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An epistemological approach to English gender:
a grammar -based per spective

Laure Gardelle

As the linguistic knowledge of a community evolves do its grammars, which are the
repository of that knowledge. Over the centuriefiatvused to be modern descriptions thus
becomes the archive of a past era. The claim madeis that it is important that they should not
be forgotten: among other things, they help the enodinguist remember that descriptions are not
set in stone, but are the result of major evoliand influences, and liable to further changes and
innovations. This holds even for categories whosenntharacteristics might seem relatively
straightforward today; this is what the presentgtwishes to show, with the example of English
gender. Analyses are based on a corpus of 34 gresroh&nglish: 1 for the late fecentury, 5
for the 17", 2 for the 18, 16 for the 18, 9 for the 28 and 1 for the 2 (full references are given
at the end of the chapter).

Today, gender in English is commonly thought ohasing the following characteristics — see
for instance Huddleston & Pullum (2002):

1. English has gender;

2. it has three genders: the masculine, the femiaimd the neuter;

3. gender is not a fixed property of at least a peinof nouns. For instancbull can be
found withheor it;

4. gender selection relies partly, but not solely,sex — so that a male, e.g. a bull, can be
referred to ad;

5. the parts of speech that carry gender are ghileé personal pronourteg she it (and
their derivatives) and the relative pronowvitsch andwho.

A study of older English grammars, however, shdvet hot a single one of these characteristics
has been permanent in descriptions:

1. the existence of a gender category was rejeneal few 28-century grammarians (e.g.
Kruisinga & Erades 1960, Leech & Svartvik 1994) vasll as by some recent cross-
linguistic studies (Aikhenvald 2000, Creissels 2006

2. the number of genders in English grammaticatmijgisons varies from 7 to 2 between the
16" and early 28 centuries (e.g. 7 for Poole 1646, 6 for Bullok&88 and Jonson 1640, 5
for Howell 1661, 4 for Miege 1688 or Nesfield 1924for Ash 1760 or Bain 1873, and of
course 3 for many grammarians, as early as Gil Jl6®d-20" century structuralist
grammars define a much higher number of gendesetag.g. 10 for Quirkt al 1985),
and more recently, Bibest al. (1999: 312) propose four: masculine, feminine dndl
(e.g.the doctorcan be found in association either whthor she, all subsumed under the
label “personal/human”, and “non-personal/neutert){the houses found withit);

3. all descriptions down to the turn of the’ZEntury define the gender of Englisbuns
but Huddleston & Pullum (2002: 488) consider thagksh nouns do not themselves carry
gender;

4. in many 19-century grammars, gender is defined solely witbards to sex, as in
Morgan (1814): “[glender is the distinction of thle sex from the femal&”

5. as for the parts of speech that carry gendeiteval grammars includee andshe some
rejectit, others includd / you, relativethat, interrogativewho andwhat adjectives, or
compounds inbodyand thing (e.g.somebodysomethingy



As the analysis of all five aspects would go faydral the scope of a single study, the present
contribution will focus on the last one, viz. trdentification of the parts of speech that carry
gender. The aim is twofold: contribute to a bekieowledge of older grammatical descriptions of
gender, and identify some factors that influenceotisation and its evolution. The study will
proceed from one part of speech to another, framahmost commonly found in the corpus to the
least often mentioned.

1. Nouns

Since the earliest descriptions and except for greanmar (Huddleston & Pullum 2002),
gender has been regarded as a propertypohs— in other parts of speech, it is the indicatién o
concord, or agreement, with the noun, like caseuonbel’. Down to the turn of the 30century,
gender classes are defined solely in referenceexo Bhus the earliest grammar in the corpus
(Bullokar 1586), heavily influenced by Lily’s Latigrammar and its seven genders (but relying on
meaning as well as on grammatical agreement), lestab five genders for English substantfyes
according to whether they “meargif] the male (masculine gender), the female (feminibeth
(double gender), neither (neuter), or either (dfullgender, e.gswing (Bullokar 1586 [1977]:
11). While the number of genders is a matter ofgtisemerit, the idea of a correlation between
gender and sex is shared by all grammarians, avd Murray (1795)’'s massively influential
grammar to the mid-19century at least, matly both in England and North America, make it a
definition of the category. This definition operetsection on gender in the chapter devoted to
nouns; for instance, “Gender is the distinctiomotins, with regard to sex” (Murray 1795: 47).
This correlation of gender with sex leads a fewngrarians (in the corpus, only Quackenbos
1869, but Brown [1851: 244] mentions the existenica debate at the time) to consider that there
are only two genders in English, as there are g¥es, nouns for inanimates are then described as
“destitute of gender” — with a shift in the condeptof gender, from a grammatical property of a
part of speech to a strictly meaning-based distndahat concerns only a minority of nouns.

The turn of the 20 century heralds a major change, as attention pais to cases of
discrepancy between gender and sex. The first geartimat mentions them (in the corpus at least)
is Bain (1873), which, however, only indicates &héstence of “a few exceptions” (no examples
are given). Sweet (1898: 53) writes more forcefuligt “gender and sex don’t always agree”,
although he retains the traditional definition @nger as “the expression of sex-distinctions by
means of grammatical forms” (52). Jespersen (1942) is the first to explain at length that
gender “cannot be defined as the grammatical egjef sex”, as in a number of languages,
they are largely unrelated. To him, Modern Englists lost gender, although a “triple” division
remains in personal pronouns, as well as a digtimdbetween “a two-sex word and a no-sex
word” in relative pronouns. Instead of “gender’et&fore, his grammar describes “how sex is
indicated in English” (179), both for nouns andmpyons. For instancéther, bull andhe indicate
“male sex”, orreader, eagleandwhoindicate “both sexes” (ibid.).

The 2@" century also sees a concern for gender variatishish pose a theoretical difficulty:
can there still be agreement, the core criteriangender, when a noun, elgull, can be found
with anaphoric pronouns, e.lge andit? This leads a few more grammarians to deviate tiom
mainstream description of English as having threedgrs. One position is that of Kruisinga &
Erades (1960) and Leech & Svartvik (1994): theyndbuse the term “gender” at all. For instance,
Kruisinga & Erades describe “usesh#f, “uses ofshé and “uses oft”. Quirk et al. (1985) retain
gender but, making agreement their starting-paedefine the gender classes according to the
agreement patterns they license. They find notetlalasses, but nine. For instance, “higher
organisms” (e.gship) form a gender class because they are compatittke which and it/she
doctor belongs to the “personal — dual” gender becausedbmpatible withwvho andhe/she etc.
This approach, however, is counter-intuitive intthlae number of gender classes does not
correspond to that of gender markehg (sheandit only provide a three-fold distinctionyh-
relative pronouns a two-fold one). A third pattpreposed by Huddleston & Pullum (2002: 484-



489), who retain the idea of gender as a “systemoah classes differentiated by their agreement
patterns”, as do studies of general linguisticg.(€orbett 1991, Aikhenvald 2002), but reject the
idea that the nouns themselves have gender. Thizyed&single-gender”, “dual gender” and
“triple gender nouns”, but insist that the labetdyomean that the nouns acempatible with
anaphoric pronouns of one, two or three gendepentisely. Indeed, gender agreement in English
is of a looser kind than that found in highly graatitised systems (e.g. French or German), and
only involves compatibility of features between teaphor and the antecedent. Huddleston &
Pullum (2002)'s grammar is unique in rejecting gantbr nouns without rejecting the category
altogether for English.

To conclude on nouns, the study clearly showsrHfadnce of theoretical backgrounds on the
evolution of grammatical descriptions, whetheratthe Latin model, the idea that nouns substitute
for substances, the correlation between gendesexd@which, in its most extreme application, led
to consider that there are only two genders in iBhyl or the definition of gender in general
linguistics. Moreover, even though Bullokar (1586inself already stated that it is mainly the
pronouns (rather than the nouns) that overtly ngarider in English, the Jcentury seems to see
a shift in importance from nouns to pronouns in tlescription of gender, as a few grammars
reject gender, or gender in nouns. It is worthngthat similarly, pronouns (especially personal
pronouns) are the sole focus of several studiesifspaly devoted to English gender (e.g. Morris
1996, Gardelle 2006, Siemund 2008).

2. Personal pronouns

For third-person singular pronouns, grammaticatdpsons that acknowledge the existence of
gender in English are quasi-unanimous: apart framcRenbos (1869: 55), all consider that
sheandit carry gender, respectively the masculine, the ri@meiand the neutét. In descriptions
that establish more than three genders, these &necalways given first; they therefore constitute
the core of the system. This consensus is in kgepith the fact that the third-person singular
pronouns are the only ones that display a threa-ggmder alternation in their morphology.

As regards the other persons, fivd'x@ntury grammars includewe andyouamong gendered
pronouns. One of them is English (Brown 1851), fémnerican (Ingersoll 1832, Hamlin 1833,
Covell 1853 and Quackenbos 1869). For instancereass:

(1) (Hamlin 1833: 27) andthou, and their pluralsve andye, are sometimes masculine: bs,
am the man, thou art the masometimes feminine: a$,am the woman, thou art the
woman hence they may be called of the common géhdeut as the first and second
persons are supposed to be known as to their sex ftheir being present, it is not
necessary to notice the gendeandthou, when they are used instead of nouns naturally
neuter, are still masculine or feminine, becausé thouns are, by a figure of speech.

(2) (Brown 1851: 295) The personal pronouns offitet and second persons, are equally
applicable to both sexes; and should be consideeetuline or feminine, according to the
known application of them. The speaker and thedredreing present to each other, of
course know the sex to which they respectively mglcand, whenever they appear in
narrative or dialogue, we are told who they arel adtin, an adjective or a past participle
relating to these pronouns, is varied to agree thiém innumber gender andcase This
is a sufficient proof, thatgq | andtu, thou, are not destitute of gender, though neither the
Latin words nor the English are themselves vareexpress it

(3) (Quackenbos 1869: 55) The simple personal posiare:
l, first person, masculine gender if a male is dedofeminine if a female.
Thou, second person, masculine gender if a malensted, feminine if a female.
He, third person, masculine gender.



She, third person, feminine gender.
It, third person, destitute of gender.

The emergence of this idea of gendered first- @odrsd-person pronouns in thé™@ntury is
the result of a new conception of personal pronoatieough their function as noun substitutes
had been well established since Dyonisius Thr&a@ntury BC), in the course of the™&entury
“substitute” was reinterpreted from “standing fatistributionally to “substituting for” (Michael
1970: 321). The turning-point is thought to be 1L(§671)’s statement that “a Pronoun is a word
put for a noun and supplying its stead” (Michaer@9320, Adamson 2007: 1). As a pronoun was
a noun substitute, it had to carry the same gramaldeatures. This emphasis on agreement
culminated in Murray’s fifth rule of syntax, whidk also mentioned in the five grammars cited
above':

(4) Murray'’s fifth rule of syntax: “Pronouns mudtvays agree with their antecedents, and
the nouns for which they stand, in gender and nuir(fiest edition 1795, 50 editions in
Britain and the US).

What is interesting here is that the five gramntirshot derive the presence of gender from facts
(there is no actual alternation in forms), but frdinguistic theory (pronouns should agree in
gender with nouns because they are noun subsjitutes

It should be noted that Murray actually contraditimself: despite the word “always” in his
rule of syntax, for personal pronouns he states“fggender has respect only to the third person
singular of the pronouns she it” (1834: 61). This inconsistency enables him to take facts
(the lack of morphological alternation) into accburke him, three grammarians from the same
period as those cited above explicitly reject tHeai of gender for first- and second-person
pronouns (Greenleaf 1823: 23 in Canada; Walker 183%nd Mason 1873: 33 in England); but
they also provide a theoretical explanation for taets. This account is the same in all three
grammars, and illustrated for instance by (5).

(5) (Greenleaf 1823: 23) Pronouns are the claswatls most nearly related to nouns;
being, as the name imports, representatives otigitbs of nouns. Accordingly, they are
subject to the same modification with nouns, of heamgender, and case. But with respect
to gender, we may observe, that the pronouns ofitsteand second persons, as they are
called,l andthou do not appear to have had the distinction of gemgven them in any
language; for this plain reason, that, as they ywafer to persons who are present to each
other when they speak, their sex is commonly knaamal, therefore needs not be marked
by a masculine or feminine pronoun.

In the 20" century, theoretical advances on anaphora andsdeid grammarians to consider
that first- and second-person pronouns are notheray but deictic, so that there is no agreement
with an antecedent (e.g. Huddleston & Pullum 20425). Again, theory and facts therefore
converge. Quirlet al (1985: 341), though, retain the idea of gendéhe*first and second person
pronouns are inevitably of personal rather tharpeosonal gender.” Their position may be seen to
reflect the hesitation, mentioned in the previoestisn, between gender as a strictly grammatical
category characterized by agreement with an anéetetbun (which should not include first- and
second-person pronouns), and gender as a categseyl lprimarily on reference (expressing the
distinction between humans and non humans, or @esvand inanimates, and that between males
and females).

3. Relative pronouns



Relative pronouns do not appear to be specificaliytioned in relation to gender until thé"19
century, and there, gender is not always positgdiatly (although it is not explicitly rejected
either). Murray (1808: 90) himself only states tHat]ho is applied to persons/hichto animals
and inanimate things”, and this is the dominantraagh in the 19 and early 26 centurie¥".

The grammars which do specify “gender” for relatipeonouns propose two different
treatments. The first one is a maximalist applaraif the agreement principle, as with personal
pronouns: all relative pronouns, includitigat, are said to carry gender. This description isitbu
in only two grammar¥ (i.e. fewer than for the maximalist approach tmadgr in personal
pronouns), both of them American:

(6) (Morgan 1814: 74)Whichis] the neuter gender @fho. Thatis really a relative and has
all the genders in both numbers.

(7) (Hamlin 1833: 29Whois used instead of persons, and it has two genaersculine and
feminine. [...]Whichis used instead of animals and inanimate thingshé is the horse
which won the racethis is the tree which produces no frdit may be in the masculine,
feminine, or neuter gender. [...] NOTE — The pramouagree with the nouns they
represent, in person, number, and gender. That is used to prevent too frequent
repetition ofwho or which Hence it may be of the masculine, feminine, art@egender;
as,the greatest man that ever lived, has had misfeduthe hum-bird that was sipping
dew from the flower, has flown awandthis is the flower that drops

The second approach, which, too, begins in tHedEntury (Lowth 1838: 168, Lowres 1863:
140), considers explicitly that gender is only drbywh- pronouns. It is found only in). For
instance, Lowth states:

(8) (Lowth 1838: 168Whois appropriated to persons; and so may be acodidsculine
or Feminine only; we applyhich now to things only; and to irrational animals, kexiing
them from personality, without any consideration s#x: which therefore may be
accounted Neuter.

In the 20" century, the idea of gender in relative pronoumseads, with facts (a two-term
alternation) leading some grammarians to createldabat establish a two-term contrast. Qatrk
al. (1985: 366) thus use the labels “personal” arah“personal”, which they also applyhe/ she
vs. it. Huddleston & Pullum (2002: 498) use the same sefmat do not apply them to personal
pronouns, for which they distinguish only betwesrasculine feminine and neuter Their
terminological distinction is again explicitly baken facts: as there are occasional discrepancies
of use (e.gwhich co-occuring withhe for the same referent), the two gender system&tmigt be
similar.

To conclude on relative pronouns, as with perspmahouns, the maximalist approach is found
to disregard linguistic facts (there is no morplgadal gender alternation fohaf) in the name of a
rule of syntax. As for the low number of grammaltsich explicitly use the term “gender”, it can
seem surprising, especially as relative pronoufisanfor gender in Latin, the model language for
the first grammars of English. It might be partlyedto the focus on the distinction of sex in
descriptions of gender, a distinction which is alb$em thewho/ which alternation.

4. Adjectives

Today, the idea of gender for English adjectivgseayps totally outdated, if not absurd. Yet it is
found in some of the early descriptions (Bullok&B&, Jonson 1640, Poole 1646), as well as in
one 19-century grammar (Morgan 1814). In the early desicms, the gender of adjectives
makes a gender class of its own (in those gramnfagse were thought to be 6 to 7 genders in



English), labelledcommon of thredecause an adjective is compatible with any sobst@a A
typical description is that of Jonson (1640):

(9) (Jonson 1640 [1972]: 57) Sixth is t@®@mmon of three Gendersy which aNouneis
divided intoSubstantiveand Adjective For aSubstantives aNouneof one only gender, or
(at the most) of two. And aAdjectiveis aNouneof three Genders, being always in the
infinite.

This account is the consequence of two theoretrealitions. One is the description of Latin
gender by Lily, whosé&srammar of Latin in EnglisHormed the basis of early descriptions of
English”. Lily specifies seven genders, one of which isdbi@mon of three

(10) (Lily 1542 [2013]: 162) The [gender] commontbfee is declyned withic hec and
hog ashic hec ethoc felix

The other theoretical tradition is the classifioatof adjectives asouns along with substantives,
rather than as a distinct part of speech. As statetbnson’s grammar ([9] above), the gender
common of threearried by adjectives was taken to be the defiféadure that distinguished them
from substantives within the class of nouns (Ddd342 48).

Not all early grammars mention gender for adjestife.g. Greaves 1594, Gil 1621, cited in
Dons 2004). On the other hand, as stated at tharbeg of this section, the idea is still found in
one American 18-century grammar: Morgan (1814), which from Rule(ektract 11 below)
derives a declension table for adjectives (12) te ibat Morgan (1814) is also maximalist for
relative pronouns, considering that relatiliat marks gender.

(11) (Morgan 1814: 201) RULE 6: Adjectives, adjeetpronouns and participles agree with
their nouns in number, case, gender, and persofti@ss a good man.’ ‘This book.” ‘She
is a loving mother.’

(12) (Morgan 1814: 88) Declension of Adjectives

Singular Plural
Mas. Fem. Neu. Mas. Fem. Neu.
Nom. good good good good good good
Poss good good good good good good
Ob. good good good good good good

As a conclusion, the idea of gender for adjectivas again be regarded as an example of
theory (adjectives as nouns, Latin tradition) pdacg and prevailing over facts (lack of
morphological variation).

5. Innovations: quantifiers

Two 19"-century grammars are uniquely innovative in tharstaries they establish for gender
markers. Doherty (1841: 39) regardse as carrying a gender calléddefinite®'. Greenleaf
(1823: 24), too, includesng as in, “Both were once mine, but | have partethwné, but also,
more generally, all pronominal adjectivesé other and quantifiers) when used as pronouns. To
him, they carry gender, but also case, number a@rdop. As these terms are anaphoric, this
description is most probably a consequence of theaf agreement between pronouns and their
antecedents.

Closer to us, it is the indefinite compoundsbndy, -oneand-thing (e.g.somebodywhich are
regarded by Quirlet al. (1985: 341) as carrying personabfnebodyor nonpersonalspmething



gender. In another two grammars, this contrastchvis largely reference-based, is mentioned, but
not explicitly referred to as gender: Bibetr al. (1999: 312) merely note a “personal v. neuter”
distinction in these pronouns, and Huddleston &upail(2002: 423) describe a “personbbdy
and -on¢ and “impersonal-thing”*". The inclusion of indefinite compounds among gende
markers requires further research: Cotte (2012:sB6Ws that from a grammatical point of view
(rather than just reference), these compounds plksonal and relative pronouns, establish a very
general categorization and exhibit morphologicdérakation. On that basis, he also includes
interrogative pronounsmhovs.whaj).

Conclusion

The present chapter has shown how much grammadgsakiption can evolve, even for what is
sometimes considered a relatively straightforwateégory. First of all, it has established a number
of factors at play in the evolution of grammaticscriptions. The main one is the theoretical
debates and tenets of an era, concerning gendeelass related domains. For instance, when
gender is unanimously defined in terms of its datren with sex, it is necessarily regarded as
reference-based, which favours theoretical evatstguch as descriptions of a two-gender system;
when variations are established, a search for hewretical models is favoured. The corpus also
suggests the influence of nationality: Americamgrears seem more likely to conform to existing
rules than English ones (hence a seemingly morespig@ad maximalist approach to agreement).
But the overview also stresses the lack of consem@snong grammarians of a given era: a
grammar is not just a repository of common knowkedaut also takes a stance. For example, in
the early grammars (late "i@ind early 1% centuries), there is no consensus as to the nuafber
genders; later on, different grammarians take dfie approaches to the shared syntactic rule of
agreement between pronouns and their antecededtsy, tHuddleston & Pullum (2002) adopt a
unique position among grammars when they rejecidide that nouns carry gender. These are not
strictly individual positions in that they are imfised by linguistic research and contemporary
debate; but including such positions in a gramngaring them the status of authority, is an
individual initiative.

Finally, and most importantly perhaps, this ovewief grammars shows that the category of
gender in English is in fact not unproblematic lat Boday, some questions remain. For instance,
should indefinite compounds be included among gendeking items? The question holds for
other words as well: interrogative pronouns (C@®42: 26), but alsehey Sklar (1988: 411)
posits that in sex-indefinite references to humahey marks gender agreement rather than
agreement in number, as evidenced by the conteasielbn (13a) and (13b) below: although both
antecedents mark plural notional numtibeyis acceptable only for human reference. In thes us
theyindicates gender-indefiniteness, which could lgarded as a form of gender marking.

13a. Everyone looks dirty, don’t they?
13b. Everything looks dirty, *don’t they?X doesn't it?)

This issue more generally poses the question of etkect boundary between gender, a
grammatical category characterized by agreememidaet a pronoun and its antecedent, and the
ways in which the language expresses the contegielen humans and non-humans, and between
sex (males vs. females) and absence of sex. Aildh@ii2000: 21), working in general linguistics,
rejects the existence of gender for English, irotavof what she callanimacy-based distinctions
The concept is used for instance to describe ttietifiatda + preposition(e.g.damit darauf) is
used only for inanimates in German, or tgats not used in direct reference to a person imé¢he
To me, thereis gender in English, because there is agreementigth&nglish gender is an
uncommon pronominal system with a relatively loks®l of agreement (as described by Corbett
1991 and Huddleston & Pullum 2002). | would inclysk¥sonahe, she it and relative pronouns
who andwhich, but not interrogativevho / what one or -body and -thing compounds, because
they differ from the others in one respect: theyndb have prototype organisation. They denote a



person or a thing, rather than have these as pih&tiotypical representatives and be used for other
referents as well. This could be an indication thay mark person-based distinctiondo
paraphrase Aikhenvald, rather than gender propat;they have not undergone the same degree
of grammaticisation. Unlike theskg for instance, is used mainly for human males, ibulso
found with other extended values (e.g. to exprassliarity with an object); similarly, in relative
pronouns, there is variation betwaghich andwho for animals depending on the speaker’s point
of view on the referent. The validity of this pasit, however, will need to be assessed by further
research.

" Bullokar (1586), “generally regarded as the firstaat grammar of the English language” (Gwosdek32®dii, preface to Lily’s
grammar).

" In general linguistics, some researchers (e.g. &kis2006, Aikhenvald 2002) reject the existence afender category in
English, because it exhibits characteristics teaitsapart from mainstream gender systems. But Gofb@91: 169), for instance,
ranks it among ‘pronominal gender systems’.

" see also Murray 1834, Walker 1839, Brown 1851, $W888, Nesfield 1924 for England; Lynde 1821, hsg# 1832, Hamlin
1833, Covell 1853, Curme 1933 for the US; Greenl@&23 for Canada.

Y In the first grammars, ‘nouns’ are a broad catggdrich groups together substantives and adjectha®r on, ‘nouns’ takes the
narrower sense it has today.

¥ In addition, Bullokar has a sixth gender classnmon of three genderfsr adjectives — see below.

Y For instance, Jonson (1640) describes 6 gendeote PL646) 7, Howell (1661) 5, Miége (1688) 4, Wa{1688) 3, Ash (1760)
2. In the 28 century, while 3 is the norm, some grammariansadevNesfield (1924) establishes 4 genders, Bibat.¢1999) 4,
while Quirk et al. (1985) define 9 ‘gender classes’

Y(Walker 1839, Brown 1851, Lowres 1863 for Englandyryan 1814, Lynde 1821, Ingersoll 1832, Hamlin 1,838vell 1853,
Quackenbos 1869 for the US; Greenleaf 1823 for Ganad

" For Quackenbos (1869: 55), as mentioned abibve,“destitute of gender”, as English has two gesdeorresponding to the
two sexes.

* Hamlin, like all grammarians who define 4 gendersEnglish, considers the common gender to bedhabuns which allovine
or shedepending on the context (esgrvanj.

¥ In Brown’s declension tables (1851 : 286)s said to be of “any of the gendertfipyis part of the declension of “HE, of the
THIRD PERSON, masculine gender”, similarly of “SHE,tbe THIRD PERSON, feminine gender”, and of “IT,the THIRD
PERSON, neuter gender”.

¥ On the same grounds, Brown (1851 : 245) regdmelgas carrying gender. He also appeals to the rubeeafedence, according to
which the masculine is more worthy than the feneniand the feminine is more worthy than the neutence the following
analysis: “If one say, ‘Joseph took the young chitdl his mother by night, and fled with them to Egythe pronourthemwill be
masculine; but let ‘his’ be changed to ‘its’, ar tplural pronoun that follows will be feminine. rRbe feminine gender takes
precedence of the neuter, but not of the mascudine it is not improper to speak of a young chilthaut designating the sex.”

X' Brown (1851: 295) criticises this inconsistencyB® 3 — Many English grammarians, and Murray atrthead, deny the first
person of nouns, and the gender of pronouns ofitsieand second persons; and at the same timé,télaat, ‘Pronouns must
always agree with their antecedents, and the nfarshich they stand, in gender, number, and pér@darray’s Grammar2d
Ed. p. 111; Rev. T. Smiths’s, p. 60).”

¥ E.g. Quackenbos 1869: 62, Curme 1931: 229 fotkBeCobbett 1819 [1984]: 80, Walker 1839: 13, Brov@b1: 297, Bain
1873: 24, Mason 1873: 37, Poutsma 1914-1917: 96Ergland.

*¥ This approach might also be that of Ingersoll @:80 [US]), who states an agreement rule but ples/no examples: “RULE
XI: Relative pronouns agree with their antecedents is@e number, and gendér

X After a proclamation by Henry 8 in 1542, Lily'sagnmar became the only authorised one in schoat@ntinated the teaching
of Latin down to the 19 century (Gwosdek 2013: vii, preface to Lilf@ammaj.

*! For nouns, Doherty (1841: 32) acknowledges threedgrs in the grammatical tradition, but states thare “should be” a
fourth, indefinite gender as well, for “things ohigh the gender is unknown, or of which it may lezessary to speak in an
indefinite manner, without regard to sex.” Thisamation is based on ways of distinguishing sex,drereferents.

*In Huddleston & Pullum (2002), mention of thesddfinites is not referenced under “personal genderthe subject index.
Biber et al. (1999 : 312) simply state that the personal wt@redistinction “extends to other pronoun grougisdn personal
pronouns, namely relative, interrogative and irm&dipronouns.



References
General references:

Adamson, Sylvia. 2007. “Prescribed reading: proisoand gender in the eighteenth century.”
Historical Sociolinguistics and Sociohistorical bunistics 2007
<http://www.let.leidenuniv.nl/hsl_shl/Adamson.htm>

Aikhenvald, Alexandra Y. 2000Classifiers : A Typology of Noun Categorization Rew
Oxford: Oxford UP.

Corbett, Greville G. 199X5ender Cambridge: Cambridge UP.

Creissels, Denis. 200&yntaxe Générale : Une Introduction Typologiguel. 1 : Catégories et
ConstructionsCh. 19 : ‘Constructions impersonnelles et antspenelles’. Paris: Lavoisier.

Curzan, Anne. 2000. “Gender categories in earlyliEmgrammars: Their message to the modern
grammarian”. InGender in Grammar and Cognitipredited byBarbara Unberbeck, Matti
Rissanen, Terttu Nevalainen, and Mirja Saari, 568-5Trends in Linguistics: Studies and
Monographs 124. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Dons, Ute. 2004Descriptive Adequacy of Early Modern English Gramsndopics in English
Linguistics. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Gardelle, Laure. 2006.e genre en anglais moderne (XVle siecle a nossjole systeme des
pronoms Unpublished PhD dissertation, Université ParigaSone.

Gil, Alexander. 1968 [1621].ogonomia AnglicaFacsimile. Menston: Scolar Press.

Greaves, Paul. 1969 [1594Grammatica Anglicana-acsimile. Menston: Scolar Press.

Gwosdek, Hedwig, ed. 2018ily’s Grammar of Latin in English: An Introductioto the Eyght
Partes of Speche, and the Construction of the S@xiferd: OUP.

Lily, William. 2013 [1542].Grammar of Latin in English: An Introduction toetlicyght Partes of
Speche, and the Construction of the Saaakited by Hedwig Gwosdek. Oxford: OUP.

Lye, Thomas. 1968 [1671The Child’s DelightFascimile. Menston: Scolar Press.

Morris, Lori. 1991.Gender in Modern English : the System and its Usd®D dissertation.
Québec : Université de Laval.

Michael, lan. 1970English Grammatical Categories and the Tradition #80Q Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Siemund, Peter. 2008ronominal Gender in EngliskA Study of English Varieties from a Cross-
Linguistic PerspectiveLondon: Routledge.

Sklar, Elizabeth S. 1988. “The Tribunal of Use: égment in Indefinite ConstructiongCollege
Composition and Communicati@9(4): 410-422.

Corpusof English grammars used:

* 16™ century
Bullokar, William. 1977 [1586]Bref Grammar of EnglishLondon. Facsimile edition. Delmar,

New York: Scholars’ Facimiles and Reprints.

* 17" century
Miege, Guy. 1969 [1688]The English GrammaiFacsimile. Leeds: Scolar Press.

Howell, James. 2004 [1662A New English Grammar Prescribing as Certain Rudssthe
Languages Will Bear, for Forreners to Learn Englidltondon: Printed for T. Williams; H.
Brome, and H. Marsh. Facsimile. Ann Arbor, Michigddniversity of Michigan, Digital
Library Production Service.

Jonson, Ben. 1972 [16407he English GrammaiFacsimile. Leeds: Scolar Press.

Poole, Joshua. 1967 [1648he English Accidencéondon. Facsimile. Leeds: Scolar Press.



Wallis, John. 1688.Grammatica Linguae AnglicanaeBibliopolae Hamburgensis: Gotfried
Schultzen.

* 18" century
Ash, John. 1760Grammatical Institutes: or Grammar, Adapted to tBenius of the English

Tongue Worcester: R. Lewis.
Harris, James. 1773ermes: or a Philosophical Inquiry Concerning Unis@l Grammar 4"
edition. Dublin: James Williams.

* 19" century
Bain, Alexander. 1873. Higher English GrammarNew and revised edition. London: Longman

& co.

Brown, Goold. 1851The Grammar of English Grammars, with an Introdoicti Historical and
Critical; the Whole Methodically Arranged and Amjllystrated London: Delf & Trubner.
Covell, L. T. 1853 A Digest of English Grammar, Synthetical and Anelt|[...] Adapted to the

Use of SchooldNew York: Appleton & co.

Doherty, Hugh. 1841An Introduction to English Grammar, on Universaliriiples London:
Simpkin, Marshall & co.

Greenleaf, Jeremiah. 1823rammar Simplified: or, an Ocular Analysis of thedlish Language
5™ edition. Montreal: A. Gray.

Hamlin, Lorenzo F. 183Fnglish Grammar in Lectures: Designed to RendePiiaciples Easily
Adapted to the Mind of the Young Learner, and ity Entertaining New York: Bartlett &
Raynor.

Ingersoll, Charles M. 1832 onversations in English Grammar: Explaining theneiples and
Rules of the Language [...] and Adapted to the bfs&chools 11" edition. Boston: William
Hyde & co.

Lowres, Jacob. 186&rammar of English Grammars; or Advanced ManuaEonglish Grammar
and Language, Critically and Historically Considdravith Numerous Exercisesondon:
Longman, Green, Longman, Roberts & Green.

Lowth, Robert. 1838A Short Introduction to English Grammar, with Ceal Notes Cambridge:
Folsom, Wells & Thurston.

Lynde, John. 1821The Key to English Grammar, in Which the Most Bifti Examples of Syntax
are lllustrated, to Abridge the Labour of the Insttor, and Facilitate the Progress of the
Learner Woodstock: Watson.

Mason, Charles Peter. 18 nglish Grammar, Including the Principles of Grantioal Analysis
18" edition. London: Bell & Daldly.

Morgan, Jonathan. 181Elements of English Grammar, with a Postcript, Asa and Appendix
Hallowell: Goodale & Burton.

Murray, Lindley. 1808 An English Grammar: Comprehending the Principlesl &ules of the
Language, lllustrated by Appropriate Exercises, andey to the Exercised/ol. 1. York:
Thomas Wilson & co.

Murray, Lindley. 1823.English Grammar, Adapted to the Different ClassdsLearners
Hallowell: Goodale, Glazier & co.

Murray, Lindley. 1834.English Grammar, Adapted to the Different Classéd @arners 47"
edition. York: Longman & co.

Quackenbos, George Payn. 1888.English GrammarNew York: D. Appleton & co.

Sweet, Henry. 1891-189& New English Grammar, Logical and Historic@xford: Clarendon
Press.

Walker, John. 1839Johnson’s Dictionary of the English Languad&receded by a Complete
English GrammarLondon: John Williams & co.



* 20" century

Biber, Douglast al 1999.Longman Grammar of Spoken and Written Engli$érlow: Longman.

Curme, George O. 193A Grammar of the English Language in Three Volunves.3: Syntax
Boston: D.C. Heath & Co.

Jespersen, Otto. 1965 [194A4. Modern English Grammar on Historical Principlegol.7 :
Syntax London: Allen & Unwin.

Kruisinga, Etsko, and Paul A. Erades. 19868.English GrammarVol.1: Accidence and Syntax
8th edition. Groningen : Noordhoff.

Leech, Geoffrey, and Jan Svartvick. 1984 Communicative Grammar of EnglisB" edition.
London: Longman.

Nesfield, John Collinson. 1957 [1924Jlodern English GrammarRevised edition. London:
Macmillan.

PoutsmaHendrik. 1904-1929A Grammar of Late Modern Englis&roningen : Noordhoff.

Quirk, Randolph, Sidney Greenbaum, Geoffrey Leactl Jan Svartvik. 1983 Comprehensive
Grammar of the English Languageondon: Longman.

* 21% century
Huddleston, Rodney, and Geoffrey K. Pullum. 200Be Cambridge Grammar of the English
Language Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.



