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ing. “To Let" is the verb which should be
used in such cases; the lender “LeTS OUT for
hire, and the borrower * mzes” the article.

A similar perversion, and more glaringly ap-
perent, is that of the verd “1o learn.”—Very
commonly do we hear people say, that a
teacher d:. not “learn” a boy anything; or
that such a person will “learn™ another no
good; or that they hope “you will learn the
child better things;"” thus thoughtlessly using
the verb of acjuisifion tor ihat of cc minunica-
tion. It canscarcely benccessary todo more,
than te remind those who commit this careless
mistake, that *10 Zeach™ is 10 impart or com-
municate knowledge, and * to learn™ is to ac-
quire ot gain i*; to induce them henceforth to
avoid this common error.

The verbs “affect” and “effect” are fre-
quently confounded with each other, both verb-
ally and in print ; more especially in the latter
ase.  “To axfect” is to harcan influence upon,
to excife, 10 moce the passions; 10 £Ffect is to
bring fo pass, 10 accomplish. One istile letter
only marks the variance of orthography be-
tween these two verbs; but their sease is
widely aiderent; and those who pretend to
correciness in speech or writing should care-
fully remember the distinction.

Precisely similar is the perversion which
substitutes “ingenuous for ingenious,” and
Ticé versi. “Ingenious” mens “willy, in-
Tentize, clever ;7 “ingenuous” is “open, can-
did, fair, gencrous.” The distinctive r=n-
nounciaiion should be correctly remembered
and marked in speaking; the defimtion of the
twoadjectivesis expressly different ; and there-
fore, the thoughtless or ignorant substitution
of the one for the other sounds very ill.—
Many otirer such examples might be adduced;
but the foregoing are sufficient of their class
for the present purpose.

I now pass on 10 a few instances of preva-
lent ungrammatical consiruction, which will
bring me nearly to the close of my subject.

A very common collogaial error is theuseof
the awkw=rd and inharmonious phrase, “you
was,” nstead of “you were”  This vacouth
combination of singularand plural ariscg, most
probably, from forgetting or not being aware
of the reason for the conventional substitution
of the plural pronoun “you,” for the singular
“ghow” in addressing individuals; and from
an iden, that as only one person is alloded to.
a plural verb cannot be employed.  Strictly,
this idea is correct; but universal consent
having adopted the plaral yromouz, harmony
and concord must be maintained, the gram-

matical rales of construction must be obs
and consequently the verb must agreeing
ber ~vith the prenoun.  Anciently, whe
singular ** thee and thou” were umvoy
used, there was no difficulty with regy
the verb; “thouweat,” or “thou wert” |
ed the nawural and correct phrase. ®
process of time, as manaers softened, dq
our became more polished, and modes of s,
more courteous and refined, the use of tt-1
gular pronouns “thee and thou™ was co
ed too harsh and abrupt; and imitating,:
fore, the maguificent style of monarchs
grandees, whose puissance and gr
could not be supposed to be included
the limited bounds of one ordinary m
and who therefore habiuually used the;
terme ‘* e and us™ to express their pr
voluminous nunportance, socicty in gencr
gan 1o substitute the plural for the sing
pronourn, in common conversation. It
became 2 mark of politeness “o addre
individual in a style, which supposed k
portance to be more thau ordinary, a
pliedly exalied his conscquence; and
the adoption of the phrase “you were
stead of ““ thoy 1rast or werd,”’ was eciab
and became universal.  But this altera:
style consists mercly in employing a fic:
speech in common conversation; in
addressing an individual in a style, whi
sumes his multiplicd distinctions. and £
his sclf-esteem ; but it docs not alier the
of grammar. Those rules uncrringly rc
that nouns, pronouns and rerbs shall ag
aumber; the plural “ you™ must still be
to the plural “1ere ;¥ and thereforether:
“you was"” is ungrammatical and incor:
I may next briefly mention the freques:
placing of the words * first” and ¢!
ordinary phrascology. HHow oftendo w
such cxpressions as “the fwo first,” the
last,’ and similar estors of speech. A
slight refiection will shew the fallacy ¢
mode of utlerance; since the terms “i
and “las!” have a single, indizisible, b
gencous meaning, and cannot be app
* [t may herebeincidentally mentons
the Ediloricl “wt” 15 a species of g
Guence of the same genus ; cxeepling 1
a self-assamed impor'ance, not a conv
comphment of socety.  Its cffcct 1s the
as_that of “ you"——that of cxpress
individual by a plurai pronoun. Yt we
see it conpaned with a singalar verdb.
was™ o7 e i would sound strangely

to the most careless speaker; vet it w
nomorcungrammatcal or impropes thas
was.”’




