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For most of the century or so that the title has been in common use, the Great Vowel Shift (GVS) has been generally accepted as one of the more well established and most important features in the history of the English language.
 It was used to explain not only the phonological development of English, but also the even more obvious fact that English diverges from most other languages in how it names and pronounces the letters that represent its vowels. Instead, however, of attributing this ‘most exceptional and insular phenomenon’ to ‘some anomaly or adventitious oddity,’
 Otto Jespersen introduced the concept and name ‘Great Vowel-Shift’ to give shape and provide a coherent rationale for the kinds of changes in English vowel sounds and their names that his predecessors had long recognized. Building on the work of scholars of English dialectal variation and its history, like Ellis and Sweet, Jespersen in 1909 introduced the GVS and with it a systematic, interdependent explanation for the regular changes in the sounds of English long vowels from the Age of Chaucer to the establishment of a standard educated spoken dialect of English, what comes later to be called Received Pronunciation. 
   The newly named and described process of patterned sound change was soon adopted as the standard explanation by most linguistic historians, including Karl Luick.
 For more than a century GVS has regularly appeared in textbooks of the History of English.  Generations
 of students have followed the orderly progress of the vowels by means of various abstract, schematic images purporting to detail the changes in the standard spoken dialects of English over the course of four centuries.

 In the last few decades, however, interest in the GVS has revived, and indeed become the site for lively disagreements among linguistic historians.  Those disagreements have raised substantial doubts about the accuracy of the imagined GVS as providing a satisfactory account of the detailed changes in the system of English vowels, ca. 1400 to ca. 1750.  It may be premature to declare the GVS dead, but it is in need of life-support. Its status as a recognizably fictional construct that overgeneralizes the available evidence may indicate that its days are numbered as a dependable pedagogical tool for university courses in the History of the English Language. 

In the last generation, the, at times testy, debate between (to name the main parties) Robert Stockwell and Donka Minkova on one side and Roger Lass on the other, has nevertheless revitalized and refined the GVS as a concept. We may hope that this continuing revision will lead to a better understanding of the complex stages that comprise what we (it now may be safe to say) used to generalize as the GVS. 
   One effect of the extended debate between Lass and Stockwell-Minkova has been to invite fresh voices to the field, and their major effect has been to complicate a number of details in the GVS.
 Their studies have challenged us to sharpen further our understanding of matters which had been elided, or obscured from view, by what for long accepted as the explanation of the historical phenomena. But what still makes good sense as a generalized pattern of centuries-wide changes no longer offers a satisfactory articulation of the many individual elements which constitute the material foundations for that pattern. Recent analyses of various features of the GVS have shown how faulty the generalized pattern is as a guide to the many constituent stages in the complex history of English.  Like the productive fiction which allows us to analyze words as segmented phonemes, the GVS has obvious heuristic benefits.
 It
 provides a useful plot outline, but one at so many removes from the detailed features of a protracted and complex evolution that its generalizations may prove distracting when invoked to explain particular instances in that series.  It now seems necessary, therefore, to abandon the explanatory use of the GVS and to limit its use to providing a preliminary description of what occurred as norms for the orthography and pronunciation of English achieved social and pedagogical prominence by the end of the eighteenth century.

Referring to the many vowel changes with a singular noun like shift is probably no longer acceptable: it oversimplifies and all too easily obscures the complex of related and unrelated constituents in that history, its network of discrete changes whose interdependencies and sequences are not yet fully appreciated.  At this point in our scholarly analyses we might usefully continue to turn attention to the particular stages in the changes of the various vowels. We might particularly follow the lead of Stockwell-Minkova and Lass, who seem to agree (in general if not in all particulars) that the history of English vowels can best be analyzed as falling into separate upper and lower subcategories of both back and front vowels.
 And to replace the idea of a systematic shift, we might opt for a slightly more active, and plural, noun, such as movements.  

We may still accept that the late Middle English vowels—Chaucer’s, for instance, or those that lie behind the orthographic conventions of Chancery—and their modern descendants provide relatively clear, if hypothetical norms, and that a series of discrete changes have led from one set to the other.  We are, however, in much less agreement about the exact order of individual changes and even about the chronological sequence of stages those shifts or movements involved.  By examining a couple of individual words here—one old (great) and one new (because borrowed: tea)—we will meditate on some of the complex socio-linguistic processes attending the standardizing of spelling and pronunciation in English. This meditation will advance no claim to resolve any of the larger issues regarding the GVS. It will, for one thing, maintain a healthy distance
 from discussion of drag chains (Jespersen) vs. push chains (Luick), and from Stockwell-Minkova vs. Lass.  Neither will it pretend to have absorbed the detailed accounts of the language found in early-modern orthoepists or their historical-linguist descendants.  But sometimes even interested amateurs may contribute useful questions, even if no final, persuasive answers. Examining a couple of problematic words whose own distinctively protracted and vacillating movements in respect to their proper pronunciation during the later-seventeenth- and eighteenth-century may reveal how linguistic rules or their comprehensive patterns do little to resolve the specific issues involved in admittedly prolonged (and continuing) changes in English vowel sounds. Only by seeking and analyzing detailed particulars in both the literary and socio-historical data bearing on the development of individual words can we really hope to clarify the phonological choices that produced the general outline that is the GVS.  Alongside the regular changes, we might profitably devote perhaps even more attention to evidence of notable exceptions since, as in other cases, these are what will prove (that is to say, test) any ‘rules’ proposed to explain the pattern observed in the GVS.  Great and tea are, for different reasons, attractive candidates that might help us assess the manner by which such innovations spread, or resist adoption, as a result of particular social factors.  . Do they, for instance, support the conclusion that such ‘changes must be the reflexes of speaker-innovations, established as new norms by speaker acceptance’?
 

Standard descriptions of the GVS generally agree that there were two distinct stages (or perhaps we should say at least two) in the movement of the lower vowels [a:] and [ε:].  ME ā [a:] first moved up to [ε:], probably before 1600, and later proceeds to [e:]: for example, name [na:mə] for Chaucer was [nε:m] by Shakespeare’s time and became [ne:m] by Wordsworth’s.  About the same time—and arguably slightly in advance—ME open e [ε:] rose first to [e:] and then to [i:]: so Chaucer’s teche [tε:t(ə] progresses through intermediate [te:t(] to more recent [ti:t(].  This second movement results in 
a number ‘ee’ and ‘ea’ homophones because ME close e [e:] had stopped after moving to MdE [i:] and did not become diphthongized in a second-stage move.

Setting aside questions about whether ‘push’ or ‘drag’ chains are operating in the latter stage in the evolution of ME open e—which now tends to be categorized as post-GVS changes—it proves instructive to examine in detail specific instances of how such shifts and mergers are proceeding in the later 17th and early 18th century. The standardization of English orthography had advanced much more quickly than pronunciation during this period.  Because of the former, there has been a desire to locate this second shift in the front-vowel system during this period also, even though the available evidence from orthoepists and rhyming practices makes it quite difficult to determine conclusively when and where this standardization occurs.
 As we shall see, the progress toward settling upon a standard spelling for a popular late-comer to English—tea—suggests that the already-established orthography may obscure, rather than reveal, shifting pronunciation of older words, like great. And as is clear from later hypercorrections based on spelling (e.g., forehead, often, or in the common mispronunciations of British names like Beauchamp and Cockburn), standard orthographic forms do influence pronunciations. In a period when written words are being fixed in iconic forms, the relation between spelling and pronunciation is neither stable nor altogether trustworthy. It is difficult, in other words, to see in print the points at which the spelling ea shifted from representing [ε:] to [e:] to [i:].

Among the regularly noted, but not yet satisfactorily understood, anomalies in the systematic nature of these vowel shifts is the irregularity involving the second-stage shift of words containing ME [ε:], from [e:] ( [i:], in a small number of common words.  Jespersen’s ‘four well-known exceptions in Standard English’ are, of course, great, break, steak, yea.
 Unlike most long ME open e words, which merge with their close e cousins in Modern English [i:], these few resist the upward thrust of other ea words and instead merge with long ME a
 words, which continued their second-stage move upwards to [e:].  As a result, we have in Modern English many triads like meet/meat/mate, alongside the anomalous greet/great/grate.  

Describing the long-term effects of the phonological (and orthographical) changes in the GVS is relatively easier than is any satisfactory description of the detailed process of those changes.  And both of these are more easily achieved than any persuasive explanation of the reasons for individual changes.  Avoiding ‘homonymic clash’ or favoring ‘phonaesthetic factors’ may explain some of the linked relations among the changes, but not the originating impulses.
  For the latter perhaps we must look to extralinguistic sources, to the subtler influences of political and pedagogical influences, to social class, and to fashion or taste, the kinds of ‘social factors’ to which ‘observed linguistic changes often correlate.’
  James J. Kilpatrick in his syndicated newspaper column ‘The Writer’s Art’ regularly instructs his readers to trust their own ears, their own judgment, in selecting among options that the actual spoken and written language offer them.  While he might pass as an anti-prescriptivist in many respects, he nevertheless does pass firm judgment on cases brought before him in the regular ‘assizes’ of his ‘Court of Peeves, Crotchets & Irks.’ And while there is no persuasive evidence of the determinative influence of school-teachers and other such arbiters of usage on the spoken language, they cannot be entirely excluded from consideration among the influence ‘social factors’ that effect changes or support ‘maintenance.’
  

The influences will, arguably, become clearer from considering particular instances, in this case our old word, great, which has been long recognized for its anomalous though not unique place in history of English sound changes.
  If we put alongside this a word like tea that only joins the English lexicon at a relatively late stage in the period of the GVS, looking at the two side by side may prove enlightening about some larger issues.  Why are the vowels in the two words distinct?  Why do we not say [gri:t ti:] or [gre:t te:], instead of [gre:t ti:]?

The
 anomalous pronunciation of the adjective great is of course not the only, or major, problem with the ‘Great Vowel Shift’ (or even ‘Great Vowel-Shift’). But choosing it for consideration gives prominence to the fact that the very title of the GVS itself enshrines a major exception to the systematic pattern it names.  Among the words not affected by the second (or later) stage of the GVS is, after, the word great itself.  Unlike the meet/meat and see/sea pairs, modern pronunciation of great is not homophonic with greet, but rather with grate. What can explain the reason for such a (notorious) exception?  Great is not, of course, unique in ‘failing’ to progress in this way, and pairing it with a late-comer to English, tea, may illuminate some details of the shift that is (or is not) occurring in the late 1600s and early 1700s. 

The distribution of ea pronunciations, then, is by no means completely regular, or easily predictable: no ‘rule’ adequately explains why these particular words do not rise with their fellows.
  When patterned sound shifts occur, linguists like them to be fully regular, virtually universal in parallel circumstances, essentially the neogrammarian model of sound change. We have, for example, beet/beat, deer/dear, flee/flea, heel/heal, and see/sea.
  In the case of great and others, however, the development of ME [ε:] shows, for some yet-to-be-explained reason, a notable divergence from the pattern evidenced in most ea words, which align in EMdE with those issuing from ME [e:] and follow them to MdE [i:]. This continues to puzzle linguistic historians, and none of the suggested ‘rules’ has proved satisfactory to all, or even many. 

All proposed explanations for the anomalous pronunciation of great, etc. attempt to answer the basic question: What might account for a bifurcation in the development in sounds in historically closely related words, not all of which are part of any identifiable subclass of [ε:] words?  Dobson succinctly describes the situation: 

We
 have seen that ME ā began to be fronted before 1500, and developed comparatively slowly but uninterruptedly through the stages [æ:] and [ε:] to [e:], the last of which had not yet been accepted in careful speech before 1700, though it had already become common in less careful speech.  Before 1500, as we shall see, ME  ẹ̅ had already become [i:] and remained fixed at that value.  In the narrowing gap between ME ā and ME ẹ̅  was ME ę̅.  At first it seems to have remained in its ME value of open [ε:], but when (in some forms of StE in the sixteenth century, and in more careful speech about 1650) ME ā reached this value, ME ę̅ had moved on to close [e:], thus for the time escaping identification with ME ā (see under (2) below).  But ME ā continued to advance toward close [e:], and one of two things could then happen to ME ę̅:  it could retain its value of close [e:] and thus become identical with ME ā, or it could assume the value [i:] and become identical with ME ẹ̅.

With the disappearance (apparently) of a distinctive [ε:] vowel in EMdE, we are left to arbitrate between two competing impulses toward phonological merger
.  In the absence of any identifiable linguistic criterion to distinguish among the words that participate in one merger over the other, we must challenge our underlying assumptions about the kinds of ‘rules’ that affect (or effect) phonological changes of the sort we find in the GVS.  And perhaps not merely in the case of these anomalous instances.  In the absence of particular subcategorical features of phonology, linguists are virtually forced to entertain sociological arguments for inter-dialectal influence, for the involvement of scholastic or institutional social authority, and the like. 

On what foundations do the available explanations rest for the choice made ‘between two competing impulses toward phonological merger’ in the case of great: on specific dialectal influences (or ‘interference’), on the desire to avoid confusing homophones, on class preferences, on magisterial opinions, on fashion? This list leaves out ‘explanations’ based on an earlier merger of ME [ε:] and [e:], and it does so because any such hypothesis only pushes the chain of explanation further back in time. Dobson’s argument that we look for the (admittedly scattered) identification of close and open e in late ME, combined with a continuing intradialectal competition between the two forms, has not found widespread acceptance. 
  It remains plausible and attractive as a thesis, but without specific evidence related to these particular words it cannot advance beyond plausibility.  

In the case of great, however, we find no clear indication of its homophony with greet in ME.  Chaucer never rhymes the two forms, as he does seek and sick (seke) in the opening of the General Prologue to the Canterbury Tales (lines 17-18).  Though they may at times be spelled similarly, the absence of any shared rhyme-words for his forms of great (gret[e]) and greet (gret[t]e) strongly suggests they remain distinct for him.  Chaucer is not, after all, averse to rime riche when the opportunity offers itself.

But even were the merger to have begun, sporadically, in late ME, we would still need to deal with the fact that in the case of great the final standard remained unsettled for something like four centuries.  Since the seventeenth-century orthoepists reveal a number of disagreements about what constitutes correct or proper pronunciation, co-existing (and competing?) norms of pronunciation continued within the learned, or mainstream, culture even while a strong agreement had already been achieved with respect to orthography. It seems altogether less likely that, in the face of an already established merger, a phonetic change from [e:] to [i:] would begin to affect some words, and some speakers, and not others. But if, granting Dobson’s hypothesis, there were long-continuing alternative pronunciations for, say, great and greet, would not those alternatives themselves, after undergoing their own particular sound-changes, have continued to provide a set of new alternative sounds
? Otherwise there would be little occasion for the sorts of late disagreement with respect to how to pronounce great.  Can we determine by what principle(s) one alternative in as common a word as great finally triumphed after some four centuries of sustained competition on what would appear to have been not only a long, but also more or less flat, playing field.

As we know from Boswell’s Life of Johnson, at the time he was proposing the Plan for his Dictionary, the great lexicographer himself called attention to the conflict between a pair of his own distinguished informants (Lord Chesterfield and Sir William Yonge) over the proper pronunciation of great. Chesterfield claimed it rhymed with ‘state’ while Yonge rhymed it with ‘seat.’
  Johnson, according to Boswell, concluded ‘Now here were two men of the highest rank, the one, the best speaker in the House of Lords, the other, the best speaker in the House of Commons, differing entirely.’ At this late date the contest over this word’s pronunciation continued among important members of the educated, social elite who might ordinarily be considered the arbiters of what constitutes ‘proper’ pronunciation. The disagreement between Chesterfield and Yonge confirms the slightly earlier views of the orthoepist Thomas Tuite (1726) regarding the pronunciation of ea words: while many use [e:] in these words, ‘others, especially Londoners,’ favor [i:], a point also made a few years later by James Douglas (ca. 1740).

If it was to avoid homophonous merger (Samuels’s ‘homonymic clash’) that the pronunciation of great and greet remained distinct, then we need to wonder why great was not, for similar reasons, kept distinct from grate.  Consider the meat/meet/mate trio: in Hiberno-English, then as now, meat is homophonous with mate rather than meet.
 And Yonge’s dismissal of [gre:t] as something ‘none but an Irishman would pronounce’ highlights the anomaly and gives it what appears to be negative social, possibly political, coloring. But Chesterfield is neither an Irishman nor otherwise outside the English social elite.  So what else might account for the irregularity in what become the standard pronunciations of great and meat in the face of the
 quite clear evidence that contemporaries of similar public stature and influence had already welcomed the further shift to [gri:t]?

The pronunciation (and spelling) of individual English words has not of course been completely determined by impersonal and mechanical forces: these words embody instances of particularized effects, the result of social and dialectal (perhaps even idiolectal) forces at work in a linguistic free market of sorts. Examining a few individual instances (like great) may prove useful in highlighting the range of influences that worked to effect this widely recognized but still not well understood feature of early modern English linguistic history.  While we can produce a list of exceptions, their rationale is altogether less clearly understood: we do not (yet?) have the information to make the full case for Chesterfield’s [gre:t] victory over Yonge.

Great has a long history in English, and if indeed it was one of those late ME words which Dobson hypothesizes existed with two distinct pronunciations of its main vowel, it has left no obvious evidence of this in the extant texts.  If, however, it were included among such words, then on a conservative estimate it took more than three hundred and fifty years to settle its pronunciation into its usual Anglo-American English form.  This seems appallingly long for such a common and useful word to remain without a settled standard pronunciation. And if there were no evidence for any ME ambiguity between [grε:t] and [gre:t], even the mid-eighteenth century disagreement between Lord Chesterfield and Mr Yonge attests to a serious, and relatively late, competition between [gre:t] and [gri:t] for dominance.  By that time, almost all the other ME [ε:] vowels had migrated to [i:].  That the victory in the case of [gre:t] goes to Johnson’s patron, Chesterfield, may not be altogether surprising; but it may be considerably more surprising that this victory occurred despite the regularity of the developing standard [i:] as the pronunciation of ea in most other words. And Yonge’s derogatory dismissal of [gre:t] as the pronunciation of ‘none but an Irishman’ may account in part for the fact that the victory of [gre:t] was not completely assured
 even at the end of the nineteenth century, as may be seen from the remarks of John Earle, in The Philology of the English Tongue (1892): in his still useful, extended discussion of ea sounds in English, he wrote that ‘There have been long two pronunciations of great, namely greet and grayt; though the latter is still dominant, and is likely to remain so.’
 Centuries after its orthographic standardization, then, the pronunciation of great remained quite varied.

Unlike great, which is continuous in English since Anglo-Saxon times (at least), tea was a late arrival in England, and the vagaries in its spelling and pronunciation present in rather compact form some of the same sorts of issues we find in the treatment of great. Unlike great, however, there was nothing like a standard spelling of tea in the seventeenth century.  Nor, for that matter, is there a troika of words, among whom (near-)homophones must be kept orthographically distinct.  There are no tVV words to ‘rhyme’ with see/sea/say.  And because the new word (like what it names) is foreign in origin, its pronunciation (however spelled) does not have clearly established English dialectal variants among which to choose.  In fact, as a foreign import, it probably had from the outset a single Anglicized pronunciation of the foreign word. The questions that need to be addressed are: 1) why and how was this new arrival pronounced as an English word, 2) what led to the adoption of tea as its standard spelling, and 3) what is the connection between its spelling and its pronunciation.

A brief survey of the various orthographic forms may allow us to infer some reasons why tea became the standard English form, despite the fact that there is no obvious ancestor in any of the likely source languages, Eastern or Western, for the ea spelling. This in turn will raise additional questions about what exactly ea was representing in spoken English in the period when its pronunciation was in flux, or (as in the case of great) in outright dispute.  The headnotes to tea in the OED provide a succinct and clear starting point for discussion:

Forms
: 7 (9) tay, tey, 7 té, thé, the, 7-8 tee, thea, 7- tea. See also CHA, CHIA. 

[= F. thé, Sp. te, It. tè, Du. and Ger. thee, Da., Sw. te, mod.L. thea; ad. (perh. through Malay te, teh) Chinese, Amoy dialect te, in Fuchau tiä = Mandarin ch'a (in ancient Chinese prob. kia); whence Pg. and obs. Sp. cha, obs. It. cià, Russian chaĭ, Pers., Urdu chā (10th c.), Arab. sh​āy, Turkish chāy. The Portuguese brought the form cha (which is Cantonese as well as Mandarin) from Macao. This form also passed overland into Russia. The form te (thé) was brought into Europe by the Dutch, prob. from the Malay at Bantam (if not from Formosa, where the Fuhkien or Amoy form was used). The original English pronunciation (te:), sometimes indicated by spelling tay, is found in rimes down to 1762, and remains in many dialects; but the current (ti:) is found already in the 17th c., shown in rimes and by the spelling tee.] 

As this indicates, the history of tea in English is complicated by the fact that the word comes into English from Chinese by way of the French (or Dutch), and its English form is therefore subject to the compound effects of language contact.  The earliest spellings, chaa or chia—perhaps pronounced [t∫a:]—appear to derive from one Chinese dialect, while the later tay, tee, and tea ([te:]) probably come from another. From these arise two distinct sets of European words: a few adopt and retain versions of the chaa form, while most, including English, base their forms on te. The English pronunciation of tea most likely derived from the French thé or Dutch thee: i.e., [te:]. 
 With the Restoration the influence of French forms and fashions may have been dominant and its form may be the more likely source for the English word. However, there is probably nothing to choose between the two forms as far as pronunciation is concerned, since each would have been pronounced [te:]. 

The
 earliest reference to tea in English texts (according to the OED and other sources) appears to be that found in the translation of the Itinerario of the Dutchman John Huighen Van Linschoten, printed by John Wolfe (London, 1598) under the title J. H. van Linschoten his Discours of Voyages into ye Easte & West Indies: ‘The aforesaid warme water is made with the powder of a certaine hearbe called Chaa which is much esteemed, and is well accounted of among them.’
  Two more OED references to the drink (spelled Chia) are dated 1601 (R. Johnson) and 1625 (Purchas’s Pilgrims). R. Wickham (an East India Co. agent in Japan) in a letter from the Japanese island of Hirado, to a Mr. Eaton in Macao, dated 27 June 1615, asked for a shipment of ‘chaw.’
  A generation later (1659) it is spelled similarly by David Sheldon.
 Finally, we find in 1682 a Japanese form: ‘This Herb Thee is commonly found in China, Japan, and some other Indian Countries, the Chineses call it Thee, the Japonians Tchia….’
 Since none of these forms appears to influence in any significant way the development of tea as the English spelling, we may leave further investigation of their pronunciation to one side.

Nevertheless neither the French nor Dutch spellings, derived from these eastern spellings, seem to have determined how the English spelled tea.  We may ask why not?  There are a few instances of a thee spelling (as we just observed in Chamberlayne), and a few cases of the, but neither of these became established.  A plausible explanation is that both the and thee were already well established for common words in English, and introducing an orthographic double for either of these, even if pronounced differently, would not have been acceptable. A similar justification for avoiding a thay or they spelling for the word is readily at hand: the pronoun they.  In spelling, perhaps even more than in pronunciation, we tend to try to avoid unnecessary mergers, confusingly ambiguous forms. There are, of course, a number of homonyms in English, the result of historical developments, but where possible they are avoided.  It may not be surprising that the one of the few examples of both thee and the as the word for
 the new beverage appears in a Latin text where such confusion is not present: ‘Dur. Memineras de Chinensium Thee vocato Potu, quid tu de eo sentis? Bont. Herbula unde hoc The conficitur….’
  

If these Anglicized forms of the French and Dutch spellings are (for whatever reason) not acceptable, what are the alternatives?  A number of them (tee, tay, thea) do in fact appear in years before (and after) tea appears.  The issue is which of them will become the orthographic standard for what, presumably, is a single spoken word, pronounced the same way as their foreign cognates, [te:].  We may safely presume that the pronunciation of a new imported word would maintain some authority despite competing orthographic representations.  To argue for distinctly different pronunciations of tea in English at this early date requires special pleading or ideological argument: there is no convincing sign that the pronunciation of the word for tea, however spelled, differs from that of the French or Dutch at this early date.  There would be no reason for such phonological divergence at this early date. That original pronunciation continues into modern Hiberno-English, and the OED headnote confidently asserts that it continues in rhymes until 1762 (a claim supported by its cited verse from The Gentleman’s Magazine). 
  Furthermore, as we shall soon see, the OED’s confidence about the seventeenth-century sound of tee is not altogether secure.

Perhaps the most famous rhyme with tea sounded [te:] is that often cited from Pope’s 1712 Rape of the Lock:

Here Thou, great Anna! whom three Realms obey,

Dost sometimes Counsel take—and sometimes Tea. (III. 7-8)
 

Most take this to be Pope’s ordinary pronunciation, though it has been plausibly suggested that he may here be mocking the fashionable Frenchified pronunciation of the Queen (and upper-class English ladies).
 Nevertheless, that it is his own pronunciation of the word (as it is of many others) may be concluded from an earlier couplet in the
 same poem where there appears to be less immediate occasion for any similar mockery of social pretension:

Soft yielding Minds to Water glide away,

And sip, with Nymphs, their elemental Tea. (I. 61-2)

Pope was much closer, both in time and ‘authority,’ to the developing standard dialect of English: he was, after all, (alongside Shakespeare and the Bible) one of Samuel Johnson’s seven most cited authorities for his Dictionary.
 By Pope’s time, of course, most words had achieved what would remain, more or less, their stable orthographic form and as a consequence reveal fewer and fewer signs of any continuing shifts in their pronunciation.  By examining the vicissitudes of a late arrival like tea, then, we may be able to cast some light on whether this second-stage movement in the front-vowel system of English is, as some would hold, completed by 1650, and that the anomalous great (and its few companions) are exceptionally retarded in their development.  Tea may then provide some insight into the way(s) this second shift (if that is what it is) is progressing—or whether, in fact, there was a later, second-stage shift at all.  If there were not, then what determined the outcome of the phonological civil war that produced the present shape of the greet/great/grate trio that is different from that found in meet/meat/mate or see/sea/say—or, for that matter, tee/tea/Tay.

Nevertheless, it remains unclear what caused tea to settle into the ea spelling. That spelling should correspond from the outset to an [e:] pronunciation, but if the eventual orthographic preference is for tea (over the much less widely attested tee), the lack of any clear decision in favor of one or the other would suggest that the orthographic distinction between ea and ee was not one that was reflected unambiguously in the phonology.  Can we conclude that these digraphs represented different sounds in the middle of the seventeenth century? We shall return to this question after we have looked a bit further at the orthographic forms of the word.

The
 avoidance of the spellings thee/the (following French thé) does call attention to reasons why the spelling of the English word settled fairly firmly (and relatively early) on tea.  That form, according to the OED has its first firmly datable use in Dryden’s The Wild Gallant (1663), in a remark my Mrs. Bibber:  ‘…and I sent for 3 Dishes of Tea for your good worship.’
  But the first indication of a possible English pronunciation of the word is to be found a few years earlier in the English translation of F. Alvarez Semedo’s Italian history by ‘a Person of quality’: The History of the Great and Renowned Monarchy of China…(1655).   Alongside the main text ‘Chá is a leafe of a tree, about the bignesse of Mirtle,’ a printed marginal note declares: ‘its called also Tay.’
 A few years later we find the first clear sign that the tea-leaf itself, rather than merely some form of its name, had reached England: an advertisement in the Mercurius Politicus (No. 435) for 23-30 September 1658 reads (in part): ‘That excellent and by all Physitians approved China drink called by the Chineans Tcha, by other Nations Tay alias Tee is sold at the Sultaness Head, a cophee-house in Sweetings Rents, by the Royal Exchange, London.’
 

The wording of this first dated advertisement for tea in England makes it somewhat difficult to tell how to take ‘Tay alias Tee.’ Does this attest to a pair of homophonic spellings, or does it call for two separate pronunciations?  Or does the ‘alias’ suggest that one (or the other) was the preferred form (in spelling and/or pronunciation) of the word?  In the latter case, it may be noted that the ee spelling of ‘Tee’ is the same as that in ‘cophee-house.’  And does ‘other Nations’ exclude England while the ‘alias’ includes it.  As we shall see below, in Dryden, the phonological status of ee is by no means unambiguous at this period. The spelling of ‘coffee’ may be compared with the use of é (or equivalent) in French and other European languages.  In other words, ee is at this point more than likely a graph representing long e [e].

The answers to these questions are not easy to find, and they are further complicated by the appearance of a broadsheet a couple of years later: An Exact Description of the Growth, Quality, and Vertues
 of the Leaf TEE, alias TAY, Drawn up for Satisfaction of Persons of Quality, and the Good of the Nation in General.
 This circular (dated c 1660 by the editors of the OED) announces that ‘Thomas Garway of London, a Merchant, living in Sweeting’s Rents neer the Royal Exchange … hath now purposely taken part of a House in the paved Yard or Court by the Harp and Ball at Charing Croß, over against the Kirke-House, and there at the Signe of the China-man, daylie sells both the best of the said Leaf and Drink’ and is clearly thus connected to the earlier advertisement in the Mercurius Politicus.
  The complication arises from the reversal of the pair of words surrounding the alias.  This suggests a fundamental uncertainty in the orthography of tea and for [e:] ca. 1669, rather than an early advance in the pronunciation of [e:] to [i:].   In sum, what these early printed mentions do tell us about the preferred form of the spelling of the word is quite unclear.  And the claimants are increased by the appearance of Tea as another spelling in what is probably a re-printing of the Exact Description broadsheet from a few years later.
The safest conclusion, then, it appears, is that tee and tay (and, slightly later, tea) are all homophones of the French thé—[te:]—whose orthographic form in English has not yet been settled.  The corollary of this conclusion is that all three sets of these digraphs (ee, ay, ea) are available representations around 1660 for the same sound.  While in native words orthographic usage has severely narrowed, if not indeed standardized, by this time, the range of the acceptable spellings, in the case of the foreign import tea the absence of any antecedent forms put writers and printers to the test, and their varied choices quite clearly suggest that no exclusive orthographic standard existed by which their choices are limited to one or another of the available digraphs.  The variation among tee, tay, and tea strongly implies that around 1660 three was still considerable uncertainty about the orthography for [e:].  The conscious provision of alternative spellings in these popular advertisements reinforces this interpretation and indicates the fluid nature of the orthography at this date—and not
 any uncertainty about the pronunciation of this foreign word.  Everything points to [te:] as the accepted pronunciation, a point which is confirmed by Robert Boyle’s comment: ‘That Herb, which the French and we call Thé, or Té, which is much magnified here.’

While there is ample evidence, then, that the standard pronunciation is [te:], what is still uncertain is how best to represent that particular vowel sound within the available conventions of mid-seventeenth-century orthography.  The multiplicity of choices is instructive, pointing to at least three different means of representing [e:] at the time of the Restoration, and the beginning of tea-drinking in England. We can point to the variants in Mercurius Politicus and Garway’s broadsheets, and in Dryden’s play and Pepys’s diary, and the safest conclusion is that only the spelling for the new word is in question.  Everything suggests is pronunciation is unquestionably [te;].  Since the ‘powder’ itself does not arrive in England until about 1650, and the word barely anticipates the arrival of the drink itself, we may gain useful insights about the shifting status of ea and ee from the treatment of tea in its first decades in English.  Only once those insights are domesticated can we safely draw conclusions about the evolving pronunciation of [e:].

Dryden’s spelling, generally, looks standard and modern in appearance.  What is less clear is whether his pronunciation is as modern as his orthography, though there is nothing to suggest that in his pronunciation he was significantly in advance of his contemporaries. It is true he has no rhymes with tea: indeed there is only the single instance of the word in his oeuvre, and so we are reduced to argument by analogy.  If we look at his many rhymes for sea, for example, we may be entitled to draw some analogous conclusions.  

From a search of entries in Chadwyck-Healey’s Literature Online <http:// lion.chadwyck.com>, we find that the two most common rhymes for sea in Dryden are way and obey, and the largest number of rhyming words are spelled in ay and ey: e.g. lay, decay, day, pay, away, stay, play; prey, survey, key, etc.  Alongside these, however, are a few (foreign) words in e which would seem consistent
 with an [e:] (or possibly [ε:]) pronunciation of the foregoing: e.g. Cyane, Parthenope.  But Dryden also rhymes sea with a wide range of fairly common e and ee words: me, she, be, we; free, thee, agree, decree.  While he never (that I have found) rhymes sea with see or say, he does rhyme these latter two words with, respectively, decree and way, which do rhyme with sea.  This fairly complete, although somewhat unsystematic, inventory of Dryden’s rhymes offers evidence that may well point to an [e:], not [i:], pronunciation of ee in Dryden. In this regard, Dobson’s pointed critique of earlier linguists and how they evaluated rhymes is worth recalling:

The most systematic of Modern English phonologists, he [i.e., Luick] appears to realize that the identity of ME ę̅ and ME ā is incompatible with the theory, which he accepts (§ 499), that ME ę̅ became [i:] in StE by a phonetic change; and eludes the difficulty by assuming that the rhymes cited by Wyld are inexact rhymes of open [ε:] with close [e:].  But there is no warrant for the assumption that poets would use inexact rhymes of this sort; and in any case the evidence for the identity of ME ā and ME ę̅ is not rhymes alone….’
 

Luick, of course, was not alone among historical linguists in believing that their phonological theories and, later, the laws of the GVS were less suspect than the rhymes of poets--or the evidence of their own scholarly ancestors, the orthoepists.

Dobson, who accepts the OED’s assertions regarding seventeenth-century pronunciation of tay and tee, affirms that ‘It is evident that the pronunciation [ti:] cannot develop from the pronunciation [te:] by the MdE sound-change (even if we date it earlier than 1700, the usually accepted date among those who believe in such a sound-change) for the two pronunciations appear together from the beginning.’
 While this may prove true for many words, it
 hardly seems ‘evident’ when one considers that the pronunciation of great also continued to be contested for at least decades, if not indeed centuries, beyond 1700.  And the OED’s concluding assertion—‘the current (ti:) is found already in the 17th c., shown in rimes and by the spelling tee’—is therefore open to serious doubt, as the brief consideration of Dryden’s rhymes above suggests.  The evidence of seventeenth-century spelling does not permit such unqualified conclusions about the phonological significance of ee as always representing [i:]. While we should hesitate to generalize here about all uses of ea at this period, examining our two selected words puts in serious question the confident conclusions of Dobson and the OED headnote; the relation of spelling and pronunciation in this period still requires further study before such conclusions can be accepted.

The resolution of the pronunciation of great in relation to greet/grate demonstrates that in the face of a necessary choice—there being no [ε:] in common use in MdE—a decision is possible (and choice is necessary).  That the decision proves to be at variance with the supermajority of similar native words attests that the choice can be determined by some forces superior to linguistic ‘rules’ conceived of as largely if not entirely impersonal.  In the case of tea, on the other hand, the early uncertainty with regard to spelling arguably attests not to any variance in pronunciation of the word, but rather to the rather more fluid relations of orthography to phonology.  According to the standard scenario, by the time tea became the established orthographic form, ee had continued its move to [i:], leaving ea to represent [e:].  While it is obvious that tea later followed other [e:] words to merge in [i:], it now appears highly unlikely that this occurred any time before the beginning of the eighteenth century.  And this conclusion owes much to the views of those, like Dobson, who think we should trust the ears of orthoepists and poets, even when their views challenge the established rules of the GVS and throw into doubt any confidence that orthographic ee regularly marks phonological [i:] in the mid-sixteenth century

This
 extended meditation cannot claim to have provided a penalty-kick tiebreaker (or head-butt) in the matches Lass referred to at the end of his 1992 article.
  If it succeeds in stimulating others to enter the game and contribute their own particular efforts in the contest, we may all be the beneficiaries. Middle English is probably best exemplified as a language comprising many distinct, more or less equal, (literary and spoken) dialects, and before the death of Chaucer there was probably not yet any one that could claim to be even a nascent standard.  Present-day Englishes might in some respects be termed ‘post-Standard’ since they can be characterized as being made up of many competing (though often closely related) standard dialects, alongside later reflexes of the Received Standard.  This multi-standard model derives from geographic and national divergences in usage, fostered by academic and social prestige and the active standard-setting of producers of newspapers, magazines, books, films, television, computer software, and text-messaging services.  In written form, the standard was easier to establish and maintain largely unchallenged, but the fixing in dictionaries of a correct and unchanging orthography which no longer reflects either current pronunciations—or the historic (and otherwise nearly universally accepted) sounds of the vowels it uses—certainly does not constrain either the meanings of those words or entirely restrain the sounds used to articulate those words in speech.

If one wishes to make a clear point about the differences between the ‘proper’ pronunciation of, say, Geoffrey Chaucer’s late ME and versions of the standard pronunciations of English inscribed in, say, 19th- and 20th-century dictionaries, then the GVS offers a usable and fairly accurate table of those larger differences.  That being said, however, any implication that a coherent and interdependent ‘shift’ occurred at some clearly identifiable period (or periods) in the intervening centuries is less easily tenable.  And great and tea stand as two distinct witnesses to the current limits to the explanatory power of the GVS, and to our understanding of the exact movements in the English vowels.  The history of those two words, briefly glanced
 at here, may point us to deeper truths about the length of time it took for ME [ε:] and [e:] to merge, when they did, in MdE [i:].  Likewise we must continue to question the degree to which the orthographic standardization went hand-in-hand with the standardization of pronunciation.  What we have looked at here should reinforce our sense that those idealized Standards were in fact much slower to find their modern state in the oral form of language. And while we practice and study those continuing changes ourselves, perhaps we can take a little time to enjoy what my Irish grandmother would have naturally announced as [ə gre:t kʊpə te:].

� Bob Stevick’s abiding interest in the history of the English language and his fondness for tea provided the inspiration for the present study.  My education in the linguistic and social history of tea in Britain can, therefore, be attributed to him, just as my appointment to a happy and rewarding career at the University of Washington is in no small part attributable to his championing my candidacy in the first place and nurturing it in many ways since.  It is a pleasure to offer this modest contribution as belated thanks to a man whose own modest bearing has obscured from many his deserved claim to scholarly distinction in the language and literature, and more recently in the visual mathematics of the art, of the medieval (and earlier) British Isles. 


	My thanks are also due to two of Bob’s and my colleagues, Tom Lockwood and Colette Moore, for their assistance at a few crucial stages in the preparation of this paper.


� The title first appears in print, in this hyphenated form, as the title of Chapter VIII in Volume 1 of Jespersen’s A Modern English Grammar on Historical Principles (Heidelberg: Carl Winter, 1909), pp. 231ff.  


(begins p. 102)� The quoted phrase are from John Earle’s explanation why the English have ‘nick-named’ the vowels: The Philology of the English Tongue (1871; Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1892), p.112.  


� Alexander J. Ellis, On Early English Pronunciation, with special reference to Shakespeare and Chaucer (London: Trübner, 1869-89) and Henry Sweet, A New English Grammar, Logical and Historical (Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1900-1903).


� Historische Grammatik der englishen Sprache (Leibzig: Tauchnitz, 1921-40).  Luick’s ‘die große Vokalvershiebung’ (Vol. 1, Part 2, pp. 554ff.) probably derives from Jespersen’s phrase, though no acknowledgement (on either side) confirms which form came first.  


	For later discussion of the Great Vowel Shift, see especially Patricia M. Wolfe, Linguistic Change and the Great Vowel Shift in English (Berkeley/Los Angeles/London: University of California Press, 1972) and M. L. Samuels, Linguistic Evolution, With Special Reference to English (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1972).


� The various visual representations of the GVS are presented by Matthew Giancarlo in ‘The Rise and Fall of the Great Vowel Shift? The Changing Ideological Intersections of Philology, Historical Linguistics, and Literary History,’ Representations, 76 (2001), 27-60. 


� See: Robert P. Stockwell, ‘Problems in the Interpretation of the Great English Vowel Shift,’ in M. Estellie Smith, ed., Studies in Linguistics in Honor of George L. Trager. Janua Linguarum, ser. maior 52 (The Hague: Mouton, 1972), 344-62; Roger Lass, ‘Conventionalism, Invention, and 'Historical Reality': Some Reflections on Method,’ Diachronica 3 (1986), 15-41; Robert P. Stockwell and Donka Minkova,  ‘The English Vowel Shift: Problems of Coherence and Explanation,’  in Dieter Kastovsky and Gero Bauer, ed., Luick Revisited: Papers Read at the Luick-Symposium at Schloß (begins p.102)Liechtenstein, 15. – 18. 9. 1985  (Tübingen: Gunter Narr, 1988), 355-94; Roger Lass,  ‘Vowel Shifts, Great and Otherwise: Remarks on Stockwell and Minkova’ in Ibid., 395-410; Robert P. Stockwell, and Donka Minkova, ‘A Rejoinder to Lass,’ in Ibid.,  411-17; Roger Lass, ‘How Early Does English Get 'Modern'? Or, What Happens If You Listen to Orthoepists and Not to Historians,’ Diachronica 6 (1989), 75-110; Robert P. Stockwell, and Donka Minkova, ‘The Early Modern English Vowels, More o' Lass,’ Diachronica 7 (1990), 199-214; Lass, Roger. ‘What, if anything, was the Great Vowel Shift?’ in History of Englishes: New Methods and Interpretations in Historical Linguistics, ed. Matti Rissanen, Ossi Ihalainen, Terttu Nevalainen, and Irma Taavitsainen, Topics in English Linguistics, 10 (Berlin/New York: Mouton de Gruyter), 144-55; Roger Lass,  ‘Phonology and Morphology,’  in Roger Lass, ed.,  The Cambridge History of the English Language, Vol. III, 1476-1776 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999), 56-186; Robert Stockwell,  ‘How Much Shifting Actually Occurred in the Historical English Vowel Shift?,’  in Donka Minkova and Robert Stockwell, ed., Studies in the History of the English Language: A Millennial Perspective,  Topics in English Linguistics, 39 (Berlin/New York: Mouton de Gruyter, 2002), 267-81; and Roger Lass, ‘Phonology and Morphology,’ in Richard Hogg and David Denison, ed., A History of the English Language (Cambridge: Cambridge Universrity Press, 2006), 43- 108, esp. 81-91.


� See, for instance, Paul A. Johnston, Jr., ‘English Vowel Shifting: One Great Vowel Shift or Two Small Vowel Shifts?,’ Diachronica 9 (1992), 189-226; Jeremy J. Smith, ‘Dialectal Variation in Middle English and the Actuation of the Great Vowel Shift,’ Neuphilologische Mitteilungen 94 (1993), 259-77; Jeremy Smith, An Historical Study of English: Function, Form and Change (London: Routledge, 1996), 86-11; and Merja Black, ‘Lollardy, Language Contact and the Great Vowel Shift: Spellings in the Defence Papers of William Swinderby,’ Neuphilologische Mitteilungen 99 (1998), 53-69; and, (begins p. 104)especially, Matthew Giancarlo, ‘The Rise and Fall of the Great Vowel Shift? The Changing Ideological Intersections of Philology, Historical Linguistics, and Literary History, ‘Representations 76 (2001), 27-60.


� See, for example, David Abercrombie, ‘Parameters and Phonemes,’ Studies in Phonetics and Linguistics, Language and Language Learning, 10 (London: Oxford University Press, 1965), pp. 120-24; rpt. from The Child Who Does Not Talk, Clinics in Developmental Medicine, No. 13 (London, 1964).


� See, for instance, Johnston, ‘English Vowel Shifting.’


� See James Milroy and Lesley Milroy, Authority in Language: Investigating Standard English, Third Edition (London/New York: Routledge, 1999), p. 48; for more extensive discussion of these issues and their contexts, see James Milroy, Linguistic Variation and Change: On the Historical Sociolinguistics of English (Oxford UK/Cambridge USA: Blackwell, 1992), pp. 164-222.


� Extensively discussed in E.J. Dobson, English Pronunciation 1500-1700 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1968); and also by Wolfe.


� These four were listed by Jespersen in the context of sound changes during the 17th century: 1909: vol. 1 §11.75.  The same four are listed by Luick (§ 500). The first three are noted by Henry Cecil Wyld, The Historical Study of the Mother Tongue: An Introduction to Philological Method (London: John Murray, 1906), p. 321.  Though not giving them the systematic explanation of the GVS, Wyld was clearly aware of ‘considerable shifting’ of ‘especially the vowels’ (299) in English, as he was of the decisive force of standardization. Roger Lass (CHEL III, 96-97) adds drain to the list, and reduces steak to ‘perhaps.’ The quoted phrase is from Samuels, 150.


(Begins p.105)� The terms are Samuels’s, 67ff., 45ff. 


� Milroy and Milroy, Authority, p. 48.


� Milroy and Milroy, Authority, pp. 47-59, have sensible and useful comments on ‘Spoken and Written Norms.’ For a more sustained, and historically informed, discussion of particulars, one can of course consult The New Fowler’s Modern English Usage, Revised Third Edition, ed. R. W. Burchfield (Oxford: Clarendon, Press, 1998). Samuels quite properly insists on the need to consider extralinguistic factors: passim.


� At least since Ellis (I. 82, 86-89), the irregularity has been noted.


� Aside, that is, from those affected by a following [r], which also retain the [e:] pronunciation: e.g., bear, pear, etc.: Dobson, §109, 122, 126.  The hypothesis advanced by some that a preceding [r] affects the sound-shift in break and great, while possible, would not of course apply to yea and steak; and cf. Dobson § 115, and n. 8. And cf. Samuels, 144ff.


� For more complete lists and extended discussion, see Samuels, pp. 146ff.


� Dobson, II. 606-7.


� Dobson, § 117ff (II. 632ff.).


� As we can see from these examples in the First Fragment of the Canterbury Tales: se(e) [=see/sea: Knight’s Tale 1955-56, 3031-2; Miller’s Tale 3615-6]; stele [=verb/verb: Knight’s Tale 3785-6]; leve [=noun/verb: Cook’s Tale 4413-4].  Elsewhere, he rhymes best [=best/beast: Wife of Bath’s Tale, 1033-4] and here [=here/hear: Squire’s Tale 145-6; Physician’s Tale 173-4]. 


(Begins p. 106)� This is Boswell’s recollection of ‘another occasion’ (probably in 1747, at the time Johnson was planning his Dictionary), recounted in his description of events on Saturday, March 27 (sic; recte 28) 1772:  Boswell,  II. 161 (in 1934 Oxford Edition; p. 470 in the 1965 Oxford Standard Authors edition).  This passage has been referred to by Bror Danielsson, John Hart’s Works On English Orthography and Punctuation : 1551, 1559, 1560.  Acta Universitatis Stockholmiensis, vols. 5 and 11 (Stockholm/Göteborg/ Uppsala: Almqvist and Wiksell, 1955, 1963), 11:161; and by many others: e.g. Lass (CHEL III, 98).  The passage from Boswell is quoted in full (and discussed) by David Crystal in The Stories of English (Woodstock/New York: Overlook Press, 2004), pp. 404-6.


� See Wolfe, 103-5. Also Roger Lass, English Phonology and Phonological Theory: Synchronic and Diachronic Studies, Cambridge Studies in Linguistics (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1976), 87-88.


� This general ‘truth’ has been questioned: see James Milroy and J. Harris, ‘When is a Merger not a Merger? The MEAT/MATE Problem in a Present-day English Vernacular,’ English World-Wide 1(1980), 199-210.


� (Oxford: Clarendon Press), p. 177. He goes on to conclude this discussion with ‘These, and other so-called Irishisms, are faithful monuments of the pronunciation of our fathers, at the time when English was planted in Ireland.’


� Second Edition (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1989), s.v. tea.  These headnotes, virtually unchanged from the first edition, also appear in the digital edition, available at http://dictionary.oed.com/entrance.dtl.


� Dobson opts for the Dutch origin (§110, note: vol. II, p. 618). We should note that the name for the beverage does not take the (begins p. 107)Portuguese form (i.e., cha), even though the popularity of the drink is often attributed to the influence of Charles II’s Portuguese wife. Charles married Catherine of Braganza, the daughter of Juan IV of Portugal, in May 1662. The Caroline court was much influenced by things French, however, and this may account for the preference for the thé-derived forms.


� The OED attributes the translation to William Phillip; the passage is found in Book I, Ch. xxvi, p. 46, col. 1-2.


� Denys Forrest, Tea for the British: A Social and Economic History of a Famous Trade (London: Chatto and Windus, 1973) incorrectly claims that this is the first Englishman to mention tea in writing (p. 19).  Although Wickham is not included among the OED citations, both Phillip and Johnson are Englishmen.


� Pettigrew, p. 12: another early reference not mentioned in the OED.


� John Chamberlayne, The Natural History of Coffee, Thee, Chocolate, Tobacco… (London: Christopher Wilkinson, 1682), p. 8; on p. 10 he spells the Japanese word ‘Tsiâ.’


� Jacobus Bontius, Historia Naturalis et Medicæ Indiæ Orientalis libri sex (Amsterdam, 1658): I. vi (the citation is from the OED).


� Terence Patrick Dolan, A Dictionary of Hiberno-English (Dublin: Gill and Macmillan, 1998), p. 268, s.v. ‘tea.’


� Alexander Pope, Poetical Works, ed. Herbert Davis (Oxford/London/New York: Oxford University Press, 1966).


� Forrest asserts: ‘The usage “tay” (thé), made famous by Pope, almost certainly sprang up later among fashionable ladies apeing (begins p. 108)the ways of France’ (29). This implies, of course, that Pope’s normal pronunciation was different, and that [ti:] ws the already established form, which was ‘later’ abandoned by these ‘fashionable ladies.’  Forrest goes on to claim that this view is supported by referring to Samuel Pepys’s diary reference (25 September 1660) to a ‘Cupp of Tee’: from this spelling Forrest concludes that ‘We can deduce that Samuel Pepys used the same pronunciation for the ‘China Drink’ as we do.’ But on 28 June 1667 he spells it tea: ‘… home and there find my wife making of tea, which Mr. Pelling, the Potticary, tells her is good for her cold and defluxions.’ As I shall argue, this is by no means a safe conclusion to draw from the ee spelling.


� See Crystal, Stories, 383 


� Act I, sc. ii.  From The Works of John Dryden, Gen. Ed. Edward Niles Hooker and H. T. Swedenberg, (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1956--), Vol. 8, p. 16.


� London: John Crook, 1655: Book I, Ch. iii, p. 19.


� A copy of the advertisement is printed in Forrest (p. 22), and also in Jane Pettigrew, A Social History of Tea (London: National Trust, 2001), p. 9.


� The broadsheet, printed in London and without date, appears to be an advertisement for the shop of Thomas Garway, a purveyor of tea in Exchange Alley, since ‘about the yeer 1657.’ A modern hand-written note at the bottom of the microfilmed Bodleian Library copy reads ‘published an 1664’.  Both ‘Tee’ and ‘Tay’ forms appear later in this broadsheet.  


In a second, revised imprint of this circular (in the British Library), the spelling ‘Tea’ appears: ‘These are to give notice that the said Thomas Garway hath Tea to sell from sixteen to fifty shillings the pound.’  This is dated c.1665 by the OED.  Forrest is clearly (begins p. 109)incorrect in his assertion (p. 25) that there is only one copy of this circular extant, that in the British Library. 


� Forrest makes the very plausible suggestion that Garway ‘may even have been the original Sultaness Head advertiser’ (p. 25, n.1).


� Cited by the OED from Some Considerations Touching the Usefulnesse of Experimental Naturall Philosophy (Oxford: R. Davis, 1663), II. ii. 104.


� II, 608: emphasis added.  Ellis’s discussion of Dryden’s (and other seventeenth-century poets’) rhymes may be a case especially deserving of this criticism: see Early English Pronunciation, I. 86; IV. 1033-39.


� Cf. Lass’s 1989 Diachronica essay, whose title asks the pointed question ‘What happens if you listen to orthoepists and not to historians?’


� II, 618.


� ‘What, if anything, was the Great Vowel Shift?’ 154.





�This is the versions published in Philological Review 34,2 (Fall 2008): pp. 79-109. The text is on pp. 79-101, with notes as endnotes, pp. 101-109.
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