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 Gondor is tho inflection of a noon as regards things, sox is the
inflection of a noun as rogards living boings.”

% Sox is the distinetion betwoen male and fomalo porsons, gonder
between malo and female animals.”

“ Gonder is the distinotion of sex,” or, as I was resently told,
“thoro is no difforence botweon sox and gender, they both mesan
the same,” Theoro is n-sort of courage about that aunswer which
greatly commends it to my liking.

‘With how little roficotion the usual lists of masoculine and
foeminine nouns are often commitied to memory and repeated, you
mey judge whon I tell you that, along with the orthédox uncle,
aunt; bachelor, spinster, &o., I have had masouline hill, feminin,
valley ; masouline church, fominine chapel,—a viow of the relation
betweon Churchmen and Nonconformists which might suggest
some curious reflections, and is at any rate worthy of a boy in a
woll-known suburban college, who in interpreting a certain passage
of poetry, explained *“musioc that the meeting soul doth pierce,” to
mesan, “musio suitable for a dizsenter.”

As regards tho casges of nouns, I am afrnid that many hundreds
of unhappy children are still taught that the nominative doos
something, the possessive owns something, and the objective has
something done to it. If, as I fondly hope, I have carried your
judgments with moe when I insist that when I say, ¢ Tom kioked
Hairy,” I do not mean that the noun or name, Tom, administered
ths kiok, d priori you will agree that a mere form of a noun, a case,
oannot do thst which the *mighty noun” itself is incapable of
achieving, Only fancy the form of & noun, a possessive case, being
the owner of a house or a dog. No doubt the inventor of this
wonderful specimen of definition plumed himself upen having
tarned out something remarkebly neat and telling. He (leserved
to be twxned into an objective ~agse himself, that he migh* ‘xoeri-
ence, not in werd only, what it was to have ¢ something done to
him."

One of the most ogregious and exasperating instances of this
naver-ending confusion between words and what words stand for,
is still to be found in one of the most.largely used English
grammars (I don’t wish to mention names, but seo p. 81 of the lest
aedition), and in scores of grammars based upon it, especially those
little twopenny “droadfuls” which simplify grammar for small
children. It comos up in hundreds and handreds of answers at
ezaminations. We are told that * adjectives express the qualities
of nouns,” i.e. of names, 8o that “a tall man” means that the
noun or name *‘man " is tall; “red rosv" mears chat the word
“rose " is red. There is o possibility of wriggling out of this con-
olusion, absurd as it is, if yon accept that precious definition. I
oan fanoy the writer saying, * Oh, you make such 2 fuss about
trifles ; of course, I meant thay the man was tall, not the noun”
I counld only reply, ¢Then, if rou meant what is right, why on
earth did you say what is wrong ? And what buf harm ocan come
of asetting children to learn what is palpably and ridiculously
wrong? It is but a variation of the same confusion when we are
told that ‘‘an adjeative is a word added to « noun in order to mark
or distinguish it more acourately.” Distinguish the nousn# From
whbat? You can only distingunish & word frow a word ; from what
other word is the noun rase distingnisued by the adjective vedf
Mark the noun? Pray how? Does it give a peouliar shadoe of
meaning 1o the noun? What logicians know a8 the connotatiin
of the word rose i not affected in the slightest degree; the adjective
does not mark ihe noun, it denotes the guality that marks tho
thing. 1In trying to refine upon a definition which isradicully bad,
Dr. Abbott, in his * Flow to isll tho Parls of Speech,” and * How

to Parso,” muokes matters still worse.* He tell us that an.adjeotive (5 m e
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¢ In this paper I have siriven, s muoh 88 possiblo, to avold mentioning

is a word:that can bo put bofore a noun either to distinguish it or
to enumerato it—that is, to § -t out its number or awmount.”
What ? the number or smoun: of tho noun—the namef In three
men how does three enumorate the noun men, when thero is only
one noun? “Why, it islls you how many mes thore aro, dossn’t
it ? "—* Cortainly, but I was told that it cnumerated the noun.”
“Well it's the samo thing."—* Ah, that’'s where you make the
mistake.”

Naturs lly, this confusion between word and thing appears in
foroe whei definitions of the comparative and suporlative degrees
of adjectives aro attompted. Hoero are some samples % a good
deal that I have seon of late:—

*“ Comparative is ome of two things, and superlative is one of
tbree things.”

“ Buperlative dcgreo is the lugheat an adjoctive can go.”

“Comparative degree is when the adjective is more so, and
suporlative most.”

* The supeslative degreo expresses the greatest smporiority an
adjeotive Jan have.”

* Buperlative degree is the adjective extending the noun to the
highest degree of comparison above every degree.”

Questions abou® transitive and intransitive verbs always bring
out a plentiful crop of mistakes, based upon this all-pervading von-
fusion between words and that which thoy denote. The unfor-
tunate exsminees heve been led astray by their grammars. I
fanoy no one present will dispute the accuracy of what I am going
to say. In the sentence, “John struck the horse,” we have a word,
a transitive verb, which denotes an action; we bave & word*‘John,”
which denotes the doer of the action, snd forms the grammatical
subjeot of the verb; and a word “ horse,” which denotes the object
of the action, and forms the grammatical object of the verb; tho
verb is & word, its subject is & word, and its object is & word.
‘Well, then, it must ba sheer nonssnse to say thas the subject of the
verb—the word John, mark you-—is the door of the action. It
must be nonsense to talk of *the action of the verb.” Vorbs,
words have no action ; they do not walk or strike or kick. Tkey
denote action, but that is quite another thing—the action is the
action of the agent, not of the verb. Theblow proceeded from the
person John, not from the word ‘“struck.” Lastly, the action is
directed not to the word horse, which is only the grammatical
object of the verb, but to the animal denoted by the word horse.
It is the animal which is the object of the ac’ion, not the noun. It
is unfortunate that the word object is used in this twofold sense— for
the thing which is the object of the action, and the word whioh is
the grammatical objeot of tho verb,—but we cannot now help our-
selves. Is it possible to dispute the iruth of these statements?
But how do our common gramroars put the mafter 2 Ono already
quoted ssys,—* When the subject of the verb is the doer of the
action, the verb is avtive ; but when the subject of the verb is the
object acted vpon, the verb is passive.” 8o that s word, a part of
a sentence, can be either the giver of a blow, or the receiver of a
blow! Now for the samo blunder put the other way. * Verbs
which take two objects in the active voice, one of the person and
the other of the thing, can be put into the passive voies, with the
persor as the subject, and the thing as the object.” Only think of
& person—s man or a boy—being part uf a sentence, and forming
the subjeot of & verb! 1Is it not irrational to call this grammar,
and what but muddle and confusion cen come of learning such
stuff ? Do you wish to see how the thing works ? Take the follow-
ing, which I quote, not as exceptional b]unders, but gs typical
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08, IfIdepart from thisivle.dn the present insta.noe,&t is only bacause
thor's grest roputation might lead many, who do not care to think for
tl;emseéves. go attach arduo fmpom\noo to what 18 donbiloss simply tho rc:mlﬁ
of inndvortoaca,




