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PREFACE TO THE FOURTEENTH EDITION.

TeE publication of the fourteenth edition of the present work
ronders 1t superflucns to enter into an alaborate justification of
thoss wiews and methods which distinguish it from previous
workse on the same subject. The improvements which I have
striven 0 introduce have metwith the cordinl approbation of many
thoughtful writers, and are gradually being adopted by other
iabourers in the same feld. In fact, I have never yet met with a
serious Ettempt to controvert any of the principles that are sat
forth in this work. The results which I steadily aimed to secure
were exactness in deflnition, and thoroughness in investigating
the grammatical foree of words, and their structure in sentences.
That learners advance more rapidly when these points are care-
fully attended to, I know by long and wide experience both ns a
teacher and as an examiner.

In grammar, a5 in every other sciempe, the accuracy of the
definitions is of vital importance. They must be such that there
ghall be no ambiguity in their terms, sud that they shall be con-
vertible ; that is, that the description given s a delinition of the
thing defined shsll apply to it, and to nothing else ; so that the
definition remaine troe when resd conversely. To sey that “s
pquare is & plane rectilinear figure with four equal sides,” would
not be to give a definition, because it is not troe thet a (Le. eny)
plane rectilivear figure with four equal sides is a square” No
doubt, it is often difficult to give perfectly scourate grammatical
definitions, and still more diffienit for & pupil to understand
them thoroughly; but difficulties are not surmounted by being
evaded: and the clumsy, slipshod attempts at definition, with
which most of the school grammars in current use abound, are
worse than nseless.

One of the first distinctions that a learner must get thoroughly
familiar with ia that between a substantive and an adjective,—be-
tween a word that can be the subjeet of & sentence, or be governod
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by & verb or prepeaition, and a word thet cannof, I have there-
fore, in the first ingtance, introduced the learner to & considerable
pumber of the so-called proncuns, under the head of ediectives,
Thess latter T have distributed into the three classes of Qualita-
tive, Quantitative, and Demonstrative Adjectives. It is very per-
plezing to a beginner to bave his notions of an adjective derived
from the Qualitative class exclosively, and then to be left to dea!
with the rest as be best can, Indeed, many writers of grammars
have perplexed themselves as much aa their pupils, and have pot
such words as alf, many, &c,, and even the numerals, into the
tloss of pronomns. It appears to me A most unfortunate misnss
of terms, when, instead of keeping to the simple and exhnustive
elasrification of mowns and adfectives, the lutter are called nouns
adjectips. The Tatin grammars offend most pertinscionsly in
this respect. The grammatieal affivities of words are greatly
obacured by this errer. An adjective is not & name. Moreover,
it will be from the clessifiention of notions and their verbal
representatives, which is given in the course of the present work,
that the adjective and the verh are more olosely related to each
other, than the adjective and the noun, since they hoth express
atiributive notions,

The scheme of tenses which I have sdopted agrees in ita
main features with the classification of sll the best modern gram-
marians. It is simpler, more exact, and in every way better
than such swkward, ambiguovs, and vnmesning terms as plu-
werfect, prior perfect, progressive forma first future, socond future,
with whish most English grammars abound.

The adverb is a part of spoech which has waffored much il
usage ai the hands of greammarians. Its domamin has been very
improperly restricted, and meny words which are gennine adverbs
in their relation to verbs, adjectives, and other adverbs, hove been
set down as mere conjunctions. In the elasifeation which I have
adopted, I bave merely endenvoured to epply esrefully the mo-
knowledged truth, that & word which indicates any of the condi-
tions of time, pluse, manner, degree, cause, or circumstance under
which an attributive notion is connected with an objeet of thought,
is an adverh. Beme will perhaps demur st first to the truth of
the statement that such words ms than, as, therefore, &v. are
adverbe. Before they finally reject it, however, they should
examine and compare what is said in §§ 260, 264, 2688, 267, 292,
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408, with the examples of the xnalysis of eomponnd and elliptieal
sentences. It is important to obeerve that in continnous speech

thoughts may be commected with each other by the mmple
sequence, or juxtaposition of sentences, without the existence of
any formal bond of conmeotion. In this way demomstrative
worde of varions kinds may refer the mind back to som
previously mentioned, although theve ia ne structural conneetion
betwean the sentence in which they oceur and the preceding sen-
tence. The reiative pronoun is rightly called s connechive word,
bat the pronoun Ae earries the mind back to some anfseedent
nmame, quite as mueh as the relatioe doms. Yot po grammarian
would class ke amongst the connective words, Fho is & connee-
tive word not through its relaivoe force, but through the siructural
connection which it establishes between two clauses. Through
want of attention to this distinotion many mercly demonstrative
adverbs have been set down by prammarians as eonjunetions.
Becker offends ag much s any in this respset.  Farther remarka
om this point will be found in ¥ 408, &e. of the present work.

In treating of Conjunetions I bave ndopted the classifieation
indicated by Becker, rejecting many of the details, whieh, for
reasons indicated above, appeared to me to mar the whele scheme.
In & note on § 286, enough has been said to justify the disuse
of the stupid old names, copuladios eonjunctions and disgjunctive
confumctions, the former of which involves an unmeaning tan-
tology, while the latter is simply self-contradictory, The division
inte éo-ordinativs and subordinative conjunctions has at least the
advestage of being based upon a well-eatablished classification of
ocompound sentences, of exhibiting structural distinetions which
the old-fashioned division obliterates, and of presenting the coly
distinotion which really hos & grammaticsl import. It is one of
tho merits of the new Publie Behool Latin Primer, that it adopts
this eimplified division of conjunctions, Let us hope that that
venershle old impostor, the Disjunctive Conjunction, will soon be
extant only in a fossil state. If ita modern counterfeit, the
Adversative Conjunction, shares the same fate, I shall be well
eatisfied.

The syntactical portion of the prosent work derives many of ita
leading featares from the principles developed by Becker in his
CGermas Grammar. The publication of that work may well be

regarded as an epoch in the history of grammatieal scisoee. Iim
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leading doctrines are ineontrovertibly sound and philosophieal,
though the same anqualified praise in by no means to be bestowed
on the detsils of their development. The latter abound in capri
cions distinetions and arbitrary generalizations,

In this edition T have introduced & elassification of words based
upon that of Becker, but with some important miterations. His
treatment of Relational words appears to me to import into the
subject considerations utterly forelgn to yrammar, and to make a
number of very guestionable metaphysical distinctfons override
the most cbvicus gremmatical agfimifizs. The whole question
apnnot be discussed here, but the more I examine the matter, the
more decisively I reject o classification which throws togethee
suxiliary verbs, articles, pronouns, awmersls, prepositions, con-
juoetions, end sdverbs, and treats them as relational words,
denoting partly the relation of seme notion to the speaker, and
partly the relation of one notion to another, while verbs, substan=
tives and adjectives, are (rightly onough) set down as words
that express some notion. It is eo utter mistake in grammar
to make the eollateral signification of & word override its gram.
matical functions. The declension snd syntacticsl structure of
bonus ‘ good,’ and mews ‘my,’ show that the latter belongs (gram-
matically) to the same class of worda as the former. To make the
non-grammatical eonsiderstion that meus involves in its meaning
a reference to the spesker, which bosus does not, the ground for
assigning the former the class of nolional words, and the latter to
the class of relational words, fs subveraive of all sound principles
of olassification. [t seema ohviooe enough too, that the relation
to the speaker, which is involved in meus, is part of the notion
expressed by the word.

Becker distinguishes three relations in which words stund to
each other:—1. The Predicativa; 2. The Attribative; 8, The
OQljeotive. About the first two of these there is o difficclty. Tn
place of the third T have introduced two separate relations,—the
Oljective Ralation and the Adverbial Relation. Practieally this
maked but little difference, for Becker subdivides Objects into
Dbjects that eomplets the predicate {to which the term olfect in
commonly applied In grammar), and objects that determine or
individualize the general meaning of the verb or adjective, with-
out completing it, with reference to which he uses the term
adeerbial relation. My objection to Becker's classification ir



