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CORRESPONDENCE

The Editor, THE CLASSICAL REVIEW,

SIR,—We trust that we shall not seem ungrateful
if we venture to offer a few comments on the review of
Limen (C.R. June).

I. Prof. Postgate describes the book as containing
‘ grammar, reading lessons, questions upon them, and
exercises with conversations,” Although the last two
points of his description are in a sense correct, they
are, we think, likely to give a wrong idea of the book ;
for, while we hold with Dr. Postgate that conversation
in Latin upon suitable topics may be made a valuable
part of teaching, we have laid down definitely in our
Appendix that the plan of the conversations ought
to be the spontaneous work of the teacher. This
Appendix, which contains hints upon and examples
of oral exercises, is for the use of teachérs only ; from
the book itself we have deliberately excluded any
conversations which the pupils who use it are expected
to repeat, since we have observed the deadening effect
of putting into the hands of a class questions and

“answers ready made. But we have added to the
Appendix three Latin Dialogues such as a class can
perform (and these can be obtained separately) ; while
in the Reading Lessons in the book itself we have
done our best to provide topics of sufficient interest to
be the theme of questions and answers. The first
three of them, while the pupil has learnt as yet no
Cases but the Nominative, Accusative, and Vocative,
are in the form of conversations, and here Dr. Post-
gate criticises as ‘unnatural’ the boy’s exclamation,
O Iuppiter (when his oar falls into the water). Our
choice was between (1) using this phrase ; (2) using
Juppiter alone, which would have been more lively
but much more difficult for a beginner; and (3), as
Dr. Postgate would prefer, using no exclamation at all.
‘We submit in view of the colloquial colour of passages
like Plaut. Merc. v. 2. 24, and the English school-
boy’s favourite appeal to this particular god, that we
have chosen the least evil of the three.

I1. The only important point on which Dr. Postgate
would seem to differ from us is the difficult matter of
the rule for questions in Oratio Obligua. Dr. Post-
gate’s words are: ‘The statement that rhetorical
questions, the answer to which is not known or clearly
foreshadowed, are put into the Subjunctive, is in-
sufficient. Such questions, if a first or second person
is concerned, are normally put into the Infinitive.’
(We venture to assume that in the last sentence the
word “second’ is a clerical error for ¢third.”’) Now
this criticism scarcely represents our statement of the
rfle. On page 289 we define ¢ Rietorical’ questions
as being those ¢ To which the answer is known or
clearly foreshadowed’; and these, we say, are regu-
larly put into the Infinitive. In the next sentence
we define real guestions as ‘those to which the
answer is not immediately clear’ ; and these latter, we
say, are treated like Dependent Questions, and put
into the Subjunctive, To this last statement Dr.
Postgate seems to demur, and he suggests that we

ought to have introduced the criterion of the Person
who is the Subject in the question. We are glad
that our account should be ‘insufficient,” provided
only that it is true so far as it goes, for we do not
think that a First Latin Book is the place for a discus-
sion of the complex and often inconsistent usage
of Latin authors in this matter. The difficulty of

+the topic will be at once apparent to your readers if

we remind them that Dr. Postgate’s present statement
is hardly consistent with his own descyiption of the
use [on page 192 of the New Latin Primer (Edition
41898)] where he gives four rules, of which the first is
that ¢ Questions in the Subjunctive in Oratio Recta
remain in the Subjunctive in Oratio Obliqua’; such
questions, namely, as gwid faciam? ‘What am I to
do?’ which becomes, of course, guid faceret. This
appears to us to be 2 Question to which the answer is
not clearly known. It is a Question in the First Per-
son, and yet, as we all know, and as Dr. Postgate
himself quite correctly stated in his Primer, it is put
into the Subjunctive. In these circumstances, we de-
cided that the right course to adopt was to put the
learner at once into possession of the real principle
which underlies the complexity, and leave him to
study the inconsistencies in its application by different
authors at a later period. That principle is that if,
and only if, the question in O. R. is equivalent to a
statement it is regularly represented in O. O. by the
construction proper to an oblique statement, Z.e.
by the Accusative and Infinitive. The general
principle appeared to us to be worth grasping at the
outset ; the variations of ucage ought not, we think,
to be studied by learners till a later stage. But the
serious misconception into which our critic has been
led by supposing that we used the term rhetorical’
as he has used it, namely, to include all questions of
every kind that are asked in the course of a speech,
has now determined us to discard the term *rhetori-
cal’ altogether. It will disappear from our second
edition, where we contrast real questions with artificial
guestions without insisting on the use of either term.

III. As to the English derivatives from Present and
Supine-stems, are we not perhaps rather hardly treated?
By the time that the Supine was introduced, every
inch of our pages was urgently wanted for more im-
portant matters than the derivation of single English -
words. But we made room in three Exercises (pp.
95, 110, 112) for this distinction, feeling confident
that when it had been clearly indicated every com-
petent teacher would from that point onwards insist
upon the difference in any derivation that he might
ask or give. If the Supine could speak, we fancy it
would be more inclined to thank us than to grumble.
For similar reasons at a more advanced. stage (p. 141)
we have once given a list of English words whose
meaning has been largely changed from that of their
Latin originals, asking the learner to point out the
nature of the changes. But we have not thought it
necessary to make room for such examples at any
later point.
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IV. Finally, we are sorry that our policy on the
insoluble question on the use of the Hyphen in print-
ing paradigms, is not entirely such as Dr. Postgate
approves. For the most part we have cut the knot
by not using it at all ; but in some places it appeared
to us (as on p. 299) far more helpful to the learner to
print, for instance, the Imperfect Subjunctive thus :-—

ama-\
mone-
rege-
audi-
cape-
than to print am-Grem, mon-zrem and so forth, which
is the principle that Dr. Postgate recommends. His

rem, etc.
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particular example is chosen from the 5th Declension,
and there we still venture to think that our division
dié-s contrasted with gradu-s in the immediately pre-
ceding pages is of some help to the learner. But we
have reserved the symbol for such cases.

May we conclude by cordially thanking Dr. Post-
gate for the praise he has given us, which we count a
welcome reward for the hard work which the book
involved?

Yours faithfully,
C. FLAMSTEAD WALTERS.
R. S. Conwav.
London, :
Manchester, %july 8¢k, 1909.
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