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PREFACE.

THE
'HE following work must necessarily be very incomplete :

my knowledge of Sanskrit is small, and I have probably

omitted many valuable details from Greek and Latin and

English : and I have hardly been able to introduce any illus

tration from any other languages : and it is certain that very

many will think that I should have done better had I devoted

myself to thoroughly sifting ) ānd working out some small

detail : (in fact, such was the advice which Prof. Brugmann

himself most kindly offered me). And indeed , had I been certain

that in the forthcoming volume of Brugmann's magnificent

work, infinitely more attention would be paid to forms (which

are the only reliable starting-point in Comparative Syntax ”);

1 Comparative Syntax by Delbrück .

2 I mean this , that if we start to explain and reconstruct the history of

e.g. the Latin ' Ablative ' of the consonant-declension, the Latin ' Infinitive '

in -rē , and the Latin ' Imperfect Subjunctive ' , on the assumption that they

are respectively Ablative , Dative, and Imperfect, and nothing else , and if we

admit, as we must, that forms were regularly used because they conveyed

their own meanings, then, when Phonetic Law ' tells us that these forms are

(certainly or probably) not what we have assumed them to be, our construction

(however satisfactory it may seem) falls to the ground. Phonetic Law ' tells us

that nomine and mente are probably (at least partly) Locative , not only

Ablative , in form , and that the form in -re is possibly both Locative and

Instrumental, or one only, or sometimes one and sometimes the other, etc. ,

anyhow not Dative, and that esses is probably a sigmatic Aorist , not Imperfect,

in form , and that therefore nomine and mente are probably Locative etc. in

meaning, and the form in -re Locative or Instrumental or both etc. in meaning,

and esses Aorist in meaning ; and common sense tells us that to deny that they

probably have these meanings , and to insist on explaining them as certainly
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and to Principles of development in language, and to the

exact extent to which our present evidence justifies dog

matisms, than seems to have been paid in the Syntactische

Forschungen (if one may judge from the ideas which have

come into English Grammars through it) , I might have left

this book unwritten , and have been content to wait patiently

until the appearance of the new work, and until it had become

known to English readers. As it is , this final result seems still

far distant, and, if my work, very shadowy, very incomplete,

and
very inaccurate as it is, beyond all doubt , yet does some

thing towards illustrating the innumerable difficulties and un

certainties, and the many tangled or broken threads, of Com

parative Syntax, and does something (however insignificant)

towards making Syntax somewhat less uninteresting, and some

what more a field of enquiry for the majority than it is at

present, I shall be satisfied .

If many of the results are, or seem to be, obviously wrong,

I must ask the reader to carefully bear in mind that this is

not a learned work (as Delbrück's work will be), and that,

as I have clearly stated throughout the book, on almost

every page, the suggestions are only meant to be sug

gestions of some possibilities, and not of certainties : and

I think it will be found that in this respect my work makes an

almost entirely new departure. It would be very nice if

almost the whole history of Greek and Latin Syntax before the

times of which we have evidence were capable of being mapped

out neatly, definitely, and with certainty, as it has been

usually mapped out hitherto, chiefly on such suppositions as

that because some constructions occurred in the Vedic hymns

(2000 ? B.C.) therefore the Latins developed these same con

structions and no other constructions by their side. It would

be very nice and funny to know that ever since the earliest

times the Greeks and Italians, before venturing to form a new

construction by analogical extension, ran or swam in the

direction of India to ask if this analogical extension existed in

Ablative, Dative, and Imperfect in origin, is only consistent if e.g. we call vuktós,

Kúpou åtobavóvtos and moû ; Locatives in origin , and the Historic Infinitive a

Present or Past Indicative Tense in origin.
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early Sanskrit , and, if it did not, forbade any one in Greece or

Italy to use it on pain of death : in fact the theory that we can

map out certain portions of the history with certainty pre

supposes very many very ludicrous incidents.

I would say one word to any one who may think this book

worth criticising. When e.g. Dr Verrall writes a work which

gives a new theory as to the plot of the Ion, it behoves the

bona fide critic , in any Review which to some extent represents

national scholarship, to criticise this new theory, and to say to

what extent and why he considers that its views are right

or wrong : obviously the Review should accept notes on smaller

points (such as the meaning of otéon) either separately as

isolated notes, or before or after or in course of the criticism

of the main raison d'être of the book : but no bona fide

criticism should be accepted quá criticism without treating

fairly of this main contention.

I have noticed that in more than one Review the tendency

has been, of late, not to criticise the broad and distinguishing

facts, and the main features, but to give a bite here and there

like a gnat or a flea : and I have noticed that often a book,

rotten as a whole, and rotten in most details, rotten, in fact,

from skin to core, is treated as severely or leniently and

so gets the same ' character ' as a book which is on the whole

admirable, but which errs (as nearly all books must err)

in some details. It is not that actually false statements are

made - a false impression is however infused into the reader's

mind, none the less — but all sense of proportion is hereby

lost : e.g. a right principle is many times more important than

a wrong detail, inasmuch as this principle comprises, ipso facto,

a quantity of right details. To dote upon a thousand items

(sometimes to the exclusion of an exceedingly practical and

undeniable principle of common sense), characterises very much

of German work , much of American work, and not a little

of English work. Attention to minutiæ deserves greater praise

than it obtains among men : but it is apt to overlook the fact

that , if we once really grasp the principles of one instance,

we often thereby grasp the principles of the other 999. The

1000 instances are also somewhat tedious to one who leads

>
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a busy life in other spheres, and who yet would know something

about the Principles that underlie those details .

Might I ask my critics to remember that my book has

at least one main contention , viz . that our evidence does

not often justify that dogmatism with which pre-historic forms

or constructions have hitherto been mapped out as certainties,

and that many views hitherto stated and accepted as certainties

still remain to be proved to be certainties ?

The new matter in this book is, roughly speaking, as

follows :

I. It is maintained that, in giving the pre- historic develop

ment of most constructions, certainty is impossible and possi

bility or probability is the most we can attain to : and that the

neatest and most definite results are usually also the most

inexact.

II. Some Principles of development in Syntax (e.g. Analogy,

Implication, etc.) are first given, together with some instances

from Greek and Latin which may partially illustrate them ,

and then it is suggested how constructions may possibly have

been developed from possible original meanings in accordance

with them 1

III. Some of the disadvantages of grammatical categories,

and of a certain class of literal translations, are estimated.

IV. It is maintained that, because a construction occurs in

some one language of the Indo- European group, it does not

follow from this that it certainly occurred or was certainly the

1 If such Principles of development in Language , etc. were insisted on

(e.g. Principle I : that a word or a construction need not necessarily have

the same meaning which it originally had) very much adverse criticism of

a writer's style or phraseology might be avoided. To take one instance , a

recent tirade on the English of the Revised Version might have been left

unwritten : for , apart from the occasional bad taste and want of moderation in

the language , many of the arguments fail to hold good for the simple reason

that the Revisers are not attempting to reproduce original English idioms,

but are, to a great extent , writing in the best English of to -day, in which many

constructions have become irreproachable , which in early English either did not

exist, or would not have been correct English if they had been used. To

criticise , as this critic does , is like censuring a business-man for no longer

wearing the swaddling-clothes which once were appropriate .
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only construction used in some other language of the same

group , but it generally follows that it may possibly or probably

have been one of the constructions once used in that language.

V. A few philological suggestions are given , as well as a

brief consideration of how far some of the dogmatic results of

the New School are certainties (v. Appendices I. ad fin . and V.

ad fin . for the final conclusion).

VI. The uncertainty as to how far different meanings were

original , or later developments, and as to how far they were

originally denoted by distinct forms, and how far by forms

differentiated to express distinctions of meaning, is strongly

emphasized : (v . Appendices III. and IV. )

VII. Some details are :

(a) The Infinitive in Greek and Latin .

(6) The Middle Voice and Changes of Voice and Time

(v. Principle XI.).

(c) The three origins of Prepositions.

(d) The possible original unity of the Accusative, and the

possible original unity of the Genitive.

(e) The possible importance of the Locative.

(f) The Future Indicative was often the same thing

as the Aorist Subjunctive.

(9) The Latin Aorist - Perfect.

(h) The treatment of Mixed parts of speech .

(i) The original meanings of Imperfect, Middle, Relatives,

Subjunctive and Optative , Indicative, and the Neuter, etc.

The following are the chief authorities :

For Morphology, etc.: the grammars of Brugmann, Victor

Henry, King and Cookson, Iwan Müller ; suggestions in the

Classical Review : e.g. the Early Italic Declension ( Lindsay ),

the Gerund and Gerundive (Conway) ; the -r of the Latin

Passive ( Conway), Conway on Verner's Law in Italy ( for the

Latin Aorist and Perfect forms).

For Sanskrit Instances : Dr Peile's Nala, and some lectures

on Nala by Mr R. A. Neil, of Pembroke Coll. A few Vedic

hymns (Delbrück) , and some lectures on them by Prof. Cowell.

The Sanskrit Grammars of Whitney, Monier Williams, and
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Max Müller. To all these authorities I owe a very great debt,

practically all the small knowledge of Sanskrit which I possess..

For Greek Instances : Thompson's Greek Syntax. Monro's

Homeric Grammar. Hadley's Greek Grammar. Middleton's

Essay on Analogy . Goodwin's Moods and Tenses (especially ),

etc.

For Latin Instances : The Latin Grammars of Roby, Allen

and Greenough, Madvig, Postgate, etc.

For some of the Principles: (mostly, in their application to

Phonetics and Morphology). Wheeler's Analogy and King and

Cookson's Grammar ( for Analogy and Contamination ). Paul's

Principles of the History of Language (very valuable , though

the Principles are only scantily applied to syntax ). Curtius''

Greek Grammar Explained . Hale's Cum-Constructions (the

last two books apply some Principles to the history of Syntax).

For Details of Greek and Latin Syntax :

Roby's Latin Grammar ( especially for some ideas on the

Gerund and Gerundive and the Dative of the Agent).

Hale on Cum-Constructions (for the general method and for

the uses of the Latin ' Subjunctive ' with cum, in so far as they

go back to a ' potential' origin).

Hale on Sequence of Tenses, in American Journal of Philo

logy ( for the theory that the tenses of the Latin ' Subjunctive

in Dependent sentences had once the same meaning which

they had in Principal sentences).

Isaac Taylor's Origin and Home of the Aryans ( for the

main features of the map in Appendix I.) .

Goodwin's Moods and Tenses : ( for ideas on the original

meaning of the Subjunctive, Aorist, and Imperfect, and partly

for the original meaning of zpív, and of us with où and

dédoika, and for the classification of conditional sentences) .

King and Cookson's Grammar : ( the division of Dependent

sentences into Final and Conditional, and the Development of

Parataxis into Hypotaxis, and the history of the Relative etc.).

Monro's Homeric Grammar : (the meaning of åv and Kev

and some uses of mpív, and many instances, and the Article ' ).

Classical Review :

Carter on the Aorist Participle (most of the points suggested
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in this paper I had already written , long before it appeared,

in the second part of an article on the Aorist, in which I

tried to account for every use of the Greek Aorist as going

back, ultimately, to a single meaning. The first part of this

article was not accepted by the Classical Review, but most of

it will be found under the Aorist and Imperfect ' etc.).

Bishop : verbals in -tos in Aeschylus.

Weymouth : the Greek Perfect.

Wheeler and Conway : Grammatical and Natural Gender

( very useful).

Conway : the Latin Gerund and Gerundive ( very good ).

Postgate : the Latin Future Infinitive in -turum (partly).

A. Sidgwick : Personalisation in Greek (very suggestive).

The American Journal of Philology : The Schema Pin

daricum : Hanssen on the Latin Adjective : Gildersleeve on the

stylistic effect of the Participle in Greek : etc.

This book is chiefly intended for candidates for the Classical

Tripos at Cambridge and for Moderations at Oxford, and for the

Sixth Forms of Schools. For forms below the Sixth , it may be

open to objection : for it tends to upset many established beliefs

(e.g. that mensae and dominī are certainly Genitive, and that

regeres is certainly Imperfect) and to introduce a new spirit

of enquiry and ‘ scepticism ' , and it would often substitute what

is accurate and vague for what is definite and wrong, and,

above all , much of the work is too advanced for lower forms.

Such objections seem generally to stand apart from the con

sideration of how far the new ideas may be probable and

interesting to the boy, and how far they train the boy to

be accurate and to think for himself, rather than (to take

the other extreme) to perform the function of an industrious

parrot, or of a very improved phonograph .

Part I. contains some original and early meanings, some

Principles and five Appendices ; Part II.,which will be published

shortly, will contain The Syntax of the Noun (including the

Cases Genders and Numbers, Prepositions, and the Adjective ),

the Verb (including the Voices and Tenses and the Subjunctive,

Optative, Indicative , Imperative, Infinitive, Gerund and Gerun

dive and Participles) and the Sentence : Part II. will also con
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tain discussions on the Relative Pronouns, the ' Article,' Con

ditional Sentences, Silver Age Latin, New Testament Greek,

and Compound words. Part II. will also contain the Indices

for both Parts. I am afraid that, in spite of the Table of

Contents and the brief Index, Part I. can hardly be conveni

ently used as a book of Reference until a fuller Index has been

made : and as the rest of the work would make the book

nearly treble its present size I have thought it better to put

it in a second instalment with the full Indices.

I owe my best thanks to the staff of the University Press

for the great care and patience which they have shown in

the printing of this work, and to Mr Bowes for his sug

gestions as to the headings etc. , and the title of the book.

King's COLLEGE,

CAMBRIDGE.



TABLE OF CONTENTS.

INTRODUCTION.

PAGE

1-4

1-4

4

4-6

Methods of Philology :

Phonetic Laws' and the ‘ New School' [v . Appendix V.] .

Aim of Morphology to justify formations and to prove them

regular

Methods of Syntax :

Comparative Syntax should try to justify formations and to prove

them regular

But as a rule it has not done this

Our data and how to treat them

Dogmatism of most Comparative Grammarians .

The results of Comparative Grammar must be, as a rule, shadowy

possibilities .

4

5

6

6

6

CHAPTER I.

THE MAIN DivisioNS OF SYNTAX.

7The Noun, Verb, and Sentence, and their subdivisions

Illustrated by a sketch of some characteristics of Homer's

syntax 7-8

CHAPTER II.

SOME POSSIBLE ORIGINAL AND EARLY MEANINGS.

Noun :

Cases

Were pure stems ever used as cases ?

Case- endings

Case -meanings

9-14

9

9-10

10—12



xiy CONTENTS .

PAGE

12-14

12-13

13

13

14

14

Amalgamation of Cases

acts differently under different conditions

its nature hitherto quite misunderstood

its causes

Case- forms, and what they may be, in Latin and Greek

Roughly speaking , whatever be the surviving form of Amal

gamated Cases the meaning is the same

Genders (v. Additional Notes]

Masculine ' and · Feminine '

Neuter ' Plural : Johannes Schmidt's theory

Neuter Singular

Numbers

Singular , Dual, and Plural . How far were Dual and Plural

originally distinct ?

14-15

14

14-15

15

6

6

15

15

VERB 16–22

16

16

16

16–17

17

17-18

18-23

18-21

.

Voices (v . Principle XI. ]

Originally two, Active and Middle

Passive comes from one or the other and is not original

Meanings of Active

Meanings of Middle

Accepted theory strange

Latin Passive : its history illustrated by various forms of it

Moods and Tenses [v . Appendices III, and IV .] .

Moods

A. Indicative : originally wide meaning [v . Additional

Notes]

B. Subjunctive and Optative : flexible futures originally

History in Latin and Greek of A and B

C. Imperative : originally exclamatory

Aorist Indicative : its history

Originally Non - finite verbal forms

Infinitive [v . Additional Notes]

Participles (v. Additional Notes]

Gerund and Gerundive .

Tenses [v . Principle X. 6 and Appendix IV. ]

Aorist and Progressive : were they originally one tense ?

Perfect : was it originally distinct in meaning from the

Aorist ?.

The Greek and Latin tenses in present, past , and future

time

18

18

18—19

19

19-20

20–21

20

20–21

21

21-22

21

22

22

22-23Sentence

All sentences said to have been once independent of each

other

Illustrations from the Latin Relative and a plv

22

23.



CONTENTS. XV

CHAPTER III.

SOME PRINCIPLES OF SYNTAX.

PAGE

Introductory : the suggestions are only meant as possibilities
29

I. THE PRESENT MEANING OF A CONSTRUCTION, AS OF A WORD , IS

OFTEN DIFFERENT FROM THE ORIGINAL MEANING 24-30

24

25

25-26

26

26

26—27

27

27

The present meanings of mentis (dubius) and medioco (0&ecv )

illustrate this most important Principle

The original and present meanings of

1. δέδοικα μή έλθη and ου μή έλθη [cp . x . 7]

2. The Cases after comparatives (cp . 111. 6]

3. τήν δ ' εγώ ου λύσω πρίν μιν και γήρας έπεισιν [cp . ΧΙΙ . 3]

4. οίσθ ' δ δράσoν [cp. Introduction]

5. Dative of the Agent [cp. v. B. 2]

6. Quamvis with the . Subjunctive ' (cp . III . 7]

7. έαν έλθη όψεται and εάν έλθη ορα and Latin [cp. ΧΙ. 1 , &

1. 11 below]

Note : Grammarians often think they have explained the

history of a construction when they really only state

the problem

8. • Ablative ' with utor : cp . xpôual

9. Genitives ' of Time when and Place where, and “Geni

tive Absolute '

10. • Genitive ' with aiolávoual, kpatô, etc. and regno (cp .

Iv. 7 and v. A. 1]

Note : Greeks often preferred to express a person as ' doing

something, rather than as "being something

11. Optative of Indefinite Frequency (cp. I. 7 and xi. 2]

Conclusions from this Principle

(a) LITERAL TRANSLATIONS : their value as translations

apart from historical interest

(6 ) Original meanings : the bearing of this Principle

on them

(c) Classifications by original and ultimate meanings

are often different

27

27-28

28

28–29

29

29

29-30

29

29—30

30

ON PRINCIPLES II . AND III . v . APPENDIX I.

II. The existence of a construction in one language is in itself no

proof that another language used this construction only or at

all : it often proves that another language might possibly

have used it at one time or another in at any rate some con

structions

Delbrück has for some inconceivable reason ignored this truism :

with fatal results to Comparative Syntax

30—31.

30



xvi CONTENTS.

PAGE

31-36

31

31-32

.

32

32

32

32

32-33

33-34

34

34

34-35

35

35

35–36

36

36

36

36

36

36

.

III. AMALGAMATED PARTS OF SPEECH ( cf. Principle VI. Chapter II .

and the Cases]

A few possibilities as to certain forms in Latin and Greek .

What is meant by Amalgamation ? It may take various forms .

How can we refer back a given construction to one or more of its

component parts ?

Delbrück's method

it ignores forms and tries to go by meanings

forms are the only safe guide

reductio ad absurdum

A concession to convenience

1. animī and mentis dubius

2. magnī and pluris emere

3. meā interest and með refert

4. prudentiā or veritate confidere (cp . end of 111. )

5. ταληθές ανθρώποισιν ουχ ευρίσκεται

6. μείζων τούτου [cp . Ι . 2]

Subjunctive and Optative

7. quamvis sit or ferat (cp . 1. 6]

8. dixerim (v . Appendix III . ]

9. dixerit aliquis

10. Deliberative : quid faciam ?

11. Aorist and Perfect in Latin

Note : Parallel constructions with ‘ Prepositions ' or Particles

are useful as evidence : e.g. in and de prudentiā fidere

[v . 4 above]

IV . LOGICAL GRAMMAR IS OFTEN DIFFERENT FROM FORMAL GRAMMAR

[cp. Principle I. and Addenda on pp. 71—72]

1. (a) mortuos Caesar

(0) οιδά σε μη όντα αγαθόν

[έκρινε μη 'Αρίστωνος είναι Δημάρητον παίδα : and μη with

words of swearing ' and ' denying '

(c) ruptae assiduo lectore columnae, etc.

(d) mediā Italiā .

( e) cupidus huius rei agendae

2 . Märte populata nostro :

Note : When , as here, the concrete form was preferred to the

abstract, was the meaning concrete also ? it is generally

supposed so

κρείσσων γάρ ήσθα μηκέτ ' ών ή των τυφλός

sensit medios delapsus in hostis

[creditur olim velificatus Athos

3 . (a) cp. v. Β : αλλ' ουκ 'Ατρείδη 'Αγαμέμνονι ήνδανε θυμώ

αλλά κακώς αφίει

(0) οι πολέμιοι οι μεν απήεσαν οι δε έμειναν

(c) και διαλεγόμενος αυτώ έδοξέ μοι ούτος ο ανήρ είναι σοφός

(d) μετά ταύτα ή ξύνοδος ήν, ' Αργείοι μέν οργή χωρούντες

36

36-40

37

37

71]

37

37

37

37

.

τυφλός

37

37

38

72]

38

38

38

39.



CONTENTS.. xvii

PAGE

39

39

.

39

39

39—40

40

40

40

40—46

40

41

4. το στράτευμα επoρίζετο σίτον κόπτοντες

5. ου δουλευτέον τους νούν έχοντας τους κακώς φρονούσι .

Note : Early Grammar was logical rather than strictly ‘gram

matical '

6. Accusatives governed by transitive notions : e.g. hunc tactio ,

σε φυξιμός

7. Genitives governed by substantival notions: e.g. with ανάσσει

etc. [cp. Ι. 10 and v. Α.]

8. dulce ridere : ηδυ γελάν

9. εί τι άλλο μή φοβερόν ιδείν ...άπαντα

10. Verbs compounded with • Prepositions '

V. ANALOGY AND CONTAMINATION

Analogy is the most important factor in language : most of our

speech is due to it

Α. 1. κρατώ and the analogy of substantive groups with

the Genitive [cp . 1. 10 and iv .. 7. ]

2. Analogy of words not connected in form and opposite

in meaning : e.g.'parted (no longer joined) with, '

' buy for sixpence , ' ' genitive ' with verbs of "be

ginning, ” hitting, touching, Dative with words

of taking away'

3. sunt qui viderint [cp . x. 1]

4. ήρόμην τί ποιοίμι , Yogabam quid facerem : [ep . ΧΙ . 5]

5. The French seasons, and Greek Genders .

B. CONTAMINATION : e.g. Φίλιππος ηυρέθη εις "Αζωτον

1. Greek unfulfilled purpose : cp. unfulfilled conditions .

2. scriberis Vario...alite

Note : The harder reading is perhaps to be preferred.

3. χθονί πέσε : “ I go there ' .

Locative expressing purpose : e.g. egit visere

χαμαι and είς Εκβάτανα αποθανείν

4. quin abī

5. rediit paullo post quod se oblitum nescio quid diceret

6. είησαν δ ' αν ούτοι Κρήτες

41

41

42

42

42-43

43

44

.

7. Epistolary Aoristand Perfect :

44

44

44

44

45

45

45

45

46

46

46

46

46

46

46

8. legitur

9. εκτός (or πλήν) ει μη

10. μόνος των άλλων

11. μάλλον ή ου

12. αξιολογώτατος των προγεγενημένων

13. οι εκ της νήσου .

14. την Φιλοκτήτου σε δεί ψυχήν όπως...εκκλέψεις

Κλέων γνούς ότι διαφθαρησομένους αυτούς

.

15.

VI. AMALGAMATED PARTS OF SPEECH [cp . 111. ) do not necessarily

contain (a ) every construction which their factors have ever

Μ. Τ. B



xviii
CONTENTS.

PAGE

46. .

had, and (b) no construction which other parts of speech

have had

e.g. the Genitive and Ablative amalgamated in Greek , but they

do not contain (a) every construction which both these cases

have ever had (cp. tolov åpelleto ), and (b) no construction

which other cases have had (cp. VUKTÓs]

So the Subjunctive and Optative in Latin

for (b) cp . trudebantur ni instruxisset

So the Nominative case is not separate from other cases

Monro's view

47

48

48

48

48-49

.

49-51.

49

VII. ON SUPPLYING DEFINITE WORDS

calida, magni, úotepalą, S. Paul's. A safe formula for most

instances

1. Accusative in Latin, 'Genitive ' in Greek , in Exclamations

2. * Accusative and Infinitive' in Exclamations

3. Te ut ulla res frangat, ei ydp &NooL

4. λύσον and λύσαι , legimini

5. Historic Infinitive and Participles equivalent to Finite verbs .

49

49—50

50

51

51

52-57

52

52

52

52

52

52

53

53

53

54

VIII. CATEGORIES OF USES

They are indispensable, but far from adequate

1. They do not give the history of uses, but merely nickname '

them

2. They do not necessarily cover all uses

3. They are not necessarily mutually exclusive : e.g.

(a) στέφανοι ρόδων

(b) tuetur se armis

(c ) ' Objective ' and ' Subjective ’ Genitive : [cp. Chapter 11. ]

(d) Internal and External Accusative .

General view that the Internal Accusative . repeats ' the

verb-notion is strange : reductio ad absurdum

4. They sometimes have more than one meaning

(a ) · Partitive Genitive ’ : Grimm's theory (supported by

Monro) . It is in most instances wrong : in some it is

funny

( 6) Predicative Dative : est voluptati and TollT6 Mol Boulo

μένω εστί

(c) • The Double Accusative '

(d ) Quality

5. Categories are often misleading , by

(a) separating constructions which are connected by some

unity

(6 ) depending on the taste of individuals , and so allowing

of no final criterion

(c) foisting in distinctions where none existed

Summary

54

55

56

56

56

56

56

56-57

.



CONTENTS. xix

PAGE

57

57

57

57

.

.

6

58

58

58

58

58

58

59

59

59

60

60

60

60

60–61

61

IX . THE CONNEXION BETWEEN GREEK AND LATIN 18 CLOSE

They came from the same beginnings

• Graecisms ' were intelligible to Romans, and therefore modelled

on (and extended from ) intelligible Latin constructions

Nature of Graecisms '

X. IMPLICATION (v. Additional Notes] :

A construction may come to express a meaning which it only

implied at first

1. Sunt qui viderint (cp. v. A. 3]

2. Enjoyable '

3. Predicative Dative [ cp. VIII. 4. b)

4. tantus erat timor omnium ut nemo ex urbe excederet

5. wote with the Infinitive '

6. Imperfect of an attempted act in Greek

7. [op. Ι. 1 ] μή έλθη with δέδοικα and oυ

8 . Où tavù not altogether '

9. εί εποίησεν ήδίκησεν αν

10. Inceptive Aorist : e.g. ¿ßaollevo e

11. Tls oỦk olõe ; quis nescit ?

12. ' onui oe dtiéval and dico te abire (cp . vii . 2 ]

13. EIIOIEI and EIIOIHEE on statues : absurdity of the

received theory [cp. 1. 7 note and v. Additional Notes] .

Conclusions :

XI. CHANGES OF TIME COME , AS A RULE , THROUGH THE ABSTRACT

1. εάν έλθη όψεται [cp. Ι. 7] and ορα

2. ει έλθοι ίδοι άν [cp. Ι. 11] and είδεν άν

3. απωλόμην εί με λείψεις : perii si me adspererit

4. ätelji, “ The other said " I go ' and went not ” : Mévojev ;

( = ' are we to remain ? ')

sed bellicosis fata Quiritibus hac lege dico : quem metui mo

ritura ? .

5. rogavi quid facerem , ýpbunu tl trololul

6. οίομαι ποιείν

7. si revenit reddam , ' if he returns I will restore '

8. trudebantur ni invasisset

Other explanations of changes of time

(a ) the present moment, on the borderland of past and future,

often steps into either land — often a ridiculous explana

tion : reductio ad absurdum .

(6) the future or past is vividly represented as present, just

as a picture before us can represent a future or past scene

This often applies : often hard to say where we have

this and where the abstract idea

CHANGES OF VOICE ALSO COME, AS A RULE, FROM THE ABSTRACT (v.

Additional Notes]

French shows an occasional Passive from a Reflexive .

0

61-63

61

61

61

61-62

62

62

62

62

63.

63

63

63

63

63

B 2



XX CONTENTS.

PAGE

63

63

63

64

64

64

64

64

64

64

65

.

9. amabilis : ' pitiful'

10. aptus sequi and capi

11. αίσθησιν έχει λύπη and νους

12. • I hang, ring ', etc. : cp. (?) legere and Néyel .

13. (? ) dederat comam difundere ventis , & rogav TÓTOV Tivá or

ανθρώπους τινάς οικεϊν

14. The Middle

15. Gerundive : volvendis mensibus and haec res est mihi agenda

16. Latin and Greek Participial in -tus and -Tos : maturato,

pransus, actus, Tintos, arintos

17. ' a-going ' , ' a -preparing '

18. " he shaved , he bathed ' etc.

19. utilis ad ferendum .

XII. Constructions (especially in Homer and Plautus) which fairly

admit of both the old and new meaning may be classed as

possible transition uses

1. ο κτείνας

χάρισαί μοι αποκρινόμενος

οίδα τούτο γενόμενον

2. Homeric • Article ' : aŭtàp ÉTTELO ' ó yépwr

3. (α) τήν δ' εγώ ου λύσω πρίν μιν και γηρας έπεισιν [v. Ch. II . ] .

( 5) ου πριν καταδυσόμεθα πρίν μόρσιμον ήμαρ επέλθη

(c ) ουδέ μιν ανστήσεις πριν και κακόν άλλο πάθησθα

Cp. • Prepositions ? Conjunctions and Relative pronouns '

65–67

65

65

66

66

66

67

XIII. THE MEANING CONVEYED BY A CASE OR MOOD MUST OFTEN BE

DISTINGUISHED FROM THE MEANING CONVEYED BY THE GOVERN

ING WORD 67–70

67

67

67–68

68

1. egeo medecinā : dei Mol toû latpoll

2. si valet bene est : εί τούτο ποιεί αδικεί

3. Some · Partitive ' Genitives (cp. VIII. 4 (a) ] . Fatal result of

Grimm not realising this Principle

4. Dativus Commodi et Incommodi '

5. εί τις τούτου πίοι απέθνησκεν– the tense in the Apodosis is

classed by Goodwin as a ' habitual or repeated action ' [ cp .

1. 11 and xi. 2]

6. te ut ulla res frangat ! and ei yàpě10 01 (cp . VII. 3 ] .

7. έρχεται όπως τούτο ίδη

8. • Prepositions' and Cases : e.g. ab urbe, and tñs ablews, etc. .

. 68469

69

69

69–70

70–71

XIV. BECAUSE TWO FORMS ARE DIFFERENT IT DOES NOT FOLLOW, IPSO

FACTO, THAT THEIR MEANINGS ARE SOMETIMES OR ALWAYS

DIFFERENT [v. Additional Notes] .

Grammarians often ignore this and ignore the history of many

constructions, which are created by unavoidable analogies

and not to express a meaning not already expressed at all

νυκτός and νυκτί

. 70

70



CONTENTS. xxi

ADDENDA.

PAGE

.

A. Addendum to Principle IV.

1. Some uses of uń

2. Some uses of the Latin Participle

B. Addendum to Principle VII.

el ydp expressing a wish [cp . XIII . 6.) .

71

71--72

72

FEESE
LIPPARE

ITY
INT

+



THE APPENDICES.

APPENDIX I.

On referring to their origins the Constructions of Amalgamated

Parts of Speech .

PAGE

i

i-ii

ii

iii

. iii-ix

iii

iv_V

V

Two origins of Syncretism

The method of Delbrück , Monro, Allen and Greenough , King and

Cookson , etc.

Allen and Greenough's Table of the Latin ‘ Ablative ' best

illustrates this method .

What this method states and takes for granted is extraordinary .

Objections to it , as illustrated by Allen and Greenough's Table

1. Evidence given by Early and Classical Sanskrit

2. Rough plan of Indo-European languages and their diver

gences : if the Phonetics diverged so much from one

another perhaps the syntax would also

Further influence of Phonetics on Syntax

Besides different Phonetic Conditions we have in the case

of e.g. Latin and Early Sanskrit

A. Languages in different states of development

(a) Plain cases rather than ‘ Prepositional ' phrases

Compare other differences in the state of de

velopment

(6) Early Sanskrit has a variety which later lan

guage might curtail

(c) New ideas which Early Sanskrit did not pos

sess may need to be expressed as civilisa

tion goes on

(d) Analogical extensions are unavoidable

These ferences between early and later stages

of one language increase when we consider

that later Latin was not even derived from

Early Sanskrit

V

V.-vi

vi

vii

. vii

vii

.

viii



CONTENTS xxiii

PAGE

viii

viii

B. Literary differences

( a ) Sanskrit's love of Compounds .

(6) Early Sanskrit is mostly poetry, not prose

(c) Important differences between Sanskrit and

Latin Syntax

Sanskrit perhaps has the oldest extant literature , and

so was thought by Delbrück, etc. to be nearest to

the original language — this may be a fallacy

viii-ix

ix.

ix

ix-x

xxi

xi

3. Can we not see the history of Amalgamation anywhere,

and thence surmise its history elsewhere ?

Prefatory :

I. Forms must be our guide .

II . A priori considerations of what might happen

if two forms came to have the same meanings

or if they became phonetically identical

Latin Aorist and Perfect Indicative

Possible original forms: did they ever become pho

netically identical ?

The natural inference

Latin ' Subjunctive '

Forms extremely doubtful : perhaps sometimes iden

tical

The natural inference

xi-xii

xi-xii

xii

xii

xii

Sanskrit Subjunctive and Optative

Forms never identical , perhaps .

The natural inference xii-xiii

Genitive and Locative Singular in Greek and Latin

Forms never identical , perhaps .

The natural inference

xiii

xiii

xiv

xiv

xiv. .

xiy.

Greek Dative, Locative, and Instrumental Singular .

Forms perhaps sometimes identical

General inferences

Phonetics doubtful but perhaps , roughly speaking , in

Amalgamated Parts of Speech whichever factor sur

vives the meaning is the same

Possibly the identity in the meanings of Ablative , Loca

tive and Instrumental preceded identity of form

Arguments to support this view

Possibilities about the Phonetics of e.g. pede

cp. e.g. tiun

and the Greek Genitive and Ablative

xiv—XV

xy-xvi

xvi-xvii

xvii

xvii

The natural inference is that identity of forms helped and

directed identity of meanings
xvii



xxiv CONTENTS.

PAGE

xvii

xvii-xviii

xviii

xviii

4. Sanskrit is not the only language to be used as a test

English can be used also

Exact value of any one cognate language as evidence

Summary about the Latin • Ablative ' and how it must

be treated .

I. Forms should be the guide — but phonetics are

doubtful

Parallel constructions II . with • Prepositions, ' III. in

Sanskrit, IV. in English , V. in Greek , etc. are evi

dence of possibilities

VI. Dogmatism is out of place .

xviii.

xviii-xix

xix

xix - xxix

xix-xxiii

xx-xxi

xxi - xxii

Monro's Greek Dative ' criticised

General criticism

His ideas about forms

His ideas about meanings

The criticism is inaccurate, but something must be sacrificed

to convenience

A problem which we cannot decide

Constructions assigned by Monro to the

True Dative only

Instrumental only

Locative only .

xxii

xxii-xxiii

xxiii-xxiv

XXV—xxvii

xxvii-xxix

.

Allen and Greenough's Latin ' Ablative ' criticised [for the Table

v. p. ii ] . xxix -- xxxvii

Constructions assigned by them to the

Ablative ( from ) only xxix - xxxi

Instrumental (with) only . xxxi — xxxiv

Locative (in , at, on) only xxxiv— xxxvi

Logical conclusions as to the real method xxxvi — xxxvii

Its disadvantages and advantages . xxxvii

The exact extent of two influences in the Amalgamation will

always be obscure xxxvii — xxxviii

Brugmann's Table of Case- endings criticised

Criticism of Brugmann's Method of Classification .

On what plan does he classify Sanskrit forms

and Greek and Latin forms ?

Forms are the only safe guide

Objections to his Table

1. It does not classify strictly by forms

2. It does not allow enough for Analogy, especially

Contamination and Proportional Analogy

3 . nor for Heteroclisis

4. nor for possible pre-historic Amalgamations or Iden

tities of meanings

xxxviii-lxx

xxxviii - xliii

xxxviii

xxxviii

xxxviii

xxxix

xxxix

. xxxix

xxxix-xl

xl



CONTENTS. XXV

PAGE

xl

xl-xli

xli

xli

xli

xli

xli — xlii

xlii

xlii - xliii

Is Vedic altogether older than much that we find in

Homer ?

Some possible pre -historic ' Amalgamations ' even in

the earliest Greek, Latin , and Sanskrit : hence

others might have taken place in Sanskrit

What results would these Amalgamations have pro

duced ?

5. It often ignores the possible uniformity of case

endings. It grants uniformity to some cases, and

arbitrarily denies it to others

Why may we not do this ? Because the meanings

forbid

Results of Brugmann's Classification

if it is wrong, may be very fatal to right ideas

on the Cases

A very common fallacy of grammarians

Strange developments of meanings

In face of these, classification by meanings apart from forms falls

to the ground .

Inaccuracies of the criticism

The criticism therefore is merely a sketch of what is justpossible .

0-stems : Genitive .

Ablative .

Dative

Locative .

Instrumental

PLURAL

Genitive .

Locative .

Dative -Ablative

Instrumental .

Summary of results

ā-stems : Genitive .

Ablative .

Dative

Locative .

Instrumental .

PLURAL

Genitive .

Locative .

Dative-Ablative

xliii

xliii-xliv

xliii-xliv

xliv

xlv

xlvi

xlvii

xlvii

xlviii

xlviii

xlix

1

li

li - lii

lii

lii

liii

liv

liv

liv

Instrumental .

i -stems: Genitive .

Ablative .

Dative .

Locative .

Instrumental .

lv

lv

lvi

lvi

lvi

lvii

lviii



xxvi CONTENTS.

PAGE

lix

lix

Ix

lx

1x

lxi

lxi

lxi

lxii

lxii

PLURAL

Genitive .

Locative .

Dative - Ablative

Instrumental .

U -stems: Genitive .

Ablative .

Dative

Locative .

Instrumental .

Note on Postgate's theory about dicturum

PLURAL

Genitive .

Locative

Dative -Ablative

Instrumental .

n-stems : Genitive

Ablative .

Dative

Locative

Instrumental .

PLURAL

Genitive

Locative

Dative-Ablative

Instrumental .

Conclusions :

These results only give some possibilities

Often the thing which has happened is the last thing which

we should (a priori) expect

My method distinct from that of the Old School

Note on the original Ablative termination

Was it the same case as the Genitive in all declensions except

one ?

Vedic and Zend seem to be made the crucial test

The Sanskrit and Zend instances are often misquoted, unless

Brugmann's theory is right

lxiii

lxiii

lxiv

lxiv

lxiv

lxiv

Ixv

lxvi

lxvi

lxvi

lxvii

Ixvii

lxvii

lxvii

lxvii

lxvii

lxviii-lxx

.

. lxviii

lxix - lxx

lxx

APPENDIX II.

Some Sanskrit case -usages.

lxxi—lxxiiIntroductory .

The list classifies by present meanings and according to the names

which Sanskrit grammarians give to the cases

The list is therefore incorrect

1. Specification and Respect

lxxi

lxxii

lxxii



CONTENTS . xxvii

PAGE

lxxii

lxxii

lxxiii

lxxiii

lxxiii

lxxiii

lxxiv

lxxiv

lxxv

lxxv

lxxv

lxxvi

lxxvi

lxxvi

lxxvi

lxxvii

lxxviii

lxxviii

lxxviii

lxxviii

lxxviii

lxxix

lxxix

lxxix

2. Manner, Means, Instrument

3. Circumstance and Adverbials

4. Quality

5. Accompaniment

6. Cause

7. Object or Purpose (occasionally Predicative)

8. Place to which

9. Place from which

10. Place where etc.

11. Space or Place along or through which

12. Time when

13. Time within which .

14. Time after which

15. Time throughout which

16. Absolute

17. Recipient, Person Benefited , and ‘ Remoter Object'etc . .

18. Agent

19. Members of a class : e.g. with superlatives

20. According to

21. Price and Stake

22. = Against

23. Object of emotion

24. Possessor and defining a substantive

25. Source

26. with words expressing

(a) ruling

( b) difference .

(c) comparison

( d) being pleased or angry

(e) being amazed

(f ) obeying

(9) eating and drinking .

(h) fearing

( i ) seeing

(j) disregarding, being anxious

(k) filling

( 1 ) hearing

(m ) depriving, etc.

(n) separation

(o ) want etc.

(p) skill and ability

(9 ) trusting

( 1) envying

(s) desiring

(t) remembering

(u) forgiving .

(v ) striving and inciting

(W ) making trial of

.

lxxix

lxxix

lxxx

lxxxi

lxxxi

lxxxi

lxxxi

lxxxi

lxxxi

Ixxxi

lxxxi

lxxxi

Ixxxi

Ixxxi

lxxxii

lxxxii

lxxxii

lxxxii

lxxxii

lxxxii

lxxxii

lxxxii

lxxxii

.



xxviii CONTENTS.

(x) blaming

( y) swearing by

(z) employment

(A) being ashamed .

(B) giving (a thing)

( C) sharing

(D ) telling and showing .

(E ) advising, teaching

(F) giving (to a person ) .

(G) promising (to a person)

(H) helping, benefiting

(I) injuring etc.

(J ) fitness etc.

(K) honouring and saluting

(L) hoping

(M ) pleasing .

PAGE

lxxxii

lxxxii

lxxxii

lxxxiii

lxxxiii

Ixxxiii

lxxxiii

lxxxiii

lxxxiii

lxxxiii

lxxxiv

lxxxiv

lxxxiv

lxxxiv

lxxxiv

lxxxiv

.

APPENDIX III.

On the possible original identity in Greek , and to some extent in Latin ,

of the Future Indicative and ‘ Present ' Subjunctive.

.

.

.

.

It the theory were right it would explain many things, and put an

end to some tiresome discussions [v . Additional Notes] . lxxxv

Only possibilities are suggested, for lxxxv

( 1 ) The person -endings are obscure lxxxv - lxxxvi

(3) The Analytical Method is inexact lxxxvi

(4) The levelling system has been at work, and we cannot

safely say where lxxxvi

(5 ) It is a problem as to whether meanings were originally

identical or only ultimately identical lxxxvi - lxxxviii

(6) There is an absence of sufficient evidence for us to be

able to apply ‘ Phonetic Laws ' lxxxviii - lxxxix

What is amēs , for instance ? lxxxviii - lxxxix

Types of Futures are τύψω τύψομαι όλώ όλούμαι φευξούμαι legam

(legēs leget) amabo , amavero

φευξούμαι

XC

XC — xci

amabo

Problem about the expression of futurity, command, etc. xoi_xcii

Problem about the expression of an act as an act or as in pro

xcii

I. Where the Indicative had no Thematic vowel—ētuya and

τύψω, ειμί and έσομαι , ώλεσα and όλώ xciii

τύψω, τύψεις, τύψει , etc. , is a regular Aorist subjunctive . xciii--xciv

The stems of the Latin Future amavero xeiy_xay

Optative (v. Appendix IV.]

Roby's discussion xev — xevi

gress, etc.



CONTENTS. xxix

PAGE

xevi—xevii

xcvii - xcviii

xcviii-xcix

II . Where the Indicative had a Thematic vowel—ŠTUTOV

and tútw, lego (legis, legit) and legēs (leget)

III. ( a) TÚTW , TÚTYS, túty , legām (legās, legat)

(b ) TÚTW , TÚTYS, túty , legām (legās , legat)

Conclusions

Greek • Future Indicatives ' are almost all Sigmatic Aorist Sub

junctive : a few are root Aorist Subjunctives .

Latin Future Indicatives are also Subjunctives, or perhaps Opta

tives as well , except for the forms in -bo

Later differentiation of the Subjunctive forms

xcix

xcix - C

ci

APPENDIX IV.

Moods and Tenses.

ci

ci

ci -- cii

.

. cii

cii

cii

cii

cii-ciii

ciji

ciii-civ

.

Moods are not always distinct from tenses

The Imperative

The Infinitive

Different ideas, about acts, which we can sometimes distinguish,

with respect to

I. their time

II . their natire

Problems about the expression of these ideas

Data for dealing with the Problem

The two extremes between which we must steer—the safer extreme

Flexible nature of a verbal theme .

It could be used to form nouns as well as verbs

The exact shade of meaning was to some extent infused into it

from without .

Variety of stems (varying by accent) and of suffixes , etc.

What was its origin ? πειθ- , πεποιθ- , πιθ- , πεισ

Some vague possibilities of the early history

and of the later history .

Differentiation and the disappearance of differences of meaning

The Indicative : how was it formed ?

Past time and the Augment

The Subjunctive or Future

The Sanskrit Future

The Optative [v. Additional Notes]

Had it the same original meaning as the Subjunctive ? .

Optative in Greek .

Optative in Latin : sim , velim , lexerim , legēs (leget ) , legerem ,

lexissem

Possibilities about the forms .

Present distinctions between Aorist, Progressive and Perfect in

ciii-ciy

civ

civ--CV

civ-CV

everị

ev=evi

cviºcvii

cvii

cvii-cviii

cvii

cvii - cxi

cvii - cviii

cviii-cix

.

cix-cxi

CX

( a ) Present time

( 6) Past time

(c) Future time

(d ) Commands, etc.

Conclusions to which the above considerations seem to point

cxi

cxi--cxii

cxii

схіі — схііі

cxiii-cxiv



XXX CONTENTS.

1

APPENDIX V.

How far are the New School justified in their present general method of

stating and applying Phonetic Laws ?

PAGE

схү

cxy - cxvi.

cxvi-cxvii

cxvi-cxvii

cxvii

cxvii

The New School : its service to Philology

(a) in ( theoretically ) refusing to accept random shots .

Its great fault is that it often fails to distinguish what

is definite (most of its own dicta are definite ) from

what is accurate and made certain by the data

(many of its dicta are not demonstrably accurate)

They may be right but cannot be proved to be right

( 6) They are right in theoretically refusing to deal with

Syntax until they have made a Phonetic basis .

The right method of procedure probably is to start with the forms,

and classify them, and then to see the underlying meaning

from which every present meaning of a class of forms can best

be derived according to some Principle of development in

language

The Old School : its faults in Syntax and Etymology and Mor

phology.

(a ) they regarded the meanings first and the forms afterwards

(6) they probed too far into the Indo-European period .

There is no exception to a correct Phonetic Law - it must apply

to all words which occur under absolutely the same

conditions '

But how many words of a group do occur under exactly the same

conditions ? None of course

Criticism of the treatment of an imaginary group of words by

the New School

What we may suppose to have happened to a group of words

cxviii. .

cxix - cxx

cxix -- cxxiC .

throughout their history

How the New School treats the group

The phrase “ Exceptions to a Phonetic Law " an absurdity. If a

“ Phonetic Law ” has an exception then it is wrongly stated .

A possibility (not at all probable) about the Greek •Dative ' .

Proportional analogy

Conclusions : the change proposed here is not violent. It is that

the New School should use the word possibly

The question is not whether two words were used under exactly

the same conditions — no two words can have been, and the

New School's pretence that they can is too ridiculous — but

whether they were used under similarities of condition strong

enough to resist the differences of condition

This problem even the New School, in spite of its wonderful col

lection of data, must to a great extent leave unsolved

cix - CXX

cix-cxxi

CXX

cxxi -- cxxii

cxxii

cxxii-cxxiii

cxxiii

cxxiii



xxxi

ADDITIONAL NOTES.

(a)

( 6)

(c)

( d )

(e)

.

( f )

(9)

Agreement of Adjectives ( To p. 15)

The • Present’Indicative . ( To p. 19)

The Future Infinitive and Participle
( To p. 20)

The Greek Aorist of the act of a moment ago ' (so -called ) ( To p. 42)

The expression of ' Cause ’ hindrance and conditions '

by Temporal Sentences, the Locative case, and

Participles . ( To p . 58 )

Finite verbs = the verb · be ' + a noun of agency
( To p . 61 )

Past Purposes in Greek ( To p . 61 )

Optative in Unfulfilled Conditions in Homer ( To p. 61 )

English Unfulfilled Wishes ( To p. 61)

Past Tenses in Unfulfilled Present Conditions . ( To p. 61 )

* Different forms have not always different meanings '

illustrated . ( To p . 70 )

The Future and Subjunctive ( To p. lxxxv)

The Subjunctive and Optative . ( To p. cvii )

(h)

(i )

(j)

( k )

( 1 )

( m )

PAGE

cxxix.(A ) ENGLISH INDEX

(B) ROUGH GREEK INDEX

(c ) ROUGH LATIN INDEX

cxlv

cxlvii



CORRIGENDA.

v . also Additional Notes.

P. 16, 4 lines from the bottom , after the words ' I have a striking , ' add

* (this might have been the original meaning of the Active also , in which case

the development of the Active would be as follows, and differences between

Active and Middle would be the result of differentiation . ) ”

On p. 18 ( The Indicative ), 12 lines from the top, after the words “ A. the

Indicative," instead of the words “ which stated ... was a fact ” read “ which

connected a person or thing with the idea of action or put such a connection in

the form of a question.”

On p. 19 ( four lines from the bottom) for “ (2 ) ” read “ (4 ).”

Pp. lxxxvớc (Appendix III.) “ Mr F.W.Thomas connects the ā of e.g. feram ,

eram , ferebam , édepóuār with Sanskrit i and the I. E. Indeterminate vowel (ā) .

This is a very valuable suggestion : it would not alter the main contention of

Appendix III , however. ”

On p. xciv, Footnote 2 ; “ Mr H. D. Darbishire has kindly pointed out to

me that uoiueiui, and so (uīdi) , uinum, uicus go back to oi only. This

does not become a certainty till someone proves that Latin could never have

used an ei form in the Perfect and in o-stems : can we state this dogmatically,

with our present data ? ”
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INTRODUCTION.

Methods of Philology.

PHILOLOGY, in its provinces of Phonetics, Etymology, and

Morphology, has of late years approached nearer and nearer to

an Exact Science. Oddities like ' such and such a derivation

would do well enough because the meaning is appropriate' are

no longer tolerated as they used to be. The results of Philology

may, roughly speaking, be summed up as follows:

Changes of sound in a language extend to all people who

have intercourse with one another in that language, and to all

words in which the sound, which is affected, occurs under the

same conditions” (v. Appendix V.).

Now strictly speaking no sound can be proved to occur

under exactly the same conditions in any two words : since no

two words can be proved to be used with exactly the same

frequency, and with exactly the same emphasis and position in

the sentence, in exactly the same connexions and associations,

by people of exactly the same class and neighbourhood. Even

a single word does not always occur under exactly the same

conditions (in the case of moenia and mūnia the different

meanings of the word constitute the different conditions). With

this very exact interpretation of the words ' under the same

conditions, the law cannot assert dogmatically e.g. that, in

Latin, if an original oi becomes oe in one word, it always be

comes oe in that same word — much less that it always becomes

oe in every word. The dilemma is obvious : if we say that the

conditions must be exactly the same we must formulate one or

more phonetic laws for every word, and must formulate no

M. T. - 1
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single phonetic law applicable to any two words : then and

then only should all our phonetic laws be absolutely without

exceptions — if they be correctly formulated. If, on the other

hand, we say that the conditions need not be exactly the same,

e.g. that what is law for a sound in a verb must be also law for

the same sound in a noun or particle, and for a monosyllable or

trisyllable, we must, ipso facto, give up that clause of Phonetic

Law which denies any exceptions.

And the New School have been very justly censured for

combining two incompatibilities : (1 ) interpreting their defini

tion under the same conditions ' too widely, and as meaning

‘ under the same general conditions,' and formulating a ' phonetic

law ' on the strength of words which occur under the same

general conditions only, and (2) denying the existence of any

exceptions to this law . If this absolute invariability of

phonetic law is to be insisted on , the only course seems to be to

insist on the difference of condition being the cause of every

apparent irregularity, and to illustrate what is meant by

differences of conditions. And , since there must be many

differences of condition , in the growth of words, which we

cannot possibly realise, a little less dogmatism in stating laws,'

and a little less dogmatism in condemning suggestions which

seem to slightly violate the laws ' without any difference of

condition apparent to us of the 19th century, might help to

conciliate to the New School those of the Old School who at

present resist modern improvements. A glance at some of the

differences of condition in Phonetics must surely show that, in

criticising a suggestion on the ground of its violating a Phonetic

Law, we may , quite easily, be putting under the law an

instance which differences of condition put outside the sphere

of the law (v. further Appendix V. ).

The following differences of conditions are suggested as

specimens : most of them appear in different grammars, and

the technical names are used here for the sake of brevity.

1. The influence of Analogy- (many prefer to call certain

analogies by the name . Contaminations ') . These subdivisions

are not necessarily mutually exclusive (v . Wheeler's admirable

pamphlet on Analogy ).
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A. Where the forms are not connected , but

(1 ) The meanings are cognate (e.g. words for

‘ sitting ').

(2 ) The meanings are contrasted ( eg. words for

united ' and ' separated ').

(3) The meanings belong to the same category of

words (e.g. numerals and names of seasons ).

(4) The functions are alike (e.g. second persons

singular).

(5) Association arises from mere sound or rhythm

etc. almost entirely apart from function and meaning (e.g. v.

Bloomfield on the History of the Recessive Accent in Greek ).

B. Where the forms are connected, and

(1 ) The meanings are cognate.

(2 ) The meanings are contrasted.

(3 ) The meanings belong to the same category of

words, etc. etc.

2. The Preservation of Archaisms or the Revival of

Archaisms (e.g. ( ? ) naturai in Lucretius).

3. The Borrowing of Foreign words.

4. Differences of Dialect (e.g. Rufus is a dialectic form ).

5. Differences between the speech of the higher and lower

classes.

6. Differences of Accent and Stress, including word-accent

and sentence -accent (cp. agitur and quíd agitur ? quid igitur ?

whence igitur ' therefore ').

7. The preservation of an older form beside a new form

to convey a differentiated meaning ( sense -doublets) e.g. moenia

beside mūnia.

8. The position of the word in the sentence (sentence

doublets: cp. perhaps ούτω and ούτως).

9. The date of a Phonetic Law (e.g. povoavs did not

become uovoās till the law that ā became n in Ionic had ceased

to operate).

10. An inaccurate representation in writing, or the preser

vation of some older graphic representation after the pronuncia

tion has changed.

1-2
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or

11. Metathesis, Prothesis, Epenthesis , Dissimilation, Apo

cope, which sometimes come very near to being sporadic.?

12. A form arbitrarily imposed by a certain person or

class.

13. Above all, some different phonetic condition , such as

the nature of the preceding or following sound or sounds, and

the position of the sound in a word, whether initial , medial,

final, etc.

Every week, almost every day, words which were regarded as

exceptions to a ' Phonetic law ' are being proved to be really

due to some difference of conditions, i.e. to come under some

other law : one may almost go so far as to say that it is being

proved that these words would have been exceptions had they

been other than what they actually are .

Methods of Syntax.

To bring every word under a law and to justify its forma

tion , i.e. to prove it to be regular, is the grand aim of such

Philology. How does the modern treatment of Comparative

Syntax compare with the enlightened views on Morphology ? It

has to deal with a vast array of facts, which are, generally

speaking, lucidly arranged (as e.g. in Madvig's Latin Grammar):

how has it dealt with them ? does it try to prove that con

structions are regular, and that the formation of all, or of the

great majority of them, is justifiable ,—in a word that they

would be almost exceptional if they were other than they

actually are ? Strangely enough , there has been scarcely any

attempt to apply a number of principles like those of Morphology

to the province of Syntax : yet it is quite clear that anyone who

would treat of Comparative Syntax must first thoroughly grasp

not merely the uses and instances which are found existing, but

also the main principles which must direct his treatment of

these uses. It will be seen from the following pages how

frequently modern research and criticism tests or rejects a

theory, or says one construction is used for another,' on some

entirely inadequate ground : for instance, a theory is frequently

considered utterly absurd , or a construction weird , if English
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does not show an exactly parallel development : a hair -splitting

ignorance ventures to oppose itself to an undoubted fact in

language, and often to several fundamental principles of develop

ment in language. One illustration will suffice : grammarians

lay down as an equation that Spaooy = ' do thou,'and then often

take for granted a phenomenon well known to be exceptional,

viz . that the development of the meaning of Spasov in Greek

was exactly parallel to that of ' do thou ' in English. Hence

oio ' ô Spâooy was often regarded as a strange construction

used ' instead of something else which is more like English !

for, say they, “ thou knowest the thing which do thou ' is bad

grammar in English, and therefore in Greek also : but surely the

parallelism between δράσον, δράσης (cp. φέρ', ώ τέκνον, νύν και

TÒ tñs vňoov má ns ! Sophocles), dpagai oe dei, and a con

struction like ου δουλευτέον τους νούν έχοντας τους κακώς

φρονούσι (where ου δουλευτέον is , Iogically, ου δεί δουλεύειν),

and the parallelism between the rare μη δράσον, and μη δράσης ,

suggest that oίσθ' ο δράσoν might have meant in early times

* thou knowest the thing which thou art to do ' (colloquially we

say you know what you've got to do '). Have we any right to

demand a Greek construction other than that which we find

actually used, in fact, to stigmatise as a mistake that which we

find actually used, unless we have first proved that there was

no possibility or probability of any principle of language de

veloping this construction out of some other construction, i.e.

unless we have first proved that this construction had absolutely

no raison d'être ? Mr W. G. Hale has said that ' the task of

the syntacticist is to find for every construction either a direct

descent from some construction that is acknowledged to exist,

a genesis in the working of some natural psychological

influence upon such a construction ': a better definition of the

task of the syntacticist it would be hard to find and we owe

Mr Hale a great debt for not only being almost the first to

really insist on this duty, but also for trying to carry it out

himself in his work on the cum-constructions.

In tracing to original sources the constructions which we

find existing, we must work very cautiously : we can, with

1 If this be the right reading.

or
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some approximation to certainty, apply the results of ‘ Phonetic

Law ' to the surviving forms in many constructions; often ,

however, the result of the application of ' Phonetic Law ' will

be infinitely more shadowy than would at first be supposed

(v. , for instance, the various explanations of a form like pedě

given in Appendix I. and of amēs in Appendix III. and v. also

Appendix V.), and important reservations will have to be

made. Secondly, we can estimate, more or less, what the

present meaning of the surviving forms is. Thirdly, we know

the main Principles of the development of Forms and of Syntax ,

thanks chiefly to Paul's “ Principles of the History of Language.?

Fourthly, we have cognate languages, in different stages of

development, from which to make inferences as to original

meanings and subsequent developments.

From these considerations it must be clear that, since from

the beginnings of syntax thousands of years must have elapsed

down to the earliest time of which we have evidence, there is

very little ground for dogmatic statement as to what happened

during those thousands of years. From a study of the Com

parative Syntax set forth by Delbrück , Monro, Allen and

Greenough, and others, it must be clear that hitherto there has

been very little written on many departments of Comparative

Syntax which does not consist in dogmatic statements as to

what has happened during those thousands of years. It must

therefore be clearly understood that, in the following pages, I

mean to suggest original meanings and subsequent develop

ments, not as in any way certain , but as those which seem

to me to account best for the existing constructions on the

recognised principles of development in language.



CHAPTER 1.

THE MAIN DIVISIONS OF SYNTAX.

The most important subjects to consider, in Syntax , are the

Noun , the Verb, and the Sentence.

Under the Noun, we may consider the Cases, Genders, and

Numbers. This heading will also include the Adjectives and

Adverbs and ‘ Prepositions. '

Under the Verb, we may consider the Voices, Moods, and

Tenses (and the Participles and Gerund and Gerundive, etc.).

Under the Sentence, we may consider the development of

the Subordinate sentence out of the Principal sentence.

In giving the chief characteristics of an author's syntax it

will be found useful to remember these three divisions and

their subdivisions. For instance in giving some of the charac

teristics of Homer's syntax :

1. Under the noun, we may say that he uses the cases

very freely, and often expresses by a simple case what Attic

Greek would express by a ‘ Preposition ' governing a

( Tredią nége), and often the case or the case + the ‘ Preposi

tion ’ has a Local or Temporal meaning, where in Attic the

meaning is metaphorical ; that he often uses a plural verb with

a Neuter Plural, where Attic Greek would use a singular verb ;

and that he uses the Dual more than Attic Greek uses it.

2. Under the verb, we may say that he uses the Middle

of many verbs of which Attic Greek uses the Active (ópôuai);

that the ' Infinitive ' is used more often with the meaning of

the ( ? ) Locative or Dative of an Abstract noun, and its original

meaning can be more easily traced, than in Attic Greek ; that

the original meaning of the Subjunctive and Optative can be

case
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more easily traced, and that these moods have freer and more

numerous uses, with and without åv and kév, than in Attic

Greek, which often uses the Indicative where Homer uses the

Optative : that Homer can use an Optative in almost every

construction where he uses a Subjunctive, but not, vice versa ,

a Subjunctive wherever he uses an Optative, and that, in

Homer, one form of the Subjunctive (e.g. -OW, -GELS, -GEL) has

not yet been set apart from other forms (e.g. -6, -9s, -9) to

express, mainly, future time (v. Appendix III.), and that the

Perfect often has, practically, the meaning of an Aorist

Present, and that it often denotes a state.

3. Under the sentence, we may say that he sometimes

uses Parataxis where Attic Greek would use Hypotaxis, that is

to say, that the development of two sentences, originally inde

pendent, into one independent sentence and another dependent

on it, is in Homer often hardly begun, though often it is in full

progress or completed (e.g. it is sometimes impossible to say

where a construction like την δ' εγώ ου λύσω πρίν μιν και

yapas TELOW has two sentences ‘ I will not release her : old

age shall come upon her first ' or one sentence ' I will not

release her till old age come upon her ' or has a meaning

between these two meanings), v. Principle XII. 3 (a).

These are a few of the characteristics which this triple

division of syntax suggests : it would of course be pointed out,

also, how Homer shows the development of the demonstrative

and personal pronoun into what is later called the Article, and

how he shows the old construction , the intermediate develop

ment, and the new construction, side by side.



CHAPTER II.

SOME POSSIBLE ORIGINAL AND EARLY MEANINGS.

>

>

Noun :

Cases : There were and are, roughly speaking, at least

eight cases in Greek and Latin .

Possibly at one time pure stems? without case-endings

were used for at least four case -meanings, Nominative, Voca

tive, Accusative and Locative : if this was so, then the exact

meaning originally came from the context etc. e.g. a stem

nomen or ( ?) ovoua would have been used in constructions like

the following :

' a name (is) given '

I know a name

· Balbus by name ' :

then certain endings (the origin of which is very obscure) came

to be attached to this pure stem in order to make the meaning

clearer : e.g.

s to denote that the thing was the subject : or sometimes

the long vowel of the stem marked the stem as subject

(e.g. λέων beside λέοντ-ος) :

m to denote something like to the extent of the house ' :

es, os, s to denote that the house defined a substantive

notion :

1 We have no right to pooh-pooh this theory ; everyone says that we have

no evidence for it, but we have the only evidence which is essential , viz . the

evidence of forms : we have mensa, xwpā, and nomen and nāma and ovoua , and

Núelv and vyóman , and yūpa(dāru) , and Meyaló(tolcs) , and angui(manus) , which

evidence shows to be pure stems , whereas there is no evidence of any kind

to show that they ever had case-terminations of any kind.



10 SOME POSSIBL
E

ORIGIN
AL AND EARLY MEANIN

GS
.

ed , od, d to denote from the house ' :

ai to denote ' to or for the house ' :

a to denote by, with, with respect to, the house ' :

i (or bhi), to denote ' in , at, on, about, etc. the house. '

But ( 1 ) Case -endings were not always added : e.g. there is

no case -ending to denote the subject, or the compass or extent,

in words like nomen, nomina (plural), ovoua, óvómata — these

are, apparently, pure stems, and are traces of the original use :

vyóman, and similar formations in Sanskrit, were (cp. Nuepev

AveEvlúelv) originally pure stems, but, in certain contexts,

meant ' in the sky ': i.e. ' bird flies sky ' = ' the bird flies

in the sky ' (cp. the English of niggers and of Red Indians ).

( 2) There were other case -endings besides those given

above : e.g. dhe(n), Greek Oe(v), to denote ' from , ' de, Greek de,

to denote ' to,' bhi , Greek pi, to denote ' at ' etc.

Nominative : case of the subject, the person or thing spoken

about :

Vocative: the person or thing addressed : originally an

exclamation, like the Imperative (cp . ' Hi ! ' which can mean

O Jones ' or ' Stop ' ) : so, properly speaking, the Vocative was

not a case :

Accusative : the compass or extent of a verbal notion : ‘ I

strike to the extent of the boy ' and ' I strike to the extent of a

second ' and ' he advances to the extent of one mile . The

direct object of a transitive notion becomes very soon dis

tinguishable, viz. ' I strike the boy ' : at the other extreme

comes the Accusative of Respect ' ( tremit artūs and ånye tov

Kepalnv) : between the direct object and this Accusative lie

many uses. A division might be made into

A. ' direct object of a transitive notion ’ :

B. ' compass or extent not the direct object ':

A + B. “ instances sometimes nearer to A, sometimes to B,

sometimes between A and B. '

(C. Double ' Accusatives :

D. Accusatives with ‘ Prepositions. ' )

An instance of A + B. would be “ Caesar advanced a three

days' journey , which may be sometimes nearer to A Caesar
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made a three days' journey,' sometimes to B'Caesar advanced

to the extent of a three days' journey,' and sometimes between

A and B.

These three cases have, to a certain extent, the same history

in Greek and Latin :

Dative : perhaps the person or thing to or towards whom or

which an action etc. is directed—it corresponded roughly to the

English prepositions ' to ' and ' for ’:

Instrumental or Instrumentul-Comitative : the attendant

circumstances of an action, including means and accompani

ment-it corresponded roughly to the English by -with ' and

'with respect to . Possibly all these uses came from 'means.'

Locative : apparently in early times it expressed ‘ place

where ' and ` time when ’ ; but its present uses can be best

realised by a rough comparison with all the uses of the English

prepositions ' in,' 'at,' on,' 'over,' ' about,' ' among ,' and ' by ' :

Ablative : apparently that from which separation takes

place : the meaning ' according to ' (cp. ex lege) seems to have

been partly derived from a meaning of ' starting from something

as a standard (e.g. of comparison ) ':

Genitive : defined a substantive notion in any kind of way.

The English ' of ' is much too narrow . Apparently the

Genitive could define a substantive notion in all the ways in

which other cases could define verbal notions, although the

desire for clearness would often prevent its use.

As to the theory that all Genitives are either 'Objective ' or

* Subjective,' i.e. represent either an Accusative (Object) or

Nominative (Subject) it is almost incomprehensible : the objec

tions are

(1) many instances of Genitives do not correspond to Ac

cusatives or Nominatives : e.g. a man with a long nose ’;

(2) many instances are both Objective and Subjective:

e.g. iniuriae civium may be paraphrased by “ the citizens

(Subject) suffer injuries' or ' they injure the citizens ' (Object);

(3) the nearest paraphrase of ó póßos TV moleulwv is not

' the enemy ( Subject) fear us ' nor ‘ we fear the enemy '

(Object ), but perhaps the fear within the enemy ' (Locative)
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and ' the fear caused by the enemy ' (Ablative), or ' the fear

about the enemy ' (Locative).

The equivalence of the Genitive with substantives to the

other cases with verbs etc. can best be realised by the following

Predicative ' uses.

Accusative and Genitive : What right have you to touch

him ? '

[quid tibi hunc (Plautus) or huius tactio est ?]

' He has a pain in the head '

[ άλγεί την κεφαλήν and capitis dolor].

Dative and Genitive : ' A war was carried on for the sake of

defending '

[cp. proficiscitur cognoscendae antiquitatis, and decemviri

legibus scribundis].

Ablative and Genitive : ‘ He made a journey from Rome,'

* The journey was the result of ill-health . '

Instrumental and Genitive : He struck a blow with his

hand ,' He was a man with a long nose .'

Locative and Genitive : There was a man at Athens, ' ' It

was at a late hour in the night,' ' He showed proficiency in

riding '

[cp. νυκτός and νυκτί οδόν εποίησεν].

Nominative and Genitive : The city of Troy.'

Theoretically, perhaps, the Genitive was originally used in

dependence on the substantival idea e.g. of journey'in ' he

made a journey , and the Locative etc. in dependence on the

verbal idea of 'he -made-a - journey ' or ' he went ' etc.

These five cases, Dative, Instrumental, Locative , Ablative,

and Genitive, have not remained separate in Greek and Latin.

In both Greek and Latin one or more of them have been fused

together, so that there are certain cases (e.g. the Latin

Ablative ') which are not single cases, but are compounded

of two or more cases (e.g. the Latin ‘ Ablative ' of Ablative,

Locative, and Instrumental) .

But cases have amalgamated differently

(a) in Greek and in Latin :
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(b) in some declensions and in others :

(c) in the singular and in the plural.

The nature of this amalgamation has, hitherto, been grossly

misunderstood (v. Appendix I.) : the facts seem to be as

follows : suppose a form A denoted certain meanings (a, b,

c, d, e, f) and a form B certain meanings (d, e, f,g, h, i) : then

suppose that A has used the neutral -ground meanings d, e, f as

a stepping-stone on to the meanings g etc. [once denoted by B ],

and conversely that B has used the neutral-ground meanings

d, e, f as a stepping-stone on to the meanings c, etc. By this

process, and by analogical extension, A and B may both come

to express the same ineanings a, b, c, d , e, f, g, h, i : when this

has been wholly or partly accomplished it is natural that

language should either

I. preserve both A and B with all these meanings: or

II. set apart A to denote certain meanings, and B to

denote certain other meanings : or

III. fuse the forms A and B into a single form , having all

these meanings : or

IV . drop the form A (sometimes or always) or the form B

(sometimes or always ): or

V. employ one process sometimes, and another process at

other times (v. Introduction to Latin ‘ Ablative ' ).

Again, supposing that A denotes a , b, c , d, e and B denotes

e, f, g, h, i,and supposing that in some declension A and B come

to have the same ultimate form AB-AB will denote a, b, c , d ,

e, f, g, h, i : if, then, in this declension it makes no difference

whether the form A or the form B be used to denote all these

meanings , then it may come to pass that, on the strength of

this neutral ground, A may be extended to denote some of B's

meanings and B some of A's meanings.

It is probable that the amalgamation of two or more cases

into a whole was due to the cases having some meanings in

common, and also sometimes to their having some forms in

common,

The following outlines of possibilities will be more fully

discussed at the end of Appendix I.
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The Latin 'Genitive singular is in form (and therefore in

meaning) sometimes Genitive (e.g. mentis), sometimes Locative

( e.g. animī, mensae ).

The Latin ‘ Ablative' Singular is in form (and therefore in

meaning) sometimes Ablative (e.g. animo, mensā ), sometimes

Instrumental (e.g. animō, mensā, pede) , sometimes Locative

( e.g. pede).

The Latin “ Genitive ’ Plural may be Adjectival.

The Latin Dative ' and ' Ablative ' Plural may be some

times Locative and ( ? ) Dative (e.g. animīs, mensīs ), sometimes

(?) Ablative ( e.g. pedibus, or is it partly Instrumental ?).

The Greek 'Genitive ' Singular is sometimes Genitive (e.g.

χώρας, πατρός), sometimes Genitive and Adjectival ( e.g. λόγου),

and sometimes Ablative (e.g. χώρας, πατρός).

The Greek ‘ Dative ' Singular is sometimes Dative and

( ?) ( ?) Instrumental (e.g. xớpā, Nóryo ), and sometimes Locative

(e.g. χώρα, λόγω (?), πατρί).

The Greek Genitive ’ Plural may be Adjectival.

The Greek Dative ? Plural is sometimes Dative ( e.g.

χώραις, λόγοις ) and sometimes Locative (e.g. χώραις, λόγοις,

πατράσι).).

It may be taken as an approximately correct rule that

whatever be the surviving form or forms of the Amal

gamated Cases the meaning is the same : to this rule

there are exceptions, but it may be illustrated by the fact that

the Locative animi has the same meaning as the Genitive

mentis, and the Ablative and Instrumental animo as the Loca

tive and Instrumental mente.

Genders :

The question of the genders is very perplexing ; it is, briefly,

this : was the distinction between masculine (e.g. årypós, ager ,

áraðós, bonus) and feminine (e.g. öy, vox , àryadý, bona)

originally one of sex or not ? Another question is, How did

the neuter arise ?

The neuter plural' seems very likely to have been, in origin ,

the same as some feminine singulars ( e.g. repulsa) , which,

1 Johannes Schmidt's theory.
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from originally expressing an abstract collective noun, deve

loped into

(a) feminine abstract singular (e.g. repulsa ' defeat in the

abstract ') and

(b) neuter concrete plural (e.g. repulsa ' concrete defeats ') ;

perhaps, however, this theory only applies to a certain number

of neuter plurals and feminine singulars in a .

The neuter singular (which has a peculiar form only in the

Nominative Singular and in the Nominative and Accusative

Plural) perhaps was originally a pure stem without Nominative

or Accusative case-ending (e.g. nomen, nomina, ovoua, óvópata ),

or the "Accusative sometimes extended to be used with the

meaning of a Nominative ( e.g. bellum , tò dyalóv), by what

is called a proportional analogy of forms rather than of

meanings ?

Numbers :

There was a singular number, denoting one person or

thing, or a collection of persons or things viewed as a unity

( e.g. populus, TÒ TIños), and to some extent, a plural number

denoting more than one person or more than two persons.

The questions about the numbers are :

(1 ) was the Dual ' (or the number denoting two persons or

things) an Indo -European formation , or was it, like the Geni

tive in oor e)sio (Greek ou, ev, Sanskrit and Zend asya ),

confined to several dialects of Indo -European ?

(2) was the Plural originally distinct from the Singular ?

s is the typical Plural letter (e.g. dominīs, mensīs, pedibus (? ),

pedes, λόγοις, χώραις, πατράσι etc.) : but was there originally

anything plural about e.g. the of Móyou, xôpar, domini etc. ,

or the endings -um and -wv, or were these endings originally

only incidental to words with plural meanings, the plural

meaning coming, perhaps, from the context ?

1 i.e. nomen (pure stem) had the meanings of an Accusative and of a

Nominative—in other words nomen (Accusative) had the same form as nomen

(Nominative) : hence the tendency was to give to the Nominative of certain

words of another declension also the same form as the Accusative, i.e. to create

beside the Accusative form (bellum ) a new Nominative form (bellum) .
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The Verb :

Voices :

Apparently there were originally two Voices, Active and

Middle.

It is quite obvious that the Passive is not a necessity of

language. If ' the boy is hit by the ball ’ then “ the ball hits

the boy ' etc. The Passive came sometimes from the Active

and sometimes from the Middle.

As to the Active it was either (a) Transitive ' I strike the

boy,' or (b ) Intransitive ' I strike ' : it is possible that neither

use was derived from the other, but that the Transitive sense

came from the Accusative case (q . v.) : the Intransitive can

develope into

(c) the Passive : [if we postulate an original legesi, the

second person singular Active, then both legere and Néyel may

be Active in form and sometimes Passive in meaning)—the

development may have been something like this : ' I strike '

or (?) ' I have or am connected with a striking ' + ' I am struck ':

cp. English ' I hang the picture,' ' I ring the bell ' and ' the

picture hangs,' ' the bell rings ' etc.:

(d) the Reflexive [( ?) lavare and lovel]—the development

may have been parallel to that of ‘ I wash ' meaning " I wash

myself ,' and ' I shave ' meaning ' I shave myself,' the inter

mediate stage of meaning being, perhaps, ' I have a wash ,' ' I

have a shave ' :

(e) the Causal (sisto and lotnu]—the development may

have been from ' I stand ' or (?) ' I am connected with a stand

ing ' to ' I make (someone or something) stand ’; cp. English ‘ I

print something ’ = ' I get something printed . '

The Middle either originally had the same meaning as the

Active , in which case its developments into (a) (6) (c) (d) and

(e) need no explanation , or it originally meant something like

e.g. “ I am connected with a striking ' or ' I have a striking '>

(a) ' I strike ' - either with an Accusative of the direct

object or with e.g. a Genitive, originally defining the substan

tiyal idea of ' striking ' : [aíobávouai, vidī, memini] :
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(6) ' I strike ' (intransitive ):

(c) ' I am struck ' [legeso léov, legere ( ?)]—cp. aio

onowv éxel (in bald English) it has perceiving,' ' it is connected

with perception ' it feels ' (e.g. ó volls) or ' it is felt' (e.g. "

Nútin ), and cp. the history of Active and Passive words like

amabilis, pransus, factus, volvendus, pitiful etc. (v. Principle XI. )

(d) ' I strike myself ' [Xoverai and lavāso ( ?) > lavāre ] :

cp. I have a wash ' meaning ‘ I wash myself,' ' I have a shave '

meaning ' I shave myself.'

(e) ' I get someone struck ' [ Sidáokojai tòp taida ]: the

development from ‘ I have or get the striking ,' ' I am connected

with the striking ' to ' I get (someone) struck ' is not very

difficult.

The accepted theory that the Middle originally meant

( 1 ) ' I strike myself ' and

(2) ' I strike (someone else) for my own interests ,

fails to explain how Davoöual comes to mean ' I shall die ' and

didáokopai Tòv taida ‘ I get my son taught,' and is open to

many serious objections.

The Latin Passive may be illustrated by the following

words :

legere: either Active (legesi → éryel) or Middle (legeso

Néyou) :

legitur : possibly — if I may use forms which are not actually

found - id legito (TOÛTO [ě]Méyeto) meant e.g.‘it is or was chosen , '

and id legunt ' they choose it, ' side by side with which was

another 3rd person plural id éligur ' they choose it '
one

chooses it ' -' it is chosen ’ (cp. on dit cela = ' that is said '), and

the two forms for ' it is chosen ' viz, id legito and id ēligur were

contaminated into id eligitur or id legitur (v. Principle V.

B. 8) :

legiminī : possibly Dative of an abstract verbal noun used

with the meanings of an Imperative (cp. Nügai, and English

expressions like ' to bed ! ' ' to work !' ' to the Mansion House ! '

' to heel !' etc.); and extended to the Indicative by propor

tional analogy ; i.e.

M. T. 2

EFTIRRADE



18 SOME POSSIBLE ORIGINAL AND EARLY MEANINGS.

Imperative legite (cp. Néryete) = Indicative legite (cp . Néyete:

legite later became legitis beside legis and legimus): hence

beside the Imperative legimini was created an Indicative legi

mini. Or else legimini = leryóuevoi, and the participle was used

with the meaning of neryóuevou ote (cp. Sanskrit uses, e.g.

drstavantas = ' we have seen ') : vos would have once been ex

pressed

legī : probably originally ' to or for a choosing ' (Dative

of an abstract verbal noun), developing into a Passive just as

' good for eating ' (Dative) = ' good to be eaten . '

Moods and Tenses : v. Appendices III. and IV.

Apparently there was, at one time,

A. the Indicative, which usually stated something as a fact,

or asked whether something was a fact, and

B. the Subjunctive and Optative, which had the general

meaning of futurity, into which the tone and context etc.

infused the ideas of e.g.

(a) prophecy and promise (“ you will do this anyhow,') or

( 6) command, wish , or duty ( you will do this if you do

what I wish you to, ' you shall do this ') : or

(c) concession ( you will do this, for all I care ') : or

(d) possibility ' ( you will do this under certain circum

stances ? → you might possibly do this ') ;

(e) all the above uses put as questions.

Both Greek and Latin set apart certain forms of these

moods mainly to denote prophecy and promise (a), and Latin

created a new form in -bo for this meaning. Other forms of

these moods were reserved, in the main , for the meanings (6) (c )

and (d). But although Greek and Latin were alike in confining

certain forms mainly to (a), (Greek used certain Subjunctive

forms, and Latin, perhaps, certain forms both Subjunctive and

Optative) yet they differed in one respect—the Latins elsewhere

used the Subjunctive and Optative indifferently, and some

times dropped one form or the other, partly because they had

1 This is a later development, probably : sometimes we have, between (a)

and (d ) , what is probable or expected.
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the same meaning : i.e. the two Moods amalgamated in Latin ;

whereas the Greeks apparently sometimes created a distinction

Greeks were given to seeing or creating subtle distinctions!

between the Subjunctive and Optative. Where this distinction

does exist, it is rather that between command and wish , and also

between present and future purposes, etc. and past purposes, etc.

C. The Imperative, which was originally mainly an exclama

tion ; cp. Xérye, lege, say,'choose .'

Apparently there was originally one tense which derived its

exact shade of meaning from the tone and context etc. This

tense one may call the Aorist : in the unaugmented Indicative

forms this Aorist had a vague and flexible meaning almost but not

quite corresponding to e.g. ' your doing this is a fact ,' in other

words connecting ' you ' with the idea of doing this,' into which

connexion a definite meaning could be infused by particles or

by the context and tone , viz. e.g. ( roughly speaking)

( 1 ) Present: Your doing this is a present fact.'

(2) Future : ‘ Your doing this is a future fact ' (occasionally

also ' do this ' ).

(3) Past : “ Your doing this is a past fact .'

(4 ) General : ‘ Your generally doing this is a fact.'

Of these four meanings

(2) more clearly denoted by the Subjunctive and

Optative Moods, and so was rarely expressed by the Indicative

[e.g. quo fugimus ? ' whither are we to fly ?' To Deúryouev ;]

(3) was more or less confined to the Greek forms with the

Augment (the Augment being a sign-post of past time), and

to the Latin forms with the Aorist s (e.g. dixī), or with redupli

cation ( e.g. totondī), or with the Middle ai → i (e.g. vīdi) with

or without a vowel-variation of the stem, etc.

This left the Aorist Indicative (commonly called the Present)

to express, as a general rule, (1 ) Present time and (2) General

was

It is possible, then , that the history of the Aorist and Perfect, and of the

Subjunctive and Optative, was that Greek differentiated what Latin amalga

mated.

2-2
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time, although traces of the old freedom of this Aorist do

survive.

As to (2) in the sense of command etc. it was rare, because

the meaning of command etc. was more clearly expressed either

by the Subjunctive and Optative or by the Exclamatory

Imperative, which was admirably adapted for commands.

As forms of the verb which were not originally ' finite'one

may suggest luoov, lūoai, legimīni (v. Principle VII.), and

the first person singular in o or w which was conceivably in

origin a noun of agency.

The Infinitive was not originally a Mood at all, but an

abstract verbal noun : the Greek forms in -ai (e.g. dohvat,

ópão bai ] and the Latin forms in -i [e.g. capī, sequi] were

apparently Datives of abstract verbal nouns, originally meaning

' to or for a taking ' etc. The Latin forms in ě [e.g. capere ;

cp. genere] were apparently · Ablatives ' [i.e. Locatives only,

or Locatives and Instrumentals ', or Instrumentals only , etc. ) ,

originally meaning in, at, on etc. a taking,' and ' by , with , with

respect to a taking, ' etc. The Greek forms in -v [e.g. Núelv] were

apparently pure stems, into which a simple meaning, such as a

Locative meaning, was originally infused by the context. For

a pure stem without case-ending and with a Locative meaning

cp. Sanskrit vyóman = ' in the sky.' We may then , roughly

speaking, call the Greek forms in -ai and the Latin forms in -ī

Datives, and other forms, in Greek and Latin , ‘ Locatives ' (this

is, of course, inaccurate), and for the origin of the distinction of

voice which we sometimes find between the Dative ( Passive,

e.g. Naußáveo dai, capī) and the ' Locative ' (Active, e.g. lan

Bávelv, capere ) we may compare the English PassiveDative

' good for eating ' = ' good to be eaten , ' and the English Active

Locative ' good at eating ' = ' good at eating (things). '

1 Nothing could be more typical of the New School than the ‘ Phonetic Law '

that final ă → ě (on the strength of the equation (?) pede = méda) , without the

proof that the Latin -ě of pede is always or ever derived from -ă. It is possible

that the -ě of pede sometimes goes back to -ă , but it is also possible that pedae

in Latin entirely dropped out, because its meanings were already denoted by

pedie. This ‘ Phonetic Law, ' therefore, may have done a great deal of harm to

Syntax, not so much by merely being wrong as by being stated by the New

School as if it were incontrovertible.
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The Participles were , apparently, in early times both

Adjectival and Verbal in meaning : they qualified a person or

a thing or an act, and were at the same time capable of certain dis

tinctions, such as that between Active and Passive, and between

contemporaneous past and future time — such distinctions were

originally, to a very great extent, infused by the context into a

vague and flexible meaning : e.g. into a vague idea correspond

ing to the bald English ' having a ...ing ' the context infused a

definite meaning - e.g . past active ( pransus “ having dined ' ),

past passive (actus ‘ having been done ') , future passive (ätintos

not to be endured ') etc. etc. Later on certain forms became,

by a process of differentiation, narrowed down to expressing

certain definite meanings ; traces of the old freedom of use are ,

however, frequently met with . The 'neuters' of Participles

could, like the neuters of other Adjectives, be used with the

meaning of abstract verbal nouns (cf. maturato opus est'there

is need of hastening').

The Gerundive was, apparently, in early times a Participle

or a Verbal Adjective with a flexible meaning, into which the

context alone could infuse a definite meaning, e.g. ' taking ,'

' taken,'being taken ,' ' to be taken ' etc. The ' neuter ' of this

Gerundive could be used as an abstract verbal noun (the

Gerund) = “ a taking . Later on the Gerund and Gerundive

were narrowed down to certain stereotyped meanings and certain

stereotyped constructions.

As to the Tenses, it is possible that the Aorist, when formed

by the root in its weakest form or by the root + s, came to be

mainly confined, in past time, to expressing an act as an act,

and developments from that idea—it regarded an act or acts as

a complete whole, from a bird's-eye point of view. The act or

acts regarded as in progress may be merely the Aorist in a

different shade of meaning, just as he was engaged in doing

this last summer ' is another way of regarding the fact he did

this last summer. And distinctions between this Progressive

(sometimes denoted in Greek by the root in its strong form or

by the 'modified ' forms of the root , e.g. the root + suffixes etc.

and in Latin by a form in -bam in past time) and the Aorist

may have sometimes given rise to still further distinctions,
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such as that between an act as an act (Aorist) and an act as

still going on, i.e. begun or attempted, but not completed

(Progressive), v. Principle X. 6 and Appendix III.

It is possible that the ' Perfect' (often a reduplicated root,

with or without ‘ vowel - variation ' in the stem ) originally ex

pressed, like the Aorist, an act as an act, and in Greek came

(chiefly by differentiation ) to be used often of a permanent

state etc. , whereas in Latin it came to be often confined to

past time, just as the Sigmatic Aorist did , and so these tenses,

expressing a past act as an act, or the present state of affairs

resulting from a past act, amalgamated into one tense. How

ever it is not inconceivable that the Perfect originally, or in

early times, denoted a state, and hence sometimes the act

resulting in that state. This would form a bond of connection

between the Latin past Aorist (' he did it ' ) and the present

Perfect (almost ' he has done it ').

The following outlines will roughly illustrate the Greek and

Latin uses :

In Contemporaneous (or ‘ Present ') time neither Greek nor

Latin distinguishes the Aorist ( Trolei, facit, ‘ he does it ') by a

separate form from the Progressive ( Trolei, facit, he is doing

it '): the Perfect ( Tretroinke, fecit, not quite he has done it ') is

to a great extent distinct from these two tenses, but in Latin it

amalgamated with the past or sigmatic Aorist (' he did it ' ) .

In Future time Greek and Latin scarcely distinguish the

Aoristic and the Progressive ( ' I shall do this ' and ' I shall be

doing this ') by separate forms : the Perfect is sometimes dis

tinguishable from the Aorist and Progressive in meaning.

In Past time Greek and Latin did distinguish between the

Aoristic and Progressive (Imperfect) and Perfect ( Pluperfect) to

a great extent. Latin created a form in -bam to denote, mainly,

an act in progress ; in Latin also the past Aorist ( ' I did it ' )

amalgamated with the present Perfect ( ? ' I have done it ').

The Sentence :

It is said that all sentences were originally independent of

one another : but the existence of the Greek Relative with any

other (original or) early meaning than that of a Relative is not
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borne out by Sanskrit and it is not absolutely proved by any

Greek use. It seems certain, however, that the Moods and

Tenses originally had the same meaning in Principal and in

Subordinate sentences (or in sentences which became sub

ordinate). Instances of the development of the Principal into

the Subordinate Sentence (or of Parataxis into Hypotaxis) would

be the Latin Relative, which was, apparently , like quis and

Greek tis and Troi, originally indefinite or interrogative : e.g.

Is any merry ?

Some one is merry : } let him sing psalms'

Who is merry ?

might ~ )' let the man who (defining relative) is merry sing

psalms.

Similarly in τήν δ' εγώ ου λύσω πρίν μιν και γήρας έπεισιν ,,

' I will not release her : old age shall come upon her first

might have been the original meaning : we should here have

two sentences. These two sentences might have → one sentence

with another subordinate to it, viz. I will not release her till

old age come upon her ' ( v . Principle XII . 3 (a)).



CHAPTER III.

SOME PRINCIPLES OF SYNTAX.

BEFORE beginning the outlines of Syntax it will be as well

to illustrate some of the Principles on which constructions

have developed from the above original and early meanings.

A few words must be said by way of preface :

(a) The following explanations of constructions are only

intended for some of the possibilities : a knowledge of other

languages, besides Sanskrit, Greek, Latin , and English , would

extend the possibilities, or make them approach nearer to

probability or make them retreat further from the ground of

probability :

( b) The English parallels are only suggested as rough

parallels and are not necessarily intended for good English :

(c) A more elaborate discussion of some points is

reserved for the Appendices :

(d) Some Principles (such as the use of the Concrete

form rather than the Abstract form ) are not discussed here to

any great extent, as they are so familiar.

I. The present meaning of a construction is often

different from the original meaning [ cf. the present

meaning of words with their original meanings ] :

This Principle is very important, and one illustration will

serve as an introduction. If the Genitive originally defined a

substantive notion , and if mentis (dubius) medioco ( elv ) show

Genitives no longer defining substantive notions, but standing

as attendant circumstances of a verbal notion, then the present
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meaning of these Genitives is different from the original

meaning If this Principle be clearly comprehended an

enormous number of the difficulties of syntax disappears at

once.

( 1 ) dédoika un ēron : the present meaning is certainly ‘ I

fear that he will (or may ) come.' No one can fairly agree with

Gildersleeve ( American Journal of Philology IX. p. 161) that

this is a trace of parataxis. The original meaning may have

been ' I am afraid : let him not come, ' implying ' I am afraid :

there is a possibility of his coming' - ' I am afraid that there

is a possibility of his coming ' or ' I am afraid he will or may

come ' (one sentence with another subordinate to it) ; similarly

où un ēron : the main (perhaps not the only) origin of this

construction, meaning " he will certainly not come, may have

been that un ēron ‘ let him not come ' implied there is a

possibility of his coming,' and later on came to express this

meaning : où denied the possibility of his coming : cp. Plato un

àypoikótepov ý tò đandès elmeiv, meaning ' perhaps it is rather

boorish to speak out the truth ' (cp. Principle X. 7).

(2) The Case after a Comparative (cp. Principle III. 6) : the

Greek “ Genitive ' and the Latin · Ablative. ' Some possible

early constructions are

( a ) the Ablative (cp. Sanskrit ) : the original meaning

may have been either ' starting from B, A is greater ,' ' A is

greater taking B as one's standard of comparison , or like ' A is

different from B , or sometimes nearer to the Ablative of the

standard, sometimes nearer to the Ablative of difference ';

(6) the Genitive : the original meaning may have been

' A is B's superior in greatness ': cp. untpòs didaxoeis

originally ‘ his mother's pupil, ooû dajeis originally your

victim , ' untpós pianDels originally ‘ his mother's darling, '

' taught by his mother,' ' subdued by you ,' ' loved by his

mother ' (v. further the Genitive case ).

(c) Instrumental (occasionally found beside the other

two cases in Sanskrit) ' A is greater compared with B. ' This

may be partly due to the analogy of ' A is not equal with B. '

i Goodwin .
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The present meaning of rei&wv TOÚTov (Genitive and

( ?) Ablative) and maior illo (Ablative and Instrumental) is

perhaps nearer to the original meaning of the Instrumental

than to that of the Genitive or Ablative.

3. τήν δ' εγώ ου λύσω πρίν μιν και γήρας έπεισιν (cp.

Principle XII. 3 and v. the end of the last chapter). It seems

that in most sentences a πρίν or πω or πρότερον was originally

essential to the first half in Parataxis. That is to say,

although it is natural to say ‘ I won't go : I'll be hanged first,

it is not natural to say ‘ I won't go : I'll be shaved first, if we

mean to imply ‘ I will go when I have been shaved ' : the

original form ‘ I won't go yet (or first ): I will shave first ' is

natural, and in course of time the apiv etc. in the first clause

ceased to require to be expressed, cp. Principle VII . ( below).

When the two sentences → one sentence ‘ I will not release her

till old age come upon her ’ it is natural to extend the con

struction to the positive ‘ I will release her before old age come

upon her, ' where the paratactic meaning of ' I will release her :

old age shall come upon her first' is impossible.

4. diod' ô Spâoov : when Spâoov (v. Principle VII. 4) has

come to mean do thou ,' it may → thou shouldest do ’ (cp.

Love thy neighbour as thyself ' = ' thou shouldest love thy

neighbour as thyself'), ' thou knowest the thing which thou

shouldest do ’ might have been like our conversational ‘ you

know what you've got to do,' i.e. practically a command.

5. Dative of the Agent (cp. Principle V. B. 2 , and v. the

Dative).

The present meaning of the Dative of the Agent seems to

be that of the Greek Genitive ' with Útó and the Latin

· Ablative ' with ab : we cannot distinguish between the mean

ings of parendum est mihi ' I must obey ' and parendum est a

me ' I must obey.' This Dative may have been, in early times,

a kind of Dative of the Possessor (cp. haec est mihi domus

this is my house '), hoc est mihi agendum and actum ' this is

my deed, ' into which the context etc. infused a meaning ‘ not

yet done ' or ' already done ” ; hence this has to be done, or has

been done, by me ' [v. also Appendix VI.]. The remark of
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Furneaux and most Grammarians about the Dative of the Agent

denoting something which was to the interest of the agent is

of course inapplicable: est mihi moriundum means that ' death

or dying (abstract) exists for me,' and not that ' someone has

to die for my interests ' --we may say that the abstract idea

(e.g. ' deed, ' ' gift,' ' death ') was originally looked upon as

existing not as an advantage for the person but as a possession

of his or as connected with him .

Another origin of the Dative of the Agent which will apply

to some instances may be that e.g. notus ‘ known ' comes to

mean ' familiar ' and so governs a Dative, just as words like

' friendly ' . easy ' etc. govern Datives.

6. Quamvis with the ' Subjunctive ': cp. naturam expellas

furca tamen usque recurret for the original meaning, which was

perhaps not very different, whether quamvis was expressed or

not : quamvis meant as you like ' (almost as much as you

like ' ) and you will do it (you are to do it, you may do it, you

might do it), as much as you like, yet ... ' might → ' although

you do it, yet ... '

7. èàvěron ófretai (cp. Principle XI. 1 ) apparently some

times developes from ‘ if he comes or shall come he will see ' to

granting or supposing his coming he will see ' : when this has

happened one can say, by extension , èàvěron ópå ' granting or

supposing his coming he sees ’ i.e. ' whenever he comes he sees,'

where éron, though originally future in meaning, has no longer

this meaning : cp . si or cum veniat videt.

It is also possible that a form which was not present' was

preferred to a form which was present' (ei épxetal opa)

because it did not imply that he does actually come.”

8. The ' Ablative ' with utor - e.g . utor hoc, utor papavere :

the present meaning is that of an Accusative of the Direct

6

1 It is quite obvious that in eàv čxon opậ, ' whenever he comes he sees , ' the

time of čxon is not future (or rather is not merely future ), and that, if from was

originally future in meaning, it has changed its meaning. This is a statement

of the difficulty. The explanation obviously lies apart from this and, I think,

in the development of tàvēron (öyetai) from ‘ if he should come (he would see ) '

to granting his coming (he would see ) . ' One frequently finds that what is given

as an explanation is really nothing more than a statement of the difficulty.

ACESTLEFOR
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Object: the original meaning may have been e.g. “ I have

employment in this ' (Locative) and ' I have employment with

this ' (Instrumental) — ' I -make -use - of this .' Allen and

Greenough and most grammarians class this ‘ Ablative ' with

utor, like the Dative ' with xpôjai, as instrument, means, etc.

But surely the nearest equivalent in English is ' I use some

thing,' and the ' Ablative ' has not a very different ultimate

meaning from the Accusative which is found in Plautus.

9. ' Genitives' like vuktos, Toll and the Genitive ' Absolute :

· He went for a walk at night, VuktÒS odòv étroingev, and · In

what place did he go for a walk ? Troll [TÓTOV, cp. Principle VII.]

ódoy étroingev ; ' in what place did he go for a walk ? ' show a

Genitive dependent on a substantive and not on a verb : from

such uses it is a small extension to νυκτος οδωπόρει, που οδω

Trópel ; where the Genitive depends on a verb, and is practically

equivalent to a Locative. The change is apparently not so

much a change of the meaning of the Genitive as of the word

on which it depends. Sometimes we have instances where a

partial dependence on a substantive may have been felt : e.g. oí

uèv dvoouévou ‘ TTeplovos ‘ some at the setting-place of Hype

rion , ' and buínov Trollovétrendov advancing some way (making

some progress) in the throng ,' and védos 8 ' où paíveto máons

yains ' there was seen no cloud over the whole earth . ' Again,

in a sentence like at the sun shining the heat is great ' (ÝRíov

λάμποντος μέγα το θερμόν) we have a Genitive depending on a

substantive Depuòv, and a participle Náu Trovtos added in agree

ment with ýriou : from this it is a small extension to ' at the

sun shining it is hot, ' where we have a Genitive no longer

dependent on a substantive but on a verb, and practically equi

valent to e.g. a Locative (v. further under the Genitive in

Greek]. The Ablative origin is not discussed here, nor in 10

(below ). Many transition uses may be seen in Homer.

10. The ' Genitive ' with aiobávoual, kpato etc. (cp. Prin

ciple IV. 7 and Principle V. A. 1). The present meaning is,

perhaps, that of an Accusative of the direct object of a tran

sitive verb : the original meaning might have been ‘ I have per

ception of this thing, ' ' I have dominion over, I am master of,
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this man ’: cp. TOÚTWV Baoilevel " he is king of these men '

' he rules these men,' and Daunus agrestium regnavit populorum

(Horace), wbich is partly due to imitation of the Greek . The

Greeks and Latins often expressed a person as ' doing' some

thing rather than as being' something — it was more vivid , and,

in these instances , αισθάνομαι and κρατώ were obviously terser

than αίσθησιν έχω and αυτοκράτωρ ειμί or κράτος έχω etc.

11. Optative of Indefinite frequency in past time (cp. Prin

ciple I. 7 ) : ei črdoi idol [åv] meant, in early times , ' if he comes

he will see ' : this sometimes — ' granting or supposing his

coming he will see '—hence ei érdoi eidev [ åv] originally meant

‘ granting or supposing his coming he saw [on that occasion ],'i.e.

' whenever he came he saw ' [cp. also 7 , above ).

Some practical conclusions from this Principle (which I

have only partially illustrated here) are as follows:

( a ) What is called the literal translation has often no

longer the meaning which the words have for speaker and

hearer ; but the meaning which they may have had hundreds of

years before — the meaning which, for purposes of merely trans

lating (i.e. of giving the very nearest equivalent, in good

English, of good Latin and Greek), we should absolutely ignore,

however interesting it may be historically. Schoolmasters often

refuse to allow a boy to give the nearest equivalent, in English,

of Greek and Latin constructions—they demand a ‘ more literal

translation,' which misses the exact shade of thought-and yet

they refuse to accept a ‘ literal translation ' of good English into

Greek and Latin, partly because it often misses the exact shade

of thought.

(6) If one gives a certain original meaning to a case or

mood etc. it is not a sufficient objection to this theory to say

that this meaning is no longer present in a construction of this

case or mood etc. There can be little doubt that the Ablative

originally corresponded roughly to our ' from ,' ' out of ' etc., and

that the phrases e Poov, ex lege are equivalent to what was

once expressed by plain Ablatives : but we cannot fairly say

that the Ablative did not originally correspond (roughly ) to our

' from ,' ' out of ' etc. , simply because the present meaning of
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6

these phrases may be equally,' ' legally ’ : for it is possible that

this meaning (“manner ') was not original, but developed , with

out a corresponding change of form , from a meaning like

starting from equality or law,' ' taking equality or law as one's

standard . ' Monro and Delbrück quite fail to realise this.

(c) If we classify constructions according to their original

meanings we often have a different result from the result of

classifying them by their present meanings [v. 8 above).

On Principles II . and III . v. Appendix I.

II . Because a construction occurs in some one language of

what is called the Indo -European group this is no proof that it

certainly occurred in another language of the same group, still

less that it was the only construction in that other language,

but it suggests that it may possibly have occurred in another

language at some time or another in a few or many instances.

Starting from being different dialects of the parent speech,

with a foundation of forms and syntax in common, all the

languages have to a greater or smaller extent had their own

gradual and separate development, which might differ according

to the climate, the organs of speech, the food, the scenery , the

surrounding countries and peoples, the conditions of literary

development, and the character and modes of thought and

political constitution and customs of the people who formed the

language.

Thus, because we say ' deficient in ’ (Locative), it does not

follow that Greek used only a Locative in this construction.

And because Sanskrit used a Locative Absolute, it does not

follow that Latin used only a Locative in this construction : the

evidence of hoc dono accepto (Ablative and (? ) Instrumental)

disproves it. This principle might be illustrated ad infinitum :

it has been entirely ignored by Delbrück and Allen and

Greenough in their treatment of the Latin Ablative, and by

Monro in his treatment of the Greek Dative.'

They pretend that because early Sanskrit used certain

cases to express certain things, therefore Classical Latin and

Homeric Greek also certainly used these cases to express these



PRINCIPLES I. II . III . 31

same things, and could never have come to use any other cases

to express these things.

III . In Greek and Latin there are certain Syncretistic or

Amalgamated parts of speech (cp. Principle VI . and Chapter

II.). Amalgamation (cp. Chapter II. ) is of different kinds. The

following scheme seems to give a few of the possibilities :

but (v. end of Appendix I. ) it is far from complete.

In Latin : (a) the 'Genitive ' is Genitive ( e.g. mentis) +

Locative (e.g. animi) + a fossilised Adjective (e.g. animorum ):

( b) the ‘ Ablative ' Singular is Ablative (e.g. mensā ) +

Instrumental (e.g. mensā and mente) + Locative ( e.g. mente) :

(c ) the Dative ' and ' Ablative ' Plural is in form apparently

( ?) Dative (e.g. dominīs) + Locative (e.g. dominīs) + (?) Ablative

or (?) Genitive (e.g. turribus). These forms have also been ex

tended over the meanings of the Instrumental case in the

Plural, unless turribus is partly Instrumental :

(d) the ' Subjunctive ' is Subjunctive (e.g. ferat or dixerit)

Optative (e.g. sit or dixerit) :

(e) the ' Perfect'is Perfect (e.g. amavi) + Aorist ( e.g. dixit) :

some forms are , as it were, a blend of Aorist and Perfect forms,

containing an element of both .

In Greek : (a) the ' Genitive ' is Genitive (any singular form

may be Genitive) + Ablative (e.g. matpós before dentals) + a

fossilised Adjective (any'Genitive ’ Plural) :

(6) the ' Dative ' Singular and Plural is Dative ( e.g. Nóyo,

λόγοις) + Locative ( e.g. ρήματι, ρήμασι, λόγοις). These forms

have been extended over the meanings of the Instrumental case

in the Singular and Plural, unless e.g. Nóryo is a form of it.

By Amalgamation of A and B into a whole it is meant that,

in most constructions of the Amalgamated whole A + B, the

meaning is the same whether the form which survives be always

A, or always B, or sometimes A and sometimes B, or a blend of

A and B : to take an instance , by the Amalgamation of the

Ablative and Locative and Instrumental into a whole it is

meant that in most constructions of this Amalgamated whole

(the Latin ‘ Ablative ' ) the meaning is the same whether the
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form which survives be Locative ( e.g. his donis acceptis), or

Ablative (e.g. hoc dono acccepto), or Instrumental (e.g. hoc dono

accepto): this does not apply to every declension.

Now we have to try to refer back any given construction of

these Amalgamated parts of speech (e.g. hõc dono) to their

original sources (e.g. to say whether hoc dono is, in origin,

Ablative, Locative, or Instrumental). We must obviously

decide on some definite plan . Allen and Greenough (v. p . 245

and Appendix I.) would say (and 99 out of 100 grammarians

would agree with them) that in a construction like hoc dono or

his donis egeo, it is Ablative only, and in a construction like hoc

dono or his donis utor, Instrumental only, and in a construction

like hoc dono accepto or his donis acceptis, Locative only .

Whatever its form , it is supposed by them to vary its origin

according to the context, and its origin is to be decided by

the meaning, apart from the form .

But this is ridiculous : suppose dictū is ‘ Ablative in form ,'

then we do not call it Nominative directly it has the meaning

of a Nominative (in e.g. difficile est dictu quid fecerit), but we

call it an ‘ Ablative ' because it is an Ablative in form , and we

realise that here (cp. the English Dative ‘ it is hard to say what

he has done') the ' Ablative ' has extended over the meaning of

the Nominative, and we have to show how it has done so, rather

than shirk the difficulty by calling it a Nominative. Similarly,

if hoc dono is Ablative and Instrumental in form , strictly

speaking it cannot be (as most grammarians call it) a Locative

only , but it is Ablative and Instrumental in meaning also : we

have to show how an Ablative and Instrumental can extend

over a Locative meaning, just as, vice versa, we have to show

how a Locative can extend over e.g. Ablative and Instrumental

meanings in his curis liberare. Again if medioco (éelv) is in

form Genitive and Adjectival, it is in meaning Genitive and

Adjectival also, and we have to show how a Genitive and Adjec

tive can extend over meanings once denoted by e.g. the Locative

of ' place where.' Again no one would call the ' Subjunctive '

in tam stultus erat ut abiret an Indicative, merely because it

expressed a fact, and not the original meaning of the ‘ Subjunc

tive ' (e.g. futurity ): everyone should call it ‘ Subjunctive,
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because it is ‘ Subjunctive ' in form , and should try to explain

how a ' Subjunctive ' can extend over an Indicative meaning.

And everyone ought, strictly speaking, to apply the same test

to every construction, and refuse to accept such rubbish as that

hoc dono accepto or (it clamor) caelo is Locative only. We

must, then , start with the fact that the only real test of original

sources is the test of forms :

We may take it as a general rule that a certain form

was used because it conveyed a certain meaning , both

for speaker and hearer, which was required to be con

veyed , and not because some other form could also express that

same meaning. The latter construction is interesting as

parallel, rather than as a cause, of the first construction. If A

is used where we should expect B, ' then, however interesting it

may be to have expected wrong, we have not explained the

origin of the construction A nor the reason why we have ex

pected wrong — which generally is that Greek and Latin con

structions are not directly modelled on English idioms, but were

developed by Greeks and Latins !

If we have a Latin form which is Optative it must be

Optative in meaning also (e.g. sit) ; a Locative form must be

Locative in meaning also (e.g. domini and natpi); a Dative

form must be Dative in meaning also (e.g. xapai); so in

referring back these amalgamated parts of speech to their

component parts, the forms should be the only guide: strictly

speaking , probably every domini is a Locative and every regis

is a Genitive : but as domini practically has exactly the same

meaning as regis, it is more convenient to call both domini

and regis Locative and Genitive. And again χαμαί is Dative

and xboví is Locative : but as xauai has the same meaning as

χθονί it is more convenient to call both χαμαί and χθονί

Locative and Dative, although , strictly speaking, we ought to

call xaual Dative only and xBoví Locative only.

As a rule the uses of the Latin Ablative and the Greek

Dative are referred to one of the original headings only, on the

ground of the uses of the cases in early Sanskrit. But because

a construction was used in one language it does not follow that

it was certainly used in another, or that it was the only con

M. T. 3
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struction in that language, but it follows that it might have

been one of the constructions used : e.g. ' it's me ' is found in

English , but where is est me found in Latin, and £oti ue in

Greek ? [cp. Principle II . above) .

On referring amalgamated parts of speech to their origins

one has, for purposes of convenience, to refer every construction

to both origins, possibly :

1. animī dubius : the Genitive of this Declension apparently

does not survive ; it would be animīs perhaps, or else animos

[v. end of Appendix I.] . Animi (mente ) dubitare and dubius

' to doubt, and doubtful, in one's mind ' ; animis (mentis)

dubitatio ' doubt in one's mind.' Then extensions are natural

from animi dubitare and dubius to animi dubitatio (which has

entirely superseded animīs dubitatio) ; from animīs (mentis)

dubitatio to animīs (mentis) dubius and dubitare (v. Principle

V.) : some forms dropped out because there was no need to

have two forms to express a single meaning.

(This does not take into account the Ablative and In

strumental constructions.)

2. magni emere - pluris emere : pretii was probably originally

expressed , but the construction came to be quite clear without

it, and so it could be dropped : cp. calida (aqua)—úotepalą.

(ňuépa )-meā ( re) interest, v. Principle VII. Strictly speaking

probably magni is Locative and pluris Genitive everywhere

but as they have the same case-meaning it is more convenient

to call them both Locative and Genitive :

with emere e.g. a Locative would be used-emere magni:

with emptio, or equos, a Genitive-emptio or equos (?)

magnīs or pluris.

Then , by extension , emptio magni from emere magni, and

emere ( ? ) magnīs or pluris from emtio or equos pluris (v .

Principle V.) : then some forms died out, e.g. magnīs was en

tirely superseded (cp. νυκτός and νυκτί ). This does not take

into account the Ablative and Instrumental constructions.

3. meā (re) interest or meā rēfert — Caesaris interest or

rēfert : meā and rē between them apparently contain the forms

of Ablative, Locative and Instrumental :
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The original meanings may have been among the following :

(a) meā rē fert : fert = dépel ‘ it tends, ' it goes ' : (dépen

kat' oủpòv ‘ it goes with the wind ') : Ablative ' according to

my interests ' (cp. ab re eius and ex tuā re and ex meā sententia

‘ according to my wishes or views '), Locative ' in my interests ,

Instrumental ‘ with my interests ': then rē became glued to

fert, by constant association :

(6) meā re interest : interest'there is something between,'

' there is a difference,' ' it makes a difference,”according to, in

the sphere of, with respect to, my interests ' : then rē became

unnecessary in this context, and so was dropped (cp. repetun

darum (rerum) and Principle VII. and footnote at the end of

Appendix I.) .

4. prudentia or veritate confidere : (the Dative origin is not

considered here) : here we have the forms of all( ?) three cases ,

and the prudentia or veritas might have originally expressed

the source of the confidence (cp. de prudentia confidere ),

Ablative ; or the sphere of the confidence (cp. in prudentia

confidere ' to trust in ' ) , Locative ; or ' with respect to or by

means of,' Instrumental.

5. ταληθές ανθρώποισιν ουχ ευρίσκεται: ανθρώποισιν is

in form a (?) Dative and Locative. Possibly no Instrumental

survives in Greek except in adverbs like άμα, μετά, πάντη,

duttiin etc.: original meanings might have been the truth is

not man's discovery ' (v . Principle I. 5 ) ►'the truth is not

discovered by men,' Dative : Locative ' among men ’ ; the

Instrumental by men ' (cp. Sanskrit) has apparently been

superseded by the other two cases ; i.e. perhaps after two or

three cases had come to have the same meaning, one form was

allowed to fall into disuse while the other form or forms

survived with the meanings which were once denoted par

excellence by the disused form : or is lóyo Instrumental also ?

6. Meiçwv Toútov. It is in form Genitive and Ablative (?),

v. end of Appendix I.: in meaning it might have originally

been Genitive ‘ his superior ' and Ablative ' greater starting

from him as a standard of comparison ’ etc. (cp. Principle I. 2).

3--2
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7. Subjunctive and Optative :

quamvis sit (Optative) or ferat (Subjunctive): v. Principle I.

6 : the present meaning is ‘ although it may be,' or 'although it

is ' = quamquam est. It is usually given as jussive, but it must

be remembered that the negative is non, not nē—quamvis

originally meant (almost) “ as much as you like ’ ; “ it will be,'

' let it be ' (concession), ‘ it might be ' were (possibly) early

meanings.

8. dixerim (hoc unum dixerim) : perhaps both Subjunctive

and Optative in form (v. Appendix III. ) . It is generally called

a polite or modest assertion : but the Latins were not given to

modest assertions : ‘ I will say,'' let me say ,' ' I wish to say,' ' I

might say' are all possible early meanings.

9. dixerit aliquis : ' someone will say,' ' let someone say ,'

someone might say ' are all possible early meanings.

10. Deliberative: quid faciam ? (quid sit ?) ' what will I do ? '

(Irish and Scotch) cp. ' what will you do ? ' .What will poor

Robin do then ? ' ' what do you command or advise me to do ? '

' what can I do ? ' are all possible early meanings.

11. Aorist and Perfect : haec dixi—as Aorist it would

mean “ I said this in the past’; as Perfect ( ?) “ I am in the

present condition of having said this. ' Often the meaning may

lie between the two, and lie between expressing a past act or a

present state of affairs : hence haec dixi ut scias or scires :

In referring constructions of amalgamated parts of speech to

their origins a parallel construction with a particle or

preposition may be used as evidence ,

e.g. veritate fidere (4 above) : cp. de veritate, Ablative ; in

veritate, Locative :

Ablative' of manner , e.g. bene ' well, cp. ex aequo (' fairly '):

cum (summā) virtute , and the Greek év díky justly.'

IV. Logical Grammar is often different from formal

Grammar : i.e. the exact shade of meaning of a construction

from the form by which it is expressed (cp. Principle I. which

is not always distinct from this, and the Addendum to this

Chapter) :
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1. (a ) mortuos Caesar meant, not ' Caesar when dead , but

the death of Caesar,' ' the fact of Caesar's dying ' :

(3) οίδά σε μη όντα αγαθόν (cp. ου διέγνω σε μη όντα

Keivov) meant, not ' I know you not being good , but ‘ I know

the fact of your not being good ' (almost oida tó oe un elvai

áryalóv : hence the un), which shows that though the form is

personal and concrete, the meaning may sometimes be abstract :

(c) ruptae assiduo lectore columnae (Juvenal) meant ' the

columns broken ' not by the assiduous reader,' but by the

assiduity of the reader or reading ' : Pliny says of a country

imbecillis cultoribus fatigatur “ it is spoilt by the weakness

of the cultivators or cultivating ' : cp. Propertius formosā

Lycoride mortuos ‘ slain by the beauty of Lycoris,' and occisus

dictator pulcherrimum facinus videbatur ' the slaying of the

dictator was thought a very noble deed ' :

(d) media Italia ' in the middle of Italy ’ : totā Italia

through the whole of Italy ' :

(e) cupidus huius rei agendae ' desirous of doing this thing,'

not desirous of this thing being done ’ : v. end of Chapter.

2 . Marte populata nostro : curatus inaequali tonsore

capillos : here, what is in form a person (Mars or tonsor) is in

meaning a thing, ' war ' and shaving ':

The principle underlying all these instances is the preference

of the concrete form to the abstract form : the meaning was not

always concrete, and often the concrete form satisfied the eye

and the ear rather than the mind, which grasped the abstract

meaning. One or two things may be noticed : firstly, Latin

often denoted this meaning by the order of words, putting the

adjective or participle in the emphatic position. Greek could

also produce the same meaning without the ' Article ' : e.g.

κρείσσων γαρ ησθα μηκέτ ' ών ή ζών τυφλός (Sophocles), where

the meaning is κρείσσον ήν (τό) σε μηκέτ ' είναι (ν. A. Sidgwick

in the Classical Review) . But more often it denoted this

meaning by means of the ' Article ' : e.g. Kpeloow rv ó dywv un

γεγενημένος, where the meaning is κρείσσον ήν το μη γεγενήσθαι

Tòv åy@va. Secondly, it is possible that this meaning was not

always present ; e.g. in ' I know this thing 'wehave a complete
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sense, and that it is so, ' ' being so'may have originally been

added epexegetically (cp. the Accusative and Infinitive under

Principle VII.) . Then , when οίδα τούτο ούτως όν, or oίδα τούτο

Ás oŰtws & xel, ' I know that this thing is so, ' we can say

ödee yàp á der peov ós émoveito (Homer), meaning ‘ he knew

that his brother was in distress '; cp. Latin Quid censes hunc

ipsum S. Roscium quo studio esse etc. (Cicero). This form

may have been preferred because, just as the Nominative of

the main subject often comes first in the sentence, so the

introduction of the second subject may have been made early

in the sentence : cp . in the Bible 'Whom ( not Who) say ye that

I am ? '

It is to be observed that the Greek participial idiom with

verbs of perceiving etc., to which sensit medios delapsus in

hostes ( Vergil) is the nearest equivalent in Latin, is almost

entirely due to the substantive + the participle having had an

abstract meaning : cp. ευρίσκω κύδος ημίν προσγινόμενον

( Herodotus) ' I find the accruing of additional glory to us ' i.e.

' I find that it will accrue to us ’ : v. Addendum to this Chapter.

3. (a) The instances may also be called instances of

Contamination,' v. Principle V. B.

“ 'Αλλ' ουκ 'Ατρείδη 'Αγαμέμνονι ήνδανε θυμώ

αλλά κακώς αφίει. (Ηomer.)

Here, formally, the subject of the first line is the person

who displeased, or the circumstances, or the conduct of the

person ; logically, Agamemnon is so far felt to be the real subject

( Agamemnon was not pleased ') that the sentence goes on as if

he had been the real subject.

(6) οι πολέμιοι οι μεν απήεσαν οι δε έμειναν-- here the

enemy ' are put into the Nominative, perhaps not because the

Nominative has any strict grammatical construction, but because

the enemy are felt to be the logical subjects, or persons spoken

about. (It is just possible that similarly Tpwas Tpópos útnaube

yvia shows a logical Accusative of the same kind , or else oi pèu

is logically “ partly ': v. further the Accusative, C.)

(c) και διαλεγόμενος αυτώ έδοξέ μοι ούτος ο ανήρ είναι

σοφός : here έδοξέ μοι is perhaps logically έδοξα, Somewhat as
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dokÒ I think good ' is often , logically , dokei moi ‘ it seems good

to me ' : or else dialeyóuevos is logically as I was conversing,'

and is put in the Nominative because it is felt to be saying

something about the real subject of the sentence, éryá .

(d) μετά ταύτα ή ξύνοδος ήν,'Αργείοι μεν οργή χωρούντες

here , perhaps, ń Fúvodos nu is, logically, they joined in conflict,'

and ’Apyelou is Nominative in apposition to this logical Nomi
native.

4. το στράτευμα επoρίζετο σίτον κόπτοντες (Xenophon) :

Tò otpáteuma is, in form , a neuter singular, in meaning a

masculine plural (' the troops') : KÓTTOVTES is made to agree

with the logical meaning : cp. pars ingenti subiere feretro

( Vergil ).

5. ου δουλευτέον τους νούν έχοντας τους κακώς φρονούσιi

' the wise must not serve the ( ?) foolish ': dovlevtéov is, in

meaning, dovlevelv del : and sometimes the sentence is con

tinued with an Infinitive as if dovlevel del bad been actually

written : e.g. πανταχού ποιητέον α αν κελεύη ή πόλις ή πείθειν

aútńv. (Cp. the Introduction, oio A' ô Spâoov.)

6. Early grammar was, to a great extent, logical as well as

strictly grammatical. An Accusative could be governed by a

transitive notion : if an adjective or noun had a transitive

notion, it could govern an Accusative of the direct object : if a

verb had not such a notion , it could not govern such an

Accusative, except by analogical extension , i.e. such an Accusa

tive was governed less by ' a verb in name ' than ' by a verb in

nature ' : cp. hunc tactio ' touching this man, ' oè pu&quos " able

to escape you ' : a + versari hominem (cp. spernere hominem)

' scorn , spurn , loathe, a man ' ( formally, turn away from ') :

eEriotaobai Tów (cp. REITEL TÓNev), ' leave, quit, a city '

( formally, ‘ rise out of ') : and Sanskrit offers an enormous

number of instances (where often English has no transitive

equivalents) of adverbs, substantives, and adjectives governing

Accusatives originally in virtue of a transitive notion .

7. A Genitive could similarly depend, not only on a sub

stantive ( every substantive is of course capable of having a

substantival notion) , but also on a substantival notion, even if
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it were expressed by what was formally an adjective, adverb, or

verb : åváoget or Baoilevel originally governed a Genitive in

virtue of its verbal force, ‘ he is king, ' ' he has dominion ' (aided

by the analogy of the Genitive with the substantive groups ,

‘ king,' dominion , etc.: v . Principle V.). Similarly ÉTTITpo

Treúovta (Herodotus VII. 7) governed a Genitive originally be

cause it was, logically, ‘ being TITPOTEÚs.' The Greeks and

Latins often preferred to express a person or thing as ' doing '

something rather than as ' being ' something : cp. also Principle

I. 10.

8. Dulce ridere, ndü yelav. In ridere and yelây there is

no formal substantive, but there was once a logical substantive

' smile ' ( ' to give a smile ' or ' to smile a smile '), which dulce

and rdv qualified just as e.g. dulcem would qualify risum .

Then, ultimately, the meaning became ' to smile sweetly. '

9. εί τι άλλο μη φοβερόν ιδείν...άπαντα...: here εί τι is ,

formally, a singular, but logically it is practically a plural

' whatsoever things, and amavta agrees with this logical

meaning : similarly in ουδείς εκών δίκαιος αλλά ψέγει...( Plato),

oùdeis érov dikalos is, logically, a statement about ' everybody ,'

and this ' everybody' is the subject of frényel.

10. Verbs compounded with · Prepositions, which were for

the most part adverbs in origin , were not always compounded

with them formally; it was often sufficient that the meanings

should form composite notions, even if the forms were

separated by many intervening words : cp. oős Tot' it '

Alvelav éróuny (Homer) where oŰs was governed by the transi

tive idea ' I took ' and Aivelay (originally ) by the transitive

idea of I deprived ' contained in åtò and exóunv, which words,

however, are not formally compounded.

V. Analogy and Contamination :

Analogy is the most important influence in the formation of

language. To take a simple instance, we know how to decline

tabula not because we have learnt to decline it, but because we

know how to decline mensa, and the declension of tabula was

worked out by a (semi-unconscious) proportional analogy, thus :
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=mensa : mensam, mensae, mensā :: tabula : &, y, z. tabulam ,

y = tabulae, z = tabulā.

Similarly if a child says it hitted me, ' the child forms the

word ‘ hitted ' by proportional analogy, thus :

love : loved :: hit : x. x = hitted.

This sounds very abstruse, but it is really very simple.

In Morphology we see how Analogy brings words which are

connected in meaning into formal connexion with one another

so in syntax there is a tendency for words which are connected

with one another in meaning to take the same construction as

one another (either occasionally, or usually, or always).

A. 1. With Kpato conquer ' the natural construction

would seem to be the Accusative of the direct object - when

kpat meant ' I am the victor ' or ' I have the victory,' it would

naturally take the Genitive : cp. Principles I. 10 and IV. 7 .

So that there was a struggle between the Accusative and the

Genitive. The Genitive superseded the Accusative because it

was frequently used with Substantives connected with kpat

by a common meaning of ' victory ' - e.g.

(α) κράτος, αυτοκράτωρ :

(6) åkpatńs:

(c ) νίκη, δεσπότης :

( d ) ήσσα, δούλος, i.e.

(a) words connected inform and meaning :

(6 ) words connected inform and opposite in meaning :

(c) words connected in meaning, not in form :

(d) words opposite in meaning and not connected in

form . These groups are not always separate.

It must be obvious that the use of the Genitive would, as a

rule, be frequent or the reverse with verbs, etc. , chiefly in

proportion to the frequency of its use with substantives con

nected in meaning.

2. One would expect (d) to have the least influence, but it

is important : ' parted from’is quite clear, but on the analogy

of ' (no longer) joined with ’ etc. we say ' parted with ' (cp .

Sanskrit) and ' differ with ' (discrepare cum), on the analogy of

DIPERDAYGE
ES
I
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' (not) agree with ’ (congruere cum) : perhaps " buy for sixpence '

was partly due to the analogy ‘ sell for sixpence , ' i.e. ' sell in

order to get sixpence. ' In Greek the Genitive ' case is

Genitive + Ablative, and some Greek Genitives ' are hard to

explain satisfactorily apart from D, e.g. with words of ‘be

ginning ,' 'hitting,' 'touching. They may be partly due to the

Ablative with words of leaving off' ' desisting from ,’ ‘ erring

from ,' leaving go of ' or ' keeping away from .'

The Latin-Greek Dative with verbs of ' taking away ' is

partly due to the Dative with verbs of giving to '—and so it is

possible that the construction with words of ' abundance' may

extend to words of want ' and vice versâ .

3 . sunt qui viderint means “ there are people who have

seen’and practically = sunt qui viderunt (as a rule) : non sunt

qui viderint had, as one of its meanings, ' there are no people

who can have seen''there are no people who have actually

seen ’ = non sunt qui viderunt : bence, sunt qui viderint, by

analogy, is used, meaning "there are people who have actually

seen ' : (cp. Principle V. A. 3).

4. ńpóunu tí toloiul, rogabam quid facerem : meaning

' I asked what I was doing . The question , put directly, is ti

émolovv ; quid faciebam ? or quid feci ? This is chiefly on the

analogy of the deliberative question : these constructions origin

ally meant ' I asked what I was to do or what I could do etc.,'

which sometimes ' I asked about my course of action, ' which

again sometimes → ' I asked what I was doing ' : cp . otomai

ποιήσαι I have ideas

about the doing of it'—' I think I
thoughts)

shall do it,' or ' I think I did it ' : ( cp. Principle XI. 5 ).

5. The French Seasons : they are connected with one

another by no other link save that of being names of seasons,

yet l'été feminine (cp. aestatem) becomes masculine because it

is associated with the other three seasons, which are masculine.

Similarly in Greek there are many instances — in some the

exact analogy can no longer be traced - akin to n ěpondew '

extending ý to Spóoos 'dew.'

B. There is another branch of Analogy called Contamina
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tion : it is very rarely separate from analogy. Two normal

constructions are combined in a single construction , which must

necessarily clearly convey the required meaning. The cause of

the new construction is sometimes the desire for brevity, and

occasionally for a striking effect, but sometimes Contaminations

are unavoidable. Many people say ' Don't come unless you can

possibly help it ' by a natural contamination of ' Don't come if

you can possibly help it ' and ' Don't come unless you are

obliged .' Hundreds more instances like this might be quoted.

Φίλιππος ουρέθη εις "Αζωτον is a contamination of Φίλιπ

πος εις "Αζωτον απήλθεν aud έν Αζώτο (εκεί ) ευρέθη, and

abdere se in aliquem locum of abire in aliquem locum and in

aliquo loco (ibi) se abdere.

1. Unfulfilled Purpose in Greek : τί μ' ούκ έκτεινας ως

deiga uń TOTE ; ' why did you not slay me in order that I

might never have shown ? ' expressing but I have shown .'

Normal constructions are :

εί με έκτεινας έδειξα αν ούποτε..

είθε or ει γάρ με έκτεινας, και (ούτως) έδειξα μήποτε.

τί нє ου κτείνεις , ως δείξω μήποτε ; (the actual words in

the past if they had been spoken).

These are combined in the above construction : no other

construction conveys the meaning so well : ώς (ίνα ) μήποτε is

necessary because the idea of purpose or object has to be

conveyed : deizacji might have been used (would have been

used by Homer), only it would not clearly express ' but I have

shown ,' i.e. that the purpose was unfulfilled, whatever it might

imply. The past indicative was preferred because it put the

matter beyond recall : the other moods had not the Augment

and so could rarely express past time unmistakeably : cp. the

unfulfilled condition in Present time εί επoίει ήδίκει άν, si

faceret erraret, where the past tense was used partly because

it puts the matter beyond recall, which idea the ' present '

optative could only imply, but could not clearly express.

2. Scriberis Vario fortis et hostium victor Maeoniż carminis

alite (Horace ). If aliti were the reading Vario would be Dative

of the Agent a normal construction in poetry ; on the other



44 SOME PRINCIPLES OF SYNTAX.

6

hand, if alite be the correct reading—it is the harder reading

Horace is too correct in his Latin to use a simple ‘ Ablative ' of

the Agent without ab. It seems that the Dative of the Agent

(cp. Principle I. 5) developed from e.g. hoc est mihi agendum

' this thing is my deed ’ into ' this thing is to be done by me,'

where mihi = a me : scriberis Vario (Dative) logically = scriberis

a Vario ( Ablative ') — then alite is put in the case to agree not

with the Dative but the ‘ Ablative ' in other words scriberis

Vario alite is a contamination of scriberis a Vario alite and

Vario alitī, helped out by the intervening words, and by the

Dative and ‘ Ablative ’ having the same form in this declension.

3. xoovi mrége: cp. English ' I go there ' = ' I go thither. '

xoovi like to is a Locative form , and so it originally expressed

place at which ’ ; as English ‘ I go there ' is partly due to

contamination of " I go thither' and ' I shall be there,' so xoovi

Tréoe was partly due to contamination of it fell to the ground '

and it was on the ground. ' The Locative expressing purpose

Latin egit visere (Horace )—is partly an extension from the

Locative expressing place to wbich . ' The reverse contamina

tion takes place in Greek xapai ‘ on the ground ' (Dative) and

els ' ExBátava åtobaveīv, a contamination of ' to go to E. ' and

to die at E.': cp. the English song

* If I were to tumble in

It's a fact I couldn't swim

And quickly to the bottom should be. '

Other instances would be the dialectic English ‘ he isn't to

home,' insula Delos in Aegaeo mari posita, oí év to ' Hpalą

καταπεφευγότες, κατακλείειν ες την νήσον.

4. quin abī : originally qui-n ( e) in this construction was

perhaps an adverb (Locative etc. ), somewhat equivalent in its

meanings to our ' at what,' ' in what way,' ' on what grounds,'

etc. etc. and so the original meaning of qui-n(e) abis ? was

something like 'why do you not go away ?' this developed into

an imperatival meaning, practically ' go away,' and a contamina

tion of the phrases quin abis ? and abī (which had the same

meaning) produced quin abī, which construction was one reason

why quin came to express 'nay .'
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5. Rediit paullo post quod se oblitum nescio quid diceret :

rediit quod oblitus esset meant ‘ he returned because he said he

had forgotten ' (the Indicative oblitus erat would make the

writer responsible for the statement oblitus est, and would

make the writer give oblitus est as the cause for rediit )—and

rediit quod se oblitum dixit is good Latin also. These are

contaminated in the above construction.

6. είησαν δ' αν ούτοι Κρήτες- the Optative which , origin

ally, practically had the meaning of a future (cp. Chapter II . ),

is here partly due to a contamination of ' they are ' and ' they

will prove to be ’ : cp. hosiers' This glove will be your size. '

7. The Epistolary Aorist and Perfect ( e.g. misi, čreuya,

TTÉTouba ) are partly due to contamination : suppose A writes

to B—then A's point of view is ‘ I (A) am now sending, ' B's

point of view is ‘ A has sent ' : these are combined in misi ,

έπεμψα, πέπoμφα Ι (Α) have sent.

8. legitur (in the following account of the -r of the Latin

Passive I hope I may be excused for using a form which, I

believe, is not actually found anywhere). It is possible that

Latin used a form parallel to the Greek ( é) éyeto to express ' it

is or was chosen'i.e. id legito : side by side with this id legito

‘ it is or was chosen ' another form id legur or id ēligur came to

have the same meaning, viz. “ it is or was chosen. ' Apparently

these two forms legito and legur or ēligur, having the same

meaning, were contaminated in a single form legitur or ēligitur,

meaning it is chosen .' As to legur or ēligur (cp. Umbrian

ferar, ier, Oscan lamatir, karanter, vincter, Old Irish doberr,

Sanskrit nemur, adur, avautsur, apāvişur), it was originally a

third person plural active, alternating with the form in -nt (cp.

ödwp beside udntos > Ödatos), and later on set apart to express

the impersonal people choose or chose, ' ' one chooses or chose

(cp. ferunt ' people say ') : then e.g. ēligur id (like the French

on dit) → ' it is chosen,' just as ferunt eum abiisse often logic

ally means “ it is said that he departed. '

The following instances are quoted almost everywhere,

1 Conway in the Cambridge Philological Society's Proceedings, Lent Term,

>

1890.
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but it may be as well to repeat them here, although they are

the stock instances.

9. εκτός (or πλην ) ει μή is due to a contamination of εκτός

(or inv) apart from ' or ' except ' and ei un except.'

10. móvos tøv årrwv is due to a contamination of he

alone of all ' and (perhaps) ' alone as distinct from the others. '

11. μάλλον ή ού is partly due to a contamination of

rather than ' and ' rather and not '-op. ' better nor him ,' and

certain Sanskrit constructions; the French plus qu'il n'avait is

partly due to a contamination of more than he had ' and ' he

had not any more.'

12. αξιολογώτατος των προγεγενημένων is partly due to a

contamination of more worthy of mention than the preceding

ones ' and ' most worthy of mention of all’ - cp. Milton's ' fairest

of her daughters Eve. '

13. οι εκ της νήσου is partly due to a contamination of

' those on the island ' and ' those who (would) start from the

island,' or make it their ápopuń etc.

14. την Φιλοκτήτου σε δεί ψυχήν όπως ... εκκλέψεις

(Sophocles) is partly due to a contamination of oe dei...ÉKKRÉTT-

τειν and κελεύω σε όπως έκκλέψεις..

15. Κλέων γνους ότι διαφθαρησομένους αυτούς (Thucydides )

is due to contamination of γνους αυτούς διαφθαρησομένους

and ότι διαφθαρήσονται, which would have the same meaning.

VI. Amalgamated parts of speech (cp. Principle III. and

Appendix I.) do not necessarily contain every construction

which their component parts have ever had, and no construction

which any other part of speech has ever had : e.g. the ' Genitive '

in Greek is Genitive + Ablative, but it does not contain every

construction which the Genitive and Ablative have ever had ,

and no construction of any other case (e.g. of the Dative ).

It is usually thought heresy to say that there was any

connexion between the Genitive and Locative in Greek : but if

νυκτός απήλθεν, Κύρου αποθανόντος απήλθεν, που εστί ; (v.

Principle I. 9), molloll tiuâtai (cp. Principle I. 9 and III. 2)

etc. etc. , are ' Genitives ' with the meanings which once could
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not have been expressed by the Genitive or Ablative but had to

be expressed by e.g. the Locative, what is the exact advantage

of denying that the ' Genitive ' has here extended over a

Locative meaning ? No one , I think , denies that toû ;

Locative ' at what place ? ' or that Kúpou drodavóvtos is

equivalent to a Locative Absolute in Sanskrit ; some try to

distinguish between νυκτός and νυκτί by saying that νυκτί =

' at night,' VUKTÒs ' at a certain time within the night, ' without

pointing out either

(a) the exact difference between the two meanings, or

(6) why the ' Genitive ’ should express ' time within

which ' any more than the Locative does, or

(c) whether it does do this and does not also express

time at which . '

To illustrate the above Principle, it seems that

1. The Genitive + Ablative in Greek does not contain

every construction which these two cases have ever had—e.g.

with verbs of ' depriving ' the Ablative would seem to be the

original case, and yet we find not only an Ablative but also a

Dative, tõde åpeideto (cp. Latin and v. Principle V. A. 2).

Again, with substantives the Genitive would seem to be the

original case to express the possessor '; and yet we find

" Εκτορι θυμός beside " Έκτορος θυμός.

2. The Genitive and Ablative in Greek have extended

over certain constructions of other cases : e.g. we have already

seen extensions of the ' Genitive ' over the Locative's ground ;

again, it seems that the Dative was the original case to

express the ' purpose ' or ' object' of a verb (cp. the Datival

' Infinitive ' in Greek and the regular Sanskrit construction) ,

and it seems that the Genitive was not originally used here ;

and yet we find, in Greek, ήλθε του αφαιρείν, and του μάλλον

iéval tas atpooódous aŭto (Thucydides) (cp. Tacitus, proficiscitur

cognoscendae antiquitatis). Again, the Genitive ' seems to

extend over the Accusative of the direct object of a transitive

verb (where it seems that the Genitive could not have been

used originally) in its construction with aio ávojai, kpató, etc.

(cp . memini in Latin and v. Principles I. 10 and IV . 7 ).
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Similarly, the Subjunctive and Optative have amalgamated

in Latin : but they do not contain every construction which the

Subjunctive and Optative have ever had , and they do extend

over some Indicative constructions : e.g. in trudebantur ni

instruxisset , trudebantur is an Indicative extended over a

construction originally, perhaps, confined to the ‘ Subjunctive ':

tantus erat timor omnium ut nemo ex urbe excederet is a

' Subjunctive’extended to express ' fact,' a meaning originally

expressed by the ‘ Indicative ’ : the same will apply to certain

Tacitean constructions with donec, quanquam etc. , and to

Classical Latin constructions such as the Indirect question and

the ‘ Subjunctive ' with cum. In other words, the grammatical

divisions which one makes must not be too hard and fast

(cp. Principle VIII. ). Any one case has, in some language or

other, neutral grounds with every other case (if we exclude the

Vocative) : cp . difficile est dictu , where dictū may be an

Ablative, Locative, or Instrumental, or two of them, or all three ,

in form ; and yet its present meaning is often that of a

Nominative : e.g. difficile est dictu quid fecerit = ' saying what

he did is difficult ) ; in ήδεε αδελφεόν ως επονείτο, αδελφεόν the

Accusative is in meaning practically a Nominative åderbeòs,

which might be substituted ; ’Iníoo atolíeOpov shows a Genitive

with the meaning of a Nominative "Incov : in dulce est morī,

morī is apparently Dative with the meaning of a Nominative .

Such neutral ground uses are to a great extent the inevitable

result of Principles I. and V. (Analogical Extension) .

However, Mr Monro (p. 129) seems to think that the

Accusative cannot have had any single original meaning (not

because he has not yet found one out, though this would

perhaps explain his conclusion most simply, but) because

' no single principle will explain all the uses and yet

exclude all the relations expressed by all the other cases. '

According to this objection, he ipso facto condemns his

own theory as to the origin of the Greek Dative, because in

toiou apeideto (p. 135) it has the same meaning as an

Ablatival Genitive (p. 147 ). The objection implies that if the

Accusative had an original single meaning distinct from that of

every other case , it could never, even by a development of
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thousands of years, have extended by any Principles of develop

ment in language (e.g. Principles I. and V.) over any single

meaning of any other case , and that, conversely, no Principle of

development in language could possibly have made any other

case come to express the same meaning as the Accusative :

for, according to what Mr Monro implies, if he does not actually

express it, had a single analogical extension of this nature

taken place, then, ipso facto, the Accusative would be proved to

have never had a single original meaning.

VII. On supplying definite words : with calida, magni,

meā ( interest), totepalą and ' St Paul's' (and the list might be

easily extended ) —it is less incorrect to supply the words aqua,

pretii, re, ñuépą, and Cathedral, because these words were once

essential to the meaning. But in most constructions no

definite word can be safely supplied , and the following formula

is safer. The construction used was that which would have

been used if a certain class of word had been actually expressed '

—an actual word was not expressed because it was not needed,

and would often have marred the rapidity or the passion or the

spirit of the expression . In Latin especially the verb came at

the end of a sentence , and the sense ought not to be complete

before the last word has been spoken. Now in passionate

exclamations the context, the tone of voice, and the gesture, and

expression of face made the meaning quite clear before the verb

was reached — and therefore there was no need to put in the

verb .

1. The Accusative in Latin, and the ' Genitive ' in Greek, in

exclamations : e.g. O hominem impudentem ! Ở TỐv Tapvórov!

here originally the construction used was that which would

have been used if a verb of emotion had been actually ex

pressed — it was not expressed because it would have been

unnecessary or feeble : cp . oủk eis kópakas ; where are at the

end would be inexpressibly feeble. The present meaning may

be different, and some uses may have another origin.

2. ' Accusative and Infinitive' in Exclamations : mene in

cepto desistere victam (Vergil ), čuè nradeîv Táde ( Aristophanes ):

perhaps miror te capere originally meant (in bald English ) ' I

M. T.
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wonder at you, viz. at (or about) your taking,' dico te capere

' I mention ( ?) you viz. about your taking,'' iubeo te capere I

give you an order about taking ' ' I wonder, or I say, that you

take ' and ' I command that you take,' or ' I wonder-at , or

mention, your taking ' and ' I command your taking ': te was

then, originally, the direct object of a transitive verb ?, and

capere a Locative of an explanatory nature—then te capere,

without changing its form , changed its meaning (cp. Principle

I. ) and became equivalent to quod tu capis, ut tu capias, or

tua(m) captio(nem ). Hence, when this has been accomplished,

te capere can be used without a transitive verb to govern the

te, e.g. iniquom est te capere, where te capere = quod tu capis,

ut tu capias, or tua captio . In Exclamations, e.g. totā te ferri,

Cynthia, Romā ! (éuè madeîv Táde), the same construction was

used which would have been used if a verb like irascor or a

phrase like iniquom est had been actually expressed. Such

verbs or phrases were not expressed, because the meaning was

clear without them and they might have marred the passion.

In Hoc verumst totā te ferri, Cynthia, Romā ! ( Propertius ), hoc

verumst comes first, and so does not mar the passion .

3. Te ut ulla res frangat ! Here also when impero ut hoc

facias ' I command as to how you are to do this ' ~ ' I command

that you (should) do this,' one could say iniquom or incredibile

est ut hoc facias ‘ it is unfair or incredible that you should do

this ' : hence in te ut ulla res frangat ! originally the same

expression was used which would have been used if an

expression like iniquom or incredibile est had been actually

expressed . The present meaning may be different, however.

1 Just as the Optative in Indirect Statements in Greek seems to be derived

from the Optative in Indirect Questions (e.g. ήρετο πότερον είη gave rise to έφη ότι

ein, v. under the Subjunctive and Optative) , so it is possible that the Indirect Com

mand ' I order you about (Locative) or for ( Dative) taking ' → e.g. ' I order your

taking ’ ; and that ' I mention your taking ' is an analogical extension from this :

in other words iubeo te capere (capi) , κελεύω σε λαβείν (λαμβάνεσθαι ) → e.g. ' I

order your taking,' and hence, by analogical extension , we can say dico te capere

(capī) , onul oe laßeiv (laußáveo al), meaning ' I mention your taking ’ ( v. Prin

ciple X. 12) . But it cannot be proved that iubeo te capere was an earlier

construction in Latin than miror te capere.

2 Goodwin's remark that the Infinitive was first a Dative, and then later on

allowed to take a Subject in the Accusative, ' is remarkable .
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4. λύσον and λύσαι. Originally, apparently, λύσον was an

Accusative of the Object or Purpose, closely akin to the

Accusative of motion to (v. under the Accusative and cp. , in

Latin , lusum it Maecenas), and Aurai was a Dative ; both

meant, then, ' to or for a releasing ' (cp. årande lugai), and

Tüo -o- le differed from lüo-ai in having an extra suffixo

added to the Aorist-stem . Apparently at first the same

construction was used which would have been used if a verb

like ' go !' had been actually expressed : there was no more

need to express it than there is with our Imperatival Datives

or ( ?) Accusatives ‘ Home ! ' To heel ! ' To the Criterion ! '

' To work !' ' To bed, to bed, Sleepy-head !,' or with the Sanskrit

Accusative of a verbal noun used with the meaning of an

Imperative (e.g. āsyatām = sit down,' which is just like āsya

tāṁ yāti ' he goes to sit down ' or ' he sits down '). In Sanskrit

the Dative of a verbal noun is sometimes found with the

meaning of an Imperative, etc. A Latin parallel of a Dative

used with the meaning of an Imperative would be legiminī

(v. Chapter II. ), if it originally meant ' to or for a choosing '

(cp. nominī) : we may also compare åva ' (rise) up .'

5. The Historic Infinitive : hostes fugere, Romani sequi

' the enemy fly and the Romans pursue them ' is the present

meaning (approximately) : originally perhaps the same con

struction was used which would have been used had sunt or

eunt etc. been actually expressed. Whether there was any

Locative meaning the enemy are engaged in flying '), or any

Dative meaning the enemy are, or go, for pursuing '), ever

present in similar constructions it would be hard to say.

Perhaps fugere and sequi had already sometimes become

equivalent to vague ideas like our ' a - flying ' ' a-pursuing '

before these constructions were used. For the non - expression

of sunt etc. (partly because it spoilt the rapidity and terseness

and vividness) cp. ventum Romam (= ventum est Romam) , and

the Sanskrit participle (frequently), e.g. drstavantas = ' we have

seen, ' and our English ‘ Faded every violet, all the roses '

(Tennyson), and legimini (Indicative) if = leyóuevoi.

4-2
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VIII. Categories of Uses :

Categories of uses have been described as ' nicknames of

uses,' and as ' things which describe in the abstract what is

already clear from the translation itself, and which belong to the

province of translation rather than of Grammar ’: they are never

theless indispensable, if their importance be not overrated.

The following points may be suggested :

1. Categories of meanings in themselves do not necessarily

explain how a use has come about. If we say that Jones

comes under the category of a human being,' we do not explain

Jones. If a boy, after conscientiously looking out a con

struction in a grammar, finds that it is ' a genitive of quality,'

he learns nothing of the history of such a genitive, and as a

rule finds that the book tells him what he knew already. He

is often taught to regard this ‘ nickname ' as reaching the

extreme limit of human knowledge, and generally the result is

that either he never thinks of enquiring further (this is a usual

result), or that he thinks he understands all about the con

struction (this is the fatal result) . It is seldom that too much

attention to categories alone does anything to a boy's interest

in grammar except to quench it.

2. Categories do not necessarily embrace every usage and

every example : e.g. we find in no grammar ' a Genitive of

commemoration of victories won at,' such as éoptai IIvoiwv

àyóvwv ( Pindar) suggests !

3. They are not necessarily mutually exclusive : this is

most important: a construction cannot always be referred to

one heading or 'nickname' alone : if there is any doubt, it is

safer to refer it to two or more headings :

(α) στέφανοι ρόδων may equally well be called Genitive of

Quality ' and of Material ’ : and some might also call it

• Partitive ' Genitive . There is no need to say, ' But it is more

probably Genitive of so -and -so ,' for every sensible authority has

almost an equal right to maintain his own ‘ so-and-so,' and so

the chances are that all are right, until one be proved wrong.

( 6 ) tuetur se armis : armis gives both the manner, and

the means, and the instrument of the defence.
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(c ) ' Objective ' and ' Subjective' Genitive : the instances

where these two ideas meet, according to the different way in

which one happens to paraphrase them, have already been

illustrated (v. ' the Genitive ' in Chapter II.).

(d) Internal and External Accusative : it has been usually

considered that the Accusative had no single meaning originally,

unless, as is thought by some who despair of finding this meaning,

it originally meant anything and everything, from introducing a

second subject (Paul) to expressing any kind of adverbial force,

e.g. manner. The orthodox view is that the Accusative had

one form but two meanings, which are practically always to be

distinguished , viz. " Internal ' and ' External’ Accusatives : the

External Accusative is the direct object of a transitive verb ;

the Internal Accusative ‘ repeats the notion already contained

in the verb ' (only the Latin verb generally is the last word in

the sentence, and this Accusative must be very clever to repeat

a thing before it has been said once ?) : there are many Accusa

tives which do not come under either heading at all satis

factorily : these are a ' sort of Internal Accusatives ' -- a phrase

which, like many abstract phrases, considers itself about as

safe from criticism as it actually is safe from being understood

by a schoolboy. The Internal and External Accusatives are

illustrated thus : onovdàs omévdely is Internal Accusative, as

σπονδάς “ repeats the idea already contained ' in σπένδειν - but

we cannot altogether separate from this σπονδάς ποιείσθαι,,

which is therefore ' a kind of Internal Accusative,' or ' an

Extension of the Cognate Accusative,' etc. Again, vña moi

είσθαι is External Accusative, therefore σπονδας ποιείσθαι is

also External. Which is it really ? As a matter of fact, it

seems that when e.g. uiav výkta eŰdelv approaches in meaning

to ' to spend one night in sleep,' it resembles an Accusative of

the Direct Object, when it approaches in meaning to sleep to

the extent of one night ' it is nearer to an ' adverbial ’ Accusa

tive—but the ordinary use of cŰdel ulav vúkta we cannot refer

to either heading exclusively — and so we had better refer it to

both (v. further ' the Accusative ' ).

1 In fact it can scarcely be denied that it is usually the verb which repeats

the notion already expressed by the noun.
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a drink

}
in or

4. They have not always one meaning only :

(a) ' Partitive ' Genitive (cp. Principle XIII . 3).

Most Partitive Genitives have a certain bond of connexion ,

in generally admitting of being roughly paraphrased or trans

lated by one of our Locative prepositions (e.g. in , among) or

Ablative prepositions (e.g. from , out of ). But some distinction

must sometimes be made between

(1 ) those in which the governing substantive applies only

to a part of the governed substantive, e.g. perhaps tua

Trotauoù in one of its senses of a drink of part of the river ,

where ' drink ’ does not apply to the whole river (cp. ědwke TV

εαυτού “ he gave some of his property,’ έπεμψε τών Λυδών “ he

sent some of the Lydians '), and

(2) those in which the governing substantive applies to

the whole of the governed substantive — e.g. uépos toll olov,

not a part of a part of the whole ,' like ( 1 ) , but a part of the

whole whole. (Cp. č&WKE T@V éautoll ‘ he gave all his pro

perty. ' ) But both (1 ) and (2) meet in English
a part

the river

fromfrom and also are often indistinguishable in the
the whole

negative ' he did not drink some of the river and he did not

drink any of the river.'

Perhaps it is this which has made many confuse the two

classes : but (1) is a comparatively small class, (2) a com

paratively large class. Grimm endeavoured to explain the

Accusative with verbs as denoting a complete mastery of the

object ( e.g. Layxávw Tòv klapov), and the hosts of Genitives

with verbs as denoting an incomplete and partial mastery of

the object, corresponding to the small class ( 1 ) of Genitives

with substantives ( e.g. Nayxávw toll kanpou). One objection is

that if this meaning underlies all Genitives with verbs, it would

also underlie the majority of Genitives with substantives, i.e.

common Genitives to the analogy of which the Genitives with

verbs are largely due : whereas we see that class (1 ) is a small

one with substantives, and class ( 2) is a different kind of Geni

tive, and does not denote partial mastery of the object, and so

must be left out of the question, even if it has the same name

{
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Partitive!! This mistake of Grimm's will illustrate one disad

vantage of too much attention to mere categories.

Here the identity of the names of the two kinds of Geni

tives has been the cause of the error.

(6) Predicative Dative :

(1 ) The Latin Predicative Dative originally differed from

other Datives (e.g. of the purpose, etc. ) only in being the

singular Dative of an abstract or semi-abstract noun, going

typically with the verb ' be ' ; est voluptati originally, perhaps,

meant something like ‘ it is a potential pleasure,' often implying

and later on coming to express that it is an actual pleasure ' :

just as when we say ' I have had an enjoyable day,' we no

longer mean ' a day that might have been enjoyed,' but'a day

that has been enjoyed ’ : Greek only presents a parallel in the

Infinitive, e.g. Kúves pulaoofuevai dóuov : cp. the Sanskrit

Dative. The possible influence of the negative non est volup

tati ' it is not a possible source of pleasure ' -'it is not an

actual pleasure ' on est voluptati = ‘ it is an actual pleasure '

has not occurred to Roby : cp. Principle X. 2 and 3.

(2) τούτό μοι βουλομένω έστι shows an altogether different

Dative ,' where possibly the ' Dative ' (of the possessor or person

with reference to whom) might be paraphrased — e.g. éoti uou

τούτο by έχω τούτο-then βουλομένω would, with έχω, become

βουλόμενος, and we may almost compare τούτο πράξας έχω.

The word ' Predicative ' is used for both , and has led King and

Cookson to confuse the Greek and Latin constructions . The

Greek is called “ Predicative not because the Dative of an

abstract noun is equivalent to a Predicative Nominative, but

because the Dative of a participle, agreeing with a Dative (of

Possessor, etc.) practically expresses in itself the main predica

tion, and is perhaps equal, logically, to a finite verb, e.g.

βούλομαι..

1 N.B. a second objection is that the application of the rule to common

Genitives with aio lávouai, Kpatô, etc. , and often in Sanskrit even with verbs of

‘giving,' etc. (e.g. ' give ( us) immortality'can be rendered by a Genitive in Vedic)

is absurd . Why should the Genitive with aio lávouac differ radically from that

with ałobnous ? Monro also (p. 144) makes them differ radically ( “ in most ' Geni.

tives ' the action of the verb does not affect the person in a sufficiently direct and

unqualified way " ).
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(c) The Double Accusative ':

As a matter of fact, although many have tried to discuss

' the origin ' as if there were only one origin, any two Accusa

tives combined with a single verb etc. deserve this name,

strictly speaking : it will be seen under the Accusative ' that

even with a very limited interpretation there are several

kinds.

(d) 'Quality' or ' Description ' may be simply a quality, but

it may also be the material, which is frequently regarded in

the light of a quality: cp. a man with a long nose ' (' quality ')

and ' a table of wood ' ( quality and material).

5. Categories are often misleading :

( a ) They lead us to regard as separate , and as to be altogether

distinguished, constructions which overlap, and which really are

all connected together , more or less closely, by some unity

which occasionally analogy etc. has obscured. With the

Accusative the effect of hard and fast classifications (which are

all different in different grammars) has had a fatal effect in

obscuring a possible original unity of meaning.

(6) They so often depend on the instinct and taste of the

individual, rather than on any principle of language, or any real

distinction existing in the speaker's mind when he used the

constructions, that there is little likelihood of any two grammars

always producing the same result : as they are used to -day,

they admit ofnofinal criterion of correctness for the school-boy :

his master, his grammar, the annotator of his book, and last,

but not least, his own self, frequently arrive at different conclu

sions, and so , if he does not give up grammar, he at least ceases

to think for himself, and learns by heart.'

(c) They lead us to see distinctions where the real dis

tinction between two constructions (e.g. νυκτός and νυκτί ) is

almost entirely that of relative frequency of use, and not that of

meaning

Still, they are probably indispensable, and valuable, if

made with the clear understanding that—to sum up

1. They do not account for uses, i.e. for how they have

arisen, but are nicknames of uses which we find existing.
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2. They do not necessarily include every instance .

3. They are not necessarily mutually exclusive .

4. They do not necessarily express only one meaning.

5. They depend largely on the taste of individuals, rather

than on any real distinction in the speaker's mind which we

can be sure of.

IX. The connexion between Greek and Latin is

close : they both had the same foundations and materials, and

differed rather in the extent to which they developed any con

struction . To call a Latin construction a graecism is not

enough : it must have been formed on the model of construc

tions already existing in Latin : e.g. proficiscitur cognoscendae

antiquitatis (Tacitus) is called an imitation of the Greek ånade

TOŮ yõvaı - but this construction has a Latin model, bellum

abolendae infamiae , where abolendae infamiae defines bellum

' war for the sake of doing away with the disgrace ': hence

bellum facit, or pugnat abolendae infamiae : one can rarely say

that in any construction Latin influence ends and Greek begins:

Greek rather brings out a latent capacity in Latin than creates

an entirely new departure.

Thus, taken as a whole, Graecisms' are not constructions

alien to Latin, and constructions to which Latin took a bold

leap, but constructions for which Latin had a latent capacity,

and to which it crept by short and almost imperceptible stages.

If one may use an illustration, they are not like Greeks in

Latin clothes , but rather more like what Latins in Latin

clothes would have become after staying for some time in

Greece. Of course some Latins who had been longest in

Greece would become very like Greeks in appearance, but

there would generally be other Latins in varying stages of

development.

We must suppose that since , as a rule, the ' Graecism ' was

intelligible to a Latin, it was, at the most, an analogical exten

sion from intelligible constructions which already existed in

Latin. It is therefore not an adequate explanation of a Latin

construction to simply say that it is a Graecism ; one must also

try to show the Latin constructions of which it is an extension.
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X. Implication :

A construction may originally express one thing and imply

another : later on it may come to actually express the second

meaning and no longer merely to imply it :

1. sunt qui viderint (v. Principle V. A. 3) in early times

expressed there are people who ( will or would or) can have

seen''there are people who have actually seen ' by means of

the negative construction.

2. enjoyable' originally expressed able to be enjoyed '

→ ( sometimes) 'actually enjoyed ' — this is partly through the

negative ' not able to be enjoyed ' implying ‘ not actually

enjoyed,' and partly from the past uses ; one does not usually

say that a thing is able to be enjoyed unless it actually has

been enjoyed (v. Principle V. A. 3).

3. Predicative Dative : est voluptati (cp. Principle VIII.

4 (6) and the Sanskrit Dative) originally was a Dative of

Purpose etc. , ' it can be a pleasure'n'it actually is a pleasure ,'

partly through the negative it cannot be a pleasure ' implying

' it is not a pleasure ,' and partly from the past. (cp. decemviri

legibus scribundis ' decemvirs serving the purpose of writing

down the laws ' decemvirs who did draw up the constitu

tion ' ).

4. tantus erat timor omnium ut nemo ex urbe excederet,

in early times e.g. ' so great was the fear of all that no one would

(naturally ) have left the city ' ~ ' that no one actually left the

city ’; this is partly through the negative, for ' that no one

could leave the city ' implies ' that no one did leave the city,'

and also through the past idea : one would not ordinarily say

that the fear was great enough to prevent their leaving unless

one knew that it actually did prevent their leaving : cp.

5. Cote and the ' Infinitive ' — ődte was in early times an

Ablative of the ' Relative ' meaning → ' in which manner ' by

which means' (v. under the Ablative case ): apparently it was

not the te which meant'and ’ (cp. Latin que),but the te which

generalised or added no meaning at all (cp. Latin quisque

“ whosoever '): 80 ώστε = ως : ούτως εποίησεν ώστε είργειν

TOÛTO ‘ he did it in a way which tended to prevent this ' (or

' by which he purposed to do so ') ► he did it in such a way
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that he actually prevented this': this again ( ?) is partly through

the negative. Then, when Őote cipyelv TOÛTO → ‘ so that he

actually prevented this ' (= ŐOTE cipče TOÛTO ‘ so that he

actually prevented this ' ), Greeks sometimes used bote OÚK

είργειν τούτο meaning ώστε ουκ ειρξε τούτο : v. further under

the Infinitive for another origin .

6. Imperfect of an attempted act in Greek and Latin :

in early times there was in the past an Aorist ' he did it , ' which

apparently sometimes, in certain contexts, had the Progressive

meaning ' he was engaged in doing it ? (cp. ‘ he did it last

summer ' and ' he was doing it last summer ')—the Aorist

denoted an act as a complete whole, the ' Progressive ' an act as

in progress: the Aorist denoted a complete act he did it ' and

hence the ' Progressive,' by contrast, an act not completed, or an

act still in progress—hence an act begun or attempted but not

completed. The idea of the attempt not succeeding originally

came from the context. If we are told by Thucydides that Cleon

επανεχώρει τα ειρημένα, it is even now chiefy the context

etc. which tells us that the meaning is ' he was engaged in back

ing out of his words (unsuccessfully ).' Again if Philoctetes

(Sophocles, 252) can say · Thou hast not heard any report of the

miseries with which I dalúunu,' the mere fact of his speaking

proves him to be not yet dead, and gives the Imperfect the

force of ‘ I was perishing (but did not actually perish). '

7. (Cp. Principle I. 1 ) :

un ěroy, originally expressing ‘ let him not come,' implied

and later on came to express the possibility of his coming : où

denied this possibility, and dédouka expressed ' I fear this possi

bility. ' . In Plato's hands μη αγροικότερον ή το αληθές ειπείν

' it may possibly be rather boorish to speak the truth ' almost

expressed, thanks to the well-known eipwvela, what others with

more bluntness would have expressed by ‘ it certainly is so.'

8. où trávu was apparently like our ' not altogether,'

which originally expressed ' not perfectly, but later on , thanks

to the tone and emphasis, can come to practically express what

it originally only implies, viz. ' not at all. This expression

might have originally been used by the Greeks because it was

more refined and polite.
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9. ei ênoino ev ndiknoev åv (si fecisset errasset) : this cer

tainly (as a rule) practically expressed ' he did not do it , but

such an idea must have come mainly by implication, and by

contrast with and differentiation from the form without av,

which never expressed this meaning. Of course originally the

implication must have come chiefly from knowledge external

to the sentence itself. ei émoindev did not in itselfεποίησεν express he

did not do it ' (cp. ei étroino ev díxnoev, where he did not do

it ' is not expressed) , neither did ndiknoev åv do this in itself

(cp. ει ποιήσειεν ήδίκησεν άν whensoever he did it he did

wrong,' where he did not do it ' is not expressed) (v. further

under the Aorist and Imperfect Indicative).

10. The Inceptive Aorist: εβασίλευσε, ενόσησε, έσχε,

meaning ‘he began to reign, ' he fell ill , ' ' he came into posses

sion .' Originally these words simply expressed a fact he was

king,’ ‘ he was ill,' he had possession ' : but often , especially if

we do not hear of the man being ill , or being king, or being in

possession before a certain day, and if we hear of his being ill,

or being king, or being in possession after this day, the natural

implication is that he began to do these things on this day.

11. tis oỦk oide ; quis nescit ? originally, like so many

Rhetorical questions, asked for information, but ultimately

expresses, practically, a statement ' everyone knows. '

12. onui oe årlévat, and dico te abire (cp. Principle VII.

2) , if modelled on keleuw oè átiévai and iubeo te abire, at first

had an abstract meaning like ' I mention your departure,' some

times implying what later on they came to actually express,

' I say that you are going away.'

13. EMIOIEI and EIIOIHEE on Statues etc. The usual

explanation is that EHOIHEE meant A made this Statue '

whereas EIIOIEI called attention to the labour spent on the

task . Now besides the objection that no one could think of

writing on a picture ' A spent a great deal of trouble over this

-it may be bad, but it has taken a long time,' there is another

objection, viz. that EIIOIHEE would probably, by contrast,

have come to express ' A did not spend labour on the task .'

The meanings of évika ‘ he is or was the victor ' (cp. ékpátei),

έτικτε “ she is or was the mother,’ ήδίκει “ he is or was an
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offender against justice,' kabevdwv (not 'while he was sleeping ’

but) ' while he was a sleeper,' etc. etc., point to ENOIEI as

being the vivid and graphic form of ποιητής ήν or έστι “ he is or

was the maker ': the Greeks often preferred to express a person

as doing' something rather than as being ' something, cp.

Baoilevel “ he is king.' Any tense distinction between 'A

made this ' and ' A was the maker, ' would disappear where the

emphasis fell so strongly on the person (A) that the verb

(' inade this ' or ' was the maker ') might almost have been

omitted .

In conclusion, then , it is possible that a certain construction

which originally expressed one meaning may, thanks to the

context, the tone, and the expression of face, and to developments

in negative sentences, etc., imply and later on (by constant asso

ciation ) come to often actually express some secondary meaning.

9

XI. Changes of time came as a rule through the

abstract and were helped out by the context :

1. èàv éron öxetai ' if he comes (we seldom say “ if he

shall come'), he will see ' ' granting his coming he will see ' :

hence èàv eron ópậ = ' granting or supposing his coming he

sees,' i.e. ' whenever he comes he sees ' (cp . Principle I. 7 and v.

under the Subjunctive and Optative ).

2. ει έλθοι , ίδοι άν if he shall come he will see

‘ granting or supposing his coming he will see ' : hence ei ēr001

eidev (äv) = ' granting or supposing his coming he saw,' i.e.

' whenever he came he saw ' (cp. Principle I. 11 and v. under

the Subjunctive and Optative).

3. årwłóunv ei ue leífels means ' I am done for (cp. Latin

perii si me adspexerit) if you (shall) leave ' me- átwróunu

originally meant ' I perished ' ' my perishing is a fact ': hence,

if the context makes it clear, ‘ my perishing is a future fact .'

4. ämrelui originally meant ' my going away is a fact ,' or

it simply connected ' me ' with the idea of ' going away '

' my going away is a future fact ' (the idea of futurity coming

from the context) : cp. The other said “ I go ” and went not'

this explains the Deliberative Indicative troi Deúnyouev ; and quo
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fugimus ?—they are extensions from peúryouev and fugimus,

meaning ' our flying is a fact, hence ' our flying is a future

fact,' if the context made this clear : cp. ( Horace)

sed bellicosis fata Quiritibus

hac lege dico, ne nimium pii ...

tecta velint reparare Troiae,

where dico practically = dicam, because into the idea of ' my

telling is a fact ' the idea of a future fact'is infused by the

context (ne... velint).

A good instance is quem metui moritura ? (Vergil) meaning

whom was I to fear as I was going to die ? ' — metui meant

' my fearing was a fact ' or connected ' me ' with the idea of

' fearing in the past ': the context (moritura etc. ) shows that at

that past time alluded to the ' fearing' was future .

5. rogavi quid facerem , npóunu tí roliui: originally ' I

asked what I was to do,' sometimes→ ' I asked about my course

of action ,' which sometimes, again, ' I asked what I was

doing in the past '—if the context made this meaning clear :

6. ožomai noleîv, originally ' I have an idea about the

doing ' -'I think I am doing it,' ' I think I was doing it '

(especially, if tóte etc. were put in as a kind of augment), or

' I think I shall do it '-later on, the Aorist generally denoted

past time (Trouñoal) and the ' Future ' (ToLNoelv) future time,

leaving the Present to express contemporaneous time : so oiouai

eỦtuxņoai I think I shall be successful ' or ' I think I have

been successful,' from the abstract ‘ I have an idea about (my)

succeeding, or success ’ : cp. ' he asked about the journey , which

could (according to the context) mean a present, past, or future

journey.

7. si revenit reddam : English ' ' if he returns I will

1 Those Grammarians (and they are too numerous) who call the many

English idioms of this nature . loose inaccuracies, ' etc. , are on the wrong tack :

the development from ‘ if he does this ' to .if his doing this is a fact ' and hence,

in certain contexts (e.g. ' if he does this he will die '), to “ if his doing this is a

future fact,' is as perfectly natural as one could wish : similar explanations

apply to ' I would come if I had time, ' he would have come when he saw you, '

" they will respect him when they see him ,' ' if the Lord himself had not been

on our side they had swallowed us up quick, etc., etc. It is really a loose

inaccuracy to call a prevailing construction a loose inaccuracy !
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restore ' has the same idiom : ' he returns' is future to, and not

contemporaneous with , the time of speaking : this is through

the abstract if his returning is a fact.

8. trudebantur..ni..invasisset (Tacitus) : ' they were being

thrust ' + ' their being thrust was a fact or certainty ,' which →

' their being thrust would have been a fact' owing to the

context ‘ if something had not happened .'

There are other explanations of changes of time : (a) is

Roby's :

(a) ' that the present moment is on the borderland of past and

future and so can easily step into either territory ': this sounds

right in the abstract, but in the concrete it means that ' I am

doing this at the present moment ' can easily step into the past

' I did this ' (e.g. 30 years ago) or into the future ‘ I will do

this ' (e.g. 30 years hence): moreover this only explains the

present meaning a future or past—not åtwróunu.

(6) ' that the futureor the past is vividly called to the present,

in the same way that a picture of a past or future scene presents

that scene as if it were actually going on before our eyes ' : this

suits some instances, especially the narrative present, and cp.

perhaps English ' says he ' = ' said he ' : but it cannot always be

used as an explanation and does not explain απωλόμην..

Changes of voice also come from the abstract, as

a rule :

In French we get a development through the Reflexive :

e.g. il se casse ' it breaks itself ' is not so near a translation as

it is broken. '

9. amabilis means ' suitable for loving others ' or ' suitable

to be loved by others ' — this comes from the abstract, which

can be paraphrased by admitting of, or suitable for, loving or

love. ' Cp. English ' pitiful,' ' fearful ’ :

10. aptus sequī, and aptus capī originally meant ' suitable

for following' and ' suitable for taking ’: the first the Active

' suitable for following others, ' the second the Passive ' suit

able for being taken ’ (v. further under the ' Infinitive ').
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11. aio Inoiv čxel (cp. Aristotle) originally meant (in

bald English) ‘ it has or admits of perceiving ' → (Nútrn) aioon

ou éxeu ' ( pain ) is or can be felt,' and also →(νούς ) αίσθησιν

Exec ' (the mind) feels or can feel.'

12. English ' I hang (the picture),' ' I ring (the bell) '

seem to show that the verbs ' hang ' and ' ring ' were originally

Active : they may the Passive ' (the picture) hangs' and

' (the bell ) rings ' through the abstract ' has or is connected

with hanging or ringing ': cp. the Greek Active form Néyel

· thou art said. '

13. dederat comam difundere, in early language she had

given her locks for a scattering about,' might develope into the

Passive ‘ to be scattered about ' (perhaps in a context like ventis),

or into the Active to scatter things about'in a context like

' wine- glasses on the table ' : the same applies to Greek ēdoo av

[TÓTov Tivà] oixelv they gave a place to be dwelt in, or inha

bited ’ ( Passive), έδοσαν [ανθρώπους τινάς] οικείν “ they gave

some people to dwell ' (Active) .

14. the Middle (q. v.) was either originally the same as the

Active in meaning, or else had an abstract force like ' I have or

am connected with a striking,' or ' I have or am connected with

a blow ' -' I strike (others) ' or ' I am struck (by others ).' 1

15. the Gerundive (q. v. ) had originally an abstract force :

agendus connected with doing ' [TONTÓs] meaning,according

to the context, ' doing ' (cp . (?) volvendis mensibus), Active, or

' being done ' (cp. ( ?) cupidus huius rei agendae ), or “ to be done '

(cp. haec res est mihi agenda ‘ this thing is for me connected

with doing ' -'this thing has to be done by me ').

16. The Participle in -tus in Latin was originally ab

stract (cp. maturato opus est ' there is need of a hastening '),

and it meant, also, ' connected with doing,' but came to be

mostly confined to past time : it sometimes +Active pransus

' having dined ,' usus ' having used,' but generally the Passive

actus 'having been done ' : cp. the Greek tantós ‘ enduring '

and ärintos ' not to be endured. '

1 Mr Middleton in an Essay on Analogy in Syntax (which contains many

useful instances) says that the Middle -►the Passive was due to ' Contamination

of Function '—no more !!!
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17. In certain kinds of English we find 'a -going ' meaning

' going ' (Active), but we also find ' the ark was a preparing '

meaning was being prepared ' (Passive).

18. The development of the Reflexive from the Abstract

is quite easy : if we say he had a bath,' 'he had a shave ' ( ?) ,

' he had a feed ’ the natural conclusion generally is that he

bathed himself, shaved himself, or fed himself, unless anything

tells us that such was not the case. The same will also apply

to the Greek and Latin Reflexive ( v. further under the Voices).

19. ferendum , the neuter of the Adjective ferendus -a -um

(v. above 14), and used as an abstract verbal noun, meant ' a

carrying ' : it could develope into the Active or Passive according

to the context; e.g. utilis ad ferendum ' useful for carrying '

would be Active when it applied to an omnibus and Passive

when it applied to a walking-stick .

XII. Constructions (especially in Homer and Plautus)

which fairly admit of both the old and the new meaning, may be

classed as possible transition usages :

( 1 ) ó kteivas : originally the Aorist was timeless, and

derived any idea of time from the context : in the Greek Indi

cative the augment acted as the context to denote a sign -post

of past time : the original meaning of the Participle would be

' the slayer ' - cp. ó dovlwoáuevos ' the enslaver ' — this the

man who did slay in the past ' in a context like åréavev : 0

kteivas here can be put down to a transition stage, between

' the slayer' ( abstract) and the man who slew ' (past) : cp.

xápio alpor átrokpiváuevos'do me a favour by answering ' [not

' first answer me and then do me a favour '] , érabe zoinoas or

lalwv étroinge ' he was not observed in doing it ’ or he did it

without being observed ' : these instances show that the Aorist

was originally timeless and abstract -- τούτο ποιήσας απήλθε

shows how the Aorist can now often express past time. A transi

tion stage between the old timeless use and the use to express

past time may possibly be seen in oίδα τούτο γενόμενον “ I know

of the occurrence of this event ' or ' I know that this event

took place in the past. '

5M. T.
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1

1

(2) The Homeric Article was originally apparently a de

monstrative pronoun : ή δ' άμα τοϊσι γυνή κίεν meant originally

and she, viz. the woman, went with them ' ; this seems to show

one old sense of the article : whereas aŭtàpěTELO ó yépwv can

be more safely referred to a transition stage between then he,

viz. the old man ,' and then the old man .'

(3) (α) τήν δ' εγω ου λύσω πρίν μιν και γήρας έπεισιν

(v. under Chapter II.) : Leaf and most others print this with a

semicolon after lúow, giving it the old meaning ‘ I will not

release here : old age shall come upon her first ' - others say

that mpìv is here a conjunction as much as in order that,' and

that we have here one sentence and not two. It is safer to

call this possibly a transition stage, with a meaning between

the old and the new.

(0) The same may be said of oύ πριν καταδυσόμεθα πρίν

mópoipov ipap érémon, Od. 10. 174, where the possible old

meaning ' we will not go down first : first the day of doom

must come,' and the new meaning ' we will not go down ( first)

before it come’seem to us equally admissible : especially if we

suppose the first πρίν or πρότερον or πω etc. , to have been at

one time usually essential to the meaning : v. Il. 18. 134, and

survivals in e.g. Herodotus (oủ mpótepov mravoomat mpiv nerw )

and Sophocles (του μη πρότερον τόνδε τεϊναι... πριν όδ' εξήκοι

Xpóvos) ( for it does not seem natural to begin with a plain

denial ' we shall not go down ' if the practical meaning is ' we

shall
go down—but not till... ' : however natural it may seem

to say : ' I won't go : I'll be hanged first ,' if the practical

meaning is ‘ I won't go at all ') : then, when once the meaning

had, by constant usage, become clear without the first zpív,

etc., its form could still be retained , but its formal expression

does not necessarily prove that a paratactic meaning was still

the only one (cp. Sé in the apodosis, which is liable to misin

terpretation if we do not realise Principle I.) .

(c) ουδέ μιν ανστήσεις πριν και κακόν άλλο πάθησθα, ΙΙ .

24. 551. Here it is possible to see an original paratactic mean

ing (though, perhaps, the objection given in (6) suggests that

the expression of the first zpív, etc. , had now become unneces

sary, and that therefore the meaning of zpív had already at
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least approximated to ' until ') : but, beside the paratactic ' nor

wilt thou raise him (yet) ; thou art first to suffer ill besides ' it

is impossible to exclude the hypotactic ‘ nor wilt thou ...until,'

and we may perhaps call this a possible transition usage.

Such a method seems to avoid dogmatism and absolutism

where they are out of place, and to give some concrete expla

nation of the history of such constructions, and may be found

useful especially in Homer, where we seem to often have the

old, transitional, and new construction side by side (v. e.g.

the uses of Prepositions,' Conjunctions,' Relative pronouns,'

etc.). We cannot gauge “ Homer's ” exact feeling so precisely

as to say that each construction is certainly old only, or new

only ; and, besides this, if the old became the new, it probably

did not become so except by gradual stages, and an absolute

division into ' old ' and ' new ' practically denies the present

existence of any intermediate use.

XIII. The meaning conveyed by a case or mood

etc. must often be distinguished from the meaning

conveyed by the governing word :

1 . egeo medecinā : dei
MOL του ιατρού : always called

Ablative of separation : the idea of separation or want lies in

the egeo and not in medecinā ; the case therefore does not

express separation as its present meaning but perhaps that

in respect of which ’ the want is felt or medecinā = medecinam.

2. οι υαlet bene est, εί τούτο ποιεί αδικεί : valet is usually

called an Indicative of supposition : but valet really expresses a

fact, and si a supposition.

3. Some · Partitive ' Genitives (v. Principle VIII. 4 (a)) :

uépos Toù ónov, pars Italiae : the idea of part lies not in

the Genitive but in the governing word wépos —— the Genitive

here is perhaps of the same kind as in ' double of the whole '

( contrast troua rotapoll ‘ a drink of a part of the river '), ' a

part of the whole whole ' - cp. Kolvovô Tv xpnuátwv ' I give a

share of the whole money, συμμετάσχω της αιτίας I have a

share of the whole blame.' Kpat coll is called quasi-partitive

to mean ' I have a partial victory over you ' as opposed to

VIK@ oé ' I have a complete victory over you ' - 50 kpat coû
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' I have the victory over a part of you ’ would correspond to the

small class troua Totapoû ' a drink of part of the river'

according to this view (as I have already pointed out under

VIII. 4 (a)) the large class of Genitives with verbs has a tiny

class of Genitives with Substantives corresponding to it . Gram

marians have mixed up the two classes μέρος του όλου and

itua notauoù into one class, under one name Partitive,' and

then they have applied this name to Genitives with verbs.

The objections to Grimm's theory are, then :

(a) The ' partitive ' meaning generally makes nonsense :

e.g. αισθάνομαι τούτου : βασιλεύω τούτων : εφίεσθαι πλούτου:

Κύκλωπος κεχόλωται..

(0) It separates αισθάνομαι τούτου from αίσθησις τούτου :

βασιλεύω τούτων from βασιλεύς τούτων: εφίεσθαι πλούτου

from έρως πλούτου..

(c) The class of partitive Genitives with Substantives is

small , and so with verbs it would be necessarily small also.

4. Dativus Commodi et Incommodi': very many gram

marians put under this heading instances where the idea

of benefiting or injuring either lies in the governivg word

( e.g. ' help ' ' resist ' ' friendly' ' hostile ' ) or was not present

in the speaker's mind at all, i.e. instances where the Dative

had no idea of benefit or injury but simply expressed the

person or thing affected by an action : e.g. (a) quid facies

huic ? is classed under this heading by Kennedy, and also

(6) the Dative of the Possessor with est, where the writer

really spoke of a person as (a) acted upon and as (b) possessing,

without stating the action upon him ’ or the possession '

to be for his interest or the reverse .

5. Goodwin (p. 142) calls the tense in et TIS TOÚTOV mio

åméOvyoKev a tense expressing “ a customary or repeated action ’:

if he has any reason for saying this, it is that the general sense

seems to imply that this ' might have been frequently drunk

whoever)

of . But surely in ' if any one) drank of this, he died ' there

could be no idea of whoever drank of this repeatedly or

habitually died ' ; apply the case to a man A.--- A. drank of
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this ’: the apodosis will be ' A. then died ' not A. frequently

died. ' The Imperfect and Aorist found here probably ex

pressed simply a fact which resulted whenever the protasis was

fulfilled, i.e. when any, one drank of this, it was a fact or con

sequence that he died. Repetition is expressly avoided by

such conditional sentences : if I say ' whenever you did it you

did wrong ,' whatever I imply I do not state that you frequently

did wrong, for suppose you say ' I did it once '—then the

apodosis is not ' you frequently did wrong,' but (granting your

doing it once) ' you did wrong once . Goodwin misses half the

point of the general condition by saying that the tense definitely

states what really the whole sentence even does not go beyond

implying

6. In te ut ulla res frangat! the ' Subjunctive ' does not

express indignation , etc. by itself, any more than in ei yàp

ërdor the Optative expresses a wish by itself : the indignation

probably lay in the tone and in the ' aposiopesis ' originally, in

O that anything should crush you (is terrible),' O if he should

come (I should rejoice) '; for the non-expression of the words in

brackets v. Principle VII.

7. In έρχεται όπως τούτο ίδη how far is it the Subjunctive

(Goodwin, p. 3), or onws and the Subjunctive, which expresses

' purpose ' ?

8. It is very frequently stated (by practically every Gram

marian, in fact) that when a ' Preposition ' governs a case , then

that case expresses generally the meaning which the preposi

tion ’ expresses. To take instances, in constructions like ab

oppido, in urbe, ad urbem, åtò and ék TŘS Trólews, év tỳ Tóhel,

εις την πόλιν, oppido and πόλεως are said to always express

‘ place from which,' urbe and módel place where,' and urbem

and nółcv ' place to which ’ : is this so, at any rate in most of

the instances ? is not the case -relation expressed by these

words quite different to what it once was ? This is really a

most important question in the Syntax of the Cases, and I

suggest this view as to the present meanings: ab oppido (anò

and êk tñs mólews) are nearly logically equivalent to the old

construction of the simple Ablatives of the stems of these two

GEOFTO
RAL
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words (cp. e.g. Sanskrit case- uses ): i.e. in ab oppido, ab shows

the relation of the idea of town ' to some other word or words

in the sentence, just as in oppidöd the od (roughly speaking)

once showed the relation of town ' to some other word or

words in the sentence. This can scarcely be denied . To say

then that, in ab -oppido, oppidò itself always expresses ' place

from which ' is akin to saying that, in oppidōd (oppido + od),

oppido always expressed ' place from which. ' Surely in most

instances the case-meaning of ' place from which ' has left the

case-ending and the stem and now is expressed by the ' preposition '

and by that alone : the stem and case-ending have, as a rule, no

more definite meaning of ' place whence ' here than the pure

stem once had without its Ablative ending -od .

I should suggest that in perhaps the majority of the

Classical instances (including most of those above) the case

endings did not, in themselves, express any longer the same

meanings which the ' prepositions ' express : the case -endings

often have about as definite a meaning in themselves as la ville

would have with prepositions' like de, dans, and à, etc.

XIV. Because two forms are different it does not

follow , ipso facto, that their meanings are always differ

ent, or even that their meanings are sometimes differ .

ent. Some grammarians start with the notion that different

forms must necessarily have different meanings, and, on the

strength of some few instances in which a difference of meaning

is or seems to be present, formulate a hard and fast rule as to

when one construction should be used , and when the other

should be used .

The Greeks often ' desired some new thing ' even within

the limits of a single sentence. Again ; time throughout

which, within which , and at which, are more or less distinct

in positive sentences, but in a negative sentence (e.g. 'through

out, within, the night, or at night, she does not sleep ') the

distinction often disappears : again, what is the case -distinction

between περιτελλομέναις ώραις and περιπλομένων ενιαύτων ?

between νυκτός and νυκτί, between που ; and εν τίνι τόπω ;

between egeo medecinam, medecinā, and medecinae, between
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potior regni and potior regno ? This list might be easily

extended.

It must be borne in mind that new constructions are

not always created to fill a gap, and to express a meaning

not already expressed by any form : often we have a natural and

clear construction to express a certain thing (e.g. in Sanskrit,

the Ablative with words like ' separated '), and yet another

construction is made because people could not help making

it - it was such a natural analogical extension— ( e.g., in

Sanskrit, the Instrumental with words like ' separated ,' on the

analogy ofthe Instrumental with words like ' united ').

One principle underlying syncretistic or compound parts of

speech is not so much that a certain idea (once expressed by a

certain form ) ceased to require to be expressed, as that some

other form came to express that idea ; and so the first form

-ultimately often died out, or became ' contaminated with the

second form , etc.

ADDENDA.

A. Addendum to Principle IV ( Logical and Formal

Grammar) :

1. Some uses of uń in Greek (cp. IV. 1 b).

The μη in έκρινε μη 'Αρίστωνος είναι Δημάρητον παίδα

( Herodotus) was perhaps due to ěkplve un eivaı being originally

logically equivalent to ' he stated in reply the fact of...not

being ' (cp. the regular tò un ... cival... ). The same will apply

to us with words of ' swearing ' (originally meaning ' I swear

the fact of this thing not being so ' — cp. tò un TOÛTO elvai) and

of ' denying,' partly due, originally, to contamination — v. Prin

ciple X.-of ' I state the fact of this thing not being so,' and of

* I deny the fact of this thing being so ' : indeed tò is sometimes

found in this construction , but it must be remembered that

when the construction began probably the ' Article ' was still
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to a great extent deictic and bad not yet fully acquired the

meaning which it expresses here.

2. Some uses of the Latin Participle (cp. IV. 1 (a) and

IV. 2, pp. 37 , 38).

Kennedy says that in instances like T. Manlius locutus fertur

(Livy), fertur Prometheus coactus (Horace ), Graecia collisa

narratur (Horace ), creditur velificatus Athos (Juvenal), etc. ,

esse is always omitted . I doubt this. Was not the origin of

these constructions, in some instances, the original logical

equivalence of the noun + participle to e.g. ' the speaking of

Manlius ' ' the compelling of Prometheus ' ' the crushing of

Greece''the studding of Athos with sails ' etc. ? The ultimate

meaning may be different. Such instances may sometimes be

partly due to Greek influence, but are really natural extensions

from constructions like (a) mortuos Caesar.

B. Addendum to Principle VII (on supplying Definite

words):

ei ràp expressing a wish (cp. VII. 3, p. 50), e.g. ei ydp črbou:

here, perhaps, in early times the same construction was used

which would have been used had an expression like ' I should

(have) rejoice(d )' been actually expressed . There was no need

to express it , owing to the voice, gesture, and context, etc.

The ultimate meaning may be , ' O would that he would come ! '
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(Appendix I. )

On referring to their origins the constructions of

Amalgamated or Syncretistic parts of speech : e.g. the

Greek ‘ Genitive ' and ' Dative,' the Latin 'Genitive' ' Ablative,'

' Perfect ' and ' Subjunctive :' (v. Chapter II, and the Cases).

It may be said, by way of preface, that syncretism evidently

has two possible beginnings to work from ,

( 1 ) connexion of forms, and

(2 ) connexion of meanings : and that when two forms have

become ultimately identical in some constructions or have

( originally or by later development) identical meaning in some

constructions, then the tendency may be for the forms to

become identical in other constructions also, and for the

meanings to become identical in other constructions also :

e.g. suppose a form A denotes a + b +0+ d + e, and a form B

denotes e + f + 9 + h + i, A and B have a neutral ground e,

using which as a stepping stone A may extend over f, g etc. ,

and conversely B may extend over d , c etc.; or again, suppose A

comes to have sometimes (e.g. in some one declension ) the

same form as B, then A may come to borrow B's form else

where (e.g. in some other declension) or vice versâ .

Now ever since Delbrück’s pamphlet ( 1868) on the uses of

the Locative, Instrumental , and Ablative in early or Vedic

Sanskrit, down to the new Edition of Allen and Greenough's

Latin Grammar (1889) and that of Monro's Homeric Grammar

( 1891), it has been almost universally thought correct to refer

1 Much of this Appendix is a repetition and amplification of Chapter II . , and

of the Cases (Chapter 1v . ) .

M. T. a
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well-nigh every construction of mixed cases to only one original

source , without, as a rule, considering whether the forms

justify the conclusion . The fact is to be emphasised that,

where there are two or more views as to the original source

to which a construction is to be referred , the different views

are almost though not quite invariably given (as by King and

Cookson) as alternatives, or as difficult to decide between

(and difficulty implies ultimate possibility), not as ' both

equally possible or probable in the present state
of our

evidence.'

The treatment of the Latin ‘ Ablative ' may be considered

first, because it is fairly typical of the treatment of syncretistic

parts of speech . It is almost entirely on the ground of

Delbrück's collection of uses of the Ablative , Locative, and

Instrumental , in early or Vedic Sanskrit (possibly 2000 B.C.)

that grammarians down to Allen and Greenough ( 1889) have

reassigned almost every construction of the Latin Ablative to

one of the three cases only, or, occasionally, to a second source

as an alternative. The following table is from Allen and

Greenough, p. 245 : for a brief criticism v. the middle of this

Appendix.

1 . Of Separation, Privation, and Want.

2. Of Source (participles of origin, etc.).

1. Ablative ( from ) { 3. Of Cause (with gaudeo, dignus, etc.).

4. Of Agent (with ab after Passives).

5. Of Comparison (' than ').

1. Of Manner, Means, and Instrument.

2. Of Accompaniment (with cum ).

2. Instrumental
3. Of Objects of the deponents utor, etc.

Ablative (with )
4. Of Degree of Difference.

5. Of Quality (with adjectives).

6. Of Price and Exchange.

7. Of Specification.

1. Of Place where.

3. Locative Abla- 2. Of Idiomatic expressions.

tive (in, on, at) 3. Of Time and Circumstance.

4. Ablative Absolute.
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According to this table, the fusion must have been almost

entirely the result of these three cases having had some forms

ultimately indistinguishable. A somewhat similar treatment

of the ‘ Ablative ' appears in practically every grammar which

attempts any Comparative Syntax, and this treatment is left

uncriticised in Reviews, i.e. it is tacitly accepted as correct and

up to date in England.

When, however, we consider on what principles this treat

ment rests, and what extraordinary things its supporters must

admit in order to justify it, the inevitable results are simply

astounding. The present and orthodox doctrine in England is

practically this, when reduced to its legitimate conclusions :

Early Sanskrit (of perhaps 2000 B.C.) used the three cases

to express certain relations : therefore it is certain that Latin

( say of 100 B.C.) used these same cases to express these same

relations : in Latin the three cases amalgamated, almost entirely

owing to their sometimes having the same ultimate form : but

we still attribute almost every construction of the amalgamated

three cases (occasionally with difficulty) to some single one of

the three, regardless of what its form may happen to be.”

Some of the most obvious and important objections are here

suggested :

1. In later (i.e. Classical) and even in early Sanskrit, we

find not only the single case to which Allen and Greenough

refer many constructions, but also, with little or no difference

of meaning, one or both of the other two cases used occasionally

or frequently: e.g. the Absolute construction is occasionally

Instrumental as well as Locative, Accompaniment is occasionally

Locative as well as Instrumental, and Cause is sometimes Abla

tive, sometimes Locative, and sometimes Instrumental ; v. further

in the middle of this Appendix, and in Appendix II. This

fact is, by itself, sufficient to render a great portion of the

Table in Allen and Greenough inadequate and incorrect.

2. If we consider the following rough design of a section

of the Indo-European family, as the latest theories suggest

that it may have been, we shall best see the truth of the

matter :

a 2
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The details of Geographical position, etc. are not represented here : only

an exceedingly rough approximation to accuracy is intended .

TEUTONIC
INDO -EURO

PEAN UNITY

GARMENIAN

MARYAN or "

ASIATIC "

PERSIAN

(Zend)

C
E
L
T
I
C

E
N
G
L
I
S
H

a

long

individual
d
e

velopment,

d
u
r
i
n
g

w
h
i
c
h e & o

b
e
c
o
m
e

a,

and k

becomes ç.

G
R
E
E
K

OY
PE

I
T
A
L
I
A
N

Oscan

LATIN GREEK
INDIAN

(Sanskrit)

Umbrian

Earliest records

perhaps 300 B.C. (?)

Earliest Records

perbaps 1000—700 B.C. (? )

Earliest

records

perhaps

2000 B.C. (?)

Represents a Dialect of the single language, just as

Doric ' is a Dialect of Greek, and Oscan of Italian .

N.B. Some would place Armenian differently.

When Italian and Greek, and Greek and Sanskrit + Zend ,

were, as seems probable they were , neighbouring dialects of

a single language, differences of usage, both in forms and in

syntax, may have already begun. Then the ' Aryan ' or ' Asiatic '

group moved away from Europe to Asia, and, when we first

find it, it has already developed for such a long time by itself,

and separately from Greek and still more from Italian, that (very

roughly speaking) the important sound - changes of the vowels

e and o to short a, and of ē and 7 to ā, and of k to ç, have

been already accomplished : those who realise the gradual and

almost imperceptible character of phonetic change can best

realise the length of time which we must allow for these and

other hardly less important growths. In the face of this

evidence of a long development of Sanskrit, which was separate

and different, phonetically, from that of Greek and Latin, no

one has a right to say that the syntax of Greek and Latin of

2000 B.C. was exactly the same as that of Sanskrit of 2000 B.C.;

yet, even if we were to grant this identity, we could not ignore

the probability of developments in Latin, distinct from the
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usages of old Sanskrit, between 2000 B.C. and 100 B.C. This

will be more fully discussed below.

And it is not a consideration of Phonetics merely as Phonetics

which opposes such a conclusion ; for phonetics probably have

an important influence on the development of Syntax. If we

look at the forms of the Dative and Locative in Sanskrit and

Latin, we see that Latin -ī might look like both a Locative of

the o- declension, or of the i- declension, and a Dative of the

consonant-declension, and the form -īs in the a- and o- declensions

might possibly be phonetically both Dative (a + ai + s → āis

ais → is ; 0 + ai + sõis oisis) and Locative (ā + i + 8 + ais

īs ; oi or ei +8 → īs), whereas there was not this identity of

form in Sanskrit. Again, if we look at the forms of the Ablative,

Locative, and Instrumental, in Sanskrit and Latin, the final d of

the Ablative did not disappear in Sanskrit, but did, in Latin,

at any rate after long vowels : again, the Instrumental and

Locative did not, phonetically, become ultimately identical in

form in the consonant-declension in Sanskrit, and present other

differences also.

The influence of the many diverse phonetic conditions of

Sanskrit and Latin Syntax is not to be ignored. And, besides

this, there were other important differences in the conditions

under which Sanskrit and Latin Syntax developed—such as

differences of scenery , climate, and food, neighbouring countries

and peoples, political constitution, and customs, and character,

and manners of thought : such differences of conditions consti

tute the chief reasons why no two languages have exactly the

same development . Thus, if ever Volapük were spoken by all

nations, after a hundred years it would probably have diverged

into many different dialects of Volapük, and hence into many

different languages.

And even this list of the different conditions of Sanskrit

and Latin is not exhaustive.

A. Early Sanskrit Syntax was in a more primitive state of

development than Latin Syntax of 100 B.C.

(a) To a great extent simple cases are used rather than pre

positions governing cases : in fact a great number of adverbs
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have not yet developed fully into prepositions, but are still

adverbs, in the main (and ( 1 ) added to define and strengthen

a relation already (?) expressed by the simple case, or else

(2) combining with a verbal to form a new notion which

governs a simple case, or else (3) governing a case by them

selves as many adverbs can , cp. ' together ' + instrumental

with ;' 'away ' + ablative ‘ from ; ' near ' + accusative ' to ; ' ' in

the neighbourhood ’ +genitive ‘ of : ' and v. under the Accusative).

And it is of the utmost importance to realise that the definite

meaning expressed by a simple case was, as a rule, at any

rate ultimately different to the meaning of a case when really

'governed by a preposition. There is a great gulf between

the meaning of Carthagine 'at Carthage,' Romā ‘ from Rome,'

where the 'at'- notion, and the ‘ from’- notion, lie practically in

the case -endings themselves, and of urbe , and oppido, in e.g. in

urbe, ab oppido, where the ' at'- notion, and the ' from’- notion

lie almost entirely in the prepositions. We can easily define

the case -relation of Carthagine and Romā to the verb : can we

in the same way define the case-relation of urbe and oppido

to in and ab, in e.g. in urbe, ab oppido ? (v. under the Cases).

There are other phases of an early date in the other depart

ments of Syntax : the development of Parataxis into Hypotaxis

is still in its infancy except that the ‘ Relative ' is a real

Relative, and not a Demonstrative or Indefinite or Inter

rogative Pronoun , etc. In particles and in the subjunctive and

optative we can still easily see the old paratactic meaning, even

if it is no longer the meaning, or the only meaning, which the

construction conveys. In the ' article ' we can still easily see

the meaning of a demonstrative or personal pronoun , even if it

is no longer the meaning, or the only meaning, which it

conveys. Sentences are generally short, and connected by

simple ‘ and, ' ' but,' 'then,' etc. if connected formally ; they are

not woven into complex and artistic periods.

And, to return to the cases, not only does early Sanskrit, as

a rule, denote a definite relation by a case -suffix, while in

Latin the preposition often extends over the old function of

the case -suffix, and leaves the case -suffix sometimes little ,

sometimes nothing, of its old force , not only is there this vastly
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different meaning denoted by the case -relation according to

whether it is governed by a preposition , or a simple case not

governed by a preposition, but

(6) In early Sanskrit a variety of constructions (as of

forms) exist side by side often with little or no difference of

ultimate meaning : in a later stage of language some might

be dropped in some declensions, and others in other declen

sions, or other equally important developments might take

place.

(c) As time and civilisation go on , so the need for the

expression of new ideas arises : and new ideas can be conveyed

either by forming new creations, or by analogical extensions

from already existing creations. For instance, one point of

view from which price was at first regarded ( perhaps as the

means of obtaining something) might possibly have altered in

a thousand years or so, and this alteration might have given

rise to a new construction. Even if Latin did once use only

the Instrumental to express price, how can we tell that Latin

never used any other case, or even that, before historic times,

another case did not extend over and swamp the Instru

mental ?

The possibility may be illustrated by the following figure

Instrumental

Locative

(d) In course of time, even though a language may

already have a construction which denotes a certain meaning

(e.g. an Ablative to denote ' parted from ' ) quite clearly, it may

yet extend some other construction (by analogy) to express this

same meaning as well (e.g. an Instrumental to express ' parted

with ’ on the analogy of phrases like ‘ no longer united with : ')

such analogical extensions are unavoidable, even if some may

think them ‘ unnecessary : ' v. Principle XIV.

These and others are differences between the earlier and later

stages even of a single language, and not unlike those between

the language of Homer and the language of Demosthenes.



viii APPENDIX I.

And, if an early stage of Sanskrit has been shown above to

differ in its conditions from an early stage of Latin , and if an

early stage of a language from a later stage of the same

language, how great will be the difference in the conditions

of development between an early stage of Sanskrit and a later

stage of Latin !

Besides the difference between the early and later stages

of development there are also what we may roughly call

B. Literary differences between Sanskrit and Latin : some

are suggested here .

(a) Sanskrit abounds in compounds. Some Tat-purusa

compounds normally contain a noun in the second part defined

by a noun -stem in the first part, and , logically, governing it

almost invariably in the way in which a noun governs another

noun in the genitive. Though grammarians say that the first

noun defines the second noun in other case -relations, in reality

there will be found to be scarcely any instances where a

genitive would not be the possible, or even the nearest, syn

tactical equivalent. What a vast difference it might have

made to the Latin cases had Latin preferred compounds like

igniuomus to syntactical expressions like ignis *uomitor, or qui

uomat ignem .

(6 ) Early (and much of later) Sanskrit is poetry, and to a

great extent the language of prayer and praise, and so its

Syntax should be considered from a very different standpoint

to that from which we consider a Syntax which Prose usage

has narrowed down into certain channels : a glance at Cicero

beside Catullus or Lucretius shows how different the Syntax of

Prose is from the Syntax of Poetry belonging to the same

epoch ; poetry, in its forms and constructions, is varied and

free ; it can use the new or the old, the strict and conventional

or the boldly extended, the lucid or the suggestive. Latin

Prose has this variety and freedom curtailed, and is, above all

things, unmistakeably clear and explicit.

Other features, especially prominent in later Sanskrit, are

e.g. the use of the Instrumental and Passive in preference
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to the Nominative and the Active, the almost entire absence

of ' oblique speech ' owing to the use of ' iti ' (which alınost

answers to our inverted commas), the Accusatival Infinitive,

the growth of an Indeclinable Participle ( originally Instru

mental of a verbal noun, cp. Latin it volando), and the Participle

used with the meaning of a finite verb.

If, then, we consider what right we have to say that, be

cause early Sanskrit developed an Instrumental use to express

some relations, therefore Latin did so, and never developed any

other, we find that this cannot be proved even if Latin be the

direct descendant, instead of the somewhat distant cousin, of

Sanskrit. Allen and Greenough's view savours strongly of the

old illusion that, because Sanskrit has the oldest extant litera

ture, therefore it is, if not the parent language, yet more like

to it, in every respect, than Greek or Latin ; it further seems

to imply that the cousin (or son ?) in Italy never developed any

construction without first seeing whether the cousin (or father ?)

in India had developed it !

3. An obvious question is : Can we not, in any one lan

guage, conjecture why two or more parts of speech have

amalgamated ? Can we not infer from this why the three

cases in Latin amalgamated more or less closely ?

Now, by way of preface, two things may be said :

I. The only classification which the strict Philologist can

accept is probably the classification by forms— (though even

this is apt to be dangerous, if carried out without excessive

caution, v. end of this Appendix, and also Appendix V.). If

we have a Genitive form νυκτός, or a Genitive form Κύρου

αποθανόντος (απήλθεν), or a Genitive form που ; we must,

strictly, classify it as probably a Genitive, even if it seem to us

to have the present meaning of an original Locative : and, if

we carry out this principle ( with more reservations than Modern

Philology thinks it essential to make), if we are so strict as

to call νυκτός, Κύρου αποθανόντος, and πού ; Genitives, al

though they may now have the meaning of original Locatives,

what must we call e.g. animī, mensae, matpí, but Locatives,

and, very possibly, Locatives only : if their meaning does not
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seem to us Locative, then it is because we do not realise how

far a Locative might extend under the influence of the Prin

ciples of Development in language, such as Analogy, Contami

nation , Implication, etc. Of one thing we may be quite

sure—a form had its own meaning and was not used simply

because some other form had, or had had , the same meaning,

but because it had this meaning itself. If another form

had, or had had, the same meaning, this must be regarded

as an incidental circumstance rather than as a cause. This

should be a commonplace, but we are told that the genitive

tredíouo (Oée.v) is used because ' (not although !) “ the case

meaning here originally was expressed by the Instrumental

case -form .' We must, strictly, on the principle here maintained

(which perhaps often excludes mere considerations of conveni

ence), call sīmus optative, because it is still optative in form , even

if it may have sometimes extended over an originally subjunc

tive meaning, and we must call ferāmus subjunctive, because it

is subjunctive in form , even if it may have sometimes extended

over an originally optative meaning. If we once begin to classify

by meanings, saying that a certain construction has an optative

meaning only, and another construction a subjunctive meaning

only, we shall often have to maintain theories against facts :

whereas, if we classify by forms (and make the necessary

reservations), we have phonetic law as our strong fortress

against criticism , and besides this we are consistent : for, if we

always call Sanskrit optative forms optatives, even when they

may have a meaning originally denoted by the subjunctive ,we

must do the same with Latin optative forms.

II. Secondly, we should imagine, a priori, that, if two

forms expressed originally or ultimately identical meanings in

some or many constructions, then in these constructions and

hence, by analogical extension , in others also, one of three

things might happen, though of course the two forms might

continue to be used , side by a side , with a meaning generally

identical, and perhaps occasionally different, owing to traces

of an original meaning or owing to later differentiation.

1. The two individual forms might be fused, by contamina

tion, into one single form made up of elements of both .
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2. One form might be disused, partially or wholly , in some

constructions, and the other form might be disused in other

constructions :: v. under the Cases.

3. One form might be disused altogether (or only survive

in fossilised expressions no longer associated with the con

structions to which they originally belonged) and the other form

might (with these exceptions) be used everywhere.

On the other hand we should perhaps imagine that, even if

the forms became identical by phonetic law, still , if the meanings

were not ultimately identical, the one form would continue to

be used with its two meanings kept quite distinct. Of course

I do not maintain this as certainty. But we see that amare

be thou loved , amare ' thou art loved, ' and amare the

infinitive are (at any rate ultimately) identical in form , yet

they have no identity of meaning parallel to mente from a

possibly Locative origin , and mente from a possibly Instrumental

origin . That identity of meaning can arise from mere identity

of form all by itself is, generally speaking, prima facie improbable.

Let us first take the Latin Aorist and Perfect Indicative,

and consider what were, possibly or probably, the early forms

of these two tenses in Latin : of course tenses were not as a

general rule formed by adding terminations to stems, but by

analogical extensions from a few primitive types and so on :

but the analytical method is more convenient to us, if used

with all due restrictions ; again , the changes produced by the

union of the final letter of the stem with the initial letter

of the termination (which were probably Indo-European) are

not represented here . The table is from Conway, with a good

many alterations. It is far from certain, as oida seems to be

made the crucial test of what the diphthong in the first syllable

was : whereas Latin'ī and Sanskrit e can equally well go back

to ei, an Ablaut variation.

PERFECT ACTIVE. PERFECT MIDDLE. AORIST.

uid-ai

uid -sai

uid-tai

uoid - m

uoid-tha

uoid-et

uid-mos

uid- te(s)

uid -nt(i)

e uejdəsm

eueidəss

e ueidast

e ueidəsmos

e uejdaste(s)

elueidasạt

e deįksm

edeikss

e deikst

e deiks-[ə]mos

edeiks-te (s)

e deiksạt
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It will be seen that, according to Phonetic Law, perhaps

the two tenses are or become identical in, practically, no single

form ' : that is to say,the ultimate amalgamation of the forms of

aorist and perfect in the sigmatic perfect must have originated

not from any identity of form , but from partial and possibly,

by analogical extension , complete identity of meaning. Looking

at the forms, which are sometimes a mixture of active aorist

and active and middle perfect forms, sometimes (possibly) a

mixture of the active and middle forms of the perfect only

(any dogmatism is quite out of place) , we cannot suppose them

to have been produced by anything else but the originally or

ultimately (complete or almost complete) identity of the mean

ing of these two tenses of the Indicative.

Let us now take the Latin 'Subjunctive. Here we find

forms which are either optative (e.g. sīmus) or subjunctive

(e.g. ferāmus) used with no difference of meaning, or with

practically no difference of meaning, i.e. we know as a certain

fact that, whether the surviving form be optative or sub

junctive, the meaning is the same . And yet, phonetically, it is

possible that there was hardly any identity between the forms

of subjunctive and optative (but v. Appendix III.) . Here again,

then ( just within the limits of possibility ), we must suppose an

original or ultimate identity of meaning (whether complete or

partial) to be the chief cause of the identity of the meanings

of the forms which survive, whether they be optative or sub

junctive.

Thirdly, let us take the Sanskrit subjunctive and optative :

in early Sanskrit we (?) may perhaps see a distinction in the use

of the subjunctive and optative, vaguely corresponding to the

distinction in the use of the Greek subjunctive and optative in

Homer. Or else we see their meanings practically identical.

Lastly, we have the almost entire disuse of the subjunctive

forms, except with certain stereotyped forms and meanings (e.g.

as an ' Imperative' 1st person singular), and the regular use of

the optative forms with the meaning which optative and sub

junctive could once both convey almost equally well. Here

1 Perhaps the root -aorist ought also to be considered : for it might possibly

become identical with the Perfect e.g. in the first person plural : v. Appendix IV.
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again there is no identity of form : it is the identity of meaning

which causes the subjunctive form to practically drop out as

being unnecessary ; on a somewhat similar principle we do not

use two pairs of cricket boots for one cricket match.

Fourthly, let us consider, on the one hand, what may

possibly have been the early and ultimate Italian forms of the

Genitive and Locative singular of the a- and o- declensions,

and, on the other hand, the early and ultimate Greek forms of

the Genitive and Locative singular of the o- declensions : for a

fuller account v. at the end of this Appendix.

LOCATIVE . GENITIVE .

Latin . o -declension
→ i ? oesois → isl etc.

-ae

ei

āi

OL )

EL]

ā-declension

o -declension

ā (e ? )s>ās

Greek . 0010-0L0-00- OV

εσιο- > ειοεο » ( ευ or) ου

Is there any phonetic identity between the ultimate forms

of Genitive and Locative in these or other declensions except

that of the Genitive singular and Locative plural of the o

declension, e.g. animīs ? and yet, do we not find that in the

Latin 0- and ā- declensions , and, in certain dialects, in the

Greek o- declension, a Locative form is used , not only with

some Locative meanings, but also with meanings which must

once have belonged to the genitive only ? In the Latin o

and a- declensions, and in the Greek (dialectic) o- declension ,

the genitive form is rarely used, and the Locative form is

the regular one, whereas in the Greek 0- declension the

Locative form is rarely used, and the Genitive is the regular

form . What conclusion can we draw save that the disuse of

one form and the use of the other form in one declension,

and the reverse in another declension , is due to the Genitive

and Locative having ultimately identical meanings (not forms)

in many constructions-apparently this alone can account for

the practical identity of meaning, whether the form be Genitive

or Locative.

10 + es might conceivably produce -oiseis->is : but -eis is the earliest

Italic form I think.
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The forms of the Greek Dative, Locative and Instrumental

might possibly have developed thus, phonetically : for a fuller

account v. at the end of this Appendix.

DATIVE . LOCATIVE . INSTRUMENTAL .

ā- declension . Sing. ā + ai → āi →

Plural ā + ai + 8 - aisais

lātir >

á + i + 8 als

OL

o -declension . Sing. o + ai-> õi →

e + ai → ēin

0 +

e + i > EL 2

ā + a ā→ n (pos

siblyat some time

identical in pro

nunciation with

n) .

0 + 2 → w (possibly

at time

identical in pro

nunciation with

w) .

eta → n.

some

!

-OLSPlural o + ai +8õis > 018 o + i + 8

Consonant (x) consonant +aixar consonant +iXL

declension

consonant taxa

+ nāi

It is just possible that vnt, and words like it, might arise

from nāuai * nāai → vni (Dative) as well as from

nāui – nāi mni ( Locative ).

These are some of the possible data which we have before

us as to the history of Syncretistic parts of speech—we have

before us ultimate (complete or partial) identity of meaning

which seems rarely or never (the Greek Dative and Locative

are excepted) to have originated in identity of form as the

result of phonetic law : we may lay down as a general rule,

that the possible surviving forms of the Latin Ablative , Instru

mental , and, except in the ā- and o- declensions, the Locative,

convey practically the same meaning, but that in the consonant

declension the Ablative form , in the u- declension the Instru

mental form , have possibly died out (but v. the end of this

Appendix). But, whatever form is used , the meaning is practi

cally the same : i.e. the three forms, where they survive, and if

they do all survive, have the same ultimate meaning. Judging

by the many relations which are shared, with practically no

difference of meaning, by two or all of the three cases in

1 xaual is probably from xom-al , a Dative (of the stem xoon- x0eu-) which

has extended over a meaning once Locatival, just as perhaps the Dative

λόγω has : (cp. εις Έκβάτανα αποθανείν and Principle V. B. 3. )

2 And v. end of Appendix V. for -w. 3 E.g. before an initial vowel.
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Sanskrit and English , we may state as a possibility that

the ultimate identity of the meanings of these three cases

may have preceded any identity of form , and that one form

may have been dropped before it became identical with one

of the other two. To take an instance, supposing ' price ' to

have been expressed by Instrumental -ă and Locative -ị, with

ultimately identical meaning, it is possible that Instrumental

-ă may have been disused in this construction while it was

still between å and è in sound, and that the Locative -1 may

have been always used in this construction (with the meaning

common to itself and the Instrumental) , while it was still

between - and -ě in sound-or vice versâ . So that, in this con

struction, Locative and Instrumental might never have been

identical in form , but , while they were still different in form , one

would have been dropped , exactly as we seem to see one form

dropped , owing to identity of meaning, in the case of the Geni

tive and Locative of the ā- and o- declensions, and the Latin

and Sanskrit Subjunctive and Optative, and possibly in some

forms of the Latin Aorist and Perfect. In fact it is just

within the limits of possibility that no form of the Instrumental

case has come down to us in Latin, i.e. , no form can con

clusively be proved to be Instrumental only. In Greek also

the comparatively few forms like arukvá are the only forms

which may perhaps be instrumental only, and these seem to

be no longer instrumentals like other instrumentals, but are

fossilised adverbs, and so would anyhow be most likely to be

preserved : v. further under the Cases.

However, this possibility can scarcely be called a pro

bability, although it might be supported, in the case of the

Greek ' Dative ' and Latin ‘ Ablative ,' by

(a) the ultimate identity of the meanings of two or all of

the three cases, in many constructions, in Sanskrit and English:

[v. the criticisms of Monro’s ‘ Dative ' and Allen and Greenough's

‘ Ablative' further on in this Appendix, and also v. Appendix II.] :

(6) the process which must have taken place in some

other mixed or syncretistic parts of speech, viz. that phonetically

there was no identity, or practically no identity, of form , yet

that one of the two forms ultimately dropped out because
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of the original or ultimate identity in the meaning of the two

forms:

also, in the case of the Latin ' Ablative ,' by

( c ) the fact that the -d of the Latin Ablative in the

0- declension was preserved in writing till historic times, and

therefore, probably, till not long before historic times in pronun

ciation, and that this would prevent connexion of form between

the Ablative and the other two cases.

It is just possible then that pede ? and other similar forma

tions are e.g.

1. sometimes phonetically locatives only, sometimes pho

netically instrumentals only : or

2. always phonetically locatives only, or else always

phonetically instrumentals only : or

3. a production arising from contamination of ablative?

1 As to the original Ablative form in this consonant-declension, v. the note

at the end of this Appendix. In the i-declension .ited might produce -idi

[cp. filiefilī), but in the consonant-declension itself are there any grounds for

suggesting a unique ending -id, as Brugmann does , rather than the ending -ed

-od -d (Ablaut variations) which seem possible everywhere else ? On the other

hand, where we do find - id (? id ) in Inscriptions it may be easily due (for, even at

this period of Latin , analogy had already accomplished the great feat of extending

the Passive -r) to the analogy of the i-declension ; e.g. (?) turrem (accusative) ,

(?) turris (genitive), turri ( “ dative ' ) , turri( d ) ( ablative '), turribus may have pro

duced for pedem, pedis, pedī, pedibus a fourth form pedi(d) ( ablative ), just as

these , and other forms, occasionally produced, by proportional analogies, genitive

plurals in -ium (not -um) belonging to the consonant-declension . ( N.B. We do

not necessarily, on this account, postulate an original ending -ium for the con .

sonant-declension .) Secondly , granting the possibility of early Ablatives ped-od,

ped-ed (the strong form of the stem perhaps on the analogy of péd-em etc.) ,

what would they have become by individual phonetic development ? I think

that this is one of those instances (hinted at in the Introduction ) where we have

not sufficient grounds for postulating a hard and fast phonetic law : it must be

remembered that quid and quod are monosyllables, and might have influenced

aliquid, aliquod, quidquid, and even aliud etc. , and that therefore peded and

pedod cannot be proved to have existed under exactly the same conditions as

these words , and, if they were influenced by any analogy, it would probably

have been the analogy of other Ablatives , like turri(d ), equõ(d) etc. , which lost

final -d by · Phonetic Law ' . I therefore suggest the possibility (no more than

that) of pedod, peded, if they ever existed, becoming pedě by phonetic law : for

final -> > -ě cp . perhaps legere beside (é) eye00 (?)Xeyeo ( ë)Xéyou, if legere

does indeed correspond to (8) λέγου and not to λεγεσι (active and primary )λέγει

(also used as 2nd person middle and passive) .
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*ped-od( ?)
with either or both of the Locative and Instru

*ped-ed ( ?)

mental forms in some stage of development from pedi to pede,

and from peda to pede, respectively : and v . also at the end of

this Appendix.

The same will apply, mutatis mutandis, to words like thuộn

in Greek .

The same will also apply to the Greek Genitive and

Ablative : some of the forms might possibly have been, and

have developed as follows, phonetically : ( for a further account

v. at the end of this Appendix ).

āsns

ä + es?
sa
d

GENITIVE . ABLATIVE 1 .

a-declension ātes/ āted] →ns before dentals.

ds n otherwise.

? ā + od od → ws before dentals.

w otherwise.

o -declension 0 + 8 + ion OL0-000V o + od mod >ws before dentals.

w otherwise,

0 + ed soud sous before dentals.

e + s + io- > ELO - 60)€ 0) >Ev Ionic e + od oud) ov otherwise .

►ov Attic e + ed >ēd →ns before dentals.

n otherwise.

Consonant- X + os x + od xos before dentals.

declension xo otherwise,

Xos

It seems more natural to suppose that the ultimate identity

of the forms of Greek Genitive and Ablative, of Greek Dative,

Locative, and (?) Instrumental, of Latin Ablative, Locative, and

Instrumental, did probably accelerate and direct the fusion of

meaning. How far it did we cannot say.

4. I have already touched on the fourth objection to Allen

and Greenough's results. Supposing we find another language

connected with Latin perhaps as closely as early Sanskrit is,

or even more closely, and in a developed condition not very

unlike that of classical Latin so far as the use of prepositions

etc. is concerned, are we to refuse to use it in evidence ? Surely

there is a course to be steered between making it an absolute

test of what happened in Latin (this would be absurd ) and utterly

1 See Note at end of this Appendix .

M. T. b
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ignoring its evidence. The Syntax of every cognate language,

especially of a language in a somewhat similar state of develop

ment, is of some value, if we only recognise and do not over

estimate its importance. If a construction occurs in Sanskrit, it

does not follow as a fact that it ever occurred in Latin , still

less that it was the one and only construction at all times in

Latin , but it usually follows that it may possibly have occurred

in the Latin of one period or another : beyond this we cannot

go far, until we have the whole history of Latin Syntax from

Indo-European times till Plautus as evidence. If we can make

this use of Sanskrit, we can make almost the same use of

English, which has, however, been largely influenced by other

languages: if a construction occurs in English it does not follow

as a fact that it ever occurred in Latin, or that it was the one

and only construction in Latin, but it usually follows that it

may possibly have occurred in the Latin of one period or

another. A knowledge of other Indo-European languages,

which (with the exception of Greek ), unfortunately, I do not

possess to any appreciable extent, can do nothing more than

give further possibilities or render more probable possibilities

already inferred : cp. Principle II.

To sum up, if we try to refer to Locative Instrumental and

Ablative origins the constructions of the Latin ` Ablative,'

I. Strictly speaking, the forms should be our guide, but

as pede which, as suggested above, may be possibly, in origin,

one of many things, and as domino, which in form may possibly

be both Ablative and Instrumental, show that the three forms

may be, and cannot be disproved to be, used with practically

the same meaning, we should have to be content with referring

every construction possibly to all three original sources and

suggesting, as far as we can , owing to what developments each

case -form might possibly have come to be used with most of

the meanings of the once separate three cases ;

II. Parallel constructions with prepositions are valuable,

but are not conclusive proof : fidere in aliquo is not conclusive

proof that the Locative was the only original case with verbs of

' trusting : ' for all we know, the ' Ablative ' in fidere aliquā re
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may originally have had a different meaning, and have been in

a different case, from fidere in aliquo ; cf. also diffidere de

aliquā re ;

III. The appearance of one of the three cases in Sanskrit

tells us, not that this case actually was used, still less that it

alone was used, in this construction throughout the history of

Latin . It usually tells us that it might possibly have been

used in this construction in the Latin of some period or

another ;

IV. The appearance of an approximate equivalent to one

of the three cases in a construction in English tells us not that

this one case actually was used, still less that it alone was used

in this construction throughout the history of Latin, but it

usually tells us that it might possibly have been used in this

construction in the Latin of some one period or another ;

V. Greek, and other Indo-European languages, can simi

larly give us further particulars as to possible Latin develop

ments, or turn what are already possibilities into proba

bilities ;

VI. In tracing prehistoric developments, as a rule we can

have no ground, or little ground , for asserting facts : we must

confine ourselves to suggesting possibilities and probabilities

until we have in our hands trustworthy records of the whole

history of the three cases, from Indo-European times down to

300 B.C.

In conclusion, I venture to suggest, how far is the dogmatic

and absolute treatment by Allen and Greenough (of the Latin

‘ Ablative ') and by Monro (of the Greek ' Dative ') justifiable if

any one of my four main arguments is correct ? I append a

criticism , suggesting some of the possibilities which Greek and

Latin and Sanskrit and English justify us in inferring and

suggesting. For details as to the logical development of the

Locative, Instrumental, Ablative, and Dative, v. Chapter IV. ,

the Cases.

Monro's Homeric Grammar, p . 135 foll. (New Edition ).

Comparison of the case -system of Greek with that of

Sanskrit shows that the Greek Dative does the work of three

b 2
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Sanskrit cases, the Dative , the Instrumental, and the Locative.

There is also reason to think that distinct forms for these three

cases survived down to a comparatively late period in Greek

itself. This is made probable

( 1 ) by the traces in Homeric Greek of Instrumental and

Locative case- forms, and

(2 ) by the readiness with which the uses of the Greek

Dative ( especially in Homer) can be re-apportioned between

the three cases, the original or true Dative and the two

others.”

Before examining the instances, it may be as well to show

how far Mr Monro's positive statements, backed up by his great

reputation as a Homeric scholar, should be taken for granted , as

they are, by the majority of those who read his book.

1. The Greek Dative ' does not do the work of three

Sanskrit cases : it does some of the work of three Indo

European cases extended by centuries of development : that

it does not do the work of three Sanskrit cases (does Mr Monro

think that Greek was directly descended from Sanskrit ?) is

clear when we consider that it rarely expresses the absolute

case, the object or purpose, the object of emotion with a sub

stantive, etc., etc. , etc. A comparison of the Sanskrit construc

tions of Locative Instrumental and Dative will put this point

beyond doubt (v. Appendix II.).

2. As to Locative forms, in what declension do they not

survive as Datives ' (or rather, in what declension can they

be proved not to survive), except (possibly) in the o- declension,

where the few survivors have the meaning generally of place

where,' and ' place to which ' (e.g. Toi; ), and in certain dialects

are used with the original meaning of genitives ? but v. further

at the end of Appendix V.

As to distinct forms for the Instrumental ' surviving down

to a comparatively late period,' are not the number of adverbs

in -n, -w, and -a (which are in origin possibly Instrumentals,

though e.g. the first two might be sometimes, so far as we can

tell , Ablatives as well or only Ablatives) very small , and where,
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besides in adverbs (i.e. in case -forms originally instrumental in

meaning, but separated as a rule from other instrumentals by

becoming fossilised and stereotyped and equal to our adverbs

in -ly), does the Instrumental certainly survive ?

Lastly, what certain traces have we of Greek Datives

throughout the length and breadth of the consonant declension ,

except the Infinitives in -at, and e.g. Aucai, and xauai, which

have become to a large extent fossilised before historic times ?

How many centuries has it taken for the distinct forms for

these two cases to disappear and die out of use so thoroughly

in these declensions ? Mr Monro would seem to imply that

such a disappearance only takes quite a short time : but those

who know something about the extraordinary time which even

small changes require in language, and who realise that in these

declensions the case -forms may be almost dead except where

they survive as fossils, will be somewhat doubtful as to the

conclusions formed .

I have here criticised Mr Monro's Philology as leniently as

possible : for he really does not seem to have realised or

seriously reflected on what the Problem is. But, even if one

judges by this cursory glance, it must be acknowledged that

those who cannot check these results of Mr Monro's even by

the most rudimentary elements of Modern Philology, and who

use Mr Monro's book as their text-book, will not obtain a very

comprehensive or clear or correct view as to the nature and

history of the Greek ' Dative.'

3. As to ' the readiness ' with which the uses can be still

re-apportioned respectively to one case alone, or to another

(not as well but) as an alternative explanation , whence does it

arise ? From the forms ? If so, why assign anything worth

mentioning to the Instrumental, which perhaps survives in

adverbs only, and how distinguish between the case-meaning of

the Dative (e.g. Nóyo) and the Locative (e.g. óñuati) ?

If from the meanings, then it will be seen , in the instances

below , how far Sanskrit, English, and Latin, tend to produce

this readiness ! It seems that Mr Monro, without attempting

to write a Comparative Grammar ' (v. his Preface) has, un

knowingly, ventured to dogmatise where a minute knowledge
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of the whole history of the three cases in every other Indo

European language could never justify dogmatic statements as

to the history of the three cases in Greek : and Mr Monro

evidently has and certainly displays a somewhat limited know

ledge of Sanskrit case- constructions, and makes little use of

English or Latin, and ignores the forms of the Greek cases !

I select the instances that best illustrate my arguments and

in the treatment of instances I repeat a great deal of what is

given in the body of the work in order that a comprehensive

view of the Greek ‘ Dative ' may be obtained .

The constructions in Sanskrit, Latin, Greek, and English ,

are suggested here as possible in the Greek of some one

period or another, and in some constructions, not necessarily

in all. The same must be understood of the constructions

suggested under the Instrumental Dative , ' ' the Locatival

Dative,' and the Latin ‘ Ablative. Moreover they are suggested

as additional, not as alternative origins, and as not neces

sarily the ultimate meanings. And they are meant to

almost entirely ignore the present forms: [v. Appendix III .] .

And, moreover, as I said at the beginning of this Appendix,

supposing a form A denoted meanings such as a + b + c + d + e,

and a form B denoted meanings such as e + f + g + h + i, it is

possible that A used e as a stepping -stone on to the meanings

f + g etc. , and B used e as a stepping-stone on to the meanings

d + c etc. , so that both A and B at one time could perhaps

equally well denote a + b + c + d + e + f + g + h + i and other

meanings as well : the problem is to find which or how many

of the meanings of A and B are represented by e, i.e. which

meanings actually were the stepping -stones by which A passed

on to B's land and B on to A's land . I have done wrong
in

making nearly every meaning a stepping-stone, for

(a) The identities of forms probably did much to increase

the number of stepping -stones or identical meanings, and

(6) The reason why A came to denote i, and B came to

denote a was perhaps not the reason given below, but the fact

that A and B had the same meaning in seven constructions out

of nine, whence it came to be used indifferently in the other
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two also. But as I cannot tell what meanings correspond to e ,

and what meanings to a and i, I have adopted the safer plan of

the two, viz. that of putting almost everything down to e , with

the proviso that this is only the possible development.

' True Dative : ' tolou åbeideto: the Dative would possibly

be largely due to the analogy of tolow ědwkey, and, in Sanskrit,

with verbs of giving a Locative is often found : (what does

' took away for (i.e. from ) them ' mean ?) for the possible Instru

mental origin as well , cp. English ‘ parted with, ' on the analogy

of ' (not) met with , ' ' (not) joined with ,' and Sanskrit Instru

mentals with words meaning separated ,' on the same analogy,

v. Principle V. A. 2 : and v. further the Cases in Chapter IV.

throughout.

Tí pou špidos kaì åpwyns ; the Dative of the Possessor '

(or of the ' person concerned ' ) would perhaps be the name

given to this : for the possible Instrumental origin as well, cp.

English with me,' e.g. ' with Him there is no respect of

persons :' for the possible Locative origin as well , cp. English

' in me,' ' for there is no help in them , and the Latin ‘ in me '

occasionally, and Pindar's use of év : v. further the Cases.

μή μοι τούνεκ' αμύμονα νείκες κούρης : according to one

interpretation of the passage , the Dative would mean ‘ for my

sake : ' for the possible Instrumental of cause or circumstance,

cp. ‘ let me not be the means, or circumstance, of your blaming :'

for the possible Locative, cp. the Sanskrit Locative of cause of

anger, etc. , and our English ' find fault at or about ' = ' because

of,' and the Latin ‘ in me ' = ' so far as concerns me. But the

Greek admits of another interpretation which I do not discuss

here : v . further the Cases.

ως μή τις μοι ατεμβόμενος κίοι ίσης: the Dative of the

Agent was originally something like the Dative of the Posses

sor, ' but its meaning developed into that of the Agent, just as

' this thing is his deed ' developes into this thing has been

done by him,' and toot' avto netpayuévov łoti, originally (in

so far as it has an original Datival meaning ) this is your deed '

into ' this has been done by you : ' for the Instrumental of the

Agent, cp. Sanskrit throughout, and English ‘ by, ' perhaps : the

Locative, if ever used by development of meaning only, would
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be on the analogy of plurals, perhaps, e.g. that thy ways might

be known among men, thy saving health among all nations,' cp.

also Pindar’s use of εν, and ταληθές ανθρώποισιν ουχ εύρίσ

ketai : v. further the Cases.

τα δύο γενεαι έφθίατο: for the Dative not unlike that of

' the Possessor,' cp. ‘ he had had, or had seen, two generations

pass away :' for the Instrumental, cp. with him ' = ' in his

time : ' for the Locative, cp. the Sanskrit use of the Locative to

express 'with , which originated with plurals probably, e.g.

' with or in the assembly, ' or cp. the Greek éí= ‘ in the

time of : ' v. further the Cases.

επειγομένοισι δ ' ίκoντo : the Dative would possibly be like

our English ' to ' and the Sanskrit and occasionally the Zend

Dative to express 'motion to ' or ' arrival at :' the Instrumental

would be like the Instrumental absolute to express circum

stance ' with the enemy hard-pressed : ' the Locative would be

either the Locative absolute with the same meaning, or the

Locative expressing place or person to whom '-cp. Sanskrit,

and our ' I aim at ’ = 'I aim towards,' ' I go there ' = ' I go

thither,' v. Principle V. B. 3.

With verbs of ' giving ,’ ‘ showing,' and ' telling ,' Sanskrit

uses a Locative side by side with a Dative, something like the

Locative in the last instance, and
distribute

ср..
among : ' with

show, tell

words of ' being angry’Latin uses a Dative of (?) the object of

the anger : the Instrumental might have expressed the means

or the circumstance that made one angry, cp. angry with ,' and

the Locative might have corresponded to the Sanskrit Locative

of cause, etc. with some verbs of anger, especially in the Loca

tive Absolute, and to our English ' angry at,' angry about.'

With verbs of ' giving commands' cp. above on words of

' giving,' etc.

With verbs of being king, ' etc. the Dative might originally

for

have meant to be king the people,' 'to be the people's

king ,' cp. the Dative of the Possessor : the Instrumental to be

king with or among the people, the Locative to be king

among the people. ' The ‘ Dative of the Agent ' has already
been considered : v. further under the Cases.
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The Instrumental Dative : ( v. further the Cases, Chapter IV.).

σιγή, σιωπή, αιδοί, σπουδή, φυγή, κερδοσύνη, γενεή , as

Instrumentals might have expressed the circumstance, and cor

responded to our with ;' as Locatives, we should compare

Sanskrit Locatives, and our ' in : ' for Dative v. the Cases .

δος πάσι δόλοισιν ανθρώποισι μέλω-the ανθρώποισι may go

back to an original Dative'am a care to men,' Locative ‘among

men ,' and Instrumental ' with men .' The Sólow may possibly

go back to an original Dative like our ' for ' — perhaps the

Dative may have been extended by analogy of the Dative of

the Agent, and from instances where it expressed both the

purpose and the cause or circumstance to instances expressing

the cause or circumstance only, cp. ' I sought it for money

= ‘ in order to gain money I sought it, money was my object,'

and ' money was the means of making me seek it : ' the Locative

of cause appears most frequently in the Locative Absolute ,

e.g. ' they were troubled at Caesar('s) departing : ' the Instru

mental might have expressed the cause, means, and circum

stance of 'my being a care unto men : ' v, further the Cases.

όνειδείοις έπέεσσι χωρήσουσι-here the Dative would be like

the Latin Dative, and our " give way to : ' the Instrumental

might have originally expressed the means or circumstance

that made them give way ; and the Locative would again

express ' cause,'' give way at ' or be used with a Datival meaning

' to ' (v . Principle V. B. 3) : v. further the Cases.

vi 8 Deev Bopén ávéuw : here the Instrumental might have

expressed the means or circumstance, and the Locative the

cause, something like our'at the wind blowing. ' Accompani

ment is denoted in Sanskrit by a Locative as well as by an

Instrumental, as explained above : v . further the Cases.

Kúpaoi Trélte: the Instrumental, hardly of means perhaps,

but rather of attendant circumstance, and the Locative of

* place where ,' like our'on,' ' over' etc. are here possible. For

the Dative expressing ' place where ' etc. , partly owing to a

contamination of I go thither ' ' I shall be there,' producing

' I shall be thither,' cp. the dialectic ' to-home ' = ' at home '

and Principle V. B. 3.

TEÚXEOL zaupalvov : the Instrumental of means and cir
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cumstance, and the Locative . like our ' glittering in their

weapons,' are here possible.

With verbs meaning to be with, to follow , to join , to agree

with, to be like, and adjectives meaning ' equal,' ' like,' the

Dative might correspond to the Dative frequently found in

Latin, and in English also : ' to be a companion ,' ' to be a

follower' ( though here we use the Genitive rather than the

Dative of the possessor), ' to join oneself to, ' to agree to, ' ' to be

like unto,' ' like to, ' ' equal to, ' the Instrumental might cor

respond to the English ' with ’ and Sanskrit Instrumentals, and

Latin phrases with cum, and Greek phrases with oúv and åpa.

The Locative might have been occasionally possible with

plurals, originally meaning “ among,' and then extended to

singulars = ' with , or it may have extended over a Datival

meaning (v. Principle V. B. 3 , and the Cases ).

With verbs meaning ' to trust ' the Dative would correspond

to the Latin Dative and our ' to : ' the Locative to the Latin

construction with ' in ' our construction to trust in ,' and the

Sanskrit Locative : the Instrumental might once have expressed

the means or circumstance of the confidence.

With verbs meaning ' to be pleased ' the Instrumental might

have corresponded to the Sanskrit Instrumental, and our ' to be

pleased with ,' and have expressed the circumstance or means ;

the Locative might have corresponded to the Sanskrit Locative,

and our ' pleased at, or about : ' for the Dative cp. Sólow

above.

The ' Dative ' of the 'way by which may be possibly In

strumental of circumstance (perhaps hardly of means) as in

Sanskrit, and (possibly) cp. our ' by,' and also Locative like

our ' in 'on :' for the Dative cp. kúpao i above.

Úredé&ato kómº is possibly Locative like our ' in ,' expres

sing place where,' Instrumental like our with,' expressing the

circumstance, and Dative like our " into }; expressing place to
unto

which, as it does in Sanskrit frequently.

With verbs of buying ,' the Instrumental might have cor

responded to the Sanskrit Instrumental, and to our ' with ; '

the Locative to the Latin Locative forms magni, etc. , and to
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our ' at ; ' we use also a Dative “ to buy for 6d. ,' perhaps partly

on the analogy of ' to sell for, i.e. in order to obtain, 6d . ( ?) or

' for ' = ' in exchange for : ' could Greek have possibly had a

construction like this ? or cp. above on the Dative expressing

cause : ' v. further the Cases.

With verbs of ' abounding ' the Instrumental might have

corresponded to the Sanskrit, and to our ' with,' and have ex

pressed the circumstance : the Locative to our ' in ' and to the

Latin Locative form seen in pauper aquae.

θάνον οικτίστω θανάτω : the Locative might correspond to

our ' in '-cp. ' to sleep in slumber : ' the Instrumental to our

' with , ' expressing circumstance.

The Locatival Dative : v. further the Cases, Chapter IV.

πεδίω, χθονί : the Locative would correspond to the Latin

Locative, e.g. humī, the Sanskrit Locative, and our ' on ,' etc.:

the Instrumental would express circumstance, and might have

been used , as in Sanskrit, in phrases like they ran on the

plain : ' for the Dative cp. xapai, and kúpao i méure above,

and Principle V. B. 3.

έριδι ξυνέηκε μάχεσθαι-As to έριδι, is there here a trace of

a Dative like that of English, Latin, and Sanskrit, and the

Greek Infinitive in -at, meaning " he brought them together

for strife, for a struggle ' — the Locative might correspond to

our ' in strife,' and both Locative and Instrumental to the

Sanskrit forms which so often developed into adverbs.

Of the parts of a thing : ώμω and ώμοισι, κεφαλή, χροί ,

κραδίη, φρεσί, θυμώ, ακροτάτη κορυφή, έσχατιή πολέμοιο,

uvxo "Apyeos, etc.: these would, as Locatives, roughly cor

respond to our “ in ,' ' at,' and to certain Locative forms like

animi in Latin, and also some Sanskrit Locatives : the Instru

mentals might correspond to certain Instrumentals in Sanskrit,

and possible Instrumentals (like animo) in Latin, and to our

' with,' ' with respect to : ' they would express generally the

circumstance rather than the means, perhaps. For a Dative

with Locatival meaning cp. above ( Tredio ) and Principle V. B. 3.

Of the part with which a person does a thing : e.g. , Xepolv

αιρώ.. Here the Locative corresponds to some Sanskrit

TEE!
A Day
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Locatives, to our ' in ' and to Greek phrases év xeípeooi láß'

övía : we see a possible extension of the Locative to express

something like means from a Greek phrase like εν οφθαλμοίσιν

ιδέσθαι, perhaps partly due to the analogy of ενί φρεσί “ within

their heart .' For Instrumental and Dative cp. kómo (above ).

στήλη κεκλιμένος : an original Dative might have meant

leaning on-to a pillar,' like the Latin Dative ; an original

Instrumental might have expressed the circumstance (possibly

the means) of leaning : and an original Locative the place

where ,' like our ' on ' and the Sanskrit Locative - cp. also

haerere in Latin with its various constructions.

Oépeï : as Locative it would correspond to the Sanskrit,

Latin , and English Locative of time when : an original In

strumental of attendant circumstance ( ?) is seen occasionally in

Sanskrit, corresponding more or less to our ' by,' e.g. ' by day.'

media nége : as Locative it would be like our fell on the

ground , and the Sanskrit Locative, explained above. As

Dative it would be like our fell to the ground ' and the

Sanskrit Dative ; it is also found in Zend.

προκαλέσσατο χάρμη : a Locative might have been used

like our ' in battle,' or, as in the above instance, and like the

Sanskrit Locative and the Latin Infinitive, which is probably

partly a Locative in form , to battle ,' cp. egit visere in Horace :

an Instrumental of circumstance is found in Sanskrit rarely in

this construction : a Dative ' to ,' like the English and Sanskrit,

is also possible.

πάρ' εμοί γε και άλλοι : the Locative might have meant

with me,' as in Sanskrit, and at my side ; ' the Instrumental

' with me ' as in Sanskrit and English ; the Dative might have

been a Possessive Dative, ' I have others, ' as in English and

Latin.

toioi d'ávéorn : the Locative, as in English ' among,' and

in Latin and Sanskrit ; and the Instrumental, as in English

' with ' = ' among ' and in Sanskrit; and the Dative, for them,'

like the Latin Dative, are all possible.

πάσιν ελέγχιστον θέμεναι μερόπεσσι βροτοίσι : for the

possible Dative cp. the Latin Dative of the person judging =

' for,' ' in the sight of : ' for the Locative cp. the Sanskrit Loca
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tive, and our 'among :' and for the Instrumental cp. our ' with ’

or ‘among ' with adjectives denoting eminence.

A more thorough knowledge of Sanskrit syntax, and of the

syntax of other Indo -European languages, than I possess, would

probably improve this criticism in almost all its instances.

Before proceeding to the Latin ‘ Ablative ,' I must, to avoid

any misapprehension, repeat what I have already said : the

instances here suggested are only suggested as possible in the

Greek or Latin of some one period or another, and in

some constructions, not necessarily in all. They are sug

gested not as alternatives but as additional origins ; and

as not necessarily giving the ultimate as well as the

original meanings of the constructions: (v. Principle I.

of the Grammar ).

Allen and Greenough, p. 245 foll.: v . further Chapter

IV.

The table has already been given : it is only partially criticised

here, and many of the suggestions made here are repeated from

the Grammar. N.B. The views of A. and G. seem exactly

those of Delbrück .

1. Ablative ( from ): for fuller details v. the Cases.

1. Of Separation, Privation , and Want.

With words of separation Sanskrit uses an Instrumental, on

the analogy of the case with words of joining,' etc. cp. English

' parted with ’ (v. Principle V. A. 2) : with words of privation '

an Instrumental might have been an extension from the case

with verbs of ‘ presenting,' etc., i.e. just as with the words of

separation-cp. English deprive him : ' with words of want the

Instrumental might have originally expressed with respect to ,'

or might also have been an extension from an Instrumental

like that with words of abundance ' in Sanskrit, and cp.

English ‘ abounding with,' teeming with :' we also use a

Locative ' wanting, deficient, poor in,' and Latin used a Locative

form , in two declensions certainly, with words expressing

abundance and want, and possibly in the other declensions

also—e.g. pauper aquae, auxilī egens, ope egens. It is to be

noticed that with all these verbs, etc. the idea of separation lies
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in the governing words, and may be, but need not necessarily

be, repeated (?) in the case -suffix -- cp.‘he departed from there,'

and ' he departed from thence .' In a phrase like egeo medecinā

possibly no ‘ from ' meaning is present now, but an original

meaning of ' I am in want having-no-medicine ' is possible,

especially if the analogy of ' I am without-medicine ' be taken

into account : v. Principle XIII. 1 .

2. Of Source (participles of origin , etc. ).

The ' from notion needs no explanation : the ablative is

used in every language. In a few constructions like ' a voice in

heaven, ' ' the river starts in Phrygia,' a Locative might possibly

have been used : and an Instrumental (or Locative) where the

source was also the means, etc.

Where the source developes into material, the Ablative

origin is clear, and the Instrumental is also sometimes possible

because the material is generally also the quality, which is

Instrumental in Sanskrit : as to the Locative in English we

occasionally use ' in ' to express the material and quality, e.g.

' a table, a statue, in marble,' ' a talent in gold. ' In a phrase

like quid hoc homine faciatis ? the Latin equivalent with de

what shall we make out of him ’ suggests an ablative origin :

Sanskrit and our 'what will he do with it ? ' suggests an Instru

mental also ; the Latin equivalent with in ‘ in the case of this

man’suggests a Locative origin also.

3. Of Cause ( with gaudeo, dignus, etc. ) .

How can the case with dignus be put down to ' cause ? As

to the case with verbs of rejoicing, etc. the ablative might have

expressed the source ' as the outcome of something I rejoice : '

the Locative possibly the sphere or cause ; it is used in Sanskrit

and in English ‘ in ,' ' at, ’ ‘ about, ' e.g. ' I am glad about that.'

The Instrumental might originally have expressed that which

was the means of making one happy or a circumstance : in

Sanskrit we find it in a sentence like ' we pleased him with

sacrifices,' where an extension to " he was pleased with our

sacrifices' is easy .

It is to be observed that the ideas of cause and instrument

often meet on neutral ground, as in Sanskrit. The Locative

of cause is especially frequent in the Locative Absolute , and

cp. ' in my excessive joy I nearly went mad.'
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4. Of Agent (with ab after Passives ).

The Ablative might have expressed the source from which

an action proceeded, and the ab might have been used e.g. to

bring out this idea more strongly : the Instrumental is found in

Sanskrit with the meaning of our ' by,' and to the Instrumental

an ab might have been added ( ?) to mark the agent, i.e. the

source and instrument in one ; for the possible development of

a Locative , especially with plurals, cp. that thy ways might be

known among men ' discovered among the Indian tribes ' etc.

ταληθές ανθρώποισιν ουχ ευρίσκεται..

5. Of comparison (' than ').

Sanskrit uses an ablative, meaning originally, e.g. ' A is

greater starting from B, taking Bas vur standard of com

parison ,' or ' A is greater and not B, ' like ' A is different and

not B, different from B, other and not B, other than B : '

v. Principle. I. 2. Sanskrit also (rarely) uses an Instrumental,

probably chiefly on the analogy of ' A is not equal with B;'

etc. A Locative e.g. extended by analogy from ' A is greatest

among them ' to ' A is greater among them ' is not absolutely

impossible in the case of plurals, and hence by analogy, with

singulars: cp . also superior, or lord , among them : ' v. the Cases.

Instrumental Ablative ( with ): for further details v. the Cases.

1. Of Manner, Means, and Instrument.

These ideas run into one another. All might have been

denoted by Instrumentals, as in Sanskrit, expressing the

means and circumstance, and roughly corresponding to our

' by,' ' with : ' the Ablative of the Means and Instrument would

originally have expressed that as the outcome of which some

thing is done, but is, in Sanskrit, occasionally extended to

Means and Instrument. The Ablative of manner might have

developed from e.g. ex more ' after the custom or manner ,

becoming equivalent in meaning to ' in the manner,' and from

e.g. ex aequo, ' according to equality ' becoming equivalent to

'equal-ly ;' we find many equivalents to Ablatives expressing

manner in Sanskrit and Greek , e.g. ioou, and in Latin many

analogical extensions took place, like aliquā ex parte : (v. further

6
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under the Ablative for another origin of this extension). The

Locative expresses these ideas occasionally in Sanskrit, and cp.

‘ in haste ,' he sharpened the razor upon the strop,' etc.

2. Of Accompaniment (with cum).

Sanskrit also used Locatives, beside Instrumentals, origin

ating probably with plurals, just as ' among them ' = ' with them,'

but extended to singulars also : to both cases cum might have

been added ( ?) to strengthen and define the meaning.

3. Of objects of the deponents utor, etc.

With some words denoting employment Sanskrit uses an

Instrumental of circumstance (and possibly means) corresponding

roughly to ‘ employ oneself (have employment) with ,' and also

a Locative (corresponding to our prepositions in English) with

words meaning ' occupied in,' ' engaged in,' ' intent on,' perhaps

originally giving the sphere of employment ; an Ablative might

have expressed the material ' of the employment, v. above.

With verbs like vescor the Ablative might have expressed

originally the source (like to ' feed off ' in English) , the Instru

mental the circumstance of the meal, as in Sanskrit : the

Locative might have corresponded to our ' feed on. '

4. Of Degree of Difference.

The Instrumental is found in Sanskrit and corresponds

more or less to our 'by :' it expressed the degree of difference

perhaps rather as a circumstance than as a means : i.e. in ‘ A is

taller than B by a foot,' a foot might possibly have been regarded

as the means of making A taller than B, but it was probably

regarded as an attendant circumstance of the superior height :

it must be remembered that the Locative also expressed

attendant circumstance, and may possibly have expressed the

point at which the superiority ended, the limit of superiority,

though in English we have no exact equivalent, I think.

5. OfQuality (with adjectives) :

The Instrumental is thus used regularly in Sanskrit, corre

sponding more or less to our ' with : ' where the Quality is also

the Material, Greek uses an equivalent to our Ablative ' out of,'

‘ from ,' e.g. € Úns, ' out of wood,' and Latin also, templum de

marmore ponam . We occasionally use a Locative in such
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instances, as shown under source : ' and v. also under 'accom

paniment ' (above). It is possible that Latin may have analogi

cally extended Ablatives (and some Locatives) from instances

where they expressed both the source and quality to instances

where they expressed the quality alone, as, e.g. in a man with

a long beard .'

6. Of Price and Exchange:

In English we often use the Locative , and Latin uses a

Locative form in the a- and o- declension and possibly in the

consonant-declension also : Greek occasionally uses a form which

must be Locative in the consonant-declension, and which may

possibly be Locative in the a- declension : in Sanskrit the

Instrumental was the regular case: if it did originally denote

price as the means of obtaining something, then it must have

begun with ‘ I buy by means of 6d. ,' and have been extended

to ' I sell at 6d. ,' and ' I value at 6d.' by analogy, just as ' I

buy for 6d . was perhaps partly an analogical extension from

' I sell for, i.e. in order to get, 6d. (when once this latter

form had come to mean not so much ' in order to get,' as some

thing like ' at ' the price fixed on the article, and at which it

was valued ): the Ablative might have been used with verbs of

' buying ' chiefly, perhaps meaning ' I buy and part with 6d., '

and so might have been analogically extended, or it might,

not inconceivably, have meant ' I buy as the result of 6d. , ' and

cp . the Ablative of Means and Instrument in Sanskrit : Greek

Genitives' may be referred possibly to Ablatives as well as

to Genitives, so far as the meaning is concerned : v. Principle

III. 2 and under the Cases.

<

7. Specification :

In English we use the Locative, e.g. ' in mind, ' ' at heart, '

and Latin used a Locative form in the 0- declension and

possibly in the consonant-declension, and Sanskrit occasionally

uses a Locative = ' in mind ,' etc., perhaps originally specifying

by giving the ' sphere ' or ' place where. ' Greek occasionally

has a Locative form , e.g. opevi: Sanskrit uses the Instrumental,

corresponding more or less to our ' with ,' with respect to,' and

Latin sometimes uses a form which may possibly be Instru

M. T. с
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mental. An Ablative is not impossible, if we consider the

Plautine phrases ab animo, etc.: perhaps one origin of them

was to express ' on the side of ' from the point of view not of

one's own position but of the position of the absent thing : just

as it is far from here to Rome and from Rome to here ; we can

compare also the phrase ex aliqua parte, etc., and the numerous

equivalents to original ablatives expressing manner, etc. as their

present meaning : v. under the Ablative, and Principle III. 1 .

3. Locative Ablative (in, at, on) : v. further in Chapter IV.

1. Of Place where :

Occasionally the Place where is also the road by which,

when it was often expressed by the Instrumental, probably of

attendant circumstance, in Sanskrit, and in English we say ' by

the road, ' ' to travel by sea : ' with this we may perhaps compare

the Sanskrit and English Instrumental beside the Locative to

express, e.g. ‘ he decketh himself with light,' and ' in light . ' Ana

logical extensions are possible. The Locative corresponded to

the Sanskrit, English, Greek , and Latin Locative forms regularly

found, and needs no explanation. The Ablative is found in

certain phrases like ' a voice from heaven,' which is also ' a

voice in beaven,' and ' the river starts from , and in , Phrygia ,'

i.e. where the place where ’ is also the source : and if the forms

in -tos (e.g. évtós ' within ' intus, Sanskrit adverbials in -tas)

are really ablatives in origin, then we should see Analogical

extensions of the ablative to express ' place where : ' but they

may possibly be Genitives (v. the note at the end of this

Appendix, and under the Ablative).

2. Idiomatic Expressions :

pendemus animis has been already treated of under ' Speci

fication .'

With verbs like gloriari , confidere, consistere, the same

suggestions which were given under ' Cause ' will apply, more

or less.

With sto, e.g. mediis consiliis stare, the Ablative might have

originally expressed that standard in accordance with which they

must act, or that they must stand on the side of the moderate

policy : the Instrumental might have been a kind of Instru
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mental of accompaniment ' to stand with ,' and the Locative ' to

remain firm at, in ,' is quite clear.

3. Of Time and Circumstance :

Time when ’ is in Sanskrit expressed by the Locative, corre

sponding to our'at, ' ' on,' and occasionally by the Instrumental,

like our ' by : ' a possible Ablative origin is suggested e.g. by the

construction with de, e.g. epulari coeperunt de die, ' they began

to feast beginning at day -time,' starting from day -time,' de

veloping into ' by day. “ Time within which ' is in Sanskrit

expressed by the Locative , of sphere originally, and by the

Ablative: e.g. ‘ he will have come after three days (at any rate )'

might, and perhaps does in Sanskrit, develope into meaning ' he

will have come within three days.' The Instrumental occasionally

expresses “ time throughout which ’ in Sanskrit, and cp. Latin

per noctem, but, in a negative sentence especially, this idea

cannot be altogether separated from time within which ,' e.g.

in ‘ she does not sleep by day :' the Locative also occasionally

expresses ' time throughout which ’ in Sanskrit. Time after

which ’ is expressed by an ablative as giving the starting-point,

e.g. ' ten years from to-day I will return ' means ' ten years

after to -day,' cp. ÈK TOūde ' henceforth, and the Imperatival

ending -TW( ), tõ(d), originally meaning ' henceforth : ' this is

also expressed by the Locative in Sanskrit, perhaps just as

' hereupon ,' 'thereat' mean ' after this,' and perhaps also because

' he will have come within three days ' = ' he will have come

after three days : ' in certain expressions the Instrumental is

found, e.g. ' Grammar is learnt in or after 12 years ' may
be

Instrumental of attendant circumstance, or possibly of means

by means of 12 years' learning : ' v . further the Cases.

Circumstance is expressed in Sanskrit by the Locative

corresponding more or less to our ' at,' ' on,' ' about,' etc.; by

the Instrumental corresponding more or less to our ' with ,' etc.

and expressing accompanying circumstance ; by the Ablative

where the circumstance is also the source and cause of the

action, and in some other constructions.

4. Ablative Absolute :

(Allen and Greenough do not point out the exact advantage

of calling forms like illo dono accepto Locatives only ! )

an

C 2
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Originally, it seems that the Absolute construction con

sisted of some case of a noun, used in one of its ordinary senses,

with a participle added : we can actually trace some of the

history of the Genitive Absolute in Sanskrit, for in Vedic we

find a noun depending in form (perhaps not altogether in

meaning ) on a substantive idea, with a participle attached :

then the meaning alters without the form altering, just as

' at-the-sun-shining-the-heat is great ' might come to mean

' at-the-sun-shining the heat-is-great' and hence , by analogical

extension , 'at the sun shining it is hot : ' it is unlike the Greek

' Genitive ' Absolute in being rarely used except with a person

in the Genitive . Similarly, though besides the Genitive in

Sanskrit we only find a Locative (originally meaning ' in, ' ' at, '

etc. ) and an Instrumental (originally meaning ' with,' etc.) with

a participle which was originally attached to them, but soon

at )
changed its meaning in many instances to, e.g. the

with

shining of the sun , yet Latin, to express cause or source of

action unmistakeably, may have used an Ablative also with a

participle attached, meaning ' as the outcome of, as the result

of, the sun shining it is hot : ' and hence analogical extension to

any sort of ' Ablative Absolute ' is possible. Similarly, to denote

time after which ' Latin rarely used a construction with ab, e.g.

ab urbe, and a participle, e.g. conditā : v . further the Cases.

If the instances under the different headings in Allen and

Greenough be examined, many more examples will be found

where, whatever may be the ultimate meaning and form , we

cannot exclude the possibility of two or even all three origins ,

i One of the best illustrations is meā refert : meā rē fert might originally, so

far as the form of rē goes, have possibly been “ It tends or goes ' (cp . Greek

Dépei kat' oŮpov) (a) Ablative : ' according to my interests ' ( cp. ex meā sententiā ),

' on the side of my interests ' (cp. a te stat it favours you ' etc.) ; (6) Instru

mental: ' with my interests ; ' (c) Locative : ' in my interests. '

Similarly interest there is something between, there is a difference,'

( a ) Ablative : ' according to my affairs, taking my affairs as the point from

which we regard things,' ' on the side of my affairs ' (v . ' Specification ,' above) ;

( 6 ) Instrumental: ' with respect to my interests ; ' (c ) Locative ' in, in the sphere

of, my interests .'

The ultimate difference may have been that, in connexion with interest

and rē, meā acquired a clear force, and so the expression of rē became un
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especially if we allow , as we must, for analogical extensions.

Of course it is to be regretted that such neat and compact

divisions of the uses of the Greek Dative ' and Latin Ablative '

are not warranted either by the forms of the Cases in Greek

and Latin, or by the meanings in cognate languages ; it is to

be regretted that these temptingly simple-looking results must

give way to shadowy possibilities, and that the treatment of

the other compound or syncretistic parts of speech must be some

what similar: it must confine itself to suggesting probable de

velopments and must not map out the development of centuries

as if all the evidence of it were in our hands. But is there not

a brighter side ? Does not the shadowy treatment reconcile

some otherwise irreconcileable views by saying that both are

equally possible, and does it not give the schoolboy some chance

of working out something for himself, instead of learning every

thing by heart ? Of course, as I have already said, I quite

realise that probably the developments given here did not all

actually take place in the way described : it is very likely

that many of the neutral-ground uses of the three cases were

partly due to extensions from plurals to singulars and

vice versa , and

1. Proportional analogy of forms: e.g. supposing that

the ultimate forms of Instrumental, Locative, and Ablative

were all i in the i-declension, then in this i-declension the

form i would be the same whether the meaning was Ablative,

Locative, or Instrumental: hence the tendency would be for

the form ū to be the same in the u-declension, and the form

è in the consonant -declension, whether the meaning was Abla

tive, Locative, or Instrumental :

2. Proportional analogy of meanings : e.g. supposing

that , in seven constructions out of ten of those mentioned

above, two or all three case - forms would convey practically the

same meaning, and could be used indifferently, the tendency

necessary : cp . calida (aqua) , ( rerum ) repetundarum , tû votepalą (vuépą ) ; while,

the same might possibly have happened to meā rē fert, had not rē become,

as it were, glued to fert by constant association . For the alternation of “ Genitive '

and Adjective in Caesaris and meā, op. the Latin for my accuser , ' and the

Greek for “ the might of Heracles. '
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would be to use them indifferently in the other three construc

tions also : i.e. the three cases would often have the same

meanings, and so each case might use these same meanings

as stepping- stones on to the territories of the other cases, until

the territories of the three cases became (in certain declensions)

co -extensive.

As to the case- forms which survive in Sanskrit, Greek, and

Latin, I suppose that Brugmann's Table ( on p. 736 of Vol .

II . 2 of the Grundriss) represents the Philology of the New

School ‘ up to date . This table I shall here criticise in order

to suggest, by the way, what the surviving forms in Greek and

Latin may possibly be.

I begin with a general criticism of the method.

The first question is : What is Brugmann's method of clas

sification , and, if he has only one, is it the right one ? (To put

the question concretely, on what principle does Brugmann

classify Sanskrit ávā, ávāu as Locatives of an i -stem, and matí

as Instrumental of an i-stem ?) So far as I can see, (a) in

regard to Sanskrit, the Sanskrit Grammarians'classifications

rested on a compromise between present meanings and present

forms, and Brugmann has followed them almost implicitly :

(6) in regard to Greek and Latin, the Grammarians' classifica

tions rest on a ( far more weird) compromise between present

meanings and present forms, and Brugmann has followed them ,

on the whole, but has paid considerably more attention to forms

than they did .

Where the present meanings seem to Grammarians to -day,

or seemed to Grammarians (in comparatively modern times) to

be consistent with the present form , suggestions may perhaps

be called ' probable ' or ' highly probable ; ' where the present

meanings seem to be incompatible with the present form ,

can we admit the present meaning as our basis of

classification , and ignore the present form ? i.e. are we

so absolutely certain that we know exactly where each case

stopped developing its meanings, and that we know exactly

what all its meanings were (and that no single one of them

ěrade yevóuevov), that we can confidently exclude, on the
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strength of this knowledge of meanings, a Phonetic develop

ment which has strong support ? e.g. can we be sure that the

Locative could never have come to express the case -meanings

which matí shows, and so sure that we can confidently deny that

matí is Locative in form ( stem máti + locative i matī)? I

think that, if we look at Appendix II, and at the Cases, and at

the criticism of Allen and Greenough and Monro (above), we

cannot admit the present meaning as our basis of classification,

and ignore what Phonetics can tell us about the present form :

as a general rule, we must trust to forms alone as our basis,

and must label our results as ' some of the probabilities or

possibilities. ' I now sum up the main objections to Brugmann's

Table : all of them I have tried to illustrate below.

1. It does not classify strictly by forms: once off this

ground we are on the ground of the Old School : e.g. , suppose

regeres was really sigmatic aorist subjunctive in form (there

fore in meaning), can we for one moment flatter ourselves that

we have explained its meaning adequately if we have taken as

our basis the meaning of an imperfect subjunctive or optative ?

A surprising number of people fail to realise that, supposing

regeres really was nothing but aorist subjunctive, then it had

the meanings of an aorist subjunctive always, however wide and

comprehensive those meanings might have been. If we take

the present meaning as the basis, then in some consecutive

sentences with ut we must surely, to be consistent, classify

regeres as aorist indicative, and medioco as Locative and In

strumental ! which is absurd.

2. It does not allow enough for Analogy, especially (a)

Proportional analogy (v. end of Appendix V. for the possibility

of λόγω being sometimes as much Locative in form as χώρα),),

and (6) Contamination. And so later growths are put down as

Indo-European.

3. It ignores ' Heteroclisis :' i.e. an original rich and free

growth, e.g. three stems, which ultimately left one stem supreme

(on the whole) but one or more isolated forms from another

stem surviving or supreme in one or more cases. The same

theory of ' Heteroclisis ' will alone explain many verbal forma
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tions : e.g. of two or three verbal suffixes one is left supreme,

except in some tense or mood, where another verbal suffix is

left supreme.

4. It ignores some possible Syncretisms or ' Amalgamations'

of Cases: now Vedic Sanskrit is certainly old , but how much

older than Homer is a great question: I think that History,

Geography, and Archaeology will tell us that the subject

matter is very very old : and the same may be said of some of

the forms and constructions. In Homer we find 'amalgamations

(i.e. wherever these amalgamations' are not really relics of an

original unity) : e.g. probably, roughly speaking,

(a) The Subjunctive and Optative seem to have the same

meaning in not a few constructions :

(6) The Ablative and Genitive have partiallyʻamalgamated ':

(c) The Instrumental, Dative, and Locative are partially

' amalgamated : ' (especially the Dative and Locative Infinitives

except for distinctions of Voice) :

In Latin we probably find a more or less close ‘amalgama

tion ' of

(a) Aorist and Perfect:

(6) Subjunctive and Optative:

(c) Ablative, Locative, and Instrumental :

(d) Genitive and Locative:

(e) Infinitives (except for the Voice distinctions) : perhaps

both Dative and Locative and Instrumental etc.

In Sanskrit we find, again and again , the following forms

with almost or quite identical meanings in some constructions:

(a) Subjunctive and Optative (especially) :

(6) Aorist, Imperfect, and Perfect, and even Present:

(c) Locative and Instrumental:

( d ) Locative and Dative (especially in the Infinitive):

(e) Locative and Genitive :

( f) Genitive and Ablative : and so on, with any two

oblique' cases.
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Now why should not these identities have affected the forms

in pre-historic Sanskrit, as well as in pre-historic Greek and

Latin ? why should they not occasionally have produced

either

A. Contamination , or the blending of two forms into one

form (made up of elements of both ), in one declension or more,

owing to a partial identity of meaning: or

B. Disappearance of one form , because its meanings could

be expressed by some other form or forms: one surviving form

would have some or all of its own old meanings and also some

or all of the meanings of the form which, except perhaps for

isolated constructions, disappeared: or

C. Differentiation : i.e. differences of meaning not due to

original differences of meaning so much as to what we may

almost call ' accident : ' e.g. suppose a form A denotes (a) + (b) ,

and a form B denotes (a) + (b) also : suppose that in the majority

of A's constructions it happened, accidentally, that the meaning

(b) predominated, and, in most of B’s constructions, the meaning

(a). Then it may have come about that A was regarded as the

proper form to express (b), and B to express (a). (Cp. one

possible history of the Genders.)

5 . It often ignores the possible unity of formation of the

majority of case -terminations : it practically grants a unity to

the Accusative, but gives the other oblique cases in some one

declension forms which they do not ostensibly possess in other

declensions, but which some other case does possess in other

declensions and perhaps in the very declension in question : (e.g.

it gives to case A in one declension a form which in other

declensions case A does not possess, but case B does possess).

And this, too, in spite of the fact that these two cases (e.g. A

and B) in other declensions have many meanings in common .

The harm of all this absolutism is that one naturally looks

to Brugmann's Table or ‘ Abstract ' for guidance—he is so great

a Philologist that ninety -nine out of a hundred rely implicitly

on his results. And so , looking at the criticism of Allen and

Greenough and of Monro (above) we see that it is possible that

the sphere of the Instrumental, Genitive, etc. has been terribly
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exaggerated , because what are here classed as Instrumentals

and Genitives are in reality Locatives in form , and therefore

Locatives in meaning. As to the idea, so often and often

assumed as a fact, that whatever does not express ' place where,

time when, absolute construction, ' cannot be Locative in spite of

its being probably sometimes or always Locative in form , it is

ridiculous when we look at the Locative in Sanskrit, and pro

bably in Greek and Latin, and at the enormous ground covered

by prepositional equivalents in English, Greek , and Latin .

The assumption ignores Principles I. IV. V.

Another idea frequently assumed to be a fact is that the

very great majority of constructions which were created cou

veyed a new meaning, i.e. a meaning which was not conveyed

by any form at all before their creation . As a matter of fact

one grand feature of the growth of syntax is that new forms

and constructions are not always created because they

are absolutely required , but are created unconsciously and

unavoidably as it were : to suppose that, when once a meaning

was conveyed adequately by some one form , every one avoided

expressing it by any other form , is almost as ridiculous as to

suppose that a traveller coming from one direction would avoid

stepping upon the same side of the road as another traveller

who had come from a different direction . A form may be used

to express a meaning already adequately expressed by some

other form , from a different or scarcely different point of view :

e.g. 'parted from ’ is clear and seems to give all the essential

meaning : nevertheless from another origin , and with a rather

different shade of colouring, we also use ' parted with, perhaps

chiefly because ' parted’ may sometimes be , in thought, nearer

to‘not united ,' ' no longer united .' And v. the criticism of Allen

and Greenough and Monro (above), and Appendix II. , and the

Cases, for occasional possibilities like the following: ' place from

which ' place at which ' place to which ' (v. Ablative) ; ‘ place

or person to which ' + ' place or person from which or whom ’

' place at which ' ( v. Dative) ; 'place at which ' ‘ place from

which ' ' place to which ' (v. Locative). These possible Local

developments show startling changes of meaning, and one more

possibility will prevent us from trying to classify by meanings
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and not by forms, where they seem to us to be incompatible.

In Greek or Latin it is possible that every case may be used in

one construction or more with the meaning of a Nominative :

e.g.

Vocative : quibus, Hector,ab oris exspectate) venis ? (v. under

us)

Vocative ).

Accusative : * eligur aliquos

(v . under Voices).

i )

ήδεε αδελφεόν) ως επονείτο(ν. under Αccusa

tive, and cp. whom say ye that I am ? ')

Genitive : ' Ixioo)

loomrodieťpov (v. under Genitive ).

Dative : dulce est mori)

(v. Principle I. 1 ).
ss

Locative and Instrumental : dulce est concipere (v. Prin

ciple I. 1 ) .

dulcis est conceptio.

Locative and Ablative : difficile est conceptū (v. id . ).

difficilis est conceptio.

Ablatival: ex piscibus

quidam.
pisces

In the following criticism it is very very far from my

intention to suggest anything as certain : it must be clearly

understood that

( 1 ) I only suggest possibilities :

(2 ) I only pick out a few instances out of many, from

three languages out of many, and only from the stems ending

in -o-, -ā-, -i- , -u-, consonant.

(3) I do not consider the stem -variation : so much levelling

must have already taken place before the times of which we

have evidence, so that it is possible that I have omitted many

important points — e.g. matpl may really be not merely Locative ,

for one might expect the Locative form to be atépı, but a

(
TPAD
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contamination of Locative matepi with Instrumental narpa

and Dative matpai: so that the stem of matpı would be mainly

from the Instrumental and Dative, and the case-termination

from the Locative. I fully realise the possibility.

(4) The Nominative, Vocative, and Accusative are not

considered here : N.B. if Sanskrit me, te , etc. are classified as

Genitives why are they not also classified as Accusatives ?

Even here Brugmann's Table is open to something more than a

query.

(5 ) The pronominal declension is not considered .

(6) Brugmann's results are put in Italics ; I. E. = Indo

European : S. = Sanskrit : G. = Greek : L. = Latin .

(7 ) The distinction between i and i , and between u and u

is not denoted here. I here follow the Latin method, rather

than the usual method of the New school. To decide between

original i and į is not always so easy as the New School seem

to think : e.g. Genitive osio is far from being the only certain

form : might not the form have sometimes been osio ? cp.

silu (or y)a.

(8) The analytical method is adopted for the sake of con

venience, although, in reality, cases were not as a general rule

formed by adding endings to stems, but by analogy (especially

proportional analogy) from some early formations.

(9) Often definite words (e.g. plus and turris) are chosen as

types of a class.

(10) I am only considering Brugmann's Table, apart from

the body of his work : I do this because the Table is the only

part of the book which most people would naturally refer to if

they wanted to classify a form .

0-stems :

Genitive :

I. E .: osio, esio , ei, oi (?) ; S. asya , (and me) ; G. olo , ov, w ,

Thessalian OL, Greek μοι , L. 7 and mē.

I. E. osio, esio ; S. asya ; G. oolo → 010 → ou look like

Genitives ( formed by adding the Genitival -s to the stem) +
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the adjectival suffix io (which is so common in Sanskrit and

Greek ) : possibly this double Genitival formation was not Indo

European at all, but originally confined to one or two dialects,

e.g. Sanskrit and Greek, whereas other dialects formed the

Genitive, in this declension as in other declensions , by adding

es, os, or s ; if this was so, then this Genitive would perhaps

be like the future in -bo in Italic and Celtic, a dialectic

variety.

As to Greek 00 → Attic w at a comparatively late stage of

development, it is very doubtful : early oo and Doric oo might

→ w, but would not later oo be expected to → ov, just as later

60 ( from esio → eio) might have become ov ? For one possible

explanation of w v. the Ablative (below).

Might we not suggest a possible Genitive formed by adding

os, es, or s to the stem : e.g. 0+ os → Greek ws , e + es →Greek

ns, 0 + es - Greek ους,, Italic ois ( ?) → eis (Italic), (even if some

of these forms rarely or never survived , being superseded by

other formations) ?

I.E. ei, oi ; S. me ; G. Jou ( Thessalian oi) ; L. 1 :

Why give the Genitive here a form which it need not have

in any other declension and which the Locative regularly has

both in this and in other declensions ? The Locative can

extend over quite enough Genitive meanings to make 'amal

gamation ' (i.e. a Locative form with some early genitive mean

ings and some typically Locatival meanings) possible here :

(v. under Cases, and Appendix II.).

Here again the Table postulates as I. E. what may have

been due to amalgamation in one or more languages after I. E.

times : thus Italic eis is possibly from stem (or stem e), + es

(→ is as in the consonant-declension, the analogy of which the

0 - stems perhaps followed) → eis : or it may be a contamination

of Locative oi or ei and Genitive os or es or s.

Ablative :

I.E. õd, ēd ; S. ād ; G. S = unde; L. 7 (d), ē (d).

I.E. 0 + ed and e + od are not considered : might they not

possibly have Greek -oud, ous before dentals, ov otherwise :

so Homeric ou might sometimes be Ablatival in origin beside
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Genitival ouo. 0 + od might → Greek wd → ws before dentals,

w otherwise : (cp. outws beside oŰtw, and perhaps our toward

→ ' towards' before dentals : though these original distinctions

between w, ws, d , ds, may have been obscured in course of

time). In Latin 0 + od öd > 7 seems to give a partial

explanation of some adverbs of manner : e.g. módo modo,

and hence perhaps some spondees by analogy of Iambic

words (cp. Instrumental, below).

e +. ed might similarly → Greek nd -ns, n under the same

conditions : (cp. possibly éñs ' in order ' and dutin ). In Latin

e + ed > ēd → ē seems to give a partial explanation of e.g.

bénē – běně, and hence perhaps some spondees (e.g. árē áre)

by analogy of lambic words (cp. Instrumental, below).

I cannot conceive how we can exclude these Adverbials (of

manner, etc.) from an at least partially Ablatival origin (with

which cp. Sanskrit, and Latin ex aliquā parte, and Greek ék

μέρους τινος).).

0 + d might → Greek od → os, o, similarly : might this

possibly partly explain åtó (d ?), útó (d ?) etc. , beside dative (?).

υπαί ?

1

Dative :

I. E. õi, ē (i) ; S. āya, yāi, yā ; G.Q ; L. 7, õi:

S. āya : possibly a contamination of Dative o or e + ai i

and Instrumental a ( for meaning v. the Cases, and the criticism

of Monro (above ), and Appendix II.).

S. yāi : possibly a contamination of the Dative of an o-stem

(āi) and Dative of i-stem (ye) : for possibilities of Heteroclisis

cp. āu (given as Locative of an i-stem), perhaps really ā

(Instrumental of ā-stem or 0-stem (?)) + u, or else the ' suffixless

Locative ' of an u-stem.

S. yā : possibly Instrumental of an i-stem, borrowing its ā

from vowel-stems : or, not impossibly , a contamination of

Locative i , and Instrumental ā (of an o-stem ) .

G. ® : possibly o + ai → Wiw.

L. õi : why oi ?-does any Inscription prove the vowel o here

to be long ? I think not.

L. ö : possibly o + ai might → õi > ā : it is not absolutely
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impossible for it to be an Instrumental with Dative meanings,

or even sometimes a Locative (v. the next clause ).

Locative :

I. E. oi, ei ; S. e ; G. οι, ει , L. 7 :

This seems natural ; the possibility of a new Locatival in

Greek beside ol, so as to = ą, because e.g. the Locative Plural

ols = aus, is suggested at the end of Appendix V. (A Latin

Locative o beside ī, by a not dissimilar proportional analogy, is

just conceivable. )

We might reasonably suggest that poi, noî ; oi (and Thessa

lian -ou with some typical Genitival meanings), and Sanskrit me,

and Latin -ī (e.g. dominī) might be Locative forms extended

over some meavings once more typically expressed by the

Dative or Genitive ( v. under Cases, and the criticism of

Monro, and Appendix II. ) : for in Sanskrit we have Locative

mayi often used with the meanings also expressed by the

Genitival mama.

Instrumental :

I.E. 7, ē, bhi, mi, ebhi, emi ; S. ā , ena ; G. TW , TN , pi ;

L. modo, are :

I.E. 7, ē ; G. TW, Tn ; L. modo, āre : the Greek and Latin

forms might possibly also come from Ablatives o + od → od → 7,

e + ed → ēd → ē as well as from Instrumentals o + 0 = , e + a

→ ē : v . Ablative (above ).

I.E. bhi ; G. 61 : this form is universally classed as Instru

mental, whereas -0 . is classed as Locative ; I should class ou as

possibly an alternative Locative ending with e.g. i and O.: the

meaning presents no difficulty (v. Cases and the criticism of

Monro, and Allen and Greenough (above ), and Appendix II.) ,

and the use with some typical meanings of a Genitive (e.g. in

Greek) finds more parallels with the Locative form ( cp. Thessa

lian) than with the Instrumental. Latin ( ti) bī looks like this

bhi bi by association with Locatives like domini and Datives

like pedī : v. further under the Plural -bhi (below).



xlviii APPENDIX I.

Plural.

Genitive :

I. E. om , ēm ; S. ām , ānām ; G. wy ; L. um (orum from the

pronominal declension, with the long vowel partly from ārum

by proportional analogy, and also possibly from õs, accusative

plural, and from contamination of o + som → orum and otom

õm ): this termination was possibly of an adjectival nature

originally, cp. Sanskrit asmākām kuru sahāyām ' do us a favour,'

where a possible origin is seen ; in the pronominal declension is

it possible that the s was the sign of the plural , and that s tom

was like the Locative Plural sti ?

Locative :

I.E. ois, su , si ; S. eșu ; G. ous, 0101 ; L. 7s (?) , ās.

I. E. ois ; G. os ; L. is : look like the simple Locative

singular + the plural s , just as the Accusative looks like the

Accusative singular + the plural s. Why has the Table singled

out this exceedingly natural form for a query ? and why is

there no query against õs ? There is one thing to note about

Latin īs, that it may possibly go back to eis as well as to ois

(cp. ožkoi, oikei). If ois would not → Latin is, but ( ?) ►ēs,

then perhaps the obvious analogy of the Locative singular oi ni

might have helped to produce is.

I.E. si ; G. 0101 : this Greek form looks like the Locative

singular + Plural s tan additional Locative termination, perhaps

transferred by analogy from the consonant declension, where

possibly the Plural s was added to the stem, and then the Loca

tive e [e.g. Trod-0-1, €T €0-0-1] : so that the Locative element may

occur twice here for the repetition of an element cp. &TTEO -CO -O

→ ÊTÉEOOT, and Sanskrit eșu from (?) ois-u and eis-u]. So that

the ou might be Greek, and no more Indo-European than the

aspirated perfect was.

I.E. su ; S. eşu : this Sanskrit form looks like the Locative

singular + the Plural s + the u which, added after a noun,

gave a Locatival meaning in Vedic ; whether the Locative i was

a deictic particle originally, and added after a stem with the

same meaning which u had in Sanskrit, I do not attempt to
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say : and it would also be hard to say whether i and u were

connected with the i and u at the end of toútovi and dadāu

etc. Whether this u occurs in metačú or whether we have

here a simple u-stem without case-ending, I do not attempt

to say

L. Õs ; how can we put it as a Locative, without a large

query ? oi + s might naturally → is, and in the ā-declension āis

might possibly → ās (but this is extremely doubtful ), and

hence by proportional analogy, because e.g. Dative of ā-stem

(ā) = Dative of o-stem (o), the Locative Plural of the o-stem (is)

might possibly have been remodelled to os in order to corre

spond to ās the Locative Plural of the ā -stem (?). Then again , os

might possibly be o + Instrumental a + Plural s → ās , or might

arise by proportional analogies ( v. end of Appendix V.) from the

ā -stem (ā + Instrumental a + Plural s → ās) , or it might well be

Dative, formed by the Dative Singular in ō and Plural s.

Lastly, one might reasonably add S. ebhis as a possible

Locative plural, i.e. Locative ei or oi + the possible Locative

ending bhi + Plural s. This seems in every way natural, if

the Sanskrit e here is really the Locative Singular ending :

thus e ( Locative Singular from oi , ei ( ?)) + bhi ( Locative ( ? )

ending) + s (Plural ending) would correspond to e (Locative

Singular) + s (Plural ending) + u (Locatival). Granted that e

is Locative, then it seems natural that the termination (bhi)

added to e might be Locative also .

And so there may have been a variety in the formations of

the Locative Plural, e.g. it might have been formed by stem +

Locative i + Plural s, or stem + i + 8 + i , or stem + s + i , etc.

There can really be no certainty about what was Indo

European

Dative- Ablative :

I. E. obh, om ; S. bhyas ; No Greek or Latin :

S. bhyas may have been the bhi, the ending of ( ?) the Loca

tive (cp. above) + os , es the sign of the Genitive : there is no

difficulty about supposing a Locative to extend , in the Plural,

over some meaning of a Genitive, and the Locative and Genitive

over some meanings of a Dative and Ablative (v. under the

M. T. d
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Cases and in Appendix II. ), and also the Genitive to extend

over the Ablative meanings here, as perhaps in the Singular :

or else we may suppose that the a is the Instrumental ending

and s the Plural ending : we might then have an Instrumental

ending added to the ( ? ) Locative bhi which had extended

over some Instrumental meanings (v. under the Cases and in

Appendix II. ) .

G. and L.: it is quite possible that 0 + ai or e + ai (Dative

Singular) + Plural s, might → õis or ēis ois or eis → is, or

else õis or ēis → os or ēs, either phonetically, or on the analogy

of the Dative Singular ā( i ) or ē(i ) : thus the Greek forms might

have been ols (els, ws, ns) , and the Latin forms īs, õs, (ēs).

Instrumental :

I. E. ois, obhí(s), mis ; S. ais, ebhis ; G. ous, (0eó-) $1 :

I. E. õis ; S. Āis ; G. ous : why should we give to the Instru

mental Plural a form which it does not possess in the Singular,

and which exactly corresponds to the form which the Dative

(and Locative) do possess in the Singular ? If we do give it , we

should set a very large query against it ; a Dative Singular

0 + ai or e + ai + Plural s as has just been shown, might

possibly → õis ēis→ õis ēis S. āis , G. ous (els), L. is : for the possible

Locative origin of all these forms by proportional analogy,

cp. above under the Locative, and at the end of Appendix V.

I. E. obhỉs; G. ( eó-) pu : this form may be possibly Loca

tive - bhi (+ Plural s in Sanskrit). Is the Sanskrit e from stem

o or e + Locatival i ? Why not class Italian os here ?

As to the Latin bus, which occurs in every declension exexcept

this, did it possibly arise from Locative bhi (cp. Celtic bis) or bh

(without the Locative i ) + os (Genitive and, ( ? ) before dentals,

Ablative) or else bh(i ) + Ablative od + Plural s (I am very much

in favour of this possibility) ? or is the us not impossibly the

Sanskrit u added, with Locatival meaning, to bh or bhi , and

having the Plural s added to it ? (Could u → dialectic o here

on the analogy of the o of the Genitive Plural om ?)

To sum up then, for the present :

If we classify by meanings, Appendix II. and the criticism of

i Or could it be Loc . bhis + Instr, a - s ( ( ? ) us) contaminated :

1
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Allen and Greenough and of Monro (above) and the Cases (in

the Grammar) show that, as analogical extensions might po

tentially occur in almost any direction to an enormous extent , we

are building our house (a very neat house, it may be, and a very

pretty house) on quicksand : if we classify by forms, and attempt

a really conscientious treatment, which makes allowance for a

certain amount of original uniformity of formation, for phonetic

possibilities, for (especially proportional) analogies , for contami

nations etc. we may perhaps arrive at the conclusion that, as far

as this Table goes, at least in these plural cases, Brugmann has

possibly put his one query, and most of his brackets , and many

of his formations, in the wrong places, and besides this has left

out a great many exeeedingly obvious possibilities.

The other stems can now be treated more briefly :

ā - stems :

Genitive :

I.E. ās ; S. üyās ; G. ās, ov ; L.ās, ūī, ae :

I.E. ās ; G. ās ; L. ās seem natural , coming from ā + es

or ā ts.

S. āyās may possibly be a contamination of stem ā +

Dative ai or Locative i and of Genitive as, āyās ( for the

meanings v. Appendix II and the Cases) : or cp. under the o

stems (Dative S. āyāi), for y being possibly a kind of buffer to

keep the stem and termination from contracting, so that the

Genitive Singular and Nominative and Accusative Plural should

not have the same form : or for y coming, possibly, from the i-de

clension : for the possibility of the converse cp . avā which has

come to be regarded by Sanskrit Grammarians as Locative of

an i-stem , but which, among other things, may possibly be

Instrumental (a + a) or'suffixless Locative ' ( ?) ofan ā-stem.

G. ov seems to be transferred from the o-declension , perhaps

partly because ou was felt to be a more ' masculine ' ending

than ας..

L. āi, ae : here we have a problem—to realise this is half

the battle --and it will be best to consider it under the Locative

and Dative : nothing positively demands that we should set

down a form as a Genitive simply because its present meanings

d 2
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seem partly genitival : many Sanskrit Locative ( and Dative)

forms, which have meanings which seem partly genitival , we

should not dream of calling Genitives simply for that reason .

Ablative :

1. E. ās ; S. āyās ; G. ās, ov ; L. ā (d) :

I. E. ās ; G. ās : on the question as to whether we are to

state dogmatically that originally a Genitive and Ablative had

the same form in every declension but one , v. the last page
of

this Appendix : to our ideas the from -notion must have quite

early required an expression separate from the vague quasi

adjectival notion , though the latter is shown to often extend

over, and to come to clearly express certain from -notions, in

course of time (v. Appendix II. etc. ) : what objection can there

be to suggesting that possibly the Ablative had a uniformity of

formation , and generally ended in -od, -ed, -d ( apart from dhe(n)

etc.) even if the Genitive form did ultimately sometimes extend

over some Ablatival uses, so that certain Ablative forms were

no longer necessary , and so dropped out ?

In Greek ād might → ās before dentals, etc. , ā otherwise : cp.

(OÚTWS, Ohtw) and the same will apply to Latin (ās) ā , even if

ās does not survive.

G. ov : the same explanation may hold good as for the

Ablative ou of the 0-stems.

S. āyās: the same will hold good for this ās for the Ablative

ās (above ), and cp. the āyās of the Genitive of these a-stems

(above ). In Sanskrit it seems as if ād did not → ās.

Dative :

1. E. āi ; S. āyāi ; G. ą ; L. ā, ae :

I.E. āi ; G. a ; L. ā, ae : it is possible that the stem à +

the Datival ai might Greek αι και ạ , and Latin ai > ã (cp.

Latin Dative o + ai → õi — e.g. domino (?) ) : Latin ā may

be also or only Instrumental ā + a → ā, and for Ablative à from

ā + (eld v. above. But what did happen in Latin ? Did ā

+ ai – āti (nātūrāi), or was the form in ai due to the

addition of Locative i from the o- or i-stems, or Dative i from

the i- or consonant - stems, to the stem ā, or to the Dative (and
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Locative) āi ? Again was āi preserved as an archaism, whereas

phonetically it, or the Dative ā + ai, would have become ā or

ae, or are both ā and ae Locative forms extended over themean

ings of the Dative, etc. etc. ? or, lastly, did the stem ā + Locative

i or Dative ai → āi , and was this form used mainly at the end

of lines and in positions where the metre allowed either a long

or a short vowel ? in this case the final i would have been short

originally, and perhaps it often is short still , even if e.g. the

analogy of the Locative i of i- and o- stems and the Dative i

of consonant and i- stems, has been at work.

S. āyāi: is this a Locative and Dative āi + the addition

of an extra Datival suffix ai, perhaps partly from the o + ai or

e + ai of the o-declension ? (cp. for the possible repetition of

the element, ittTOLOL), or was the y put as a buffer to join āi

(Dative partly on the analogy of the o -declension ( ?)) to the stem

ā, or is this form a contamination of stem ā + Datival ai ai,

and of iāi (dative of io or iā stem or Locative of iā stem), or of

iai (Dative of i-stem, or Locative of io -stem ) ?

The whole question is a maze, and it is folly to be dogmatic

or neat, and almost impossible to be clear.

Locative :

I.E. āi ; S. āyām ; G. OnBal(yevńs) , ą ; L. ae :

I.E. āi ; G. ā : this seems natural . For noe v. below.

G. OnBacyevńs; L. ae : what is the (OnB)al- here ? is it

Dative Singular (with Locative meaning) , corresponding to

Dative xauaí ? (v. Principle V. B. 3 for the meaning :), or is it

Locative by proportional analogies the converse of those suggested

at the end of Appendix V.: e.g. Dative a = Dative w etc. hence

a new Locative ai, beside a , was formed on the model of (oik )ov,

(oik)el, just like a new Locative (oik)o, beside the old (oik)oi,

being remodelled on (xwplą, Locative ( N. B. perhaps ā +

Locative i →a. before words beginning with consonants, and the

analogy of the Plural ais might have been at work). Or was

OnBac- regarded as the Plural-stem ? ae may possibly be the

Phonetic resultant of ā + Locative i : we have not enough data

for dogmatisms even here : e.g. possibly before words beginning

with vowel āi ā (cp. ( ? ) amāio → amão → amo) while before
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some consonants, āi → ae ; or was ae (Locative) a new formation

beside the old ā ( Locative ), on the analogy of oi , ei of the o

stems, because e.g. ais (Locative plural) possibly corresponded at

that time to ois, eis (Locative plural ) ?

S. āyām : is this a contamination of Dative ā + ai and

Locative ā + i both → āi , and of the Accusative ā + m ? or

was ām (stem ā + Accusative m ) added to the ā of the stem

with y as a buffer between ? or did the y arise from contamina

tion with i , io, or iā stems (q. v.) or was it possibly adjectival in

origin (cp. asmākām ) ?

Instrumental :

I.E. ā ; S. a ; G. ā, noi :

I. E. ā ; S. ā ; G. à seems natural, arising from a + a . G.

noi looks like an extra termination - 1 ( Locative ?) added to an

Instrumental case -form , or possibly to the pure stem .

Why not put Latin à as possibly Instrumental, from a +

a → ā ? Could Locative ai→ā before vowels ?

Plural :

Genitive :

I.E . ?; S. ānām ; G. āwv, wv ; L. ārum : these seem natural,

especially if we suppose them to be possibly adjectivalin origin :

the Greek āwv would perhaps be stem ā + wv from the o-stems

(q. v. ).

Locative :

I. E. ās, āsu, āsi ; S. ūsu ; G. āol, aloi, ais ; L. ās :

I.E. ās ; L. ās : possibly Locative ā + i + s or Dative ā + ai

+ s might → ās (cp. stem o + Dative ai õi o), but it is

far from certain , notably in Sanskrit : possibly we have here a

pure stem + plural s (for pure stems with Locative meaning cp.

Sanskrit vyóman ' in the sky, ' and Sóuev), or possibly only or

also ā + Instrumental a + Plural s → ās or Ablative āds → ās .

However, possibly ā + i + s might have become ais → is,

either phonetically (always, or before words beginning with

certain letters) , or on the analogy of is the ( ?) Dative and

Locative Plural of the o-stems (v. above ): for e.g. dulcibus
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feminine = dulcibus masculine - hence a new feminine is of the

ā -stems beside the masculine is.

I.E. āsu ; S. āsu might admit of the same explanation : the

u might have been the u added to give a Locative meaning (cp.

Vedic Sanskrit ).

I. E. āsi ; G. āoi admit of the same explanation , except that

i was perhaps the Locative case -ending.

G. ais, aloi : the Locative Singular āi, and possibly the

Dative also, + Plural s (+ Locative i ) might alo(i) , corre

sponding to ouo( t ) : for āis + ais cp . Znús → Zeús.

For the possibility of the bhy of Sanskrit ābhyas, and the b

of ābus, being partially Locative, v. under the o-stems.

Dative-Ablative :

I. E. ābh- , ām- ; S. ābhyas; L. ābus :

S. ābhyas : here ā may possibly be the stem ā, or stem +

Instrumental a → ā , + bhi the Locative ( ?) ending, and as might

conceivably be either the Genitive (extended over some Ablatival

meanings) or the Instrumental a + the plural s.

L. ābus : possibly the stem ā, or the stem + Instrumental a

> ā, + bus, for possible Ablatival origins of which v. under the

0 -stems. Why could not stem à + Dative ai + Plural s possibly

→ āis → ais → is, either phonetically , or by an analogy such as

that described under the Locative just above : i.e. if is ( feminine

Dative) was formed from is (masculine Dative) because e.g.

dulcibus (feminine) = dulcibus (masculine) ?

Instrumental :

I. E. abhi(s), āmi(s); S. abhis ; G. ais ; L. īs :

I. E. ābhỉs ; S. ābhis may possibly be stem ā (or stem ā

+ Instrumental a → ā) + Locative ( ? ) bhi + Plural s .

G. ais ; L. is : cp. under o-stems : why should one give to the

Instrumental a form apparently inconsistent with its other forms,

and possibly identical with a regular Locative form ? The mean

ing can be no safe guide (v. Appendix II . , and the Cases, and

the criticism of Monro and of Allen and Greenough, above), and

it is hard to see what grounds we have for a dogmatic classifica

tion apart from meaning and form . For ( fili )ābus v . o-stems.
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The same general criticism will apply here as under the o

stems : it is possible that most of these plural forms and most

of the brackets and queries are in the wrong places.

i - stems :

Genitive :

I. E. ois, eis, ies , ios ; S. es, yas ; G. eos, ews , nos, los ; L. is :

All these forms seem possible, the strong form appearing

beside the weak form : Latin is would be from strong ei, or

oi , + es (→ is), or s, or from weak i + es (→ īs): is the is which

we do find often used from weak i + s, or is this short vowel from

the consonant- declension by proportional analogies etc. (e.g.

turribus = pluribus hence turris—beside turris— = pluris)?

Ablative :

Same as genitive , except Latin i(d) : on the possibility of

these same original forms with d, not s, v. quite at the end of

this Appendix, and also cp . Ablative singular of o- and ā-stems

and the footnote on p. xvi . Is id on Inscriptions id , not îd

( from ěd) ?

Dative :

I. E. eiai, iai, ī ( ?) ; S. aye, ye, ī ; G. Báoi ; L. turrī :

S. aye, ye seem natural; aye may possibly go back to the

strong form ei + ai or oi + ai, and ye to the weak form i + ai .

S. 7 ; G. i ; L. 7 : if we give the Dative an original form ai ,

then Sanskrit and Greek i seem absolutely unnatural: where

else have we the slightest evidence for i + ai → Sanskrit and

Greek i ( though there may have been some influence at work

which we cannot now realize) ? Latin i might possibly go back

to Stem i + Dative ai [~ i], or it may be a Dative formed, by

proportional analogies, from the consonant declension : e.g.

turribus = pluribus etc., hence turrī, a new form on the model

of plurai – plurī, beside turriai → ? (similarly cp. ove beside

ovi on the model of plure ;) or again turrī may be only or also

Stem i + Locative i > i . Looking at the meanings of the Sans

krit Dative and Locative, and the Cases, and the criticism of

Monro (above), and at the (possibly) Locative alterī etc. used

!
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with some typical meanings of a Dative , can we not here suggest,

as almost probable, a Locative form , Stem i + Locative inī,

both in Greek and Sanskrit, with some typically Datival

meanings ? Personally, I see no probable objection to Indo

European i + i > ī, at any rate before words beginning with

certain letters, whereas I do see possible objections to Indo

European i + ai → i in Sanskrit and Greek. For ni, n cp. below.

Of course, if it be thought that it is (in any sense of the

words) Comparative Philology ' to start with the ( supposed )

present Datival meanings of the form ī, and then to postulate

the form i as an Indo-European Dative form (with a query ,

which, for some reason or for no reason , is not put against the

Sanskrit and Greek forms), then my objections fall to the

ground . Personally I fail to see how Brugmann's Table can

have been the result of any other method. I only submit, ‘ Is

it the right method ? '

ηι ,

Locative :

I. E. ēi, ē, ei ( ?), eii ; S. ā, āu, ayi ( ?) ; G. ni, ?, ei, el ; L. e ,

i ( ? ) :

I. E. eii ; S. ayi; G. El ; L. i seem natural, if we suppose

Stem ei + Locative i → eii → ei (intervocalic i disappearing)

→ Greek el Latin i : in Greek it is not impossible that before

a word beginning e.g. with s, a Dative, ei or ēi + ai → şai

might και ει (cp. Ζηυς Zeus). In Latin , Stem i + Locative i

→ i seems natural,

I. E. ēi ; G. ni, y : how were these formed ? Were they from

stem ēi + Loc. i → ēii → ēi , when intervocalic i disappears

→ Greek ni → ?? but ni can also go back possibly to Dative

stem ēi + Dative ai ηιαι- ηαιηι
Or can it be that

the Greek ni, n is partly due to Heteroclisis with the ā-stems ?

i.e. that it is stem ā + Locative i or Dative ai ( for the possibility

of the converse Heteroclisis v. the ā -stems) ?

I. E. ē ; S. ā, āu : how can these belong to i-stems? i.e. is

it certain that the i could disappear thus, except perhaps before

words beginning with a vowel, where i may possibly have been

treated like i between vowels ? evidently Indo-European ē is as

sumed to explain Sanskrit , where possibly a simple a - stem (used

→
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!

with Locative meaning) or Stem ā or o + Instrumental a, or this

ā + Locatival u , survives by Heteroclisis : for the converse cp.

possibly sakhyá given by Brugmann's Table as Dative of an

0-stem without a query. For another explanation of āu as due

to Heteroclisis with a u-stem, or as transferred from the u

declension v. Locative of u-steins (below).

L. e : possibly from consonant-stems by proportional analogy,

e.g. turribus = pluribus, hence turre on the model of pluri

→ plure : for other possible explanations of this e of consonant

stems v. Locative of n-stems (below).

L. 7 : this seems to come very simply from Stem i + Locative

i , and possibly we may here class Greek i (e.g. Báoi) and San

skrit ī , whether it has some of the present meanings of a typical

Dative or of a typical Instrumental . The Latin form i may

possibly be also Instrumental (i + e - i) or Dative, or Ablative,

or sometimes one form sometimes another etc.

Instrumental :

I. E. i ; S. 7, yā , inā ; G. (Ionic ) i ; L. 7, quī , e.

I. E. i ; S. i ; Ionic 7 : why should we give to the Instru

mental a form which it need not have elsewhere, and which

the Locative bas elsewhere ? evidently the meanings are the

starting -point, and they are ' guides which are no guides ' (v.

under Cases, and Appendix II. , and the criticism of Monro and

Allen and Greenough, above). Granting that the Instrumental

ended in ă, then could Sanskrit i + a or Greek i + a → i ( except

by such analogies as that of the ā-stems , where ā + a → ā ) ? On

the other hand Stem i + Locative i would naturally → i in San

skrit and Greek.

L. 7 , qui : i might arise from i + i, or from Dative i + ai i

+ 1 = ī, or also or only Instrumental i + anite → ī, or from

Ablative i + ed id. qui may go back to one or more of the

following (apart from its possible origin through contaminations

of almost any two or more of the following ), if we consider how

much the stems qui- and quo- interchange in Latin : e.g.

1. quo or que + Locative i qui

quo + Ablative ed quo + id ( ? ) quid qui

quo + Instrumental a quo + e (? ) → ( ) qui.
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2. qui + Locative i qui

+ Ablative ed → quid → qui

+ Instrumental a → quie > qui.

That which enables one to put down qui to any single form

with certainty is still a secret undivulged.

L.e : from the e of consonant-stems this might be extended

to the i-stems by proportional analogy: e.g. pluribus = turribus,

hence turre (?) on the model of plure : for the e, v. under the

Locative of n-stems (below).

S. yā : ā is perhaps transferred from the o- and ā-stems,

with which perhaps the i-stems occasionally ' contaminated ' :

the tendency might have been to make all Instrumentals, of

whatever declension end in ā. It must be remembered that

' uniformity ' in declensions of nouns worked on at least two

principles :

(a) making the stem uniform : e.g. making the stem of

one noun the same throughout, as far as possible ;

(6) making case-endings uniform : e.g. making all Instru

mentals in Sanskrit end in ā instead of having some in ā some
in a.

Plural:

Genitive :

I. E. iõm ; S. īnām, īm ; G. iwv, ewv ; L. ium , um : these

forms seem natural (cp. the o- and ā-stems, above) : the long

vowel of Sanskrit might come from the o- and ā-stems (q . v.) .

G. εων might arise from ειων (strong stem) , ιων showing the

weak stem : L. ium might possibly arise from eiõm ( ?) (with õm

as the analogy of the o-declension), or eiom, → iom (possibly just

as déneuo dēnuo), or from iom or iom →ium ; the Latin um

might arise by proportional analogy, e.g. turribus = ducibus,

hence a new form ( ?) turrum beside ducum. For the converse

analogy, i.e. possibly the analogy of the Genitive plural in

fluencing the Locative plural, cp. Greek coi below.

Locative :

I. E. is, isu, isi ; S. isu ; G. 101, 601 ; these seem natural, if

formed from Stem i + Plural s (+ Locative i, or Locatival u).
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G. eou seems evidently to borrow its e from the Genitive ELWV ,

→ Ewv etc. (cp. the e of opeoi partly due to the analogy of

φρένες).).

For the possibility of Sanskrit ibhyas, ibhis, and Latin ibus

being, at any rate partially, Locatival in form , v. under the o

and a-stems (above ).

Dative - Ablative :

I.E. ibh-, im-; S. ibhyas ; L. ibus : v. under 0- and ā-stems

(above) for some possible explanations of these forms as Abla

tives etc.

Instrumental :

I.E. ibhi(s), mis ; S. ibhis : possibly Locative bhi + Plural s.

For -bus v. the 0-stems.

u - stems :

Genitive :

I. E. ous, eus, ues, uos ; S. õs, vas, uvas ; G. eos, ews, vos ; L.

ūs, ī, uos , uis :

I. E. ous, eus, ues, uos ; S. õs, vas, uvas ; G. eos, vos ; L. uos,

uis seem natural , if we suppose the stem - variation (eu , ou , u )

and the termination - variation (es, os, s), either original or pro

duced by the levelling process : e.g. strong eu + s, and ou + s,

and weak u + os or es. S. os could go back , possibly, to eu + s, or

to ou + s, and vas to u + es or u + os, and possibly the double u

of uvas was like the (apparently) double i of Locative iyi of i

stems : (it is not impossible that the difference between u and uv

originated in disyllabic and monosyllabic words, under such

influences as the preceding letter being a consonant etc. ).

G. eos might go back to euos , and ews might arise, by

' metathesis of quantity,' from ēu + os (e.g. Baoian Fos → Baoi

news) and the analogy of ēi + os (cp. above under the i-stems).

L. uos could possibly go back to stem ou or eu or u + os → u

+ os (cp. dēneuo → dēnouo →dēnuo ) u + us (→ ūs ?) : or was

ūs formed by proportional analogy : e.g. ( ?) Ablative manū(d)

familiā(d), and Accusative plural um +8 → uns → ūs = āms

ans → ās — hence a new genitive ūs (beside the possibly

regular formation uos) on the model of familias etc.

+

1
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L. uis : was it from u + es → u + is, or did the is come from

the analogy of the consonant-declension ?

L. i seems to have no place in this declension, for it seems

to be e.g. the Locative of an o -stem (o or e + Locative i → i) or

Instrumental or Locative of an i-stem (i + iņi, i + anie → i) :

for the parallel forms of o- and u-stems cp. domui (Dative of

u -stem ) beside domo (Dative of o-stem ) : out of two or more

stems one would naturally predominate eventually, but another

might leave one or two traces (cp. Plautus e.g. for verbs in -ěre

beside those in ēre : is it possible that the u of monuī was partly

due to Heteroclisis with an u-stem ?).

Ablative - Same as Genitive, except Latin ū(d) : for the pos

sibility of original Ablatives in ed , od , d, v . the note at the end

of this Appendix, and v. also under the o-stems (above) .

Dative :

I. E. euai, uai ; S. ave, ve ; L. uī : these forms seem natural;

Sanskrit ave may possibly go back to euai and ouai with the

strong stem ; whereas uai → ve would have the weak stem. L.

ui might possibly go back to the strong eu or ou + ai ►uai → uī,

or to the weak u + ai→ ui : it is not altogether impossible that

the i here might have been only or also like the i of naturāī,

i.e. possibly from stem u + Locative i ( from o-stems, or from

i-stems) or Dative i (of i-stems, or consonant-stems).

As to Greek, is it not possible that Greek ev + ai, before

words beginning with e.g. s , might

before words beginning with letters like s) ?

eval → cat →
ne (

EL

Locative :

I. E. Ĉu , eu ( ?), eui ; S. āu, avi; G. n Fc ( ?) , ei, el ; L. ū :

I. E. ēu, S. āu might possibly have been stem without case

suffix (cp. vyóman‘in the sky '), but need we assume these forms

as necessarily Indo-European ? can we not possibly have here a

case of Heteroclisis ? e.g. here a form may have come to be

regarded as Locative of u -stems (cp. above on Locative of i

stems), which was really ā-stem (either pure , with a Locative

meaning, or + Instrumental a) or 0-stem + Instrumental a, with

the Locatival u appended, as in the plural.



lxii APPENDIX I.

G. nFe ( ?) might possibly be pure stem + Locative i. L. ū

might possibly go back to ēu or eu or ou or ou (stem without

case- ending, perhaps), or even to the weak stem u + Locative

i ►ue → ū either phonetically ', or else by proportional analogy

from other stems : e.g. possibly with i-stems Accusative Plural

im +8 → insis um + 8 + uns →ūs, hence, beside i of the

i -stems, a Locative ū of the u -stems was formed ; or again e.g.

Accusative Singular u + m = Accusative Singular i + m of i

stems—hence beside Locative i + i i a new Locative ū was

possible , etc.

I. E. eui ; S. avi ; E. ei, ei : S. avi might go back possibly to

eui and oui; G. ei, el to eui .

Instrumental :

I. E. ū; S. vū, unā ; L. ū :

S. vā seems to be formed by the weak stem + Instrumentalā,

apparently borrowed from the o-declension (o + aņā) or from

the ā-declension (a + a → ā ).

I. E. ū ; L. ū. It seems to be assumed that ū is certainly

Instrumental in Latin (whereas it may be only Locative, or

only or also Ablative , and not Instrumental at all, for all we

know ), and this seems to necessitate the assumption of Indo

European ū, a formation apparently unlike other Instrumentals,

i.e. not ending in a : of course an analogical formation is possible,

e.g. Accusative Plural um + s → uns → ūs = ām + s = ans → ās,

hence an Instrumental manā formed on the model of a + a → ā ;

but this is very far from certain , and requires a large query.

Could not Latin ū (in so far as it is Instrumental) have been

produced, possibly , by stem u + Instrumental a → ua → ue → ū,

either phonetically (cp. dictu + esom – dicturum ? ( ?)) , or by

proportional analogy, e.g. from the i-stems : possibly Stem

i + Instrumental a → ia ī, hence an Instrumental ū,sie

i It is quite possible that dictūrum is not from this Locative dictū + esom ,

but is from the pure stem dictu + esum ► dictūrum . The normal compound

was formed from the stem and not from a case - form (i.e. a stem + case-ending).

In this case, the pure stem + some part of the verb ' be ' might easily acquire a

future sense : cp. amā (pure stem ) + bő ( from (? ) bhuio, or bhuo, almost = sum ),

and Sanskrit bodlitā or bodhita (cp . in tb-ta) + asmi= ' I shall know. '
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because e.g. Nominative manus =turris, and Accusative Plural

ums → uns → ūs = ims → ins+ is.

Plural:

Genitive :

I. E. uðm ; S. ūnām , ūm ; G. Ewv ; L. uum : these seem natu

ral : the long vowel before m may possibly have come from the

0-stems, i.e. stem o + Genitive om →Õm , and also from ( ?) the

ā -stems, ā + om → ām (?) (but Doric äv) . Thus we may perhaps

give this Genitive Plural a possible uniform ending -om (like

the Instrumental singular ă) , and suppose that when õm occurs

e.g. in consonant-, or i- , or u -stems, it is possibly transferred from

the o- and ā-stems , so as to make all Genitive Plurals alike

(like the Sanskrit Instrumental Singular ā in these stems , per

haps transferred from the ā- and o -stems, i.e., ā + aņā, and

o ta

As to Sanskrit ūm is it due to proportional analogy with

e.g. ā- and o- stems ?

It is not impossible that the uncontracted uum in Latin

(which should perhaps be spelt uom) differs from the Genitive

Singular uos → ūs ( ?) in having the long vowel, u + ām (from the

0. and ā-stems), which would perhaps prevent the contraction ;

i.e. , at the time when the Genitive Singular uos uus ( ?) ►ūs,

the Genitive Plural uõm had not yet become uom , and so oc

curred under a different phonetic condition and did not contract

to ūm. However, we find manum (from manu + om ?) on an

Inscription.

ā ).

Locative :

I. E. us, usu , usi; S. ușu ; G. 601, evoi : these would be like

other Locative Plurals, perhaps Stem u + Plural s (+ Locative i ,

or + Locatival u) .

G. evoi may possibly have been Stem eu + Plural s + Loca

tive i: Stem u + s + i would vol, naturally. What is -eoi ? Is

it a new formation on the model of e.g. the Genitive enom →→ EWV,

hence εσι produced by association of ευσι, υσι with εων and

Locative Singular εί ? cp. φρεσί beside Pindarie φρασί (from

φρησι) beside φρένες and φρενί and possibly εκατόν by contami
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→ ka.

nation of sem → éu and of sm → á + kặtom, and ke by contami

nation of κεμ και κεν and km

In the Latin forms ubus ibus, u and i are perhaps modes of

representing unaccented u, a sound somewhere between u and i

(cp. ē and i in Inscriptions representing ei, a sound somewhere

between 7 and ī). The -bus may possibly contain a Locative

element bhi (but cp. under the o-stems).

Dative - Ablative :

1. E. ubh-, um- ; S. ubhyas ; L. ubus, ibus : for some possible

explanations of these forms as Ablatives etc. v. under the o-stems.

Instrumental:

I.E. ubhi(s), umís ; S. ubhis : cp. under the o-stems , for bhi

being possibly Locative as much as dhi (Greek -01), and not

Instrumental and v . id , for -bus.

n-stems : (taken as types of consonant stems).

Genitive :

I. E. es, os ; S. as ; G. os ; L. is : of the two terminations

es , os it is possible that Sanskrit had both (both → as),whereas

Greek generalised the os, and Latin , as a rule, the es → is

(except perhaps in the u-stems, e.g. senatuos, and cp. partus

from part-os (?) on an Inscription). Is it possible that the

occurs in noct + s + nox (cp. VUKTÓS = ' at night ')

and that the i is partly from the i-stems, i.e. from Stem i

+ Genitive s ?

Ablatives same as Genitives, except L. ūd : for the possibility

of Ablatives originally ending in od , ed, or d, v. the note at the

end of this Appendix, and cp. under the o -stems. Could not ed

form -S

→ id ?

As to Latin id , how can we conclusively prove that i is

long in conventionid, loucarid etc. ? why should one give the

Ablative here a different form from that which it has else

where ? It is possible that proportional analogy (e.g. turri

+ Dative ai — ii > i = plus + Dative ai plurai, and turribus

= pluribus) may have produced ( ?) pluri(d) on the model of

turri + ed → turri(d ).
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As to a natural formation in Latin of ed or od (Ablative of

consonant-stems) might it not ultimately have possibly become

e or o → e ; for the ‘ law ,' that final d is dropped after long vowels

only, has not enough data to be a Phonetic Law (it can at present

only be a ' Phonetic Law ' of the New School, and therefore not

necessarily invariable) : the influence of the monosyllables quod

and quid and id, and possibly the accent, might have tended to

preserve the final -d of aliquod, aliud etc. , whereas Ablative -ed

or -od of consonant-stems would have been more likely to have

been influenced by the possible Ablatives with a long vowel ,

e.g. ā ( d ), õ(d), 7(d), i(d), ū(d), where d perhaps disappeared. Or

perhaps the -e of consonant - stems is due to a contamination of

Ablative -ed or od with both or one of the two cases, Instru

mental a se and Locative i In this case e would have to

be put down as at least partially Ablatival .

> e.

Dative:

I. E. ai; S. e ; G. a.; L. 7 : all these seem natural: was the

Greek -ai, in the Infinitive and Aorist Imperative Middle (e.g.

Nuoat) from the Stem + Dative ai only ? could it not sometimes

have been from an ā-stem, e.g. ā + Locative i - ar before a word

beginning with e.g. s ? or Locative from a consonant-stem by

proportional analogy ? e.g. possibly Dative, Stem ā + ai → āia,

= Locative, Stem ā + i a , and Dative Plural, ā + ai+8Āis

→ ais = Locative Plural āti + 8 + aus, and Dative o + ai+ s

Õis Os = Locative o + i +sos: hence , possibly, an occa

sional creation , by proportional analogy, of

( a ) Dative in the consonant-declension = Locative 1 : and,

vice versa, of

(6) Locative ai in the consonant -declension = Dative ai.

This would of course be helped out by the many identities

of meanings (v. Appendix II. , and the Cases, and the criticism

of Monro, above ).

L. i may possibly be occasionally Locative, transferred by

proportional analogy from i-stems : e.g. pluribus = turribus,

hence a new form *plurī (?) (Locative) beside turri (Locative).

M. T.
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Locative:

1. E. (men), (mēn ), i ; S. (an), i ; G. (uev), (unv), i ; L. e :

I. E. (men) ; S. (an) ; G. (uev) perhaps show the stem with

out case-suffix , and used originally either

(a) with a meaning as Locatival as that of other Locatives

(e.g. those in -i ) or

(6) without expressing a case-relation, but with a simple

Locative case -relation infused by the context : e.g. bird flies

sky ' = ' the bird flies in the sky.'

As to I. E. (mēn) ; G. (unv) , it perhaps had the same history:

possibly the relation of Stem mēn to Stem men was that of

nominative on , ēn to vocative on , en .

I. E. i ; S. i ; G. 1 ; L. e would be natural : Greek į may also

be possibly Dative occasionally (v. Dative above ), and Latin e

may be, in origin, possibly Instrumental only , or Ablative only

(v. Ablative, above ), or sometimes one case, sometimes another,

or a contamination of Instrumental and Ablative, or Ablative

and Locative, or Locative and Instrumental etc. , or sometimes

one thing and sometimes another. If we look at the meanings

suggested in the criticism of Allen and Greenough (above), the

variety of possibilities (and which of them can we exclude ?) is

simply bewildering

Instrumental:

I. E. a, (e ?) , bhi; S. ā; L. e : bhi may possibly be a Loca

tive ending ( v. under o -stems).

S. ā seems to come from the ā- and o-stems (possibly ā + a

→ ā, and o + a → ā). For Latin e, v . also the Locative (above ).

Plural:

Genitive:

I. E. ốm ; S. am; G. P : L. am :

Possibly the õ might have been transferred from the o- and

(?) ā-stems. L. um may possibly go back to om or um.

The -ium, which we sometimes find, seems due to propor

tional analogy - e.g. pluribus = turribus, hence plurium (beside

the old form plurum) to correspond with turrium ,
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Locative :

I. E. s, su , si; S. su ; G. oi, (e)oi, (a)oi :

Here the Locative Plural might possibly arise from stem

+ Plural s ( + Locative i or Locatival u ) : as to the Greek stem ,

e.g. opeoi, cp. above under the Locative Plural of the i-stems.

For the possibility of Sanskrit bhis , bhyas, and Latin bus being

partially Locative, v. under o-stems.

Dative - Ablative :

I. E. bh-, m- ; S. bhyas; L. bus : for these forms v. under the

0-stems. bus may possibly be Ablatival: the i which we find

in Latin before bus ( e.g. pluribus) seems to have very likely

been the Indeterminate vowel (plurabus) inserted between the

stem and termination, perhaps in order to facilitate pronuncia

tion.

Instrumental :

I. E.bhí(s) , mi(s) ; S. bhis ; G. 01 : for the possible Locative

origin of the bhi v. under the o-stems, and for -bus v. id .

This is very veryfarfrom being a complete list of possibilities :

perhaps, what we should never expect now -a -days has really

happened, i.e. the real past fact is a thing which we should

never be able (or dare) to guess ; and, vice versa, what now -a

days we should expect to have happened has not happened : for

we are necessarily quite impregnated with modern forms of

speech and modern ideas, and we necessarily know very little

about the great problems as to origins of constructions , especially

as to the great problem of how far distinctions of meaning were

original, and how far they were originally denoted by distinct

forms, and how far they were due to later developments, and

how far forms were differentiated to denote one one meaning

and one another meaning. (For developments which one per

haps would not a priori expect cp. the r of the Latin Passive,

and amos → amor, and the Genitive Absolute, and the Aorist

in -θην.)

I do not wish it to be thought that I am going back to the

hap -hazard methods of the Old School : I would have as my

e 2
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basis the very strictest Phonetic basis possible : I only

suggest these developments as vague possibilities, and if any

one will prove that certain early formations here suggested are

impossible, because certain other early formations have de

veloped differently under exactly the same conditions of accent

and of the following letters etc. , and liable to similar proportional

analogies and contaminations, etc. , I shall be only too ready to

admit their impossibility : at present, I think that the majority

of these suggestions, though they are not grounded on the basis

of meanings (a basis rather like quicksand) yet are justifiable

so far as possible developments of meaning are concerned .

NOTE ON THE ORIGINAL ABLATIVE TERMINATION.

Brugmann, in his Table of Nouns, gives the Genitive the same

form as the Ablative ( i.e. practically makes them one original case)

in every declension except the o -declension : I suggest my own

conviction (ie. that, except by forms like dhe (n ) etc., the -d

form , in one or more of its three Ablaut degrees of -ed, -od,

-d , was possibly an original Ablative form in every Noun)

MERELY AS A POSSIBILITY, and no more . If it be admitted that

the Genitive originally expressed any kind of relation in which a

substantive might stand to a substantive notion in the way of

definition, the question is something like this : Is it probable that

the expression gmio pôtres (1) was originally clear in the sense

of ' I go from my father ' at a time when gmtis pôtres might have

meant ' going to my father ' as well as going from my father ' ? To

my mind, the supposition , that it was, is about as probable as the

supposition that túrtouai had two original meanings as distinct

as ' I strike myself ' and ' I strike (someone else) for my own

interests.' Of course I may be absolutely wrong, for our ideas are

vastly different from Indo -European ideas.

I here suggest a few arguments out of many :

(a) The ' from-' notion is a case -notion which it seems to me

must have originally required a form distinct from the form of that

case which probably defined a substantive-notion in any kind of

way, including the meanings of to ' and ' at ' ( v. the possible original
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meaning of the Genitive) . It must be remembered that probably

“ prepositions ' were rare in the early stages of language. We must

also take into consideration the fact that possibly the notions of

' to ' and ' at ' had almost entirely separate forms of expression , in

early times, so far as we can tell : why should we put the Ablative

form on a different footing ?

(6) With regard to the other case-endings in the singular of

Nouns, it seems that (apart from extra suffixes like -bhi, -dhi,

etc. and apart from the Ablaut-variations of the Genitive and

its form in the o -declension, which looks like the common adjec

tival -io- added to a regular genitive in -0 + , -e + s) a regular

ending runs through all the Declensions, Dative -ai, Locative -i,

Accusative -m, Instrumental -a, etc. Why put the Ablative on

à different footing ? The main objection is : How comes it that

we find in certain declensions in certain languages (e.g. Sanskrit and

Zend) an ending -s with functions that are apparently Ablatival as

well as Genitival ? I should answer this question in more or less

the same way as I should answer other similar questions, e.g. the

question about the Instrumental in Greek .

(c) Neither Sanskrit nor Zend nor any other language of which

we have written records is the original Indo -European language :

some might hold that Vedic Sanskrit shows in its forms even more

changes from Indo-European than Homeric Greek doesit certainly

has gone through important changes of form , and, presumably, of

Syntax also . (For instance, according to the current view the Rela

tive stem io- was originally Demonstrative : in Homer apparently it

is sometimes Demonstrative, but where in Vedic is it anything else

but Relative ?) Let us then consider some case - forms in Homer. First,

as to Instrumentals : in no declension, I think, can we certainly pos

tulate an original unity of the forms of (1 ) Instrumental and Locative,

or of (2) Instrumental and Dative, and again, in no declension , I think,

can their ultimate identity as the result of ' Phonetic Law ' be proved

beyond question ; and yet, in no declension do we find Instrumental

formís (possibly) except as stereotyped adverbs, e.g. (?) TÝ ; Trukvá, which

seem to have been preserved because they have, as it were, drifted

from the main stream of the Instrumental on to a bank whereon they

have escaped the fate of the main stream , which seems to have been

(perhaps) swallowed up in the waters e.g. of the Locative and Dative.

In Latin also a not very dissimilar disappearance (possibly even more

complete) may for all we know have been the fate of the Instru
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more

mental : what exactly has happened, who can say? If we suppose,

then, that in every Declension the Instrumental originally, or

in very early Indo-European times required, or at any rate had,

a separate form of expression in Greek and Latin to convey a

or less separate meaning, and that, in Greek at any

rate, and conceivably in Latin also , this form regularly died out

in pre-historic times, not because Instrumental ' meanings had

disappeared, but mainly because they could be expressed otherwise

than by the Instrumental, then why should we not suppose that the

Ablative in Sanskrit etc. may have once had a distinct form of

its own quite as much as the Instrumental, but so often disappeared

mainly because the Genitive had come to express its meaning in

certain declensions ? Secondly, as to the Dative in the Greek con

sonant-declension : are we to say that it never had a form distinct

from the Locative, in this great declension , merely because appa

rently in our earliest written records it scarcely exists, except

in the Infinitives in -al, and the “ Aorist Imperative Middle ' ?

Shall we put down - as the original termination of the Dative

in this Declension in Indo-European ? or shall we not rather say

that the Dative here, as elsewhere, originally required, or at any

rate had, a separate form of expression in Greek and Latin to

convey a more or less separate meaving, and that in this Declension

in Greek it died out if it did die out (v. Dative of i -stems above)

mainly because e.g. the Locative (partly the Genitive etc. ) came

to express its meanings ? I will not prolong this note further :

personally, I see nothing to disprove a suggestion that where, e.g.

in Zend, the form in -s has Ablatival as well as Genitival functions,

it may have the Ablatival functions mainly because the Genitive has

here come to clearly express meanings originally expressed by the

form in -d ' .

1 It must be remembered that, if Genitives originally ended in es , os, or 8,

and Ablatives in ed, od, or d, then the instances of Genitives used with Ablatival

meanings in Sanskrit Grammars are grossly inadequate: for instances of Genitives

should be taken from all ‘ Genitive ' or Ablative ' forms in -as , whereas they are

only taken from the o-stems , as a rule, where the Genitive had the extra adjectival

suffix io , and so would not so often extend over the Ablative ( Sanskrit ād ) as in

other declensions : i.e. the instances are taken from the very declension where

we should expect Genitives to have least of all extended over Ablatival meanings :

it is , perhaps, exactly as if we were to take all our instances of the Greek

"Genitive extending over Ablatival meanings from no Greek forms except

those like δημόσιο (ς) .

6
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In the following examples I have tried to give the nearest

equivalents, in English, of what are probably the present

meanings of some Sanskrit case -usages. I have not given the

Sanskrit chiefly because it would take up so much space, and

would be meaningless to so many, and, besides , is so easy to

obtain from the Grammars of Max Müller (M.), Monier Williams

(M.W.), Whitney ( W.) and from Nala , Books I.—XII. (N.), and

a very few of Delbrück's selected Vedic hymns (V.).

It must be clearly understood that

I. The headings are not mutually exclusive (v. e.g.

' cause ' and ' instrument ' and ' circumstance ').

II . The examples placed under some headings may seem

to some inappropriately placed there : I should be the last to

insist on the correctness of the arrangement; others could

arrange the examples far better.

III. My knowledge of Sanskrit is very small, and so

the instances here given necessarily represent very inadequately

the valuable evidence which Sanskrit might afford in the hands

of a good Sanskrit scholar, who could fill up many of the

gaps.

IV. Of the most obvious constructions often one exa

only is given .

V. The headings are in no particular order.

VI. Examples are sometimes, but not always, repeated

when they come under two or more headings.

VII . Examples are classified according to their present

meanings and the cases are named almost entirely in accordance

with the names given in Sanskrit Grammars. Until the

results given at the end of Appendix I. be accepted as possi

bilities, I can hardly do otherwise , though the present method
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of Classification is probably very incorrect and the import

ance of this list must not be over -estimated .

1. Specification and Respect.

Instrumental : ' like the son of Aditi in brilliance ' (N.),

change in form ’ (M.W.), 'by birth ’ (M.W.), ʻa king surpasses

all beings in glory' (M.W.), by nature ’ (M.), ' you excel in that ’

(M.), ‘ blind of an eye ' (M.).

Locative: ' like in beauty' (N.), ‘ supreme steadfastness in

duty ' (N.), ' as for the rest ' (N.), ' was competent to prevent '

(N.), ' I am of service in preserving the kingdom ' (M.W.).

Ablative: ' like Manu in presence' (N.).

2. Manner, Means, Instrument.

Instrumental: ' he sacrificed (with) the horse-sacrifice ' (N.),

' let us play at dice ' (N.), ' by her beauty she won fame' (N.),

' by thy righteousness thou art well shielded ' (N.), “ death by

the sword ' (N.), blazing with beauty ' (N.), ' thought out in

her mind ' (N.), ‘ went in that chariot ' (N.), ‘ his heart was torn

by anger ' (N.), ' clad in half a garment ' (N.), -seized in the

grasp ' (M.W.), ‘ in great intimacy ' (M.W.), ‘ he goes on horse

back ’ (M.W.), ‘ he carried the dog on his shoulder ' (M.), ‘ hear

with our ears ' (W.).

Locative : ‘ did their utmost by revealing their marks ’ (N.),

' seized by the end of his garment ' (N.), thou shalt conquer in

the game of dice ' (N.), ‘misfortune with the dice ' (N.), ‘ he was

held by the skirt of his garment ' (M.W.), ‘ sit thou on a cushion '

( M.W.), ‘ he reclined on 2 seat ' (M.W.), ' he seizes and drags

him by the hair ' (M.W.), ‘ he slays the enemy by means of his

weak points ’ (M.), ‘ taking Sañjīvaka by the left hand ' (W.), ‘ be

generous to him in retainers, in horses, in cattle ' (W.).

Ablative : ' injured by a curse ' (N.), by the fury of his

thunderbolt he burst asunder ' (W.).

3. Circumstance and Adverbials (v. also 2).

Instrumental : 'shrilly ' (N.), ' with gentle voice he com

forted ' (N.), ‘ thou dealest falsely' (N .), ‘ on a certain condition ,

under certain circumstances (I will dwell with thee) ' ( N.)
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swiftly ' (M.W.), ‘ in great intimacy ' (M.W.), ‘ in human form ’

(M.W.), ‘ with the idea that ’ (M.), ' with great pleasure ' (M.).

Locative : ' (like a wife) in all sorrows ' (N.), ‘ in sleep ' (V.),

confidence in you ’ (M.W.), ' with the consent of a son ’ (M.W.).

Ablative : ‘ altogether' (N.).

Genitive : ' confidence in women ’ (M.W.), dependence on

me ' ( M.W.).

Dative : ' he is angry with his son ' (M.W.).

4. Quality (v. 3).

Instrumental : ' woods with trees ' (N.), mountain -mass

with many peaks ' (N.), ‘ of steadfast limbs ' ( V.).

Locative : ( ?) ' a chariot of horses ; a horse-chariot ' (N.) .

5. Accompaniment.

Instrumental : ' united unto steadfastness ' (N.), ' the father

went with his son ’ ( M.) (with plurals often = 'among '].

Locative : ‘ I will be with thee ' ( N .), ‘ staying-with -me she

will obtain ... ' (N.), ‘ to dwell with thee ' (N.), ‘ yoked unto a

chariot' (N.), may the Gods be in , or with , the assembly' (W.) ,

' animals abide with him ’ (W.), ‘ living with a teacher ' (W. ).

Genitive : ' refuge with the gods ’ (N.).

6. Cause ( v. also 2).

Instrumental: owing to your power no one saw me ' (N.),

' I punish you on account of that transgression ' (M.W.), ' through

your favour ' (M.W.), ' through pity ' (W.).

Locative : ' maddened by play' (N.), 'by whose doing ( ? for

whose sake) they did not show me hospitality' (N.), ‘ at my

departure there might be doubt ' (N.), ‘ in fury Indra slew the

dragon ' (W.).

Ablative : ( ?) ‘ for thy sake ' (N.), ‘ from fear of the rod (they

adhere to what is right ') (N. ), ' in her doubt she did not

recognise' (N.), by whose wrath I have fallen ' ( N.), “ therefore '

(N.), ‘ he blames his son because of his entering inopportunely ’

(M.W.) , ‘ she eats the flesh from greediness ' (M.).

7. Object or Purpose (occasionally Predicative ).

Instrumental : ( ?) ‘ entered his service in charioteering,'
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(meaning) ‘ so as to be charioteer ' (N.), ‘ for a hindrance '

( M.W.).

Locative : ' choose in wedlock ' (N.), was undertaken by me

in order to help Nala ' (N.), ' turned away so that he should

forsake' ( ? so that he actually forsook ) (N.), ‘ hastening to go '

(N.), ‘ hasten to seek ’ (M.W.), ‘ him we beg for friendship ’

( W.) , ' this means was devised by me for bringing thee hither '

(W.), ' a spy is (serves) for examining the territory of one's

enemies ' (almost Predicative) (M.W.).

Dative : ' go to do this ' (M.W.) , ' making an arrow for

hurling' (M.W.), ‘ not a herdsman for cheating, to be cheated '

(M.W.), ' arms and books (lead) to renown ' ( M.W.), ' nectar

(leads) to death, is death ' (M.W.), ' the king was not to her

liking ' (M.W.).

8. Place to which, etc.

Instrumental : ' put on -to a balance ' (W.).

Locative : ‘ go thither ' (N.), ‘ let thy mind turn to them '

(N. ), ' invited to the svayamvara ' ( N.), ' fell on-to the limbs'

(N.) , ‘ let fall on his shoulders ’ (N.), ‘may he sink down into

hell ’ (N.) , ‘ went thither (where ... ) ' (N.), ‘ turning to thee ' (or

‘ resting on thee,' cp. ‘ in him we have our being ') (N.), ‘ having

sent to and set among my relatives' ( N.), ‘ sat down on the

earth's surface ' (N.), fell to earth ' ( N.), ' the eyes of men go

towards the sun ' (V. ), ' put your hand on-to the end of his

tail ’ (M.W.), ‘ he darts arrows at the enemy ' (M.) , ‘ that truly

goes to the gods ' (W.), “ putting on the shoulder ' ( W.) .

For ' time for which,' cp. ' fixed for a certain time' (N.).

Ablative : (with ā) ' going (from the mountains) to the

ocean ' (W.), and similarly of time up to which. '

Genitive : ' as messenger to whom I am wanted ' (N.) , “ the

road to Vidarbha ' (N.) , ‘ unexpected ills come upon corporeal

beings' (M.W.), the road to the city ' (W.).

Dative : ‘ (with which) thou shootest at the impious ' (W.).

9. Place from which , etc.

Ablative : ‘ from behind ’ (N.), at a distance from thee

(V.), ‘ far from the village ' ( M.).

Genitive : ' these I desire to have from Rudra ' ( V.), ‘ he is

1
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blessed from whom suppliants do not depart in disappointment '

(M.W.), ‘ far from the village ' (M.).

10. Place where, etc. (v. also 2 and 8).

Instrumental: ' went in that chariot ' (N.) , ' clad in half

a garment ' (N.) , ' thou hast hidden thyself in the bushes '

(N.), seized in the grasp ' (N.), ‘ he goes on horseback ' ( M. ) ,

' he carried the dog on his shoulder ' (M.), ‘ in the middle of his

task ' (V.).

Locative : the first chapter in ( of) the Nala -story ' (N.),

' sitting on seats ' (N.), ‘ like the stars in (of) heaven ' ( N. ), ( ?)

' he placed the wood on his back ' (M.W. ) , ' he was held by the

skirt of his garment' ( M.W.) , ' he reclined on a seat ' (M.W.)

‘ sit thou on a cushion ’ (M.W.), ‘ taking Sañjivaka by the left

hand ’ (M.).

Ablative : ' the mountain is at (or to) the East (of the vil

lage )' (M.), ' the wind spoke in the sky ' (W.).

Genitive : ' a banner over that forest ' (N.), ' wheresoever in

Kuruksetra ' (W.), ' in what spot on earth he may be born '

( W.) .

11. Space or Place along or through which.

Instrumental : ' went through the air ' ( N. ) , ' they brought

him by water ' (W.), ' come hither by god-travelled paths '

(W.).

Locative : ' through the whole world ' (N.), ' proclaimed

through the city' (N.), ‘ how can I go through the lonely wood ? '

(N.).

12. Time when (v. also 13 and 14).

Instrumental : she does not lie down (at night), nor by

day ' (N.).

Locative : 'at just that time ' (M.W.).

Genitive : ‘ at this time in the day' (W.), ‘ by night ' (W.),

' by day ' (W.).

13. Time within which (v. also 12 and 14).

Instrumental : ' in a moment' (N.) , ‘ she does not lie down

(at night), nor in the day -time' (N.) , ' grammar is learnt in

twelve years ' (M.), ‘ I wish to go to Vidarbha in one day ' (W.).
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1

Ablative : ' within three fortnights ' (M.W.) , ‘ within seven

days ’ (M.).

Genitive : ' eight times within the month ' (M.) .

14. Time after which (v. also 13).

Instrumental : ( ?) Grammar is learnt after twelve years'

(M.), ‘ and they after a long time attained adolescence ' (W), ‘ in

a moment ' (N.).

Locative : ' after twelve years he saw ' (N.), after a very

long time ' ( N.), ‘ he will dine again after three days ' (M.).

Ablative : ' after separation from the body ’ (M.W.), ‘ since

his arrival ' (M.W. ), ‘ seen after a long time' (W.).

Genitive : ' after a few days ' (M.W.), ' to -day is the tenth

month since my father's death ' (M. ).

15. Time throughout which (v. also 12 and 13).

Instrumental : ‘ she does not lie down (throughout the day)

or night' (N.), ' having traded for twelve years' (M.W.).

Locative : sometimes with negatives.

Genitive : ' for a long time ' (M.W.).

16. Absolute.

Instrumental: ‘ he went after this speech ' (N.), ‘ do it with

undoubting heart ' (N.), ‘ spoke with eyes overflowing (with

tears)' (N.), ‘ with his heart delighted ' (N.), ‘ with Dvāpara for

companion ' (N.), ‘ with voice indistinct ( from tears) ' (N.), ‘ only

with thy senses gone (if they were gone) couldst thou leave me

(N.), ' what would happen to me were that done, originally

' by the doing of that thing ' (N. ), ' with me at hand thou

needest feel no anxiety ' (W.).

Locative : ‘ with consent given by us ' (N.), ‘ there being no

harm done ' (N. ).

Genitive : ( ?) as they wandered about he caught one of

them ' (N.), ( ?) ' their gaze fell on her form , and did not leave it

as they gazed ’ (N.), (?) ' as Puşkara played his kingdom was

won from him ’ (N.), (?) when thou art weary I shall not

soothe thy sorrow ' (N.) , ( ?) as I weave my task let not my

thread be cut ’ (V.), ' while he thus spoke, the cow came from

the forest ' (W.).
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17. Recipient or Person Benefited and Remoter Object' etc.

(v . also 26 ).

Locative : he made known to Nala ' ( N.), having promised

to us ’ (N.), should help Nala ' (N.) , they did not show

hospitality to me ' (N.), ‘ to make good unto me... ' (N.), “ thou

behavest unto me ' (N.), ' may he be gracious unto our steed '

(V.), ' a teacher imparts knowledge to an intelligent pupil '

(M.), ' upright towards friends ' ( M.W. ), a hundred good offices

are thrown away upon the wicked ' (M.W. ), ' this is the time

for battle ' (M.W.), “ a king who is equal to (a match for)

a great enemy ' (M.W.), ‘ horses fit for the journey ' (M.W.), ‘ he

applies his mind to virtue ' (M.W.), ‘ sovereignty is suited to

you ' (M.W.), ' equal to toil ' (M.W.).

Ablative : ' on the day previous to that of the çrāddha'

(M.W.).

Genitive : ' thou tellest me the way' (N.), ‘ one should not

give to one what one promises to another ' (M.W. ), ' I will

do thee a service ' (N. ), ' they show hospitality to him ’ (N.),

' to them he did bonour ' (N.), doing what is unpleasant to

the gods ' (N.), ‘ evil shall not happen to thee ' (N.), “ having

given him (gifts )' (N. ), ' let her punishment be great ' (N.),

there is food for me ' (N.) , ' medicine for a sick man ' (N.) ,

' one's own life is dear to oneself ' (M.W.), ‘ a hundred yojanas

is not far for one carried away by thirst for gain ' (almost

‘ if one is carried away ') (M.W.), 'what is unknown to the

wise ? ' (M.W.) , ' what offence have I committed against the

king ? ' (M.W.), ' what can this man do to us ?' (M.W.), ' he

is detestable to his ministers ' (M.W.), ' giving advice to others

is easy (to all men ') (M.W.), ‘ worthy of happiness' (M.W.),

competent for duty ' (M.W.), ' rather like the moon ' (M.W.).

Dative : ' this lump ofmeat is produced for a hundred sons '

(M.W.), ' he sets his mind on their destruction ’ (M.W.), ‘ he

owes money to Devadatta ’ (M.W.), ‘ he promises a cow to the

Brahman ' (M.W.), ‘ he gives sweetmeats to his son ' ( M.W.),

' that is pleasing to me ' (M.W.), ' I will declare this to my

pupils' (M.W.), ‘ be gracious as a mother to her sons ' (W.),

show the bow to Rāma ' (W.), ‘ Hari is equal to the demons '

( M.W. ), ' he is angry with his son ' (M.W.), I have no hopes

C
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for success ' (M.W.), reverence to Ganeca, health to thee '

(M.W.), ‘ he makes known all to the king ' (M.W.).

18. Agent.

Instrumental: ‘ it was said by him ' (M .).

Locative : ( ?) “ I am not to be slain by thee ' (N.), and

perhaps occasionally with plurals.

Genitive :(?) “ the steeds much loved by Nala ' (N.), ‘may

he be slain by me ' (N.), ' devised by physicians ' (N.), ' came

into the power of (was overcome by ) love ' ( N.), what was

spoken by thee ' ( N.), ' what is unknown to the wise ? ' ( M.W.),

' meat cooked by Nala ' (M.W.).

1

19. Members of a class : e.g. with Superlatives.

Instrumental : ' people well-read in books are best as-com

pared-with-ignorant people ’ (M.W.), (?) ‘ a hero dearest even

compared -with -Kunti' (M.W.).

Locative : ' among the Yakşas was none with such beauty

(N.), -best of, or among, men ’(N.), “ the most powerful of men '

(M.W.), of all the sons Rāma is dearest to me ' (M.).

Ablative : ' a store of grain is the best of all stores' (M.W.),

' he slew one of the pair ' (W.), one of them ' (W.).

Genitive : ' pearl of maidens ' (N.), ' best of bipeds ' (N.),

' which of us ?' (W.), ' great among plants ' (W.).

20. According to .

Instrumental: ‘ I chose according to right' (N.), ' according

to rule ' (M.W.), he acts according to my opinion ' (M.W.).

Ablative : they came according to Bhima's command ' (N.).

Dative : the king was not (according) to her liking '

(M.W.).

21. Price and Stake.

Instrumental: ‘ for five Purānas he became a slave' ( M.W.),

' they fight for great rewards ' (M.W.), ' a man should always

protect himself even at the cost of his wife and wealth ' (M.),

' (let Çabalā be given me) for a hundred thousand cows ' (W.).

Genitive : ' time for playing for gold ' (N.), ' the game for

Damayantī’ ( N. ) .
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22. - Against.

Instrumental: ‘ play against Nala ' (N. ), ' vying with the

strong ' (M.W.).

Locative : ' they were wroth against the king ' (M.W.).

Genitive : ‘ what offence have I committed against the

king ? ' (M.W.) , “ saw an occasion against him ’ (N.).

Dative : ‘ he is angry with his son ' (M.W.).

23. Object of emotion.

Locative : ' affection for Nişadha's king ' (N. ) , ‘ faithfulness

to Nisadha's King ' (N.), ' devotion to playing' (N. ) , ‘ leniency

towards an enemy ' (M.W.), ' compassion upon all creatures '

(W.).

24. Possessor and defining a substantive.

Locative : “ the first chapter of the Nala-story' (N.) , ‘ in

whom is skill ’ (N. ) , ‘ the cause of a woman's chastity ' (M.W.),

' the cause of his modesty ' (M.W.) , ' the cause of the decline or

prosperity (of men) ' (M.).

Genitive : ' a book is mine ' (M.), ‘ let her punishment be

great ' (N. ), ( ? ) there is food for me ' (N.) .

25. Source.

Ablative : ‘ from sin ruin results ’ (M.W.).

Genitive : ' one ought not to accept a present from any one '

(M.W.), ‘ these I desire to have from Rudra ' (V.).

26. (Many of these examples have already been given ,

v. 17.) With words expressing

(a) Ruling.

Locative : ' lord among the people of Nişadha' (N.), ' thou

art king of this forest ' ( N.).

Genitive :: ‘ king among the people of Nişadha ' (N. ), ‘ king

of Nişadha ' (N.), ‘ him who rules over this world ’ (M.W. ),

death overcomes us ' (M.W.).

(6) Difference.

Instrumental: ' there is a great difference between you and

the ocean ’ (M.W.).
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Ablative : ' other than thee ' (N.) , differently from what

one has heard ’ (M.W.), ' Kyspa is different from Govinda '

(M.).

Genitive : ' there is a great difference between the master

and the servant' (M.W.).

(c ; cp. also 19 above) Comparison.

Instrumental: ' not to be compared with the dust of their

feet ' (N.), ' dearer than life ' (M.W.). It is even used with

a positive and not merely a comparative : his wife is dear to

him as- life ' ( M.).

Locative : ' a king who is a match for a great enemy '

( M.W.).

Ablative: ' more unfortunate than that misfortune ' (N.),

' mind is more powerful than strength ’ (M.W.) ; (and even with

a positive) (M.W.).

Genitive : ' equal to him ’ (N.), ' rather like the moon

(M.W.), ' there is no one more unfortunate than I ' (W.).

Dative : Hari is a match for the demons ' ( M.W.) .

(d) Being pleased or angry.

Instrumental : ' a low person is satisfied even with little '

(M.) : so with verbs meaning ' disgusted ’ (M.) : cp. also having

pleased by his words' (N.) , ' let us not anger by our worship

(V.).

Locative : she finds pleasure in eating ' (N.), ' delighted

at thy words ' (N.), ' pleased at sacrifices ' (N.), ' he delights

in the good of all the world ' (M.W.), ‘ they were angry with the

king ' ( M.W.) , and even at an offence committed there is no

anger in me ' ( W.).

Genitive : ' pleased by, or at, Damayanti' (N.), ' fire is not

satisfied with fuel ' (M.W.), ‘ he was angry at him ’ (W.) , ‘ enjoy

the juice ' (W.).

Dative : ‘ he is angry with his son ' (M.W.) : with words

of ' hating ' (M.).

(e) Being amazed .

Instrumental : ' amazed at the brightness ' (N. ), ‘ amazed at

the excellence of his beauty ' (N. ) .
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(f) Obeying.

Genitive : ‘ obeying Puşkara ’ (N.).

( 9) Eating and drinking.

Instrumental : ' feeding on water alone ' (N. ).

Ablative : (?) “ having drunk of it ' (M.W.).

Genitive : drink the Soma ' (W.).

(h) Fearing.

Ablative : ' fear of tusked animals ' (M.W. ).

Genitive : ' she did not fear anything ’ (N.).

( i) Seeing.

Genitive : ‘ having observed her ' (V.).

( j) Disregarding, being anxious (cp. t).

Locative: ‘ disregard for advice ' (M.W.), ' what anxiety about

dying in battle ' (M.W.).

Ablative : ‘ he neglects his own interests ' (M.W.).

(k ) Filling.

Instrumental: ' they fill with noise ' (N.), ' filled with the

tigers among men ’ (N.), ' a jar full of water ' (M.W.).

( 1) Hearing.

Ablative : ' having heard that from the troop ’ (N.).

Genitive : ' Indra listened to Vasistha ' ( W .), ‘ learn from me '

(W.).

( m ) Depriving etc.

Instrumental : ' deprived of ornaments ' (N.) , ' destitute of

ornaments ' (N.).

Genitive : (?) ' stealing the king's eyes ' (N.).

(n) Separation.

Instrumental: ' separated from my husband ' (N.) , 'separated

from thee ' (N.) , he cannot endure separation from his father '

( M.), they cleanse him from evil ' (W.).

Ablative : ‘ he ceases from wickedness ' (M.W.), ‘ he ceased

from speaking ' (M.W.) , ' a virtuous son saves his father from

hell ’ (M.W.), ‘ a friend guards one from evil ' (M.W.), free from

grief' (N.).

M. T. f
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(0) Want etc.

Instrumental : ' there is no need ofme' (M.W.).

Locative : ' what need is there of a boat ' (M.W.).

(p) Skill and ability.

Locative : ' skilled in arms ' ( M.W.), ' wise in trifles ' (M.W. ),

' Rāma is skilful at playing dice ' (M.).

Genitive : ' understanding the duties of a king ' (W.).

Dative : he has the power to kill me ' ( M.W.).

(9) Trusting.

Locative : ' confidence in Nişadha's king ' (N.).

Genitive : ' no one puts his trust in you ’ (M.W.).

(r) Envying.

Genitive : ' I envy men who possess eyes ' (M.W.) .

Dative : (M.) .

( 8) Desiring.

Genitive : ' he should desire content ' (M.W.), 'the soul longs

for love ' (w.) .

(t) Remembering, cp. ( j) .

Genitive : 'that he may think of me ' (W.), ‘ do not remember

heaven ' (M.W.).

( u ) Forgiving.

Genitive : ' forgive them ’ (M.W.).

(v ) Striving and inciting.

Locative : ‘ he strives to suppress evil-doers ’ (M.W.).

Dative : ‘ he sets his mind on their destruction ' (M.W.) ,

' he incited them to the murder of their mother ' (M.W.) .

(w) Making trial of.

Locative : ' make trial of Vāhuka ' ( M.W. ).

( 2 ) Blaming (cp. ( d ).)

Locative : ' I will lay the blame on you ’ (M.W.).

(y) Swearing by.

Instrumental: ' I swear by Bhārata ' (M.).

(2) Employment etc.

Instrumental : ' what is to be done with that cow ? ' (M.),

' what has a man , who is well, to do with medicines ?’ (M.W.).

1
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Locative : ' engaged in the acquisition of wealth ' (M.W.),

do not busy yourself about other people's affairs ’ (M.W.), ‘ he

is addicted to objects of sense ' (M.W.) ; ‘ he applies his mind

to virtue ’ (M.W.).

(A) Being ashamed.

Instrumental (M. ).

(B) Giving (a thing ).

Genitive : ' give (us) immortality' ( W.).

(C) Sharing.

Locative : ‘ he made to share in his prosperity' (V. ) .

(D) Telling and showing.

Locative : ‘ he made known to Nala ' (N.).

Genitive : “ thou tellest me the way' (N.).

Dative : ' show the bow to Rāma ' ( W.) , ‘ he makes known

all to the king ' (M.W.).

(E) Advising, teaching.

Locative : ' a teacher imparts knowledge to an intelligent

pupil ' (M.).

Genitive : ‘ giving advice to others is easy (to all men ')

(M.W.).

Dative : (?) ' I will declare this to my pupils ' (M.W.).

(F) Giving (to a person ).

Locative : ' a teacher imparts knowledge to an intelligent

pupil ' (M.), cp . ' should help Nala ' ( N.), a hundred good offices

are thrown away upon the wicked ' (M.W.).

Genitive : ' one should not give to one what one promises to

another' (M.W. ) , “ having given him gifts' (N.).

Dative : ‘ he gives sweetmeats to his son ' (M.W.).

(G) Promising (to a person ).

Locative : ' having promised to us ' (N.).

Genitive : ' one should not give to one what one promises

to another ' (M.W.).

Dative : ‘ he promises a cow to the Brāhman ' (M.W.), cp.

' he owes money to Devadatta ' (M.W.).

f 2



lxxxiv APPENDIX II.

(H) Helping, Benefiting, etc.

Locative : “ should help Nala ' (N. ), ' they did not show

hospitality to me ' (N.) , ' to make good unto me ... ' ( N.), 'may

he be gracious unto our steed ’ (V. ).

Genitive : ' I will do thee a service ' (N), ' they show hos

pitality to him ’ (N.).

Dative : ' be gracious as a mother to her sons ' (W.).

(I ) Injuring etc.

Locative : ' they did not show hospitality to me ’ (N.).

Genitive ( ?) doing what is unpleasant to the gods ' (N.),

(?) ‘ evil shall not happen to thee ' (N.), ' what offence have

I committed against the king ? ' (M.W.).

(J) Fitness etc.

Locative : (?) ' this is the time for battle ’ (M.W.), ‘ a king

who is a match for a great enemy ’ (M.W.) , ‘ horses fit for

the journey ' (M.W.), ‘ sovereignty is suited to you ' (M.W.),

equal to toil ' (M.W.).

Genitive : worthy of happiness ' (M.W.), competent for

duty ' (M.W.) .

Dative : ' he is rendered fit for immortality ' (M.W.) .

(K) Honouring and saluting.

Locative : cp. ' thou behavest unto me ' (N.).

Genitive : ' to them he did honour ' (N.).

Dative : ' reverence to Ganeça, health to thee ' (M.W. ) .

(L) Hoping.

Dative : ' I have no hopes for success ' (M.W.).

(M) Pleasing.

Dative : ' this is pleasing to me ’ (M.W.) .



Appendix III.

On the possible original identity in Greek and, to a

certain extent, in Latin , of the Future Indicative and

the Present ( Aoristic ) Subjunctive '.

The discussion here is not by any means a full one : but if

its results hold good we shall cease to be surprised that e.g.

(a) the Future Indicative in Greek can be used in the

majority of constructions where the subjunctive is used, if we

may to a certain extent disregard the expression or non

expression of av or ke(v) :

(b) there is no future optative in Homer :

(c) scholars find a great deal of difficulty in deciding

whether certain Homeric forms (e.g. kexológetai) are Future

Indicative or Aorist Subjunctive. (They usually decide for one

exclusively of the other. ) If the wearying disputes (about these

latter forms) in grammars and notes on Homer be reduced in

quantity, if not completely stopped, something will have been

done to prevent much waste of paper and patience , and much

wear and tear of type.

A few words must be said by way of preface, to prevent

misapprehension :

The suggestions are only suggestions of possibilities :

dogmatism is out of place, for, e.g.

( 1 ) The person - endings are so obscure : e.g. when did

the first person singular end in -o (cp. dépw, fero ), and when in

(-0)-mi (as so often in ' Aeolic ' ), and what was the difference

1 I hope I may be excused for using various forms of TÚTTW which do not

exist (if only for the sake of Auld Lang Syne, and because TÚTTW has the

luxury of two aorists ! ) .
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1

between -men and -mes (-mos due to Ablaut variation ) in the

first person plural ? (In the latter case perhaps we can only

say that ' Aeolic ' and ` Doric ' preferred to level forms to -ues,

and ‘ Ionic ' to -uev, and Latin to -mos → -mus. In this case

we may compare, for the alternation of n and s, ai( F)ev beside

αι( F)ες, and χεριον + χείρον beside χερ -ιοσ- ες + χείρους, or is

it possible that n was once primary, and s secondary ?)

(2) It is doubtful if the two divisions of II . and III . ,

which are given below, were originally distinct.

(3) The analytical method is inexact, strictly speaking :

an aorist indicative was not formed by taking a root, prefixing

an augment, adding an s, and a person termination , but was

modelled by (e . g. proportional) analogies from a few primitive

types. The analytical method of splitting up words like

ể .TUT.o.m is often misleading, because it obscures pro

portional analogies'. Still, if used carefully, it is convenient,

and probably indispensable.

(4) There has been an enormous amount of levelling in

pre-historic times, in order to bring words connected with one

another by some common meaning (e.g. futurity ) into formal con

nexion with one another- (somewhat as members of a club may

wear the same colours ): so that e.g. we may wrongly attribute

to an original third person singular subjunctive a vowel which

really was not originally in that third person , but was extended

to it from (a) other third persons singular, or (b) other persons

in the subjunctive, especially in the same tense. The difficulty

is to tell whence the analogy has started , as, in Latin especially,

a grain of mustard-seed like the Passive -r has been known to

grow so enormously that some have stigmatised the true theory

about it as ridiculous: on the other hand, we may go too far in

the other direction, and e.g. put down to an analogy like the

one just suggested a vowel which was original.

(5) Next, we must realise that sometimes we cannot tell

1

e.g. if we split up turri (Dative of an i -stem) into turri- i, we may forget

that the relation of e.g. turri and turribus to turrium may have helped to

produce plurium beside plurī (Dative of a consonant- stem ) and pluribus (from

plur- 8 -bus) .
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narrower.

which of two things has actually happened. To take a quite

imaginary instance, suppose that to denote an act as a necessity

there were originally two forms a and b, which were quite

distinct : It is possible that

I. Each originally had a distinct meaning, e.g. a meant

a future act regarded as a certainty, and b an act which was

incumbent, and a duty; these meanings might meet sometimes,

and bere the distinctions between a and b would disappear, and ,

because either form might be used indifferently here, it came

about that either form might be, by analogy, used indifferently

in some constructions where originally only one form could be

used : e.g. a might be sometimes used to denote a duty and b to

denote a future certainty : again , in other constructions the

gulf between a and b may have grown wider rather than

Or else

II. a and b were originally identical in meaning, ex

pressing a necessity, and both could be used to express either a

future certainty or a duty : then, we may almost say by

chance,' in a large proportion of the constructions denoting a

future certainty a happened to be used , and in a large pro

portion of the constructions denoting a duty b happened to be

used : and so there grew up a feeling that the distinction of

meaning was really not incidental to, but actually expressed by,

the distinct forms, and so in newly created constructions futurity

was regularly expressed by a, duty by b '. Then came a

process like that described in I.; in spite of the partial

differentiation there would be some constructions where either

form might be used indifferently, and from these neutral

grounds or stepping-stones a might have analogically extended

over some constructions in which the use of b was by that time

stereotyped, and vice versa : add to this the fact that in certain

constructions, sanctioned by long usage, and having their source

in the original identity of a and b, rather than in analogical

extension beyond what was sanctioned by long usage, a some

times expressed duty and b futurity.

We may, with advantage, apply the same method (the

1 Cp ., to some extent , one theory about the Genders.
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imaginary method ), mutatis mutandis, to two always distinct

forms a and ß ; for ‘ necessity ' we may substitute ' an action, '

and for futurity ' we may substitute an act regarded as in

progress ,' and for duty ' we may substitute an act regarded as

an act, or as a complete whole. '

(6 ) Lastly, what about Phonetic Laws ? The results of

the discussion in Appendix V. are almost the only positive

results in this whole work which I consider certain : briefly,

they are that we have not sufficient data for knowing how

far the ' Phonetic Laws' of the New School are to be applied, i.e.

how far the forms, on the strength of which a Phonetic Law is

' passed ,' occurred under exactly the same conditions as the

forms which we wish to know about, or rather occurred under

so many similar conditions as to resist the diverse conditions,

and to produce the same ultimate form . The question is too

long to be treated here ; but, in case this dictum be thought

heresy, it may be merely suggested that to formulate a Phonetic

Law as a certainty presupposes a knowledge of all the important

conditions under which all the words which we bring under this

law, or put beyond the pale of it, were spoken by millions of

men for thousands of years, and that even ' heresy ' is better

than the assumption of such information !!! To take one

instance , viz. a discussion of what the form amēs is. Can it be

optative from amā-i-īs (cp. sīs superseding siēs on the analogy

of the plural sīmus )? have we data in Latin for the change of

ā-i-īs ? We have āi (two syllables) in Plautus, but we can

scarcely say whether this is an original form (stem ā, + Dative

ai → ī) or whether the i comes from the Locative of the

declension etc ; v. Appendix I. p. lii . Again, did aiņae pho

netically, or did ae (Locative) extend over the functions of both

ās (Genitive) and āī (Dative), so that the preservation of the

form āī became unnecessary, and āi was later on only used as

an archaism , and so that we cannot tell what its final form

would have been by phonetic development ? Again, would the

āi -i of amāi-īs develope in the same way as this āī of naturāi ?

Again , would not the final -s constitute a different Phonetic

condition, if we suppose it to have (possibly) such an effect on

a forms mensā + is xwpā + is (Locative) as to produce mensā

0
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+ is xwpā + is->mensais xópais mensīs beside the singular

form without -s mensae xópa ? Again, was the word- and

sentence -accent demonstrably the same throughout the history

of the word amāi- is as throughout that of any other word or

words for which we have ‘ Phonetic Laws ' ? The list of queries

might go on almost ad infinitum ! We might next, if we felt

we had time, consider what the possible Optatives amāi-iēs ( cp.

s-iēs , eoinseins) and amāi-ois (cp. Dépous) would have become,

phonetically, and add to queries like those above a further one :

if we compare φέρετε φέρομεν with φέροιτε φέρουμεν , was φέρειτε

the original formation which, beside pépoquev, and because of

the relation of dointe to doinuev or doîte to doĉuev, was levelled

to dépoute ? so that we may add another possible optative

amāi-eis : and then we should not have given all the optative

possibilities, for we have not yet considered e.g. the possibilities

of Heteroclisis, i.e. of parallel stems amoi, am-(root aorist), am

+ thematic vowel (root aorist ), etc. , which might survive only or

mainly in the optative (cp. Plautus for e.g. verbs in -ēre where

Classical Latin has -ěre) : then what would subjunctive forms

have become ? And was there ever a contamination of the

forms of subjunctive and optative ? The fact is, we do not

know, and perhaps we never shall know, exactly how far one

method of forming optatives and subjunctives (e.g. optative -iz-,

ī, oi , ei , etc. ) was more frequent than another method, either

in early times, or owing to the levelling system .

If then we realise (as we must sooner or later) that these

are only some of the difficulties, we shall be less likely to walk

into and through this Indian jungle with the idea that it is a

little field with a trodden path through it : as a matter of fact,

in the present state of our phonetic data as to the Latin sub

junctive and optative, perhaps there are almost as many possi

ble paths here as a small jungle admits of, if we consider that

by walking between two trees,instead of past both of them, we

alter our path : we might almost as well try to dogmatise as to

which was exactly the first path taken by the first man who

walked through the jungle, and by every body who followed

subsequently, on the strength of the present appearance of the
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jungle, and on the analogy of other jungles which were not

exactly the same as this one.

Some of the possibilities may now be suggested ' as to the

Greek types.

και όλεω και όλώ

1 . τυπ-σω και τύψω

τυπ - σομαι και τύψομαι

to which we may add other forms (e.g. perhaps teOvnk-ow) due

perhaps to proportional analogies.

2. όλ -εσω

όλ-εσομαι και όλεομαι και όλούμαι.

3. φευγ- σ -εσ - ομαι και φευξεομαι και φευξούμαι.

This form 3 may perhaps be at once disposed of as due

to a contamination of 1 and 2 : for formations containing almost

or quite the same element twice over, cp. dicturum esse [where

-rum from ( ?) esum almost = esse], étéCOOL [where originally

forms like έπεσ -σι and ποδ-σι + ποσσί extended the -( ε)σσι to

e.g. χείρ-εσσι, whence it returned to έπεσ - εσσι και- επέεσσι].].

Latin types are

1. legām legēs leget, etc.

2. amābo amābis amābit, etc.: cp. monēbo, and early Latin

audibo.

This form 2 may perhaps be at once disposed of as a later

formation to denote (on the whole) a future meaning rather

than those many other meanings of which a subjunctive like

ferām , ferās, ferat was capable (of which not the least import

ant were ‘ result'.characteristic''cause ' etc. ). Of the various

explanations only one is accepted by the New School, I think,

viz. , that the bo represents that bhuio which originally meant

‘ become,' etc. , and which bas cognates in fui and Greek répuka.

( The imperfect -bām would perhaps be the aorist of this form .)

The meaning seems perhaps not so satisfactory, from our point

of view, as could be wished : but this is not enough to condemn

1 As I have already said, above, for the sake of convenience the analytical

method is employed, in spite of its inaccuracy: and non-existing forms of TÚTTW

are given (partly for convenience, partly for Auld Lang Syne) .
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the theory, and we find a similar combination of what was very

probably a stem + some part of the verb ' be ' or 'become'

developing a future meaning in bodhitāsmi, ' I shall know, '

and dicturum ( v. Appendix I. p. lxii . , footnote ). Could bo bis

bit etc. be the subjunctive of a non-thematic bhu- (cp. édu

in Greek) ? The Phonetics are (pāce the New School) not

unobjectionable, as we scarcely know for certain what would

happen to -bhuio under these conditions .

In trying to explain these formations as Subjunctives (with

the exception of the -bo forms) I shall have to mention, inci

dentally, other subjunctive forms which will be more fully

treated of in Appendix IV .

Perhaps originally future time required to be denoted :

Problem I. Was it expressed by

(a) a distinct form , or two or more distinct forms, which

originally expressed future time only, or

( b) a form , or two or more forms, not originally confined

to expressing future time (perhaps also expressing e.g. (?) pos

sibility or a command or concession according to the context,

the tone , and particles etc. ?), but to a great extent differen

tiated to express future time : i.e. of forms denoting e.g. both

futurity and (?) possibility and command and concession ( ideas

which are often not distinct in negative and other sentences)

some were partially differentiated to express mainly a future

act, some to express mainly a command etc.

Leaving this unsettled, we may suppose that the idea of

1 One may here mention the attempt to connect the -b- with the b of baculum ,

Bártpov, or of bito , in which case perhaps amābo would have originally meant

' I go to love, almost amatum eo ; cp. je vais dire : and an attempt I once

thought feasible ( but which Mr Moulton of the Leys School kindly told me could

not possibly explain the -b- of the Celtic future) to find in amābo, monēbo the

phonetic result of (?) amā-habo (aorist present to which habe( i)o was a parallel

form perhaps ; cp . Heteroclisis in Plautus)–amābo (cp . nihil nil etc. ) ,

monē -habo→monē-hebo→monēbo (and so for the imperfect) , meaning origin.

ally perhaps ' I have to love ' -> ' I shall love ' (cp. j'aimer-ai , j'aimer- ais) : a

partial parallel would be est mihi agendum ' I have a deed (to be done), ' ' I have

to act, ' and habeo dicere.
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future time had one or more fairly distinct ways of being ex

pressed, either in Indo -European times, or very soon after.

And ( c)

Problem II. There are various ideas about an act, which

are more or less distinct now : e.g. the act may have been re

peated or attempted, or it may have been regarded simply as

an act and as a complete whole, or as going on, or as resulting

in a certain state of affairs : with regard to such ideas as these

in future time, were they originally expressed by (a) distinct

future forms, or by (b) future forms with many meanings all or

most of which meanings might potentially have been expressed

by any one of the forms equally well , but which, to some extent,

became respectively associated with certain forms ?

How far did these distinctions tend to disappear ?

This problem too we must to a great extent leave unsettled.

Supposing that, possibly , the idea of future time had one or

more ways of being expressed , we can imagine how there was

originally, or ( perhaps still more easily ) how there grew up, a

distinction , in some constructions only, between the ideas of

A. Futurity (mainly negatived by où, non).

B. Command, Duty, etc. (mainly negatived by uń, nē).

The word “ necessity ' will almost express the meaning be

tween the two ideas of futurity and obligation .

It is also possible that in some constructions this difference

of meaning would

(a) ( ?) originally, or by differentiation, be denoted by

separate formations, partially at any rate : this might have

been to some extent the case in Greek, and Latin : or

(6) require the creation of a new form mainly to express

A. ( futurity): this might have been to some extent the case in

Latin (cp. Celtic).

It seems that there were perhaps two methods, perhaps

three, of forming Subjunctives or Futures.

I. Where there was no Thematic vowel ' immediately

preceding the terminations in the Indicative, the Subjunctive

had a Thematic vowel
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A. Greek—the bases are those of the sigmatic and root

aorists : for which see Appendix IV. , and see the same Appen

dix for the divisions of ώλεσα into ώλεσα and ώλεσια, and

for the proof that the aorist was not confined to past time.

SUBJUNCTIVE .INDICATIVE .

Secondary and Past Active. Primary Active.

0 - jul or w

S E-01

T

έ- τυπ-σ
E-TUTUTT - 0

μεν ου μες (op . λύσω) 0 -jev or ues

E-TETE

ņt 0-VTL

Primary Active. Primary Middle.

Me 0 - μαι

σι Ε·σαιto or ¢ 0-0- [ the - -

of the Aorist]

èo- or 0-0 .

(cp. όψομαι)
τι €-ται

Mev or ues etc. ο-μεθα

Secondary and Past Active.

ώλ . ε · σ. etc. (same as

for ¿ • TUT • oom ){

Primary Active.

ól • 6 • 0 . Soodl or .w etc. (same as for

τυπ • σ • O • μι or τυπ • σ • ω)

As to the development in the Indicative, the -a- was finally

extended from the 1st person singular ( → a), and the 3rd

person plural (ạtav ), and the ' Infinitive' Allo-ai ( ?), to all

persons except the 3rd Singular, which took the -e (T) from the

Thematic tense (e.g. ÉTUTT• E •T). But this process is not com

plete in Homer's time , where some forms of the Root- Aorist as

well as of the Sigmatic-Aorist) hover between the analogy of the

1st person singular and of the 3rd person plural, and the

analogy of the Thematic Tense.

As to the Aorist Subjunctive here with the Thematic vowel,

it seems that it stood on the same footing as the Present Indica

tive with the Thematic vowel, and that whatever causes pro

duced Indicative τύπτω, τύπτεις , τύπτει, etc., produced also

τύψω, τύψεις, τύψει, etc. In the three plural persons there

seems no difficulty, and the Indicative TúmrtW (cp. Latin fero )

τυπτεσι + τυπτει, τυπτετι + τυπτεσι ' perhaps changed thus :

the relation of the Imperfect and Aorist Indicative έτυπ (τ ) ομ ,

1 (?) τύπτει .
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έτυπ( τ)ες, and ( ?) of the Subjunctive τύπω, τυπης or τύπης, to

τύπτω, τυπτει produced a 2nd person singular τύπτεις, like the

regular phonetic 2nd person singular TUTTEL ' and at the same

time like the Indicative 2nd person ČTUTT( T)es, and (?) the Sub

junctive τυπης or τύπης : then the relation of έτυπ( τ)ον,

έτυπίτ)ες, έτυπ ( τ) ε( τ) , and (?) of τύπω, τυπης or τύπης, τυπη (τ )

or τύπη(τ) to τύπτω τύπτεις produced an obvious proportional

TÚTTEI (T ). (The plural also had its influence on the proportional

analogies.) This will apply to Tubw, túteis , tú ei also.

B. In Latin there is much more uncertainty : the endings

(s, t, etc. ) seem secondary endings, but the stem is doubtful:

i.e. we cannot tell how far it is aorist only, and how far aorist

+ perfect, for we can scarcely say whether Latin formed its

typical perfect with the vowel o rather than e (cp. zrelow , mé

ποιθα, etc. ) , or vice verga (cp. φεύγω, πέφευγα), whether the

latter forms were due to levelling with the present or not (e.g.

πέφουγα » πέφευγα so as to be like φεύγω, φεύξομαι, etc.): and

if we did know this, it would be almost equally hard (except

for the New School) to dogmatise as to the Phonetic resultant

of the o form ?

It is possible that the stems are those of

(a) the sigmatic aorist + the perfect : e.g. amāues, moneues,

audīues, if u is a sign of the perfect *:

( 6) the sigmatic aorist (+ the perfect, if the stem-vowel is

wholly or partially from the perfect) + the sigmatic aorist s re

peated (cp. above on pevçoquat, étréeOOL, dicturum esse, etc. , for

2

1 Was this differentiated and used as a Middle ? Cp. the not absolutely

impossible equationlegere = λεγεσι ( not always λεγεσο » λεγεο + λεγου) .

e.g. if uoiko→ olko- s and uicu - s, and uoino-- > olvo -s and uinum, then one

might suggest uoid- -old - a and uid - 1 : but if we consider that Latin may have

preferred ueiko, ueino to the o -form , and that initial oi seems to become e.g. oe

in foedus and (?) ū in pūnire and ūnus, then an equation of uid -i to old - a needs

a query, whereas the equation of uidi to ueid- seems a little more probable , and

here again, was ueid- perfect as well as aorist ? [Cp. Trod- ped- ; leyovt. legent.. ]

3 It is possible that the u is the u which appears in the Sanskrit third

person, e.g. dadāu : but possibly it is partly due to heteroclisis of 2-stems and

ā-stems with u-stems (cp. kr in Sanskrit showing the theme kuru beside the

perfect cakāra ): the analogy of perfects of u-stems ( e.g. statui) might also have

been at work ,
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the repetition of an element : éme(o ) eoou would be especially

interesting as a parallel if the s of abstract nouns be identical

with the s of the aorist): e.g. deikses :

(c) the sigmatic aorist — some words here may possibly

come really under (a ) : e.g. ueides.

Possibly the original endings added to these stems might

have been, in the Subjunctive:

ō (cp. Greek'w) or o-m

e-s → is (cp. genes - es generis)

e-t

( ?) o-mos

e-te, + s (from the 2nd person singular and 1st person plural),

itis

( ?) O-nt

Were omos, ont, the early forms? i.e. did Latin, like Greek , use

o before m, and e elsewhere, as Thematic vowel , or did it use e

frequently ? If we assume that Latin may possibly have here

used the vowels o, e just as Greek did , then did omus→ umus

( with u perhaps representing a sound between u and imcp.

maxumus and maximus etc.), and then imus beside is, it, itis, or

did unaccented o regularly i, just as final o is supposed to

e (cp. the possible equations λεγόμενοι = legimini, επεσο

= sequere )? or did a contamination of optative imus, and the

subjunctive form (e.g. omus or umus) with a short vowel ,

produce a form îmus ?

As to int, is it due to a levelling with is, it, itis, or is it from

the optative int ' ?

When s between vowels becomes r etc. we might possibly

have amāuer-, monuer-, audīuer-, dixer-, vīder-, + ö , is,it, imus,

itis, int.

For the Optative v. Appendix IV.

We may now say a few words on Roby's 7 pages as to

whether dixerit (aliquis) is subjunctive or indicative : he as

sumes (absolutely regardless of forms) that (a) dixer-o, is, it, is

Future Perfect Indicative, and (b) dixerim, is, it, is Perfect

1 It is possible that the first person im was partly subjunctive, and due to

levelling with is , it, imus (?) , itis.
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Subjunctive : he decides for dixerit here being (a). But if (a)

should prove to be in form ( therefore in meaning) aorist (some

times + perfect) Subjunctive always, or in some forms Optative,

and (b) the same, except for the first person, which seems to be

Optative, then what can be the exact value of proving (a) to be

future perfect Indicative ?

It seems that this system (I.) of forming the Subjunctive

perhaps prevailed more in Latin than in Greek.

II. Where there was a Thematic vowel immediately pre

ceding the terminations in the Indicative the Subjunctive

lengthened it : perhaps the Indo-European long of Ď was 7, and
of ě was ē.

Of course here again I am only suggesting some possibilities :

it is doubtful whether II. was originally distinct from III. , or

whether II . arose from III . , etc.

(A.) Greek .

INDICATIVE.

Secondary and Past Active.

έ - τυπ . 0 TUTT

E-S

SUBJUNCTIVE .

Primary Active.

w or w - Me

ns (c)

nt(e)

ωμεν ου ωμες

ητε

WIT( )

E-T

0 - μεν ΟΥ 0-μες

E-TE

0-VT

τύπω, τύπωμεν, τύπητε, perhaps need no explanation : the

question is, Were the other forms primary here, e.g. TUTNOT,

TUTINTI, TUTTWVTI= TÚTTWOL ( ?) ? In this case the forms of TUTNOU

→ TUTNI TÚTY (was this latter form differentiated, and used

as subjunctive middle ?), and TUTINTI → TUTTNou were possibly

changed to τύπη-s, τυπη(τ) ( which became τύπη( τ) because of

Túns etc. ) , on the model of <TUTES, ÉTUTE(T), because of the

relation of τύπωμεν το έτύπομεν and of τύπητε το ετύπετε : Or

were the forms here secondary, i.e. TUTTYS, TUTIN (with the i sub

script from the Indicative TÚTTELS, TÚTTEL (? ) ) , and the primary

τυπτωντι + τύπτωσι on the model of the Indicative τυπτoντι

1 ? -τύπη.
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> τύπτουσι ? We might possibly have here τύπω, τυπης, τύπη,

τύπωμεν, τύπητε, τύπωσι.

( B.) Latin .

SUBJUNCTIVE .

leg
e-s →

Ō-m or ő

ē-s

ē-t- et

o -mosomus

it

INDICATIVE .

Secondary (? ) and Present.

leg O-m or ő

is

e-t

o-mos → imus (either Phone

tically, because unaccented o

> i, or by levelling to

is , it , itis)

e-te ( +8 from 2nd person singu

lar and 1st person plural)

itis

į o -nt

e

ē-te + & etis

►unt Ō-nt

If early Latin had the same difference as Greek in the use

of the Thematic vowel (i.e. o before m, e otherwise), then per

haps legõmus, legönt → legēmus, legēnt by being levelled to

legēs legēt legētis : or else possibly early Latin often used e

rather than o : or else the ē may really be , at any rate some

times, Optative in origin ' , originating perhaps only e.g. when oi

followed m or nt, but extended by the levelling process. We

might possibly have here lego legēs legēt ( → legět) legēmus

legētis legēnt → legent.

III.

The Subjunctive was formed perhaps by

(a) ( ?) putting ā between the stem (without the Thematic

vowel) and the termination :

1 The chief phonetic evidence for the change of oi is the Locative (and (?)

Dative) plural in is : but then (a ) perhaps this i comes from the singular i (where

original oi or ei was not followed by s) , whereas the phonetic development of ois

might otherwise have been possibly different (ēs (?) ) , or again (b) the plural is

may possibly go back to ei +8 (cp . oikel) and so be no evidence at all for ois → is :

and (c) granting the possibility of ois- → is , might not the following letter in oi.

m, oi- s , oi -t, oi -mos, oi-te (s ) , oi-nt constitute a different condition, and if any

one of these forms ē, the ē might possibly spread throughout the tense by the

levelling process— (for the different effect of m and s, cp. em → em beside es

is) .

M, T.

RESELIERADE
g

UNIT) : " TY
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(Α.) Greek .

TUTT α-μ(ι ) or α-ω

a -s (ι).

α- τ(ι)

α -μεν ου αμες

α - τε

( α-ντ (ι)

The secondary endings might have produced τυπημ + τυπης

Or τύπω, τυπης, τυπη ( τ), τυπημεν, τύπητε, τυπης . Then τυπης

τυπη τ) might have + τυπης τύπησ)τύπης τύπη(τ) on the model of τύπτεις

τυπτει, and τυπημεν, τυπης (3rd person plural) might have

+ τύπωμεν, τυπωντι + τύπωση on the model of e.g. τύπτομεν,

τυπτoντι + τύπτoυσι.

The primary endings might have produced τυπημι καιτύπω

μι by association with έτυπον, τύπτω etc. or τύπω, τυπησι

και τυπηι και τυπη τύπης on the model of τύπτεις ( 3) έτυπ( τ )ες

etc., τυπητι και τυπησι και τυπη( τ ) by association with Τύπης

τύπτεις ( ?) and έτυπ ( τ )ε( τ ) etc. , τύπημεν και τύπωμεν by associa

tion with ετύπομεν and τύπτομεν etc. , τυπηντι και τυπωντι

και τύπωσι by association with τυπτoντι καιτύπτoυσι.

So that here we might have, possibly, τύπω( μι), τυπης, τυπη,

τύπωμεν, τύπητε, τύπωσι.

( Β. ) Latin.

leg ā-m

a- s

a-t » at

ā-mos āmus

ā-te ( + s from 2nd person singular and 1st person plural)

ā-nt

ātis

or else by

(b) putting ă before or after the Thematic vowel :

(Α. ) Greek.

τυπ- 7 ο-α -μ(ι) , or α-ω, Or ω- α (?)

e-a -s(1)

ε -α-τ( ι)

0 - α - μεν ΟΥ 0 -α-μες

E-α-τε

ο- α -ντ( ι)



WAS THE FUTURE TENSE THE SUBJUNCTIVE MOOD ? xcix

→ TUTTOVTL →

becoming, if secondary, τυπων or τύπω, τυπης, τυπη( τ), τύπω

MEV, TÚTNTE, TÚTW1(7) : then possibly TUTINS TUTIN ( T) → TÚTYS

τυπη(τ) by association with τύπτεις τύπτει (τ), and τυπων

(3rd plural) - τύπωσι by association with τυπτoντι

+ τύπτουσι :

if primary , τύπωμι or τύπω, τυπησι + τυπηι και τυπη καιτύ

πης (by being associated with e.g. έτυπ ( τ)ες ) , τυπητι και τυπησι

→ TUTY() (by being associated with e.g. ÉTUTT ( T ) e ( T ), Tútwuev,

τύπητε, τύπωσι).

The same might possibly have resulted had a been put

before the Thematic vowel .

(B. ) Latin .

leg 0-8-m or 8-0-m

e-a -s or a-e -S

e-a-t or a-e-t

0-a-mos or 8-O-mos

e -a-te( + s ) or a-e-te( +8)

0-a-nt or a-o-nt .

I will not venture to say what these forms might have be

come, for we know practically nothing about e.g. final and

unaccented ea or ae before t or s : it is conceivable that e.g. ae

or ea might possibly → ā in certain positions or into ē in certain

positions, and so spread the ā or ē : but our data are inadequate .

The suggestions might be extended enormously, especially

if we suppose a third possible formation instead of or besides

(a) and (b)) e.g. ā put before or else after the Thematic vowel .

However, the suggestions here will be sufficient to show

that possibly

(a) Greek ' Future Indicatives ' are almost all Sigmatic

Aorist Subjunctives: a few forms like čd -o -uai (cp. Sanskrit

ad-mi), φάγ-ο-μαι, έσομαι (when it is not from έσ - σ - ο- μαι),

cp. erimus, ox -o -uai are root-aorists Subjunctive:

(6) Latin ' Future Indicatives,' apart from the forms in -b-,

may be sometimes root -aorist Subjunctive, or possibly occasion

ally Subjunctives of the progressive or imperfect tense :

on the other hand we cannot here exclude the possibility of

some form of an Optative series, e.g. legoim , legois, legoit ,

9 2
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legoimos, legoite + s, legoint, resulting in ē ( from oi), and spread

ing this ē to some or all other forms by the levelling process :

(c) Latin ' Future Perfects Indicative ' may be sometimes

Aorist or sometimes Aorist and Perfect Subjunctive : there

again we cannot exclude the Optative form e.g. it → it, int - int,

and perhaps in other persons by proportional analogies.

as

It seems that in Greek the -OW , -DELS, -o el form became to

a great extent (but far from entirely, and to a less extent than

the Latin (ām) ēs, ēt) used to express futurity, whereas the

-W, -95, -y form became similarly used to express e.g. a command,

and was differentiated after Homer's time still more by having

äv with it, and uń to negative it, in many constructions,

opposed to the -σω, -σεις, -σει form without the άν and with oύ

to negative it, in most constructions.

It seems that the aorist-subjunctive túyw, -9s, -y is either

a new formation modelled on tenses which had the Thematic

vowel in the Indicative e.g. TÚTTW, -7s, -?, or else it possibly

was a doublet of -OW, -GELS, -SEI, corresponding to a form of the

Sigmatic Aorist Indicative with the Thematic vowel .
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The Moods and Tenses.

In Appendix III. it has already been shown how to a certain

extent the distinction between moods and tenses is arbitrary

e.g. the Future Tense ' (of the Indicative) possibly is not

altogether distinct from the Aorist Subjunctive in Greek and

Latin , and also the Aorist Optative in Latin : I have also shown

there and elsewhere how extremely difficult and hazardous it is

to map out a scheme of original forms and meanings, and of

subsequent phonetic and syntactical developments. As to the

Moods, I am not here considering the ' Imperative ' (q.v. ) which

may possibly be, in origin , sometimes Accusative or Dative of

an abstract verbal noun (e.g. llloov, lūgai, and (?) imperatival

legimini : the Indicative legiminī may be participial in origin ),

sometimes the pure verbal theme, with or without the Thematic

vowel, and so nearer in its origin to an exclamation , sometimes

the same with tōd (henceforth ' ) added to it (e.g. Núe, lvétw (8 ),

lege , duc, legitõ (d )) and sometimes formations modelled on these

by proportional analogies (e.g. λυόντω : λυέτω = έλύοντο: ελύετο

and legunto : legito = legunt : legit). It has been observed

that the Imperative sometimes becomes equivalent to (a) Spaoai

dei, cp. oio@ ô dpâoov and v. the Introduction, or (b) the Sub

junctive in its future sense, cp. ( ?) ei dè où név Mev åkoûgov érydo

Sé ké tou katalów, if ei is not exclamatory but means ' if,' or

(c) almost the protasis of a conditional sentence , cp . ppâ ¢e kai

πεπράξεται..

Neither am I here considering the Infinitive : some of its

possible origins from an abstract verbal noun in the Dative

(e.g. luoat, morī), suffixless ‘ Locative ' ( e.g. Avelv), or possibly

Locative and Instrumental etc. (e.g. legere) have already been
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treated of under the Infinitive (q.v.). There remain the In

dicative , Subjunctive, and Optative , and the tenses.

The following remarks are very tentative, and are meant to

suggest the problems rather than to attempt the solutions of

them.

First as to some of the ideas which we can now -a -days

distinguish in at least some constructions :

I. An act may be regarded as actually taking place or as

a duty etc. at a time contemporaneous with, or previous to, or

future to, the time of (a) the speaker, (b ) an act which the

speaker mentions :

II. Such an act may be regarded simply as an act or a

complete whole, or as in progress, or as begun or attempted, or

as repeated, or as finished or resulting in a certain state of

affairs, or as a general truth , etc.

The problems are :

(a) to what extent were the distinctions between these

ideas originally felt, and to what extent did they not come to

be felt till later on , and to what extent did they tend to

increase or to disappear as time went on ? and

(6) to what extent were they originally expressed each by

or more distinct forms, and to what extent were they

expressed by many forms, of which one or more came later on

to be more or less set apart to convey one idea, and others to

convey other ideas, and to what extent did the distinction

between these ideas subsequently decrease, so as to lead to the

partial or total disappearance of one form, or to a contamination

of two or more forms, and to what extent was such a result due

to the meanings having been originally identical ?

We have as our basis various forms. In the present state of

our Phonetic data it is often impossible to say to what group

of words a form really belongs, or if it belongs entirely to any

one group. When we compare two or more forms with one

another we see that they stand in various degrees between

conveying absolutely identical meanings and conveying ab

solutely different meanings.

We must steer midway between the Scylla of saying that

one
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every form originally had its own single definite meaning, and

that no other form originally had that same definite meaning,

and the Charybdis of saying that every form originally meant

almost any number of things, and that when one form does convey

a meaning distinct from another form , it is entirely the result of

later differentiation and not a trace of original difference of

meaning

Considering how hard it must be to think as Indo-Europeans

thought, and as early Greeks , and Latins thought, and how

liable we must be to coast along near to Scylla when we should

be just skirting Charybdis (Charybdis is as a rule shunned, but

probably is really far safer than Scylla), I shall avoid dogmatism

almost entirely , and state as a vague suggestion of some pos

sibilities the following consideration ' of what forms originally

denoted, or came to denote, the above distinctions of ideas.

Perhaps a verbal root was originally of a flexible nature and

could adapt itself to form not only verbs but also other parts of

speech : by aid of modifications and additions it could become,

e.g. a substantive, or an adjective, or a finite tense. In itself it

was not necessarily confined e.g. to forming verbs, or to denoting

past time only — such ideas originally came by implication from

the context, and by implication or explicitly from e.g. the

augment (or sign-post which warned the hearer that past time

was being spoken of), from the modifications of the theme itself

(according to where the accent fell), and the addition of person

terminations with or without some further element (e.g. i to

denote futurity, perhaps), and from certain particles etc. in the

sentence (e.g. words meaning ' perhaps,' already,' etc.).

We have, then, to consider the flexible and adaptable nature

of the verbal root : we have to consider the variety of forms,

and whether this variety (or the accent which produced it) was

originally a mode of expressing various shades of meaning (e.g.

the beginning, progress, completion, or repetition of the act),

or whether such shades of meaning were non-original , but be

1 The analytical method is here employed, in spite of the fact that as a

general rule perhaps words were not formed by adding suffixes and endings etc.

to a stem, by a process of adding arms and legs to a stump, but were formed ,

largely by proportional analogy, on the model of already existing unities.
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came in course of time associated with special forms as the

result of differentiation.

We have also to consider the same question about the

variety of those further elements which may be called affixes

(such as the ‘ Thematic ' vowel, the -vv- of deix-vv-yev, etc.).

Before we decide, we must realise that we may err by being

either

(a) too definite (if we assign original differences where

there were none) or

(b) too vague ( if we do the reverse ).

I shall here consider mainly the different modes of distin

guishing an act as

I. (a) simply an act, or a complete unity, or

(b) as in progress, or

(c) as represented by the state of affairs in which it

results.

(I shall not consider other distinctions, such as an act

repeated, or attempted, etc.)

II. (a) as contemporaneous with, (b) previous to, (c) future

to , the time of the speaker's words or of some act which the

speaker mentions.

(I shall not consider other distinctions, such as a command,

duty, possibility, or desire, etc.)

What was the exact difference between the stems teld-,

πεποιθ-, πιθ-, and πειθσ- + πεισ- ? It is not a complete answer

merely to say that the difference was originally one of accent :

for we may suggest that a vowel was not pronounced e.g. in a

higher tone just for fun, but that the different accent perhaps,

at least sometimes, expressed a different shade of meaning.

It is not impossible that 10- and relo-o differed from one

another very slightly if at all : viz. that 10- denoted, or came

to denote, the verbal notion in its most simple form , as an act

or acts regarded merely as an abstract whole, whereas treld -

differed from @ mainly in the addition of that ( e)s, which

denoted an abstract noun, and which appears e.g. in yever

[Latin geneses - generis, Greek Yevegos → yévous] : thus the
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relation between the root and sigmatic aorist émiov( T) and

επεισηt → ÉTTELOay would be parallel to that between mori

(probably dative of the abstract mor-) and amā-(e)s-i etc.

amāre ( Locative etc. of the root + abstract (e)s). As to the

Thematic vowel, when it appears in the root-aorist or in the sig

matic aorist (cp. Homer for root-aorists without it, and sigmatic

aorists with it ), it would be very hard to decide whether it

is more accurate to say that it belongs to the stem, or to the

interval between the stem and termination, or to the termina

tion itself, and whether it made any difference to the sense or

not : e.g. was the vowel e of óleoa part of the stem (óle) or of

the aorist suffix (ód-eo-), or did its insertion prevent the stem

ól and the aorist suffix from clashing together ? and did the

tense meaning of ώλεσα differ from that of έκελσα ? It is

possible that the root- and sigmatic- aorist stems denoted

( originally or later on ) an act as a complete whole. It is not

impossible that partly owing to differentiation from the root

aorist ( TT10-) or the sigmatic aorist ( Treldo-) stems like si- sto-,

di- dw- etc., and melo(o) etc. came sometimes to denote an act

in progress or going on , and that me-7010- denoted or came

to denote an act as finished ( ?) or as resulting in a certain

state of affairs. How many other ideas could be originally, or

later on came to be, denoted by these and other forms (e.g. an

inceptive act by a suffix -sk-) it would be very difficult to say.

A. Now these original or subsequently developed dis

tinctions between (a) an act simply regarded as a complete

whole, (6) an act regarded in detail or as in progress, and (c) an

act regarded as already finished ( ?) or as resulting in a state of

affairs ( to disregard for the present the other ideas of e.g.

repeated or attempted action ), might not originally exist at all

in some constructions, or in course of time might come to dis

appear in some constructions : and on the other hand might

become more and more marked in some constructions, as time

went on , and so increase the gulf that lay between them .

Having thus considered some of the different ideas about acts,

we may now consider such things as the time of the action in

relation to the time of the speaker or of some act which he

mentions. As I said above, an act may be regarded, B. as
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actually taking place, or as possible , or as a duty, or as a general

truth , or as desirable, or as a concession , at a time previous

to, or future to, or contemporaneous with , the time of speaking

or of some act which the speaker mentions. So, by combining

these ideas, we have the possibility of many combinations : and

though at first it would seem as if any combination of one idea

from (A) and one idea from (B) would be distinct from any other

such combination, still as a matter of fact the ideas frequently

overlap. Two instances will suffice to make this clear.

It often makes little or no difference whether we express a

future act as certain to take place (aorist) or as certain to be

going on (progressive ), or as certain to be finished (perfect); and

a present, past, or future act as not possible, or as not an actual

act (as an act, or going on , or finished ).

It is conceivable that an act or acts in the present or past,

when stated as certain, were expressed by the Indicative of the

Progressive, Aoristic, or Perfect, etc. tense : these ideas may

have been distinguished originally or else have come to be

distinguished later on : other ideas (such as repeated or

attempted action) may have been expressed by distinct forms

originally, or later on , or have been expressed e.g. by aoristic

forms extended to denote such meanings by contrast and thanks

to the context, etc. (v. Aorist and Imperfect, and Principle X.) .

It is possible that the distinction here between the action

regarded as an action, or as in progress, or as finished etc., would ,

in some one or more languages, either not exist at all, or

scarcely exist, originally, or else disappear as time went on, in at

least some constructions, whereas in some other language or

languages, in at least some constructions, the ideas might come

to be contrasted more and more as time went on.

As to the method of forming the Indicative, it was possibly

that of adding terminations directly to the root, or to the root +

a suffix (and here we may possibly class the Thematic vowel) :

to denote past time an augment might have been prefixed, but

perhaps was not absolutely essential to the idea of past time :

it is not impossible that this idea was originally expressed

(a) by other ' sign-posts ' also, e.g. particles meaning ' then,'

' formerly,' ' once,'
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(b) by the context and tone etc. [cp. Homeric forms],

until the idea of past time came to be more or less associated,

as it were by chance, with certain forms of the stem, certain

suffixes, and certain terminations .

It is possible then that in some languages there were origin

ally, or came to be, Indicative forms expressing an act or acts,

in past, future or present , as in progress, or simply as acts, or

as completed ( ?) and resulting in a certain state of affairs, etc.

Similar possibilities apply to the Subjunctive or Future'

(whichever we like to call it) in one or more languages, whether

it was originally altogether distinct from the Indicative, or

differed from it by having an additional thematic vowel (or an

Indeterminate vowel, (?), which → Latin a, but in Greek fol

lowed the character of the Thematic vowel ) . (v . Appendix III.)

And it is possible that this Subjunctive or Future origin

ally ( ?) , or later on, had certain forms expressing a duty or a thing

commanded , in some constructions where there was a distinction

between such ideas and mere futurity. For the possibility of

the Latin forms legam , legas, legat , etc., leges, leget, etc. ,

legerim and legero, legeris, legerit, etc., and legerem , legeres,

legeret, etc., being Subjunctive in form v. Appendix III. We

may also add the ' pluperfect' amauissem , dixissem , fuissem ,

-es, -et, etc., possibly modelled on the sigmatic aorist and perfect,

or on only one of these tenses sometimes, in the Indicative

(e.g. fuesem (?) , cp. óleom oreoa) and the (e)sem of the

' Imperfect' Subjunctive, possibly really aorist Subjunctive

(e.g. regesem → regerem, es-sem).

Thirdly it is conceivable that the Optative was (?) originally

distinct from the Subjunctive in meaning, and expressed e.g.

possibility, or was not distinct from the Subjunctive in meaning ”,

but was merely a bye -form expressing perhaps futurity, duty ,

1 The Sanskrit · Future ’ denotes e.g. will, ' ' futurity,' “ promise, ' 'threat,'

. desire,' the ‘Subjunctive ' and Optative' (very roughly speaking) ' will , ' .fu

turity ,' ' promise, ' ' threat, ' desire ,' or obligation .'

2 Arguments in favour of the Optative as well as the Subjunctive originally

meaning ' Futurity,' are, e.g.

(a ) In Sanskrit and Latin the meanings of Subjunctive (or Future) and

Optative forms are practically identical.

(b) In Homer there are not many types of constructions of the Subjunctive

where the Optative would not stand, and (to a less extent) vice versa .
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possibility, etc. , and that, in some one or more languages and

constructions, it was sometimes differentiated to express the

simple occurrence of an act, or its progress, or its being finished ,

etc. , as a possibility, and that in some one or more languages

the same mood or one of its varieties may have originally or

later on expressed the same ideas as desirable or as a con

cession. It is possible that the original or later developed

identities of meaning of the Subjunctive and Optative may

have resulted either in

(a) the partial or total disappearance of one form : or

(b) the amalgamation or contamination of the two forms:

whereas on the other hand the original or later developed

differences of meaning of the Subjunctive and Optative may

have widened the gulf between the two moods, whether this

gulf was again bridged over or not.

The characteristic vowel of the Optative was i or i : one

question is, whether the ē which we find combined with i in

siēs, éoins → eins, syās, is an integral part of the Optative, or

whether it is the Subjunctive ē? (cp. legēs, Néynte ): in this case

this Optative might originally or later on have denoted a future

possibility ( ?) ; or was the ē that vowel which appears in the

aorist, e.g. fuávnu ? In this case this Optative might bave de

noted futurity etc. , leaving the time at which the act was future

to be inferred from the context, etc. As to the o ti of Greek , is

the o an integral part of the optative, or is it the Thematic

(or Indeterminate ( ?)) vowel , perhaps generalised, and extended

from e.g. φέροιμι φέροιμεν and ( φερoιηντ και φερoιεντ » φέρoιεν)

to φερεις, φερει , φέρειτε φέρoις, φέροι , φέρoιτε ? The first two

(c ) Every meaning of the Optative can be easily derived from that of

' futurity ' ( in its various shades of meaning) .

(d ) In Sanskrit the Future Indicative (bhavisyāmi) is apparently a primary

Optative in form , and the unfulfilled condition in past time (cp. Homeric

Optatives) is future in form . [As to Goodwin's hobby, that the ‘ Optative

represents a Subjunctive in the changed relation in which it stands when the

main verb becomes past instead of present, ' it fails miserably in the face of the

Homeric άξω ένα άλφους : δώρον δ όττι κέ μοι δοίης κειμήλιον έστω. ] Can we cp.

Doric futures with bhavisyāmi ?

1 Felt more acutely by the subtle -minded Greeks.

2 Whether this ē be considered as original , or as due to levelling , in legēmus

beside λέγωμεν ..
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levellings of ei to ou would distinguish these forms from the

Indicative pépeis, pépei: in this case was the Thematic (?)

vowel the vowel of the Indicative (cp. pépopev ), denoting

merely a (?) possibility as actual, and leaving the time to be

inferred from the context, or expressed by particles, etc. , or

was it the vowel of the Subjunctive (cp. ědomai), denoting a

future possibility ? These are some of the suggestions as to

Greek forms.

As to Latin, the methods of formation are very obscure, and

any treatment must be very tentative and incomplete. If we

suppose a more or less close connexion between the Greek and

Latin methods, which of the two methods shown above, viz . lē

(i in the plural), and oi (or ei ( ?)), predominated either originally

or by analogical extension , and which method did not pre

dominate, and how many amalgamations or contaminations of

the two forms were there ?

1. lē, -1

siēm

siēs

siēt

sīmus

sitis

sint, or si [i]út sient.

Hence by levelling sīm , sīs, sīt, sīnt ( ?).

So (?) velim, velis, velīt, velīmus, velītis, velīnt, and (?)

amauerīm , viderīm , etc. (such forms being sigmatic aorists only,

or aorist and perfect sometimes).

Here possibly im → im, īt → it, int → int may have levelled

īs, īmis, ītis to is, îmus, itis .

2. oi , or ei ( ? ) .

ei
i -m

-S

-t

-mos

-te (+ s from 2nd person singular and 1st person

plural)

-pt.
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Here we have a series of queries : did Latin generalise o as

Greek may have done, or did it generalise e, or use the In

determinative vowel (a ? cp . datos – datus, dotós) ? And then

what would unaccented ei, oi , or ai have become in Latin before

letters like m , s, t ? Our evidence is singularly inadequate here

-we have is in the plural of the ā- and o- stems : but in the o

stems does is come from Locative oi + s or ei + s, or Dative

0 + ai + s + õis ois īs, or is it the Locative singular i +

plural s (whereas oi + s might have become ēs) , and in the ā

stems, is it from Locative à tits ais īs, or Dative

ā + ai + s → āis + ais a is, or is it transferred from the 0

stems (e.g. dulcibus feminine = dulcibus masculine : hence a

new form bonis feminine beside bonis masculine), whereas

otherwise à + ai + s or ā + i + s might have → aes, or ēs, or ās ?

I can only suggest the mere possibility of some of these

forms producing e.g. ē before certain letters, and i before

certain other letters : then one or the other vowel might have

been generalised, and we should have as Optatives :

1 . legēs, legēt, legēmus, legētis, legēnt :

[( ?) root aorist optative : the so-called Future Indicative.]

2. legesēs → legerēs, legesēt → legerět, legesēmus, legesētis,

legesēnt, cp. essēs :

[Sigmatic aorist optative : the so-called Imperfect Sub

junctive.]

3. Amauessēm → amauissem, ēs, ēt et, ēmus, ētis, ent

ent : cp. fuissem , dixissem , vidissem :

[Either perfect, or perfect + sigmatic aorist, with

additional aorist s - so -called Pluperfect Subjunctive.]

4. amauesīm → amauerim , is, it → įt, imus, itis, int →

înt : cp. fuerim , vīderim, dixerim : hence possibly the ì of im ,

it, int was extended , so that īs , imus, ītis → Is, Imus, ſtis :

[Either perfect, or perfect + sigmatic aorist, with

additional aorist s—so-called Perfect Subjunctive.]

5. Can we possibly class here sim , sis, sit, etc. velim , velis,

velit, etc. ?

As to the forms of the Latin Subjunctive or Future, there

fore, with the exception of the forms in -bo -bis -bit, etc. (are

an

an
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these Subjunctives of ( ?) stem bhu (i) ?), and those in ām, ās, āt,

etc. (which may be Subjunctives also ), we may possibly refer

every Classical form to

(a) Subjunctive only : or

(6) Optative only :

(c ) sometimes one , sometimes the other : or

(d) sometimes a contamination of the forms of Subjunctive

and Optative.

We may sum up a few of the possibilities, then , for

Greek and Latin , with regard to the act regarded as a complete

whole (Aoristic), or as in progress (Progressive) or as finished ( ?)

and resulting in a certain state of affairs ( Perfect ), in present,

past, or future time (the latter including also, to some extent,

the idea of command, duty, etc. ), or (rarely) as possibilities

(including sometimes the idea of wish ) :

(a) In ‘ Present time (as in Future time) in Greek and

Latin the Aoristic and Progressive are rarely distinct in form ' :

i.e. in meaning distinctions may have existed (originally (?) or)

later on , and have partially disappeared and have partially led

to still further distinctions — but such distinctions are not, to

any appreciable extent, expressed by distinctions of form . The

' Perfect ' is very often distinguishable from these two ideas

in form or meaning, but more often is, originally or by later

development, indistinguishable from the Past Aorist (cp . the

amalgamation of the Latin Present Perfect, and Past Aorist, and

some uses of the Greek Classical Perfect, and the Hellenistic

Perfect).

(6 ) In Past time in Greek and Latin ( the Latin form in

-bām is, perhaps incorrectly, called an Imperfect: it may have

been originally Aoristic : cp. the somewhat similar Sanskrit

Aorist or Perfect tokayāmāsa ‘ he thought,' and, later on, mainly

owing to differentiation with the Aorist , have served to express

e.g. the Progressive where it was distinct from the Aoristic ), the

Progressive and Aoristic seem far more distinct : they may or

(more probably ) may not have been so distinct originally, but very

Goodwin practically ignores the Aorist Present,
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likely the gulf between them widened and further distinctions

arose by contrast (v. Principle X. and the Aorist and Imperfect).

Sometimes however they cannot be distinguished without we

accept those excessively fine distinctions which delight the

grammarian and confound the school-boy : this identity of

meaning may have been original , or may have arisen sometimes

in negative sentences etc. As has been already said in (a), the

Present Perfect is not (originally or later on) altogether distinct

from the Past Aorist in Latin especially, and to some extent in

Greek. And again, in both Greek and Latin we have many

instances where the Past Perfect ' ( or Past Perfect + Past

Aorist ?) is not distinct from the Past Aorist (cp. postquam

venit or venerat: and with étrei sometimes in Greek).

(c) In Future time in Greek and Latin (including the

Latin form in -bo, -bis, -bit) , the Progressive and Aoristic are

rarely distinct in form : i.e. in meaning distinctions may have

existed originally or later on, and have partially disappeared

and have partially led to still further distinctions, but such

distinctions are not, to any appreciable extent, expressed by

distinctions of form . Again, these ideas are not always dis

tinguished from the Perfect, or Aorist + Present Perfect (cp.

si venerit, dixerit, and si veniet, dicet, in so far as these forms

are Future or Subjunctive: also comp. πεπράξεται and πράξεται

or πραχθήσεται).).

(d) As to Command, Duty, or Potentiality in Greek in so

far as they were distinct from Futurity the Progressive and

Aoristic (e.g. cp . ει ποιούμι with εί ποιήσαιμι ) are not s0 often

distinct in meaning as the senseless hair-splitting of some gram

marians would maintain : in Latin it is a question how far the

forms which may be Optatives (e.g. sis, esses) are Progressive,

and how far they are Aoristic, in their present meaning.

| There seems to be, in the Greek ' Pluperfect,' an augment + a Perfect stem

+ an aorist eo- + the secondary endings : e.g.

(co-m» καιeoa ea → n

60-0a → nola (with the long vowel from the first person )

ELO0a [with the el from the third person : e.g. ñecoda ]ε . λελοιπ

€0-€-T → EET → ERT → E (with the Thematic vowel e- cp . Elvoe,

λέλυκε beside έλυσ - m και έλυσα, λελυκ-m + λέλυκα]]

(etc.
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Personally, I think that the almost invariable translation of

maneres by ' you should have been remaining ' is not warranted

by the form , and certainly not required by the meaning

( N.B. it is also clumsy). As to the Perfect in Greek, it may

to a great extent be distinguished from the Progressive and

Aoristic. In Latin the Aoristic may sometimes have been

purely Aoristic in meaning and sometimes have hovered be

tween the Progressive and the Present Perfect (cp. tantus est

timor omnium ut nemo adsit, and tantus fuit timor omnium ut

nemo adfuerit or adesset).

These are only a very few of the possibilities ; a full dis

cussion of all possibilities would fill a volume.

I hope I may be excused for having so often repeated

myself : it seemed so absolutely essential to insist on

(a) the inadequacy of our Phonetic Data, and the enormous

influence of Analogy, and the possibility of some of the results

which apparently it might easily have produced :

(b) the difficulty of the problem as to how far Indicative,

Subjunctive, and Optative had originally distinct meanings, and

( to some extent) distinct forms, and as to how far such ideas

about an act as being simply an act, or as in progress, or

as ( ?) finished , were originally distinct, and were denoted by

distinct forms.

I may at some future time venture on the similar problems

about the act repeated, or habitual, or attempted, etc., or

regarded as a general truth : I have not considered them here,

but have touched upon them under the Aorist and Imperfect,

to which I refer for a brief suggestion of a few possibilities.

In conclusion I may suggest (cp. Chapter II.) the following

possibilities :

(A) The Indicative once connected ' a person ' with ' an

action, and might have meant (a ) 'he is now doing, he always

does do, he did do,' (6) ' he will do, he is to do, etc.'—the mean

ing varied according to the tone and context , etc.

(B) The Subjunctive and Optative denoted (6) ‘ he will do,'

he is to do,' etc. and to a great extent superseded the Indica
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tive in denoting (b) : but the Subjunctive may have once been

only a form of the Indicative set apart to denote (b) (by

differentiation ). Later on certain Subjunctive or Optative

forms were often set apart to denote ‘futurity,' others to denote

' command, wish , etc.'

(C) The Imperative - chiefly an exclamation giving a

command—was used beside the Subjunctive and Optative of

command, especially in Positive Commands.

To return to the Indicative, it was thus left to clearly denote

(a) he is now doing it, ' he always does do it,' he did it,' etc.

Naturally he did it came to be confined, to a great extent, to

different forms from ' he is now doing it ' or ' he always does it. '

As to the Tenses, the tense denoting an act might have

occasionally, especially in past time, had two shades of mean

ing, e.g. ‘ he did it ' ( Aorist' of Complete whole) and ' he was

engaged in doing it ' (' Progressive '); these ideas might have

sometimes come to be denoted, (in some cases where they were

distinguished ) the Aorist by one set of forms (e.g. the weak

root, or the root + s, etc.), the Progressive by another set of

forms (e.g. the strong root or the root + a suffix ). As to the

' Perfect, if originally a branch of this tense, it may have some

times been differentiated to express a lasting state rather than

an act, sometimes to express a past act viewed in the light of

its result : or it may have originally had (in some forms at least)

the meaning of a state rather than an act.

Later on, further distinctions between the ' Aorist ' and the

branch of the same tense, not always distinct from the ' Aorist '

either in form or meaning, and called the ' Progressive,' may

have grown up partly by differentiation and contrast : or, on

the other hand, distinctions already existing may have dis

appeared.
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On the extent to which the New School are justified

by the data which we possess in their present general

method of stating and applying Phonetic Laws.

The Introduction and Appendix III. (e.g. v. the discussion of

amēs) have given some hint as to the results here suggested.

I have tried to everywhere avoid being dogmatic except where

I dogmatically insist on dogmatism being out of place ! and

before I begin this discussion, it is absolutely necessary that I

should clearly point out exactly how far I agree with the

general methods of the New School , and how little I sympathise

with the general methods of the Old School . The New School

have done an inestimable service to Philology, by (theoretically)

insisting on accuracy and refusing to accept random shots,

and, though my own stock of Philological knowledge is pain

fully deficient, I have honestly done my best to accept no single

suggestion and to offer no single suggestion, either in Morphology

or Syntax, which has not a possible justification in a parallel

development or Principle of development, wherever such a

parallel was within my knowledge : and even here I have

usually insisted on the suggestion being a possibility or proba

bility at the most : where it has seemed to me that our data

(or the small proportion of our data which I have mastered )

justify dogmatism (as in the statement that probably, in

the clause preceding the trpív -clause, an expression of a zpív,

TW , npótepov etc. was usually essential to the meaning,

originally), I have nearly been dogmatic : but where it has

seemed to me that our data do not justify any dogmatic state

ment, whether in Morphology or Syntax, I have considered

h 2
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In my

6

it far more accurate, in every sense of the word, neither to

certainly deny, nor yet to certainly affirm . But I have (miser

ably inadequately, I know) tried to do what the New School

has to a great extent egregiously failed to do, to distinguish

between what is accurate, and what is definite .

opinion, the Phonetic Laws of the New School are as a rule

as definite as one could wish, the table of Nouns and their

Cases in Brugmann's latest volume seems definite to me (I

have not read this volume of his work , and so I apologise for

the mistake in case I am wrong), the table of the Latin

* Ablative ' in Allen and Greenough (v. Appendix I.) is definite,

and the statements of Monro on the Greek ' Dative ' (v. id .) are

exceedingly definite - few things could be more so : but none of

these things do I consider as certainties, neither do I think

that anyone, with the whole mass of possible extant data at

his control, could prove the greater part of them to be

certainties. Some of them may be certainties — this I do not

deny-what I do deny is the present possibility of proving

them to be certainties and the consequent inadvisability of

stating them, and using them , as certainties.

Secondly, in refusing to give the origins of Syntactical

constructions until a strict Phonetic basis has been established

as the sole basis on which to work, I am entirely at one with

the New School . Whatever objections one may make to their

definiteness where it is out of place, one can never sufficiently

thank them for their grand work here, without which we might

still have been blindly working away on the assumption that

we are to start with meanings and name forms according to

those meanings (e.g. call mensae and domini Genitives), rather

than start with the forms and do our best to find out their

original meanings by conjecturing from what original

meaning every present meaning may be best derived

either directly or in accordance with some Principles of

Development in language. This I have tried to do : to

collect a group of instances, to classify them, to see the meaning

which might underlie the majority of them, to try if the

instances in which this meaning is not apparent might go back

ultimately to the original meaning by some recognised process
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of development—has been my ideal : how far I have fallen short

of it, and have often miserably failed, and have suggested possi

bilities where even that suggestion may really be going too far,

and how often I bave omitted valuable data through ignorance

or have neglected them through forgetfulness, I am convinced

that no one could feel more keenly than I do (v. Appendix III.

for some of the difficulties which I have fully realised).

A word as to the Old School : I think (take them as a whole)

they did not err on the side of being dogmatic, in one respect

at any rate : for they always allowed enormous scope for the

suggestion of possibilities, even of the most contradictory

nature, and, as one or more members of the Old School usually

accepted that suggestion which seemed to him most probable,

the mere fact of the Old School being able to dogmatic

ally assert either that black was originally black, or that black

was originally white or green, often excluded dogmatism .

Their fault lay in accepting syntactical suggestions (even the

wildest) as all almost equally probable, whether or not they

were backed up by Phonetics, the only real basis for a Syn

tactical suggestion, or by some Principle of Development in

language etc. And their second fault lay in accepting in the

same way Etymological and Morphological suggestions (even

the wildest) as having an equal claim to be right,if they had a

merely apparent foundation in some general similarity of form ,

provided that the meaning would do well enough : ' they began

with the meaning and treated the form as a secondary matter,

to be scarcely considered until a meaning had been found .

Thirdly, they probed within the Indo-European period, where

so much is really impenetrable darkness, and traced things

back to beginnings without sufficient grounds : some of the

results may be right, but few are demonstrably right in the

present state of our evidence, and some are demonstrably

wrong (e.g. the explanation of the On of * &TÚDonu as connected

with tíonul, whereas it originated in the 2nd person, * ẾTUT - Ons,

Sanskrit -thās, beside the 1st person * TÚTIIV ). Lastly, they

did not make sufficient allowance for the fact that language

expressed thought, and that changes of sound had other raisons

d'être besides the fact that they were easier to pronounce.
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After thus deprecating any attempt that may be made to

identify my methods with the methods of the Old School, I

proceed to the subject of Phonetic Laws. The New School

have formulated some ‘ Phonetic Laws ' which are invaluable,

and the debt of Philology to those who have strictly insisted on

Phonetic Law is immense. Strictly speaking there is no

exception to a Phonetic Law, if it be correctly formulated, and

if it be clearly understood to apply, properly speaking, to

words which occur under the same conditions : the caprice of

a pedantic tyrant, or the more extensive use of a word by the

lower orders than by the higher orders, or by people of one

district than by people of another district, are different con

ditions. The letter which follows a vowel, the position of the

vowel, whether initial, medial , or final, the accent on the

vowel , and the groups of words which are associated in meaning

or function with the word in which the vowel occurs, constitute

different conditions ( for others v. Introduction ). We must

remember that language has been made by millions and millions

of men, with modes of thought, organs of speech, associations

etc. almost absolutely different from ours and to me it seems

to some extent true that often , the more learned and cultivated

a man becomes, the more likely he is to alienate his ideas from

the ideas of these millions, and the less likely he is to see

things as they saw them). I therefore suggest that, even if the

New School have been working in the right direction , there is

more than one unanswerable objection to their practice

(not to their theory ), which I will first state and then illustrate

by a very curious possibility (with regard to the Dative in

Greek), which would, if a reality, perhaps revolutionise almost

everything which Comparative Philology has stated about the

history of this Dative. (I am alluding to the simple Dative,

exclusive of Locative and Instrumental.)

The following case is purely imaginary: the method here

used is the ' analytic ,' for the inaccuracy of which see III . above.

A certain termination is conjectured to be ' Indo-European, '

because it seems to survive as a heritage in every Indo

European language, if we allow for its form being modified by

Phonetic change : let us suppose that in 'Greek ’ it was added
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to 30 verbal stems, including some 'modified ' and some

' unmodified ' stems, at different periods of the time when

Greek was still a dialect of Indo-European : let us suppose

that these 30 stems and terminations, i.e. the 30 words, lived

through the ( ?) thousands of years of the more or less individual

development of Greek, and that during that time some were

subject to seven hundred conditions, and some to three hundred,

and so on (v. Introduction and some of the conditions mentioned

above) : of which a certain proportion were common to all, a

certain proportion common to twenty, a certain proportion to

five, and a certain proportion peculiar to individual words. Let

us suppose that between twenty of them there was such a simi

larity of condition as to resist the dissimilarity of condi

tion , and to preserve (or analogically re-create) identity in the

terminations of these twenty words : let us suppose that five

others have become differentiated in form from the twenty, but

owing to conditions of which the most important are so natural

as to be obvious to us of the 19th century, can be connected

with the twenty : let us now suppose that with the last five the

different conditions were strong enough to resist the similar

conditions, that e.g. sentence-accent and preponderating fre

quency of use among people of a certain class or dialect, and

the preservation of an archaism as a household word, and some

phonetic change (which we know nothing about to -day ), e.g.

the union of a certain final letter of the stem with the initial

letter of the termination , etc. have all conspired to change the

five words to forms very different from those of the other

twenty - five and from those of each other : and let us suppose

that perhaps one form may be identical with a form with

which it had no historical Phonetic connexion : let us assume

that we know this for certain (just as in some stories we hear

of men travelling back in a flight of thought over the secrets

of the past centuries), and let us, in the light of this certainty,

look upon the dogmatic results of the New School : we may

suppose the following :

(a) The 20 are put together in one class : in it final

x→ X : hence a phonetic law is passed that final x → X , always.

This is inaccurate, because all the conditions of these 20 words
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have not been the same. There has been a graduated scale,

and perhaps the first two words have had 80 conditions out of

every 100 in common , and the first and the third words 75 per

cent. in common, and the first and last words only 50 per cent..

in common : and the last word was only attracted to the other

19 by a magnet a millionth part more powerful, and was on the

verge of being phonetically different from the other 19. This

absolute classification is also dangerous, because the 20 words

form a large class — so large a class that they are made a crucial

test. It is as if one were to say that business-men usually

wear black coats, and that therefore men with light coats are

not to be classed as business-men, unless we can show the exact

motive for wearing the light coat.

(b) The 5 are put as an exception to the law, or as a bye

law : strictly speaking there are no exceptions to any Phonetic

Law : the phrase of the New School'any apparent exceptions

to our Phonetic Law are due to Analogy, etc.' is wrong : for

these ' apparent exceptions ' are due to our Phonetic

Law ' being wrongly stated and, therefore, to its not

being a real Phonetic Law at all ! In these 5 instances

some of the differences of condition which have caused (a) and

(6) to have different forms are apparent to us, and so it is

assumed that we know all about these words.

(c) The 5 words which have a different form from (a) and

(6) owing to differences of condition no longer perceptible to

the New School, now remain : one is put under a Phonetic Law

under whose influence it really never fell : e.g. 28 → & here, but

, was classed as coming from X, because X also Xs, and the

meanings of these two ultimately identical formations were

similar : so this instance goes to strengthen the justification

of a Phonetic law to which it does not belong. It is as if one

were to set down as a credit to the Jewish nationality the

exploits of some one who happened to be like a Jew in appear

Perhaps some one with a true instinct suggests that x;

may go back to x, and was once identical in form with the

20+ 5, but he confesses that he cannot see the conditions under

the influence of which the forms of (c) diverged from those of
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( a) and (b) . The New School say that this suggestion is (not

probably but) certainly wrong because it opposes ' a Phonetic

Law : ' whereas we know that the exact opposite is the truth ,

viz. that the statement of this phonetic Law ' is wrong
because

it is opposed by one or more instances.

I now suggest a possibility about the Greek ' Dative ' : it is

possible (v. Appendix I.) that the only surviving forms of the

Instrumental in Greek are fossilised adverbs, i.e. Instrumentals

which are preserved more as fossils than as living and germina

ting cases. Instances might be μετά, πυκνά, διπλή, πάντη , etc.

It is also not impossible (it is very far from probable) that the

only surviving forms of the Dative in Greek are fossilised, i.e.

Datives which are preserved more as fossils than as living and

germinating cases . Instances might be the Infinitives in -at,

χαμαί, παραί (beside Instrumental παρά), and also λύσαι.

Let us assume the possibility of

(1 ) -ai being a regular Indo-European termination of

Datives, and -i of Locatives, and

(2) proportional analogies,

(3) some levelling of various Ablaut stem -variations (cp.

φρεσί beside φρασί),

(4) the extension of the Locative over every Datival mean

ing (v. Appendix I. , Appendix II. , and also under the Dative

and Locative) , and of the Dative over some Locatival meanings,

and the preservation of two forms to express the same meaning

becoming unnecessary.

We must admit the possibility (no more) of the ' Dative ' in

Greek being always phonetically Locative ; in the consonant

declension especially (e.g. matp -í, with stem -levelling ), and in

the u- declension, and in the i- declension ( e.g. Troei-i → blei

Trólel) and in the ā- declension ( e.g. xwpā -u- > xópą) the

possibility is obvious ; it is in the o- declension (e.g. Nóryo ) that

it is not obvious — but here we have as strong an array of pro

portional analogies as one could wish for : we may see the

natural phonetic development in oiko -i, oike-t, but, side by

side with this, we see or less close correspondencea more
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between various forms of the o- and ā- declensions (in some

stage of development) to be possible :

Singular

Ablative : -wd→w, ws (before dentals) cp. äd > a, n, ās, ns, (before dentals)

Genitive : ( ?) -WS cp. ας, ης

cp. , -

Instrumental: -W cp. ā, un

Dative : -4

cp. ( ?) -ās, -ns -al

ας

Plural

Nominative : ( ?) -WS -OUS -OL

Accusative : -OVS OUS

Genitive : -WV

Dative : -WLS → OLS

Locative : -OLS

cp. -avs

cp. ( ?) -WY

cp . -āls → als

cp . -als

Might not a Locative formation -@ have been possibly

formed in correspondence with -ą -p by proportional analogies

(e.g. λόγω Locative : χώρα Locative = λόγοις Locative : χώραις

Locative), at a time when the Dative Córyo had already been

almost wholly superseded by the Locative Móryou ? I would not

maintain the probability for one moment : I only suggest the

possibility, and the consequent possibility of the invariable

translation of every Greek ‘ Dative ' by “ so -and -so, literally ' to '

or ' for ’” being dispensed with in some Private schools and

elsewhere: cp. Monro (p. 135) “ tolon åpeileto ' he took away

for ( i.e. from ) them !.”

If my arguments as to Phonetic Laws hold good , then it

will not be a difficult change in Philology to use the words

' possible ' and ' probable ’ instead of the word ' certain , ' in

giving the pre-historic developments of words and constructions :

and, within due limits, to use the same words in condemning sug

gestions. And it may be that this reservation will remind some

people that man's truest wisdom is the confession of ignorance,'

where ignorance (in one of its degrees) must exist so long as

man is man . The change would be a radical one (so far as the

practice, not perhaps the preaching of the New School is

concerned ), and one which on the whole everyone, who ventures

on the ground of pre -historic developments, would have to adopt.

If, on the other hand, it should be proved that we have

sufficient data for stating and applying all the Phonetic Laws
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as absolutely as they have hitherto been stated or applied by

the New School, and for absolutely accepting or condemning

theories by them, then no one will be happier than myself at

being allowed to be definite. And if, when I gaze upon ames,

a hazy speculation should occasionally thrust itself unbidden

into my mind, as to what would have been the ultimate form

of amā - lēs amāi-īs amăż-żēs amăi-īs amai-eis amāi-ois amă

eis amăj-ois amāż-ēs amăż-es am - ēs and many more forms,

created at various times and with accents in diverse places, I

shall bless the New School for telling me that our data assure

us that at least twenty -five forms could not possibly have arisen

by analogy or otherwise, or else, if they had arisen, could not

possibly have become amēs by ' Phonetic Law. '

To sum up, then, a single letter or sound cannot occur

under exactly the same conditions in any two words.

No one who looks at the various conditions mentioned in the

Introduction can possibly deny this : no member of the New

School would deny it if for five minutes he quietly thought

about the problem. Therefore, in classing together any two

words as occurring under exactly the same conditions the New

School have been definite but undeniably inaccurate .

My view is that the words which they have grouped

together have (as a rule) probably or possibly occurred under

similarities of condition strong enough to resist the dissimilarities

of condition (v. p. cxix . above ), but that in the present state of

our evidence it is often impossible to say whether a given word

has or has not occurred under so many conditions similar to

those of another word as to resist the numerous dissimilar

conditions.
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The Additional Notes treat of the following points

(a) Agreement of Adjectives (To p. 15 )

(b) The ‘ Present ' Indicative ( To p. 19 )

(c) The Future Infinitive and Participle (To p. 20)

(d) The Greek Aorist of the act of a moment ago' (so-called)

(To p. 42)

(e) The expression of ' cause ' hindrance ' and conditions ' by

Temporal' sentences, the Locative case, and Participles (To p. 58)

( f) Finite verbs verb ' be ' + a noun of agency (p. 61 )

(8) Past Purposes in Greek ( To p. 61 )

( 1 ) Optative in Unfulfilled Conditions in Homer (To p. 61 )

(i) English Unfulfilled wishes (To p. 61 )

(j) Past Tenses in Unfulfilled Present Conditions (To p. 61 )

(k) • Different forms have not always different meanings ' illus

trated ( To p. 70)

(1) The Future and Subjunctive ( To p. lxxxv)

( m ) The Subjunctive and Optative (To p. cvii)

-

(a) P. 15 , at the end of the page, add “ Adjectives may have

come to agree ' with Substantives in the following ways, which are

roughly and inaccurately sketched here

(i) Sometimes ager uber a field that is fertility ,' nomen dulce

õvoua njdú “ a vame that is sweetness ' (i.e. one Substantive in Appo

sition to another), and Caesaris ager uber (est) · Caesar's field is

fertility,' Caesaris nomen dulce (est) Kaíoapos ovoua ndú ( éoti)

• Caesar's name is sweetness ' (i.e. one Substantive as Predicate to
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another ), might m'a fertile field ' a sweet name,' ' Caesar's field is

fertile ' Caesar's name is sweet,' (i.e. an Adjectival qualifying a

Substantive): hence by Assimilation or Proportional Analogy the

tendency would be to say agrum uberem not uber, puerum dulcem

not dulce, maida dúv not rdú, etc. etc. But this is probably not the

sole origin of dulcis and rjdús, any more than the substantival sense

of ' a deed''a doing, ' in hoc est actum and agendum , TOUTO TTET Payuévov

or mpaktéov coti, ' this thing is a deed , ' is the sole origin of actus

TETTpaypévos and agendus mpaktéos meaning done ' and ' to be done' :

v. (ii) below .

Similarly, one origin of the agreement ' of the · Article ' in

Greek and ille etc. in Latin may be seen in olde tò apâyua, tov dvopa,,

trv yuvaika ‘ he knows it, viz. the thing, him (?) viz. the man, her (?)

viz. the woman ' he saw that thing, that man, that woman ' : hence

oide to Wuov, Tò bwrv he knows it, viz. the shoulder, he knows it,

viz. the voice ,' would , by Proportional Analogy, give way to olde tòy

ώμον, την φωνήν.

But we do find instances like triste lupus stabulis etc. which are

perfectly correct.

Compounds ' like wuoyépwv we see an Adjectival not

agreeing ' with the Substantive which it logically qualified : there

might have been a tendency to give wuo- an inflexion like that of

the word which it qualified, and to say wuòs yépwv etc.

(iii) Some Genitives might, by Proportional Analogy, take the

inflexions of Adjectives : perhaps the ' Genitive Plural ' was in early

times an Adjective qualifying an Accusative, e.g. nostrum librum

' our book , and then when nostrum came to mean ' of us ' it was

natural to say nostrum libri rather than nostri libri. Conversely,

supposing čuós and meus (cp. oós tuos etc.) were Genitives of the

stems of ' I ' and ' thou ,' ¿uos óuos meus humerus would be quite

natural : hence, by Proportional Analogy, éuòv vuov meum humerum ,

not čuós meus.

There might be very much in favour of identifying the Genitive

es os s with the esos s of Adjectives, but dogmatism is out of

place.”

(ii) In

(b) P. 19 (The ‘ Present ' Indicative), two lines from

the bottom , after the word “ survive " insert “ Instances of

( 3) will be found in some Historic Presents ' in Sanskrit, Greek

* (unaugmented Aorist and Imperfect ' forms in Homeric and Tragic
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narrative may be instances ), Latin , and English, and of (2) in

Sanskrit and on pp. 61–63 (e.g. amelue, dico, ' I go '), and of

(2) as a question on the same pages ( cp. " what do I do next ? ' quo

fugimus 3 μένομεν ;).

The exact shade of meaning e.g. ' you did, will do, are doing,

are to do, etc. ' (and the same ideas put as questions,) had to come at

first from the tone, gesture, context, and particles like then ,' some

day,' ' to -day,' etc.”

(c) P. 20 ( The Infinitive and Participles ) : add “For

the Future Infinitive in Latin v . pp. lxii and xc. : credo inimicos

meos hoc dicturos superseded dicturum (Gellius) on the analogy of

e.g. credo te hoc dicturum, where dicturum, once an Accusative of an

abstract verbal noun (meaning being about to say ') developed the

meaning, and had the form , of an adjective agreeing with te. The

adjective dicturus -a -um was then formed from such constructions.

In Greek lúoelv and low were formed by Proportional Ana

logy, i.e. λύω λύεις λέει : λύσω λύσεις λύσει ( Aorist Subjunctive, v.

Appendix III) :: λύειν λύων : xy. x = λύσειν , y = λύσων. ”

( d ) P. 42 , Principle V. B : Contamination : add “The

Greek Aorist which is said to express the act of a moment ago,

( e.g. éýveoa really = ' I do at this present moment commend you, '

and cp. Amértura , élaýpaca, etc.) may be partly due to Contamina

tion of e.g. “ You did or said something good or bad ' + I now com

mend etc. you . ' A good instance would be érýveo &pyov kai povolav

äv čQov. Delbrück compares Sanskrit past Aorists which do some

times express the act of a moment ago (e.g. ' the sun has just risen '),

without proving that these Greek Aorists did express this idea ( e.g.

' I did just now commend etc. you ') !”

(e ) P. 58 , Principle X: Implication : add “ The ideas of

cause or " hindrance ' or condition which are sometimes

expressed by quom êtrei ' when ' 'while, and the Locative case in

Sanskrit Greek Latin and English, were in early times merely implied

(and sometimes strengthened by words like therefore ' 'nevertheless'

etc. ) in the expression of ' time when ' : the development is seen in

while the sun shines, at sun-shine ,' ' because (or if) the sun shines '

in a context like “ it is hot,' and →( although the sun shines' in a

context like ' it is cold ' : cp . (to some extent) these ideas expressed

by Participles.”
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(f) P. 61 , line 1 : add "cp. , on Inscriptions, ioudicaverit ' serve

as iudex ,' appareat ' be an apparitor,' etc."

P. 61 , Principle XI. (Changes of Time) add

(8) Past Purposes in Greek .

“ When ateur iva idw (Homeric idoque also) ' I will go away that

I may see' the abstract ‘ I will go away in order to see, for the

purpose of seeing' ( = Infinitive of Purpose, like egit visere in

Horace) the Greeks could say, by analogy, amov iva tow (hardly

Homeric, perhaps,) or idoque ' I went away in order to see, for the

purpose of seeing' ( = Infinitive of Purpose ) → a past purpose ' I went

away in order that I might see. ' What proof have we of Goodwin's

dogmatic assertion that iva idw was ‘ more vivid ' than iva idoque? ”

“ ( h ) The Optative in Unfulfilled Past Conditions in

Homer was, perhaps, similarly developed. kai vú kevaróhoito ei un

vonoele ‘he will perish if she shall (English does ' or ' sbould ') not

devise ' his perishing (abstract) would be the result if she should

not devise ’ : hence και νύ κεν ενθ' άπόλοιτο ει μη νόησε his perishing

then would be the past result (he would have perished ) if she had

not devised. ' The importance of évoa should be noticed : év @º

árólolto is like the Sanskrit augmented Conditional used with the

same meaning. For the idea of non -fulfilment v. p. 60. "

( 1) “The English idiom 'I wish he had come might be partly

due to ' I knew he had come → ' I knew his past coming' (abstract ),

whence, by analogy, ' I wish his past coming ' ' I wish he had

>

come,

(J ) Past tenses in Unfulfilled Present Conditions: (cp.

also p. 43 ).

“ It is possible that such constructions do not exist in Homer and

Plautus, but at least we can see the germs of them there. In Greek

( el TOÛTO enolei n dikel äv) Latin (si faceret erraret) and English ( if

he (?) were doing or had been doing this now, he (?) would be or

have been doing wrong ') the development was perhaps partly : ' if

he had been doing it he would have been doing wrong' (past) —'his

doing wrong (abstract) would be a consequence of his doing this

(abstract )' = " his doing wrong now would be a consequence of his

doing this now ' - ' if he had been doing this now he would have

been doing wrong.' Observe the importance of the words 'now' ( vûv,

nunc, hodie, etc. ) . For the idea of non -fulfilment v. p . 60. ”
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(k) P. 70, Principle XIV : (Different forms have not always

different meanings): after “ regno ?" ( six lines from the bottom of the

page) add " Can a difference be proved (not merely asserted) to

always exist between the meanings of το ποιείν and το ποιήσαι ,,

ελπίζω ευτυχήσαι and ευτυχήσειν, μη ποίει and μη ποιήσης, εί ποιήσεις

Or έαν ποιήσης and εί ποιήσειας, αδικήσεις and αδικήσειας άν (in

Apodosis) , ει ποιoίη and εί ποιήσειεν, εαν ποιήσης and έαν ποιής, εί τις

τούτο ποιήσειεν and ποιoίη and επoίει and εποίησεν and the same con

structions with otis ( in ‘General Conditions) , and (in the Apodosis

of the same) ήδίκει and ήδίκει άν and ήδίκησεν and ήδίκησεν άν, εί τις

τούτο ποιoίη ( Homeric) and ποιεί and εάν τις τούτο ποιη and ποιήση

and similar constructions with otis (in " General ' Conditions),

δέχoυ and δέξαι and δέδεξo ( Homeric), βοών And κεκραγώς ( Homeric),

¿ßn and BeBýkel (Homeric), etc. etc. ? Latin constructions parallel

to some of these would also admit of the same query, e.g. can a dif

ference always be proved to exist between si hoc faciat and faciet

and fecerit in Protasis and erret and errabit and erraverit in Apodo

sis, and between cum vidit and vidisset ? ”

(1) P. lxxxv, line 9, after the words "ãy or ke(v) ”: add "and

Latin constructions like legam and dixerit ( 'Future' and 'Subjunc

tive '), iam faxo hic erit, etc."

(m) P. cvii, Footnote 2, 3 lines from the bottom of the page,

after the word “ identical” : add “in many constructions : dixerit

a possible Subjunctive and a possible Optative."

: cp .
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RAPYUNIVERSITY

CARRERA

A. ENGLISH INDEX .

The following are the chief abbreviations :

→= developed into

Abl. = Ablative (' from ,' etc.)

* Abl.' = Latin Ablative ' i.e. roughly speaking, Ablative and Locative

and Instrumental , etc.)

Gen. = Genitive (Adjectival, etc.) .

Gk. “Gen.' = Greek Genitive ' (i.e. roughly speaking, Genitive and Ab

lative)

Instr . = Instrumental ( " by ' with ' etc.)

Loc. = Locative (“ in’iat' .on ’ etc.)

Dat. = Dative ( ' to ' for ' etc.)

* Dat.' = Greek 'Dative ' (i.e. roughly speaking, Dative and Locative and
Instrumental)

Lat. ' Dat. '= Latin ‘ Dative' ( i.e. sometimes Dative, but in the Plural

Dative and · Ablative .')

P = Preface.

A = Appendices.

ABLATIVE (* from ’ -case in early

times)

forms: General Account A lxviii

lxx

10, 12, 13-14, 26, 31 , 32-35 ;

A iv - vii, xi, xiv — xvii, xviii ,

XXXV — xxxvi, xliii

0-stems ... A xlv_xlvi, xlix-1

ā-stems ...A lii, lv

i-stems ...A lvi, lx

u- stems ... A lxi , lxiv

n- or consonant -stems ...A lxiy-

lxv, lxvii

meanings : v . under the following

Absolute, . According to , ’ ( for Ad

verbial v . Manner, for After v.

Time), Agent,

Cause, Circumstance, (for Com

pass or Extent v. Specification,

for Concerned Part v. Specifica

tion) , Compared Thing,

( for Measure of Defect v. Measure,

for Degree of Difference v. Mea

sure), Description , ( for Direct

Object v. Object, for Measure of

Excess v . Measure, for Exchange

v. Price, for Extent v. Specifi

cation , for From v. Place, for

Goal v. Place),

Indirect Object, Infinitive, Instru

ment,

Manner, Material, ( for Means v.

Instrument) , Measure of Excess ,

etc. , ( or Members of a Class v.

Partitive , for Motion from v.

Place ),

= Nominative,

Direct Object, Object , ( for Part

Concerned v. Specification ),

Partitive, Place at which, from

which , to which, Price and

Value, Prepositional, (for Pur

pose v. Object, for Quality V.

Description, for Remoter Object

v. Indirect Object, for Respect

v. Specification , for Separation

v. Place) ,

Source, Specification, ( for Thing

Compared v. Compared Thing,

for Value v. Price ),

Time at which , after which ,

throughout which, within

¿M. T.
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which , ( for within time v. Time,

for work Contemplated v. Ob

ject) .

v . also under Cases .

“ ABLATIVE ” ( LATIN) v. further

under Ablative, Locative, and In

strumental.

forms : 10 , 13–14, 26, 28 , 31, 32—

35 ; À iv - vii, xi, xiv - xvii,

xviii, xxxv — xxxvi, xliii

meanings : v . under the following

Absolute, Accompaniment, .AC

cording to, ' ( for Adverbial v.

Manner, for ` After v. Time, )

Agent,

Cause, Circumstance, ( for Com.

pass or Extent and Concerned

Part V. Specification ), Com

pared thing, = Condition , ( for

Measure of Defect and Degree

of Difference v. Measure) ,

Description , (for Direct Object v.

Object, for Measure of Excess

v. Measure, for Exchange v.

Price, for Extent v. Specifica

tion, for From v. Place,)

Hindrance ,

Infinitive, Instrument,

Judging Person ,

Manner, Material, ( for Means v.

Instrument), Measure of Excess,

etc., ( for Members of a Class v.

' Partitive ,' for Motion from v.

Place),

=Nominative,

Object (direct) ,

Partitive, ' ( for Person Judging v.

Judging) , Price and value, Pre

positional, Place at which , from

which , to which ,

Quality, (for Respect v. Specifica
tion , for Road by which v.

Space through which ),

Specification, ( for Sphere v. Space

and Time, for Stake v. Price ,

for Thing Compared v. Com

pared Thing) ,

Time at which, after which ,

throughoutwhich , within which ,

( for Value v. Price, forWay by

which v. Space, for within Space

and Time v. Space and Time, for

Work Contemplated v. Object).

v . also under Cases.

Absolute Construction :

Loc. 28 , 30, 46–47, A iii , ix , xxiv ,

XXXV—xxxvi, lxxv

Instr. 30, A iii, xxiv, xxxv — xxxvi,

lxxv

Dat. A xxiv

Abl. 30, A XXXV — Xxxvi

Gen. 28 , A ix, lxxv

“ Dat.” 46–47, 70, A xxiv, xxv.

“ Abl.” 30, A iii, A xxxv—xxxvi

Gk. “ Gen.” 28, 46–47, 70, A ix

Lat. “ Dat. " cp. A xxviii - xxix

Abstract important in history of con

structions 16—21, 27, 29, 37–38 ,

61–65, 71–72

and Concrete 37–38, 39 , 71–72

Accompaniment

Loc. A iii , xxv, xxviii, xxxii, lxxiii

Instr. 11 , A iii, xxv, xxviii, xxix

xxx, xxxii, xxxiii

• According to ' (cp. Manner)

Loc. 34–35, Axxxvi - xxxvii

Instr . 34–35, A xxxvi — xxxvii,

lxxviii

Dat. lxxviii

Abl. 11 , 34–35, A xxxvi - xxxvii,

lxxviii

“ Abl. ” 11 , 34–35 , A xxxvi - Xxxvii

ACCUSATIVE

Absolute 38 -39

Adverbial 10

Of Adjectives 40

Agent 39

Anticipatory , or = Nominative, 38

Cognate 53

Compass or Extent v. Extent

Direct Object 10, 12

of Transitive Notion 39, 40

* Double ’ 49—50, 60

( ? ) • Esse omitted ' cp . 71–72

Exclamatory 49

with Infinitive 49–50

Extent 10

in Time 53

in Space 10–11

External 53

Goal of Motion 51

= Imperative 51

= Infinitive A ix

Internal 53

Logical Subject 38

Manner 10

Motion to 51

Neuter Singular 15

Plural 15

= Nominatives 38 (cp. 15)

Object or Purpose 51

direct 10, 12

after transitive notions 39, 40

Oratio Obliqua 38 , 49—50, 60, 71–

72

= other cases 12 , 32, 38 , 48 , xliii

Place to which 51

Space 10–11

Specification v . Extent

Time 53
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With Infinitive 49–50 , 60

in Exclamations 49-50

Participles = Infinitive (almost) 37,

38 , 71 , 72

contaminated with Oratio Ob.

liqua 46

" Prepositions' 69 , etc.

Transitive notions 39, 40

Active 16—18, 20, 21 , 63—65, A ix

ADDITIONAL NOTES

(a) Agreement of Adjectives

To p. 15

(6) The · Present ' Indicative

To p. 19

( c) The Future Infinitive and Par

ticiple To p. 20

(d) The Greek Aorist of the act of

a moment ago ' (so -called)

To p. 42

(e) The Expression of Cause '

• Hindrance ' and Condi

tions ' by Temporal Sen

tences , the Locative Case,

and Participles To p. 58

(f ) Finite verbs = the verb be ' + a

noun of agency To p. 61

(9) Past Purposes in Greek Top. 61

( h ) Optative in Unfulfilled Condi

tions in Homer To p. 61

( i ) English Unfulfilled Wishes

To p. 61

(j ) Past Tenses in Unfulfilled Pre

sent Conditions To p . 61

( k) • Different forms have not al

ways different meanings

illustrated
To p. 70

( 1) The Future and Subjunctive

To p. lxxxv

( m) The Subjunctive and Optative

To p. cvii

Adjective 11 , 21 , 37, 40, 58 , 63–64, and

Additional Notes to p. 15

Predicative uses, 37–38

Adverb 23, 36 , 40, 44 , 66, A xxv, xxxi,

lxxii - lxxiii and v. Manner and

Prepositions

Adverbial ( v. Manner)

Accusative 10–11 , 40

After v. Time

= 'Against'Loc. A lxxix

Instr. A lxxix

Dat. A lxxix

Gen. A lxxix

Agent Loc. 35 , A xxiii - xxiv, xxxi,

lxxviii

Instr. 35, A viii, xxii - xxiv , xxxi,

lxxviii

Dat . 26 , 35 , 43–44, A xxiii - xxiv

Abl. A xxxi

Gen. 25 , A lxxviii

“ Dat. ” 26, 35 , A xxiii-xxiv

“ Abl.” 43–44 , A xxxi

Gk. “ Gen." 26

Lat. Dat. 26 , 43–44

Allen and Greenough, P x, 6, A i

xxxviii (especially xxix - xxxviii)

Amalgamation 12—14, 31–36, 46—

49, 71, A i-lxx, cviii , cxxi-cxxii

American Journal of Philology P x

a feature of American work P vii

Analytical Method 9—10, A xliv, lxxxvi ,

ciii , and elsewhere.

AORIST

How far was it distinct from the Im

perfect? 19, 21—23, 59, A lxxxviii ,

xcii , cii-cviii , cxi - cxiy and Ad

ditional Notes to p. 70

and from the Perfect? 21.-23 , 36, A

xi - xii, ci - cxiv (esp. cxi - cxiv)

Future Indicative v. under Subjunc

tive and Appendix III.

Past Indicative

( ?) • Act of a moment ago ' v . Addi.

tional Notes to p. 42 and Per

fect in present time 21—23, 36,

A xi - xii, ci - cxiv ( especially

cxi-cxiv)

Conditions, Future 61

Unfulfilled Past 48, 60
Present V. Addi.

tional Notes to

p. 61

>

Epistolary 45
= Future 61

→Imperfect v. above

Inceptive 60

on Statues

Progressive v. above

Purpose, unfulfilled past 43

' Repeated action ' (Goodwin ) 68

Successful act 59

Unfulfilled Conditions 48, 60 , and

Additional Notes to p. 61

Purposes 43

Wishes V. Additional

Notes to p. 61

Wishes, v . Unfulfilled (above)

Present Indicative v. under ‘ Present .'

Infinitive Imperative and Participle

v. under these headings

Subjunctive and Optative (v. further

under these moods) 18—19, 22, A

xii - xiii, lxxxv - c, ci, cxiv , and

Additional Notes to p. 70

Apodosis v. Wishes and Conditions

Appendices A i - cxxiii

I. (On Amalgamated Parts of

Speech) i – lxx.

II . (Some Sanskrit case-usages)

lxxi - lxxxiv

i 2
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Gen. 68 , A lxxx

Dat . ' A xxiv

Gk. “ Gen.' 68

Anxious, Loc. A xxxii, lxxxi

Instr. A xxxii

Abl . A xxxii, lxxxi

• Abl. ' A xxxii

Ashamed, Instr. A lxxxiii

Being amazed, angry , anxious,
etc. v. under individual words

Beginning, Abl. 42

Gen. 42

Gk. Gen.' 42

Benefiting, Loc. A lxxxiv

Dat. A lxxxiv

Gen. A lxxxiv

Blaming, Loc. A lxxxii

Boasting, Loc. A xxxiv

Instr.A xxxiv

Abl. A xxxiv

• Abl.' A xxxiv

Buying, Loc. 34, A xxvi — xxvii,

xxxiii

Instr. A xxvi — xxvii, xxxiii

Dat. 42, A xxvi - xxvii

Abl. A xxxiii

* Dat. ' A xxvi - xxvii

Abl. “ A xxxiii '

Gk. ' Gen.' 34

Lat. ' Gen.' 34

Caring for, Loc. A lxxxi

Abl. A lxxxi

Clinging, Loc. A xxviii

Instr. A xxviii

Dat. A xxviii

Dat .' A xxviii

Comparison ,Loc. A xxvi, xxxi,

III. (On the partial identity of

the Future and Subjunctive)
lxxxv - C

IV. (Moods and Tenses) ci - cxiv

V. (Phonetic Laws) cxv — cxxiii

Article 8, 65, A vi , and Additional

Notes to p . 15

Authorities Pix-xi

• Benefited Person '

Loc. A xxiii , lxxvii

Dat. 68 , xxviii , lxxvii

Gen. A lxxvii

“ Dat. ” A. xxiii, xxviii

Lat. Dat. cp. A xxiii, xxviii

v . further 68

Bishop (C. E.) P xi

Brugmann Pv—vi, ix , A xxxviii - lxx,

cXV - cxxiii

Carter ( F.) Px

CASES (v. also under Prepositions and

the individual cases)

origins and endings 9—10, 31–36, A

xxxviii — xliv, etc.

early meanings 10—12

Amalgamations 12—14 , 31–35, 46—

49, A i - lxx, (cp . lxxi_lxxxiv),

cxxi- cxxiii

later meanings 69—70 etc.

origin of new case - constructions40—

46, 70–71 , A vii, xliii - xliv, and

v. under Analogy, Logical and

Formal Grammar, Implication ,

Proportional Analogy, Supplying
words, etc.

and ' Prepositions’ 7 , 36, 43–44 , 46,

49, 69–70, A - vii, xviii-xix ,
etc.

in Sanskrit lxxi - lxxxiv

fossilised 14, 17–18, 20–21 , 36, 40 ,

44, 49–50, 51 , 58, 60, 69–70, v.

further under Prepositions, Ad

verbs, Conjunctions, Infinitive,

Imperative, and A ix , xliii , xly

xlvii, liii , lviii-lix, lxiv, lxv

With words expressing

Ability, v. Skill

Advising, Loc. A lxxxiii

Dat. lxxxiii

Gen. lxxxiii

Agreeing, Loc. A xxvi

Instr. A xxvi

Dat. xxvi

Dat.' xxvi

Amazed, Instr . lxxx

Angry, Loc. 68, A xxiv, lxxx

Instr. A xxiv, lxxx

Dat. A xxiv, lxxx

lxxx

Instr. A xxvi, xxxi, lxxx 25—26

Dat . A xxvi, lxxx

Abl. A xxxi, lxxx , 25—26, 35

Gen. 25—26, 35 A lxxx

Dat.' A xxvi

* Abl. ' 25–26 A xxxi

Gk. “ Gen.' 25—26, 35

Depriving, Loc. A xxiii, xxix - XXX

Instr. A xxiii , xxix - xxx , lxxxi

Dat. 42 , 47 , A xxiii

Abl. 47 A xxix - xxx

Gen. lxxxi

Dat.' 42 , 47 , A xxiii

• Abl . ' A xxix - XXX

Lat . Dat . 42, 47

Desiring, Gen. A lxxxii

Differing, Instr. 41, A lxxix - lxxx

Abl. 41, A lxxix - lxxx

Gen. A lxxixlxxx

• Abl. ' 41

Disregarding , v. anxious

Drinking, v. eating
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Eating , Loc. 54, 67–68 , A xxxii

Instr . A xxxii , lxxxi

Abl . 54, 67–68 A xxxii , lxxxi

Gen. 54, 67–68, A lxxxi

• Abl. ' A xxxii

Gk. Gen. 54 , 67–68

Employment, Loc. 27–28 A xxxii,

lxxxii - lxxxiii

Instr . 27–28 A xxxii, lxxxii—

lxxxiii

Abl. A xxxii

• Dat . ' 27-28

Abl.' 27-28

Envying, Dat. A lxxxii

Gen. lxxxii

Fearing, Loc. 12

Abl. A lxxxi

Gen. A lxxxi

Filling and Fulness, Loc. A xxvii ,
xxix-xxx

Instr. A xxvii , xxix-xxx, lxxxi

Dat. xxvii

Abl. A xxix - XXX

' Dat. ' A xxvii

• Abl.' A xxix - XXX

Fitness, Loc. A lxxxiv

Dat. 63 , A lxxxiv

Gen. A lxxxiv

Lat. Dat. 63

Follow , Loc. A xxvi

Instr. A xxvi

Dat. A xxvi

Dat.' A xxvi

Forgiving, Gen. A lxxxii

Giving, (a thing) Gen. 67 , A lxxxiii

Abl.' 67

Gk..Gen .' 67

( to a person ) Loc. A xxiv, lxxxiii

Dat. A xxiv, lxxxiii

Gen. A lxxxiii

Dat.' A xxiv

Hearing, Abl. A lxxxi

Gen. A lxxxi

Helping, v. Benefiting

Hitting, Abl. 42

Gen. 42

Gk. “ Gen.' 42

Honouring, Loc. A lxxxiv

Dat. A lxxxiv

Abl. 42

Gen. 42 A lxxxiv

Gk. ' Gen.' 42

Hoping, Dat. A lxxxiv

Inciting to , Loc. A xxviii , lxxxii

Instr . A xxviii

Dat. A xxviii , lxxxii

Dat.' A xxviii

Injuring, Loc. lxxxiv

Gen. A lxxxiv

Joining, Loc. A xxvi, xxix-xxx

Instr. A xxvi , xxix—XXX

Dat. A xxvi

Abl. xxix-xxx

Dat.' A xxvi

* Abl. ' A xxix—Xxx

Leaning , Loc. xxviii

Instr. xxxviii

Dat. xxxviii

Dat .' A xxxviii

Making trial of, v. Trying

Obeying, Gen. lxxxi

Origin, Loc. A xxx

Instr . A xxx

Abl. A xxx

• Abl . ' A xxx

Perceiving, Gen. 28, 47 , 68

Gk. Gen.' 28 , 47, 68

Pleasing, Dat. A lxxxiv

Being Pleased , Loc.Axxvi,xxx,lxxx

Instr. A xxvi, xxx, lxxx

Dat. A xxvi, lxxx

Abl. A xxx

Gen. lxxx

'Dat. ' A xxvi

• Abl.' A xxx

Promising, Loc. lxxxiii

Dat. lxxxiii

Gen. A lxxxiii

Remembering, Gen. A lxxxii

Ruling, Loc. A xxiv, lxxix

Instr. A xxiv

Dat. xxiv

Gen, 28, 40 , 41, 47, 68

‘ Dat. A xxiv

Gen. 28, 40, 41 , 47, 68, A lxxix

‘ Dat. ' A xxiv

Gk. “ Gen. ' 28, 40, 41, 47 , 68

Lat. Gen. 28, 40, 41

Saluting, Loc. A lxxxiv

Dat. A lxxxiv

Gen. lxxxiv

Seeing, Gen. A lxxxi

Selling v. Buying

Separating, Loc. A xxix—XXX

Instr . 41, A vii, xxix - xxx, lxxxi

Abl. 41 , xxix - xxx, lxxxi

“ Abl. ' 41 , A xxix - XXX

Sharing, Loc. A lxxxiii

Dat. A lxxxiii

Gen. lxxxiii

Gk. ' Gen. ' A lxxxiii

Showing, v. teaching

Skill, Loc. A lxxxii

Dat. A lxxxii

Gen. A lxxxii

Standing firm ,

Loc. A xxxiv

Instr. A xxxiv

Abl. A xxxiv

Abl. ' A xxxiv



cxxxiv ENGLISH INDEX.

Classical Review Pix-xi

Classifications (according to Original

and early meanings) 30, 52–57

Cognate ' Accusative 53

Comitative: v . under Accompaniment

and Instrumental.

Commands 18, 19—20,44,51, A lxxxvii,

xci , ci, cvii - cviii, cxii - cxiv

Indirect 49–50 , 62 , A ix

Commodi et Incommodi (Dative etc. )

68 , A xxiv, lxxvii — lxxviii, and v.

Benefited Person

Comparative, cases after 25—26, 35–

36, A xxxi , lxxix - lxxx

contaminated with Superlative 46,

A xxxi

Comparative Syntax, methods of, 4-6

Compass or Extent v. Specification

Accusative 10-11

Concerned Part v. Specification

Concessions 18, 27, 36, and v. Ad

ditional Notes to p. 61

Concrete and Abstract 37–38, 39, 71

-72

Striving, v. Trying

Superiority, degree of, v . Measure

Swearing, Instr. A lxxxii

Teaching, Loc. A xxiv, lxxxiii

Dat. A xxiv, lxxxiii

Gen. A lxxxiii

Dat.' A xxiv

Telling, Loc. A xxiv, lxxxiii

Dat. A xxiv, lxxxiii

Gen. A lxxxiii

Dat.' A xxiv

Touching, Abl. 42

Gen. 42

Trying, Loc. A lxxxii

Dat. A lxxxii

Trusting, Loc. 35, 36, A xxvi ,
xxxiv, lxxxii

Instr. 35 , A xxvi , xxxiv

Dat. A xxvi

Abl. A xxxiv

Gen. A lxxxvii

Dat.' A xxvi

• Abl . ' A xxxiv

Valuing, v. Price

Want, acc. 70

Loc. 30, A xxix-xxx, lxxxii

Instr. A xxix--xxx, lxxxii

Abl. 67, A xxix-xxx

* Abl. ' 67, A xxix-XXX

Gk Gen.' 67

Categories of Grammarians 30, 52–57

Causal 16–17 , and v. Additional Notes

to p. 58

Cause

Loc. A iii, xxiii, xxiv , xxv , xxvi,

xxx, xxxiv, lxxiii, lxxix-lxxxii

and v. Additional Notes to p. 58

Instr. A iii, xxiii, xxiv, xxv, xxvi,

xxx , xxxiv, lxxiii, lxxix - lxxxiv

Dat . A xxiii , xxiv, xxv , xxvi, lxxiii ,

lxxix - lxxxiv

Abl. 12, 35 , A iii, xxx, lxxiii, lxxix
lxxxiv

Gen. 12, A lxxiii , lxxix-lxxxiv

• Dat. ' A xxiii , xxiv, xxv, xxvi

• Abl . ' 35 , A iii , xxx

Changes of Time : 27 , 29, 43 , 45 , 50 ,

61-63, A ci foll (especially cxiii

-cxiv) , and Additional Notes to

CONDITIONS

General 27, 29 , 61 , 68

Ordinary 67

Unfulfilled in Present Time 43 and

Additional Notes to p. 61

Unfulfilled in Past Time 48, 60, 63,

and Additional Notes to p. 61

Wishes 50, 72 , and Additional Notes

to p . 61

Expressed by Temporal Particles v.

Additional Notes to p. 61

by the Locative v. Additional

Notes to p. 61

by Participles v. Additional Notes

to p. 61

Conjunctions 23, 26, 36, 67 , 69

Consecutive Subjunctive' 48, 58

Contamination (v. further under Ana

logy) 13 , 31, 36 , 42—46 , 71 , A x ,

xi - xii, xvi - xvii, xli, xliii - xliv,

1 , lxvi , cviji

Context ; influence of context, tone,

gesture etc. 9 , 11–12, 18—21 , 36 ,

42, 49–51 , 56, 58—61 , 61–65,

72, A ciii , cvi—cvii , cxiiicxiv

Convenience, a sacrifice to , 33 , A xviii,

xxii , xliii - xliv, lxxi, lxxxvi

Conway (R. S.) P ix, xi , 45

Cookson (King and) P ix-xi, A i

xxxviii (especially ii)

Cowell (Prof.) Pix

Criticism , a modern tendency of, P vii.

of Monro etc. v . under individual

names

Curtius P x

P. 61

Changes of Voice 16-18, 20 , 63-65

Circumstance

Loc. A xxv, xxvi, xxxvi , lxxii - lxxiii

Instr. 11 , A xxiv , xxv, xxvi, xxxvi,

lxxii-lxxiii

Dat. A lxxiii

Abl . A xxxvi, lxxii--- lxxiii
Gen. A lxxiii

Dat .' A xxv, xxvi

Abl.' A xxxvi
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Benefited Person ,

Cause , Circumstance, ( for Com.

modi and Incommodi v. Bene

fited Person , for Compass or

extent v. Specification, for Con

cerned Part v. Specification , for

Measure of Defect and Dif

ference, and Degree of Dif.

ference , v. Measure ),

Direct Object

Ethic, ( for Measure of Excess v.

Measure, for Exchange v. Price ,

for Extent v. Specification , for

From v. Place, for Goal v.

Place),

= Imperative, Indirect Object, In

finitive, Instrument ,

Judging Person,

Manner, (for Means v. Instru

ment) , Measure of Excess etc. ,

( for Motion from v. Place) ,

= Nominative,

Object of Purpose, Object (Direct),

( for Part Concerned v. Specifi

cation , for Person Benefited ,

Concerned, Judging v. Benefited ,

Concerned, Judging),

Place at which , from which, to

which , Possessor , Prepositional,

Predicative, Price , ( for Purpose

v. Object , for Respect v. Speci

fication, for Remoter Object v.

Indirect Object, for Road by

which v. Space),

Source , Space through which etc.,

Specification, (for Sphere v .

Space, for Stake v. Price, for

To v. Place ),

Time, after which , at which,

throughout which, within

which, (for way by which v.

Space, for within Space and

Time v . Place and Time, for

Work Contemplated v. Object ).

Defect (Measure of) v . Measure

Defining Substantives

Loc. A lxxix

Gen. 11-12, and GenitiveV.

DATIVE ( “ to- ' or ' for-' case, in early

times)

forms: General Account A cxxi

cxxii

10, 12 , 13–14, 31 , 32435, 44, A

ix-x, xiv , xxi - xxii, xliii - xliv

0 -stems ...A xlvi - xlvii, xlix - 1

ā-stems ... A lii - lii, lxxxviii

lxxxix, lv

i- stems ...A lvi - lyii, lx

u -stems...A lxi, lxiv

n-(consonant-) stems 51 , A lxv,

lxvii , lxx

meanings : 11—12, xix - xxix , and v.

further under Absolute , Accord

ing to , = ' Against,' Agent, Bene

fited Person,

Cause, Circumstance , ( for Com

modi et Incommodi v . Benefited

Person, for Direct Object v.

Object),

Ethic, (for Exchange v. Price , for
Goal v . Place, )

= Imperative , = Indicative, Indi

rect Object, Infinitive, Instru

ment,

Judging Person, for Means V.

Instrument, for Motion to v.

Place,

Object or Purpose, Object (direct),

(for Person Benefited v. Bene

fited Person , for Person Judg

ing v. Judging Person,)

Place at which , from which , to

which, Predicative, Possessor,

Price and Value, Prepositional,

(for Purpose v. Object , for Re

cipient v . Indirect Object, for

Remoter Object v. Indirect Ob

ject , for Road by which v.

Space )

Space, Specification, ( for To v.

Place , )

Time at which , ( for Way by which

v. Space, for Work Contemplated

v. Object ).

· DATIVE ' in Latin v. Dative (above)

for a rough account, and also 13,

14

DATIVE ' in Greek (v. further under

Dative, Instrumental, and Loca

tive) :

forms: 10 , 13–14, 28, 31 , 32–35,

44, A ix-x, xiv, xx-xxii, xliii —

xliv, cxxi--cxxiii

meanings: 11–12, xix - xxix , and

V. under

Absolute, Accompaniment, ( for Ad

verbial v. Manner), Agent,

throughout

Degree of Difference v. Measure

Delbrück P v, vi , 6, 30—31 , Ai

xxxviii, and v. Additional Notes to

p. 43

Deliberative Subjunctive, and Opta

tive 36, 42 , 62

Indicative 61-62.

Description v. Quality .

Dialectic variations A iii -- v, xiii, xlv

xlvi, xcvii

Dialectsof Indo-European A iii-iv
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Difference of form and difference of

meaning 70–71 , A xlii — xliii and

Additional Notes to p . 70

Difference (Degree of) v .Measure

Different Conditions ofDifferent words
2–4, A cxix-cxxiii

Direct Object v. Object

Dogmatism out of place P. vi, viii, 2 ,

6 , and throughout (especially A

xxviii - lxx, lxxxv_XC,

cxxiii ),

• Double Accusative ' 56

Dual 7, 15

OXV

English ill -treated by Grammarians

and others P viii , 62

parallel constructions 11 , 24 , 41 , 45 ,

48, 50 , 51, 58 , 59, 60 , 61–62, 63 ,

64 , 67, 69–70, and throughout

( especially A xvii - xix, xxi

xxxviii ) , and Addenda

a characteristic of English work P

vii

a characteristic of English criticism

P vii

Epistolary Aorist and Perfect 45

Ethic case

Loc. A xxiii , xxiv

Instr.A xxiii , xxiv

Dat. A xxiii , xxiv

Dat ' A xxiii. xxiv

Excess, Measure of, v. Measure

Exchange v. Price

Exclamations

(Accusative) 49

(Accusative and Infinitive) 49–50

Genitive ' 49

ut with . Subjunctive ' 50

wishes 50, 72

äva and English parallel, 49

Extent 10–11, 53 v . further Specifica

tion

* External Accusative ' 10–11 , 53

different forms and different mean

ings 70-71, A xlii-xliii

proportional analogy of, 13, 15 , 17—

18, A xxxvii, xlvii , xxxix, cxxi
cxxii

Fossilised ' Case - forms 14, 17–18, 20

-21, 36 , 40 , 44 , 49–50, 51, 58,

60, 69–70 : v. further under

Prepositions, Adverbs, “ Conjunc

tions , ' Infinitive, Imperative and

A ix , xliii, xlv - xlvii, liii , lviii

lix , lxiv , lxv

French Genders 42

on dit 45

plus qu'il n'avait 46

Prepositions 70

From v. Place

Future Tense (v. further under Sub

junctive and Optative) 18—20,

1xxxV—XC

Commands 18—21 , xci—xcii , c

Concessions 18

Conditions

Future 27 , 61

General 27, 61

Purpose v. Additional Notes to p. 61
wishes 18--19

Infinitive and Participle v. under

these headings

Future Time 7, 18—23, and Additional

Notes to pp. 19 and 20, 27, 29, 36 ,

41–42, 45, 58, 60, 61–63, 68–69,

A lxxxv — Ć (esp. xcii - xciii), cii ,

cyii -- cxiv

' Facts , ' expression of, 18—20, 21–22,

48, 58–59, 60 , A cii foll.

Feminine 14, 15 , 42 , A lxxxvii

Formal and Logical Grammar 36—40,

71–72

Forms, only starting -point in Syntax

P — vi, 32—33, A i-iii , iv-V,

ix - xxii, xxxv, xxxviii— \xx, and

throughout.

uncertainty about , v . under Phonetic

Law .

a concession to convenience 33 , A

xviii , xxii, xliii - xliv, lxxi, lxxxvi

concrete form preferred 37–38, 39,

71–72

Genders 7, 14–15, 39, 42, A lxxxvii

General Conditions 27 , 29, 61 , 68

GENITIVE (case which defined sub
stantive ideas, in early times)

forms: 8, 9--10, 12, 13-14, 28, 31 ,

32–36, 46–47, A ix-x, xiii ,

xvii , xli - xliii

0-stems ...A xliv - xlv , xlviii

ā -stems... A li, lii , liv

i- stems ...A lvi , lix

u-stems ...A lx-lxi, lxiii

n- (consonant-) stems A lxiv, lxvi

meanings: 11–12

v . further under

Absolute, Accompaniment, “A

gainst, ' Agent,

Benefited Person,

Cause, Circumstance, Compared

thing,

Defining substantive, Description ,

Excess (measure of ) (v. measure),

Instrument, Indirect Object

Manner

= Nominative

1
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Differentiation as opposed to Latin

Amalgamation 19

different conditions of Greek and

Sanskrit and other languages 30

-31 , Ai-ix

Greenough , v . Allen .

Grimm 54–55, 68

Hadley (J.) P x

Hale (W.G.) P x , 5

Hanssen P xi

Henry (Victor) Pix

Hindrance (Locative) V. Additional

Notes to p. 58

Historic Infinitive 51

Homer : some Syntax characteristics

7—8,65–67 , and Addenda

' Dative ' in Homer A xix-xxix

Subjunctive and Future in Homer A

lxxxv foll .

Amalgamations in Homer A xl - xli

some early features 65—67, A xl

xli

Hypotaxis v. under Parataxis

Object or Purpose, Object ( Direct)

Part concerned, (v. Specification)

Partitive , Place at which , from

which, to which

Possessor, Prepositional, Price
and value, Purpose.

Source, Space through which,

Specification

Time after which, at which,

throughoutwhich,way bywhich,
within which.

' GENITIVE ' (GREEK) v. further un

der Genitive and Ablative

forms: 9—10, 13—14 , 28 , 31, 32-35,

46–47, A ix-X, xvii, xliii

meanings : v. under

Absolute , After (v. time) , Agent

Compass or Extent (v. Specifica

tion ), Concerned part (v. Specifi

cation ), Compared thing

Description, Direct Object

Material

= Nominative

Object or Purpose, Object (Direct)

Part Concerned, Partitive, Place

at which , from which, to which ,

Possessor, Prepositional

Space through which, Specifica
tion.

Time at which .

• GENITIVE ' (LATIN) v. further un

der Genitive and Locative

forms: 9—10, 13–14 , 31 , 32–35, A

xiii , xli - xlii

meanings : v. under

Description

Exclamation

= Nominative

Object or Purpose, Object (Direct )

Part Concerned v. Specification,

Partitive, Possessor

Specification

Time at which .

German work , a characteristic of some

of it , P vii

(v. further under Brugmann, Del.

brück, Grimm etc.)

Gerund and Gerundive, 5, 21 , 39 , 57 ,

64 , 65

Gesture, v. under Context

Gildersleeve (B) P xi , 25

Goal v . Place

Goodwin P x, 68–69, A cxi , and Ad.

ditional Notes to p. 70

Graecisms 57-58

Greek , closely connected with Latin

57-58

desire for change 70

perception of fine shades of meaning

39-40

IMPERATIVE 5, 17–18, 19, 26 , 44,

51 , A ci , cxiv

olo0 ' 8 Opãoov 5, 26

• Imperfect Subjunctive' in Latin , v.

under Aorist Subjunctive

IMPERFECT (or Progressive)

How far was it distinct from the

Aorist ? 19, 21-23, 59 , A lxxxviii,

xcii, cii—cviii, cxi - cxiv

Indicative

Attempted Act 59, xcii , cii—cviii,

cxi - cxiv

Conditions, unfulfilled in Present

and Past Time 48, 60, 63 , and

Additional Notes to p. 61

Epistolarycp. 45

Inceptive 59 (cp. 60)

On Statues 60–61

* Repeated Action ' (Goodwin) 68

Unfulfilled, v. Conditions

= verb ' be ' + a noun of agency 39

—40, 60–61

Subjunctive and Optative and Infini

tive v. under these Moods

Implication 58–61, and Additional

Notes

Inceptive Aorist 60

Imperfect 59, (cp. 60 ), xcii, cii, cxi

cxiv

Indeterminate Vowel v. Corrigenda

INDICATIVE (v. furtherunder Aorist,

Imperfect , Perfect, Present, Fu .

ture) 7–8, 18—20, 32–33, 58, A

lxxvớc, ci-cxiv ( especially cxi

cxiv)
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Cause v. Additional Notes to p. 58

Conditions 23, 67

Unfulfilled 43, 60, 63 , and Addi

tional Notes to p . 61

Deliberative 61-62

• Extended over ' by case - forms 21—

22

(?) Imperative 17-18

Infinitive 49—-51, 60

Optative and Subjunctive 32–33,

41 , 42 , 45 , 61 , 62 , and Addi

tional Notes to p. 61

Participles 18, 51,A ix

= Future 61 , 62 , and Additional

Note to p . 19

Hindrance v. Additional Notes to p.

58

Purposes (unfulfilled ) 43

Questions 23, 60

'Supposition' 67

Time-notions v . pp. 61–63 and Ad.

ditional Notes to p . 61

Unfulfilled v. Conditions and Pur

poses

Wishes v . Additional Notes to p . 61

Indignation, Expression of, 49–50, 69

Indirect Commands 46, 49–50, 60, 62 ,

A ix

Questions 42 , 50, 62, A ix

Statements 46 , 49–50, 60 , A ix

Indirect Object

Loc. A xxiii , xxvi, lxxvii , lxxix
lxxxiv

Instr . A xxiii , xxvi , lxxix-lxxxiv

Dat. 11 , 63, A xxiii, xxiv, xxvi,

lxxvii, lxxix - lxxxiv

Abl . A lxxvii , lxxix-lxxxiv

Gen. A lxxvii, lxxix-lxxxiv

• Dat. ' A xxiii , xxv, xxvi

• Abl , ' A lxxix, - lxxxiv

Lat. “ Dat. ' 63 , A xxiv

Indo-European race A ij-iv

INFINITIVE P v - vi, 7, 20, A xxi,

xxviii, (cp . lxvi), xliii , ciếcii , in

Sanskrit A ix

Accusative and, 49—50

in Exclamations 49—50

Active and Passive 20, 63, 64

Aorist and Progressive v. Additional

Notes to p . 70

Exclamatory 49—50

Future, in Latin A lxxii, xci , and

Additional Notes to p. 20

in Greek, v . Additional Notes to

p . 20

(Expressing) Future Time, 62 and

cp. Additional Notes to p. 61

Historic 51

= Imperative y. Imperative, esp . 51

= Indicative 17-18, 51

• Indirect Commands'49–50, 60 , 62

• Indirect Statements ' 49—50, 60, 62

Object v. Purpose

Passive and Active 20, 63 , 64

Past time 62

= Predicative Dative (almost) 55

Present Time 60, 62

Purpose 40, 44 , 46, 47, 60, 62, 63,

64, and Additional Notes to p. 61 ,

and v. under Object or Purpose

Result 58-59

With μή 37-38, 71

ώστε 58-59

INSTRUMENTAL (*by.' 'with-'with

respect to- ' case, in early times)

forms: 10, 13-14, 26 , 28 , 31 , 32–

35 , A iv-vii , xi, xiv — xvii, xviii,

xx - xxii, xxxv — xxxvi, xliii

xliv

0- stems ...A xlvii , 1

ā-stems A liv, lv

i- stems ...A lviii-lix, lx

u-stems ...A lxii-lxiii , lxiv

n- (consonant-) stems A lxvi , lxvii

meanings : 11 and v. under

Absolute, Accompaniment , Ac

cording to , ' Against,' Agent

Cause, Circumstance, Compared

thing,

Description

Ethic

Indirect object, Infinitive Instru

ment

Judging Person,

Manner, Material, (v. also Descrip

tion ) , Measure of Excess etc.

= Nominative to ,

Object or Purpose, Object (direct)

Partitive , Prepositional , Price and

value , Place at which, from

which, to which

Source, Space through which , Spe

cification

Time, after which

throughout which, waybywhich,

within which

Instrument and means

Loc. A xxiii, xxv, xxvi, xxvii — xxviii,

xxxi, lxxii

Instr. 11 , 12, A xxiii, xxv, xxvi, xxvii

-xxviii, xxxi, lxxii

Dat. A xxvi

Abl. A xxxi, lxxii

Gen. 12

Dat. ' A xxiii, xxv, xxvi

* Abl. ' 52–53 A xxxi

• Internal Accusative ' 10–11, 53

Judging person

Loc. A xxviii, xxix

<
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Instr . A xxviii, xxix

Dat. A xxviii, xxix

Dat.' A xxviii, xxix

Kennedy (B. H.) 68, 71–72

King and Cookson ) P ix-X, Ai

xxxviii (especially ii)

Latin closely connected with Greek

57-58

different conditions of Latin and

Sanskrit and other languages 30—

31 , Ai-ix

amalgamation as opposed to Greek

differentiation 19

Leaf (W.) 66

' Literal Translations ' 29

LOCATIVE ( in-' ' at- ' 'on-' ' over.'
about-' by- ' among- ' case, in

early times )

forms: Pv-vi, 7, 9—10, 13—14, 26 ,

28, 31 , 32—35, A iv -- vii, xi , xiii ,

xiv — xvii, xviii, xx - xxii, xxxv

xxxvi, xxxviii, xli - xlii, xliii

xliv

0 -stems... A xlvii,xcvii,cxxi _cxxii,

xlviii-xlix

ā- stems ...A lii - liv, lxxxviii —

lxxxix , cxxi- cxxii, liv-lv

i- stems ...A lvii — lviii, lix-lx

u-stems ...A lxi —Ixii, lxiii-lxiv

n-(consonant-) stems...A lxvi ,lxvii .

meanings: 11, and v. under

Absolute, Accompaniment, AC

cording to , Against, Agent

Benefited Person

Cause, Circumstance, Compared

thing , Condition

Defining Substantive , Description

Ethic

= Indicative, Indirect Object, In

finitive, Instrument

Judging Person

Manner, Material (see also Descrip

tion) Measure of Excess

= Nominative

Object or Purpose, Object (Direct)

Partitive, Person Benefited , Con

cerned , Judging (v. judging) (v .

Benefited) Place at which , from

which, to which, Possessor, Pre

dicative, Prepositional, Price

and value, Purpose (v. Object)

Source, Space through which,

Specification,

Time, after which, at which,

throughoutwhich, within which .

Logical Grammar as opposed to Formal

Grammar 36—40 , 48 , 65, 71–72,

and elsewhere

Madvig P x

Manner Loc. 36, 44 , A xxv, xxxi, lxii

Instr. 36 , A xix-xxi , xxv, xxxi , lxxii

Dat. A lxxviii

Abl. 29, 36, A xxxi, lxxii

• Dat . ' A xxv

• Abl. ' 29 , 36 A xxxi

Masculine 14—15, 42, A lxxxvii

Material (v. also Description)

Loc. A xxx, xxxii

Instr. A xxx, xxxii

Abl. 52, A xxx, xxxii

• Abl . ' A xxx, xxxii

Gk. Gen.' 52

Meanings, original and early 9-23 ,

24—30, and elsewhere (v. e.g.

under cases etc. )

not a safe guide apart from forms

P v - vi, 32–33 , A i-iii , iv-V,

ix- xxii, xxxv, xxxviii - lxx

different forms and different mean

ings 70–71 , A xlii—xliii

proportional analogy of meanings

13 , A xxxvii — Xxxviii

method of arriving at meanings 5 ,

A cxiii - CXV

Means y. Instrument

Measure of Excess, etc.

Loc. A xxxii

Instr. A xxxii

Abl. A xxxii

• Abl. ' A xxxii

Meiosis 59

Members of a Class v. · Partitive '

Middleton (G. ) P x

MIDDLE VOICE 7, 16–18, 63–64

? • Modest Assertion ' in Latin 36

Monro P x , 6 , 48–49, A i – xxix (es

peciallyxix - xxix)

Moods (v . further under Individual

Moods) 18—-21, A lxxxv — cxiv

Motion from v. Place

Motion to v. Place

Müller (Iwan )P ix

Müller (Max) P x

Neil (R. A. ) Pix

Neuter Plural 7 , 14-15

of Participles etc. 21

Singular 14—15, 40

New matter of the work P viii-ix

NEW SCHOOL P v — viii, 1–4, 6,

31–40, Ai-lxx, lxxi foll., cxv

cxxiii (v. further under Delbrück ,

Brugmann , etc.)

NOMINATIVE

forms 9, 14-15

meanings and constructions 10 , 12

= other cases 12, 32 , 48 , A xliii

logical subject 38

REESE

ONE

rary
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agreeing with logical subject 38

plural agreeing with neuter singu

lar 39—40

in Oratio Obliqua ' with Parti

ciples 38, 71–72

(?) “ esse omitted ’ 71–72

Adjectives v. Additional Note to

p. 19

Non -expression of words v. under

Supplying words

Non- finite verbal forms 20–21 : v.

further under Infinitive, Parti

ciple, Gerund and Gerundive, Im

perative, Prepositions etc.

Noun (v . under Cases, Genders, Num

bers, Stems etc.) 7 , 9—15, 20—21

Numbers 7, 14–15, 39–40

Formal Grammar, Implication ,

Proportional Analogy of forms

and meanings , Changes of Time

and Voice, Supplying words, etc.

PARATAXIS and Hypotaxis 8, 22—

23, 25, 26, 27 , 42, 58, 60, 61, 62 ,

63, 66—67, A vi, ix

Part concerned v. Specification

PARTICIPLES

Present' and Aorist

How far does the Aorist differ in

meaning from other tenses ? y .

Additional Notes to p. 70 , and

also under the Aorist

Absolute 28, A iii , xxiv, XXXV

xxxvi, lxxvi

= Active and Passive develop

ments of, 64

= Adjective 20, 27 , 63

= Adverb 65

Causal v. Additional Notes to p.

58

Concessive v. Additional Notes to

p. 58

Conditional v. id .

Contemporaneous Time ( cp . 62 ),

64 , 65

Differentiation 21

(? ) • Esse omitted ' (Kennedy) 71–

72

Expressing Cause , Hindrance, and

Conditions V. Additional Notes

to p . 58

Contemporaneous Time 64, 65

Future Time 21, 38, 64, (cp.

62, 65)

Manner 65

Past Time 64 , 65, (cp. 62 )

= Finite verb 18 , 51 , A ix

Flexible Meanings 20–21, 65

Future Time 21, 38, 64, ( cp. 62 ,

65)

Gerundive 21 , 37, 65

Hindrance v. Additional Notes to

Object (Direct) Acc. 10–11 , and v.

Accusative

Loc. 28, A xxiv, xxvi, xxxii, lxxix

lxxxiv

Instr. 28, A xxiv, xxvi, xxxii, lxxix

-lxxxiv

Dat. A xxiv, xxvi , lxxix - lxxxiv

Abl . 42, 67 , A xxxii, lxxix-lxxxiv

Gen. 12, 28, 29, 40, 41 , 42, 47 , 54,

A lxxix_lxxxiv

Dat .' 28 , 55 , A xxiv, xxvi

* Abl. 28 , 67 , A xxxii

Gk. “Gen. 28–29, 40, 41 , 42, 47,

54 , 67

Lat. Gen.' 28–29, 40 , 41

Objective Genitive ' 11–12, 53

Object or Purpose (v. further the In

finitive)

Loc. 44, Á xxvii, xxviii - lxxiv

Instr. A lxxiii - lxxiv

Dat. 12 , 47, 55 , 58 , A xxv, lxxiv

Abl. cp. A xxv

Gen. 12, 47, 57

Dat.' 47 , A xxvii

Abl. 20

Gk. ' Gen.' 12, 47 , 57

Lat. “ Gen.' 12, 47 , 57

Lat. • Dat. ' 12 , 47, 58

Oblique Speech v. Indirect State.

ments etc.

Omission ' words v. under Supply

ing words

OPTATIVE v. Subjunctive

Oratio Obliqua v. Indirect Statements

etc.

Original and Early Meanings 9—23,

24–30 , etc.

method of arriving at , 5 , A cxiii —CXv

Original Indo -European race A ii —

ORIGINS of new constructions 40%

46, 70–71 , A vii, xliii - xliv, and

v. under Analogy, Logical and

6

p. 58

(?) = Imperative 18

Indeclinable A ix (cp . adversus in
Latin )

= Indicative 18, 51 , A ix

= Infinitive 37–38, 46, 65, 71–72

in -tus , (-70S) 21 , 64
Manner 65

Neuters of Participles 21, 65

(? ) • Omission of esse ' (Kennedy)

71-72

Original flexible meanings 20—21,
65

Passive and Active Developments

64
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Past time 64 , 65, (cp . 62)

Predicative uses (mortuos Caesar

etc. ) 37 , 65 , 71–72

Predicative uses (τούτό μοι βουλo

μένω έστι etc.) 55

Present Time 64, 65, (cp. 62)

Time Future 21 , 38 , 64 , (cp . 62,

65 )

Past 64 , 65 , (cp . 62)

PresentorContemporaneous

64, 65 , (cp . 62)

Timeless (cp . 38) 65
= verb · be and a noun of agency

60—61

Future Participle (Greek ) v . Ad.

ditional Notes to p. 20, and cp.

PERFECT

was it originally distinct in meaning

from the Aorist ? 8, 22, 36 , A xi

xii , xv, xcii , cii-cviii , cxi-cxiv

Indicative

Epistolary and Aorist amalgam

ated 36

Deliberative 62

Participle and Infinitive and Sub

junctive and Optative and Impera

tive v. under these headings and

also v. Additional Notes ad fin .

Person Benefited v. Benefited Person ,

Concerned v. Indirect Object,

Judging v. Judging Person

PLACE at which Loc . 11, 12, 28, 43 ,

46–47, 70, A xxv, xxvii, xxxiv,
lxxv

Instr. A xxvii, xxxiv, lxxv

Dat . 43 , 44 , A xxvii

Abl. 46 , A xxxiv, lxxv

Gen. 12 , 24 , 28 , 46–47, lxxv

‘ Dat . ' 43 , 44, 46–47 , 70, A

xxvii

• Abl. ' A xxxiv

Gk. Gen.' 12, 24, 28, 46, 47 ,

70, A ix

Lat. “ Dat. ' 43 , 44

from which etc. Loc. A xxiii, xxix

p. 62

70,

XXX

(Latin ) v. Additional Notes to

p. 20, and A lxxii, xciv

Perfect v. Additional Notes to p .

and Aorist Participle in -tus 21 , 64

Particles, their influence, v. under con

text

v. under . Prepositions,” Adverbs,'

• Conjunctions,' •Augment’etc .

• Partitive ' Loc. 54 , 67–68, A lxxviii

Instr. A lxxviii

Abl. 54 , A lxxviii

Gen. 54, 67–68, A lxxviii

Gk. “ Gen.' 54, 67–68

Lat. Gen.' 67–68

Passive 7 , 16—18, 45 , 63–65, A xliii

( Latin) 16—18 , 45

Past Time v. Corrigenda , and 18—22,

61–63, 65 , ciicxiv (esp. cxiii

cxiv) , and Additional Note to p.
19

(?) • Act ofa moment ago ' v. Ad

' ditional Note to p. 43

Attempted Action 59

Augment 62, cxiii - cxiv

Condition unfulfilled 60, and Ad .

ditional Notes to p .

general 29, 61

Duty A cxiii

Future Time 61

Present Unfulfilled Conditions 43,

and v. Additional Note to p . 61

Inceptive 60, (cp . 59) , and Present

State of affairs 36, cxiii - cxiy

Purpose v. Additional Notes to p. 61

unfulfilled 43

Unfulfilled Conditions 43, 60 and

Additional Notes to p . 61

Unfulfilled wishes Additional

Notes to p. 61

Wishes unfulfilled v . Additional

Notes to p. 61

Paul 6 , 53

Peile (Dr) Pix

Instr. 41 , A vii, xxiii , xxix - XXX

Dat. 42, 47

Abl. 11 , 12 , 41 , 47, A xxix - XXX

lxviii-lxx , lxxiv

Gen. 12, A lxviii - lxx, lxxiv

• Dat. ' 42 , 47 , A xxiii

• Abl. ' 41 , A xxix-XXX

Gk. Gen. 12, A lxviii - lxx

Lat. ‘ Dat. ' 42, 47

to which Loc. 43, A xx , xxiv, xxv,

xxvi, xxviii , lxxiv

Instr. A xxvi, xxviii, lxxiv

Dat. 11 , 43 , 44 , A xxiv, xxv,

xxvi, xxviii , lxxiy.

Abl. A lxxiv

Gen. A lxxiv

• Dat. ' 5 , 43, A xxiv , xxv, xxvi,

xxviii

Philology, its methods 1–6 : v. also

New School and Phonetic Laws

PHONETIC LAWS P v-vi , viii - ix,

1-6, 32—34, A ix-x , xvi --xvii,

xxxviii - xxxix, xliii, xliv—Ixx,

lxxxvi, lxxxviii - lxxxix, xcvii ,

xcix , cix - cx, cxv - cxxiii ( es.

pecially cxxiii)

Pluperfect cvii-- cxiv and Additional

Notes :

Subjunctive and Optative, v.

under these headings

V.
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Plural 14–15, 39-40

(neuter) 7 , 15

Possibility, expression of, 18, 25 , 55 ,

59, 63, and v. Predicative

often the final result of ga

tions, v . passim

Postgate (J. P. ) P x , xi , A lxii

Predicative Case (Dative and Locative

etc. ) 55 , 58 , A lxxiii - lxxiv

Predicative ' uses of Adjectives and

Participles 37–38, 51, 71–72 A ix

Preface P v - xii

PREPOSITIONS and Cases 7, 36, 43

--44, 46, 49 , 69–70, A v-vii ,

xviii-xix

Prepositional equivalents to simple

cases v. throughout, compounded

with verbs 40

* PRESENT'Tense 18, 21—22,65–67,

A xci—xcii , ci-cxiv

Aoristic and Progressive 18, 21-22 ,

xci-xcii, ci - cxiv

Indicative

Attempted Act cp . 59

Cause v. Additional Notes to p. 58

Conditions General v. Additional

Notes to p . 70

Ordinary 67

Future 62

Deliberative 19—20, 61–62, and

Corrigenda

→Future Time v. Corrigenda, and

19-20, 61-63

General Conditions v. Additional

Notes to p. 70

Hindrance v. Additional Notes to

I. Early as opposed to Later Mean

ings 24—30

II. Developments in one language

are not necessarily exactly pa

rallel to those in another 30

31

III. Amalgamated Parts of Speech

31-36

IV. Logical and Formal Grammar

36—40, 71–72

V. Analogy and Contamination 40

-46

VI . Amalgamated Parts of Speech

have not amalgamated entirely

47-49

VII. Supplying Definite Words 49

-51, and 72

VIII. Categories of Uses 52–57

IX. Close Connexion between Greek

and Latin 57

X. Implication 58–61, and Addi

tional Notes.

XI. Changes of Time and Voice

mostly through the Abstract

61–65, and Additional Notes

XII. Intermediate Constructions be

tween the Old and New 65-67

XIII. The meaning of the Governing

word Important 67-70

XIV . Different forms have not al

ways differentmeanings 70 %

71, and Additional Notes.

Addenda to IV 71–72

Additional Notes to X, XI and XIV.

Progressive v. under Imperfect

Purpose, Unfulfilled 43

Past (in Greek) v. Additional Notes

to p. 61

with όπως 69

Infinitive of, 44, 47 , 60 , 62 , 63 , 64,

and Additional Notes to p. 61

v. further 44, 46, 49—50 , 51 , 55 , 58,

60, 62 , 63 , 64, 65 A lxxiii-lxxiv

and under Object.

p. 58

Inceptive cp . 59 , 60

→Past Time v. Corrigenda, and

19-20, 61–63, and Additional

Notes to p. 19

Questions 19-20, 60, and Addi

tional Notes to p. 19

For the other Moods v. under the in

dividual Moods.

Present Time v. Corrigenda, and 18

-22, 61–63 , cii-cxiv ( esp. cxiii

-cxiv) , and Additional Note to p.
19

Conditions 67

Present State of affairs 36, cxiii

cxiv

Future Time 61-63, Past

Time 61-63

Inceptive cp. 59, 60

Attempted Act cp. 59

Principles (and details) P vii -- viii, 4

PRINCIPLES of Comparative Syntax

1–6, 24—72, A i - lxx, ci-cxiv,

cxvcxxiii

Quality v . Description

Questions 18

Indirect 42, 50

= facts 60

Recipient v. Indirect Object

Reflexive 16—17 , 63, 64–65

Relative 22-23

Remoter Object v. Indirect Object

Respect v. Specification

Road by which v. Space

Roby Px , 63

Sanskrit, its value as evidence, P vi,

30, 69 , A i–xix, xl - xli
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constructions and meanings :

Aorist and Progressive and Perfect

v. Additional Notes to p. 70

Cause v. Additional Notes to p. 58

mm nds 18 , A xci - xcii, cvii

cxiii etc

Indirect 42, 46 , 50, 62

Concessive 18 , 27, 36, 48, and Ad

ditional Notes to p. 58

Conditions

Future 27, 29, 61 , 68

General 27 , 29 , 61 , 68

Past Unfulfilled 60, and Addi

tional Notes to p. 61

Present Unfulfilled 43 , and Ad.

ditional Notes to p. 61

and wishes 50, 72

' Consecutive ' 48, 58

Contamination 45

Deliberative 36

dixerim , and dixerit aliquis 36

Duty, past A cxii-cxiii

Exclamatory 50, 69

of facts 42, 48 , 58

Future and Subjunctive and Op

tative 18—19, lxxxv to c, ci ,

cxiv , and Additional Notes to

P. 70

General Conditions 27, 29 , 61 , 68

' Imperfect' A cxiii

Indirect Commands 42, 46, 50, 62

Questions 42, 50, 62

Statements 50

Wishes v. Additional Notes to

P. 61

Oratio Obliqua v. Indirect (above)

Past duty A cxii - cxiv

Facts 42, 50, 62

Purpose 43, and v. Additional

Notes to
p.

61

Conditions 60, and Additional

early features of A v - viii

Case -usages A lxxi-lxxxiv

Subjunctive and Optative and Future

and Imperative A xii - xiii, cvii

-cviii

characteristics of Sanskrit as opposed

to Greek and Latin A iv-v, viii

ix

and other Indo -European races iv

as treated by Delbrück, Allen and

Greenough , and Monro v. under

these names

Schmidt (J ) 14

Sentence 8, 22–23, and v. Parataxis

Separation v. Place

Sidgwick (A.) P xi

Singular 7, 15, 39—40

Source

Loc. A xxx

Instr. A xxx

Abl. 35 , A xxx, lxxix

Gen. A lxxix

• Abl. ' 35 , A xxx

Space through which etc.

Loc. A x, xxv, xxvi, lxxv

Instr. A xxv, xxvi , lxxv

Dat. A XXV, xxvi

Gen, Ax

Gk. Gen.' Ax

Dat. A xxv, xxvi

Specification

Loc. 12 , 30, 34, 35 , A xxvii, xxix,

xxx , xxxiii, lxxii

Instr. 11 , 35 , A xxvii , xxix - xxx,

xxxiii, lxxii

Dat. A xxvii

Abl. A xxix - xxx, xxxiii, lxxii

Gen. 12 , 24, 34

• Dato' A xxvii

* Abl.' 35 , A xxix-xxx, xxxiii

Gk. Gen.' 12

Lat. “ Gen.' 12 , 24

Sphere v. Space and Specification and

Time

Stake y. Price

Statements, direct v. under Facts in.

direct 49–50, 60

Stems 9, A xi - xii, xliii-xliv, lxvi,

lxxxvi, ciii-cv, cxxii - cxxiii

* Subjective Genitive ' 11–12, 53

Subject 10

Logical 38–39

v. further Nominative

SUBJUNCTIVE and OPTATIVE and

LATIN SUBJUNCTIVE '

forms: 18—19 , 27 , 31–33, 36, 48,

58, 61 , A ix-x, xii , lxxi — Ixxxiv ,

cvii-cxiv

Sanskrit A xii-xiii

Notes to p. 61

Purpose 69, and V. Additional

Notes to p. 61

Questions 18—19, Indirect 42, 50,

62

Statements, Indirect 50

Unfulfilled Conditions 60, and Ad.

ditional Notes to p. 61

Purposes 43, and v . Additional

Notes to p. 61

= ' will prove to be ' 45

wishes 50, 72

with δέδοικα μή 25, 59

donec 48

¿ày and ei in Conditions 27, 61 ,

68 and v. Additional Notes to

p. 70

el in wishes 50, 72

iva of purpose
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όπως οf purpose

ου μή

at piv

quamvis 27, 36

quanquam, 48

qui 41 , 58

ut in Exclamations 50, 69

in ' Consecutive ' Sentences

48 , 58

Suffixless Cases 9—10, lxvi

Superlatives, contaminated with Com .

paratives 46

Supplying words 34, 49–51 , 69, 72

Syncretism v. Amalgamation

Syntax, Comparative v. under Com.

parative

Divisions of 7-8

Taylor (Isaac) P x

Thematic A xciii

Thing Compared v. Compared thing

Thompson (F. E. ) PX

Timeless Aorist 65, and v. 18—23,

61-63

Time v. Present , Past, Future, and the
Tenses

Time after which :

Loc. A xxxv, lxxv

Instr . A xxxv, lxxv

Abl. A xxxv , lxxv

Gen. A lxxy

• Abl . ' A xxxV

at which :

Loc. 11 , 12, 28 , A ix, xxviii, xxxv,

6

• Abl.' A XXXV

Gk. ' Gen.' 12, 28, 70 , A ix

Lat. " Gen. ' 12

throughout which :

Loc. A xxxv, lxxv

Instr. A xxxv, lxxv

Abl. A XXXV

Gen. A lxxv

Abl.' A xxxV

within which :

Loc. A xxxv

Instr. A XXXV , lxxv

Abl. A xxxv, lxxv

Gen. A lxxv

• Abl. ' A XXXV

Tone, its influence, v. Context
To v. Place

Transitional uses 65–67

lxxv

Instr. A xxviii, xxxv, lxxv

Abl. A XXXV

Dat. A xxviii

Gen. 12, 28 , lxxv

‘ Dat. ' 70 , A xxviii

Value v. Price

Verb (v. further under Voices, Moods,

Tenses, Participle , Infinitive, Ge

rund and Gerundive, etc. ) 7–8,

16–22, lxxxv - cxiv

Vocative, forms 9

meanings 10, A xliii

Voices (v. further under Active, Middle,

Passive, Causal, Reflexive, Ab

stract etc.) 7, 16—18, 63–65

Way by which v. Space

Weymouth P xi

Wheeler (B. L. ) P xi , 2

Whitney (W. D.) Pix, A lxxi—Ixxxiv

Williams (Monier) Pix, A lxxi - lxxxiv

Wishes 18—19, 43 , 50, 72, A cvi

Within Space v . Space

Time v. Time

Work Contemplated v. Object .
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-- Optative A xoix - C, cix-cx

- Locative 10, 14, 33, A ix, xiv ,

xxi-xxii, xliii-xliv , lxv , lxvi

i -stems A lvi - lx

iva v. Additional Notes to p . 61

Kelv ) A lxxxv

-a Instrumental A xiv , xv, xxi-xxii ,

lxix

Neuter Plural 14-15

Aorist A xi, xciii

- Stems A xiii— xiv, xvii, A li - lvi,

cxxi - cxxii

Instrumental A xiv , li - lii, liii

-Q ' Dative ' 14, A xiv, lii - liii

8 A xvii, li - lii, lxviii - lxx

-a. Dative, Imperative, Infinitive 10,

20, 33 , A xxi, liii, lxv, ci

Middle 16-17

-ais 14, A xiv, liv-lv, cxxii

äv 60, A lxxxv, and v. Additional Notes

to p . 70

-as 14 , A xvii, li - lii, lxviii-1xx

MEV, MES A lxxxvi, xcv—

μή 37-38, 71

n - stems A lxiv - lxviii

• Accusative 9, 15

Locatival 20, A Ixv

Neuter 15

1st Person Singular A xi, xciii

- Ablative lxviii - lxx

- € (T) 3rd Person Singular A xcv-C

-El 3rd Person Singular 16-17

Locative A xiii, xiv , xliv - xlvii,

lviii - lix

Middle 2nd Person Singular

16--17, A xcv - C

Pluperfect A cxii

ei = if 60, 61 , and v. Additional Notes to

pp. 61 and 70

ELV Infinitive 20

-ELS 2nd Person Singular A xov - C

Pluperfect A cxii

o-stems A xliv - li, cxxi - cxxii

-od A xvii, lxiv-lxv, lxviii - lxx

-ol Locative A xiii, xiv, xliv—xlvii

• Optative A lxxxviii — Ixxxix, xcv

xcvi, cix - cx

-ols 14, A xiv, xlviii - 1

-ov 9 , 15

-os Adjectives v. Additional Notes to

p . 15

"Genitive ' 9, 14 , A ix, xvii , lxiv

lxv, lxviii - lxx

-0010 32, A x, xvii, xliv - xly

-ov “Genitive ' 14, Aix, xiii, xvii ,

xliv - xlvi, li- lii

Middle ' 16—17, A xvi

πρίν 8 , 23 , 66

Aorist v.

-n Adverbial A xiv, xvii, xx, xlv — xlvii,

li — lii, lxix

Corrigenda

Pluperfect A cxii

on • Dative ' A xiv, lii-liii

Subjunctive 2nd Person A xcv - C

Subjunctive 3rd Person 8, A xcv-C

ons 'Genitive’A xvii, li - lii, lxviii - lxx

-ησθα A cxii

.s Plural 15, A xlviii, and throughout

Nominative 9

2nd Person Singular A xi , xcv - C ,

cix_cx

Aorist 21 , lxxxiv — 0, civ-CV

Future lxxxiv - C, civ - CV

car A xciii

DEL V. Additional Notes to p. 20

-σεις 8 , Α ΙΧΧΧV - 0

K

-0€(v ) 10

-θην Α cxvii

M. T.
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- 10, A xlvii-0. Locative Plural 14, A xlviii

2nd Person Singular 16–17, A

xey

-00 16—17, A xvi

-Gov Imperative 20, A ci-cii

-0w 8, lxxxv - C

-w 1st Person Singular 20, A lxxxv,

and foll.

Adverbial A xiv, xvii, XX,

xliv-xlvii

Subjunctive 20, A lxxxv, and foll .

-w 14, A xiv, xxi , liii , cxxi- cxxii

.ww .Genitive ' Plural A xlviii, lxiii

• ws Adverbial A xvii , xlv — xlvi

ώστε 58

-T 3rd Person Singular A xi, xcv - C,

cix-x

-T2 3rd Person Singular A xcv-C

v - stems A lx-lxiv
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-im, -is ' Subjunctive'A xcv-c, cix-cx

interest 34–35, A xxxvi-xxxvii

.is Genitive 14, A lxiv- xv

2nd Person Singular A XCV-C,

cix - cx

-is Dative and ` Ablative ' Plural 14, A

xlviii , liv- lv

-issem A cx

-mus A xi , lxxxvi

·m Accusative 9, 15

1st Person Singular A xi , xciii

Neuter 15

n -stems A lxiv - lxviii

0-stems xliv - li, cxxi-cxxii

-7 ' Ablative ' 14, 32, A xlv-xlvi ,

lxiv — lxv, lxviii - lxx

1st Person Singular 20, A lxxxv

and foll.

• Dative ' 14 , A xlvi - xlvii

-od A xlv xlvi, lxiv — lxv, lxviii-lxx
-orum A xlviii

-Ōs Instrumental etc. A xlviii - xlix , 1

quamvis 27, 38

quanquam 38

qui 23

}

-r Latin Passive 17, 45

-re Infinitive P v-vi, 20, A ci

(?) • Middle ' 2nd Person 16—17, A

-a Instrumental 10, A xiv-Xv, v . fur.

ther -e ' Ablative '

1st Person Singular xi

Neuter Plural 14-15

-ā ' Subjunctive '. A x, xcv-c, and

Corrigenda

-ā “Ablative ' Alii, liv , lxiv_lxv,

lxviii-lxx

-ād A li, lxiv_lxv, lxviii-lxx

āe 14 , A ix , xiii, A li — liii, lxxxviii

lxxxix

-āi A li-liii , lxxxviii - lxxxix

-ām , -ās , -āt “ Subjunctive' A xcv-C,

and Corrigenda

ārum A liv

• ās A xiii , li-lii , liv-lv

•ā stems A 1-lvi

-bam A cxi

.bo A xci

.bus 15, A 1

-d Ablative 9, A lxiv — Ixv, lxviii-lxx

Neuter A xvi

donec v. “ Subjunctive ' with donec

·e · Ablative ' P v-vi, 14, 20, A xi,

xiv — xv, xvi, lxiv — Ixvi

Neuter Singular 40

Adverbial A xlv - xlvii

-ēs , -et 'Subjunctive’A lxxxviii - lxxxix ,

XCV-c, cix-cx

· ē (d) Adverbial A xlv — xlvii, lxiv — Ixv

-i Locative 10, A xv - svi, xlix

i -stems A lvi-lx

-i Dative , Infinitive, Imperative 17–18,

A xvi, lxv

• Ablative ' A xvi, lvii—lix, lxiv

Ixy

Locative 14, 33 , A ix, xiii, xlv,

xlvii , lvii — lix

Middle 16, A xi

Participle 17–18

-id A xvi, lvi , lxiv - lxv

Active xvi

"Middle' Imperative A xvi

rēfert 34–35, A xxxvi-xxxvii

-rem .Subjunctive' P v-vi, A xcv-C,

cix - cx

-rim ' Subjunctive ' A xcvớc, cix-cx
-ro xcv-C

-S Aorist A xi, xciv, civ_cv, cx-cxii

Plural 15 , and passimA xliv — Ixviii

Abstract A civ-CV

Nominative 9
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2nd Person Singular A xi, xciii ,

XCV - C, cix-cx

Future A lxxxv—c, civ-cv

-t 3rd Person Singular A xi, xcv-C ,

cix-cx

-tis 2nd Person Plural 18, A xcviii

-turum lxii , and y. Additional Notes

to p. 20

-U-stems A lx - lxiv

•ū ‘ Ablative ' 32, A lx - lxiii

-ui Perfect A xciv

-um Neuter 15 .

Genitive Plural A xvi, xlviii, lxiii

.us Adjective v. Additional Notes to

p. 15

Genitive A lx

Nominative 9
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