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• W HA. T is language?' Few questions occur to the philosopher
more frequently than this. Few qllestions have in fact been
discussed more frequently or in a grea.ter variety of forms by .
1 Organism der Spraehe von Dr. Karl Ferdinand Decker. Zweite neubearbeitete A1IBgabe. Frankfurt am Main. 1841.
Du Wort in seiner orgnnischen Verwandlung. Von Dr. K. F. B. Frank-
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Von Dr. K. F. B. Zwei Binde. Frankfurt. 1842.
Schulgrammatik der deutschen Sprache. Von Dr. K. F. B. Siebente Ansgabe.
Heransgegeben von Theodor Becker. Frankfurt. 1852.
Anszng &a8 der Schnlgrammatik der delltechen Sprache. Von Dr. It. F. B.
Frankfurt. 1tl45.
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thinking men in all ages. What is that in man which mues it
possible for him to give expression to spiritual states by c.orporeal
BOunds? How is it that one man can interpret these corporeal
sounds, employed by another; can know what are the thoughts
and feelings which they express; can discern through these
. media the realities which lie behind? .
What is it which prompts man to select one sound rather thin
another, to express a particular thought? What is it that teaches
the man who hears the sound, that it expresses one thought
rather than another? Are these sounds natural or arbitrary
symbols ? Were they originally selected by convention, or sug·
gested by instinct, or taught by revelation, or miraculously
evolved through inspiration?
Again, What is the relation of language to thought! Can
man think without words? Does language itself constitute or
originate thought? What is the exact measure of the aid which
the one renders to the other? What the mutual dependence of
the two? How is it that man is forced to express his thoughts,
in order flllly to appreciate their truth; to define their limits, in
order to retain and reproduce them with precision? How far'i!
science indebted to language, and how far does science fonn
and control language?
Questions still more curious and intricate, are such as these:
Is language a purely spiritual attainment, so that it can be pot
off with the body, and is learned by the soul by means of its
accidental and temporary connection with the material worlddoes it grow out of a speciall"rovision of nature which will cease,
when the body ceases; or does the power of language indicate
that the soul shall always need a body and always communicate
by corporeal symbols?
These questions, and others which might be given, have been
earnestly agitated by almost every school of philosophers and in
every age. Perhaps none of them can be satisfactorily answered.
'fo discuss them, it may be, furnishes neither profit nor promise
of good.
There are questions of another sort, in respect to language,
which it is worth while to ask. Language is known at the first
glance to be the expression of mental states by physical SOU Dds.
These sounds may be eked out or assisted by written characters
or expressive pantomime. But, whatever the symbol or medium
may be, its only value consists in the fact that it is the expres-
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sion of thought and feeling. This is a fact which no one can
dispute. It may be used as a principle on which we may safely
proceed in more particular inquiries. To such inquiries we may
hope to find satisfactory replies. If language is the expression of
our thoughts and feelings, then differences of thought and feeling
must require differences in our words and in the stmcture of
language. These differences, so far as they are essential to language, can be fully accounted for amI explained by a reference
to the laws of thought and feeling. If we then consider that
the proper medium of feeling is tone as distinguished from articulate sounds, and that feeling is expresseu in articulate language
only as the thoughts are uttered which excite feeling or which
are suggested by feeling, we are forced to account for the materials and the structure of language by the nature and laws of
thought. The medium of expression, the phonetic element, may
have laws and principles of its own. Bodily organization, climate, the cultivation of a people, its isolation or its frequent
intercourse with surrounding nations, these and many other circumstances, may give to one people sounds and combinations of
sounds which are peculiar to themselves. But a sound without
a thought is not a part of language; and a peculiarity of sound.
except as it expresses some distinction of thought, is not used
for the purposes of language, and is hardly a peculiarity of language at all Whatever explanation is given of the phonetic .
element in speech, which uoes not go back to a distinction of
thought, does not reach the last and final analysis, and fails to
carry us to its master principle and its commanding law. Combinations of sound do not of themselves make language, or the
parts of language, but only those combinations of sound which
express combinations of thought. However completely, so far
as the sounds are concerned, we may account for the variations
in the external form of sentences among different nations and at
different times, yet if we do not show how all these differences
of externol form are completely at the service OI the thinking
spirit. which uses them for its own purposes and subjects them
entirely to its own control, we do not explain that which gives
them the dignity and importance of being constituents of language. The true key to the philosophical anolysis oflanguage is,
then, the analysis of thought The only satisfactory explanation
of the various kinds of words which language employs, i. e. of the
so-called parts of speech, is to be found in the distinctions which
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ire made by the thoughts of man. The only satisfactory solution
of the combinations of these words into sentences, is to be sought
in the necessary combinations of thought which the laws orman's
nature impose upon him. Just so far as we can carry an analy.
sis of thought, just so far can we carry our analysis of language.
If this analysis of thought is iacomplete and unsatisfactory, ont
analysis of language must also be incomplete and without satis·
faction. If there are points in respect to which this analysis
yields no sufficient light, we must expect that the same obscurity
will extend to language. If the analysis of thought is to be
rejected as metaphysical and over-refined, then the philosophical
explanation of the constituents and the laws of language mnst
be abandoned for the same reason. On the other hand, if it aid
the thinking power to express its thoughts in language, that it
may view them clearly and with often repeated inspection, it
man can best find out what is in him by expressing it or seeking to
express it in speech, then the study of thought may be aided by
the study of language; and, while we seek to explain language
by a reference to the laws of thought, we shall enlarge or correct
our views of the laws of thought themselves, by the infallible
~est which language furnishes. Every real law of thought, so
tar as it is revealed to consciousness, will be manifest in Ian·
~age. Every great principle received by the mind and the act·
ings of every power possessed by the mind will be revealed in
speech. If we believe too little in respect to the mind, language
will expose the deficiency. If we believe too much, language
will fail to sustain and vindicate our judgments. If our distinc·
tions are not sufficiently clear and well defined, language will
force us to make new distinctions. Leibnitz has well observed:
"que les langues sont Ie meilleur miroir de l'esprit humaln, et
qu' une analyse exacte de 10. signification des mots feroit mieili
connottre que tonte autre chose les operations de l'entendement."
NOllV. Ess. 1.. III. c. 7, § 6.
These principles in respect to language, determine at once the
true idea of the grammar of a langnage, i. e. of a grammar which
is truly philosophical. Grammar is the science of a language.
But there can be no science of any language which does not
llxplain language by the laws of thought. The words may be
elassified by other principles than this, and the classification may
he convenient and complete, but it will not be scientifically thorough. The structure of sentences may be reduced to a system

.
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of roles, based upon other laws. These rules may explain every
combination, and be easily applied, but they do not satisfy the
man who would go deeper in his investigations. No grammar
can be truly scientific and philosophical, which does not study
language from the true point of view, and develop its laws from
the nature of the mind that has imposed them.
Such are the views of the nature of language, and of what
constitutes the grammar of a language, which any thinking man
would develop a priori. The inquiry is interesting, how far
they have been accepted and applied by grammarians, both
ancient and modem. The ancient grammarians began upon the
right basis. Aristotle and the Aristotelians regarded grammar as
subordinate to logic. The leading principles of grammar were
founded upon the Aristotelian logic, and the effort was constant
to apply the received logic to all the problems of grammatical
. analysis. The curious student may find in Harris's Hermes a full
and interesting view of the universal grammar of the ancients.
He cannot but be impressed with the correctness and comprehensiveness of their fundamental principle: that the grammar
of a language can only be explained by the laws of thought.
The &cuteness and thoroughness with which the received logic
was applied to this use must command the respect, if not the
admiration, of every one who sympathizes with the aims of the
true philosopher even when these aims fail to be crowned with
success.. Such a reader will observe that grammar, as studied
and taught by the ancients, was not the stiff and dead system
which has been handed down to us from the Scholastics, but
that it had the freshness and the life of an intellectual science.
He will notice, also, that the grammar was as good as the logic,
and no better; that, inasmuch as the Ari:totelian logic and psychology failed to present a complete analysis of the mental processes, so the analysis of language which was based thereon
failed to be complete and systematic. Some of the parts of
speech and the forms of syntax: nre explained by the laws of
thought; others by a reference to the structure of language as it
then existed; but there is not a complete and systematic development of the elements and combinations of speech from
within ontward, by the laws and ends of the mind itself. Still
the ancient grammar, like the ancient logic, is a wonderful monument to the Muteness and patience of the old thinkers, and
none but an ignoramus or 11 shallow thinker can regard either
66·
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with any feelings except those of admiration. Bnt as the logic
.ceased to be applied logic, and degenerated into a science or
forms, so did grammar j and ns logic ceased to have life in itself,
110 did it become incapable of imparting life to grammar. Both
~tiffened together j logic into a mere external analysis of certain
processes of thought as expressed in language, and grammar
into a merely external classification of the phenomenal fonns of
speech. So did grammar continue till after the revival of lettent,
as thorny and dry and unfruitful as the logic of the Schoolmen.1
The old forms of the ancient grammarians were retained, bereft
'of their original meaning, a system of merely external rules, in
which the scholar was trained to the acquaintance, first of atm,
'and afterwards of Greek. When the modem languages bAd
'assumed a fixed shape and were used for the purposes of literature, they in their tum became the subjects of grammatical
research, and the old terminology and old rules which had been
llsed upon the Latin and Greek were wrought into the grammars
'of the modem tongues. Such was the condition of things till
'the time of the Port lWyal Logicians. These men breathed
some life into logic by illustrating its application and its uses.
They also breathed life into grammar, and it is from them that
the modern views of generu and particular grammar have
received their shaping, till within a comparatively recent period.
These systems of grammar have been useful No man can
deny their usefulness. By the aids which they have furnished,
the student has been aided in acquiring the knowledge of languages which were not vernacular, and in the analysis of his
own. But to the philosopher they are deficient in scientific
completeness. They Ao not proceed from any central principle.
There is little systematic coherence between the several parts.
. Some things are explained by the laws of thought; others by
the convenience of expression; others by the traditions of the
old grammarians. If we open, for instance, the General Grammar of De Sacy, what are its merits, when it is tried by the
ideal of what a philosophical grammar should be! The parts of
speech are explained, some of them by their nature, others by
their uses. A reason is given in every case why sllch a part of
speech is needed and used. The old classification is in some
respects altered for the better. But the relation of the parts of
1

Cf. Trendclenburg Logische Untersuchungen,
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.peech to each other and to the laws of the mind is not shown.
No explanation is given 8S to where the mind begins in thinking
ita elementary notions into the primitive or central parta ofapeech~
no acconnt of the process by which the other parts of speech
eome into being as the mind marches forward; no reason why
DO greater number is needed because the mind having created
the materials which.it needs, requires no more. For aught that
appears, twenty parts of speech might exist as well as ten.
o Syntax is also resolved by certain combinations of words known
to all grammarians, .. time out of mind," as agreement and government. But what agreement and government are, or why the
mind is forced to unite its notions by these relations is supposed
If to come by nature;" certainly the nature of these relations is
left unexplained. They are treated as original and ultimate
facta.
Most of the particular grammars are open to the same objee.
tions. The grammars of the Greek and Latin languages whick
were used a half century ago, some of which, we believe, are
_till in use in England, present only a barren aggregation of
paradigms and lllles, all received by tradition from the fathera.
-Important improvements have been made upon these grammara,
-as light has been thrown upon particular points of etymology
and Ryntax. and the reasons of principles and rules have here
and there been more distinctly developed. The great attention
.given to comparative grammar, and the wonderful advances i1l
that science, have imparted to many of the driest details the dig.
-nity and interest which pertain to a science of realities. The
discovery and demonstration that the same root is common to
all the languages of a single family; the tracing of this root
through the changes which it has undergone; the development
-by a copious induction of the law of inflection and phonetic
change which holds good in each particular language; these
have given to dry bones a covering of flesh, and have animated
-what were once the di..'l,jointed fragments of a skeleton with the
uniting force of an organic life. Deeper and more systematic
views have been attained in respect to the import and uses of
the cases of the noun, the moods of the' verb, the relations of
the parts of the compound sentence. But, with all that had been
gained in these respects, the best grammars still failed to sat·
isfy the ideal of what a grammar should be, and the study
of grammar was not yet invell.ted with the interest whioh

.
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belongs to scientific investigations. The difficulty still remained
nnsolved. Language was known to be constructed by and for
the thinking mind, and it was due to its nature and its dignity
that it should be explained by the principles which are fllmished
by the mind itself. The best grammars, however profollnd in
their researches, ingenious in suggestions and exhausting in
research, did not reach any fixed principle on which to build.
The basis of their systemization was itself unexplained. Cross
divisions continually appeared in the explanations of the rules of
the so-called agreement and government, those magic words
which were to bind words into sentences, as it were, by talismanic force.
These deficiences have been supplied to a considerable extent
by the writings of Dr. Karl Ferdinand Becker, the utles of whose
principal works are named at the beginning of our Article. It
is with reference to the great services which he has rendered to
the science of grammar, that we have allowed ourselves the preceding disquisition respecting the ideal of the science and its
actual deficiencies. His principles are to some extent known to
our countrymen by a study of some of the treatises to which we
have referred. They have been applied by Kuhner to the grammar of the Greek and Latin languages, and three of the grammars of Klihner have been translated and are somewhat widely
circulated in this country. It has seemed desirable, however,
that some intelligible account should be given of the philosophical
system itself, in order that the applications which are made by
KUhner might be better understood, and also that the attention
of linguists and philosophers might be drawn to the study of its
philosophical groundwork. We do not give this system as our
own. We do not vouch for the soundness of all of these principles, the correctness of the inductions, or the aptness and propriety of all the applications. On the other hand, we do not give
the system in the language of the author, but in our own. We
shall not develop it from his point of view, but from our OWD_
We propose to explain and illustrate its principles in our own
way, and in such a way as will best satisfy the minds of our
readers. We are well aware that the distinctions are subtle,
and that some of them have not yet been accepted by English
philosophers. On the other hand, they are made with great
precision, they are sustained with consistent severity, and applied
. with scientific rigor. Our limits will not permit us to give a full
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ind extended accollnt of the entire system of Becker. To do
this would require a large volume. All that we propose is, to
~xplain the application of his principles to the syntax oflanguage.
In tbis way we hope to recognize and explain the most impor~t of his principles 80 far as they interest the logician and intellectual philosopher. So far as they presuppose and require the
knowledge and the aid of comparative grammar, they do not
come within our province. It \Vould be desirable that the'
expounder of this system should be acquainted with both thes8
departments of science, but as such a critic is not soon to be
noped for, and as the logical is distinctly separated from the philological element, we tmst that an intelligible, if not a satisfactory exposition, can be given of the one, with only an occasional
reference to the other.
The word syntax signifies an arrangement according to some
principle or mle. An arrangement implies a combination, ~
eombination, elements which are united, and the combination
iropposes that the principles which regulate it, are to be evolved
from definite sources and are somehow to be determined. If the
roles of syntax can be explained by the laws of thought, then
these laws must explain the nature of the elements which are
to be united, the necessity or the possibility that they be joined
together, and the conditions under which they can be formed
into a sentence. This union of words is not arbitrary or accidental, otherwise words might or might not be thus combined as
eaprice or accident should decide. There must be something in
the very nature of the word, which fits it to be a part of the sentence, and something in the very nature of the sentence which
requires that it should be articulated into words. If this union
tlan be explained by the laws of thought, we must ask, what is
the word as a thought-thing, or as a product of humau thinking,
tnd what are the various classes of words which human thinking evolves and constructs? next, how is it that these words,
thus thought into a. separate existence, can be thought into a.
united existence, in the varions kinds of sentences or parts of
sentences?
We begin our investigations in the way of analysis. We take
for our experiment, one of the simplest combinations possible,
e. g. • man breathes.' It needs no argument to show that such a.
combination is one ofthe simplest conceivable. It is equally plain
that such a combination must be made first of all; that it serves

.
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as a. nucleus 8l'Ound which the most complica.ted sentence may
crystallize, but without which a simple sentence cannot exist
We have, in this example, two terms united by BOrne bond of
connection. In what are they alike? In what are they unlike!
What brings the two together!
1. In what are they alike! They are alike in being genmJl
terms. Language, to be a medium of communication at all, mut
consist of general terms. Its material, the elements of its simplest combinations, are and must be these terms. That there
may be communication, something must be common, i. e. equally
intelligible to the two partners in the o.cts of giving and recciving.
The same individual objects and their names are not necessarily
before the two; but dilferent individual objects possess similar
characteristics and receive the same general name, and thUB
become a possession common to many minds.
In acquiring knowledge by the senses or consciousness, we
begin with individual objects. In expressing this knowledge to
ourselves or others, we begin with general names. We l:notD
these objects when we give them right names. We understaNl
these names when we apply them to the proper individual
objects. When we hear another use these names we understand him when, as we follow his words, we apply these names
to the objects to which they belong, and in order that we may
do this, both we and he must know these objects by their nama.
But these general names, or universals, are not the names of
things, but of our notions of things. Words are im1Mdiauly not
the names of beings or of operations, but of our notions of each,
and thus 1Mdiately by means of these notions, the names of individual acts or beings. Those similar characteristics in which
the different individuals are alike, are by the act of thought, judgment or notionizing, separated and fixed by a permanent mental product, called a notion, a universal, or • general abstract COilception,' which is designated in language by a name.
. Again, these notions or universals are formed from the attnbraes of individual existences. There is a distinctiou in every
individual entity beyond which we cannot go, and that is the
distinction of being and attribute, or matter and foree. We can
reduce a material existence to the smallest atom in space which
the senses can discern; we can conceive it as possessed of the
fewest possible attributes; but we cannot make it cease to be a
being, or to be possessed of au attribute. The smallest grain of
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aand, the tiniest atom that floats in a sunbeam, is an existence
with attributes. The fact that it is perceived requires that it
should be perceivable, wQich is itself an attribute. But as a
being, each existence is by itself an individual. By its attributes
only has it that which is common to others. By its attributes
only can it be generalized or conceived as a notion. Attributes
only are regarded in the notions of which generill terms are the
names. The notions named as man and breathe are notions of
attributes only.
If, then, we renew our question: In what are these terms alike?
we answer: they are alike in being general terms, which represent notitms or universals, which are formed from attributes because these only are common, general, or univtTsal to individual
existences.
2. In what are they unlike? They are alike in being generalized from attributes, but they are unlike in this, that the mind
uses the one notion to represent a being, and the other to represent an attribute. The word man is, indeed, the name not of
one individual nor of all the individual men collected, but of
th~ notionized attributes, which are common to one and to each;
yet the mind uses this notion to express a being only. The
word breathe it 11ses simply to express an attribute.
3. What brings the two together? The common answer
would be: the one is a verb, and it agrees with its nominative.
A better and more comprehensive answer is drawn from the
books oflogic which distinguish between the predicate and subject, and teach that the predicate is affirmed of the subject.
But still the question returns: what is the subject and what the
predicate as distinguished in thought, as tkought-creatimts.. and
why is the one affirmed of the other. To answer these questions still remains our problem. It is not enough to refer to
stereotyped phrases about agreement or government, which are
well enough when assumed to satisfy children, but cannot be
accepted by a man who thinks closely enough to ask why must
one word agree with and govern the other. These bonds, if
they represent no bonds of thought, are empty names. Nor
does it satisfy us to say, as many books of logic do, that the mind
comp!ll'es these terms or notions and pronounces that they agree
or disagree, which phrases and explanations are borrowed from
the mathematics, and need themselves to be explained. We
still ask: How and why is it that the mind unites the two
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»otiona? What ia this unitirw as lUI. act of *hi-king, a.a.d wlaat
is the union as a tlwught-prod:uct? The brief &naW8I' to uu.
question is this: Every notion as a tbougbt-thiDg is related to
the individual things to \vhich it befongs. In its very natwe it
is capable of being united to those tJ,Ungs, as the general to the •
individual, as the attribute to the being. One of these notio...
.represents a being, the other an attribute, and hence in their
very nature they are capable of being united together. Nay,
they cannot be thought of. apart from each other. They tend ~
union as directly as the opposite poles of the electric jar. A
atate of separation is unnatural; a state of uniou, of combination,
is the only state of nature.
Or. in other words, we explain how these two notions are
thought together. by asking how the notion itself is thought into
being. To the eye of the child, the sun, the fire, the candle are
individual objects. But it distinguishes between these beinp
and their common act, theirlhining. The beings are different;
-their actings are similar, i. e. in relation to the perceiver, the
same. As it regards the individual with the eye or holds it with
the hand- this x as yet unthought-it abstracts from it, and atill
affirms of it this quality slu.ning. It thinks the object into the
notion, and thinks the notion of it This is a distinct act of
thought. The individual is viewed under the general, and the
general is affirmed of the individual. Whatever be the name of
this act. whether predication or aught else. it is implied whenever a single universal is abstracted from or restored to its individual. Let. then, the mind be furnished with two kinds of notions.
one of a being and the other of an attribute, as the notion diamond arid the notion combustihle. Let the notion cornbwitihIe
be affirmed [i. e. thought as an attribute] of the same individuals
of which the diamond was affirmed when first applied to them.
The notion comhustihle can now be united with the notion cJia..
mond, because it can be thought or affirmed of the same beings
which the diamond represents.
The mind then unites two notions. by the same process by
which it creates a single notion.1 It affirms combustible of the
diamond by the same law by which it affirmed the diamond of
the sensible, the unnotioned x; or, reversing the process, it thinks
the diamond into or under the general combustible, just as it
1

ce. Trendclenborg Logiache UntersnehRDgeD, XlL XIII.
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thought the z into the gene1111 diamond; with this difference
only, that, after the original act by which the z has been thought
as the diamond, this notion is used to designate a class of beings,
just as after the diamond and other beings have been thought Q
a combustible, we again use combustible to mark off all these
beings. when we affirm that combustibles require oxygen.
Here we finish for the time oor process of analysis, and review
the results it has yielded. They are the following. The ele:mentary constituents or monads of language are notions, whieR
are created from individuals by acts of thought. These notions
must be united, for the notion itself is originated in union with
an individual object of sense (or spirit) and predicated of it. The
.first act of thinking or notionizing is a proposition, of which z,
the object of sense, is the subject, and the notion 9f one of ita.
actings is the predicate. Such a proposition cannot be tY.rlpTes,ed
until you have two notions, one of which represents the being
before perceived as z, and the other the action or attribute united
with it and affirmed of it. The proposition then is the onginal
element of language, having its two elements in living and actual
onion, as the seed has within itself the root which it is ready to
strike into the earth, and the stem which it will thrust up into
the sky. Words are developed by and from propositions. TheJ
come into being as it were ready for union, or rather in union
with one another; articulated and so capable of being sundered,
and when sundered tending back to a combination. The proposition is the primitive combination, because in thought it WSg
before the word, and represents the first act of thought by which
the individual is taken into- the general. It is the primitive combination also, because in language no form of union can be conceived which is not grouped around the abstract proposition.
The first of the combinations of syntax hQ been explained by
t.be laws ofthought. The relation by which the parts of this combination ·are beld together, is that of the less to the more gent"1"8l
The act by which the two ~ts are thought together, is the act by
which the less is thought into the more general j orrevezaing th.,
proceu, by which the more general is predicated of the less gene.
I&l. Whether the subject be a sensible object, i. e, an unthoogl1t
Z; or a particnlarnotionized being, as a diamond, the relati~n of
each 10 its predicate is substantially the S&llld. But forasmuch
as in this primitive combination of langu~ we have to do with
-notions and not with things, we are ooncer.ned oulf with the
VOL.
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181atioD of notions to euh other, u of the p&lticnlar to the poeral. The combination in question i. tIIen conceived ad defined
.. the union of a particular with a geaeral; of a lees with a
more general notion.
Hitherto we have pursued the freer method of aualy'" feeling our pathway along in the way of inquiry. We DOW adopt
tor a time the leverer metbod of Iyntheail, and aecur8 our
1'etm1t1 by the use of precise 8Dd teehnicallanguge.
.Aseuming that the simplest oombinatioa of language is tha
abstract judgment expressed in worda by a p1Op08ition, we a1Iirm
that the thought-material. of language are .. Notioae." Thil
term is the equivalent of what tile EDgliaIl pbilosopher ~1a "a
~era1 abstract conception," or a "uui~" an4l 'Which 1M
. -Germllll designates by the now teelmical wOld " Begrijf:' Two
'Dotiona when united in a judgment eoDStitute a " Thought." .. Q,.
~." A Thought when expre8l!led in lan~ is ... • &wIIefu:tI,n
., Satz." Bnt a thought requires two kinds of notioas, a notionmed being and a notionized action or attribute, the one padicalar,
the o~er general. The one is the sabject. the other the predio
ate, as commonly uudentood. The words whioh desits""
these notionl are" fIOIimtal tI1OI'tlI," which are the staple of lan·

,•

l11age.
But these "notionl" are 1lIlited ill a "theagbt" by an act of
the mind resulting in a product This act oan be distiDg1liOed
in thought from the notion. which it unites. .As au act it ~ the
II refet"fing," the act of predication or a&Seraoa ; the result is the
union or combination ejfected between two IlOtiorm united by a
., relctJ:imt." These are expressed in language by .. N~
WJtWd8," called also, for reuons to be given laereafter, "./i1IWIItDOr,u." The verb to be furnishM the "form·word" for the act
ot' predication when separately expreased. The relation is also
indieated by a modification of the predioate. With the act IX
predioating or thinking, is also given, by a ueeeuary oanditioa
of tlMlogbt, the act of denying, or rather the act of afflnning is
attempted, II stones a.re animate;" and it d thea deatroyed, CBIlcened or aenied, "stones are flot animate." Thus a aeooad
"relation" ~ its ".ftn'm-ttJurtl" is called into being. Short ~d
aimple as the \bought may be, it mclades the two elGleDtl
expre88ed in l&ngot.«e by the" wotion-tllO'lYl" and the ,.~..
or its equivalent.
This primitive oombillation i. called the "pPedi.cati..e comiJi..

l8II.]
. _ " which is the prm, .... ~ IIlMIu of lupage. It
apreuea the fu:at movemeDt of tbe wnd by wbiob ita materiall
are acquired; by whi<* individuala are thought into uniVeraaM.
awl tile stock of aotiou is enlarged. The" NotioB" ia a 0Q&0
tractecl .. TlIought." The" Thought." ia an expud.ed "Notion.'·
The iutalLt that by • decisive eltperiment the diamond ill tholllbi
iato the claaa e»abutible, it becomes a combustible. By.
aimilar movement all existiac iDdividua&l are generalized, the
.lock of our notions is augmented, or the fulnes. of the DOtioaa
already existia~ is incnaIed.
We migbt h.e dwell upon the fact that the mind mlllt thu.
think the ..odd of realit.y iJUo the Ipiritual world of noUoos, ju.
u far as it C8A represent it in language. We might conceive of
maa as using tlWJ laogu&«e and makiag these thought~v ..
ments, if he wue a eolitary being ud did not require it for the
PIUpOIIe8 of comatanieation. We might imagine him to look
out npon the world of sense, think ita objects into new notiQu
by diaIoveriag new properties and descrying fresh analogi-.
10 this way hi. stock of notions would be increased and with i&
hia vocablllary of DlUDea; the names of beings &ad of aUributa..
Thus would he ~ IDOre and yet more objecta. Or reversiDB
the procesa, he might take the notioDB at hand, apply theD) to
tbe objects to which they.belong, and thus by a fresh apprehell~
.ion of things, uttderltaltd more completely hia BOtiOD.8 and hit
words. Or he might be lurprised. to futd that the things with whioh
he had 10Dg been f9JllililK, migbt come uder attributes to whi.
he had snpposed tkey bad no relatioo, as that the diamQlld it
combustible, or tbat the electrined matter is magnetic; and thlll
would be thinking awl, if posaible, utteriag new ~ku, evea lle
if he did not record his predicating tJwu,g/W Wlder a. Dew ~D
aad by a new name. .
But laaguage is primarily an agent for oommllD.iea.tion. If we
..-IY1l8 tlUs plGoeIl, we find that the recipient must alleady
1IIIder&altd, or be made to NlltiN6I.t'.uId. the notiOll8 in the mind 9i
the speaker. i. eo auat be able to apply tbem. to the individuw
10 w1Ucb they beloog. We commonly assume that tbe notion.
and tbeir repreaenw., warda are already understood. The oiijoe
of COJWIiLl1ll.ication is not to explaia words, but to puL them to
their D8e. And what is the usetD whieh they are applied ~
to affirm some attribute of some individll&l being, or to a.pply
some lenen1 notion to an iadividual thing. Bilt it ... rare tba&
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the individual thiD~ is present to the SeDses or both or either at
the time when the informAtion is given. If it were, the infonn·
ot might point with the fiDger, or loot with the eye at the
object and affirm the notion of it. To speak a common name, is
to use the name of a notion and not of a thing. Looking llpon
• group of horses, or upon one horse, we individualize nothing
by saying horse is white." This only eaa be dODe by special
form-words, such as we shall notice by and by, as thU, or tAat, or
1M horse. But to this we tend continually by doing. the best
which we can with the stock of general notions at our command.
Each attribute of color, form, height, action, etc. singly is true of
a part of the whole group of horses, and when all are uuited
together, they belong to a very small portion of the whole. Ifwe
can employ ODe or atl for this purpose, we shall be tending tow·
ards that individualization which in communication we seek to
secure; the white, handsome, tall, trotting horses will be very
few compared. with the whole of any group. The white horses
are but a part of the whole. But before this attribute can be
nsed. to bring the general to the particular, it mnst 6.l8t have
been predicated of the individuals to which it belongs. By this
thought, as by every thought, a notion is affirmed of the beings
to which this predicate belongs. If this notion were always
designated by a new and special word, &8 low horse by .. pony,"
we should have no need of any other expedient. But as this is
not and cannot be Une, we connect the notion already at hand,
and the attribute just predicated of a pan of it, in a combination
which brings the general to tho particular. We say "white
horse." This" combination is eM attrihutive combination," which,
as we have seen, is evolved. from and conditioned upon the
II predicative combination."
Should anyone fail to see this clearly, he could Dot fan to be
convinced, if he would redect, that in the act of predieation we
either thinking the individual or the pamcnlar into the general,
or tlrMtk bad the general to the one or the other. In other words,
we alm.ract that we may restore, we predicate that we may kNM.
In restoritng or /mowing, we do in fact apply the attribute ill the
same process and for the same pl1rposes as when we use .. tile
attributive combi'lllJtion," with this difference, that in the first ea~
we employ a permanent word, while in the second we employ
two notions instead, the generic and differential, to designate the
Ipeciea which we make for the moment by the act of attributing.
II

II
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The attributive combina\ioo is not a .. ~," but it is a".,..
made for one moment aud resolved the neD;;
and, therefore, a combination capable of beiag Uopauded into
a aenteace, as we shall see hereafter, just as the propositioa
which iBlateDt in eVEllJ ROtioN, may be expanded into ita appropriate form.
AI has already been intimated more than onee, if we could
make a word for every sort or subordinate species, which we
designate in laugaage, as ·often and as fut as these species .....
divided off by the mind, we .hollld never have oeca.sion to uae
the attributive combiaatiolL Some of tae species wJaich we
fIeqoeatJy UIJe, do aUaiD a name, as we say fW8"O or b/m;k
black "...., diN for tMiU - - . the good for go«l_, etc. It we·
coald alwaJl do tbis, we ahoald pua directly £rom the act of
pi'eClicati.sg to the act of ~ a.ad of naming. But iD. tholecues in whiola we need oaly designate the species occasiollBlJ,.
or foe the moment, we apply two noUoWl, the one of which briap
t.be odler to the particolar whieh we wis.b, aud the object iI.
acoomplisbecl.
The aoQoa of au fIdiot& or the JWedictIu eau alao be mdiYiduali&ed or made particular, in the same ""1 aa a beiItrJ or the.
swbjea ean be brought to a particular or individual. The generic
~ of breathing may be load, low, ptle, rough. The act of
walking may be made particular ~ individual, by the ohjeca in
which it t.enninates. A maQ. )])&y tDa.A tJo ftIC'If"ket or to Nrw YorAo.
Whether the means of doia& this be developed froo:l the nature
of the attribute itself,aa in bM&thing, or famiahed from without,
makes no di1I'erea.oe with tae use to which we 8iply them. IJJ
the mind hu not aiDgle notiOIl8 at hfUld for every special, DOl:
iDdividuaJ JU)IIl68 f~ every individual, act, it specializes or iDdividua.lilles the uUibute for the moment, aud thus develops what
is called aile "obJ·,ctiIH IUIIMC'~" It is called objective, because its purpose is usually e1fected by attachias ~
oPjeet 10 the atUibute. as we sball explain hereafter. Its esseace
coui.Bts in tae tbought-moVemeDt, by which tlte gmeral ~
ff ,. tM:fi.viI,y " wade p47ticular qr individuaL It is a senteuee~
combination aud Bot a IIeIlteDCe. but it may be expanded into a
sentence. as will be ,hoWD is ita place..
If will be eblerved that we are still in the region of abstrae·
tiolll. As yet we have nothiDg to do with thinga sensible or
\hiQga spiritual. with time 01 'Pace. Weare on the" Niphatee ..
tr/.
~-~,"
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of thin and cold abstractions, and we recognize only the existence of" Notimu,"" Btgriffe," and their necessary relations to eaeh
other. We must begin with these notions and relations, becan!!e
language begins here, and we cannot follow its complicated web
through warp and woof, unless we separate with microscopic
nicety. the finest threads that are employed in its wondrous
combinations for use and beauty. The processes by which these
notions are formed and used, are comprehende~ under the German word "detr.km," in a technical signification to which the
English" to think" will probably never be liArited. The products
of this thinking or notionizing power, as .. Notions," .. BegrUfe,"
.. Thoughts," .. Gedanken," etc., as distinguished from the particular subject-matter to which they belong, are called thoughtformations, or " Tlwught-,frrrms," "lJenJc-fU1'f'lleft." Thus on the
basis of the distinction between being and action or attribute,
and of the actual gradation of the attributes of existiug beingB by
a greater or less extension, we have the thought-forms of general and particular notions, and the combinations which arise from
them.
There is" another distinction in nature, the distinction of eouse
and effect, on which <>ther tlwugkt-forms are based. One being
by its acting produces II. change in the acting or state of another.
The one is the cause, the other the effect. To an effect two
conditions, at least, are require<J, the efficient and the occasional
cause, or the agent and the m~rial acted on. The effect is
dependent on both. Both are referred to, as the reasmu or
grounds for the occurrence or existence (If the effect. If all of
the conditions are present, the action ia conceived or thought as
necessary; if a part, it is thought as possible. 'Whenever the
relation of the notion to its ground or reason is recognized, then
these modifications necessarily arise. We think the notion not
merely in its relation to another notion more or less general
than itself, but also as lx>ssible or necessary.
We have spoken of the relation of notions to each other, as
leading to the three ever-recurring combinations which constitute the staple of language. But though in language we begin
on the chilling heights of abstraction, we cannot remain there long
if we would, nor would we if we could. Language is made to
be applied to concrete and individflal realities, and we muBtprovide for such application. The remotest "and the broadest relations having been satisfied, we must now provide fol' others.
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The relations of notions to things. is but another phrase for the
relations of notion to every possible way in which the human
mind apprehends things; for we express in language not what
the Creator or angels or clairvoyants know of things. but what
man tU man knows of things. The class ofre!ations for which we
are next to provide. are. therefore. the relations to the person who
Dses language when he wishes to express his views of reality.
There are certain universal relati{lns. or categories. or forms. under
which every real object is and must be viewed by man. Among
these are promine- ~ the forms of time and space. of quantity.
intensity. realit.y. non-reality. possibility. and necessity. The
abstract judgment. "man breathes." must occur in some time. if
it OCCDr at all. and be modified accordingly; and we must be
able to express the relations of present. past. and future. to say
nothing of those which are intermediate. We cannot apply it
to a real individual withont saying • he breathes now,' • he did
breathe.' or • he will breathe.' We must know also whether he
is here. or there. bifure, behind. etc. Whether the man is large.
small, etc.; whether one or flw. etc.; whether he brea.thes faintly
or fIiole'l&tiy, rapidly or Illotobj. Above all. we must know whether
the nnion of notions in the proposition expresses a fact or a falsebood; whether it is real or not real. If we recognize the reason
or ground for the occurrence. we must be able to assert whether
the event or act is possihle or necellllary. These relations are
called by Becker in his School grammar. the relations of notions
to the speaker; in the Organism. the relations of notions to the
tJwugla and intuition1'0rm..8 of man. He means by them the relations of notions to individual acts and beings. as we have already
shown. These all are provided for in language. as they must be
if language is to be usecl. For if it be natural to procure to ourselves a permanent money of exchangeable material which shall
everywhere be current, the next object is so to divide and mark
it that its divisions shall have some relation to the necessaries
of life which every man must buy with his money.
, The nature of the relations already considered is one thing,
the expression of them in language is another. Thus the combination of notions, in the predicative, attributive. and objective
relations, always follows fixed laws and produces the same
results. But the agreement of the verb or predicate-adjective
with the subject, of the adjective with its noun. and the modification of the predicate by adverbs, cases, nouns with prepositions •
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are variously indicated in different languages. Hence the variety
of the grammaticalfornu and relations as distinguished from the
limited number of logical or thougkt;/omu and relations.
The relations of ftOtioJU to the ~aA:er, which we have jllSt.
considered, are expressed by peculiar and manifold grammatical
fOrms. The relation of the predicate to the speaker, as actually
or not in fact united with its subject, is grammatically expressed
by the form already adopted for logical predication. 0111y when
~e ditfer6llce is to be noted it is done by emphasizing the
copula. V, etc., or by adding the particles really or actually, which.
1U"8 ordinarily superfluoos.
Possibility and necessity are expressed by auxiliaries, adverbs, and terminations. Time-relatiODS
are denoted by adverbs u.d tense-forms; those of space by adverbs; and both, as we shall. see, by prepositions. Intensityaud
Kequency by adverbs, prepositions, and terminations. These are
lOme of the gmmmatical forms to express what aze col1veniently
termed the mode-r~ of tie predicate.
The various relations of the subject notion to the speaker are
provided for, also, by applOpriate grammatical forms. The sub~t may be a persoa or thing; if .. person, it may be the speaker.
the one whom he addresses, the oue of whom he speaks, and of
~e male or female gender. The number and quantity of the
individual object or objects which the subject happews to represeat, may be one or more, it may be greater or less. All these
relations of the subject notion to the coDCrete, to which the
speaker applies it, have their particullU" grammatiClll. forms; but
the consideration of them is not required at present These are
distinguished. for coBvenience, but do not enter 80 prominently into
the 8tructure of language as the others. In providiDg for these
distinctions, by changes in the form Or fleetion of words, we fw:tber
the great end of language, which is to combine general notions
so as to describe and identify particular classes of objects and
individuals. We add such designations as enable the individual
to apply both subject and predicate to the various kind of objects
which exist, and to his modes of viewing them. In thus doing.
we not merely procure those symbols whkh are alike applicable
to all the objects about which we think and which we perceive.
but to particular classes of objects we adapt .. special symbol
or modified symbol, to stand ready at hand as a .. fleet servitor"
to desjgn.ate all that we have occasion to describe. .
From the relation of notions to one another and to the speaker,
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we naturally proceed to speak of the relation of tJrnugkU to other
thoughts, and to the speaker. All thoughts are expanded no·
tions, and notions are contracted thoughts, it will not surprise
UI to find that thoughts are related to each other very much ...
notions are related to notions. Two thoughts are C9Dnected
with each other, when taken together they make one thought.
The sentence by which this thought is expressed, being made
up of two sentences, is a compound sentence. "I can forgive
but I cmmotforget.'· "I COIIforgiwfor I callforget." "~h
I ron forgive I can.noI forget." Two thoughts are thus united
into one, when they staud in the thought-relations of contrast,
causality, or adversative reason, as is manifest from the instances
which have been just quoted. So also two thoughts can be
united into one wben they stand in the contrasted, causal or
adversative relation, to another thought expressed or understood.
"She cf1llld forget, Ike could forgitJe, for Ike waB a CkrUtian."
" 8Iae could forget, &he could forgive, though her provocations were
great." The combinations of two or more thoughts into one are
logical combinations.
Tbere is another form of the compound· sentence· which
results from tbe expansion of one or more of its members into a
sentence. "The ma/igruJnt foe adrJanCe8." "The foe who v malignant advaftCu." The suhject may be expanded also. "My
foe jiIh me with. fiar." "Be woo i& my foe .fill6 me with. fear."
The object, also, may be expanded. " I elm o.s4amd Q[ your
cowardice." " I am a&Jaamed that you. are a coward." It is Dot
surprising that each notion can be and is often expanded into a
thonght, for, as has been often observed, a notion is but a contracted thougbt. The original nucleus of the sentence still
remains. It is not destroyed. It is called the principal sentence.
The notions which were its subordinate elements, continue to
be 80 when they are expressed as thoughts. They are called
accessory sentences, and their relation is that of subordination
to their principal. Th.eir connection is grammatical, not logical,
because there is but one thought, though its parts are expanded.
There are three forms of these accessories, the attributive, the
subjective, and the objective, and they are also classified as
adjective, case, and adverbial sentences. The form-words which
are provided for the uses of subordination are the relatives and
demonstratives.
The relations of thoughts to the speaker are their relatioDs to
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the nrioaa funetions of the hUm&D IOIll. They are 1irat 4iiatia..
pished as thoughts of knowledge and thoughts of desire. The
thought oCknowledge is a judgmeat or a queatiOD. i. •. a. thOtiPt
which is to be decided by the judgment of the peI80ll addreeeed.
Again. the thought of knowledge expreuea the speaJrer's 0 . .
knowledge of an object or a thought spoken ot as .. llaunt1 .....
.. I btOCD tM earti
And again. the thougIat spoken at
may be the spea1:er's own thought 01' tae thought of ~
pel'8OlL still again. the tbought of the .peaker ma.y correspoad
to an aetual reality. or a. reality assumed, as" I IuJd grme !tad,..
'ItIItl file," These two last casellay the foundatiOll for tbe ase
of tlle subjunctive mood, or more strictly for the conjunctive &.ad
eouditional.
. The thought of desire is a. wish or coDlDWld. .. PIfGCe l¥ tuida
"Bt1 gtme." These relations or thought to the knowiDg
aad feelillg powers of the sow, are the mode· relations of tae
thought or the mode· re1a.tions of predication. and are expreued
by th& moods ot: the v.b, and by construction. or the a.r:raugement of words.
But we mast DOW' ent« upoo. anot.her part of the BUbjeet.
To do this it is Decessary that we leave the height of QUI' abstzac..
tions, where thought.relations are woven and ullwoven like goa88mer threads, aud that we descend into the world of sensible
realities. It it Dot sufficient that we show how thought.formations are created, and how tbey moat be modified in order that
they may be applied to the actual world, but we must show bow
iller are Tepr~ to the mind. We have said that the whole
world of matter and spirit must ixst be turned into the thOll8'htworld of DDiversals, in order that the means of commnnicatioa
might be provided, which could be offered by one mind and understood by 8lIOlher. We moat now show how this spirit. creation
of DOtiOllS moat be made sen.IlOUS, in order that this coDllDuDication shonld not only be poaaible but actual. It baa long been.
observed by philosophers that the words which denote spiritaal
objectl are to a great extent taken from objects sensible, in order
that they be diatincUy apprehended. Locke rellllU'b upoil this
point with great sagacity and. reach. of thought: "It may also
lead us a titUe towards the original of all our notions and knowledge, if we remark how great a dependence our words have on
common sensible ideas; and how those which are made use of
to stand Cor actions and DOtions quite removed from seue. have
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their rise from. tbenee. aDd from oonoull aeneible ideaa ue tramI:feued to more abstrue significations, 8IId made to stand for ide&f
that come DOt under the cognizance of 0111" senses; v, g. to inuw.
W, "J¥"Mmd, ~Itmd, fMi.4tr" COIICeWe, iMItl, ~,dUtwh.
GfIQ!, f;rd'ltlplillity, ete. are all words taken from the operations of
sensible things, and applied to certain modes of thinking. ~
in its primary aignification, is breath; ang,l,.. messenger; aad.
I doubt not, but if we could trace them to their sources, we
should fiDd, in all languages, tbe names, which stand for thiDgi
that fall not under 01lr senses, to have had their first rise from.
aensible ideM. By which we may give tome kind of goes"
what md of notions they were, or whence derived. which filled.
their minds, who were the first beginners of languages; and bow
uature, even in the naming of thisaga, unawares suggested tG
men the originals and principles of all their knowledge; whila~
to give names that might make knOWIL to others any opemtioDl
they felt in themselves, or any other ideas that came Dot oader
their senses, they were fain to bouow words from ordinary
known ideas of sensation, by that means to make others the
more euily to conceive those operations they experimented ia
themselves which made no oatward sensible appeazances; &lui
then when 'they had got known and agreed names to signify
those intemal operations of their own minds, they were sufiiciently furnished to make known by words, all their other ideaa;
since they could consist of nothing, but either of outward sensible perceptions, or of the inward operations of their minds about
them; we having. as has been proved, no ideas at aU, but wha.t
originally come either from sensible objects withont, or what we
feel within omselves, from the inward workings of our oW».
spirit, which we are conscious to ourselves of within." Eaaay.
Book 3, Chap. 1, t :>.
When Locke penned these thoughts, he but half comprehended the meaning of his words, and the wide extent and far
reachins application of his principles. Not only is it true that
the names taken of the soul itself, as well as of its powers,
operations, states, are in fuct from sensible objects, but it is also
true that all the relations of thought, all the most refined conceptions, aU logical combinations and connections, as affirmation,
negation, judgment, syllogism, inference, nay, even time and
space themselves, nay, even the abstract distinction between
thought-formationa and perception-formations. are thus named •
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Not only are they 110 Damed in fact, but they must be 80 named
by necessity. They must be so named because they mnat be 10
conceived. They must be so conceived for the purposes of com·
munication, because it is impossible that onr cooceptiOJUI of these
unseen and abstract realities and creations can be given to
aDother mind, unless they first be embodied and made palpable
to the senses by lIome analogous object or action di.lcemed ill
the sensible world. To communication there must be common
notions,!as we have seen. But of what use is it that there be
common notions, unless the parties know that they are COIDlllOll!
How can they know that they are common unless a common
object is actually present to the mind of both? Is it said tlJat
the word sounding upon the ear is this object. But it is not the
sound, but the significance of the word that makes it to be Ul
elemt'nt of language. How is it that this significance of a spiritual or abstract notion can be 1irat connected with the seIII8
striking word? When it is once attached all is clear. ButhoY
shall the impalpable be fixed by the consent and the under·
standing of the speaker and hearer ? Words that staud for
objects and actions of sense can readily be loaded with an intel·
ligible meaning, for it is easy to point with the finger to the
object or motion named, or to imitate by pantomime, when the
word is pronounced. But it is not easy to establish a meaniDg,
and to explain a meaning, and to understand a meaning, when
it is spiritual and abstract; nay, it is impossible to do SO, unless
the spiritual and abstract can be brought out into the sensible and
material, and clothed with flesh and be grasped by the S8IJIeI,
The mind and all its operations, all the results of these operatioDS,
up to the thinnest abstractions, must be incarnated, that the
mind which makes them may confront its own works, and point
to them with the finger, and call to them the attention of another
mind, and attach names to these sense·clothed abstractions.
Aner a beginning has been made, the progress is easy, for ODe
spirit.word can explain and justify another. Let but one thread·
like wire be cast across the chasm that separates the world of
spirit from the world of sense, and around it can be twisted
cables strong enough to bear an army of troGping thoughts.
Let but the gossamer that floats upwards in its search for that
invisible world which" eye hath not seen," find a point of sup·
port, and on it may be woven a ladder by which the angels of
God shall descend with revelations of spiritual truth.
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The means by which thoughts can become sensuous are
obvious. Nature is full of motion. All our notions of spirit are
formed by means of the operations of spirit. Though we distin·
guish between being and act in the world of matter and spirit,
yet our notion of a concrete being, whether physical or spiritual,
is made from the qualities of the uncharacterized x, of w~ich we
predicate its acts, and then contract our one· sided thought into
a notion which designates a being. All the operations of mate·
rial objects are attended with some kind of motion. Every
physical existence that acts, either moves or produces motion.
Many of the acts of spirit are attended by physical motions,
through the connection of the body and the mind. Motion, then,
is the universal condition of language. Hence only is it possible
that acts in nature should be distinguished, and that these acts
should be symbolized. Hence i~ it, that all words when traced
back to their roots, are derived from some kind of motion.
Hence all words; words of matter, words for the mind, words
notional and words relational, are founded on some sensuous
conception of life, on some picture of material activity, either
simple or complicated.
rfhis subject has been so beautifully elucidated by Becker itt
his work entitled: " Das Wort in seiner organischen Verwand·
lnng," tbat we cannot but give a brief account of the conclusions
which he has attained. He shows by an extensive induction
from the roots of very many Indo·European languages, as well
as by the nature of the case, that their primary meanings may be
classed under twelve generic motions. The first class are the fol·
lowing: the motion of living animals, to walk, or to move; of the
light, to shine; of sound, to sound; of the air, to blnw; of water,
to jlow; motion from within outward, to grow; all these being
subjective and supposing no object. .As soon as an object is
supposed, a second class, the reciprocal motions, arise, to give and
to take; to unite and to part, first in an intransitive and then in a'
causative sense; and, last of all, to i'l1llj1inge, i. e. to injure, and ~
CQlJe1' or defend.
We had intended to show how he explains the laws by which
all the possible conceptions of spiritual things are expressed in.
sensuous forms, but are forced, by the extent of our appropriate
theme, to reserve the consideration of this attractive subject for
another occasion.
It has long been known that the charm of language consists
VOL. Xll No. (S.
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in its picture-suggesting power. It has not been so cmtinetly
and generally known that the sensuous representations of language largely increase the complication of its structnre, and
must be distinctly considered in the explanation of its syntax.
It is because of its relation to a multitude of syntactical fonns,
that we have introduced it here. The forms of tlyntax are primarily to be explained by the laws of thought. But though logical procestletl are the only basis of these fonns, they do not fully
account for them. The laws of thought are not limited to the
laws of thinking by notions, nor to the application of these
notions by the speaker. They also embrace the laws of symbol.iJlation or of sensuous representation. They respect that process by which this world of abstract creations is incarnated, that
it may be easily transferred from mind to mind. If notions are
the money of language, and this money mnst be divided jnto
exchangeable coin, according to the external uses to which it is
to be turned, notions made sensuous are money trantlmuted from
the heavy and cumbrous iron into the light and shining gold,
as it falls from the hand of the coiner.
One most important observation needs here to be made.
Every existing thing when notionized is conceived as being and
action. But being, as distinguished from its actings, is a predicated action tltiffened into a notion. Everything notionized,
therefore, whether being or action, is cunui:ved as action. But
action is symbolized by motion. All motion is conceived to
occupy time, and all being to exist in space. Every being, even a
thought-being, is thus made sensuous and is also represented as
occupying space. Every action is represented as in time. Substance and attribute; cause and effect are both expressed in language taken from space and time. The substance supp0rt3 the
attribute. The attribute inheres in the substance. The effect
procetds or issues forth from the cause. The cause is bifrne the
effect in time. These ghostly and spectral thought-forms, which
would vanish into the air at the first glimmer of dawn that
betokens the world of actual life, must submit to the ungrateful
law that compels them to assume a fixed dwelling place in space,
and to step by the beat of advancing time. Nay, even time and
space must yield to the same inexorable necessity. Time, the
Proteus of the metaphysician, is caught at last and compelled to
represent herself in unchanging forms under the conditions of
space; while time and space are both notionized into intelligible
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time and intelligible or definable space, by the postlllate of
motion, and thus the subject-matter of the mathematician is furnished to his hand. The point, the liDe, the surface, the cube,
the polygon, tbe circle, are but the constructions, which are nolionized by motion as their condition, and predicated of actual
space. and thus the half logical and half real science of geometry is made possible.
To some this may seem fancy, to others but darKness visible,
but language ahows it to be facL For while language clearly
recognizes the reality of predication and of causation. and of the
notions fOllnded l1pon tbese distinctions as distinguished from
tbeir application to the concrete. and their representation in space
and time; it also as clearly shows that they are represented in
Ipace IlDd time. and cannot be expressed in any other way. If
metaphysicians had been always aware of the difference between
the reality of a distinction and the mode in which it is represented in language, between the laws of thought and the laws
of representation in order to expression. tbey might bave puzzled
themselves and their readers less than they have done.
But wc-have dwelt long enough upon the laws of sensuous
representation. And yet tbe just and clear undel'lltanding of
these laws is an absolute necessity to the explanation of the
forms of syntax.
We now proceed to show more particularly the application of
this principle. and of the other fundamental principles. to the
combinations of language. All these combinations, as we have
already explained, are reduced to three; the predicative, the
attributive. and the objective. Of these, the predicative is the
original; from Ihis the others are derived. It would be natural
to begin with the predicative. but, for what seem to us satisfactory reasons. we begin with the objective.
The objective combination is the result of the effort of the
mind in the act of communication to bring the predicate. which
is general in its nature, down to the particular or the individual.
It is not usually lufficient for the speaker to say" men bre~:'
but he wishes to specify how they breathe. So, too, it is not
enough to say" the farmer goes," but it is added" he goes to market," and this even does not suffice. but we add the individual
place, "he gou tD New York." The problem ia to make to the
predicate, which standing alone is only general, sl1ch additions
as will render it more particular, and, if possible, may set it forth
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as an individual instance of this kind or species of actiYity.
Inasmuch as this is accomplished most effectually by representing it as directed towards some ob,ject in space, the union of
the predicate with these additions is called the objective combination. As every predicate mnst be sensnously represented as
having motion, and, therefore, as capable of a direetioD, the ele~
ment of direction comes to be largely inflnential. Inasmuch as
this combination is generally made for the moment, to secure the
temporary end of the speaker, the object is usually separable
from the predicate. There are cases, however, in which a class
of objects is permanently united to the predicate, and the union
is represented by a word, e. g. animum adverto, animatlverto;
to catch fish, to foh, and even to catch trout, to trout.
It is obvious that the union of a predicate with an object, 90
as to make the predicate specific, is a logical combination, and
does not require a reference to space or time. It is as clear that
no general activity can be made individual except as it is con·
nected with an individual existence, occupying some individual
portion of space at some instant of time. The various forms of
objective combination, then, cannot be explained without a reference to the laws of sensuons representation. Whether the act
be literally an act in space, as .. he runs after the /wrse," "he.flees
from the robber;" or clearly metaphorical, as .. he runs after Mill
expectations," or .. h~ .flees from pursuing tJwugkts .. " or less clearly
metaphorical, as "he longs after forbidden, ,jay,," or "he tr~~
fromftar," the forms of expression and the relations which they
express can only be understood by referring to the necessity of
talking of every object as represented to the senses in space.
The relations of space do not necessarily individualize an
activity, though without such relations individualization is impossible. Place and direction are these relations. Place, strictly
speaking, individualizes, direction does not, till the object to or
from which the direction is asserted, is made individual. .. &
stands here," is an individualized action. .. He goe, tawarcls," is
not individualized till YOll add the ohject and fix its place.
Thus far we have distinguished two kinds of objects, those
Which make the general particular and those which individualize
the general.
Those which bring the general down to the specific are a"aain
subdivided into two subordinate divisions, the completing objects
and the objects of manner. The first is required whenever the
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predicate notion expresses the direction of an activity to a being
far undefined that one of its species may be enumerated, and
is expected. The predicate 8I.Tiku, from its very nature, informs
us that some body or some thing is struck, and we wait till the
JUticular is given. The statement of that completes or 8upplies
the deficiency. That which completes an expression, which
from its very nature is indefinite and incomplete, is called tA,
~oi?ject.
.
It is manifest that the completing objects only pertain to that
class of predicates, whether verbs or adjectives, which are in
their very natUle objective. If we refer to the cardinal notions,
to which all our notions of activity are referred, we find that the
following, to walk, to srnmd, to &hine, to bIDto, to fono, and to grotIJ.
are subjective. On the other hand, to give and toh, to in/iu,
and tlef_ to part and unite, do in their very signification suppose another being besides the subject of the action. Every
action is repre8ented as a motion in space. Every action upon
an object is represented by some direction in space. Hence the
name object, as of some being set over against the acting being,
to which we 8ay, without being conscious of the pregnant significance expressed by the very word, its actings are directed.
Besides the completing objects, which render a general activity
more particular by the addition of beings from without, there are
specifications of manner which arise from the possible varieties
of which the action is capable, and are, therefore, developed from
within. Every general activity, whether subjective or objective.
is capable of certain variations, and thus specifications by manner
are common to all. They are called objective combinations, not
with entire propriety, as when we say "he breathes getatJg,"
which would seem to be more akin to an attributive combination. Inasmuch, however, as these combinations may be
always and often are, expressed by means of an object to which
the activity has a special relation. they admit the designation
objectitJe.
We have stated, in general, that completing objects and objects
of manner, perform the office of bringing a general activity to a
particular; sometimes, also, they individualize the activity. In
its nature, the objective actioD requires only an objeet of speciel
to complete the Dotion, as when we say "M pu," and we,
inquire" to wI&om?" the answer "to the poor" satisfies us, though
the individual, "to JoIm" or "to tAil man," 8atisfies ns more per10
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So al80 is it with the object of manner, .. M br. . ."
II /ik,e tAU child."
Th~ combinations which in their very nature ~e the
action are those of space and time. Every individual is known
to occupy a portion of space and to exist at an installt of time.
Every act that is connected with an individual thus designated is
itself individualized. We have just seen that a completing object
and an object of manner, which in their nature are specific, can
become individual only by adding these relations of time and
space, Time and space relations are not exclusively individaal.
There are general directions in space, as aIHnJe atMl below; relations of space. as in tIae air; of time, as by night and by doiJ,which particularize without individualizing the act. Generally.
however, they individualize. No act can be individualized
without them. It is scarcely necessary to repeat, that relatioDB
of time are represented only as relations in space, 110 that space
relation. are thOle only by which an act is represented in laD·
guage as indi"ridnaL
Thus far have we considered the general division of ohject&
It has given us completing objects. and non-completing objecta,
viz. those of IDftnner. space, and time. We name next the leading subdivisions under each. Of the completing objects, there
are the following: The verb or adjective may express an acticm
which in its very nature is spatial, as to ,end, to p«.ta. Actions
of this kind obviously suppose a direction to or from an object in
lJlace, and the notion is completed only when the direction and
the object are both supplied. as .. he places the book on tIae tahIe,"
The activity may.Dot be spatial, but being represented as spatial, the subject acts upon. or is acted upon by the object. If it
aetsupon the object, the action is represented as moving in the
direction from the subject towards the object. If it is acted upoD,
the action proceeds from the object towards the subject. If the
.ubject and object act upon each other, the action proceeds from
each, towards the other. That all these modes of acting are
supposable is evident. If the subject is a person and the object
iB a thing or is conceived as a thing, then the action is in the
direction towards the object. If the subject is conceived as the
recipient, and is acted upon, the acti"n is in the direction from
the object. If both object and subject are persons, or are conceived as persons, then the action is in a direction from each
-and towards the other.
rectIy.

..gently," or "M ,kep,"
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Many actions do not, from their own nature, require a completing object, but in the connection in which they are used do
require an object to complete, not the notion expressed by the
Yelb or adjective but the notion in the mind of the speaker, as
he is rich in .fait/&, Washington was afraid bifare God. This is
called the conditioned completion.
The non-completing objects are objects of manner, causnlity,
space, and time. We speak first of objects of manner. Manner,
as we have already seen, is the designation of a specific difference, developed from within, which is provided for by the natnre
of the action itself. The simplest form of expressing it is by
adding the differential in the form of an adverb, as he breathu
gmt/tg, which is to the action or predicate-notion what the adjective is to the being or subject-notion. Often it is expressed by
a relation to some object superadded in the form of a preposition
before an abstract noun. Sometimes, instead of an abstract
nann, an individual concrete is made use of to bring the genus
down to a species, as to write with the pen, to whip with the knout
== to knout, a species of whipping. In such a case the individual
object is an instrument.
Objects of time and space serve the purpose of bringing the
activity down to an individual. An individual is distingnished
from all others of its kind by its relations to space or time, or
both. The space and time relations are designated preeminently
as relations of space and time with respect to the speaker. The
space relations to the speaker are presented under contrasts or
distinctions of neamess and remoteness, as here and there; or
contraSts of dimension, as above and below, beJOre and behind.
The time relations to the speaker are given under the contrasts
of the Palt and.fo.tvre to the present; the space-combination is
also determined by the relation of the activity to another being
in space, as M lings in the church; and the time-combination by
the relation of the activity to another activity, which activity
may be represented as a being, as he danced at the wedding.
In such ("ASes the space and time combinations individllalize the
activity, as they express its relations to an individual being or
an individual action. Often place and time relations are relations of species, as Ike gou out niglal, and S'IIJaJJows live in bants.
Sometimes in this way designations of place and· time become
designations of an attributive character, as nig}/J walker, barn
wiaJJow, B/8ctjon cake, OMVtmt14 pie. Thill only happens when
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a difference in the kind of being is implied by the place or time
of the action from which it is derived.
The objective combination of causality, dese"eII distinct consideration. The distinction of cause and effect is properly a COIl·
trast of .. tlunl,gllb," not a contrast of rc notions." & died. of poi60ft, is properly expressed by the two sentences: Ire tool poUtM
and therefore died, ete. The notion of the objective combination
is of a combination which reduces the generic notion of activity
to one that is specific. It is not always true that the activity
induced by one cause is different in its species from one induced.
by another, as wheu it is said he blwlted frO'A Mame, it might
be said that blushing from shame is not very unlike bluahiDg
from anger. It is very often true that there is a difference. So
is it. geuerally conceived. So is it freely represented in llUlguage.
And hence causality, properly a relation of thought, is represented
as a relation of notions. Inasmuch, also, as the cause designates
a peculiar species of the activity which it effects, it is counted
as an objective combination of manner. .As manner, when it is
individualized by an object, gives us the object of the instru·
ment, 80 an individual object of causality, when causality is represented as manner, gives us the object of flNtULf. That this is
akin to manner is evident from the English "tDGy6 and tIWdU,"
Causality is also represented simply as time, as I tDaI well, I took
p1ry&ic and died; he too/c poiI01I and the... died. Still there is a dif·
ference between po8t Iwe and propter Iwe, though the last is oftea
represented by the first, and the first is mistaken for the last.
Logical catUality or ground is never represented as a relation of
.. fIOtiom," but only as a relation of rc tJwughtl." It is, th8l'efore,
never represented as matlfIe1' or time.
From this more particular enumeration of the subdivisions of
the objective relations, we pass to the expression of them in
language. First, we speak of these objects generally. Their
forms are these: the case, the noun with a preposition, and the
adverb. The adverb we shall see hereafter is reducible to the
case. We have, then, only two, the case and the preposition.
We ought here to remark that the English student can with
difficulty understand the difference between the two. He bas
ia his mother tongue as it now is, only a poor remnant of cases
acciJentally preserved, as the dative in rc he gave me or.\iM a
book." The distinction in most languages is sufticienUy apparent to give importance to the questions: 'Is this ~tinction real,
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or accideDtal?' 'noe. it express aD accidental distinctioD in
pluase or a real distinctioD in thought?' There can be no doubt
that the one form is often interchanged with the other. Notwithstanding this, there is a real difference of signification between the case and the noun with a preposition. The difference
is this. The preposition is used to designate spa!ial relations. It
is tme that aU objects are represented by directions in space,
but there is a great difference between those general relations of
direction to andftom, which are implied in the representation of
every completing o~ect, and the reference of an action to an individual object in space, or one vividly painted as existing in space.
The more the spatial and sensuous element is brought forward
and made prominent, the more the preposition is used. To the
completing object, the case is especially appropriate. The relation of manner as it expreS8es a species of the activity, is more
usually expressed by the case. The time relation, when it
expres8es the relation of one activity to another activity, may be
expressed by the ease, but as it more frequently comes out into
space and is represented by its forms, it is oftener expressed by
the preposition. The cansal relation, according as it is more or
less a relation of manDer or of time, is expressed now by the
cue and now by the preposition. Generally, as the genius of a
language more delights in objects as they are thought or in
objects as they are sensuously represented, so do cases or prepositions have the preference.
From tbis general consideration of the forms of the object, we
DOW proceed to the explanation of the laws which detennine the
use of eo.eh particular case and each particular preposition. And
first of the completing object as expressed by cases. The distinctions to be expressed are made by the questions, which does
tile mind conceive to be the actor, the subject or the object, and
mm which is the activity represented as proceeding? Originally and naturally the subject notion is viewed as the actor.
Man, in his original conceptions of nature, fiUs it with life and
personal existence. Everything of which he affirms action at
all, he conceives as an acting person. According to these views,
the subject notion is actiVe, the object notion is passive, and the
action is conceived as passing from the subject to the object.
Hence the transitive relation-form is the simplest and most ob'Vious contrast that is made by the mind and expressed in language.
The subject ia a person, the object though a person is viewed as
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pauive, and ita appropriate cue is the accusative. The direction of the action is tDl&it.J&n from the subject to the object. But
the object may be a thing, and it may 10 act on a pel'8Oll or be
viewed as actiDg on a pelIOn in such. a way, that the action ..
the subject followlL The object is then placed in the ~aitive.
The direction of the action is tMenee from tbe object to the abject. Accordingly, all thOle object. which alfect the inteUectual
or emotional nature of man are placed in the !eaitive. It is
here to be observed, that, as man grows older in his conceptions
and discoveries, he attributes leas power to nature aod. more
power to mao. Those actions of thought and feelieg which be
first viewed as produced at tbe awful bidding of nature in whose
mysterious presence he trembled like a slave, are DOW regarded
as the exercise of his own power over nature, and hence the
more frequent use of tbe accusative, as language advaaees. If
the subject and object are conceived as mutually active and
equally free, each aaying to tbe other: • I am as good as thoD
and thou art as good as I,' then the object requires the dative.
The action is reciprocal and is viewed as ,*"ce and tlJhilIIer,
proceeding equally from botb subject and object. Hence the
dative is eminently the case for personal objects, in all languages
which admit a dative at all. It is not, however, confiDed to perIODS, but is used for all tlwse objecu which are viewed as equal
or commensurate to tbe subject when a compan.on is iDatituted,
or the like.
It sometimes, it often happens, that into the notion of the predicated activity is taken the direction of the action conceived tU
a Caule, not oDly to the object, but to 1M efect produced in thal
object. In every case, when this causative force is added to the
proper signification of the action, tben a second completing object
is required. The action itself, not conceived as causative of IUl ef·
fect, requires an object upon which it terminates, as, he fIIGku wiM,
but when the causative force is added, a new object is required,
viz. into ~ar. This new object is mD8t frequeatJy conceived
as a new CICtit1ity, potDeT, property or JlatltrlJ, evolved from tbe
object by the action. This is thcfaclitive oi?ieet, or the object of
e1feet. We do not include under tbis the P"'1»", because the
petion cannot be causative of the purpose. It is not necessary
that the object be severed from tbe subject. They may be
coincident. Hence subjective verbs admit the factitive, u is
becomu a liar; the 1JOIIIA ~ into a man. Somotimes the
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action ill followed by a dative of a person, as it M"fJU Aim.for (J
pretnt.
The effect set forth in the factitive is ordinarily a real effect
Sometimes thill effect is the result of the action of the emotional
or intelleetnal powen, or the expression of them, and it is then
ailed t/u! loBit:al.factiJ.itJe, as I think _ a liar. This may be
expanded into a sentence-combination, I tAi.nk tAo.t he u a liar,
or expreued by an accusative with an infinitiYe. I tJtitttk kim to be
G liar.
A very small number of languages have a special casefOrm for this fourth completing object It is variously expressed
by a noun with a preposition, a noun in apposition, a subject
before an infinitive, and an adjective.
The fonr forms just considered are the fundamental forms of
the completing object We shonld expect, therefore. to find four
cases in eTery language, for the expression of these relations.
The factitive bas rarely a special case. Besides this general
exception, it is also true that sol11e languages have more and
!lOme even fewer cases than the genitive, dative. and accusative.
Why, then, are these called the fundamental cases. each appropriate to one of these three fundamental forms? The answer is
brief: wherever these cases are found these relations are appropriate to them, and whenever new cases are added. they only
express the relations appropriate to these three.
It not nnfrequently happens, however. that one of these cases
is substituted for another. There are instances in every language
in which it is difficult to see why. In the majority of instances,
however, the transfer is readily explained. The accusative and
genitive, in respect to the direction of the activity, are opposed
But they are both thing-cases, and. inasmuch as objects in nature
were formerly thought of as acting upon man, and are now
viewed as acted upon by him, the accusative is substituted {or
the genitive. The dative and accusative are most opposed, the
ooe being a thing and the other a person case. In the English
language, case-forms are almost entirely obliterated, and the
sensuous meaning of the verbs, so far as the direction of motion
:is concerned, is almost lost. Hence the accusative takes the
place of the dative. The genitive and the dative express in
common the same direction. but the object in the one case is
viewed a thing, in the other it is a person. When this distinc
tion of objects passes into the back-ground these cases are easily
interchanged.
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The factitive is expressed by all the cues; the genitive. dative,
and accusative. This is accounted for generally by the fact.
that the factitive is considered as a new ",ttribut.e evolved from.
the proper object, and, as we ,hall see that an attribute is of'tell
contracted into a mere case.relation, 8.8 a mati to my mind, a __
from a good fa~, etc., so the factitive object may be in any
case whatever, according to the view taken by the mind. l
We cannot pursue this subject into its details. It presents
curious and sometimes intricate problems. It is enough to 8&y
that the view taken of an object by the mind is capable of a
great variety of modificatiops, and that many forms of expressiOil
are contracted, every part of which cannot readily be supplied.
So many of them, however, are clearly explicable. that we do
not hesitate to accept the principle already announced.
. We have also given the difference between the case·form and
the noun with a preposition. Whenever the mind is bent upon
giving greater life and vividness to the representation, and desires to make prominent the element of motion in space, the
prepositional takes the place of the case· form.
We proceed to consider the expressions appropriated to the
r~latioft of manner.
This, it will be remembered., brings the
action of the verb or adjective down to a species, by the distinct
development of some distinction implied in its very nature. The
word expressing it becomes, therefore, a kind of attribute to the
verb, performing for the verb what the adjective does for the
noun.
But bow is it expressed? It is a general law, that if a being
is to enter into combination, it must be combined with an action,
and the reverse. But the notion in this case is an action-notion j
it requires, therefore, for its modifier a being·notion. Manner,
therefore, is often expressed by an adjective in the neuter geuder, or by the action·notion turned into being. This is an early and
a common. form of the adverb. Another form is the adjective
1 We subjoin, from die manuscript of a friend, the following examples of the
factitive combinationa, taken from Tarious Euglish anthoJ'll: .. The dispute began to wax warm. Hia countenance grew dark. Sprat 'II'U amazed to hear
the bells of his own abbey ringiug merrily. Each in turn saw his suggestiou
llcornfully rejected. A suit of mouming has transformed a coquette into & prude.
A foot that might have danced the greensward into greener circles. If the parliament proved refractory. Remained a mystery. Passed themselves on him
for countesses and maida of honor. What you have heard me say is, etc. I
gave myself OTer for lost. Tearing him to pieces."
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with a ease-termination. There are also adverbial termina.tion&i
which seem to be no other than adjective endings. As the
attributive of the nonn is often expressed by an a.bstra.ct sublltantive with a case-tenniDa.tion, so may the attribute of the verb or ad 7
jective. .As the predica.tive genitive is used for the one, so for the
other. A1s the case-termination often gives way to the noun with
a. preposition, so is it when the adverb is to be expressed. Since
in English, .the prepositional bas displaced the case·formalmos~
entirely. adverbial forms of this character are. very frequent.
The individualizing or space and time relations, next claim our
attention. How are these expressed in language! The sp.ce
relatiooll are relations to some being in space or to the speaker.
The rela.tions to the speaker are first of direction -from /Lnd tuwa.rth, and their indifference; and the words which express them
are formed from demon!ltra.tive pronouns, and 80 QlOdified that
they designate the relations to the speaker, thiJher, thenc~, there.
To these correspond the interrogatives, whither, whenc~, wker~,
The whence forms are more common than the whither and
where fonns, as it is natural for the mind to be so occupied with
the object as to make this prominent in expression. In other
words, it measures its motion and direction J."8.ther from the
object to itself, than from itself to the object. Whither is often
represented by where, the mind transporting itself in thought tQ
the place where it desires or dislikes to go, losing sight of the
act of progress. On these demonlltratives and interrogatives, are
fonned the indefinites ,omeUJMr~, &~kither, etc.
Besides these direction-relations, there are rela.tions of dimen.
sion, given by the very na.ture of space, a.nd natural to every;
mind, as abov~ and below, before and behind, within and witlwut.
To these are added the relations of direction, from above, fr~
below, ete. Here the same law holds good that we have already
noticed, that direction very frequently is pfeferred to place, because motion is the great element in language, and even rest ~
represented by motion. Sometimes, as. we have seen, the mind
is so interested in the place that it overlooks progress and .the
direction and motion which progresll involves. Hence forms an4
prefixes which originally expressed one direction, wheel about
and express exactly the opposite, as the French" I'wpprOcM-r ~
quelque clwse."
We must remember, also, that space-relations are often intro,
,,"need into language, not to connect the action with 8.J1 indiy.idu~
VOL. XIL No. 48.
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bet"D« in BpI.~, bot limply to give nee and aellSUOtls realilf to
ita representations.
The Ipace-relations of the aetiTity to another being, foUow the
MUne laws and are expressed by the same variety offol'Dltl, which
..-e uled to expreSl! lpace-relations to the speaker.
From the relations of space we proceed to those of time.
EYery thought, and every expreAion of a thought iD a preposition, is represented in Ipace and time; the lubject in space, tbe
predicate in time. The relatioos of the lubject in space Ill8
desig'Dated by the person-formll; of the predicate by one of the
three renew time-forms, the past, the present, or the future.
These time-fbrms do not, however, individualize the aetioa.
But if in the past and future certain more particular designations
are fixed opon, 88 e4riy, lobe, abe«dy, designations of which there
fa .. great Dumber and variety, the action is particularized. it ia
DOt left general in tM past or futore. Relatioos of this BOlt ans
called the time-relations of the action to the speaker.
There are tinte-relatiooll of uother sort, the relations of tbe
predicate to another actiOll, which is itself individualiud, _
III tDlm I W_, I ~ frona my bed."
The relati"e tenle-formi,
",.,t
.ftMvre, &I'e used to deaigllare this relation. Bat the
appropriate way to designate these actions to 1Vhich the precli.
tate is referred, il by a being, in obedience to the la'W of contrast
already named. These actions are in a multitude of cases represeoted as beings, e. g. lUf&M, de., prayers, wilking. The
names of the seMons, of the leading divisions of the day, etc.."
are in many cases thus named. But the action is often losf sight
of, and the name baa become a simple designation of time.
Theile time-relations are represented by space-forms. Most
of the prepositions, betray their Origill from space, before, after,
abtJut, ete. The lame laws bold good in respect to the use of
motion and direction. The whence form is used for the where
fonn, as when we _y de noct.e, rt"' a Srmday, qf /4t;e. Bence time
as space is represented by cues, according to the direction conceived. Prepositions take the place of cases, wh~ the spatial
(orm. is to be painted more clearly to the mind's eye.
There is a combination which, at the first aspect, would seem.
to exprells a proper time-relation of the predicate, but which, on
a nearer view, is not simply nor chiefly designed to let forth ..
cleaifPtation of time. Under the form of an action contemporaneous with or aocompaaying the predicate, we have teall,.
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thought-relations, both the so-called copulative, and also ~
logical relations of contrast and causation. They are given by
this form as notion-relations, as .. she walks with head beut low."
which is .. she walks arid bends her head;" dying I avenge my
mther's wrong." i. e ... through my death I avenge my father'.
Vl'ODg." .. In wrath remember mercy." Sometimes the accompanying activity pertains to the subject of the predicate proper.
Sometimes it belongs to another subject, as .. he went forward,
his heart beating for fear." Then again the acoompanying
activity is omitted and only its object is retained... bis hand ou
his aword he walked into the maddened crowd."
This relation i. to be distinguished from that of manner j~
the fact that it does not express a distinction which is developeq
from the nature of the activity itself, but asserts an activity
which is superadded thereto, generally for logical purposes.
This form is exceedingly various and frequent, and the application of it, for rhetorical purposes. is very beautifuL Our limi~
fOrbid extended illustratioQ1l.
ot the expressions suitable to the relation of causation, Wjp
aeed add but a word. Causation is properly II. relation of
thoughts. but is represented as a relation of notions. It theu
takes the objective combination by being conceived ILB manner
and time. Some of the modes by which manner and time anp
expressed through cases and prepositions, are used to expteq
the object of cause. The means and instrument are exprelsecl
by the Latin ablative and the Greek geuitive. The prepositio...
from., out of, after, by mea"" qf, in spiU of, often designate th,
object of ~usality.
But it is time that we had done with the objective combina-tWn. The attributive next requires our attention. The attriblltive, like the objective, presupposes the predicative. Indeed,
the attributive is based upon it In the predicative, we tI&&n.f;
t.he particular into the general, and by the same act we ,a .fort4
this particular as a species of the generaL The rOle iI fragmnt,
i. e. the rose is a species of the genWi of fragrant things. Having thus set it fOrth as a species, it is natural for us to go on ap,d
divide it again into sub·species; these objects, viz. a certaio
jlOrtion of the whole genus roses are red. By this secoQd act of
predication is created the thought-union, red rOSel, which cove",
the extent of individuals that had previously appeared in th~
proposition. thelle objects. viz. certain roses are red. Tbu.s in aU
U
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cases the attributive presupposes the predicative. The peca.liarity of the relation consists in the fact that beings are made
'specific by their union with an action or active nature, which
had been predicated of them. This reduction of the genus to
. the species may be for the moment, IlS when 1 joill red and roses
for the moment in a sentence-combination; or it may be permanent, as in the words 1~t.M.Dater, tea-rOle" bU.uJr,""~I. Ita essence
consists in the fact that by it the genus is made a species.
There are words, also, whieh bring the genus down to an individual relation, and take the form of the attributive combination. These are form-words and they denote a relation to an
individual, as my, this, the pre&t'nl, thi& ker~, that tJaer~. But they
are conceived as notion-words, and they are so, because they
caD be generally applied. They are not notions of a being or an
action, but only the notions of relations of a being.
The forms in which the attributive relation is expressed in
language are the attributive adjective, the genitive, the substantive in apposition, and the substantive with a preposition. The
last case is thus explained. . If this attributive is expanded into
the·predicative relation, as the ring of gold, into the ring which u
made of gold, an active nature appears, modified by an object
This action is dropped out of expression, and sometimes out of
distinct thought, when the predicative is contracted into the
attributive. Instead of the form the ring made of gold, we have
rIae ri1lK ofgold. So, also, the learch· after gold, the race for ptnDeT.
dae march to glmy, the plunge into ruin. Whatever the expreslion may be, the attributive combination reduces the genas to
the species, by means of a predicated action, or to an individual;
by a relation predicated like a notion. If the attribute belongs
10 the whole genus, as glittering to gold, brittleness to gla&l, the
tttributes are useless, for they do not 8pecify. The brilt.k glasl,
etc., have their uses for rhetorical purposes, but no grammatical
'and logical value.
. The adjective is the natural form for the attributive. The
attributive relation is, as we have seen, founded in the predicative. But the predicative is expressed in two -ways, as we shall
aee; by the vefb, or by the prEidicative adjective and the copula:.
-If we reject the copula because it is not wanted when the
'thought-combination becomes notional, there remains the predi-cative adjective to express the attributive relation, as mulier ut
loq.o.z,loqua:J; mulier, if, indeed, loquax. is not coextensive with
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the genus fMUlier. The union of the adjective with ita notiD..,
for the attributive, is· indicated by the termination of gender.
In the Germau, each t,elmi.u.ations do not a.ppea.r in the predica.
live adjective.
The attributive genitive is formed from the predi.ca.tive. in thlt
manner already illustra.ted, on the ground that the genitive
appeared in the predicative as the object of an action. Th!!l
action is omitted a.nd the genitiv~ remains, but the real attribute
is this omitted action. The nature of this action is nC;;t expressed,
but determined by the lsubstantives themselves. If the action
is not readily determined. it is expressed at length, lUI tIte /l!uer
receitJedfrom myfather. instead ofmyfat,J"e.,', letkr. If the relfa...
tion is spatial, or represented a.s spatial, the noun with a prepe).
tition takes the place of the genitive. The re1a.tions ordinarily
expressed by the attributive genitive are three: tha.t of an actor
to the act, a.s the 8U'I&', revolutiorr.; of the possessor to the thinf
possessed. as my father, Iwwe " of personal mutual relatiolUhip,
as the people', pruident. In all these cases, the action or actives
pature proceeds from the genitive, in the direction f./14ence.
Bence the ne.me genitive. In Englisb, it is worthy of notice,
that personal substantives only are placed in the genitive, the
jmpersonaJ. requiring a preposition. as t4e.fruit oftke tree, not tlr4
tree', fruit. Inasmuch a.s the genitive has been used 8() one.
for the attributive, an ablltract noun is often employed insteacl
of the adjective, as the man of heroism. The attributive genitive, besides making the genus specific, also iudicates the rela.
tion to an individual. This is done very often by the use of the
definite article. This may be said to be more frequently th,
office of the genitive.
If an objective combination requires the a.ccusative of the
suffering object, that object is expressed by the genitive, whe.
the predicate grows out of the objective; hence arises the obje~
~ genitive. Because the genitive is 80 frequently subjective,
unless its use as the objective is readily understood, by ~
»Bture of the notioD.s united. the relation is expressed by so~
special form, in the Latin by the gerundive, in English by a P81'ticipial, as .. 1MMg for building a Iwfue." In the German ~
terminations ung and er express the r~tion.
The DOun in appositioo differs fcom the adjective in that it
_ gives the a.ttribnte in the form of a being, and from the attribu,.
'tive in that, the being is ueither the "ubject JWj: the object of tNs
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action, but is identical or coextensive with 'the notion to which
it belongs. It is a notion referred to individuals. Hence its use
In connection with. proper names, and with the definite article
prefixed. It often expresses a judgment of the speaker, and thia
form is selected in order to make prominent the logical relation
. between two tboughts, one of which is'thus contracted into a
notion, as II my father, ~ king, commandl it." In such a case, a
Comma always separates tbe two. In the ordinary use of the
noun in apposition, no comma is employed.
. Attributive farm-worth individualize a notion. They are denved from acts of predication, bnt that which is predicated is
not an attribute but a relation to a speaker. The most obvious
bf these relations are those to the speaker as a person. These
are given by pronouns usually in the attn'butive genitive, from
whence originate possessive pronouns. Then, relations in space,
from whence are demonstrative pronouns. Then numeral formwords. From both the last are derived definite and indefinite
articles: In order to give the numerals prominence, in the German the proper subject is put in the genitive and the numeral is
made the subject, as II of brutlzer8 there are tJaree." The same
form occurs in most ·languages in respect to the attributive, as
we say much of wine. This is called the partitive genitiv,e, the
force of which is to give to the attribllte emphasis and prominence.
, The predicative combination, though first in the order of
thought, is the last to receive our consideration.
The simple sentence, the wind blow8, expresses an act of
thought To an act of thought predication is necessary. The
predicate is· the prominent notion before the mind, yet it cannot
be thought of without a being. This being need not, however,
be notionized, or distinctly conceived. It may be represented
"by the pronoun it, as it raing. In some languages. the whole
·thougbt is represented by a word. as pluit, bllt that word, though
a verb in fonn, carries a whole sentence in its bosom, and
expresses a being. a predicate, and the act of predication. Children express their thoughts by verbs. In fact nouns are derived
from verbs, and the verb is the root-word, standing as it does
for the act of thought which precedes the separate words or
'names into which it is broken. When the subject is a distinct
'notion, the predicate is expressed by the Terb. From the verb
:are developed two Constituents, the act of predication and the
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iLction predicated. This last is the proper predicate, and is properly expressed in language by the predicative adjective. But
the adjective and copula are more than the exact equivalent of
the verb. The adjective is, indeed, an attribute predicated, but
the additional fact is also suggested that it is contrasted with
another attribute. Hence adjectives are generally developed in
pairs, as ric" and poor, etc. The predicate adjective and copula
are, however, to all intents and purposes a verb, only a verb
developing more perfectly all the relations of the predicate.
Hence the copula and auxiliaries receive all the mode and tense
forms appropriate to the verb proper, while the predicate proper
is a noun, an adjective, a participle, or infinitive.
. The predicate, as it is general, must be a notion-word. Formwords are predicated, when they represent or suggest a notion,
as tM lwne if mine. The simple copula strives to express itself
as a notion-word by availing itself of a space-relation, hence tIJ
-.tmul is used for to be. The same tendency is seen in circumscribing phrases, as to give aid, instead of to /ulp. The subject is
also often transferred to the predicate, as instead of the brotltn'1
are three, there are three brothers. The reason is, that the prediea.te is the emphatic word, and everything carried over to it
"finds itself in II the belt society."
- We have said all that is necessary of the simple form of the
predicate. The complex or modified forms introduce us to a.
wider and more intricate field of distinctions.
These complex forms are the expressions of two classes of
;thonght-relations, called the mode and tense relations of the
-predicate, and the mode-relations of predication. These two
classes of relations need to be sharply distinguished. The time"TelatioDs have been, to a certain extent, explained under the
~bjective combination (pp. 6?O, 691).
The mode-relations of
the predicate designate the relations of the predicate notUm to
-the speaker. These have also been explained (PI" 679,680).
The modes of predication designate the relation of the tJwught
"to the speaker. The mode-relations of the predicate are possi-hility, necessity, actuality, all designated by adverbs, auxiliaries,
and the negative particle. The mode-relations of predication
-are the relations of thoughts to the powers of knowledge and
feeling, and are expressed by the so-called mood-forms of the
verb, and its time-forms, when these take the place of the
"-mood.
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The mode of the predicate, is really a relation of the thoMgk
and not of the JIOtitm. When we think tIae.fire bunu, the thought
is logically complete. The t.I&oulf4t when applied to a thing by
the speaker may be actual, poaaible or neceuary. and thit
application or predication may be expressed by another thought,
as 1M foe hunu. I know tnM or fIIOTe qf tIae ~ruU 'II helim1w it.
In language, however, thia second thougbt is DOt reoogDized, and
abe relation is conceived as one of notion&. And we say, the fiq
iOu or can or mu.st burn. by modifying the predicate notion.
In the mode of predication, the caae is different. The relatioa
ia acknowledged to be one of thoughts. When we express •
wish or a command, not only the thougbt, tIae fin hlltfU. is ma.d4
knOWD. but also the other thought that we expreaa a wish or a.
command. Both these thoughts are made known by the ~
of predicating the thought that is wisbed or ordered.
thoughts. to be thus indicated, are thoughts of knowledge Qf
thoughts of desire. Thoughts of knowledge are actual iq·
weats of the speaker, or thol;1ghts which are put in question to
be decided by the judgment of the penon to Whom the questioa
is addressed. In other words, they are assertory or interrogatozy.
The interrogatory sentences may concern the predi.cate. wb.,.
its actuality is put in question, as b lie gtnM? or they may eoncern the subject or object of the predicate, as the species or iadividuality of either is put in que.tion, as what aUnall eat Jfult,7
WM kilJ.ed Cock Robin? or wkal. or tDMm doe, he duiTe? I-.
every question a concealed contraat is implied, which is often
expressed. b he gtnM or not? lAd Joim or Jamu TaB, Cbci
Babin? Do you. delire jl&k or foh? In the first caBe, the ooa1.raat is of thougbts; in the two last, it is a contrast of notions.
The question requires the indicative. u the relation is of
cal actuality. .The arrangement or the loDe are either of them
expressive of interrogation.
•
As a contrast lies hid in every question, the question-form iJ
nsed to make emphatic a contrary IlIsertion.
The assertory sentences of knowledge are not 80 readily explained. They lie at the basis of the entire theory oC the socalled subjunctive mood, and introduce a variety of equivaleut
forms of expression, for a great variety of thoughts and thought.relations. The English language, as is well known, has 001,
the poor remnant of a subjunctive. To eXplain its aubstitutee
for this most important functionary, would hardly reward the
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stndy of' the subject as it is elucidated by Beeker. Nothing.
however, need be said to illustrate the importance and the inter·
at of this mood to the student of Latin, Greek., French, or
German.

We commence with the consideration of the subject-matter to
be expressed, and pass to the means of giving it expression by

the mode of predication and its equivalent forms. Every act of
knowledge concerns a thought of the speaker, or a thought
riewed by the speaker, i. e. in some sense spoken of. The though'
thus viewed and spoken of, may be the speaker's own though'
or the thought of another, as I laY. men are fools ; or he lay', men
ore.f00/.6. The speaker's own thoughts are logically actual.
These viewed thoughts must be logically possible. The leading
sentence is the appropriate grammatical form for the thought of
the speaker, as in the examples above, .. I lay, he laY' /' the accessory, the form for the thought contemplated, as men are fools in
hoth. To thoughts logically actual, ~ indicative mode of predication belongs. To thoughts logically possible, ~ co"junctiv,
belongs.'l'he indicative pertains to the leading sentence, and
the conjunctive to the accessory.
.
We have said that in general the conjunctive is the mode for
the thought viewed by the speaker, when placed in an accessory
sentence. But if the thought thus viewed by the speaker
receives the sanction of the speaker's own judgment, if it is
asserted as his thought, as well as a thought spoken of by him.
then the indicative drives out the conjunctive aud takes its place.
The conjunctive is in its nature appropriate to any thought
spoken of by the speaker, and to any notion expanded into a
thought; but just in proportion as the speaker is understood to
endorse the thought, the indicative is likely to be substituted
.even in an accessory.
We have said that the conjunctive is appropriate to the grammatical form of the accessory sentence. Those languages which
pay greater respect to the form than to the spirit of a sentence,
obstinately retain the conjunctive, even when the accessory
expresses logical actuality. Those which.follow the spirit and
give way to the logical import of the thought admit the indicative more freely.
. But still another mode-forOl claims our attention, viz. the conditional. In thoughts, as they are ordinarily expressed, the
-predicate is either affirmed or denied of the subject. But affir-
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mation and denial exalncle one aaother. Bat often theee two
are taken up in one and the same thought, as I4oM!d Ail j~
prorctnInce laW ~, . . CCIMMI tIHIITtJ " - ' ; the thought actuall,
expre.sed is, lUI CtJUItJ v flOC IoIt. If the contrary thought were
asserted the same way,,, t:IIIINfJ V Io&t, lUI ct.IICIfI v ROC Ioitt, there
wollld be colltradidion aad DODHIlIe. Bnt they are not. thai
usened.. The one is affirmed of an actual reality, the other of
an ....umed or suppoeed reality. The thought· relation whiclt
~ta forth one reality by ita supposed coutrut ia a fIUIde-T~
and is expresaed by a fIIMle of prediontiDla, which is commoalJ
..ned
COIIditioNal. In the Greek, the conditional baa a varielJ
of teaae-f'OfIDI, and is called a mode by itaelf - the upIlItilJe. Ia
Latin, it is expressed by certain special teue-forma of the ctJIIoo
jvr&ctifJe. Many contend that it should not be called a mood.
But if the mood depends on the logical relation of' thoa«htl, it
ought to be regarded as a mood by itaelf.
The conditional a.uerts a judgment, like the indicative, vis.
. . c:wIUIJ V NOt loa. It would aeem. therefore, to belong to u..
indicative and to the leading sentence, certainly not to the CORjunCtiV8, which is appropriate to the logicalJrg poaihle and DDt &0
the ~ actual. A.cceaories only have the conditional wbea
the leading sentence has the conditional. All languages hal"
DOt .. special form for the conditional. No more have they for
the coojlUlCtive. Yet the English retaina the conjunotive bt
and the oollditional were.
Every thought can be expressed in the coaditional as well u
In the indieatiye. But why is it that the mind in alllaDgl1&ge11
aeeb this mode of expressioll ! For what end? If it is aid, it
coDditions one actuality on another which is assumed, nothing iI
-.id. The question still returns: Why select this l'OUud·about
form of expression ? We answer: By 80 doing we emphasize a
proposition by meana of its antit.hesia, as the same iaI done by
&be question.
Most frequently thil is done by introducing the gT'OIIfIll and
the cauaal relation. When we would emphatically say I ,w
IIOC 80, we lI&y wen.I toeli I IIX1IIId go. This CODtrast ia more
striltiug if you assume .. ground and aay t.\o&wh I UlertJ t«JlJ 1
IIX1IIId not 80, i. e. I certainly IkoJl not 80. Tbis is the adDer. . .
srouttd or rearon. Sometimes we express the same in a. wish
under the conditional form: co Oh were I Dever there."
Those who contend that the conditional expreuea ouly time-
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forms of the eonjtlllctive «ive as a reuou, that in alllanP. . .
the conditional is used to express time-forms of the logicallJ
possible. But in this cue the time-form is Dot the thing e,s.
pressed. The conjunctive. as the expreslion of the logicallJ
possible, has no time-form, as is evident from the usage in th.
German, by whioh the present is given in the conjunctive. after
.. put in the leading sentence.
The mode of predication is oftell expreued by time-relatiolll.
Of time-relations there are three original and ahealute, the pre••
ent, the future, and put iDdefinite i three derived. aad relative,
the definite pMt, the pluperfect, and the future exactum. Now
the mode of the predicate and tbe mode of predication. can both
lie espressed by time-forms. The actuality of the predicate &Dd
tbelogica1 actuality are given by the (Wt#Nt in time, the possibility and neeeuity of the predicate and the logical possibility
by thejiltatre, and the t»ntrast whicllsets forth. the actuality Ipoken of by the speaku, by the ptUt. The indicative. aa the mode
fOr logical actuality. is represented by the present. The oonditioIlal, as the mode for Ulumed reality, by the past. The conjuueUve, aa the mode for logical possibility, by the fllture.
So, too, the relative time-forms hold the 8ame relatioo to u..
abeolute time-forms which the coajuootive kolds to the predicative. They throw the present, the tenle-form for actuality, out
of view, and thus rather designate the logically possible, 88 he
laid 4e IuJtl rather, in which is no time-relation, though a put is
employed. Hence the imperfect is used to denote repetition,
especially in conditional &eotenoes. Add the relation of indefi]lite repetition and the imperfect denotes the mode of logical
possibility. The aorist, perfect defiaite. awl present, express the
logical actIIality.
For the reason that a relative tense-form throws the actuality
into the back-ground, it happens that, when the leading sentence
has a relative tense-form, the predicate is viewed as po8lJible,IN
/tad p1t6, iflH had c4o.ten, in this caae real possibility is expreased_
The cooditiollal is used to express both the possibility of tha
predicate and of the predication. g he. had l were ], gone till
(were) tDOUld be well, i. e. if 4e cowld hatJe gOfU.
All the relative time-forms are appropriate to express the po.saibility of the predicate, when this possibility is to be expzessed
by the indicative, the conditional is the form for the possibility
of the pl'edicate when taken up into the conjunctive. The con-
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aitional being the proper form for the assumed reality ·is thereby
the form for JlOssibility, especially for real possibility. It is so
because nothing can be assumed by a rational person which is
Dot possibility, and the expression of a mere assumed reality
Deed be nothing more tban an assumption of possibility. H the
actuality of the predicate is to be asserted in the accessory after
relative time-forms in the leading sentence, the perfect is used
in the German, and in Latin the conjunetive. But if the actuality
is· not to be made prominent, so much as the intensity of the
predicate, whieh is the effeet of the leading action, then after It
perfect the imperfect follows in the German, and the conditiODal
in the Latin. But this is no place to enter into any detail, COD~
Cel11ing the special forms, that vary in different languages. It
is sufficient if we show that time-forms may often express mood.
relations, both of the predicate and of predication.
. We have now finished the consideration of the simple sentence. Its three constituent sentence-combinations have been
explained at length, and the various forms in which they are
expressed in language, have been sufficiently detailed. We
may cougratulate those of our readers who have followed DII
thus far, that we now emerge from the consideration of abstract
word-fdrms and enter upon the strncture of the compound sen~
tcnce, as it is the exponent of the more obvious relations of
thought, and subserves the ordinary uses of language.
We have already explained the essential constituents and
varieties of the compound sentence (p. 68!). As two notions
when united make a sentence or a sentence-combination, so two
thoughts united into one thought form the compound sentence.
The relations by means of which two thoughts are united into
one are two, the relations of contrast and caulality. The combinations ·which are the result of this union are two, those of co·
ordination and subordination. When two independent thoughts
are united into one, they are said to be coordinate. When one
of the notions belonging to a simple sentence is expanded into
a thought, the thought fonned by this expansion is subordinated
to the otller. The sentence expressing the original thought is the
leading or principal sentence, the one formed by the expanded
.Dotion is the accessory. These distinctions have beeu snffi·
ciently illustrated. What remains to be said will be given under
the two heads of coordination and subordination.
. We begin with the coOrdinate union. The logical relatioll8
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by which two thoughts are united into one, are two, contrast and
causality. When two thoughts are set forth as one by the
speaker, they are understood or rt>produced by the hearer as
united by one of these relations. Notions are contrasted by the
polacic autithesis. By this is meant that as notions, the one is
different from the other, and each is suggested by the other as ita·
naturalopposite. l When this contrast is expressed as a though.t,
we use ~he denying contrast. &ft is polarically opposed to hard.
Expressing this as a thought we say, the apple is not soft, it is hard;
or by contraction, the apple is hard, not soft. Sometimes this
denying contrast is not expressed but understood, apples o:re soft,
pears are hard. But designates this understood contrast. It also
stands for the limiting relation when two thoughts are presented,
not simply in the denying contrast which is implied, but when the
extent of a notion is limited, as in the example given, apples are
80ft, but not all fruits as might be suggested or inferred; and so
we check or limit the inference by adding, Ina pears o:re hard.
The adversative relation differs from those named. It is not
founded upon the polaric contrast of notions. It is a contrast of
thoughts. Two thoughts, one of which denies the other, cannot
be united into one, except as they are viewed in relation to their
ground. A thought is stated, but the inference from it is denied.
I am sick, but I shall take a walk. I am. sick, is the thought; the
inference, I shall not take a walk. This is denied. If the inference is necessary, it cannot be denied. The logical ground in
such a case must be decisive and complete. The adversative
and limiting relations are not always easily distinguished.
We have already observed, that two thoughts related as cause
and effect, or ground and consequence, are properly expressed
by coordination, but with the exception of the IQgical ground,
they can be represented under the relation of notions, by the
object, or the objective accessory.
The coordinate sentence is properly bi-membral, consisting of
two thoughts related as causal or adversative. One of these
thoughts is, however, of greater value than the other, and this
value is brought out by placing them in juxta-position. In the
simple sentence, we go from the particular to the general, and
thus indicate one advance of the intellect. In the compound
1 More than this may and ought to be said to explaili fully the signification
of "polaric," but it would lead us into too remote, and, perhaps, too subtle, a
digressiou.
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lentence, we advance still higher to the thought-forms of contrast and causality. Hence, only the most highly developed
intellects use the period, or any form of subordination. What is
commonly called the copulative combination differs from the
adversative and the causal. It connects acts and events in space
and time, but they are not thereby united, but rather disjoined.
What is the bond qf eMir ullion? Why are they connected? They
are thus connected as the ground of 0. logical inference generally
inductive, and more or less clearly implied, as Washington tea.I
pnuimt, and brave, and ,eif-guverned, and ,eif-sacrijicing, etc. The
inference supplied by the mind is, tkrifure he 'Was a very ImCOmmon mall. They explain such an inference by Iln enumeration
of its constituent gronnds.
These are the combinations by which two thoughts are coOrdinated into one. Next we inquire, by what means they are made
known. They cannot be expressed by infiections, for these are
appropriate to the relation of notions; nor by relational words,
for the same reason. It is ordinarily thought that the conjunction is appropriate to this function, and yet it is true that these
combinations are often made and understood without the CODjunction. Moreover, the number of conjunctions, i. e. of words
which connect two thoughts into one, is in all languages ~ceed·
ingly sm0.11. When we look at them more closely, we find that
these conjunctions perform this function very imperfectly, ~
that in 0.11 cases they were originally designed for another. AJ
we examine still further, we find that the proper expression of
the logical relation of thoughts is the tone. The emphasis does
not, indeed, convey to the mind the particular relation in which
the two thoughts are united, whether it be the adversative, the
causal, or copulative. That is left to be inferred by the nature
of the thought, or it is specified by the conjunction. The tone
and continuity of the parts of the compound sentence is indicated by the pauses which separate these members, and the
doctrine of punctuation is to be explained Ilnd understood by a
reference to this principle. As a general rule, it is also true that
the more prominently the logical relation is emphasized by the
tone, or indicated by the punctuation, or inferred from the nature of
the thoughts, the more readily the conjunction is dispensed with.
It needs o.1so to be added that the tone accomplishes two objeclll;
it may either give prominence to the logical relation of the
thoughts, or to the superior logical value of one thought over the
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other. When two coOrdinate sentences have the same subject
or predicate, they are often contracted by expressing the common
member but once. This occurs not, as is commonly supposed,
to avoid an ill-sounding repetition, but simply to signify that the
one thonght is not superior to the other in logical value, or that
the logical relation of the two is not prominent.
To understand the nature and the use of the various classes
of conjunctions, it must be observed that conjunctions in themselves do not express the relations of thoughts but the relations
of notions. In other words, they were originally adverbs. The
relations of notions can be expressed by form-words, because
these relations are represented by the relations of space aad
time, but those of thoughts cannot be thus expressed. All conjunctions are originally pronominal adverbs, as tMnce, therifore;
or notion-words which have become adverbial-words, and these,
if they express relations of action, are adverbs of time, as finally;
or if relations of being, are adverbs of space, as besides; or they
are adverbs of mode, as nor, notwilllltandi7lg. These ad verbs in
their appropriate functions indicate the relations, not of the
thooghts, but of the predicates of these thoughts. When, the~e
fore, in addition to the merely logical relations of thoughts, it is
important to give prominence to the special relations of the
predicate, these adverbs perform the service of conjunctions, and
become the connecters of coordinate sentences.
Under the copulative combination, for instance, the thoughts
are generally of equal logical value. They stand in the same
relation to the thought with which they are connected. In such
a case the conjunction and is employed as in ordinary narration.
But if the logical value of the thoughts is to be made prominent,
and especially if they are set forth as the logical reason, the conjunction and is omitted and longer pauses are introduced, as you
have burnt our toU""; datroyed our shippi7lg; desolated our land.
But if neither the logical value of the thoughts to another thought,
nor the superior value of one over another, is to be made prominent, but the difference between the thoughts united, then spacerelations or time-relations are indicated by conjunctional adverbs,
as there-by, there·upon, there-after. If the coupled thoughts have
an unequal logical value, they are united in contrast in a bimembra! sentence, and the thought of greater value is indicated
by the tone, and being retained, as he promised me solemnly; ana
IN broke hU prurn.iM. The thoughts may be of unequal logical
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'ftllle, and contrasted by the greater extent of the one above that
of the other, and the combination requires not only-bllt aha.
If the contra&led thoughts are coordinated into one, the logical
relation is more manifest. Two thoughts only are thus contrasted.
One of these has a greater logical value than the other. The
conjunction is often dispensed with. The two thoughts are
rarely contracted. For example, the polar opposition of notions
is made prominent by being expressed in a denying contrast
of thoughts. The affirming thought is always the emphatic
thought, and it sometimes takes the conjunction but. Sume·
times one of the opposed notions is mo.de prominent, some·
times the other, as M goe, not backward but fortllard, he goes fIOt
forward but backward. If the contrast is not decided, eitlt.n'-or
ue used. This form is contracted, as give ~ an apple or a peaT.
Sometimes by leaving the way indefinite in which the contrast
is to be decided, the necessity itself is made emphatic, as ~
must conquer or die. This fonn is used to correct an assertion·
made by another, as rights are taken not implored. When tbe
extent of the predicate is limited or a conclusion is denied, lnIt
is used and the two forms of contrast nm together. The adver·
_tive is made emphatic byo!uch conjunctions, as but, 011 the COlI·
trary. The conjunctions yet, notwilktanding, designate the anti·
thesis to an inference.
In causal coOrdination, it is to be remembered that only the
logical ground requires to be expressed by the combination of
tlwughts. The real and moral ground are usually conceived
and set forth under the grammatical relation of notioM. If the
ground is set forth as a judgment of the speaker. it is expressed.
as a thought. Still, even then, the notion-relation is often
retained and a pronominal adverb is employed as a conjunction,
as M is quarrellome, tMrefore M is avoickd .. he drinks water. COff·
,equmtly he is kultlty. The logical ground even I!lUbmits to this
form of expression. but it is only as the logical is represented as
a real ground. as backward thou canst not go, therifore f1UUt tJuw.
advance. Indeed, the logical is always based upon a real ground,
and can take the form of real necessity. As the ground or the
conclusion is made prominent, RO does either take the appropriate
conjunction either for, becawe, or tMre.fore. con&equently. And as
the ground of inference is absolutely necessary or more or less
probable, different conjunctions are provided and used.
1.'he 8ftbordinating combination has become in some degree
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familiar to the reader. It is contrasted with the coOrdinating, in.
that the one consists of two thoughts, expressed by two complete
sentences, and the other is formed by expanding a member of a
sentence already existing, or conceived to exist, into the form of
another sentence which is subordinate to the principal. When
we speak of the expansion of a notion into a thought, we do not
intend that every subordinate sentence bas in fact first existed
in the form of a notion. It is true, on the other hand, that what in
the early languages is expressed by a notion, would in the later
be expressed as a thonght, so that, so far as the form or structure
is concerned, man has advanced from the one to the other. It
is also true that, in the later languages, independent thought. of
the speaker are, for grammatical purposes, brought into the sub·
ordinate forms. But we have already noticed more than once
the fact, that a notion. is a contm.cted tlwugkt, and a tlwugkt is an
expanded notion. The substitution of the one for the other is.
the result of a natural process.
It is manifest that the predicative combination which represents the nucleus of the leading sentence is expanded already,
and admits no additional enlargement. The subject, the attribute, and the object can be expanded into subject, attribute,
and object sentences. The object, as subdivided into the com·
pleting and non· completing, gives us noun or case sentences and.
adverbial sentences. This division is again resolved into the
more general one of substantive and adjective sentences. The first
comprehends all those subordinate sentences which represent a
snbstantive, the second all those which represent an adjective.
Out of the tendency to expand the notions which constitue
a leading sentence into accessories, has originated that very
cl1rions class of appendages to the verb, termed the participials.
Under this head, we include the participle, the infinitive, the
gemnd, and supine. They originate in the following manner;
The notion is generally expanded in order to give it prominence,
as, instead of the liar lUaU, we say tJu mati who will. lie, will a1&o
steal. Now the substantive and adjective are easily developed
into a thought, when they are already expanded by means of
the objective combination, as the li.ar on principle, or tJu mati
bUnJed of his friends. It is manifest that the noun and adjective
here enlarged by the objective combination, represent or imply
a previous act of thought, or predication, which may easily b.
expanded into the form of the accessory, as tJu mati who Iiu on
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Since. now.
the verb is the proper form of the predicate. I1lld since. in Slloh
aentences. the act of predication is of little consequence. alllan·
goages have framed special forms by which the predicate developed into the objective combination. is set forth either in the
mbstantive form. as subject or object, or in the adjective form.
as an attribute. as the mall lying on pri,1IcifJle. to lie on pri7&Ciple.
lying on principle. the man beloved of his.ft'iend6. beloved being
taken as a participle. These forms, so far 118 they are substituted
for the verb. admit after themselves all that variety of objects.
which the verb would do iu their place. It is obvious that everything is retained that is essential to the verb. for the purposes
for which it would be llsed in the accessory. Predication and
the personal relations only are omitted. It is obvious that an
accessory fully expanded can be. nnd often is. interchanged for
the participial We say. indifferently. mlUing I thought. and
while I mrued, I thouglu; be i7lUnt on per.forming your r./utiu. and
lie intent on thu. that you perform your cbuie••
The participials. as they set forth the notion of the verb. in the
notion-form of a being or of an action. are either substantives or
adjectives. They differ from ordinary substantives and adjectives. not only in taking after them an object, but in several
other particulars. They are always thought of with a subject
If the subject is not already expressed in a subject or object of
the sentence. it is added in some way, as I Wal astD7t.isJud at his
behaving in suck a way. They admit. also. time I1lld mode rel&·
tions, I wonder at his having pouibly so behaved. It is remarkable, also. that like many root-verbs the participials do not distinguish very accurately between the active and pauif:6 sigaifi- .
cation. The house is building. the man building eM howe 1DtU
killed. So. too, the adjective and substantive participials are not
sharply separated in form. as a gentleman walking gracifu/ig and
waJl.:ing gracefoll:y is admired.
Since the signification of the participials consists in setting
forth the notion of the verb as a member of a sentence-oombi·
nation. either in the substantive or adjective form. so their particular forms must depend on the grammatical relations which
they designate. The infinitive is the fundamental form of the
participial substao tive and the participle of the participial adjec·
tive. The supine is a case of the infinitive. and the gerund is
an adverbial form of the participle. The infinitive and supine
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set forth the action· notion in the notion-form of a being. The
relations of direction are indicated by the flexion of the word, in
Greek by the article, and in English by prepositions. The participle and gerund set forth the notion in the form of an action
or active nature, and hence they distinguish, like the verb, time
and mode relations. Only the infinitive; in 0. quoted sentence
with an accusative, admits the time-relation. The specialllses
of the gerund and snpine, especially in the modem languages,
we have not room to explain.
It might be inferred, perhaps, from what has been said of participials, that they were the ex~ct equivalents for the verb in an
accessory sentence, and that just in proportion as a language
was rich in participials, it would use more sparingly the expanded
accessory. On a nearer view we find that the one is not the
exact equivalent of the other, but that the participial is employed
to set forth the unity of the entire thought expressed by the principal and the accessory, while the form of the accessory proper
is fitted to give prominence and force to the notion of which it is
the expansion. This will be seen at once from two forms like
these: I rejoice at seeing you, and I rejoice that I see you. The
rhythm of a sentence, too, requires the form of the accessory.
Two more accessories, each set forth in the participial form,
would be an offence to the ear, as I reJoice at seeing you living to
belwld your son enjoying happy days. The rhythmic effect is sometimes secured by a different arrangement and proper pauses, as
" Toyed necklace, gliU,ering beautifully, interwoven wif), tile insignia
'!f the garter.
Accessories sometimes, nay often, take the form of principals,
through an imperfect development of the logical faculty, whereby
the subordination of the one to the other is not conceived vividly
enough to be forcibly set forth. Such is the case with children;
with adults and races even, when in the childish state so far as
the logical faculty is concerned. In language, as spoken by fully
developed men, it also happens that the same thoughts are now
presented in the subordinate, now in the coOrdinate form. Nor
is this a matter of accident or caprice. The law by which the
selection is determined is this. If the logical value of a notion
is to be set forth, then the notion is expanded into a thought,
and this thought, instead of taking its place in meek subordination to its principal, assumes the independent attitude of a coordinate sentence. On the other hand, if the logical relation of the
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two is to be made prominent, this is accomplished by bringing
that which of right might appear as a coOrdinate sovereignty,
down to the form of a subordinate member of the confederation.
So too, if the subordinate form is retained, and yet a completing
object or a time-relation is to be made prominent, the ordinary
position of things is reversed, and the accessory takes the place
of the principal, and the principal sinks into the secondary
position.
The fonn-words, by which the connection of snbordinate sentences with their principals are indicated, open a field of curious
but most satisfactory interest. The relations of tbe notion to
the speaker are indicated by th~ demonstrative, which appears
everywhere in language like the index finger, pointing out each
object in its connection with the speaker. Not only is this true,
but all the relations of notions to each other, except the predicative, are indicated by this servant of all work, this lively and
bustling teller of our exchangeable coin. The gender-forms of
the demonstrative, indicate the attributive; its cases, the completing object; its adverbial forms, the non-completing object
Not only is this true, but, when the attribute and object, and even
the subject, are expanded into an accessory sentence, even thus
the d~monstrative appears to indicate the relation of the principal
to the notion thus expanded. To the demonstrative, in all its
relations, stands the interrogative as its counterpart. The interrogative asks which, and the demonstrative answers t.IaU or tltot,
and thus the one is set over against the other. The demonstnltive points out the relation of the notion or individual to the
notion expressed by the predicate of the principal; the interrogative, as its correlate, the notion which is to be referred to the
notion thus designated, as tJtat man lies who steals; l~ ,.eat/.! th.ta
whic!, I love; that, does me good which you give me; he eremblu til
that, which God threatens. The first of these examples is an
expanded attributive; the second, a completing objective; the
third, an expanded subject; the fourth, a non-completing objective. In all these cases, the demonstrative points out whether
it is the subject, attribute, or object of the principal to which the
accessory belongs; and the interrogative, that which is to be
referred to this subject, attribute or ohject. How it happens that
the interrogative and demonstrative assumes this new and peculiar function, it is not difficult to see. The interrogative, as it
puts a question,leaves the mind in doubt; the demonstrative, as
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it were. solves the doubt and clears up the difficulty. The hoy
says in English: I te/J you what, youwi/J catch it, which is nearly
the same as what I teli you is tJwJ. you wi/i catch it. I teli you
[what? J that you will catch it, or you will catch that wJUch I te/J
you.

In the rmme way arise the correlatives tal.is, qualU, toUe!, quotiel, etc. In the German, and in the English somewhat, the
interrogative form is dropped and both correlatives are designated by the'demonstrative, as tke man tJwJ. I love. We scarcely
need add, that the grammatical relation which each of these languages holds in the sentence-combination to which it belongs, is
indicated by flexion, in those languages which inflect the pronoun.
Whenever the relative indicates, by an inflected form, its grammatical relation to the other members of the accessory, we have
the most perfect form. Sometimes, often, the accessory expresses
a thought, or the abstract notion of an action, yet it stands in a
relation to the principal which is not indicated by any grammatical form, as I declare to you that I am in earnest, that I lo've you is
true. We then have the sentence,article or the uninflected
demonstrative, o'n, quod, que, that, the relations of which are 80
interesting. The sentence-article is nothing but the demonstrative, as correlate to an interrogative understood, whenever the
accessory expresses a thought or an abstract notion of an action.
Sometimes a case-sentence presents a quoted question, and to'
such cases certain form-words are appropriate, as whether, etc.,
which are partly interrogative and partly relative. In the German, the accessory is always thrown into an inverted form.
Having explained the nature of the accessory and its relation
to the principal, the forms which it assumes, and the form-words
which indicate the mode of its connection, we will give a few
examples to illustrate the different purposes for which the accessory is employed. We select first the adjective sentence. " A
tree which bears no fruit." "The tree which I pruned yestes-.
day." Both these accessories perform the function of an adjec·tive; the first bring the notion to the species, the second to the
individual. ~. My child who is sick cannot come." This, though
an adjective sentence in form, is a thought of the speaker, and
is not intended to bring the notion to a species or individual; but
to give the reason. So is it with an accessory of the purpOle or
tmd. .. He sent his servant who should ask pardon." Adjective
sentences are still further distinguished as they specify individ-

.
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uals or species, considered as substantives, or as they respect
the nature or character of the species or individuals thus designated, as tile man UJIw iUs mall, and ,ucI& a& lie ,teal.
The case· sentences correspond to the cases of the noun.
They express either the concrete notion of D. being, or the
abstract notion of an action, or a thought which is treated as a
notion. What is goodfur mil iI goodfor o.7lOI.Mr. 71Iat tee rer;tJf'mce our superiorl il right. You ,ay that yfYU are UJrrmged.
Adverbial sentences are of place, time, manner, and intensity, as
shown by the effect. No om could &tand UJkere he fell. .At tlt.e
time UJkm I CatM near he left. He acted a& kiI father did bif07e
Aim. He cried '0 that Tzu mather heard kim.
The thoughtful reader must have observed the great snperiority of this view of the compound sentence over that which is
commonly received. The grammarians te11us, in the old way,
that sentences are connected together by conjunctions, and relatives, and relative adverbs. They.tell us, moreover, the circumstances under which a relative or conjunction is to be used.
To some extent they explain the use of that connecting bond
by a reference to the character of the clause which is added,
and the purposes for which it is employed. In this way, something more than a merely formal and technical interest is given
to the analysis of the sentence. But this interest is far greater
when the pupil is made to see that the compound sentence is
the nlltural expansion of the parts of the simple sentence, each
adding to itself a new sentence or sentence-combination, after precisely the same law by which the original nucleus was evolved.
Each subonlinate member of the principal, may be contracted in
the mind's view, into the case, the adjective or the adverb from
which it is conceived to be expanded. Then, again, these simple elements, expressible by a word, Olay be unfolded into an
extended sentence, consisting itself of its own cases, adjectives
and adverbs, each of which may again be expanded, till the processes of ramification and sub-ramification have been repeated
again and again. As the lofty oak, in which the eye is lost, as
it seeks to follow out its wilderness of limbs and boughs, of spray
and leaf, is seen to be but a repetition of the radicle and plumule
that were naturally evolved from the germinating acorn, and the
whole growth is seen to be composed of tree rooted in tree, and
another tree planted upon another, so is it with the most complex sentence that is evolved from a single central proposition.
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The relative and sentence-article, which connect subordinate
sentences with their principal, are seen to arise by a natural law,
and to have precisely the same force with similar connectives in
the simple sentence. Or, if we consider the compound sentence,
not as an expansion of the simple sentence into subordinate
members, but as the union of two independent propositions in
coOrdinate bonds, we find that a law of thought still holds them
together. These two thoughts are, as it were, united into one
thought by the desire of the speaker to set them forth as contrasted or united by the law of causation. But if the one is contrasted with the otber, it is to the advantage of the one over the
other. It is to set forth the one in more distinct relief, that the
contrast is used. One thought is in some sort made dependent
on its fellow. So is it when causation is the bond; the ground
or the inference, the cause or the effect, the notion or the act,
usually the former, is made prominent and emphatic. So is it
with the adversative reason. Whenev~r two coordinate thoughts
are thus set forth in sentences so balanced that they can be distinctly separated by lengthened pauses; when also the preponderance of the thought-force of the one can be brought out by greater
force of utterance, thus securing a rhythmical effect, we have
the proper period. This is the consummation of language. It is
so because it crowds into a single and continuous act of utterance all that can be thus communicated; aU that the simple sentence can convey with its attribute, its object, and its attribute
and object expanded. It also conveys the relations ofthe notions
to each other and to the speaker, and superadds to these the relation oft~ought to thought, and makes all this kuown by l\ fit expreftsion to the ear through the instrumeutality of uttered words.
The period is defined by Becker to be a coordinate sentence,
of which the two parts are suitably balanced, distinctly separated
by pauses, and emphasized according to their logical value.
The reader will be surprised to find how few periods occur on
the pages of very many good writers. The period is the perfect
expression of a thought perfectly developed. As in the development of the plant each added plant is but a repetition of what
had appeared before, 'with the difference that it seems to represent the whole, as the leaf is a miniature tree, and as the flower
is but a repetition of.the tree and the leaf united, so in the period
the glory of the whole sentence is distinctly unfolded, and language is seen in its consummated perfection.
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We started in our conrse by assnming and demonstratiDgtha.t
the simple notion is the monad. or rather the germ. of language.
We have stated repeatedly that the notion is but a contracted
thonght, and the thought is an expanded notion; or. ifit is preferred, the word is an abridged sentence, and the sentence is a
lengthened word. We may even say that the simple notion is
a contracted period. For as a notion in its elementary form
requires a something to be notionized and the acting of that
something. each of these may be expanded into 0. thought, and
as such contrasted with each other. or viewed the one as the
cause of the other. Viewed nnder either of these relations. these
necessary constituents of the notion may be considered as coOr'
dinated together into the period. Thus the whole of langnage,
all its elements, their relation to each other and to the speaker,
their representation in space nnd time. may be said to be involved
in the notion. The evolution of these elements into distinct
reflection, and the expression of them in appropriate forms. con·
stitutes the whole of language. The predicative combination ex·
presses the very process by which notions are formed; the predi·
cative, attributive and objectiv.e. the processes by which its con·
stituents are set forth to !lnother mind. No notion can be formed
without the recognition of the distinction between a being and
its actings. Being cannot be represented except as occupying
space. Action is only represented by continuance in time. The
notion of a being cannot be llsed by a speaker. without the appre·
hension of the distinction between a person and thing. and the
relations of number and quantity. The notion of an action can·
not be applied, without being affirmed or denied, and without
also being viewed as possible or necessary. A distinction is
also necessary between the thought as a thougbt of knowledge
or a thought of desire. nod in the thought of knowledge between
the thought expressing the direct knowledge of the speaker him·
self and his own view of a thought spoken of, thus laying the
foundation for the mood· distinction of the verb. Inasmuch. too,
as the being is conceived as the canse of its actings. and is also
contrasted with its actings, these relations need only to be devel·
oped to give the coOrdinate combination, and to attain to the
highest consummation which is possible to language as the
expression of thought· relations.
From this view of language we can derive a jl1st and rational
view of the parts of speech. Language, as we have seen, is a
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eontinu0U8 cb&iD. OOI1Iiatiag of links which have no meaDiDs
u:cept lIB they are united together. They come iIlto beiDg. DOt
separate &toms whioh are by 80me grammatical Itot:lu poau
~ be agglutinated into a whole. but spring into life &II parte
of an organism. in a continuous and artioulated co.rmeotiJm.
An uJllei.ated word is lIB impossible in thought lIB it is in fact
The expression of its relations is as necessary to the ideal of a.
word. as it is universal in the words which we use. We might u
easily thin of a chain made up of separate and entire rings.
with no intermediate hoob to unite them. as think of words with
DO means to express their relatioDs. 'rheae relations may form
a. part of the word. or words whioh they unite. IUld be representei
by inflections, or they may be broken off' from the word aud
become relational or form-words. In this way. that large clus of
words in every language have come into being, which serve the
purpose of connecting and applying the notion-words. Thus the
predicating word or the auxiliary to be. has taken a sepamte
form, lIB also the auxiliaries of possibility and necessity with the
eorreapooding adverbs. Thus do we account for pronouns, sub·
stantive and adjective, interrogative and relative; for the adverb.
and prepositions of time and space rela.tions; and, indeed, for
the entire class of relational words. which, with the notion-words,
make up the so-called parts of 8peech. or word-constitueats of
language.
The laws of emphasis in speech are to be explained by tb4
laws of thought. In every combination, either of notion witll
notion or of thought with thought, one is of greater value thaD
1W0ther. In every exp8.llsion of a notion into a thought, somo
importance is given to it in the mind of the speaker. and is
designed to be impressed upon the hearer. These principlea
explain thos'e general rules which are followed in the ordinary
forms of language. and those special arrangements in the expan.sion as well as in the position of words and sentencea by which
greater value is sooured to that notion or thought which is wartla
the most in the mind of the speaker. Our limits forbid WI to do
more than to allude to this subject. It admits of ample confir..
mation and requires, in order to its full elucidation, the particular
application of these principles to a.lJ the forms of language which
have passed before us in review.
The application of these principles to style is still more inter·
esting. Style is to be judged of by the objects and eo.ds of Ian·
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page. These ends are determined chiefly by the natnre of the
human mind and the laws of ita processes. No other principle
than this can be fixed upon as the rule by which to judge of
style in general, and of different kinds of composition in particular. If our readers would know how various and rich are the
applications which may be made of these principles to style and
criticism, they have only to study with attention the works of
Becker which are devoted to these subjects. They will find ill
them the soundest, the clearest, the most satisfactory, and the
most genial criticism. They will be convinced that the author ill
Dot a hair-splitting logician, Dor a dreaming speculator, nor a dry
and technical grammarian, but that he is in the highest and beat
aense of the word a critic, who brings to the critical study of language as used by 'the poet, the orator, and the essayist, the 'precision of severe science, and the sympathy of warm and appreciating feeling. No better and more satisfactory reward Deed
be proposed to the student who hesitates whether it is worth
while to master the technicalities of Becker's philosophical grammar, than the promise that it will enable him fully to oomprehend and enjoy his critical works.
One subject only remains for us to discuss, which we shall
dispose of in a word. The question willnatnrally be asked: Can
grammar be taught on this system? The question implies the
objection, that, though these principles may be philosophically
just, yet they cannot be set forth to a leamer, especially to a
youth, as the basis of his iustruction; that they are too abstract in
their nature; that they require too great a strain of the reflecting
powers, and that the system built upon them is too refined and
complicated to be within the reach of llDy but mature and
abstracted intellects. To this we give two answers. First, it is
Dot to be supposed that this entire system can be taught at once
in all its refinements and subdivisions. It must be taught, 8S
every other system of grammar is taught, by general and leading principles at the outset. These must be made familiar to
the mind, as familiar as household words. When these are
established, they can be applied more particularly; the pupil
can be carried forward from one degree of refinement to another,
till the whole system is mastered in all its applications, when, as
the reward of this philosophical analysis of language, the pupil
is prepared to rejoice in the application of them to the high and
grateful .tudies of criticism. For a complete vindication of the

.

.

~oog

18M.]

'723

system against these objections, we refer to the treatise of Becker
himself: .. Ueber die Methode des Unterrichts," etc., and to the
elementary works which he has prepared for young students in
German.
We might give as a second answer to the inquiry, the question
in return: What can possibly be more metaphysical and ungrateful than the ordinary system of grammar? How difficult is it for
the child to master the principles of grammar as ordinarily taught,
which, indeed, scarce deserve the na.me of principles. ,Through
what weary years of ungrateful toil does the student drag his
reluctant course to parsing and analysis, and what has he gained
at the end? an insight into the real nature of language, and a.
constant lliscipline of the higher functions of philosophic thought?
No, but 8. dexterity scarcely intellectual, in remembering and
applying arbitrary rules; a. proficiency in mental gymnastics, but
little strong and healthy growth, and less mental satisfaction.
We confess a partiality to this system, because it vindicates
and requires a thorough study of logic as its philosophical groundwork, and thus developes and strengthens the methodizing powers, so essential to man's dignity and self-reliance. Now-a-days
it is somewhat the fashion to depreciate the study of logic, as
being a relic of the dark ages. The guardians of an institution
in this country, ditstinguished for its devotion to the mathemati,ca.l
sciences, have dropped the study of logic, because forsooth, in
their sapient judgment, the mathematics are a sufficient sub.
stitute; logic being, in their view, a kind of addition and sub·
straction. Better views of logic and of philosophical grammar
than those which are commonly received would, we are certain,
do mllch for the more perfect discipline of our educated men.
The view which we have given of the system of Becker is
exceedingly incomplete. We have been forced to omit important topics. Our illustrations have been few where they might
and ought to have been copious. Portions of the discussion are
80 condensed and dry, as perhaps to be unintelligible.
We hope,
however, that our Article may be of service to the public in call·
ing attention to the writings of this very distinguished grammarian. and in aiding the reader in his first efforts to master their
principles.
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