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PREFACE T0O THE TOURTEENTH EDITION,

TeE yublicetion of the fourteemth edition of the present work
renders 1t superfinons to enter into an aaborate justifieation of
thora viows and metheds which distinpuizh it from previous
works on the samae subject. The improvements which I have
striven to introduce have melwith the cordial approbation of many
thoughtful writers, and are praduslly being adopted by other
Ilabourers in the aume field. In faot, T have never yet met with &
serious attempt to controvert any of the principles that ere set
forth in this work. The resnlts which T steadily aimed to securs
were exnctness in definitfon, and thoroughness in investigniing
the grammatical foree of words, and their stracture in sentences.
That learners advence more rapidly when these points are eare-
fully attended to, I know by long and wide experience both as a
tencher and a4 an examiner.

In grammar, as in every other science, the securney of the
definitions ia of vital importance. They must be such that there
shall be no ambiguity ln their terms, and thut they shell be con-
verdible ; that is, thet the description given as a definition of the
thing deflned shall apply to it, and fo nothing elss ; o that the
definition remaina true whea read eonversely. To say that *a
square s & plane rectilinear figore with four equal sides™ would
not be to give o definition, beeanse it is not true that * & (i.e. any)
plane rectilivear figure with fonr equal aides i & equare.” No
dombt, it ia often difficalt to give perfectly sccurate grammatical
defipitions, and still more difficelt for & pupil to woderstand
them thercughly; but difficulties are not surmounted by being
evaded: and the clumgy, elipshod attempts at definition, with
which most of the scheol grammars in current oee abound, ere
woras than ueelews.

One of the first distinctions that a learaer must get thoroughly
familiar with is that between s substantive and an adjeotive,—be-
tween & word that can be the subject of a sentence, or be governed
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by & verb or prepesition, and a word that cannot. I hava there-
fore, in the first instancs, intredaced the learner to & considerabla
vumber of the so-called prowsurs, under the bead of adfecivoes,
These latter I have distriboted into the three classes of Qualita-
tive, Quantitutive, and Demonstrative Adjectiven. It in very per-
plexing to a beginner to have bis potiens of an adjective derived
from the Qualitative cless exclosively, end then to be left to deal
with the rest as he best can. Indeed, many writers of grammars
have perplexed themaelves as much as thelr pupils and have put
such worde as all, many, &o., aud even the numerals, into the
class of proncuns, Tt appears to ma o moet uoforfunate mimse
of terms, when, justead of keeping to the simple and exhaustive
classification of mewns and adjoctives, the latter are called nowns
adjective, The Latin grammars offend mest pertinsciously in
this respect, ‘Uhe grammatieal afinities of words are grewtly
obseured by this error. An adjective is not 4 nams. Moreover,
it will be seen from the classification of notions end their verbal
representatives, which {s given in the course of the present work,
that the adjective and the verb are more closely related to each
other, than the adjective and the meun, since they both expresa
sétrilrulive notions,

The achema of tenses which I beve adopted sgrees In its
main feaiures with the elassification of all the best modern gram-
mariens. It is simpler, more axast, and in every way better
than such awkward, ambiguous, and unmeaning terms e plu-
perfect, prior perfect, progreseive forms first future, lemndﬁl-ture,
with which most English grammars abound,

The adverb is & part of apeech which has soffered muoch ill
usage at the hande of grammacians, Its domain bea been very
improperly restricted, and many words which are genuine adverts
in thelr relation to verbs, adjsctives, and other adverbs, have been
set down as mere conjanetions. In the classifoation which I have
adopted, I have merely endeavoured to apply carefully the we-
knowledged truth, that & word which indicates any of the condi-
tions af time, place, manner, degree, cavee, or ciroumstance woder
which an attributive notion is connected with an object of thought,
in an adverh, Beme will perhaps demur at fSrst to the truth of
the statement that such worda s #hoen, as, fherefirs, So. are
adverbs, Hefore they finally reject it, however, thoy should
examing and compare what ia enid in 4§ 2680, 264, 266, 267, 292,
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404, with the examples of the anelywis of compound and elliptioal
sentencen. It ia important to oheerve that in continuous apeech
thoughts may ba connected with each other by the aimple
sequence, or juxtaposition of sentences, without the existence of
any formial bond of conunection. In this wuy demonstrative
words of various kinds may refer the mind bick to something
previously mentioned, altheugh there in no structural connection
between the seatence in which they ocour and the preceding sen-
tence.  The relative proncan is rightly calied a connacfive word,
bul the proooun he careios the mind back to some ontscedsnd
rame, qoite pe much as the reletie dors, Yot no grammarian
would class Ae amongst the connective words. o is & connee-
tive word not through its relative foree, but through the structural
eonnection which it establivhes between two clauses. Through
want of attention to this distinetion many merely demonstrative
ndverbs have been set down by grammarians as conjunetions
Heeker offends 4 much s any in this respect.  Forllier remarks
on this poiat will be found in §§ 408, &e. of the present work.

In treating of Conjunctievna I have adopted the olaseifleation
indicated by Becker, rejecting many of tle details, which, for
rensons indicated above, apprared to me to mar the whole scheme.
In & note on § 286, encugh has been ssid to justify the disuse
of the stupdd old names, copulodivs coninnctions and disjunclice
eonfunctions, the former of which involves an unmeaning tau-
tology, while the latter is simply selfeonteadictory. The division
into co-ordinetive and subordinafice conjunctions has at least the
advantage of being based npon 8 well.established clasaifleation of
mmpﬂ:uud sentenicer, of exhibiting structurnl distinctions whish
the old-fashioned division obliterates, and of presenting the only
distination which really has a grammotical import. It is one of
the merits of Lhe new Poblic behool Lelin Primer, that it adopts
this siroplified division of conjunotions, Let us hope that that
venerable old im postor, the Dixjunctive Conjunction, will scon be
extant only in a foesdl stete, If ita medern counterfeit, the
Advereative Conjunction, shares the same fate, 1 shall ba well
satisfied.’

The ayntactieal portion of the present work derives many of its
leading features from the principles doveloped by Beoker in his
Qerman Grammar. The publicstion of that work may well be
regarded as an epoch in the history of grammatiosl science. fu
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leading doctrines are incontrovertibly scond apd philosophiesl,
thengh the same unguelified praise ia by no means to be bestowed
on the detsils of their development, The latter abound in capri-
cions distineticns and arbitrary generalizations,

In this edition I have introdeced a classification of words based
upon that of Becker, but with some importaat alterations. His
treatment of Reladional words eppenrs to me to import Into the
subject sonsiderations ntterly forsigm to grammar, and to make a
uumber of very questiopable metaphysical distinctions override
the most obvious grammatical affinifies. The whole question
cannot be discossed here, but the more I examine the matter, the
more declgively I reject o classification which throwa together
suxiliary wverba, articles, proncuns, nnmersls, prepositioos, con-
jonctions, and adverbs, and freate them es relationel words,
denoting partly the relation of stine notion to the speaker, and
partly the relation of ane notion to another, while verbs, substan=
tivea and adjectives, are (rightly enongh) set down es words
that express gome notion. Tt is an niter mistake in grawmar
to make the colliternl signification of o word override its grom.
mationl functions. The declension and syntantical structure of
bonur © pood,’ and mews *my," show that the latter belongs (gram-
matically) to the same class of words as the former.  To make the
non-grammaticy] eomsideration that mews involves in its meaning
u reference to the speaker, which Bomus does not, the ground for
assigning the former the clas of wedlonal words, and the latter to
the clasa of relafione! words, is subversive of all pound principles
of classification. It seems ohvious enough too, that the relation
to the speaker, which is involved in meus, Ia part of the notien
expressed by the word.

Beckor distingaishes three relations in which worde stand to
each other i—1. The Predicative; 2. The Attribotive; 3, The
Objeative. About the first two of these thevs is no difficulty. In
plece of the third I heve introdaced two separate relations,—the
Obfective Relotion and the Adverbial Relation. Practically this
makes but little difference, for Becker subdivides Objects into
Objects that complefe the predicate {to which the term olfect is
commonly applied in grammar), and objecta that determioe or
individualize the general meaning of the verb or edfective, with-
out sompleting it, with reference te which he uses the term
adrerbinl relation. My objection to Becker's classifieation i
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directed mainly to his endeavour to bring both these wndes the
one head of (fied, That term bas emch a very definite and
intelligible sepse in grammar, that it appears to me & most
arbitrary and unnatural uee of it, to say that the place, the manner,
nay even the couss of an setion, is an olfect of the sction. 1 aleo
aobject to the distinetion that he drawa by his uee of the term
completing relaton. In mich sentencos as ' He strikes the ball,"
“Ho rons across the meadow. the verdb strikes sxpresses the
action referred to at least s completely as the verb rums; and
the phrass aeress the meadow completes the motion in the latter
ease, quite ap much as ball does in the former. This consideration
will become still mora ahvious when we consider that the eriginal
foree of the acensative case was to denote molion to an olject.

The mede in which T have treated the torms predicate and
copuls (§ 347) agrees with that of DIiv. Kennedy in his Latin
Grammar {§ 1011}, though it was oot borrowed from him, as, at
the time when my grammar firet appeared, I knew Dr, Kennedy's
Latin Grammar only by name, and was quite unawars of the
mode in which he treats the subject. The emission of the verb
s a8 w copuls hus alss the weighty sanction of Madvig (Lat.
Gr., § 200). It ia mlso rejected by Mr. Roby (Lat. Gr., § 143)
and the suthors of the Public Sthoof Tetin Primer. The obstinate
vitality of grammatical errors {s something wonderfol. Gram-
marn of repute (both English aod Latin) will be found in which
the learner is taoght that the predicate of a sentencs muy bea
earh, an adjectios, or another sudetantive, a8 though en adjective
eould by eny possibility be the equivalent of a verh. One
advantage that will follow from the adoption of the view here
taken will be that we sball get rid of a difienlty, which, if not
quietly ignered (ns is often the cuse in aystems of grammatical
analyeis), iz sure to lead to an enomaly. If in the sentence He
rich, rich in the predieats, and 4 the copuls, why, in the sntence
Ha becomes rick, should wa not call becomes the copuln P The
ootion of begoming has quite es good a right fo be considered
copuiative as the notion of deing. The difficulty is removed, and
the anomaly obviated, when we regard neither d¢ nor Become as
& copula, but treat them both as verbs of éncomplets predication
(ema § 592}, And pow enanes another advantage from discarding
Becker's usa of the term completion of the prodicats, as applied to
the ohject of & transitive verb, Wa can apply it, or some equivs-



