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. development of the Engi

A language must cbomge
' - pace with socizt

' EA)E)

-Every now. ang then, the
T,'v ,les »
erupt into the national press
with tirades and complzints

colurans ’

about the use anc abusz of

Enghsh. But it's unforturate
‘that when the subje
promotecC onto the Zea’
page (as ip Donald

recen’ article) the
tone  snd’’ parcchla“. con-
servatism of the letter-

ceiumns come as well,

Anc¢ what happens Wwhen
sounq linguistic prmc_l“I
a2nd practice are ignore¢ by
well - intentioned ' critizs ?
“ntolerance, misguided
attacks, and usually a large
propertion of factual error,

The scapegoat once agzin

turms out to be thu
academic, t, ecast ag a-
evil ogre viny in

University castle and sperd-
ing all his time importing
verbal abominations to
syphon into children’s
brains. I

But, in the name of Rog ‘t
why ! They are as little
blame = for the pres

language as they are for the
present influx of televisicn
westerns.

£ 1&1guage is what &l its
vsers make it; it is 2 social,
not just an academic
pkenomenor.
¢ why talk about bleme
at 211 ? Why in fact, should
one form of the »Ia:: uage
be {reated as any better or
any worse thien another, in
this abscluie way ? This
sort of misdirected dog~
matism ‘has been going for
some ’vme of course, ever
since Letin Wag looked upon
Lfl the ideal lwguag,e for

The  plain fact is, there

is no external standard of
correctn gelf - expres-
sxon ne innate ideal! in
Eng! m Wwhieh all must

atitai they hope to
avom linguistic damnation.

English, ove @l else, is
alive, chawging, wversatile,
flexible,

it is eompnosed of

nNMErous ov erlnp ping
regisi\,ra and styles of
speech and writing, each of
which has a specific end,
a purpose which is delimited
by the deliberate use of a
set of defining verbal forms,
One kind of language suifs
one king of coxtext, and

~usually very few others
No-one expects, lei alone

hopes for, lega! jargon in
Church, or Old Testament
prose in a pub.

The only valid test of a
piece of language, then, is

whether it succeeds in the -

iob the user intended for
. Specialised language is

. Justification

i8ible,” * abominab‘e:
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A recer* article by Danold Hughes
about the v » ¢nd abuse o/ our language

aroused consic rable
SO CRYSTAL, of the Depart-
Enghsh at Urw\.rsuy Ce'lzcs,
;l‘., question from a

linguist, ©

ment of
London, discusses
differen{ vievtcin
answers.

thc specigl’st,
may be con-
"'*gcn"' by the

all right Zor
though it
cdemned as
layman. x

One regionsl dialect or
accent is no

more comiaen or usaful (go-
called “ B.5.C, English,” for
instance), but this is quite
a different thing, .

And there is therefore ne
whatsoever in
condemning the usage of
otners beca;se it does not
fit in wity some precon-
ceived . nction of
English should be like, or
how it should sound.

It is egocentric in the
extreme *¢ condemn {ypes
of language as ‘irrespon-
mere
prejudice to ‘talk  about
linguist: ¢ monstrosities and
and * cowardly " usage.

There's nothing wrong
with *utilise’” or  “com-
mence.” They can be most
effective at. times for
riythmical reasons, or to
wnd moenotony. (And
what's the “obvious,
natural” word for “antici-
pate?”
demn excessive usage,
verbiage, by all means; but
Mr Hughes . gives us no
instances of the kind of
excesses which deserve to

”'

‘be shouted at (the

bu ssese of *soliciting
your king indulgence in the
interim ” and the like)

He castigates “in 1'**‘ "
(which isn’t as common as
all that) but omits “indeed”
an& a .‘ost of others,

they nay 2
signallers of emn}ms;s, and
g.e an essential part of the

ietoric of debate. Without
i, discussions or
speeches would sound very
thin imieed, 5

Sc the' first thing Mr
Hughes mistakes 1is_ the
purpose of the academic
advocates of Eng..sl Ucage
they do not say ‘ every-
thing goes,” st!il less
“evecyuhing is good:”
merely * everythiug ‘has a
valid use in its owa con-

have studied the

(]

‘~~\

better than*
ancther — one m:ﬁ.gh‘. be

what '

interest. Here a

cnd offers score

2l iendendies of
: often 1*

anguage,
nil

t London

rs at *fh ..‘w
Leeds); and | have noted
il‘a peoow went t0 use a
E r_r of -‘rgvage which

its the context thay live
or work in

‘ne oF- ;. dialects of
English, they see, due tc

to‘“icgi accicent, h:

; e than other
dialects; this *standard”
. language has become most
people’s objective ag a
result, .
‘T_hq;; nead to be familiar

bey want {0 got
is why it is
{ widely. INot

ecause it is better for com-
'numc"* on; but because it
is  useful, Society 128
decreed it

" " "
No—one has yet discovered

Aanguage fh‘ch is not in
a state of flux. fnd the

changes in form and mean-.

ing which occur, and the
innovations and obsoletmns,
are just not valid objects
of criticism.

Most of the “new”
usages objected to, are not
as recent as Mr Hughes
likes to think, The grow*h

f noncatenatﬂd pre-
ositions after verbs, for
znstame, was par..dxed by
M)rrxs Bishop some time
“Come up from out
©of in under thers” — but
has been typical oi English
for centuries. “To face out

©

uﬂc —_—

with, out of, down with,”
for example are all
recorded in the Middie
Ages, -

Fecourse to the N.E.D.
wotld also have shown that
though “image of ” may be
more popular these days
(and what's wrong with
popularity ?), its meaning is

certainly fot new. As
“symbol, emblem, repre-
sentation” it has been

recorded since 1566, and as
“embodiment” or “natural

, representative. tvoe of an

"English "

methods’ of askag - the
Juestion instead of one, a
good case could be made
out £~r saying the languaze
has Teen enriched, based
on -arguments of rhythm,
nuance, and ‘50 on.

There couldn’t wossibly
be a ‘case “for making one
construction more . “ harsh-
sounding” than the other.

Wi ere“ does . the harsh—
ness lie? in the “d”

I the same way. the
NED, shows “suspect”
used as a syaonym - for
“think” since 1549, and

t‘w list of quotations is
ong: Sir Thomas :ﬁowne.
-»’.aceulay, arlvle and Scott
Are "1] ere.

As fo'- the “ distressing
transatlantic habit” of turns
ing a noun inio a verb,
althc-:.g; ‘a
one exists already.” This
rocess has been going on

~in ._nghoh since the earliest

:\n 1o - Saxon, as‘ 2y book
on the development of {he
nguage will testify.

Why is the substitute *I
would have thought” Ior
“think” labelled genteel

Leldd

and cowardly? I would have -

thought “ polite” or * care-
ful” much better. (And if
I substituted “think” ia
that last sentence, I voull
be cailed pompous).

Why are _people on_tele-
vision (or in front of any
microphone, come to that)
supposed (o talk more
naturally? I would have
thought a self - conscious
situation inspires in
nntrained people a self-
conscious ianguage.

I certainly would not
expect colloquial = diction,
especially in discussions
where precision (not affec-
tation, note) is the aim,

It is also difficult to
reconcile the generalisation
that television lets *loose

on the young a formidakble °

organ of opposition to the
best efforts of teachers of
with .such pro-
grammes ag AT V.'s “Head-
way,” and all the documern-
taries whxch being in
normal, Qrdinary" Englmx.
are never noticed,

There. is slang in the
serials, sure, but remember.
people were cntlcising
“vulgar speche” before
television was aver a
twinkle in Baird’s eye.

A lot of this criticisr.
would have been unneces-
‘'sary if the fact of language.
change had been borne in
mind.

Language does change,
and it is just as 1mpossible
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representative, type, of an
attitude or orientation”
gince 1374 — and used like
this by Shakespeare,
Chaucer and Shelley.

As for the use of ' do you

have ” for ‘‘ have you,” why
is this so abominable ? The
verb s merely conforming
to a process of periphrasis
in verbal expressions, using
“do” or “did” which has
been going on since late
Anglo - Saxon tlmes, and
whicih has affected all
verbs except “be” and a
few anomaious examples
(*might,”"' * should."),
. Some regional dialects
have had “do you have”
for ages, It certainly
doasn't offend .y sen-
sibility ‘o hear it,

And as I now have two

to “preserve the tongue
that Shakespeare spoke ™ as
it is to stop cuitural change.
If language stood  still,
culture would stagnate. A.l
new ideas would be literally
“ jnexpressible,” and we
would soon use up our
resources, Dull indeed.
But what is there anyway
about Elizabethan English
that makes it more worth
preserving than, say, English
of 1963? Just because
Shakespeare wrote in it?
if our age has ncit pro-
duced a Shakespeare, it is
by .'0 means the fault of the
language (or the gcademic):
could 1 suggest (with
tongue in cheek, I uassuie
o) that something’s wrong
Wwith our teaching metuwl?
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