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Docs not the possessive infliction explain and speak
for itsolf ? Bsides, it is too difficuit; it can be made
the subjeet of a dilemma. Eithor a boy will under-
stand the abstruse statement, that the first noun denotes
?ossession in relation to the second; or, which is more pro-
bable, lhe will not. If he does not, the rule is useless, and
worse than useless;- if he does, he is -far too sharp to
require it. The common and more simple way of expres-

ing the mbl is, 1 believe, IlWhen two nouns come
together meaning different things, the former put in the
Possessive case." The legitimate inference from this mIle
is such an answer as recently fell under my notice, that
in the sentence, "lThe Duke of Bcdford was appointed by
the Govermient Protector of the kingdom;" Government
is or ought to be in the possessive case before Protector.
Again, there is positive misehief in such a statement
exemplified by such instances as the following, IlA verb
Maybne put i n the infinitive by another verb, by an adjec-
tive, and by a noun ; as Il wish to go,' 'Ie is worthy to
be elected,' 'fHis capacity to think is arnazing.' Sueh a
mule explains nothing, helps nobody, bas no tendency
whatever to make a pupil cither more thoughtful, or even
more mechanically aceurate, and it does a great deal of
harm by giving him the notion that when he bas quoted
the mile bas donc ail that can be expected of him. It
Mnay or may not bo useful in particular circumstances to
explain that to go, in I wish to go," is an instance of the
u-se of the infinitive as a noun, while in' the latter case to
is flot the sign of the infinitive, but bas a prepositionai
force, "HoN is worthy to " being liko le is fit for "
("C aptus ad" in Latin): but in any case it can be of no
use, and is a cruelty to boys, to give them ia mie that
encourages error. Our mule for Syntaýï should be, as it
Beems to me, to have few ruies except such as may be
neeessary to correct common errons mado by Engiish boys
in speaking. Many of our present mIles appear to me
More idie meaningless verbiage, strung togetlier for the
'simple purpose of imitating Latin. As thoueh, while we
are treatding the streets of London, where we and our
fathers have lived and ival ked, we should fix our eyes upon
a guide-liook,* and go through a soiemn make-believe that
'We are enquiing the way, and that we know no more of
Oxford-street and Newgate than of the Via Sacra and the
Tullianum.

This ieads me to tho last point of difference betweon
English and Latin, tho inflections. In Latin, the inflec-
tions are numerous and noticeable, and by nieans of thein
any boy can easily distinguish the parts of speeh. The
stupidest boy in the bottom formn would not be so stupid7
as to imagine that musa, musoe, was a verb or an adverb,
Or nioneo, mionui, a noun. The infiections settie the question
for him without tlie siightest -necessity of thinking. le
may, as a form, repeat the deflnition, whetlier in Latin or
in English, that "la noun is the name of a person, place,
or thing," but lie makes no practical use of it wliatever.
Ill English, the case is different. The boy is tauglit to
depend upon the definition, and hence sping some per-
Plexities. Ho knows very well that a "bail," or a "desk,"
Or a&I"room," is a noun ; these arc, al "lthings," and lie
recognises the justice of calling them Ilthings " and their
flames nouns. But when lie turns to bis Englisli history
book, lie is at sea. fis familiar "lthings '! have vanished,
and in their stead lie finds sucli words as "labsence,'
<rarity," I"succession," "lnon-existence," Ilnothing." Is
"absence"i a thing, and what part of speech is Ilnothing "?

Pmobably lie is in tho habit, unconsciousiy sometimes, of
Bsubstituting some other boyisli critenion in the place of
the usual definition. Perhaps lie says to himself that a
'Word is a noun if it will take Ilthe " before it, without
requining any other word aftem it. But thon, according

to lis test, IlThomas" is not a noun. Again, what part
of speech is Il larning "? It will take "lthe," and yet
evidently there are cases where it is not the name of a
thing or a noun at ail. IlGood," again, is not a noun, and
yot we talk about "1rewarding the good and punishing the
bad.". No doubt these perpiexities are boyish, but then
we are dealing with boys, and flot with ment. Why allow
boys, if we can hclp it, at the outsct of their education,
to fail into the way of regarding grammiar as a inysteniious
and inexplicable bore ? 1 think some of our definitions,
which are often extrcniely unsatisfa,,ctory, might at al
events be deferred, and tests migbt be substituted in their
place with great advantage. But care should be takeon
that these tests are natural, and as closely as possible
connected with the essence and function of the word.
The test for a noun or pronoun, for example, niight be,
that it. is a single word (sometimes prcceded by a),
answering to the question who ? or what ? after a transi-
tive verb ; such as, IlI like," or "lhe likes." A few pro-
nouns would be the only exceptions to, the test, Il thou,
he, we, and they. And boys should be dizstinctly warned
that tests will only mislead themn, if they do flot aiso pay
attention to the eontcxt.

Somo of these tests may be simply empirical ; but they
will do a boy no harm, coming alter the appeal to bis
intelligence, made in the prelimitiary lesson on the uses
of the Parts of Speech, and they will be sometimes of
mueh use in removing difficulties. Thus, the usual
distinction between a verb and a corijunction, that, the
latter cannot ho moved from the bcginnîin -g of the clause
which it introduces, whercas an aidverb cati, though nut
perhaps invariably truc, wiIl be founid practiealiy useful.

It is very important that the uniiifleeted nature of the
English language should be pror-ninecntly bi-ought out.
The tendency of the langunge bas been for Lseveral cen-

Ituries, and stili is, to diminish even the s;canty remnant
of the old inflections which we stili possess. The Latin

Ileaven, as usual, bas been doing its woi'k bore, operating
against the natural Engi ish tendcnvy. Grammarians
mourn over their lost inflections, fondiy recalling those
that are not quite lost to thein, and making the momt of

îthe fow that stili remain, merely because they atssimilate
English to Latin. Among these jealously prebervcd relies
is what is called tho Objective case. 1 think it is scarcoly

ifair to say, as is eommonly said, IlThere are tbrce cases
.in English- the Nominative, the Possessive, and the
kObjective." The Objective case bas no existence cxecpt

in some haif-dozen pronouns. It would seem far more
rnatural, therefore, to say that "A noun in the singular
bP as one infiection, which is called the Possessive ;" and to

iadd that an old Objective inflection still remains in Il thou,
he, she, we, they, w/w. In the saine spirit we ought first to

rlay down a general rule: There are no infiections of
gender in the English language ;" and then to add that
there are a few feminines of foreign origine as ernpress,
heroine,,executrix, and that the foreign suffix-ess, has been
in a few cases appended to English words, as sl!epherdess ;
but, as it is not allowable to coin a feminine with this

atermination, it cannot bc called an English infiection.
rThe plural inflections of foreign words, such as index,
Fappendix, formula, shonld meet with the samo treatmcnt.
lTliey ouglit fot to be allowed to pester any young pupils;

and when pupils are old enougli, they ought to be told
that the only security for the correct usage of foreign

?plurals, from turne to time imported into the language, is
of a knowledge of the several foreign inflections ; and that
>f unless the English termination is remarkably harsh, as ini
aphenomenons, effluvium, a studions preservation of the

bt foreign suffix savours of pedantry.
g This pninciple of extermination may also be applied
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