your canp of all things.

[To George.] Zounds! George, sure you won't go? Haw you leave us?
HASTINGS. Our presence will but spoil conversation, so arefire to the next room.
[To him] You don'’t consider, man, that we are tonage a little téte-a-téte of our

own.
(Stoop=2.1)

In the above scene, Marlow and Hastings use a folddress ‘Mr+SN’ in
conversations heard by the other characters. Itragithwhen they talk to each other
in asides, they use a familiar address foma and FN. These address terms with
different intimacy/formality scale can be considkes a substitute or supplement of
T/V system. Shiina states that ‘in a formal sitolatithe politeness scale moves towards
negative politeness’ and characters use deferesdidiess terms in such situations
(2005h: 212)18 Additionally, in this particular scene, the chamgaddress terms can
signify that they are talking in asides.

The change of address terms can also sigmfichange of a speaker’s feelings

towards/against the address. In the following scdreetwo male friends address each

118 Wakimoto points out that such change of addresasteaccording to formality can be
observed in Miss Hardcastle’s language. She usadlliyesses to her father wih, but
she switches tpapain less formal settings (2004: 141).
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other with deferential forms, but not out of forihal

[Marlow finds out that his friend Hastings delibéedy did not point out his mistake
and insists on his explanation. Hastings is vergtutbed because his plan of
elopement with Miss Neville has just been ruined,ia not willing to talk to Marlow.
Miss Neville tries to reconcile them.]

MARLOW: But your conduct, Mr. Hastings, requires an expteon. You knew of my

mistakes, yet would not undeceive me.

HASTINGS. Tortured as | am with my own disappointmentsthis a time for
explanations. It is not friendly, Mr. Marlow.

MARLOW: But, Sir —[...]

MISSNEVILLE: O, Mr. Marlow! if you knew what a scene of comastt and ill-nature
lies before me, I'm sure it would convert your meseent into pity.

MARLOW: I'm so distracted with a variety of passions,tthdon’'t know what | do.
Forgive me, Madam. George, forgive me. You knowhasty temper, and should
not exasperate it.

(Stoops.1)

This piece of dialogue shows the shift of address$ due to the change of characters’
feelings. At the beginning, both Marlow and Hassirage angry with each other, so
they use the deferential address tekin + surname’ andgir to distance themselves
from each other, rather than showing respect. When finally reconcile, they go
back to familiar address form ‘first name’.
As in the above scene, a switch from endeatrrheriimate form to honorific

forms is used to show contempt or disgust, oftecestically. These can be seen from
a superior (a master to a servant, an older faméynber to a younger) and between

equals (lovers, friends}® There is another example of an honorific form aga of

119 Cf. There is a similar example in which charactess a deferential term to distance
themselves from their addressee in Sherid@h&s Rivalg1775). A young nobleman
named Absolute usually receives terms of endearfmemthis sweetheart Lydia, so he is
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contempt, as shown below:

[Mrs Hardcastle just found out her niece’s plan &ope and talks to her

sarcastically.]
MRS. HARDCASTLE: [Curtesying very low.] Fine spoken, Madam, yowe anost

miraculously polite and engaging, and quite theyvpmnk of curtesy and
circumspection, Madam.

(Stoops4.1)

Mrs Hardcastle usually addresses her niece witmaié vocatives ‘my dear’ or by
her first name ‘Constance’ and her attitude isgadtifectionate. However, in this scene
she shows the utmost contempt with a feigned pags, both verbally and physically.
Her sentence itself is polite, but when considetiregcontext — saying the opposite of
what she thinks — this is a quiet but strong regmeion of anger. This kind of
deferential forms as anger is see€landestindoo.

Another case of address forms showing a diffeattitude can be seen in the
dialogues between Kate and Marlow. At their firgating, Kate shows up as herself
—a member of the gentry. Because of her class,adwasd too nervous to talk with her.

His address to her is restricted to the deferemtiatlam’. Their meeting does not end

shocked to hear her addressing hinsias

[Lydia is sullen after she has found out thasélate has been lying to her.]
ABSOLUTE So grave, Lydia!

LYDIA: Sirl

ABSOLUTE [aside.] So! — egad! | thought as much! — that damned myltaide

has froze me!
(The Rivals4.2)

This is clear evidence that usisig to a romantic partner was not acceptable, at ledbe
case of young upper-class and/or upper-middle-clagples.
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satisfactorily, so Kate decides to approach higulsed as a barmaid. Marlow, who
Is very aggressive and confident with lower-classngn, addresses her with intimate
and patronisinghild (Stoops3.1 and 4.1). When she meets him again, she usesea

polished way of speaking (Mcintosh 1998: 212) aild him she is a poor relation of

the Hardcastles, he switches to address termsdefaemeniny dear

[Marlow sees Kate again, who speaks slightly mooéitgdy than the last time.
Marlow notices the difference in her speech.]
MARLOW: Pray,_child, answer me one question. What are gnd what may your
business in this house be? [...]
[Kate tells him she is a poor relation of Hardcaséind he is in Hardcastle’s house.]
MARLOW: So then all's out, and | have been damnably iragas. [...] What a silly
puppy do | find myself. There again, may | be hangiy dear, but | mistook
you for the bar-maid.
(Stoops.1)

Marlow, who was already attracted to her beautyhénformer meeting, uses terms of
endearment with the in-group markay, ‘my dear’ and ‘my lovely girl’ (4.1) but never
useschild again. Now that he has found out she belongsdcs#me class as him,
presumably he cannot use a patronising term anyrotke final scene, she appears
as her upper-middle-class self, speaking in a petige way'?° Marlow notices her

‘improvement’ and addresses her with respectfatiam

[Miss Hardcastle speaks to Marlow in ‘her own naumanner’, i.e. as a

120 MclIntosh lists some features of Kate’s speechéisertwo different personae. Kate as a
barmaid speaks with several features of rusticniesksiding malapropism, old-fashioned
colloquialism and rustic asseverations (1998: 212}2Speeches by Kate as herself have
many features of her refined speech: an elevatedbrdary, asyndeton, anaphora,
rhetorical questions and antitheses (1998: 212)h $hanges would be recognisable to
the audience as well as Marlow.
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daughter of a gentleman.]
MARLOW: [Aside.] This girl every moment improves upon me.
[To her.] It must not be, Madam. | have alreadffed too long with my heart.
(Stoopss.3)

In the above scenes, Miss Hardcastle carefully pudaies her speeches so that she
sounds like the role she is playing. Her speedsislaborate as the ones she speaks
when she meets him as an upper-middle-class wamact 2 Scene 1. Marlow notices
the difference (he thinks the girl ‘improves’ eveigne he sees her) and chooses
appropriate address terms according to her ‘rdleeir use of address terms is not
elaborate but a dynamic of changing interpersagiationship.

From the above examples it can be surmisddatidress terms help to show the
interpersonal relationships and the dynamics ofr tbbange. Especially in the
comedies, theHou/you dichotomy does not play an important role at ttase and
THOU was mainly used as a mere sign of theatrical alirbespite that, playwrights
could show the difference in personal relationsiigsemploying various address

terms.

9.6.2. Address terms to show the change of interpersonalelationships in
Revenge

| have shown that address terms are used in anralgbway to represent emotional

changes. How about in the tragedies? Here | Rasengeas a sample. | choose this

play for two reasons: the plot is similar@hellg, so it is easier to make a comparison

of the usage of address terms between two plaigspldty involves a clear change of

the protagonist’s attitude towards his wife andrid.

The protagonist Alonzo is about to get martgelis fiancé Leonora within a day.
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day. At the beginning of the play, he is in blissl @addresses her with FN and terms of
endearment, such #ise essence of my jdyeart of my hearandmy love After his
Moor slave Zanga has told him that Leonora is inadnlterous relationship with
Alonzo’s best friend Carlos, he is distressed heutill wants to believe her innocence.

For this reason, he still uses terms of endearsmaahffirst name, as shown below.

[Alonzo is distressed at the thought that Leonariian adulterous relationship. He
has left his wedding banquet earlier because df theonora has found him and asks
the reason of his absence.]
LEONORA My good Lord, | do observe Severity of Thought

Upon your Brow. Ought hear you from the Moors?
ALONzO:  No, my Delight.
LEONORA What then employ’d your Mind?
ALONzO: Thou, Love, and only Thou; so Heav'n befriend, m

As other Thought can find no Entrance here.

(Revengd.1l)

He starts using abusive terms to Leonora only &ieeis determined to kill hethou

piece of witchcrafandenchantressSuch changes of address terms are also observed
in Othello’s addresses to Desdemona (Mazzon 2023). 2lonzo decided at the last
moment not to kill Leonora, but then Leonora corbask to him with his dagger.
Alarmed, he addresses her with a distant addressteman He, after gathering his
composure, addresses her wittadam He has used this honorific term at the

beginning of the play out of politeness, but thistance seems to be a distancing one:

[Alonzo believes Leonora’s desperate pleadirglie to seduce him.]
ALONZzO: Madam, stay.
Your Passion’s wise, 'tis a Disguise for Guilt:
"Tis my Turn now to fix you here awhile;

You, and your Thousand Arts shall not escape me.
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(Revengé.2)

He does not want to believe Leonora is in earmegtdve her innocence at the risk of
her life. He tries to be cool and distant, by usangolite but distant terrmadam He

calls her first name only after she has killed Bérand Zanga has told him the truth

that she is guiltless:

ALONzO: Murder'd! Murder'd!
O Shame! O Guilt! O Horror! O Remorse!
O Punishment! Had Satan never fell,

Hell had been made for me. —O Leonora!
(Revengé.2)

The simple address term seems to be chosen to eisphas strong despair, and it
would be more realistic than using a long flowedgress.

Another protagonist (or antagonist), the Mslawve Zanga, also exhibits change
in the address terms he uses to his master Aldtedias grudge against Alonzo for
ruining his kingdom and enslaving him. He pretetmide a faithful slave so that
Alonzo trusts him and it makes easier to take rggeyn him. Therefore, his address
to his master is always deferential, using lordandsir. He changes his address term
to Spain(and using'Hou) only in apostrophe.

ZANGA: In me, my Lord, you hear another self,
And give me leave to add, a better too,
Clear’'d from those Errors, which, tho’ caus’d bytue,
Are such as may hereafter give you Pain. [...]
ALONZzO: Perish the Name! What! Sacrifice the Fair
To Age and lliness, because set in Gold?—

I'll to Don Carlos if my Heart will let me. [...]
[Exit Alonzo.]
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ZANGA: [...] Proud, hate&pair Oft drench’d in Moorish Blood;
Dost thou not feel a deadly Foe within thee?
(Revengd.l)

When his revenge is fulfilled he reveals his treelihgs and true identity as a prince
of the kingdom Alonzo destroyed. In doing so heradsles Alonzo addressing him

with ChristianandtHou:

ZANGA: Fall'n Christian, thou mistak’st my Character.

Look on me. Who am |?
(Reveng&.2)

Zanga’s use of address terms, combined with thé&ck@s oftHou/you, shows his
attitude towards Alonzo and his identity as slapérice effectively.

As | have seen in 9.3, the frequency of addtesns in the tragedies is smaller
than the comedies. However, as the case studRemMengeshows, address terms
indicate the change of interpersonal relationships$ the emotions of speakers in the

tragedies, often combined with second person prasiou

9.7. Conclusion

| have shown that address terms are used to iedicé¢rpersonal relationships
between characters in the tragedies and the comddi¢he tragedies, address terms
are not used so frequently, although they are usecbmbination with personal
pronouns to show personal relationships. In cofteddress terms are used much
more often in the comedies, where they can be tesgltbw subtle changes of personal
relationships, as we have seen in 9.6.1. The caadwdive almost losHOU as a living

option, but it does not mean they have lost the w@ysignify interpersonal
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relationships. This might account for the differeraf frequency of address terms in
the tragedies and the comedies. In the tragediedyihary system of second person
singular pronouns is still alive, so playwrightsncahow changes of emotions,
difference of status etc. with their choice of mons. In the comedies, in contrast,
they could no longer show such changes with sepergbn pronouns, so they resorted

to address terms.
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10. The influence of Elizabethan dramatists on eightedh-century dramas

In this section, | will look at the influence of iEhbethan dramatists, especially
Shakespeare, on eighteenth-century dramatists. Trifeyenced many aspects of
theatre, including theatrical language. Shakespgassone of the most influential and
popular dramatists, even in the eighteenth ceniting. adoration of ‘the Bard’ was
such that ‘Many authors [of late-eighteenth-centtaigedies] express in prologue and
in preface their determination to follow Shakesp&astyle’ (Nicoll 1927: 56) and ‘the
eighteenth century writers showed their appreaiatid his work by adapting his
tragedies to theequirements of the more modern stage’ (Nicoll 1%7). Studying
the Elizabethan influences can give us a hint wighteenth-century dramatists,

especially tragedians, employed the ‘older’ pronouau.

10.1. Popularity of Elizabethan dramatists in the eighteath century

Some Elizabethan dramatists were popular and pteyss were still performed in the
eighteenth century. The popularity of Shakespeapésys was especially outstanding
in the eighteenth century, although they were yanahltered (Hartnoll 1983: 7563t
His plays were performed quite frequently in Londord his reputation as the best

national poet had already been established. Nstatiés that Shakespeare was the most

121 One of the reasons why Shakespeare’s plays were@iwas his language/usage did not
look ‘correct’ any more to eighteenth-century editaudience. This suggests that
eighteenth-century playwrights’ usage of Englisigimihave differed from that of
Shakespeare and Elizabethan writers, following thighteenth-century standards, even
when the former tried to imitate the latter’s stylevill discuss this point further in
Chapter 11. It is also worth pointing out that iittg Shakespeare’s text does not mean
these writers and editor did not admire Shakesp@&oell 1927: 57).
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popular tragedian in eighteenth-century Englan®%1%0, 1927:56). Additionally,
numerous people discussed and mentioned his waorkiheir writings. Critical
Heritage: Shakespeardvols. 2-6) lists over 250 writings and criticisman
Shakespeare’s works appearing in the eighteentiurgenncluding writings of
distinguished figures such as Sir Richard Steekgph Addison, Alexander Pope and
Samuel Johnson.

One anecdote to note about bardolatry is Voltagetgism of Shakespeare and
responses from his British readers. He criticisedk@speare, stating that he ‘had not
so much as a single Spark of good Taste, or kneaRue of the Drama’ (1733: 166)

and blamed Shakespeare for ‘ruining’ the Englisigstin hid_etters

[T]he great Merit of this Dramatic Poet has beenRuin of theEnglishStage. [...]
Most of the whimsical, gigantic Images of this Rdwtve, thro’ Length of Time [...]
acquir'd a Right of passing for sublime. Most of ttmodern dramatic Writers have
copied him; but the Touches and Descriptions whighapplauded i8hakespear
are hiss’'d at in these Writers; [...] and you'll éadielieve that the Veneration in
which this Author is held, increases in Proportiothe Contempt which is shown to
the Moderns. Dramatic Writers don’t consider tinelyt should not imitate him; and
the ill Success ofhakespeds Imitators, produces no other Effect, than to enbkn

be consider’'d as inimitable.
(1733:167-168)

Here he claimed two things. Firstly, he claimed Blaakespearean plays did not show
good taste. Secondly, he criticised contemporaitysBrplaywrights for imitating him
too much. Not surprisingly, his criticism did nat gnchallenged. Numerous British
critics tried to defend Shakespeare (Besterman:188) To take a few examples,
John Berkenhout claimed in hBiographia Literaria that Voltaire’s opinion was

wrong and universally rejected by the British:
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Mr. de Voltaire has more than once, but particylaria late publication, endeavoured
to ridicule our enthusiastic admiration of Shak@speHis opinions are universally
diffused, and deservedly regarded; it is there@dranportance to convince him of
his error [...].

(Berkenhout 1777, quoted in Vickers 1981: 157-158)

He goes on to refute \oltaire’s criticism of Shgkeare’s violation of unities and
vulgar speeches (quoted in Vickers 1981: 158-1k8yabeth Montagu wrotén
Essay on the Writings and Genius of Shakespearenith]Some Remarkes Upon the
Misrepresentations of Mons. De \oltai(@769), also refuting the shortcomings
\oltaire pointed out and explaining the excelleatsome of his plays. Her essay was
‘perfectly adapted to the taste of the age’ (Vick&®79: 328). Several of the leading
British philosophers and critics such as EdmunckBwand Sir Joshua Reynolds sent
her a letter of appraisal and David Garrick, onkerfgreatest admirers, wrote a poem
celebrating her victory over \Voltaire (Eger 200321 However, as far as | know, they
did not try to defend the English stage againsta¥@’s charge that Shakespeare was
too influential. Eighteenth-century playwrights dot seem to be so ashamed of
imitating their great models. Dryden criticised k&b for copying and stealing his
predecessors’ works, such as Fletcher, Congrev&€antkille in hisDunciad(1748:
16), but Cibber defended himself by saying ‘Is #ofathat can make a new Coat well,
the worse Workman, because he can mend an old (@iéber 1742: 33)22

As regards comedies, Shakespeare was notsgugepular in the first half of the

the eighteenth century. This is because the tastudience had changed in the

122 Cibber altered two Shakespearean pl&ysg Richard 111(1700) andPapal Tyranny in
the Reign of King Joh(from Shakespeareksing Johr) (1745) (Hawkins-Dady 1994:
195).
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Restoration period and his romantic comedies weténcluded in the repertoires of
theatres (Nicoll 1925: 149, Nicoll 1952: 182). Tratgrted to regain their popularity
in 1735, when ‘the romantic comedies once more th&e position upon the boards
of the playhouses in a comparatively unaltered f@¢Micoll 1925: 139), and from
1744 onwards Shakespeare’s comedies were quitelgoofMicoll 1927: 111),
resulting in numerous adaptations of his playsh@ fatter half of the eighteenth
century'?3

Modern scholars occasionally discuss the arfte of Shakespeare on individual
eighteenth-century playwrights. Here | introduceneaemarks on the playwrights in
my corpus. Firstly, Bevis (1988) describes how Miels Rowe, a playwright and also

an editor of Shakespeare, was influenced by Shakesp

[Rowe] echoed Shakespearean tragedy later [ireingsec], especially after his critical
edition of Shakespeare (1709). Perhaps he owenh&ssery of blank verse to that
discipleship; ‘No living Englishmen could write Inla verse more beautifully than
Mr Rowe™?* which is doubtless why generations heard and m@advith pleasure.
(Bevis 1998:130)

Rowe wroteThe Tragedy of Jane Sho(&@714), an adaptation of Shakespeare’s
Richard Il in blank verse (Chapter 5). Although the storglitss ‘domestic’ and far
from the original (Thomson 2006: 91), the stylarshaic and stiff, reminding readers
of Elizabethan tragedies.

Other tragedians in my corpus are also compar&thakespeare. John Home is

123 Nicoll calls Shakespearean romantic comedies aap@y hunting-ground for the lazy or
the uninventive dramatist of the time [late eighteéecentury] (1927: 111).

124 Three Plays by Nicholas Rowedited by James Sutherland (London, 1929), m@@ted
in Bevis (1998: 130).
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another playwright heavily influenced by Shakespg®evis 1988: 206). Nettleton
holds that ‘Home was much more influenced by Shadae, with whom he was
frequently compared by his admiring countrymennthg any eighteenth-century
author’ (1939: 573). Thomson discusses the sinylari Edward Young's style and
Shakespeare’s (2006: 135). Although George Lillotevhis tragedizondon Merchant
in prose, the editor of his play describes the pday as ‘At times prose is heightened
into concealed blank verse, and the imitationd@ikespeare’ (McBurney 1928: xxiv).
Other Elizabethan playwrights have not beegdtien by eighteenth-century
dramatists. Nicoll points out that there are mamfapations from Elizabethan
comedies and several alterations of tragediesragdd¢omedies of that era (1927: 58).
He names Jonson, Beaumont and Fletcher and Saglaythors who were ‘ransacked’
by eighteenth-century playwrights (1927: 112). TBomstates that Garrick acted in
Ben Jonson'&very Man In His Humouas well as Shakespearean plays (2006: 158).
Considering these facts and studies, it sljikthat Elizabethan playwrights had
an influence on the eighteenth-century Englishttieeaspecially on tragedies. Not
only were their plays performed on the stage, Wsd @heir style and language
influenced eighteenth-century playwrights. | hypestise that Elizabethan plays set the
norm for the language of theatres and that playwsigried to copy them, in other
words, to write like their predecessors. Howevke tisage of eighteenth-century
English had become different from that of ElizalaethEnglish. Editors and
playwrights admired their predecessors, but theyewmt always happy about the
language of the earlier age. | will discuss thisnpdurther in 10.2, taking
Shakespeare’s text as an example, as he was tabé&ihan playwright most often

discussed and referred by eighteenth-century sritis well as by present-day scholars
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who write about the eighteenth-century theatre.

10.2. Treatment and ‘correction’ of Shakespeare’s text

Although the popularity of Shakespeare is unqueatite throughout the eighteenth
century, his text was not respected as it is irptiesent day; people did not think they
should not bowdlerise his teX On the contrary, they changed or ‘improved’ hig te

to make them ‘perfect’ for the Bard’'s sake. Thisitade is well expressed by

Theobald’s comment that Shakespeare's works weame/éeded Garden grown to

Seed’, and he proposes ‘to restore Sense to Passaghich no Sense has hitherto
been found’ (Theobald 1733, cited in McKnight 192858 303).

Correction and standardization had already beeniseteveen folios (McKnight
1928/1968: 235-236), but it was during the Restomnaperiod that people started to
notice the differences between their English andk8bpeare’s. When editing
Shakespeare, they altered or deleted passages dillictot suit their taste, such as
oaths and obsolete or archaic words and grammaitiicegularities (McKnight
1928/1968: 270-171). Similar or further editing wie in the eighteenth century.
Additionally, some editors believed that Shakespearote free from mistakes
(according to their standard) and that faults irstext text were due to mistakes by
the author and printers, or contamination by playeno wrote folios. In other words,

the editors’ concern was ‘to discover what Shakaspéad actually written’ (Seary

125 The word ‘bowdlerise’ itself derives from an editiof Shakespear®ED explains that
the origin of this word is ‘the name of Dr. T. Bold who in 1818 published an edition
of Shakespeare, “in which those words and expressioe omitted which cannot with
propriety be read aloud in a family™ (“bowdleriz&), OED Online. Oxford University
Press, December 2014. Web. 10 December 2014.).
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1990: 131). For example, Alexander Pope edited &pdare (published in 1725) so
as to enhance the sublimity of Shakespeare: ‘Peligedately altered, relegated to the
bottom of the page, or omitted passages he felthimiiminish Shakespeare’s

reputation’ (Seary 1990: 131). Even personal prosauvere edited, as seen in Dennis

(1720):

You gods! | prate,
And the most noble mother of the world
Leave unsaluted: sink, my knee, i’ the earth;
(Coriolanus 5.3.54-56, Open Source Shakespeare)

But Oh! ye Gods, while fondly thus | talk,
See, the most noble Mother of the World
Sounds unsaluted.
(Dennis 1720, quoted in Vickers (1974: 439))

Along with numerous emendations, the personal progouis changed to the more
archaic pronouge | have not found any examples of changing to THou, but the
above example might suggest that eighteenth-cergditprs paid attention to the
choice of personal pronouns.

To sum up, at this stage eighteenth-century plaghsi and critics noticed that
there were linguistic differences between their IBhgand Elizabethan (at least
Shakespearean) English, but they did not seemirik that different standards exist
in different times and tried to force their starttlan older texts.

This trend started to change around the Hdlie@eighteenth century. 1744 saw
the revival of the originaMacbethand Romeo and Julieand in 1741 Macklin
presented Shylock close to the original figureThre Merchant of VenicéHartnoll

1983 756). Thomas Gray, a poet and a classical sghotmerved the differences
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between his contemporaries’ English and Shakespeare

I will not decide what style is fit for our Engligttage; but | should rather choose one
that bordered upo@ato [written by Addison in 1712], than upon Shakespe@me
may imitate (if one can) Shakespeare’s mannesugrising strokes of true nature,
his expressive force in painting characters, ahtlialother beauties; preserving at
the same time our own language. Were Shakespeaaeeradw he would write a
different style from what he did.

(A Letter to West, 4 April 1742, as cited in Vicket975)

Rather than assuming that Shakespeare’s Englishingasrect or that eighteenth-
century English had been corrupted since Elizalmetinae, he simply stated that the
style of English had changed.

Edmond Malone published his edition in 179¢hmaim of presenting as original
a text as possible based on his research, rattweroth his aesthetics. He claimed that
his principal employment ‘has beenr&store in the true sense of the word; to eject
the arbitrary and capricious innovations made hypvadecessors from ignorance of
the phraseology and customs of the age in whiclkedpeeare lived.” (1790: xi). He
denied the common notion that anomalies in Shaleesjsetext were due to mistakes

by printers and criticised Pope and other predecsss follows:

When Mr. Pope first undertook the task of revisthgse plays every anomaly of
language, and every expression that was not undelst that time, were considered
as errourgsic] or corruptions, and the text was altered, or arednds it was called,
at pleasure. The principal writers of the earlyt péthis century seem never to have
looked behind them, and to have considered theirena and their own phraseology
as the standard of perfection: hence from the tihi®ope’s edition, for above twenty
years, to alter Shakespeare’s text and to restavere considered as synonymous
terms.
(Malone 1790: xi)
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Unlike his predecessors, Malone investigated difieabethan plays to discover the
grammars and phraseology at the time (Malone 1XBQvi).1?® The fact that his
edition sold out in little over a year (Thomson 80007) seems to suggest that readers
were ready for a more objective, scholastic readih§hakespeare. This led to the
praise of his text as ‘authentic English’. Howewitie acceptance of Elizabethan
English does not necessarily lead to masteringaBéthan usage, possibly due to the

lack of observance skills (5.2.3), as | will sed.ih3 below.

10.3. THou andyou in Elizabethan and Eighteenth-century plays
In the previous sections, | have discussed thaenttes of Elizabethan playwrights on
eighteenth-century playwrights and how people’s c@gtion on Elizabethan
(especially Shakespearean) English had changedtaeentury. In this section, | will
look at the figures ofHou andyou in some Elizabethan plays and those figures in my
eighteenth-century tragedy corpus to see how cidkellatter imitated the former.
There are very few studies orou andyou which study Elizabethan tragedies
other than Shakespeare’s. One such study is Mit¢h@¥1), who includes seven

Elizabethan and Jacobean tragedies in her corplisted in Table 58:

126 He does not clearly state which Elizabethan acdkkan plays he compared with
Shakespeare’s. Considering that his edition hastos on Shakespeare, Ford and
Jonson (1790: 387-414), it is reasonable to asddatene read their works.
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Table 58: Th-forms and Y-forms in Elizabethan tidige (based on Mitchell 1971: 67)

Author Play Th form| Y form | Th %
Marlowe Doctor Faustug1589) 269 174| 61%
Marlowe The Jew of Malt§1591) 355 308 | 54%
Shakespear({ Julius Caesaf1598) 230 532 | 30%
Shakespear{ Hamlet(1600) 261 793 | 25%
Shakespear( King Lear(1603) 568 697 | 45%
Ford Perkin WarbecK1629) 222 399 | 36%
Ford The Broken Hear{1625) 354 376 | 48%

Since her ‘Th form’ includege and ‘Y form’ includes plurayou and its variant, it is
not quite relevant to compare her data with my déataiou andvou. 27 The number
of yeis so large in Ford’s works (101 times in totaljitthell 1971: 127) that it can
distort the proportion ofHou (or Th-form) tovou (or Y-form). For this reason, | use
her data only as a reference.

Since the current study is focussed on theofiseou andyou in eighteenth-
century plays, it is out of my scope to do an esitenresearch on the usetefou and
You in Elizabethan dramas. Therefore | performed alquorpus search using
Wordsmith. | chose the same set of ElizabethanJacdbean tragedies as Mitchell's
so that the data can be comparBdctor Faustus(hereafterFaustu3, The Jew of
Malta (hereafterMalta), Julius Caesar(hereafter Caesaj, Hamlet King Lear
(hereafterLear), Perkin WarbecKhereafteiPerkin) andThe Broken Hearthereafter

Broken). Electronic texts were taken from Literature @al(LION). | did not exclude

127 She gives figures of each forye(you, your etc.) of each author in her Appendix B (pp.
123-152) but she does not break them down to dagh¥eis attested 12 times in
Marlowe’s Doctor FaustusandThe Jew of MaltgMitchell 1971: 124), 86 times in
Shakespeare’s ten plays (including histories, tteggeand comedies) (1971: 125) and 101
times in Ford’'sPerkin WarbaclandThe Broken Hear{1971: 127).
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plural you manually from the Elizabethan data since it wdagdoo time-consuming
to create reference data (cf. Busse 2002), anaitheof taking the data is to get a
rough trend of Elizabethan tragedies, not to sthdyn thoroughly.

The below is the result of searchingou andyou in the seven Elizabethan

plays:

Table 59: The raw number DHoU andyou and their frequency per 1,000 words in the
Elizabethan tragedies.

) raw number| per 1,000 words
Author Title THOU %
THOU | YOU | THOU | YOU
Marlowe Faustus(1589)| 260| 174 20.7| 13.8 60%
Marlowe Malta (1591) 344| 316 174 15.9 52%
Shakespear{ Caesar(1598) 230| 552 109| 26.2 29%

Shakespear{ Hamlet(1600) 267| 780 89| 26.0 26%

Shakespear( Lear (1603) 497 | 657 20.0| 26.4 43%
Ford Perkin (1629) 179| 389 8.1 17.6 32%
Ford Broken(1625) 285| 371 13.7| 17.8 43%
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Figure 31: The percentage miou to You (including plural) in the Elizabethan tragedies
and the eighteenth-century tragedies.

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%

Faustus (1589) | 60%

Malta (1591) | 52%

Caesar (1598) | 29%

Hamlet (1600) | 26%

Lear (1603) | 43%

Perkin (1629) | 32%

Broken (1625) | 43%

Penitent (1706) I 72%
Shore (1714) I 52%
Busiris (1719) I 48%

Revenge (1721) I 43%

Merchant (1731) I 11%

Curiosity (1736) I 46%

Douglas (1756) I 69%
Agis (1758) IImmm—— 72%
Grecian (1772) I 70%
Sisters (1773) I 25%

Table 59 shows that there is a lot of variation agh&lizabethan playwrights and
plays; the percentage ofiou to You ranges from 26% (in Shakespeatdamle) to
60% (in Marlowe’'sFaustug. The data seem to be close to Mitchell (197 Ijab(e
58), with fewer occurrences oHou (or ‘Th-forms’ in Mitchell (1971)) due to the
exclusion ofye from my data.

Figure 31 compares the percentageHuiu to You (including pluralyouand its
variants) in the Elizabethan tragedies and thetegith-century tragedies. | included

plural you in the eighteenth-century data too tmpare them with the Elizabethan
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ones with the same conditidf.

When comparing my Elizabethan data with eighteeetiitury onesKigure 33,
the percentage aHou seems to be slightly lower in Elizabethan playgeneral; the
average percentage oHou in the Elizabethan plays is 41% while 51% in the
eighteenth-century tragedies. Additionally, thehagt percentage ofiou is found in
the eighteenth-century tragedies (72%enitentandAgis).

In 10.2, | have shown that people started to be@waat Elizabethan English
was different from theirs due to language changather than considering their
predecessors’ language as incorrect. It might ipetmesised that if playwrights in the
latter half of the eighteenth century could havguared a better understanding about
Elizabethan usage, then their usetefbu and you would have been closer to
Elizabethan one than those in the first half of éighteenth century. ABigure 31

shows, however, there was no clear divide or tt@msin the data between the first

128 The difference in the proportion teiou to you between the data excluding pluymaii
and its variants and those including them is betwi®é and 8%.

Table: The percentage Ofiou to YoU in the eighteenth-century tragedies.

excl. pluralyou | incl. pluralyou
Penitent 76% 72%
Shore 54% 52%
Busiris 51% 48%
Revenge 44% 43%
Merchant 11% 11%
Curiosity 48% 46%
Douglas 72% 69%
Agis 77% 72%
Grecian 78% 70%
Sisters 26% 25%
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and the second the half of the century. On theraontthe percentage ofiouto You

in the second half of the eighteenth century exsdledt of the Elizabethan tragedies
in three out of four playsDouglas Agis andGrecian. This seems to suggest that
people’s awareness of one variation of English gkzabethan English) does not
necessarily lead to the correct understanding erofishat variation. Throughout the
eighteenth century, tragedians had some idea abagic style mostly based on
Elizabethan English (of plays), but their usage veasnewhat different from
Elizabethan playwrights’. Such a phenomenon capdéapvhen people are imitating
other people’s linguistic variation or ‘register. will discuss this ‘failure’ of
observation further in Chapter 11, employing theotly of enregisterment and

indexicality.
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11. Enregisterment

11.1. Introduction

In the previous chapters | have discussed theanfia of Elizabethan playwrights on
the use offHou in eighteenth-century dramas but the usage ofteggith-century
playwrights was somewhat different from Elizabethasage. To explain this
linguistically, | employ the enregisterment thearyd indexicality, as | will introduce
in this chapter. Firstly, | will introduce enregistent theory and features relevant to
my current study. Secondly, | will look at the seglusing enregisterment in languages
of the present day, then | will present some diawiarstudies. Thirdly, | will show the
influence of Elizabethan playwrights on eighteecgimtury playwrights and audience
to discuss how the latter enregistered Elizabethmyuistic features. Lastly, | will
apply enregisterment toHou to explain why it lingered in the eighteenth-cewtu
dramas long after its disappearance from Standagligh. Enregisterment has not
been applied to explain the changes in the meamhgsou, but as | will show, it

serves well to explain how Shakespeare influeneedatighteenth-century dramas.

11.2. Register

Before | look at enregisterment itself, | woulddiko give a brief overview of the
notion of ‘register’, which the notion of enregistent is based on and stemmed from.
‘Registers’ refer to ‘linguistic varieties that dneked [...] to particular occupations or
topics’ (Trudgill 2000: 81). Registers are different from dialects in pant that
dialects are what people speak habitually (‘deteeatiby who you are’) but registers
are what people speak in a particular situatioetétmined by what you are doing’)

(Halliday 1978: 35). Style is also a similar concepregister, but while styles are
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often discussed in terms of formality, registeend to be associated with particular
groups of people or specific situations of use’lthies 200% 246). Typical examples
of registers are ways of talking characteristiséone occupations, such as legalese

and sports announcer speech.

11.3. Enregisterment

Agha proposes a concept of ‘enregisterment’ asvi@! ‘processes through which a
linguistic repertoire becomes differentiable withilanguage as a socially recognised
register of forms’ (2003: 231). In other words, sorfeatures of one variation
(pronunciation, lexical item etc.) can be put iatgertain register and considered to
belongto it, i.e. ‘enregistered’ into one regis@voper gives an example of ‘lawyerese’
where the use of a set of legal terms evokes thgenof the profession related to the
terms (2013: 32-33).

Enregistered features do not always stay ets¥gd. For enregistered features
to perpetuate in a register over multiple genenatisuch features need to be replicable
so that they can be disseminated and noticed anpeogle (Agha 2004: 27).
Sometimes enregistered features get ‘deregisteried’other words, lose their
connection to the previously linked register. Fxairaple, Johnstone et al. (2006) state
that phonetic features of ‘Pittsburghese’ usede@ssociated with working class but
that they were deregistered or ‘semiotically déeith from’ class and enregistered as

a regional dialect ‘Pittsburghese’ (2006: 95).

11.4. Speech chain

Agha proposes a model of events in which linguidéatures are enregistered.

288



Messages related to the characterological constafatertain linguistic features are

transmitted through events. In such events, onaae speakers give a message to
hearer/s. The same hearer/s give messages tchetdrer/s in the next event, then the
hearer/s might become other speaker. From a laatquerspective, these events are
‘linked together by the permutation of individuasross speech-act roles in the
following way: the receiver of the message in thgh( speech event is the sender of
the message in the (n+1)th speech event’ (Agha:2208), as shown in Figure 32

below:

Figure 32: Speech chains. (Agha 2003: 247)

[S—>R] [S—>R] [S—>R] [S—>R]......

| | I

The sender and the receiver do not need to exigteirsame time and place. When
senders use the form of text (e.g. a novel), tbeiver might receive the message after
a gap of a few centuries (Agha 2003: 247). Senaledlgeceivers might not be one-to-
one, when the message is transmitted through medmrtibid.).

The event and the message contained in istaeed only among people who
belong to the same speech chain network (Agha 2288). To gain co-membership
of the same speech chain network, all people neeld tis to know the value of the
symbol shared through the speech chain. They doe®at to know each other or attend

the same event. For example, to join the speedh ded@work regarding somebody’s
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name, people are considered to be in the netwolargsas they know the specific
person has the specific name.
One interesting thing about the transmissfanessages regarding dialect feature

is they are sometimes imperfect. Agha states that

They [the genres that had wide public circulatisigfe neither sufficiently precise
in their treatment of accent nor sufficiently coelpensive so as to allow members
of the reading public to transform their habitpainunciation in any systematic way.
We might say that these genres replicate the ca@npeto recognize accent contrasts
and associated values across the space of thennaiihout replicating the

competence to speak the most prestigious accent.
(2003: 260)

Consequently, while many people can distinguishdahguage variations (here, RP),

few people can produce the variations correctly.

11.5. Diachronic studies of enregisterment

There are not many diachronic studies of enregdtézatures, but they indicate that
it is feasible to study enregisterment in the mstd the English language. Beal shows
that the repertoire of Geordie is fairly stablewssn the nineteenth and the twenty-
first century (2009: 144). Cooper (2013) conductetiachronic research on Yorkshire
dialect in the nineteenth and the twenty-first cees in the following way: he
identified features prominent in nineteenth-centigyts related to the dialect; then
compared the frequency of those features in liteeain the nineteenth and twenty-
first centuries. His research reveals that theeedachronic changes of indexicality
and enregisterment.

Aaron (2009) studies five ‘A-forms’ meaniniké that’in Spanish&si, asinansi,
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ansi, asina, and ansina) both diachronically andhepnically. She finds that although
‘non-standard’ forms used to be used in an unmavkaad (2009: 481), they came to
represent a non-standard speech, used along g obn-standard features as well

as reference to their speaker’s (non-standard)sstatg. race (2009: 481-482).

11.6. Indexicality
Another important notion when discussing enregisést is ‘indexicality’, originated

by Silverstein. Johnstone et al. define indexigads follows:

A meaning in terms of one or more native ideolofie$ The feature has been
“enregistered”, that is, it has become associai#it avstyle of speech and can
be used to create a context for that style.

(2006: 82)

Indexicality has orders anu+1-th-order indexicality will not happen untith-order
indexicality does. first-order indexicality is tiséate where speakers are unaware of
their speech variation. With second-order indexigakpeakers begin to ‘notice
variation in their speech and attribute social nmegsto this variation’ (Johnstone et
al. 2006: 82). To shift from first- to second-ordadexicality, social mobility is
required because the choice of variety can beeelat linguistic ideologies such as
correctness and class (Johnstone et al. 2006: A®r gaining second-order
indexicality, third-order indexicality occurs andegple who are aware of their
variation begin to associate linguistic variantshwmtheir identity (e.g. their region)
while people outside the variety can use such mtgit represent the variety’s traits,
sometimes in jocular or semi-serious ways (Johmesttral. 1996: 82-83). To achieve

this, geographical mobility is needed so that peogdn be aware that different
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communities have different linguistic variationso@@er 2013: 35).

As with the case of enregisterment, indexigadan also change in the course of
time; different age groups might attribute diffearesocial values to one specific
linguistic variant even in the same community. Teiggests that there can be ‘a
diachronic shift in the particular values indexgdhese features’ (Cooper 2013: 37).
For example, in his data of Yorkshire dialect, Garopeveals that four phonetic
features (e.g. <oi> itoike ‘like’) were prominent in early nineteenth centilmyt not

in the twenty-first century (2013: 174). These teas

may have been enregistered to a wider audiendesdidginning of the [nineteenth]
century, but became ‘deregistered’ towards its &hik could also represent a shift in
the order of indexicality of these features fronrdtorder at the beginning of the
century to second-order at the end.

(Cooper 2013: 174)

He goes on to state that people both inside arsidmuYorkshire do not associate those
deregistered features with Yorkshire anymore (2088, 210). These forms became

what Labov calls a ‘fossilised form’ (Cooper 20234).

11.7. Third-order Indexicality in literary texts

When a linguistic feature reaches the third-orddexicality and becomes a stereotype
to represent the variety, people outside the warilet not necessarily imitate the
features correctly. Cooper surmises that some rfestwhich have become a
commonplace stereotype come to be only used iatitevorks (2013: 127) (cf. see
also Aaron’s study in 11.5 on this point). Aghaesahat because the aim of literary

metadiscourses on dialects is ‘to create a men®icdt of fictional characters’, the
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link between the feature and the character is dtisegrounded and even caricatured
(2003: 256). Geda points out that ‘the features@istered as typical of x-speech don’t
necessarily represent the reality of x-speech’ 92@%8, cited in Cooper 2013: 55).

Geda studies the way stand-up comedians represéaigaly characters and identifies
special intonations and sibilance used for suchbgae, which gay men in the real life

do not necessarily use.

Aaron, who studies five A-forms meaning ‘likeat’ in Spanish, found out that
some non-standard A-forms which are thought toatlen§ out of use appear most
frequently in the 20th century, i.e. ‘a slow deelinfrequency followed by a sharp rise’
(2009: 472). She discusses that this sudden risaused by ‘these forms’ arrival, or
literary/representational “re-birth”, as linguiststereotypes’ (2009: 474). She also
points out that three non-standard A-forms occarlgeexclusively in two genres, i.e.

lyrical verse and narrative prose, and concludes:

The relative diachronic rise in these three forfrefjuency, then, may point
not to an increase in actual use, or even to theenb these forms became
stereotypes, but rather to an increase in the ptamuof literary genres in
which authors aimed to reproduce non-standard bpeserch as the Latin

American literary movement known asollismo (e.g. Alonso 1996).
(Aaron 2009: 482)

Considering these findings, features in third-oiddexicality & stereotyped) can act
differently from the features in everyday language their use becomes dissociated

from reality.

11.8. Enregisterment without self-identification (first-order indexicality)

Although Silverstein states that1-th-order indexicality will not happen untith-
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order indexicality does (11.6), enregisterment gadeorder indexicality) can take
place without speakers’ self-identification (fiatder indexicality). In such cases,
people talk about ‘other people’s language’ rattan their own. One example is
chavspealstudied by Bennet (2012). It refers to the wagméaking associated with
‘chavs’, i.e. poor young British working-class p&mpSincechav is used in a
derogatory manner, people do not want to identifgniselves as such-ehav is
‘others’— andchavspealks ‘others’ language’ (Bennet 2012: 8). In otherds, there
are no (native?) speakers who do first-order inciity while identifying themselves
‘chavs’. He found that the descriptions afavspealare based on well-established
basilectal stereotypes (or third-order indexicalsSilverstein’s taxonomies), rather
than new images unique ¢havs and that the writers who describethvspeakried

to give readers ideas about culturecbfivs not just about their language (Bennet

2012: 20)12°

129 Johnstone et al. (2006) explains the relationampng Labov’s taxonomy and
Silverstein’s indexicality. They match Labov’s ‘stetypes’ with Silverstein’s
indexicality and their case study in Pittsburglicews:
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Another example of enregisterment withouttfosder indexicality ietspeak

Squire (2010) shows that the enregisterment of peets is different from

enregisterment of other (regional) dialects for te&asons:

First, the internet is not a geographically boungéxte with local, place-
distributed linguistic features; the internet alsas no clearly definable
population of “speakers.” Second, communicationtki@internet, like most
CMC, is predominantly text-based and typed, rathan spoken. Thus, the
factors laying the foundation for enregistermeetldeely somewhat different

Labov

Silverstein

In Pittsburgh

“stereotype”: A variable
feature that is the overt

“For any indexical

phenomenon at order an

topic of social comment; indexical phenomenon at

may become increasingly ordern+1 is always

divorced from forms that immanent, lurking in the

are actually used; the
form may eventually

disappear.

potential of an
ethnometapragmatically
driven native interpretation
of then-th-order
paradigmatic contextual
variation that it creates or
constitutes as a register
phenomenon” (p. 212).

In the case of Labovian
“stereotypes,” fi+1st order
indexicality has become

Third-order indexicality :
People noticing the
existence of second-order
stylistic variation in
Pittsburghers’ speech link
the regional variants they are
most likely to hear with
Pittsburgh identity, drawing
on the increasingly widely
circulating idea that places
and dialects are essentially
linked (every place has a
dialect). These people, who
include Pittsburghers and
non-Pittsburghers, use

regional forms drawn from

presupposing ... replacing arhighly codified lists to

oldern-th order indexical
presupposition” (p. 220).

perform local identity, often

in ironic, semiserious ways.

458).

(from Johnstone et al. 2006: 82-83)
130 hitp://www.urbandictionary.com/define.php?term=speiak; quoted in Squires (2010:
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from those underlying regional dialect enregisterine
(2010: 461)

She also points out the further problem of the petan of the ‘speakers’ of netspeak,
that people who participate in the speech chametdpeak (i.e. who encounter or hear
about netspeak) are ‘internet users’, but mogt@intclaim not to use netspeak (2010:
479). Furthermore, she goes on to show that tlseme linguistic features that bear a
first-order indexical in the enregisterment of peisk (2010: 481). There are some
features which are enregistered as netspeak, suabranyms and uncapitalisation,
but not all of the features appear more frequentipstant messaging conversations
(2010: 482). Adding to that, some features whi@h(drought to be) more frequent in
instant message conversations might appear comnroather (offline) non-standard
or vernacular texts. People did not notice thesg¢ufes in vernacular texts because
those texts have not been recorded so often biferage of internet (2010: 482-483).
She concludes that the enregisterment of netspeakontcomes of ideologies of
language and technology, rather than speakerstaaas of their own language (2010:

483-484).

11.9. Enregisterment of THOU: THOU as a pronoun of elevated language

As | have shown above, some linguistic featuresnia variety can be enregistered as
a stereotype of that variety, then be reproducefddmple outside of that variety. As
the reproduction goes on, these features can acgumew meaning. Such changes can
be seen in the meaning Tiou. It used to mark intimacy or class difference, inut
the Present-day English it is used as a marketeofited language or archaic style

(2.1). Wales points out the striking differencele meaning ofHou between Middle
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English and Present-day English:

The modern prototypical ‘values’ ahou then, as part of a general elevated,
rhetorical/literary register with high prestigegean striking contrast to its medieval
prototypical (even stereotypical) values, whigieu was associated with low-prestige
speech amongst the lower classes, or with intineaten impolite discourse. [...] at
different stages of their linguistic histotyouandyou (sg.) have had different sets of
broad values in relation to each other:

Table 60: The values aHou andyou in the history of the English language. (Wales@:99
77)
Old English Middle English to 17th to 20th Late 20th century

16th century centuries
Thou sg. familiar marked archaic
You [pl.] polite unmarked common core

There have been some discussions wnyu came to be associated with archaic or
elevated style, in relation to the language of8lde. Many liturgical texts, especially
the Authorised Version, were used without modifmaf the texts, while there were
many changes happening in the English languagetbe&enturies. People in the later
period considered such archaic features as theidayegof the Bible without realising
they were just hangovers of an earlier &jeBrook discusses the influence of the

Authorised Version and the Common Prayer as folib\/s

131 Some people in the seventeenth and eighteenthra@stonsidered archaic or obsolete
usage as ‘wrong’ and ‘corrected’ texts of the eartieriod. For example, Shakespeare
was condemned for his ‘mistakes’ in Restoration Aangustan period and editors tried to
‘improve’ his text. (McKnight 1968).

132 Cf. Strang points out that the language of AuteiVersion sounded old-fashioned
even to the contemporary readers: ‘Though the Aigld Version of the Bible was
published in 1611, its language was almost entitedy of Tyndale, whose New
Testament appeared in 1525, almost a century edrli¢ By 1611 the usage of
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The real danger arising out of changing grammaliahits between the sixteenth and
the twentieth centuries is that grammatical featwethe language of the Book of
Common Prayer may not be recognised as such, apdbenmistaken for features of
style. Such characteristics as the retention ofs#wond singular personal pronoun,
thou, thee and of theestending of verbs which accompanies its use, [...]liatde
to be regarded as the mannerisms of a delibergtadyic’, high-flown style, whereas
they are really simply the survivals of normal, mpday grammatical forms which
have since been discarded.

(1968: 53)

She goes on to explain hawou became associated with elevated, liturgical style:

Although the second person singular pronoun susvilvéNorthern dialects in thiiba
andtheeof homely, familiar speech, in Standard Englidhais come to be confined to
prayer and, decreasingly, to the more self-conscidnds of verse. In consequence,
thou and thee and the possessively, thing have attracted a special emotional
atmosphere to themselves. There seems to be amted&iut deep-rooted English
belief that it is irreverent to address God as °Ydinere is also some evidence that
the singular pronoun is, in general, unconsciousgjarded as more appropriate for
liturgic use than the plural pronoun, even when éimeings are addressed, since one
hears from time to time the expresstbg or thinehearts used when the Sacrament is
administered to communicants.

(Brook 1968: 53-54)

While the influence of liturgical texts on the udeHou is clear and undeniable, there
are some features which cannot be explained sbietiie Bible in the use aHou as
‘elevated’ language in the eighteenth century dedpresent day?® The tragedies in

my corpus have elevated style, but very few ofues ofrHou in them are related to

Tyndale would be [...] not archaic, but decidedly-tddhioned in flavour; for the
most part Tyndale had chosen forms as being ndrgh@r0: 140)

133 See Campbell (2011) for the publication and iniless of King James Version in the
eighteenth century. He shows King James Versioh lkeipg used throughout the century,
despite occasional criticisms against its language.
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Christianity or other supernatural beings. As Idavgued in Chapter 5 and 10, their
use of THoOU is more motivated by the genre and their predecsssather than
Christian influence. Wales points out thatou was incorporated into poetic and

dramatic styles in the Present-day English:

fusing with this usage [address to God] to sug@estoverall ‘elevated’ stylistic
function was thethou, possibly influenced by Latin usage, found in cemional
poetic and dramatic address and invocation to (3ugkiral forces and ghosts, and
also objects, in the standard literary languagés Shrvives well into the twentieth
century [...]. This same literary language also k&, for the same rhetorical effect
of elevation, the archaic poettwoufor intimate address, again well into the tweihtiet
century.

(1996: 77)

| propose that this poetic and dramatic usagaHaiu was developed through a
different path from that of liturgical use, althduthey are related to each other. Just
as people had acquired the association betweermBitlle and THou by reading
liturgical texts, they also developed the connectetweernmHou and tragedy as a
genre by reading and reproducing tragedies con@iou, especially Elizabethan
plays. | have already shown in 10.1 that Elizabetpkys were widely read and
performed in the eighteenth-century Britain. Adzhtally, there were also many plays
based on or modelling Elizabethan plays (&gorg. From these facts, it can be
surmised thattHou underwent a process of enregisterment without-dirder
indexicality (11.8). People who were born after thezabethan period were not
familiar with the use ofrHou in the age, i.e. they cannot have the first-order
indexicality (self-identification) offHou. They contacted the use ofiou through

their familiarity with Shakespeare and other Elethian playwrights’ works, as a part
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of the speech chain (11.4). They noticeebu was used frequently in such text
(=second-order indexicality), then eventually agsed it with the language of dramas,
especially Elizabethan dramas (=third-order inda&itig). This association with
Elizabethan playwrights armHou is still alive in the twenty-first century, as cha

seen in mock-Shakespeare/Elizabethan parodies.

11.10. Summary

In this chapter | have presented the theory ofgesterment and factors related to it.
As seenin 11.9, enregisterment can be used taiexphyTHou was frequently used

in the eighteenth-century tragedies; the playwsglgedrHou frequently because it

was associated with the language of drama.

The enregisterment gHou as dramatic language suggests the importance of
studying the language of tragedies. Compared toedans, tragedies tend to be
neglected because of their unnatural language. Henvehave shown that studying
the language of tragedies can show one developofi¢im use ofHou, which is still
seen in the twenty-first century. | propose that tise offHou as elevated language
had two routes of development: one was as liturdisaguage and the other as the

language of dramas, especially Elizabethan style.
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12. Conclusion

The present study has attempted to show the usseadnd person pronouns in
eighteenth-century tragedies and comedies. | hame this by creating a small-sized
corpus and analysing it qualitatively as well aamjitatively. In this final chapter, |
will answer my research questions as presentedhapter 1, then discuss the

limitations of my research and future areas ofystud

12.1.1ssues addressed

Genre has been proved to be one of the biggesiréatit affect the use of second
person pronouns (Chapters 3 and 4). Wtileu appears very rarely in the comedies,
it is attested very frequently in the tragedies iigithe dominant (unmarked) form in
six out of ten tragedies. This is because of tharaaof the genres — tragedies, often
written in verse, are expected to deal with greatpte in the past with solemn style.
It has also been revealed that the medium of tttaftects the use aiHou. Merchant
the only tragedy written in prose in my corpus, aasgnificantly lower percentage of
THOU to You compared to the other tragedies written in verse.

Of the two extralinguistic factors | considéras potentially influential in the
choice ofrTHou andvyou, only the class of the characters has been prioviedluence
the choice (Chapters 5 and 6). As Brown and Gilsx@ower and solidarity theory
suggests, social superiors tend to recg™e and giveTHou to their inferiors. There
are some exceptions, which are regulated by otmorfs such as strong emotions.
Gender of the characters was not influential inrti@n corpus, although it seemed to
affect the choice in the small-scale pilot studid@ter 3).

Qualitative studies on each genre (Chaptensdb6) have revealed that many of
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the dramatists employeahiou to show the strong emotion of the speaker in ltogh
tragedies and the comedies, as Elizabethan plaigtsrdid. Another common purpose
of usingTHou is to add an archaic or solemn image to their #sside, apostrophe and
other situations where the intended hearer caneat the speaker (i.e. the hearer is
dead or unconscious) also encourage the useamf (Chapter 7).

In the comedies, in whictHou has almost fallen out of use, the writers used
address terms to show changes of speakers’ ematimhielationships with the hearer
(Chapter 8). In other words, they changed the cayegf address terms (e.g. from
endearment to deferential), rather than seconapgn®onouns, to show the change of
the speaker’s attitude towards the addressee.drrégedies, both second person
pronouns and the category of address terms havedbemged to signal the emotional
changes.

With regards toye, another disappearing second person pronoungsitban
proved that its use was more fossilised tlmaou. While THou is used for various
purposes as shown aboye,is either used as a vocative in apostrophe (mastilye
tragedies) or a colloquial form of singulgoy e.g.d’ye. Although bothye andTHoU
were falling out of use in the eighteenth centunglish in generalyewas at a further
stage of extinction tharHou. This also suggests thaetou andye should be treated
separately, rather than treating them togetherdme pronouns (cf. Mitchell 1971).

THou seems to have two different systems in the eigtibeeentury dramas.
One is to represent social status and emotionssexs in Elizabethan plays. The
other is to mark elevated, solemn style of drareggecially in the tragedies. Only

the latter survived into the Present-day English é&hd 11.9).
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12.2. Contributions of this research to scholarship
One of the contributions of my study is that thare two systems of usingiou in
eighteenth-century dramas. Although the use of reqmerson pronouns has been
attracted attentions (Walker (2007), Kerridge (20&#t.), how the use afHou has
changed in different genres has rarely been disdustowever, my study has revealed
that THOU has acquired a new meaning as a pronoun of gteagic style by the
eighteenth century, which still exists in the twefitst century. In contrast, although
the Elizabethan way of usingHou, i.e. to mark social distance and emotions, still
existed in the eighteenth-century dramas to sortenet had fallen out of use before
the twentieth century. Considering tha#tou was originally used to signify intimacy
and casualness rather than formalityou has undergone a striking change of
meanings. | showed in Chapter 11 how the systemiob as grave style emerged
using enregisterment theory, that the dramatist8 saou used frequently in
Elizabethan texts and associated it with theirestyh other words;THOU was
enregistered as Elizabethan tragic language. Irrotd imitate their renowned
predecessor, they usg&dou very frequently in their dramas, without understiag
the rules completely (cf. Trudgill 1983: 148). Bygloying enregisterment theory, it
is possible to explain whyHou lingered in one variety even after it fell outusfe in
Standard English and other varieties.

| have also shown the importance of studying twitedént genres of dramas,
i.e. ‘comedies’ and ‘tragedies’ separately. ‘Drahms'plays’ are often treated as a
monolithic genre, and only comedies are includeémsiudying eighteenth-century
English (e.g. Kytd and Walker 2006, Walker 2007¢ri¢lge 2014). However, my study

has revealed that tragedies and comedies havedifféient styles and they should be
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discussed separately. Additionally, it is the laanggl of tragedies that reveals the new
development offHou as grave language, which can be still seen irtvileaty-first

century.

12.3. Limitations

One of the limitations of this study is the sizetloé corpus. This is partly because
there is no tagged corpus which contains both caseahd tragedies. | needed to
separate pluraloufrom singularrou and find address terms manually, which requires
a lot of time. The small-size of the corpus wapoesible for the small amount of data
for THOU in the comedies.HOU occurs only several times in the comedies wriiiten
the latter half of the eighteenth century, inclgdome comedyGil Blas) which has no
instances offHou used between characters. This makes it difficulgive overall
descriptions of the usage tfiou in the comedies, although it is possible to previd
explanations to each case as to whgu is employed there. However, since the aim
of this study is to provide qualitative analysidttd use ofHou, a larger-scaled corpus
would not be suitable for doing such a detailedyton each occurrence.

Another limitation is that the settings and eltéers vary in dramas, especially
in tragedies, which makes it harder to draw pdsalketween each datum. While
eighteenth-century comedies tend to have simil#ings — contemporary upper-
middle or upper class people making a fuss abmét tothe age and the place which
tragedies deal with can vary, from ancient Greeasatly modern Spain. It is difficult
compare the usage of characters who have comptitiyent settings; the difference
might be due to their country or their time. Howe\vkis not impossible to compare

them from the viewpoint that the playwrights wemiBh writing in English and they
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wrote using their knowledge about the English laatgu The fact that Shakespeare’s
Roman and Italian characters are often treated &nglish equivalent in the study of
his works indicate this hypothesis can be true.tAaoproblem with the setting of
dramas is not all of the social classes are wptagented. While there are many upper-
middle and upper class characters in the cometthiee are very few lower-class and
middle-class characters (especially as a main cteajan them. With regard to the
tragedies, they tend to have ancient classes su@8reek soldiers and kings, which
cannot be categorised well in the eighteenth-cgruitish social class system. For
this reason, it is difficult to draw parallels betn the English in comedies and that in

tragedies, and between the language of dramasvangday language.

12.4. Further areas of study
There are some possibilities for future studieshwegards to the use of personal
pronouns. First of all, extensive studies on the ok second person pronouns in
Elizabethan plays (not just Shakespearean plags)eeded (cf. 10.3). Studying how
the use of second person pronouns from Elizabdath&estoration (or to the end of
the eighteenth century) would be also fruitful.

While THou is attested in both comedies and tragedies inigfteznth century,
it has fallen out of use in twentieth- and twentgtfcentury dramas. Studies on
nineteenth-century dramas are needed to revegirtdeess of the disappearance of
THou in the theatre. Studying nineteenth-century anehtieth-century plays which
are set in earlier times, would be of particuldeiast because the eighteenth-century
equivalents show excessive userabu to add an archaic style to their text. To take

an example, while ishore(1714), which is loosely based on Shakespe&iekard
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I, the author usetHou more often than the Bard, Tom Stoppaf@sencrantz and
Guildenstern Are Dea(ll967), a play loosely based on Shakespebiaslet has no
occurrence ofHou except in the parts directly taken frétamlet This might suggest
that the use ofHou in dramas set in older times has died out in tervening two
centuries.

Another area to investigate is comparing theéadrom dramas with novels.
Dramas and novels are similar in the sense thgttéllestories to others, and printed
books of dramas can be read like a novel. Is thayesimilarity in the use ofHou
between these two genres? There is no overall stadlye use ofHou in eighteenth-
century novels, but there are some pieces of egald¢matTHoU was still used in
eighteenth-century novels in studies on individaathors (e.g. Denison 1999).
Nakayama (2015) shows that the usgHafu andyein nineteenth-century novels has
some similarities with that in Elizabethan dramias; to show heightened emotion.
Considering that there is at least one instancerevh@ou is used to mark strong
emotion in an eighteenth-century no@alcilia, it is not unlikely that such use ofiou
existed in eighteenth-century novels. Adding td,ttieere are some novelists who also
wrote some dramas, such as Henry Fielding. Did tieynge their style according to
the genre? Some studiesy®in such genres would also be worthwhile.

Studying the influence of religious texts be tise ofHou andyewould also be
be fruitful. As discussed in Chapter 11, the Auided Version and other liturgical
texts are one of the main factors which developeduise ofrHou as grave, archaic
language. Biblical usage ofiou is still seen in the twenty-first century, wheropke
want to imitate the style of the Bible, for examfleou shalt not do ...". It would be

also worthwhile to investigate how the dramati@vgrHou and the liturgicafHou
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influenced each other.

My study has revealed that the eighteenth-cgnttagedies were strongly
influenced by Shakespeare’s style. Adding to teatne dramatists (e.g. Nicholas
Rowe and David Garrick) revised Shakespeare whileng their own works. One
possible further study on this matter would be rteestigate the emendation and
correction these dramatists added to their edioS8hakespeare. In the first half of
the eighteenth century (and also in the Restorgt@iod), people believed they had
the right to ‘improve’ Shakespeare’s text by chaggihe grammar and words which
were solecisms to them. Their emendation of Sha@spmight suggest their notion
of what great tragedies should look like.

With regard to the relationship between secondgmemonouns and address
terms, it would be useful to study those in sevemtecentury dramas. If we
hypothesise that address terms supplement theofagsou, in seventeenth-century
plays, in whichtTHou was used as a living option, the use of addressstenight not
be so developed. A longitudinal study that explavest happens to address terms as

THoU collapses would be valuable to find out this point

12.5. Concluding remarks

The present study shows that one linguistic fagteou, can survive longer in one
special register even after it has fallen out oé us Standard English. Highly
specialised registers, such as tragedies, are scftenned because they are not
considered to reflect how ordinary people speakvéi@r, they can still understand
and appreciate the language used in dramas. Additigat, people have access to

archaic or obsolete features by reading other péopiritings (what Agha calls
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‘speech chain’), for example people in the twenmtgtfcentury can useHou even
though it has died out in Standard English censuaigo (Wales 1998). My study has
shown that linguistic factors do not die out at @aint of history and they can still

exist in special registers, sometimes with a tptififerent meaning from the original.
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Appendix

Appendix I: The number of words in each text

Table 61: The number of words in each text.

Tragedies Comedies
Year | Author Title words Year Author Title words
1703 | Rowe Penitent 17608 1705 | Cibber Careless 29369
1714 | Rowe Shore 16493 1705| Steele Tender 18597
1719 Young Busiris 18474 1708 | Cibber Stake 33024
1721 | Young Revenge 18147 1723 | Steele Conscious 26466
1731 Lillo Merchant 18461 1748 | Moore Foundling 19773
1736 Lillo Curiosity 10935 1751 | Moore Gil Blas 28160

Colman &
1756 | Home Douglas 15572 1761 . Jealous 28895
Garrick

) ) Good-

1758 | Home Agis 14765 1767 | Goldsmith 23031
Nature'd

1772 | Murphy | Grecian 16324 1773 | Goldsmith Stoops 23920
1786 | Murphy | Sisters 20354 1776 | Colman Clandestine | 28825
26006
Total 167133 Total 0
Average 16713 Average 2600¢
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Appendix Il: The number of THou, You andyou (pl.) in the comedies

Table 62: The number agHouU, YOU andyou(pl.) in the comedies.

THOU | THoU to | difference of
Title THOU | YOU | you(pl.) | You (sg+pl)| toyou | you(pl. | percentages

(sg.) | +sg)
Careless 4411090 18 1108 3.8% 3.8% (0%)
Tender 36| 675 23 698 5.1% 4.9% (0.1%)
Stake 34| 1169 30 1199 2.8% 2.8% (0%)
Conscious 37| 881 19 900| 4.0% 3.9% (0.1%)
Foundling 80| 595 12 607| 11.9%| 11.6% (0.3%)
Gil Blas 1|1121 7 1128 0.1% 0.1% (0%)
Jealous 6| 1187 60 1247 0.5% 0.5% (0%)
Clandestine 14| 950 22 972 1.5% 1.4% (0.1%)
Good-Natur'd 9| 693 11 704 1.3% 1.3% (0%)
Stoops 4| 806 94 900 0.5% 0.4% (0.1%)
TOTAL 265| 9167 296 9463 2.8% 2.7% (0.1%)
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Appendix IlI: The list of female characters attending another
woman in Shakespearean works

Table 63: The list of female characters attendimgtlzer woman in Shakespearean works.

Works Characters

Antony and Cleopatra | Charmian, Iras

The Comedy of Errors | Luce

Coriolanus gentlewoman

Cymbeline Lady

Henry V Alice

Henry VI Anne Bullen, Patience

Love's Labour’s Lost Lady Rosaline, Lady Maria, Lady Katharine, Boyet
Macbeth gentlewoman

The Merchant of Venice | Nerissa
Much Ado About Nothing Margaret, Ursula

Othello Emilia

Pericles Lychorida

Richard Il Lady (attending on the Queen)
Romeo and Juliet nurse

Twelfth Night Maria

Two Gentlemen in Verond_.ucetta

Winter's Tale Emilia, Paulina
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Appendix IV: The frequency of types of address term

Table 64: The frequency of each type of addresssqrer 1,000 words in the tragedies.

Title + Endear- Shortened Greek | Familiar Occupati Superna
Honorifics | name ment Kinship | FN FN SN | name | iser Generic | onal Abusive | Others | tural

Penitent 0.12 0.00 0.86 0.61 0.00| 1.60| 0.00| 0.00 0.00 0.18 0.00 0.49| 0.06 0.37
Shore 1.23 0.19 0.19 0.00 0.00| 0.13| 0.65| 0.00 0.13 0.13 0.06 0.84| 0.39 0.45
Busiris 1.44 0.00 0.23 0.17 0.00| 0.00| 0.00| 1.10 0.17 0.46 0.12 0.40| 0.17 0.17
Revenge 2.56 0.23 0.52 0.06 0.00| 1.57| 0.00| 0.00 0.06 0.29 0.00 0.06| 0.47 0.52
Merchant 1.93 0.00 0.11 0.00 0.00| 0.11| 0.57| 0.00 0.34 0.45 0.00 0.40| 0.06 0.00
Curiosity 1.14 0.00 0.00 0.29 0.00| 1.33| 0.86| 0.00 0.19 0.38 0.00 0.19, 0.10 0.00
Douglas 1.79 0.21 0.00 0.76 0.00| 0.48| 0.97| 0.00 0.00 0.48 0.00 0.07| 0.28 0.00
Agis 0.51 0.00 0.29 0.29 0.00| 0.00| 0.00| 2.50 0.29 0.07 0.29 0.44| 0.15 0.00
Grecian 0.92 0.00 0.33 0.39 0.00| 0.00| 0.00| 2.76 0.13 0.79 0.00 0.59| 0.26 0.79
Sisters 2.39 0.21 0.05 0.16 0.00| 0.42| 0.00| 0.73 0.21 0.10 0.00 0.16| 0.05 0.42
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Table 65: The frequency of each type of addressggrer 1,000 words in the comedies.

Title + Endear- Shortened Greek | Familia- Occupa- Super-

Honorifics | name ment Kinship | FN FN SN | name | riser Generic | tional Abusive | Others | natural
Careless 10.06 1.91 2.67 0.00 0.00| 1.15| 0.04| 0.00 0.00 0.54 0.00 0.32| 0.07 0.18
Tender 7.26 3.74 0.59 3.22 1.52| 0.06| 0.76| 0.00 0.12 0.23 0.41 1.46| 0.29 0.00
Stake 9.52 1.10 1.20 0.38 0.03| 0.09| 0.06| 0.00 0.13 0.79 0.00 0.28| 0.13 0.22
Conscious 4.84 0.79 0.04 0.35 0.24| 0.59| 0.12] 0.00 0.00 0.24 0.04 0.51| 0.04 0.00
Foundling 14.22 2.63 117 0.00 0.00| 7.08| 0.76| 0.00 0.00 2.93 1.52 0.82| 0.06 0.00
Gil Blas 20.48 1.56 0.11 0.07 0.00| 1.60| 1.48| 0.00 0.04 0.85 0.19 0.85| 0.04 0.11
Jealous 10.99 2.41 1.57 1.28 0.26| 2.12| 0.04| 0.00 0.04 0.80 1.09 0.58| 0.00 0.00
Clandestine 14.15 5.26 0.59 2.13 0.73| 1.81| 2.54| 0.00 0.05 0.73 0.54 0.36| 0.14 0.00
Good-Natur'd 12.89 1.53 0.99 0.09 0.00| 1.94| 0.32] 0.00 0.00 0.41 0.09 0.59| 0.14 0.00
Stoops 6.95 1.21 1.07 0.88 1.07| 1.58| 0.44| 0.00 0.29 1.25 0.07 0.48| 0.07 0.04
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Appendix V: Address terms which co-occur withTHou in the comedies

Table 66: Address terms which co-occur witltou andyou in the comedies.
Care. Tend. Stak. Cons. Foun Jeal Clar. Goqd. 0.Std

Category Term
TI|Y | T |Y|T|Y |T|Y |T|{Y |T||Y | T| Y|T |Y |T]|Y

Mon.+SN 1 0

Title + name Sir+FN 1 18

Sir+full name 1 0
dear 1| 44 1 16 1 30 1 24
love 1 0 1 0 2 7

Endearment —
nightingale 1 0

sweetness 1 O

kinship cousin 1| 8

shortened FN shortened FN 3| 2 1 5 1 8
FN FN 8 8 4 10| 6
SN SN 3| 7 1 8 2| 34
3
1

47

boy

child 11

Generic creature 1 2 1 0
girl 1 1

one 11 O

314



woman

bully
fool
fop 1
monster

Abusive
rascal 1
rogue
savage
wretch 2
forrester
innocent

Others
piece of wild nature 1
worthiest
assurance 1
cordial 1
Fortune

Supernatural liquid 1
pretence 1
reflection
virtue 1
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Fielding, Henry. 1732Z’he Covent-Garden Tragedy
Lillo. George. 1736The Fatal Curiosity
Home, John. 17560uglas
Moore, Edward. 1748 .he Foundling.
Moore, Edward. 175Gil Blas.
Goldsmith, Oliver. 1767The Good-Natur'd Man.
Murphy, Arthur. 1772The Grecian Daughter.
Colman, George Elder. 178he Jealous Wife.
Lillo, George. 1731The London Merchant.
Fielding, Henry. 1732:he Modern Husband.
Rowe, Nicholas. 170Ghe Fair Penitent
Young, Edward 172The Revenge.
Rowe, Nicholas. 171Fhe Tragedy of Jane Shore
Murphy, Arthur. 1786The Rival Sisters
Cibber, Colley. 170The Lady’s Last Stake.
Goldsmith, Oliver. 177%he Stoops to Conquer.
Steele, Richard. 170bhe Tender Husband.
Fielding, Henry. 173The Tragedy of Tragedies; or the Life and
Death of Tom Thumb the Great
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