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What Mr. Harvoy calls the *“ absoluto” case, Mr. Raub calls the
¢t Nominativo Caso Independent,” and says: *“A noun is in the
Nominative Case Independent when it is independent of any other
word in tho sentence.”—Raub. p. 42.

- Mr. Bullions uses the torm *¢ Nommntwe Absglate,” and un 12
218 says: ** A swbstantive whose case depends on no other word is
put 1n the Nominative Absolute or Independent, because, though
always in the form of the nominative, yet it has no grammatical | ¢
depondence on any word, in tho sentence.”’ Also, on p. 40, he
says: ** Words not in relation can, strictly speaking, have no case.”

Here is & plain acknowledgement of the verj conclusion which
we just reached, viz.,, that words not in rolation, t.e., used inde-
pnndently—-thhout government—cnn have no case. And hund-
reds of other English grammarians have virtually acknowledged as
much. But why do theso gentlemen retain the term *“‘case” id

such instances? 1Mr. Bullions makes answer for the whole corps

by saying that “for convenience ‘in referring to them, this distinc.|

tion is, in some instances, retained!"

7 - such oxtremities as this are our grammarians pushed in their
endeavors to bolster up their tottering system! Rotaining a
thing that does not exist for convienence’ sake !

But, furthermore, there arc some other authorities who substan-

tially agree with BL Harvey in his definition of.the case, but who
present their statement in different dictivn, and tell us that *“ case
is the relation which a noun or pronoun sustains to other words in
a sentence.” This statement is substantially given by Quackenbos,
Fowler, Eerl, Barton, Smith, etc. Kirkham and Cruttenden iell
us that ¢ the case of o noun or pronoun. is its use or office-work in
@ sentence,” It will be noticed that BMr. Harvey, in his definition
of case does not use the words, ““in a senfence,” though we pre-
sume that he intended to imply as much.

Now, the pomnt we wish to-mako is that these gentlemen tell us
that caso is the relation of a noun or pronoun to some other word
1 a sentence, and not out of a sentencs: we., a noun can have caso
only when it is used in a .sentence. It will, therefore, follow that
out of a sentence, a noun can have no case. ‘But in the expression,
% Going down hill into the river” (which expression is not a sen-
tenco), every grammarian in Christendom would tell us that the
words,. ““ hill” and -¢‘.river,” are in the Objective czse, after the
propositions, ‘“down” and “into,” respectively. So that, after
teaching that *“case™ can not exist outside a sentence, these
gentlemen would flatly contradict themselves by teaching that
““case? does exist 6utside a sentence !

Bat, to give theso grammariansa ““‘hoost” in their troubls, we
will permit ‘them to ‘‘amend,” and to say: *“Case is the relation
of anoun to other words in a sontence, or phrase.” That is, it
takes.relation to some other word to constitute case, and words not
used in somo sentencs (or phrase) sustain no such relation—are

used independently—and, therefore, hasc no case.  If, for example, |

we take tho word, ‘“John,” and ask these grammarians what caso
it is in, they will say that it is in no caso at all, that it must be put
into some sontence or phrase, vnd then it will have case.  And yot
theso same grammarians persist, with an unyielding tenecity, in
pressing upon us their ¢ Absolute,” “Indepondcnt," ¢¢ Nomina-
tive Absolute,” or *¢ Nominative TIndependent” case, admitting at
the same time that the words for which thoy thus claim theso caso
names do not belong to any scntence or phrase, and, thereforo,
according to their own definitions, have no caso !

The syllogmhc form of our argument would run thus:

Caso is tho rdation of a noun to some other word in a sentengce
(or phraso).

Nouns not in a sentence (or phrase) sustain no such relation.

Ergo, Nouns not in a sentence (or phraso) have no case.

Casc—and yot 1o caso ; %o caso—and yot case /

‘Why invent g.uamo for a case when no such thing as caso exists
Why invent a namo for a relation when no relation exists? Oris
it an independent—a negative relation? What scnse is there in such
twaddle! Where can there be found - except in English gram-
| mars - such a jumbled up mass of contradictions and absurdities!

This much respecting those grammarians who tell us that caso is

¢relation.” Thero are others who tell us that caso is “state or
conditivn,” If by these torms is meant something different from
what others mean by ¢ relation,” then we are unable to compre.
hend just exactly what these writers do really mean. But if by
“ state. or condition” is meant  relation,” then thesq * state-or-
condition” men are in the same boat with the * relation” men,

Messrs. Brown, Burtt & Co. tell us, on the other hand, that case
is tho “‘modification™ of a noun that ‘‘distinguishes” its relation
to other words. .

Now, what these gentlemen mean by “ modification,” we confess
our.inability to understand. If by ‘‘ modification ” is meant *re-
lation,” then we have case defined to be “that relation which dis-
tinguisies relation ” —a very clear thought, indeed! If by *modi-
fication” is meant *statewor condition,” then we must go a little
further, and beg to be informed what is meant by *state ox condi-
tion.” If by * modification” is meant ‘‘ending” or *termina.
tivn, then wo can not sce how thoso grammarians who adopt this
definition, can mako out more than fiwo (2) cases at- the most; for,
tho so-called Nominatize and Objective have but one and the same
ending, and the so-called Pussessive must furnmish the other ending.
Yet, Mr, Brown gives us three cases, and Mr. Burtt four.

In closing, we again call attention to the motley mass of unez-
plained and confficting views of case herein presented. Mr. Kirk-
ham there tells us that “five grains of common & ase will enable
any one to comprchend what is meant by case.” As we have only
four grains, we shall have to take aback seat. We think, however,
that DL Kirkham gives utterance to one indisputable truth, when,
speaking of case, he suys . *“In the different grammars it zssumes
as many meanings as Proleus had shapes! " —Tconoclest in Pittsburgh
Educational Review.
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1. Strong Son of God, immortal Lore,
Whom we,.that have not seen thy face,
By faith, and faith alone embrace, .
Believing where we cannot frove ;

Thino are these orba of light and shado ;
Thou madest life in man and brute;
Thau madest Death ; and o ,thy foot
Is on the skull which thou hast made.
a) Analyze the wholo passsge fully.
gb) Parso the words in italics.

\¢) Wnite out tho whole passage in prose, sv as tu show that you
thorou hly understand- the meaning. —[ Note—The sccond valueis
for tholiterary form of the answer.

d) lain the allusions in line 5, and in the last two lincs.

éc) Dorive faith, embruce, prove, orbs, brule.
{f) In what respect is tho rhyme of Yines 6 and 7 faulty £

2. Correct any orrors in the following sentences, ngmg Fyour

‘| reasons for cach correction :—




