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PREFACE. - MATN

The essays in the present volume are chiefly upon philo-
logical and ethnographical subjects: though not exclusively.
The earliest was published in 1840, the latest in 1856. In
some cases they have formed separate treatises and in some
Appendices to larger works. The greater part, however,
consists of papers read before the Philological Society of
Londonj a society which has materially promoted the growth
of Comparative Philology in Great Britain, and which, if
it had merely given to the world the valuable researches of
the late Mr. Garnett, would have done morc than enough
to justify its existence and to prove its usefulness.

As a general rule these papers address themselves to
some dcfinite and special question, which commanded the
attention of the author either because it was obscure, or
because there was something in the current opinions con-
‘cerning it which, in his eyes, required correction. Re-
searches conducted on this principle can scarcely be invested
with any very general interest. Those who take them up
arc supposed to have their general knowledge beforehand.
A wide field and a clear view, they have already taken.
At the same time there are, in the distant horizon, imperfect
outlines, and in the parts nearer to the eye dim spots
where the light is uncertain, dark spots where it is wholly
wanting, and, oftener still, spots illumined by a false and
artificial light. Some of the details of the following inves-
tigations may be uninteresting from their minuteness; some
from their obscurity; the minuteness however, and the ob-
scurity which deprive them of general interest make it all
the more incumbent on some one to take them up: and it
is needless to add that for a full and complete system of
ethnographical or philological knowledge all the details that
are discoverable should be discovered. This is my excuse
(if excuse be needed) for having spent some valuable time
upon obscure points of minute interest. Upon the whole,
they have not been superfluous. This means that I have
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rarcly, or never, found from any subsequent reading that
they had been anticipated. Where this has been the case,
the article has been omitted — being treated as a non scri-
ptum. An elaborate train of reasoning submitted to the
Ethnographical Socicty has on this prihciple been ignored.
It was upon the line of migration by which the Polynesian
portion of the Pacific islands was peopled. It deduced Poly-
nesia from the Navigator’s Islands; the Navigator’s Islands,
or Samoan Archipelago, from™ the Ralik and Radak chains;
the Ralik and Radak chains from Micronesia; Micronesia
from the Philippines, vid Sonsoral and the Pclews. Some
time after the paper was read I found that Forster has pro-
mulgated the same doctrine. I ought to have known it be-
fore. Hence the paper is omitted : indeed it was (though read)
never published.

In respect to the others the chicf writers who have work-
ed in the same field are Dr. Scouler, Professor Turner, and
Professor Buschmann, — not to mention the bibliographical
labours of Dr. Ludwig, and the second paper of Galla-
tin. 1 have no hesitation in expressing my belief that
where they agree with me they do so as independent inves-
tigators; claiming for myself, where I agree with them,
the same consideration.

Of Hodgson and Logan, Windsor Earle, and other inves-
tigators I should have much to say in the way of both
aknowledgement and eriticism, had India and the Indian
Alclnpelaoo taken as large a portion of the plesent volume
as is taken by North America. As it is, it is only in a
few points that I touch their domain.

The hypothesis that the Asteks (so-called) reached Me-
xico by sea I retract. Again — the fundamental affinity
of the Australian language was a doctrine .to which both
Teichelmann and Sir G. Grey had committed themselves
when the paper on the Negrito languages was written. The
papers, however, stand as they stood: partly beeause they
are worth something in the way of independent evidence,
and partly because they illustrate allied subjects.



2 VB RA
et

Q'\

UNIvERgTY

&"‘ FORINA
——

PADEUTICA.

INAUGURAL LECTURE
DELIVERED AT
UNIVERSITY COLLEGE, LONDON,

OCTOBER 1+, 1839.

Instead of detaining you with a dissertation upon the
claims and the merits of our Language, it may perhaps be
better to plunge at once into the middle of my subjeet, and
to lay before you, as succinetly as I am able, the plan and
substance of such Lectures as, within these walls, I promise
myself the honour of delivering. Tor I consider that the
vast importance of thoroughly understanding, of compre-
hending, in its whole length, and breadth, and height, and
depth, the language which we all speak, we all read, and
we all (in different® degrees, but still each in our degree)
have occasion to write — the importance also of justly and
upon true grounds, valuing the magnificent literature of
which we are the inheritors—1 consider, 1 say, that the vast
importance of all this is sufficiently implied by the simple
single fact, that, in this Institution, the English Language,
with the English Literature, is recognized as part and parcel
of a liberal education. It may also be assumed, without
further preface, that every educated man is, at once, ambi-
tious of writing his own Language well; of criticizing those
who write it badly; and of taking up his admiration of our
National Literature, not upon Trust but upon Knowledge.

Thus having premised, I now proceed to the divisions
and the subdivisions of my subject. For certain practical
purposes it is found expedient to draw, Dbetween the consi-
deration of the English Language, and the consideration of
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_the English Literature, a brfad line of demarcation. The
knowledge of books is one thing; the knowledge of the rules
of good composition is another thing. It is one thing to
know what other men have written; it is another thing to
know how you should yourself write. The one is a point
of Literary History, or of Literary Biography; the other is
a point of Rhetoric, or a point of Grammar. I do not say
that the two studies do not mutually assist each other. All
studies do so: these in a great degree. IFamiliarity with the
works of a Shakspearc or a Milton, is an accomplishment —
an accomplishment that depends upon’ our taste, and one
which depends also upon our leisure — an accomplishment
which cannot be too highly valued, but still an accomplish-
ment. IPamiliarity, however, with the rules of good writing
is not a mere accomplishment. It is a necessary qualification
which comes home to us all. Now if I am convinced of
one thing more than of another, 1 am convinced of the truth
of this assertion; viz.: that a good style comes not of itself;
it comes not uncalled for; and it comes neither by instinct
nor by accident. It is the result of art, and the result of
practise. The Rules of good Composition are the rules of
Rhetoric; and it is very necessary that they be neither ne-
glected nor undervalued. Two classes of men, and two
classes only, can pretend to dispense with them — those that
can write well, and those that cannot write at all.

The English Language is pre-cminently a mixed Lan-
guage. Its basis indeed is Saxon, but upon this basis lies
a very varied superstructure, of Danish and of Norman-
IFrench, of Modern French and of Greek, of Classical Latin
and of the Latin of the Middle Ages imported at different
periods and upon different occasions. Words from these
languages are comprehended by the writer just in the pro-
portion that he comprehends their origin and their deriva-
tion. Hence it is that the knowledge of isolated words is
subordinate to the formation of a style; and hence it is that
the rules for their investigation are (their aim and object
being alone considered) akin to the rules of Rhetoric.

This however is but a small part of what may be our
studies. It is weld to know how Thme affects Languages,
and in what way it modifies them. It is well to know how
one dialect grows out of another, and how its older stages
differ from its newer ones. It is well if we ean perceive that
these variations .are in no wise arbitrary; but it is better
still if we can discover the laws that regulate them. Yet
all this is but a knowledge of the changes that words un-
dergo, a knowledge of the changes in their form, and a
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knowledge of the changes in their meaning. Now these
points are points of Iitymology, the word being used in its
very laxest and its largest sense; and points of Etymology
must, in no wise, be neglected or undervalued. ’

Lectures upon these questions will form the Etymologi-
cal part of.a course; and Lectures upon Prose Cmﬁpositihn
the Rhetorical part of one; whilst the two, taken together,
will give a course upon the English Language, in contradis-
tinction to one upon the Lnglish Literature.

In respect to the latter, 1 shall, at regular intervals, fix
upon some new period, or some new subjcct, and, to the
best of my power, illustrate it.

Thus much for the divisions and subdivisions of the sub-
ject-matter.

The considerations that come next in order are the con-
siderations of the manner of exhibiting it, the considerations
of the knowledge that can be detailed, and the considera-
tions of the trains of thought that can be inculecated.

There are those who believe that a good style is not to
be tanght. Many think that the habit of writing good Prose,
is like the power of creating good Poctry; a privilege that
we are born to, and not a possession that we can earn; and
a wit once sadd that, in order to write clearly, it was only
necessary to understand what you would write about. It
this be true, then is composition an casy matter indeed; or,
to say the very least, a perspicuous style is as:common as a
clear understanding. The experience of the world has,
however, set aside the decision of the wit, and the practice
of inexperienced writers has belied his dogma. To write
well you must understand not only the matter but the me-
diwm. Thus then it is, that, with respect to the use of books,
and with respect to the use of rules, in our attempts at the
formation of a good style, some persons neglect them as
unavailing, and some despise them as superfluous.

Towards accurate writing Habit of some sort is indispen-
sably essential. Yet this indispensable habit is not neces-
sarily a habit of writing. A person who writes no more fre-
quently than the common occasions of life demand, shall
eventually, provided that he will habitually write Lis best,
write accurately. Now the habit of criticism, and the habit
of attention essential to habits of writing our best, a sccond
person is, 1 think, able to inculcate. Such a second per-
son should be familiar with bad as well as with good wri-
ting; even, as the physician shall grow conversant, not with
health only, but with disease also. He should know what
are the more egregious errors in composition; he should

1’.’-‘
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know also what are the more usual ones. Ile should be
learned in the inaccuracies of good authors, and deeply
erudite in the absurdities of bad ones; recognizing false
taste under all its disguises, and holding up, as a beacon
to avoid,. the pitiful ambition of mannerism and of writing
finely. The principles by which he tries these things, he
can lay before his hearers; and he can illustrate them with
a prodigality of commentary. And those who hearken shall
thus grow critical. And, mark — the reader that continually
and habitually criticizes others, soon comes to, continually
and habitually, criticize himself. He grows fastidious, as
it were, perforce.

In this way two things may be done: our criticisin may
be sharpened, and its edge may be turned upon ourselves.
At this I aim, and not at teaching Rhetoric systematically.

The father of IHorace, as we learn from the testimony of
his son, was peculiar in his notions of education. In lis
eyes it was easier to eschew Vice than to imitate Virtue.
Too wise a man not to know that an unapproachable model
was no model at all, he let (for instance) the modesty of
Virgil (as modest virtues generally countrive to do) speak for
itself. DByt he counsclled his son against the prodigality of
Barrus, and held up, with parental prudence, the detected
peccadilloes of Trebonius.

Now the system, that produces a ncgative excellence in
morals, may produce also a negative cxcellence in litera-
ture. More than this (for the truth must be told) Art can
not do. Ior Wit, and Vigour, and Imagination we must
Le indebted to Nature.

I know that the system of picking out, and holding up,
either a neighbour’s foibles, or an author's inclegancies, is
not a gracious occupation; the question, however, is, not’
whether it be gracious or ungracious but whether it be effi-
cient or inefficient.

Whosoever is conversant with the writings of etymolo-
gists must be well aware, that there are few subjects where-
in men run wild to the degree that they run wild in Zuy-
mology. A little learning, dangerous everywhere, is preemi-
nently dangerous in Xtymology. There has been in the
world an excess of bad etymology for two reasons.

The discovery of remote analogies is not only mental ex-
ereise, but, worse luck, it is a mental amusement as well.
The imagination is gratified, and Criticism thinks it harsh
to interpose.

Again, there is no language that a man so willingly illn-
strates as he illustrates his own. THe knows it best, and he

-
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studies it with the greatest case. He loves it not wisely
but too well. He finds in its structure new and peculiar
beauties; he overvalues its excellence, and he exaggerates
its antiquity. Such are the men who talk — in Wales, of the
ubiquity ot the Celts; in Germany, of the Teutonic Origin
of the Romans; and in Ireland of the Phenician extraction
of the Milesians.

Thus then, two out of the Thousand and One causes of
bad Etymology are the reason psychological, and the rea-
son patriotic. Nemini credendum de Patria sua.

I think that at the entrance upon an unsettled subject,
a man should boldly say, and say at the very onset of his
carcer, upon whose opinions he relies, and whose opinions
he distrusts.  He should profess himself, not indeed the
implicit follower of any School, but he should name the
School that he preferred. He should declare whose books
he could recommend, and whose he would eschew. Thus,
if I were lecturing upon (eology, 1 should say. at once,
whether I were what 1s called a Scriptural Geologist or a
Latitudinarian one: And thus, in the deparftment in point,
I name the writers I put faith in. In the works of Grimm
and Rask I place much trust; in those of Horne Tooke
some; and in those of Whiter and Vallancey (to name small
men along with great) none whatsoever,

In the study of the Languages that have ceased to be
spoken we find, in an Etymological view, one thing, and
one thing only; words as they kave been affected by pre-
vious progesses of change; in other terms, the results of these
processes. But in the Language that we hear spoken around
us, and, still more, in the Language that we ourselves speak,
we find something more than results; we find the processes
that give occasion to them: in othér terms, we see the (-h:'m;':c
as it takes place. Within the lifetime of an individual, within
even a very few years, those that look may find, not ()nly
that certain words are modified in respeet to their meaning,
and certain letters modified, in respect to the‘ix" pronuncia-
tion, but they may also sece Zow these modifications are
brought about, ascertaining — of words the intermediate
meanings, and of letters the intermediate sounds. We may
trace the gradations throughout. We can, of our own Lan-
guage, and in our own Times, see, with a certainty, what
change our Language more especially affects; we can ob-
serve its tendencies. And we can do this becanse we can
find towards what particular laxities (be they 'nf meaning or
be they of pronunciation) ourselves and our neighbours mo\l;(*
especially have a bias. We can, as it were, prophesy. We
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cannot do this with the Latin of Augustus; we cannot do
it with the Greek of Pericles.

Hence it is that what we will know, to a certainty, of
Etymological processes, must be collected from Cotempo-
rary Languages. Those who look for them elsewhere seck
for the Living among the Dead; arguing from things un-
known (at least unknown to a certainty), and so speculating
laxly, and dogmatizing unphilosophically. Hence it is, that
in Cotemporary Languages, and of those Cotemporary
Languages, in our own most especially, we may lay deep
and strong, and as the only true substratum of accurate
_ criticism, the foundations of our knowledge of Etymologi-
cal Processes.  And, observe, we can find them in a suffi-
cient abundance provided that we sufficiently look out for
them. For Processes, the same in kind, though not the
same in degree, are found in all languages alike. No pro-
cess is found i any one language that is not also found
(in some degree or other) in our ownj; and no process can
be found in our own language which does not (in some
degree or other) exist in all others beside. There are no
such things as Peculiar Processes: since Languages differ
from each other, not in the nature of their Processes, but in
the degrees of their development. These are bold, perhaps
novel, assertions, but they are not hasty ones. (1)

Simply considered as an Instrument of Etymology I ima-
gine that the study of Cotemporary Languages is, in its
importance, of the very first degree; while next in value
to this (considered also, as an Instrument of Etymology,) is
the study of Languages during what may be called their
breakings - up, or their transitions.

There are two stages in Language. Through -these two
stages all Languages, sooner or later, make their way; some
sooner than others, but all sooner or later. Of this the
Latin language may serve.as an illustration. In the time
of Augustus it expressed the relations of Time and DPlace,
in other words, its Cases and Tenses, by Declension and
Conjugation, or, broadly speaking, by Inflexion. In the
time of Dante there was little or no Inflexion, but there was
an abundance of Auxiliary Verbs, and an abundance of
Prepositions in its stead. The expression of Time and Place
by independent words superseded the expression by Inflec-
tions. Now in all Languages the inflectional stage comes
first. This is a Law. There are Languages that stay for
ever (at least for an indefinite time) in their ecarlier stage.
Others there are again, that we never come in contact with
before they have proceeded to their later one. Languages
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()f t]nis' ‘lattcr kind are of subordinate value to the Litymolo-
gist. Those that he values most are such as he sees'in the
two stages: so being enabled to watch the breaking-up of
one, the constitution of the other, and the transition inter-
mediate to the two.

Now our own langnage (the Anglo Saxon being borne
in mind) comes under the conditions that constitute a good
and sufficient language as a disciplinal foundation in Ety-
mology. It can be studied in two stages. When we come
to the Times of the Conquest we must gird up our loins for
the acquisition of a new Language. a -

The Breaking-up of the Latin (I speak for the sake of
illustration and comparison) is a study in itself. It is a
study complete and sufficient; not, however, more so than
is the study of the Breaking-up of the Gothic. For in this
stock of Tongues, not only did the Saxon pass into the
English, but the Mwso-Gothic, the Seandinavian, and the
Frisian, each gave origin to some new Tongue: the first to
the High German, the sccond to the Languages of Secandi-
navia, and the third to the Modern Duteh. The study then
of the Languages of the Gothic stock is something more
than a sufficient disciplinal foundation in Etymology. (2)

In matters of pronunciation, living Langunages have an
exclusive advantage. Ior dead Languages speak but to
the eye; and it is not through the eye that the ear is to be
instructed.

It is well for the Geologist to classify roeks, and to ar-
range strata, to distinguish minerals, and to determine fos-
sils; but it is far better if, anterior to this, he will study
the Powers of Nature, and the Processes that are their ope-
rations: and these he can only study as he sces them in
the times wherein he lives, or as he finds them recorded in
anthentic and undisputed histories.  With this knowledge
he can eriticize, and construct; without it he may invent
and imagine. Novel and ingenious he may, perchance, be-
come; but he can never be philosophical, and he can never
be Scientific. So it is with the Etymologist. Whenever,
in a dead Language, he presumes a Process, which he has
looked for in vain in a living one, he outruns his data.
The basis of Iitymology is the study of existing Processes.

Our Language has had its share; 1 must hasten to the
consideration of our Literature.

The Early Literature of most modern Nations consists of
the same clements: of Legends concerning their Saints, of
Chronicles, and of Hymns and Romances. Too much of
this fell into the hands of the Monks; and these were, too
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often, the prosaic writers of barbarous Latinity; for Prose
(if not in language at least in idea) was, with them, the
rule; and Poeiry the exception. Such is the general cha-
racter of the Karly Modern Literature; in which, however,
our Saxon ancestors were, somewhat (indeed much) more
fortunate than their neighbours. Monkish writing was with
them an important clement; but it was not the only onc.
They had an originality besides. And the Scandinavians
were more fortunate still. The worshippers of Odin and
Thor had a Mythology; and Mythologies are the Creators
and Creations of Poetry. The Norse Mythology is as poe-
tical as the Grecian. I speak this advisedly. Now this
Mythology was common to all the Gothic Tribes. The
Saxon and the Norse Literatures dealt (each in their degree)
with the same materials; they breathed the same spirit; and
they clothed it in an allied Langnage. But the Saxon My-
thology is fragmentary; while the Norse Mythology is a
whole. For this reason Scandinavian (or Norse) Literature
is not extrancous to my subject.

These, the primeval and Pagan times of our ancestors,
must claim and arrest our attention; since it is from these
that our characteristic modes of Thought (call them Gothic,
or call them Romantic) are derived. In the regions of Pa-
ganism lic the dark fountains of our Nationality.

Beside this, 1 consider that, even in the matter of lan-
guage, the direct Scandinavian element of the English is
much underrated; (3) and still more underrated is the in-
direct Scandinavian element of the Norman-French: And
here; again, when we come to the Conquest, we must grapple
with new dialects, irregular imaginations, and mystical
antl mysterious Mythologics; for the things that have a value
in Langunage, have a value in History also.

Now come, in due order, and in lineal succession, the
formation of our Early English Literature, and the days of
Chaucer; and then those of Spenser: periods necessary to
be illustrated , but which may be illustrated at a future time.
And after these the Aira of Elizabeth, fertile in great men,
and fertile in great poets; so much so, that (the full view
being too extensive) it must be contemplated by instalments
and in sections. ;

There are many rcasons for choosing as a subject for
illustration the Dramatic Poets of this Period. They stood
as great men amid a race of great men; so doing, they have
a claim on our attention on the simple solitary grounds of
their own supereminent excellence. But, besides this, they
are, with the exception of their one great representative,
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known but imperfectly. Too many of us consider the Age
of Elizabeth as the Age of Shakspeare exclusively.  Too
many of us have been misled by the one-sided partiality of
the Shakspearian commentators.” These men, in the mono-
mania of their idolatry, not only elevate their author into a
Giant, but dwarve down his cotemporaries into pigmies. And
who knows not how (ou the moral side of the question) their
writings are filled even to nauseousness, with the imputed
malignity of Ben Jonson? Themselves being most malignant.
This, however, has been, by the labor of a late editor,
either wholly done away with, or considerably diluted. Be
it with us a duty, and be it with us a labour of love, to scek
those commentators who have rescued great men from the
neglect of Posterity; and be our sympathies with the diligent
antiquarian, who shows that obloquy has originated unjustly;
and be our approbation with those who have corrected the
errors of Fame, loosely adopted, and but lately laid aside.
Yet here we must guard against a reaction. Malone, and
his compeers, valued, or seemed to value, the Elizabethan
Drama, just for the light that it threw upon the text of their
idol.  Gifford, goaded into scorn by injustice, fought the
fight on the other side, with strength and with spirit; but
he fought it like a partizan; reserving (too much, but as
Editors are wont to do,) his admiration and his eulogy for
those whom he himself edited. Next came Iazlitt and Char-
les Lamb; who found undiscovered heauties in poets still
more neglected. I think, however, that they discovered these
beauties, or at any rate that they exaggerated them, in a
great degree on account of their being neglected.
Be there here a more Catholie criticism! be there here
culogies more discriminate! he there here tastes less exclusive!!
The Elizabethan Drama is. pre-eminently independent, it
is pre-eminently characteristic, it is also pre-eminently English.
It is deeply, very deeply, imbued, with the colours :myt.l com-
plexion of the age that gave it origin. 1t has much Wisdom,
and much Imagination. The last of our Early Dramatists
is Shirley. With him terminates the School of Shakspeare.
The transition hence is sudden and abrupt. Imagination de-
cays; Wit predominates. Amatory poets \}'1‘it0 as though
“they wore their hearts in their heads. Wit is perfected. It
had grown out of a degeneracy of Imagination; 1t will soon
be sobered inte Sense: Sense the predominant characteristic
of the writers under Queen Anne. The s.chool of _I)rydPn
passes into that of Pope, Prior being,.:\s it were, interme-
diate. The Ara of the Charleses comprises two Schools; the
School of Cowley, falsely called Metaphysical, with an ex-
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cess of Fancy, and a deficiency of Taste, and the School of
Dryden, whose masculine and fiery intellectuality simulates,
aye! and 7s, genius. Tragedy has run retrograde; but Co-
medy is evolving itself towards a separate existence, and
towards its full perfection. The Spirit of Milton stands apart
from his cotemporaries; reflecting nothing of its age but its
self-relying energy, moral and intellectual.

Now, although, the Schools of Cowley and the Schools of
Dryden, differ essentially from that particular section of the
Ilizabethan Aira, which we have just contemplated, they
do not differ, essentially, from another section of that same
wera. DBe this borne in mind. There are in Literature, no
precipitate transitions. The greatest men, the most original
thinkers, the most creative spirits stand less alone than the
world is inclined to imagine. Styles of composition, that in
one generation are rife and common, always exist in the
age that went before. They were not indeed its leading
characteristies, but still they were existent within it. The
metrical Metaphysics of Cowley were the metrical metaphy-
sics of Donne: the versified Dialectics of Dryden may be
found, with equal condensation but less harmony, in the
Elizabethan writings of Sir John Davies. The section of
one age is the characteristic of the next. This line of cri-
ticism is a fair reason (one out of many) for never overlook-
ing and never underrating obscure composers and obsolete
literature.

The School of Pope, and the School of our own days, are
too far in the prospective to claim any immediate attention.

And here I feel myself obliged to take leave of a subject,
that continually tempts me to grow excursive.

There are two sorts of lecturers; those that absolutely teach,
and those that stimulate to learn; those that exhaust their
subject, and those that indicate its bearings; those that in-
fuse into their hearers their own ideas, and those that set
them a-thinking for themselves. I'or my own part, it is, 1
confess, my aim and ambition to succeed in the latter rather
than in the former object. To carry such as hear me through
a series of Authors, or through a course of Languages, in
full detail, is evidently, even if it were desirgble, an impos-
sibility; but it is no impossibility to direct their attention
to the prominent features of a particular subject, and to in-
stil into them the imperious necessity of putting forth their
own natural powers in an independent manner, so as to read
for themselves, and to judge for themselves. Now as I
would rather see a man’s mind active than capacious; and,
as I love Self-reliance better than Learning, I have no more
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sanguine expectation, than, that instead of exhausting my
subjeet I may move you to exhaust it for yourselves, may
sharpen eriticism, may indicate original sources, and, above
all, suggest trains of honest, earnest, patient and persevering
reflection,

NOTE S

Nore I, p. 6. 1. 24,

To be heard with confidenee we must prove that we have anticipated
objections. There arc those who shew reason for believing that the
infleetional elements were once independent roots: in other words (or
rather in a formal expression) that a given case = the root 4 a prepo-
sition, and that a given tense = the root —+ the substantive verb. Now
believing that, although twe forms may he thus accounted for, the
third may have a very different origin, in other words, drawing a dif-
ference hetween « method of accounting for a given part of speech,
and the method of so doing, 1 find that the Learings of the objection
are as follows :

The independent words, anterior to their amalgamation with the root,
and anterior to their power as clements in intection were either, like
the present prepositions and the verh substantive, exponents of the
relations of Time and Place, or they were, like the present nouns and
verbs, names expressive of ideas: and presuming the former to have
been the case, the old intlected Languages may have grown out of
Languages like our own; and, wice versa, Langunages unintlected (or at
least comparatively so), like our own, may give rise to inflected ones
like the Latin: in which ease, a Cycle is established, and the assertion
coneerning the sequence falls to the ground.

Now the assertion concerning the twa stages professes to be trne only
as far as it goes. The fact that certain nations are even now evolving
a rudimentary inflection vut of a vocabulary of independent roots, gives
usg, as an etymological phenomenon, a ¢hird, and an onrl‘ivr stage of
Language; a stage, however, of which cognizance, out of a work on
Etymology, would have been superfluous.  The independent roots, how-
ever, in these Langnages coincide, not with the prepositions and the
verbs substantive of (comparatively) unintleeted Languages, but with
their Nouns and Verbs. )

To an objector of another sort who should inquire (for instance)
where was the Passive Voice in BEnglish, or the Definite Article in
Latin, the answer wonld be that the question shewed a misapprehen-
sion of the statement in the text, which is virtually this: not that there
is either in English or Latin, respectively, Passive Voices, or Definite
Articles, but that there are in the two Languages the processes that
evolve them. It may also be added, that (an apparent truism) the
quantity of Processes depends upon the, capacity of the Langunage. A
dialect consisting (as some do) of about ten-score words can [;¢'1l{' but
a proportionate number of Processes. The truth, however. of the state-
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ments in question depends upon this: viz. that all the processes there
existing are the processes that exist elsewhere, aud that all processes
which, with a given increase of Language may at any future time
be developed, shall coincide, in kind, with the processes of other Lan-
guages. '

It may be satisfactory to the Author of the Principles of Geology to
discover that his ecriticism affects other sciences besides his own. Not-
withstanding the industry, and acumen of continental critics, it may
be doubted whether the Principles of Etymology (as a Secience) have
not yet to be exhibited. I use the word exhibited intentionally. That
many Etvmologists apply them 1 am most certain; where, however, do
we find them detailed in system, or recognised as tests?

We draw too much upon the Philologists of Germany; and where
men draw indefinitely they trust implicitly. 1 believe that the founda-
tions of Etymology are to be laid upon the stndy of existing processes;
and I grow sanguine when I remember that by no one so well as by
an Englishman can these processes be collected. With the exception
of the Russian (a doubtful exception) we come in contact with more
Languages than any nation under the Sun. Iere then we have an
advantage in externals. The details of Etymology I can willingly give
up to the scholars of the Continent; in these they have already reaped
a harvest: but for the Principles of Etymology, I own to the hope that
it may be the English School that shall be the first to be referred to
and the last to be distrusted. In sketching the outline of a system of
Scientific Etymology, I again borrow my analogies from Geology. Its
primary divisions would be two: lstly, The processes that change the
form of words, or the formal processes. 2ndly, The processes that
change their meanings, or the ZLogical processes. The first of these
would be based upon the affinities and interchanges of sounds, the se-
cond upon the affinities and interchanges of ideas: the sciences (amongst
others) which they were erected on being, respectively, those of Acoust-
ics and DMetaphysies; and the degrees of Ltymologieal probability
would then coincide with the correspondence of the two sorts of pro-
cesses.

Few Etymologists have any conception of the enormous influence of
small and common processes, provided that the extent of Language
that they affect be considerable. In the very generalizing classifica-
tion of Languages into Monosyllabic, Triliteral, and Polysynthetic, I
put no trust; for I can refer (o my own satisfaction at least) the dif-
ferences that are generally attributed to an original diversity of com-
position, to a diversity in the development of processes: in other words,
I know of proeesses which with a given degree of development render
the three classes eonvertible each in the other. With these notions I,
of course, take exceptions to the Prineiple of the classification; for I
deny that the Form of a Language is, in any degree, an essential
characteristic. The axiom is not Propter formam Lingua est id quod est,
but Propter elementa Linguna est id guod est. 'The question concerniug
the Classification in point is analogous to the question concerning the
Chemical and the Natural-History Classification in Mineralogy.

Nore 2 {spui- .22

Were it not for the admixture of other questions, the present Lec-
ture might have been entitled 7%e Sufficiency of the English Language as
« Disciplinal Study in Grammar and Etyrology, irrespective of the fact of
its being the native Langnage of Englishmen. The appended qualification
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is in no wise a superfluity.  Ounr native Langunage is the best instru-
ment in Diseiplinal Study simply because it is onr native one; and a
Pole, a Spaniard, or Huugarian can best lay in their ideas of General
Grammar from the special study of the Polish, Spanish, and Hungarian
Languages respectively. The very palpable reason for this is that, be-
fore we can advantageously study the System of a Language, we niust
have acquired a certain quantity of the detail of it. Now, in the at-
tempt to collect ideas of General Grammar from the study of a Foreign
Language, we shall find that the Theory will be swamped by the Prac-
tice; in other words, that, by attempting to do two things at once,
we shall do one of them badly. Merely, then, to have predicated in
England, of the English Language, that it was a good and sutficient
Disciplinal Instrument would have been to have remained silent as to
its abstract merits as such.

Of these abstract merits the degree depends upon the chronological
extent of Language that we make use of. To get them at their maxinuwnm
the Two Stages must be taken in: and the Two Stages Deing taken
im, it is more on a par with the Languages of Classical Antiquity,
than it has generally been considered to he. Still (considered thus far
only) it is inferior to them. For the Greek and Latin, exceeding it in
the quantity of original Intlection, have run through an equal quantity
of change. Considering, however, not the Lnglish only, but the whole
range of allied Languages forming the Gothic Stock, the question takes
a different shape. As a Magazine of Processes and Principles, the
Gothic Stock not only equals the Classical, but exceeds, by far, the
Greek Branch of it. The Hebrew trom its quasi-symbolic form has
Disciplinal merits of its ow.

Let the Languages of Greece. and Italy be learned for their own
sake; and by those who have the privilege to appreciate them. One
might think that the works of Homer and Demosthenes, of Lueretius
and Cwmsar, were a sufficient reason for turning with diurnal and noc-
turnal hands the copies that exhibit them. But let us not (as we often
are) be told that it is necessary to study the Latin or the Greck Ae-
cidence for the sake of learning grammar in general. The self-decep-
tion that in taking up Latin and Greek we are stndyving a '(-'rmnnmr,
instead of beginning a Literature, is too often the excuse tor conelu-
ding our studies just where they might advantageonsly begin, and for
looking with complaceney upon limited acquirements just where limited
acquirements are pre-eminently of little use.

Notr 3, p. 8, L. 27,

I feel that the assertion here made requires modifying and explain-
ing. 1 should be sorry to be supposed to hawe made it, under the old
notion that in any written records of the Saxon Literature there is any
ostensible admixture of Danish (i. e. Scandinavian); ..\‘tl" less ‘do 1 par-
ticipate in the belief of the early Gothic Scholars in the 1-xlst(-11('("(?f
their so-called Dano-Saxon Dialeet. I recognize, moreover, the (:rm-
cism that refers the apparent Danish \‘.\‘czmdina\'ia‘n ] elcm(-n.t f’f the L.ns‘tv
Anglian, and Northumbrian Glossaries to the 01'1‘;:111.'1.] affinity bhetween
the extreme Low German and the extreme Scandinavian Dialects: fhus
making it indirect. It was once my opinion (one‘wln.(-h I ]m\'v.sm‘v‘v
modified hut not given up) that in the Pr(><ont‘ l‘,n.glns!l, .ffnd l(l.)l:lh(..
quently in the Low Germanic Branch of‘th‘o (-0.1:]11(-, Nn('_l\‘, “.)?(l;.lf
traces of the great Scandinavian characteristics (viz. the ('Xla'h‘ll(l.ul.l
Passive Middle or Reflective Voice, and the peculiar expression of the
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sense of the Definite Article) could be discovered: but it was not upon
this idea that I founded the assertion in the text.

The question has its peculiar difficulties. Words that have long pas-
sed for Ncandinavian, are continually being detected in the Saxon; so
that the Philologist who should say this mord is Scandinavian and not
Saxon has the difficult task of proving a negative. Again, the point
is one upon which no single person’s assertion should be reeeived. Ha-
stiness of Induetion, in favour of particular Languages, when we know
these Langnages (as every Langnage, indeed as every kind of Know-
ledge, must be known) at the expense of some other, comes upon us
unconsciously. The Languages of the Gothic Stock that I know best
are those of Scandinavia; the Provineial Dialect of England which I
have most studied is that of Lincolnshire, and the neighbouring mari-
time Counties. Here the preeminence of the Danish (Seandinavian)
element being acknowledged, the question is whether it be Direct or In-
direct. 1 am free to confess that this eircumstance sharpens my sight
for the perception (true or false) of direet Danish elements. As a coun-
terbalance, however, the eonsciousness of it engenders a proportionate
self-distrust. .

Upon the whole, I would rather that the sentence had run thus: tZe
Direct Scandinavian element in the FEnglish is still to be determined, and
here (as in many other places) there is open ground for the original inves-
tigator, ’



INTRODUCTORY LECTURE,
DELIVERED
AT THE MIDDLESEX HOSPITAL,

OCTOBER 1, 1847,

There are certain facts of such paramount importance, that
they not only Dhear, but require, repetition. The common
duties of every-day life, and the common rules of social po-
licy, are matters which no moralist states once for all: on
the contrary, they are reiterated as often as occasion requi-
res —and occasion requires them very often.

Now it is from the fact of certain medical duties, both
on the part of those who teach and those who learn, being
of this nature, that, with the great schools of this metropo-
lis, every year brings along with it the necessity of an ad-
dress similar to the one which I have, on this day, the ho-
nour of laying before you.

You that come here to learn, come under the pressure of
a cogent responsibility —in some cases of a material, in
others of a moral nature—in all, however, most urgent
and most imperative.

To the public at large — to the vast mass of your fellow-
creatures around yon — to the multitudinous body of human
beings that sink under illness, or suffer from pain—to the
whole of that infinite family which has bodily, not unmixed
with mental affliction, for its heritage upon earth — to all who
live, and breathe, and feel, and share with yoursclves the
common lot of suffering — here, in their whole height and
depth, and length and breadth, are your ‘respunmbll}tles of
one kind. You promise the palliation of human ailment:
but you break that high promise it you act unskilfully. You
call to you all those that are oppressed; but you may aggra-
vate the misery that you should comfort and relieve. You
bear with you the outward and visible signs,. if not of the
high wisdom that heals, at least of the sagacious carce that
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alleviates. Less than this is a stone in the place of bread;
and less than this is poison in the fountain-springs of hope.

Not at present, indeed, but within a few brief years it will
be so. Short as is human life, the period for the learning
of your profession is but a fraction of the time that must
be spent in the practice of it. A little while, and you may
teach where you now learn. Within a less period still, you
will practise what you are now taught.

And practice must not be begun before you have the fit-
ness that is sufficient for it. Guard against some of the
current comwonplaces of carelessness, and procrastination.
Lawyers sometimes say “that.no man knows his profession
when he begins it.””  And what lawyers say of law, medical
men repeat about physic. Men of that sort of standing in
medicine which, like the respectability of an old error, is
measured by time alone, are fondest of talking thus; and
men of no standing of any sort are fondest of being their
echoes. It is the current paradox of your practical men, é. e. of
mwen who can be taught by practice alone. Clear your heads
of this nonsense. It will make you egotists, and it will make
you empiries : it will make you men ot one idea: it will make
you, cven when you fancy it would do you just the contrary,
the wildest of speculators.  The practice of practical men, in
the way I now use the words, is a capital plan for making
anything in the world, save and except practitioners.

Well! this has scemed excursive, but it is not so: it is &
reason against the putting off of your learning-time. When
your first case comes, you must be as fit for jt as you are
ready for it.

A difference between old practitioners and beginners there
always will be — so long at least as there is value in expe-
rience, and a difference between age and youth; but this
difference, which is necessary, must be limited as much as
possible, must be cut down to its proper dimensions, and
must by no means whatever be permitted to exaggerate it-
self into an artificial magnitude. If it do so, it is worse
than a simple speculative error,—it is a mischievous delusion:
it engenders a pernicious procrastination, justifies supineness,
and crcates an excusc for the neglect of opportunities: it
wastes time, which is bad, and encourages self-deception,
which is worse.

A difference between old practitioners and beginners theve
always will be: but it should consist not so much in the
quality of their work as in the ease with which it is done.
It should be the gain of the practitioner, not the loss of
the patient.
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Now, if I did those whom I have the Lonour to address
the injustice of supposing that the moral reasons for disci-
plinal preparation, during the course of study now about to
be el}tex'ed into, were thrown away upon their minds and
consciences, I should be at liberty to make short work of this
part of my argument, and to dispose of much of it in a most
brief and summary manner. 1 should be at liberty to say,
in language more plain and complimentary, and more cogent
than persuasive, that you mus/ be up to your work when
you begin it. 1f you stumble at the threshold, you have
broken down for after-life. A blunder at the commencement
is failure for the time to come. Furthermore; mala praxis
is a misdemeanor in the eyes of the law, for which you may
first be mulcted by a jury, and afterwards be gibbeted by
the press. This fact, which there is no denying, ought to
be conclusive against the preposterous doctrine which 1 have
exposed: conclusive, however, as it is, it is one which I
have not chosen to put prominent. Let a better feeling stand
instead of it. IHonesty is the best poliey; but he is not ho-
nest who acts upon that policy only.

All this may be true; vet it may be said that the respon-
sibility is prospective. “‘Sufficient for the day is the evil
thereof.”  We'll think about this when we have got through
the Halls and Colleges. You must give us better reasons
for sacrificing our inclinations to our duty than those of a
pavlo-posi-futurwmn responsibility.””  DBe it so: you lLave still
a duty, urgent and absolute — not prospective, but imme-
diate—not in the distance, with contingent patients, but close
at hand, with the realities of friend and family — not abroad
with the public, but at home with your private circle of pa-
rents, relatives, and guardians. By them you are entrusted
here with the special, definite, uneqnivocal, undoubted ob-
ject —an object which no ingennity can refine away, and no
subtlety can demur to—of instruction, discipline, preparation.
You not only come up here to learn, but you are sent up to
do so: and anxious wishes and reasonable hopes accompany
you. You are commissioned-to avail yourselt of a time wl_‘ni_c]n
experience has shewn to be sufficient, and of opportunities
which are considered necessary: and there is no excuse for
neglect.

Great as are the opportunities, tl.)ey are not numerous
enough to be wasted; and limited as is the time in the eyes
of those who only know it in its misapplication, it is the period
that a considerable amount of experience has sa.n(_zt‘:oned, as
a fair and average time for fair and average abilities, and
for fair and average industry: — not a minémum period made

2
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for iron assiduity on the one hand, or for fiery talent on the
other, but a period, adapted to the common capacities of the
common mass of mankind — a common-sense time, — a time
too long or too short only for the extremes of intellect — too
short for the slowness of confirmed dulness, too long for the
rapid progress of extraordinary and rarely-occurring genius.

Of this time you are bound to make the most. It is your
interest to do so for your own sakesj it is your duty to do
so for the sake of your friends.

You come to the hospital to Zearn — you come to the ho-
spital to learn in the strictest sense of the word. You come
to learn medicine, as you would go — if instead of physic
your profession were the law —to the chambers of a special
pleader, a common lawyer, or an equity draughtsman. In
this strict sense doeés your presence here imply study —
study exclusive, and study without any loss of time, and with-
out any division of attention. You do not come here as
a clergyman goes to the University; but as artists go to
Rome — not to keep terms, but to do work.

I must here guard against the misinterpretation of an ex-
pression used a few sentences back. I wish to let nothing
drop that may encourage the germs of an undue presumption.
I cxpressed an opinion — which I meant to be a decided
one —that the time allowed for your medical studies was full,
fair, and sufficient,—so much so that if it prove insufficient
the fault must lic in the neglect of it. Sufficient, however,
as it is, it gives no opportunity for any superfluous leisure.
It must not be presumed on. You have no odd months, or
weeks, or days, or even hours, to play with. Itis a sufficient
space for you to lay in that knowledge of your profession
which the experience and opinion of your examining boards
Lave thought proper to require. I believe the amount thus re-
quired, to be, like the time granted for the acquisition of
it, a fair amount. But it is not a high one, and it is not
right that it should be so. Standards of fitness that are set
up for the measure of a body of students so numerous as
those in medicine, rarely err on the side of severity. They
favour mediocrity; and they ought to favour it. It is safe:
and that is all they have a right to look to. What they
profess is never very formidable; and what they require is-
generally less than what is professed. DBut the time that is
sufficient for this modicum (or minimum) of professional learn-
ing is not the time sufficient for the formation of a practi-
tioner of that degree of excellence which the competition of
an open profession, like that of medicine, requires as the
guarantee of success. An examining board has but one point
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too look to—it must see that you can practise with safety to
the public. It never ensures, or protesses to ensure, that
you shall practise with success to yourself, or even that you
shall practise at all. In the eyes of an Examiner, as in those
of a commissioner of lunacy, there are but two sorts of in-
dividuals; those that can be let loose upon the public, and
those that cannot. Tn the eyes of the public there is every
degree of excellence, and every variety of comparative merit
or demerit.

Now as to the way of attaining these higher degrees of
merit, and the rewards, moral or material, which they cnsure
— which follow them as truly as satisfaction follows right ac-
tions, and as penalties follow wrong ones. The opportunity
we have spoken of. It consists in the whole range of means
and appliances by which we here, and others eclsewhere,
avail oursclves of those diseases that humanity has suffered,
and is suffering, for the sake of alleviating the misery that
they scem to ensure for the future. Discase with us is not
only an object of dircct and immediate relief to the patient
who endures it, but it is an indirect means of relief to suf-
ferers yet untouched. Out of evil eomes good.  We make
the sicf; helpful to the sound; the dead available to the li-
ving. Out of pestilence comes healing, and out of the cor-
ruption of death the laws and rule of life. Suffering we
have, and teaching we have, and neither must be lost upon
you. It is too late to find that these objects, and objects
like them, are repugnant and revolting. These things should
have been thought of before. Your choice is now taken, and
it must be held to. The discovery that learning is unplea-
sant is the discovery of a mistake in the choice of your pro-
fession; and the sooner you remedy such a mistake the better
— the better for yourselves, the better for your friends, the
better for the public, and the better for the profession itself.

Steady work, with fair opportunities — this is what 1'11‘{1kcs
practitioners. The one without the other is insufficient. T'here
is an expenditure of exertion where your industry outruns
your materials, and therc is a loss of useful facts when oc-
casions for observation are negleeted.

Sce all you can, and hear all you can. It is not likely
that cases” will multiply themselves for your special obser-
vations, and it is neither the policy nor the practice of those
who are commissioned with your instruction to open their
mouths at random.

Sce all yon ean. If the case be a common one, you get

so much familiarity with a phenomenon that it will be conti-
9%
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nually presenting itself. If a rare one, you have seen what
you may seldom see again. There is every reason for taking
the practice of the hospital exactly as you find it. It repre-
sents the diseases of the largest class of mankind — the poor;
and, although in some of the details there may be a differ-
ence, upon the whole the forms of discase that are the eom-
monest in hospitals are the commonest in the world at large;
and vice versd. MHence, what you see here is the rule rather
than the exception for what you will see hereafter. The
diseases are not only essentially the same, but the propor-
tion whiech they bear to one another is nearly so. [ men-
tion this, because there is often a tendency to run after
rare cases to the neglect of eommon ones; whilst, on the
other hand, remarkable and instructive forms of discase are
overlooked, simply because they are thought the curiosities
rather than the elements of practice. You may carry your
negleet- of common cases, on the strength ot their being
common, too far. You may know all about catalepsy and
hydrophobia, and nothing about itch or measles. You may
find that, of the two parties concerned, the patient and your-
self, it 1s the former that knows the most about his com-
plaint. You may live to have your diagnosis eorrected by
the porter, your prognosis eriticised by the nurse. On the
other hand, by missing single instances of rare disease, you
may miss the opportunity of being able to refer to your me-
mory rather than to your library.

I have given you reasons against being afraid of over-ob-
servation, and against the pernicious habit of neglecting
this ease because it is eommon, and that because it is rare —
a eommon excuse for neglecting @/ diseases, and a popular
reason for doing so. Medicus sum, nihil in re medicd a me
alienum puto, &c. Some minds, indeed, are so constituted
that they can make much, very much, out of single cases,
out of solitary specimens of diseases. The power of minute
analysis is the characteristic of this sort of observation. It
is just possible so to seize upon the true eonditions of a dis-
ease, as to satisfy yourself, once for all, of its real perma-
nent attribute — of 1its essence, if I may so express myself.
And this being seen, you may, for ecertain purposes, have
scen enough; seen it at one glance; seen it at a single view
as well as others see it at a hundred. I say that certain
minds are thus constituted; but they are rarely the minds
of many men in a single generation, and never the minds
of beginners. Before this power is attained your observation
must be disciplined into the accuracy and the rapidity of an
instinet; and to this power of observation — attainable only
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by long practice, and after long practice — a high power of
reflection must be superadded.

No such power must be presumed on. If the student de-
lude .]!imself,.the discase will undeceive Lim. The best

ractitioners, in the long run, are those whose memory is
stored with the greatest number of individual cases — indivi-
dual cases well observed, and decently classified. It is cur-
rently stated that the peculiar power of the late Sir Astley
Cooper was a power of memory of this sort, and 1 presume
that no better instance of its value need be adduced. Now
the memory for cases implies the existence of cases to re-
member; and before you arrange them in the storchouse of
your thoughts you must have seen and considered; must have
used both your senses and your understanding; must have
seen, touched, and handled with the one, and must have
understood and reflected with the other.

I am talking of these things as they exist in disciplined
intellects, and in retentive memories; and, perhaps, it may
be objected that I am talking of things that form the ex-
ception rather than the rule; that I am measuring the power
of common men by those of extraordinary instances. I weigh
my words, when I deliberately assert, that such, although
partially the case, is not so altogether; and that it is far less
the case than is commonly imagined. TIn most of those in-
stances where we lose the advantage of prior experience,
by omitting the application of our knowledge of a previous
similar case, the fault is less in the laxity of memory than
in the original incompleteness of the observation. Observe
closely, and ponder well, and the memory may take care
of itself. Like a well-applied nick-name, a well-made ob-
servation will stick to you — whether you look after it or ne-
glect it. The best way to learn to swim is to try to sink,
and it is so because floatation, like memory, is natural if
you set about it rightly. Let those who distrust their re-
membrance once observe closely, and then forget if they can.

There are good reasons for cultivating this habit at all
times, but there are especial reasons why those who are on
the threshold of their profession should more particularly
cultivate it. Not because yvou have much to learn — we have
all that — nor yet because you have the privilege of great
opportunities —we have all that also —must you watch, and
reflect, and arrange, and remember. Your time of_ life
gives you an advantage. The age of the generality of you
is an age when fresh facts are best seized; and best seized
becaunse they are fresh. Whether vou are prepared to un-
derstand their whole import, as you may do at some future
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period, is doubtful. It is certain that the effect of their no-
velty is to Impress them more cogently on your recollection.

And this is practice — practice in the good sense of the
term, and in a sense which induces me to guard against the
misconstruction of a previous application of it. A few sen-
tences back 1 used the phrases practical men, adding that
those so called were men who could be taught by practice
only. I confess that this mode of expression was dispara-
ging. Ior the purpose to which it was applied it was meant
to be so. It is a term you must be on your guard against.
Practice 1s so good a thing of itself that its name and appel-
lation are applied to many bad things. Slovenliness is prac-
tice, if it suits the purpose of any one to call it so; con-
tempt for reading is practice; and bleeding on all oceasions
when you omit to purge is practice; — and bad practice too.
Be on your guard against this: but do not be on your guard
against another sort of practice: the practice of men who
first observe, and then reﬂ%ct, and then generalise, and then
reduce to a habit their results. This is the true light for you
to follow, and in this sense practice is not only a safe guide
but the safe guide. It is experience, or, if you choose a
more philosophic term, induction. Theoretical men can be
taught by this, and the wisest theories are taught Dby it.
When 1 said that practical men were taught by practice
only, I never implied that they were the only men that prac-
tice could teach. Kxperience makes fools wise; but fools are
not the only persons who can profit by experience.

See and hear — the senses must administer to the under-
standing. Eye, and car, and finger — exercise these that
they may bring in learning.

See and hcar—the senses must administer to their own
improvement. Kye, and car, and finger — cxercise these,
that they may better themselves as instruments. The know-
ledge is much, but the discipline is more. The knowledge
is the fruit that is stored, but the discipline is the tree that
yields. The one is the care that keeps, the other the cul-
tivation that supplies.

The habit of accurate observation is by no means so dif-
fienlt as is darkly signified by logicians, nor yet so easy
as is vainly fancied by empiries. It is the duty of those
who teach you to indicate the medium.

The tenor of some of my observations runs a risk of mis-
representation. It has been limited. It has spoken of cases,
as if there was nothing in the whole range of medical study
but cases; and of observation, as if the faculties of a me-
dical man were to take a monomaniac form, and to run upon
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observation only; of hospitals, as if they consisted of beds
and patients alone; and of clinical medicine and of clinical
surgery, as if there was no such a paramount subject as phy-
siology, and no such important subsidiary studies as chemistry
and botany. It is all hospital and no school-—all wards and no
museum —all sickness and no health. This has been the line
that I have run onj and I feel that it may be imputed to me
that I have run on it too long and too exclusively. Whether
I undervalue the acquisition of those branches of knowledge
which are collateral and subordinate to medicine, rather than
the elements of medicine itself — which are the approaches to
the temple rather than the innermost shrine — will be scen in
the sequel. At present I only vindicate the prominence which
has been given to clinical observation, by insisting upon the
subordinate character of everything that is taught away from
the bed, and beyond the sensible limits of disease. No single
subject thus taught is the direct and primary object of your
learning. The art of healing is so. You learn other things
that yon may understand this; and in hospitals at least you
learn them with that view exclusively. If you wish to be
a physiologist, chemist, or botanist, irrespectively of the
medical application of the sciences of physiology, chemistry,
and botany, there are better schools than the Middlesex Hos-
pital, or, indeed, than any hospital whatever. There they
may be studied as mathematies are studied at Cambridge,
or as classics at Eton — simply for their own great and in-
herent values. But Zere you study them differently, that is,
as mathematics are taught at a military college, or as clas-
sies are taught at the College of Preceptors, for a specific
purpose, and with a limited view — with a view limited to
the illustration of disease, and with the specific purpose of
rendering them indireet agents in therapeutics. It you could
contrive the cure of disease without a knowledge of morbid
processes, it would be a waste of time to trouble yourself
with pathology; or if you could bottom the phenomena of
diseased action without”a knowledge of the actions of health,
physiology would be but a noble science for philosophers;
or if you could build up a system of physiology, (determin-
ing the functions of organs and the susceptibilitics of tis-
sues, independent of the anatomy of those organs and thoso:
tissues, scalpels would be as irrclevant to you as telescopes;
and if these three sciences received no elucidation from che-
mistry , and botany, and physies, then would chemistry, ‘:\ml
botany and physics, have the valne—_—nmt.h(*r more nor l(-,srs—
of the art of eriticism or of the binomial theorem. What
you are taught in the schools is taught to you, not because 1t
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is worth knowing — for Latin, and Greek, and Mathematics
are worth knowing — but because, before paticnts can be
cured, they are necessary to be learned.

And, in order to be taught at all, they must be taught
systematically. It is an casy matter to ask for a certain
amount of these two collateral sciences —to pick and choose
just the parts wanted for use, to require just that modicum
of botany which illustrates the Pharmacopeeia, and just those
fragments of chemistry that make prescriptions safe, and
urine intelligible. It is easy, 1 say, to ask for all this; but
the art of thus teaching per sa/tum has yet to be discovered.
The whole is more manageable than the half. What it may
be with others is more. than I can tell; but, for my own
particular teaching, 1 would sooner.take the dullest boy from
the worst school, and start him in a subject at the right
end, than begin at the wrong end with the cleverest prize-
man that ever flattered parent or gratified instructor. Bits
of botany and crumbs of chemistry are less digestible than

whole courses.

" Thus much for those studies that make your therapeutics
rational. Some few have spoken slightly of them — as Sy-
denham, in the fulness of his knowledge of symptoms, spoke
slightingly of anatomy, or as a Greek sculptor, familiar with
the naked figure, might dispense with dissection. They are
necessary, nevertheless, for the groundwork of your prac-
tice. They must serve to underpin your observations.

And now we may ask, whether, when a medical education
has been gone through, you have collected from it, over
and above your professional sufficiency, any secondary ad-
vantages of that kind which are attributed to education itself
taken in the abstract? Whether your knowledge is of the
sort that elevates, and whether your training is of the kind
that strengthens? .

Upon the whole, you may be satisfied with the reflex ac-
tion of your professional on your general education — that is,
if you take a practical and not an ideal standard. Tt will
do for you, in this way, as much as legal studies do for
the barrister, and as much as theological reading does for
the elergyman; and perhaps in those points not common to the
three professions medicine has the advantage. TIts chemistry,
which T would willingly see more mixed with physies, car-
ries you to the threshold of the exact sciences. Its botany
is pre-eminently disciplinal to the faculty of classification;
indeed, for the natural-history sciences altogether, a medical
education is almost necessary. Clear ideas in physiology
are got at only through an exercised power of abstraction



ON TUE STUDY OF MEDICINE, 2:.)

and genceralization.  The plienomena of insanity can be ap-
preciated only when the general phenomena -of healthy men-
tal function are understood, and when the normal actions
of the mind are logically analyzed. Such is medical educa-
tion as an instrument of self-culture: and as education stands
at present, a man who has made the most of them may
walk among the learned men of the world with' a bold and
confiding front.

I insist upon thus much justice being done to the intel-
lectual character of my profession — viz. that it be measured
by a practical, and not an ideal, standard. Too much of
the spirit of exaggeration is abroad — of that sort of exag-
geration which makes men see in the requisites for their own
profession the requisites for half-a-dozen others —of that sort
of exaggeration which made Vitruvius, himself an architect,

rove elaborately that before a man could take a trowel in
Eis hand he must bave a knowledge of all the sciences and
a habit of all the virtues. Undoubtedly it would elevate
medicine for every member in the profession to know much
more than is required of him — yet this is no reason for our
requiring much more than we do. Such a notion can he
entertained only through a confusion of duty on the part of
those who direct medicine. Their business is the publie safety ;
and the position of their profession is their business only
so far as it affects this. Trusts are intended for the benefit
of any one rather than the trustece. y

Two objections lie against the recommendation of extra-
neous branches of learning in medicine: in the first place,
by insisting upon them as clements of a special course of
instruction, they are, by implication, exeluded from a ge-
neral one; in the second place, they are no part of a three
years' training. [ )

('oncentrate your attention on the essentials. [ am quite
satisfied that as far as the merits or demerits of an edueation
contribute to the position of a profession, we may take ours
as we find it, and yet hold our own. Nevertheless, lest the
position given to medicine by its pre-eminent prominence, m
conjunction with the church and bar, as one of the so-called
learned professions, should encourage the idea that a mul-
tiplicity of accomplishments should be the character of a full
and perfect medical practitioner, one or two important rea-
lities in respect to our position should be indicated.  We
are at a disadvantage as compared with both the church and
the bar. We have nothing to set against such great political
prizes as chancellorships and archbishoprics. We are at
this disadvantage; and, in a country like England, it is
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a great one: so that what we gain by the conneetion, in the
eyes of the public, is more than what we give; and the con-
nection is itself artificial, and, as such, dissoluble. It is
best to look the truth in the face—we must stand or fall by
our own utility.

Proud to be useful-—scorning to be more

— must be the motto of him whose integrity should be on a
level with his skill, who should win a double confidence, and
who, if he do his duty well, is as sure of his proper influence
in society, and on society — and that influence a noble one —
as 1f he were the member of a profession ensured to respecta-
bility by all the favours that influence can extort, and all
the prerogatives that time can accumulate. As compared
with that of the church and bar, our hold upon the public is
by a thread — but it is the thread of life.

Such are the responsibilities, the opportunities, and the
prospects, of those who are now about to prepare themsel-
ves for their future career. We who teach have our respon-
sibilities also; we know them; we are teaching where Bell
taught before us; we are teaching where ground has been
lost; yet we are also teaching with good hopes, founded
upon 1mproved auguries.




ON THE STUDY OF LANGUAGE AS A
BRANCH OF EDUCATION.

A LECTURE DELIVERED AT THE ROYAL INSTITUTION
OI' GREA'T BRITAIN.

MAY 13, 1854,

The subject 1 have the honour of illustrating is The Im-
portance of the Study of Language as a means of Education
tfor all Classes.

I open it by drawing a distinction.

A lttle consideration will show that that difference be-
tween the study of a given subject in its general and abstract,
and the study of one in its applied or conerete, form, which
finds place in so many departments of human knowledge,
finds place in respect to Language and Languages. It finds
place in the subject before us as truly as it does in that
science, which one of my able successors will have the ho-
nour of illustrating, — the science of the laws of Life— Phy-
siology or Biology. “Just as there is, therein, a certain series
of laws relating to life and organization, which would com-
mand our attention, if the whole animal and vegetable world
consisted of but a single species, so the study of Speech
would find place in a well-devised system of education, even
if the tongues of the whole wide world were reduced to a
single language, and that language to a single dialect.  This
is because the science of life is one thing, the science of
the forms under which the phenomena of life are manifested,
another. And just as Physiology, or Biology, is, more or
less, anterior to and independent of such departments of study
as Botany and Zoology, so, in the subject under notice, there
is the double division of the study of Language in respect to
structure and development, and the study of Languages as n-
stances of the variety of form in which the phenomenon of
human speech exhibits, or has exhibited, itself. Thus —

When (as I believe once to have been the case) there was
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but a single language on the face of the earth, the former
of these divisions had its subject-matter. And —

When (as is by no means improbable) one paramount and
exclusive tongue, developed, at first, rapidly and at the ex-
pense of the smaller languages of the world, and, subse-
quently, slowly and at that of the more widely-diffused ones,
shall have replaced the still numerous tongues of the nine-
teenth century; and when all the dialects of the world shall
be merged into one Universal Language, the same subject-
matter for the study of the structure of Language, its growth
and changes, will still exist.

So that the study of Language is one thing, the study of
Languages, another.

They are different; and the intellectual powers that they
require and excrcise are different also. The greatest com-
})arative philologists have, generally, becn but moderate
inguists.

A certain familiarity with different languages they have,
of course, had; and as compared with that of the special
scholar —the Classic or the Orientalist, for instance — their
range of language (so to say) has been a wide one; but it
has rarely been of that vast compass which is found in men
after the fashion of Mezzofanti, &c.—inen who have spoken
languages by the dozen, or the score; — but who have left
comparative philology as little advanced as if their learning
had been bounded by the limits of their own mother tongue.

Now this difference, always of more or less importance in
itself, increases when we consider Language as an object
of education; and it is for the sake of illustrating it that
the foregoing preliminaries have been Introduced. No opi-
nion is given as to the comparative rank or dignity of the
two studies; no decision upon the nobility or ignobility of
the faculties involved in the attainment of excellence in either.
The illustration of a difference is all that has been aimed
at. There is a difference between the two classes of sub-
jeets, and a difference between the two kinds of mental fa-
culties. Let us make this difference clear. Let us also give
it prominence and importance. ‘

One main distinetion between the study of Langunage and
the study of Languages lies in the fact of the value of the
former being constant, that of the latter, fuctuating. The re-
lative importance of any two languages, as objects of spe-
cial attention, scarcely ever remains steady. The value, for
instance, of the German — to look amongst the cotemporary
forms of speech — has notably risen within the present cen-
tury. And why? Because the literature in which it is em-
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bodied has improved. Because the scientific knowledese which,
to all who want the key, is (so to say) locked up 1 it, has
increased some hundred per cent.

But it may go down again. Suppose, for instance, that
uew writers of pre-cminent merit, ennoble some of the mi-
nor languages of Europe —the Danish, Swedish, Dutch, &e.
Such a fact would divide the attention of sevans — attention
which can only be bestowed upon some second, at the ex-
pense of some first, object. In such a case, the cxtent to
which the German language got studied would be affected
much in the same way as that of the French has been by
the development of the literature of Germany. ’

Or the area over which a language is spoken may increase;
as it may, also, diminish.

Or the number of individuals that speak it may multipiy —
the area being the same.

Or the special application of the language, whether for the
purposes of commeree, literature, science, or politics, may
become changed. In this way, as well as in others, the
English is becoming, day by day, more important.

There are other influences.

" High as is the value of the great classical languages of
Greece and Rome, we can easily conceive how that value
might be enhanced. Let a manuseript containing the works
of some of the lost, or imperfectly preserved, writers of an-
tiquity be discovered. Let, for instance, Gibbon's desiderata —
the lost Decads of Livy, the Orations of Hyperides, or the Dra-
mas of Menander — be made good. The per-centage of classi-
cal scholars would increase; little or much.

Some years back it was announced that the Armenian
language contained translations, made during the ecarlier
centuries of our era, of certain classical writings, of which
the originals had been lost — lost in the interval. This did
not exactly make the Armenian, with.its alphabet of six-
and-thirty letters, a popular tongue; but it made it, by a
fraction , more popular than it was in the days of Whiston
and La Croze, when those two alone, of all the learned men
of Europe, could read it. _

Translations tell in another way. Whatever is worth r(.mcl-
ing in the Danish and Swedish 1s forthwith translated into
German. E. g. Professor Retzius of Stockholm wrote a good
Manual of Anatomy. He had the satisfaction of seeing it
translated into German. He had the further satisfaction of
licaring that the translation ran through five editions in less
time than the original did through one. )

Now, if the Germans were to leave off translating the
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value of the language in which Professor Retzius wrote his
Anatomy would rise.

Upon the whole, the French is, perhaps, the most impor-
tant language of the nineteenth century; yet it is only where
we take into consideration the whole of its elements of va-
Ine. To certain special savans, the German is worth more;
to the artist, the Italian; to the American, the Spanish. It
fell, too, in value when nations like our own insisted upon
the use of their native tongues in diplomacy. It fell in value
because it became less indispensable; and another cause,
now in operation, affects the same element of indispensabi-
lity. The French are beginning to learn the languages of
other nations. Their own literature will certainly be none
the worse for their so doing. DBut it by no means follows
that that literature will be any the more studied. On the
contrary, I'renchmen will learn English more, and, pro tanto,
Englishmen learn French less.

It All this bave illustrated a difference, it may also have
done something more. It may have given a rough sketch, in
the way of classification, of the kind of facts that regulate
the value of special languages as special objects of study. At
any rate (and this is the main point), the subject-matter of
the present Address is narrowed. It is narrowed (in the first
instance at least) to the consideration of that branch of study
whereof the value is constant; for assuredly it is this which
will command more than a moiety of our consideration.

This may be said to imply a preference to the study of
Language as opposed to that of Languages — a singular pre-
ference, as a grammarian may, perhaps, be allowed to call it.
It cannot be denied that, to a certain extent, such is the
case; but it is only so to a certain extent. The one is not
magnified at the expense of the other. When all has been
said that logic or mental philosophy can say about the high
value of comparative philology, general grammar, and the
like, the lowest value of the least important language will
still stand high, and pre-eminently high that of what may
be called the noble Languages. No variations in the philo-
logical barometer, no fluctuations in the Kxchange of Lan-
guage, will ever bring down the advantage of studying one,
two, or even more foreign languages to so low a level as
to expel such tongues as the Latin, the Greek, the French,
or the German, one and all, from an English curricutum —
and wvice versd, English from a forcign one.

Now, if this be the case, onc of the elements in the va-
lue of the study of Language in general will be the extent .
to which it facilitates the acquirement of any one language
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in particular, and this clement of value will be an impor-
tant — though not the most important — one.

The structure of the human body is worth knowing, even
if the investigator of it be neither a practitioner in medicine
nor a teacher of anatomy; and, in like manner, the struc-
ture of the human language is an important study irrespec-
tive of the particular forms of speech whereof it may faci-
litate the acquirement. ‘

The words on ‘the diagram-board will now be explained.
They are meant to illustrate the class of facts that compa-
rative philology supplies.

The first runs —

Klein : Clean :: Petit : Pelilus.

It shows the extent to which certain ideas are associated. -
It shows, too, something more; it shows that such an asso-
ciation is capable of being demonstrated from the phenomena
of language instead of being a mere & priori speculatton on
the part of the mental philosopher.

Kiein is the German for litlle; clean is our own English
adjective, the Inglish of the Latin word mundus. In Ger-
man the word is rein.

Now, notwithstanding the difference of meaning in the
two tongues, clean and lklein are onc and the same word.
Yet, how are the ideas of cleantiness and littleness connected ?
The Greek language has the word hypocorisma, meaning a
term of endearment, and the adjective hypocoristic.  Now,
clean-ness, or neat-ness, is one of the elements that make
lypocoristic terms (or terms of endearment) applicable.  And
so is smallness. We talk of preuy liule dears, a thousand
times, where we talk of pretty biy dears once. This, then,
explains the connexion; this tells us that clean in English
is Alein in German, word for word.

You doubt it, perhaps. You shake your head, and say,
that the connexion scems somewhat indefinite; that it is just.
one of those points which can neither be proved nor dis-
proved. Be it so. The evidence can be amended. Observe
the words petit and petitus. Petit (in French) is exactly what
Klein is in German, 7. e., ltlle. Petitus (in Latin) is very
nearly what clean is in English, 7. e., desired, or desirable.
That petit comes from petitus is undeniable.

Hence, where the German mode of thought conneets the
ideas of smallness and cleanness, the Latin connects those (3('
smalines and desirability,; so that as petit is to petilus, so is
. klein to clean. In the diagram this is given in the formula
of a sum in the Rule of Three.
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The words just noticed explain the connexion of ideas in
the case of separate words. The forthcoming help us in a
much more difficult investigation. What is the import of
such sounds as that of the letter s in the word father-s? It
is the sign of the plural number.

Such is the question — such the answer ; question and answer
connected in the word fathers solely for the sake of illus-
tration. Any other word, and any other sign of case, num-
ber, person, or tense, would have done as well.

But és the answer a real one? Is it an answer at all?
How come such things as plural numbers, and signs of
plural numbers, into language? Ilow the particular plural
before us came into being, I cannot say; but I ean show
Low some plurals have. Let us explain the following —

Ngi =— I. Ngi-n-de = we.
Ngo = thou. Ngo-n-da = ye.
Ngu = he. Nge-n-da = they.
Da = with.
Me - cum = me.

The da (or de) in the second column, is the sign of the plu-
ral number in a language which shall at present be name-
less. It is also the preposition with. Now with denotes
association ; assoeiation plurality. Ilence

Ngi-n-de =— I + = we.
Ngo-n-da = thou + = ye.
Nge-n-da = he + == lhey.

This is just as if the Latins, instead of nos and ves, said
me-cum and {fe-cum.

Such is the history of one mode of expressing the idea
of plurality; we can scarcely say of a plural number. The
words plural number suggest the 1dea of a single word, like
fathers, where the s is inseparably connected with the root;
at least so far inscparably connected as to have no inde-
pendent - existence of its own. Ngi-n-de, however, is no
single word at all, but a pair of words in juxta-position,
each with a separate existence of its own. DBut what if this
juxta-position grow into amalgwmation; What if the form in
da change? What if it become ¢ or z, or th, or s? What
if, meanwhile, the separate preposition da change in form
also; in form or meaning, or, perhaps, in both? In such
a case a true plural form is evolved, the history of its evo-
lution being a mystery.

So much for one of the inflections of a nown. The remain-
ing words illustrate one of a verd.
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Hundreds of grammarians have suggested that the signs
of the persons in the verb might be neither more nor less
than the personal pronouns appended, in the first instance,
to the verb, but, afterwards amalgamated or incorporated
with it. If so, the -m in ingua-m, is the m in me, &c. The
late Mr. Garnett, a comparative philologist whose reputation
is far below his merits, saw that this was not exactly the
case. He observed that the appended pronoun was not so
much the Personal as the Possessive one: that the analysis of
a word like ingqua-m was not so much, say + I, as saying +
my,; in short, that the verb was a noun, and the pronoun
either an adjective (like meus) or an oblique case (like mer),
agreeing with, or governed by, it. ]

It is certainly so in the words before you. In a language,
which, at present, shall be nameless, instead of saying my
apple, thy apple, they say what is equivalent to apple-m,
apple-th, &e.; i. e., they append the possessive pronoun to the
substantive, and by moditying its form, partially incorporate
or amalgamate it. They do more than this. They do (as the
diagram shows us) precisely the same with the verbs in their
personal, as they do with the nouns in their possessive, relations.
Hence, olvas-om, &ec., is less I read than my-reading; less
read + 1, than reading + my. .

il

Olvas—om == I read. = reading - my.
— od = thou readest. = reading-thy.
= uk = mwe read. = reading - our.
—  atok = ye read. = reading -your.

2,

Alma—m = my apple. = apple-my.
~~ d = lky apple. = apple-thy.
— ak = our apple. = apple-our.
—  tok = your apple. — apple-your.

1 submit, that facts of this kind are of some value, great
or small. But the facts themselves are not all.  How were
they got at? They were got at by dealing with the pheno-
mena of language as we found them, by an induction of no
ordinary width and compass; for many forms of speech had
to be investigated before the facts came out in their best
and most satisfactory form. ' , ;

The illustration ot the verb (olvasom, and almdam, &c.) is
from the Hungarian; that of the plural number (nginde, &e.),
from the Tumali —the Tumali being a language no nearer

3
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than the negro districts to the south of Kordovan, between
Sennaar and Darfur, and (as such) not exactly in the high-
way of literature and philology.

Now 1 ask whether there be, or whether there be not, cer-
tain branches of inquiry which are, at one and the same
time, recognised to be of the highest importance, and yet
not very remarkable for either unanimity of opinion, preci-
sion of language, or distinctness of idea on the part of their
professors. I ask whether what is called, with average
clearness, Mental Philosophy, and, with somewhat less clear-
ness, Metaphysics, be not in this predicament ? 1 ask whether,
in this branch of investigation, the subject-matter do not emi-
nently desiderate something definite, palpable, and objective,
and whether these same desiderated tangibilities be not found
in the wide ficld of Language to an extent which no other
ficld supplies? Let this field be a training-ground. The facts
it gives are of value. The method it requires is of value.

As the languages of the world, as the forms of speech mu-
tually unintelligible, are counted by the hundred, and the dia-
lects by the thousand, the field i1s a large one — one sup-
plying much exercise, work, and labour. But the applica-
tions of the results obtained are wide also; for, as long as any
form of mental philosophy remains susceptible of improvement,
as long as its improved form remains undiffused, so long will
a knowledge of the structure of language in general, a know-
ledge of comparative philology, a knowledge of general gram-
mar (for we may choose our term), have its use and appli-
cation. And, assuredly, this will be for some time.

As to its special value in the particular department of the
ethnologist, high as it is, I say nothing, or next to nothing,
about it; concerning myself only with its more general appli-
cations.

Let it be said, then, that the study of language is emi-
nently disciplinal to those faculties that are tasked in the
investigation of the phenomena of the human mindj the va-
lue of a knowledge of these being a matter foreign to the
})resent dissertation, but being by no means low. High or
ow, however, it measures that of the studies under notice.

But how is this general philology to be taught? Are youths
1o seek for roots and processes in such languages as the
Hungarian and the Tumali? No. The teaching must be
by means of well-selected suggestive examples, whereby the
student may rise from particulars to generals, and be taught
to infer the uncertain from the certain. I do not say that
the s in fathers arose exactly after the fashion of the Tu-
mali plural; but, assuredly, its development was the same in
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kind, if not in detail. At all events, language must be dealt
with as a growth. .

In the first stage of speech, there are no inflections at
all, separate words serving instead of them: — just as if|
instead of saying fathers, we said father many, o father Ju-
ther ; reduplication being one of the make-shifts (so to say)
of this period. The languages allied to the Chinese belon
to this class.

In the second stage, the separate words coalesce, but not
so perfectly as to disfigure their originally separate charac-
ter. The Hungarian persons have illustrated this. Language
now becomes what is called aggiutinate. The parts cohefc,
but the cohesion is imperfect. The majority of languages
are agglutinate.

The Latin and Greck tongues illustrate the third stage.
The parts originally separate, then agglutinate, now become
so modified by contact as to look like secondary parts of a
single word ; these original separate substantive characters
being a matter of inference rather than a patent and trans-
parent fact. The s in fathers (which is also the s in patre-s
and zarege-g) is in this predicament.

Lastly, inflections are replaced by prepositions and auxi-
liary verbs, as is the case in the Italian and Freuch when
compared with the Latin.

Truly, then, may we say that the phenomena of speech
are the phenomena of growth, evolution, or development;
and as such must they be taught. A cell that grows, — not
a crystal that is built up, — such is language.

But these well-devised selections of suggestive examples,
whereby the student may rise from particulars to generals,
&e., are not to be found in the ordinary grammars. Indeed,
it is the very reverse of the present system; where there
are twenty appeals to the memory in the shape of what is
called a rule, for one appeal to the understanding in the
shape of an illustrated process. So much the worse for the
existing methods. )

Moulds applied to growing trces — cookery-book receipts
for making a natural juice — these are the parallels to the
artificial systems of grammar in their worst forms.  The better
can be excused, sometimes recommended; even as the Lin-
nzean system of botanical teaching can, in certain cases, be
used with safety, provided almways that its artificial character
be explained beforehand, and insisted on {hrovghout. o

To stand on the level of the Linnaan system, an artificial
grammar must come under the following condition: — J¢ must

leave the student nothing to unlearn when he-comes to a natural one.
3%
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How can this be done? It can be done, if the gramma-
rian will be content to teach forms only, leaving processes
alone. Let him say (for instance) that the Latin for —

I call is voc-o.

Thou callest, wvoc- as.
Calling , v0C - ans.

I called, voc-avi &e.

But do not let him say that active aorists are formed from
futures, and passive oncs from the third person singular of
the perfect. His forms, his paradigms, will be right; his
rules, in nine cases out of ten, wrong. I am satisfied that
languages can be taught without rules and by paradigms only.

This recognition of what has been called artificial gram-
mar for the teaching of special languages, as opposed to
the general grammar of the comparative philologist, should
serve to anticipate an objection. ‘Would you,” it may be
asked , ‘leave the details of languages like the Latin, Greek,
French, German, &c.— languages of eminent practical uti-
lity — untaught until such time as the student shall have
dipped into Chinese, touched upon Hungarian, and taken a
general idea of the third stage of development from the La-
tin, and of the fourth from the Irench? If so, the period
of life when the memory tor words is strongest will have pas-
sed away before any language but his own mother-tongune has
heen acquired.’

The recognition of such a thing as artificial grammar aus-
wers this in the negative. If a special language be wanted,
let it be taught by-times: only, if it cannot be taught in
the most scientific manner, let it be taught in a manner as
little unscientific as possible.

In this lies an argument against the ordinary teaching (I
ipeak as an Inglishman) of Inglish. What do we learn

it?
yIn the ordinary teaching of what is called the grammar
of the English language there are two clements., There is
something professed to be taught which is not taught, but
which, if taught, would be worth learning; and there is some-
thing which, from being already learncd better than any
man can teach it, requires no lessons. The one (the latter)
is the use and practice of the Inglish tongue. This the
Englishman has already. The other is the principles of
grammar. With existing text-books this is an impossibility.
What then #s taught? Something (I am quoting from what
I have written elsewhere) undoubtedly. The facts, that
language is more or less regular; that there /s such a thing
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as grammar; that certain expressions should be avoided, are
all matters  worth knowing. And they are all taught even
by the worst method of teaching. But are these the proper
objects of systematic teaching? Is the importance of their ac-
quisition equivalent to the time, the trouble, and the dis-
placement of more valuable subjects, which are involved in
their explanation? I think not.” Gross vulgarity of language
is a fault to be prevented; but the proper prevention is to be
got from habit —not rules. The proprieties of the English
language are to be learned, like the proprieties of English man-
ners, by conversation and intercourse: and a proper school for
both, is the best socicty in owhich the learner is placed. If
this be good . systematic teaching is superfluous; if bad, in-
sufficient. There are undoubted points” where a young per-
son may doubt as to the grammatical propriety of a certain
expression. In this case let him ask some one older and
more instructed. Grammar, as a art, is, undoubtedly, the
art of speaking and wriling correctly — but then , as an art,
it is only required for foreign langnages. For our own we
have the necessary practice and familiarity.

The true claim of English grammar to form part and par-
cel of an English education stands or falls with the value
of the philological knowledge to which grammatical studies
may serve as an introduction, and with the value of scien-
tific grammar as a disciplinal study. I have no fear of being
supposed to undervalue its importance in this respect. Indeed,
in assuming that it is very great, I also assume that where-
ver grammar is studied as grammar, the language which
the grammar so studied should represent, must be the mo-
ther-tongue of the student; nhatever that mother~tongue may
be — English for Englishmen, Welsh for Welshmen, French
for Frenchimen, German for Giermans, &e. The study is the
study of a theory; and for this reason it should be compli-
cated as little as possible by points of practice. For this
reason a man’s mother-tongue is the best medium for the
elements of scientific philology, simply because it is the one
which he knows best in practice.

Limit, then, the teaching of English, except so far as
it is preparatory to the study of language in general; with
which view , teach as scientifically as possible. )

Go further. Except in special cases, limit the teaching
of the classical tongues to one out of the two. One, for all
disciplinal purposes, is enough. In this, go far. Dead though
the tongue be, and object of ridicule as the occupation is
becoming, go to the length of writing verses, though only
in a few of the commoner metres. Go far, and go in one
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direction only. There are reasons for this singleness of
path. I fear that there is almost a necessity. As long as
men believed that the ordinary Latin and Greek grammars
were good things of themseclves, and that, even if they did
not carry the student far into the classics, they told him some-
thing ot value respecting language in general, a litile learning
in the dead langnages was a good thing. DBut what if the
grammars are no/ good things? What if they are absolutely
bad? Insuch a case, the classical tongues cease to be learnt
except for themselves. Now, one of the few things that is
more useless than a little Latin is a little Greek.

Am I wrong in saying that, with nine out of ten who
learn both Latin and Greek, the knowledge of the two ton-
gues conjointly is not greater than the knowledge of one of
them singly ought to be?

Am I wrong in believing that the tendencies of the age
are in favour of deereasing rather than increasing the amount
of time bestowed upon classical scholarship ?

Unless 1 be so, the necessity for a limitation is apparent.

To curtail English — to eliminate one of the classical ton-
gues — possibly that of Pericles, at any rate, either that of
Pericles or of Cicero —to substitute for the ordinary ele-
ments of a so-called classical education illustrations from the
Chinese, the Hungarian, or the Tumali — this is what I have
recommended.

I cannot but feel that in so doing I may seem to some to
have been false to my text, which was to eulogize things
bhilological. They may say, Call you this backing your friends?

do. It is not by glorifying one’s own more peculiar stu-
dies that such studies gain credit. To show the permanent,
rather than the acecidental, elements of their value, is the
best service that can be done for them. It is also good ser-
vice to show that they can be taught with a less expenditure
of time and labour than is usually bestowed on them. DBut
the best service of all is to indicate their disciplinal value;
and to show that, instead of displacing other branches of
knowledge, they so exercise certain faculties of the mind as
to prepare the way to them.
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The present paper is an attempt to reconcile the logical
and etymological meanings of the word Zistributed.

Speaking roughly, distributed means wniversal: “a term is
said to be distributed when it is taken universally, so as to
stand for everything it is capable of being applied to.”” —
Whately , 1. § 5.

Speaking more closely, it means wniversal in one premiss;
it being a rule in the ordinary logic that no conclusion is
possible unless one premiss be, either negatively or affirma-
tively, universal.

Assuredly there is no etymological connexion between the
two words. Hence De Morgan writes: — “By distributed is
here meant wuniversally spoken of. 1 do not use this term in
the present work, because I do not see why, in any deducible
meaning of the word distributed, it can be applied to uni-
versal as distinguished from particular.”” — Formal Logic,
chap. vil.

Neither can it be so applied. It is nevertheless an accu-
rate term.

Let it mean refated to more than one class, and the power
of the prefix dis-, at least, becomes intelligible.

For all the purposes of logic this is not enough; inasmuch
as the particular character of the relation (all-important in
the structure of the syllogism) is not, at present, given. It
is enough, however, to give import to the syllable dis-.
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In affirmative propositions this relation is connective on
both sides, 7. e. the middle term forms part of doth the others.
In negative propositions this relation is conncective on one
side, disjunctive on the other.

In— All men are mortal,

All heroes are men,
the middle term men forms a part of the class called mortal,
by being conneccted with it in the way that certain contents
are connected with the case that contains them; whilst it also
stands in connexion with the class of Zeroes in the way that
cases are connected with their contents. In —

No man is perfect,

Heroes are men,
the same double relation occurs. The class man, however,
though part of the class Zero. is no part of the class perfect
but, on the contrary, expressly excluded from it. Now this
expression of exclusion constitutes a relation — disjunctive
indeed, but still a relation; and this is all that is wanted to
give an import to the prefix dis- in distributed.

Wherever there is distribution there is inference, no matter
whether the distributed term be universal or not. If the or-
dinary rules for the structure of the syllogism tell us the
contrary to this, they only tell the truth, so far as certain
assumptions on which they rest are legitimate. These limit,
us to the use of three terms expressive of quantity, — a//,
none, and some; and it is quite true that, with this limitation,
universality and distribution coincide.

Say that Some Y is X,

Some Z is Y,

and the question will arise whether the Y that is X is also
the Y that is Z. That some Y belongs to both classes is
clear; whether, however, it be the same Y is doubtful. Yet
unless it be so, no conclusion can be drawn. And it may
easily be different. Hence, as long as we use the word some,
we have no assurance that there is any distribution of the
middle term,

Instead, however, of some write @/, and it is obvious that
some Y must be both X and Z; and when such is the case —
Some X must be Z, and

Some Z must be X.
Universality, then, of the middle term in one premiss is, by
no means, the direct condition that gives us an inference, hut
only a secondary one. The direct condition is the distribu-
tion. Of this, the universality of the middle term is only
a sign, and it is the only sign we have, because a// and some
arc the only words we have to choose from. If others were
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allowed, the appearance which the two words (distributed and
universal) have of being synonymous would disappear. And
so they do when we abandon the limitations imposed upon
us by the words al/ and some. So they do in the numeri-
cally definite syllogism, exemplified in —

More than half Y is X,

More than half Y is Z,

Some Z is X,
So, also, they do when it is assumed that the Y's which are
X and the Y’s which are Z are identical.

Y is X,

The same Y is Z,

Some Z is X.

In each of these formulwe there is distribution without
universality, 7 e. there is distribution with a quality other
than that of universality as its eriterion. The following ex-
tract not only explains this, but gives a fresh proof, if tresh
proof be needed, that distributed and wuniversal ave used syno-
nymously. The “comparison of each of the two terms must
be equally with the whole, or with the same part of the third
term; and to sccure this, (1) either the middle term must be
distributed in one premiss at least, or (2) the two terms must
be compared with the same specified part of the middle, or
(3), in the two premises taken together, the middle must be
distributed, and something more, though not distributed in
cither singly.””— Thompson, Outline of the Laws of Thought, § 39.

Here distributed means wniversal/; Mr. Thompson’s being
the ordinary terminology. In the eyes of the present writer
“distributed in one premiss” is a contradiction in terms.

Of the two terms, distributed is the more general; yet it
is not the usual one. That it has been avoided by De Morgan
has been shown. It may be added, that from the Port Royal
Logic it is wholly excluded.

The statement that, in negative propositions, the relation
is connective on one side, and disjunctive on the other, re-
quires further notice. It is by no means a matter of indif-
ference on which side the connexion or disjunction lies.

(a.) Tt is the class denoted by the major, of which the
middle term of a negative syllogism is expressly stated to form
no part, or from which it is disjoined. (b.) It is the class
denoted by the minor, of which the same middle term is
expressly stated to form part, or with which it is connected.

No man is perfect — x )
here the proposition is a major, and the middle term man is
expressly separated from the class perfect.

All heroes are men —
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here it is a minor, and the middle term man is expressly
connected with eclass fhero.

A connective relation to the major, and a disjunctive re-
lation to the minor are impossible in negative syllogisms.
The exceptions to this are only apparent. The two most
prominent are the formule Camestres and Camenes, in both
of which it is the minor premiss wherein the relation is dis-
junctive. Dut this is an aecident; an accident arising out of
the fact of the major and minor being convertible.

DBokardo is in a different predicament. Dokardo, along with
DBaroko, is the only formula containing a particular negative
as a premiss. Now the particular negatives are, for so many
of the purposes of logic, particular affirmatives, that they
may be neglected for the present; the object at present being
to ascertain the rules for the strncture of truly and unques-
tionably negative syllogisms. Of these we may predicate
that — their minor proposition is always either actually affir-
mative or capable of becoming so by transposition.

To go further into the relations between the middle term
and the minor, would be to travel beyond the field under
present notice; the immediate objeet of the present paper
being to explain the import of the word distributed. Tﬁat it
may, both logically and etymologically, mean related to two
classes is elear —- clear as a matter of faet. Whether, however,
related to two clusses be the meaning that the history of logic
gives us, is a point upon which I abstain from giving an
opinion. I only suggest that, in elementary treatises, the
terms wniversal and distributed should be separated more
widely than they are; one secries of remarks upon —

a. Distribution as a condition of inference, being followed
by another on —

b. Universality of the middle term in one premiss as a sign
of distribution.

So much for the extent to which the present remarks sug-
gest the purely praetical question as to how the teaching
of Aristotelian logic may be improved. There is another,
however, beyond it; one of a more theorctical, indeed of an
eminently theoretical, nature. It raises donbts as to the pro-
priety of the word e/l itself; doubts as to the propriety of
the term wniversal.

The existence of such a word as @/ in the premiss, although
existing therein merely as a contrivance for reconciling the
evidence of the distribution of the middle term with a certain
amount of simplicity in the way of terminology, could
searcely fail, in conjunction with some of its other properties,
to give it what is here considered an undue amount of im-

3
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portance. It made it look like the opposite to none. Yet this
1s what it is not. The opposite to none is not-none, or some ;
the opposite to a// is one. In one and ali we have the highest
and lowest numbers of the individuals that constitute a class.
In none and some we have the difference between existence
and non-existence. That a// is a mere mode of some, has been
insisted on by many logicians, denied by few or none. Be-
tween a// and some, there is, at best, but a difference of degree.
Between some and none, the difference is a difference of kind.
Some may, by strengthening, be converted into @/l. No
strengthening may obliterate the difference between al/ and
not-all. From this it follows that the logic of none and some,
the logic of connexion and disjunction (the logic of #wo signs),
is much more widely different from the logic of part and
whole (the logic of three signs) than is usually admitted; the
former being a logic of pure gquality, the latter a logic of
quality and quantity as well.

Has the admixture done good? I doubt whether it has.
The logic of pure and simple Quality would, undoubtedly,
have given but little; nothing but negative conclusions on
one side, and possible particulars on the other. Nevertheless
it would have given a logic of the Possible and Impossible.

Again, as at present constituted, the Quantitative logic, the
logic of all and some, embraces either too much or too little.
All is, as aforesaid, only a particular form of more than none.
So is most. Now such syllogisms as —

Most men are fallible,

Most men are rational,

Some men are both frail and fallible;

or,

Some frail things are fallible,
are inadmissible in the Aristotelian paradigms. A claim,
Lowever, is set up for their admission. Grant it, and you
may say instead of mos/ —

Fifty-one per cent., &e.;

but this is only a particular instance. You may combine any
two numbers in any way you like, provided only that the sum
be greater than unity. Now this may be arithmetic, and it
may be fact; but it is scarcely formal logic; at any rate it
is anything but general.

It is the logic of some and its modifications one, all, and
anything between one and all, as opposed to the logic of the
simple absolute some (some the opposite to none), and a little
consideration will show that it is also the logic of the probabie,
with its modification the proven, (proven is probable , as all is
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some,) as opposed to the logic of the possibie and impossible.
Let, in such a pair of propositions as —

Some of the men of the brigade were brave,

Some of the men of the brigade were killed,
the number expressed by some, as well as the number of the
men of the drigade, be known, and the question as to whether

Some brave men were killed, *

is a problem in the doctrine of chances. One per cent. of
each will make it very unlikely that the single brave man
was also the single killed one. Forty-nine per cent. of each
will make it highly probable that more than one good soldier
met his fate. With fifty on one side, and fifty-one on the
other, we have one at least. With «/l (either Lilled or brave),
we have the same; and that without knowing any numbers
at all.
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The present paper is upon the reciprocal pronouns, and upon
certain forms of the verb used in a reciprocal sense. 1t is
considered that these points of language have not been put
forwards with that prominence and care which their value
in the solution of eertain problems in philology requires. Too
often the terms Reciprocal and Reflective have been made
synonymous. How far this is true may be determined by the
fact that the middle verbs in the lecelandic language have
been called by so great a philologist as Rask reciprocal in-
stead of reflective. This is equivalent to treating sentences
like we strike ourselves, and we strike each other, as identical.
Yet the language with which Rask was dealing (the Icelan-
dic) was the one of all others wherein the difference in ques-
tion required to be accurately drawn, and fully pointed out.
(See Anvisning till Islindskan, pp. 251, 253.)

In all sentences containing the statement of a reciprocal
or mutual action there are in reality two assertions, viz. the
assertion that A strikes (or loves) B, and the assertion that B
strikes (or loves) A; the action forming one, the reaction an-
other. Hence, if the expression exactly coineided with the
fact signified, there would always be two propositions. This,
however, is not the habit of language. Hence arises a more



46 ON THE RECIPROCAL PRONOUNS.

compendious form of expression, giving origin to an ellipsis
of a peculiar kind. Phrases like Zicocles and Polynices killed
each other are elliptical for Lteocles and Polynices killed — each
the other. ere the second proposition expands and explains
the first, whilst the first supplies the verb to the second.
Kach, however, is elliptic. The first is without the objeect,
the second without the verb. That the verb must be in the
plural (or dual) number, that one of the nouns must be in
the nominative case, and that the other must be objective,
is self-evident from the structure of the sentence; such being
the conditions of the expression of the idea. An aposiopesis
takes place after a plural verb, and then there follows a
clause wherein the verb is supplied from what went before.

‘When words equivalent to each other coalesce, and become
compound; it is evident that the composition is of a very
peculiar kind. Less, however, for these matters than for its
value in elucidating the origin of certain deponent verbs
does the expression of reciprocal action merit the notice of
the philologist. In the latter part of the paper it will appear
that for one branch of languages, at least,. there is satisfac-
tory evidence of a reflective form having become reciprocal,
and of a reciprocal form having become deponent; this latter
word being the term for those verbs whereof the meaning is
active, and the form passive.

Beginning with those methods of denoting mutual action
where the expression is the least explicit and unequivocal,
it appears that in certain languages the reciprocal character
of the verb is implied rather than expressed. Each man look—
ed at lis brother — or some equivalent clause, is the general
phraseology -of the Semitic languages.

More explicit than this is the use of a single pronoun
(personal, possessive, or reflective) and of some adverb equi-
valent to the words mutually, interchangeably, &e. 'This is the
habit of the Latin language,— Lteocles et Polynices invicem
se trucidaverunt: also of the French, although not invari-
ably, e. g. Sentr’aimer, s'entredive, S'entrebatire: also of the
Meso-Gothic — galeikdi sind barnam thaim vépjandam seina
misso == Guotol 6L madiog Toig MEOCPWVOVOLY GAAjAotg ==
loquentibus ad invicem. — Lue. vii. 32. Deutsche Grammatik,
iv. 322, and iii. 13. The Welsh expressions are of this kind;
the only difference being that the adverb coalesces with the
verb, as an inseparable particle, and so forms a compound.
These particles are dym, cym, or cy and ym. The former is
compounded of dy, signifying iteration, and ym denoting mu-
tual action; the latter is the Latin cum. Ilence the reciprocal
power of these particles is secondary: e. g. dymborthi, to aid

[
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mutually; dymddadtu, to dispute; dymgaru; to love one an-
other; dymgoddi, to vex one another; dymgredu, to trust one
another, or confide; dymguraw, to strike one another, or fight;
cycwennys, to desire mutually; ecydadnabod, to know one
anothes; cydaddawiad, to promise mutually; cydwystlaw, to
pledge; cydymadramwn, to converse; cydymdaith , to accompany ;
ymadroddi, to discourse; ymaddaw, to promise; ymavael, 1o
struggle; ymdaeru, to dispute, &e.

The form, which is at once current, full, and unequivoeal,
is the one that occurs in our own, and in the generality of
langunages. Herein there are two nouns (generally pronouns),
and the construction is of the kind exhibited above — @ddij-
Aovg, each other, einander, Pun I'autre, &e.

Sometimes the two nouns remain separate, each preser-
ving its independent form. This is the case in most of the
languages derived from the Latin, in several of the Slavonic
and Lithuanic dialects, and in (amongst others) the Old Norse,
the Swedish, and the Danish, — T'un l'autre, French; uno
otro, Span.; geden druheho, Bolemian; ieden drugiego, Po-
lish; wiens wiend, Lith.; weens ohtru, Lettish; hvert annan
(mase.), hvert annat (neut.) Old Norse. See D. G. iii. 84.

Sometimes the two nouns coalesce, and form words to which
it would be a mere refinement to deny the name of com-
pounds: this is the case with the Greek — addfiov, ¢ili]-
Aotg, a@AAniovg.

Sometimes it is doubtful whether the phrase consist of a
compound word or a pair of words. This oceurs where, from
the want of inflection, the form of the first word is the same
in composition as it would have been out of it. Snch is the
case with our own langnage: cach-other, one-another.

Throughout the mass of languages in general the details
of the expression in question coincide; both subject and ob-
ject are almost always expressed by pronouns, and these
pronouns are much the same throughout. One, or some word
cquivalent, generally denotes the subject. Other, or some
word equivalent, gencrally denotes the object, e. g. they
struck one another. 'The varieties of expression may be col-
lected from the following sketch : —

1. a. The subject is expressed by one, or some word equiva-
lent, in most of the languages derived from the Latin, in
several of the Slavonic dialects, in Lithuanic and Lettish,
in Armenian, in German, in kEnglish, and doubtlessly in
many other languages — 'un l'autre, Fr.; uno otro, Sp.; teden
drugiego, Polish; wiens wiend, Lith.; meens ohtru, Lett.;
me mwants, Armenian; einander, Germ.; one another, Engl.

b. By each, or some equivalent term, in English, Dutch,
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and the Scandinavian languages — each other, English; elk-
ander, Dutch; Averandre, Icelandie, Danish, Swedish.

c. By this, or some equivalent term, in Swedish and Da-
nish (Ainanden); in Lithuanie (&its kittd), and in Lettish
(zitts zittu).

d. By other, or some equivalent term, in Greek and Ar-
menian ; @didgiovg, irerats.

e. By man, used in an indefinite sense and compounded
with %k in Dutch, malkander (mal-lik manlik).

“/. By a term equivalent to mate or fellow in Laplandic
goim goimeme. — Rask, ‘Lappisk Sproglere,” p. 102, Stock-
fleth, ‘Grammatik,” p. 109.

2. a. In the expression of the object the current term is other
or some equivalent word. Of this the use is even more
constant than that of one expressive of the subject — l'un
Vautre, French; uno ofro, Spanish; @¢Adjiovs, Greek; geden
druheho, Bobemian; ieden drugiego, Polish; weens ohire, Let-
tish; irerats, Armenian; einander, German; cach other, one
another, English.

b. In Lithuanie the term in use is one; as, wiens wiend.
The same is the cade for.a seccond form in the Armenian
mimean.

¢. In Laplandic it is denoted in the same as the subject;
as goim goimeme.

Undoubtedly there are other varieties of this general me-
thod of expression. Upon those already exhibited a few re-
marks, however, may be made.

1. In respect to languages like the French, Spanish, &e.,
where the two nouns, instead of coalescing, remain separate,
each retaining its inflection, it is clear that they possess a
greater amount of perspicuity; inasmuch as (to say nothing
of the distinction of gender) the subject can be used in the
singular number when the mutual action of two persons (7. e.
of one upon another) is spoken of, and in the plural when
we signify that of more than two; e. g. ils (i e. A and B)
se battaient — l'un ['autre: but ils (A, B, C and D)) se battaient
— les uns les autres. This degree of perspicuity might be at-
tained in English and other allied languages by reducing to
practice the difference between the words each and onej in
which case we might say 4 and B struck one another, but
A, B and C struck each other. In the Scandinavian languages
this distinction is real; where Aianden is equivalent to Zun
Pautre, French; uno otro, Spanish: whilst hverandre expresses
les uns les autres, French; wnos otros, Spanish. The same
is the case in the Laplandic. — See Rask’s Lappisk Sprogleere,
p- 102.
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2. An analysis of such an expression as they praise one an-
other's. (ov each other’s) conduct, will show the lax character of
certain forms in the Swedish. Of the two pronouns it is only
the latter that appears in an oblique case, and this necessa-
rily; hence the Swedish form Avarsannars’is illogical. It is
Ex‘ecisel)" what one's another’s would be in English, or ddieov
wilov for eldndov in Greek. The same applies to the M,
H. G. einen anderen. D. (. iii. S3.

3. The term expressive of the object appears in three forms,
viz. preceded by the definite article (I’un Zautre), by the in-
definite article (one another), and finally, standing alone (each
other, cinander). Of thesc three forms the first is best suit-
ed for expressing the-reciprocal action of two persons (one
out of two struck the other); whilst the second or third is
fittest for signifying the reciprocal action of more than two
one out of many struck, and was struck by, some other).

The third general method of expressing mutual or recipro-
cal dction is by the use of some particular form of the verb.
In two, and probably more, of the African languages (the
Woloff and Bechuana) this takes place. In the Turkish there
is also a reciprocal form: as swinek, to love; baki-mek, to
look; swi-sh-mek, to love one another; baki-sh-mek, to look
at one another; su-i-mel, to be loved; swui-sh~il-mek, to be
loved mutually. — David's Turkish Grammnar,

The fourth form of expression gives the fact alluded to at
the beginning of the paper: viz. an instrument of criticism
in investigating the origin of certain deponent verbs. In all
languages there is a certain number of verbs denoting actions,
reciprocal or mutual to the agents. Such are the words em-
brace, converse, strive against, nrestle, fight, rival, meel, and
several more.  There are also other words where the exist-
ence of two parties is essential to the idea conveyed, and
where the notion, it not that of reciprocal action, is akin to
it; viz. reproach, compromise, approach, &c. Now in certain
languages (the Latin and Greek) some of these verbs have
a passive form; i e. they are deponents, — loquor, colloquor,
luctor , reluctor. amplector, suavior, osculor. suspz’cor,, Ijatm:
priotiudouat , prhoggovionet, nayouat, drekéyount, eAéouat,
Orchvouar, cuelfBouct, &c., Greek. Hence arises the hypo-
thesis, that it is to their reciprocal power on the one hand,
and to the connexion between the passive, reflective and re-
ciprecal forms on the other, that these verbs owe their de-
ponent character. The fact essential to the prob:.\bxllty of
this hypothesis is the connexion between the reflective forms.
and the reciprocal ones.

Now for one branch of languages this can be shown most

4



50 ON THE RECIPROCAL PRONOUNS.

satisfactorily. In Icelandic the middle voice is formed from
the active by the addition of the reflective pronoun, mik, me,
sik, him or self. Hence it is known by the terminations me
and sc, and by certain modifications of these affixes, viz. s,
s, z, mz, ms. In the oldest stage of the language the re-
flective power of the middle voice, to the exclusion of a pas-
sive sense, 1s most constant: e. g. hann var nafnadr = he had
the name given him; kann nefnist == he gave as his name, or
named himself. It was only when the origin of the middle
form became indistinet that its sense became cither passive
or deponent; as it generally is in the modern tongues of
Denmark, Norway and Sweden. Now in the modern Scan-
dinavian languages we have, on the one hand, certain de-
ponent forms expressive of reciprocal action; whilst on the
other we have, even in the very carliest stages of the Old
Norse, middle or reflective forms used in a reciprocal sense.
Of some of these, examples will be given: but the proof of
their sense being reciprocal will not be equally conclusive in
all. Some may perhaps be looked on as deponents (wrrust,
beriast , skiliast, modast); whilst others may be explained away
by the assumption of a passive construction (fundoz = they
were found, not they found each other). Whatever may be
the case with the words taken from the middle and modern
stages of the langnage, this cannot be entertained in regard
to the examples drawn from the oldest Norse composition,
the Xdda of Semund. For this reason the extracts from
thence are marked Zdd. Swm., and of these (and these alone)
the writer has attempted to make the list exhanstive. The
translations in Latin and Danish are those of the different
editors.

1. Httust, fought each other.
2. Beriaz, strike each other.

brodur muno beriaz.
fratres invicem pugnabunt.
Voluspa, 41. Edd. Sem.

This word is used in almost every page of the Sagas as a
deponent signifying #o fight: also in the Feroic dialect.

3. Bregpaz, interchange.

orpom at breghaz.
verba commutare.
Helga-Qvipa Hundlingsbana, 1. 41. ii. 26. Edd. Sem.

4. Drepiz, kill one another.

finnuz peir bdder daudir —— en ecki vapn hofpu peir nema

3
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bitlana af hestinum, ok pat hygia menn at peir (Alrek and Eirek)
hafi drepiz par med. Sva segir Biodolfr.; ““Drepaz kvidu.”’ — Heim-
skringla. Ynglinga-Saga, p. 23.

The brothers were found dead—and no weapons had they ex-
cept the bits of their horses, and men think they (Alrek and
Eirek) had killed each other therewith. So says Thiodolf.: ““They
said that they killed each other.”

5. Um-fapmaz, embrace each other. See Atla-Quipa hin
Grenslenzko, 42. — Edd. Swem.

6. I'6ldes, fetl in with each other.— Om morgonet effter
foldes wy in Kobenhaffn. — Norwegian Letters in 1531, A. D.
See Samlingar til det Norske Folks Sprog og Historie, I. 2.
70. The morning after we fell in with each other in Copen-
hagen.

7. Funduz, found each other, met. "See Vafprudnis-mal
17. — Sigurd-Quip. i. 6. Edd. Sem. — Fareyingar-Saga, p. 44.
Deir funduz is rendered de fand( heerandre = they found each
other, in Haldorsen’s Lexie. Island.

ef ip Gymer finniz.
if you and Gymer meet.  Harbards-1: 24 Edd. Seem.

8. Geettuz, consull each other. See Voluspa, 6. 9. 21. 23,
FEdd. Sem.

9. Glediaz, rejoice each other.

vapnom ok vidom

skulo vinir glediaz,

peet er & sialfom saemst:

vidr-géfendr ok endi gefendr

erost lengst vinir

ef pat bipr at verpa vel. Rigsmal. 41.

armis ac vestibus

amici mutuo se deleclent,

quefs in ipso (datore) forent conspicua:
pretium renumerantes et remunerantes
inler se diutissime sunt amici

si negotium feliciter se dat.

The middle form and reciprocal sense of erost is remar-
kable in this passage.
10. Hauggvaz, hack each other, fight.

allir Einheriar
Opins tinom i
hauggraz hiverian dag.
4 *
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all the Einheriar

in Odin’s towns

hack each other every day. Vafprudnis-Mal. 41. Edd. Seem.

ef peir hdgraz orpom 4.

si se maledictis invicem insectentur. Sig-Qvid. ii. 1. Edd. Sem.
11. Heettaz, cease.

heetlome heettingl.
cessemus ulrinque a minaciis.  Harbardsliéd, 51. Edd. Szm.

Such is the translation of the editors, although the recipro-
cal power is not unequivocal.

12. Hittaz, %t upon each other, meet. Hittoz, Voluspa, 7.
Hittomk, Hadding-skata, 22. Ilittaz, Solar-1: §2. Edd. Sem.
Hittust, Ol. Trygv. Sag. p. 90. Hittuz oc beriaz, Heims-
kringla, Saga Halfd. Svart. p. 4. Hittuz, Yngl. Sag. p. 42.
alibi passim peir hittu is rendered, in Bjorn Haldorsen's Is-
landic Lexicon, de traf hinanden, they hit upon each other.

13. Kiempis, fight each other.

gaar udi gaarden oc kiempis, oc nelegger hver hinanden,
goes out in the house and fight each the other , and each knocks
down the other.

Such is the translation by Resenius, in modern Danish, of
the following extract from Snorro’s Edda, p. 34. — Ganga
ut i gardinn og beriast, og fellar huor annar. Here the con-
struction is not, they fell (or knock down) each the other, but
each fells the other; since fellar and nelegger are singular forms.
14. Melast, tall: to each other, converse. 'Talast, ditto. .
Meliz pu. Vafprudnismal, 9.
melome 1 sessi saman == colloquamur sedentes. ib.19. Edd. Sem.
meelast peir vid, ddr peir skiliast, at peir mundi par finnast pa.
Féstbreedra-Saga, p. 7.
they said to each other before they parted from each other that
they should meet each other there.
Yngvi ok Bera satu ok tiluduz vidr. — Heimskr. Yngl. S. p. 24.

Griss meelti; hiverfr ero pessir menn er sva fulast vid blidliga?
Avaldi svarar; pa er Hallfreydr Ottarson ok Kolfinna déthir min.
Ol Trygyv. Saga, p. 152. Griss said, who are these persons who
talk together so blithely? Avaldi answers, they are Halfrid Ot-
tarson and Kolfinna my daughter. 7elast is similarly used in
Feroie. Avidust, bespoke each other, ocecurs in the same sense
— pat var einn dag at Brand ok Finbogi fundust ok kvidust
blidliga. — Vatnsdwela-Sag. p. 16.

15, Metteest, meel each other, meet.
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Kungen aff Ffranchriche, kungen aff England, oc kungen aff
Schottland skule motes til Chalis. — Letter from Bergen in 1531,
from Samlinger til det Norske Folks Sprog og Historie, i. 2.
p- 3. The king of ¥rance, the king of Kngland, and the king
of Scotland should meet each other at (alais.

Throughout the Danish, Swedish and Feroie, this verb is
used as a deponent.

16. Rekaz, vex each other.
gumnar margir
erosc gagn-hollir,
enn at virpi rekaz. Rigsmal. 32. Edd. Szm.
multi homines

sunt inler se adimodum benevoli,
sed tamen mufuo se (vel) in convivio exagitant.

17. Sakaz, accuse each other, recriminate.

at vit mynim siafrum sacez,

ut nos ipsi mutuo insectemur. Hamdis-Mal. 28.
ef vip einir scolom

sdryrpom sacaz.

s1 nobhis duobus usu veniat

amarulentis dieteriis invicem

nos lacessere. Agis-drecka, 5.

sculop inni her

sdryrpom sacaz. Ibid. 19. Edd. Sem.
18. Saz, looked at each other.

saz i augv

fadir ok mddir. Rigsmal. 24.

they looked at each other in the eyes,

father and mother.

19. Swttaz, settle between each other, reconcile. — Atla-Mal,
45. Edd. Sem.

Komu vinir pveggia pvi vid, at peir set/uz, ok logdu konungar
stefnu med sér, ok hittuz ok gérdo frit mellum sin. — Heimsk.
Yngling-S. 42.

There came friends of both in order that they should be recon-
ciled, and the kings sent messages between them, and mef and
made peace between them.— Also Vatnsd. 8. p. 16.

20. Seljas, 10 give to each other.
seldz eipa. Sig. Qv. iil. 1. Edd. Sem.

juramenta dederunt inter se.
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“21. Sendaz, send, or lel pass between each otler.

sato samty nis,
senduz far-hugi,
henduz heipt-yrpi
hvarki sér undi. Atla-Mal. 85.
They sat in the same town (dwelling),
They sent between each other danger-thoughts,
They fetched between cach other hate-words,
Not either way did they love each other.

Here, over and above the use of senduz and henduz, ser is
equivalent to /Zinanden.

22. Skiliaz, part from each other.

Skiliumz Solar-Tiod. &2.
Skiliaz. Sigurd-Qvi. i. 24.
Skiliome. Ibid. 33. Edd. Sxm.

Vit sjiljiast, we two part—

Oceurs in the poem Drinilda (st. 109) in the Ieroic dialect.
In Danish and Swedish the word is deponent.

23. Skiptust, interchange.

Deir skiptust morgum giofum vid um vetrinn — Vatns-deela-S. 10.

they made interchanges with each other with many gifts for the
winter.
Also in the Teroic.

24, Strujast, strike one another, fight.  Feroic.

og mitast tair, og strujast avlaji lanji. — Fareying-Sag. 18.
Ireroic text.

ok metast peir, ok berjast mjok leingi.—Icelandish text.

de mdadles og strede meget lenge imod hinanden. — Danish
text.

they met and fought long against each other.
at e vilde vid gjordust stalbrdir, og strujast ikkji longur. —
Feroic text, p. 21.
at vio gerdimst folagar, en berjumst eigi leingr. — Teelandie text.
at vi skulle blive Stalbride og ikke sleaes lenger — Danish text.
that we should become comrades and not fight longer.
The active form occurs in the same dialect:
tajr struija nit langji. 18.
25. Truase, trust each oiher.

vel maettern peeir truaze.  For Skirnis. Edd. Sem.
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26. Unnaz. See Veittaz.
27. Negiz, attack eaeh other.
vileat ec at i} reipir vegiz. Egisdrecka 18. LEdd. Sem.
I will not that ye two angry attack each other.
28. Veittaz, contract mutualty.
pav Helgi ok Svava eeittuz varay, ok unnoz forpo mikit = Hel-
gius et Svava pactumn spousalitium inler se contraxerunt, et alter
alterum wmirifice amarunt. —Haddingia-Sk. hetween 29 and 30.

29. Verpaz, throw between each other.
urpuz & orpom. Atl-M. 39. Edd. Sem.
verba inter se jaciebant.

Such is a portion of the examples that prove the recipro-
cal power of the reflective or middle verb in the language
of Scandinavia; and that, during all its stages and in each
of its derived dialects. It cannot be doubted that to this
circumstance certain verbs in Danish and Swedish owe their
deponent form: viz. v/ s/ass, we fight (strike one another);
vi brottus, we wrestle; i omgass, we have intercourse with;
v motas, we meet, Swedish; i slaaes, we fight; vi shilles, we
part; vi mddes, we meet, Danish. In the latest Swedish
grammar, by C. L. Daae, this reciprocal (veksclvirkende)
power is recognized and exhibited. See Udsigt over det
Svenske Sprogs Grammatik. Christiana, 1837. The same is
the Molbech’s Danske Ordbog in vv. skilles, slaaes, mides.

Next to the Norse languages the I'rench affords the best
instances of the reciprocal power of the reflective verb; as
se battre, s'aimer, s'entendre, se quereller, se reconcilier, se dis-
puter, and other words of less frequent occurrence.

Ces enfans s'aimaient, s'adoraient, se sont jetés 4 mes pieds en
pleurant.— Les Inséparables, A. 1. S, 1.

Les Républics Ttaliens acharnds a se détruire. — Pardessus
II. 65.

This has been recognized by an old grammarian, Restaut,
who insists upon the use of the adverb enfre, in order to
avoid the ambiguity of such phrases as ““vous vous dites des
injures;>” “nous nows éerivons souvent;” “Pierre et Antoine
se louent & tout moment.”

By a writer in the Museum Criticum the reciproeal power
of the Greek middle has been indicated. For the classical
languages the question has not met with the proper ip\'esti-
gation. Passages where the sense is at least as reciprocal
as in the line
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Xeigag U ahAqrow Aeférny nei mordeavro. —I1. vi. 233,
must be numerous.

In the Duteh language the use of zich for elkander is a
peculiarity of the Guelderland and Overyssel dialects; as
“zij hebt zich eslagen,” for “*zij hebben ellander geslagen.”
Sce Opmerkingen omtrent den Gelderschen Tongval, in
Taalkundig Magazijn ii. 14. p. 403.

Of the use of ser for hinanden or hverandre, when uncomn-
bined with the verb, we have, amongst other, the following
example in the Icelandic version of the Paradise Lost: —

Ef fréd tilsyndar-

punkti hleyptu ser

planetur fram,

ok meettust miklom gny

6 midjun himni. B. 6.

Similar to this are the phrases vi se os igjen, wee see us
(each other) again, in Danish. and wir sehen uns wieder, in
German. Ixamples from the M. . G. are given in the D.
G. iv. The Turkish sign of the reciprocal verb is identical

with the demonstrative pronoun, 7 e. ¥ This may possi-
bly indicate a connection between the two forms.

Other points upon the subject in hand may be collected
from the Deutsche Gramwatik, iii. 13. 823 iv. 451. Here
the adverbial character of the M. H. G. einander for einandern,
the omission of ein, as in anander for an einander, and the
omission (real or supposed) of ander in ““wider ein — wider
einander,’” are measures of the laxity of language caused by
the peculiarity of the combination in question. At present
it is sufficient to repeat the statement, that for one group
of languages at least there is satisfactory proof of certain
deponents having originally been reciprocal, and of certain
reciprocal expressions having originally been reflective.



ON THE CONNEXION BETWEEN THE
IDEAS OF ASSOCIATION AND PLURALITY
AS AN INFLUENCE IN THE EVOLUTION
OF INFLECTION.

READ

BEFORE THE PHILOLOGICAL SOCIETY.

MARCH 9, 1849.

It is well-known that by referring to that part of the
Deutsche Grammatik which explains those participial forms
which (like y-cleped in English, and like ge-sprochen and
the participles in gencral in German) begin with ge or y,
the tollowing doctrines respecting this same prefix may be
collected: —

1. That it has certainly grown out of the fuller forms ka
or ga.

2. That it has, probably, grown out of a still fuller form
kam or gam.

3. That this fuller form is the Gothic equivalent of the
Latin cum == with.

Such are the views respecting the form of the word in ques-
tion. Respecting its meaning, the following points seem to
be made out: —

1. That when prefixed to nouns (as is, not rarely, the
case), it carries with it the idea of association ov collection:
— M. G. sinps = a journey. gu-sinpa = a companion; O. M.
G. perc = hill; ki-pirki = (ge-birge) a range of hills.

2. That it has also a frequentative power. Things which
recur frequently recur with a tendency to collection or asso-
ciation: — M. H. G. ge-rassel =rustling ; ge-rumpel = crumpling.

3. That it has also the power of expressing the possession
of a quality: —
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A.-S.  Eng. AS. Latin.
feax hair, ge-feax  comatus.
heorte feart, ge-heort cordatus.

This is because cvery object is associated with the object
that possesses it — a sea with waves = a wavy sea.

The present writer has little doubt that the Tumali gram-
mar of Dr. Tutshek supplies a similar (and at the same
time a very intelligible) application of a particle equivalent
to the Latin cum.

He believes that the Tumali word == with is what would
commnonly be called the sign of the plural number of the
personal pronouns; just as me—cum and te-cum would become
equivalents to nos and ves, if the first syllables were nomi-
native instead of oblique, and if the preposition denoted in-
definite conjunction. In such a case

mecum would mean I conjointly = we,

tecum would mean thou conjointly = ye.
Such is the illustration of the possible power of a possible
combination. The reasons for thinking it to have a reality
in one language at least lie in the following forms: —

1. The Tumali word for with is da.

2. The Tumali words for 7, thou, and ke respectively are
ngi, ngo, ngu.

3. The Tumali words for we, ye, they are ngin-de, ngon-
da, ngen-da respectively.

4. The Tumali substantives have no such plural. With
them it is formed on a totally different principle.

5. The Tumali adjectives have no plural at all.

6. The Tumali numerals (even those which express more
than unity and are, therefore, naturaily plural) have a plural.
When, however, it occurs, it is formed on the same prin-
ciple as that of the plurals of the substantive.

7. The word da==with is, in Tumali, of a more varied
application than any other particle; and that both as a pre-
position and a post-position: — daura == soon (da =1in, aura
== neighbourhood),; datom = in (with) front (face); d-ondul—=
roundubout (ondul = circle),; dale = near (le = side), &ec.

8. Prepositions, which there is every reason to believe are
already compounded with da, allow even a second da, to
precede the word which they govern:— daber deling = over
the earth (ber = earth).

9. The ideas with me, with thee, with him, are expressed
by ngi-dan, ngo-dan, and ngu-dan vespectively; but the ideas
of with us, with you, with them arc not expressed by nginde-
dan, ngonda-dan, ngenda-dan; but by peculiar words — tinem
=with us; toman = with you,; tenan = with them.
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On the other hand, the following fact is, as far as it goes,
against this view, a fact upon which others may lay more
stress than the present writer. “Z« admits of a very varied
application. Respecting its form the following should be ob-
served: («.) That « may be elided when it happens to stand
as a preposition before words which begin with a vowel: for
instance, ardgen, ‘the valley’; dardgen, ‘in the valley’; ondul,
‘the cirele’; dondul, ‘round about in the circle’. (b.) It chan-
ges its @ into é, e, 4, 0, u, according to the vowel of the syl-
lable before which the da is placed, or even without any
regard to it. Instances of this are found in diring, dorong,
&e.; further instances are, doromlko, ‘into the hut’ (rom);
détum or dotum, ‘in the grave.” (c.) As a postposition it ap-
pends an n: adgdan, “on the head’; aneredun, ‘on the day.”
Taking the third of these rules literally, the plural pronouns
should end in dan rather than in da and de.

It is considered that over and above the light that this
particular formation (it real) may throw upon the various me-
thods by which an inflection like that of the plural number
may be evolved, and more especially upon the important but
neglected phenomena of the so-called inclusive and exclusive
plm‘a{s, many other points of general grammar may be illus-
trated.
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READ

BEFORE THE PHILOLOGICAL SOCIETY,

MARCH 9, 1849.

The writer wishes to make the word cujum, as found in a

well-known quotation from the third eclogue of Virgil, —
Dic mihi Dameta cujum pecus?

the basis of some remarks which are meant to be suggestions

rather than doctrines.

In the second edition of a work upon the English language,
~ he devoted an additional chapter to the consideration of the
grammatical position of the words mine and thine, respecting
which he then considered (and still considers) himself cor-
rect in assuming that the current doctrine concerning them
was, that they were, in origin, genitive or possessive cascs,
and that they were adjectives only in a secondary sense.
Now whatever was then written upon this subject was writ-
ten with the view of recording an opinion in favour of ex-
actly the opposite doctrine, viz. that they were originally
adjectives, but that afterwards they took the appearance of
oblique cases. Hence for words like smine and thine there
arc two views: —

1. That they were originally cases, and adjectives only in a
secondary manner.

2. That they were originally adjectives, and cases only in a
secondary manner.

In which predicament is the word cujum? 1If in the first,
it supplies a remarkable instance of an unequivocally adject-
ival form, as tested by an inflection in the way of gender,
having grown out of a case. If in the second, it shows
how truly the converse may take place, since it cannot be
doubted that whatever in this respect can be predicated of
cujus can be predicated of ejus and Zjus as well.

Assuming this last position, it follows that if cujus be
originally a case, we have a proof how thoroughly it may
take a gender; whereas if it be originally an adjective, ejus

.



ON THE WORD CUJUM. 61

and /Zwyjus (for by a previous assumption they are in the same
category) are samples of the extent to which words like it
may lose one.

Now the termination -us is the termination of an adjective,
and is not the termination of a genitive case; a fact that fixes
the onus probandi with those who insist upon the genitival
character of the words in question. But as it is not likely
that every one lays so much value upon this argument as 1s
laid by the present writer, it is necessary to refer to two
facts taken from the Greek: —

1. That the class of words itself is not a class which (as
is often the case) naturally leads us to expect a variation
from the usual inflections. The forms ov, of, & and &g, o0,
&, are perfectly usual. N

2. That the adjectives 0g = 03, * xoiog == moiog, and oiog,
are not only real forms, but forms of a common kind. Hence,
if we consider the termination —jus as a case-ending, we have
a phenomenon in Latin for which we miss a Greck equiva-
lent; whilst on the other hand, if we do _not consider it as
adjectival, we have the Greck forms oiog, xoiog=—moiog
and 0g = ¢og, without any Latin ones. I do not say that
this argument is, when taken alone, of any great weight. In
doubtful ecases, however, it is of value. In the present case
it enables us to get rid of an inexplicable genitival form,
at the expense of a slight deflection from the usual power
of an adjective. And here it should be remembered that
many of the arguments in favour a case hecoming an adject-
ive are (to a certain extent) in favour of an adjective be-
coming a case — (0 a certain extent and (o a certuin exient
only, because a change in one direction by no means neces-
sarlly implies a change in the rcverse one, although it is
something in favour of its probability.

Probably wnius, wilius, illius, and alterius. are equally, as re-
spects their origin, adjectival forms with ¢jus, cujus, and hujus.

Now it must not be concealed that one of the arguments
which apply to words like mine and thine being adjectives
rather than genitives, does not apply to words like ejus, cu-
Jus, and fhujus. The reason is as tollows; and it is exhibited
in nearly the same words which have been used in the work
already mentioned. — The idea of partition is one of the ideas
expressed by the genitive case. The necessity for expres-
sing this idea is an element in the necessity for evolving a
genitive case. With personal pronouns of the singular num-
ber the idea of partition is of less frequent occurrence than

-~ . . ~ . -
* hora for wora, x0f0g == cujus; 0tog = hujus; fog=ejus (1859).
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with most other words, since a personal pronoun of the sin-
gular number is the name of a unity, and, as such, the name
of an object far less likely to be separated into parts than
the name of a collection. Phrases like some of them, one of
you, many of wus, any of them, few of us, &e., have no ana-
logues in the singular number, such as one of me, a few of
thee, &e. The partitive words that can combine with singu-
lar pronouns are comparatively few, viz. half, quarter, part,
&e.; and they can all combine equally with plurals — fal/
of us, a quarter of them, a portion of us. The partition of a
singular object with a pronominal name is of rare occurrence
in language. This last statement proves something more
than appears at first sight. It proves that no argument in
favour of the so-called singuiar genitives, like mine and thine,
can be drawn from the admission (if made) of the existence
of the true plural genitives owu-r, you-r, the-ir. The two
ideas are not in the same predicament.

Again, the convenience of expressing the difference be-
tween suus and ¢jus, is, to a certain extent, a reason for the
evolution of a genitive case to words like 7s; but it is a reason
to a certain extent only, and that extent a small one, since
an cqually convenient method of expressing the difference
is to be found in the fact of there being two roots for the
pronouns in question, the root from which we get eq, id, eum,
ejus, &e., and the root from which we get sui, sibi, suus, &ec.

Here the paper should end, for here ends the particular
suggestion supplied by the word in question. Two questions
however present themselves too foreibly to be wholly passed
over: —

I. The great extent to which those who look in Latin for
the same inflections that occur in Greck, must look for them
under new names. That two tenses in Greek (the aorist
like é-tva-oe, and the perfect like ré-tvp-«) must be looked
for in the so-called double form of a single tense in Liatin
(vic-si, mo-mordi) is one of the oldest facts of this sort. That
the Greek participle in —péevog (rvmrouevog) must be sought
for in the passive persons in -mini is a newer notice.

II. The fact that the character of the deflection that takes
place between case and adjective is not single but double.
It goes both ways. The change from case to adjective is
one process in philology; the change from adjective to case
another; and both should be recognized. This is mentioned
for the sake. of stating, that except in a few details, there
is nothing in the present remarks that is meant to be at va-
riance with the facts and arguments of five papers already
laid before this Society, viz. those of Mr. Garnett on the

Y
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Formation of Words from Inflected Cases, and on the Ana-
lysis of the Verb.

The papers alluded to really deal with two serics of facts:
— () Defiection with identity of form.— In this the inflection
is still considered an inflection, but is dealt with as one dif-
ferent from what it really is, 7. e. as a nominative instead
of an oblique one. Some years back the structure of the
Finlandic suggested to the present writer: —

1. A series of changes in meaning whereby such a term
as with naves might equal wavy.

2. The existence of a class of words of which sestertium
was the type, where an oblique case, with a convertible ter-
mination, becomes a nominative.

3. The possible evolution of forms like fuctuba, fluctubum
= fluctuosa , fluctuosum, from forms like fluctuus.

Mr. Garnett has multiplied ecases of this kind; his illustra-
tions from the Basque being pre-eminently typical, 7. e. like
the form sestertium. 1 the modern vehicle called an omnibus
had been invented in ancient Rome, if it had had the same
name as it has now, and if its plural form had been omnibi,
it would also have been a typical instance.

Words of the hypothetical form pfuctuba, fluctubum, have
not been discovered. They would have existed if the word
just quoted had been (if used in ancient Rome at all) used
as an adjective, omnibus currus, omniba esseda, omnibum plaw-
strum.

(B.) Defiection with superaddition. — Here the inflection is
dealt with as if it were not inflectional but radical. This is
the case with fprog. Words like #-, as proved by the ge-
nitive i-t-s, and the so-called petrified (versteinerte) nomina-
tive cases of the German grammarians, are of this class.
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READ

BEFORE THE PHILOLOGICAL SOCIETY,

MARCH 11, 1833.

A well-known rule in the Eton Greek Grammar may serve
to introduce the sub]ect of the present remarks:—“Quinque
sunt aoristi primi qu1 futuri primi_ characterlstlcam non assu-
munt: Eryxe posui, édena dedi, que misi, eime dixi, fvepno
twli>> The absolute accuracy of this sentence is no part of
our considerations: it has merely been quoted for the sake
of illustration.

What is the import of this abnormal %? or, changing the
expression, what is the explanation of the aorist in -xa?
Is it certain that it s an aorist? or, granting this, is it cer-
tain that its relations to the future are exceptional?

The present writer was at one time inclined to the doubts
implied by the first of these alternatives, and gave some
reasons * for making the form a perfect rather than an aorist.
He finds, howevel, that this is only shifting the difficulty.
How do perfects come to end in -xe? The typical and une-
quivocal perfects are formed by a reduplication at the be-
ginning, and a modification of tlle final radical consonant
at the end of words, rva(v)w, vé-tvp-e; and this is the
origin of the g in Adiega, &e., which represents the  of the
root Hence, even if we allow oulselwe to put the x in
&9nxe in the same category with the » in cuwuoxe, &c., we
are as far as ever from the true origin of the form.

In this same category, however, the two words — and the
classes they represent — can be placed, notwithstanding some
small difficulties of detail. At any rate, it is easier to refer
oucouoxoc and &9yxe to the same tense than it is to do so
with ou@uoxe and tsrvq)a

The next step is to be sought in Bopp’s Comparative

* English Language, p. 189,
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Grammar. Here we find the following extract: — “The old
Slavonic dakh I gave,” and analogous formations remind us,
through their guttural, which wkes the place of a sibilant, of
the Greek aorists é0nue, é0wxe, pxe. That which in the old
Slavonie has become a rule in the first person of the three
numbers, viz. the gwttiralization of an original s, may have
occasionally taken place in the Greck, but carried through-
out all numbers. No conjecture lies eloser at hand than that
of regarding é0wxc us a corruption of éda6e,” &c.... .. ..
“The Lithuanian also presents a form which is akin to the
Greek and Sanserit aorist, in which, as it appears to me,
k assumes the place of an original s>’ (vol. ii. p. 791, Last-
wick’s and Wilson's translation.) The italics indicate  the
words that most demand attention.
The old Slavonic infleetion alluded to is as follows: —

SINGULAR. DUAL. PLURAL.
1. Nes-och........ Nes-ockowa........ Nes-ochom.
2. Nes-¢ ........ Nes-osla........... Nes-oste.
3. Nes-¢ ........ Nes-osla........... Nes-o0sza. o

Now it is clear that the doctrine to which these extracts
commit the author is that of the sccondary or derivative
character of the form of % and the primary or fundamental
character of the forms in 6. The former is deduced from
the latter. And this is the doctrine which the present writer
would reverse. e would just reverse it, agrecing with the
distinguished scholar whom he quotes in the identification
of the Greek form with the Slavonie. So much more eom-
mon is the change from &, y and the allied sounds, to s, z,
&e., than that from s, z, &c. to &, g, that the & priord pro-
babilities are strongly against Bopp’s view. Again, the lan-
guages that preeminently encourage the change are the Sla-
vonic; yet it is just in these languages that the form in 4
is assumed to be secondary. Ior s to become £, and for 2
to become £ (or g), is no improbable change: still, as compa-
red with the transition from 4 to s, it is exceedingly rare.

As few writers are better aware of the phenomena con-
nected with the direction of letter-changes than the philolo-
gist before us, it may be worth while to ask, why he has
ignored them in the present instances. He has probably
done so becanse the Sanscrit forms were in s; the habit of
considering whatever is the more Sanserit of two forms to
be the older being well-nigh universal. Nevertheless, the
difference between a language which is old because it is re-
presented by old samples of its literature, and a language
which is old because it contains primary forms, is manifest

)
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upon a very little reflection. The positive argument, how-
ever, in favour of the % being the older form, lies in the
well-known phenomenon connected with the vowels e and ¢,
as opposed to a, o, and w. All the world over, ¢ and ¢ have
a tendency to convert a A or g. when it precedes them, into
s, 2, Shy, zh, ksh, gzh, (sh, and dzh, or some similar sibilant.
Hence, as often as a sign of tense consisting of £, is fol-
lowed by a sign of person beginning with ¢ or ¢, an s has
chance of being evolved. In this case such a form as épi-
inoe, épilncag, épidnce, may have originally run éplinze,
épldnnag, épiinxe. The modified form in ¢ afterwards ex-
tends itself to the other persons and numbers. Such is the
illustration of the hypothesis. An objection against it lies
in the fact of the person which ends in a small vowel, being
only one out of seven. On the other hand, however the
third person singular is used more than all the others put
together. With this influence of the small vowel other cau-
ses may have cooperated. Thus, when the root ended in %
or y, the combination » radical, and x inflexional would be
awkward. It would give us such words as élex-xa, &e.;
words like zérvm-xa, époam-xa, being but little better, at
least in a language like the Greek.

The suggestions that now follow lead into a wide field
of inquiry; and they may be considered, either on their me-
rits as part of a separate question, or as part of the proof
of the present doctrine. In this latter respect they are not
altogether essential, 7. e. they are more confirmatory if ad-
witted than derogatory if denied. What if the future be
derived from the aorist, instead of the aorist from the fa-
ture? In this case we should increase what may be called
owr dynamics, by increasing the points of contact between
a / and a small vowel; this being the influence that deter-
mines the evolution of an s. All the persons of the future,
except the first, have ¢ for one (at least) of these vowels —

rﬁw-s—m, TUY-0-¢ELg réw—d—u, mjw-s-rov, &e.
The moods are equally efficient in the supply of small vowels.

The doctrine, then, now stands that 4 1s the older form,
but that, through the influence of third persons singular, fu-
ture forms, and conjunctive forms, so many s-es became
developed, as to supersede it except in a few instances. The
Latin language favours this view. There, the old future like
cap-s-0, and the preterites like wixi (vic-si) exhibit a small
vowel in all their persons, e. g. vic-s—i, vic-s~isti, vic-s-it, &e.
Still the doctrine respecting this influence of the small vowel
in the way of the developement of sibilants out of gutturals
is defective until we find a real instance of the change as-
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sumed. As if, for the very purpose of illustrating the occa-
sional value of obscure dialects, the interesting language of
the Serbs of Lusatia and Cotbus supplies one. Here the
form of the preterite is as follows; the Serb of Illyria and
the Lithuanic being placed in juxtaposition and contrast
with the Serb of Lusatia. Where a small vowel follows the
characteristic of the tense the sound is that of sz; in other
cases it is that of ¢k (4)

LUSATIAN. ILLYRTAN., LITHUANIC. LETTISH.

Sing. 1. 'noszach . .| doneso, donije . ....|nesziau. .|nessu.

2. noszesze. .| donese, donije .. ... nesziel. . |nessi.

3. mnoszesze. .| donese, donije .. ... nesziei.. nesse.
Dual 1.|noszachwe | .. ............. nesziewa. .....
2./ m08zeSlaj | ... v e ... . meszicta. | ...
3.|noszestaj .| . .............. neszie. ’
Plur. 1. noszac/zmy'(lonososmo, donijesmo 'neszieme. | nessam.
2. | noszesce .| donesoste, donijeste . mesziete . |nessat.

3.| noszachu ., donesosze, donijesze . neszie. . . nesse.

o



IV.
METRICA.

ON THE DOCTRINE OF THE CAESURA IN
THE GREEK SENARIUS.

FROM THE

TRANSACTIONS OF TIIE PHILOLOGICAL SOCIETY,

JUNE 23, 1843.

In respect to the ceesura of the Greek tragic senarius, the
rules, as laid down by Porson in the Supplement to his Pre-
face to the Hecuba, and as recognised, more or less, by the
English school of critics, seem capable of a more general
expression, and, at the same time, liable to certain limita-
tions in regard to fact. This becomes apparent when we
investigate the principle that serves as the foundation to these
rules ; in other words, when we exhibit the rationale, or doc-
trine, of the cwsura in question. At this we can arrive by
taking cognizance of a second element of metre beyond that
of quantity.

It is assumed that the eclement in metre which goes, in
works of different writers, under the name of ictus metricus,
or of arsis, is the same as accent in the sense of that word
in English. 1t is this that constitutes the difference between
words like tyrant and resime, or survey and survey; or (to take
more convenient examples) between the word Adigust, used
as the name of a wonth, and awugust used as an adjective.
Without inquiring how far this coincides with the accent and
accentuation of the classical grammarians, it may be stated
that, in the forthcoming pages, arsis, ictus metricus, and
accent (in the English sense of the word), mean one and the
same thing. With this view of the arsis, or ictus, we may
ask how far, in each particular foot of the senarius, it coin-
cides with the guantity.
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First Foot. — In the first place of a tragic senarius it is a
matter of indifference whether the arsis fall on the first or
second syllable, that is, it is a matter of indifference whe-
ther the foot be sounded as yrant or as resume, as August
or as august. In the following lines the words 17/01 medat,
&lneg, Tveg, may be pronounced exther as §xe, meiot, sxcg,
Ti{veg, or'as nx6, medal, ameg’, rvds, without any d(,tmnent
to the character of the line wherein they occur.

‘H'zo vexgov nevduove xaw 6xotov mvleg.
ek HUVIFETOVVTQ KAl UETQOLUENOV,
Elnso JL/O(LO“ €6t &uos T wargodev,
Twoz> wod Edgag Tacde pou {}oaisra

or,

Hxos veroov xevduove zaw 6%0Tov moleg.
ool KUVNYETOVVTE QL (LETQOUUEVOY.
Eumeo Buouob 6 eunog T marodey.
Tivig wo¥ édoag tacds por Foafeve.

Second Foot. — In the second place, it is also matter of
indifference whether the foot be sounded as August or as augist.
In the first of the four lines quoted above we may say either
VEXO@Y Or vexeemv, without violating rhythm of the verse.

Third Foof. — In this part of the senarius it is no longer a
matter of inditference whether the foot be sounded as Aigust
or as august; that is, it is no longer a matter of indifference
whether the arsis and the quantity coincide. In the circum-
stance that the last syllable of the third foot mus¢ be accen-
ted (in the English sense of the word), taken along with a
second fact, soon about to be exhibited, lies the doctrine of
the penthimimer and hephthimimer czesuras.

The proof of the coincidence between the arsis and the
quantity in the third foot is derived partly from a posteriori,
partly from & priori evidence.

1. In the Supplices of Eschylus, the Persee, and the Bac-
che, three dramas where licences in regard to metre are
pre- omment]v common, the number of lines wherein the sixth
lelflble (i. e. the last half of the third foot) is without an
arsis, is at the highest sixteen, at the lowest five; whilst in
the ronmmder of the extant dramas the proportion is un-
doubtedly smaller.

2. In all lines where the sixth syllable is destitute of ictus,
the iambic character is violated: as —

Oonxny mwegugavTES oYL TTOLAD TTOVE.
Avow yegovroly d& 6TpaTnyELTaL PUy.
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These are facts which may be verified either by referring
to the tragedians, or by construeting senarii like the lines
last quoted. The only difficulty that occurs arises in deter-
mining, in a dead language like the Greek, the absence or
wesence of the arsis. In, this matter the writer has satisfied
}ﬁmself of the truth of the two following propositions:—
1. That the aecentuation of the grammarians denotes some
modification of pronunciation other than that which consti-
tutes the difference between dAugust and august; since, if it
were not so, the word apyedov would be sounded like mer-
rily, and the word appélev like disible; which is improbable.
2. That the arsis lies upon radical rather than intlectional
syllables, and out of two inflectional syllables upon the first
rather than the sccond; as flén-o, flev-o6-o, not flen-,
pAey-ac-«’. The evidence upon these points is derived from
the structure of language in general. The onus probandi lies
with the author who presumes an arsis (accent in the Eng-
lish sense) on a non-radical syllable.

Doubts, however, as to the pronunciation of certain words,
leave the precise number of lines violating the rule given
above undetermined. It is considered sufficient to show that,
wherever they occur, the jambic eharacter is violated.

The circumstance, however, of the last balf of the third
foot requiring an arsis, brings us only half way towards the
doctrine of the cwesura. With this must be combined a se-
cond fact arising out of the constitution of the Greek lan-
guage in respect to its accent. In accordance with the views
just exhibited, the author conceives that no Greck word has
an arsis upon the last syllable, except in the three following
cases: —

1. Monosyllables, not enclitic; as 6pav, mdg, ydwv, duds,
vov, vuv, &ec.

2. Circumflex futures; as vepw, reue, &e.

3. Words abbreviated by apocope; in which case the penul-
timate is converted into a final syllable; dwy , @eded’d xev-
el eyoy’, &e.

Now the fact of a syllable with an arsis being, in Greck,
rarely final, taken along with that of the sixth syllable
requiring an arsis, gives, as a matter of necessity, the cir-
cumstance that, in the Greek drama, the sixth syllable shall
occur anywhere rather than at the end of a word; and this
is onl{ another way of saying, that, in a tragic senarius, the
syllable in question shall generally be followed by other syl-
lables in the same word. All this the author considers as so
truly a matter of necessity, that the objection to his view of
the Greek cmsura must lie either against his idea of the
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nature of the accents, or nowhere; since; that being ad-
mitted, the rest follows of course.

As the sixth syllable must not be final, it must be fol-
lowed in the same word by one syllable, or by more than one.

1. The sixth syllable followed by one syllable in the same word.
— This is only another name for the seventh syllable occur-
ring at the end of a word, and it gives at once the hephthi-
mimer cesura: as —

c ’

Hro vexgov zevduove xer 6z0tov wvlag.
4 -

Ixtnotos xladolory eSecrepuevor.

¢ 2

Owov t& meterov T %0l GTEVAYUATOV.

2. The sixth syllable followed by trwo (or more) syllables in the
same word. — This is only another name for the eighth (or
some syllable after the eighth) syllable occurring at the end
of a word; as —

Odun Poorerwy aluctor us woosysia,
7
Aoumgov; dvvacreg ep'woemovtag wrdegL.

Now this arrangement of syllables, taken by itself, gives
anything rather than a hephthimimer; so that it it were at this
point that our investigations terminated, little would be done
towards the evolution of the rationale of the ceesura. It will
appear, however, that in those cases where the circum-
stance of the sixth syllable being followed by two others in
the same words, causes the eighth (or some syllable after
the eighth) to be final, either a penthimimer casura, or an
equivalent, will, with but few exceptions, be the result. This
we may prove by taking the eighth syllable and counting
back from it. What follows this syllable is immaterial: it is
the number of syllables in the same word that precedes it
that demands attention.

1. The eighth syllable preceded in the same word by nothing.
— This is equivalent to the seventh syllable at the end of
the preceding word: a state of things which. as noticed above,
gives the hephthimimer cresura.

Avnoiduov yelasua maplunrog de .

2. The eighth syllable preceded in the same word by one syl-
lable. — This is equivalent to the sixth syllable at the end of
the word preceding; a state of things which, as noticed above,
rarely occurs. When, however, it does oceur, one of the
three conditions under which a final syllable can take an arsis
must accompany it. Each of these conditions requires notice.

a). With ‘a non-enclitic mono-syllable the result is a pen-
thimimeér ceesuraj since the syllab?e preceding a monosyllable
is necessarily final.
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‘Hzo 6sfitov 6ov Kirauvnorge noarog.
No remark has been made by critics upon lines constructed
in this manner, since the cwesura is a penthimimer, and con-
sequently their rules are undisturbed.

B).  With poly-syllabie circumflex futures constituting the
third foot, there would be a violation of the current rules
respecting the ceesura. Notwithstanding this, if the views
of the present paper be true, there would be no violation of
the iambie character of the senarius. Against such a line as

59
Keayw 10 cov ve‘u.cé no{}u[vov aviiov

there .is no argument & priori on the score of the iambic
character being violated ; whilst, in respect to objections de-
rived from evidence & posteriori, there is sufficient reason for
such lines being rare.

). With poly-syllables abbreviated by apocope, we have
the state of things which the metrists have recognised under
the name of quasi-ceesura; as —

Kevrerre pny gerdée® eyw | 'rexov Ieguy.

3. — The eighth syllable preceded in the same word by iwo
syllables. — This is equivalent to the fifth syllable occurring
at the end of the word preceding: a state of things which
gives the penthimimer cwesura; as —

Odun foorstwv aluatwy | pe moocyslie.
Aaumoovg dvvacrag sy'ngenov[w{g ardept.
Apvgov axeo medsyile/de coweTog.

4. The eighth syllable preceded in the same word by three or
more than three syllables. — This is equivalent to the fourth (or
some syllable preceding the fourth) syllable occurring at the
end of the word preceding; a state of things which would
include the third and fourth feetin one and the same word.
This concurrence is denounced in the Supplement to the
Preface to the Hecuba, where, however, the rule, as in the
case of tlie quasi-ceesura, from being based upon merely em-
pirical evidence, requires limitation. In lines like —

K valde mword’ emeizecor | uxaiov qy,
or (an imaginary example),

Torg cowery aamidiorgogosley avdoast ,
there is no violation of the iambic character, and consequently
no reason against similar lines having been written; although
from the average proportion of Greek words like emerxaoe
and e6mdneroogoisiy, there is every reason for their being
rare. :

After the details just given the recapitulation is brief.
v
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1. Tt was essential to the character of the senarius that
the sixth syllable, or latter half of the third foot, should
have an arsis, ictus metricus, or accent in the English sense.
To this condition of the iambic rhythm the Greek tragedians,
either consciously or unconsciously, adhered.

2. It was the character of the Greek language to admit
an arsis on the last syllable of a word only under circum-
stances comparatively rare.

3. These two facts, taken together, caused the sixth syl-
lable of a line to be anywhere rather than at the end of a
word.

4. If followed by a single syllable in the same word, the
result was a hephthimimer ceesura.

5. If followed by more syllables than one, some syllable
in an earlier part of the line ended the word preceding, and
so caused either a penthimimer, a quasi-czesura, or the oc-
currence of the third and fourth foot in the same word.

6. As these two last-mentioned circumstances were rare,
the general phenomenon presented in the Greek senarius was
the occurrence of either the penthimimer or hephthimimer.

7. Respecting these two sorts of caesura, the rules, instead
of being exhibited in detail, may be replaced by the simple
assertion that there should be an arsis on the sixth syllable.
From this the rest follows.

8. Respecting the non-occurrence of the third and fourth
feet in the same word, the assertion may be withdrawn en-
tirely.

9.}Respecting the quasi-ceesura, the rules, if not altogether
withdrawn, may be extended to the admission of the last
syllable of circumflex futures (or to any other polysyllables
with an equal claim to be considered accented on the last
syllable) in the latter half of the third foot.



REMARKS ON THE USE OF THE SIGNS OF
ACCENT AND QUANTITY AS GUIDES TO
THE PRONUNCIATION OF WORDS DERI-
YED FROM THE CLASSICAL LANGUAGES,
WITH PARTICULAR REFERENCE TO
ZOOLOGICAL AND BOTANICAL
TERMS.

ANNALS AND MAGAZINE OF NATURAL HISTORY,

JUNE, 1859.

The text upon which the following remarks have suggest-
ed themselves is the Accentuated List of the Dritish Le-
pidoptera, with Hints on the Derivation of the Names,
published by the Iintomological Societies of Oxford and
Cambridge; a useful contribution to scientific terminology —
useful, and satistied with being so. It admits that natura-
lists may be unlearned, and provides for those who, with
a love for botany or zoology, may have been denied the
advantage of a classical education. That there are many
such is well known; and it is also well known that they
have no love for committing themselves to the utterance of
Latin and Greek names in the presence of investigators who
are more erudite (though, perhaps, less scientific) than them-
selves.  As a rule, their pronunciation is inaccurate. It is
inaccurate without being uniform — for the ways of going
wrong are many. Meanwhile, any directions toward the
right are welcome.

In the realities of educational life there is no such thing
as a book for unlearned men — at least no such thing as
a good one. There are make-shifts and make-believes ad
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infinitum; but there is no such an entity as an actual book.
Some are written down to the supposed level of the reader
—all that are so written being useless and offensive. Others
are encumbered with extraneous matter, and, so encumbered,
err on the side of bulk and superfluity. Very rarely is there
anything like consistency in the supply of information.

The work under notice supposes a certain amount of igno-
rance — ignorance of certain accents and certain quantities.
It meets this; and it meets it well. That the work is both
a safe and reliable guide, is neither more nor less than what
we expeet from the places and persons whence it has pro-
ceeded.

It is likely, from its very merits, to be the model on which
a long line of succcssors may be formed. For this reason
the principles of its notation (for thus we may gencralize
our expression of the principle upon which we use the signs
of accent and quantity as guides to pronunciation) may be
criticised.

In the mind of the present writer, the distinction between
accent and qnantity has neither been sufficiently attended to
nor sufficiently neglected. This is because, in many respects,
they are decidedly contrasted with, and opposed to, each
other; whilst, at the same time — paradoxical as it may ap-
pear — they are, for the majority of practical purposes, con-
vertible.  That inadvertence on these points should occur,
is not to be wondered at. Professional grammarians — men
who deal with the purely philological gquestions of metre and
syllabification — with few exceptions, confound them.

In English Latin (by which I mean Latin as pronounced
by Englishinen) there is, in practice, no such a thing as
quantity; so that the sign by which it is denoted is, in nine
cases out of ten, superfluous. Mark the accent, and the quan-
lity will lake care of itself.

[ say that there is no such a thing in Inglish Latin as
quantity. I ought rather to have said that

Lnglish quantities are not Latin quantities.

In Latin, the length of the syllable is determined by the
length of the wvowels and consonants combined. A long vowel,
if followed in the same word by another (i e. if followed
by no consonant), is short. A short vowel, 'if followed by
two consonants, is long. In English, én the other hand,
long vowels make long, whilst short vowels make short, syl-
lables; so that the quantity of a syllable in Iinglish is de-
termined by the quantity of the vowel. The ¢ in pius is short
in Latin. In English it is long. The ¢ in mend is short in
English, long in Latin.
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This, "however, is not all. There is, besides, the follow-
ing metrical paradox. A syllable may be made long by
the very fact of its being short. It is the practice of the
Ynglish language to signify the shortness of a vowel by doub-
ling the consonant that follows. Hence we get such words
as pitted, knotty, massive, &e. — words in which no one con-
siders that the consonant is actually doubled. For do we not
pronounce pitted and pitied alike? Consonants that appear
double to the eye are common enough. Really double con-
sonants — consonants that sound double to the ear — are
rarities, occurring in one class of words only — viz. in com-
pounds whereof the first element ends with the same sound
with which the second begins, as sou/-less, book-case, &ec.

The doubling, then, of the consonant is a conventional
mode of expressing the shortness of the vowel that precedes,
and it addresses itself to the eye rather than the ear.

But does it address itself to the eye only? 1f it did, pi-
tied and pitted, being sounded alike, would also be of the
same quantity. We know, however, that to the English
writer of Latin verses they are not so. We know that the
first is short (pitied), the latter long (pitted). For all this,
they are sounded alike: so that the difference in quantity
(which, as a metrical fact, really exists) is, to a great de-
gree, conventional. At any rate, we arrive at it by a se-
condary process. We know how the word is spelt; and we
know that certain modes of spelling give certain rules of
metre. Our senses here are regulated by our experience.

Let a classical scholar hear the first line of the Ilclogues
read —

Patule tu Tityre, &e.,

and he will be shocked. He will also believe that the shock
fell on his ear. Yet his ear was unhurt. No sense was
offended. The thing which was shocked was his knowledge
of the rules of prosody — nothing more. To English ears
there is mo such a thing as guantity — not even in hexa-
meters and pentameters. There is no such thing as quan-
tity except so far as it is accentual also. Hence come the
following ph#nomena — no less true than strange, — viz. (1)
that any classical metre written -according to the rules of
quantity gives (within certain narrow limits) a regular re-
currence of accents; and (2) that, setting aside such shocks
as affect our knowledge of the rules of prosody, verses writ-
ten according to their accents only give metrical results.
English hexameters (such as they are) are thus written.

In the inferences from these remarks there are two assump-
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tions: Ist, that the old-fashioned mode of pronunciation be
adhered to; 2nd, that when we pronounce Greek and Latin
words as they are pronounced in the recitation of Greek and
Latin poetry, we are as accurate as we need be. It is by
means of these two assumptions that we pronounce Tilyre
and patule alike; and I argue that we arve free to do so.
As far as the car is concerned, the « is as long as the 4
on the strength of the double ¢ which is supposcd to come
after it. It does not indeed so come; but if it did, the sound
would be the same, the quantity different (for is not patule
pronounced pattule?). It would be a quantity, however, to
the eye only.

This pronunciation, however, may be said to be exploded;
for do not most men under fitty draw the distinction which
is here said to be neglected? Do mnot the majority make,
or fancy they make, a distinction between the two words
just quoted ? They may or.they may not. It is only certain
that, subject to the test just indicated, it is immaterial what
they do. Nine-tenths of the best modern Latin verses were
written under the old system — a system based not upon
our ear, but on our knowledge of certain rules.

Now it is assumed that the accuracy sufficient for English
Latin is all the accuracy required. Ask for more, and you
get into complex and difficult questions respecting the pro-
nunciation of a dead language. Do what we will, we can-
not, on one side, pronounce the Latin like the ancient Ro-
mans. Do what we will, so long as we keep our accents
right, we cannot (speaking Latin after the fashion of Eng-
lishmen) err in the way of quantity -—at least, not to the
car. A short vowel still gives a long syllable; for the con-
sonant which follows it is supposed to be doubled.

Let it be admitted, then, that, for practical purposes,
Tityre and patulee may be pronounced alike, and the neces-
sity of a large class of marks is avoided. Why write, as
the first word in the book is written, Pupilio'nide? Whether
the initial syllable be sounded papp- or pape- is indifferent.
So it is whether the fourth be uttered as -own-, or -onn-.
As [far as the ear is concerned, they are both long, because
the consonant is is doubled. In Greck, méamiddovveidar is
as long as mamdiiwvidar.

Then comes Machd'on, where the sign of quantity is again
useless, the accent alone being sufficient to prevent us saying
cither Mikkaon or Makaon. The a is the « in fate. We
could not sound it as the « in fat if we would.

Pieridee. — What does the quantity tell us here? That
the 7 is pronounced as the 7 in the Greek @lovog, rather than
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as the i in the Latin pius. DBut, in Lnglish Latin, we pro-
nounce both alike. Surely Pieris and Pic'ride tell us all
that is needed.

Crat@gi. — Whether long or short, the / is pronounced the
same.

Sind'pis, Ra'pee, and Na'pi. — The () here prevents us from
saylg Rdppe and Nappi. It would certainly be inelegant
and unusual to do so. Tested, however, by the ear, the
words rdppe and ndppi take just the same place in an Kng-
lish Latin verse as rape-c and ndpe-i. lIs any one likely
to say sindppis? Perhaps. There are those who say Dianna
for Diana. It is very wrong to do so — wrong, not to say
vulgar. For the purposes of metre, however, one is as good
as the other; and herein (as aforesaid) lies the test. The
real false quantities would be Diwna and sinnapis; but against
these the aceent protects us. Nor is the danger of saying
sindppis considerable. Those who say Didnna are those who
connect it with 4nne and would, probably, spell it with
two 2’s.

Cardaminés. — All that the first (7) does here is to prevent
us saying cardaminnes. The real false quantity would be
carda’ mmines. 'The accent, however, guards against this.

The second (7) is useful. It is certainly better to say car-
damin-ees than cardamin-ess, because the e is from the Greek .
And this gives us a rule. Let the () be used to distinguish %
from & and @ from o, and in no other case. I would not say
that it is necessary to use it even here. It is better, how-
ever, to say Machdon than Machaon. By a parity of rea-
soning, the (*), rejected in the work before us, is sometimes
useful. Let it be used in those derivatives where & replaces
7, and o replaces @; e. g. having written Machaon, write, as
its derivative, Machatnide — i. e. if the word be wanted.

This is the utmost for which the signs of quantity arc
wanted for English Latin. I do not say that they are wanted
even for this.

One of the mechanical inconveniences arising from the
use of the signs of quantity is this — when a long syllable
is accented, two signs fall upon it. To remedy this, the
work before us considers that the stress is to be laid on the
syllable preceding the accent. Yet, if an accent mean anything,
it means that the stress fall on the syllable which it stands over.

A few remarks upon words like Pieride, where the accent
was omitted. — Here two short syllables come between two
long ones. No accent, however, is placed over either. Evi-
dently, quantity and accent are so far supposed to coinecide,
that the accentuation of a short vowel is supposed to make
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it look like a long one. It is a matter of fact, that if, on
a word like Cassiope, we lay an accent on the last syllable
but one, we shock the ears of scholars, especially metrical
ones. Does it, however, lengthen the vowel? The editors
of the work in question seem to think that it does, and,
much more consistent than scholars in general, hesitate to
throw it back upon the preceding syllable, which is short
also. Metrists have no such objection; their practice being
to say Cassiope without detriment to the vowel. The ento-
mologists, then, are the more consistent.

They are, however, more consistent than they need be.
If an accent is wanted, it may fall on the shortest of all
possible syllables. Granting, however, that Cassiipe (whe-
ther the o be sounded as in nate or nof) is repugnant to
metre, and Cassiope to theory, what is their remedy? Tt is
certainly true that Cassiope is pronounceable. Pope writes —

“Like twinkling stars the miscellanies o’er.”

No man reads this miscellanies; few read it miscellanies. The
mass say miscellanies. Doing this, they make the word a
quadrisyllable; for less than this would fall short of the de-
mands of the metre. They also utter a word which makes
Cas'siope possible. 1s Cassiope, however, the sound? Probably
not. And here authors must speak for themselves: —

“Take, e. g., Cassiope and Corlicea: in words like the for-
mer of these, in which the last syllable is long, there is no
greater difficulty of pronunciation in laying the stress upon
the first syllable than upon the second.”

True! but this implies that we say Cassiopé. Is -e, how-
ever, one bit the longer for Leing accented, or can it bear
one iota more of accent for being long? No. Take -at
from peat, and -¢ from pet, and the result is pe — just as
long or just as short in one case as the other.

The same power of accenting the first syllable is *‘parti-
cularly the case in those words in which the vowel 7 can as-
sume the power of y. Latin scholars are divided as to the
proper accentuation of mulieres, Tulliola, and others: though
custom is in favour of mulileres, mul'ieres appears to be more
correct.”” Be it so. Let mulieres be mulyeres. What be-
comes, however, of the fourth syllable? The word is no qua-
drisyllable at all. What is meant is this: —axot that certain
(%uadrisyllables with two short vowels in the middle are
difficult to accentuate, but that they are certain words of
which it is difficult to say whether they are trisyllables or
quadrisyllables.

For all practical purposes, however, words like Cassiope
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are quadrisyllables. They are, in the way of metre, chori-
ambics; and a choriambic is a quadrisylﬁxble foot. They
were pronounced Cassiope, &c., by English writers of Latin
verses — when Latin verses were written well.

Let the pronunciation which was good enough for Vincent
Bourne and the contributors to the Musee Etonenses be good
enough for the entomologists, and all that they will then
have to do is not to pronounce crategum like stratagem, car-
damines like Theramenes, and vice versi. Against this, accent
will ensure them — accent single-handed and without any
sign of quantity — Cardamines, Therdmenes, crategum, stra-
lagem.



V.
CHRONOLOGICA.

ON THE MEANING OF THE WORD XAPOX.

READ

BEFORE THE PHILOLOGICAL SOCIETY.

APRIL 11, 1845.

The words 6agos and sarus are the Greek and Latin forms
of a certain term used in the oldest Babylonian chronology,
the meaning of which is hitherto undetermined. In the opi-
nion of the present writer, the sarus is a period of 4 years
and 340 days.

In the way of direct external evidence as to the value of
the epoch in question, we have, with the exception of an
unsatisfactory passage in Suidas, at the hands of the ancient
Listorians and according to the current interpretations, only
the two following statements: —

1. That each sarus consisted of 3600 years (érn).

2. That the first ten kings of Babylon reigned 120 sars,
equal to 432,000 years; or on an average 43,200 years apiece.

With data of this sort, we must either abandon the chrono-
logy altogether, or else change the power of the word year.
The first of these alternatives was adopted by Cicero and
Pliny, and doubtless other of the ancients — contemnamus
etiam Babylonios et eos qui e Caucaso cceli signa observantes nu—
meris et molubus stellarum cursus persequunlur; condemnemus
inquam hos aut stullitice aut vanitalis aut impudentice qui CCCCLXX
millia annorum, wi ipsi dicunt, monumentis comprehensa conli-
nent. — Cic. de Divinat., from Cory's dncient Fragments. Again
— e diverso Epigenes apud Babylonios DCCXX annorum observa—
tiones siderwm coctilibus laterculis inscriptas docel, gravis auctor
n primis: qui minimum Berosus et Critodemus CCCCLXXX anno-

6
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rum. — Pliny, vii. 56. On the other hand, to alter the value
of the word &rog or annus has been the resource of at least
one modern philologist.

Now if we treat the question by what may be called the
tentative method, the first step in our inquiry will be to find
some division of time which shall, at once, be natural in
itself, and also short enough to make 10 sar¢ possible parts
of an average human life. For this, even a day will be too
long. Twelve hours, however, or half a vvySjuegor, will give
us possibtle results.

Taking this view therefore, and leaving out of the account
the 29th of February, the words érog and annus mean, not
a year, but the 730th part of ome; 3600 of which make a
sarus, In other words, a surus=1800 day-times and 1500
night-times, or 3600 half vvydjuege, or 4 vears 4+ 340 days.

The texts to which the present hypothesis applies are cer-
tain passages in Lusebius and Syncellus. These are found-
ed upon the writings of Alexander Polyhistor, Apollodorus,
Berosus, and Abydenus. From hence we learn the length
of the ten reigns alluded to above, viz. 120 sari or 591 years
and odd days. AReigns of this period are just possible. Itis
suggested, however, that the reign and /ife are dealt with
as synonymous; or at any rate, that some period beyond that
during which each king sat singly on his throne has been
reeorded.

The method in question led the late Professor Rask to a
different power for the word sarus. In his .Zldste Hebraiske
Tidregnung he writes as follows: “The meaning of the so-
“called sari has been impossible for me to discover. The
¢ancients explain it differently. Dr. Ludw. Ideler, in his
“Handbuch der mathematischen und technischen Chronologie, i.
©207, considers it to mean some lunar period; without how-
“ever defining it, and without sufficient closeness to enable
“us to reduce the 120 sari, attributed to the ten ancient kings,
*“to any probable number of real years. I should almost
“believe that the serus was a year of 23 months, so that the
®120 sari meant 240 natural years.”” p. 32. Now Rask’s hy-
pothesis has the advantage of leaving the meaning of the
word reign as we find it. On the other hand, it blinks the
question of &ty or anni as the parts of a sarus. Each doc-
trine, however, is equally hypothetical; the value of the
sarus, in the present state of our inquiry, resting solely upon
the circumstance of its giving a plausible result from plau-
sible assumptions. The data through which the present writer
asserts for his explanation the proper amount of probability
are contained in two passages hitherto unapplied.
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1. From Euscbius — /s (Berosus) sarum ex annis 3600
conflat.  Addit etiam nescio quem neram ae soswn: nerum @il
60O annis constare, sosum annds GO, Ste ille de veterum more
annos computat. — Translation of the Armenian Eusebius, p. 5,
from Fragmenta Historicorum Gracorum, p. 439: Paris, 1841,

2. Berosus — 6agog 0¢ é6tir iEaxodie xal touwoyiduwe éty,
vijgog ¢ éSaxooia, 60060s iEnxovra. — From Cory's Ancient
Fragments.

Now the assumed value of the word translated year (viz.
12 hours), in its application to the passages just quoted, gives
for the powers of the three terms three divisions of time as
natwral as could be expected under the circumstances,

l. 2&660g. — The sosus =30 days and 30 nights, or 12
hours > 60, or a month ol 30 days, wyv reiaxorjuspog.
Avistotle writes — g ugv Adaxorixy ixtor uégog 1ov viar-
tov, Tovto 0¢ Eotur Nulear Enxovra. — From Scaliger, e
Emendatione Temporum, p. 23, Other evidence oceurs in the
same page.

2, Nnoos. — The nerus == 10 sosi or months == the old Ro-
man year of that duration.

3. Xdgog. — The sarus = 6 neri or 60 months of 30 days
each; that is, five proper years within 25 days, This would
be a cycle or annus magnus.

All these divisions are probable. “Against that of 12 hours
no objection lies except its inconvenient shortness. The month
of 30 days is pre-eminently nataval. The year of 10 months
was common in carly times.  In favour of the sarus of five
years (or nearly so) there ave two facts: —

1. It is the multiple of the sosus by 10, and of the aerus
by 6.

2. It represents the period when the natural f’(‘m‘ of 12
months comcides for the first time with the artificial one of 105
since 60 months == 6 years of 10 months and 5 of 12,

The historical application of these numbers is considered
to lic beyond the pale of the present inguiry.

In Suidas we meet an application of the principle recognised
by Rask, viz. the assumiption of some peried of which the
sarus is a fraction. Such at least is thie probable view of
the following interpretation: X4'POI — péroov xel apiihuos
nege Xeddalorg, of peg ¥ odpor mototGur évicvrovs foxfd’,
o ylyvovrae 1y évicvrol xad unreg &€ — From Cory's Ancient
I'ragments*®.

* This gloss in some MSS, s filled up thus:

Zigor. pirgor nal dorituos mepd Naldwiows. of yag on’ Gigot mototGLy
viavrovg Bonf’, wera vy tor XNeldalor ynjoor, &imeg 0 6005 mOLEL
prvas celnviaxdv oxfl’, of ylvovraw 1’ émavrol xal unves E§.

G*
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In Josephus we find the .recognition of an annus magnus
containing as many éry as the nerus did: émerra xal 00 doe-
THY %al TRV EVRONOTIRV, OV EXEVOOVY GOTEOAOYLAS Kal PEG-
uérguag wAéov Env Tov Geov avrols mRouGYEV” &mEQ 0VX N
wGpalig avrols wooewelv wy Gicacy éSaxociovs évievrovg:
die ToGovToY pag 6 wépag Eviavtog mAyoovrar. — Antig. i. 3.

The following doctrine is a suggestion, viz. that in the
word sosus we have the Hebrew &= siz. If this be true,
it is probable that the sosus itself was only a sccondary di-
vision, or some other period multiplied by six. Such would
be a period of five days, or ten éry (so-called). With this
view we get two probabilities, viz. a subdivision of the month,
and the alternation of the numbers 6 and 10 throughout; 7. e.
from the érog* (or 12 hours) to the sarus (or five years).

€ £
*®

After the reading of this paper, a long discussion followed
on the question, how far the surus could be considered as
belonging to historical chronology. The Chairman (Professor
Wilson) thought there could be no doubt that the same prin-
ciples which regulated the mythological periods of the Hin-
doos prevailed also in the Babylonian computations, although
there might be some variety in their application.

1. A mahayuge or great age of the Hindoos, comprising
the four successive yugas or ages, consists of 4,320,000 years.

2. These years being divided by 360, the number of days
in the Indian lunar year, give 12,000 periods.

3. By casting off two additional cyphers, these numbers
are reduced respectively to 432,000 and 120, the numbers
of the years of the saroi of the ten Babylonian kings, whilst
in the numbers 12,360 and 3600 we have the coincidence
of other elements of the computation.

* In the course of the evening it was stated, that even by writers
quoted by Syncellus €rog had been translated day; and a reference was
made to an article in the Cambridge Philological Museum On the Days
of the Week, for the opinion of Bailly in modern, and of Annianus
and Panodorus in ancient times: tavra €y nuéoas éloylcavro croye-
orindg. — p. 40, vol. i. See also p. 42.
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Van den Bergh, Taal. Mag. ii. 2. 193210,

GRONINGEN. — Laurman, £roeve van kicine taalkundige bij-
dragen tot beter kennis van den tongval in de Provincie Gronin—
gen. — Groningen 1522.

J. Sonius Swaagman, Comment: de dialecto Groningana, cte.:
una cum serte vocabulorum, Groninganis propriorum.— (Groning.
1827,

Zaamenspraak tusschen Pijler en Jaap dij malldiar op de weg
ontmuiten boeten Styntilpoorte. — Groninger Maandscrift, No. 1.
Also in Laurman’s Proeve.

Nieuwe Schuitpraatjes. — By the same author, 1836,

List van Groningsche Woorden. — By A. (Jumplom(ntm) to
the works of Laurman and Swaagman. With notes by A.
de Jager. — Taalkundig Magazijn, “second part, third number,
pp- 331—334.

Groninsch  Taaleigen door J. A. (the author of the prece-
ding list). Taalkundig Magazijn, iv. 4. pp. 657—690.

Raize na Do de Cock.— Known to Van den Bergh only
through the newspapers,
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Subdialects indicated by J. A. as existing, («) on the Fries-
land frontier, (4) in the Fens.

L. Van Bolhuis. — Collection of Groningen and Ommeland
words not found in Halma’s Lexicon; with notes by Clignett,
Steenwinkel, and Malnoe. MS. In the library of the Maat-
schappij van Nederlandsche Ietterkunde.

OvER-1J8EL. — J. H. Halbertsma, Procve van cen Woorden
boekje van het Overijselsch. -— Overijsselschen Almanak voor
Oudheid en Letteren, 1836.

M. Winhoft, Zandrecht var Auerissel, tweede druk, met veele
(philological ﬂb well as other) aanteckeningen door J A. Chalmot.
-— Campon 1752,

. W. Van Marle, Swmensproke tusschen en snaak zoo as
as (ler gelukkig neél in te menigte zint en en heeren-fkrecht deée
gien boe of ba z¢, op de markt te Dévenler van vergange vrij-
dag. — Overijselschen Almanak, &e. wt supra.

Over de Twenthsche Tocalen en Klankwijzigingen , door J. IH.
Behrens. — Taalkundig Magazijn, iii. 3. pp. 332—3890. 1839.

Twenther Brulfteleed. — Overijsselschen Almanak.

Dumbar the Younger (?). — Three lists of words and phra-
ses used principally at Deventer. MS. In the library of
the Maatschappij van Nederlandsche Letterkunde.

Drawings of twelve Overijssel Towns. Almve and beneath
each a copy of verses in the respective dialects. MS. of the
seventeenth century. Library of the Maatschappij van Ne-
derlandsche Letterkunde.

GELDERLAND. — H. 1. Swaving, Opgave van eenige in Gel-
derland gebruikelijke woorden. —— Taalkundig Magazijn, i. 4.
pp- 305.

Lbid. — Ibid. ii. 1. pp. 76—80.

Opmerkingen omirent den Gelderschen Tongval. — Ibid. ii. 4.
pp- 395—426. The fourth section is devoted to some pe-
culiarities from the neighbourhood of Zutphen.

N. C. Kist, Over de ver wisslingvan zedelijke en zinnelijhe
Hoedanigheden in sommnige Betuwsche Idiotismen. — Nieuwe Wer-
ken der Maatsch. van Nederl. Letterkund. iit. 2. 1834.

Staaltje van Graafschapsche landtal. — Proeve van Taalkun-
dipe Opmerkingen en Bedenkingen, door 'I'. G. C. Kalckhoff. —
Vaderlandsche Letteroefeningen for June 1826.

Appendix to the above. — Ibid. October 1526.

Het Zeumerroaisel: a poem. 18347 — Known to Van den
Bergh only through the newspapers. Believed to have been
publmhed in 1834.

Lt Schaassen-riejen, en prﬂinartchen luas(’n Harmen en Bar-
teld. — Geldersche Volks-Almanak, 1835. Zutphen Dialect.
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De Oskeskermios. — Geldersche Volks-Almanak, 1836. Dia-
leet of Over Veluwe.

Hoe Meister Maorten baordman baos Joosten en schat deevin-
den. — Geldersche Volks-Almanak, 1536. Dialect of Lijm.

Opgave van eenige in Gelderland gebruikelijke woorden ac. —
H. 1. Swaving. — Taalk. Mag. iv. 4. pp. 307—330.

Aanteekeningen ter verbelering en witbreiding der opmerkingen
omtrent den Geldersehen  Tongval. — Taal. Mag. iii. 1. pp.
39—50.

A. Van den Bergh. —Words from the provincial dialects
of the Veluwen; with additions by H. T. Folmer. — MS.
Library of the Maatschappij van Nederlandsche Letterkunde.

Handbook, containing the explanation and etymology of
several obscure and antiquated words, &e. oceurring in the
Gelderland and other neighbouring Law-books. — By J. C.
C. V. Hfasselt]. — MS. Library of the Maatschappij van Ne-
derlandsche Letterkunde.

HoLLAND. — Seheeps-praat, ten overlijden van Prins Mau-
rits van Orange. — Huygens Korenbloemem, B. viii. Also in
Lulofs Nederlandsche Spraakkunst, p. 351; in the Vader-
landsche Spreekwoorden door Sprenger van Eyk, p. 17, and
(with three superadded couplets) in the Mnemosyne, part X.
). 76. :

: DBrederoos Kiuchten. — Chiefly in the Low Amsterdam (plat
Amsterdamseh) dialect.

Hooft, Warenar met den pot.

Suffr. Sixtinus. — Gerard van TVelsen. Amst. 1687.

Bilderdijk, Over ecen oud Amsterdamseh Volksdeuntjen, —
Vaderlandsche Letteroefeningen, 1508, Reprinted, with an
appendix, at Leyden 1524,

Bilderdijk, Rowbeklag; in gemeen Zamen Amsterdamsechen
tongral. — Najaarsbladen, part i.

Gebel, Seheviningseh Visscherstied. — Almanak voor Blij-
geestigen.

1. Boertige Samenspraak , ter hedgroete bij een huwelijk.

2. Samensprack over de harddraveriy te Valkenburg en aan
heet Haagsche Sehoun.

3. Boertige Samenspraalk tusschen Heeip en Jan-buur. — These
three last-named poems oceur in Gedichten van J. Le Francq
van Berkhey, in parts i. 221, ii. 150, ii. 257 respectively.

Tuist tusschen Achilles en Agamemnon. Sehivtpraalje van eenen
boer ; of huimige vertaling van het e Boek der Ilias, by J. E.
Van Varelen. — Mnemosyne, part iv.  Dordrecht, 1824.

The same by H. W. and B. F. Tydeman in.the Mnemo-
syne, part iv. Dordrecht, 1524,
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Noordhollandsch Taaleigen, door Nicolas Beets. — Taalk. Ma-
gaz. 1ii. 4, pp. 510—516, and iv. 3. pp. 365—372.

List of words and phrases used by the Katwijk IFishermen.
— MS. Library of the Maatschappij van Nederlandsche Let-
terkunde.

Dictionary of the North-Holland Dialect; chiefly collected
by Agge Roskan Kool. — MS. fbid.

ZEALAND. — Gedichi op’t innemen van sommige schansen en de
sterke stad Hulst, &c. 1642. Le Jeune; Volkszangen, p. 190.

Brief van eene Zuidbevelandsche Boerin, aan haren Zoon,
dienende bij de Zeeuwsche landelijke Schutterij. Zceuwsche
Volks-Almanak, 1836.

Over het Zeeuwsche Taaleigen, door Mr. A. F. Sifflé. —
Taalkundig Magazijn 1. 2. 169—171.

Notes upon the same, by Van A. D. Jlager]. — Tbid. p.
175—177.

Taalkundige Aanteekeningen, door Mr. J. H. Hoefft. — Ibid.
1. 3. 248—2356.

Collection of words used in Walcheren. — MS. Library
of Maatschappij van Nederlandsche Letterkunde.

Collection of words used in States-Flanders. — MS. 7Tbéd.

NorTH BRABANT. — J. H. Hoefft, Proeve van Bredaasch
taaleigen , §e. — Breda 1836.

J. L..Verster, Words used in the Mayoralty of Bosch. —
MS. Library of Maatschappij van Nederlandsche Letterkunde.

JEWISH. — Khootje, Waar binje? hof Conferensje hop de ver—
trekkie van de Colleesje hin de Poortoegeesche Koffy' wyssie, ho-
ver de gemasqmerde bal ontmaskert. — Amsterd.

Lehrrhede hower de vrauwen, door Raphael Noenes Karwalje,
Hopper Rhabbijn te Presburg; in Wibmer, de Onpartijdige.
— Amst. 1820 p. 244.

NEGRO *. — New Testament.— Copenhagen, 1781, and Barby,
1802.

The Psalms. — Barby , 1802.

* From 7Taal. Mag. iii. 4. 500. In the 86th number of the Quarterly
Review we find extracts from a New Testament for the use of the Ne-
groes of Guiana, in the Talkee-takee dialect. In this there is a large
infusion of Dutch, although the basis of the language is English.



VIL.
GEOGRAPHICA.

ON THE EXISTENCE OF A NATION
BEARING THE NAME OF SE£RES OR A
COUNTRY CALLED SERICA OR
TERRA SERICA.

FROM

THE CLASSICAL MUSEUM OF 1846. VOL. 3.

The following train of thought presented itself to the writer
upon the perusal of Mr. James Yates's learned and inter-
esting work entitled Textrinum Antiquorum or an account
of the art of weaving among the ancients. With scarcely a
single exception the facts and references are supplied from
that work so that to the author of the present paper nothing
belongs beyond the reasoning that he has applied to them.

This statement is made once for all for the sake of saving
a multiplicity of recurring references.

The negative assertions as well as the positive ones are
also made upon the full faith in the exhaustive learning of
the writer in question.

Now the conviction that is come to is this, that no tribe,
nation or country ever existed whiclh can be shewn to have
borne, either in the vernacular or in any neighbouring lan-
guage, the name Seres, Serica, or Terra Serica or any equi-
valent term, a conclusion that may save some trouble to the
inquirers into ancient geography.

The nation called Seres has never had a specific existence
under that name, Whence then originated the frequent in-
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dications of such a nation recwrring in the writings of the
ancients? The doctrine, founded upon the facts of Mr. Yates
and laid down as a proposition, is as follows. —

That the name under which the.article sik was introdu-
ced to the Greeks and Romans wore the appearance of a
Gentile adjective and that the imaginary root of the accre-
dited adjective passed for the substantive name of a nation.
Thus, in the original form seréc, the -ic had the appear-
ance of being an adjectival termination, as in Medic-us
LPersic—us &e. 5 whilst ser- was treated as the substantive name
of a nation or people from whence the article in question
(i- e. the seric article) was derived. The Seres therefore
were the hypothetical producers of the article that bore their
name (seréc). Whether this view involves more improbabilities
than the current one will be seen from the forthcoming ob-
servations. —

1. In the first place the erude form seric was neither Latin
nor Greck, so that the -ic could not be adjectival.

2. Neither was it in the simpler form ser- that the term
was introduced into the classical languages so that the ad-
jectival -ic might be appended afterwards. —

3. The name in question whatever might have been its
remote origin was introduced into Greece from the Semitic
tongues (probably the Phoenician) and was the word prw
in Isaiah XIX, 9. where the p~ (the -ic) is not an adjectival
appendage but a radical part of the word. And here it may
be well to indicate that, except under the improbable supposi-
tion that the Hebrew name was borrowed from the Greek or
Latin, it is a matter of indifference whether the word in ques-
tion was indigenous to the Semitic Languages or introduced
from abroad, and also that is a matter of indifference whether
silk was known in the time of the Old Testament or not.
It is sufficient if a term afterwards applied to that article was
Hebrew at the time of Isaiah. Of any connection between
the substance called $»w and a nation called Seres there is
in the Semitic tongues no trace. The foundation of the pre-
sent scepticism originated in the observation that the suppo-
sed national existence of the Seres coincided with the intro-
duction of the term seric into langnages where ic- was an
adjectival affix. —

As early as the Augustan age the substantive Seres ap-
pears by the side of the adjective Sericus. In Virgil, Ho-
race and Ovid the words may be found and from this time
downwards the express notice of a nation so called is found
throngh a long series of writers. —

Notwithstanding this it is as late as the time of Mela be-

®
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fore we find any author mentioning with detail and preci-
sion a geographical nationality for the Seres. <He (Mecla)
deseribes them as a very honest people who brought what
they had to sell, laid it down and went away and then return-
ed for the price of it (Yates p. 181) Now this notice is
anything rather than definite. Its accuracy moreover may be
suspected, since it belongs to the ambiguous class of what
may be called convertible descriptions. The same story is
told of an African nation in Herodotus IV. 169.

To the statement of Mela we may add a notice from Am-
mianus Marcellinus of the quiet and peaceable character of
the Seres (XXIII. 6.) and a statement from the novelist Helio-
dorus that at the nuptials of Theagenes and Chariclea the
ambassadors of the Seres ecame bringing the thread and
webs of their spiders (Aethiop. X. p. 494. Commelini).

Now notices more definite than the above of the national
existence of the Seres anterior to the time of Justinian we have
none whilst subsequently to the reign of that emperor there
is an equal silence on the part both of historians and geo-
graphers. Neither have modern ethnographers found un-
equivocal traces of tribes bearing that namnie.

The probability of a confusion like the one indicated at
the commencement of the paper is inereased by the facts
stated in p. 222. of the Textrinum. Here we sce that besides
Pausauias, Hesychius, Photins and other writers give two
senses to the root ser-which they say is (1.) a worm (2.)
the name of a nation. Probably Clemens Alexandrinus does
the same vijue yov6ov, xal cRgas Ivdixovs, xel TOVS TEQL-
éoyovs Boufuvxas yaioe évvrag. A passage from Ulpian (Tex-
trinum p. 192) leads to the belief that o679eg here means
silk-worm. Vestimentorum sunt omnia lanea lineaque, vel
serica vel bombyveina.

Finally the probability of the assumed confusion is veri-
fied by the statement of Procopius «try 0é éoriw n wérate,
E g eloPact iy deijre doydteodar, v waka utv "Eilnveg
Mnduxqy Exchovy, raviv 0t anouxny ovoucovaww. (De Bell.
Persic. 1. 20.).

‘Militating against these views I find little unsusceptible of
explanation. —

I. The expression oyguxe deouere of the author of the Pe-
riplus Maris Ervthraci means skins from the silk country.

2. The intricacy introduced into the question by a passage
of Procopius is greater. In the account of the first intro-
duction of the silk worm into Europe in the reign of Justi-
nian the monks who introduced it having arrived from In-
dia stated that they had long resided in the country called
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Serinda inhabited by Indian nations where they had learned
how raw silk might be produced in the country of the
Romans (Textrinum p. 231). This is so much in favor of the
root Ser- being gentile, but at the same time so much against
the Seres being Chinese. Sanskrit scholars may perhaps ad-
just this matter. The Serinda is probably the fabulous Se-
rendib.

In the countries around the original localities of the silk-
worm the name for silk is as follows —

In Corean Sir.
Chinese se.
MongoHan  sirkek.
Mandchoo  sirghe.

It is the conviction of the present writer that a nation
called Seres had no geographical existence.



ON THE EVIDENCE OF A CONNECTION
BETWEEN THE CIMBRI AND TIHE
CHERSONESUS CIMBRICA.

READ

BEFORE THE PHILOLOGICAL SOCIETY.

FEBRUARY 9, 18%4.

It is considered that the evidence of any local connection
between the Cimbri conquered by Marius, and the Cherso-
nesus Cimbrica, is insuificient to counterbalance the natural
improbability of a long and difficult national migration. Of
such a connection, however, the identity of name and the
concurrent belief of respectable writers are prima fucie evid-
ence. This, however, is disposed of if such a theory as the
following can be established, viz. that, for certain reasons,
the knowledge of the precise origin and locality of the na-
tions conquered by Marius was, at an ecarly period, confused
and indefinite; that new countries were made known without
giving any further information; that, hence, the locality of
the Cimbri was always pushed forwards beyond the limits
of the geographical areas accurately ascertained; and finally,
that thus their supposed locality retrograded continually north-
wards until it fixed itself in the districts of Sleswick and Jut-
land, where the barrier of the sea and the increase of geo-
graphical knowledge (with one exception) prevented it from
getting farther. Now this view arises out of the examination
of the language of the historians and geographers as exami-
ned in order, from Sallust to Ptolemy.

Of Sallust and Cicero, the language points to Gaul as the
home of the nation in question; and that without the least
intimation of its being any particularly distant portion of
that country. ¢Per idem tempus adversus Gallos ab ducibus
nostris, Q. Ceepione et M. Manlio, malé pugnatum — Marius
Consul absens factus, et ei decreta Provincia Gallia.”” Lell.

0
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Jugurth. 114, <Ipse ille Marius — influentes in Italiam Gal-
lorum maximas copias repressit.”” Cicero de Prov. Consul. 13.
And here an objection may be anticipated. It is undoubtedly
true that cven if the Cimbri had originated in a locality so
distant as the Chersonese, it would have been almost impos-
sible to have made such a fact accurately understood. Yet
it is also true, that if any material difterence had existed
between the Cimbri and the Gauls of Gaul, such must have
been familiarly known in Rome, since slaves of both sorts
must there have been common.

Cewesar, whose evidence ought to be conclusive (inasmuch
as he knew of Germany as well as of Gaul), fixes them to
the south of the Marne and Seine. This we learn, not from
the direct text, but from inference: “Gallos — a Belgis Ma-
trona et Scquana dividit.” Bell. Gall. i. Belgas — solos
esse qui, patrum nostrim memoria, omni Gallid vexati,
Teutones Cimbrosque intra fines suos ingredi prohibuerunt.”
Bell. Gall. ii. 4. Now if the Teutones and Cimbri had moved
from north to south, they would have clashed with the Bel-
gee first and with the other Gauls afterwards. The converse,
however, was the fact. It is right here to state, that the
last observation may be explained away by supposing, either
that the Teutones and Cimbri here meant may be a remnant
of the confederation on their retwrn, or else a portion that
settled down in Gaul upon their way; or finally, a division
that made a circle towards the place of their destination in
a south-cast direction. None of these however seem the plain
and natural construction; and I would rather, if reduced to
the alternative, rcad Germania’ instead of “Gallic>’ than
acquiesce in the most probable of them.

Diodorus Siculus, without defining their locality, deals
throughout with the Cimbri as a Gaulish tribe. Besides this,
he gives us one of the elements of the assumed indistinctness
of ideas in regard to their origin, viz. their hypothetical
connexion with the Cimmerii. In this recognition of what
might have been called the Cimmerian theory, he is followed
by Strabo and Plutarch. — Diod. Sicul. v. 32. Strabo vii.
Plutarch. Vit. Marii.

The next writer who mentions them is Strabo. In con-
firmation of the view taken above, this author places the
Cimbri on the northernmost limit of the area geographically
known to him, viz. beyond Gaul and /n Germany, between
the Rhine and the Elbe: tev 02 Iepudvev, wg simov, oi uiv
TQOGAQXTLOL TONX0V6L TG Lxeave. ['voollovrar & dmo tav
éxBoddv tov Prvov Awfovres v deyny wéyer tov “AAProg.
Tovtov 0t &6l proguoraror JovyeufBool te xod Kiupoor.
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Ta 0t wéoav rov “AAPlos T mEog TH Lrcave) TAVTETAGLY
ayvoore yuiv éorw. (B. iv.)) Further proof that this was
the frontier of the Roman world we get from the statement
which. soon follows, viz. that ¢thus much was known to the
Romans from their successtul wars, and that more would
have been known had it not been for the injunction of Au-
gustus forbidding his generals to cross the Elbe.””  (B. iv.)

Velleius Paterculus agrees with his contemporary Strabo.
He places them beyond the Rhine and deals with them as
Germans: — “tum Cimbri et Teutoni transcendere Rhenum,
mnultis mox nostris suisque cladibus nobiles > (ii. 9.) **Effusa
— immanis vis Germanarum gentium quibus nomen Cimbris
ot Teutonis erat.”” (lbid. 12.)

From the Germania of Tacitus a well-known passage will
be considered in the sequel. Tacitus’ locality coincides with
that of Strabo.

Plolemy. — Now the author who most mentions in detail
the tribes beyond the Elbe is also the author who most push-
es back the Cimbri towards the north. Coincident with his
improved information as to the parts southward, he places
them at the extremity of the arca known to him: Kavyoe
of uelloves uyor o0 "AiBiov morauov épeEng 0 éml avyeve
s Kwfowxns Xeoooviigov Xakoves, avtyy 0 tyv Xepoovy-
Gov: vmto wEv tovg Zefovag, Ziyovdaves amo dvouov: &re
ZaBaiiyyior, siva Kofavdor, vnto ovg Xdior* xul éte vaeg-
TETOVg QVGWLR@TEQOL Wiy Dovrdovaiol, avaroiixdtegor 0 Xa-
povdes, mavrov 0t woxrixwregor KvupBoor. — Plolemei Ger-
mania.

Such is the evidence of those writers, Greek or Roman,
who decal with the local habitation of the Cimbri rather
than with the gencral history of that tribe. As a measure
of the indefinitude of their ideas, we have the confusion,
already noticed, between the Cimbri and Cimmerii, on the
parts of Diodorus, Strabo, and Plutarch. A better measure
occurs in the following extract from Pliny, who not only
fixes the Cimnbri in three places at once, but also (as far as
we can find any meaning in his language) removes them <o
far northward as Norway : “Alterum genus Ingwvones, quo-
rum pars Cimbri Teutoni ac Chaucorum gentes. Proximi
Rheno Isteevones, quormn pars Cimbri mediterranei.”” (iv. 14.)
“Promontorium Cimbrorum excurrens in maria longe Peninsu-
lam efficit quac Carthis appellatur.”” Ibid. <Sevo Mons (the
mountain-chains of Norway) immanem ad Cimbrorum usque
promontorium efficit sinmin, qui Codanus vocatur, refertus
msulis, quarum clarissima Scandinavia, incompertee magni-
tudinis.”” (iv. 13.) Upon confusion like this it is not con-
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sidered necessary to expend further evidence. So few state-
ments coincide, that under all views there must be a mis-
conception somewhere; and of such misconception great must
the amount be, to become more improbable than a national
migration from Jutland to Italy.

Over and above, however, this particular question of evi-
dence, there stands a second one; viz. the determination of
the Ethnographical relations of the nations under considera-
tion. This is the point as to whether the Cimbri conquered
by Marius were Celts or Goths, akin to the Gauls, or akin
to the Germans; a disputed point, and one which, for its
own sake only, were worth discussing, even at the expense
of raising a wholly independent question. Such however it
is not. If the Cimbri were Celts, the improbability of their
originating in the Cimbric Chersonese would be increased,
and with it the amount of evidence required; since, laying
aside other considerations, the natural unlikelihood of a large
area being traversed by a mass of emigrants is greatly en-
hanced by the fact of any intermediate portion of that area
being possessed by tribes as alien to cach other as the Gauls
and Germans. Hence therefore the fact of the Cimbri being
Celts will (if proved) be considered as making against the
probability of their origin in the Cimbric Chersonese; whilst
if they be shown to be Goths, the difficulties of the sup-
position will be in some degree diminished. Whichever way
this latter point is settled, something will be gained for the
historian; since the supposed presence of Celts in the Cim-
bric Chersonese has complicated more than one question in
ethnography.

Previous to proceeding in the inquiry it may be well to lay
down once for all as a postulate, that whatever, in the way
of ethnography, is proved concerning any one tribe of the
Cimbro-Teutonic league, must be considered as proved con-
cerning the remainder; since all explanations grounded upon
the idea that one part was Gothic and another part Celtic
have a certain amount of primd facie improbability to sct
aside. The same conditions as to the burden of proof apply
also to any hypotheses founded on the notion of retiring Cim-
bri posterior to the attempted invasion of Italy. On this point
the list of authors quoted will not be brought below the time
of Ptolemy. With the testimonies anterior to that writer,
bearing upon the question of the ethnography, the attempt
however will be ade to be exhaustive. IFurthermore, as
the question in hand is not so much the absolute fact as to
whether the Cimbri were Celts or Goths, but one as to the
amount of evidence upon which we believe them to be either
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the one or the other, statements will be noticed under the
head of evidence, not because they are really proofs, but
simply because they have ever been looked upon as such.
Beginning then with the Germanie origin of the Cimbro-
Teutonic confederation, and dealing separately with such
tribes as are separately mentioned, we first find the

Ambrones. — In the Anglo-Saxon poem called the Travel-
ler’s Song, there is a notice of a tribe called Ywbre, Ymbras,
or Fmbran. Suhm, the historian of Denmark, has allowed
himself to imagine that these represent the Ambrones, and
that their name still exists in that of the island dmron of
the coast of Sleswick, and perhaps in dmerland, a part of
Oldenburg. — Thorpe’s note on the Traveller's Song in the
Codex Fxoniensis.

Teutones. — In the way of evidence of there being Teuto-
nes amongst the Germans, over and above the associate men-
tion of their names with that of the Cimbri, there is but
little. They are not so mentioned either by Tacitus or Strabo.
Ptolemy, however, mentions «) the Teutonarii, ) the Teu-
tones: Tevrovodgior xal OUlpovvor — Dugadeawey 0 xal
2vyfov, Tevroves xal "Aucgmor. Besides this, however,
arguments have been taken from «) the meaning of the root
teut == people (piuda, M. G.; bedd, A. S.; diot, O. H. G.):
b) the Saltus Teutobergius: c) the supposed connection of the
present word Deut—sch = German with the classical word Teut-
ones. These may briefly be disposed of.

a.) It is not unlikely for an invading nation to call them-
selves the nation, the nations, the people, &e. Neither, if the
tribe in question had done so (presuming them to have been
Germans or Goths), would the word employed be very un-
like Teuwton-es. Although the word piud-a = nation or people,
is generally strong in its declension (so making the plural
piud-os), it is found also in a weak form with its plural
thiot-un == Teuton-. See Deutsche Grammatik, 1. 630.

b.) The Saltus Teutobergius mentioned by Tacitus (4nn. i. 60)
can scarcely have taken its name from a tribe, or, on the
other hand, have given it to one. It means either the hill of
the people, or the city of the people; according as the syllable
~berg- is derived from bdirgs =a hill, or from baurgs =
city. In either case the compound is allowable, e. g. diot-
wée, public way, O. H. G.; thiod-scatho, robler of the people,
0. 8.3 pédd-cyning, peod-mearc, boundary of the nation, A.S.;
pidd-land, pidd-végr, people’s way, leelandic; — Theud-e-mirus,
Theud-e¢-linda, Theud-i-gotha, proper names (from biud-):
himil-biérac, velt-pérac; friou-pérac, O. H. G.; himinbibrg,
vatbisrg, Icelandie (from bdirgs = hill) — ascipurc, hasalpurc,

-
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saltzpure, &e., O. H. G. (from baurgs = city). 'The particu-
lar word diot-puruc = civitas magna occurs in O. H. G. — See
Deutsche Grammatik, iii. p. 478.

c¢. Akin to this is the reasoning founded upon the connee-
tion (real or supposed) between the root Zews~ in Teuton—,
and the root deut~ in Deut-sch. It runs thus. The syllable
in question is common to the word Teut-ones, Teut—onicus,
Theod-iscus, teud-iscus, leut—iscus, lul-iske, dut-iske, tiut-sche,
deut-sch; whilst the word Deut-sch means German. As the
Teut-ones were Germans, so were the Cimbri also. Now this
linc of argument is set aside by the circumstance that the
syllable Teut- in Teut-ones and Teut-onicus, as the names of
the confederates of the Cimbri, is wholly unconnected with
the Teut- in theod-iscus, and Deut-sch. This is fully shown
by Grimm in his dissertation on the words German and Dutch.
In its oldest form the latter word meant populur, national,
vernacular; it was an adjective applied to the wulgar tongue,
or the vernacular German, in opposition to the Latin. In
the tenth century the secondary form Tewt-onicus came in
vogue even with German writers. Whether this arose out
of imitation of the Latin form Romanice, or out of the idea
of an historical conneetion with the Teutones of the classies,
is immaterial. Tt is clear that the present word deut-sch
proves nothing respecting the Teutones. Perhaps, however,
as early as the time of Martial the word Teutonicus was used
in a general sense, denoting the Germans in general. Certain
it is that before his time it meant the particular people con-
quered by Marius, irrespective of origin or ]oca}fity. — See
Grimm’s Deutsche Grammatik, i. p. 17, 3rd edit. Martial,
xiv. 26, Teutonici capitli. Claudian. in Eutrop. i. 406, Teu-
{onicum hostem.

The Cimbri. — Evidence to the Gothic origin of the Cimbri
(treated separately) begins with the writers under Augustus
and Tiberius.

Vell. Paterculus. — The testimony of this writer as to the
affinities of the nations in question is involved in his testi-
mony as to their locality, and, consequently, subject to the
same criticism. Ilis mention of them (as Germans) is inci-
dental.

Strabo. — Over and above the references already made,
Strabo has certain specific statements concerning the Cimbri:
a.) That according to a tradition (which he does not believe)
they left their country on account of an inundation of the
sea. This is applicable to Germany rather than to Gaul.
This liability to inundations must not, however, be supposed
to indicate a locality in the Cimbric Chersonese as well as
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a German origin, since the coast between the Scheldt and
Elbe is as obnoxious to the ocecan as the coasts of Holstein,
Sleswick and Jutland. 5.) That against the German Clmbr
and Teutones the Bcl"ae alone l\ept their ground — OoTE
(ovorg (leyab) aurs,(ew TOOS TRV TV Fegy,awov Epodov,
Kmﬁoaw #al Tevrovov. (iv. 3.) This is merely a translation
of Cwsar (sce above) with the interpolation I'spudvov.
¢.) That they inhabited their 11rrmal country, and that thoy
sent ambacsadow to Aunubtus — xal ',vao VoY exovm Y xco—
oav, Ny &lgov noors@ou xal e:rsywow 760 Xefaotw (Fmgov 0V
(e0@TOTOV ~zao avwcs, Aépyra, altovuevor qoc/luxv 9’OCL o~
w]o‘ttav OV VTOVQYUEv@Y” 'wyovteg, 0t v n&lovy agreav.
(B. 1.) Full weight must be given to the definite character
of this stwtcment

Tacitus. — Tacitus coincides with Strabo, in giving to the
Cimbri a specific ]0('1]1t), and in statmg special circum-
stances of their history. Let full weight be given to the words
of a writer like Tacitus; but let it also be remembered that
lie wrote from hearsay vadence that he is mxytlunﬂ rather
than an independent Witness, that his statement is scarcely
reconcileable with those of Ptolemy and Cwmsar, and that
above all the locality which both he and Strabo give the
Cimbri is alzo the locality of the Sicambri, of which latter
tribe no mention is made by Tacitus, althouoh their wars
with the Romans were matters of comp%ratlvol) 1ecent history.
For my own part, I think, that between a confusion of the
Cimbri with the Cimmerii on the one hand, and of the Cimbri
with the Sicambri on the other, we have the clue to the mis-
conceptions assumed at the commencement of the paper.
There is no proof that in the cyes of the writers under the
Republie, the origin of the Cimbri was a matter of either
doubt or specu lation. Catulus, in the History of his Consul-
ship, commended by Cicero (LBrutus, Xxxv.), and Sylla in his
Commentaries, must have spoken of them in a straightforward
manner as Gauls, otherwise Cicero and Sallust would have spo-
ken of them less deeidedly. (See Plutarch’s Life of Marius,
and nofe.) Confusion arose when Greek readers of Homer and
Herodotus began to theorize, and this grew greater when
formidable enemies under the name of Sicambri were found in
Grermany. It is highly probable that in both Strabo and
Tacitus we have a commentary on the lines of Horace —

Te cede gaudentes Sicambri
Compositis venerantur armis.

“Fumdem (wlth the Chauci, Catti, and Cherusei) Germanize

sinum proximi Oceano Cimbri tenent, parva nunc civitas,
7*
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sed gloria ingens:- veterisque fame lata vestigia manent,
utrdque ripi castra ac spatia, quorum ambitu nunc quoque
metiaris molem manusque gentis, et tam magni exitus fidem
— occasione discordix nostree et civilium armorum, expug-
natis legionum hibernis, etiam Gallias affectavére; ac rursus
pulsi, inde proximis temporibus triumphati-magis quam victi
sunt.” (German. 38.)

Justin. — Justin writes — “Simul e Germanid Cimbros —
inundasse Italiam.”> Now this extract would be valuable if
we were sure that the word Germania came from Justin's ori-
ginal, Trogus Pompeius; who was a Vocontian Gaul, living
soon after the Cimbric defeat. To him, however, the term
Germania must have been wholly unknown; since, besides
general reasons, Tacitus says — “Germanise vocabulum recens
et nuper additum : quoniam , qui primum Rhenum transgressi
Gallos expulerint, ac nunc Tungri, tunc Germani vocati
sint: ita nationis nomen, non gentis cvaluisse paullatim, ut
omnes, primiun a victore ob metum, mox a seipsis invento
nomine Germani vocarentur.” Justin's interpolation of Ger—
mania corresponds with the similar one on the part of Strabo.

Such is the evidence for the Germanic origin of the Cimbri
and Teutones, against which may now be set the following
testimonies as to their affinity with the Celts, each tribe being
dealt with separately.

The Ambrones. — Strabo mentions them along with the Ti-
gurini, an undoubted Celtic tribe — Kara vov mog "Aupoco—
vag xot ToUysvovg mwoleuov.

Suetonius places them with the Transpadani— “per Am-
bronas et Transpadanos.” (Cesar, § 9.)

Plutarch mentions that their war-cries were understood
and answered by the Ligurians. Now it is possible that the
Ligurians were Celts, whilst it is certain that they were not
Goths.

The Teutones. — Appian speaks of the Teutones having in-
vaded Noricum, and this under the head Kéirixa.

Florus calls one of the kings of the Teutones Teutobocchus,
a name Celtic rather than Gothic.

Virgil has the following lines: —

.« ....late jam tum ditione premebat

Sarrastes populos, ct quee rigat sequora Sarnus;

Quique Rufas, Batulumque tenent, atque arva Celenne;

Et quos malifere despectant meenia Abellw:

Teutonico ritu soliti torquere cateias.

Tegmina queis capitum raptus de subere cortex,

ZErateque micant peltee, micat cereus ensis. — 4p. vil. 737—743.
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Now this word cateia may be a provincialism from the neigh-
bourhood of Sarraste. It may also (amongst other things)
be a true Teutonic word. From what follows it will appear
that this latter view is at least as likely as any other. The
commentators state that it is vox Celfica. That this is true
may be seen from the following forms — Irish: ga, spear,
Javelin; gaoth, ditlo, « dart; goth, a spear (O’Reilly) ; gaothadh,
«a javelin; gadh, spear; gai, ditlo; crann gaidl, spear-shaft
(Begly) — Cornish: geu, gew, gu, gui = lance, spear, javelin,
shaft (Pryce) — Breton: goas, goaff’ (Rostremer).

The Cimbri— The Teutones.— Of either the Cimbri sepa-
rately or of the Cimbri and Teutones collectively, being of
Gallic origin, we have, in the way of direct evidence, the
testimonies exhibited above, viz. of Sallust, Cicero, Cewsar,
Diodorus. To this may be added that of Dion Cassius, who
not only had access to the contemporary accounts which
spoke of them as Gauls, but also was enabled to use them
critically, being possessed of information concerning Germany
as well as France.

Of Appian the whole evidence goes one way, viz. that
the tribes in question were Gauls. His expressions are: wiei-
oTov T el payuererov — yojue Kelrov els v Tradiav
xel v Federioy eloéfede. (iv. 2)) In his book on Illyria
he states that the Celts and Cimbri, along with the Illyrian
tribe of the Autarize, had, previous to the battle against Ma-
rius, attacked Delphi and suffered for their impiety. (TAive.
0. 4.

Qu)intilian may be considered to give us upon the subject
the notions of two writers — Virgil, and either Casar or
Crassus. In dealing, however, with the words of Quintilian,
it will be seen that there are two assumptions. That either
Ceesar or Crassus considered the Cimbri to be Gauls we infer
from the following passage: — ““Rarum est autem, ut oculis
subjicere contingat (sc. vituperationem), ut fecit C. Julius,
qui cum Helvio Mancize szepius obstrepenti sibi diceret, jam
ostendam, qualis sis: isque plane instaret interrogatione, qua-
lem se tandem ostensurus esset, digito demonstravit imagi-
nem Galli in seuto Mariano Cimbrico pictam, cui Mancia
tum simillimus est visus. Tabernz autem erant circum Fo-
rum, ac scutum illud signi gratid positum.” Inst. Oraf. vi.
3. 3S. Pliny tells the story of Crassus (39. 4.). Although
in this passage the word upon which the argument turns has
been written gal/i, and translated cock, the current interpre-
tation is the one given above. — Fid. not. ed. Gesner.

In the same author is preserved the epigram of Virgil’s
called Catalecta, and commented on by Ausonius of Bor-
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deaux. Here we learn that T. Annius Cimber was a Gaul;
whilst it is assumed that there was no other reason to believe
that he was called Céimber than that of his being descended
from some slave or freedman of that nation: — *“Non appa-
reat affectatio, in quam mirifice Virgilius,

Corinthiorum amator iste verborum,

Ille iste rhetor: namque qunatenus totus
Thueydides Britannus, Attice febres,
Tau-Gallicum, min-, al- spinge male illisit.
Ita omnia ista verba miscuit fratri.

Cimber hic fuit a quo fratrem necatum hoc Cieeronis dictum
notatum est; Germanum Cimber occidit”’ — Inst. Orat. viii. 3.
cum nol.

Dic, quid significent Catalecta Maronis? in his al-
Celtarmn posuit, sequitur non lucidius fau-,
Lt quod- germano mistum male letiferum min-. — Auson.

Undoubtedly the pronunciation here ridiculed is that of the
Gauls, and it is just possible that in it is foreshadowed the
curtailed form that the Latin tongue in general puts on in
the present French. Again, the slave whose courage failed
him when ordered to slay Caius Marius is called both a Gaul
and a Cimbrian by Plutarch, as well as by Lucan. 1In the
latter writer we have probably but a piece of rhetoric (Phar-
salia . 1ib. ii.)

Amongst tribes undoubtedly Gallic the Nervii claimed des-
cent from the Teutones and Cimbri. The passage of Taci-
tus that connects the Nervii with the Germans connects them
also with the Treveri. Now a well-known passage in St.
Jerome tells us that the Treveri were Gauls: — Néofror noav
0t Kupoov xal Tevtovov amoyovor. — Appian, iv. 1. 4.
“Treveri et Nervii circa adfectationem Germanicze originis
ultrd ambitiosi sunt, tamquam, per hane gloriam sanguinis,
a similitudine et inertid Gallorum separentur.””  German. 28.
Finally, in the Life of Marius by Plutarch we have dialo-
gues between the Cimbri and the Romans. Now a Gallic
interpreter was probable, but not so a German one.

Such are the notices bearing upon the ethnography of the
imbri.  Others occur, especially amongst the poets; of
these little or no use can be made, for a reason indicated
above. Justin speaks of embassies between Mithridates and
the Cimbri. Suctonius eonnects the Cimbri with the Gallie
Senones; he is writing however about Germany, so that his
evidence, slight as it is, is neutralized. Theories grounded
upon the national name may be raised on both sides; Cimbri
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may coincide with either the Germanic kempa =a warrior or
champion, or with the Celtic Cymry = Cambrians. Equally
equivocal seem the arguments drawn from the descriptions
either of their physical conformation or their manners. The
silence "of the Gothic traditions as to the Cimbri being Ger-
manic, proves more in the way of negative evidence than
the similar silence of the Celtic ones, since the Gothic le-
gends are the most numerous and the most ancient. Besides
this, they deal very especially with genealogies, national
and individual. The name of Bojorix, a Cimbric king men-
tioned in FEpitome Liviana (1xvii.), is Celtic rather than Go-
thic, although in the latter dialects proper names ending in
-ric, {dlaric, Genseric) frequently occur.

Measuring the evidence, which is in its character essen-
tially cumulative, consisting of a number of details unim-
portant in themselves, but of value when taken in the mass,
the balance seems to be in favour of the Cimbri, Teutones
and Ambrones being Gauls rather than Germans, Celts rather
than Goths.,

An argument now forthcoming stands alone, inasmuch as
it secems to prove two things at once, viz. not only the Celtic
origin of the Cimbri, but, at the same time, their locality
in the Chersonese. It is brought forward by Dr. Pritehard
in his ‘Physical History of Mankind,” and runs as follows:
— (a.) Tt is a statement of Pliny that the sea in their neigh-
bourhood was ealled by the Cimbri Morimarusa, or the dead
sea = mare morbaon. (b)) 1t is a fact that in Celtic Welsh
mor marnth = mare mortuum, morimarusa, dead sea. Hence
the language of the Cimbric coast is to be considered as
Celtie.  Now the following facts invalidate this conclusion:
— (1.) Putting aside the contradictions in Pliny’s statement,
the epithet dead is inapplicable to either the German Ocean
or the Baltic. (2.) Pliny’s authority was a writer named
Philemon: out of the numerous Philemons enumerated by
Fabricius, it is likely that the one here adduced was a con-
temporary of Alexander the Great; and it is not probable
that at that time glosses from the Baltic were known in the
Mediterranean. (3.) The subject upon whieh this Philemon
wrote was the Homeric Poems. This, taken along with the
geography of the time, makes it highly probable that the
original Greek was not Kiupoor, but Kiuuéoror; indeed we
are not absolutely sure of Pliny having written Cimbri. (4.)
As applied to Cimmerian sca the epithet dead was applicable.
(5.) The term Morimarusa = mare moramm, although good
Celtic, 1s better Slavonic, since throughout that stock of
'langnages, as in many other of the Indo-European tongues
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(the Celtic and Latin included), the roots mor and mori mean
sea and dead respectively : — ““Septemtrionalis Oceanus, Amal-
chium eum Hecatxus appellat, a Paropamiso amne, qua Scy-
thiam alluit, quod nomen ejus gentis lingné significat con-
gelatum , Philemon Morimarusam a Cimbris (qu. Cimmeriis)
vocari scribit: hoc est mare morfuum usque ad promontorium
Rubeas, ultra deinde Cronium.” (13.)

One point, however, still remains: it may be dealt with
briefly, but it should not be wholly overlooked, viz. the

uestion, whether over and above the theories as to the lo-

cation of the Cimbri in the Cimbric Chersonese, there is
reason to believe, on independent grounds, that Celtic tribes
were the early inhabitants of the peninsula in question? If
such were actually the case, all that has preceded would,
up to a certain point, be invalidated. Now I know no suf-
ficient reasons for believing such to be the case, although
there are current in ethnography many insufficient ones.

1. In the way of Philology, it is undoubtedly true that
words common to the Celtic tribes occur in the Danish of
Jutland, and in the Frisian and Low German of Sleswick
and Holstein; but there is no reason to consider that they
belong to an aboriginal Celtic tribe. The & priori probabi-
lity of Celts in the peninsula involves hypotheses in ethno-
graphy which are, to say the least, far from being generally
recognized. The evidence as to the language of aborigines
derived from the significance of the names of old geogra-
phical localities is wanting for the Cimbric Chersonese.

2. No traditions, either Scandinavian or German, point
towards an aboriginal Celtic population for the localities in
question.

3. There are no satisfactory proofs of such in either Ar-
chzology or Natural Ilistory. A paper noticed by Dr. Prit-
chard of Professor Eschricht’s upon certain Tumuli in Jut-
land states, that the earliest specimens of art (anterior to
the discovery of metals), as well as the character of the tu-
muli themselves, have a Celtic character. He adds, however,
that the character of the tumuli is as much Siberian as Celtic.
The early specimens of art are undoubtedly like similar spe-
cimens f}(;und in England. It happens, however, that such
things are in @/l countries more or less alike. In Professor
Sichold’s museum at Leyden, stone-axes from tumuli in Japan
and Jutland are laid side by side, for the sake of compari-
son, and between them there is no perceptible difference.
The oldest skulls in these tumuli are said to be other than
Gothic. They are, however, Finnic rather than Celtic.

4. The statement in Tacitus (German. 44.), that a nation on

S
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the Baltic called the /Estii spoke a language somewhat akin
to the British, cannot be considered as conclusive to the
existence of Celts in the North of Germany. Any language,
not German, would probably so be denoted. Such might
exist in the mother-tongue of either the Lithuanic or the
Esthonian.

It is considered that in the foregoing pages the following
propositions are either proved or involved: — 1. That the
Cimbri conquered by Marius came from either Gaul or Swi-
tzerland, and that they were Celts. 2. That the Teutones
and Ambrones were equally Celtic with the Cimbri. 3. That
no nation north of the Elbe was known to Republican Rome.
4. That there is no evidence of Celtic tribes ever having
existed north of the Elbe. 5. That the epithet Cimbrica ap-
plied to the Chersonesus proves nothing more in respect to
the inhabitants of that locality than is proved by words like
West Indian and North-American Indian. 6. That in the word
cateia we are in possession of a new Celtic gloss. 7. That
in the term Morimarusa we are in possession of a gloss at
once Cimmerian and Slavonie. 8. That for any positive
theory as to the Cimbro-Teutonic leagne we have at present
no data, but that the hypothesis that would reconcile the
greatest variety of statements would run thus: viz. that an
organized Celtic confederation conterminous with the Belgew,
the Ligurians, and the Helvetians descended with its eastern
divisions upon Noricum, and with its western ones upon
Provence.
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ADDENDA.

JANUARY 1839.

(N

In this paper the notice of the Monumentum Ancyranum is
omitted. It is CIMBRIQVE ET CHRIIDES ET SEMNONES
ET EJVSDEM TRACTVS ALII GERMANORVM POPVLI
PER LEGATOS AMICITIAM MEAM ET POPVLI ROMANI
PETIERVNT. This secms to connect itself with Strabo’s notice.
It may also connect itsclf with that of Tacitus, Assuming the
CHARIIDES to be the Harudes, and the Harudes to be the Che-
rusci (a doctrine for which I have given reasons in my edition of
the Germania) the position of the Cimbri in the text of Tacitus
is very nearly that of them in the Inseription. In the inserip-
tion, the order is Cimbri, Harudes, Semnones; in Tacitus, Che-
rusci, Cimbri, Semnones. In both cases the 3 names are asso-
ciated.

2)

I would now modify the proposition with which the preceding
dissertation concludes, continuing, however, to hold the main
doctrine of the text, viz. the fact of the Cimbri having been nn-
known in respeet to their name and loeality and, so, having been
pushed northwards, and more northwards still, as fresh areas
were explored without supplying an undoubted and unequivocal
origin for them.

I think that the Ambrones, the Tigurini, and the Teutones
were Gauls of Helvetia, and South Eastern Gallia, and that the
alliance between them and the Cimbri (assuming it to be real)
is primd facic cvidence of the latter being Galli also. But it is
no more.

That the Cimbri were the Eastern members of the confedera-
tion seems certain. More than one notice connecets them with
Noricum. Here they may have been native. They may also have
been intrusive.

Holding that the greater part of Noricum was Slavonic, and
that almost.all the country along its northern and castern frontier
was the same, I see my way to the Cimbri having been Slavonic
also. That they were Germans is out of the question. Gauls
could hardly have been so unknown and mystexious to the Ro-
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mans. Gaul they knew well, and Germany sufficiently — yet no
where did they find Cimbri.

The evidence of Posidonins favours this view. ¢He”’ writes
Strabo ““does not unreasonably conceive that these Cimbri being
“predatory and wandering might carry their expeditions as far as
““the Meotis, and that the Bosporus might, from them, take its
“name of Cimmerian, i. e. Cimbrian, the Greeks calling the Cimbri
“Cimmerii. He says that the Boii originally inhabited the Hercy-
¢“nian Forest, that the Cimbri attacked them, that they were re-
“pulsed, that they then descended on the Danube, and the coun-
“try of the Scordisci who are (Gialatee; thence upon the Taurisci,
who “are also Galatee, then upon the Helvetians &e. — Strabo. 7,
p. 293.

For a fuller explanation of the doctrine which mnakes the Cimbri
possible Slavonians see my Idition of Prichard’s origin of the
Celtic nations — Supplementary Chapter — Ambrones, Tigurini,
Teutones, Boii, Slavonic hypothesis &e.



ON THE ORIGINAT, EXTENT OF THE
SLAVONIC AREA.

BEFORE THE PHILOLOGICAL SOCIETY,

FEBRUARY 8, 1850,

The current opinion, that a great portion of the area now
occupied by Slavonians, and a still greater portion so occu-
pied in the ninth and tenth centuries, were, in the times of
Ceesar and Tacitus, either German, or something other than
what it is found to be at the beginning of the period of
authentic and contemporary history, has appeared so unsa-
tisfactory to the present writer, that he has been induced
to consider the evidence on which it rests. What (for in-
stance) are the grounds for believing that, in the firs¢ cen-
tury, Bohemia was not just as Slavonic as it is now? What
the arguments in favour of a Germanic population between
the Elbe and Vistula in the second?

The fact that, at the very earlicst period when any de-
finite and detailed knowledge of either of the parts in ques-
tion commences, both are as little German as the Ukraine
is at the present moment, is one which no one denies. How
many, however, will agree with the present writer in the
value to be attributed to it, is another question. For his
own part, he takes the existence of a given division of the
buman race (whether Celtic, Slavonic, Gothic or aught else)
on a given area, as a sufficient reason for considering it to
have been indigenous or aboriginal to that area, wntil rea-
sons be shown (o the contrary. Gratuitous as this postulate
may seem in the first instance, it i1s nothing more than the
legitimate deduction from the rule in reasoning which forbids
us to multiply causes .unnecessarily. Displacements there-
fore, conquests, migrations, and the other disturbing causes
are not to be assumed, merely for the sake of accounting
for assumed changes, but to be supported by specific evi-
dence; which evidence, in its turn, must have a ratio to
the probability or the improbability of the disturbing causes
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alleged. These positions scem so self-evident, that it is only
by comparing the amount of improbabilities which are accep-
ted with the insufficiency of the testimony on which they
rest, that we ascertain, trom the extent to which they have
been neglected, the nccessity of insisting upon them.

The ethnological condition of a given population at a cer-
tain time is primd facie evidence of a similar ethnological
condition at a previous one. The testimony of a writer as
to the ethnological condition of a given popnlation at a cer-
tain time is also primd fucie evidence of such a condition
being a real one; since even the worst authorities are to be
considered correct until reasons arc shown tor doubting them.

It now remains to see how far these two methods are con-
cordant or,antagonistic for the area in question; all that is
assumed being, that when we find even a good writer asser-
ting that at one period (say the third century) a certain lo-
cality was German, whercas we know that at a subscquent
one (say the tenth) it was other than German, it is no im-
proper scepticism to ask, whether it is more lLkely that the
writer was mistaken, or that changes have occurrcd in the
interval; in other words, if error on the one side is not to
be lightly assumed, neither are migrations, &ec. on the other.
Both are likely, or unlikely, according to the particular case
in point. It i1s more probable that an habitually conquering
nation should have displaced an habitually conquered one, than
that a bad writer should be wrong. It is more likely that a
good writer should be wrong than that an habitually conquered
nation should have displaced an habitually conquering one.

The application of criticism of this sort materially alters
the relations of the Celtic, Gothic, Roman and Slavonic po-
pulations, giving to the latter a prominence in the ancient
world much more proportionate to their present preponderance
as a Kuropean population than is usually admitted.

Beginning with the south-western frontier of the present
Slavonians, let us ask what are the reasons against suppo-
sing the population of Bohemia to have been in the time of
Cewesar other than what it is now, 7 e. Slavonic.

In the first place, if it were not so, it must have changed
within the historical period. If so, when? No writer has
ever grappled with the details of the question. It could
scarcely have been subsequent to the development of the
Germanie power on the Danube, since this would be within
the period of annalists and historians, who would have men-
tioned it. As little is it likely to have been during the time
when the Goths and Germans, victorious everywhere, were
displacing others rather than being displaced themselves.
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The evidence of the language is in the same direction.
Whence could it have been introduced? Not from the Saxon
frontier, since there the Slavonic is Polish rather than Bo-
hemian. Still less from the Silesian, and least of all from
the Bavarian. To have developed its differential characte-
ristics, it must have had either Bohemia itself as an original
locality, or else the parts south and east of it.

We will now take what is either an undoubted Slavonic lo-
cality, or a locality in the neighbourhood of Slavonians, 7. e.
the country between the rivers Danube and Theiss and that
range of hills which connect the Bakonyer-wald with the
Carpathians, the country of the Juzyges. Now as Jazyg is
a Slavonic word, meaning speech or language, we have, over
and above the external evidence which makes the Jazyges
Sarmatian, internal evidence as well; evidence subject only
to one exception, viz. that perhaps the name in question was
not native to the population which it designated, but only
a term applied by some Slavonic tribe to some of their neigh-
bours wlho might or might not be Slavonic. I admit that this
is possible, although the name is not of the kind that would
be given by one tribe to another different from itself. Ad-
mitting, however, this, it still leaves a Slavonic population
in the contiguous districts; since, whether borne by the peo-
ple to whom it was applied or not, Jazyg is a Slavonic
gloss from the Valley of the Tibiscus.

Next comes the question as to the date of this population.
To put this in the torm least.favourable to the views of the
present writer, is to state that the first author who mentions
a population in these parts, either called by others or cal-
ling itself Jazyges, is a writer so late as Ptolemy, and that
he adds to it the qualifying epithet Metanasie (Meravacrar),
a term suggestive of their removal from some other area,
and of the recent character of their arrival on the Danube.
Giving full value to all this, there still remains the fact of
primary importance in all our investigations on the subject
In question, viz. that in the time of Ptolemy (at least) there
were Slavonians on (or near) the river Theiss.

At present it is sufficient to say that there are no a priori
reasons for considering these Jazyges as the most western
of the branch to which they belonged, since the whole of
the Pannonians may as easily be considered Slavonic as aught
else. They were not Germans. They were not Celts; in
which case the common rules of ethnological criticism induce
us to consider them as belonging to the same class with the
population conterminous to them; since unless we do this,
we must assume a new division of the hunan species alto-
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gether s a fact, which, though possible, and even probable,
is not lightly to be taken up.

So much for the & priori probabilites : the known facts by
no means traverse them. The Pannonians, we learn from
Dio, were of the same class with the Illyrians, i e. the
northern tribes of that nation. These must have belonged
to one of three divisions; the Slavonic, the Albanian, or
some division now lost. Of these, the latter is not to be as-
sumed, and the first is more probable than the second. In-
deed, the more we make the Pannonians and Illyrians other
than Slavonic, the more do we isolate the Jazyges; and the
more we isolate these, the more difficulties we create in a
question otherwise simple.

That the portion of Pannonia to the north of the Danube
(¢. e. the mnorth-west portion of Ilungary, or the valley of
the Waag and Gran) was different from the country around
the lake Peiso (Pelso), is a position, which can only be
upheld by considering it to be the country of the Quadi, and
the Quadi to have been Germanic; — a view, against which
there are numerous objections.

Now, here re-appears the term Daci; so that we must re-
cognise the important fact, that east of the Jazyges there are
the Dacians (and Gete) of the Lower, and west of the Ja-
zyges the Daci of the Upper Danube. These must be placed
in the same category, both being equally cither Slavonic or
non-Slavonic.

a. Of these alternatives, the first involves the following
real or apparent difficulty, 7. e. that, if the Getee are what
the Daci are, the Thracians are what the Geteze are. Hence,
if all three be Slavonic, we magnify the area immensely,
and bring the Slavonians of Thrace in contact with the Greeks
of Macedonia. Granted. But are there any reasons against
this? So far from there being any such in the nature of
the thing itself, it is no more than what is actually the case
at the present moment.

b. The latter alternative isolates the Jazyges, and adds to
the difficulties created by their ethnological position, under
the supposition that they are the only Slavonians of the parts
in question; since if out-lyers to the arca (exceptional, so to
say), they must be either invaders from without, or else re-
lics of an earlier and more extended population. If they
be the former, we can only bring them f{rom- the north of
the Carpathian mountains (a fact not in itself improbable,
but not to be assumed, except for the sake of avoiding
greater difficulties); if the latter, they prove the original
Slavonic character of the area.
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The present writer considers the Daci then (western and
eastern) as Slavonic, and the following passage brings them
as far west as the Maros or Morawe, which gives the name
to the present Moravians, a population at once Slavonic and
Bohemian: — <“Campos et plana Jazyges Sarmatz, montes
vero et saltus pulsi ab his Daci ad Pathissum amnem a Maro
sive Duria . . . . tenent.” — Plin. iv. 12.

The evidence as to the population of Moravia and North-
eastern Hungary being Dacian, is Strabo’s I'éyove . . . . 11
JOQUS UEQLOUOG CVUUEV®Y €x Tadarov" TOVS uiv pae Adxovg
TYOORY0QEVOVGL, Tovg 0t I'étag, I'étag utv moog Tov Ilovrov
xexdiuévovg , xal wEog THY Ew, Adaxovg 0& TOVS &G TAVAVTLL
mgog Ieouaviav xal tag tov Iorgov mijpeg. — From Zeuss,
in vv. Getew, Daci. .

In Moravia we have as the basis of argument, an existing
Slavonic population, speaking a language identical with the
Bohemian, but different from the other Slavonic languages,
and (as such) requiring a considerable period for the evo-
lution of its differential characters. This brings us to Bo-
hemia. At present it is Slavonic. When did it begin to
be otherwise? No one informs us on this point. Why should
it not have been so ab initio, or at least at the beginning of
the historical period for these parts? The necessity of an
answer to this question is admitted; and it consists chiefly
(if not wholly) in the following arguments; — a. those con-
nected with the term Marcomanni; b. those connected with
the term Boiohemum.

a. Marcomanni. — This word is so truly Germanic, and so
truly capable of being translated into English, that those
who believe in no other etymology whatever may believe
that Marc-o-manni, or Marchmen , means the men of the (boun-
daries) marches; and without overlooking either the remarks
of Mr. Kemble on the limited nature of the word mearc,
when applied to the smaller divisions of land, or the doctrine
of Grimm, that its primary signification is wood or forest,
it would be an over-refinement to adopt any other meaning
for it in the present question than that which it has in
its undoubted combinations, Markgrave, Altmark, Mittelmartk,
Ukermark, and the Marches of Wales and Scolland. 11i so,
it was the name of a line of enclosing frontier rather than
of an area enclosed; so that to call a country like the whole
of Bohemia, Marcomannic, would be like calling a/Z Scotland
or all Wales the Marches.

Again, as the name arose on the western, Germanic or
Gallic side of the March, it must have been the name of an
eastern frontier in respect to Gaul and Germany; so that to
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suppose that there were Germans on the Bohemian line of
the Marcomanni, is to suppose that the march was no mark
(or boundary) at all, at least in an ethnological seunse. This
qualification involves a difficulty which the writer has no
wish to conceal; a march may be other than an ethnological
division. It may be a political one. In other words, it may
be like the Scottish Border, rather than like the Welsh and
the Slavono-Germanic marches of Altmark, Mittelmark and
Ukermark. At any rate, the necessity for a march being
a line of frontier rather than a large compact kingdom, is
conclusive against the whole of Bohemia lFl':wing been Ger-
manic because il was Marcomannic.

b. The arguments founded on the name Boiokemum are best
met by showing that® the so-called country (home) of the Boii
was not Bokemia but Bavaria. 'This will be better done in
the sequel than now. At present, however, it may be as
well to state that so strong are the facts in favour of Boio-
hemum and Baiovarii meaning, not the one Bohemia and the
other Bavaria, but one of the two countries, that Zeuss, one
of the strongest supporters of the doctrine of an originally
Germanic population in Bohemia, applies both of them to the
firstnamed kingdom; a circumstance which prepares us for
expecting, that if the names fit the countries to which they
apply thus loosely, Boiohemum may as easily be Bavaria, as
the country of the Baiovarii be Bokemia; in other words,
that we have a convertible form of argument.

ADDENDA (1859).
Q)

Too much stress is, perhaps, laid on the name Jazyges. The
fact of the word Jaszag in Magyar meaning a bowman compli-
cates it. 'T'he probability, too, of the word for Language being the
name of a nation is less than itis ought to be, considering the
great extent to which it is admitted.

(2)

The statements respecting Bohemia are over-strong. Some por-
tion of it was, probably, Marcomannic and German. The grea-
ter part, however, of the original Boio-Zem-um, ox home of the
Boii, I still continue to give to the ecountry of the Boian occu-
pants — Baio-var-ii = Bavaria; the word itself being a compound
of the same kind as Cant-wwre=—inkabitants of Kent. (See Zeuss
in ». Baiovarii).
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The portion of the Slavonic frontier which will be consi-
dered this evening is the north-western, beginning with the
parts about the Cimbric peninsula, and ending at the point
of contact between the present kingdoms of Saxony and Bo-
hemia: the leading physical link between the two extreme
populations being the Klbe.

For this tract, the historical period begins in the ninth
century. The classification which best shows the really west-
erly disposition of the Slavonians of this period, and which
gives us the fullest measure of the extent to which, a¢ that
time at least, they limited the casterly extension of the Ger-
mans, is to divide them into a. the Slavonians of the
Cimbric peninsula; &. the Slavonians of the right bank of
the Elbe; e. the Slavonians of the /e/¢ bank of the Elbej the
first and last being the most important, as best showing
the amount of what may be called the Slavonic protrusion into
the accredited Germanic area.

a. The Slavonians of the Cimbric Peninsula. — Like the Sla-
vonians that constitute the next section, these are on the
right bank of the Elbe; but as they are north of that river
rather than east of it, the division 1s natural.

The Wagrians. — Occupants of the country between the
Trave and the upper portion of the southern branch of the
Eyder.

yT/ie Polabi.— Conterminous with the Wagrians and the Sax-
onls of Sturmar, from whom they were separated by the river
Bille.

b. Stavonians of the right bank of the Elbe. — The Obodrili.
— This is a generic rather than a specific term; so that it
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is probable that several of the Slavonic populations about to
be noticed may be but subdivisions of the great Obotrit
section. The same applies to the divisions already noticed —
the Wagri and Polabi: indeed the classification is so uncer-
tain, that we have, for these parts and times, no accurate
means of ascertaining whether we are dealing with sub-
divisions or cross-divisions of the Slavonians. At any rate
the word Obotriti was one of the best-known of the whole
list; so much so, that it is likely, in some cases, to have
equalled in import the more general term Hend. The varie-
ties of orthography and pronunciation may be collected from
Zeuss (in wvoce), where we find Obotriti, Obotrite, Abotriti,
Abotridi, Apodrite, Abatareni, Apdrede, Abdrede, Abtrezi. Fur-
thermore, as evidence of the generic character of the word,
we find certain Zast-Obotrits (Oster-A4btrezi), conterminous with
the Bulgarians, as well as the North-Obotrits (Nort-Abtrezi), for
the parts in question. These are the northern districts of
Mecklenburg-Schwerin, from the Trave to the Warnow, chiefly
along the coast. Zeuss makes Schwerin their most inland lo-
cality. The Descriptio Civitatum gives them fifty-three towns.

In the more limited sense of the term, the Obotrits are
not conterminous with any German tribe, being separated
by the Wagri and Polabi. Hence when Alfred writes NorSan
Euld-Seaxum is Apdrede, he probably merges the two sections
last-named in the Obotritic.

Although not a frontier population, the Obotrits find place
in the present paper. They show °that the Wagri and Po-
labi were not mere isolated and outlying portions of the great
family to which they belonged, but that they were in due
continuity with the main branches of it.

Varnahi. — This is the form which the name takes in Adam
of Bremen. It is also that of the Varni, Varini, and Vi-
runi of the classical writers; as well as of the Werini of the
Introduction to the Leges Anglivrum et Werinorum, hoc est Thu-
ringorum. Now whatever the Varini of Tacitus may have
been, and however much the affinities of the Werini were
with the Angli, the Varnahi of Adam of Bremen are Sla-
vonie.

c. Cis—Albian Slavonians. — Beyond the boundaries of the
Duchies of Holstein and Lauenburg, the existence of Ger-
mans on the right bank of the Elbe is nil.

With Altmark the evidence of a Slavonic population
changes, and takes strength. The present Altmark is not Ger-
man, as Kent is Saxon, but only as Cornwall is, 7. e. the
traces of the previous Slavonic population are like the traces
of the Celtic occupants of Cornwall, the rule rather than

8 #
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the exception. Most of the geographical names in Altmark
are Slavonic, the remarkable exception being the name of
the Old March itself.

The Slavono-German frontier for the parts south of Alt-
mark becomes so complex as to require to stand over for
future consideration. All that will be done at present is to
indicate the train of reasoning applicable here, and appli-
cable along the line of frontier. If such was the state of
things in the cighth and ninth centuries, what reason is there
for believing it to have been otherwise in the previous ones?
The answer is the testimony of Tacitus and others in the
way of external, and certain etymologies, &ec. in the way
of internal, evidence. Without at present saying anything
in the way of disparagement to either of these series of
proofs, the present writer, who considers that the inferen-
ces which have generally been drawn from them are illegi-
timate, is satisfied with exhibiting the amount of & priori
improbability which they have to neutralize. If, when Ta-
citus wrote, the area between the Elbe and Vistula was not
Slavonic, but Gothic, the Slavonians of the time of Charle-
magne must have immigrated between the sccond and eighth
centuries; must have done so, not in parts, but for the whole
frontier; must have, for the first and last time, displaced
a population which has generally been the conqueror rather
than the conquered ; must have displaced it during one of the
strongest periods of its history; must have displaced it every-
where, and wholly; and (what is stranger still) that not per-
manently — since from the time in question, those same Ger-
mans, who between A. 200 and A.D. 800 are supposed to have
always retreated before the Slavonians, have from A.n. §00
to A.D. 1800 always reversed the process and encroached
upon their former dispossessors.

ADDENDA (1859).
(1)

The details of the Slavonic area to the south of Altmark are
as follows. ;

Brandenburg, at the beginning of the historical period, was
Slavonie, and one portion of it, the Circle of Cotbus, is so at
the present moment. It is full of geographical names significant
in the Slavonic languages. Of Germans to the JKast of the Elbe



ADDENDA. . M7

there are no signs until after the time of Charlemagne. But the
Elbe is not even their eastern boundary. The Saale is the river
which divides the Slavonians from the Thuringians — not only
at the time when its drainage first comes to be known, but long
afterwards. More than this, there were, in the 11th and 12th cen-
turies, Slavonians in Thuringia, Slavonians in Franconia — facts
which can be found in full in Zeuss vo. Frinkische und Thiirin-
gische Slawen — (Die Deutschen und die Nuchbarstimme).

Saxony brings us down to the point with which the preceding
paper conclnded viz: the frontier of Bohemia. This was in the
same category with Brandenburg. In Leipzig Slavonic was spo-
ken A. D. 1327. In Lusatia it is spoken at the present moment.
When were the hypothetical Germans of all these parts elimina-
ted, or (it not eliminated) amalgamated with a population of in-
trnders who displaced their language , not on one spot or on two,
but every where?

If the Slavonians of the time of Charlemagne were indigenous
to the western portion of their area, they were, a fortiori, indi-
genous to the castern. At any rate, few who hold that the Ger-
man populations of Bohemia, Mecklenburg, Luneburg, Altmark,
Brandenburg, Saxony, Silesia, and Lusatia are recent, will
doubt their being so in Pomerania.

In his Edition of the (Germania of Tacitus the only Germans
east of the Iilbe, Raale and the Fiehtel Gebirge, recognised by the
present writer are certain intrusive Marcomanni; who (by hypo-
thesis) derived from Thuringia, reached the Dannbe by way of
the valley of Naab, and pressed eastward to some point un-
known — but beyond the southern frontier of Moravia. Here
they skirted the Slavonie populations of the north, and formed
to their several areas the several Marches from which they took
their name.

As far as we have gone hitherto we have gone in the direc-
tion of the doctrine that the Slavonians of Iranconia, Thuringia,
Saxony, Altmark, Luneburg, Mecklenburg, Holstein, and Bran-
denburg &e. were all old oceupants of the distriets in which they
were found in the 8th, 9th, 10th, and 11th centuries; also that the
present Czekhs of Bohemia and Moravia, the present Serbs of
Lmsatia and DBrandenburg, the present Kassnbs of Pomerania,
and the present Slovaks of Hungary represent aboriginal popu-
lations. We now ask how far this was the case with the fronta-
gers of North-castern Italy, and the Slavonians of Carinthia and
Carniola. The conclusion to which we arrive in respeet to these
will apply to those of Bosnia, Servia, and Dalmatia.

That the Carinthians and Carniolans were the descendants of
the Carni of the Alpes Carnieze would never have been doubted
but for the following statements — *“The Krobati who now oc-
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“cupy the parts in the direction of Delmatia are derived from
“the Unbaptized Krobati, the Krovati Aspri so-called; who
“dwelt on the otherside of Turkey, and necar France, contermi-
“nons with the Unbaptized Slaves —i. e. the Serbi. The word
“Krobati is explained by the dialect of the Slaves. Tt means
““the possessors of a large country’® — Constantinus Porphyroge-
nela — De Adm. Imp. 3). ed. Par. p. 97.

Again — ““But the Krobati dwelt then in the direction of Bagi-
““vareia’ (Bavaria) “‘where the Belokrobati are now. One tribe
“(yever) separated. Five brothersled them. Clukas, and Lobelos,
““and Kosentes, and Mukld, and Krobatos, and two sisters, Tuga
““and Buga. These with their people came to Delmatia— The
“other Krobati stayed about France, and are called Belokrobati,
4. e. Aspri Krobati, having their own leader. They are snubjeet
“to Otho the great king of France and Saxony. They continue
“Unbaptized, intermarrying” (cvumevdeoleg ol ayamas dyovreg)
“with the Turks” —e. 30. p. 95.— The statement that the Kroa-
tians of Dalinatia came from the Asproeroatians is repeated. The
evidence, however, lies in the preceding passages; upon which
it is scarcely necessary to remark thal bel=mwhite in Slavonic, and
aspro=mwhile in Romaic.

So mueh for the Croatians. 'The evidence that the Servians
were in the same category, is also Constantine’s. — ‘It must be
“understood that the Servians are from the Unbaptized Servians,
“called also Aspri, beyond Turkey, near a place called Boiki,
“near France —just like the Great Crobatia, also Unbaptized
““and White. Thence, originally, came the Servians —e. 32. p.99.

In the following passages the evidence improves—“The same
“Krobati came as suppliants to the Emperor Heraclius, before
““‘the Scrvians did the same, at the time of the inroads of the
““Avars — By his order these same Krobati having conquered
“the Avars, expelled them, occupied the country they occupied,
“and do so now>—c. 31. p. 97.

Their country extended from the River Zentina to the frontier
of Istria and, thenee, to Tzentina and Chlebena in Servia. Their
towns were Nona, Belogradon, Belitzein, Scordona, Chlebena,
Stolpon, Tenen, Kori, Klaboca— (c. 3t. p. 97. 98). Their country
was divided into 11. Supan-rics (Zovraviag).

They extended themselves, From the Krobati ““who came into
“Dalmatia a portion detached themselves, and conquered the Tlly-
“rian country and Pannonia’ (e. 30 p. 95).

The further notices of the Servians are of the same kind.
Two brothers suceeeded to the kingdom, of which one offered
his men and services to Heraclius, who placed them at first in
the Theme Thessalonica, where they grew homesick, crossed the
Danube about Belgrade, repented, turned back, were placed
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in Servia, in the parts occupied by the Avars, and, finally, were
baptized. (e. 32, p. 99.)

It is clear that all this applies to the Slavonians of Croatia,
Bosnia, Nervia, and Rlavonia—74. e. the trian_le at the junetion of
the Save and Danube. It has no application to Istria, Carniola,
Carinthia, and Styria. Have any writers so applied it? Some
have, some have not. More than this, many who have never
applied it argue just as it they had. Zeuss, especially stating that
the Slavonic population of the parts in question was earlier than
that of Croatia, still, makes it recent. Why? This will soon
he seen. At present, it is emough to state that it is not by the
direct application of the passage in Porphyrogeneta that the an-
tiquity of the Slavonic character of the Carinthians, (farniolans,
and Istrians is impugned.

The real reason les in the fact of the two populations being
alike in other respeets. What is this worth? Something —per-
haps, mueh, Which way, however, does it tell? That depends
on cirenmstances. If the Croatians be recent, the Carinthians
should be so too. But what if the evidence make the Clarin-
thians old? T'hen, the recency of the Croatians is impugned.
Now Zeuss (vv. Alpenslawen, Carantani, and Creinarii) distinetly
shews that there were Slavonians in the present distriets before
the time of Heraclins — not much before, but still before. Why
not much? “T'hey came only a little betfore, inasmuch as Proco-
pius “gives us nothing but the old names Carni, and Norici”.
But what if these were Slavonic?

The present meaning of the root Carn- is March, just as it is in
U-krain. In a notice of the year A. D. 974 we find “quod Carn-
“lola voecatur, et quod vulgo vocatur Creina marcha®, the Slavo-
nic word being translated into Gierman. Such a faet, under or-
dinary ciremnstances would make the Carn- in Alpes Carn-ice, a
Slavonic gloss; as it almost certainly is. I do not, however,
know the etymologist who has elaimed it. Zeuss does not—though
it is from lis pages that I get the chief evidence of its being one.

(roatia, Bosnia, and Servia now come under the application
of the Clonstantine text.

Let it pass for historical; notwithstanding the length of time
hetween its anthor and the ¢vents which it records.

Let it pass for historical, notwithstanding the high probability
of Crobyzi, a word used in Servia before the Christian era, being
the same as Arobati.

Let it pass for historical, notwithstanding the chances that it
is only an inference from the presence of an allied population on
both sides of Pannonia.

Let it pass for historical, notwithstanding the leadership of
the five brothers (one the eponymus Arobatos) and the two sisters.
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Let it do this, and then let us ask how it is to be interpreted.
Widely or strictly? We see what stands against it viz: the exist-
ing conditions of three mountainous regions exhibiting the signs
of being the occupancies of an aboriginal population as much as
any countries on the face of the earth.

What then is the strict interpretation? Even this— that He-
raclius introduced certain Croatians from the north into the oc-
cupancies of the dispossessed Avars apparently as military colo-
nies. Does this mean that they were the first of their lineage? By
no means. The late emperor of Russian planted Slavonic colonies
of Servians in Slavonic Russia. Metal upon metal is false heral-
dry; but it does not follow that Slave upon Slave is bad ethnology.

With such a full realization of the insufficiency of the evidence
which makes Bohemia, Carinthia, Servia &e. other than Slavonie ab
initio, we may proceed to the ethnology of the parts to the west,
and sonthwest —the Tyrol, Northern Italy, Switzerland, Bavaria,
and Wurtemberg. In respect to these, we may either distribute
them among the populations of the frontier, or imagine for them
some fresh division of the population of Europe, once existent,
but now extinct. We shall not, however, choose this latter
alternative unless we forget the wholesome rule which forbids ns
to multiply causes nnnecessarily.

Let us say, then, that the southern frontier of the division re-
presented by the Slavonians of Carniola was originally prolonged
until it touched that of the northernmost Italians. In like man-
ner, let the Styrian and Bohemian Slaves extend till they
meet the Kelts of Gaul. With this general expression I take
leave of this part of the subject—a subject worked out in detail
elsewhere (Edition of Prichard’s Eastern origin of the Celtic Nation,
and The Germania of Tacitus with Ethnological Noles, — Native
Races of the Russian Empire &e.).

The northern and eastern frontiers of the Slavonians involve
those of (1) Ugrians, (2) the Lithnanians.

In respect to the former, I think a case can be made out for
continuing the earliest occupancy of the populations represented
by the Liefs of Courland, and the Raliwas of Estonia to the Oder
at least; perhaps further. This means along the coast. Their ex-
tent inland is a more complex question. The so called Fin hypo-
thesisin its full formis regarded, by the present writer, as untenable,
But between this and a vast extension of the Fin area beyond its
present bounds there is a great difference. It is one thing to con-
nect the Basks of Spain with the Khonds of India; another to
bring the Estonians as far west as the Odex, or even as the Elbe.
It is one thing to make an allied population occupant of Sweden,
Spain, and Ireland ; another to refer the oldest population of west-
ern Russia to the stock to which the eastern undeniably belongs.
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This latter is a mere question of more or less. The other is a dif-
terence, not of kind, but of degree. With this distinction we may
start from the most southern portion of the present Ugrian area;
which is that of the Morduins in the Government of Penza. Or
we may start from the most western which is that of the Liefs of
Courland. What are the traces of Fin occupancy between these
and the Vistula and Danube —the Vistula westward, the Danube
on the South. How distinet are they? And of what kind? We
cannot expect them to be either obvious or numerous. Say that
they are the vestiges of a state of things that has passed away
a thousand years, and we only come to the time of Nestor. Say
that they are doubly so old, and we have only reached the days
of Herodotus; in whose time there had been a sufficient amount
of encroachment and displacement to fill the southern Governments
of Russia with Seythians of Asiatic origin. The Britons were the
occupants of Kent at the beginning of our mra. How faint are
the traces of them. We must regulate, then, our expectations
according to the conditions of the question. We must expect
to find tlmwe just a little more Ugrian than aught else. .

From tllat part of Russia whlch could, even a thousand years
ago, exhibit an indigenous population “P must subtract all those
districts which were occupied by the Scythians. We do not
know how much comes under this category. We only know that
the Agathyrsi were in Hungary, and that they were, probably,
intruders. We must substract the Governments of Kherson, Eka-
terinoslav, and Taurida at the very least — much of each if not
all. That this is not too much is evident from the expressed
opinions of competent investigators. Francis Newman carries
the Scythia of Herodotus as far as Volhynia, and, in Volhynia,
there were Cumanian Turks as late as the 11th century. Say,
however that the aborigines were not Fins. At any rate they
were not the ancestors of the present Russians —and it is the
original area of these that we are now considering. In the
North there were Fins when Novorogod, and in the East Fins
when Moscow, was founded. Tn Koursk, writes Iaxthausen,
there is a notable difference in the physiognomy of the inhabi-
tants; the features being Fin rather than Slavonie.

T now notice the name of Roxolani. Prichard and, doubtless,
others besides see in this a Fin gloss, the termination-lani being
the termination-leinen in Suomelainen, Hamelainen aud several
other Fin words, . e. a gentile termination. It does not follow
from this that the people themselves were Fins. It only follows
that they were in a Fin neighourhood. Some one who spoke
a language in which the form in -lein- was used to denote the
name of a people was on their frontier, and this frontier must
have been South of that of the Roxolani themselves —else how
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did it come to the ears of the Greeks and Romans? 1f this were not
the case, then was the name native, and the Roxolani were
Ugrian. In either case we have a Fin gloss, and a Fin locality
suggested by it. Now the country of the Roxolani either reached,
or dppmached the Danube.

In the account of Herodotus a population named Newri oceu-
pied a marshy district at the back of the Scythian area; pro-
bably the marshes of Pinsk. This is, perhaps, a Fin gloss.
The town of Narym in the Ostiak country takes its name frmn
the marshes round it.

The Lithuanian language avoids the letter f.—using p. instead ;
sometimes m. The Greek gidew is myh in Lithuanie. The name,
then, that a Fin locality would take in the mouth of a Lithua-
nian would not be Finsk but HMinsk, or Pinsk, and these are
the names we find on what I think was, at one time, the Finno-
Lithuanie frontier.

I should add that the Kour- in Kour-sk seems to be the Kour-
in Kour-land, the Kor- in Kor-alli (a Fin population of the
Middle Ages), and the Car- in the eminently, and almost ty-
pically, Fin Aarelians.

THis is not much in the way of evidence. Much or little, Low-
ever, it is more than can be got for any other population. Much or
little it is got at by a very cursory investigation. No special re-
search has been instituted. No tumulus has been appealed to. No
local dialect has been analysed. No ordnance map has been
pored over. All this will, doubtless, be done in time, and if,
when it has been done, no confirmation of the present doetrine
be found, the propounder will reconsider it. If the evidence point
elsewhere he will abandon it. At present he brings the early
Fin frontier to Minsk and Pinsk:

There it touched that of the Lithuanians. To make these the
most eastern members of the Sarmatian stock is, at the first view,
to fly in the face of the testimony of their present position. They
are, in one sense, the most western. The Germans of Prussia
touch them on the side of Europe. Between them and the Fins
of Asia, the vast Russian area of the Governments of Smolensko,
Novogorod &e. intervene. Speaking laxly, one may say that all
Russia lies beyond them. Nevertheless, it is with the Fins of
Estonia that they are also in contact; whilst the explanation
of the German and Russian contact is transparently clear. The
Germans (as a matter of hlStOI‘}) cut their way through whole
masses of Slavonians in Pomerania, before they reached them;
so displacing the Slavonians to the west of them. 'The Russians
(again a matter of history) pressed up to them by a circuit from
the south and west. The Lithuanians have kept their position—
but one population has stretched beyond, and angther has pres-
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sed up to them. Their language is eminently akin to the Sanskrit.
Their physiognomy is the most I'in of any thoroughly European
pepulation.

There were no Slavonians, iz situ, to the Iast of the Lithuanic
area; none originally. By encroachment and change of place
there are, in later times, many. There are, as aforesaid, all
the Russians of the present moment. The question, however, be-
fore us is the original area, the primordial situs.

The westward extension of the Lithuanians is a matter upon
which I do not press the details. T think that the Vistula may
have been to them and the Slavonians what the Rhine was to the
Gauls and Germans. The main question is how far can we bring
them south? What justifies us in making them reach the Carpathi-
ans? At present we find them in Livonia, Courland, East Prussia,
Vilna, and Grodno; but further south than Grodno nowhere; no-
where, at least, with the definite characteristies of name and lan-
guage. Every inch that is given them south of Grodno must have
its proper evidence to support it.

The Gothini of Tacitus are the first population that we may
make Lithuaniec. What says Tacitus? They were not (Germans;
their language proved this. They were not Sarmatians. The
Sarmatians imposed a tribute upon, as on men of another stock
— tributa ut alienigenis imponunt. The Quadi did the same. If
neither Germans nor Sarmatians what were they ? Members of a
stock now extinet? The rule against the unnecessary multiplica-
tion of causes forbids us to resort to this supposition. Do so once
and we may always be doing it. Were they Fins? Say that they
were, and what do we gain by it? We may as well prolong the
thhu.tnn area from (Jrrodno as the I'in from Pinsk. Nay, better.
That Grodno is Lithuanian we /Anow. That Pinsk was Fin we
infer. Were they Scythians? We know of no Scythians beyond
the Maros; so that the reasoning which told against the I'in hy-
pothesis tells equally against the Turk. Beyond the Germans,
the Slavonians, the Fins, the® Turks, and the Lithuanians we
have nothing to choose from; and T submit that the minimum
amount of assumption lies with the population last named.

Now comes the name of their Language. The Language of the
Gothini was Gallica — Osos Pannonica, Gothinos Gallica arguit
non esse Romanos. I have given reasons elsewhere (Germania
of Tacitus with Ethnological notes) for translating Gallica Galli-
cian, — not Gallie. Say, however, that the latter is the better
translation ; Gothini would still be the name of the people.

There is a country, then, of the Gothini sufficiently far

* The term 7urk is used in its wide Ethnological sense, and includes
the Seythe.
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south to be in contact with the Quadi and Sarmate —the Quadi
in Moravia and Upper Hungary, the Sarmate in the parts
between the Theiss and the Danube. Gallicia meets these condi-
tions. It was a mining country. Gallicia is this. It was on the
Upper Vistula—probably at its head-waters. At the mouth of
the same river the name re-appears, in that of the Gothones, Guit-
ones, Gythones &e. of the Amber country. These were either the
nearest neighbours of the Aestyii, or the Aestyll themselves under
aname other than German —for Aestyii is an undoubted (exman
gloss, just like Kst- in Est- onia.

Are we justified in identifying these two populations on the
strength of the name? No. What we are justified in doing,
however, is this. We are justified in placing on the frontier of
both a language in which the root Goth- was part of a national
name.

At the beginning of the historical period these Gothones were
the Lithaunians of Kast Prussia, and their neighours called them
Guddon. They were the congeners of those Lithuanians whose
area, even now, extents as far south as Grodno.

It is easy to connect the Gothones with Grodno; but what con-
nects Grodno with Gothinian Gallicia? What can connect it now ?
Allis Polish or Russian. What are the proofs that it was not so
from the beginning? The following — the populations between
Grodno and the frontier of (Gallicia, appear, for the first time in
history in the 13th century; but not as Poles, nor yet as Russians,
but as Lithuanians — “cum Pruthenica et Lithuanica lingua ha-
bens magna ex parte similitudinem et intelligentiam’ — “‘lingua,
ritu, religione, et moribus magnam habebat cum Lithuanis, Pru-
thenis et Samogitis®®> (the present Lithuanians of Hast Prussia)
““conformitatem’’.

We cannot bring these quite down to Gallicia; and this is not to
be wondered at. The first notice we have of them is very nearly
the last as well. The narrative which gives us the preceding texts
is the narrative of their subjugation and extinetion.

What was the name of this people? 1 premise that we get it
through a double medium, the Latin, and the Slavonic —the lat-
ter langnage always being greatly disguised in its adaptation to
the former. The commonest form is Jaczwingi (Lat.) Jatwyazi
(Slavonic); then (in doeuments) Gefuin-zite, a word giving the
root Gothon-. Finally, we have *“‘Pollexiani Getharum seu Prus-
sorum gens’’.

Such are the reasons for connecting the Gothini of the Marco-
mannic frontier with the Gothini of the Baltic, and also for making
both (along with the conneceting Jaczwingi) Lithuanians. This
latter point, however, is unessential to the present investigation ;
which simply counsiders the area of the Slavonians.. For the parts
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north of the Carpathians, it was limited by a continuous line
of Gothini, Getuinzite, and Gothones. Whatever those were they
were not Slavonie.

Such is the sketch of the chief reasons for believing that origi-
nally the Vistula (there or thereabouts) was the boundary of the
Slavonians on the North East; a belief confirmed by the pheno-
mena of the languages spoken, at the present moment, beyond
that river. They fa]l into few dialects; a fact which is prima facie
evidence of recent introducetion. The Polish branch shews itself
in varieties and subvarieties on its western frontier; the Russian
on its southern and south-castern. The further they are found
Bast and North, the newer they are.

I may add that I find no facts in the special ethnology of the
carly Poles, that complicate this view. On the contrary, the spe-
cial facts, bu@h as they are, are confirmatory rather than aught
clse of the western origin and the castern direction, of a Polish
line of eneroachment, migration, occupancy, displacement, inva-
sion, or conquest. Under the early kings of the blood of Piast
(an individual wholly unhistoric), the locality for their exploits
and occupancies is no part of the country about the present capi-
tal, Warsaw; but the district round Posen and Gnesen; this
being the area to which the earliest legends attach themselves.

Where this is not the case, where the Duchy of Posen or Prus-
sian Poland does not give us the earliest signs of Polish occu-
pancy, the parts about Cracow do. At any rate, the legends lie
in the west and south rather than in the east; on the Saxon or
the Boliemian frontier rather than the Lithnanie.

The Slavonic area south of the Carpathians gives us a much
more complo‘{ question— one, indeed, too compl(*\ to investi-

gate it in all its bearings.

That there were both Slavonians and Lithuanians in Dacia,
Lower Mesia, Thrace, and, even, Macedon is nearly certain —
and that early. Say that they were this at the beginning of the
historieal period. It will, by no means, make them aboriginal.

Such being the case T limit myself to the statement that, at
the beginning of the historical period, the evidence and reason-
ing that conneets the Thracians with the (Gete, the Getx with the
Daci, and the Daci with the Sarmatian stock in general is suffi-
cient. Whether it makes them indigenous to their several areas
is another question. It is also another question whether the
relationship between them was so close as the current statements
make it. These identify the Gete and Daci. I imagine that they
were (there or thereabouts) as different as the Bohemians and
the Lithnanians —the Getie Lithuanians, and the Dacian (Daci=
T€axoi) Czekhs; both, however being Sarmatian.

I also abstain from the details of a question of still greater
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importanece and interest viz: the extent to which a third language of
the class which contains the Slavonian and Lithuanie may or may
not have been spoken in the parts under notice. There was room
for it in the parts to the South of the Fin, and the east of the Li-
thuanic, areas. There was room forit in the present Governments
of Podolia, and Volhynia, to say nothing of large portions of
the drainage of the Lower Danube. The langnage of such an
area, if its structure coincided with its geographical position would
be liker the Lithuanic and the most eastern branch of the Sla-
vonie than any other Languages of the so-called Indo-European
Stock. It would also be more Sarmatian than either German or
Classical. Yet it would be Dboth (llassical and German also, on
the strength of the term Indo-European. It would be the most
Asiatic of the tongues so denominated; with some Ugrian affini-
ties, and others with the languages in the direction of Armenia,
and Persia. It would be a language, however, which would soon
be obliterated; in as much as the parts upon which we place it
were, at an carly date, overrun by Seythians from the Kast,
and Slavonians from the West. When we know Volhynia, it
is Turk, and Polish, — anything but aboriginal. Such a lan-
guage, however, might, in case the populations who spoke it had
made early conquests elsewhere, be, still, preserved to our own
times. Or it might have been, at a similarly early period, com-
mitted to writings; the works in whieh it was embodied having
come down to us. If so, its relations to its congencrs would be
remarkable. They would only be known in a modern, i only in
an ancient, form. Such being the case the original affinity might
be disguised; especially if the transfer of the ecarlier langnage
had been to some very distant and unlikely point. .

I will now apply this hypothetical series of arguments. It has
long been known that the ancient, sacred, and literary langnage
of Northern India has its closest grammatical affinities in Europe.
With none of the tongues of the neighbouring countries, with no
form of the Tibetan of the Himalayas or the Burmese dialeets
of the north-east, with no Tamul dialect of the southern part of
the Peninsula itself has it half such close resemblances as it has
with the distant and disconnected Lithuanian.

As to the Lithuanian, it has, of course, its closest affinities
with the Slavonic tongues of Russia, Bohemia, Poland, and Ser-
via, as_aforesaid. And when we go beyond the Sarmatian stock,
and bring into the field of comparison the other tongues of Eu-
rope, the Latin, the Greek, the (German, and the Keltie, we
find that the Lithnanic is more or less connected with them.

Now, the botanist who, found in Asia, extended over a com-
paratively small area, a single species, belonging to a genus
which covered two-thirds of Europe (except sb far as he might
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urge that everything came from the east, and so convert the spe-
cific question into an hypothesis as to the origin of vegetation in
general) would pronounce the genus to be Furopean. The zoo-
logist, in a case of zoology, would do the same,

Mutatis mutandis, the logic of the philologue should be that of
the naturalist. Yet it is not.

1. The area of Asiatic languages in Asia allied to the ancient
Language of India, is smaller than the area of European langua-
ges allied to the Lithuanic; and —

2. The class or genus to which the two tongues equally belong,
is represented in Asia by the Indian division only; whereas in
Lurope it falls into three divisions, each of, at least, equal value
with the single Asiatic one.

Nevertheless, the so-called Indo-European languages are de-
duced from Asia.

T do not ask whether, as a matter of fact, this deduction is right
or wrong. I only state, as a matter of philological history, that it
is made, adding that the hypothesis which makes it is illegitimate.
It rests on the assumption that it is easier to bring a population
from India to Russia than to take one from Russia to India. In the
case of the more extreme language of which it takes cognisance
this postulate becomes still more inadmissible. - It assumes, in
the matter of the Keltic (for instance), that it is easier to bring the
people of Galway from the Punjab, than the tribes of the Punjab
from Eastern Europe. In short, it scems to be a generally received
rule amongst investigators, that so long as we bring our migration
from east to west we may let a very little evidence go a very
long way; whereas, so soon as we reverse the process, and sup-
pose a line fromn west to east, the converse becomes requisite,
and a great deal of evidence is to go but a little way. The effect
of this has been to create innumerable Asiatic hypotheses and
few or no European ones. Russia may have been peopled from
Persia, or Lithuania from Hindostan, or Greece from Asia, or
any place west of a given meridian from any place east of it
— but the converse, never. No one asks for proofs in the former
case; or if he do, he is satisfied with a very scanty modicum:
whereas, in the latter, the best authenticated statements undergo
stringent scrutiny. Inferences fare worse. They are hardly al-
lowed at all. It is all ““theory and hypothesis’® if we resort to
them in eases from west to east; but it is no “theory’” and no
“hypothesis” when we follow the sun and move westwards.

Let the two lines be put on a level, and let ethnographi-
cal philology cease to be so one-sided as it is. Let the possibi-
lity of a Western origin of the Sanskrit language take its natu-
ral place as the member of an alternative hitherto ignored. I
do not say what will follow in the way of historical detail. I only
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say (in the present paper at least) that the logic of an important
class of philological questions will be improved. As it stands at
present, it is little more than a remarkable phenomenon in the
pathology of the philological mind, a symptom of the morbid con-
dition of the secientific imagination of learned men.

Turning westwards we now take up the Slovenians of Carin-
thia and Styria on their western frontier, not forgetting the sou-
thermost of the Czekhs of Bohemia. Ilow far did the Slavonic
arca extend in the direction of Switzerland, Gaul, and Italy?

In the Tyrol we have such geographical names as Scharn-ilz,
Gshnitz-thal, and Vintsh-gaun; in the Vorarlberg, Ked-nitz and
‘Windisch-matrei. Kven where the names are less definitely Sla-
vonie, the compound sibilant (s2, so predominant in Slavonic,
so exceptional in German, is of frequent oceurrence. This, per-
Laps, is little, yet is more than can be found in any country
known to have been other than Slavonie.

Again —a Slavonic population in the Vorarlberg and Sonthern
Bavaria best accounts for the name Find-elicia.

If the Slavonians are aboriginal, and if the Czekhs are the
same, the decisive evidence that, within the historical period,
they have both receded is in favor of their respective areas
having originally been greater than they are at present. Such
being the case, we may bring them both further south and fur-
ther west. How far? This is a question of minute detail, not to
be answered off-hand. The rule of parsimony, however, by which
we are forbidden to multiply stocks unnccessarily, carries them
to the frontier of the Gauls in one direction, and the Italians on
the other.

If so, there may have been Slavonians on the frontier of Li-
guria. More than this the Rheeti may have been Slavonic also.
But many make the Etruscans Rheatian. Is it possible however,
that even the Etruscans were Slavonic?

I know of numerous opinions against their being so. I know of
no facts.



ON THE TERMS OF ¢07H4] AND GETA.

OBSERVATIONS LAID BEFORE THE ETHNOLOGI-
CAL SECTION, AT THE MEETING OF THE BRITISH
ASSOCIATION FFOR THE ADVANCEMENT OF
SCIENCE, HELD AT BIRMINGHAM 1849.

So far from the Gothi and Gete being identical there is
no reason to believe that any nation of Germany ecver bore
the former of these two names until it reached the country
of the population designated by the latter. If so, the Goths
were Gothie, just as certain Spaniards are Mexican and Pe-
ruvian; and just as eertain Knglishmen are Britons i e. not
at all,

The Goths of the Danube, ete. leave Germany as Grutungs
and Thervings, become Marcomanni along the Boliemian
and Moravian frontiers, Ostrogoths and Visigoths, on the
Lower Danube (or the land of the Gete), and Mesogoths
(from the locality in which they become Christian) in Mesia.

What were the Goths of Scandinavia? It és not I who
am the first by many scores of investigators to place all
the numerous populations to which the possible modifications
of the root G—¢ apply in the same category. I only deny
that that category 1s German. Few separate the Jutes of
Jutland, from the Goths of Gothland, Then there is the
word Jite, which is to Gui-, as Will-iam is to Gu/-ielmus,
a form that was probably Lithuanic.

If J4¢, as it occurs in the word Jute, be, really, the same
as the G4¢ in Got or Goth, we have a reason In favour of
one of the earlier Danish populations having been Lithuanie.

The four islands of Sealand, Laaland, Moen, and Falster
formed the ancient Vithesleth. This division is of consider-
able import; since the true country of Dan, the eponymus
of the Danes, was not Jutland, nor yet Skaane, nor yet Fyen.
It was the Four Islands of the Vithesleth: —“Dan-—rex
primo super Sialandiam, Monam, Falstriam, et Lalandiam,
cujus regnum dicebatur Vithesleth. Deinde super alias pro-
vincias et insulas et totum regnum.” — Petri Olai Chron.

9
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Regum Danize. Also, “Vidit autem Dan regionem suam, su-
per quam rognavit, Jutiam, Fioniam, Withesleth, Scaniam
quod esset bona.” — Annal. Esrom. p. 224.

That the Swedes and Norwegians are the newest Scandina-
vians and that certain Ugrians were the oldest, is undoubted.
But it by no means follows that the succession was simple.
Between the first and last there may have been any amount of
interealations. Was this the case? My own opinion is, that
the first eneroachments upon the originally Ugrian area of
Scandinavia were not from the south-west, but from the
south-east, not from Hanover but from Prussia and Courland,
not German but Lithuanic, and (as a praetical proof of the
inconvenience of the present mnomenelature) although not
German, Gothic.

Whether these eneroachments were wholly Lithuanic, ra-
ther than Slavonie as well, is doubtful. When the archeo-
logy of Scandinavia is read aright, 7. e. without a German
prepossession, the evidence of a second population will be-
come clear. 'This however, is a detail.

The Gothic historian Jornandes, deduees the Goths of
the Danube first from the southern coasts of the Baltic, and
ultimately from Scandinavia. I think, however, that whoever
reads his notiees will be satisfied that he has fallen into the
same confusion in respeet to the Germans of the Lower Da-
nube and the Getw whose country they settled in, as an
English writer would do who should adapt the legends of
Geoffroy of Monmouth respecting the Dritish kings to the
genealogies of Ecbert and Alfred or to the origin of the
warriors under Hengist. The legends of the soil and the
legends of its invaders have been mixed together.

Nor is such eonfusion unnatural. The real faets before
the historian were remarkable. There were Goths on the
Lower Danube, Germanic in blood, and known by the
same name as the older inhabitants of the country. There
were Gothones, or Guttones, in the Baltic, the essential part
of whose name was Goth-; the -n— being, probably, and al-
most certainly, an inflexion.

Thirdly , there were Goths in Seandinavia, and Goths in
an intermediate island of the Baltic. With sueh a series of
Goth-lands, the single ervor of mistaking the old Getic legends
for those of the more reeent Germans (now called Goths),
would easily engender others; and the most distant of the
three Gothic areas would naturally pass for being the oldest
also. Hence, the deduction of the Goths of the Danube
from the Seandinavian Gothland.



ON THE JAPODES AND GEPIDA.

READ

BEFORE THE PHILOLOGICAL SOCIETY,

JANUARY 15TH 1837.

Of the nations whose movements are connected with the
decline and fall of the Roman empire, though several are
more important than the Gepide, few are of a greater inter-
est. This is because the question of their ethnological re-
lations is more obscure than that of any other similar po-
pulation of equal historical prominence. How far they were
Goths rather than Vandals, or Vandals rather than Goths,
how far they were neither one nor the other, has scarcely
been investigated. Neither has their origin been determined.
Nor have the details of their movements been ascertained.
That the current account, as it stands in the pages of Jor-
nandes Diaconus, is anything but unexceptionable, will be
shown in the present paper. It is this account, however,
which has been adopted by the majority of inquirers.

The results to which the present writer commits himself are
widely different from those of his predecessors; he believes
them, however, to be of the most ordinary and common-

lace character. Why, then, have they not been attained
ong ago? DBecause certain statements, to a contrary effeet,
being taken up without a due amount of preliminary criti-
cism, have directed the views of historians and ethnologists
towards a wrong point. o

These, however, for the present will be ignored, and no-
thing, in the first instance, will be attended to but the pri-
mary facts upon which the argument, in its simplest form, de-
pends. These being adduced, the ordinary interpretation of
them will be suggested; after which, the extent to which it is
modified by the statements upon which the current doctrines
are founded will be investigated.

If we turn to Strabo’s account of the parts on the north-
eastern side of the Adriatic, the occupancies of the nume-

g*
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rous tribes of the Roman province of Illyricum, we shall find
that no slight prominence is given to the population called
Temodeg. They join the Carni. The Culpa (Kolamg) flows
through their land. They stretch along the coast to the river
Tedanius; Senia is their chief town. The Moentini, the Aven-
deatee, the Auripini, are their chief tribes. Vendos (Avendo)
is one of their occupancies. Such are the notices of Strabo,
Ptolemy, Appian, and Pliny; Pliny's form of the word being
Japydes.

The Iapodes, then, or Japydes, of the authors in question,
are neither an obscure nor an inconsiderable nation. They
extend along the sea-coast of the Adriatic. They eccupy
the valley of the Culpa. They are Illyrian, but contermi-
nous with Pannonia.

As Pliny seems to have taken his name from Strabo, the
authors just quoted may all be called Greek. With the latest
of them we lose the forms Tamodes or Japydes.

As the Roman empire declines and its writers become less
and less classical, their geographical records become less sy-
stematic and more fragmentary; and it is not till we get to
the times of Probus and Maximian that we find any name
approaching Tdmodes. Probus, however, plants a colony of
Gepide within the empire (Topiscus, Vit. Pub. c. 18). The
Tervings also fight against the Vandals and Gipedes (Ma-
mertinus in Genethl. Max. c. 17). Sidonius makes the fierce
Gepida (Gepida trux) a portion of the army of Attila. Iinally,
we have the Gepidee, the Lombards, and the Avars, asthe
three most prominent populations of the sixth century.

The Gepid locality in the fitth century is the parts about
Sirmium and Singidunum — Alt Schabacz and Belgrade —
within the limits of Pannonia, and beyond those of Illyri-
cum, 7 e. a little to the north of the occupancy of the la-
podes and Japydes of Strabo and Pliny.

There is, then, a little difference in name between Japydes
and Gepidee, and a little difference in locality between the
Gepids and lapodes. I ask, however, whether this is sufficient
to raise any doubt as to the identity of the two words? Whe-
ther the populations they denoted were the same is another
matter. ! only submit that, word for word, Japyd and Gepid
are one. Yet they have never bheen considered so. On the
contrary, the obscure history of the Japydes is generally
made to end with Ptolemy; the more brilliant one of the
Gepidee to begin with Vopiscus. This may be seen in Gib-
bon, in Zeuss, or in any author whatever who notices either,
or both, of the two populations.

There is a reason for this; it does not, however, lie in
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the difference of name. Wider ones than this are overlook-
ed by even the most cautious of investigators. Indeed, the
acknowledged and known varieties of the word Gepide itself,
are far more divergent from each other than Gepide is from
Japydes. Thus Gypides, I'frawdeg, I'srimadeg, are all ad-
mitted varieties, — varieties that no one has objected to.

Nor yet does the reason for thus ignoring the connexion
between Gepide and Japydes lie in the difference of their
respeetive localities. For a period of conquests and inva-
sions, the intrusion of a population from the north of Illy-
ricum to the south of Pannonia is a mere trifle in the eye
of the ordinary historian, who generally moves large nations
from one extremity of Europe to another as freely as a chess-
player moves a quecen or castle on a chess-board. In fact,
some change, both of name and place, is to be expected.
The name that Strabo, for instance, would get through an
Illyrian, Vopiscus os Sidonius would get through a Gothic,
and Procopius through (probably) an Avar, authority — di-
rectly or indirectly.

The true reason for the agreement in question having been
ignored, lies in the great change which had taken place in
the political relations of the populations, not only of Ilyri-
cum and Pannonia, but of all parts of the Roman empire.
The Japydes are merely details in the conquest of Illyricum
and Dalmatia; the Gepid history, on the contrary, is con-
nected with that of two populations eminently foreign and
intrusive on the soil of Pannonia, — the Avars and the Lom-
bards. How easy, then, to make the Gepide foreign and
intrusive also. Rarely mentioned, except in connexion with
the exotic Goth, the exotic Vandal, the exotic Avar, and
the still more exotic Lombard, the Gepid becomes,-in the
eves of the historian, exotic also.

This error is by no means modern. It dates from the
reign’ of Justinian; and occurs in the writings of such seem-
ing authorities as Procopius and Jornandes. With many
scholars this may appear conclusive against our doctrine;
since Procopius and Jornandes may reasonably be consider-
ed as competent and sufficient witnesses, not only of their
foreign origin, but also of their Gothic affinities. Let us,
however, examine their statements. Procopius writes, that
“the (iothic nations arc many, the greatest being the Goths,
Vandals, Visigoths, and Gepaides. They were originally
called the Sauromate and Melanchleni.  Some call them
the Getic nations. They differ in name, but in nothing else.
They are all whiteskinned and yellow-haired, tall and good-
looking, of the same creed, for they are all Arians. Their
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language is one, called Gothic.”” This, though clear, is far
from unexceptionable (Z. Fand. i. 2). Their common lan-
guage may have been no older than their common Arianism.

Again, the Sciri and Alani are especially stated to be
Goths, which neither of them were, — the Alans, not even
in the eyes of such claimants for Germany as Grimm and
Zeuss. '

Jornandes writes: “Quomodo vero Gete Gepideeque sint
parentes si queeris, paucis absolvam. Meminisse debes, me
initio de Scanzie insule gremio Gothos dixisse egressos cum
Berich suo rege, tribus tantum navibus veetos ad citerioris
Oceani ripam; quarum trium una navis, ut assolet, tardius
vecta, nomen genti fertur dedisse; nam lingua corum pigra
Gepanta dicitur. Hine factum est, ut paullatim et corrupte
nomen eis ex convitio nasceretur. Gepide namque sine duo-
bio ex Gothorum prosapia ducunt originem: sed quia, ut
dixi, Gepanta pigrum aliquid tardumque signat, pro gratuito
convitio Gepidarum nomen cxortum est, quod nec ipsun,
credo, falsissimum. Sunt enim tardioris ingenii, graviores
corporum velocitate. Ii ergo Gepidee tacti invidia, dudum
spreta provincia, eommanebant in insula Viscle amnis vadis
circumacta, quam pro patrio sermone dicebant Gepidojos. Nunc
eam, ut fertur, insulam gens Vividaria incolit, ipsis ad me-
liores terras meantibus. Qui Vividarii ex diversis nationi-
bus acsi in unum asylum collecti sunt, et gentem fecisse
noscuntur.”

I submit that this account is anything but historical. De
it so. It may, however, be the expression of a real Gothic
affinity on the part of the Gepids, though wrong in its de-
tails. Even this is doubtful. That it may indicate a poli-
tical alliance, that it may indicate a partial assumption of
a Gothic nationality, I, by no means, deny. I only deny
that it vitiates the doctrine that Japydes and Gepide are, ac-
cording to the common-sense interpretation of them, the same
word.

The present is no place for exhibiting in full the rcasons
for considering Jornandes to be a very worthless writer, a
writer whose legends (if we may call them so) concerning
the Goths, are only Gothic in the way that the fables of
Geoffrey of Monmouth are English, i e. tales belonging to
a country which the Goths took possession of, rather than
tales concerning the invaders themselves

It is suggested then, that the statements of Procopius and
Jornandes being ignored, the common-sense interpretation of
the geographical and ctymological relations of the Japodes
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and Gepide — word for word, and place for place —be allow-
ed to take its course; the Gepide being looked upon as
llyrians, whatever may be the import of that word; occu-
pants, at least, of the country of the Iapodes, and probably
their descendants.

Thus far the criticism of the present paper goes towards
separating the Gepide from the stock with which they are
generally connected, viz. the German, — also from any emi-
prants trom the parts north of the Danube, e. g. Poland,
Prussia, Scandinavia, and the like. So far from doing any-
thing of this kind, it makes them indigenous to the parts to
the north-east of the head of the Adriatic. As such, what
were they? Strabo makes them a mixed nation — Kelt and
Ilyrian.

What is Hlyrian? Either Albanian or Slavonic; it being
Illyria where the populations represented by the Dalmatians
of Dalmatia come in contact with the populations represent-
ed by the Skipetar of Albania. .

The remaining object of the present paper is to raise two
fresh questions: —

1. The first connects itself with the ecarly history of Italy,
and asks how far migrations from the eastern side of the
Adriatic may have modified the original population of Italy.
Something — perhaps much — in this way is suggested by
Niebuhr; suggested, if not absolutely stated. The Chaonian
name, as well as other geographical and ethnological rela-
tions, is shown to be common to both sides of the Gulf. Can
the class of facts indicated hereby be enlarged? The name,
which is, perhaps, the most important, is that of the Galabri.
These are, writes Strabo, a “people of the Dardaniatee, in
whose land is an ancient eity’ (p. 316). Word for word
this is Calabri — whatever the geographical and ethnological
relations may be. Without being exactly Iapodes, these Ca-
labri are in the Iapod neighbourhood.

Without being identical, the name of the Italian Iapyges
(which was to all intents and purposes another name for
Calabri) is closely akin to Iapodes; so that, in Italy, we
have Calabri called also Iapyges, and, in Illyria, Iapodes
near a population catled Galabri.

More than this, Niebubr (see Dict. of Greek and Roman
Geography, v. Japyyia) suggests that Apulia may be Tapygia,
word for word. The writer of the article just quoted demurs
to his. At the same time the change from /7 to d is, at the
present moment, a South Italian characteristic. The Sicilian
for bello was beddo. On the other hand, this is a change in
the wrong direction; still it is a change of the kind required.
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The evidence that there was a foreign population in Ca-
labria is satisfactory — the most definite fact Eeing the state-
ment that the Sallentines were partly Cretans, associated
with Locrians and Ilyrians. (See Calabria.)

Again, this district, wherein the legends concerning Dio-
med prevailed, was also the distriet of the Daunii, whom
Festus (v. Daunia) conneets with flyria.

I suggest that, if the Calabri were Galabri, the Iapyges
were lapodes.  Without enlarging upon the views that the
definite recognition of Illyrian clements in Southern Italy
suggests, we proceed to the next division of our subject.

2. Is there any connexion between the names Japod-es and
Iapet-us? 'The answer to this is to be found in the exposi-
tion of the criticism requisite for such problems. Special
evidence there is none.

The first doctrine that presents itself to either the ethno-
logist or the historian of fiction, in connexion with the name
Tapetus, is that it is the name of some eponymus — a name
like Hellen, or Aolus, Jon, or Dorus. But this is opposed
by the fact that no nation of any great historical prominence
bears such a designation. Doubtless, if the Thracians, the
Indians, the /Zgyptians, &ec. had been named Japeti, the
doctrine in question would have taken firm root, and that at
once. But such is not the case.

May it not, however, have been borne by an obscure po-
pulation? The name Greek was so born. So, at first, was
the name Zellen. So, probably, the names to which we owe
the wide and comprehensive terms Zurope, Adsia, Africa,
and others. Admit then that it may have belonged to an
obscure population; — next, admitting this, what name so like
as that of the Tapodes? Of all known names (unless an
exception be made in favour of the -gypt in E-gypt) it must
be this or none. No other has any resemblance at all.

Who were on the confines of the non-Hellenic area? Ia-
pyges on the west; Tapodes on the north-west. The sug-
gested area was not beyond the limits of the Greck mythos.
It was the area of the tales about Diomed. It was the area
of the tales about Antenor. It was but a little to the north
of the land of the Lapithe, whose name, in its latter two-
thirds, is 7-apod. It ran in the direction of Orphic and Bac-
chic Thrace to the north. It ran in the direction of Cyclo-
pean and Lestrygonian Sicily to the west. It was on the
borders of that terra incognita which so often supplies epo-
nymi to unknown and mysterious generations.

Say that this suggestion prove true, and we have the first
of the term Japodes in Homer and Hesiod, the last in the
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German genealogies of the geography of Jornandes and in the
Traveller's Song — unless, indeed, the modern name Scha-
bacz be word for word, Gepid. In the Traveller's Song we get
the word in a German form, Gifpe or Gifpas. The Gifpas
are mentioned in conjunction with the Wends.

In Jornandes we get Gapt as the head of the Gothic gene-
alogies: — Horum ergo (ut ipsi suis fabulis ferunt) primus
fuit Gapt, qui gennit Halmal; Halmal vero genuit Augis, &e.
Now Gapt here may stand for the eponymus of the Gepide,
or it may stand for Japhet, the son of Noah. More than one
of the old German pedigrees begins with what is called a
Gothic legend, and ends with the book of Genesis.

To conclude: the bearing of the criticism upon the ethno-
logy of the populations which took part in the destruction
of the Roman empire, is suggestive. There are several of
them in the same category with the Gepidee.

Mutatis mutandis: every point in the previous criticism,
which applies to the Gepide and lapydes, applies to the
Rugi and Rheeti. Up to a certain period we have, in writers
more or less classical, notices of a country called Rhetia,
and a population called Rheti. Tor a shorter period subse-
quent to this, we hear nothing, or next to nothing, of any
one.

Thirdly, in the writers of the 5th and 6th centuries, when
the creed begins to be Christian and the authorities German,
we find the Rugi of a Rugi-land, — Rugi-land, or the land
of the Rugi, being neither more nor less than the ancient
province of Rhetia.

Name, then, for name, and place for place, the agreement
is sufficiently close to engender the expectation that the Rheti
will be treated as the Rugi, under a classical, the Rugi
as the Rheti, under a German, designation. Yet this is not
the case. And why? Because when the Rugi become pro-
minent in history, it is the recent, foreign, and intrusive
Goths and Huns with whom they are chiefly associated. Add
to this, that there existed in Northern Germany a popula-
tion actually called Rugir. ’

For all this, however, Rugiland is Rhewtia, and Rhetia is
Rugiland, — name for name and place for place. So, pro-
bably, is the modern Slavonic term Raczy.
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ETIHINOLOGICA.

ON THE SUBJECTIVITY OF CERTAIN
CLASSES IN ETHNOLOGY.

FROM

THE PHILOSOPHICAL MAGAZINE I'OR MAY 1853.

To the investigator who believes in the unity of the hu-
man species, whether he be a proper ethnologist, or a zoolo-
gist in the more current signification of the term, the phee-
nomena exhibited by the numerous families of mankind sup-
ply ninetenths of the data for that part of mnatural history
which deals with varieties as subordinate to, and as different
from, species. The history of domestic animals in compre-
hensiveness and complexity yields to the history of the do-
mesticator. Compare upon this point such a work as G. Cuvier’s
on the Races of Dogs, with Dr. Prichard’s Natural History
of Man. The mere difference in bulk of volume is a rough
measure of the difference in the magnitude of the subjects.
Even if the dog were as ubiquitous as man, and consequently
as much exposed to the influence of latitude, and altitude,
there would still be wanting to the evolution of canine va-
ricties the manifold and multiform influences of civilization.
The name of these is legion; whilst the extent to which they
rival the more material agencies of climate and nutrition is
getting, day by day, more generally admitted by the best
and most competent inquirers. Forms as extremec as any
that can be found within the pale of the same species are
to be found within that of the species Homo. Transitions
as gradual as those between any varieties elsewhere are also
to be found. In summing up the value of the data supplied
by man towards the natural history of varieties, it may be said
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that they are those of a species which has its geographical
distribution everywhere and a moral as well as a physical
series of characteristics. Surely, if the question under notice
be a question that must be studied indructively, Man gives
us the field for our induction.

Before 1 come to the special point of the present notice
and to the explanation of its somewhat enigmatical heading,
I must further define the sort of doctrine embodied in what
I have called the belief of the unity of our species. I do
not call the upholder of the developmental doctrine a believer
of this kind. His views — whether right or wrong — are
at variance with the current ideas attached to the word spe-
cies. Neither do I identify with the recognition of single
species the hypothesis of a multiplicity of protoplasts, so long
as they are distributed over several geographical centres. The
essential element to the idea of a single species is a single
geographical centre. For this, the simplest form of the pro-
toplast community is a single pair.

All this is mere definition and illustration. The doctrine
itself may be either right or wrong. I pass no opinion upon it.
I assume it for the present; since I wish to criticize certain
terms and doctrines which have grown up under the belief
in it, and to show, that, from one point of view, they are
faulty, from another, legitimate.

It will simplify the question if we lay out of our account
altogether the is/fands of the earth’s surface, limiting oursel-
ves to the populations of the continent. [lere the area is
continuous, and we cannot but suppose the stream of popula-
tion by which its several portions were occupied to have been
continuous also. In this case a population spreads from a
centre like circles on a still piece of water. Now, if so, a//
changes must have been gradual, and all extreme forms must
have passed into each other by means of « series of transitional
ones.

It is clear that such forms, when submitted to arrange-
ment and classification, will not come out in any definite
and wellmarked groups, like the groups that constitute what
is currently called species. On the contrary, they will run
into cach other, with cquivocal points of contact, and indist-
inct lines of demarcation; so that discrimination will be dif-
ficult, if not impracticable. If practicable, however, it will
be effected by having recourse to certain typical forms, around
which such as approximate most closely can most accurately
and conveniently be grouped. When this is done, the more
distant outliers will be distributed over the debateable ground
of an equivocal frontier. To recapitulate: varicties as oppo-
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sed to species imply transitional forms, whilst transitional
forms preclude definite lines of demarcation.

Yet what is the actual classification of the varieties of
mankind, and what is the current nomenclature? To say
the least; it is very like that of the species of a genus. Blnmen-
bach's Mongolians, Blumenbach’s Caucasians, Blumenbach’s
thiopians, — where do we find the patent evidence that
these are the names of varieties rather than species? No-
where. The practical proof of a clear consciousness on the
part of a writer that he is classifying varieties rather than
species, is the care he takes to guard his reader against mis-
taking the one for the other, and the attention he bestows
on the transition from omne type to another. Who has ever
spent much ethnology on this? So far from learned men
having done so, they have introduced a new and lax term
— race.  This means something which is neither a variety
nor yet a species — a fertium quid. In what way it differs
from the other denomination has yet to be shown.

Now if it be believed (and this belief is assumed) that
the varieties of mankind are wvaricties of a species only, and
if it cannot be denied that the nomenclature and classifica-
tion of ethnologists is the nomenclature and classification of
men investigating the species of a genus, what is to be done?
Are species to be admitted, or is the nomenclature to be
abandoned? The present remarks arc made with the view
of showing that the adoption of either alternative would be
inconsiderate, and that the existing nomenclature, even when
founded upon the assumption of broad and trenchant lines
of demarcation between varieties which (ex vi termini) ought
to graduate into each other, is far from being indefensible.

Man conquers man, and occupant displaces occupant on
the carth’s surface. By this means forms and varieties which
once existed become extinct. The more this extinction takes
place, the greater is the obliteration of those transitional and
intermediate forms which connect extreme types; and the
greater this obliteration, the stronger the lines of demarca-
tion between geographically contiguous families. Hence a
variational modification of a group of individuals simulates
a difference of species; forms which were once wide apart
being brought into juxtaposition by means of the annihilation
of the intervening transitions. IHence what we of the nine-
teenth century, — ethnologists, politicians, naturalists, and
the like — behold in the way of groups, classes, tribes, fa-
milies, or what not, is beholden to a great extent under the
guise of species; although it may not be so in reality, and
although it might not have been so had we been witnes-



ON THE SUBJECTIVITY OF CERTAIN CLASSES IN ETHNOLOGY. 141

ses to that earlier condition of things when one variety gra-
duated into another and the integrity of the chain of like-
ness was intact. This explains the term subjectivity. A group
is sharply defined simply because we know it in its state of
definitude; a state of definitude which has been brought about
by the displacement and obliteration of transitional forms.

The geographical distribution of the different ethnological
divisions supplies a full and sufficient confirmation of this
view. I say ““full and sufficient,” because it cannot be said
that «/l our groups arc subjective, a/ brought about by dis-
placement and obliteration. Some are due to simple isola-
tion; and this is the reason why the question was simplified
by the omission of all the énsw/ar populations. As a general
rule, however, the more definite the class, the greater the dis-
placement; displacement which we sometimes know to have
taken place on historical evidence, and displacement which
we sometimes have to infer. In thus inferring it, the lan-
guage is the chief test. The greater the area over which it
is spoken with but little or no variation of dialect, the more
recent the extension of the population that speaks it. Such,
at least, is the primd facie view.

A brief sketch of the chief details that thus verify the po-
sition of the text is all that can now be given.

1. The populations of South-eastern Asia, Mongol in phy-
siognomy and monosyllabic in speech, have always been con-
sidered to form a large and natural, though not always a
primary, group. Two-thirds of its area, and the whole of
its frontier north of the lHimalayas, is formed by the Chi-
nese and Tibetans alone. These differ considerably from each
other, but more from the Turks, Mongols, and Tongusians
around. In the mountainous parts of the Assam frontier
and the Durmese empire, each valley has its separate dia-
lect. Yet these graduate into cach other.

2. Central Asia and Siberia are occupied by four great
groups, the populations allied to the Turk, the populations
allied to the Mongol, the populations allied to the Mantshu,
and the populations allied to the Finns. These are pretty
definitely distinguished from each other, as well as fromn the
Chinese and Tibetans. They cover a vast area, an area,
which, either from history or inference, we are certain is
far wider at present than it was originally. They have en-
croached on each and all of the populations around, till they
meet with families equally encroaching in the direction of
China and Tibet. This 1t is that makes the families which
are called Turanian and Monosyllabic natural groups. They
are cut off, more or less, from each other and from other
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populations by the displacement of groups originally more
or less transitional. The typical populations of the centre
spread themselves at the expense of the sub-typicals of the
periphery until the extremes meet. -

2. The circumpolar populations supply similar illustrations.
Beginning with Scandinavia, the Lap stands in remarkable
contrast with the Norwegian of Norway, and the Swede of
Sweden. Why 1s this? Because the Northman represents a
population originally German, — a population which, how-
ever much it may have graduated into the type of the most
southern congeners of the Lap, is now brought into contact
with a very different member of that stock.

4. This pheenomenon repeats itself in the arctic portions of
America, where the Algonkin and Loucheux Indians (Indians
of the true American type) come in geographical contact, and
in physiological contrast, with the Eskimo. Consequently
along the Loucheux and Algonkin frontiers the line of de-
marcation between the Eskimo and the Red Indian (cur-
rently so-called) is abrupt and trenchant. Elsewhere, as along
the coast of the Pacitic, the two classes of population gra-
duate into each other.

5. The African family is eminently isolated. It is, however,
just along the point of contact between Africa and Asia that
the displacements have been at a maximum. The three vast
families of the Berbers, the Arabs and the Persians, cannot
but have obliterated something (perhaps much) in the way
of transition.

6. The Bushmen and Hottentots are other instances of ex-
treme contrast, 7. e. when compared with the Amakosah Caffres.
Yet the contrast is only at its height in those parts where
the proof of Caffre encroachment is clearest. In the parts
east of Wallfisch Bay — traversed by Mr. Galton —the lines
of difference are much less striking.

Such are some of the instances that illustrate what may be
called the **subjectivity of ethnological groups,”—a term
which greatly helps to reconcile two apparently conflicting
habits, viz. that of thinking with the advocates of the unity
of the human species, and employing the nomenclature of
their opponents.




GENERAL PRINCIPLES OF PHILOLOGICAL
CLASSIFICATION AND THE VALUE
OF GROUPS,

PARTICULAR REFERENCE TO THE LANGUAGES OF
THE INDO-EUROPEAN CLASS.

READ BEFORE THE ETHNOLOGICAL SOCIETY,

28STH FEBRUARY 18%9.

In respect to the languages of the Indo-European class,
it is considered that the most important questions connected
with their systematic arrangement, and viewed with refer-
ence to the extent to which they engage the attention of the
present writers of philology, are the three following: —

1. The question of the Fundamental Elements of certain Lan-
guages. — The particular example of an investigation of this
kind is to be tound in the discussion concerning the extent
to which it is a language akin to the Sanskrit, or a language
akin to the Tamul, which forms the basis of certain dialects
of middle and even northern India. In this is involved the
question as to the relative value of grammatical and glossa-
rial coincidences.

2. The question of the Independent or Subordinate Character
of certain Groups. — Under this head comes the investigation,
as to whether the Slavonic and Lithuanic tongues form se-
parate groups, in the way that the Slavonic and Gothic ton-
gues form separate groups, or whether they are each mem- -
bers of some higher group. The same inquiry applies to
the langunages (real or supposed) derived from the Zend, and
the languages (real or supposed) derived from the Sanskrit.

3. The question of FExtension and Addition, — 1t is to this
that the forthcoming observations are limited.
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Taking as the centre of a group,those forms of speach which
have been recognised as Indo-Kuropean (or Indo-Germanic),
from the first recognition of the group itself, we find the
languages derived from the ancient Sanskrit, the languages
derived from the ancient Persian, the languages of Greece
and Rome, the Slavonic and Lithuanic languages, and the
languages of the Gothic stock; Scandinavian, as well as
Germanic. The affinity between any two of these groups
has currently been considered to represent the affinity between
them all at large.

The way in which the class under which these divisions
were contained, as subordinate groups, has received either
addition or extension, is a point of philological history, which
can only be briefly noticed; previous to which a difference
of meaning between the words «ddition and extension should
be explained.

To draw an illustration from the common ties of relation-
ship, as between man and man, it is clear that a family
may be enlarged in two ways.

a. A brother, or a cousin, may be discovered, of which
the existence was previously unknown. Herein the family
is enlarged, or increased, by the rea/ addition of a new
member, in a recognised degree of relationship.

b. A degree of relationship previously unrecognised may
be recognised, 7. e., a family wherein it was previously con-
sidered that a second-cousinship was as much as could be
admitted within its pale, may incorporate third, fourth, or
fifth cousins. Here the family is enlarged, or increased, by
a verbal extension of the term.

Now it is believed that the distinction between increase by
the way of real addition, and increase by the way of ver-
bal extension, has not been sufficiently attended to. Yet,
that it should be more closely attended to, is evident; since,
in mistaking a verbal increase for a real one, the whole
end and aim of classification is overlooked.

I. The Celtic. — The publication of Dr. Prichard’s Eastern
Origin of the Celtic Nations, in 1831, supplied philologists
with the most definite addition that has, perhaps, yet been
made to ethnographical philology.

Fver since then, the Celtic has been considered to be Indo-
European. Indeed its position in the same group with the
Iranian, Classical, Slavono-Lithuanic, and Gothic tongues,
supplied the reason for substituting the term Indo-European
for the previous one Indo-Germanic.

2. Since the fixation of the Celtic, it has been considered
that the Armenian is Indo-European. Perhaps the wellknown
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affinity between the Armenian and Phrygian languages di-
rected philologists to a comparison between the Armenian and
Greek. Miiller, in his Dorians, points out the inflexion of
the Armenian verb-substantive.

3. Since the fixation of the Celtie, it has been considered
that the old Etruscan is Indo-European.

4. Since the fixation of the Celtic, it has been considered
that the Albanian is Indo-European.

5. Since the fixation of the Celtic, Indo-Ituropean clements
have been indicated in the Malay.

6. Since the fixation of the Celtic, Indo-European eclements
have been indicated in the Laplandic.

7. Since the fixation of the Celtic, it has been considered
that the Ossetic is Indo-European.

S. Since the consideration of the Ossetic as Indo-Euro-
pean, the Georgian has been considered as Indo-European
likewise.

Now the criticism of the theory which makes the Georgian
to be Indo-European, is closely connected with the eriticisi
of the theory which makes the Ossetic and the Malay to
be Polynesian; and this the writer reserves for a separate
paper. All that he does at present is to express his opinion,
that it any of the seven last-named languages are Indo-Eu-
ropean, they are Indo-European not by rcal addition, in the
way of recognised relationship, but by a verbal extension of
the power of the term Indo-European. e also believes that
this 1s the view which is taken, more or less consciousy or
unconsciously, by the different authors of the different clas-
sifications themselves. If he be wrong in this notion, he
is at issue with them as to a matter of fact; since, admit-
ting some affinity on the part of the languages in question,
he denies that it is that affinity which connects the Greek
and German, the Latin and Lithuanian.

On the other hand, if he rightly imagine that they are
considered as Indo-Kuropean on the strength of some other
affinity, wider and more distant than that which connects
the Greek with the German, or the Latin with the Lithuanic,
he regrets that such an extension of a term should have been
made without an exposition of the principles that suggested
it, or the facts by which it is supported; principles and facts
whicli, when examined by himself, have convinced him that
most of the later movements in this department of ethno-
graphical philology, have been movements in the wrong di-
rection.

There are two principles upon which languages may be
classified.

10
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According to the first, we take two or more languages
as we find them, ascertain certain of their characteristics,
and then inquire how far these characteristics coincide.

Two or more Janguages thus taken agree in having a large
per-centage of words in common, or a large percentage of
grammatical inflexions; in which case they would agree in
certain positive characters. On the other hand, two or more
such languages agree in the negative fact of having a small
and scanty vocabulary, and an inflexional system equally limi-
ted; whilst, again, the scantiness of inflexion may arise from
onc of two causes. It may arise from the fact of inflexions
having never been developed at all, or it may arise from
inflexions having been lost subsequent to a full development
of the same. In all such cases as these, the prineiple of
classification would be founded upon the extent to which lan-
guages agreed or differed in certain external characteristics;
and it would be the principle upon which the mineralogist
classifies minerals. It is not worth while to recommend the
adoption of the particular term mineralogical, although mi-
neralogy 1s the science that best illustrates the distinction.
It is sufficient to state, that in the principle here indicated,
there is no notion of descent.

1t is well known that in ethnographical philology (indeed
in cthnology at large) the mineralogical principle is not
recognised; and that the principle that is recognised is what
may be called the Zéistorical principle. lLanguages are ar-
ranged in the same class, not because they agree in having
a copious grammar or scanty grammar, but because they are
descended (or are supposed to be descended) from some
common stock; whilst similarity of grammatical structure,
and glossarial identity are recognised as elements of classi-
fication only so far as they are evidence of such community
of origin. Just as two brothers will always be two brothers,
notwithstanding differences of stature, feature, and dispo-
sition, so will two languages which have parted from the
common stock within the same decennium, be more closely
allied to each other, at any time and at all times, than two
languages separated within the same century; and two lan-
guages separated within the same century, will always be
more cognate than two within the same millennium. This
will be the case irrespective of any amount of subsequent
similarity or dissimilarity.

Indeed, for the purposes of ethnology, the phenomena of
subsequent similarity or dissimilarity are of subordinate im-
portance. Why they are so, is involved in the question as
to the rate of change in language. Of two tongues scpara-
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ted at the same time from a common stock, one may change
rapidly, the other slowly; and, hence, a dissimilar physiog-
nomy at the end of a given period. If the English of Au-
stralia were to change rapidly m one direction, and the Eng-
lish of America in another, great as wonld be the difference
resulting from such changes, their ethnological relation would
be the same. They would still have the same affiliation with
the same mother-tongue, dating from nearly the same epoch.

In ethnological philology, as in natural history, descent is
the paramount fact; and without asking how far the value
thus given to it is liable to be refined on, we leave it, in
each science, as we find it, until some future investigator
shall have shewn that either for a pair of animals not des-
cended from a common stock, or for a pair of languages nof
originating from the same mother-tongue, a greater number
of general propositions can be predicated than is the case
with the two most dissimilar instances of cither an animal
or a language derived from a common origin.

Languages are allied just in proportion as they were separated
[from the same language at the same epoch.

The same epoch.— The word epoch is an equivocal word,
and it is used designedly because it is so. Its two meanings
require to be indicated, and, then, it will be necessary to
ask which of them is to be adopted here.

The epock, as a period in the duration of a language, may
be simply chronological, or it may be philological, properly so
called.

The space of ten, twenty, a hundred, or a thousand years,
is a strictly chronological epoch. The first fifty years after
the Norman conquest is an cpoch in the history of the Xng-
lish language; so is the reign of Henry the Third, or the
Protectorship of Oliver Cromwell. A definite period of this
sort is an epoch in Janguage, just as the term of twenty or
thirty years is an epoch in the life of a man.

On the other hand, a period that, chronologically speak-
ing, is indefinite, may be an epoch. The interval between
one change and an other, whether long or short, is an epoch.
The duration of Iinglish like the Inglish of Chaucer, is an
epoch in the history of the English language; and so is the
duration of English like the English of the Bible translation.
For such epochs there are no fixed periods. With a lan-
guage that changes rapidly they are short; with a language
that changes slowly they are long.

Now, in which of these two meanings should the word be
used in ethnographical philology? The answer to the ques-
tion is supplied by the circumstances of the case, rather than

10*
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by any abstract propriety. We cannot give it the first mean-
ing, even if we wish to do so. To say in what year of the
duration of a common mother-tongue the Greek separated
from the stock that was common to it and to the Latin is
an impossibility; indeed, if it could be answered at once, it
would be a question of simple history, not an inference
from ethnology: since ethnology, with its paleeontological
reasoning from effect to cause, speaks only where history,
with its direct testimony, is silent.

We cannot, then, in ethnological reasoning, get at the pre-
cise year in which any one or two languages separated from
a common stock, so as to say that tiis separated so long be-
Jore the other.

The order, however, of separation we can get at; since
we can /nfer it from the condition of the mother-tongue at
the time of such separation; this condition being denoted by
the condition of the derived language.

Hence the philological epoch is an approximation to the
chronological epoch, and as it is the nearest approximation
that can possibly be attained, it is practically identical with
it, so that the enunciation of the principle at which we wish
to arrive may change its wording, and now stand as follows,
— Languages are allied, just in proportion as they were separaled
Jrom the same language in the same stage.

Now, if there be a certain number of well-marked forms
(say three) of development, and if the one of these coincide
with an early period in the history of language, another with
a later one, and the third with a period later still, we have
three epochs wherein we may fix the date of the separation
of the different languages from their different parent-stocks;
and these epochs are natural, just in proportion as the forms
that characterise them are natural.

Again, if each epoch fall into minor and subordinate pe-
riods, characterised by the changes and modifications of the
then generally characteristic forms, we have the basis for
subordinate groups and a more minute classification.

It is not saying too much to say that all this is no hypo-
thesis, but a reality. There are real distinctions of charac-
teristic forms corresponding with real stages of development;
and the number of these is three; besides which, one, at
least, of the three great stages falls into divisions and sub-
divisions.

1. The stage anterior to the evolution of inflexion. — Here
each word has but one form, and relation is expressed by
mere juxtaposition, with or without the superaddition of a
change of accent. The tendencies of this stage are to com-
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bine words in the way of composition, but not to go further.
Every word retains, throughout, its separate substantive
character, and has a meaning independent of its juxtaposi-
tion with the words with which it combines.

2. The stage wherein inflexions are developed. — Here,
words originally separate, and afterwards placed in juxta-
position with others, as elements of a compound term, so far
change in form, or so far lose their separate signification,
as to pass for adjuncts, either prefixed or postfixed to the
main word. What was once a word is now the part of a
word, and what was once Composition is now Derivation,
certain sorts of Derivation being called Inflexions, and cer-
tain Inflexions being ealled Declensions or Conjugations, as
the case may be.

3. The stage wherein inflexions become lost, and are re-
placed by separate words. — llere casc-endings, like the ¢ in
putr-ié, are replaced by prepositions (in some cases by post-
positions), like the 70 1n 0 father; and personal endings, like
the o in vac-0. are replaced by pronouns, like the 7 in I call.

Of the first of these stages, the Chinese is the language
which affords the most typical specimen that can be found
in the present Zate date of languages — late, considering that
we are Jooking for a sample of its carliest forms.

Of the Zast of these stages the English of the year 1549
affords the inost typical specimen that can be found in the
present early date of language — early, considering that we
are looking for a zample of its latest forms.

Of the second of these stages we must take two languages
as the samples.

1. The Greel.— Iere we have the inflexional character in
its most perfect form; 7. e.. the existence, as separate words,
of those sounds and syllables that form inflexions is at its
maximum of concealment; 7. ¢., their amalgamation with the
primary word (the essence of inflexion) is most perfect.

2. The Circassian, Coptic, or Turkish.— In one of these (it
is difficult to say which) the existence as separate words of
those sounds and syllables which form inflexions, is at its
minimum of concealment; #. e., their amalgamation with the
primary word (the essence of inflexion) being most imperfect.

This classification is, necessarily, liable to an element of
confusion common to all classifications where the evidence
is not exactly of the sort required by the nature of the ques-
tion. The nature of the question here dealt with requires
the evidenee of the historieal kind, 7. e., direct testimony
The only evidence, however, we can get at is indireet and
inferential. This engenders the following difficulty. The
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newest language of (say) the languages of the secondary
formation may be nearer in chronology, to the oldest lan-
guage of the third, than to the first formed language of its
own class. Indeed, unless we assume the suspension of all
change for long epochs, and that those coincide with the
periods at which certain languages are given off from their
parent stocks, such must be the case.

Now, although this is a difficulty, it is no greater diffi-
culty than the geologists must put up with. With them also
there are the phenomena of transition, and such phenomena
engender unavoidable complications.  They do so, however,
without overthrowing the principles of their classification.

The position of a language in respect to its stage of de-
velopment is one thing, — the position in respect to its al-
lied tongues another.

Two languages may be in the same stage (and, as such,
agree), yet be very distant from cach other in respect to
affiliation or affinity. Stage for stage the French is more
closely connected with the Knglish, than the English with
the Mwso-Gothic. In the way of affiliation, the converse is
the case.

Languages are allied (or, what is the same thing, bear
evidence of their alliance), aceording to the number of forms
that they have in commonj; since (subject to one exception)
these common forms must have been taken from the com-
mon mother-tongue.

Two languages separated from the common mother-tongue,
subsequent to the evolution of (say) a form for the dative
case, are more allied than two languages similarly separated
anterior to such an evolution. "

Subject to one exception. This means, that it is possible
that two languages may appear under eertain circumstances
more allied than they really are, and wice versa.

They may appear more allied than they really are, when,
after separating from the common mother-tongue during the
ante-inflexional stage, they develop their inflexions on the
same principle, although independently. This case is more pos-
sible than proved.

They may appear less allied than they really are, when,
although separated from the eommon mother-tongue after
the evolution of a considerable amount of inflexion, each
taking with it those inflexions, the one may retain them,
whilst the other loses them in fot0. This case also is more
possible than proved.

Each of these ecases involves a complex question in phi-

°
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lology: — the one the phenomena connected with the rate of
changes; the other the wniformity of independent processes.

These questions are likely to affect future researches more
than they have affected the researches hitherto established.
Aunother question has affected the researches hitherto esta-
blished more than it is likely to affect future ones. This is
the question as to the fundamental wnity, or non-unity of lan-
guage. Upon this the present writer has expressed an opi-
nion elsewhere. At present he suggests that the more the
general unity of the human language is admitted, the clearer
will be the way for those who work at the details of the
different affiliations. As long as it is an open question, whe-
ther one class of languages be nwho/ly unconnected with others,
any connection engenders an inclination to arrange it under
the group previously recognised. I believe that this deter-
mined the position of the Celtic in the Indo-European group.
I have great doubts whether if some affinity had been re-
cognised from the beginning, it would even have stood where
it now does. The question, when Dr. Prichard undertook
his investigations, was not so much whether the Celtic was
in the exact ratio to any or all of the then recognised Eu-
ropean languages in which they were to cach other, but
whether it was in any relation at all. This being proved,
it fell into the class at once.

The present writer believes that the Celtic tongues were
separated from their mother-tongue at a comparatively early
period of the sccond stage; 7 e., when but few inflexions
had been evolved; whilst the Classic, Gothic, Lithuano-Sla-
vonic (Sarmatian), and Indo-Persian (Iranian) were separa-
ted at comparatively late periods of the same stage, i e,
when many inflexions had been evolved.

Hence he believes that, in order to admit the Celtic, the
meaning of the term Indo-European was extended.

Regretting this (at the same time admitting that the Cel-
tic tongue is more Indo-European than any thing else), he be-
lieves that it is too late to go back to the older and more
restricted use of the term; and suggests (as the next best
change), the propriety of considering the Indo-European
class as divided into two divisions, the older containing the
Celtic, the newer containing the Iranian, Classical, Sarma-
tian, and Gothic tongues. All further extensions of the term
he believes to be prejudicial to future philology; believing
also that all supposed additions to the Indo-European class
have (with the exception, perhaps, of the Armenian) invol-
ved such farther extension.




TRACES OF A BILINGUAL TOWN IN
ENGLAND.
READ AT THE
MEETING OF THE BRITISH ASSOCIATION FOR THE
ADVANCEMENT OF SCIENCE 1853.

It is well-known that the termination -4y as the name
of a village or town is a sign of Danish occupancy. At
the present time it means fown in Scandinaviaj and Christi-
ania or Copenhagen is called By, or Byen, = (he town,
capital, or metropolis. The English form is -ton. When an
Angle said New/on, a Dane said Newly. The distribution of
the forms in -4y has already commanded much attention; so
that it is not the intention of the present writer to say much
about it.

Along, however, with this form go others; e. ¢.

The English Skip  becomes in Danish Skip as in Skipton

—— Fish — Fisk —  Fiskerton
= Worm = Orm —  Ormsby
— Church — Kirk —  Ormskirk

&e. &e.

In like manner the Roman castra becomes —

In English chester or cester, in Danish caster and caistor.
Contrast the forms Tadcaster, Lancaster &c. with Chester, or
Bicester and this difference becomes apparent.

Now the river Ouse in the parts about Wansford sepa-
rates the counties of Huntingdon and Northampton — in the
former of which no place ending in-4y is to be found, and
all the castra are chester; as Godmanchester. In Northamp-
tonshire, on the other hand, the Danish forms in -by are
common, and the eastra ave caistor, or caster. All the Da-
nish is on one side. Nothing is Danish on the other. The
river has every appearance of having formed a frontier. On
it lay the Roman station of Durobrivis — with, probably,
castra on each side. At any rate, there are, at the present
moment, two villages wherein that termn appears. On the
IMuntingdon side is the village of Chesterton (English). On
the Northampton side is that of Caistor (Danish).



ON THE ETHNOLOGICAL POSITION OF
CERTAIN TRIBES ON THE GARROW
HILLS.

®*READ AT THE
MEETING OF THE BRITISH ASSOCIATION FOR
THE ADVANCEMENT OF SCIENCE IELD
AT YORK 1844.

The affinities of the Garrow language, a language which
Klaproth in his Asia Polyglotta leaves unplaced, are with
the Tibetan.

The bearings of this will be found in the next notice.

NOTE (1859).

This was written before I had seen Brown's Tables — wherein the
affinity is virtually, though not directly affirmed.



ON THE TRANSITION BETWEEN THE
TIBETAN AND INDIAN FAMILIES IN
RESPECT TO CONFORMATION.
BRITISH ASSOCIATION —BIRMINGHAM 1849.

The remarks of Mr. Ifodgson on the Kooch, Bodo, and
Dhimal, along with some of Dr. Bird’s on the monosyllabic
affinities of the Tamulian languages have an important be-
aring on this question. So have the accounts of the Chepang
and Garo tribes. The phenomena are those of transition.

We have a practical instance of this in the doctrine laid down
by Mr. Hodgson in his valuable monograph. In this, he makes
the Bodo a Tamulian 7 e. a member of the same family with
the hill-tribes of India and the Dekhan; meaning thereby the
aborigines of India, contrasted with the populations to which
he ascribes the Sanskrit language and the Hindu physiog-
nomy. In the Tamulian form there is “a somewhat lozenge
“contour, caused by the large cheek-bones’” —<a broader flatter
““face’”” — “‘eyes less evenly crossing the face in their line
“of picture” — “beard deficient”” — “with regard to the pe-
tcculiar races of the latter”” (i. e. the Tamulians) it can only
“be safely said that the mountaineers exhibit the Mongolian
“type of mankind more distinetly than the lowlanders, and
“that they have, in general, a paler yellower hue than the
“latter, amongst whom there are some (individuals at least)
“who are nearly as black as negroes.”” — The Bodo are scarce-

“ly darker than the mountaineers above them — whom
“they resemble — only with all the physiognomical characte-
“ristics softened down. — The Kols have a similar cast of
“face.”

This is the evidence of a competent observer to the fact
of the Bodo &ec. being, more or less, what is called Mongol;
all the more valuable because he had not, then, recognized
their language as monosyllabic. Meanwhile he never separ-



ON THE TRANSITION BETWEEN THE TIBETAN AND InDIAN &c. 155

ates them from the Kols &c. but always connects the two.
In other words, he gives us so much evidence to the fact of
the Kols &e. being, more or less, Mongol also. But the
Kols are the aborigines of India; whilst the Bodo are Ti-
betan.

NOTE (1859).

Recent researches have a tendency to make the Kols less Tamul and
more Tibetan than they were held to be in 1849.



ON THE AFFINITIES OF THE LANGUAGES
OF CAUCASUS WITIL THE MONOSYL-
LABIC LANGUAGES.

READ AT TUIE

MEETING OF THE BRITISH ASSOCIATION AT
CAMBRIDGE 1845,

Taking the samples of the Georgian, Lesgian, Mizhdzhe-
dzhi, and Circassian classes as we find them in the Asia
Polyglotta and comparing them with the specimens of the
monosyllabic languages in the same work, in Brown's Tables,
and in Leyden’s paper on the Indo-Chinese Languages, we
find the following coincidences. *

English , sky English, fire

1. Circassian, whapeh , wuafe 1. Absné, mza

2. Aka, aupa Circassian, mafa
Khamti, fa 2. Khamti, fai
English, sky Siam, fai

1. Absné, kaukh Aka, umma
Altekesek, hak Aber, eme '

2. Akush, kaka Burmese, mi
Burmese, kydukkhe Karyen, me

Manipur, mai
Songphu, mai
Kapwi, &e., mai

English, sky
1. Tshetshentsh, (ulak
2. Koreng, talo

Khoibu, thullung English, day
English, sun 1. 'U'shetshentsh, dini
1. Georgian, mse Ingush, den
Mingrelian, bska Kasikumuk , kini
Suanic, mizh 2. Koreng, nin
2. Kuan-chua, zhi Jili, tana
Sianlo, suu Singpho, sini

* In the Asiatic Transactions of Bengal and the Asiatic Researches.
— Figure 1. denotes the Cauecasian, Figure 2. monosyllabic forms of
speech. This list was first publisked in 1850, in my Varicties of Man —pp
123—128.
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English, day English, dust
1. Andi, thyal 1. T'shetshentsh, tshen
2. Garo, salo 2. Chinese fshin

o > Qo q

Englisk , moon English, sand
1. Georgian, twai = month 1. Avar, (shimiy

Suanic, fwai 2. Tibetan, bydzoma
2. Moitay, ta English, sand

1. Cirvcassian, pshakhoh

English , star .
e 2. Chinese, sha

1. Kasikminuk, zuka

2. Garo, asake English , leaf
Jili, sakan 1. Tshetshentsh, ga
Singpho, sagan Ingush, ga

2. Chinese, ye
English , hill S

1. Kasikumunk , sunfu
2. Chinese, shan

Lnglish, tree

Mizjeji, cke

Circassian, dzeg
Englisft, carth 2. Chinese, shu

1. Absné, tshullah English, stone

, i\}tokv(:sekl, e 1. Andi, Ainzo

2. hapw, tata 2. Siamese, hin
Khoibu, thalai

English, sea

English, earth 1. Georglan, sgwa
. . o b
o An(h_, ~jkhur 9. Chinese, shuy = water
2. )Iislumx, tari ([‘il)(‘t, ci=—do
English , carth Mon, zhe==do
1. Dido, tshedo Ava, te=do
2. Koreng, kadi English, river

Enalish 1. Anzukh | or kyare
laﬂ{/ 18, SMOW Avar, hor, khor
Qo .
I JESSIER, Aol 2. Champhung, wra
(‘ircassian, uas

Abassian, asse
2. Chinese, sine

English, river
1. Abassian, aji
2. Tibetan, (shavo

Englz':s‘h, salt English , river
1. vaglan *(3), zam 1. Altekesek, sedu
2. Chinese, yan AhsnCl dzedi
English, salt 2. Songphu, duida
1. Kabutsh, tshea English, water
Dido, zio 1. Kasikumuk, sin
Kasikumuk, psu Akush, shen
Akush, dze Kubitsh, tzun, sin
2. Tibetan, fsha 2. Singpho, ntsin

511

# This means in three dialeets.
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KO —

[

Jili, mchin
Manipur, ising

Iinglish , water

. Absné, dzeh
. Songphu, dui

Kapwi, tui
Tankhul, tu
FEnglish , water
Mizjeji, chi
Garo, chi

English, rain

. Andi, za

Ingush, du
Abassian, kua

) ECIRN
. Chinese, yu

English , summer

. Tushi, chko

Mizjeji, achke

. Chinese, chia

English , winter

. Anzukh, tlin

Andi, klinu
Kasikumuk, Aintul
Akush, chani
Absné, gene

. Tibetan, r gun

Chinese, tung

English, cow
Circassian, bsa
Tibetan, r shu

English, dog

. Avar, choi

Andi, choi

Dido, gwai
Kubitsh, koy
Circassian, khhah

. Chinese, keu

Tibetan, kyi
Inglish, horse

. Lesgian, (shu

Circassian, tshe, shu
Tibetan , r dda

B

—

(]

[

English, bird
1. Avar, hedo
Tankhul, afa

English, bird
Andi, purlie

2. Abor, pettang

Aka, putah
English , fish

1. Avar, (shua

Circassian, bbzhek

2. Khamti, pa

Siamese, pla
Aka, ngay
Abor, engo
Burmese, nga
Karyen, nga
Singpho, nga
Songphu, kha
Mishimi, ta
Maram, khai
Luhuppa, khai
Tankhul, Ahi
Anam, khi

English, flesh
1. Kabutsh, k%o
Abassian, zheh

2. Chinese, shou

Tibetan, zhsha

Knglish, cgg
1. Tshetshentsh, Ahua

2. Khamti, fhai

Siamese, khai

-y e
Lrnglzsh, egg

Kabutsh, (shemuza
. Mishimi, mtiumaie

—
.

English , egg
. Akush, {lukﬁi
. Garo, to ka

—

Fnglish, son
1. Mizjeji, ua, woe

2. Tibetan, bu

English , hair
1. Kasikumuk, tskara
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Jili, kara
Singpho, kara

English , hair

. Avar, sab

Anzukh, sab
Tshari, sab

. Burmese, shaben

Manipur, sem
Songpho (6), sam
English, hair
Tshetshentsh, kazeresh

. Karyen, klosu

Tankhul, kosen

English, head

. Georgian, tawi

Lazie, ti
Suanice, l(chum

. Chinese, teu, seu

Anam, tu du
Ava, kang (5)

English , head
Andi, mier, mawr
Assam, mur

English |, head

. Absndé, kah, aka

Altekesek, zeka
Karen, kho
Manipur, kok
Tankhul, akao

Lnglish , mouth
Lesgian, kall
Chinese, keu
Anamese, kau
Tibetan, ia

English, mouth
Tushi, bak

. Teina, pak

Linglish , mouth
Georgian, piri
Mingrelian, pidehi
Suanic, pil

Ava, paral (4)

1.

DN

P

—

9

English, mouth
Kubitsh, mole
Khoibu, mur
Maring, mur

FEnglish , mouth
Andi, kol, thol
Lesgian (3), kaal
Manipur, cki

Lnglish, eye
Andi, punt
Chinese, yan

English, ear

Avar, een, ain, en
Anzukh, in
Tshari, een, ein
Andi, kanka, andika
Burmese, na
Karen, naku
Singpho, na
Songphu, ankukon
Kapwi, kana
Koreng, kon
Marawm, inkon
Champhung, Alunu
Luhuppa, khana
Tankhul, aekhana
Koibu, khana

Fnglish , tooth
Lesgian (3), sibi