called skin-tights, and while answoring a siwmilar purpose, are very
different from trowsers iu their shape. The origin of such @ mis-
nowmer is sufliciently obvious. Such prudish euphemisms are by no
means peculiar to Canada or the States.  Thoy find their complete
parallel in the Lnglish synonymes: unmentionubles or inerpres-
sibles, and the like faumiiar shuboleths of wnmodest prudery, which
helong eaclustvely to no class or county, but are none the less to
be avoided by all'who would regalate their mode of thenght and ex-
pression by purity and true rétinement.

In England, zood housewives and the licges at laige, are some-
times horrified By the apparition of a loathsome insect, yelept a
bug. Gardeners also find creatures of the same genus on tlhen

tants, and zoologists are familiar with numetous varieties of them.
{;ut, however great the variety, and how.-very diverse the habits of
different species, f-w words associated with insect life are so uni-
versally avoided, ar are, from certain associations, more revolting
than this monosyllable. And yet, we heat people on thus side of
the Atlantic, who, to say the least of it, are quite as familiar with
this insect-pest as those on the other,—anplying this nauseous title
to the beautiful firefly which makes our fields so glortous on a warm
summer night.  Canadians call it the «ligltuing-bug 7 1lere, we
have, not simply an dbuse of language, but a breach of good taste,
which it might be thought no person of refinement cvuld ever per-
petrate.  As well might they dignify a vase of sweetly scented
roses by making it shawe with the offensive aud suflocating missile
occasionally employed in naval warfare, the cuphonious epithet of
«gtink-pot 1’ Moreover as this term bug is universally employed
both in Canada and the Suates as a synouywe for insect, the {uither
vesult 1s a loss of precision, such as, In the commonest use of terms
at home, discriminates at one« between a fly, a beetle, and a grub.
In England the term fy is also applied occasionally to a light vehi-
cle, and it is on the same priuciple I presume that a four wheel d
gig receives here the clegant nume of buggy/

Turning :\gain to another class vl words ; there 1s @ curious dis-
position manifested among our manufacturers of improved English,
1o convert our regnlar into irregular verbs, for the suke of gaining
what some modern grammarians have styled the strong preterite.
In England, when a swimmer makes lus ticst leap, head foremost,
into the water he 1< said to dire, and 1s spok-n of as having dived,
in accordance with the ordmary wnd r gular construction of the
verb, Not so however, it 15 with the mod-rn refinements of our
Canadian English. [n referring to such a feat here, it would be
said, not that he dized, but that he dore. Even Longlellow makes
use of this form,—so harsh and unfamiliar to English «ars,—in the
musical measures of his ¢ Hiawatha :—

 Straight into the river Kwasind
Plunged us if be were an otter,
Dore as if hie were a heaver,” &c.

As we say drive, drove, driven, we may look for the completion
of the verb to dive, on 11s new model. and lind the next poet’s hero
having ¢ diven as il he were a beaver” or any other amphibious
native’ of the new world.  Though as yet wnsanctioned by such
classic authority, the verb {0 give net unfiequently assumes among
us the past form of ke guv, rose becomes ris, chid—chode, delved—
dolve, helped—holp, or holped, swelled—swoll, &c. Yet so lawless
and systemless are the changes, that, atong with such alterations,
which might seem to abin at a universal creation of strong pre-
terites, we have the process reversed, and froze becomes freezed
or friz, felt-feeled, &e.  That some of these are as yet mere vul-
garisms 1s not_to be denied, but when the older examples receive
fhe sanction of the highest literary awthoritics we may reasonably
dread that the adoption of the remainder is a mete question of time.

When an Englishwan speaks at vandom or without sufficient an-
thonity, he guesses. When he expresses an opimon, he thinks,
Guess and think are not synonymes, but refer to two opposite states
of mund. Far otherwise is it in the neighbouring republic, and
with ton many here; for, with Americans and their imtators, guess
and think have an ideaticl sigatfication. A « Clear-grit® guesses
that the person beside him who does not spit on the tloor, is a tory
and 2t contemptible anstostat, while w tobacco-moistening ¢ Hoosier”

wesses, and for hke reasons, that a Boston merchant must be a
federalist.  Now it they only kanew it, neither of these discernmg
and refined mdwvidaals guesses atall.  Contranwise each feels con-
fident in the matter prononnced upon. ‘The genceral conduct of the
persons-of whom they thus judze, together with the subdued action
of their salivary gluuls, has satisfied both that the political ten-
dencies of the others muast be the antithesis of their own.  They
are inno uncerlainty, and a guess is impossible. The ordinary
American use of this word yustly sabjects its users to ridieule, wn-
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less tho precision which our English tongue once boasted of, is no
longer a feature worth preserving.

Bt 2 volume might be written about the evils glanced at here,
In closing this paper, therefore, I can only mdicate & few more of
the indigenous elegaucies which are already meeting with such ge-
neral acceptance, and thereby corrupting, not simply the speech of
the Provinee, but such literature as we have, It cannot, we fear,
be justly aflirmed that such expressions as the following are so
entirely confined to the valgar and uneducated as to be undeserv-
ing of notice as an element Jikely 1o affect permanently the lan-
gnage of the Provinee :—

«Are you better to-day ?” inquires Britannicus. <« Some,” re-
plies Canadiensis. « Were there many people present? asks B,
¢ quite a number,” ausweis C., meaning thereb " ** a number,” for
how can a number be otherwise than quite a number? B :—«Where
did you go to-day??’ C:—¢down lown,” that is, he walked
through, or in the city. B:—<arc you geing by this train 22 C:—
“yes, I’m just on loard.”® B:—<where is your master?” C:—
“the boss is out.” B:~ ¢ How many horses have you?”? C:—
s a span,” which word he substitutes for «a pair.”? B:—¢«what
is thut man’s chareter?” C:—<« he’s a loater, that is, in plain
Enzlish, «a good for nothing fellow.” B:—¢«how do you vote?”
C:—¢ 'an the Hineks ticket."  B:— has there been a committee
meeting 2 € :—¢ yes, they had acaucus last night.”?  B:—<«can
that wheel revolve now 7 *C:—¢ yes, 1 guess it can do nothing
else, for D’ve flred it.” B:—<«did you mend wmy shoe?”? C:i—
“yes, Pve fired it.”* B:— when \vili your sster be ready 2 C:—
«Jane is just firing her hair”®  B:—+« what do you eat to veni-
son?? Chi—elly fivings.” B:—+«what have you done with
your other horse 2%7 7 C ¢t I’ve dickered him.” B:—¢« what kind
of a speaker is W—17 C:—¢«q stump orator.” B:—<how did
he get his preseut office 2 C i< by chiselling.” B:—* is there
much jobbing in the house 2 C:—«no end of log-rolling.”” B:—
& did he ran away 22 ¢~ yes, he slo!)cd,” or « he made tracks.”
B :—¢how do you feel to-day 7? € :—I’m quite sick.”? B:—«sick!
why don’t you take something to settle your stomach ?? € :—¢“my
stomach isn’t unsettle.  Its my toe that aches 1 &ec.

Nor is it in solitary words or phrases alone that we are thus aim-
ing at « gilding refined gold,?? i our improvements on the English
languuge. So fur has this process already been carried that it would
uot be ditficult to construct whole sentences of our Canadian verna-
cular which, to the home-bred ear, would stand nearly as much in
need of trauslation, as an oration of one of the Huron or Chippeway
Chiefs whom we have supplanted from their ancient hunting grounds
on the shores of the great lakes. Let us take a brief example. A
Canadian who has enjoyed the advantages of the American voca-
bulary will thus describe a very simple transactron :—¢1 traded my
lust yorker for a plag of honey dew, and got plaguy chiseled by a
loafer whose boss had dickered his lot and Betterments for notions to
his store 3> some of the words introduced here are genuine Ame-
ricanisms, such as betlerments, i.c. improvements onnew lands 3 lot,
or division of land ; town lots, sites witlun the area designed for a
village or town ; boss (Dutch) the cuphemism for the unpalatable
word master ; and store, the invaria);)ly term for a shop. Others
again, such as yorker : a shilling york currency, or sixpence ster-
ling, are no less genuinely Canadian; and the whole, will become
inteHigible for the first time to the inexpertenced English ear when
thus translated :—«1 exchanged my last sixpence for a packet of
tobacco, and got thoroughly cheated by a disreputable fellow whose
cmployer had bartered o picce of improved land to obtain small
wares for his shop.”

These and a thousaud other examples which might be produced,
fully justify the use of the term « Canadian English,” as expres-
sive of a corrupt dialect growing up amongst our population, and
aradually finding access to our periodical literature, until st threatens
to produce 2 language as unlike our noble mother tongue as the
negro patua, or the Chinese pidgeon Eunglish. ‘That the Enghsh
language is still open to additions no one can doubt, or that 1t assi-
milates to itself, when needful, even the racy vernacular of to-day,
to enrich itself, where synonymes are wanting. Hence, whenever
a single word supplies the place of what could only be formerly ex-
pressed by a sentence,~-unless the word be singularily uneupho-
nious,—the language gains by its adoption.  But'if chiscling only
weans cheating ; and log-rolling,—jobbing ; and clearing out, ov
making tracks,—running away; then most men of taste will have
Intle hesitation in their choice between the oldfashioned English of
Shakespeare, Milton, Swift, and Addison, and such modern enrick-
ments of the old ¢ well of English undefiled.” Such words-of-all-
wark, agaiu, as some, aud quite, and_fiz, and guess, having already
a precise and recognized acceplance in classical English, it is pro-
bable that good writers and educated speakers will still recognize



