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discussion here. As a preliminary, it is necessary to state the theory
held by Prof. Goodwin, and Lx]vunndul by him in Appendix 1l. to the
work above-mentioned, concerning the origin of the constructions of o
uyn with the subjunctive and with the future indicative. It is briefly as
follows. (1) The Greeks could say un womoy as mu-min-f ‘I suspect
(or fear) that he will do it’: this is the muhlmnihnt subjunctive with
un,” in which the negative force of uy is ‘in abeyance’; ze the phrase
is an affirmative proposition, cautiously expressed. (2) The next step
was when they said od py woujoy, as the negative form corresponding
to the affirmative uy woujon: ‘he will not do it.” (3) Then, in Attic
Greek, the future indicative came to be used in place of the subjunctive;
for, as o0 pun moumon had become ‘a simple future denial,’ 1t seemed
natural to say od un moujoer In the same sense.

It will be seen that Prof. Goodwin’s theory differs from the older
views in two main points. (1) In od un mowmon he does not suppose
an ellipse, after ov, of d¢éos éoriv or the like, but derives this construction

directly from the ‘independent subjunctive with wpz.” |It must, how-
ever, be admitted, I su luij thlt this ‘independent sub 11111{*11\.L itself
had Itw Utl'fm In an Lh'l[]‘-n;, : Jm_} '.'rnnl,lrr:,l, as = ‘1] 55| 11l

do it,” implies some verb of wuwlu_run' or ‘fearing’ u'h'.a_h 1S IHUILLLH}'
supplied. The real distinction of Prof. Goodwin’s view here 1s, then,
that he supposes o un wowmoy to have arisen after all consciousness of
such an ellipse had been lost through the familiarity of the 1diom. |
(2) Elmsley explained od py with fut. indic. by supposing that ov 1s
1I'.1'LI‘1‘UL{JIHL. and that Iu?; retains 1ts separate I"LL'.;JIHL force : .0, ov
wy Swrplilers meant, ‘will you not not-delay?’ ie, ‘do not delay.’
Prof. Goodwin explains 1t as simply an ::l’llllhllLHT. for ov un dwarpidms
(the fut. indic. being substituted for the aor. subjunct.): 1n both alike
the force of ua is ‘in abeyance’; both alike mean simply, ‘you will not
delay.’

I do not propose here to enter upon the historical question as to the
origin of these constructions. What I wish to do i1s to consider Prof.
Goodwin’s application of his theory to a particular lass of sentences ;
those, namely, 1n which a command Z do something is coupled with a
command »of o do something else. In this class of sentences we find
two different types, which I will call A and B.

(A) In the first type, the positive command stands first, and
introduced by the interrogative o (‘will you not do 1t?’ = ‘do 1it’).
The negative command which follows is introduced by pnée (or kat
pn) i—

=

Ai. 75 od oty davéfer pnde delhiav apet ;
According to Prof. Goodwin, the construction of ov uy with the fut.
indic. does not come in here at all. The interrogative ov affects the
first clause only: uy in the second clause asks an 1mh.;mmh.nt qLEutmn
Thus on 4z 75 he says (§ 299), ° ‘un de\iav apets [for he reads u,JELE;J 1S
an independent quutmn,, will you be a coward ¥ =do not be a coward.
This prlamtmn 1gnores the fact that the prohibition is introduced,
not b} a -ﬂmple g, but bﬁ. ,m;mf or kat wy. If the words had been,

o oty davéfer; pm Oel\lav apei; then, indeed, we coul ld construe them

UNIVERSITAT LEIPZIG




