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[bookmark: _Toc514751765]1: Introduction
Present Day English has only one second-person pronoun you, which is both singular and plural. However, Early Modern English (EModE) also had a thou form, which co-existed, yet was distinct in usage from the you form. Both forms served different purposes in different contexts of dialogue (Abbott, 1972, 154; Byrne, 1970, 114). This study refers to EModE you and its inflections as Y-forms and EModE thou and its inflections as T-forms.
	The present study offers a historical pragmatic reading of a selection of Shakespeare's work, in an attempt to “understand the patterns of human interaction within their social conditions of earlier periods” (Jucker & Taavitsainen, 2010, 5). However, with regards to the credibility of Shakespearean fiction as a reflection of EModE scholarly opinion is divided. Barber (1981) and Walker (Forthc.) both remarked on the likelihood of T-forms occurring far less frequently in the real world than they did in fictional plays. They supported this with the notion that plays and fiction are by their very nature far more conflict driven than life is, and that the “the density of language use in a drama will no doubt contribute to a false understanding of the significance of the contrastive use of pronominal forms” (Walker, Forthc.). Indeed, Stetter (1991) states that the entire study of historical pragmatics is impossible as the full context in which an act of speech is uttered can never be fully reconstructed. Rissanen , however, stressed the usefulness of fictive language in aiding the reconstruction of actual speech. Though it “differs from actual speech in many respects . . . it contains a number of features with which an author hopes to create an illusion of spoken idiom. If these features can be defined by comparing variant fields, the results can be used for drawing inferences about spoken language” (Rissanen 1986, 99), a view which is also held by Salmon (1965). Brown and Gilman (1989) note the need to rely on fictive language as the corpus of fictive historical literature out of necessity is far greater than non-fictive literature. Though this study understands the concerns and limitations put forward by Walker and Stetter it maintains that though Shakespearean work is not a factual representation of EModE, it is a useful tool that may serve to represent a close approximation. 
	The intention of this thesis is to analyse the pragmatics of pronoun choice in Early Modern English. The focus of the study is specifically the subject of parent/child relationships and family hierarchies in Elizabethan times and the pragmatic dichotomy of second person pronoun use in parent-child relationships. It intends to investigate whether a contrast existed between the choice of pronoun in interactions of fathers and daughters, and mothers and sons. The primary focus being on the father/daughter relationships in Shakespeare as studied in Dreher (2015). It intends to analyse this from the perspective of the field of interactional sociolinguistics, a field within pragmatics that was created by Nevailainen and Raumolin-Brunberg, specifically intended to analyse the social contexts of dialogue (2003).  This study will attempt to apply the theories put forward by Hope (1994) and Jucker and Taavitsainen (2003). The present study intends to merge the previous sociolinguistic, morpho-syntactic and psychological studies by investigating the link between the psychological relationship between Parent and Child and the effects of this on their second-person pronoun choices by conducting a qualitative and quantitative investigation of The Tempest, The Merchant of Venice, King Lear, Hamlet, Henry IV and Twelfth night. In doing so, it will argue the importance and nuance of pronoun choice and the significant difference between Thou and You forms. Analysing the use of second person pronoun usage by family members in Shakespeare may provide insights into the use of pronouns by family members in non-fictive spoken Elizabethan English. 
	In summary: Were the situational pronoun choices made by Shakespeare in conversations between family members deliberate, and if so, what is the effect of these choices?
[bookmark: _Toc514751766]2: Theoretical Framework
According to Abbott, T-forms (thou, thee, thine) in EModE were used to express affection towards friends, good-humoured superiority towards servants, contempt or anger and higher poetic style (1972, 154). Byrne expanded upon this distinction by providing the contexts in which both T-forms and Y-forms (ye, you, your) occurred:[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Following Spevack (1970), the term “T-forms” refers to the subject, object and possessive pronoun forms thou, thee, thine and “Y-forms” to the subject, object and possessive pronoun forms ye, you, your.] 

Thou is used by father to daughters; in respect; in appeal; in anger; in love; in apostrophe; in confidence; to self; to an inferior, servant or messenger; to a fool in privileged language; in affection; in sympathy; to the absent; in appeal; in companionship; in excitement; in contempt; by lower class equals; in reverence; in intimacy; in tenderness; in surprise; in contempt; in threat; in gratitude; to a spirit; to the dead. [Y]ou is used in courtly intercourse; by sisters ordinarily; to a steward as a gentleman servant; to a superior or master; to a parent; by a parent to children of rank. (1970, 114)
	Byrne’s analysis shows that there is a practical distinction between both forms. Johnson (1966) analysed the effect of genre and class on the usage of T-forms and Y-forms in her corpus of EModE fiction. With regard to genre, she concluded that in Shakespeare’s works of comedy there was a steady decline in the usage of T-forms across the whole of his known comedic works. Contrastively, the use of Y-forms appeared to grow far more common. Her work also revealed that, although there was a decline in the use of T-forms by slightly over 20% across Elizabethan literature, the upper classes of English society maintained far higher relative retention rates than the middle and lower classes. Combining corpus data of Johnson (1966), Taavitsainen (1997) and Busse (2002, 61) the gradual decline of T-forms is confirmed. Busse (2002, 60) for example indicates a steady decline of T-forms between 1589, with the writing of Henry VI and 1599, with the writing of Henry V. The tragedies do not follow this trend; here the use of T-forms and Y-forms differs sporadically between plays, regardless of composition date. In the comedies there is consistently less usage of T-forms, with one sole exception, The Tempest; it is the only comedy to have more T-forms than Y-forms. Previous studies that attempted to analyse the dichotomy between Y and T forms diachronically, such as Brown and Gilman (1989) and Gilman and Ford (1989), argued that this decline in T-forms coincided with social and linguistic developments in the historical transition from Middle- to Modern English based on an analysis of Shakespeare's works. 
	Hope (1994) concluded that there also existed distinctions related specifically to the interactions between the sexes. Her work found a strong divide between both sexes, where men were far more likely to use an intimate second person pronoun, which she classified as “T-forms”[footnoteRef:2] whereas the women used more polite, distanced forms of address, which Hope named “V-forms”, in interactions where the speaker was of the higher relative class. Interestingly, the men avoided the use of “T-forms” even in interactions with women of a similar class. Her data concluded that “T-forms” occurred in non-reciprocal form if a superior speaks to an inferior, such as husbands to wives, parents to children and masters to servants, but also generally males to females. “T-forms” may however also appear reciprocally, though Hope found this use to be primarily reserved for the lower class to signal their “equality of social power” (1994, 6).) [2:  It is important to note that the “T-forms” and “V-forms” put forward by Hope are similar to but not the same as the definition put forward by Spevack (1970).] 

	Contrastively, “V-forms” are used non-reciprocally by the inferior to the superior, the wife to the husband, the child to the parent and the server to their master. Opposite to “T-forms” this form was also used by women to men. The application of reciprocal “V-forms” is far broader however than it’s “T-form” counterpart. “V-forms” saw use as a neutral form between equals but also strangers, but it had also already begun to become the “general second person singular pronoun” (Hope, 1994, 57).
	Hope's distinction between “T-forms” and “V-forms” corresponds with that of Byrne, and substantiates the concept of usage conventions for T-forms and Y-forms, despite Hope using slightly differing terms. 
	The parent/child relation in Shakespeare has been approached mainly from the perspective of gender relations. Dreher (2015) analysed many of the female characters in Shakespeare’s works and categorized them based on their relationships with their fathers. The “Dominated daughters”, like Ophelia and Desdemona, are those that Dreher classifies as “victimized by the traditional power structure that identifies women exclusively as childbearers” (Dreher, 76). In Shakespearean stories these characters often fail to attain any self-worth or individual agency. “Defiant daughters”, such as Jessica, Miranda, Goneril and Regan, often oppose their fathers to varying degrees. The shape of this defiance varies widely from character to character, making this a very broadly encompassing category. It is notable, however, that with the exception of Miranda the defiance analysed in the chosen plays takes on extreme forms. Dreher’s last distinction comes in the form of the “Androgynous daughters”, those, like Portia, who do not align themselves well enough with either of the previous categories. This category is often reserved for those female characters who lack a father figure or have never had one. Though they are far less common, they provide very interesting insights into the development of women without father-figures. Dreher stresses the importance of transition, as Shakespeare not only wrote about the transition of daughters to women, he also wrote in a time of transition, in which the Elizabethan norms were influenced by the Renaissance. Comparatively, less work has been done on the study of Shakespearean sons, such as Hamlet, Edgar or Prince Hal (Tromly, 2010).  
	The existing corpus of work on Shakespearean T-form and Y-form usage has established very clear contexts in which either form is expected to occur. As mentioned before, a parental figure would conventionally address their children with T-forms and children would usually address their parental figure with Y-forms. The present research, however, intends to analyse those occurrences that deviate from the expectation and analyse why that might be. By analysing the interactions between parents and children in King Lear, The Tempest,  The Merchant of Venice, Henry IV, and Hamlet this study intends to analyse Shakespeare’s motivations for pronoun choice and how variations in pronoun choice help shape the hierarchical relationships of family members. 
[bookmark: _Toc514751767]3: Data and Methods
The plays King Lear, The Tempest, Twelfth Night, The Merchant of Venice, Henry IV, and Hamlet were analysed. All plays with the exception of Twelfth Night were chosen because they contained either dialogue between a father and daughter or dialogue between a father/mother and son. Twelfth Night was chosen as the character Viola fits the description of an “androgynous daughter” as put forward by Dreher (2015) and displays changes in pronoun choice depending on her persona. Viola and Portia were used to display pronoun use by fatherless daughters. The data was drawn from a digital databank created and maintained by “The Tech”, an organization affiliated with the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT). A quantitative study of all plays was undertaken. All occurrences of T-forms and Y-forms in parent/child dialogue were indexed and sorted based on their category (T-forms or Y-form). Those instances that deviated from expectations were analysed qualitatively. 
[bookmark: _Toc514751768]4: Results and discussion
The frequency of T-forms and Y-forms in the dialogues between parents and children in the plays under scrutiny are recorded in tables below. The analysis conducted revealed that The Tempest adhered fully to the expectations set by the corpus data of Byrne and Hope, reflected in the statistics presented in table 1 below. 
	Table 1:The Tempest

	Miranda (To Prospero) 
	Prospero (To Miranda)

	T-forms
	Y-forms
	T-forms
	Y-forms

	0
	10
	61
	2


Notable: Prospero changes his address to Ferdinand from T- to Y forms in act 4
As stated before, Hope (1994) concluded that parents used T-forms to address their children and children addressed their parent using Y-forms. This holds in The Tempest: Prospero addresses Miranda using almost exclusively T-forms while Miranda addresses her father using Y-forms. This study found that the gender of the child does not influence this usage pattern. Further investigation into the wider use of T-forms towards children of the opposite sex (male) in Henry IV revealed that King Henry IV also addresses Prince Hal using T-forms. Moreover, in the scenario of a Mother addressing a son, as seen in Hamlet, Queen Gertrude initially addresses her son Hamlet with T-forms, yet switches to Y-forms after Hamlet has irked her, instantly creating distance and a degree of formality not present in the conversation before. 
QUEEN GERTRUDE. Hamlet, thou hast thy father much offended.
HAMLET. Mother, you have my father much offended.
QUEEN GERTRUDE. Come, come, you answer with an idle tongue.
HAMLET. Go, go, you question with a wicked tongue. (Hamlet, 3.4)
The nuance of such a change would not go unnoticed by Shakespearean theatregoers. That The Tempest does not follow the declining pattern of T-form use as found in other works may be explained through the nature of the characters involved. Given the date of composition, one would expect Prospero to address his daughter with the, by then, more commonly used Y-form in all situations. However, the late date of composition is offset by the fact that Prospero is, albeit deposed, nobility. As Johnson’s (1966) data has shown, the upper class retained the use of T-forms longer than any other class. Regardless of his exile it would be unnatural for Prospero to radically change his language and pronoun choice. As such, Prospero would still adhere to the old way of address, rather than perhaps using Y-forms towards his daughter, as may have become more common in the real world by that time.
	The Merchant of Venice contains little dialogue between Shylock and Jessica yet in what dialogue there is Shylock uses exclusively Y-forms to address his daughter.
	Table 2: The Merchant of Venice

	Jessica (To Shylock) 
	Shylock (To Jesisca)

	T-forms
	Y-forms
	T-forms
	Y-forms

	0
	3
	0
	2



The tragedy shows a far lower number of T-forms, consistent with prevailing analyses of the genre in Shakespeare’s writing (Busse, 2002). Moreover, the use of Y-forms may be further supported by the notion that Y-forms generally served as the more formal and distanced form. The relationship between Jessica and Shylock does in fact appear distant and formal as opposed to the parental intimacy T-forms may carry. Shylock’s character does clearly display traits of a dominating father, as exemplified by his frequent use of possessive pronouns. 
SHYLOCK. What, are there masques? Hear you me, Jessica:
	Lock up my doors; and when you hear the drum
	And the vile squealing of the wry-neck'd fife,
	Clamber not you up to the casements then,
	Nor thrust your head into the public street
	To gaze on Christian fools with varnish'd faces,
	But stop my house's ears, I mean my casements:
Let not the sound of shallow foppery enter
My sober house. (The Merchant of Venice, 2.5)
 This failure to distinguish properly between possessions and a semi-autonomous child is a more prevalent theme in Shakespearean literature (Dreher, 2015, 72). It also supports Shylock’s use of Y-forms. Shylock’s treatment of Jessica as possession and not as child lacks the parental love and closeness associated with T-forms. Shylock instead uses the impersonal, distanced, Y-form.
	It is the contrast between characters that serves to amplify their traits. Indeed, in comparing the relationship of Prospero and Miranda with Shylock and Jessica, it is Shylock’s extreme disregard for his daughter’s autonomy that in turn leads to Jessica’s extreme response. As Dreher stated, the father’s capacity to influence his daughter’s mental well-being is far greater than one might believe (2015, 1). Shylock’s authoritarian rigidity and impersonal, distant, address through the use of Y-forms may have amplified the severity of Jessica’s response once she ‘breaks free’.
	As stated by Braun (1988) the markedness of T-forms and Y-forms exists only in contrast to one another. The same is true for those T-forms or Y-forms that occur in places where convention dictates they should not. Byrne (1970) put forward a theory with regards to the deviations found for both Ophelia and Jessica. He states that both Polonius and Shylock are very self-centered characters, something that is reflected in Shylock’s overuse of the possessive pronoun “my” and his inability to properly distinguish his autonomous daughter as a separate entity from his profits and possessions. Polonius too is far too preoccupied with his status and role within the court to give Ophelia the attention that she deserves (Byrne, 1970). This would be a plausible explanation for their use of Y-forms over T-forms, they do so not because they are addressing their child as an equal of status, but simply because Y-forms are a more distanced, formal form than T-forms. 
 	Indeed, Ophelia was found to be addressed by her father in only Y-forms. When asked about Hamlet: 
OPHELIA. He hath, my lord, of late made many tenders
Of his affection to me.
LORD POLONIUS. Affection! pooh! you speak like a green girl,
Unsifted in such perilous circumstance.
Do you believe his tenders, as you call them?
Hamlet not only contained a child being addressed with Y-forms but also provided evidence of a mid-conversation pronoun change in the small interaction between Queen Gertrude and Hamlet shown earlier. 
QUEEN GERTRUDE. Hamlet, thou hast thy father much offended.
HAMLET. Mother, you have my father much offended.
QUEEN GERTRUDE. Come, come, you answer with an idle tongue.
HAMLET. Go, go, you question with a wicked tongue. (Hamlet, 3.4)
The excerpt shows a change in pronoun choice which coincides with the idea that Y-forms serve to create distance, whether it is a distance of hierarchy or simply making a conversation less intimate. Gertrude’s ability to change her pronoun choice following Hamlet’s sly remark is evidence that Shakespearean character possess the ability to fluidly use their pronoun choice to influence a situation. As mentioned before, though such intricacy is lost in present-day English, an Elizabethan theatregoer would surely pick up on the nuance. 
	The analysis of King Lear provided the most deviations of all. Though initially Lear uses T-forms exclusively in addressing his daughters, after Goneril betrays him, he occasionally addresses her with a Y-form. His address of Regan does not appear to change, until she too betrays him after which he changes his address to her to use Y-forms too. This change in address appears to belong to the category of “addressing a child of rank” as determined by Byrne. As Goneril and her sister seize power, the hierarchy of paternity is overruled by that of social rank. Interestingly, though Lear undergoes a transition from T-forms to Y-forms, neither Goneril nor Regan make use of any T-forms in addressing their father. One might have expected Goneril and Regan to eventually address their father with T-forms as the balance of power has shifted, but this does not happen. This might be due to their upbringing, those who have been nurtured their lives to adhere to certain conventions are unlikely to suddenly change these conventions. Moreover, without the context of talking direction and nonverbal communication it is impossible to discern between singular you and plural you. However, regardless of error margin, the data shows enough instances of initially unexpected Y-forms to support the notion of pronoun change based on status. Lear also utilises both forms when addressing his son Edgar, yet the reason behind this does not lie in discontent or anger. Lear appears to deviate from addressing Edgar with T-forms in moments of madness where he does not recognise Edgar as his son. 
KING LEAR. I'll talk a word with this same learned Theban.
What is your study?
EDGAR. How to prevent the fiend, and to kill vermin.
KING LEAR. Let me ask you one word in private. (King Lear, 3.4)
In the play there exist a few moments like this, yet for those dialogues in which Lear does recognise Edgar as his son, he immediately switches to a consistent use of T-forms.
	Though Yüksel cited Mcdonald: “[I]t was taken as axiomatic that men were superior to women, not only because Eve was created out of Adam’s rib, but also because greater physical strength was – perhaps - associated with greater intellectual capacity and more profound capacity for feeling (1996: 252)” (Yüksel, 30). This study has found no evidence that supports Hope’s (1994) theory of pronoun choice on the basis of sex. Instead, the interactions between Hamlet and Gertrude, King Henry and Prince Hal provide evidence for the contrary. The sex of the addressed was irrelevant. If sexist or gendered language existed in EModE it was, in this case, overshadowed by the conventions of parent-child address.
[bookmark: _Toc514751769]5: Conclusion
This study set out to answer whether or not Shakespeare’s pronoun choice in parent to child and child to parent address in his plays was deliberate and intentional. Investigating this claim has provided insight into the nuance of Elizabethan English and the creative potential behind deliberately changing pronoun usage. It has shown the effect of pronoun choice on narrative and scene but has also revealed the importance of societal conventions with regards to pronoun use. These findings provide us with a small window into Elizabethan English culture, conventions and literary practices, which may further help us paint a picture of this piece of our history. 
	This study has found no evidence for the theory of Hope (1994) that Shakespearean pronouns were influenced by the sex of the person being spoken to. In fact, it found evidence to the opposite, as both male and female children in Hamlet and King Lear were addressed the same. It did find evidence supporting the theories of Johnson, Byrne and Abbott relating to the social and semantical differences between T-forms and Y-forms: Shakespeare adheres to the convention of parents addressing children with T-forms as a means of showing intimacy and closeness, and children address parents with Y-forms as a means of showing respect and hierarchy. This was found to be true for The Tempest, Hamlet and King Lear. However, this study also found evidence for the explicit deviation from the convention of pronoun use in Hamlet, The Merchant of Venice and King Lear. The analysis of Hamlet and The Merchant of Venice revealed that Shakespeare deviated from convention in order to show a distant parental relationship. Hamlet also revealed that interlocutors were at liberty to change pronoun mid conversation to create distance. King Lear provided evidence that certain conventions, such as royal rank, supersede parental hierarchy. Based on the qualitative analysis of certain instances of deviation this study has concluded that where Shakespeare did deviate from the conventional norm it was intentional, either to create a shift in tone, distance or to reflect a situational development. This study has provided evidence for the claim that Shakespeare possessed the skills to distinguish these two forms and use them appropriately: even more so, using them “inappropriately” to create shifts in emotion, tension or relation. It remains debatable to what extend Shakespeare’s fictive language accurately represents Elizabethan spoken English, yet it has been shown that for those characters investigated, contained to their world of fiction, the importance of appropriate language use is of no small concern.
	The present study is on a small scale, analysing only a number of Shakespearean plays. A proper investigation of the language use of Shakespeare would have to take into account the entire corpus of his produced works and analyse whether the statements and claims made in this piece hold for the greater collective of Shakespearean works. Further investigations into the nuance of pronoun use would do well to analyse works of fiction and non-fiction of the Elizabethan age not belonging to Shakespeare, in an attempt to confirm whether this trend was in fact cultural convention, or merely a tool unique to Shakespeare. 
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	Table 1:The Tempest

	Miranda (To Prospero) 
	Prospero (To Miranda)

	T-forms
	Y-forms
	T-forms
	Y-forms

	0
	10
	61
	2


Notable: Prospero changes his address to Ferdinand from T- to Y forms in act 4
	Table 2: The Merchant of Venice

	Jessica (To Shylock) 
	Shylock (To Jesisca)

	T-forms
	Y-forms
	T-forms
	Y-forms

	0
	3
	0
	2



	Table 3: Hamlet

	Ophelia
	Polonius

	T-forms
	Y-forms
	T-forms
	Y-forms

	0
	2
	2
	24



	Table 4: King Lear

	Goneril 

	Regan
	Cordelia
	Edgar to Lear
	Lear to Goneril, Regan or Cordelia
	Lear to Edgar

	T-forms
	Y-forms
	T-forms
	Y-forms
	T-forms
	Y-forms
	T
	Y
	T-forms
	Y-forms
	T
	Y

	0
	19
	0
	31
	1
	11
	6
	1
	52
	42
	6
	9








	Table 5: Henry IV (p.1) *Partial analysis

	Prince Henry (Hal, Harry)
	King Henry the 4th

	T-forms
	Y-forms
	T-forms
	Y-forms

	0
	6*
	14*
	0



Table 6: Portia
· Uses an equal mix of both in her normal attire.
· Uses Y-forms to the fellow judges once disguised.
· Uses T-forms towards Shylock once disguised.

Table 7: Viola (12th night)
· As Viola, uses mainly T-forms.
· As Cesario uses mainly Y-forms towards the Duke and Countess, but T-forms towards the clown.
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