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1 Our Language: A Backwards History

There are more than 400 million people who speak English as their first language. About the same number of people are native speakers who use English in official, public contexts while speaking another, local language to family and friends. Because this second group comes from countries like India and Nigeria, with higher population growth, they will soon outnumber the British, Americans and the others who make up the first.

Spanish is actually the fastest-growing first language and Mandarin may have its billion speakers in China, but with its 800 million native speakers spread around the world, including, crucially, the vast majority of the 320 million who live in the world’s sole superpower, it is English which can claim to be the first world language.

That is why there are about a billion more people who have learned or are trying to learn English as a second, foreign language. Of course, no matter how hard they work or how super-intelligent they are, they will never speak English with anything like our unthinking command. 

How did English rise to this position of global supremacy? What is it about our language that has made it the native tongue of people all over the planet in both hemispheres and countries that belong to first, second and third worlds? 

There are various off-the-cuff theories to explain English’s unprecedented popularity. Usually these cite the amazing nuance-filled subtlety of our language, its suppleness or flexibility, and especially its extraordinary complexity, usually assigned to have been the marvellous creation of its allegedly unique layers of vocabulary, whereby fancy Latinate words such as ‘co-exist’ co-exist with robust Anglo-Saxon words like ‘live’ and ‘with’. 

As it happens, English is blessed with one basic quality that makes it very well equipped to have become the first proper world language: its (relatively) simple, straightforward grammar. But the real reasons for English’s current global dominance have absolutely nothing to do with any of its linguistic qualities. The explanations for why so many of us now speak English can be summed up in two phrases of three words each: the British Empire and the United States. 

Things could have worked out differently. If the Spanish had had a better navy or hadn’t been so preoccupied by the search for El Dorado, if Holland had had a bigger population, or if Germany or France had got their military acts together sooner or better, then maybe they would have colonised the world and people from Alaska to New Zealand would be speaking Spanish or Dutch or German or French. But it was the British navy that ruled the waves in the crucial period of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries when European technology was overwhelmingly superior and Europeans could discover the rest of the planet and take it over for their benefit. The British Empire didn’t last very long, but it lasted just long enough and at just the right time to establish English as the official language of a fifth of the world’s land surface and a quarter of its population, in North America, India, Australia, vast swathes of Africa and everywhere else which was once coloured red on the map.

Thanks to its empire and to it being the first country to develop industrialisation, Britain was easily the most powerful country in the world, and the richest – until 1890, when it was overtaken by the nation which would come to dominate and define the twentieth century, the USA. Much, much sooner than anyone anticipated, the prospect of a waning USA no longer seems unimaginable but a possibly imminent reality – but not before globalisation had started and established American English as the international language of politics, business, science, technology, education and telecommunications. (So that it comes as a bit of a shock when, for instance, the ceremonies of the Olympics use French.)

Even though Britain managed to lose by far the shiniest and richest jewel in its imperial crown very early in its empire-building days, English was already established as the language of the United States by the time it declared independence in 1776 – easily the most important fact in English’s history. 

China now has its own imperial ambitions and a billion Mandarin-speakers, and there are all those Spanish and Portuguese speakers in expanding South America, but the undeniable reality is that because of the USA’s dominance in the twentieth century, the battle to establish a global language was always going to be won by English – the secret of its success being, like that of comedy, timing. 

Grammatical change is usually slow and gradual, so the USA became independent far too recently for American English to have developed its own grammar. Its own accent, yes, with influences ranging from most obviously Irish to, less obviously, the ‘y’-less vowels of East Anglia (as in ‘Noo York’ and the catchphrase of the Suffolk poultry magnate Bernard Matthews, who used to claim his chickens were ‘bootiful’). Some few, specific items of vocabulary also, but there aren’t too many words like ‘sidewalk’ or ‘pants’. And differences between the grammars of British English and American English are very few and either vague or very specific, like Americans not using the present perfect tense quite as much as the British do, and noticeably using a simple past instead with ‘yet’ (‘Did you do it yet?’). 

The same applies to all the other ex-colonies where English has sometimes developed some local quirks, with perhaps a smattering of words imported from indigenous languages, and separate accents, and in the southern hemisphere the upward lilt as though statements were questions. But the grammar of English in Vancouver or Cape Town or Auckland is the same, and the same as in Cambridge, Massachusetts or Cambridge, Cambridgeshire. (There are exceptions, most obviously Jamaican English, which is almost, or just is, a creole, that is, a mix of English and other, mainly west-African languages.)

Over the past two or three centuries the grammar of English hasn’t changed much from country to country or over time. There has been increasing use of the continuous tenses since the eighteenth century, and relics that could still have been heard then, like ‘thee’ and an ‘-est’ ending on verbs, have all now disappeared. But by and large the English of the eighteenth century in Britain or its colonies wouldn’t strike us as too strange at all. 

The normally slow pace of grammatical change has become even slower in English over the past few hundred years because of the rise of literacy, which puts the brakes down hard on any sort of language change. (Even pronunciation. The Victorians were saying ‘weskit’ and ‘huzif’ but after almost everyone learned to read, the pronunciations returned to sounding like they looked.) The spread of literacy started in earnest in the eighteenth century, and was a development that would profoundly change society, but even more importantly created a new school of language guides. Books began to appear about correct pronunciation and spelling, the proper use of the right words, and the first attempts to describe correct grammar. 

There were nearly three hundred grammar guides published in the late seventeenth and the eighteenth centuries,1 all anxious to itemise what was acceptable English and what wasn’t. Unfortunately for those grammarians, their readers and almost everyone since, as well as trying to impose Latin on English, they made three other key errors: assuming that there was such a thing as correct English; happily assuming that this was




























































































10 Conjunctions



Conjunctions are joining words, like ‘and’ or ‘but’. They can join items in pairs – ‘fish and chips’, ‘Oliver and Hardy’ – or in lists – ‘Peter, Paul and Mary’; ‘The good, the bad and the ugly’; ‘The boy kicked, headed and caught the ball.’ They can also join parts of a sentence together. There are two separate groups of these sentence-constructing conjunctions, with different functions. 

Co-ordinating conjunctions These join equal parts of a sentence – ‘The boy kicked the ball and the window shattered’; ‘The boy kicked the ball, yet the ball hardly moved in the mud’; ‘The boy kicked the ball but the ball had been punctured and badly chewed by his pet dachshund Bonzo.’

There are seven words in English which can do a co-ordinating conjunction’s job: ‘for’, ‘and’, ‘nor’, ‘but’, ‘or’, ‘yet’ and ‘so’. I give them in that order because they are sometimes known collectively as FANBOYS. (I’d have thought YOBFANS or BOYFANS would have been more memorable, and FABSONY might have earned a product-placement fee – but then again, why on earth would anyone need any mnemonic for the instant and reliable recall of the co-ordinating conjunctions?) 

Subordinating conjunctions This group has many more members, which can be either single words or phrases: 





	after


	although


	as


	at





	because


	before


	beside(s)


	between





	by


	despite


	if


	since





	so


	than


	that


	though





	unless


	until


	when


	where





	while


	with


	without


	












	as if/though


	as long/soon/much as


	as well as





	because of


	due to


	even if/though





	in accordance with


	in addition to


	in case





	in order that/to


	in spite of


	instead of





	on account of


	only if


	owing to





	provided that


	so that


	












These are termed subordinating conjunctions because when they link together parts of a sentence, the part they introduce is secondary or subordinate to the main part. 



The boy kicked the ball, [as if he were Ronaldo.]

[Even though he knew it was an ill-advised move with so much glass nearby,] the boy kicked the ball.

The boy kicked the ball repeatedly, [until the window broke.]

[When the ball broke the window,] the boy ran off. 

The window broke [because that little bastard kicked a ball at it.]



These subordinating conjunctions signal a variety of different contexts or meanings, the most usual being a time sequence (‘after’, ‘before’, ‘when’, etc.), a reason (‘because’, ‘as’, ‘since’), a concession (‘although’, ‘despite’, ‘while’), a condition (‘if’, ‘even if’, ‘unless’), a purpose (‘in order that/to’, ‘so’) and a result (‘so’, ‘so that’). As in most of the examples above, it’s often possible to swap the order of the two parts of the sentence round and keep the grammar and meaning intact. 

There are many items in those lists of subordinating conjunctions which may seem familiar from Chapter 9 on prepositions. Indeed, they are labelled ‘conjunctive prepositions’ in the Oxford Modern English Grammar. The linked but slightly different functions of a word like ‘after’ can be seen in the following examples: ‘The boy ran after the ball’ (preposition, going with ‘the ball’); ‘The boy ran off after the accident’ (preposition, going with ‘the accident’); ‘The boy ran off after the window broke’ (conjunction, linking the main part of the sentence – ‘the boy ran off’ – with the subordinate one, ‘the window broke’).

The traditional grammars can usually muster up only one rule with conjunctions; that co-ordinating conjunctions, especially ‘and’, can’t begin sentences. Actually, as with prepositions dangling at the end of sentences, many traditional grammarians like to undo a couple of buttons of their girdles and shake their hair loose at this point. First they make sure to cite the rule against starting sentences with an ‘And’ or a ‘But’. Then they make a real show of pooh-poohing this as a fuddy-duddy regulation. Then they daringly unban it, explaining that ‘And’ or ‘But’ at the start of a sentence can have a certain rhetorical force, if used wisely and sparingly. Wow! Matron’s dancing the twist. 

For once, the original regulation wasn’t modelled on Latin – where, because of the flexibility of the word order in a case-marked system, ‘et’ could easily turn up at the start of a sentence (‘Et tu, Brute’). Rather, the no-ands-at-the-start rule was presumably invented to stop the naive, childlike sequencing of ‘And then . . . And then . . . And then . . .’ 

But what to make of the Bible? Particularly in the Old Testament, the basic ‘And then . . . And then’ constructions aren’t just a rhetorical option used wisely and sparingly. Particularly in the earlier books of the Old Testament, with very infrequent exceptions, the ‘And’ + simple declaration is the only sentence structure used. Here, taken pretty well at random, are the first few verses of chapter 4 of Exodus:



And Moses answered and said, ‘But behold, they will not believe me, nor hearken unto my voice; for they will say, “The Lord hath not appeared unto thee.”’ And the Lord said unto him, ‘What is that in thine hand?’ And he said, ‘A rod.’ And He said, ‘Cast it on the ground.’ And he cast it on the ground, and it became a serpent; and Moses fled from before it. And the Lord said unto Moses, ‘Put forth thine hand, and take it by the tail.’ And he put forth his hand, and caught it, and it became a rod in his hand.



Granted, this style does suit the Bible’s mission, to declaim absolute truths with absolute authority. However, as adult prose it does read very oddly. A minor strangeness is the careless, confusing use of pronouns which don’t obey our conventions, so that it’s not clear from the grammar who is talking or what’s happening (‘Put forth thine hand, and take it by the tail’). But the main oddity, especially in the Old Testament, is the basic and basically unvarying sentence structure – a simple statement prefaced by an ‘And’, one following another in a declaimed list of events, with precious little variety in the grammar and nothing like a subordinate clause, not even a basic ‘when X happened, then Y . . .’ construction. 

It’s not just colours that are missing in the Old Testament but any sort of variety or any sort of development at all, really, in the sentence structure. As with colour words, this absence of variety was a feature of other ancient texts. Guy Deutscher has studied the grammar of documents in Hittite and Akkadian, dating back to the third millennium BC, and found in the oldest texts the same reliance on simple statements, the same absence of subordinate clauses. Some oral languages of Australian Aborigines are said to lack subordinates, and, controversially but persuasively, Daniel Everett claims the Piraha tribe don’t use subordinates.1 So the evidence points to variation of sentence structure being a relatively recent innovation in human language, one created and encouraged by writing and not the invention of writing but writing as it developed. 

This flies in the face of linguists’ customary bland assurance that all languages are equally complex. Not, it seems, so. Far from being fixed by innate programming, our grammatical expertise seems to have become much greater in written forms of the language over the past few thousand years, our sentences having become much more sophisticated in the way they interweave phrases and layers. It seems that writing has given human grammar a push up the evolutionary ladder.





11 Structure



So far, this book has described the rules governing the separate word classes. This chapter looks at how everything fits together. 

I have fortunately vague memories from my schooldays of being taught several different and it seemed to me equally pointless ways of trying to analyse the structure of sentences. One method was to identify the subject and the predicate – the predicate being basically everything apart from the subject, so that in the boy-and-ball example, ‘the boy’ is the subject and ‘kicked the ball’ is the predicate. Another distinction I was taught was between a phrase, which didn’t have a verb in it, and a clause, which did. That was about the extent of it, or at least as far as I dimly recall. 

These traditional categories and terms still exist but they have been recast by modern linguistics, which tends to take the sentence as the overall unit but sometimes accepts the clause as the main structure instead. For example, The Cambridge Grammar of the English Language talks in terms of clauses, which it defines, rather traditionally, as a subject plus a predicate.1 Harking back to the good old days, another grammar defines a clause as ‘a unit structured around a verb phrase’.2 A main clause can stand alone, a subordinate clause depends on a main. 

But sentences and clauses exist uninterestingly at the top of a pyramid. Modern linguistics has focussed on the components below clause/sentence level and has found that the structure of sentences – all sentences in all languages – can be formed into a hierarchy, of phrases and heads of phrases. This is a hierarchy best presented in a tree diagram.



[image: ]



Such tree diagrams faithfully replicate the hierarchical tree structures which Herbert Simon identified as the form that evolves naturally in complex systems, because it is the simplest and quickest method of a system gaining complexity and the most stable. Hence the hierarchical tree-structuring in atoms, galaxies, biology, commercial organisations and social institutions – and language.3

Each phrase is based on a dominant word, called the head. A phrase is a segment of a sentence rather than a string of words; indeed, a phrase can consist of only one word. In ‘He kicked it’, the structure of the sentence is the same – NP + VP + NP – but now each phrase consists of a one-word head.

Importantly, phrases can contain other phrases, which is a fundamental instance of the principle of recursion usually considered intrinsic to language. Recursion is Chomsky’s last remaining candidate as a universal property (though even that is vigorously disputed by Daniel Everett). It is also the simplest way of guaranteeing the infinite product of a grammar’s finite rules, by adding potentially never-ending recursive phrases along the lines of ‘the house that Jack built’ or prepositional sequences like ‘behind the fridge, beside the skirting board, despite the caustic soda, between the wall and the socket, to the right of the first attempt at poison, next to the cable that goes behind the . . .’ ad, potentially, infinitum. 

The subject–predicate distinction, first made by the grammarians of classical Greece, still forms the basis of this ‘phrase-structure’ analysis, though rejigged as the noun phrase and the verb phrase. There are three other types of phrase: adjectival, adverbial and prepositional.





	Noun phrase


	[the boy], [the small, tousle-haired, sociopathic boy], [boys]





	Verb phrase


	[kicked the ball], [booted it], [hoofed it blindly]





	Adjectival phrase


	these are usually found after the verb ‘to be’: he is [clumsy], he is [sorry about the window]





	Adverbial phrase


	[very clumsily], [unluckily], [sadly for him]





	Prepositional phrase


	these almost always start with the preposition: [into the window], [before he could run away]










Most grammatical analyses of modern linguistics have been based on phrase structures and, until recently, have reliably represented them in tree diagrams. There are some indications that phrase-structure analysis might be superseded, but just what by remains very unclear as I write in 2013. Perhaps by 2023 a new kind of analysis and diagram will have replaced phrase structure and its trees. But in the meantime, this is what linguistics has worked with, and very effectively, especially with Indo-European languages and especially English – small wonder given that it was developed by English-speaking linguists.

But phrase structure analysis was only the start for Noam Chomsky, who moved on in the 1960s to announce a truly grand claim: these structures, with their tree diagrams, were merely the surface representations of a ‘deep structure’ where the rules and constraints of our universal grammar and our innate knowledge operated. Chomsky maintained that it was this deep structure that generated the meaning of a sentence, the surface structure concerning itself with the particular operations and words of the individual language. This meant that the deep structure had to be converted into the surface structure – doing so, according to Chomsky, by a series of what he called ‘transformations’. And thus was born transformational grammar, which was the method Chomsky would use in his search for the innate principles and parameters of humans’ universal grammar and their application. That would be their application mainly in English, of course. Chomsky saw no pressing need to seek out exotic, non-Indo-European languages. His real interest has never been individual languages so much as the prewired principles supposedly underlying them. Moreover, the one language he has concentrated on is an idealised English, whose rules and operations are to be studied only in the abstract, never in any actual usage. 

Chomsky’s interest was in what he called our language ‘competence’, not the messily inadequate, faltering business of ‘performance’. 

So, equipped with the various maps he has drawn up himself of the treasure island that has existed only in his own head, Chomsky has pursued his quest for the non-existent principles and features of an entirely illusory universal grammar and the ingeniously wrought transformations that would explain how these fanciful creations born of a mistaken assumption were supposed to be converted into actual – well, idealised – language. 

It’s no wonder Chomsky assumed that newborn infants came equipped with the almost mystical gifts of a magnificently equipped grammar module, if he thought that at some ‘deep’ level children were undertaking his kind of incredibly complicated information systems analysis to assemble a sentence.

Although Chomsky’s transformational grammar was the orthodoxy in linguistics for a long time, it has come under increasing attack. So effectively so that, although there are old Chomskyites still publishing books and exploring what little remains of his discredited notions, during the last twenty, thirty years linguistics has moved on, under the impetus especially of cognitive linguistics, which tries to match language with neuroscience. 

The new post-Chomsky, anti-Chomsky ideas have so far remained the preserve of academics who have failed to alert the public at large about what they’ve been up to. One reason is that their analyses are still at the forbiddingly technical stage. Another is that a new orthodoxy has yet to emerge. There are now a good dozen competing theories about grammar: systemic functional grammar, word grammar, head-driven phrase-structure grammar, the various brands of construction grammar, etc., etc. 

Many of these new theories are still based on heads and phrases, and some still use phrase-structure analysis and tree diagrams, but a few have taken more radical approaches and have tried new forms of representing what they think is going on. Construction grammar, which posits that our grammar is based on core constructions rather than rules, analyses by distinctive diagrams, and adapts phrase-structure trees so that they have ‘feature structures’ at the nodes. Word grammar shows the dependencies between words instead of segmenting into phrases, and has a different notation with curved lines linking elements together. 

One of the most interesting of the new theories is role-and-reference grammar, developed in the 1980s and 1990s by William Foley and Robert Van Valin. Whereas most linguists base their analyses on English and maybe some other Indo-European languages, Foley and Van Valin investigated grammar functions from different linguistic families from all over the world, taking them on their own terms rather than imposing Indo-European-based preconceptions. 

As a basic example, all modern linguistics had assumed that the dominant component in a sentence is the subject. But in some languages, there is no such thing as the subject of a sentence. So instead of the basic unit of the noun phrase, role-and-reference grammar has the more general category, ‘reference phrase’, and instead of the usual distinction of subject and object, has the new categories of ‘actor’ and ‘undergoer’. In place of phrase structure, Foley and Van Valin came up with a different, head-free model based on the concept of the core of a sentence and the periphery. Take the sentence, ‘The boy kicked the ball into the window.’ The core of the sentence is ‘the boy kicked the ball’, the periphery ‘into the window’. (The periphery is conventionally analysable as a prepositional phrase like that one.) The core has a nucleus, which will usually be a verb and will contain the reference phrase(s). 

Similarly, the various theories of dependency grammar take the approach that structures are based on verbs rather than the noun phrases of subjects and objects. One of these theories is word grammar, which has been developed by Richard Hudson at University College London. Like all dependency grammars, word grammar focusses on individual words and the dependent relations between words. It still accepts the idea of heads of phrases but otherwise departs from phrase-structure grammar, and has no truck with phrasal nodes. Like role and reference grammar, word grammar embraces the variety of human languages and finds that the conventional ‘universal’ categories don’t fit very well. 

The most promising of all the new theories could well be neurocognitive grammar, which looks at language from the perspective of neuroscience. Like word grammar and several other theories, this sees grammar, like all language, as a network rather than a system of rules, a network operated by our own neural networks, and one which is learned, not innate, and part of the general cognitive process, not the product of a Language Acquisition Device or any other separate language module. 

This is a school that demands the imposition of first scientific principles: ‘(1) Start from concrete, observable phenomena; (2) Observe.’4 In addition, any ideas about how a grammar works must first be tested for neurological plausibility. But it’s not just grammar that has to be subjected to scientific, objective testing; linguistic notions themselves have to be treated with scientific rigour and all unfounded preconceptions disposed of. So neurocognitive grammar denies the validity of traditional terms like ‘word’ or ‘meaning’. The neurocognitive school even denies that there can be such a thing as a ‘language’ – only the observable individual linguistic systems that operate in variously successful communication attempts with other observable individual linguistic systems. 

Another basic premise is that although the brain is capable of understanding and producing symbols, actual symbols, including grammatical rules, are to be discounted, because they are abstracts, not to be found within any physical network in the brain. So where conventional linguistic analysis would concentrate on the abstract forms, categories and properties of language, neurocognitive grammar sticks to its scientific, physical remit and aspires to identify the brain systems, the connections organised in networks, that produce the networks of grammatical language.

Neuroscience and linguistics are going to have to come to depend on each other much more, otherwise both disciplines could be stalled, just as theoretical physics has been since the 1970s, when theory leapt beyond observation and experiment. Theoretical grammarians could well be fated to flounder around, tempted by one analysis after another. As neuroscience has already discovered, brain-imaging techniques are revealing with increasing accuracy where activity is happening in the brain, but they can’t show what is happening. The hope is that by teaming up neuroscience with linguistics, which studies the product of that activity, the new discipline of neurolinguistics will be able to build a bridge between the two approaches and move on towards understanding the actual processes of our brains. Technical and abstruse they may well be, but neurocognitive grammar and the other new cognitive-based grammar theories are at the very forefront of scientific research into how our brains work and how they produce talking and thinking us. 





Appendix 1

Some of the most common ‘mistakes’ made by non-standard speakers



Here are some of the most common and conspicuous differences between standard and non-standard English.

The non-standard column would have looked very different even a hundred years ago, with many, many entries for each feature. However, such has been the dramatic impact of dialect levelling, with many of the non-standard varieties of English now sharing the same forms, that there’s almost a one-to-one correspondence now between standard and effectively a standard non-standard. 

The entries in the non-standard column are linguistically completely valid. However, most people aren’t aware of that and assume that they are mistakes, and not only mistakes but symptoms of some sort of undesirable characteristic; of laziness, ignorance or stupidity, or, at the least, a lack of education and intellectual as well as social sophistication. They will be accepted perfectly happily by non-standard, below-middle-class speakers but not in any middle-class context and would all certainly be marked as mistakes in any form of written English.





	Non-standard


	Standard





	‘them’ with nouns (‘them shoes’, ‘them books’)


	‘those’ (‘those shoes’, ‘those books’)





	no plural with measurements (‘three mile’, ‘five pound’)


	plurals (‘three miles’, ‘five pounds’)





	‘what’ as relative pronoun (‘The ball what the boy kicked’)


	‘which’/‘that’ (‘The ball which/that the boy kicked’)





	‘ain’t’/’in’t’


	‘am/is/are not’, ‘has/have not’





	‘never’ as a negative in the past tense (‘I never talked to him’)


	‘did not’ (‘I didn’t talk to him’)





	double negatives (‘I didn’t see nothing’)


	single negatives (‘I didn’t see anything’)





	‘there is/there was’ with plural subjects (‘There was lots of them’)


	‘there are/there were’ (‘There were lots of them’)





	adverbs with the same form as adjectives (‘I walked quick’, ‘he spoke slow’)


	adverbs adding ‘ly’ (‘I walked quickly’, ‘he spoke slowly’)





	object pronouns in subject positions with ‘and’ (‘Him and me are friends’)


	subject pronouns in subject positions (‘He and I are friends’)





	


	





	(Also used by standard speakers but thought to be an error, and noticeable if delivered in a non-standard dialect)


	












Non-standard speakers should bear in mind the standard version of the pronoun table (see Chapter 6), the verb ‘to be’ (see Chapter 7) and the past and past participle forms of the irregular verbs in standard in Appendix 2. 





Appendix 2

List of irregular verbs





	Basic


	Simple Past Tense


	Past Participle





	Arise 


	Arose 


	Arisen





	Awake 


	Awoke/awaked


	Awoken/awaked





	Be


	Was


	Been





	Bear


	Bore


	Born





	Beat


	Beat


	Beaten





	Become


	Became


	Become





	Begin


	Began


	Begun





	Bend


	Bent


	Bent





	Bet


	Betted/bet


	Betted/bet





	Bid


	Bid


	Bid





	Bind


	Bound


	Bound





	Bite


	Bit


	Bitten





	Bleed


	Bled


	Bled





	Blow


	Blew


	Blown





	Break


	Broke


	Broken





	Breed


	Bred


	Bred





	Bring


	Brought


	Brought





	Broadcast


	Broadcast


	Broadcast





	Browbeat


	Browbeat


	Browbeaten





	Basic


	Simple Past Tense


	Past Participle





	Build


	Built


	Built





	Burn


	Burned/burnt


	Burned/burnt





	Burst


	Burst


	Burst





	Buy


	Bought


	Bought





	Cast


	Cast


	Cast





	Catch


	Caught


	Caught





	Choose


	Chose


	Chosen





	Cling


	Clung


	Clung





	Come


	Came


	Come





	Cost


	Cost


	Cost





	Creep


	Crept


	Crept





	Cut


	Cut


	Cut





	Deal


	Dealt


	Dealt





	Dig


	Dug


	Dug





	Do


	Did


	Done





	Draw


	Drew


	Drawn





	Dream


	Dreamed/dreamt


	Dreamed/dreamt





	Drink


	Drank


	Drunk





	Drive


	Drove


	Driven





	Dwell


	Dwelled/dwelt


	Dwelled/dwelt





	Eat


	Ate


	Eaten





	Fall


	Fell


	Fallen





	Feed


	Fed


	Fed





	Feel


	Felt


	Felt





	Fight


	Fought


	Fought





	Find


	Found


	Found





	Flee


	Fled


	Fled





	Fling


	Flung


	Flung





	Fly


	Flew


	Flown





	Forbear


	Forbore


	Forborne





	Basic


	Simple Past Tense


	Past Participle





	Forbid


	Forbade/forbad


	Forbidden





	Foresee


	Foresaw


	Foreseen





	Foretell


	Foretold


	Foretold





	Forget


	Forgot


	Forgotten





	Forgive


	Forgave


	Forgiven





	Forsake


	Forsook


	Forsaken





	Freeze


	Froze


	Frozen





	Get


	Got


	Got





	Gild


	Gilded/gilt


	Gilded/gilt





	Give


	Gave


	Given





	Go


	Went


	Gone





	Grind


	Ground


	Ground





	Grow


	Grew


	Grown





	Hang


	Hung


	Hung





	Have


	Had


	Had





	Hear


	Heard


	Heard





	Hew


	Hewed


	Hewed/hewn





	Hide


	Hid


	Hidden





	Hit


	Hit


	Hit





	Hold


	Held


	Held





	Hurt


	Hurt


	Hurt





	Inset


	Inset


	Inset





	Interweave


	Interwove


	Interwoven





	Keep


	Kept


	Kept





	Kneel


	Knelt


	Knelt





	Knit


	Knitted/knit


	Knitted/knit





	Know


	Knew


	Known





	Lay


	Laid


	Laid





	Lead


	Led


	Led





	Lean


	Leaned/leant


	Leaned/lent





	Leap


	Leaped/leapt


	Leaped/leapt





	Basic


	Simple Past Tense


	Past Participle





	Learn


	Learned/learnt


	Learned/learnt





	Leave


	Left


	Left





	Lend


	Lent


	Lent





	Let


	Let


	Let





	Lie


	Lay


	Lain





	Light


	Lighted/lit


	Lighted/lit
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