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Present a good deal of diffculty ; but very young boys
eftn be made to understand the use of their English
oquivalents shail and will, and even shouild and would. Let
1110 just give a sketch of the way in which these anomalies
ITight be explained to boys, and this will answer a very
Imnportant question, liow far early English may bc usedin
teaching boys modern English.

Take the word", drive." We want to express the future.
WC bave no one word exactly fit to do this, but can use
difféent combinatioris of words: "I 1arn going to drive,"
I arn sure to drive," I arn bound to drive." Now the

Verb "ishall"' means, or meant, Ilto bo bound," or -4 to be
sure." Ilonce it would soem that we should say, I shiai
to drive ;" but the word "lshall" boing so close any ally or
Q2UXiliary of the verb as to be almost one with it, and being
aiso, as we shall oxplain hereafter, an old-fashîoned and
COnservative word, cau dispense with the "lto," wbich is
the modern sign of the infinitive. Thus we have IlI shal
drive." But it is rude to say of aneighbour, or to a neigli.
boum, that he is bound, or even sure, to do anything. It is
far more polite and pleasant to say that ho purposes, wishes,
Or wills to do it. Rlence in the second or third person we
Use woill- l He or you will drive." The same rule applies
tO should and mould, which are the past tenses of shall and

-But why do we vamy so curiously in the use of should
Fand would, even when applied to the sarne person, as, "l11eSaid that wve should fait, but 1 knew that he would suc-

eed" ? The answer is, there can be no possible rudenes
Il repeating what aman says ofhimself. If the man said
hoe was sure to fail, there ean hc no harrn in your saying
it too. and using should, provided you do not say it as corn-
Iflg from youmself, but only say that lie said it: lieo said
hOshould fail." But when you corne to speak in your own
1erson, should would be rude; and therefore you say, I

Yinew lie would succeed." And the same explanation
ftPplies to "lIf hoe should fait ho would deserve blame." To
8aY, lie ho 1uld deserve blame," would bo a staternent,
eude and imperious; but that littie word if, changing the
8tatement into a condition, takes away the sting of impe-
tiOusness. There can beno hamm in beîng as positive as
YOn like in the verbs which you use about your neiglibours,
if Your assertion is only preceded by an if.

Now what objection can there be to sucli explanations
to qualify the good which they cetainly must do? Some
gOOd teachers shrink with unnecessary dread from the
'VrY sound of the words Il early English "? 1 should bo as
'M1cli disp osed as any one to avoid anything like obtmusion
Of early English, or the mixing up of the study of early
PBflish with our subjeet. But there is a difference between

tudy and the esuit of study,-a difference botwoen prov-
1119 and giving the resuit of proof.

Take the word increasing, in the 'phrase Il by increasing
1115 influence." To prove that this, ini the earlier stage
Of the language, wouid have been witten, Il by the increas-
ilaig of ;" thon, as we find in Shakespeare, or,"I by increas-
iflg of his influence;" and thence to demtonstrato that, in
Our modemn cutailed phrase, Ciîreasiîi, is, at toast by
derivation, a noun-this, as a demonstration, miglit be
long; but to state it, explain it, and to make boys under-S3talmd and reproduce it, xvouid not, I think, be cither long
O7r difficuit. If this wore once inculcated, we right be
81jared tho annoyance of hearing, and our pupils the per-
PtODxity of thinking, that every word that ends3 in -ing is a
Present participle. Again, take even so simple a sentence
A8 the popular rhymo which asks, 6,Who saw him de?"
110w can a boy be expected to parse the word die, unloss
ho has been tofl something about the old Infinitive? I

bleeseme grammarians give tho mule that bid, see, feel,let j and hear, omit the to befome the foilowing infinitive.

But would it not ho as easy to say that the old infinitive had
the inflectional ending-en, which was tirst curtailed and
then altogether droppod; that the common colloquial
womds of ail language are the groat conservatives of* old
forRms; and that, for this roason, a number of old verbs in
very common use stili adheme to the remant of the old
fomm, even thougli it has lost its distinguishing charac-
temistic; and consoquently, in the case of these conserv-
ative verbs, which are called auxiliaries, the convenient
but modemn innovation ta is dispensod with ? A gain for
older boyis, it is most desirable that the very gmoeat
difference between the meaning of to in Ill ike to walk,"
and IlI came bore to walk," should ho ceamefully explained
Where Latin prose composition is to forrn a part of the
achool course, this explanation is a great lielp in prepari ng
the boys for the différent methods of rendering "lto walk "
in Latin- But even wbere Latin is flot thouglit of, it is
an easy and useful exorcise for boys to follow the teacher
while lie traces how the old geraud, whieh is scarcely an
infinitive at ail, Ilto walk," i.e. Iltoward or for the purpose
of walking," gradually thrust itself into the position oc-
cupied by the retiring inflectional infinitive, iso as to b.
used even whero there is no notion of purp ose whatevem.
Thus ta, in 1-to walk," now lias forces tehat are totally
ditstinct; it sometimes lias its proper repositional nmean-
ing, and means Iltowards " or Il l'r t he purpose of ;" a&
other times, Ilto " bas no meaning at ail, but merely
represents the vanished infinitive infliction.

It cannot but ho useful that other anomalies-as for
example, the formation of the tenses of the so-called
irregular verbs, the anomalous plumais fiefs for instance
and thieves-should ho shown to dopond upon iaws of
derivation or eupliony, whemevem the explanation is brief
and simple.

Somo mnay agree with me that sucli explanations
are both possible, intelligible, and uiseful, and also
that boys cau reproduce these explanations iu the
formm of systematie lessons. But they niay ask, how are
w. to get the tirne for this extra work? I answer, by,
dispensing with a good deal of oum proscut womk, which
does not deservo the naine of work at. ali-by teaching
English natumally, and not as a more stop to Latin. I have
heard somo porsons admit that in reaiity Englitih nounis
have onl y one case; but they defend tho assertion, that
there are three cases, by saying that the make-believo is
Ilsucli a capital preparation for Latin." But a good many
of the pupils in our ohools will not go on to Latin, and
they have a iglit to be considered. And besides, I have
no faith in inako-believes unider any circurnstancos least
of ail in our profession, hetween toucher and pupil. Boys
who are to write Latin prose will learn far more for the
purposes of Latin by being tauglit in Eriglish the
meaning of ta, than by committing te memory the rulo
that there are tbree cases in English-tho Nominative,
the Possessive, and the Objective. It cannot be, in the
end, expedient te treat one language as being diffement
front what it roally is, for the purposie of studying another
languago more acourately. I holievo that the boa-con-
strictor is said to ho an undevolopcd lizard, and to concoal
beneath its skin four rudimentary foot The fact is in-
teresting, and lias iLs place and ime in the broader studios
of advanced zoologists ; but who would belp a child to
understand a lizard botter, or a boa-constrictor botter, by
caiing a boa-constrictor a izard ? Both Engiish and
Latin will ho botter taught for being tauglit on distinct

principles. For our classical teaehing, as welI as our
English, requires improvement. The most ardent clacisi-

cists ouglit, I think, te join in asserting tho independenco
of English for the sake of classical studios thernselves.
Rias it nover happened te any of us, at the end Of a lesson
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