Here we huvo a man who was contemporary with Milton, who
had read and studied Chaucer and Spenser and the works of tho
groat Shukespearinn drama, ealling his native tongue  t¢lchosen
slane,” materinl it cannot last, and that must bring down into
dust aund vothingness any thought and skill that may have heen
put into it—nay, going so far s to say that an Kuglish author
writcs in * sand,”’ aud that nothing that has a chauce of im-
mortality can bo written in a tongue that is “ daily changing.”
This contempt of the literary cluss found its ready counterpart
among tho learned, who ununimously neglected the study of
their native languago, and who left to halt-educuted or utterly
uneducated men the task of codifying the laws of Kuglish Gram-
mar, and of raising a standard by which to judge between what
was good and what was bad Buglish. It is trae that euch men
us Bon Johuson and Milton wrote LEunglish grummars for the
young; but both lc.t their books on this subject quite incom-
plete. For good or for evil, morcover, we have no Academy, nor
do we seem likely to have ono; although it is pretty plain that
u loarned body of this character would have made the work, both
of the schioohnaster and of the pupil, more cnsy, more definite,
and more successful. Till within forty years ago, any systematic
view of the laws and organism of the English language has been
left pretty much to quacks, whose ignovance and inonpacity have
been surpassed only by their bad taste. And cven to-day, the
domain of knowledge occupics only a small corner of the subject,
and still leaves o wide region for individugl fancy and subjective
opinion to wander about in at their own sweet will. A most
amusing example of this occurred not long ago. Dean Alford
published, in Guod Words, a series of unconnected notes on the
Linglish Language, under the title of ** The Queen's English.”

These notes were subjected to a sharp rattling fire of criticism
from Mr. Washington Moon. As these two gentlemen came
before the public in the attitude of authorities on a subject ubout
which everybody thinks he knows something, and as there was
no want of dogmatism or positiveness in their oracular utter-
ances, it might have been supposed that they had made a study
of the English Language, of its history, and of sowe of its most
remarkable phases. Or it might have been expected that they
were 5o well read in the authors of at least one period, and that
their tastes and ears were so highly cultivated that they could
detect a false note or an illegitimate idiom with unerring sense.
Nothing of the kind. Both of these gentlemen—Arcadians both
— present us with subjective prejudices instead of objective
knowledge—with 7 should think and I belicve, instead of This
s the custom and This phrase has always been used ; and a dis-
cussion on a noble growth like the Euglish Language degencrates
into a personal squabble between two writers in a magazine. The
two following facts will enable ue to form a sufficient estimate
of the capabilitics and claims of these gentlemen to sit in judg-
ment on the language. The Dean, after stating that the word
its is not to be found in the Bible, adds the following wild guess
—as a substitute for a picce of information which he wight have
found in a dozen books that have been published within the last
ten years:—* The reason, I suppose, being, that possession,
indicated Ly the possessive pronoun ifs, secmed to iwply a
certain life or personality, which things neuter could haidly be
thought of as having.” Now the ignorance in this sentence is
simply complete. was going to say that every schoolboy
knows—but it is the literal fact that muny schoolboys kuo, for
the fact is stated in several schoolbooks—that the true reason for
the absence of the word ifs from our translation of the Bible is
the very sufficient one that the word #1s did not exist at the time
that translation was made. Mr. Moon, on the other hand, devotes
a long disoussion, and an appendix besides, to the question of
the correctuess of the phrase J¢ was I, or It was me; and he
sagaciously comes to the conclusion that, if the phrase is in
answer to such a question as Whom did yeu see? and if the
apswer is made in the form J¢ was me you saw, then me is rightly
in the objective case, for it is governcd by the verb saw. This
is hardly credible; but it is to be read in Mr. Moon’s book,
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Through soverzl pages, both of text and appendix it scems novor
to havo entered his mind that [whonq yow saw is a sentence of’
itsclf, and cannot govern or have anything to do with any word
in tho principal sentenco /¢ was 1. Hero, then, on the one hund
wo have ignorance that might have been cured by tho reading
of a book xo widoly known and so popular ns Archbishop Trench's
“ Study of Words;" and, on the other, blurderiug that a village
schoolmaster could have corrected, — creoting themselves into
authoritics, and giving forth their deoisious ex cathedra. OF
course, the narrower the ficld of knowledge, tho wider the plain
over which funey can wander; and these gentlemen might well
compluin that arithmetio and geometry aro no longer * matter
of opinion,” for they might then display in these regions original
and imaginative powors quite a8 astonishing. Ignoranco like
this is, of' course, fust disappearing ; but there is still much to
do. And such crrors scem to keep their hold in schoolrcoms
and on school-books longer thun anywhere clse; and it requires
more force to dislodge them from these huunts than from books
that have a ciroulation among what is called the general publie.

'The two things usually taught in schools under the name of
English, are Grammar and Composition.

L. I need not suy a word about such books as those of Lindloy
Murray or William Leunic. I believe they still linger ubout in
a few dark pluces; but the small remainder of their days is num-
bered, and it is hurdly possible that they can trouble “ingenuous
youth” much longer. ~But they have left their evil mark both
upon school-books and upon teaching. They have left a heritago
of ill in bad logic, stupid metaphysics, rules that ave unnecessary
or inapplicable, definitions that are not convertible, distinctions
that are unintelligible, and divisions and subdivisions that per-
plex, confuse, and annoy the mind of the learner. It may fairly
be doubted whether these two books have not caused moro
mental anguish than has been produced by the guillotine, and
whether they hace uot weukened aund disgusted very many more
minds than they have cducated or edified. Among other dis-
eases, they have inoculated writers of grammars with a mania for
divisions und subdivisions that leads thew and their readers into
the quecrest lubyrinths. For example, I find in a little gram-
war, otherwise sensible, published the other day, the following
division ef Adverbs into classes.—Adverbs of tzme, of place, of
manner, of causation, of affirmation, and of negation. Very
good ; there is, so far, no great harm done. But we arc not lot
off with this; the writer at once goes on to say :—** Perhaps the
following clussification may be more acceptable to some Teach-
ers:—Adverbs of quality, of affirmatton, of contingency, of nega-
tion, of cxplaining, of separation, of conjunction, of interrogation,
of pre-eminence, of defect, of preference, of equality, of inequa-
laty, of gradation, of in a place, of to a plage, of toward a place,
of from’« place, of time present, of time past, of time future, of
time indefinitely, of time definitely, of order, AND of quantity !/
This author knew his publie. He well knew that Schoolmasters
and Teachers are the most overpaid and underworked body of
mep in the kingdom ; that they do next to nothing, and have
almost nothing to do; and that they would welcome as mere
sport the duty of drilling this array of distinetions into the brain
of a lad, and of pumping them out of bim again day by day—to
their amusement and his profit—by an almost interminable host
of * never ending, still beginning " questions. Auother writer,
more popular and more able than the last, but almost as much
infutusted by this mania, who tells us in his_preface that his
“ work is practical rather_than strictly scientific” (as if there
were even one man in Englund just now who could writc a
scientific grammar, still less a ecientific grammar for schools),
divides adverbs into nine classes, and conjunctions into sixtecn.
Among these are adverbs that express manner by qualily, manner
by degree, and manner by affirmation—whatever these ideas may
mean. Among the conjunctions are conjunctions of purpose, of
condiition, of cancession, and so on. Now, I respectfully submit
to this experienced audience, whether such disiinctions and di-

visions as these have any place in grammar at all. It seems {9




