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“HAD RATHER?

.
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FIVHERE is perhaps no better estublished form of speech in the

languago than this. It is certainly one of the oldest and
best authorized. Itoccurs in the cavliest writings of the langunge
aud may be traced thenco through the successivo stages of Eng-
lish literature to the present day. *

It has beceme papular of late years to condemn this form of
speech, and suggest another instead. The following fromn a cowa-
paratively recent and extensively used school grammar, will serve
as o sample of the criticisms offeved concerningit.  “¢I had as
lief crosy the ocean asnot.”  Ilad cross is evidently a corruption;
for the auxilinry hed should bo combined with the participle
crossed, and not the root of the verb cross.  The meaning, as well
asthe correct form of this expression, ¢ 1 woull as lief cross,’ otc.
Parse, therefore, as follows:  Iud cross is a corruption for would
cross, potential mood, imperfect tense, ete. 1 /Jud may have come
thus to be confounded with Iwoukl in consequence of the frequent
abbreviation of both espressions into £'d. ‘Chis is plausible, and
may satisfy those who know no better. Butitis ridiculously
erroncous apd unworthy of any writer on granmumar.

The Iatest instance of this kind of criticism that woe have scen
has just appeared in the January number of the Geluxy. Richard
Grant White, in an article entitled * Language according to Sumn-
ple, says: ¢ Nothing, amonge the few enduring certainties of
language, is more certain than that Zad expresses perfected and
past possession. How, then, consistently with reason,
and with its constant and universally aceepted meaning
in every other connection, can it be used to express future action?
A perception of this incongruity and a consequent uncasiness as
to the use of these phrases as [sic] becoming common, and it is
safe to say that they will, ere long, begin to be dropped in favor
of o more logical and self-consistent phraseology.  Mad rather will
probably yicld to would rather, and had better to mught better.  We
confess we ave not surprised at finding an utterance like this
coming from onc who professes to regard the Luglish langunge
as a ¢ grammarless tongue.” At the same time, it indicates thag
lie is not altogether convinced of ils grammarlessness. e wants
“g more logical and sclfcousistent” phrase thuan lhad raiker.
Why? Because of what scems to him to be an “incongruity,”
2 want of grammatical propriety in its use. And yet we are
surprised that one who, as a grammatical critic, ought to be
thoroughly acquainted not only with the principlesof the language,
but with the true character of apparently anomalous though well
established forms which he undertakes to eriticise, should indulge
in such crude and inconsiderate speculations.

The whole difliculty as to the propricty of saying “had rathor,”
“had better,” “had as liel,” cte., arises from regarding kad as an
“auxiliary verb” in the common acceptation of that term. Ina
certain sense, no doubt, it is an auxiliary. JDare, in the sentence
#J dare do it,” and is said, in the scutence “Hanno is said to have
roached the shores of Arabia,” inay be called auxiliary verbs.
So Aad, when used in the forms after cousideration, may be said
to be an auxiliary ; that is, it aids to complimenting the phrasco-
logy which embodies the predicate of the sentence. But this s
a wider sense than that attached to the grammatical term ¢‘an
auxiliary verb,” which ad in this connection is gencrally regard-
cd as being. lence, because we may not With propricty say
“had go,” “had leave,” “had be,” “had cross,” these would be
* Jogical” critics and teachers would have us avoid saying, with
Sir Thomas More, “He had leuer go some other waye;” or with
Addison, *1iad we not better leave this Utica?” or with Henry
Clay, “I had rather be right than be president ;” or with Junius,
“I bad as lief be 2 Scotchman,” or with ninety-nine out of a
hundred English-speaking Americans, I had as lief cross the
oceanas not.”  ‘Lhe weauning, in these instances, may be as well
expressed by 1could or might or by kad; but this is no proof that
had isan “auxiliary,” aed hence illogically aud inconsistently
used. In the sentence, <1 found that I had to do it,” swho ever
considers kad as an ‘ auxiliary?” And yet we ean say instead,
u} found that I must do it.” Inlike manuner, “You ought to go,”
is squivalent in meaning to ** You should go,” and “He that was,

and is, and s to come,” equivelent to ~Ils that was, and is, and
will come.”” This is no proof, however, that ought and is before
an {nfinitive, any more than hadin the previous example, ave
auXiliary verbs commonly o called.

Having onco supposed that had i3 an auxiliary, aud that as
such it cannot proporly Le used in connection with the root-form
of another verb, the next step was to account for its introduction
and misuse, 1lence it was pronounced a *‘corruption.” This,
however, is a mero assumption, based upon the fact that would
sometimes may bo made to supply the place of had with seeming-
ly better grammatical grace. Al this assumption is counten-
anced by the fact that, in conunon parlance, both Aad and would
aro frequently pronounced as *d.  To onoe who has not inquired
into the matter, this assumption, as we bave already said, has
every appearance of truth. But it is as erroncous asit is ground-
less. ‘The fact that, in sentences like these, ¢“You had better try
to sleep,’ “We had bettor change our quarters,” wouwld cannot
be substitated for Zad, ought to bave awakened a doubt as to
the correctness of this theory, and to have led to further investi-
gation.

Such investigation might have been shown that neither would,
nor even might, is always equivalent to Zad in this convection.
In very many cases, perhaps generally, it is. But take examples
like tho following: 1. “Tho most meddlesome of tattling old
wouen knows when she may vonture to repeat Mrs. Grundy’s
opinion, and when sho had better not.”'—Boyd's Leisure Hours.
i1ere had better not is equivalent to onyht not or should not. Neither
would nor might, nor oven should, will fill the place of Xad alone,
an-d express tho meaning, 2. “He had better not moke any in-
novation in it."—Prescott.  Again, neither might nor would could
be substituted for sad. Would do possibly might be; and yot
had excels that in brevity and ezpressiveness. 3. “A lesson
which requires 0 wuch timo to learn, had need be early begun
with."— Government of the Tongue. (Need here is an adverb,
corresponding to letter in the foregoing examples.) Had nsed is
equivalent to ought or sheuld. So in the following examples:
“Thou hadst need [shouldst] send for moro monoy.”—2'welfth
Night, ii., 3. And again:

“We had need [should] pray,

And heartly, for our deliverance,

Or this imperious man will work us all

From princes into pages.”—Henry VI ii., 2,
Neithor would nor might would aaswer here.  Lven should is not
cquivalent to kad, but to had need.  So in other instances. Bug
these are sufficient to show that Aad does not always find an
equivalent in would or might, and can hardly be cxpected to he
supplanted by thew.

In this conncction it way be ioteresting to sume to note the
following exceptional examples, differing from the preceding Loth
in use of had and in the form of the verb that follews it, but stijl
presenting an instauce of the correct use of kad ratker :

“ You sball wish the ficry Dauc
Had rather been your guest again"—armion, 11,
xxxi.
Here had, of course, is cquivalent to might kave.  But had the
)poct, under tho idea that kad rather should be tould rather,

written
« You shall wish the flery Dane
Would rather been your guest again;”

what “u logical and self-consistent pbraseology ™ we should have
had ¢ would rather been ! But wo are thankful that Sir Walter’s
instincts were more trustworthy than some people’s generaliza-
tions are. -

Had, says Mr. White, ahways « cxpresses perfected and past
possession.” Let us sce.  “ I have Zad this cold for more than
a week.” Ilere present possession is evidently implied. But it
would be the sheerest nonsense to say that possession is the pre-
sept possession of a “porfected and past possession.”  Tho cold
is the thing spoken of ag possessed, and kave Lad predicates its
present as well us past existence, a possession begun in the pust,
but still continuing, unperfected. Without the kave, itis truo,
the present continuance of that possession would not be expressed.
But this is not the point. What we need to say is that, if that
possession were a ¢ perfeeted, past” possession, it could not be
brought up into prescut time by the coupling with &ed of Aave ar
apy other word. The fact that such & combination as kave iad
can be made, and nsed to denote a posseesion still continuing,
proves all that we claim; namely, that had does not of necessity,
sseonstantly and universally” denote ¢ perfected, past possession,”

& possession not consistent with or admiasible in present time,



