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INTRODUCTION.

Some fourteen years ago I published a work entitled
Myths traced to their Primary Source through Language ; and
though I was then, as it were, only feeling my way, I
was not the less convinced that the discovery to which
I laid claim was real; and, however strange it may now
appear, I cannot help still entertaining the same opinion.
In that work I showed, as well as I could, how man
must have first acquired the use of speech; and by the
knowledge thence derived I was enabled to account for
the ancient belief in the Divine origin of language, to trace
letters to their birth, to discover the primary forms and
meanings—hitherto unknown—of many words; and finally,
to prove that the fables of the heathen mythology, as
well as those of religion and ancient history, were first
suggested by the several meanings that a name had at
different times obtained.

And I may here, perhaps, without stating too much in
advance, give the reader some idea of this latter proof of
the truth of my discovery. At the time the sun became a
great object of worship over all the world, if one of the
countless appellations by which it was then known bap-
pened also to designate some celebrated character of the
past, the latter was at once revered as a divinity, even as
the sun itself. And if his name, besides signifying the sun,
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did also happen to signify other ideas, such as merchandize,
traveller, thief, &c., then was this celebrated character of
the past revered as the god of merchants, travellers,
thieves, &c.; that is to say, it was his name, with its
several meanings, first suggested this strange belief.
Now, how did I find out that a mname took different
forms, and consequently different meanings? By having
irst discovered the origin of speech, letters and words;
for the knowledge thence derived allowed me to perceive
that the same word was susceptible of different forms,
and consequently of different meanings. Hence came my
discovery of the origin of myths; and from its having
thus grown out of the discovery of the origin of language,
it affords proof the most undoubted of the truth of the
latter. These two discoveries must therefore stand or
fall together. To admit the reality of either and not of
both were too absurd.

But of the first part of this twofold discovery, namely,
the origin of language, I have now another very convincing
proof to offer, which did not occur to me in 1856. And
this is the proof: a body of the most enlightened men
in the world could not make a language; and yet a
handful of the most ignorant of the human race have,
while living wholly apart from the rest of mankind, been
known to do so very easily, and even very well, and philo-
sophically, as the most competent judges in such matters
have, to their great astonishment, been often obliged to
admit. This appears wonderful, very wonderful, and yet it
is not wonderful, but very simple, as the reader will see
in the proper place. The effort required for the creation
of language—if effort it may be called—is so uncommonly
eagy that this apparently great achievement must have
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been performed unawares, and that too by some nations
so low in the scale of humanity as not to possess sufficient
intelligence for enabling them to count beyond two.

But from language having been thus acquired so very
easily, it may be regarded by many persons as a natural
gift, and yet—as we shall see presently—it is no such
thing. Language was made, but with so much ease that
man, while teaching himself for the first time the use of
articulate sounds, can have had no idea of the eventful
labour—of one so full of wonders for the future—he was
then engaged upon. And when we shall see how all this
can be very easily accounted for by a knowledge of the
origin of language, this circumstance will, it must be
allowed, afford very powerful proof of the reality of this
first part of the twofold discovery to which I lay claim.

With these several proofs that my pretensions are by
no means visionary, why, the intelligent reader may ask,
- have they not been at once received as real? Because
whatever lies beyond the reach of common understandings
cannot be easily understood, or, if understood, be easily
admitted. The narrow mind recoils within itself from
every thing of the kind, and takes only to what its limited
means can afford it the power of conceiving. Hence
respectable mediocrity, or even that which is far from
being respectable, has many more chances of immediate
acknowledgment and success than an important discovery.
But so has it ever been, and so is it ever likely to remain.
Man has been fashioned so, and he cannot now change his
nature.

The discoverer should be endued with a much larger
stock of patience than any one else; and that he might
live till the reality of his pretensions was admitted, his
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existence should be lengthened to at least a century or two
beyond the period usually assigned to all other human
beings.

Now, having this belief, why, it may reasonably be
asked, do I again come forward with my pretensions after
the very short space of some fourteen years ? why not wait
some eighty or ninety years longer, so as to make up
at least one century, when perhaps some one of superior
intelligence may, by drawing attention to my views, be the
means of having at last my discovery acknowledged as real.

The cause of my being so very precipitate is this: I
have been for years out of England, and without knowing,
or much caring to know, what was going on there in the
literary world, until about some two or three years ago, on
passing a Paris bookseller’s shop, my attention was acciden-
tally drawn to a book in the window, entitled, ““La Science
du Langage, Cours professé a I'Institution Royale de la
Grande Bretagne, par M. Max Miiller, Professeur &
I'Université d’Oxford, Correspondant de I'Institut de
France, &ec., &c. Ouvrage qui a obtenu de I'’Académie
des Inscriptions et Belles-Lettres le prix Volney en 1862.
Traduit de 1’Anglais, sur la quatritme édition, avec
Pautorisation de l'auteur, par M. Georges Harris, Pro-
fesseur au Lycée Impérial d’Orleans, et M. Georges
Perrot, Ancien Membre de I'Ecole d’Athénes, Professeur
au Lycée Impérial Louis-le-Grand.”

I purchased this book, and learned from the introduc-
tion to the translation that it was creating a great sensa-
tion not only in England, Germany, and France, but even
in Italy, where a translation of it was then about to
appear. From this introduction I further learned that
M. Max Miiller’s great work gave rise to a world of excite-
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ment and discussion among the leading reviews of
England, and that in Paris two highly distinguished
literary characters, M. Barthélemy Saint-Hilaire and
M. M. F. Baudry, had given very able notices of it; the
former in a series of learned articles in the Journal des
Savants, and the latter in the Revue Archéologique.

These eulogiums induced me to send at once to England
for the work itself. It soon arrived in two fine large
volumes, fifth edition; and each edition three thousand
copies, at least so we are told in the title-page.

Now, if T had ever entertained a doubt of the reality
of my old discovery, it would have been driven from my
mind the moment I had finished the reading of M. Max
Miiller’s two volumes. And why so? Because the prin-
ciples of this old discovery of mine at once enabled me to
detect the numerous mistakes with which these two
volumes abound. But to what should we ascribe those
mistakes ? Not to M. Max Miiller's want of capability
or want of learning, but to his total want of knowing
how man first acquired the use of speech ; and that he has
not this knowledge he himself thus admits: “ We cannot
tell as yet what language is.” This happens to be a
mistake, for M. Max Miiller knows very well, and so
does every body else, that language is the expression of
our thoughts by articulate sounds; but what he meant
to say is this, that we cannot tell as yet how man first
acquired the use of language. That this is what he really
did mean to say appears evident by his continuing thus,
while still referring to language: “If it be a work of
human art, i would seem to lift the human artist almost to
the level of a Divine Creator.”

! Lect., vol. i p. 3.
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This statement I am not prepared to contradict, for the
simple reason that I said the same thing myself as far
back as the year 1856, that is to say, five long years
before M. Max Miiller said it, since, according to the
title of his work, he did not begin his lectures until 1861.
These are my words: “ We cannot for an instant suppose
that speech was ever invented—that man ever said to
himself, Let me find out a means of communicating
thought by sounds instead of signs [man’s first language].
This would be to place a human being almost on a level
with God Himself; to raise his wisdom to an eminence
immensely beyond his reach; and the more so as there
was nothing either in nature or the ways of the world,
while yet in its infancy, to suggest an idea at once so
very original and extraordinary?.”

The words in Ttalics in those two passages show how
very close the resemblance between M. Max Miiller’s sen-
timent and mine.

But does M. Max Miiller, I may be asked, acknowledge
my sentiment in any way whatever? He does not; nor
could he do so without allowing his readers to perceive
that of the science of language he kmows absolutely
nothing. Were he to give a single etymology by the
application of the principles that have grown out of the
discovery to which I lay claim, he would be, as it were,
committing suicide—be, as a philologist, no longer in
existence. He alludes to almost all philologists, both
living and dead, but he carefully avoids all allusion to
the author of the “Origin of Myths.” As we should,
however, return good for evil, I do not mean to slight
M. Max Miiller, but to draw attention to his great

2 Myths, vol. i. p. 12.



Introduction. X1l

work, at least a few times perhaps many times: we
shall see.

Now, if M. Max Miiller knows nothing of the science
of language, as I shall have occasion to show, it is difficult
to suppose that the scientific bodies over all parts of the
world with which he claims connexion, can, in this respect,
be any wiser than he is himself. Here are the names of all
these learned bodies; I give them along with the title
page of M. Max Miiller’s work :—

“Tectures on the Science of Language, delivered at the
Royal Institution of Great Britain, in April, May, and
June, 1861, by Max Miiller, M.A., Foreign Associate of
the Royal Sardinian Academy; Honorary Member of the
American Academy of Arts and Sciences, of the Royal
Asiatic Society, of the Asiatic Society of Bengal, of the
Royal Society of Literature, of the Anthropological Society
of London, of the Ethnological Society of London, of the
Ethnographic Society of France, of the Archmological
Society of Moscow, of the Literary Society of Leyden, of
the German Institute of Frankfort; and of the American
Philological Society ; Foreign Member of the Royal
Bavarian Academy; Corresponding Member of the French
Institute, of the Royal Society of Gottingen, of the Royal
Irish Academy, of the American Philosophical Society,
of the Royal Academy of Berlin, and of the American
Oriental Society ; Member of the Asiatic Society of Paris ;
and of the German Oriental Society: Taylorian Professor
of the University of Oxford ; Fellow of All Souls’ College,”
&e., &e., &e.

‘What a grand display is this of M. Max Miiller’s scien-
tific connexions! Surely there never was before, nor, in
all probability, will there ever be again, so glorious a title-
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page. Why it were enough to make the fortune of any
book. Is there, in the whole world, a philological society
of any note whatever to which M. Max Miiller may not
be said to belong? How well he must know all that is
known of both the past and present state of the science of
language! And if of this seience he knows, however, so
very little as not to have it in his power to discover the
etymology of the most common-place words, are we jus-
tified in supposing that there can be even one of those
scientific bodies, with which M. Max Miiller seems to be
50 closely connected, a shade more enlightened in the
science of language than he is himself? Certainly not.
And as this great work of his has been often reviewed—
not only throughout Great Britain, but over the Conti-
nent, and probably in America also—and as its faulty
etymologies are allowed to remain uncorrected, even in
the fifth edition, which has, we are assured, been “ care-
fully revised ;” does not this go to prove that the public
press of those countries happens to know no more about
the science of language than any of the learned bodies
set down in M. Max Miiller’s title-page? Hence the
necessity—if what is here stated be found true—for our
discovery of the origin of language, and the principles
that have grown out of it; and hence, too, we may add,
the proof that this discovery is no idle dream, but a very
serious reality. And of this T am still further convinced
on looking through M. Littré's fine dictionary of the
French language, now in course of publication, for its
enlightened author appears to be as far out as M. Max
Miiller whenever he tries to trace a word to its original
source. And the cause is still the same, his knowing
nothing of the origin of human speech.
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But M. Max Miiller appears to be thoroughly impressed
with the belief that, to use his own words, “ the principles
that must guide the student of the science of language are
now firmly established *.”

It is much to be regretted that M. Max Miiller does not
give us, either in his “ Lectures on the Science of Language,”’
orin his ¢ Chips from a German Workshop,” a list of those
firmly established principles. It is also to be regretted that
he did not think of applying them to his own etymologies,
in order to avoid the many serious mistakes he has made
in his endeavours to account for the origin of some of the
most common-place words and ideas. But why does he
keep them concealed from his friend M. Littré, who, of all
the literary characters now living, is perhaps the one who
needs them the most, seeing that his great dictionary, so
valuable in other respects, is in etymology extremely defec-
tive ; and it is all for the want of those firmly established
principles which M. Max Miiller, though not using them.
himself, will not allow any one else to use. This conduct
is, to say the least of it, very unkind, nay selfish. It re-
minds one of the fable called the Dog in the Manger, who
though he did not eat the hay himself, would not allow the
horse to touch it.

3 ¢« Chips from a German Workshop,” preface, p. 19.
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Moxnsievr Lirrrf, MEMBRE DE L'INsTiTUT DE FRANCE.

On having run through M. Max Miiller’s great work on
the science of language, I next endeavoured to find out
who was at the time allowed to be the greatest of all French
philologists. Every one’s answer was, “ Why it is M. Littré
to be sure, whose noble dictionary of the French language
is now in course of publication, and is likely so to continue
for years to come. Seven thousand copies of it are thrown
off at every issue, and they are all bought up the moment
they appear. No work can be more highly and justly
valued.” This is how Frenchmen talk of M. Littré’s fine
dictionary; and as far as a foreigner may presume to offer
his humble opinion on the merits of so great a work, it
seems to me that M. Littré’s countrymen do not praise it too
highly. His definitions are precise and clear, and the ex-
amples given under each word are perhaps more in number
than can be found in the dictionary of any other language.
And these examples date from all times, from the most an-
cient known records down to the present day.

But how does M. Littré trace words to their primary
meanings ? As well as M. Max Miiller or any other philo-
logist, but no better. And why so? Because standing in
need of what M. Max Miiller would fain make us believe
must exist ; namely, those firmly established principles that
are for the future to serve as infallible guides to the student
of the science of language. If M. Littré had such princi-
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ples—and he could not fail having them if his correspon-
dent and friend M. Max Miiller himself knew any thing of
them—his dictionary would, of course, be greatly superior
to what it is at present. M. Littré, in his endeavours to
trace words and ideas to their birth, is like a man trying
to build a great house without stone, wood, mortar, or any
of the requisite tools. All he can do in his etymologies is
to submit to his numerous readers the various forms a word
has taken in several languages and their dialects.

He tries sometimes, it is true, to discover the primary
meaning of a word ; but then his efforts are, though highly
commendable, mostly always failures; indeed I might say
they appear never otherwise, except when there is no diffi-
culty in the way; but when there is the least difficulty to
be overcome, all he can do is to give up, or, from his having
no certain rules to be guided by, to hazard a bold guess.
And some of his guesses appear rather strange. Only
witness his derivation of words so well known as galefas
and boucher ; the first of which be traces to the great tower
Galata at Constantinople, and the second to a word signi-
fying a buck goat. And for both these etymologies M.
Littré gives what he conceives to be very sound reasons;
but when the reader comes to the real origin of each of
these words, he will be obliged to admit that M. Littré’s
reasons are very weak indeed.

But this acute observer does not yet perceive half the
difficult questions suggested by any of the etymologies which
he may regard as perfect. Thus, supposing he says that
main is monus in Latin, this is no etymology, for it does
not tell us the primary signification of either main or manus,
and this is what the philosophy of language requires.
Main and manus are but two different forms of the same

a
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word, and if M. Littré gave us fifty other different forms
of the word main or manus in as many languages and their
dialects, his etymology would be equally worthless, unless
he could name to us the idea after which main or manus
was first called. And suppose that M. Littré did name a
certain idea—and the true one—after which main or manus
was first called, the etymology would be still incomplete,
unless he could show after what that certain idea itself was
called, and so continue, until he reached the source beyond
which no word can be traced, but up te which every word
should be traced to make an etymology perfect.

Here the inquisitive reader may wish to know after what
idea the final source now referred to was called. It is as
if he were to ask me what round comes after the top-
most round of a ladder. That word which is itself the
primary source of all other words cannot possibly have
an original, any more than a ladder can have another round
above its topmost one. 'We shall see in the proper place
the primary source of all words.

And ought not this single circumstance to eonvince
every one of the reality of my discovery? And it will,
too, convince every man who has sufficient respect for his
own mind as to dare to think for himself. But your
great philologist cannot think for himself; he is always
thinking just as others thought before him. There are,
however, some exceptions to this general rule. Thus when
M. Littré derives the very common French word galetas (a
garret), just mentioned, from Galata, the superb tower at
Constantinople, his thought is, I must admit, original,
very much so, for no one ever thought of the like before;
but it is a blunder, nay, a very gross blunder, there being
no more relationship between galetas and the tower at
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Constantinople than there is, as we shall see, between
galetas and the tower of Babel.

And when M. Max Miiller, in his etymology of our word
soul, traces it to a Gothic word meaning the sea, and says,
“We see that it was originally conceived by the Teutonic
nations as a sea within, heaving up and down with every
breath, and reflecting heaven and earth on the mirror of the
deep,” his thought is also original, very much so, but it is
not the less a gross blunder, a very gross blunder. That idea,
however, of the soul “heaving up and down, and reflecting
heaven and earth on the bosom of the deep,” looks very
grand, very much so. Oh, how I should like to know what
it means! No doubt M. Max Miiller does. Happy man!

And when the same high authority derives the Latin
mare (the sea) from the Sanskrit word mar, which.means
death,—that is to say, a word expressive of boisterous
commotion, from one implying silence and immobility,—
the thought is very original, upon my soul it is, very much
s0, such a derivation having never, I am sure, entered
into any man’s mind before. But it is nevertheless a
blunder, a very gross blunder, as we shall see.

Let it not now be said that philologists never think for
themselves, and that they do but repeat what was often
said before ; for judging from the little we have just seen,
and from the great deal we shall have yet to see before we
reach the end of this work, it must be admitted that
they do think sometimes—not very often—for themselves,
and that then their thoughts are, for the most part,
wonderfully original. But I prefer such wild guesses to
no guess at all. M. Littré in his etymology of eau gives
more than twenty different forms of this word, but he
does not tell us after what it was man first named eau.

A2



'S Introduction.

He sets down as many more different forms in his
etymology of loup, but says nothing to guide us to its
original meaning; that is to say, we are not told why
this animal was named loup, Aixos, or lupus, not to
mention any of the many other names assigned to it by
M. Littré. And his dictionary is full of such etymologies,
if so they may be called. But it could not be otherwise;
M. Littré needed the means, he needed the *firmly
established principles of the science of language,” and
he has had no principles of any kind, either good or bad;
not even that principle which ought to be the leading
one of all the others—I mean the primary form of the first
letter of the alphabet. If he had only this knowledge, a
man of his great ability could in a minute or two find the
etymology of so common a word as gargon, which he is
compelled to give up in despair, with the admission that
the original of this word remains to be found. Diez, a
learned German, who is continually quoted by M. Littré,
traces garcon from a word for thistle to some other word
meaning the heart of @ cabbage; and then to one meaning
a bud. And though M. Littré admires this etymology as
fort ingenieuse ! he thinks, however, that it does not bring
home complete conviction, que cette dérivation ne porte pas
dans Uesprit une conviction compléte! and his conclusion is
that the “étymologie de gargon reste en suspems.” What
egregious nonsense! only imagine a very learned man
tracing a word meaning boy, to a thistle, the heart of a
cabbage, and finally to a bud; and only imagine another
very learned man regarding such a derivation as very
ingenious ! and in the face of such rubbish as this, we are
told there are now firmly established principles that must
guide the student of the science of language—a statement
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sincerely but unwittingly made, for one more destitute of
truth has rcever perhaps appeared in print. Long, long
before I shall have to notice gargon somewhere in the body
of this work, every reader will be sufficiently acquainted
with my principles to enable him to discover its real
original, and in which he will find no allusion to thistles,
the hearts of cabbages, or buds. The primary form of the
word gargon lies on the surface. And every one will, T am
sure, admit the reality of such an etymology; every one,
except your genuine philologist. But why should not he
admit it? Because it would upset all his previous notions
of his favourite science, and oblige him to unlearn all he
has ever learned of philology, which would be for him a
most painful labour.

Many persons suppose that opposition of this kind to
new discoveries should be ascribed to envy. But this
seems to be a mistake. When Harvey discovered the
circulation of the blood, was there one great medical man
in the world who believed in the reality of his discovery ?
There was not; and he who was then, perhaps, the most
distinguished of them all—the leading physician of Paris—
published two works against the circulation, with his name
attached to each. This man must have been therefore
sincere in his belief, or he would not have thus openly
acknowledged himself the author of two such productions.
Harvey answered the first attack, but he would not
condescend to notice the second. It may be then supposed
that the exposition of this discovery was not at first
sufficiently clear; but according to Hume, ¢ Harvey had
the happiness of establishing at once his theory on the
most solid and convincing proofs; and posterity has
added little to the arguments suggested by his industry
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and ingenuity+«” And a late very eminent physician says
that Harvey “ displayed his discovery so clearly to others,
that to doubt it in the present day would be considered
insanity®.”

Hume further states, “It was remarked, that no phy-
sician in Europe, who had reached forty years of age,
ever to the end of his life adopted Harvey’s doctrine of
the circulation of the blood; and that his practice in
London diminished extremely, from the reproach drawn
on him by that great and signal discovery: so slow is the
progress of truth in every science, even when not opposed
by factious or superstitious prejudices.”

And if Harvey were now living, and if he were to come
before the world with his grand discovery, what more
chance would he have of succeeding in our enlightened
days than he had met with some two hundred years ago ?
In all probability he would have nome whatever; for
human nature is still the same, is still as much afraid
of truth as it ever has been. Moral courage is wanting,
no one dares to think otherwise than as others have
thought before him. And it is remarkable that they who
are regarded as the most competent judges in any science
are, respecting the appearance of an original discovery,
the last to give a decisive opinion. But why should this
be? Because a favourable opinion from such men is equal
to their admitting that they have themselves been long
in error; and this is what few men, except those of very
superior minds, are willing to admit. When Fulton’s
first steamboat was tried with success on the Seine, a
committee of men the most competent were ordered by

4 Hume, Hist. of England, Charles 1I.
5 See the Harveian Oration by John Elliotson, M.D., &c., p. 49.
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Napoleon to examine it carefully, and let him know what
they thought of it; but their opinion was very unfavour-
able, and they unanimously declared that Fulton’s views
were visionary, and that they could never be realized;
upon which Napoleon is reported to have said, that the
man should be sent to Charenton, which is the Bedlam
of France.

And how was he who proposed to light all London with
gas received ? As a madman, and his abettors as idiots.
“Even the liberal mind of Sir Humphry Davy,” says
a respectable authority, “failed to take in the idea that
gas was applicable to purposes of street or house lighting®.”
This great chemist was, however, looked up to as the
most competent judge then living of all such matters.

And so it always is with discoverers; even when their
discoveries cannot be contradicted, the best judges are
afraid to receive them as real. I sent last year to the
French Institute, as a competitor for the prix Volney, a
large fragment of the present work. But as it contained
many of the false etymologies to be found in M. Littré’s
learned dictionary, with not a few taken from the works
of their correspondent, M. Max Miiller, my pretensions
were not, it would seem, received with favour. But the
committee was composed of M. Littré and his friends (six
in number), and this circumstance of my having corrected
their colleague’s many mistakes may, unknown to them-
selves, have influenced their judgment. It were not fair
to insinuate that gentlemen who stand so high in public
opinion did not each decide to the best of his belief and
as his conscience dictated.

Though the members of the Institute mever publish

¢ See Diprose’s Account of the Parish of St. Clement Danes.
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their opinions respecting the works of which they do not
approve, I happened to obtain through mere chance from
one of those gentlemen the following statement respecting
my brochure: “Il s’agit de la solution d’une question tres-
ardue, que j’ai bien pu exposer consciencieusement et
fidélement comme rapporteur, mais sur la question je ne
me sens en mesure ni de vous approuver, ni de vous
contredire.” :

This was written by M. Patin, a very learned man, the
highest judge in philology, and the eldest, I believe, of
all his colleagues, having been born in 1793. I am
astonished at his admitting that Ze cannot contradict me,
this being equal to his granting that my pretensions must,
according to his conscientious belief, be real; for if he did
not find them so, he would never make such an admission.
It is not difficult to account for his not granting me his
approval ; it would be too much for him to conceive that
the discovery of the origin of human speech, even of the
first word that man ever spoke, could have remained until
now unknown. And this is how almost every ome will
reason with himself respecting my pretensions, and no one
will be more inclined to do so than he who will have never
seen my book.

The prize was adjudged to a work entitled Glossaire des
mots Espagnols et Portugais dérivés de UArabe; its author
being, like M. Max DMiiller, a correspondent of the
Institute, and consequently a gentleman of some literary
merit. Now we all know, on looking into the glossaries
) explaining the old words of such writers as Chaucer,
Spenser and Rabelais, that compilations of this kind, if not
very original, are at least found to be sometimes very
useful ; and no one should, for this reason, object to their
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authors obtaining gold medals. But between such a
production and one which puts not only almost every
Frenchman in the way of discovering the original mean-
ings, hitherto unknown, of the most common-place words
in his language, but which does also enable his learned
academicians and members of the Institute to correct the
thousand and one etymological mistakes to be met with in
by far their very best dictionary, there is, I dare assert, in
point of utility—putting aside originality—some little
difference.

I might also assert that there must be some little differ-
ence between a mere compilation and a work to which the
highest authority of the Institute cannot deny the claim
put forward by its author, that of having discovered the
origin of language and myths. There is in such an admis-
sion, when we consider the pure and enlightened source
from which it emanates, something rather startling. Nine
persons out of ten will, I am sure, feel inclined to think
that if I have not made the discovery in question, I must
have gone very near it ; have done it at least in part, if not
completely. But there can be no doubt about it. Facts,
proofs in abundance, have been obtained, not through blind
chance, not through ingenuity, but through the application
of the principles of my discovery. But M. Patin could
not go farther than he has gone. He is le doyen de la
Jaculté des lettres, and, from the duty of his high station
being to examine the learned youth of France, who, on
having finished their studies, aspire to high places in the
state or to academic honours, he cannot sanction opinions
contrary to the Established Church of his country; and this
alone were sufficient to induce him to withhold his complete
conviction that I have made the discovery of the origin of
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language, since I do not aseribe its beginning to its having
been first spoken by Adam in Paradise.

But how, it may be asked, did I obtain M. Patin’s
opinion respecting my work, since it is not usual to grant
such favours? It happened in this way: the Institute
never returns works sent in for the prix Volney, though
their authors have the right of making extracts from them.
But when I went to the Institute for this purpose my
manuscript could not be found; and as it was last seen
with M. Patin, his address was given me with the permis-
sion of writing to him about it; and from his letter in
answer to mine, I have taken the liberty of copying the
passage already submitted to the reader.

‘With regard to my theory of the origin of language, I
am well aware I may be often blamed for being opposed to
the belief of its having originated with Adam in Paradise.

But some men when they meddle with religion are more
favoured than others. M. Max Miiller says: “The author
of the Mosaic records, though rightly stripped, before the
tribunal of physical science, of his claims as an inspired
writer, may at least claim the modest title of a quiet ob-
server .’

No scientific man in the world, except one made blind
through fear or prejudice, can find fault with what M. Max
Miiller has here stated, for it is a statement supporting
what is strictly true. But it is not the less, according to
the opinions of some persons, very gross blasphemy; for it
not only denies to Moses the gift of divine inspiration,
but it also makes light of Christ’s teaching, in which Moses
is referred to as a true prophet. And this is not only
shown by Luke xvi. 81, but also by the following: “Do

7 Lectures on the Science of Language, vol. i. p. 377.
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not think that I will accuse you to the Father: there is
one that accuseth you, even Moses, in whom ye trust.

“For bad ye believed Moses, ye would have believed me:
for he wrote of me.

“But if ye believe not his writings, how shall ye believe
my words ®?”

According to those words of Christ, every sincere Chris-
tian must believe in Moses as a true prophet, and accuse
every one of gross blasphemy who happens to think other-
wise ; for such an opinion is condemnatory, not only of the
Old but of the New Testament also. M. Max Miller has
been, therefore, highly favoured for his not having been
called to account for making such a statement as the one
just quoted from the fifth edition of his book. He may
say that he has truth on his side; but, in religious contro-
versy, truth is not always a safe protector. Has not many
a good and excellent man, as all the world knows, been
burned alive before now for having dared to speak the
truth? But M. Max Miiller does not seem to be aware
that in making the statement above quoted, he was saying
any thing likely to shock the religious feelings of a certain
class of true believers in the Christian faith; for on the
next page preceding the one from which the above extract
is made, he states as follows: “I defy my adversaries to
point out one single passage where I have mixed up scien-
tific with theological arguments®.”

According to this passage it is nothing at all to deny
to Moses divine inspiration in opposition to the words of
Christ. But as every man should be allowed to state what
he believes to be true, I am glad to perceive that this
liberty has not been denied to M. Max Miiller. But this

8 John v. 45—47. 9 Lect., vol. i. p. 876.
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should teach M. Max Miiller to be equally indulgent to
others. In one of his two volumes on the science of
language, he alludes to a German philologist, from whose
work he would quote a passage, but declines doing so,
because he believes it to contain blasphemy. The passage
should, however, be given, and the reader be allowed to
judge for himself. What does this German philologist
dare to assert? Does he do more than deny to Moses
divine inspiration, by which a disbelief in Christ is also
implied? M. Max Miiller himself does as much, yet no
one accuses him of blasphemy; and he should not, for
this reason, be so severe upon others, nor take upon
himself the liberty of thinking for his readers, but allow
every one to think for himself. It is by acting thus freely
and liberally that error has been hitherto often discovered,
and truth made evident.

I cannot now call to mind either the name of the
German philologist censured for his blasphemy by M.
Max Miiller, or in which of the two volumes on the science
of language it may be found; but unless I mistake, it
it is on a left-hand-side page, nearer to the top than the
bottom, and that the objectionable passage, which M.
Max Miiller dares not to quote, is replaced by asterisks.
I have turned over many pages of both volumes, but I
cannot find it.

But the unusual favour shown to M. Max Miiller must
not lead me—because I am no German—to expect from
Englishmen an equal amount of indulgence and fair
play.

In the account given in my former work of the origin of
myths, I should, T am told, have considered those parts of
the heathen mythology which bear a rather startling



Introduction. XXIX

resemblance to the Christian faith, as only so many
ancient types of the truth not yet made known; such being
the interpretation they have received from eminent divines
of the Church of England, as well as from other learned
and pious individuals. But as I do not now offer any
argument opposed to this belief, it follows that when,
in the course of this work, the reader happens to meet
with any of those resemblances which are received as
symbols, I should not be accused by such Christians as
have no faith in the doctrine of types, of introducing
matter contrary to revelation. On all those occasions I
only state facts in the development of the science I am
endeavouring to expound, and so do allow, by the results
obtained, every one to think and judge for himself.

But as there are many denominations of Christians,
and as on some points they differ widely from one another
in their opinions, it may be that all of them cannot be
brought to believe in the doctrine of types, though some
very learned and good Christians do. And this being
the case, my discovery and its principles may be censured
or slighted by many who might otherwise receive them
with favour. But all who look coldly on scientific results,
because revealing truths contrary to the belief in which
they have been brought up, can be no great honour either
to their God or to their religion. Had all men,in the
past, views so confined, the world would be now in so very
backward a state that we should be still denying the
diurnal motion of the earth, and be accusing every one
of blasphemy who took part with Galileo.

But for innovations and discoveries of all kinds, man
entertains, we are allowed to understand, a natural anti-
pathy. Thus M. Max Miiller observes: “New ideas do
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not gain ground at once, and there is a tendency in our
mind to resist new convictions as long as we can'”” Yes,
when our views are very limited, and our share of ideality
is rather scanty. But to the capacious mind new ideas are
ever welcome, for in such a storehouse they mostly always
find room in abundance. Indeed the mind rich in imagi-
nation is too often, from its very greediness for every thing
original, the dupe of its own superior powers. But as such
minds are comparatively few, hence the belief that man is
by nature opposed to new ideas, which, though true on
many occasions, is not always so.

‘Words, it will be argued, fall within the reach of every
intelligence. They require, in order to be examined even
very closely, no previous scientific knowledge, such as
astronomy or anatomy requires, without an acquaintance
with the former of which Galileo could have never known
how the earth moves, nor could Harvey, if ignorant of the
latter, have discovered how the blood ecirculates. The
authors of grammars, dictionaries, glossaries, as well as of
works of logic and philosophy, are all of them constantly
referring to words and commenting on them, and they have
done so from the earliest times down to the present hour.
Hence the conclusion must naturally be, that if such a dis-
covery as the origin of language were possible, it would
have been made long ago. And this argument, though
very fallacious, is, it must be allowed, very plausible, and so
effective, that it will, in all probability, prevent most persons
from approving, in my work, of many things which their
reason assures them must be true, the want of respect to
their own minds not allowing them to declare their belief.

Hence such a discovery as mine has been long since

1 « Chips from a German Workshop,” vol. ii. p. 46.
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regarded as impossible ; some one has even asked if I do
myself believe in its reality. But I have, I dare hope, hit
upon a means of removing for the future all doubt respect-
ing the sincerity of my belief in this respect. Thus I have,
as a competitor for le prix Volney to be next awarded,
offered to wager one thousand francs (1000 frs.) against
one hundred (100 frs.) that I have made the discovery of
the origin of language; and in order to give to such a
challenge its due weight and importance, I object to its
being accepted by any one except a distinguished philolo-
gist; and I do therefore propose M. Littré. I ask this
gentleman if he will accept it; and I answer that I think
he will not, for the reason that he is too clever a man not
to perceive, on reading with attention my brochure presented
to the Institute last year, and which takes up so many of
his own blunders as well as of M. Max Miiller’s, that he
would not have so much as the mere shadow of a chance
to win my thousand francs. And to prove to him that I
am, on this occasion, very serious,and that I do really own
so large a sum as a thousand francs (mirabile dictu!), I
have named to him the stockbroker in Paris where the
money is lodged. And if he should object to take my
thousand francs, I tell him that, in this case, he may have
them added to the next gold medal to be adjudged to the
successful competitor for the priz Volney.

But who is, I have been asked, to decide between
M. Littré and me in the event of his taking up my glove?
And to this question I have answered, that I accept twelve
of his own colleagues to be chosen by lot, but their opinions
to be given in writing. Than this nothing can be fairer.
Let it not, therefore, be any longer asserted that I must
doubt in the reality of my own discovery.
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But I am no way surprised at its having been asked if I
do myself believe in what I am pleased to call the discovery
of the origin of language ; for the Committee of the Insti-
tute advise all competitors for the prix Volney to confine
their views rather to comparative than gemeral philology,
which advice they would never give if they could believe in
the possibility of the origin of langnage being one day dis-
covered. But my system embraces all—it is both general
and comparative. The following is, in their words, the
advice given by the Committee of the Institute: ‘ Mais la
commission ne peut trop recommander aux concurrents
d’envisager sous le point de vue comparatif et historique
les idiomes qu’ils auront choisis, et de ne pas se borner &
I'analyse logique, ou & ce qu'on appelle la grammaire
générale.”

But this learned body would never so advise had they
known that all the languages ever spoken sprung from the
same single source, and that for this simple reason nations
which had never so much as heard of one another, have
often ideas expressed by the same words, which circum-
stance has sometimes led learned men to find a relationship
between the inhabitants of certain parts of the world where
none had ever existed. Godfrey Higgins says, “If T had
an English and Hebrew dictionary as full as Parkhurst’s
Hebrew and English Lexicon, I think I could make out of
the two languages a language in which conversation might
very well be carried on by a Hebrew and an Englishman
respecting all the common concerns of life®.”

M. Max Miiller, however, says that “ Hebrew and Eng-
lish are not at all related®” And this may very well be,

2 Analysis, vol. i. p. 796.
3 Lecture on Science of Language, vol. ii. p. 284.
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though the two languages have, to a certainty, many words
in common, and of which we may have now shown the
cause.

Though the discovery of the origin of language be thus
regarded by the French Institute as impossible, I can
quote two very high authorities who entertain a different
opinion, namely, Jacob Grimm and M. Ernest Renan,
the latter celebrated linguist being a member of the
Institute. Jacob Grimm’s argument favouring the pos-
sibility of such a discovery is to this effect: that if lan-
guage be a Divine gift we have neither the right nor the
means of discovering its origin; but if it be a human con-
trivance, it were not impossible, he believes, to trace it to
its very cradle; by which he understands, to the earliest
state of its existence, even to its birth.

M. Reran, alluding to the objections which the title of
his own work (“De I'Origine du Langage ") is likely to
suggest, quotes at the same time Jacob Grimm’s opinion,
and of which we have just seen the substance. M.
Renan’s words are: “Le titre soulévera peut-étre les
objections des personnes accoutumées i prendre la science
par le cdté positif, et qui ne voient jamais sans appré-
hension les études de fondation récente chercher & résoudre
les problémes légués par I’ ancienne philosophie. Je suis
bien aise de m’abriter & cet égard derritre l'autorité d'un
des fondateurs de la philologie comparée, M. Jacob Grimm.
Dans un mémoire publié en 1852, sur le méme sujet et
sous le méme titre que le mien*, V'illustre linguiste s'est
attaché a établir la possibilité de résoudre un tel probléme
d’une maniere scientifique. Ainsi qu’il le fait remarquer,

4 Ueber den Ursprung der Sprache, Berlin, Dummler, 1852 (tiré des
Mémoires de I’ Academie de Berlin pour 1851), pp. 10 et suiv. et pp. 54, 65

b
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sile langage avait été conféré & I'homme comme un don
céleste créé sans lui et hors de lui, la science n’aurait ni le
droit nile moyen d’en rechercher 'origine; mais sile langage
est I'ceuvre de la nature humaine, s’il présente une marche
et un développement réguliers, il est possible d’arriver par
de 1égitimes inductions jusqu’a son berceau®.”

But M. Renan is, as we shall see, very far from tracing
the origin of language to its berceau. He is not, in this
respect, more advanced than Jacob Grimm or any other
philologist. His work, which is beautifully written, con-
tains no etymologies, either good or bad, in support of his
opinion.

Let us now see if I have made the very important dis-
covery of the origin of language—a discovery which,
according to the two high authorities just quoted, is
conceived not to be impossible. But my own most sincere
conviction is that I have made it; for how can I else
account for the many happy results obtained through its
means? Am I to ascribe these rgsults to blind chance ?
Impossible. Am I to ascribe the whole of them to in-
genuity or address? Equally impossible, for this would be
granting to myself a hundred times more merit than I do
really deserve, or than any other mortal ever deserved
for his ingenuity. Thus it may have been rather difficult
to have made the discovery to which I lay claim; but to
have obtained, unassisted by its principles, the startling
results—and they are not few in number—that have grown
out of it would, however ingenious I might be, appear
infinitely more difficult; in short, so much so, as not to
be conceived possible by any unprejudiced mind, however
limited its share of common intelligence. But if, notwith-

§ De I’Origine du Langage, préface, p. 4, 5.
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standing all the pains I have taken to bring this discovery
home to every understanding, it should be still found not
sufficiently evident, and its reality be consequently denied ;
such blindness, whether real or affected, may suggest to
the philologist of future times an observation similar to
the one made by Dr. Elliotson respecting the circulation
of the blood; namely, that from its being so clearly
displayed to others, “to doubt it would, in his day, be
considered insanity.”

And how has this discovery of mine been made so very
evident? By its owning certain fixed principles which can
be very easily applied. It therefore follows that with the
necessary means any one else might have obtained as much
as I have myself: there are, no doubt, many persons who,
from their being possessed of superior discernment, might
in my place have obtained a great deal more. When I
do, therefore, by the applying of those principles, trace
back a word of which the meaning has been lost to the
whole world for many an age, to its primitive source; let
not this be ascribed to ingenuity, but to its real cause,
that is, to the discovery of the first word ever spoken by
man; for there it is, and there alone, that all the merit
lies.
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ORIGIN

OF

LANGUAGE AND MYTHS,

CHAPTER I.

PROOF THAT SPEECH NEVER COMES NATURALLY TO MAN.

Tais is made evident by the fact, that, of the several
human beings who were lost or abandoned during their
infaney in woods or other solitary places, none were ever
found, when long after discovered and captured, to have
the power of expressing their thoughts by articulate
sounds.  All such persons ought, however, if speech
were a natural gift, to have had a language of some
kind or other; but they had none.

Another plain proof that speech cannot have come
naturally to man, is this, that persons born deaf without
the least defect in their vocal organs, never speak. The
mere want of hearing ought not, however, if speech were
a natural gift, to prevent them from learning to express
their ideas by articulate sounds.

B
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CHAPTER II.

HOW MEN MUST HAVE FIRST SIGNIFIED THEIR WANTS AND
DESIRES.

Bur if men had not from the beginning the use of words,
how must they, when totally dumb, have expressed their
thoughts to one another? Just as we see any two of them
do at the present hour when neither understands the lan-
guage of the other. That is to say, men must, previously
to their having yet acquired any knowledge of words,
have made use of signs.

Signs must have therefore been man’s first language,
and consequently his only natural one; and I can quote
three very high authorities who were of the same
opinion—Condillac, and the two celebrated Scotch philo-
sophers, Reid and Dugald Stewart. Thus Condillae, in
the opening of his fine Philosophical Grammar, says,
“ Les jestes, les mouvements du visage, voila les pre-
miers moyens que les hommes ont eus pour communiquer
leurs pensées.” Reid expresses himself to the same effect.
“If mankind had not,” he says, “a natural language, they
eould have never invented an artificial one.” The writer
means by “a natural language,” the language of signs,
and by “an artificial one,” the language of articulate
sounds. He continues thus: “It appears evident from
what has been said on language, that there are natural
signs as well as artificial; and particularly that the
thoughts, purposes, and dispositions of the mind have
their natural signs in the features of the face, the modu-
lation of the voice, and the motion and attitude of the
body ; that without a natural knowledge of the connexion
between these signs and the things signified by them,
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language could have never been invented and established
among men.” . .. “Is it not a pity that the refine-
ments of a civilized life, instead of supplying the defects
of natural language, should root it out, and plant in its
stead dull and lifeless articulations of unmeaning sounds
or the scrawling of insignificant characters? The per-
fection of language is commonly thought to be, to express
human thoughts and sentiments distinetly by these dull
signs; but if this be the perfection of artificial language,
1t is certainly the corruption of the natural '.”

Dugald Stewart argues to the same effect in favour of
natural language, by which he also means the language
of signs °.

But M. Ernest Renan, who has also written on the
origin of language, makes light of all such opinions as
those expressed by Condillac, Reid, and Dugald Stewart.
The whole of his arguments amounts to this, and no
more:—As soon as men began to think and reason, they
began to speak. But if it were so, how does it happen
that the man who has no defeet in his vocal organs, but
who has been merely born deaf, never speaks? yet he
thinks as much and as well as any other man.

But M. Renan agrees with all sensible men in deny-
ing that speech can have been either a gift or an inven-
tion ; and taking advantage of these two just opinions,
and also of the argument of the three high authorities
above cited,—namely, that speech cannot have come natu-
rally to man,—he concludes that there can be no other
means of accounting for its origin than the one he
suggests—that the combined powers of the mind, acting
spontaneously, must have called it forth when man wanted

1 Reid’s Works, vol. ii. pp. 226, &e.
2 See his Outlines of Moral Philosophy, part i. page 33.

B 2
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to give expression to his thoughts >,  Such reasoning as
this does certainly appear very conclusive; for if lan-
guage be neither a gift nor an invention, and if it has
not come naturally to man, there can, surely, it may be
argued, be no other means left of accounting for its origin
than by aseribing it, as M. Renan does, to the faculties
of the mind, acting when needed of their own accord.
There is, however, another means, and one of which
M. Renan had no suspicion, as I am now going to show.

CHAPTER IIL

SHOWING THAT SPEECH MUST HAVE BEEN EASILY ACQUIRED.

I is well known that no people can be found unprovided
with a language well adapted for its own use. Hence
the late Mr. Crawford, F.R.S., makes the following im-
portant statement, in a paper read at the British Asso-
clation in September, 1867.

 Man, when he first appeared on earth, was without
‘articulate speech, and, like the lower animals, must have
expressed himself by what was little more than mere
interjection. He had, therefore, to frame a language—
a seemingly difficult achievement, yet one which every
savage tribe had been able to achieve, and that not in
one place only, but in several thousand separate and
independent localities.” . . . . “The languages of a
people so low in the scale of humanity as the Australians,
incapable of reckoning beyond duality, were found to be
not only skilfully, but even completely constructed.”

3 See page 89, and almost every other page of his beautifully written
work entitled ¢ Del’Origine du Langage.”
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This very respectable authority has here justly observed
that the framing of a language was a seemingly difficult
achievement ; for it was in truth, and as we shall see
presently, a difficulty only in appearance. Were it other-
wise, a people scarcely above the class of idiots, such as
those incapable of counting as far as three, could have
never formed a language of any kind whatever, and
much less could they compose one which was both skil-
fully and completely formed. Connected with the
passages already quoted from Reid, there is one which
to some persons may appear an exaggeration ; it happens,
however, to be very far from it. This is the observation
he makes, “Had language, in general, been a human
invention as much as writing or printing, we should
find whole nations as mute as the brutes.” Reid should
rather say, that in such a case we should not find, on the
face of the earth, a single individual gifted with the
faculty of speech, nor having so much as a remote idea
of what it is. Nothing can have been, however, more
easily acquired than the use of language, though no hody
of learned men could invent it. But why so? Because
of its wonderful simplicity—their learning would prove
the greatest obstacle. And what infinite wisdom we
have here shown us! While the human mind must have
been yet in an infant state, with intelligence scarcely
above that of the brute creation, a means inconceivably
easy was given to man for enabling him to acquire that
faculty of which he has ever since had the most reason
to be proud. Let us now confirm the truth of this state-
ment by submitting to the reader—
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CHAPTER IV.

OUR DISCOVERY OF MAN’S FIRST WORD.

From knowing, as we now do, that the several indivi-
duals found living singly in a wild state, had not the use
of articulate sounds; and also that persons without any
defect in their vocal organs, but who are merely born
deaf, are equally unprovided with speech of any kind;
it is self-evident that this faculty never comes naturally
to man, and that words must be heard and learned in
order to be acquired. Now, this being granted, what
follows ? That men must, as already stated, have first
expressed their ideas by sigms, just as any two of
them do at present when speaking no language in com-
mon. And as they must have often, while so engaged,
uttered an inarticulate sound for the sole purpose of
drawing attention to what they were endeavouring to
represent, it is easy to conceive that their first word must
have grown out of a sign made by the mouth. And
when the sun was in this way referred to, such a sound
as the O (then a hieroglyph) obtains in the alphabet,
must have been invariably heard. And this is so true
that the learned orthoepist Walker, referring to this
character, observes, ¢ It requires the mouthto be formed
in some degree like the letter, in order to pronounce it.”

Man could not have heard this peculiar sound a great
many times without remarking that it referred always to
the sun; so that he must have soon begun to use it for
indicating this object instead of the sign out of which it
grew, and but for which it could have never been known.

But why should the name of the sun more than that
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of any other object have been man’s first word, and conse-
quently the beginning of human speech ? Because, signs
having been the means by which man began to express
his thoughts, it is reasonable to suppose that it must
have been through a sign the use of speech was ob-
tained ; and granting this, it is easy to conceive that
such a sign must have been made by the mouth. Now
the mouth can represent nothing in nature except what
is circular. Thus, however we may make it gesticulate,
we cannot force it into the shape of an animal, a bird, a
tree, a mountain, a river, or any thing of the kind ; and
if it even had this power as well as that of representing
a circle, the sun would be still preferred to every thing
else, for the reason that of all other natural wonders it
appears by far the greatest and most attractive, and, on
account of the benefits 1t confers, the one that must in
the beginning have appeared the most deserving of man’s
attention and gratitude.

And if we now bestow a serious thought on the infi-
nite wisdom of God by His thus affording to man the
most simple means imaginable for enabling him to ac-
quire that faculty of which, as we have already said, he
has ever had most reason to be proud, ought we not to
be filled with astonishment and admiration? At the
birth of language, human intelligence can have been
scarcely above that of the brute creation. Man could
not therefore acquire the use of speech by the force of
reason, and hence the necessity of his being so formed as
to need no mental effort whatever for the framing of a
language. Then how did our wise Creator make up for
this evident deficiency of mind in man at the very early
period to which we refer? By a means of all others the
most simple—by having so formed him as to give to his
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mouth the power of representing a circle. No more than
this was needed ; speech then came of itself; no effort
was required. So that he who first used the sound of the
O as a name of the sun instead of the sign out of which
it grew, and but for which, as we have said, it could
never have been heard, little thought that he was then
in the act of erecting a mighty edifice, a monument so
wonderful in all its parts, that the wisest men of the world
would through all time be led to believe that its founda-
tion-stone must have been first laid by the hands of an
all-powerful God. Hence Dugald Stewart, referring to
language, makes the following very just observation :—
“ When we first begin to philosophize on it, and consider
what a vast and complicated fabric language is, it is
difficult for us to persuade ourselves that the unassisted

faculties of the human mind were equal to the invention*.”
" We have now seen how the use of speech was first
acquired. It was not a gift, nor an invention, nor did
it come naturally to man; nor, as M. Renan asserts,
was it called forth by the powers of the mind acting
spontaneously all together. But it came unsought for,
unawares, even unknown to him who first used it; and
at a time when man can be scarcely said to have had a
mind did it come, he being then in so crude, imbecile,
and undeveloped a state as to be, in point of intelligence,
barely above the animal of the field. Nor should this
opinion be regarded as an exaggeration, seeing that after
so many ages since men first spoke, whole nations are
even still incapable of counting beyond duality.

‘What then must man have been when, unknown to
himself, he uttered his first word! When he used the
sound of the O as meaning the sun, instead of the sign

4 Vol. iv. p. 22,
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out of which it grew! This single and very natural
sound was, however, the origin of human speech. But
had not man received from his wise Creator the facility
of giving to his lips a circular form, he must have re-
mained for ever dumb, having only the power of uttering
inarticulate sounds, and which would be chiefly used, by
the noise so produced, for drawing attention to his signs.

CHAPTER V.

THE NATURALNESS OF THE FOREGOING ACCOUNT OF THE
ORIGIN OF LANGUAGE.

Havine thus clearly accounted for the origin of man’s
first word, and consequently for that of language in
general, I might stop here, and declare my discovery
already fully made. And how reasonable such a con-
clusion must appear when closely examined! Thus, how
natural it is to suppose that men must have first signified
their thoughts to one another by signs, it being made
evident by the arguments above stated, that the use of
speech has never yet been acquired without its having
been first learned from others! When we are therefore
compelled to admit that man’s first language must have
been that of signs, how reasonable it is to suppose that
his first significant word must have come to him through
a sign made by his mouth; no other part of his body,
such as his eyes, hands, or feet, by which he made signs,
having the power to utter a sound or make any kind of
noise that-can be supposed likely to give birth toa word !

And when we now admit, as we must do, that the
mouth can represent nothing in nature except what is
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circular in form, what can be more reasonable than to
suppose it was while signifying the sun by the rounding
of his lips, man first obtained its name, he having at
the same instant uttered a sound for the sole purpose of
drawing attention, by the noise so produced, to the
object he was then representing ? Hence let any one try
to show with his mouth the shape of the sun, and
allow, while so doing, his voice to be heard, and he will
invariably, even in spite of himself, produce exactly the
name given by every child to the O when calling over
the letters of the alphabet.

And on this peculiar sound having been heard many
times, and always on the same occasion, how easy it is to
conceive that it must, instead of the sign out of which it
grew, have been used for signifiying the sun; and that
the O was therefore the first word, first name, and first
root—all three combined in the same single sign, itself a
hieroglyph !

But the fact that it is impossible to find in any
language on the face of the earth an idea to which the
name of the sun can be traced, ought to be considered as
another startling proof, from its thus having no original,
that it must be, as above shown, the primary source of
human speech. The notion hitherto entertained by
philologists—but by philologists only—that the sun has
been called after the idea signified by such a word as
light or heat, is too absurd to deserve being discussed
seriously ; for must not every one know, except a philo-
logist, that such an idea as light or heat must be finally
traced tothe sun, and not the sun to either light or heat ?
Poor Moses has been rather too severely called to account
for his having committed a similar mistake—that of
having made the sun come several days after the light.
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But do our learned philologists, with all their additional
knowledge obtained through the present greatly advanced
state of science, prove themselves any wiser than the
famous lawgiver of old, when science, such as we have
it now, was yet unborn ?

But if an idea could be found after which the sun was
called, then indeed would my lofty pretensions be
brought low; for the very foundation-stone of the
edifice upon which they have been raised to so high a
piteh, would be not merely shaken, but be completely
swept from under them—and away. But why so?
Because this finding would prove the name of the sun to
be only a derivative, and not what it really is, the
original word out of which human speech has grown over
all the world.

Now, is such a name of the sun ever likely to be found ?
In order not to appear over sanguine, which is always
offensive to certain very sensitive minds, I will say that
it is likely ; though, to be candid, I cannot believe it
to be half so much so as the discovery of the quadrature
of the circle or that of perpetual motion. And if we
may believe the scientific world, neither of these
discoveries will ever be made; at least not for some
thousands of years to come. He who would therefore
find the original idea after which the sun was called,
should be endowed with no slight stock of patience, as he
may, before his discovery can be made, have some little
time to wait. :

Here, as already stated, might I stop ; for the origin
of human speech, even of the first significant word ever
uttered by man, has been made known. Then why
proceed any farther ? It is but for confirming by
numerous instances the reality of so important a
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discovery, and also for showing the rare advantage of the
knowledge thence derived. Hence, what is now to follow
will, T dare hope, be found to contain a considerable
amount of philological information hitherto unknown.
But were it also found to contain in the application of
the principles which have grown out of the analyzing of
words, some mistakes—even many mistakes—this would
not afford the least proof deserving of serious notice, that
the discovery itself to which I lay claim—that of the
origin of language—is not real and as complete as it
needs be.

CHAPTER VI.

HOW LANGUAGE HAPPENED TO FALL INTO THREE DIVISIONS
WITH ALL PEOPLE, EVEN UNKNOWN TO THOSE WHO FIRST
MADE WORDS.

It is now well known that the sun was the first object
of divine worship over all the earth; which belief arose
from this great luminary appearing to animate all
nature. Its name became therefore another word for
Maker or Creator’; and on being modified for the
sake of distinetion,the same word must have been made
to signify such ideas as the great object it designated
suggested, namely, light, heat, day, life, goodness, &e.
And however scantily gifted with intelligence men in
their earliest state may have been, they could have
easily expressed all similar ideas after this manner ;
they could not even help doing otherwise, this means
being so very easy, natural, and simple.

5 The learned admit, as we shall see farther on, that maker, or artificer,
was an epithet belonging to the sun.
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So much for the creation of this first portion of human
speech. We see that it required no effort of the mind ;
nothing like ingenuity, nothing deserving the name of
invention.

But other words were needed. How did man obtain
those that were necessary for expressing such ideas as we
now signify by the verbs to carry, bear, hold, have, take,
seize, strike, keep, give, do, form, and the like? All
these actions must have been expressed by the name of
the instrument—still variously modified for the sake of
distinction—by which they were accomplished ; that is
to say, they were called after the HAND, and they can be
traced directly or indirectly to this source, as we shall
see.

But after what must the /Jand itself have been
named ? After the idea which is expressed by the word
maker, one of the epithets belonging to the sun, from the
belief that once prevailed of his having been—as already
stated—the maker of all nature.

Nor can this second portion of human speech have
required of the mind the least share of ingenuity or
invention. It is reasonable to suppose that man would
call after the /and whatever was done through its means.
This must, in the beginning, have been as natural to
him as to call the child after its parent, or the stranger
after the land of his birth, which is just as man does at
present, and as he ever has done, and as he ever will do.

Only one more portion of human speech was neces-
sary for enabling man to express himself to the full.
By words traceable to the name of the sun he could,
as stated above, express such ideas as good, high, noble,
&ec., but he wanted those of opposite meanings. How
did he obtain them? Very easily ; and still no inge-
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nuity, no mental effort being required. Thus, after the
moon, of which the name and that of the sun were
radically the same, he called zight, and after night he
called darkness, from which source came words express-
ing negative qualities, such as wowious, badness, vice,
lowness, death, &e. y

So much for the origin of speech. Man had, in the
beginning, the above three simple divisions of it ; and he
has them still, but no more, because no more is needed.
And thus has it been with all the nations of the earth ;
every one of them whose language is not the dialect of
another, has made, after the manner just stated, a lan-
guage of its own—the sun, out of whose name human
speech has grown, being common to them all. This will
account for what has often astonished the philologist,
namely, that nations between whom there has never
been the least connexion have languages that are, when
radically considered, so much alike as to leave no doubt
of their having emanated from the same unknown source,
whatever that might be.

CHAPTER VII.

HOW IT HAPPENS THAT OPPOSITE IDEAS ARE SOMETIMES
EXPRESSED ALIKE.

Bur from those three divisions of language making, as
it were, only one, since every word, to whatever division
it may belong, can be finally traced to the first name
ever given to the sun; does it not follow, I may be
asked, that words of opposite, or at least very different
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meanings, must be sometimes alike in form? It is even
so; and this, too, has often astonished philologists.
Hence the word which in one language means high
may in some other language mean low. It may even
happen in the same language, witness a/fus in Latin,
which has these two opposite meanings. The same
may be said of the French words sus and sows, and
dessus and dessous, for it is only conventionally that
every two such words differ from each other, as we shall
see farther on. The same may be said of the Gaelic
words wasal and iosal, of which the former means 4igh
and the latter /ow. In a work which I have but very
lately met with, entitled “Les Eléments primitifs des
Langues découverts,” par M. Bergier, Docteur en
Théologie, this circumstance, of the opposite ideas Zigh
and Jow being expressed by the same word, is thus ac-
counted for (p. 83): “5x (al) alfus, exprime haut et
profond, parce que la hauteur et la profondeur sont
ézalement la distance des deux extrémités considérées
en ligne perpendiculaire.”

This is very plausible, but that is all: it is not true.
For such an explanation cannot account for the identity
of many other words having no such meaning as high
and low. Thus the English word lleack cannot differ
from &lack, nor black from black ; yet to lleack means
to whiten, which is the opposite of &lack. In French
also dlanc does not differ from é&lac, which is the same
as black; for, as, according to one of my rules, every
vowel may or may not have a nasal sound,—that is,
take an 72 or an M when it has not one, or lose one if it
should have it,—there can be therefore, no difference
between &lanc and blac, that is, dlack. And this is so
true that in Saxon these two opposite ideas (black and
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white) are expressed by the same word: the only dif-
ference is this, that one of them has for the sake of
distinction an accent over its a, thus, &/4c, which means
white, and the other (4/ac) has none.

Webster, though unable to account for this apparent
anomaly, has not failed to notice the identity of dleack
and &lack, and to which he justly adds &leak. He ob-
serves as follows: “ It is remarkable that dlack, bleak,
and é&leack are all radically one word.”

We now know why two ideas so opposite as Zigh
and Jow or white and black may be sometimes expressed
alike. We see that it arises from #ight, darkness, low-
ness, and blackness being traceable to the moon as their
parent source, and the moon to the sun, to which must
be traced the names of such ideas as are expressed by
the words day, light, height, and white. These two
divisions of human speech (the first and the third) are
therefore as one and the same, though signifying oppo-
site ideas. And the second division may be joined with
them ; for the Zand (its primary source) means the maker,
and the Maker or Creator was a well-known name of the
sun. The¢ three divisions of human speech do thus
blend and fall into one another, and become, as it were,
only one. Nor could it be otherwise, since all words
have grown out of a single sign, the hieroglyphic O,
first name of the sun.

Another plain instance of the same word expressing
two opposite ideas, is afforded by the Hebrew word =1
aur, of which the usual meaning is /light; but it is also
sometimes used to mean nigh¢t. Thus I find in Sander
and Trenel’s Dictionnaire Iébreu-Frangais the follow-
ing (p. 14): “ Dans le Talmud =& awr signifie quelque-
fois nuit.”
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CHAPTER VIIL
MAN’S FIRST LANGUAGE OF ARTICULATE SOUNDS.

Axp this O was not only man’s first word, but even
his first language, for a single word may, by various
modulations of the voice, express many different ideas.
Thus in Annamitie, according to M. Max Miiller, the
word ba “ when pronounced with the grave accent, means
a lady, an ancestor; pronounced with the sharp accent,
it means the favourite of a prince; pronounced with
the semi-grave accent, it means what has been thrown
away; pronounced with the grave circumflex, it means
what has been left of a fruit after it has been squeezed
out; pronounced with no accent, it means three; pro-
nounced with the ascending or interrogative accent, it
means a box on the ear. Thus—

Ba, ba, b4, ba
is said to mean, if properly pronounced, Three ladies
gave a box on the ear to the favourite of the prince’.”

I learn from the same authority, that in Cochin-
China, where all words are monosyllabic, ¢ people dis-
tinguish their significations only by means of different
accents in pronouncing them ;’’ and that, according to
Léon de Rosny, the same syllable—for instance dai—
signifies twenty-three entirely different things, according
to the difference of accent’.”

It must have been in this way, and while language

¢ Lectureson the Science of Language, 2nd Series, p. 30.
7 Ibid. p. 29.
c
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was yet in its most infant state, and man stood in need
of very few words, that the O served, by being differently
pronounced, as his only language ; but when his vocabu-
larly increased, and he began to express the different
meanings of his O not only vocally but graphically, he
must have soon made for himself an alphabet, and hence
a comparatively copious language.

CHAPTER IX.

PROOFS FROM THE ADMISSIONS OF THE LEARNED, THAT ALL
WORDS MUST HAVE EMANATED FROM THE NAME FIRST
GIVEN TO THE SUN, THEN WORSHIPPED AS GOD, HENCE
THE BELIEF IN VERY ANCIENT TIMES THAT LANGUAGE
HAD A DIVINE ORIGIN—THE WORD.

THE reader is doubtless aware that all the names of
the heathen deities were in the beginning appellatives,
or, as they are also called, common names, just as the
now proper names, Mr. Taylor, Mr. Carpenter, and Mr.
Mason must have previously been. Now as this cannot
be doubted, nor is it denied by any one, it follows from
the admissions of the learned (unwittingly made), that,
as the names of all the gods and goddesses of antiquity
served at one time or other to designate the sun, even
without regard to sex, so must all other words have
done, as it cannot be conceived that such multitudes of
words could have ever had this single meaning without
all other words having had it also—that is, when prima-
rily considered.
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Here is what Sir William Jones—a man profoundly
acquainted with as many as twenty languages, and be-
yond all doubt the most learned Oriental scholar England
has to boast of—says on this subject: “ We must not
be surprised at finding, on a close examination, that the
characters of a// the pagan deities, male and female, melt
into each other, and at last into one or two; for it seems
a well-founded opinion that the whole crowd of gods and
goddesses, in ancient Rome and modern Virénes, mean
only the powers of nature, and principally those of the
sun, expressed in a variety of ways and by a multitude
of fanciful names®.”

I beg to refer the reader to the work from which the
above extract is taken, for other opinions to the same
effect, confirmed by those of the learned of ancient times.
Thus, it is shown that Jupiter was both male and female,
not only the father but also the mother of the gods.
And ““ Apuleius makes the mother of the gods of the
masculine gender, and represents her describing herself
as called Minerva at Athens, Venus at Cyprus, Diana at
Crete, Proserpine in Sicily, Ceres at Eleusis: in other
places, Juno, Bellona, Hecate, Isis, &ec.; and if any
doubt could remain, the philosopher Porphyry, than
whom probably no one was better skilled in these mat-
ters, removes it by acknowledging that Vesta, Thea,
Ceres, Themis, Priapus, Proserpine, Bacchus, Attis,
Adonis, Silenus, and the satyrs were all the same”®.”

And according to Hesychius Servius (upon Virgil’s
Aneid, 1. ii. 632), in Cyprus Venus is represented
with a beard, and called Aphrodite !

8 Dissertation on the Gods of Greece and India, quoted in the
Anacalypsis, vol. i. p. 50.
9 Ibid. p. 49.

a9
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And, according to Bryant, Metis is said to be, like the
others, of two genders, and to be also the sun !

In the Anacalypsis (vol. i. p.44) I find also the follow-
ing: “After a life of the most painful and laborious
research, Mr. Bryant’s opinion is, that all the various
religions terminated in the worship of the sun. He
commences his work by showing, from a great variety of
etymological proofs, that all the names of the deities
were derived or compounded from some word which
originally meant the sun. Notwithstanding the ridicule
which has been thrown upon etymological inquiries, in
consequence of the want of fixed rules, or of the absurd
length to which some persons have carried them, yet I
am quite certain it must, in a great measure, be from
etymology at last that we must recover the lost learning
of antiquity.”

¢ Macrobius® says that in Thrace they worship the
sun or Solis Liber, calling him Sebadius; and from the
Orphic poetry we learn that all the gods were one :—

els Zets, els *Aldys, els”"HMos, els diwdvvoos,
els Ocos, év TavTega®.

Nonnus also states, that all the different gods, what-
ever might be their names, Hercules, Ammon, Apollo,
or Mithra, centred in the sun.

Mr. Selden says, “ Whether they be called Osiris, or
Orphis, or Nilus, or Siris, or by any other name, they all
centre in the sun, the most ancient deity of the nations.”

While language was yet in a very in 5
word being composed of more than one syllable, just as
it is at present in China, 1t could not be difficultto

! Bryant, vol. i. p. 204. Ed. 4to. 2 Sat.l.i. 18.
3 Orphic Fragm. IV. p. 36. Gesner. Ed.
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perceive that all names, when traced up to their original
source, did not differ from that of the sun, whence the
belief that he (then adored as the universal god) and all
the other divinities were but one and the same character.

This too accounts for the origin of myths, for the wor-
ship not only of human beings as gods, but even of ani-
mals and inanimate things. But when a name was first
given to a person or an object, it could not then lead to
a belief so erroneous as to induce men to pay divine
honours to either the one or the other; for the real sig-
nification of such a name must have then been well
known, as it was of course ever given on account of some
quality found peculiar to the person or object it served
to designate. But when with time such a name under-
went so considerable a change that no one could tell
what it first meant, and that it was perceived to be,
however, one of the countless names of the sun, or to be
easily traced to this source; then must superstition have
begun respecting whatever such a name designated,
whether man, animal, or object. Hence the vast number
of divinities with some people, as with the Egyptians
for instance, who are reported to have had many thou-
sands of them, perhaps nearly as many as they had words
in their language.

Need we now wonder at language having been ever
regarded as something very sacred, as having had, in
short, a divine origin ?

There is a passage in the Anacalypsis (vol. ii. p. 6) taken
from Georgius, according to which letters and supersti-
tion are in Thibet so closely allied as to be found insepa-
rable, so that neither can be examined or inquired into
without bringing in the other. As the rays of light
flow from the nature of the sun, even so do the
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natives of Thibet believe that letters have emanated
from the Deity. And, adds Georgius, the Indians
entertain a belief somewhat similar about the Veda
of Brama and the book of Atzala Isuren. Respecting
the letters of their alphabet, the Thibetans revere them
as wonderful gifts sent down from heaven®. And refer-
ring to this passage Higgins observes: “ The truth of
the observation respecting the close connexion between
letters and superstition cannot be denied ; and thus this
beautiful invention, which ought to have been the greatest
blessing to mankind, has been till lately its greatest curse.
But if at first it forged the chain, it will break it at last.”

There is something like inspiration in what Higgins
here says about letters breaking at last the chain of
superstition; and of this he would have had still less
doubt had he known any thing of their real origin; but
he makes a great mistake when he calls letters a beautiful
invention. To consider them as an invention, would be,
as I have already said, and as M. Max Miiller has also
since repeated, “to place a human being almost on a level
with God Himself, to raise his wisdom to an eminence
immensely beyond its reach®.””

The Chinese also hold letters in religious veneration,
and when they have done with any writing, burn it with
peculiar ceremony °.

4 «Ex his, quee mecum inter viam communicarunt laudati PP,
Cappucini e Tibetanis Missionibus reduces, protinus intellexi tam arcto
et inseparabili vinculo apud eas gentes duo hec, litteras et superstitio-
nem, inter se coherescere, ut alterum sine altero nec pertractari, nec
cogitari queeat. Ut enim video, quem admodum defluunt radii a natura
solis, sic litteras ab ipsa Dei substantia defluxisse concipiunt. Simile
quiddam de Vedam Bramhe, deque Atzalla Isureni libro, opinantur
Indi. Aliud quid longe majus atque preestantius de litterarum suarum
natura, ac dignitate Tibetani opinantur. Istas uti prodigiosa quazzdam
munera e celo demissa venerantur.”—Georg. Alph. Tib, Preef. pp. ix, &c.

5 See M. Max Miiller’s Lectures, vol. i. p. 3.
6 Alvarez, Hist. China, p. 34,
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It is not now to be wondered at that the ancients
adored a beipg called the Wors—In the Zendavesta,”’
says Bishop Marsh in his Michaelis, “ we meet with a
being called ¢#4e Word,” who was not only prior in
existence, but gave birth to Ormuzd, the creator of good;
and to Ahriman, the creator of evil. It is true that the
work which we have at present under the title of
Zendavesta, is not the ancient and genuine Zendavesta;
yet it certainly contains many ancient and genuine
Zoroastrian doctrines. It is said, likewise, that the
Indian philosophers have their Adéyos, which, according
to their doctrines, is the same as the Movoyerjs.”

That is to say, their Adyos, or Word, is taken in the
sense of the Only Begotten of St. John. But whence did
St. John derive his Adyos? I must not say whence,
since if I did, every narrow-minded religionist might
accuse me of blasphemy, and so do every thing to prevent
my discovery being made known; and such too would
be the pitiful plea of all such philologists as cannot
allow any one to be equal to or superior to themselves, for
never bringing it into notice. I must not therefore dare
to offer an opinion as to whence St. John derived his
knowledge of the Worp; but I cannot surely be censured
if T quote what a very learned and pious Christian
Bishop says on the subject : “ Since St. John,” observes
Bishop Marsh in his Michaelis, ““ has adopted several
other terms which were used by the Gnostics, we must
conclude that he derived also the term Aoyos from the
same source. If it be further asked whence did the
Gnostics derive this use of the expression ‘ Worp’? I
answer, that they derived it most probably from the
Oriental or Zoroastrian phllosophy, from which was bor-
rowed a considerable part of the Manichean doctrines.”
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To a certainty, if Bishop Marsh had lived in the time
of Calvin, and if this holy Christian got him within his
power, he would have had him roasted alive like Servetus
on a slowfire; and which merciful sentence would have
been highly approved of by all his followers, nor last
nor least among these would be the gentle Melanchthon.
To trace the Evangelist’s doctrine of the Worp {o an
idolatrous source, would have been judged as anti-
christian as any thing the unfortunate Servetus wrote
about the Trinity.

Now this undoubted fact, that in anment times the
Worp was revered as a Divine Being, must confirm still
more and more the bold assertion that language grew,
as I have shown, out of the name of the sun; this object
having from the beginning been adored as God. Hence
it cannot, according to Bishop Marsh, be wrong to
assign to this source the opening of the Gospel of St.
John : “In the beginning was the Word, and the Word
was with God, and God was the Word.” A religious
heathen could not receive these words but as literally
true, they being in perfect accordance with his own
belief.

And has not a Grecian philosopher eried out, on read-
ing this opening of John’s Gospel: By Jove, this
barbarian is one of ourselves;” or, “This barbarian
believes as we do.” I quote from memory ; but as the
passage is well known, the reader will admit, if he should
recollect it, that I do not mistake as to the sense,
though I may do so as to the exact words.
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CHAPTER X.

THE ALPHABET.
Origin of the signs @, &, and A.

How does it happen that the O is not a very
prominent character in many alphabets? The cause of it
is this: the O first meant the sun, but from the sun
appearing always alone, it was made to signify one; and
in order to know when it had the latter meaning, the
figure 1, which was then, as at present, represented by a
finger, was put by the side of the O thus, O1; and from
each of these signs having precisely the same meaning—
that of ome—an alphabet might have been made from
either of them, or from both united. And this has
really happened, as the following will serve to show:
““ It has been the opinion of some of the most enlightened
writers on the languages of the East, that the Pali, or
sacred language of the priests of Boodh, is nearly allied
to the Shanscrit of the Brahmins. The character in
common use throughout Ava and Pegn is a round
Nagari derived from the square Pali or religious text.
It is formed of circles and segments of circles, variously
disposed and combined, whilst the Pali, which is solely
applied to purposes of religion, is a square letter, chiefly
consisting of right angles’.”

‘The round Nagari here referred to, and which is
composed of circles and segments of circles, must, in the
beginning, have been the O; and as to the Pali, which is

7 Rees’s Cyclopwdia, art. Birman,
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a square letter, chiefly consisting of right angles, it was,
no doubt, made out of the hieroglyph I, which represented
a finger, and like the O, meant also one, even as it does
still. But the O and the I (the latter being merely ex-
planatory of the former) could not have gone for ever side
by side without having, with some people, coalesced, and
made a single sign, such as @, in which it is easy to
perceive both an O and an I. And in this sign Q, it
is also easy to perceive an O and an I when we look
closely at any large form of it. And what have we
in this sign A? An I and an I joined by a hyphen;
that is to say, it is composed of two signs, each mean-
ing one, which is also the meaning of the two signs
composing ¢ and &. Trom this it would appear that
the sign A is less ancient than the sign @, and that
because the parts composing @ (that is, O and I) have
each the meaning of one, A does, for this reason, mean
double one, the hyphen by which the one is joined to
the other having here no more value than the hyphen
of any compound word ; such, for instance, as in ‘ink-
stand.”

We have thus seen that an alphabet has been made
from the O, since such an alphabet is still extant; and
that an alphabet belonging to the same language has
been made from the I, which, as an explanatory sign,
was first placed by the side of the O, showing that the
latter meant then one, and not the sun.

Now, as this language, with its two alphabets, is, in
the opinion of some of the most enlightened writers
on the languages of the East, nearly allied to the San-
skrit, it follows that the alphabet of the latter may
have first been composed of ‘an O only, and at a later
period, of an O and an I, each standing apart from the
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other, but not meaning more than a single sign; this
arising from the I being merely explanatory of the O.
Now, if we suppose the Greek alphabet to be derived from
that of the Sanskrit, the derivation must have taken place
when the alphabet of the latter was in a rather primitive
state. As we now see it, its characters are inconceivably
artificial. They have all the appearance of having been
formed by a body of learned pedants, such men being
never satisfied with whatever appears plain and natural.
Could any two alphabetical signs be more plain and
significant than O and I? But how are these signs
represented in the Sanskrit alphabet? The O is made

thus WY and the I thus & Such characters are, when
compared with O and I, the very types of pedantry ; and
all the other signs of this ugly alphabet are equally so.

In the passage quoted above from Rees’s Cyclopzdia,
we are told that the round Nagari is derived from the
square Pali; but it cannot have been so, for the former is
the O, and the latter has been formed from the I, which
cannot have been in use as an articulate sound until
some time after the O, which must have been man’s
first word. Here we see the cleverness of the priests of
Buddha; they have succeeded in making not merely
the vulgar, but, as we see from the passage just referred
to, the learned also, believe that #4eir alphabet is the
original of the one made from the O.

From the O and the I having so often and so long
stood side by side, it was thought, after a time, that
they should never be separated. It was then, no doubt,
forgotten why the I was first placed by the side of the
O. No one, it would seem, any longer remembered
that the I was so placed for the sole purpose of show-
ing that the O then meant one, and not the sun. Hence,
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when either of these signs stood alone, the other was
thought to be understood. This accounts for the dot over
the I; it represents the O supposed to have been then
left out. There was also anciently a dot in the centre
of the @, as ifto signify the absence of the I. DBut this
dot over the I has not remained in Greek, though it is
still used in Latin and its dialects.

In some words the O and I appear to have never
coalesced and made @, and this will account for one of
these signs having been often dropped. Thus, in some
dialect of the Latin tongue, the 1 of the dig of digitus must
have lost its 0, for it is preserved in the French doig?; from
which we may conclude that the latter was not derived
from the digit of digitus, but from such a form as doigit.
If the 0 and 1 of this word became @, we should now,
instead of doigt, have dagt or dagit. 'This has happened
in Greek; for the dak of daktulos (a finger) must have
once been doiZ; that is, before the two signs 0 and ¢ had
fallen together and made a.

This knowledge of the formation of the first alpha-
betical sign may often lead not only to the discovery of
the primitive forms of words, but to their primitive
meanings also. Let us take, as a single instance, the
Latin word fiber, of which there are several very corrupt
forms in different languages, but which could have never
been, had not its primitive form been lost sight of, and
along with it its primitive signification also. But the ex-
planation just given of the original form of @ may now en-
able usto discover both. InEnglish fideris written beaver,
in French &idvre, in Italian devero, in Spanish &iverio,
and in Swedish deAwer, all of which appear to have grown
out of fiber ; and as this form does not tell us why this
animal has been so named, and as the forms which have
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deviated from it are, in this respect, equally meaningless,
we know no more of the primary signification of fider
than if it were a word belonging to the language of
some other world than our own. And M. Littré’s fine
dictionary, which is allowed to be the best authority
extant, adds nothing whatever to the above information,
as the following serves to show : “Anc. Wallon, duivre ;
du Celtique : Cornwall, éefer ; ou de ’Allemand &ider.
Comparez le Latin fier, castor. On a rapproché le
Sanscrit dabkru, rat, ichneumon.” Thisis all M. Littré
says of fiber, so that we are not now a whit more
enlightened as to the primitive meaning of this word
than we were before. But now, the mere schoolboy
who has attended to the explanation just given of the
origin of @, may see at a glance that the i of fider has,
as its dot indicates, O understood, and that this word is
therefore for foiber, and consequently, as O and 1 make a,
for faber; and as this word means a workman, and a mason
as much as it does a carpenter, and as the animal in
question is well known for the wonderful talent it dis-
plays in the building of its habitation, we may be sure
that its name is but another word for mason. Hence
Noel, as the schoolboy will find on consulting his dic-
tionary for the meaning of faber, gives the following
explanation of faber cedium, namely, maitre magon, that
is, master mason. And such is the animal which is
designated by the word fider; and thisis confirmed by its
other name, that of casfor, of which the root cas is also
the root of casa, a house. And as magon and maison are
in French radically the same, so are castor and casa.
If we were, therefore, to invent a word literally expres-
sive of deaver or fiber, we should say that it ought to be
called #ke houser ; that is, the house-maker.
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Such an etymology as this can be always relied upon,
because the sense obtained will apply, the beaver being
remarkable for his skill as a builder. But however close
the resemblance may be in form of any two words, the
etymology should be regarded as worthless, unless the
agreement between them in sense be equally striking.
Let it not, therefore, be said that according to my prin-
ciples a word can be made to have whatever meaning
the etymologist may choose to give it, for it is not so.
Take as an instance, the words wick and wicked. In
form they are radically the same. This may be also
said of mecke and méchant in French ; but as there is no
relationship whatever between the wick of a candle and
wickedness, we cannot suppose that -either idea was
named after the other. The radical identity in form of
two such words in two different languages is, however,
startling ; but of which we shall see the cause farther
on.

CHAPTER XI.

HOW AN ENTIRE ALPHABET HAS BEEN MADE OUT OF
O AND I COMBINED,

LT us now show how an alphabet has been formed from
O and I combined, and not from each of these signs
taken separately, as the two alphabets belonging to the
language spoken in the Birman Empire, throughout Ava
and Pegu, have been made. We have already seen how
the two parts composing @ have each the meaning of one,
though both combined mean no more, this arising from
the I being merely explanatory of the O, which, without
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this explanation, must, in the beginning, have always
named the sun. When we do therefore meet with O in
old English used in the tense of oze, we should regard
its explanatory sign, the I, as having been dropped, so
that O, though alone, is to be considered as equal to OI,
and consequently to @, &, or A. The English reader
will find instances of O meaning ore, in Halliwell’s
valuable edition of the “ Voiage and Travaile of Sir John
Maundevile, Kt.,” and also in Wyeliffe’s translation of
the Bible.

The following passages from the first of these two
works may be here quoted.

“ And 0 partie of the crowne of oure Lord, wherewith
he was crowned,and 0n of the nayles, the spire heed,
and many other relikes ben in France, in the kinges
chapelle ” (p. 12).

““ But men han departed hem in two parties: of the
whiche, 0 part is at Parys, and the other part is at Con-
stantinoble ” (p. 13).

“And thei seyn that there scholde be but 0 masse
seyd at 07 awtier, upon 0 day” (p. 19).

In two of these passages (the first and the third) on
is used for O, because it precedes words beginning with
a vowel. There is, therefore, the same difference be-
tween 0 and 07 that exists between the two forms of the
indefinite article (« and az) in English. But I should
here state one of my rules, which, as the reader will sce,
I shall often have occasion to apply ; it is the following :
Every vowel may take a nasal sound ; that is, be followed
by m or n. Or should the sense, in the analyzing of
words, require it, the nasal sound of a vowel may be
dropped ; that is, lose its M or 7. 'There is therefore no
difference between 0 and 0n. And as O means both the
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sun and one, even so does 072. If we except the eupho-
nical tendency which prevails for making 0 and @ become
on and an before words beginning with a vowel, the
sole cause of giving to the latter signs a nasal sound is,
that some persons are accustomed to pronounce them
through the nose, whilst others arenot. Hence, as there
is no difference in meaning between such a word as
educatio in Latin, and education in French and English,
neither is there any difference in meaning between O and
On. And that 07 is a well-known name of the sun, the
following will serve to show: “ Various derivations are
given of the word oN, but they are all unsatisfactory.
It is written in the Old Testament in two ways, IR
aun and IR an. It is usually rendered in English by
the word 0. This word is supposed to mean the sun,
and the Greeks translated it by the word #Asos, or sol *.”
The circumstance of OI having been so translated by the
Greeks, must remove all doubt as to its real meaning.
And from the identity of 0 and 0n, we thus obtain the
most undoubted proof that the O must have been also a
name of the sun, there being no more difference in mean-
ing between 0 and 07 than there is, as just stated, be-
tween educatio and education. The following, from the
authority quoted above, affords of this fact another
very plain proof: “The O in Syriac or Pushto
(which we have found is the same as Tamul) was the
emphatic article THE °.”” This is, I say, a very plain
proof that the O means both one and the sun, for
every article, whether definite or indefinite—no matter
to what language it may belong—means one. And as
it is only conventionally that such articles differ in
meaning, it follows that if the indefinite article means

8 Anacalypsis, vol. i. p. 109. % Ibid. vol. ii. p. 250.



Origin of Language and Myths. 33

one—and every body is aware that it does—such, too, must
be the meaning of the one called the definite. In Cornish,
a very ancient British dialect, the word az stood for Z4e’.
But I shall be told that if O meant oze, and if it was also
the definite article in any language whatever, it follows
that I, which at present means one, may have been also,
in some language or other, the definite article, since,
according to what has been thus far shown, it cannot
differ in meaning from O. And that I has been so used
I learn from the respectable authority last quoted, who
says, “I was the ancient emphatic article of the
Saxons *.”

It is thus made self-evident that O and I have each
the meaning of ore; and as this is allowed to be the
meaning of the indefinite article, it is equally evident
that the sole difference in use, not in meaning, between
every two such words is merely conventional.

This knowledge enables us to account for the definite
article being so often a name of God. The author of
the Anacalypsis alludes to this fact as something very
remarkable, but he could not possibly tell how this hap-
pened ; for this it was necessary to know that the O was
the first name of the sun, and consequently of the sup-
posed creator of the world, this grand object having been
anciently revered as such; and that, from its always
appearing alone in the heavens, it served as a name for
one, which is also the meaning of the definite or emphatic
article, as we have just shown. But Higgins might
state more than he has done respecting the identity of
this name and that of God ; he only observes as follows :
It is very remarkable that the emphatic article should
so often be the name of God :—Arabic, Al; Coptic, Pi;

1 The Gaelic of tke is also an. 2 Anacalypsis, vol. ii. p. 199.
D
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Hebrew, 11 (¢), and I, and II>.” He might have also
observed that the radical part of the Greek Zleos (the)
and the de of the Latin Deus are also two emphatie
articles, the former being our #4e and the latter, which
cannot differ from #%e any more than burthen ean from
burden, being the same word in Dutch. Parkhurst gives
also to a/, as a Hebrew word, the meaning of 74e. And
the following, which Higgins quotes from Parkhurst, is
very important, inasmuch as it serves to confirm all I
have thus far said of the sun and the article :—“Ar or EL
was the very name the heathens gave to their God Sol,
their lord or ruler of the hosts of heaven *.”

To the above I beg to add the following from the same
authority :— Parkhurst says, that the word Al means
God, the Heavens, Leaders, Assistance, Defence, and
Interposition, &e.;” and according to a quotation given
from Whiter, ¢ Al, Al, means Deus optimus maximus °.”

T have thus shown how it happens that the same word
means God, the sun, one, and the; and that this know-
ledge has been obtained from having discovered the
origin of human speech, is now made self-evident.

But how can such a word as the English article Z4e
have grown out of O? In order to see how this
has happened, it will, I pereeive, be here necessary to
state one of the rules that have grown out of my
discovery of the origin of human speech, namely, that
initial vowels may be aspirated; that is, have an A pre-
fixed to them. Hence the exclamation O ! has become
ho! But when O served, not as an interjection, but as an
article, it meant one ; and such must have been the sense
in which it was taken when it signified #%e in Syriac, as

3 Anacalypsis, vol. ii. p. 200(.1 ! ® 4 Ibid. vol. i. p. 67.
5 Ibid. vol. i. p. 65.
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we have just seen. But even in this language, O must
have been often aspirated, just as in English many
persons at the present hour pronounce %o instead of O,
so great is the tendency to aspirate initial vowels.
Hence it is that the definite article in Greek is ho (9),
that is, O asperated. But there must have been a time
when this O had not the sign which represents % put
over it, all persons not being equally addicted to aspirate
initial vowels, though many are accustomed to do so.
Now, what is the difference in meaning between ho (o)
and its feminine, 4¢ (7)? There is no difference whatever
in meaning; their difference in gender is but conventional.
Hence ho (6) might as well have been hé (7)), or 5 might
as well have been o.

How can we now prove ho and he (6 and 7) to be equal
to the ? By showing what is well known, namely, that the
sign which Greek scholars call the spiritusasper, or rough
breathing, and which is nothing more than the sign Z,
is sometimes represented by #2, that is, by this sign, 6.
Thus, Donnegan, under Theta, has the following :—* @
seems to have sometimes supplied the place of the spiritus
asper, the rough breathing, as faua instead of dua, and
Oalacoa, formed from dAs.”” According to this view,
the masculine and feminine definite article ¢ and % (ho
and heé) is equal to #40 and 74¢; and here the 0 and ¢ can
no more differ from each other than they do in o/der and
elder, or than they do in show and skew ; by which it is
shown that both 6 and % are but other forms of Z4e. The
Greek definite article might have therefore been 67
instead of 6. And as o cannot differ from O, and as O
was the first name of the sun, and’ as the sun was then
revered as the supreme divinity, it follows that
the might have served as a name for the sun, and con-

D 2
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sequently for God. And this has happened, for Géos
must have first been os 8¢, and then have by transposition
become @éos ; just as the two Italian words ¢Z sole (the
sun) have in French become soleil ; by which we see
that the os of Béos must, like the 27 of soleil, have once
been an article.

These latter etymologies confirm what we have already
shown, namely, that the word signifying the sun meant
one—hence sol and solus—and that oze has been also, in
all languages, the meaning of the definite article #Ze,
which accounts for this word being also either
exactly or radically the same as the name of God, as we
shall see more fully in the proper place °.

There is another very plain proof that 6 and 7 cannot
differ from ¢4e, and which is this: the spiritus asper, or
%, 1s often represented by other signs, as by s for instance,
besides 8 ; witness émra (seven) becoming sepfem in
Latin, and $8wp (water) being the original of Sudor,
sweat. Hence ¢ and 7 are equal to so and se; and
though the definite article is, as in English, represented
in Saxon by Zke, it is represented by se also; and this
proves the equality of two such words as 7 and ke, and
consequently of ¢, which does not differ from 7 but
conventionally, since both words have each the meaning
of one.

But has not s¢ in Saxon the meaning of sez also? It
has, with several other meanings besides ; and for all of
which the reader will be well able to account farther on,
though their origin has been hitherto unknown. Astothe
neuter of o and #, that is 7o, it is equal to oo, this other

6 Cicero does therefore mistake, when he derives sol from solus
(De Natura Deorum, lib. ii.); for sol is the original of solus, and not
its derivative.
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form of 6 ; and as S and t are in Greek as the same sign—
witness o0 and 10, yAwogoa and yAdTTa—it follows that
the neuter 7o is but another form of the maseculine oo,
which, from the spiritus asper being so often replaced by
S, must, in one or more of the Greek dialects long since
forgotten, have been used for o.

The origin of « and ez have not perhaps been made
sufficiently evident. ILet us therefore notice them again.
As 0has 1 understood, and as 0 and 1 when they coalesce
make @, it follows, since O means oze, that such too is
the meaning of @&. And as O when used as an article
before words beginning with a vowel, as shown above,
became for the sake of euphony oz ; and as the O of this
word has, as well as the O of @, its 1 understood ; and as
on is therefore equal to 0ln, it follows, that by the
joining of its 0 and % (making ¢) it is the same as an.
0 and 07 must have therefore been the earliest forms of
@ and an. It has, however, been supposed, since the
corresponding words of several other languages end with
N, that an is the original of @. But this happens to be
a mistake.

But here the reader may beg me to observe that there
is a wide difference in form between such names of the
Deity or the sun as Al and Pi, for instance, and their
assumed original, the O. This is very true; but it is
not in this place, but farther on, so considerable a
difference in form can be accounted for. The reader
must be first brought acquainted with a few more of the
rules that have grown out of our discovery, and especially
with the origin of the roots of language.
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CHAPTER XII.
THE REMAINING VOWELS.

HaviNe now sufficiently accounted for a, 1, and 0, we
may notice the remaining vowels, and then the consonants.
If it be true that all the signs of an alphabet have
grown out of man’s first articulate sound (the O), we
should regard the ¢ of the Latin word #res as an O;
and as O was so often attended by I, as an explanatory
sign, that when absent it was thought to be understood,
and that it should, for this reason, be supplied, it
follows that fres cannot differ from #reis, and which is
confirmed by this form being the Greek of #res. But
as € is less ancient than O (man’s first word), #res must
have once been #ros, which, when the 1 understood is
supplied, will become #rois. If this word, which is
the French of #res, be derived from the Latin, the
derivation cannot have taken place from the Latin now
extant, but from one of its ancient dialects, long since
lost and forgotten. If the O and the 1 of #rois had
coalesced, the French of #hree would not now be #rois,
but #ras. In this form, €, of the vowel we are accounting
for, it is not difficult to perceive a modification of the
0, and which is also apparent in its Greek representative
e. As to the capital E, it is nothing more than the
half of the Greek efez, which is made thus, H. And
as H is equal to an I and an I joined by a hyphen,
we see that its parts may be said to mean double one,
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which is also the meaning of the parts comprising a,
a, and A. In the small form of eta, which is made
thus, 7, it is also easy to perceive a double one.

The next vowel to be accounted for is U, which has
been also made thus, V, though this sign is now a con-
sonant. But in each of its forms it is easy to perceive
double I, especially in V. U is therefore equal to the
parts composing @, that is, to O and I. Hence, in
some dialect of the Latin tongue, such words as ¢rua and
nuz must have once been written croiz and noiz, as they
are at present in French. And that u is, like 01, equal
to a, we see by comparing further and farther, exult
and exalt, and the German mutter with its Latin equiva-
lent, mater ; and also the German und with its English
form, and.

As W and Y are vowels at the end of words and
syllables, they should be also noticed. In W, as its
English name implies, we have a W or V doubled, so that
it is but a repetition of the fifth vowel, already accounted
for. Asto Y, it is, as every one knows, equal to the
Greek ypsilon, that is, to % ; and hence it is that syllaba
in Latin, or syllable in English, is sullabé in Greek, and
of which there are many other instances. From
being thus the same as W, it must, like this sign, be
equal to Ol This will account for U in Greek being
sometimes changed by the olians, as Donnegan
observes, for 01. For the same reason y in English be-
comes sometimes Ol in French, this arising from ¥ being
the same as U; witness myse]f and #4yself, in which y is
the Ol of moi-méme and foi-méme. And that the 0 and
% of moi and foi are equal to @, we see on allowing them
to meet, as moi and foi will then become ma and ta,
which shows how they have been converted into posses-
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sives, from having first been datives. In me and fe we
have still the same words; for as their € is for 0, and
as O has 1 understood, me and fe are precisely equal to
moi and foi. Moi-méme and toi-méme might have there-
fore been me-méme and te-méme; and, for the same
reason, so might myself and thyself have been meself and
theeself. But if moi and toi be equal to ma and ta, how
are we to account for their masculine forms, moz and fon 2
By observing that from moi and toi the i was dropped,
and that then the O took the nasal sound, as every
vowel may or may not do.

M. Littré in his etymology of me, says that it is the
same as moi; and this is very true. But he cannot have
known that if these two words are identical, it arises
from me being for mo, and consequently for moi, the %
being understood with O. And in his etymology of moi,
the same high authority says, “La forme ancienne est mei,
mi, & cOté de moi; ce qui exclut accusatif Latin me.”
This cannot be; for as 0 is more ancient than ¢, so is
mot more ancient than mei, from which 7z does not
differ but from its € having been dropped. The Latin
me 1is still the same word, but less ancient than moi,
which must have belonged to some Latin dialect or
patois, of which perhaps no trace now remains beyond
some words in French and other modern idioms. And
thus 1t must often happen, that words supposed to be
corrupt forms of their parallels in Latin, are, on the
contrary, their originals, having come down to us, not
from this language as it is at present, but as it may have
once been. For the reason that O—man’s first word—
must be older than e, it follows that the Latin words
me, te, and se must be less primitive than moi, foi, and
s0i. But we are not hence to suppose that French is
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older than TLatin, but that it is so in many of its
words’,

We see by this short notice of the vowels, that it is
not a difference in either sound or form can prove that
there are different letters. Thus, as an instance, if I
write show with an 0 or with an ¢ (skew) the meaning
will be the same. And if there were to be a difference
in meaning between two such words, it would be only
conventional. Hence it is that letters do constantly
interchange, which could not be if a difference in either
sound or form constituted different letters. In these
three signs, A, @, &, we have not three different letters,
but the same letter shaped differently; and if it had
fifty other shapes, it would be still the same letter.
And though this first alphabetical sign is allowed to
have four very different sounds, as heard in the words
ale, oll, cat, and bar, it is never on this account regarded
as four different letters, but still as the same letter
pronounced thus differently ; and if it were to be pro-
nounced in as many other ways, it would be still no
more than the same single sign. But if letters differed
as much in power from one another as do the ten
numeral signs, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6,7, 8,9, 0, then indeed
it might well be said that there are some twenty-four
or twenty-six letters in an alphabet, each, like the ten
numerals, with a value peculiar to itself; but for the

7 It may be thought that moy and toy are, because no longer in use,
more ancient than mo? and ¢o7 ; but it is a mistake to think so. It must
have been from the sounds of i and y being similar, that y was formerly
used for i, even as it is still. Thus many forms of words are supposed to
be old, whilst they are, when compared with those which replace them,
really modern. And as it is with words, even so is it with our present
fashions. The grand lady of our day prides herself upon wearing what
she imagines had never been thought of before; but her grandmother
will undeceive her by assuring her that when she was a girl her bonnet
or her gown was made in precisely the same way.
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reason that they replace one another, this cannot be
said. It were, therefore, as difficult to prove that there
are even so few as two different letters in an alphabet,
as to find the quadrature of the circle or perpetual
motion.

Before we now proceed to account for those signs
called consonants, it may be necessary to draw the
reader’s attention to a very important fact. He has
seen how each vowel is equal to not only every other
vowel, but even to such combinations as 0t, 10, €2, or ie.
Thus he has seen how the Latin of three, that is, tres
(and which is but a different form of tros), is not only
equal to freis (its equivalent in Greek) but to #rois in
French. And what does this serve to show ? It serves
to show that if the single sign O has been the first
name ever given to the sun, this object may afterwards—
that is, when the O took its explanatory I—have been
named 01, 10, €1, or 7¢. And if I, who make this state-
ment, can find no instance in proof of its reality, there
are, most likely, many others who can. But I have an
instance. Thus Parkhurst, referring to 7€ (and which
is the same as 10), says: “/v 1@ is several times joined
with the name v 2€v¢, so we may be sure that it is
not, as some have supposed, a mere abbreviation of that
word. See Isaiah xii. 2; xxvi. 4. Our blessed Lord
solemnly claims to Himself what is intended in this
divine name v ©¢, John viii. 58: Before Abraham was,
ETn EIMI, I AM (comp. vv. 24, 28). And the Jews
appear to have well understood Him, for then took they
up stones to cast at im. From this divine name i i,
the ancient Greeks had their I, In, in their invocations
of the gods, particularly of Apollo i.e. The Light. And
hence @1 (written after the oriental manner, from right
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to left), afterwards E1, was inseribed over the great door
of the Temple of Apollo at Delphi *.””

The above passage serves to show that IE (which is.
the same as 1I0) and EI (which is the same as OI)
served not only as a name of the true God, but of
Apollo or the sun also; and so must the O itself have
done before the I had been yet joined with it. But
Parkhurst mistakes when he allows us to understand
that it was from IE (the name of the true God) the
Greeks took their name of the sun; for the first object
of worship over the world was that great orb which
appeared to animate all nature.

Before attempting to account for the different forms
of the consonants, we should not forget that there must
have been a time when they were all represented by
“ circles and segments of circles variously disposed- and
combined,” as they are at present in the alphabet of the
language spoken in the Birman Empire, ¢ throughout
Ava and Pegu.” Hence, such letters as 4, ¢, 4, &e.,
which are now so very different from the O, were first,
like all the other consonants, represented by modifica-
tions of this sign. But when the O and its explana-
tory sign (the I) coalesced, and were regarded as the
O had been before—that is, as a single sign, though
composed of two—then letters took sueh forms as they
have” at present in the languages of Europe, having
been all made to represent the single compound sign
@, or one of its two parts, the other, when not expressed,
being then understood.

8 Lexicon, p. 128, ed. 1778,
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CHAPTER XIII.
THE CONSONANTS.

B. TuE account to be given of this sign may be long;
for, as it constitutes the principal part of the auxibiary
verb to e, it will necessarily suggest several observa-
tions, and probably some new etymologies relating to
this important word ; and as nothing deserving of par-
ticular notice during such an inquiry should be lightly
treated, digressions of some length, before our noticing
in regular order the other consonants, appear inevit-
able.

As the first form of A, @, or & was O, as I have
shown, so must it have been (the two signs having
changed places) the first form of B also, which is com-
posed'of an I and an O, the latter being thus modified,
3; that is to say, it is the O divided in two. The
parts composing B did, therefore, previously to their
having coalesced, stand thus,1 3, apart from each other;
and as the I is here but explanatory of the other part (3),
the latter must, by itself, have long served for B.

And for the reason that this earliest form of B is an
O divided in two, we should regard it as a vestige of the
old alphabet, which must have been composed of circles
and segments of circles. Other vestiges of this alphabet
may be discovered by giving to this ancient form of B,
that is to 3, other positions. When it is, for instance,
put thus ™, it is an M ; and when put thus v, itisa W;
and when thus €, it is an E. Even in S, it is easy to
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perceive the same sign, the upper and the lower part of
this letter being each the half of an O.

Let us now take advantage of this knowledge, and see
to what it will leaxd. When we regard this second part
of B, that is 3, as but a different form of S, we perceive
that B is composed of I and S, so that it is the word IS,
which is an inflection of the verb to Be. Let us now
observe that from I being supposed to have always O
understood, the word IS cannot differ from OIS, that is,
when the O and I meet and make @, @8, which is in
Sanserit the verb Be. And as the O of OIS is the same
as @, it follows that 01S cannot differ from els, in which,
when the 1 is dropped, we have es, and this is the root of
the Latin esse. In eis we see also, since § contains the
parts composing the Saxon m (a) the sep of the Greek
e, and also the English word am, which represents
the eep of eyur, the e of this word being for o7, and os
for a.

In the two parts composing B (that is, in 3) we have
also I€, that is, 7¢, which was, according to Parkhurst, a
name both of the true God and the sun; and as the
latter was adored as the author of existence, this explains
why the verb to Be, which implies existence, should have
obtained a name not different from that of the sun.
And we must not forget that Parkhurst, as shown
above, referring to 1€ under its Hebrew form v (¢Z) and
its Greek form I%, expresses himself thus :— From this
divine name 1 (2¢) the ancient Greeks had their In,
I, in their invocations of the gods, especially of Apollo,
i.e. The Light®.”’

And the light was the sun.

And as Ie€ is the same as IO, and as the I is here

9 Lexicon, p. 128.
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only explanatory of the O, the latter sign should be
regarded as the genuine root, and as having long pre-
ceded IO or I€ as a name of the sun. Hence, under its
Hebrew form i1, that is ¢, Parkhurst explains it thus:
¢ Prefixed to a noun, it is emphatical, and may be ren-
dered Zhe or This. It answers to the Greek o, 7,
70.” And he further adds that it is also, when pre-
fixed to a noun, vocative or pathetic. Thus o,
esmim, that is, keavens; and Y N1 earj, which means
earth, the 7, €, is in both words rendered by O; thus,
O heavens! O earth'!”

This is worthy of observation, for we see by it that
the same word means both Z%e and O, and that it is the
very root of the word which means both the true God
and the sun ; while it is also the root of r1'f, ee, which
is the Hebrew of the verb to Be. The intelligent reader
may remind me that the above is still deserving of ob-
servation for another reason, namely, it confirms the
statement made farther back, that the definite article is
in many languages the same as the name of God, and
which word was also, as we shall see, a name of the sun.

When we now call to mind that IS and the Sanskrit
as are one and the same word, we discover, since one of
the forms of S, as shown above, is m (M) that neither
IS nor OIS can differ from am, which is not only another
inflection of the verb Be, but it is this word itself ; for the
root of Be is B, that is 13, and as 3 when put thus m | is
the Saxon M, it follows that the two signs I3 are not only
equal, as already shown, to IS but also to I™, that is,
IM, and as the I of IM has, as usual, O understood, IM
cannot differ from OIM, that is,as the O and I make
a, am. Hence, as already shown, there can be no dif-

1 Lexicon, p. 122.
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ference, except conventionally, between two such expres-
sions as “if T am” and “if I be.”” Tt is, therefore, only
by chance that in English we have am instead of as,
there not being a shade of difference in meaning be-
tween these two forms. This view is confirmed by
asmi in Sanserit, which those who are learned in this
language explain by I am ; the part as being for am, and
mi being for ma, and ma for 1.

When we now make the sign ™ take this position 3,
we bring it equal to the second part of B, and so per-
ceive that when B is placed thus ™, itisan M. Hence,
in Greek MopTos is the same as Bpotos, and in English
Brine is the same as Mrine; that is, Marine, radical
part of mariner, French of to pickle or put in drine. In
the same way we discover the primary sense of Jride
(hitherto, as well as brine, unknown), and see that it is
for Mride, that is Maride, which does not differ from
married; and the French of bride is la mariée, that is, the
married one. We now see why Beugler is the same as
Meugler.

That B and W are also often used for each other, is
made evident by comparing the names Bill and Will,
which are used indifferently for William. Nadob is also
written Nawab. And that the by of ““ good 4y ” is for way,
is shown by the locution “by the 4y,” since this is as
frequently written by the way ;> the second 4y of these
phrases is therefore for uy, which, when the vowel un-
derstood is supplied, becomes way. Hence, when we say
“ good Jy” to a person, we wish him a good way, that is, a
good journey; and this too is confirmed by the “bon
voyage” of the French.

And that in M and W we have the same sign in dif-
ferent positions is shown by such a word as Mind, which



48 Origin of Language and Myths.

has, under this form, no meaning ; but when we make
M take its form of W, we discover the primary sense of
Mind, on perceiving that it is Wind. And this etymology
cannot be called in question since the Hebrew mn ru#,
the Greek mvevpa, and the Latin spiritus, each of which
means mind, are but other words for wind or breath, and
of which the learned have been well aware, though never
suspecting that Mind is the word Wind itself. This
Etymology is also confirmed by the word Wit; for as
every vowel may, as we shall see farther on, either take
or lose a nasal sound, it follows that wit is equal to
wint, that is, wind, t and d being here as the same sign.

Another plain instance of the identity of M and W is
afforded by the German word Mensck being our word
Wench.

‘When, years ago, I pointed out the identity of M and
W, and was ridiculed for my pains, I little thought that
the truth of my discovery could be made evident by the
Sanskrit language, of which the W is often represented
in Latin by M. Thus, in a work lately published, of
very great learning and merit, I find the following :
¢ La naso-labiale M remplace sowvent en latin la labiale
douce prolongée aryaque W ; ainsi nous trouvons Mare,
mer, au liea du Sanskrit Wari; de méme encore les ter-
minaisons thématiques latines en Men, Min, Ment, &ec.,
sont pour des organiques Wan, Want (Sanskrit van,
vant), &e.?”

We have thus seen how out of IO have grown the
several signs B, M, W, and S, and to which we may
add X, for this sign is also made thus X, in which we
see the two parts composing S, and which, when they

2 La Langue Latine étudiée dans 1'Unité Indo-Européenne, &c., par
Amédée de Caix de Saint Aymour, p. 77.
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are placed thus m, make the Saxon M, and, on being
placed thus w, they are as evidently a W. The Latin
vox is therefore the vow of vowel ; and though we do not
write 6lowom, it were, however, as correct as &lossom or
bloom. And in the verb to blow, as flowers do, we have
also blom, that is, bloom ; and this is confirmed by the
following from Webster, under the word &low : “A flower,
a blossom. This word is in general use in the United
States. In the Zutler it is used for blossoms in general.”

It is scarcely necessary to observe that flos (Latin of
flower) and the &/oss of &lossom are one and the same,

‘We have also seen how the combination IO is the
same as IE or EI, a name, according to Parkhurst, both
of the true God and the sun. Our notice of IO has also
led to the origin of the verb to Be, and to its two inflec-
tions IS and AM, as well as to its Sanskrit form, AS.
And as this verb takes in Hebrew the form 11 eze; and
as, according to Parkhurst (p. 127), the final ¢ may be
here omitted ; it follows that in Hebrew the name of
the true God, and of the sun, and the verb to &e, make,
when radically considered, the same word. And it is
reasonable to suppose that it should be so, the sun being
worshipped at the time as the author of existence. But
the primary signification of the verb to e has been
hitherto so little known, that Victor Cousin, in contro-
verting Locke’s opinion that ideas apparently immaterial
may be traced to material sources, chooses the verb to
be as a proof that this opinion cannot be true. These
are his words: “Je ne connais aucune langue ot le mot
frangais étre soit exprimé par un correspondant qui re-
présente une idée sensible *.”

To which M. Renan replies: “Le verbe étre, dis-je,

3 Cours de 1829. Legon 29.
E
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dans presque toutes les langues se tire d’'une idée sen-
sible *.”

In support of this opinion he refers to the verb 7o e
in several languages, and concludes by tracing it to
words signifying to breathe or to stand, and hence shows
that it is not an abstract idea. But this does not give
us the origin of either to breathe or to stand, though it
serves to confute Cousin’s opinion. Philologists imagine
that when they find two words alike, one of them must
be the original of the other, whereas they may be no way
related, as the cause of their being alike may arise from
their being both traceable to a source to which very
different ideas may belong. How does it happen that
the verb to e may be expressed by two words so oppo-
site in meaning as to breathe and to stand? We
shall see presently how this happens. But M. Renan
should have attempted an explanation of what thus
appears to be inexplicable, and his admitting that
such an anomaly could not be accounted for, might lead
him to confess that of the origin of the verb to fe he was
still ignorant, though well aware it cannot be an ab-
stract idea.

But from our having shown that the earliest form
of the verb to de, namely IO, was also the name of the
sun, and that this object was regarded as the author of
all existence, we at once see that the verb to be was
called after the sun, and we know why it should have this
name.

But why should the verb to ée and to sfand be ex-
pressed alike ? Because to stand means to be upright, so
that it is the contrary of being low ; and as it is to low-
ness or the being down, the idea expressed by dead

4 De I’Origine du Langage, p. 129.
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or death is, as stated farther back, to be traced, it fol-
lows that to stand must, from its having the opposite
meaning, imply existence, that is, the not being down,
the not being laid low.

Now also we can account for the verbs to e and to
go having been originally the same; for ’Ewui in Greek
means not only I am, but also £ go. We see that this
arises from existence implying motion; and aecording
to this view,any other kind of motion might, as well
as that of going, be expressed by the verb to be.
Hence je suis means not only I am, but also I follow.
Aud so might it have meant I come or I go; for these
two ideas (come and go) might have been also ex-
pressed alike. Hence it is that in Hebrew &2 da means,
according to Parkhurst, both to come and to go; and
in Sander’s Hebrew and French dictionary %13 dua has
also both these meanings. But in all languages
instances are no doubt to be found of the same verb
meaning both to go and to come; and every such
word may have also often served as a name of the sun,
as well as all those in any way significant of motion,
such as air, wind, breatk, flying, flight, flowing, running,
walking, &e., for it is only conventionally, as I shall
often have occasion to show, that words expressive of
such ideas differ in meaning.

But as words very different from those signifying
motion must have named many other ideas called
after the sun,—such, for instance, as light, heat, fire,
&c.,—may not the verb to be and such ideas be
expressed alike? This cannot but happen. Thus, in
Hebrew wx as means fire; whilst in Sanskrit it is the
verb to Je. TFor this the reader can now very easily
account. He must know that it does not arise from

E 2
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the verb to Je having been called after fire, or fire after
the verb to Je, but from both ideas being traceable for
their origin to the sun—fire as well as existence. Let
us hear what Higgins says of the verb to de, under
its form IS. “I apprehend the word IS to be a word
of the most ancient language : in English 1s, in Hebrew
¢ is. It means ewistens, or perhaps hypostasis. As
existens it meant self-existent or the formative power ;
and as this power, or the creator, was the preserver, the
word yu» iso, the saviour and Isis came to be formed
from it. In the Hebrew language it has exactly the
same meaning it has in English. It is also to be found
in the Mexican language, which bespeaks its great
antiquity *.”

If Higgins had been aware that the O, when not
expressed with the I, is always then understood, and
that both signs when joined make @, he would have seen
that IS cannot differ from the Sanskrit as (to be), and
that for the same reason yw» iso, the Saviour, is the
same as aso, and that from the root of this word being,
as we have seen, a name of the sun, such too must be
the primary signification of saviour. But was the sun, I
shall be asked, ever called a saviour? He was, as the
following passage serves to show, and in which a very
silly reason is assigned for his having received such a
title: “That the sun rising from the lower to the upper
hemisphere should be hailed the Preserver or Saviour,
appears extremely natural; and that by such titles he
was known to idolaters cannot be doubted ®.” Joshua
literally signifies the preserver or deliverer; and that

5 Anacalypis, vol. i. p.532.
6 «The sun, according to Pausanias, was worshipped under the name
of Saviour at Eleusis.”
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this preserver or deliverer was no other than the sun in
the sign of the ram or lamb, may be inferred from many
circumstances. It will be observed that the LXX write
"Ingobs for Joshua, and the lamb has always been the
type of "Ingods’.

Let us now see what Parkhurst says of wr, as,
meaning fire: “ May not this word be a derivative from
wr is, being, substance, and so eminently denote the
substance or matter of the heavens, i. ¢., subsisting in
atoms without cohesion or such-like aceidents? for wx
as is plainly used as a formative or derivative from w*
z'ss.J’

Now Parkhurst knew nothing of Sanskrit, and he
never so much as alludes to it; yet a Sanskrit scholar
could not have suggested a more evident truth when he
here asks if wx as (fire) may not be a derivative of the
verb w s, that is, of the verb to ée. 'When he put this
question he never so much as suspected that this word
as (the Hebrew of fire) is in Sanskrit the verb to de
itself.

But Parkhurst could not tell why the verb to ée and
fire are in Hebrew expressed alike. He could never
suppose that the sun was the source to which these
two very different ideas are to be traced.

Another proof that the sun and the verb to de were
anciently expressed alike is, as we have already scen,
given by Parkhurst (pp. 127 and 128) when he admits
that EI or IE served once to name both the true God
and the sun; for he shows that the same word under its
form eie means to exist or to be. And two words so
different in both form and sound as the Hebrew ur s,

7 Drummond, Bdip. Jud. p. 195. 8 Lexicon, p. 34.
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and 1 IE, cannot be accounted for but by knowing that
the form of the sign O must have been once thus
modified, € (and then it was an E); and also thus, S, in
which we still see two segments of the O, but placed
differently from those comprising the sign €, which is
the Greek epsilon. The difference between O and S is,
however, so very considerable, that the philologist who
has not the power of divesting his mind of the opinion
he has entertained all his life respecting the dissimilarity
of these two letters, must find it rather difficult to
admit that such a sibilant as S can be the O modified.
This modification cannot, however, be denied, since the
alphabet of the language still spoken throughout Ava
and Pegu, and which is entirely composed of circles and
segments of circles, must have in one of its letters a sign
representing S.

The sign B and the verb Be do still suggest so many
observations and digressions, that to notice them all
might lead too far from the account we have yet to give
of the remainder of the alphabet, of which we shall find
every sign but a representative of OI, or, which is the
same thing, of & or B.

C. This sign was anciently pronounced K, which is
composed of an I and a C, joined thus, [C. C is there-
fore the half of K, but it represents the whole sign.
Hence in C and K we have only one letter; and this
accounts for C being unknown to the Greeks and K to
the aneient Romans; for as the one sign represented the
other, there was no necessity for both signs in each of
the two languages. Now, knowing as we do that every
letter stands for 10, we may safely regard the parts
composing K, that is, I and C, as being for I0. This
origin of K, and consequently of C, is confirmed, beyond
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all doubt, by the following: “ The letter Kdmma, whieh
exists on ancient eoins of Corinth and its colonies, espe-
cially Syracuse and Crotona, was received into the
Samian, or Athenian alphabet : its form was Q, and thus
in form and power the same as the Latin Q or the
Pheenician or Hebrew Kophp '.”

Now, though Donnegan knew nothing of the origin
of language and its signs, he has here given a very con-
vineing proof of the reality of our discovery. It is thus
made evident that K, since it was anciently an O and an
I thus joined Q, must, as well as C, be deduced from OI.
Donnegan does not mistake when he says that this sign,
O, was “in form and power the same as the Latin Q;”
for what is Q if not an O with a tail attached to it, and
which tail represents theI. The letters K and Q have
therefore parts precisely equal to those composing d.
How clearly this is shown by the form of Q made thus,
q; for what is this but an O and I, the latter being
lengthened for the sole purpose of distinguishing (
from a7 ;

‘We have thus accounted for C, K, and Q, and conse-
quently for such signs as interchange with them, as we
shall have oceasion to show as we proceed.

D. This sign is also composed of an O and an I, and
it is consequently equal to OI or @&. And the observa-
tion just made respecting the small form of Q, that is
(q, which could not be distinguished from @ if its I had
not been lengthened ; will also apply to the small form
of D, that is, to d, which does not differ from @ but by
the length of its I.  But how does it happen that there
is no O in the Greek D (delta, 4) ? It is as if 1 were
asked, why is there no O in this sign A ; for the two

! See Donnegan under Kdnra,
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signs 4 and A are precisely equal to each other, each
being composed of double I joined by a hyphen, the
hyphen in 4 not differing from the hyphen in A, but by
joining the I and the I at the base instead of doing so
near the top. The 4 does not therefore differ from A in
meaning, nor consequently from @, of which each part
means one, as we have already seen. But in the small
form of 4, which is made thus, 8, it is casy to perceive an
O, just as it is in its Roman representative d, which is
but a modification of it. !

Now, as the small forms of B and D, that is b and d,
do not differ from each other but from the O of each sign
being put, for the sake of distinction, on a different side
of the I, it follows that in the parts of which they are
composed, the b and d are exactly equal.

It would appear that B and D were anciently often
pronounced alike. Witness #der in Latin and #dder in
English ; and the verd of verbum and word in English ;
not to mention the 4erb of Zerba and the verd of verdure;
and barbe and beard. By knowing that b and d are thus
equal to each other, we are led to discover why &ellum
and donus have been written also duellum and duonus; it
must have arisen from &ellum and bomus having been
pronounced by some persons as if written delfum and
donus, but in order to show that the real form of each
word was bellum and Zonus, the b was allowed to remain
with the d, so that dellum and onus must have then be-
come dbellum and dbonus; and at a later period, from
the interchange of b and Vv, dbellum and dbonus must
have become dvellum and drvonus, and finally, from the
identity of v and U, dvellum and dvonus must have become
duellum and duonus. It is therefore a great mistake to
suppose that duellum and duonus are the elder forms of
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bellum and bonus. But when a word ceases to be in use,
etymologists at once believe it to be much older than the
form which replaces it. Thus, Apello is thought to be
older than Apollo, because known under this form to
the ancient Romans; but as O is the elder form of €, so
is Apollo a much older form than Apello.

But we cannot, I may be told, suppose duwellum and
duonus to have come from dbellum and dbonus without
supposing b to be not only equal to 4, but to be replaced
byit. And it may be said of b that it is equal to 4, not
only because it ought, in conformity with our system,
which deduces all letters from one sign, to be equal to
it, but because it is so. Thus, does not every body admit
that aufero and aufugio are the same as abfero and
abfugio? and is it not equally evident that the 4 of the
Spanish word ausente is the b in adsent 7 And here it
may be observed, that as b is the same as 9, and ¥ the
same as & (compare further and farther), this will go
to prove that @ and b are, as already shown, the same
letter differently formed and pronounced.

It is, I now perceive, more necessary than I imagined,
to know that, from b and d being the same sign, they
often replace each other. I find in M. Anatole Bailly’s
very learned work a positive statement to the effect that
d does not replace b. Thus he says: “On ne voit pas
que le 4 s’altére de maniére 4 se changer en la moyenne
labiale ou 4. Quelques mots sembleraient, au premier
abord, offrir la preuve de ce changement, le latin &is, par
exemple, comparé au grec &fs (deux fois). Mais en
réalité Valtération de la consonne initiale dans le mot
latin s’explique par une évolution semblable & celle que
nous avons signalée dans ’étude du son gz ou gv, deve-
nant gb et finalement &: le & du latin &is corresponde de
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méme & un v primitif, dis procédant d’une forme anté-
rieure *dbis *, par durcissement du v de *dvis, duis, forme
primitive. En grec ce v est tombé, comme il arrive
presque toujours, on le verra, lorsqu’il est précédé d’une
dentale ou d’une sifflante, et de 13 la forme 8is pour *3Fis.
Le mot latin &is n’est pas d’ailleurs le seul qui se soit
ainsi transformé, et ’'on peut vérifier la régularité de ce
changement dans bellum (guerre) pour dbellum, forme
altérée de *dvellum, duellum, conservé par Horace:

“ Gracia barbariz lento collisa duello 3.”

But apart from the several instances which I have
already given between Latin, French, and English, show-
ing b and d to be the same sign and to interchange ;
other instances (but from Greek) may be also produced :
witness Behdiv being, in the olic dialect, for Seadiv;
and in the same dialect odvSalov being for cdauBalov,
and 63enos being for 4Bends*. Had this been known to
M. Anatole Bailly, he might have been led to derive the
Latin &is from its Greek equivalent &is, or, from band d
being the same letter, to regard &is and 8is as one word.
As to the etymology of &/, I believe it to have first
been 8%o efs, and to have then meant #wo-one, that is,
double one, or rather #wo-ones. For the same reason I
should say that its English form #wice is for twa-ace.
And that twa-ace or twa-eis might be abridged to #wis,
just as duo-eis has been to dis, is shown by the English
word fwist, of which the primary sense is dowbled, twis
being its radical part. Zwain, twin, and fwine are kindred
words, each having for its literal meaning dowble one or

2 The author uses the asterisk to signify what is ancient or con-
Jjectural.

3 Manuel pour 1’Etude des Racines Grecques et Latines, p. 68.
¢ See Donnegan, under B and A.
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two ones, and of which the analysis fwa-ein, that is, fwa-
ane or twaone is very plain.

D is used for several other signs besides B, all serving
to prove still more and more that there can be only one
letter in the alphabet, differently formed and pronounced.
In the Doric dialect it is used for @, duépdw being for
dpépyw, and Sa for rya; it is used for Z, as dels for
Zets, and also for K, as 8alw, kaiw ; and even for S, 08u7)
for oou”, Badss for Baoués ; not to mention others. But
the most usual change for d in all languages is ¢ and th.
Witness moder, mafer, and mo#Zer ; and padre, pater, and
father.

But when learned men prove to us, by comparing
words, that letters interchange, they should show us the
great advantage of this knowledge, which they very
seldom do. Indeed they zever do so by telling us that it
must be a proof of all letters having sprung from a single
source; but they might by this knowledge discover
sometimes the primary signification of a word. Thus,
Donnegan, who knew very well that b and d interchange,
ought by this knowledge to find out the primary sense
of Blos, life. But he derives Blos from Biéw, which
means to Jive, by which derivation I am no wiser than I
was before, since he does not tell me after what it was
men first signified the verb to Zivze. To tell me, as this
eminent Greek scholar does, that Bidw is the original of
the Latin vivo, is still to keep me in the dark respecting
the primary sense of life, for if vive comes from the Greek
verb Biow, and if I happen to know nothing of the origin
of Biow I can know nothing of the origin of vivo. I con-
sult other Greek authorities; but they are all equally
perplexing, and allow me to perceive that of the origin
of the idea expressed by Biosthey know nothing whatever.
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But Alexandre’s great Greek Dictionary, which is
thought by Frenchmen to be the best in the world, is
not only, in the present instance, as deficient of informa-
tion as the others, but rather more perplexing ; for this
authority sends the student, in a round-about way, from
Bios to the verb Bidw as its root, and for the root of
Buw the student is sent back to Bios. This manner of
explaining reminds me of an aneedote told of a child,
who, wanting to know the meaning of the word fellow-
ship, is told by his dictionary to see partnership; butnot
knowing the meaning of partnerskhip, he looks out for it,
and, on finding it, is now sent back by his dictionary
to see fellowship.

But knowing, as we now do, that in b and d there is
only one letter under different forms, and that these
two signs often interchange, as we have seen, we need
only, instead of Blos write Dios, in order to discover the
origin of Blos ; for Dios is the same as Deus, indeed it
is the Spanish of Deus. And what can be more natural
than to call life after the author of life—that is, after
God? But we must not forget that Deus, Theos, Zeus,
Dios, and all such words, were anciently but so many
names of the sun, the then supposed author of life.

F. This sign, which is the same as the digamma of
the Greeks, does not differ in form from the first half
of the aspirate H, which accounts for its often serving
as a substitute for this sign. Thus, the Spanish words
Hernando, huir, and kacer are the same as Fernando, the
French word fuir, and the Latin word facere ; this, too,
accounts for the present French word Zors having been
anciently fors. F is also used for b and g: witness

JSrater and brother, and fero and gero ; and it is also the
same as V, as we see by comparing life and live, strife
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and strive, &e. This much serves to show that ¥, from
its being equal to H, may be also said to mean double
one, like every other sign thus far noticed.

G is, in form, nearly the same as C, and this brings
it equal to K. Hence, ca? is the gat of the Italian gatto,
and partake is partage in French. And as we have shown
K to have been anciently an I and an O (Q), it follows
that G is also for I and O, for the reason that it
often replaces K as now shown by partage and partake.

H. As this sign is both an aspirate and a vowel, it
affords powerful proof that letters the most dissimilar in
both sound and form may be all traced to one another,
and consequently to a single sign. Though H is now a
vowel in Greek, it was anciently in this language an
aspirate, just as it is at present in English. Hence a
learned authority admits as follows :—“The letter H,
in the old Greek alphabet, did not sound what we now
call 7 (that is Eta), but was an aspirate, like the English
H. This was proved by Athenzus, and has been
further evinced by Spanheim, from several ancient coins ;
and there are no less than four instances of it in the
Sigean inscription®.” :

In Hebrew, also, H is often used for E. Hence the
similarity of their forms, H being made thus 11, and E
thus 1. The sole difference between them is this: the
hyphen or connecting line is in the Hebrew characters
at the top, instead of being, as in H, at the middle.

Donnegan observes, that “when the Greek H was
adopted to note the breathings, its form was separated—
Thus d marked the soft breathing, I' the rough; for
these were substituted o and ¢.” And from this I am

§ Shuckford’s Conn. vol. i. b. iv. p. 225, quoted by Higgins, Ana-
calypsis, vol. ii. p. 204.
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induced to believe that H, when an aspirate in Greek,
must have been also made thus )-C. According to this
view, the Latin cornz must have first been J-Cornu, when,
by the dropping of the first half of D-C, it took its
present form. The same observation may apply to the
Latin curro (to run) ; for when we write J-Cur for its
radical part cur, we obtain the Zur of the English word
hurry, and to Aurry is to run. But if korn and Aurry
be, as to their radical parts, older than cornu and curro,
this does not go to prove that Saxon or English was
the original of Latin; it serves only to show that some
words of a dialect may retain their primitive forms,
when these forms are to be found no longer in the
original language.

The aspirate H is a most important character, as I
shall often have occasion to show, as we proceed.

I have now, I believe, noticed, more or less, all the
signs of an alphabet, excepting the following : L, P, R,
T, Z. And these are, like those we have just accounted
for, all traceable to the same source.

Thus the parts composing L are equal to double I,
and so are the parts composing %, so that we need not
wonder at finding I and U so often replacing each
other. Witness the French words faucon, saumon, and
veau, being in English falcon, salmon, and veal. The
best orthoepist of modern times, having no suspicion that
L and U could be the same sign under different forms,
makes the following very erroneous statement :— L is
mute between ] and K in the same syllable, as balk,
chalk, stalk, talk, and walk®.”

The 1 is not here silent, for if it were, these words,
balk, chalk, stalk, talk, and walk, would be then pro-

6 Walker’s Principles of Pronunciation, Dict. p. 5. Ed. 1847.
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nounced as if written bak, chak, stak, tak, and wak;
and no native has ever pronounced them so. But
foreigners may very well make such a mistake, for this
rule of Walker’s is, I have no doubt, copied into their
grammars ; at least I find it in a work of this kind,
and which is, as I learn from the title page, “ Autorisé
par le conseil de Vinstruction publique.”

Walker gives in the body of his dictionary the pro-
nunciation of these words very correctly, and so far
contradicts his own rule. Then why did he ever lay
down such a rule?. because he could not suppose that 1
and U are one and the same letter. It is worthy of
remark that in the words just quoted, the L, though it
retains its usual form, is sounded like %, or, which
amounts to the same, like w, for between two such words
as bauk and bawk there is no difference in sound. This
affords a plain instance of a single sign serving as if it
were, at the same time, both a consonant and a vowel.

L is the same as several other signs, as I shall have
occasion to show while analyzing words. Its small
form (I) is an 1 lengthened, and hence equal to double 1.

"P. In this sign it is not difficult to perceive an O
and an I, and that it is like OI or @, the same as
double I, is shown by its Greek form 7. It often re-
places B (of which it is but a different form) and con-
sequently such signs as come nearest to b in sound, such
as f and V. Tts other substitutes will appear farther
on.

R. In the parts composing this sign it is also
easy to perceive those composing B, so that it is, like
this sign, equal to I O,and consequently to all the signs
already noticed. Its form in Greek does not differ from
that of the Roman or English P. It is replaced by S,
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as is shown by arbor and arbos, honor and honos, and
in French by sur and sus, and chaire, chaise. The
Chinese, having no such sound in their langnage, always
represent it by L, and so do many persons, but espe-
cially children, in both England and France; that is, in
their manner of sounding this letter.

T. No letter is more clearly composed of double I
than T; yet that it is the same as signs widely different
from itself, in both form and sound, is shown by com-
paring pat and paw, spit and spew, water and wasser,
better and besser. In Greek especially the identity of
t and s is very frequent, as we shall see.

Z has been often regarded in Greek as a double letter,
but this is to be ascribed to the way some persons pro-
nounced it. Thus, such persons as pronounced Zevs as
if written 38eds, considered Z as two letters, though in
reality only one. So might we in English consider G
as two letters, because 1t is often sounded d] : witness
gentle, gender, &e.; but it would be a mistake so to con-
sider it. In English, this sign is now mostly replaced
by s, such words as were not long since written surprize
and analyze being now surprise and analyse. Zeer is the
old English for year; by which we see that Z is the
same as Y ; and when we compare the Greek word Zuvyov
with its English form yoke, we obtain another instance
of the equality of Z and Y. And when we now com-
pare Zvyoy with its Latin equivalent, Jugum, we see
that Z may be also J. Hence it is that children in
France do frequently pronounce J as if it were Z, allow-
ing us to hear ze for je.

If we are to regard the parts composing Z—and of
which there are three—as being like those composing
all the other signs, for double one, we should take the
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short line above and the short one below as making a
whole line, which, when added to the other line, will give
two lines, or double one. But the Hebrew Z, which is
made thus, 1, is composed of an I, or straight line, witha
kuob on the top of it ; and it may, for this reason, be con-
sidered as equal to this sign, (1)’ which is for IO; and it
was, as we have seen, a very ancient form in Greek of
the letter K.

This account of the origin of letters will apply to all
alphabets that have been allowed to remain in a primi-
tive state; but such of them as have, like that of the
Sanskrit language, been tampered with by the learned,
lie far beyond the power of human intelligence to in-
. vestigate. If the Hebrew, Greck, Roman, and Saxon
alphabets have not wholly escaped being also meddled
with, enough, however, of their primitive state remains
to show us what they must have once been.

CHAPTER XIV.

ORIGIN OF THE ROOTS OF LANGUAGE.

HitaERTO there has been no means of discovering how the
roots of words, and consequently words themselves, were
first formed. Of all the mysterious parts of language,
these, its earliest elements, must have ever appeared to
the philosophical inquirer by far the most hidden. The
prefixes and suffixes have been almost seen, as it were,
to move ani attach themselves to the bodies of the
words to which they at present belong. But nothing

like this can be said of the roots, of which no one has
F
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been hitherto able to divine the origin, nor even, since
the birth and growth of language, to invent so much
as a single new one in addition to the original stock.
The following passages from M. Barthélemy Saint-
Hilaire’s review in the “Journal des Savants” of 1862,
of M. Max Miiller’s great work, are very well worth the
reader’s attention. They are admissions clear and forei-
ble, that, with regard to its roots, nothing in language
has been up to the present more astonishing and
unknown : “On voit que les racines sont nécessairement
monosyllabiques ; et toutes celles qui ont plus d’une syl-
labe ne sont que des dérivés qu’on peut toujours ramener
a Pembryon d’ou elles sont sorties” (p. 538). “Dansle
chinois tout mot est une racine et toute racine est un
mot ” (p. 540). ¢ Le point de départ de toutes langues,
du chinois jusqu’a Panglais, a donc été monosyllabique ;
et le probléme de Porigine du langage se transformant,
il ne reste plus qu’a savoir comment les racines ont pu
naitre. Les inflexions, avec toute leur diversité, sont
trés-intelligibles une fois les racines données. Mais les
racines elle-mémes, d’oti viennent-elles? A quelles con-
ditions Pesprit humain a-t-il pu les enfanter, quand
la parole, encore novice, a essayé ses premiéres articula-
tions? C’est & résoudre cette question, autant du moins
qu’elle peut étre résolue, que M. Max Miiller a consacré
ses deux dernires legons. On doit les regarder comme
les plus importantes de tout son livre; et sans croire que
la solution tant cherchée soit obtenue enfin, on doit
convenir ¢’est avoir rendu un grand service que de I’avoir
circonscrite aussi étroitement. La combinaison des
racines aprés qu'elles ont &té€ créés, est une ceuvre
tout A fait humaine; et dans une foule de langues,
a prendre d’abord celle méme que nous parlons, nous
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pouvons observer directement les progrés incessants
de cette ceuvre. Les langues néo-latines, surgissant et
vivant sous nos yeux, nous disent assez comment les
choses se passent pour ces produits de seconde formation.
Mais, chose étonnante! ces langues n’ont pas inventé
une seuleracine ! Elles ont changé de mille fagons toutes
celles dont elles héritaient; mais sous un autre rapport,
elles n’ont rien ajouté A la tradition; leur stérilité en
racines nouvelles a été absolue ; et fécondes & tant d’au-
tres égards, elles ont été & celui-ld d’une impuissance
invincible ” (p. 597).

And what does M. Max Miiller himself say of these
very mysterious little things, the roots of language ?
These are his words : *“ Roots may seem dry things, com-
pared with the poetry of Goethe ; yet there is something
more truly wonderful in a root” [the writer means even
in one single root] “than in all the lyries in the world?.”

This is very true ; and had M. Max Miiller written a
whole volume of several hundred closely printed pages
on the mysterious origin of the roots of language, he
could not have impressed his readers more truly nor more
powerfully with an idea of his astonishment at the way
of their first coming into existence having been so long
and so completely buried in the depths of oblivion, and
the likelihood of their so continuing to the end of time.
Any one impressed with his strong belief in the im-
possibility of man’s first word being ever discovered, may
well exclaim, that a single root is truly wonderful, more
wonderful than all the poetry in the world. Had the
origin of the roots been hitherto discovered, philologists
would not be ignorant of the origin of language.

For these admissions, made by M. Barthélemy Saint-

7 Vol. i. p. 395.
¥ 2
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Hilaire and M. Max Miiller, I cannot but feel very
grateful, though they were never intended for me.
Emanating as they do from men who have looked
shrewdly into language, and who appear to have made
it a long and serious study, they must greatly enhance
the value and importance of my claims whenever they
are found real. But in what way soever they may be
now received, my own convictions cannot but remain
unaltered. It is mnot in the power of either praise or
censure to add to or take from what these convictions
compel me to feel and believe. All I have already
obtained, as well as all T can still obtain through the use
of the means now at my disposal, is too certain, too
conclusive, to allow me to entertain a doubt respecting
the results to which, sooner or later, the application of
these my principles must finally lead. I even sometimes
indulge in the fancy that I can foresee, as it were far
away in the distance, new systems of grammar, new
systems of lexicography, and of logic, and of philosophy,
and even of religious creeds, growing out of my dis-
covery of the origin of the roots of language, and con-
sequently of the origin of language itself; for neither
of the two ean be discovered without the other.

We need now scarcely show the intelligent reader
how all the roots of a language came into existence,
which is the same as showing the origin of language
itself, every root being in the beginning a word and
every word being a root, as it is in Chinese at the
present hour, and ever has been. He can easily con-
ceive that every consonant attached to the O, whether
it be put before or after it, must give both a word
and a root, so that if we suppose nineteen consonants in
an alphabet, we shall obtain nineteen words or roots
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from those preceding the O, and as many more from
those which follow it, making in all thirty-eight words
or roots: for instance, bo, co, do, fO, and so on to the
last of the nineteen consonants; and then by having
the same consonants after the O, thus, 0b, oc, od, Of,
and so on to the last consonant. As each of the four
remaining vowels (@, ¢, 1, #) will also give thirty-eight
words or roots for the nineteen consonants preceding
and following in the same way each vowel, it is evident
that the five vowels and nineteen consonants will yield
in all five times thirty-eight words or roots, that is, one
hundred and ninety roots and words.

The difference in the form of these roots arises from
the different organs of the mouth that happen to be
used, whether immediately preceding or immediately
following the vowel sound. Thus the root b0 is obtained
from the lips meeting as the O is about to be sounded,
whilst the root 0b is produced by their meeting just as
the O is sounded. And it is precisely in this way all
the roots above referred to have, in the beginning, been
produced, their difference in form being still due to the
different organs used in connexion with each vowel
sound. In other words, the difference in the formation
of these roots is to be ascribed to the nineteen consonants
that both precede and follow the vowels. And here we
see, even if we were to proceed no farther with the
roots, how.the consonants themselves were first obtained.
Thus, the b must have been produced by the meeting ot
the lips, and the d by the meeting of the teeth, whether
the sounds so heard immediately preceded or immedi-
ately followed the vowel to which either consonant was
attached. And it must have been in this way—that is,
according to the organs of speech employed at the time,



70 Origin of Language and Myths.

whether labial, dental, guttural or nasal—that the con-
sonants first came into existence, but being ever, like
the vowels, subject to change in both sound and form,
this arising from both classes having grown out of the
same single sign.

Let us now take the following diphthongs, ae, ai, ao,
au, aw, ea, ee, ei, eo, ey, ie, oa, oe, 00, oW,
eu, ew, ia, 10, oi, ou, 0y, ua, ue, ui, in all twenty-
five, and put each of the nineteen consonants before and
after each of them, as done above with single vowels, and
we shall obtain a large amount of roots, as many as
twenty-five times thirty-eight, that is, 950 ; which, when
added to the 190 obtained from the vowels and the
nineteen consonants, will yield 1140 roots; which num-
ber is susceptible of a vast amount of combinations, and
is consequently a great deal more than is necessary for
composing the richest language ever spoken.

Hence, however scanty the number of vowels and diph-
thongs belonging to a language may be, there must have
been always found enough of them to produce a large
amount of words, this arising from the numerous com-
binations that might be obtained merely from so few as
a hundred roots. After what has been now shown, we
need not allude to the roots that might still be acquired
by placing the nineteen consonants before and after the
triphthongs, of which, however, there are not many in
any language.

So much for the origin of the roots of the words out of
which all the languages ever yet spoken over the earth
have been formed ; and they are every one of them trace-
able to the O with its explanatory I, itself being the first
word and root, and parent of all the others.

The following etymologies are such as have not, I per-
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ceive, been hitherto known ; nor could it be otherwise,
seeing that the requisite knowledge was needed—1I mean
the knowledge of the origin of language and of the rules
thence derived. If the author could suppose that what
he has already advanced under this bold title were suffi-
cient to bring home conviction to every understanding,
there would be no necessity for the additional proofs he
is now about to submit to the reader. But there are
persons less susceptible of belief than others—I ought,
perhaps to say less capable of belief—persons who, even
among the learned, are so destitute of ideality and re-
spect for their own private opinions as not to own a suf-
ficiency of that intellectual daring called moral pluck, for
enabling them to accept a new discovery however evi-
dent it may appear; whilst others—but of minds more
largely endowed by nature—could not entertain a doubt
respecting the reality of any such discovery. Hence
the necessity for those additional proofs. And when I
observe that nearly all the words of which I intend,
through the help of my discovery, to show those original
meanings, hitherto unknown, have been already examined
by the highest authorities among living philologists, but
who have ever failed to trace such words to their earliest
sources, ought not this circumstanee to serve greatly to
prove that my theory—to give it no prouder name—
must be unerring, and cannot but repose upon a solid
foundation ?

As to the rules that have grown out of this discovery
of the origin of language, it may be here necessary to
set them down in full, though some two or three of them
have been already sufficiently explained.

Every vowel is not only equal to every other vowel,
but even to every combination of vowels; and hence it
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is that all such signs, whether single or compound, do
constantly interchange, as every one knows.

Every initial vowel may, or may not, be aspirated ; that
is, it may have an N prefixed to, it if it should not have
one, or this sign may be removed if it should have it.
The sense will always direct to the right application of
this rule.

The aspirate sign, or h, has several substitutes, of which
b,f, ¥, W, and 8, are the prineipal ones; and as these signs
interchange with others, it follows that signs not coming
direct from the aspirate as its substitute, may however be
traced to it, but indirectly.

As the aspirate / should never be regarded as belong-
ing to the radical part of a word, it may always, in the
analyzing of words, be left out.

As all words were not in the beginning composed of
more than one syllable, just as they are at present in
Chinese, it may be often necessary, in order to discover
the original meaning of a word, to divide it into the
several parts of which it is composed.

The common endings, in all languages, of nouns and
adjectives, must have first been pronominal articles, and
have then gone before the words behind which they after-
wards fell, and, on having coalesced with them, became
what the grammarian now ecalls their suffixes.

Two consonants without a vowel may take one be-
tween them, when the sense requires it.

Every vowel may or may not take a nasal sound, that
is, have an 7 or 7 put afterit; or when a vowel has the
nasal sound, its 7 or 7 may be sometimes dropped.
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CHAPTER XV.

BARRACKS AND TRANQUIL.

As far back as the year 1844 I discovered the original
meaning—until then unknown—of two words in very
common use, namely, barracks and tranquil. When I
now call to mind how little I then knew of the origin of
language, I am astonished at having made such a dis-
covery. Both these words are to be found in a work I
then published, and which bore the very modest title of
¢ Discovery of the Origin of Language!!!”  They are
true etymologies, though surrounded by many very bad
ones, as bad as any ever made by Horne Tooke.

I knew then, it would seem, that all letters were one
and the same letter under different forms; and, taking
advantage of this knowledgeé, I was led to perceive that’
barracks was for war-oikos, that is, war-kouse, oikos
(olkos) being the Greek of house, this arising from B
being equal to W, and acks being for oiks, and oiks for
oikos.

This is a true etymology ; and it is the more valuable
as it accounts for the 8 in barracks, which is left out by
Dr. Johnson and Webster, and all the lexicographers
who follow in their track. In no part of the world,
however, where English is spoken, does any one ever
make use of such a word as barrack for barracks, unless
it be some learned philologist. And the reason why a
philologist may do so, must be ascribed to his being un-
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able to account for this noun barracks, which is singular,
having, in its 8, the sign of the plural.

Dr. Johnson gives, as the original of barracks, darracca,
which he explains thus: “Little cabins made by the
Spanish fishermen on the sea-shore; or little lodges for
soldiers in a camp.”

But the meaning of barracca is sea-houses, for its B is
not more equal to W than it is to M, so that its part dar
is for Mar, and Mar is the Spanish of sea; and the ace
which follows, is for the root of oikos, that is, for 0iZ.

And that Mar cannot differ in meaning, any more
than in form, from War, is shown by its being the radical
part of Mars, the god of war. And as Mars will become
Mors (death) when the ¢ of its @ is dropped, we thus dis-
cover the primary signification of both War and Mars.

Of this etymology we shall see a very curious proof
farther on. Tt is to this effect: two learned authorities
show that Balsab—an old Irish word—means Dominus
Mortis or Lord of Death; but another learned authority
says this cannot be, for the reason that Balsab means
rather Mars, or the god of war. Thus, neither of these
authorities suspected that in War, Mars, and Mors we
have one and the same word.

Let us now show how the word Mars obtained its pre-
sent form. From M being a common substitute for B,
and from B being a common substitute for the aspirate
H, which sign is never to be counted as belonging to the
root of a word, it follows that Mars is reducible to ars;
that is, when the vowel here due between » and ¢ is
supplied, ares, in Greek, “Apns. This etymology serves
to show that the A of "Apns must have been once aspi-
rated by many persons, though it is not so at present;
otherwise there would not now be an M in Mars, 2 B in
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barracks, or a W in war. But had "4pns, or Mars, I may
be asked, no other meaning than that of death? Asthe
names of all the heathen divinities once served to desig-
nate the sun, and as the name Mars makes no exception
to this general rule, it cannot have always meant death,
that is, the being low or down, but Aighness as well, and
consequently greatness, nobleness, and all such ideas. In
short, it is like @lfus in Latin, which means both Zigh
and /ow. Hence the ars of Mars happens to be the Saxon
of the Latin podex; whilst under its Greek form dps, it
may be said to mean the highest, the noblest, the bravest ;
for it cannot differ from the apis of dpisTos, which may
be so explained. An instance of these two .opposite
meanings of the same word is also afforded by the Greek
apyos, which is not only expressive of dignity and high-
ness, since it means a chief, a leader, but of lowness also,
since it is rendered into Latin by anus, podex, and into
English by the breech or fundament.

Tranquir. Though this word has come to us from
the French tranquille or its Latin equivalent, tranquillus,
its form is, however, older than either of these originals.
I showed in the year 1844 that its literal meaning is, 7o
be upon one’s keel, that is, to be seated. Tts two first let-
ters, {7, are equal to 1t e, which means the thing or the
being ; and this does not differ in signification from the
French éfre or estre. As to the an which follows, it is
the root of the Greek preposition dva, and the same as
on or upon in English. When we now observe that quil
(the remaining part of tranquil) is equal to gu-i/, that is,
when the article if returns to its first place, i qu, we see
that the entire word is for the being upon the qu, or but-
tocks. The last of these several words is now written
with a € instead of a ¢.
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We confirm this etymology by remarking that
sedate, which implies tranquillity, is radically the same
as seaf, as we must admit on comparing sedes and sedatus.
To be tranquil is therefore to be seated. Hence, in one
of the remote French provinces I have been told that the
peasant will sometimes say #ranquillisez-vous instead of
asseyez-vous. 'The idea of tranquillity is to be therefore
traced to lowness; so that any word expressing this idea
might have served for this purpose as well as the one
that has been chosen by the Latins. This is confirmed
by Ilodos, genitive of mods, the foot, for it is radically
the same as podex, Latin of breech. And this will
account for the quille of the French tranquille having
not only the meaning of %eel, but also, when analyzed,
that of ¢lle qu, or, the bottom. 1t will also account for
ITod6omnpa signifying the under part of a ship; for it is
only conventionally that this meaning differs from that
of keel. Greek scholars do not therefore mistake when
they derive this word from ITods and iornua, and whick
two words may be said to have the literal meaning of
Joot and being ; that is, being at the foot, or low part.

‘When we now observe that the guifle of tranquilleis the
French of Zeel, we are led to perceive that cu/, which is
often used in the sense of bottom, must have first been cu
il, or rather i/-cu, the word i/ having then the meaning
of the. The eul of the Latin culus, is therefore the same
word ; and it must have also been at first i/ cx.

But though I regard a consonant and a vowel as a root,
I cannot help believing that at first every such root
began with a vowel or a combination of vowels. Thus,
taking the qu of quille as its root, the % must in the
beginning have gone before the g, instead of being after
it, or some other vowel must have done so. And if such
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a vowel was then aspirated, and if the aspirate was then
replaced by one of its substitutes, and if ,from every such
substitute being a consonant, it took a vowel before it,
as initial consonants frequently do,—such a root as
would then be composed of five letters instead of two. I
am, therefore, led to regard the vy of fjavyos (Greek of
tranquil) as its root, and as not being different from the
¢ of tranquillus, the latter being equal to %(, and conse-
quently to such a form as uc, ug, uk, or uch.

Now, though another root might, as well as ¢t or uq,
have signified Jow, and consequently the idea tranquil ;
such as ub, for instance, which is the root of sué; the
Latins have, however, used this root on more than one
ocecasion for signifying the idea expressed by the word
tranquil : witness quies, quietus, quiesco, &c., whence the
English guiet. The primary signification of every such
word being the hinder part, bottom, or foot; in short,
Low.

The English squat might have also expressed quiet-
ness, for its root is i, the S being here euphonic, as
it often is before certain consonants; so that the
primary signification of this word is gu-af that is, af
qu or, on one’s bottom. Webster derives squat from quatio
in Italian, which serves to show that the S is now, as I
say, euphonic.

M. Max Miiller tells us in his Lectures (2nd Series,
p- 341), that “Tranquillity was calmness, and particularly
the smoothness of the sea.” Tranquillity is certainly calm-
ness; but what does M. Max Miiller know of the primary
signification of either word? Nothing whatever. He
little suspects that the cal of calm is the quil of tranquil,
and that it does not differ in the least from the French
cul, or the cul of the Latin culus, and that it is, when



78 Origin of Language and Myths.

analyzed, i/ cu, just as quilis il-cu. And if M. Max
Miiller knew that men first expressed the idea calm or
tranquil by words signifying to be down, to be upon
one’s bottom, he would never think of saying that
tranquillity “was particularly the smoothness of the
sea.” There was in the beginning, when men first
gave names to their ideas, no more relationship supposed
to exist between tranquillity and the smoothness of the
sea, than there is at present between tranquillity and the
smoothness of velvet, or any other sort of smoothness
whatever.

But it would seem that the original meaning of
smoothness is also unknown ; but it is easily discovered
when we observe that its radical part, smoo, must have
once been soom, which is but a different form of saue,
and it is not difficult to conceive that smoothness is
sameness. And as the 8 of soom is for the aspirate,
which must never be counted, it follows that soom was
at first oom; and oom cannot differ from ooz, nor oon
from oz, nor on from one; so that smootiness and same-
ness are each traceable to the same source—to that of
unity. Hence wuni—French of even or smooth—is
radically the same as wnus, un, and one. And when we
observe that © is %, and that even is therefore equal to
euen, we can perceive that ever is but another form of
un and one, not to mention the German eiz, and its Greek
equivalent, év. Hence, to be even or smootf, is to be all
one. In thelocution “one and the same,” the word same is
therefore a pleonasm ; ‘and so is idem in ““ unus et idem.”
The French language is too mathematical to allow of
such a phrase as un et le méme.
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CHAPTER XVI.

USE AND ADVANTAGE OF KNOWING THAT INITIAL VOWELS
MAY TAKE THE ASPIRATE H.

Howzver well acquainted M. Max Miiller may be with
Sanskrit, it is only reasonable to suppose that he must
know his own language somewhat better. This know-
ledge has not, however, prevented him from making the
following erroneous statement: “Nobody would doubt
the common origin of German and English; yet the
English numeral ‘#ke first, though preserved in fiirst
(princeps, prince), is guite different from the German der
erste®.”

Now, when a child calls to mind the rule, that initial
vowels may or may not be aspirated, and that the
aspirate (that is, the sign H) may be replaced by other
consonants, and thatf is one of the most common sub-
stitutes (witness Hernando and JFernando, facer in
Spanish, and facerein Latin; and Zircus and fircus in
the latter tongue, with many others), it will not be
difficult for him to correct M. Max Miiller’s mistake,
even though as ignorant of German as I am myself.

Thus, the child will begin by prefixing an h to erste ;
but finding that Aerste, thus obtained, makes no sense,
he will take away the 5 and put f in its place, which will
give ferste ; and as all the vowels are equal to one
another, he will soon perceive that ferste is for first.
And as one vowel is not only equal to any other vowel,

8 Lectures on the Science of Language, vol. i. p. 194.
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but to any combination of vowels, it follows that neither
Jerste nor first can differ from fiirst. We have thus
shown that the English numeral ““ #4e first,” is not, as
.M. Max Miiller states, quite different from its German
representative, der erste, but that first is the word erste
itself.

But this etymology, I now perceive, leads to several
others. The English word erst must be also for first ;
and as a vowel is often understood between two conso-
nants, erst is equal to erist, which, from the interchange
of e and a, becomes arist, and arist is the radical part of
aristos (dpiaTos) used as the superlative of dyafés, good ;
and though best is,in English, the superlative of good, it
is easy to perceive that such an idea might serve as a
synonym of first, though not derived from it.

Another word which is radically the same as erst is
ere; and from knowing that ere means before, we discover,
by aspirating its initial ¢, that it is equal to /ere, and
consequently to fere; that is, when the ¢ following next
after f takes its form of 0, fore, which, as it was
anciently used for before—and is so still in such words
as foresee and foretell—allows us to perceive that the
word erst must, from its meaning time past, be radically
the same as formerly, the for of this word being for fore.
According to these views, the literal meaning of aristos
should be the foremost, and not the dest, which is traceable
to goodness, whilst such an idea as first or foremost relates
to precedency.

These etymologies suggest others, but of which I wish
to notice only three. In the /Zer of the Latin Aeri
(vesterday), and in the French of Zeri, that is Aier, we
have two words signifying time gone by, for it is only
conventionally they mean the day just passed. This
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is confirmed by the peasantry of Normandy using Zier
to signify a time preceding yesterday, as well as the time
expressed in English by this word, yesterday, itself. And
as we have shown the English word ere to be for fore,
that is, fefore; so may we now, when we give to the
initial € of this word its aspirate h, prove Zeri not to
differ from it, this form Zere having been anciently used
for heri. And as in the Zester of /esternus we have the
yester of yesterday, this serves to show that & may not
only be replaced by f, as shown above, but by Y also;
and this proves that the old English word yore is the
same as fore (before), and that it does not differ from it
in meaning, but conventionally. Another proof that the
h of the French Zier is equal to Y, is shown by g7,
which, according to M. Littré, means Aier in the
Catalonian dialect. - In Spanish also the Yy is to be
found instead of /i, ayer being in this language the word
for yesterday. The literal sense of ayer must therefore
be afore, that is, before.

Supposing now that a German wanted to see if the
English word first was in any way related to erste, he
would soon, from a knowledge of our rule, reduce first
irst, for initial consonants must be often no more than
substitutes for the aspirate A, as is shown by thef of
first ; and the difference in both sound and form between
erste and irst is so very slight that he could not help
pereeiving they made only one word.

Let us now give a single instance of the advantage to
be derived from the knowledge thus obtained. French-
men cannot tell how it happens that the first person sin-
gular and present tense of the verb éfre, that is, je suis,
does not differ from the je suis of suivre, though the one
means I am, I exist, or I am in being, whilst the other

, G
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means only I follow. The Latin seguor, infinitive sequi,
is referred to by all philologists as the sole original of
suivre. But sequor does not mean I exist, though, like
existence, it implies motion, Je suts differs, however, so
considerably from sequor that it is rather difficult to
regard the words as one and the same; and hence we feel
inclined to look out for another original of suivre, for
one that will account for je suis, 1 follow, not being
different from the je suis, I exist. Let us, therefore,
apply our rule showing that the aspirate to which initial
vowels are subject, is often replaced by other consonants.
Now, as one of those substitutes for the aspirate /i is an
S (witness fuder in Greek and sudor in Latin, and also,
in these two languages, Zepta and septem), we should
leave it out as no part of swivre, but as a substitute for
the A, which must have been once prefixed to the u of
this word ; so that swivre is by this means reduced to
nivre, of which the U being the same as V, shows this
word to be vivre, in Latin, vivere ; and as vivre or vivere
means to /ive, and consequently to exist or to de, this
accounts for je suis (I follow) not being different
from je suis, I am ; that is, I exist, I live, I am in being.
And this has not been hitherto known, no one having
suspected that in swivre and vivre we have the same word.
But it is so, because swivre implies mofion and motion
implies existence. So much for the rule by the applying
of which this discovery has been made. But in order to
render it still more evident that suivre is equal to vivre,
and does not differ from it in meaning save convention-
ally, we need only conjugate swivre while omitting the S
(because, from its being a substitute for the A, it can be
no radical part of this verb), and then, instead of je swis, fu
uis, 1l suit ; nmous suiwons, vous suivez, ils suivent, &e., we
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shall have je vis, fu vis, il vit, nous vivons, vous vivez, ils
vivent ; the © being here the same as the % in suivre.
Every one is aware that until a comparatively late period
% and ® were regarded as the same sign.

Suivre and vivre being both irregular verbs of the same
conjugation, we cannot expect them to correspond in all
their forms, but they do correspond in so many of them
that there can be no doubt but they are radically the
same word. Thus, in the imperfect and future tenses
the identity is evident: witness suivais and vivais, and
suiverai and viverai, not to mention other tenses; and
though the difference in form between the past participles
suivi and véew is considerable, this cannot be said of the
present participles, swivant and vivant. And as suife also
comes from suivre, so does vife. Andas a vowel may or
may not be doubled, it follows that suife is equal to suvite,
that is, swif¥, which happens to be the English of wite.
And as vife and vita are radically the same, we thus see
how life implies motion. Hence vivere and vivus in
Latin ; and /ife, live, and lively in English.

Judging from this etymology, we may expeet to find,
at least sometimes, if not very often, such ideas as have
been called after life, expressed by words bearing a close
resemblance to suivre; not, however, from their having
been called after this idea, but after its original, which is
vivre. 'The supposed original of suivre is the Latin sequor
and sequi. But life is not the meaning of sequor, or of
its infinitive sequi, though these ideas (sequor and sequr)
are traceable to that of /j/e; and why so? Because they
have been called after motion, and motion after life. In
the same way other ideas may be traced to Zife without
having been called after it. Witness the French word
JSuite, of which thef does here but represent the aspirate

G 2
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b, just as the $ does in suife; so that both words (suife
and fuite) are reducible to wvite, this other form of vita,
life. Thus, by different substitutes for the aspirate h,
the same word can have different meanings, as we see by
comparing vife, suite, and fuite, which are all traceable
to vita, that is, to life.

When we now leave out the aspirate substitute of $ in
sequor, we shall have eguor, which is but a different form
of @quor, and this word means water. Its eldest known
form is sequo ; thatis, when the S, as in sequor, is left out,
equo; and as the € is here for 0,and 0 for 0i or @, and as
the 0 at the end is, from its ¢ being understood, also equal
to 01 or @, it follows that equo is exactly the same as
aqua. By analyzing in the same way, we shall find in
sequi (infinitive of sequor) the word aqua itself. But
why should water be signified by a word meaning /Jife ?
because, from its serving to support /life, it was called
after this idea; and so was viande. Hence la vie is a
synonym of les vivres, and /les vivres and victuals have the
same meaning.

This must lead us to infer that words for water will be
found to signify motion, though not called after this
idea, but after that of /ife. Hence, when the @ of water
receives its nasal sound, this word will become wanter,
which cannot differ from wander. And as the 0 of this
word should not be counted, because only representing
the aspirate, wander is therefore the same as ander, and
ander cannot differ from andare, Italian of to go, any
more than it can from its Spanish form, andar. These
observations suggest many others, of which a few may,
because of their importance, be submitted to the reader.

We have now seen that the verb to e is expressed—
as in French—by a word not different from one signifying
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motion: je suis, I am, and je suis, I follow, being equal
to each other. And as the suis of je suis is, when its $
(here representing the aspirate k) is left out, reducible
to uis, that is, vis, we obtain another form of the vais
of jevais, I go; and this is confirmed by the verbs to
be and to go being in Greek the same word. And
as we have found that the idea wafer has been called after
life, and that the word by which it is expressed does
not differ from one for motion, we see that the vass and
vas of aller to go are each the same as the was of the
German wasser, this word was itself being an inflection
of the verb to be. Hence wasen—Saxon of Zo be—is
radically the same as the German wasser.

But though suivre and vivre make, as we have seen,
only one word, the English of suivre (follow) seems to
bear no resemblance to a word signifying either ex-
istence or water. But jfol, which is the radical part of
follow, cannot differ from fe/, nor fel from pel; and
pel is the radical part of wélw, which means both to
e and to move. And as flow is follow contracted, and is
the same as flux and fleuve, we see that this word also
means wafer; and so might any word signifying motion.
Witness current, runlet, and stream ; of which the two
first need not be explained, so clearly do they signify
motion; and when we observe that ream (the radical
part of stream) is letter for letter the same as roam, we
see that this word is as significant of motion as current
itself, which means running. In the rom of the German
strom (stream) we have but another form of roam.

I have now an important observation to make, which
must confirm all I have said respecting the origin of
the name of wafer. This confirmation is unwittingly
afforded by M. Littré, from whom I learn that
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in Berry there are several places called after water,
and that this idea is then expressed by esse. This
statement, of which neither M. Littré nor any mem-
ber of the Institute appears to have seen the con-
sequence, is given under the article eaw. It is as
follows:  Esse, signifiant eaw, se trouve dans le nom
de plusieurs localités du Berry.” This is to tell us in
very plain language, that wafer and the verb to fe were
once named alike; and this leads to our conclusion as
shown above, that wafer was—because so essential to the
support of animal existence—called after the verb to Ze.

These are only a few of the many observations
suggested by our notice of suivre and wivre; but as
words signifying being, water, and motion, must be often
referred to again as we proceed, no more needs be said
for the present of such ideas.

Yet the reader will, I hope, excuse one or two other
etymologies suggested by those just noticed. As the
signs b and ¥ do constantly interchange, there can be
no difference in form between the Latin verbs &ibere
and vivere. But why should this be? I am going to
tell why. Every word, as I shall have occasion to
show, meaning drink or to drink, can be traced to one
meaning—mwater ; and wafer, because it supports life,
even as meat and bread do, has been called after /ife ; and
vivre means to have life, that is, to Zive, in Latin, vivere.

Now, though &ibere does not signify motion, we see
that it might have had this meaning, which arises
from its having been called after water, and water after
life. But where is, I shall be asked, the word for water
in dibere ? If we regard the initial b of this word as
representing the aspirate /i, the radical part (not the
root) of this word should be iber, and 6 be the root;
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and this root cannot differ from oib, ad, eb, or from
oip, ap, ep, or from oif, af, ef, or from oiv, av, ev ; not
to mention wany others. M. Littré gives, under eax,
more than twenty different forms of this word; and
among them I find two which are equal to the 4 of
bibere, namely, the Gaelic a8, and the Sanskrit ap. And
when we now notice ¢ber as the radical part of didere,
we see that it cannot differ from ¢ver or tvre; and dvre, as
a French word, means to be drunk; so that drunkenness
must have been called after drink, and drink after water,
and water after life, and life after its supposed author,
the sun. If we now aspirate the ébre of bibere, or its
other form, iver, we shall have Aiber and hiver ; and as
the latter is the French of winfer, we may be sure
that the former must have also had this meaning, since
the verb Aibernare signifies fo winter, and the adjective
kibernus may be said to mean wintry. Now, why should
a word meaning winter be traccable to one meaning
drink ? Because drink was called after wafer, and winter
is a wafery season. But to judge from the word for
winter in Saxon, English, and several other languages, it
would seem that this season was called after wind, and
not after water. But according to one of my rules
(already mentioned) every vowel may or may not have a
nasal sound ; hence, when we do not allow to the % of
winter its nasal sound, this word will become witer, which,
from 2 having 0 understood, and from 0 and % making a,
becomes water. According to this etymology, water and
wind are here but different forms of the-same word. But
why should this be? Because wafer has been called after
life, which implies motion, and wind or breath is also
significant of both Zife and motion. As to the original
sense of winter, it appears to have been water and not wind,
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since its Greek form, xyeiua, has, as Donnegan states,
“ properly the same sense as yedua, and means a gush,
a pouring, a pour of rain, and hence winter.” The Latin
hiems is the same word, which serves to show that y or
ch is reducible to .

Our knowing that the idea wafer is traceable to life or
motion, must guide the philologist to many new
etymologies. Thus, he will see that guake is but a
repetition of aqua abridged ; and that guick can be also
traced to aqua. Even ague, though not called after
water, cannot differ from agua; but as it is an illness
attended with skivering, we may be sure that it was from
shivering or trembling it took its name. Hence the Gaelic
of this word, which is erit#, is thus explained in my Gaelic
dictionary : “trembling, tremor; a fit of ague.” And
if we could suppose that agqua is not precisely equal to
agua, our doubt would be removed by the simple fact
that the Spanish and Portuguese of agua is agua. Hence,
the € of ague being the same as 0, and consequently as
0% or @, ague is the word agua or aqua itself.

The ancient names of rivers will also bear out these
etymologies; for the words Riine, Rhone, and river are
but other words for motion, and must, when radically
considered, have meant both wafer and running. But of
the root of these names we have only the 7. In Hebrew,
ar means to flow, and also riwver; and it means, when
written awr, light, which is but another word for the
sun, and consequently for life and motion. 4r is there-
fore, like the root of aqua, another word for water ; and
so may we say is a6 in Gaelic, as well as ap in Sanskrit,
which are to be found among the words given by M.
Littré under eaw. The r of Rhine, Rhone, and river, is
consequently the same as the Hebrew ar, to flow, &e.
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Another very plain instance of the name of a river
being radically the word agqua,is the Latin Sequana ; for
the S of this word is for the aspirate, so that it is no part
of its root ; and as to the equa following this S, it cannot
differ from agua; so that Sequana means simply, the
water ; for the 7@ with which it ends is for una, the %
having been dropped ; and this #za must at the time
have had the meaning of a definite and not an indefinite
article.

The objection to this etymology may be, that the
Sequana is now the Seine, in which there is no appearance
of agua. But let us observe that the word Seine must
have had many other forms, and that seigne must have
been one of them, which can no more differ from Seize
than the soigne of the French verb soigner can differ
from its noun soiz; and when the S is here dropped,
as in Sequana, eigne will remain, and eigne cannot differ
from eiqune, which, since ¢i is equal to oz, and 0i to a, is
the same as agqune, and from this we deduce the aqua
discovered in Sequana.

This explanation leads to another etymology. The
seigne here noticed is but another way of writing the
saigne of saigner (to bleed) ; and as the noun of sainger is
sang, and as sang means blood, it follows that this idea has
been called after water. And why should not the word
blood have had this origin, since it signifies a fluid, and a
fluid flows, even as water does ? Hence &lood is the same
as flood, and a flood is a flow, and a flow is a fleuve.

By this knowledge, and the application of two of our
rules already applied, we can now give the etymology of
the Latin sanguis, blood. When we drop its S, as in the
analysis of Sequana, anguis remains, which, when we leave
out (according to rule) the nasal sound, becomes aguis,
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that is, aquis, and this is but another form of aqua. But
sanguis is written also sanguen, and as the two rules just
applied will reduce sanguen to aguen, we obtain a form
precisely equal to the equan of Sequana.

These etymologies are confirmed by the names of the
rivers Sangarius and Sanguinum, which words, though
they here mean water, might as well mean blood.

Another very plain instance that the ancient names of
rivers were but other words for water, is afforded by the
German river Weser, this word being but a different
form of wasser, water.

CHAPTER XVIIL

OTHER OBSERVATIONS RELATING TO THE VERB BE IN
HEBREW, SANSKRIT, AND GREEK ; WHENCE THE PRIMARY
SIGNIFICATION, HITHERTO UNKNOWN, OF SEVERAL IDEAS,
SUCH AS LIGHT, HEAT, LOVE, ETC.

HaviNeg now shown the use and advantage of the rule
respecting the aspirate h, I wish to know why the Sans-
krit verb to be (as) should end with an S more than
with any other consonant; and I answer this question
of my own by declaring that I eannot tell why. But it
seems to me that it might as well end with any other
consonant in the alphabet. And why should I thinkso?
Because I regard every personal pronoun in the singular
number as having, when radically considered, exactly the
same meaning as the Sanskrit as; and to which may be
added every definite and indefinite article. Thus 2/ (voot
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of the Latin ¢/le) which is in French a pronoun, answer-
ing to %e or i in English—and is in Italian the definite
article, as it was anciently in French—ecannot, from its i
having O understood, and from O and 1 making @, differ
from al; and asland r interchange, and I' and § also,
as I shall have occasion to show, it follows that the
Sanskrit as might as well have been @/ or ar; orits @
might have any other consonant after it as well as either
of the signs 1 and r, for all such monosyllables must
at one time or other have each served as a name of the
sun, and have consequently meant existence, and hence
the verb to be.

This opinion is eonfirmed by the Hebrew a/ (%),
which, according to Parkhurst, means both ¢Ze and t2at*®
and the same authority adds, in the same page, that 9 a/
was a name of the true God ; and that ¢ the heathen wor-
shipped their arch-idol the heavens under this attribute
9% al or the plural D'%xalim.” But why, it may be asked,
has not a/ served to signify the verb to be in Hebrew ?
Because there is in this language another name of the
Deity and the sun, as I have already shown; and which
st 1B or B1'; and /v 7€ withann € prefixed, thus, i
ele, is the verb to be.

It is thus self-evident, that anciently every word
naming the sun served also for the verb to Je. But how
could it be otherwise, since the sun was believed to be
the author of existence, and this is also the substantive
meaning of the verb be ?

But the Greeks appear to have had a/ for the verb to
be; for ¢/, which is the same word, is the root of mé\aw,
and this word means both to be and to move. But
why should the P be left out? Because it does here

9Lexicon, p. 12. 1 Ibid. p. 128.
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but represent the aspirate /i, so that ex alone should
be considered as the entire word. When I give the
etymology of pater, hitherto unknown, the reader will
have an instance of the p of this word having served
as a substitute for .

The French might have also had al for their verb to
be, for it is the root of Zaleine which means breatk, and
hence being or existence. And as the ¢/ of mé\w signi-
fies motion, even so does a/ in French, for it is the root
of aller,to go; and to go and to e are in Greek expressed
alike.

In English also we have this ¢/, as is shown by Zale
and Zealt/; and which can be seen more clearly when we
observe that 4al is the Saxon of Zale, for the aspirate of
/al being left out, a/ alone remains. But considered as a
French word, %alé means sun-burnt. In the %al of halé
we have also the %al of kalios, which is in the Dorie
dialect the same as”HM\uos, the sun.

In the sal of salus (health) we have still this aZ; for
the S of this word is but a representative of the aspi-
rate. Nor can the sa/ of salus differ from so/, and Sol
was Apollo, the god of medicine, the preservative of
health.

Nor can sol differ from the 4ol of %oly, nor from %al,
which is the root of 4alig, Saxon of Aoly, and also of
halios, Doric of Helios, the sun, as stated above. It is
hence made evident that the first meaning ever attached
to Aoly was that of sunny ; and which is proved by what
no one denies, namely, that sunday means the day of the
sun, and that it is also a 4oly day, but primitively and
literally a sunny day, that is, a godly day, because the
sun was anciently worshipped as God.

According to Bryant, “The most common name for
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the sun was san and son ; expressed also zan, zon, and
zaan®.”’ The first of these forms gives the root of sanus
and sanitas (healthy and health), so that in meaning it
does not differ from sol. And when we drop the S (which
represents the aspirate) of such forms as soz and suz, the
remainder of each word (oz and uz) is for one, which
corresponds with the sol of solus, because, when the sun
appears, he is solus, that is, alone, and consequently
one.

And as [ and 7 do constantly replace each other, it
follows that neither as nor / can differ from ar, that is,
when aspirated, /Zar, which is the root of laris; and
respecting this word Higgins observes: “ Volney says,
“The Greeks used to express by X or the Spanish Jota,
the aspirated Ha of the Orientals, who said aris: in
Hebrew wmr (47s), Aeres, signifies the sun, butin Arabic
the radical word means to guard, to preserve, and Haris
a preserver” And again, ‘if Clhris comes from Harish
[Haris] by a Chin [name of the Hebrew @ s] it will
signify artificer, an epithet belonging to the sun®’”

This passage from Volney confirms the one from
Drummond already quoted, showing that the sun had
anciently the title of Saviour; for “a preserver” is a
saviour. 'This passage confirms also what I have already
stated more than once, namely, that the sun was revered
as the creator or maker of all; for an “artificer” is a
maker.

And Parkhurst explains ar (9R) thus: ©“To flow. This
is the idea of the word, though it oceurs not as a verb
simply in this sense; but as a noun =& aris a river, a
flood.” And under its form aur (MR) he explains 1t thus :

* Holwell’s extract of the Analysis of Ancient Mythology, p. 364.
3 Anacalypsis, vol. i. p. 587.
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“The light, so called from its wonderful fluidity ; for it
is not only a fluid, but one of the most active and perfect
Jluids in nature*.”

This is a mistake. ZLight was not named from its
fluidity ; it is but one of the names of the sun modified.
Fluidity implies motion and nothing more; and every
such idea is traceable to the sun, the supposed author of
life and motion. Itisnot conceivable that at the remote
period when language was being formed, and when the
world was yet in a very rude and unenlightened state,
any one could have supposed light to be a fluid. But
for the reason I have just given, every word for Zight may
also signify motion ; hence lumen, flumen, and flow ; and
luzx and flux, and light and flight.

But how, I may be asked, did Zumen become flumen,
or Jux become flux, or light become flight ? By the 1 of
these words having been aspirated®. Hence there was
a time when /umern must have been Aluwmen, and lux
have been /Afux, and light have been #light ; and then,
when the aspirate was replaced by f, as it has often
been, these words became flumen, fluz, and flight. Butb
if the aspirate had been dropped, as it might have been,
then there would have been no means of distinguishing
lumen from flumen, except by some slight difference in
the pronunciation, such as there was in Saxon between
blde and blac; that is, white and black. And this serves
to prove, since the aspirate should zever be regarded as
belonging to the root of a word, that there is not, as
to their primary signification, the least difference be-
tween two such words as fumen and flumen. And when
we compare Jogf with its Saxon Alif, we see, since we do

4 Lexicon, p. 29.
5 Bosworth says that «th> L was sometimes aspirated.”
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not write Aloaf, that the 1 of fumen, fluz, flow, and flight
might have been left out.

But if the aspirate had been dropped from flow, we
should have Jow; and as in fluz and flow we have the
same word, it follows that Jow is for Jux; so that we are
to consider its O as for 0%, and 0% as for U (witness croir
and crux, noiz and nux), and its W as X, this sign being
composed of a V and a V placed thus }, and so allowed
to meet. And as'V is for five, so is X, or double V, for
ten. And this etymology is confirmed by Dr. Johnson’s
definition of Jow-bell, which he explains thus: “ A kind
of fowling in the night, in which the birds are wakened
by a bell and lured by a flame into a net. Lowe denotes
a flame in Scotland, and to lowe is to flame.”

And what is the etymology of flame? Its root is/am
(the aspirate f being dropped), and /am cannot differ
from Jum any more than farther can from further ; and
{um is the radical part of /umen. And as M is W in
a different position, as shown farther back; and as W
is the same as X, it follows that Jum is the same as
luz. 3

These latter etymologies serve to show how ideas the
most dissimilar may be traced to the same source. Thus,
to blow and to flow have very different meanings; but
each of them implies motion, and this accounts for their
being traceable to the sun, the supposed author of life
and motion. And when we regard the b of élow as
representing the aspirate f; and consequently as no part
of the root of this word, we shall obtain the primary
signification of the verb to low, as cattle do. And as,
aceording to Dr. Johnson, to lowe means also to flame,
this shows how a word synonymous with fire might be
equal in form to one meaning breath. It shows also,
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since W and V interchange (witness wirnd and vent, wine
and viz), that lowe cannot differ from /Jove; and if this
derivation be true, to be in Jove means literally to be in
a flame. Hence, when animals are in love, they are
said to be in keat—en chaleur, as the French have it.

But what is the root of such a word as flame? It
can be no other than am. Then how is its 1 to be ac-
counted for ? As the remains of such an article as 2/ or
al ; and that such, too, must be the 1 of Zux and lumen,
the roots (wx and wm) of these words being but different
forms of each other. Hence the I of fustre and the 7]
of i/lustrious ; and hence the 7/ of i/lume and i/lumine,
and the al of the French allumer. And as the roots
am, wm, and zx must have once been but different names
of the sun, so must all such endings as replace them.
Thus, the ¢r of eros, Greek of love, should be regarded
as the am of-flame and of amor. A similar view should
be taken of Zove, in Saxon /uf; the ov and #f of each
word being equal to om, um, or am. But though such a
form as Jove or Juf cannot differ from /ife, we are not
hence to infer that either of these ideas was called
after the other. The agreement in sense between two
such words should be closer. Their similarity in form
should be ascribed to their being traceable to the same
source. 'The ideas they express—/eat and existence—
belong equally to the sun. These observations suggest
many others—too many to be noticed here.

I cannot, however, help quoting the following from
M. Miiller’s “ Lectures on the Origin of Language ®:”’—
‘ Kire is the Latin esse, changed into essere and con-
tracted. The root, therefore, is @S, which in all the
Aryan languages has supplied the material for the

§ Vol. ii. p. 349.
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auxiliary verb. Now, even in Sanskrit, it is true, this
root as is completely divested of its material character;
it means to e and nothing else. But there is in
Sanskrit a derivative of the root as, namely, asu ; and
in this asw, which means the vital breath, the ori-
ginal meaning of the root as has been preserved. As,
in order to give rise to such a noun as asw, must have
meant to dreatke, then to Zive, then to exist ; and it must
have passed through all these stages before it could
have been used as the abstract auxiliary verb which we
find, not only in Sanskrit, but in all the Aryan lan-
guages. Unless this one derivative, asw, life, had been
preserved in Sanskrit, it would have been impossible to
guess the original material meaning of the root as,
to be.”

This passage serves to show the advantage of knowing
the origin of language. M. Max Miiller was not aware
that the ideas expressed by the words e, breatk, breatie,
live, and exist, are all but so many modified forms of the
name of the sun. Thus, the £al of Zalios, the Doric of
kelios (the sun), is the %ol of the Latin Zalitus and of
the French fZaleine, and is but a different form of the
word so/, of which the root is @ or 0/. And though the
aspirate in 4al is replaced by the S of so/, it might just
as well have been represented by b, which proves 4al or
0l to be equal to bal and o/, each of which is a well-
known name of the sun, while it is also equal to a
word meaning éreath, that is, to the Zal of Aalitus, and
also to the Zal of Aaleine, French of breath. And that
bal and bol have each the meaning of dreatk, is shown
by their being radically the same as dellow; and that
wind or breatk is the primary sense of this word, is
shown by the instrument named dellows, since this is in

H



98 Origin of Language and Myths.

French a soufllet, and in this language souflle means
breath. The verbs to bellow and to blow are also radi-
cally the same; and to which may be added &4/¢at and
blatant ; for, as b and f do constantly interchange,
such a form as &/at cannot differ from the flat of flatus,
wind, and of which the verbal form flure means to
blow.

Let us now observe that the root of such names of
the sun as Bal, Bel, and Bolis al, ¢/, and o/, the b
of each word having grown out of the aspirate. And
as b and P interchange very often, we discover in Bel
the pel of médw, I am; and also the pel of Apello, which
is another way of writing Apollo, and he was the sun’.
But how are we to account for the A prefixed to the
pel of Apello and to the e/ of Abelion? We are to
consider it as a definite article, or as a vowel before the
initial consonant, for which, as already stated, there is
a euphonic tendency.

The following from Baxter, quoted by Dr. Johnson
under the word éall, throws considerable light on the
name Bal: “Bol, Danish; bol, Dutch. Ba/, diminu-
tively Belin, the Sun or Apollo of the Celte, was called
by the ancient Gauls Abellio. Whatever was round,
and in particular the head, was called by the ancients
either Bdl or Bel, and likewise Bo/ or Bul. Among
the modern Persians, the head is called Pole; and the
Flemings still call the head Boile. IIéhos is the head
or poll, and roAew is to turn. Bolos signifies likewise
a round ball, whence dowl, and &ell, and &all, which the
Welch term 4¢/. By the Scotch also the head is named
bhel. Figuratively, the Phrygians and Thurians, by

7 He was, says Bryant, « the same as the Abelion of the East. The
old Romans culled him Apello.”
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BaX\yjv understood a king. Hence also, in the Syriac
dialects, Baah, B\, and likewise Bw)\, signifies lord,
and by this name also the sun ; andin some dialects, HA
and I\, whence Ihos and “ HMwos, I'phios and Brhsos,
and also in the Celtic diminutive way of expression
EXevos, T'ehevos, and Be)evos signified the sun ;. EXern,
TI'exevn, Beheyn, the moon. Among the Teutonics, Zol
and /4eil have the same meaning : whence the adjective
holig or heilig is derived, and signifies divine or holy;
and the aspiration being changed into s, the Romans
form their sol.”

This passage affords ample proof, that in Bal, Baal,
Bel, Bel, and sol, there is only one word under these
different forms, and to which we must add 4éellio, Apello,
and Apllo, &e. ; the root being always al, e/, or o/, and
which, on being aspirated, become /4al, kel, and Aol,
whence sol, and the Zel of kélios and felené, the sun
and the moon, in Greek. And as what was round took
its name from the sun, or from something else thence
called, we may be sure that in the dpell of Apelio (an--
cient form of Apollo) and in the English word apple, we
have the same word, and consequently the German apfe/
and its representatives in several cognate languages.
It has not, however, been hitherto suspected that
Apollo and apple make but one word. It has been
equally unknown that the ¢/ of the Greek Mn\is and
the om of the Latin pomum, each meaning apple, were
ancient names of the sun; yet these two words (£l and
Om) must have once served as such.

But how are we to account for the M of the Mnx
of MnAis? When the Hel of Hélios was alone in use,
its aspirate appears to have been first changed for b,
and then b for m, which sometimes happens, as is

H 2
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shown by the French word deugler being also written
meugler, and the Greek Bpotos being Mopros. The P
of the pom of pomum is to be accounted for in the same
way ; its root om must have first become Aom, then fom,
and finally pom.

But if it were true, which it is not, that the first
meaning attached to as (the Sanskrit be) was to breatle,
we are still at a loss to know how as happened to have
this meaning, or after what such a verb as to éreatie
was called. According to M. Max Miiller’s origin of
as, the verb to dreathe was first named, and then the
noun éreatk. But this is taking the derivative for the
original. There can be no greater mistake than to de-
rive nouns from verbs. The first words in use must
have been the names of things, and verbs are nothing
more than names used verbally. The Sanskrit as (Be)
could not in the beginning be distinguished from omne
of the names of the sun, but by some slight difference
in sound; and it must have then meant life, being, or
existence, and not to breathe, which idea must have
come long afterwards, and have been the word as
itself, slightly modified for the sake of distinction. The
same may be said of asw, breath; but whatever form
the verb to dreathe obtains in Sanskrit, it will, I have
no doubt, be found to be radically the same as the
auxiliary @s. M. Max Miiller, who is reported to be
well acquainted with Sanskrit, should have given us
this verb.

But what is the radical part of the English word
breath ? Tt is br, between which two consonants any
vowel may be inserted, so that br is equal to bar, der,
bir, bor, or bur.

And if we now consider the b of these words as having
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grown out of the aspirate, what remains (ar, er, ir, or,
and «r) will be the real root of &7. Nor can such forms
as dar, ber, &ec., differ from bal, bel, &e., any more than
the ferr of ferra can differ from the fell of tellus, this
arising from 7 and [ being the same sign differently
formed and pronounced. If this be true, I shall be
told that édar and its different forms may have
been also mames of the sun, as well as ideas called
after it. And so-has it been. Higgins® speaks thus
of bra: “It is singular that Parkhurst gives us the
verb dra, to create, but no noun for ereator. But
though it may be lost now, it cannot be doubted that
the verb must have had its correspondent noun. I have
before observed that this word Pr or Br is said, by
‘Whiter, always to mean creator.” And the sun was, as
I have already observed more than once, styled the
Creator. But Higgins, in his second volume, p. 243,
says, that “ Bra means jfacfor and fecit,” that is, it is,
like many other words, both a noun and a verb; he
does not, however, give an instance of its serving as a
noun. But when we observe that b serves as a substitute
for the aspirate, and that dar (whence éra) must have
once been /Zar, we discover the noun of the verb ére, and
sec that it has not been lost, but only concealed under
one of its more ancient forms; for Zar is the radical
part of such words as fara, karis, and leri. And hara
means God, and heri means Saviour’; and as to haris
(in Hebrew p=m 4rs), it means, according to Parkhurst,
¢ the solar light',”and according to Drummond’, faber,

J

8 Anacalypsis, vol. i. p. 431.

9 ««Hara Hara is a name of Muha-Deva, which is Great God; Heri
means Saviour.”” Ibid. i. p. 313.

1 Lexicon, p. 201. % Orig. vol. iii. p. 192.
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artifex, machinator; and the same aythority says it
“may be sounded ckoras, chros, and chrus.” This serves
to show that the aspirate may be represented by ch as
well as by b and other consonants®.

The reader will please to bear in mind that in ¢/ and
ar, that is, in the roots of such names of the sun as Bal
and Bar, we have but other forms of the Sanskrit as (Be) ;
so that if as had, like a/ and ar, taken the aspirate, it
would be now ecomposed of three letters instead of two.
And what would its form be? It would first be Zas, and
there is no knowing what it would be afterwards, as the
aspirate might be replaced by many different signs, such
as f; b, v, w, or their equivalents. On consulting my
Bosworth, I find that the aspirate has in Saxon been
replaced by 0, the infinitive of the verb to e in this
language being wesan, of which the root es is, like the es
of the Latin esse, precisely equal to the Sanskrit as, for
its € being the same as 0, and O having 1 understood,
and as the two signs 0 and % make d, es is thus brought
equal to as.

So much for the verb to be; it was named after
existence—in other words, after the sun. And how far
etymologists have been from knowing any thing of its
real origin, may be supposed by M. Max Miiller’sderiving
it from the verb to breathe. But what does this learned
gentleman mean when he says that the French imperfect
J étais and the participle é#¢, both derived from the Latin
stare, ““show how easily so definite an idea as to stand
may dwindle down to the abstract idea of being*” ? If
these words have any meaning, they imply that the verb
to be must have had for its original the verb to stand,

3 See Higgins, Anacalypsis, vol. i. p. 587.
4 Lectures, vol. ii. p. 350.
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and not the verb to dreathe, as M. Max Miiller has
already stated ; for if a word be nothing more than the
dwindled-down form of another word, it is evident that
it must have come from that other word of which it is, as
it were, but a shred.

But etymologists not having hitherto known any
thing of the origin of human speech, it has not been in
their power to tell why the ideas to sfand and to Je are
expressed alike; so that, whenever an attempt is made
to account for such a relationship, etymologists are sure
either to contradict statements previously advanced, or
to give utterance to what neither themselves nor any
one else can understand.

‘When, farther back, I had occasion to show how all the
words of a language fall naturally of themselves into
three chief divisions, I then found that death was called
after lowness or the being down, and that the being up-
right or standing having the opposite meaning, it served
to signify life ; and this it is which accounts for the verb
to Je and the verb to sfand being expressed by the same
word. Hence, when a philologist talks of the verb to
stand dwindling down to the verb to de, his words have
really no meaning.

A very plain proof that the idea explessed by such a
word as sfanding may also serve to signify existence, is
shown by the name given to the quarter of the heavens
where the sun rises; for, though it is written eas?, it can-
not differ from es?, its form in French, and which is also
the radical part of esfre, now étre, for the east is also the
levant or rising, just as the west is the not-rising or the
being-down; and hence in French the cowclant means
the west.

Now, what is the etymology of west? No one can
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tell, except my humble self. All the Germans know of
it is this, that it bears the same form in their language
as it does in Saxon, and that it is nearly the same in
several other languages. But this is only telling me that
the etymology of wes? is west, and this is no etymology.
Let us now analyze the word. It is equal to ox and est,
its 20, when not representing the aspirate h, being equal
to ow. Thus, as the % in the English pronoun we is pro-
nounced like the oz in the French affirmative oui, this
shows 20 and 0% to have the same sound, we and oui being
pronounced alike. This is confirmed by oues?, which is
the French of west ; and the two words. are also alike in
sound. What now remains, since ouest is for ou and est,
hut to know the meaning of o»? And is it not easy to
suppose that ox must be a negative, and that owu-est is
for not-cast ; that is, not standing, not rising, and conse-
quently down, or couchant. Hence it is that the Greek
word od means 7o or nof. Every French philologist
must therefore, I shall be told, know the etymology of
ouest ; it is, however, a mistake to think so; he knows
no more of the origin of this word than any one else.
Thus, De Roquefort says it is Teutonic, and is written
west. 'This is no etymology. Nor is M. Littré’s any
better, as the following serves to show: “Allem. west ;
Isl. vest; Sued. vester. 11y a en Pictet (t. 1) une dis-
sertation trés-ingénieuse sur 'étymologie de west, rap-
porté A wastum, désert, mer, parce que le désert et le
Caspienne étaient & ’ouest des Aryas qui devinrent les
Germains.”

Nor do French philologists know any thing more of
the origin of est (east) than they do of owest. Here 1s
all M. Littré says of it: “ Mot germanique. Allem.
ost; Anglais, east.”
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TFrom what M. Littré says above, under his etymology
of ouest, it is clear that he imagines a relationship in
meaning to exist between mer and désert ; but there is
none whatever, as I shall have oecasion to show farther
on, when I come to notice M. Max Miiller’s very faulty
etymology of mare, the sea.

CHAPTER XVIIL. '

IDENTITY IN MEANING OF THE VERB To BE AND THE
PRONOUN 1.

Ix the foregoing aceount of the formation of alphabetical
signs, I was, in order to be brief, obliged to suppress
many observations suggested during that inquiry. These
observations relate chiefly to the verb to 4e and the per-
sonal pronoun 7, neither of whieh has, I am sure, been
hitherto fully accounted for. The investigation which is
now to follow, will require from the general reader rather
more than ordinary attention, for the subject is not a
very simple one—1it is not what we can call ¢ reading-
madec-easy.” But that I may be understood by all—by
the slow thinker and observer as well as by the reader
who catches every thing at a glance, but who often for-
gets it as soon—1I intend not to shrink, especially in the
beginning of this inquiry, from a repetition of some
things already told, and perhaps more than once.

The reader will please to recollect that I have already
shown 1O to have been the earliest form of this sign,
B, which is composed of I and this character, 3, the
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latter being a substitute for the O. Nor can the reader
have yet forgotten that this second part of B, that is
3, may be either S or m, the latter, which is a Saxon
form, being now made thus M. By this we see that
the same character may, according to the position of its
parts, be either an S or an M. Nor should this sur-
prise us, since, as I have already stated, M is in Greek
what it is in Latin, English, and 'many other languages,
whilst, when made to take this position, =, it is in
Greek the capital S. By this we see that the earliest
form of B, namely, IO, is equal to both IS and IM,
and that thereis not a shade of difference between these
two forms, each of them being an exact representation
of the sign B. And as O is understood before the I of
both IS and IM, according to the rule stated farther
back, it follows that IS and IM are each equal to
OIS and OIM ; that is, when here the O and I coalesce
and become @, as, and am. And as these two words
are also precisely equal to each other, it follows, since
in Sanskrit @$ means be, that such too must be the
meaning of am when regarded as the same verb in any
other language ; hence, when in English we say, “If
I be” instead of “If I am,” the meaning is exactly the
same, so that it is only conventionally that such locutions
are sometimes used differently. And though it is now
considered very vulgar to say “Ide” for “1 am,” it were,
however, very correct so to express ourselves, did custom
only allow it.

But in the IO which we have now shown to be equal
to the sign B, and also to the words IS, as, and am,
we see the Italian of the personal pronoun I; and this
circumstance deserves to be noticed. If this pronoun be
the same as the verb to Je, its literal meaning must
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be a being, conventionally a being of the first person
singular. And if we grant this, we may be sure that
such too is the meaning of the corresponding word in
all languages. According to this view, there can be
no difference in meaning between two such words as
I and am ; so that the word for I in one language may
be the word for am in another. We should also observe
that each of these words has several other representatives;
that I is not only equal to IO, but also to OI and a,
as well as to #, 7¢; €t ; and of which each may be
abridged to an %, an 0, or an ¢. Hence, when we drop
the O of IO or of OI, we obtain the English pronoun I,
which, as I learn from M. Littré, is also the representa-
tive of je in the French province Nivernais. The same
authority gives also JO not only as the Italian of je,
but as a provincial form of this pronoun. But if M.
Littré knew that /O is the elder form of Ie, he could
scarcely help discovering—since I was anciently used
for j—that in Jo, Ie, and je we have but one and the
same word under these three different forms.

The form am is also equal to oim, um, eim,and, by
contraction, to om, em, or im. And now, while bearing
in mind that aem and its several forms are but modifi-
cations of OI or IO, we may state what we have to
observe respecting the first person singular of the
verb to be. Asmi (its form in Sanskrit) is for as-ma,
that is, am I in English; for, as I has O understood,
and as O and I make @, the I of as-mi is for @, and as
ma has the meaning of I in Sanskrit, the learned make
no mistake when they explain asmi as they do. They
cannot, however, have known by what means ma Dbe-
came 1. I am going to tell them how this has happened.
It did not arise from the @ of ma having, when under
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this form, been abridged to 7, but when @ appeared thus,
01, its O was dropped, so that 1 alone remained. Hence
the earliest form of this pronoun must have been 7oz,
which, by the dropping of the 0, became 7i; but those
who spoke Sanskrit differently having allowed the @
and 1 to meet, made both moi and i become ma. We
have not, however, in ma and am two different words,
but the same word read differently; so that in one
province of the same country ma may have been for Z,
whilst in another province it may have been for am, or
some modified form of this word, such as oim, eim, um,
im, or em. 'Thus, in Hebrew the word for mother is am;
but when read from right to left, it is the ma of mamma;
and af (Hebrew of father), when read in the same way,
becomes la, and this is the pa of papa; for P and b
are but different forms of the same letter, and they con-
stantly interchange.

Another form in Sanskrit of the pronoun I, is akam.
How is it to be accounted for? By the applying of
one of my rules, which says, that every initial vowel
may or may not be aspirated, that is to say, it may
take an /4 before it, or it may not; or, if having the % it
may be deprived of it. The right use of this rule is to
be confirmed by the result obtained. Hence, granting e,
which is the same as ma (I), to be the root of akam, and
then allowing am to become, according to the rule just
stated, Aam ; and then, from the tendency there is to
sound a vowel before initial consonants, Zam will become
cham. But as the aspirate i is frequently replaced by
other consonants, and of which § is a very usual one
(compare Zepta in Greek and septem in Latin), it
follows that aham is equal to asam ; and this form cannot
differ from azem; and in Zend this word represents aaimn.
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We have thus shown how two such forms as akam
and azem are to be derived from IO or OI. But in
what does akam differ from mae, which is its other form ?
Since ma is the same as am, we may say that there
is no difference whatever between alam and ma; for
the aspirate prefixed to am is no radical part of this
word, so that Zam is the same as am. And as to the
a prefixed to akam, it does not, any more than h, belong
to am : the cause of its being prefixed to Aam arises from
the euphonic tendency that often prevails, of prefixing
a vowel to an initial consonant. Nor are we to account
for the em of azem but as a different pronunciation of
am. This em must have therefore become 4em ; and
hem cannot differ from sem (compare the ZAem of
hemisphere and the sem of semicircle), because / is often
replaced by S ; and sem has, from the tendency to prefix
vowels to initial consonants, become asem, which is azem
differently pronounced.

If we now take the O of ego in Greek and Latin,
as the original form of this word, it may be also very
easily traced to 10 or 0i; for, referring to &, Donnegan
observes that in some dialects “ it is prefixed to words as
a mark of aspiration, thus Sodmos becomes ySotmros, and
aia, yaia.” Hence when O () is aspirated by g, it
becomes g6 ; and from the euphonic tendency to prefix a
vowel to initial consonants, go will become eyw, whence
the Latin ego.

We may now assume that two such forms of this
pronoun as the Gothic ¢4 and the German ick are but
modifications of the eg of ego. In Picardy, ege, ¢, and
enj are, according to M. Littré, the forms in use, and
which are also the same as ego, as it is not difficult
to perceive.
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But under whatever form the pronoun I may appear,
we shall find it not to differ in meaning from the verb to
te, and that it is also but a modified form of this word.
Hence, to know the primary signification of the verb to
be, 1s to know also that of the pronoun I.

If we were therefore to say “.I a Roman,” every one
would conceive such a locution to mean I am a Roman;”
and if, instead of “I a Roman,” we were to say “am a
Roman,” the meaning would be still the same. This
arises from / and em having each the same primitive
meaning ; and we can conceive that anciently, when
words were few, 7 or am must have been often used to
signify [ am. How then are we to explain the Latin
sum ? It must have first been only #m, of which there
are several other forms, such as oim, am, eim, om, em, or
im ; and, granting this, as many persons must have as-
pirated the », um must have become Aum ; and as b was
frequently replaced by other consonants, and especially
by 8, as shown above, Adum would become sum, and the
meaning be either £ or am. According to this interpre-
tation of sum,  Sum Romanus” may be explained either by
“1a Roman;” or “ama Roman.” Hence, though sum
represents the Sanskrit asmi, it is not this word con-
tracted ; that is to say, it is not composed of two words,
but of one, and which one may mean either I or am, but,
literally considered, it does mean both 7 and am.

But Sanskrit scholars account for the origin of sum
otherwise. They say it must have been esum, and that
esum must have been esumi; and that the % of the latter
—as if no part of the root of sum—is only a euphonic
link, here serving to connect es and i ; and this analysis
they confirm by the Sanskrit asmi and the Aolic form
of elul, that is, éowi. Such is, I apprehend, an exact
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representation of the following passage: “Le mot sum
est une forme réduite de esum, lui-méme pour esumi, avec
intercalation d’un # euphonique pour esmi, comme le
prouvent le Sanscrit asmi et le Gree éouc (€olien), devenu
dans la langue commune eiu:.”

The above ° is taken from a work of very great merit,
entitled, “ Manuel pour I’Etude des Racines Grecques et
Latines, par Anatole Bailly. Ouvrage publié sous la direc-
tion de E. Egger, membre de I'Institut, professeur de la
littérature greeque & la Faculté des Lettres de Paris.”

In two other parts of his work this authority refers
again to sum ; but no more than the following needs
be quoted: “s-u-m, pour es-u-m, es-u-mi (I’z est une
voyelle de liaison °.)”

Before quoting another learned authority who argues
to the same effect, I beg to call the reader’s attention to
this single fact, namely, that {w is in the Beeotian dialect
for eg0, and that this same word {w is also allowed to be
one of the radical forms of elul, to be. 'We thus see fully
confirmed what I discovered farther back by the appli-
cation of these prineiples; that to know the meaning of
the verb to de is also to know the meaning of the per-
sonal pronoun 7, in no matter what language. And
though the first person singular, present tense, of Latin
verbs end in 0, €0 or 10, they are all one and the same,
so that 0 and €0 are each for 0. And as 10, as I have
already shown, is the original of IM, and consequently
of OIM, just as OIM is of am, it follows that the o,
€0, and 70 might as well have been am. This is con-
firmed by the second am of amamus, for it is evidently for
the 0 of amo ; and so may we say that the em and im of

. % Introd. p. 5 ¢ P. 233,
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such plural endings as emus and imus are also for am.
Hencethere is no difference in meaning between inquio and
inquam, the 7o of the former being correctly represented
by the am of the latter. Sanskrit scholars do therefore
mistake when they suppose that inguam is for inqua-mi,
which mistake is to be aseribed to their not knowing
that every such pronominal ending of a verb as am or em
is but a different form of the Sanskrit pronoun ma (I),
which must have first been 707, and then i, its O having
Dbeen dropped with some persons, and its 0 and % having
with others been allowed to coalesce, and so make a.

But Sanskrit scholars make a stranger mistake when
they suppose that the Latin verbs present tense ending in
0 must have first been omi, not supposing that every such
verbal ending in Latin is as genuine a pronoun as the
Sanskrit ma or mi. And this mistake is made still worse
by sum and inguam being referred to as proofs that these
verbal endings in Latin can be nothing less than the
diminished forms of the Sanskrit pronoun.

That this statement is no exaggeration, and that the
censure I have already passed on the faulty etymology
of sum has been equally just, the following passage, taken
from another learned work, will, it is presumed, fully
certify :—

“ Le MI caractéristique de la premiére personne, si bien
conservé dans le Sanskrit, le Lithuanien, et le Grec, est
reduit d’abord & la consonne initiale M, ce qui nous fait
perdre le signe de rapport I; mais ce n’est pas tout :
cet M, précieux reste du pronom MA (moi) organique,
ne nous est parvenu que dans Es-u-m (pour AS-mi),
plus tard S-u-m, et dans ¢zqua-M pour inqua-MI. Par-
tout ailleurs, la notion de la premiére personne s’est
attachée 2 la voyelle O remplagant la voyelle A organique
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précédant immédiatement la terminaison, mais ne la
constituant en aucun fagon.

“ C’est ainsi que Porganique Taksa-MI1, en Latin orga-
nique lego-MI est devenu legd, aprés avoir sans aucun
doute, été lego-M (comparez su-3 et inqua-M).

“De méme, Man-aya-MI, je fais penser, aprés avoir
été Man-eo-MI1, est devenu mon-ed-M, puis mon-eo. De
méme encore Kam-aya-ui, ’embrasse, j’aime, aprés avoir
été Kam-ao-¥1, puis Kam-ao-3, et Kam-o-m est devenu
(K)amo. Le K aryaque, conservé en Sanskrit, est tombé
en Latin.”

This is a mistake; amo has never had the Kk here
referred to, and it cannot therefore have lost it. But we
are not hence to infer that the Kam of Kam-aya-mi is
not the am of amo. 1If an Englishman were to request
the first ten persons that happened to pass his door to
pronounce the word amo, five of them might, in all pro-
bability, aspirate its @, and consequently read amo as if
it were written Zamo. And so has it been, with regard to
the aspirate, in all languages over the world. And this
aspirate has been replaced by several different signs : wit-
ness /orn, cornu, and Képas, in which words the A, ¢, and
k represent one another. Now, as an initial K is not
such a letter as can be easily dropped, we may be sure
that if the am of amo is to be derived from the Kam of
Kam-aya-mi, the derivation must have taken place when
this Sanskrit word was written am-aya-mi; that is to
say, when its initial @ had not yet been aspirated.

And as the O of amo is for the assumed pronoun 10,
the endings of the second and third persons, that is, as
and at (amas, amat) are also to be regarded as genuine
pronouns, and not as corrupt forms of the corresponding
words in Sanskrit. But M. Amédée de Caix de Saint-

7
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Amour (author of the passage just quoted) is of a diffe-
rent opinion, as the reader will find on consulting this
author’s very learned work, entitled ““ La Langue Latine
étudiée dans I'Unité Indo-Européenne,” p. 192.

What has been now said of the verb to Be and some of
the personal pronouns, suggests several other observa-
tions, of which a few may be here set down at random.
What difference is there in meaning between the verbal
pronominal endings 0, as, af, as in amo, amas, amat ?
There is none whatever; for it is only conventionally
they differ as to person, so that each of them might have
been either of the other two. Then what is the primary
signification of every such pronoun ? It is that of one,
and it does not, for this reason, differ from either the
definite or indefinite article, nor from any word that did
anciently serve as a name of the sun.

Every such pronoun is also equal in meaning to the
verb to &e ; hence the @S of amasis this verb in Sanskrit,
and from which the English verb ¢S cannot differ. The
Latin pronoun s has still the same meaning, and so have
its feminine and neuter forms es and id; to which we
may add /e, ske, and ¢ in English; these and all such
words not being different from one another in either use
or meaning, save conventionally.

Now, as the personal pronoun and the verb to de do
not differ from each other in meaning, it may not be
always easy to tell, when both words from their having
coalesced make only one, which is the pronoun or which’
is the verb. Thus, if com in Saxon means not only am
but I am (Ic eom), which of its two parts, if we analyze
it thus, eo-am, is for the verb or the pronoun? As the
English pronoun I appears to have been once pronounced
9z, the Saxon eom-—supposing it to have been for the
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pronoun and the verb—would be then for oi-m, that is,
T’m, instead of I am. But in the em and am of the
potential mood in Latin (amem, doceam) we have not
verbs but two pronouns, each representing ego.

We may now well doubt if am has been always in
English an inflection of the verb to e and never a pro-
noun. As M and 7 do constantly interchange, am cannot
differ from az, which means oze in English (an apple, an
egg, that is, one apple, one egg) as it does in Saxon;
and from @ and % being the same sign, an cannot differ
from un, root of unus, and the French of one. From am
having this meaning of oze, such too must be the meaning
of the pronoun I, since, when a verbal ending, am stands
for I. The Hebrew word % ani, written also N ane,
is the pronoun I7; and the root of this word (that is,
X an) is a name of the sun®, after which, as already
stated, both unity and existence have been called. Hence
the pronoun I means one and a thing existing, conven-
tionally the first person. Nor can an differ from as
(French of ace), which therefore means one as well as it
does in Sanskrit. And as the aspirate of efs forms no
part of the root of this word, ets is the same as eis (one),
and consequently as ois or as.

If we needed other proofs that the personal pronoun 1,
in no matter what language, does not differ in meaning
from the verb to be, and that it implies both unity
and existence, we might not go beyond elvas, the in-
finitive of eiui; for the radical part (eiz) of this word
is not only equal to oin, an, and wn, but it is the German
of one.

And in Lithuanian, “alanguage still spoken,” says M.
Max Miiller, “by about 200,000 people in Eastern Prussia,
7 See Parkhurst, p. 24. 8 See Parkhurst, p. 22,

12
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and by more than a million of people in the conterminous
parts of Russia,” the pronoun I is, according also to M.
Littré, expressed by isz. And as this word cannot differ
from the verb is, it affords a plain proof that the pro-
noun I and the verb to fe are in meaning one and the
same. “ And there are in this language,” says M. Max
Miiller, ‘“some grammatical forms more primitive and
more like Sanskrit than the corresponding forms in
Greek and Latin ®.”

I have been thus as particular and as elose as I could
possibly be, in endeavouring to show the identity in
meaning of personal pronouns and the verb to fe; for
though the learned no longer regard the verb to fe as an
abstract idea, but as having had a material origin, yet
their notions of this origin are very imperfect ; and as to
the personal pronouns, they cannot imagine how they have
come into existence, or what they literally mean. This
will be confirmed by the following, which I transcribe
from M. Max Miiller’s Lectures on the Seience of Lan-
guage, vol. ii. p. 347.

“Victor Cousin, in his Lectures on the History of Phi-
losophy during the Eighteenth Century’, endeavours to
controvert Locke’s assertion by the following process :—
I shall give you two words,” he says, “and I shall ask
you to trace them back to primitive words expressive
of sensible ideas. Take the word je, I. This word, at
least in all languages known to me, is not to be redueed,
not to be decomposed, primitive; and it expresses no
sensible idea, it represents nothing but the meaning
which the mind attaches to it; it is a pure and true
sign, without any reference to any sensible idea. The

9 Lectures, vol. i. p. 219. ! Paris, 1841, vol. ii. p. 274.
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word étre, to be, is exactly in the same case; it is primi-
tive and altogether intellectual. I know of no language
in which the French verb éfre is rendered by a corre-
sponding word that expresses a sensible idea ; and there-
fore it is not true thatall the roots of language, in their
last analysis, are signs of sensible ideas.” ”’

Little as I know of Hebrew, it would seem that
Vietor Cousin, if at all acquainted with this language,
knew still less, for, according to Parkhurst, this verb
is more significant of substance than of ideality. “It
is joined,” says this authority, ¢ with both genders and
numbers. It seems to have rather the nature of a
noun than of'a verb, taking after it several of the same
suffixes as nouns.”

Parkhurst explains it also as meaning, under its form
i, “ substance, realily, the true riches.” And also,
“a being, or thing subsisting or ezisting;”’ and with a
formative 8 a which makes ©» is become urR ais, it is
explained, “a person, a man®’

But does not the noun éfre in French also mean a
person, aman? I am sure that it does, and that every
TFrench dictionary will tell me I am right. Hence
being is in English not only the participle present o'
be, but it is also a noun, just as é#re is in French.

Referring to Cousin’s opinion of je, M. Max Miiller
says, “ Now it must be admitted that the French e,
which is the Sanskrit akam, is a word of doubtful ety-
mology. It belongsto the earliest formations of Aryan
speech ; and we need not wonder that even in Sanskrit
the materials out of which this pronoun was formed
should have disappeared. We can explain in English
such words as myself or your homour, but we could not

3 Lexicon, p. 251.
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attempt, with the means supplied by English alone, to
analyze I, thou, and he. 1t is the same with the Sans-
krit afam, a word carried down by the stream of
language from such distant ages, that even the Vedas,
as compared with them, are but, as it were, of yester-
day. But though the etymology of afam is doubtful,
it has never been doubtful to any scholar that, like all
other words, it must have an etymology; that it must
be derived either from a predicative or from a demon-
strative root. Those who would derive akam from a
predicative root, have thought of the root aZ, to breathe,
to speak. Those who would derive it from a demon-
strative root, refer us to the Vedic g/a, the later Zq,
this, used like the Greek Zdde®.”

The reader cannot have yet forgotten my etymology
of the French je; I have shown it, he may recollect,
to be for 1O, between which and IE there is no more
difference than there is between show and shew in Eng-
lish ; nor is there any more difference between IE and
JE than there is in French between jour and its elder
form dour. 1 have also had occasion to show that IO
and its form IE was a name both of the true God and
the sun, as Parkhurst testifies. It would seem as if
the author of the following passage knew something
of the primitive meaning of this personal pronoun,
though how he could have come by such knowledge, I
cannot imagine :—

“Jean Patl, in his Levana, p. 32, says, I is—except-
ing God, the true I and true Thou at once—the highest
and most incomprehensible that can be uttered by lan-
guage or contemplated. It is there all at once, as the
whole realm of truth and conscience, which, without ¢ I,

3 Lectures, 2nd series, p. 348.
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is nothing. We must ascribe it to God as well as to
unconscious beings, if we want to conceive the being of
the One and the existence of the others *.”

The author of the above seems to have taken the pro-
noun I as a name of the Deity; and if so, he did not
mistake.

Farther on I shall have occasion to notice M. Max
Miiller’s etymology of the Sanskrit verb to be, as.

From what this learned Professor says of akam,—in
Sanskrit, the pronoun I,—it is evident that the etymo-
logy of this word is wholly unknown; and this admis-
sion he confirms still further by the following :—

“1 thought it possible, in my History of Sanskrit
Literature, p. 21, to connect ak-am with Sanskrit dha, I
said, Greek 7, Latin aja, and nego, nay, with Gothic akma
(instead of agma), spirit; but I do so no longer. Nor
do I accept the opinion of Benfey (Sanskrit Gramma-
tik, § 773), who derives a/am from the pronominal root
gha with a prosthetic 2. It is a word which, for the
present, must remain without a genealogy °.”

Had the learned known any thing of the rule illus-
trated under the article headed, “Z%e use and advantage
of knowing that initial vowels may take the aspirate I1,”
they would have long since discovered the etymology of
akam. But this rule the learned could not know without
having first known the origin of language, out of which
knowledge all the rules thus far applied have grown.

4 Quoted by M. Max Miiller, Lect., vol. ii. p. 349.
% Lectures, vol. ii. p. 148.
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CHAPTER XIX.
HAND.

Ler us now show how the names of things very diffe-
rent from any of the attributes of the sun can, however,
be traced—but indirectly—-to the same source as those
expressive of being and goodness.

As many words are indebted for their origin to such as
served to signify the /Zand, we can conceive that such
words should never be taken as the primitive forms of
names designating this member. Thus, the idea expressed
by %old must have been called after the Zand ; and the
latter should not, for this reason, be traced to the verb to
hold, but this verb should be traced to a word for the
fand. Hence, when we make the { of hold take its form
I (compare /uncheon and »unchion), we shall, instead of
hold, have kond, which is one of the forms in Saxon for
hand. But I shall be told that fo Aand does not mean
to kold, but, on the contrary, to pass or transmit some-
thing from the hand. But it is only conventionally that
to hand has this meaning. In the beginning, fo Aand
must have been used for Zo Zo/d. Thus, in such a sentence
as “let me go; I do not wish you to hand me;” the
meaning of 0 kand would be fo Zold. And this view is
confirmed by the verb fo wnland, which is literally 7o
unkold ; that is, o hand not. But though o unkand is
still in use, to wnkold is not. But why so? because
there is no necessity for it ; if wnkand did not exist, we
should have wnkold. We thus see, by comparing to Zand
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and to wnkand, that the former verb must have once
meant fo Zold as well as to transmit, the latter being the
only sense in which it is now used.

On looking into my Johnson, I find these views of
mine confirmed by his simply informing me that the
verb Zo kold is haldan in Gothie and Saxon, and Zenden
in Dutch, to which he might have added the German
halten. Now, as in these several languages we have the
same word for fold, written somewhat differently, it
follows, that if any one of them can be shown to be the
same as Aond or hand (both of which exist in Saxon) that
the others must be also the same as these two words.
There is one of them, Zenden, of which its root, send, can
no more differ from Zond than skew and skow in English
can from each other; or than e/der can from older. And
when instead of this Zend of kenden, we write hond, to
which it is equal, and then give to its O its 1 understood,
and so obtain Aoind, we bring this form equal, by joining
its 0 and 1, to hand; which, though not so old as Zoind,
is certainly older than 4ond, 01 being the first form that
@ must have ever had.

Let me now take the liberty of showing the reader
how, from knowing this much, he may learn something
more. Now, when /Aoind was in existence, as it muast
have once been, if then the O was dropped instead of the
1, #ind would remain, and this happens to be the radical
part of the verb to inder; and to Ainder a person from
doing any thing, is to Zo/d him from it ; by which we see
that the idea of hindering is to be traced to the hand, but
indirectly, because called after an idea (to hold) which
has been named from the hand. Now, to tell me that
the verb to Ainder is very like another word in one or
several of the Teutonic languages, were to tell me very
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little, and this is all that has been hitherto known of this
idea; but to trace it as we have just done, is to show
how man must have first reasoned with himself when
making his words; and this is knowledge not to be
despised, but greatly valued ; at least Loeke thought so.

But there is another source to which the idea of hinder-
ance can be traced, and of which—it being so very
evident—no one seems to be ignorant. I mean impede,
in the radical part of which (pede) we see the ablative of
pes (the foot) ; so that to impede has, when we regard im
as a negative equal to uz (witness smpoli in French and
unpolite in English), the literal meaning of to wnfoot ;
that is, not to allow to one the free use of his feet.

There are several etymologies suggested by those just
noticed to which it is scarcely necessary to draw the
reader’s attention—such as to 4a/¢, as soldiers do after a
march ; or to halt, from being lame. It is evident that
in each case £alt means to %old. When the soldier is
ordered to halt, he is ordered to hold himself from mareh-
ing; and he who is lame holds himself, as it were, from
advancing, at every step he takes. Halter also, as it is
used for holding certain animals, seems to have taken its
name from the use made of it. Dr. Johnson refers it to
a word in Saxon meaning the neck, kals. And though
the Latin word (capistrum) refers it to the head, the
French of licou is, in meaning, literally a neck-tie; i
being the root of both lier, to tie, and lien, a tie; and
cou or col being for neck. Hence, every time a French
gentleman ealls for his cravate, he is, inasmuch as the
primary meaning is eoncerned, calling for a Aalter; for a
eravat is a neck-tie.

But what is the etymology of cravate 7 French philo-
logists cannot in my humble opinion tell; for it is not
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reasonable to suppose that so refined a people as the
French did not wear cravats before 1636, at which time
they are said to have borrowed this ornament from the
Croatians. Such is the origin of cravafe, according to De
Roquefort ; and I am rather surprised at finding so dis-
tinguished a philologist as M. Littré to be of the same
opinion. De Roquefort’s words are, ‘“C’est en 1636
que nous avons emprunté cet ornement des Croates,
lorsque la France était en guerre avec ’Allemagne ®.”
And M. Littré says, “ Cravate ; parce que cette pigce
d’habillement fut dénommée d’aprés les Cravates ou
Croates qui vinrent au service de France .”

Let us now, in order to discover the real etymology of
cravat, bear in mind that it is taken in the sense of a
neck-tie; that is, something that fastens to the neck.
The radical part is eraw, which cannot differ from the
clav of clavus, Latin of nail, nor from the English word
claw, which means both the nail of a bird or of a beast, as
well as of its foot. And as a nail is what fastens, and as
to fie has this meaning, the erav of cravat may be there-
fore said to mean a fie, conventionally a tie for the neck.
And that I have taken no undue liberty in changing
the crav of cravat for clav, one of the following words
given by M. Littré from several dialects and languages
as different names of ¢/ox (French of nail) will serve to
show : “ Piear. cleu ; Bourguig. clo; Wallon, cl4; Rouchi,
clau; Provene. clau; Espagn. clavo; Portug. cravo; Ital.
chiavo; du Latin clavus, de méme radical que clavis”
(key). Thus we see that in Portuguese the word for
nail is not clavo, as it might have been, but eravo, of
which the radical part, erav, is also the root of the French

Dict. Etymologique.
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cravale, which might as well have been clavate, land r
being but different forms of the same sign.

Are we now to suppose that a cravat was called after
a word for clou or clavus? By no means; but after a
word meaning to tie or fasten, but which word
is to be traced to clou or clavus, just as clou or clavus
is to be traced to claw, and claw to a word for the
hand—conventionally, the hand of a beast or bird. As
there are, however, many ways of tying a cravat—as
many, I am assured, as thirty-five—the cravat may,
from its knots bearing some resemblance to the claws of
a beast or bird, have thence taken its name; but the
radical sense will be still the same. Dr. Johnson’s
definition of the word c/aw is, therefore, perfect : “ The
foot of a beast or bird armed with sharp nails; or the
pincers or holders of a shell-fish.” The following (from
an abridged edition of Webster) is perhaps still better:
“The sharp hooked nail of a beast, bird, or other animal.
The whole foot of an animal armed with hooked nails.
The hand, in contempt.” I beg to draw the reader’s
attention to the meaning of “ pincers or holders;”” and
that a c/aw may mean either a #ai/ or the whole foot.
Pincers have so evidently the meaning of holders, that it
is rendered into French, not only by pincettes, but also
by tenailles, literally Aolders : witness teneo and fenir in
Latin and French, as well as fenaculum, that which holds.
As fenere, and fenir mean each to %old, and as %old is for
kond or hand,it must follow that the Latins had once
sucha word as fen for both Zand and finger, or that they
borrowed this word from a people who in their language
used it so; and of this there can be no doubt. Hence,
dextra, a Latin word for hand, even the right hand, has
forits root dex, which can neither differ from the de/ of



Origin of Language and Myths. 125

deka, Greek of ten, nor from the dec of the Latin decem
(which was pronounced dekem), nor from diz in French.
And the da/ of daktulos is still the same word ; and such
toois the fak of fake in English, as well as fouck and the
tick of tickle, and the fang of tangere in Latin, which was
also Zago. Donnegan does not therefore mistake when
under deka, he says, “ déxw, Séyouat, is related to Séxa,
viz., from the ten fingers, to ¢ grasp, hold.’”

We thus see how words grow out of one another,
though all be referable to a single source. Only
witness the word grasp: when we drop its S, we get
grap, root of grapple; in grap we have groip, that is,
grip and gripe. But if we consider the I'in grasp as the

in clavus, grasp will become glasp; that is, from the
interchange of ¢ and @ (witness gaffo in Italian and
cat in English), clasp ; and a clasp is what ties or closes.
In grip we have also, from the interchange of p and f
(witness pater and father), grif, that is, griffe, which is
the French of c¢law, and, as we now see, but a different
form of it. Yet in griffe and claw there is not a letter
in common !

These three Latin words, anguis, unguis, and angus, root
of angusto, are all one and the same. The first means a
serpent, the second a nail (of the hand) and the third is
significant of tightness, since angustere (infinitive of
angusto) means to tighten, close, &c. We may now
show how these different ideas are to be traced to the
hand. But let usfirst call upon the rule which says that
every vowel at the beginning of a word may or may not
take the aspirate h, which arises from some people in all
countries sounding an h before a vowel when they ought
not, or from their leaving it out when it should be
used. Hence, the word arguis cannot, because equal to
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hang, differ from fang (a claw) ; this arising from the
interchange, so very frequent, of h and f, as we see from
Ilernando and Fernando. As the wng of unguis (a nail)
is equal to the ang of anguis, just as further is to farther,
we see that it has the same root, and is consequently not
different from fang. The same observations apply to the
ang of angusto, to tighten; so that it is also but another
form of fang, just as fang is of the fing of finger. And
asfcannot'diﬂ‘er from p, the fing of finger is, from its
being the same as fang or foing, not different from poign
in French. And if it be objected that this word means
the fist, it should be observed that jis¢ cannot differ from
fast, firm, tight, &e., ideas called after the hand. But as
poignée, in which we have poign, means both a handful
and a handle, there can be no doubt about the original
meaning of poign. In this French word we see also the
poign of poignant, and even pang, a pain proceeding
from a dang or blow ; for pang and bang are equal to
each other. And may we not also say that in anguis
(aserpent) we have anguish ? not that the latter idea was
named from a serpent, but from the circumstance of its
root ang being not different from fang, an idea called after
the hand, with which a blow is given, and hence a dang.

But, as a serpent has neither hands nor claws, why
should its name be traceable to such an idea? Simply
because, like a erab, which may be said to have hands
or claws, it creeps; and hence its name, which I shall
most likely have occasion to notice farther on, it being
a very important word, as it has given rise to a great
deal of superstition over all the world. But I must be
cautious ; superstition has always been a dangerous thing
to meddle with, not only in times long gone by, but
even in our own days.
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And though the serp of serpent, which isits radical
part, differs so widely from the c/av of clavus (a nail) yet
the same meaning can, without its being in the least
far-fetched, be deduced from it. Thus, in Greek Zerpo
means to creep as a serpent; but its radical part, Zerp, is
not only, from the interchange of h and $ (witness hepta
in Greek and septem in Latin), equal to S, whence the
serp of serpent; but also to this sign J-C an ancient
form of H, and of which a € is the half, and so may
represent the entire letter. Hence, Horn is the corn of
cornw in Latin, and is the same as corne in Trench;
and as € is equal to K, this too accounts for er, root
of keras, Greek of horn, being so written ; for this Zer
cannot differ from cor, which has also the meaning of
horn in French, as we see by cor de chasse, a hunting
horn. Hence, the S of serp is shown to be equal to C;
but which we might see by merely comparing the
English words practise and practice. The serp of ser-
pent is therefore brought equal to cerp, which, from the
common transposition of vowels preceding 7, becomes
crep, equal to both creep and erap, in the latter of which
we have the root of crapaud (a toad) and a form of
precisely equal value, namely, crab. And as we have
seen the clav of clavus under the form of crav in Portu-
guese, it follows, since b and v are the same, that crad
is also equal to erav, and consequently to the claw
of clavus. And here we light accidentally upon the
word crave, of which the primary sense has been hitherto
unknown. As it is traceable to the hand as its souree,
we see that it must have the meaning of holding out
the hand in supplication, as a beggar does. Henece it is
used in the scnse of supplicating earnestly. 1 crave
your pardon” and “I dey your pardon,” are therefore
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synonymous. This etymology is confirmed by dektér,
the Greek of beggar, and of which the root, dek, is
also the root of deka, ten. But as €1is equal to 0, and as
0 has1 understood, giving, by its joining with 0, @, it
follows that the deg of beggar and the dek of deka are
equal to dag and dak, of which the former means a dag—
a thing which /4olds, an idea called after the hand; and
the latter is the root of daktulos, Greek of finger, an
idea also called after the hand. In dak we see also the
dag of dagger, an arm for striking with, and consequently
named from the hand, and which is confirmed by poignard.
and poignée in French, as the former means a dagger and
the latter a handle and handful. In this da% we see also
the ag of tago, elder form of the fang of fango, to touch.
In tickle, touck, and take, we have also ideas called after
the hand, and but different forms of the da% of daktulos
and the dek of deka, with others too many to mention
here.

I nearly forgot to account for our word nail. If we
drop the g of its German form, nagel, we obtain nael,
which, as one combination of vowels is equal to another,
cannot differ from #ai/. Hence, the word nail was
obtained by pronouncing the German nagel or its Saxon
form, negel, without allowing the g to be heard. In
nail we have also, as in the words above noticed, the
name of a creeping animal, as we may see by writing it
with an 8, producing snai/; for this S is no part of the
word snail, any more than it is of sneeze, which is for
nooze; that is, nose. This is confirmed by the Saxon of
sneeze being niesan, and not sniesan. There is a
tendency thus to pronounce an S before several conso-
nants, as we shall see as we go on.

Nor is the ong of ongle (a nail of the hand) more equal
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to the ang of anguis in Latin, which has the same mean-
ing, than it is to the nag of its German form, nagel ;
for, as the latter cannot differ from nogle, this becomes,
by the 1 passing over the 0, ongle. The ang of anguis,
a serpent, is still the same as the nag of nagel and the
ong of ongle. And in the nag of nagel, what do we see
but another form of na#, as @ and k do constantly inter-
change? And as the 1, as shown above, often takes S
before it, what is this #a% but snak; that is, snake, but
of which the radical part is nak ? And what is snake,
but another word for serpent? By which we see that
the same idea may be expressed very differently. But
what is the word for serpent in Hebrew? It is, accord-
ing to Dr. Adam Clarke, who was, as every one knows,
a great Hebrew scl—lolar, Nachash ; which cannot, as ch
is equal to Kk, differ Trom nakash ; that is, as 8 may be,
and often is, expressed,hgf_'?lg_n,_as already shown,
snakash. By which it is' shown that this word snakash
is the same as the English word snake. But German
philologists say that there is no relationship whatever
between English and Hebrew. And if this be true, of
which I have my doubts, it proves still more forcibly
that all languages have grown out_of one single sign,
there being a great many words in Hebrew radically Th
same as in English.
By these different forms of the word, we have seen
how things the most insignificant may be traced up to
the name of the sun. Thus, a nail, from its belonging to
the hand, has thence taken its name; and as it is with
the hand that things are made, this member has been
thence called a maker, just as the sun has been called the
maker of the world. Hence, so insignificant a thing as
the nail of a man’s finger does not differ from a name
K
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of the sun, though not called after it. And a snail is
still the same word, not from having been called after
the hand, but from its creeping like things (such as a
crab) which may be said to have claws or hands. This
accounts for things the most trivial having been wor-
shipped as gods; which arose from its being perceived that
they had names similar to one or more of those by which
the sun was designated, though they were never called
after this object, but after something, such as the hand,
which happened to have a name not different from that
of the sun. We need not, therefore, wonder at the ser-
pent having been worshipped all over the world long
previous, not only to the birth of Christ, but even to the
birth of Moses. It has never until now been supposed
that it was the identity in meaning of the two names,
serpent and maker, that first led to so gross a super-
stition. Hence Calmet, in his “ Dictionary of the Holy
Bible,” explains thus the cause of this ancient and uni-
versal worship : “The worship of the serpent is observed
through all Pagan antiquity. The devil, who tempted
the first woman under the shape of a serpent, takes'a
pleasure to deify this animal, as a trophy of his victory
over mankind.”

If this be true, and no good Christian can for a moment
doubt its being so, it follows that the devil cannot be
suffering so much as we are told ; for there is not one of
us who could or would, if rolling in a lake of fire, think
of any thing byt our own cruel sufferings. I once knew
a husband and wife who, in Paris, during the revolution
of 1830, suffered dreadfully from an explosion of gun-
powder. The wife was saved, but not so the husband.
The poor woman confessed to me, on asking her how she
felt for her husband at the time her own torture was so
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excruciating, that she could not think of any thing else
than her torture, not even of her husband’s sufferings,
though she loved him dearly. Yet what were her suf-
ferings compared to those which the devil is, we are
taught to believe, ever enduring.?

But the true cause of the serpent’s having been wor-
shipped through all Pagan antiquity is this: From its
being an animal that creeps, it was called after claws or
haunds, though having neither; and as it is with our
hands that we make, this member was consequently
called a maker ; so that the serpent’s name and that of
the hand were the same. And as the sun also was be-
lieved to be the great maker or creator of the world, the
serpent was also, thanks to its name, revered as such.
But this superstition could not have begun to prevail
when the serpent was first named, but long after. And
why so? Because when any thing was first named, the
meaning of the word by which it was then designated was
well known, and it could not for this reason be 7Zen the
cause of superstition. But when the origin of the name
was after a time forgotten, and when it was found not to
differ from one of the many titles of the sun, that which
it then served to signify, whether man, beast, or inani-
mate object, received divine honours, the belief then being
that it must, on account of its name, have once been the
sun.

But why was the serpent believed to be the wisest of
all animals? Becaunse its name happened to be, under
one of its forms, significant of wisdom.

Thus, opkis, a name of the serpent in Greek, cannot,
when we make its O take the rough instead of the soft
breathing, differ from /Zopkis, which, as the aspirate is
constantly replaced by S, is equal to sophis, that is,
0

- K <
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sophos, and this is the Greek of wise. The serpent could
not therefore fail, on account of its name, being thought
very wise, though it is not half so wise as the fox, per-
haps not even so much so as the ass.

Thus, whatever crawls or creeps, even though having
neither claws nor hands, will be found to have a name
traceable to that of the sun; and, however stupid it may
be by nature, the word by which it is designated may be
also found to be significant of wisdom. But worm, 1
shall be told, has no such meaning in either Greek, Latin,
or English. But this is no proof that it has not had
such a meaning, and that the word then used has not
been replaced by one of the titles of the sun, whose
name, when he is called Buddha, is allowed by the
learned to mean wisdom. It is languages in a very
primitive state, or which died out when they were so,
that should be examined in order to see how far this
opinion of mine may be true. In the Hebrew language,
for instance, in which, from its having died, as it were, in
its infancy, the word for worm (orm) is, with other mean-
ings, explained “ wise, prudent, ready-witted ’.”

And as to this Hebrew word orm, it is easy to perceive
when we make its O take the aspirate, and then call to
mind that this sign has been often replaced by the
digamma (F) and the digamma by such other signs as
b,f, ©, W, P, and frequently by 8, it follows that when
we take of those signs the one most suitable, we shall,
instead of orm, obtain worm ; which 1s the same as the
German wurm, and not different from the radical part of
vermis in Latin.

The root of such words as vermis, worm, or wurm, can-
not differ from such a form as &ar, nor éar from éra,

7 Pari{hurst, Lexicon, p. 507.
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which means in Hebrew to create; and the sun was
believed to be the creator or maker of all things. The
root of dar is ar, which, as 7 takes often an N after it
(witness four and fwrn) is the same as arn, arm, or orm,
which, with the aspirate, makes worzm.

But how are we to aceount for the English word ee/ or
its German form aa/? They make but one and the same
word, and each means a kind of serpent; and by merely
dropping a single vowel of each name we obtain both e/
and a/, which were, according to Parkhurst, two well-
known names of the sun with the heathen, and also, as
shown farther back, with the ancient Jews, as names of
the Deity. And when we remark that the nasal sound
has been represented not only by n but by ng, 2/, the
reduced form of the German aa/, will be found equal to
angl, and consequently, by means of the aspirate and its
being replaced by the digamma, to fang/, in which we
see the word fang, though the ee/ has none.

These words suggest too many other observations to
be noticed here.

CHAPTER XX.

HAND, SECOND NOTICE.

Bur the ideas named after the hand are still so nume-
rous and so very dissimilar, that a few more of them
should be submitted to the reader’s notice.

In son we see a form not different from soin, which is
the French of care, and this idea has been called after
the Aand, since it is by its use we take care of whatever
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we wish to be careful of. As % may be represented by
gn, it follows that soin (care) is equal to soigz, and this
is confirmed by soigner being the verbal form of soin.
But this soign cannot differ from the sogn of besogne, and
besogne means work, and work has been called after the
hand, since it is with our hands that we work. If we
now give to this sogne of desogne its other form of soin,
we shall, instead of b&esogne, have besoin, which means
want ; and this idea was, it would seem, first signified by
extending the sand. 1If we do therefore regard the % of
want as tepresenting the aspirate A, there will be no
difference between want and faent, that is, between want
and /and. But as many persons must have dropped the
h of hand, it must have been reduced to aund, which by
transposition becomes zad, that is naed ; and this being
the Saxon of need, we discover in Aand, want, and need,
three different forms of the same word.

A word very different in form from any of these, but
similar in meaning, is the Greek word dekter, dekies,
or dektor, which means a beggar, a mendicant. But the
radical sense is the Zand, the latter idea being in this
instance signified by def, root of deka, meaning the ten
fingers. Another word equal in form to dekiés, dekter,
or dektor, is deikter or deiktés; but how different the
meaning, since it signifies one who indicates, and not
one who degs. But the original source is still the hand.
The French word mendiant (a beggar), and its Latin form
mendicus, and the French mander to show with the hand,
are also radically the same as manus. Nor has the beg of
beggar a different origin, for it is equal to the form &ag,
and a bay is that which Aolds or contains ; and to hold or
contain has been called after the Zand. In bag we have
also but a different form of mag that is, mak, or make;
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and this idea also has been called after the hand, as every
one must, from what has been already shown, admit.
In order to see how &ag is the same as wmag, the
reader has only to recollect what he has seen farther
back, namely, that érine and éride are for marine and
married, this arising from the interchange of B and M,
as brotos, and mortos in Greek ; and to which we may
add, as an etymology hitherto unknown, the Latin words
binus and manus; for asthe 1of dinus isfor 0% or a, we
see that &inus is the same as banus, and consequently as
manus, after which the idea dowble was in this instance
called. T say, in this instance, for the idea fwo, as already
shown, must have been first signified by a repetition of
the idea one, and fwo and double are radically the same.
If the reader cannot easily conceive how the % of the
latter words is equal to 0% or @, he may be convinced
that it is so by comparing éizd and band, in which it is
easy to perceive the same word, a dand being that which
binds. But in this instance the B should not be consi-
dered as replacing the M of wanus, but as being for the
b of hoind (hand) which became boind, and then, by the
dropping of the 0, ind, and afterwards, by the coalescing
of 0 and 17, band.

This much will serve to guide the reader to many other
etymologies. Thus the word dag (noticed above) being
equal to mag, and this being the root of maggot (a worm)
we see that the thing so. called must have been named
after the idea creep; and as in creeping we make use of
our hands, just as we do when making any thing, we thus
see how ideas so dissimilar as making and maggot can be
traced to the same source.

But as an instance of two words equal in form, yet
traceable to very different sources, we may refer to dag ;
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for though it cannot differ from &ig, neither of these
words can belong to the same class of ideas. When we
regard mag as the root of magnus, we can connect it
with &ig, these 1deas, greatness and bigness, having at
first been expressed by the -same word ; and yet they do
not belong to the class of ideas called after the hand,
but to the one called after the sun, then revered as the
greatest of objects. Another instance of this kind is
afforded by caput and capio, for the former being trace-
able to height, belongs to the ideas called after the sun,
whereas the cap of capio (to seize) is referable to the
hand, and it is not different from the %aé of Zabeo, its €
being for the aspirate /i, just as it is in cornu, of which
the elder form must have been Zornu, whence Zorn.

Farther back I had occasion to show how the Portu-
guese word for zai/ (an idea belonging to the class called
after the hand) is cravo ; but from the I appearing under
its form of 1, eravo becomes clavo in Spanish: in the
same way we can show creep to be equal to cleep, and
this is but a different form of ¢/ip, to cut—an idea ealled
after ¢wo, or dividing, and consequently belonging to the
class called after the hand, though not in any other way
related to the idea creep. Another form of both ¢Zip and
ereep 1s crop, to cut.

If we now give the nasal sound to any of these latter
forms, we shall obtain a word equal to c/imb. Witness
grimper in French, and of which the etymology is con-
firmed by what M. Littré admits under grimper, namely,
that “On trouve griper pour grimper, et grimper
pour gripper ;” and that the high German for grimper is
Elimban. But M. Littré does not seem to suspect that
every such idea is to be traced to the hand ; and still less
does he seem to think that the root of all and each of
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these words is cheir, the Greek of kand. And yet it
is so.

And because wanting this knowledge, MM. Littré
and Diez are both at a loss to account for the origin
of gravir. This word is, however, but another form
of both gripper and grimper. M. Littré’s definition of
gravir is, like all his other definitions, very correct.
It is as follows : “ Monter avee effort & quelque endroit
escarpé en s’aidant des pieds et des mains.” But he
regards its derivation as wucerfain, and, while rejecting,
as he well might, the etymology given of it by Diez, he
offers none of his own. These are his words: “Origine
incertaine. Diez pense qu’il vient d’une forme gradire,
qui est Italienne, et qui dérive du Latin gradus, pas,
gra-ir, du gravir parintercalation d’un ¥, comme dans
povoir de Pancien pooir. Mais & coté de gravir est la
forme de graver, qui ne se préte pas bien A une telle
explication.”

The graver here referred to, is but another form of
gravier ; but though M. Littré is well aware that graver
and its Greek equivalent grapko are radically the same
word, yet the difference in meaning between writing and
climbing is so considerable, that he could not conceive
their being in any way traceable to the same source.
Hence the necessity for these three classes, into which
all words have, from the very birth of language, been
divided. Another instance of the advantage to be
derived from this knowledge, is afforded by maggot and
grub having the same meaning. A child acquainted
with the principles which have grown out of this dis-
covery of the origin of language, must know that it
arises from both these words having for their source the
class of ideas belonging to the hand; and that grud is
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not only equal to grab (to seize with the hand) but also
to the grav of the French gravir, to climb ; and the grav
of graver and its Greek equivalent, namely, the grapk of
grapho ; not to mention several others, such as gripe,
grip, grapple, cripple, griffe, and the scrib of scribo and
seribble, and the seriv of serivener, in which latter forms
the § is merely euphonic, and the ¢ for g.

From € having thus the power of &, we see that clove
(the name of a spice) cannot differ from glove; and this
can be easily accounted for. Thus we know that clove
is for clou, this spice having been so called from its
resemblance to a nail or ¢fox ; and this idea being trace-
able to the hand, as shown farther back, accounts for the
identity in form of clove and glove, notwithstanding how
widely they differ from each other in meaning. And
the word glaive (a sword) is also to be traced to the
same source, because the name of that which euts, and
consequently divides—an idea called after two, or the
hand. Hence, in the fizd of the Latin findere and the
Jend of the French fendre (each meaning to cleave) it is
easy to perceive a form equal to and, the f of each word
being a substitute for the aspirate (h), and which is
made evident by the Spanish of findere being Aender.
Here too we discover the origin of the idea to find; for
what we find we have in Zand. Andasitis by our Zands
we defend ourselves, there can be no doubt but the ideas
expressed by such words as Zindering, defending, defence,
Jender, and fence are also to be traced to the same source.

And this knowledge must lead to many other
etymologies of which I have myself no idea. Let us
only remark that, according to my principles, there
being no difference between r¢p and rap, the ideas ex-
pressed by repo (to creep), and rapio (to carry off) must
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belong to the same class of ideas; and as we make use
of our hands in ecreeping and also in carrying off, this
will account for words so different in meaning as repo
and rapio (creeping and carrying off) being equal (in
form) to each other.
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