Plato

Cratylus

INTRODUCTION.

The Cratylus has always been a source of perpléxittye student of Plato. While
in fancy and humour, and perfection of style andapieysical originality, this
dialogue may be ranked with the best of the Platanitings, there has been an
uncertainty about the motive of the piece, whictenpreters have hitherto not
succeeded in dispelling. We need not suppose th& Bsed words in order to
conceal his thoughts, or that he would have beentelhgible to an educated
contemporary. In the Phaedrus and Euthydemus we faid a difficulty in
determining the precise aim of the author. Platotevrsatires in the form of
dialogues, and his meaning, like that of otherrisali writers, has often slept in
the ear of posterity. Two causes may be assignedhie obscurity: 1st, the
subtlety and allusiveness of this species of comtipas 2nd, the difficulty of
reproducing a state of life and literature whichs hmassed away. A satire is
unmeaning unless we can place ourselves back athengersons and thoughts of
the age in which it was written. Had the treatiSAmtisthenes upon words, or the
speculations of Cratylus, or some other Heracleitdahe fourth century B.C., on
the nature of language been preserved to us;we ihad lived at the time, and
been ‘rich enough to attend the fifty-drachma cewfkProdicus,” we should have
understood Plato better, and many points which reoe attributed to the
extravagance of Socrates’ humour would have beendfolike the allusions of
Aristophanes in the Clouds, to have gone homedastiphists and grammarians
of the day.

For the age was very busy with philological spetioilg and many questions were
beginning to be asked about language which weialphbio other questions about
justice, virtue, knowledge, and were illustratecgisimilar manner by the analogy
of the arts. Was there a correctness in words,varé they given by nature or
convention? In the presocratic philosophy mankiad heen striving to attain an
expression of their ideas, and now they were bégino ask themselves whether
the expression might not be distinguished fromidlea? They were also seeking
to distinguish the parts of speech and to enguite the relation of subject and
predicate. Grammar and logic were moving about sdmee in the depths of the



human soul, but they were not yet awakened inte@onsness and had not found
names for themselves, or terms by which they mlghtexpressed. Of these
beginnings of the study of language we know litled there necessarily arises an
obscurity when the surroundings of such a workhasQratylus are taken away.
Moreover, in this, as in most of the dialogues lattd® allowance has to be made
for the character of Socrates. For the theory nfl@age can only be propounded
by him in a manner which is consistent with his opmfession of ignorance.
Hence his ridicule of the new school of etymologyinterspersed with many
declarations ‘that he knows nothing,” ‘that he temrned from Euthyphro,” and
the like. Even the truest things which he says depreciated by himself. He
professes to be guessing, but the guesses of &latbetter than all the other
theories of the ancients respecting language pether.

The dialogue hardly derives any light from Platotber writings, and still less
from Scholiasts and Neoplatonist writers. Socratasst be interpreted from
himself, and on first reading we certainly haveiffiadiity in understanding his
drift, or his relation to the two other interloctgan the dialogue. Does he agree
with Cratylus or with Hermogenes, and is he seriaukose fanciful etymologies,
extending over more than half the dialogue, whierskems so greatly to relish?
Or is he serious in part only; and can we sepadniatgest from his earnest?—Sunt
bona, sunt quaedum mediocria, sunt mala plura. Mbshem are ridiculously
bad, and yet among them are found, as if by actigemciples of philology
which are unsurpassed in any ancient writer, anénewm advance of any
philologer of the last century. May we suppose tRato, like Lucian, has been
amusing his fancy by writing a comedy in the forhagrose dialogue? And what
is the final result of the enquiry? Is Plato an aider of the conventional theory
of language, which he acknowledges to be imperfect@oes he mean to imply
that a perfect language can only be based on histbeory of ideas? Or if this
latter explanation is refuted by his silence, thewhat relation does his account
of language stand to the rest of his philosophy™@y we be so bold as to deny
the connexion between them? (For the allusion ®itleas at the end of the
dialogue is merely intended to show that we mustpubd words in the place of
things or realities, which is a thesis stronglyistesd on by Plato in many other
passages)...These are some of the first thoughishvenise in the mind of the
reader of the Cratylus. And the consideration @nthmay form a convenient
introduction to the general subject of the dialague

We must not expect all the parts of a dialogue latdPto tend equally to some
clearly-defined end. His idea of literary art ist lee absolute proportion of the
whole, such as we appear to find in a Greek tempstatue; nor should his works
be tried by any such standard. They have ofteméagty of poetry, but they have
also the freedom of conversation. ‘Words are mdastg than wax’ (Rep.), and



may be moulded into any form. He wanders on from topic to another, careless
of the unity of his work, not fearing any ‘judge, spectator, who may recall him
to the point’ (Theat.), ‘whither the argument blows follow’ (Rep.). To have
determined beforehand, as in a modern didacticisesahe nature and limits of
the subject, would have been fatal to the spiriemduiry or discovery, which is
the soul of the dialogue...These remarks are aggbcto nearly all the works of
Plato, but to the Cratylus and Phaedrus more thmgnothers. See Phaedrus,
Introduction.

There is another aspect under which some of tHeglias of Plato may be more
truly viewed:—they are dramatic sketches of an mrgut. We have found that in
the Lysis, Charmides, Laches, Protagoras, Meno, aeved at no
conclusion—the different sides of the argument we¥esonified in the different
speakers; but the victory was not distinctly atttédal to any of them, nor the truth
wholly the property of any. And in the Cratylus Wave no reason to assume that
Socrates is either wholly right or wholly wrong, tbat Plato, though he evidently
inclines to him, had any other aim than that ofspaifying, in the characters of
Hermogenes, Socrates, and Cratylus, the threei¢iseof language which are
respectively maintained by them.

The two subordinate persons of the dialogue, Heameg and Cratylus, are at the
opposite poles of the argument. But after a whike disciple of the Sophist and
the follower of Heracleitus are found to be nofasoremoved from one another as
at first sight appeared; and both show an inclomato accept the third view which

Socrates interposes between them. First, Hermog#repoor brother of the rich

Callias, expounds the doctrine that names are coioval; like the names of

slaves, they may be given and altered at plea3inis.is one of those principles

which, whether applied to society or language, &xl everything and nothing.

For in all things there is an element of conventiont the admission of this does
not help us to understand the rational ground srshi@ human nature on which
the convention proceeds. Socrates first of alilmates to Hermogenes that his
view of language is only a part of a sophisticaloleh and ultimately tends to

abolish the distinction between truth and falsehdtefmogenes is very ready to
throw aside the sophistical tenet, and listens &itbort of half admiration, half

belief, to the speculations of Socrates.

Cratylus is of opinion that a name is either a maene or not a name at all. He is
unable to conceive of degrees of imitation; a wisrdither the perfect expression
of a thing, or a mere inarticulate sound (a fallagdych is still prevalent among
theorizers about the origin of language). He igratte a philosopher and a sophist;
for while wanting to rest language on an immutafiesis, he would deny the
possibility of falsehood. He is inclined to deria# truth from language, and in
language he sees reflected the philosophy of Hatasl His views are not like



those of Hermogenes, hastily taken up, but are waide the result of mature
consideration, although he is described as styjoang man. With a tenacity
characteristic of the Heracleitean philosophersgcliregs to the doctrine of the
flux. (Compare Theaet.) Of the real Cratylus wewnwthing, except that he is
recorded by Aristotle to have been the friend acler of Plato; nor have we any
proof that he resembled the likeness of him indP&ty more than the Critias of
Plato is like the real Critias, or the Euthyphrotims dialogue like the other
Euthyphro, the diviner, in the dialogue which idexd after him.

Between these two extremes, which have both of thewphistical character, the
view of Socrates is introduced, which is in a mantie union of the two.
Language is conventional and also natural, andrtieeconventional-natural is the
rational. It is a work not of chance, but of ahe tdialectician is the artificer of
words, and the legislator gives authority to thérhey are the expressions or
imitations in sound of things. In a sense, Cratykisight in saying that things
have by nature names; for nature is not opposééreiv art or to law. But vocal
imitation, like any other copy, may be imperfeatlyecuted; and in this way an
element of chance or convention enters in. Theraush which is accidental or
exceptional in language. Some words have had tbeginal meaning so
obscured, that they require to be helped out byeuation. But still the true name
is that which has a natural meaning. Thus natutechance, all combine in the
formation of language. And the three views respebti propounded by
Hermogenes, Socrates, Cratylus, may be describetheasonventional, the
artificial or rational, and the natural. The vieWSbcrates is the meeting-point of
the other two, just as conceptualism is the megiwmigt of nominalism and
realism.

We can hardly say that Plato was aware of the tth#t ‘languages are not made,
but grow.” But still, when he says that ‘the legisf made language with the
dialectician standing on his right hand,” we needt mfer from this that he
conceived words, like coins, to be issued fromntiet of the State. The creator of
laws and of social life is naturally regarded as theator of language, according
to Hellenic notions, and the philosopher is hisuredt advisor. We are not to
suppose that the legislator is performing any extiaary function; he is merely
the Eponymus of the State, who prescribes ruleshierdialectician and for all
other artists. According to a truly Platonic mode approaching the subject,
language, like virtue in the Republic, is examir®dthe analogy of the arts.
Words are works of art which may be equally maddifierent materials, and are
well made when they have a meaning. Of the proedssh he thus describes,
Plato had probably no very definite notion. Butrheans to express generally that
language is the product of intelligence, and thagluages belong to States and
not to individuals.



A better conception of language could not have eened in Plato’s age, than
that which he attributes to Socrates. Yet manygerfiave thought that the mind
of Plato is more truly seen in the vague realisnCadtylus. This misconception
has probably arisen from two causes: first, tharedse bring Plato’s theory of

language into accordance with the received doctohethe Platonic ideas;

secondly, the impression created by Socrates hintsat he is not in earnest, and
is only indulging the fancy of the hour.

1. We shall have occasion to show more at lengthhe Introduction to future
dialogues, that the so-called Platonic ideas atg ansemi- mythical form, in
which he attempts to realize abstractions, and ttheyt are replaced in his later
writings by a rational theory of psychology. (Se&aductions to the Meno and
the Sophist.) And in the Cratylus he gives a gdnacaount of the nature and
origin of language, in which Adam Smith, Roussesnd other writers of the last
century, would have substantially agreed. At the efnthe dialogue, he speaks as
in the Symposium and Republic of absolute beauty good; but he never
supposed that they were capable of being embodieaids. Of the names of the
ideas, he would have said, as he says of the nami®e Gods, that we know
nothing. Even the realism of Cratylus is not baspdn the ideas of Plato, but
upon the flux of Heracleitus. Here, as in the Sspand Politicus, Plato expressly
draws attention to the want of agreement in wordbktaings. Hence we are led to
infer, that the view of Socrates is not the lesgd® own, because not based upon
the ideas; 2nd, that Plato’s theory of languageotsinconsistent with the rest of
his philosophy.

2. We do not deny that Socrates is partly in jest partly in earnest. He is
discoursing in a high-flown vein, which may be cargdl to the ‘dithyrambics of
the Phaedrus.” They are mysteries of which heeslsipg, and he professes a kind
of ludicrous fear of his imaginary wisdom. When isearguing out of Homer,
about the names of Hector's son, or when he desiritimself as inspired or
maddened by Euthyphro, with whom he has been giftiom the early dawn
(compare Phaedrus and Lysias; Phaedr.) and expreissmtention of yielding to
the illusion to-day, and to-morrow he will go tgaest and be purified, we easily
see that his words are not to be taken seriouslyhis part of the dialogue his
dread of committing impiety, the pretended dermatiof his wisdom from
another, the extravagance of some of his etymadogied, in general, the manner
in which the fun, fast and furious, vires acquaiindo, remind us strongly of the
Phaedrus. The jest is a long one, extending ovee ithan half the dialogue. But
then, we remember that the Euthydemus is a stiiéo jest, in which the irony is
preserved to the very end. There he is parodyiegirigenious follies of early
logic; in the Cratylus he is ridiculing the fanciela new school of sophists and
grammarians. The fallacies of the Euthydemus alteetiained at the end of our



logic books; and the etymologies of the Cratylugehalso found their way into
later writers. Some of these are not much worsen ttiee conjectures of
Hemsterhuis, and other critics of the last centhuoy;this does not prove that they
are serious. For Plato is in advance of his ageisnconception of language, as
much as he is in his conception of mythology. (CarefPhaedrus.)

When the fervour of his etymological enthusiasm dizeted, Socrates ends, as he
has begun, with a rational explanation of langu&j#él he preserves his ‘know
nothing’ disguise, and himself declares his firgttions about names to be
reckless and ridiculous. Having explained compowmtds by resolving them
into their original elements, he now proceeds talyse simple words into the
letters of which they are composed. The Socrates hows nothing,” here
passes into the teacher, the dialectician, thengeraof species. There is nothing
in this part of the dialogue which is either weak extravagant. Plato is a
supporter of the Onomatopoetic theory of langudigat is to say, he supposes
words to be formed by the imitation of ideas in rs&j he also recognises the
effect of time, the influence of foreign languagtds desire of euphony, to be
formative principles; and he admits a certain elenod chance. But he gives no
imitation in all this that he is preparing the wiay the construction of an ideal
language. Or that he has any Eleatic speculati@ppmse to the Heracleiteanism
of Cratylus.

The theory of language which is propounded in thetylus is in accordance with
the later phase of the philosophy of Plato, andldvbiave been regarded by him
as in the main true. The dialogue is also a satiréhe philological fancies of the
day. Socrates in pursuit of his vocation as a detexf false knowledge, lights by
accident on the truth. He is guessing, he is drnegntie has heard, as he says in
the Phaedrus, from another: no one is more sutptisen himself at his own
discoveries. And yet some of his best remarks,oasexample his view of the
derivation of Greek words from other languagesyfahe permutations of letters,
or again, his observation that in speaking of tioel$<Gwe are only speaking of our
names of them, occur among these flights of humour.

We can imagine a character having a profound insrgb the nature of men and
things, and yet hardly dwelling upon them serioublgnding inextricably sense
and nonsense; sometimes enveloping in a blazests fee most serious matters,
and then again allowing the truth to peer througtjpying the flow of his own
humour, and puzzling mankind by an ironical exagtien of their absurdities.
Such were Aristophanes and Rabelais; such, inferelift style, were Sterne, Jean
Paul, Hamann,— writers who sometimes become utigitdé through the
extravagance of their fancies. Such is the charadich Plato intends to depict
in some of his dialogues as the Silenus Socrates;tlerough this medium we
have to receive our theory of language.



There remains a difficulty which seems to demamdoae exact answer: In what
relation does the satirical or etymological portiohthe dialogue stand to the
serious? Granting all that can be said about tbegking irony of Socrates, about
the parody of Euthyphro, or Prodicus, or Antistreeri®w does the long catalogue
of etymologies furnish any answer to the questibrHermogenes, which is

evidently the main thesis of the dialogue: Whathie truth, or correctness, or
principle of names?

After illustrating the nature of correctness by #malogy of the arts, and then, as
in the Republic, ironically appealing to the authorof the Homeric poems,
Socrates shows that the truth or correctness oksaran only be ascertained by
an appeal to etymology. The truth of names is téobed in the analysis of their
elements. But why does he admit etymologies whioh a@bsurd, based on
Heracleitean fancies, fourfold interpretations abrés, impossible unions and
separations of syllables and letters?

1. The answer to this difficulty has been alreaalycgpated in part: Socrates is not
a dogmatic teacher, and therefore he puts on thdés amd fanciful disguise, in
order that the truth may be permitted to appearaf.Benfey remarks, an
erroneous example may illustrate a principle ofjleage as well as a true one: 3.
many of these etymologies, as, for example, thaliladion, are indicated, by the
manner in which Socrates speaks of them, to hase berrent in his own age: 4.
the philosophy of language had not made such psegas would have justified
Plato in propounding real derivations. Like his teasSocrates, he saw through
the hollowness of the incipient sciences of the, @yl tries to move in a circle
apart from them, laying down the conditions undéich they are to be pursued,
but, as in the Timaeus, cautious and tentative,nwhe is speaking of actual
phenomena. To have made etymologies seriously,dioate seemed to him like
the interpretation of the myths in the Phaedrus,tffsk ‘of a not very fortunate
individual, who had a great deal of time on hisdmahThe irony of Socrates
places him above and beyond the errors of his ogmbearies.

The Cratylus is full of humour and satirical toushthe inspiration which comes
from Euthyphro, and his prancing steeds, the laghmnixture of quotations from

Homer, and the spurious dialectic which is appledhem; the jest about the
fifty-drachma course of Prodicus, which is declapedthe best authority, viz. his
own, to be a complete education in grammar anaricethe double explanation
of the name Hermogenes, either as ‘not being ik, lue ‘being no speaker;’ the

dearly-bought wisdom of Callias, the Lacedaemomidniose name was ‘Rush,’
and, above all, the pleasure which Socrates exgmsess his own dangerous
discoveries, which ‘to-morrow he will purge awagfe truly humorous. While

delivering a lecture on the philosophy of languagegrates is also satirizing the
endless fertility of the human mind in spinning wrgents out of nothing, and



employing the most trifing and fanciful analogi@s support of a theory.
Etymology in ancient as in modern times was a fat@uecreation; and Socrates
makes merry at the expense of the etymologists.sielicity of Hermogenes,
who is ready to believe anything that he is tokeightens the effect. Socrates in
his genial and ironical mood hits right and lefthéd adversaries: Ouranos is so
called apo tou oran ta ano, which, as some philomapsay, is the way to have a
pure mind; the sophists are by a fanciful explamatonverted into heroes; ‘the
givers of names were like some philosophers whoyfdimat the earth goes round
because their heads are always going round.” Tiseaegreat deal of ‘mischief’
lurking in the following: ‘I found myself in greatgerplexity about justice than |
was before | began to learn;’ ‘The rho in katoptrouast be the addition of some
one who cares nothing about truth, but thinks awflyputting the mouth into
shape;” ‘Tales and falsehoods have generally tavillo the Tragic and goatish
life, and tragedy is the place of them.” Severaigsophers and sophists are
mentioned by name: first, Protagoras and Euthydearesassailed; then the
interpreters of Homer, oi palaioi Omerikoi (comp&mst. Met.) and the Orphic
poets are alluded to by the way; then he discoeeftsve of wisdom in the
philosophy of Heracleitus;— the doctrine of thexflis contained in the word
ousia (= osia the pushing principle), an anticiatof Anaxagoras is found in
psuche and selene. Again, he ridicules the arpitmathods of pulling out and
putting in letters which were in vogue among thelgbbgers of his time; or
slightly scoffs at contemporary religious belidfastly, he is impatient of hearing
from the half-converted Cratylus the doctrine thalsehood can neither be
spoken, nor uttered, nor addressed; a piece ofisoplattributed to Gorgias,
which reappears in the Sophist. And he proceedgnaolish, with no less delight
than he had set up, the Heracleitean theory oLilagpe;

In the latter part of the dialogue Socrates becomese serious, though he does
not lay aside but rather aggravates his banteneHeracleiteans, whom here, as
in the Theaetetus, he delights to ridicule. Whas wee origin of this enmity we
can hardly determine:—was it due to the naturdikdisvhich may be supposed to
exist between the ‘patrons of the flux’ and theeffids of the ideas’ (Soph.)? or is
it to be attributed to the indignation which Pldéit at having wasted his time
upon ‘Cratylus and the doctrines of Heracleitus’ tire days of his youth?
Socrates, touching on some of the characteristificalties of early Greek
philosophy, endeavours to show Cratylus that inoitatmay be partial or
imperfect, that a knowledge of things is highemtlzaknowledge of names, and
that there can be no knowledge if all things areaistate of transition. But
Cratylus, who does not easily apprehend the argurfrem common sense,
remains unconvinced, and on the whole inclines isoftrmer opinion. Some
profound philosophical remarks are scattered up @mdn, admitting of an
application not only to language but to knowledgeagally; such as the assertion



that ‘consistency is no test of truth:” or agaihwe are over-precise about words,
truth will say “too late” to us as to the belateaveller in Aegina.’

The place of the dialogue in the series cannotdterchined with certainty. The
style and subject, and the treatment of the charawt Socrates, have a close
resemblance to the earlier dialogues, especialthgdPhaedrus and Euthydemus.
The manner in which the ideas are spoken of atetite of the dialogue, also
indicates a comparatively early date. The imagweatlement is still in full
vigour; the Socrates of the Cratylus is the Sosraté the Apology and
Symposium, not yet Platonized; and he describesinathe Theaetetus, the
philosophy of Heracleitus by ‘unsavoury’ similes—hannot believe that the
world is like ‘a leaky vessel,” or ‘a man who hagumning at the nose’; he
attributes the flux of the world to the swimming some folks’ heads. On the
other hand, the relation of thought to languagenistted here, but is treated of in
the Sophist. These grounds are not sufficient @bkenus to arrive at a precise
conclusion. But we shall not be far wrong in placithe Cratylus about the
middle, or at any rate in the first half, of theiss.

Cratylus, the Heracleitean philosopher, and Hermeggethe brother of Callias,
have been arguing about names; the former maintaithiat they are natural, the
latter that they are conventional. Cratylus affiriingt his own is a true name, but
will not allow that the name of Hermogenes is elyuaile. Hermogenes asks
Socrates to explain to him what Cratylus meansfasrrather, he would like to
know, What Socrates himself thinks about the trothcorrectness of names?
Socrates replies, that hard is knowledge, and dlhere of names is a considerable
part of knowledge: he has never been to hear thediiachma course of
Prodicus; and having only attended the single-drechcourse, he is not
competent to give an opinion on such matters. WBGeatylus denies that
Hermogenes is a true name, he supposes him to thaahe is not a true son of
Hermes, because he is never in luck. But he wakédtb have an open council
and to hear both sides.

Hermogenes is of opinion that there is no principlenames; they may be
changed, as we change the names of slaves, whenevgease, and the altered
name is as good as the original one.

You mean to say, for instance, rejoins Socrates, ithl agree to call a man a

horse, then a man will be rightly called a horsert®y and a man by the rest of the
world? But, surely, there is in words a true arfdlse, as there are true and false
propositions. If a whole proposition be true osé&lthen the parts of a proposition
may be true or false, and the least parts as wdle greatest; and the least parts
are names, and therefore names may be true or Vélméd Hermogenes maintain

that anybody may give a name to anything, and agymames as he pleases; and



would all these names be always true at the timgivohg them? Hermogenes
replies that this is the only way in which he camaeive that names are correct;
and he appeals to the practice of different nafiansl of the different Hellenic
tribes, in confirmation of his view. Socrates askbgether the things differ as the
words which represent them differ.— Are we to maimtwith Protagoras, that
what appears is? Hermogenes has always been puabedt this, but
acknowledges, when he is pressed by Socrateghéiratare a few very good men
in the world, and a great many very bad; and thg geod are the wise, and the
very bad are the foolish; and this is not mere app®e but reality. Nor is he
disposed to say with Euthydemus, that all thingsaélg and always belong to all
men; in that case, again, there would be no distindetween bad and good men.
But then, the only remaining possibility is, thdl #hings have their several
distinct natures, and are independent of our nstiabout them. And not only
things, but actions, have distinct natures, anddamee by different processes.
There is a natural way of cutting or burning, anthgural instrument with which
men cut or burn, and any other way will fail,—thsstrue of all actions. And
speaking is a kind of action, and naming is a lahdpeaking, and we must name
according to a natural process, and with a prapgrument. We cut with a knife,
we pierce with an awl, we weave with a shuttle,naene with a name. And as a
shuttle separates the warp from the woof, so a mndistmguishes the natures of
things. The weaver will use the shuttle well,—tlst like a weaver; and the
teacher will use the name well,—that is, like eckea. The shuttle will be made
by the carpenter; the awl by the smith or skilledspn. But who makes a name?
Does not the law give names, and does not the ¢eaelseive them from the
legislator? He is the skilled person who makes thema of all skilled workmen
he is the rarest. But how does the carpenter makepair the shuttle, and to what
will he look? Will he not look at the ideal whicle lhas in his mind? And as the
different kinds of work differ, so ought the instmants which make them to
differ. The several kinds of shuttles ought to agswm material and form to the
several kinds of webs. And the legislator oughknow the different materials
and forms of which names are made in Hellas andratbuntries. But who is to
be the judge of the proper form? The judge of #miiis the weaver who uses
them; the judge of lyres is the player of the yifee judge of ships is the pilot.
And will not the judge who is able to direct thgikdator in his work of naming,
be he who knows how to use the names—he who canaask answer
guestions—in short, the dialectician? The piloedis the carpenter how to make
the rudder, and the dialectician directs the legslhow he is to impose names;
for to express the ideal forms of things in sylésband letters is not the easy task,
Hermogenes, which you imagine.

‘I should be more readily persuaded, if you wouldow me this natural
correctness of names.’



Indeed | cannot; but | see that you have advarfoedou now admit that there is
a correctness of names, and that not every ongjigana nhame. But what is the
nature of this correctness or truth, you must Ideom the Sophists, of whom
your brother Callias has bought his reputationvitedom rather dearly; and since
they require to be paid, you, having no money, batter learn from him at
second-hand. ‘Well, but | have just given up Protag, and | should be
inconsistent in going to learn of him.” Then if yoeject him you may learn of the
poets, and in particular of Homer, who distingusstiee names given by Gods and
men to the same things, as in the verse aboutitke God who fought with
Hephaestus, ‘whom the Gods call Xanthus, and m#érScamander;” or in the
lines in which he mentions the bird which the Gaddl ‘Chalcis,” and men
‘Cymindis;’ or the hill which men call ‘Batieia, rad the Gods ‘Myrinna’s Tomb.’
Here is an important lesson; for the Gods mustooirge be right in their use of
names. And this is not the only truth about phidgiavhich may be learnt from
Homer. Does he not say that Hector’s son had twoesa—

‘Hector called him Scamandrius, but the others &sax’?

Now, if the men called him Astyanax, is it not pabke that the other name was
conferred by the women? And which are more likelypé right—the wiser or the
less wise, the men or the women? Homer evidentigeaywith the men: and of
the name given by them he offers an explanatione-biby was called Astyanax
(‘king of the city’), because his father saved tiy. The names Astyanax and
Hector, moreover, are really the same,—the one mading, and the other is ‘a
holder or possessor.’ For as the lion’s whelp maycélled a lion, or the horse’s
foal a foal, so the son of a king may be calledireg kBut if the horse had
produced a calf, then that would be called a ¢@liether the syllables of a name
are the same or not makes no difference, provibdedrteaning is retained. For
example; the names of letters, whether vowels as@oeants, do not correspond
to their sounds, with the exception of epsilon,il@ps omicron, omega. The name
Beta has three letters added to the sound—andhigetives not alter the sense of
the word, or prevent the whole name having the evalhich the legislator
intended. And the same may be said of a king aadstim of a king, who like
other animals resemble each other in the courseatire; the words by which
they are signified may be disguised, and yet amiterdnces of sound the
etymologist may recognise the same notion, jughasphysician recognises the
power of the same drugs under different disguiseslour and smell. Hector and
Astyanax have only one letter alike, but they hthe same meaning; and Agis
(leader) is altogether different in sound from Pudechus (chief in war), or
Eupolemus (good warrior); but the two words pregbatsame idea of leader or
general, like the words latrocles and Acesimbrotubjch equally denote a
physician. The son succeeds the father as thestaaieeds the horse, but when,



out of the course of nature, a prodigy occurs, #mel offspring no longer
resembles the parent, then the names no longee.abines may be illustrated by
the case of Agamemnon and his son Orestes, of whenformer has a name
significant of his patience at the siege of Troyile the name of the latter
indicates his savage, man-of-the-mountain natuteu& again, for his murder of
Chrysippus, and his cruelty to Thyestes, is rightyned Atreus, which, to the eye
of the etymologist, is ateros (destructive), ateifgtubborn), atreotos (fearless);
and Pelops is o ta pelas oron (he who sees whag¢das only), because in his
eagerness to win Hippodamia, he was unconsciotiseofemoter consequences
which the murder of Myrtilus would entail upon lmece. The name Tantalus, if
slightly changed, offers two etymologies; eithep dps tou lithou talanteias, or
apo tou talantaton einai, signifying at once thegnag of the stone over his head
in the world below, and the misery which he brougpon his country. And the
name of his father, Zeus, Dios, Zenos, has an lkextaheaning, though hard to
be understood, because really a sentence whiclvided into two parts (Zeus,
Dios). For he, being the lord and king of all,he tauthor of our being, and in him
all live: this is implied in the double form, Dio&enos, which being put together
and interpreted is di on ze panta. There may,rat §ight, appear to be some
irreverence in calling him the son of Cronos, whaiproverb for stupidity; but
the meaning is that Zeus himself is the son of ghiyiintellect; Kronos, quasi
koros, not in the sense of a youth, but quasi tbdtan kai akeraton tou nou—the
pure and garnished mind, which in turn is begotietJranus, who is so called
apo tou oran ta ano, from looking upwards; whichphilosophers say, is the way
to have a pure mind. The earlier portion of Hesogiénealogy has escaped my
memory, or | would try more conclusions of the sasoet. ‘You talk like an
oracle.” | caught the infection from Euthyphro, wiyave me a long lecture which
began at dawn, and has not only entered into ng; eat filled my soul, and my
intention is to yield to the inspiration to-day;daim-morrow | will be exorcised by
some priest or sophist. ‘Go on; | am anxious ta tiea rest.” Now that we have a
general notion, how shall we proceed? What namésafford the most crucial
test of natural fitness? Those of heroes and orglineen are often deceptive,
because they are patronymics or expressions ofsa;wet us try gods and
demi-gods. Gods are so called, apo tou thein, fiwerverb ‘to run;’ because the
sun, moon, and stars run about the heaven; andtieg the original gods of the
Hellenes, as they still are of the Barbarians,rthame is given to all Gods. The
demons are the golden race of Hesiod, and by goldemeans not literally
golden, but good; and they are called demons, glaasnones, which in old Attic
was used for daimones—good men are well said torbeadaimones when they
die, because they are knowing. Eros (with an epki® the same word as eros
(with an eta): ‘the sons of God saw the daughtérsen that they were fair;’ or
perhaps they were a species of sophists or rhetosicand so called apo tou
erotan, or eirein, from their habit of spinning gtiens; for eirein is equivalent to



legein. | get all this from Euthyphro; and now avnand ingenious idea comes
into my mind, and, if | am not careful, | shall kaeser than | ought to be by
to-morrow’s dawn. My idea is, that we may put irdgwull out letters at pleasure
and alter the accents (as, for example, Dii phit@g/ be turned into Diphilos),
and we may make words into sentences and sentémoesvords. The name
anthrotos is a case in point, for a letter has lmemitted and the accent changed;
the original meaning being o anathron a opopen—he leoks up at what he
sees. Psuche may be thought to be the revivingefoeshing, or animating
principle—e anapsuchousa to soma; but | am afraat Euthyphro and his
disciples will scorn this derivation, and | mustdianother: shall we identify the
soul with the ‘ordering mind’ of Anaxagoras, ang $aat psuche, quasi phuseche
= e phusin echei or ochei?—this might easily béneef into psyche. ‘That is a
more artistic etymology.’

After psuche follows soma; this, by a slight peratiain, may be either = (1) the
‘grave’ of the soul, or (2) may mean ‘that by whitgte soul signifies (semainei)
her wishes.” But more probably, the word is Orplaied simply denotes that the
body is the place of ward in which the soul suffdre penalty of sin,—en o
sozetai. ‘| should like to hear some more explamatiof the names of the Gods,
like that excellent one of Zeus.” The truest narokshe Gods are those which
they give themselves; but these are unknown td.ess true are those by which
we propitiate them, as men say in prayers, ‘Magfaeiously receive any name
by which | call him.” And to avoid offence, | shaulike to let them know
beforehand that we are not presuming to enquiretaibem, but only about the
names which they usually bear. Let us begin witktide What did he mean who
gave the name Hestia? ‘That is a very difficultgjion.” O, my dear Hermogenes,
| believe that there was a power of philosophy &atkl among the first inventors
of names, both in our own and in other languagasgten in foreign words a
principle is discernible. Hestia is the same wiliag which is an old form of
ousia, and means the first principle of thingss tagrees with the fact that to
Hestia the first sacrifices are offered. Therels® another reading—osia, which
implies that ‘pushing’ (othoun) is the first pripte of all things. And here | seem
to discover a delicate allusion to the flux of Heestus—that antediluvian
philosopher who cannot walk twice in the same streand this flux of his may
accomplish yet greater marvels. For the names Grand Rhea cannot have been
accidental; the giver of them must have known sbmgtabout the doctrine of
Heracleitus. Moreover, there is a remarkable cdernce in the words of Hesiod,
when he speaks of Oceanus, ‘the origin of Godg]’iarthe verse of Orpheus, in
which he describes Oceanus espousing his sistayd.efethys is nothing more
than the name of a spring—to diattomenon kai etremon. Poseidon is
posidesmos, the chain of the feet, because youotamalk on the sea—the
epsilon is inserted by way of ornament; or perhtqes name may have been



originally polleidon, meaning, that the God knewnyadhings (polla eidos): he
may also be the shaker, apo tou seiein,—in thig,cpsand delta have been
added. Pluto is connected with ploutos, becausdthveames out of the earth; or
the word may be a euphemism for Hades, which isllysderived apo tou
aeidous, because the God is concerned with thsiliei But the name Hades was
really given him from his knowing (eidenai) all gbthings. Men in general are
foolishly afraid of him, and talk with horror of éhworld below from which no
one may return. The reason why his subjects nev&n to come back, even if
they could, is that the God enchains them by ttengest of spells, namely by the
desire of virtue, which they hope to obtain by ¢ansassociation with him. He is
the perfect and accomplished Sophist and the geysgfactor of the other world;
for he has much more than he wants there, and Henisecalled Pluto or the rich.
He will have nothing to do with the souls of menilehn the body, because he
cannot work his will with them so long as they amnfused and entangled by
fleshly lusts. Demeter is the mother and giver @bd—e didousa meter tes
edodes. Here is erate tis, or perhaps the legistaty have been thinking of the
weather, and has merely transposed the letterdseoivbrd aer. Pherephatta, that
word of awe, is pheretapha, which is only an eujphen contraction of e tou
pheromenou ephaptomene,—all things are in motion, she in her wisdom
moves with them, and the wise God Hades consotts kér—there is nothing
very terrible in this, any more than in the heresthppellation Persephone, which
is also significant of her wisdom (sophe). Apoll® another name, which is
supposed to have some dreadful meaning, but isegtisle of at least four
perfectly innocent explanations. First, he is theiffer or purger or absolver
(apolouon); secondly, he is the true diviner, Aples he is called in the
Thessalian dialect (aplos = aplous, sincere); lthitte is the archer (aei ballon),
always shooting; or again, supposing alpha to maara or omou, Apollo
becomes equivalent to ama polon, which points tth bos musical and his
heavenly attributes; for there is a ‘moving togé€tladike in music and in the
harmony of the spheres. The second lambda is @tsent order to avoid the
ill-omened sound of destruction. The Muses areadled—apo tou mosthai. The
gentle Leto or Letho is named from her willingnésthelemon), or because she is
ready to forgive and forget (lethe). Artemis is ealled from her healthy
well-balanced nature, dia to artemes, or as aistes or as a lover of virginity,
aroton misesasa. One of these explanations is Ipisotvae,—perhaps all of them.
Dionysus is o didous ton oinon, and oinos is qoasnous because wine makes
those think (oiesthai) that they have a mind (nowsjo have none. The
established derivation of Aphrodite dia ten tou@ihgenesin may be accepted on
the authority of Hesiod. Again, there is the narh@allas, or Athene, which we,
who are Athenians, must not forget. Pallas is @erivom armed dances—apo tou
pallein ta opla. For Athene we must turn to thegmrical interpreters of Homer,
who make the name equivalent to theonoe, or pgstilel word was originally



ethonoe and signified moral intelligence (en etm@esis). Hephaestus, again, is
the lord of light—o tou phaeos istor. This is a dowtion; and, to prevent any
other getting into our heads, let us go on to AHEsis the manly one (arren), or
the unchangeable one (arratos). Enough of the Goddyy the Gods, | am afraid
of them; but if you suggest other words, you wéésow the horses of Euthyphro
prance. ‘Only one more God; tell me about my gdwfatHermes.” He is
ermeneus, the messenger or cheater or thief oniparg or o eirein momenos,
that is, eiremes or ermes—the speaker or controfespeeches. ‘Well said
Cratylus, then, that | am no son of Hermes.’ Partha son of Hermes, is speech
or the brother of speech, and is called Pan becpesch indicates everything—o
pan menuon. He has two forms, a true and a fafgkisain the upper part smooth,
and in the lower part shaggy. He is the goat ofj@dy, in which there are plenty
of falsehoods.

‘Will you go on to the elements—sun, moon, staestte aether, air, fire, water,
seasons, years?’ Very good: and which shall | fak& Let us begin with elios,
or the sun. The Doric form elios helps us to se ltle is so called because at his
rising he gathers (alizei) men together, or becégseolls about (eilei) the earth,
or because he variegates (aiolei = poikillei) tagte Selene is an anticipation of
Anaxagoras, being a contraction of selaenoneot®dight (selas) which is ever
old and new, and which, as Anaxagoras says, i®wed from the sun; the name
was harmonized into selanaia, a form which is stlluse. ‘That is a true
dithyrambic name.” Meis is so called apo tou meilbas from suffering
diminution, and astron is from astrape (lightninghich is an improvement of
anastrope, that which turns the eyes inside owwldo you explain pur n udor?’

| suspect that pur, which, like udor n kuon, isrfdun Phrygian, is a foreign
word; for the Hellenes have borrowed much from blaebarians, and | always
resort to this theory of a foreign origin when | atma loss. Aer may be explained,
oti airei ta apo tes ges; or, oti aei rei; or,grieuma ex autou ginetai (compare the
poetic word aetai). So aither quasi aeitheer atitee peri ton aera: ge, gaia quasi
genneteira (compare the Homeric form gegaasi); (@@h an omega), or,
according to the old Attic form ora (with an omiojpis derived apo tou orizein,
because it divides the year; eniautos and etoshareame thought—o en eauto
etazon, cut into two parts, en eauto and etazadii on ze into Dios and Zenos.

‘You make surprising progress.’ True; | am run awath, and am not even yet at
my utmost speed. ‘I should like very much to heamryaccount of the virtues.
What principle of correctness is there in thosermirg words, wisdom,

understanding, justice, and the rest?’ To explHithat will be a serious business;
still, as | have put on the lion’s skin, appearanerist be maintained. My opinion
is, that primitive men were like some modern plojasers, who, by always going
round in their search after the nature of thingecdme dizzy; and this



phenomenon, which was really in themselves, theggined to take place in the
external world. You have no doubt remarked, that dbctrine of the universal
flux, or generation of things, is indicated in nan®lo, | never did.” Phronesis is
only phoras kai rou noesis, or perhaps phoras snasd in any case is connected
with pheresthai; gnome is gones skepsis kai nomew®sis iS neou or
gignomenon esis; the word neos implies that creaBoalways going on—the
original form was neoesis; sophrosune is soterieon@seos; episteme is e
epomene tois pragmasin—the faculty which keepseclnsither anticipating nor
lagging behind; sunesis is equivalent to sunienanporeuesthai ten psuche, and
is a kind of conclusion—sullogismos tis, akin tHere in idea to episteme; sophia
is very difficult, and has a foreign look—the meanis, touching the motion or
stream of things, and may be illustrated by the tipak esuthe and the
Lacedaemonian proper name Sous, or Rush; agathom iagaston en te
tachuteti,—for all things are in motion, and some awifter than others:
dikaiosune is clearly e tou dikaiou sunesis. Therdwdlikaion is more
troublesome, and appears to mean the subtle pegngt@ower which, as the
lovers of motion say, preserves all things, anthes cause of all things, quasi
diaion going through—the letter kappa being ingkfier the sake of euphony.
This is a great mystery which has been confidech& but when | ask for an
explanation 1 am thought obtrusive, and anotheivdton is proposed to me.
Justice is said to be o kaion, or the sun; and wheyfully repeat this beautiful
notion, | am answered, ‘What, is there no justideew the sun is down?’ And
when | entreat my questioner to tell me his owmmpi, he replies, that justice is
fire in the abstract, or heat in the abstract; Whi not very intelligible. Others
laugh at such notions, and say with Anaxagoras,jtistice is the ordering mind.
‘| think that some one must have told you this.’dAmot the rest? Let me proceed
then, in the hope of proving to you my originali§ndreia is quasi anpeia quasi e
ano roe, the stream which flows upwards, and isosgg to injustice, which
clearly hinders the principle of penetration; arrand aner have a similar
derivation; gune is the same as gone; thelu isré@rapo tes theles, because the
teat makes things flourish (tethelenai), and thedwballein itself implies increase
of youth, which is swift and sudden ever (thein afidsthai). | am getting over
the ground fast: but much has still to be explainiétere is techne, for instance.
This, by an aphaeresis of tau and an epenthesismmion in two places, may be
identified with echonoe, and signifies ‘that whitéis mind.’

‘A very poor etymology.’” Yes; but you must rememtbibat all language is in
process of change; letters are taken in and putosuhe sake of euphony, and
time is also a great alterer of words. For examplegt business has the letter rho
in the word katoptron, or the letter sigma in therdvsphigx? The additions are
often such that it is impossible to make out thgioal word; and yet, if you may
put in and pull out, as you like, any name is elgugdod for any object. The fact



is, that great dictators of literature like youfsshould observe the rules of
moderation. ‘I will do my best.” But do not be towich of a precisian, or you will
paralyze me. If you will let me add mechane, aportekous, which means polu,
and anein, | shall be at the summit of my powersmfwhich elevation | will
examine the two words kakia and arete. The firsamsily explained in accordance
with what has preceded; for all things being inux,fkakia is to kakos ion. This
derivation is illustrated by the word deilia, whidught to have come after
andreia, and may be regarded as o lian desmosuiebgs, just as aporia signifies
an impediment to motion (from alpha not, and postha to go), and arete is
euporia, which is the opposite of this—the everfluyWaei reousa or aeireite), or
the eligible, quasi airete. You will think thatmanventing, but | say that if kakia
is right, then arete is also right. But what is&aR That is a very obscure word, to
which | can only apply my old notion and declarattkakon is a foreign word.
Next, let us proceed to kalon, aischron. The laedoubtless contracted from
aeischoroun, quasi aei ischon roun. The inventorards being a patron of the
flux, was a great enemy to stagnation. Kalon ikdtoun ta pragmata—this is
mind (nous or dianoia); which is also the principfdeauty; and which doing the
works of beauty, is therefore rightly called theab#ful. The meaning of
sumpheron is explained by previous examples;—Igisteme, signifying that the
soul moves in harmony with the world (sumphora, ghenonta). Kerdos is to
pasi kerannumenon—that which mingles with all teinigisiteloun is equivalent
to to tes phoras luon to telos, and is not to kertan the vulgar sense of gainful,
but rather in that of swift, being the principle ialh makes motion immortal and
unceasing; ophelimon is apo tou ophellein—that Wigives increase: this word,
which is Homeric, is of foreign origin. Blaberon tig blamton or boulomenon
aptein tou rou— that which injures or seeks to limel stream. The proper word
would be boulapteroun, but this is too much of aithtul—like a prelude on the
flute in honour of Athene. The word zemiodes igiclift; great changes, as | was
saying, have been made in words, and even a srhatige will alter their
meaning very much. The word deon is one of thesguised words. You know
that according to the old pronunciation, which spexially affected by the
women, who are great conservatives, iota and dedt@ used where we should
now use eta and zeta: for example, what we nowera#ira was formerly called
imera; and this shows the meaning of the word teehaeen ‘the desired one
coming after night,” and not, as is often suppos#tht which makes things
gentle’ (emera). So again, zugon is duogon, quesisdduein eis agogen—(the
binding of two together for the purpose of drawibgon, as ordinarily written,
has an evil sense, signifying the chain (desmosjratrance of motion; but in its
ancient form dion is expressive of good, quasirditbat which penetrates or goes
through all. Zemiodes is really demiodes, and mehaas which binds motion
(dounti to ion): edone is e pros ten onrsin tei@owsaxis—the delta is an
insertion: lupe is derived apo tes dialuseos tauatos: ania is from alpha and



ienai, to go: algedon is a foreign word, and i€alted apo tou algeinou: odune is
apo tes enduseos tes lupes: achthedon is in its s@ind a burden: chapa
expresses the flow of soul: terpsis is apo touniup and terpnon is properly
erpnon, because the sensation of pleasure is tikéme breath (pnoe) which
creeps (erpei) through the soul: euphrosune is ddroen pheresthai, because the
soul moves in harmony with nature: epithumia ipeten thumon iousa dunamis:
thumos is apo tes thuseos tes psuches: imeros-+v@nes pei e psuche: pothos,
the desire which is in another place, allothi peras was anciently esros, and so
called because it flows into (esrei) the soul framthout: doxa is e dioxis tou
eidenai, or expresses the shooting from a bow (tpxbhe latter etymology is
confirmed by the words boulesthai, boule, abouajch all have to do with
shooting (bole): and similarly oiesis is nothingt ke movement (oisis) of the
soul towards essence. Ekousion is to eikon—thaliyigl—anagke is e an agke
iousa, the passage through ravines which impedéomadletheia is theia ale,
divine motion. Pseudos is the opposite of this,lying the principle of constraint
and forced repose, which is expressed under tlieefigf sleep, to eudon; the psi
is an addition. Onoma, a name, affirms the reaterce of that which is sought
after—on ou masma estin. On and ousia are onlyitiman iota broken off; and
ouk on is ouk ion. ‘And what are ion, reon, dou@?ie way of explaining them
has been already suggested—they may be of forgigmoand possibly this is
the true answer. But mere antiquity may often pméwaur recognizing words,
after all the complications which they have undemyoand we must remember
that however far we carry back our analysis sontienate elements or roots will
remain which can be no further analyzed. For examible word agathos was
supposed by us to be a compound of agastos and, tand probably thoos may
be further resolvable. But if we take a word of @hno further resolution seems
attainable, we may fairly conclude that we haveched one of these original
elements, and the truth of such a word must beddsy some new method. Will
you help me in the search?

All names, whether primary or secondary, are intehtb show the nature of
things; and the secondary, as | conceive, derir thignificance from the
primary. But then, how do the primary names indicanything? And let me ask
another question,—If we had no faculty of speedw Ishould we communicate
with one another? Should we not use signs, likedt#sd and dumb? The elevation
of our hands would mean lightness—heaviness woeltxpressed by letting
them drop. The running of any animal would be descr by a similar movement
of our own frames. The body can only express angtlidy imitation; and the
tongue or mouth can imitate as well as the reshefoody. But this imitation of
the tongue or voice is not yet a name, becausel@eagy imitate sheep or goats
without naming them. What, then, is a name? Infils¢ place, a name is not a
musical, or, secondly, a pictorial imitation, but Enitation of that kind which



expresses the nature of a thing; and is the inmentot of a musician, or of a
painter, but of a namer.

And now, | think that we may consider the namesualdhich you were asking.
The way to analyze them will be by going back te ligtters, or primary elements
of which they are composed. First, we separatalipigabet into classes of letters,
distinguishing the consonants, mutes, vowels, andwwels; and when we have
learnt them singly, we shall learn to know thenthair various combinations of
two or more letters; just as the painter knows howse either a single colour, or
a combination of colours. And like the painter, way apply letters to the
expression of objects, and form them into syllabéesl these again into words,
until the picture or figure—that is, language—ismeted. Not that | am literally
speaking of ourselves, but | mean to say that wWas the way in which the
ancients framed language. And this leads me toidensvhether the primary as
well as the secondary elements are rightly givemay remark, as | was saying
about the Gods, that we can only attain to conjectd them. But still we insist
that ours is the true and only method of discovetyterwise we must have
recourse, like the tragic poets, to a Deus ex nmachand say that God gave the
first names, and therefore they are right; or thatbarbarians are older than we
are, and that we learnt of them; or that antigbag cast a veil over the truth. Yet
all these are not reasons; they are only ingereausses for having no reasons.

| will freely impart to you my own notions, thougirey are somewhat crude:—the
letter rho appears to me to be the general instnumdich the legislator has
employed to express all motion or kinesis. (I ouighéxplain that kinesis is just
iesis (going), for the letter eta was unknown t® @éimcients; and the root, kiein, is
a foreign form of ienai: of kinesis or eisis, thgposite is stasis). This use of rho is
evident in the words tremble, break, crush, cruméahal the like; the imposer of
names perceived that the tongue is most agitatdteipronunciation of this letter,
just as he used iota to express the subtle pow&hwbenetrates through all
things. The letters phi, psi, sigma, zeta, whichune a great deal of wind, are
employed in the imitation of such notions as shngrseething, shaking, and in
general of what is windy. The letters delta anddanvey the idea of binding and
rest in a place: the lambda denotes smoothness,the words slip, sleek, sleep,
and the like. But when the slipping tongue is detdi by the heavier sound of
gamma, then arises the notion of a glutinous clamatyre: nu is sounded from
within, and has a notion of inwardness: alpha & élxpression of size; eta of
length; omicron of roundness, and therefore thepanty of omicron in the word
goggulon. That is my view, Hermogenes, of the atnmess of names; and |
should like to hear what Cratylus would say. ‘Bogcrates, as | was telling you,
Cratylus mystifies me; | should like to ask him,yiour presence, what he means
by the fithess of nhames?’ To this appeal, Cratyiymies ‘that he cannot explain



so important a subject all in a moment.” ‘No, batiynay “add little to little,” as
Hesiod says.” Socrates here interposes his owneseqthat Cratylus will give
some account of his theory. Hermogenes and hinegelf mere sciolists, but
Cratylus has reflected on these matters, and héidda@hers. Cratylus replies in
the words of Achilles: “lllustrious Ajax, you havgpoken in all things much to
my mind,” whether Euthyphro, or some Muse inhalityour own breast, was the
inspirer.” Socrates replies, that he is afraid @hly self-deceived, and therefore he
must ‘look fore and aft,’ as Homer remarks. Does@matylus agree with him that
names teach us the nature of things? ‘Yes.” Andimgns an art, and the artists
are legislators, and like artists in general, smhéhem are better and some of
them are worse than others, and give better orenviaws, and make better or
worse names. Cratylus cannot admit that one naretisr than another; they are
either true names, or they are not names at all;vamen he is asked about the
name of Hermogenes, who is acknowledged to havieigloin him, he affirms
this to be the name of somebody else. Socratesosapphim to mean that
falsehood is impossible, to which his own answeuldde, that there has never
been a lack of liars. Cratylus presses him withdliesophistical argument, that
falsehood is saying that which is not, and theeef&aying nothing;—you cannot
utter the word which is not. Socrates complains tiia argument is too subtle for
an old man to understand: Suppose a person aduyeSsatylus were to say, Hail,
Athenian Stranger, Hermogenes! would these wordsueeor false? ‘I should say
that they would be mere unmeaning sounds, likehiramering of a brass pot.’
But you would acknowledge that names, as well atup@s, are imitations, and
also that pictures may give a right or wrong repnégtion of a man or
woman:—why may not names then equally give a rgmtasion true and right or
false and wrong? Cratylus admits that pictures ngaxe a true or false
representation, but denies that names can. So@agess, that he may go up to a
man and say ‘this is year picture,” and again, la go and say to him ‘this is
your name’'—in the one case appealing to his sehsiglat, and in the other to his
sense of hearing;,—may he not? ‘Yes.’ Then you adinit that there is a right or
a wrong assignment of names, and if of names, dheerbs and nouns; and if of
verbs and nouns, then of the sentences which aile o@of them; and comparing
nouns to pictures, you may give them all the appatg sounds, or only some of
them. And as he who gives all the colours makesoa gicture, and he who gives
only some of them, a bad or imperfect one, bult &tgdicture; so he who gives all
the sounds makes a good name, and he who givessomig of them, a bad or
imperfect one, but a name still. The artist of nantkat is, the legislator, may be
a good or he may be a bad artist. ‘Yes, Socratéghe cases are not parallel; for
if you subtract or misplace a letter, the name eg&s be a name.” Socrates admits
that the number 10, if an unit is subtracted, waddse to be 10, but denies that
names are of this purely quantitative nature. Ssepthat there are two
objects—Cratylus and the image of Cratylus; anduteimagine that some God



makes them perfectly alike, both in their outwandrf and in their inner nature
and qualities: then there will be two Cratyluses] aot merely Cratylus and the
image of Cratylus. But an image in fact alwayssfalhort in some degree of the
original, and if images are not exact counterpavtsy should names be? if they
were, they would be the doubles of their originasd indistinguishable from
them; and how ridiculous would this be! Cratylusréd the truth of Socrates’
remark. But then Socrates rejoins, he should haedurage to acknowledge that
letters may be wrongly inserted in a noun, or antnmua sentence; and yet the
noun or the sentence may retain a meaning. Bettadmnit this, that we may not
be punished like the traveller in Egina who goesualat night, and that Truth
herself may not say to us, ‘Too late.” And, errerxcepted, we may still affirm
that a name to be correct must have proper lettdrgsh bear a resemblance to
the thing signified. | must remind you of what Hegenes and | were saying
about the letter rho accent, which was held to keressive of motion and
hardness, as lambda is of smoothness;—and thisvjioadmit to be their natural
meaning. But then, why do the Eritreans call thiderster which we call
sklerotes? We can understand one another, alththegketter rho accent is not
equivalent to the letter s: why is this? You rephgcause the two letters are
sufficiently alike for the purpose of expressingtion. Well, then, there is the
letter lambda; what business has this in a word nmgahardness? ‘Why,
Socrates, | retort upon you, that we put in and qui letters at pleasure.” And the
explanation of this is custom or agreement: we hraaele a convention that the
rho shall mean s and a convention may indicatehbyunlike as well as by the
like. How could there be names for all the numbendess you allow that
convention is used? Imitation is a poor thing, dmad to be supplemented by
convention, which is another poor thing; althouglytee with you in thinking that
the most perfect form of language is found only kghé¢here is a perfect
correspondence of sound and meaning. But let meyaskwvhat is the use and
force of names? ‘The use of names, Socrates, igfdom, and he who knows
names knows things.” Do you mean that the discosEnames is the same as the
discovery of things? ‘Yes.” But do you not see ttedre is a degree of deception
about names? He who first gave names, gave theardacg to his conception,
and that may have been erroneous. ‘But then, whgrafes, is language so
consistent? all words have the same laws.” Meraistancy is no test of truth. In
geometrical problems, for example, there may blewa &t the beginning, and yet
the conclusion may follow consistently. And, theref a wise man will take
especial care of first principles. But are wordallgeconsistent; are there not as
many terms of praise which signify rest as whicgngy motion? There is
episteme, which is connected with stasis, as mneméh meno. Bebaion, again,
is the expression of station and position; istasiaclearly descriptive of the
stopping istanai of the stream; piston indicatesdissation of motion; and there
are many words having a bad sense, which are ctathedth ideas of motion,



such as sumphora, amartia, etc.: amathia, agaghtrne explained, as e ama theo
iontos poreia, and akolasia as e akolouthia t@gmasin. Thus the bad names are
framed on the same principle as the good, and akamples might be given,
which would favour a theory of rest rather thamudtion. ‘Yes; but the greater
number of words express motion.” Are we to courgnih Cratylus; and is
correctness of names to be determined by the wbiaanajority?

Here is another point: we were saying that theslatpr gives names; and
therefore we must suppose that he knows the thuhgsh he names: but how can
he have learnt things from names before there vaerse names? ‘I believe,
Socrates, that some power more than human fir& tiangs their names, and that
these were necessarily true names.” Then how cdmegiver of names to
contradict himself, and to make some names exmessi rest, and others of
motion? ‘I do not suppose that he did make thenh.bdthen which did he
make—those which are expressive of rest, or thobgEhvare expressive of
motion?...But if some names are true and othesg fale can only decide between
them, not by counting words, but by appealing tmgb. And, if so, we must
allow that things may be known without names; fames, as we have several
times admitted, are the images of things; and tken knowledge is of things,
and is not to be derived from names; and though nat doubt that the inventors
of language gave names, under the idea that aljshare in a state of motion and
flux, | believe that they were mistaken; and thavihg fallen into a whirlpool
themselves, they are trying to drag us after tHéwnis there not a true beauty and
a true good, which is always beautiful and alwaysdy Can the thing beauty be
vanishing away from us while the words are yet un mouths? And they could
not be known by any one if they are always pasaimgy—for if they are always
passing away, the observer has no opportunity eéming their state. Whether
the doctrine of the flux or of the eternal natueetbe truer, is hard to determine.
But no man of sense will put himself, or the ediorabf his mind, in the power
of names: he will not condemn himself to be an ahtieing, nor will he believe
that everything is in a flux like the water in alg vessel, or that the world is a
man who has a running at the nose. This doctrinebedrue, Cratylus, but is also
very likely to be untrue; and therefore | would bayou reflect while you are
young, and find out the truth, and when you knowneoand tell me. ‘I have
thought, Socrates, and after a good deal of thgnkincline to Heracleitus.” Then
another day, my friend, you shall give me a less@ary good, Socrates, and |
hope that you will continue to study these thingsrgelf.’

We may now consider (I) how far Plato in the Cnasyhas discovered the true
principles of language, and then (ll) proceed tonpare modern speculations
respecting the origin and nature of language Vhighanticipations of his genius.



l. (1) Plato is aware that language is not the wadrkhance; nor does he deny that
there is a natural fitness in names. He only iagdisat this natural fithess shall be
intelligibly explained. But he has no idea thatgaage is a natural organism. He
would have heard with surprise that languages teecommon work of whole
nations in a primitive or semi- barbarous age. Hbe, would probably have
argued, could men devoid of art have contrivedractire of such complexity?
No answer could have been given to this questibinerein ancient or in modern
times, until the nature of primitive antiquity hbden thoroughly studied, and the
instincts of man had been shown to exist in greébece, when his state
approaches more nearly to that of children or alsimighe philosophers of the last
century, after their manner, would have vainly enaeired to trace the process by
which proper names were converted into common,veould have shown how
the last effort of abstraction invented preposgi@amd auxiliaries. The theologian
would have proved that language must have had mediorigin, because in
childhood, while the organs are pliable, the imgelhce is wanting, and when the
intelligence is able to frame conceptions, the nsgare no longer able to express
them. Or, as others have said: Man is man becausadthe gift of speech; and
he could not have invented that which he is. Bu$ thould have been an
‘argument too subtle’ for Socrates, who rejects tieological account of the
origin of language ‘as an excuse for not givinggason,” which he compares to
the introduction of the ‘Deus ex machina’ by thagic poets when they have to
solve a difficulty; thus anticipating many moderantroversies in which the
primary agency of the divine Being is confused wtitle secondary cause; and
God is assumed to have worked a miracle in orddilltap a lacuna in human
knowledge. (Compare Timaeus.)

Neither is Plato wrong in supposing that an eleneéresign and art enters into
language. The creative power abating is supplerdeoyea mechanical process.
‘Languages are not made but grow,’ but they arearasdwell as grow; bursting
into life like a plant or a flower, they are alsapable of being trained and
improved and engrafted upon one another. The chandgkem is effected in
earlier ages by musical and euphonic improvemenitsa later stage by the
influence of grammar and logic, and by the poetaad literary use of words.
They develope rapidly in childhood, and when thes fall grown and set they
may still put forth intellectual powers, like thend in the body, or rather we may
say that the nobler use of language only beginsaihe frame-work is complete.
The savage or primitive man, in whom the naturafintt is strongest, is also the
greatest improver of the forms of language. Héésgoet or maker of words, as
in civilised ages the dialectician is the definedastinguisher of them. The latter
calls the second world of abstract terms into erisg¢, as the former has created
the picture sounds which represent natural objectgprocesses. Poetry and
philosophy—these two, are the two great formatikiagiples of language, when



they have passed their first stage, of which, atheffirst invention of the arts in
general, we only entertain conjecture. And mythglag a link between them,
connecting the visible and invisible, until at lémghe sensuous exterior falls
away, and the severance of the inner and outedwoflthe idea and the object of
sense, becomes complete. At a later period, logat grammar, sister arts,
preserve and enlarge the decaying instinct of lagguby rule and method, which
they gather from analysis and observation.

(2) There is no trace in any of Plato’s writingsaititne was acquainted with any
language but Greek. Yet he has conceived very thayrelation of Greek to

foreign languages, which he is led to considerabse he finds that many Greek
words are incapable of explanation. Allowing a galsal for accident, and also
for the fancies of the conditores linguae Graetlaare is an element of which he
is unable to give an account. These unintelliglverds he supposes to be of
foreign origin, and to have been derived from aetwhen the Greeks were either
barbarians, or in close relations to the barbari@wcrates is aware that this
principle is liable to great abuse; and, like thi®eus ex machina,” explains
nothing. Hence he excuses himself for the employnoérsuch a device, and

remarks that in foreign words there is still a pijphe of correctness, which

applies equally both to Greeks and barbarians.

(3) But the greater number of primary words do adinit of derivation from
foreign languages; they must be resolved into éteerds out of which they are
composed, and therefore the letters must have ainged he framers of language
were aware of this; they observed that alpha waptad to express size; eta
length; omicron roundness; nu inwardness; rho dccesh or roar; lambda
liquidity; gamma lambda the detention of the liqoidslippery element; delta and
tau binding; phi, psi, sigma, xi, wind and colddao on. Plato’s analysis of the
letters of the alphabet shows a wonderful insighd the nature of language. He
does not expressively distinguish between mereatioit and the symbolical use
of sound to express thought, but he recognisebanekamples which he gives
both modes of imitation. Gesture is the mode whachdeaf and dumb person
would take of indicating his meaning. And languagéhe gesture of the tongue;
in the use of the letter rho accent, to expressshing or roaring, or of omicron to
express roundness, there is a direct imitationleathithe use of the letter alpha to
express size, or of eta to express length, thaiioit is symbolical. The use of
analogous or similar sounds, in order to exprasdai analogous ideas, seems to
have escaped him.

In passing from the gesture of the body to the mmam of the tongue, Plato
makes a great step in the physiology of languagewss probably the first who
said that ‘language is imitative sound,” which he fgreatest and deepest truth of
philology; although he is not aware of the lawseofphony and association by



which imitation must be regulated. He was probadbo the first who made a
distinction between simple and compound words, whtrsecond only in
importance to that which has just been mentioned. dgeat insight in one
direction curiously contrasts with his blindnessamother; for he appears to be
wholly unaware (compare his derivation of agatlromifagastos and thoos) of the
difference between the root and termination. Butnagst recollect that he was
necessarily more ignorant than any schoolboy oelsggammar, and had no table
of the inflexions of verbs and nouns before hisseyghich might have suggested
to him the distinction.

(4) Plato distinctly affirms that language is naith, or ‘philosophie une langue
bien faite.” At first, Socrates has delighted hithsdgth discovering the flux of
Heracleitus in language. But he is covertly satigsthe pretence of that or any
other age to find philosophy in words; and he aftéegds corrects any erroneous
inference which might be gathered from his expenimEor he finds as many, or
almost as many, words expressive of rest, as hgfedously found expressive
of motion. And even if this had been otherwise, wWauld learn of words when
he might learn of things? There is a great contiyvand high argument between
Heracleiteans and Eleatics, but no man of sensddwammmit his soul in such
enquiries to the imposers of names...In this ahdrgbassages Plato shows that he
is as completely emancipated from the influencéddufis of the tribe’ as Bacon
himself.

The lesson which may be gathered from words isrmetbphysical or moral, but
historical. They teach us the affinity of racesythell us something about the
association of ideas, they occasionally presergentemory of a disused custom;
but we cannot safely argue from them about rightt wnong, matter and mind,
freedom and necessity, or the other problems ofamand metaphysical
philosophy. For the use of words on such subjedy often be metaphorical,
accidental, derived from other languages, and maye hno relation to the
contemporary state of thought and feeling. Nor iy aase is the invention of
them the result of philosophical reflection; thegva been commonly transferred
from matter to mind, and their meaning is the veayerse of their etymology.
Because there is or is not a name for a thing,amaat argue that the thing has or
has not an actual existence; or that the antithepasallels, conjugates,
correlatives of language have anything correspantbrthem in nature. There are
too many words as well as too few; and they gerzeréthe objects or ideas which
they represent. The greatest lesson which the sgplucal analysis of language
teaches us is, that we should be above languadengnaords our servants, and
not allowing them to be our masters.

Plato does not add the further observation, that dtymological meaning of
words is in process of being lost. If at first fradnon a principle of intelligibility,



they would gradually cease to be intelligible, likk@se of a foreign language, he
is willing to admit that they are subject to manyaoges, and put on many
disguises. He acknowledges that the ‘poor creatarigation is supplemented by
another ‘poor creature,’— convention. But he doatssee that ‘habit and repute,’
and their relation to other words, are always dsegrg an influence over them.
Words appear to be isolated, but they are readlyptirts of an organism which is
always being reproduced. They are refined by a&ilon, harmonized by poetry,
emphasized by literature, technically applied iflgsophy and art; they are used
as symbols on the border-ground of human knowledigey receive a fresh
impress from individual genius, and come with a rfevce and association to
every lively-minded person. They are fixed by thewdtaneous utterance of
millions, and yet are always imperceptibly changirgot the inventors of
language, but writing and speaking, and particylgréat writers, or works which
pass into the hearts of nations, Homer, Shakespeaite, the German or English
Bible, Kant and Hegel, are the makers of them terlages. They carry with them
the faded recollection of their own past histohg tise of a word in a striking and
familiar passage gives a complexion to its useyavieere else, and the new use of
an old and familiar phrase has also a peculiar pawer us. But these and other
subtleties of language escaped the observationatd.FHe is not aware that the
languages of the world are organic structures, thatl every word in them is
related to every other; nor does he conceive gjuage as the joint work of the
speaker and the hearer, requiring in man a faautyonly of expressing his
thoughts but of understanding those of others.

On the other hand, he cannot be justly charged avidbsire to frame language on
artificial principles. Philosophers have sometindreamed of a technical or
scientific language, in words which should havedixmeanings, and stand in the
same relation to one another as the substances Wieyg denote. But there is no
more trace of this in Plato than there is of a legg corresponding to the ideas;
nor, indeed, could the want of such a languageeltaufitil the sciences were far
more developed. Those who would extend the useedfnical phraseology
beyond the limits of science or of custom, seenforget that freedom and
suggestiveness and the play of association arentedsecharacteristics of
language. The great master has shown how he refaetantic distinctions of
words or attempts to confine their meaning in tlaéirs on Prodicus in the
Protagoras.

(5) In addition to these anticipations of the gaherinciples of philology, we
may note also a few curious observations on wandssaunds. ‘The Eretrians say
sklerotes for skleroter;’ ‘the Thessalians call Ap@mlos;’ “The Phrygians have
the words pur, udor, kunes slightly changed; ‘thés an old Homeric word
emesato, meaning “he contrived”;’ ‘our forefathemsd especially the women,



who are most conservative of the ancient languaged the letters iota and delta;
but now iota is changed into eta and epsilon, aithdnto zeta; this is supposed
to increase the grandeur of the sound.” Plato wayg willing to use inductive
arguments, so far as they were within his reachhbwould also have assigned a
large influence to chance. Nor indeed is inductpplicable to philology in the
same degree as to most of the physical sciencesaffey we have pushed our
researches to the furthest point, in language adlithe other creations of the
human mind, there will always remain an elemenexdeption or accident or
free-will, which cannot be eliminated.

The question, ‘whether falsehood is impossible,iohlSocrates characteristically
sets aside as too subtle for an old man (compattey&y, could only have arisen
in an age of imperfect consciousness, which hadyabtiearned to distinguish

words from things. Socrates replies in effect thvards have an independent
existence; thus anticipating the solution of thedmeval controversy of

Nominalism and Realism. He is aware too that laggsaxist in various degrees
of perfection, and that the analysis of them caly be carried to a certain point.
‘If we could always, or almost always, use likeressswvhich are the appropriate
expressions, that would be the most perfect sthtarguage.” These words
suggest a question of deeper interest than thenarfganguage; viz. what is the
ideal of language, how far by any correction ofithesages existing languages
might become clearer and more expressive thanateymore poetical, and also
more logical; or whether they are now finally fixadd have received their last
impress from time and authority.

On the whole, the Cratylus seems to contain deeptiis about language than any
other ancient writing. But feeling the uncertaiognd upon which he is walking,
and partly in order to preserve the character afr&es, Plato envelopes the
whole subject in a robe of fancy, and allows his@ples to drop out as if by
accident.

Il. What is the result of recent speculations abthé origin and nature of
language? Like other modern metaphysical enquitieey end at last in a
statement of facts. But, in order to state or usided the facts, a metaphysical
insight seems to be required. There are more thim¢g@nguage than the human
mind easily conceives. And many fallacies have ¢o dispelled, as well as
observations made. The true spirit of philosophynetaphysics can alone charm
away metaphysical illusions, which are always reapjpg, formerly in the
fancies of neoplatonist writers, now in the disgud experience and common
sense. An analogy, a figure of speech, an intblkgitheory, a superficial
observation of the individual, have often been akish for a true account of the
origin of language.



Speaking is one of the simplest natural operatiang, also the most complex.
Nothing would seem to be easier or more triviahtlaafew words uttered by a
child in any language. Yet into the formation ob¢k words have entered causes
which the human mind is not capable of calculatifitey are a drop or two of the
great stream or ocean of speech which has beemtion all ages. They have
been transmitted from one language to another; thieechild himself, they go
back to the beginnings of the human race. How trgyinated, who can tell?
Nevertheless we can imagine a stage of human gaaewhich the circle of
men’s minds was narrower and their sympathies astihcts stronger; in which
their organs of speech were more flexible, andstmese of hearing finer and more
discerning; in which they lived more in companyg after the manner of children
were more given to express their feelings; in whiklby moved all together,’ like

a herd of wild animals, ‘when they moved at all.mAng them, as in every
society, a particular person would be more serss#ind intelligent than the rest.
Suddenly, on some occasion of interest (at theoampr of a wild beast, shall we
say?), he first, they following him, utter a cryialin resounds through the forest.
The cry is almost or quite involuntary, and mayapeimitation of the roar of the
animal. Thus far we have not speech, but only tleticulate expression of
feeling or emotion in no respect differing from thiges of animals; for they too
call to one another and are answered. But now |pit@t some one at a distance
not only hears the sound, but apprehends the nggamiinve may imagine that the
cry is repeated to a member of the society wholiegh absent; the others act the
scene over again when he returns home in the eyeAimd so the cry becomes a
word. The hearer in turn gives back the word todpeaker, who is now aware
that he has acquired a new power. Many thousanektime exercises this power;
like a child learning to talk, he repeats the samne again, and again he is
answered; he tries experiments with a like resuit the speaker and the hearer
rejoice together in their newly-discovered facuhyfirst there would be few such
cries, and little danger of mistaking or confusthgm. For the mind of primitive
man had a narrow range of perceptions and feelligsenses were microscopic;
twenty or thirty sounds or gestures would be endoglhim, nor would he have
any difficulty in finding them. Naturally he brolait into speech—Iike the young
infant he laughed and babbled; but not until tiveeee hearers as well as speakers
did language begin. Not the interjection or thealdmitation of the object, but
the interjection or the vocal imitation of the otfjeunderstood, is the first
rudiment of human speech.

After a while the word gathers associations, ansl & independent existence.
The imitation of the lion’s roar calls up the feanrsd hopes of the chase, which
are excited by his appearance. In the moment afifgeéhe sound, without any

appreciable interval, these and other latent egpees wake up in the mind of the
hearer. Not only does he receive an impressionhéudrings previous knowledge



to bear upon that impression. Necessarily the paltonage becomes less vivid,

while the association of the nature and habitshef animal is more distinctly

perceived. The picture passes into a symbol, feretlvould be too many of them
and they would crowd the mind; the vocal imitatitwg, is always in process of
being lost and being renewed, just as the pictsirbrought back again in the
description of the poet. Words now can be used meay because there are
more of them. What was once an involuntary expoesbecomes voluntary. Not

only can men utter a cry or call, but they can camizate and converse; they can
not only use words, but they can even play withmth&he word is separated both
from the object and from the mind; and slowly nasi@nd individuals attain to a

fuller consciousness of themselves.

Parallel with this mental process the articulatdrsounds is gradually becoming
perfected. The finer sense detects the differenfabem, and begins, first to
agglomerate, then to distinguish them. Times, pexsplaces, relations of all
kinds, are expressed by modifications of them. @ddiest parts of speech, as we
may call them by anticipation, like the first uttaces of children, probably
partook of the nature of interjections and nouhgntcame verbs; at length the
whole sentence appeared, and rhythm and metrewiedlo Each stage in the
progress of language was accompanied by some poréimg stage in the mind
and civilisation of man. In time, when the familgdame a nation, the wild
growth of dialects passed into a language. Theseapmetry and literature. We
can hardly realize to ourselves how much with eagirovement of language the
powers of the human mind were enlarged; how therimvorld took the place of
outer; how the pictorial or symbolical or analodiegord was refined into a
notion; how language, fair and large and free, atdast complete.

So we may imagine the speech of man to have begwnitla the cries of animals,
or the stammering lips of children, and to havaia#d by degrees the perfection
of Homer and Plato. Yet we are far from saying tiég or any other theory of
language is proved by facts. It is not difficult fmrm an hypothesis which by a
series of imaginary transitions will bridge oveetbhasm which separates man
from the animals. Differences of kind may oftentbes resolved into differences
of degree. But we must not assume that we havieisnwtay discovered the true
account of them. Through what struggles the harmmniuse of the organs of
speech was acquired; to what extent the conditbbrigiman life were different;
how far the genius of individuals may have contigolto the discovery of this as
of the other arts, we cannot say: Only we seeneddlsat language is as much the
creation of the ear as of the tongue, and the sgfe of a movement stirring the
hearts not of one man only but of many, ‘as thestraf the wood are stirred by the
wind.” The theory is consistent or not inconsistemith our own mental
experience, and throws some degree of light upolarl& corner of the human



mind.

In the later analysis of language, we trace theosipe and contrasted elements of
the individual and nation, of the past and presehthe inward and outward, of
the subject and object, of the notional and retetioof the root or unchanging
part of the word and of the changing inflexionsifch a distinction be admitted,
of the vowel and the consonant, of quantity anceatoof speech and writing, of
poetry and prose. We observe also the reciprodéliemce of sounds and
conceptions on each other, like the connexion afyband mind; and further
remark that although the names of objects weranalig proper names, as the
grammarian or logician might call them, yet attedatage they become universal
notions, which combine into particulars and induats, and are taken out of the
first rude agglomeration of sounds that they maydméaced in a higher and more
logical order. We see that in the simplest senterare contained grammar and
logic—the parts of speech, the Eleatic philosopiy the Kantian categories. So
complex is language, and so expressive not onllgeomeanest wants of man, but
of his highest thoughts; so various are the asprotghich it is regarded by us.
Then again, when we follow the history of languagee observe that they are
always slowly moving, half dead, half alive, hatiid, half fluid; the breath of a
moment, yet like the air, continuous in all aged anuntries,—like the glacier,
too, containing within them a trickling stream whideposits debris of the rocks
over which it passes. There were happy momentsjeamay conjecture, in the
lives of nations, at which they came to the birtts—a the golden age of
literature, the man and the time seem to consghe;eloquence of the bard or
chief, as in later times the creations of the gvwa#er who is the expression of his
age, became impressed on the minds of their cauetry perhaps in the hour of
some crisis of national development—a migratiorgoaquest, or the like. The
picture of the word which was beginning to be lestnow revived; the sound
again echoes to the sense; men find themselvedleapat only of expressing
more feelings, and describing more objects, betxpressing and describing them
better. The world before the flood, that is to sténe world of ten, twenty, a
hundred thousand years ago, has passed away dndolefign. But the best
conception that we can form of it, though imperfaatl uncertain, is gained from
the analogy of causes still in action, some poweafu sudden, others working
slowly in the course of infinite ages. Something tmay be allowed to ‘the
persistency of the strongest,” to ‘the survivaklud fittest,” in this as in the other
realms of nature.

These are some of the reflections which the mogidniosophy of language
suggests to us about the powers of the human nmiddhee forces and influences
by which the efforts of men to utter articulate sdsi were inspired. Yet in making
these and similar generalizations we may note dkagers to which we are



exposed. (1) There is the confusion of ideas vattis—of mere possibilities, and
generalities, and modes of conception with actmal definite knowledge. The
words ‘evolution,” ‘birth,” ‘law,” development,’ fstinct,” ‘implicit,” ‘explicit,’
and the like, have a false clearness or comprebammsss, which adds nothing to
our knowledge. The metaphor of a flower or a tmesome other work of nature
or art, is often in like manner only a pleasingtyie. (2) There is the fallacy of
resolving the languages which we know into thentgpaand then imagining that
we can discover the nature of language by recartstguthem. (3) There is the
danger of identifying language, not with thoughis With ideas. (4) There is the
error of supposing that the analysis of grammar lagit has always existed, or
that their distinctions were familiar to Socratesl &lato. (5) There is the fallacy
of exaggerating, and also of diminishing the inéérwhich separates articulate
from inarticulate language—the cries of animalarfrthe speech of man—the
instincts of animals from the reason of man. (6@réhis the danger which besets
all enquiries into the early history of man—of iqeeting the past by the present,
and of substituting the definite and intelligib the true but dim outline which
is the horizon of human knowledge.

The greatest light is thrown upon the nature oflege by analogy. We have the
analogy of the cries of animals, of the songs afd(‘'man, like the nightingale, is
a singing bird, but is ever binding up thoughtshwitusical notes’), of music, of
children learning to speak, of barbarous nationwhich the linguistic instinct is
still undecayed, of ourselves learning to think apeak a new language, of the
deaf and dumb who have words without sounds, ofwéous disorders of
speech; and we have the after-growth of mytholegyich, like language, is an
unconscious creation of the human mind. We canrebghie social and collective
instincts of animals, and may remark how, when cioated, they have the
power of understanding but not of speaking, whiiettte other hand, some birds
which are comparatively devoid of intelligence, ma& nearer approach to
articulate speech. We may note how in the animiaéget is a want of that
sympathy with one another which appears to be theé sf language. We can
compare the use of speech with other mental anilybmukrations; for speech too
is a kind of gesture, and in the child or savag®mapanied with gesture. We may
observe that the child learns to speak, as heddarwalk or to eat, by a natural
impulse; yet in either case not without a powematation which is also natural
to him—he is taught to read, but he breaks fortimgmeously in speech. We can
trace the impulse to bind together the world imraglbeginning in the first efforts
to speak and culminating in philosophy. But thezenains an element which
cannot be explained, or even adequately descriiedcan understand how man
creates or constructs consciously and by desighsas, if we do not understand,
how nature, by a law, calls into being an organsedcture. But the intermediate
organism which stands between man and nature, whitte work of mind yet



unconscious, and in which mind and matter seemedetjrand mind unperceived
to herself is really limited by all other minds,nsither understood nor seen by us,
and is with reluctance admitted to be a fact.

Language is an aspect of man, of nature, and anstthe transfiguration of the
world in thought, the meeting-point of the physiaad mental sciences, and also
the mirror in which they are reflected, presenéary moment to the individual,
and yet having a sort of eternal or universal ratiwhen we analyze our own
mental processes, we find words everywhere in edegree of clearness and
consistency, fading away in dreams and more likupgs, rapidly succeeding one
another in our waking thoughts, attaining a greatdistinctness and
consecutiveness in speech, and a greater stillritmgy taking the place of one
another when we try to become emancipated fronr tinfduence. For in all
processes of the mind which are conscious we liagao ourselves; the attempt
to think without words is a mere illusion,—they algvays reappearing when we
fix our thoughts. And speech is not a separatdtfgdaut the expression of all our
faculties, to which all our other powers of expresssigns, looks, gestures, lend
their aid, of which the instrument is not the toagunly, but more than half the
human frame.

The minds of men are sometimes carried on to tbintheir lives and of their
actions as links in a chain of causes and effeaiisggback to the beginning of
time. A few have seemed to lose the sense of their individuality in the
universal cause or nature. In like manner we migimk of the words which we
daily use, as derived from the first speech of naand of all the languages in the
world, as the expressions or varieties of a sifajlee or life of language of which
the thoughts of men are the accident. Such a ctinocepnables us to grasp the
power and wonder of languages, and is very natoréhe scientific philologist.
For he, like the metaphysician, believes in thditseaf that which absorbs his
own mind. Nor do we deny the enormous influenceciitanguage has exercised
over thought. Fixed words, like fixed ideas, hafterogoverned the world. But in
such representations we attribute to language tachrthe nature of a cause, and
too little of an effect—too much of an absoluteo tlittle of a relative
character,—too much of an ideal, too little of atteraof-fact existence.

Or again, we may frame a single abstract notiolammuage of which all existent
languages may be supposed to be the perversionv@uust not conceive that
this logical figment had ever a real existencdas@nything more than an effort of
the mind to give unity to infinitely various phenenma. There is no abstract
language ‘in rerum natura,” any more than theransabstract tree, but only
languages in various stages of growth, maturitg déecay. Nor do other logical
distinctions or even grammatical exactly corresptmnthe facts of language; for
they too are attempts to give unity and regulatitya subject which is partly



irregular.

We find, however, that there are distinctions obtaer kind by which this vast

field of language admits of being mapped out. Therthe distinction between

biliteral and triliteral roots, and the various leXions which accompany them;
between the mere mechanical cohesion of soundsoaitswand the ‘chemical’

combination of them into a new word; there is tisinction between languages
which have had a free and full development of tlmeganisms, and languages
which have been stunted in their growth,—lamedgirthands or feet, and never
able to acquire afterwards the powers in which taey deficient; there is the
distinction between synthetical languages like &Gremd Latin, which have

retained their inflexions, and analytical languatiks English or French, which

have lost them. Innumerable as are the languagksliafects of mankind, there
are comparatively few classes to which they carefesred.

Another road through this chaos is provided by phgsiology of speech. The
organs of language are the same in all mankind aamanly capable of uttering a
certain number of sounds. Every man has tonguth, tiges, palate, throat, mouth,
which he may close or open, and adapt in variouyswaaking, first, vowels and
consonants; and secondly, other classes of lefteeselements of all speech, like
the elements of the musical scale, are few andlsjrttpugh admitting of infinite

gradations and combinations. Whatever slight dffiees exist in the use or
formation of these organs, owing to climate or #emse of euphony or other
causes, they are as nothing compared with thegeagent. Here then is a real
basis of unity in the study of philology, unlikeathimaginary abstract unity of
which we were just now speaking.

Whether we regard language from the psychologiaal, historical, or
physiological point of view, the materials of ourdwledge are inexhaustible. The
comparisons of children learning to speak, of bambs nations, of musical notes,
of the cries of animals, of the song of birds, @&se our insight into the nature of
human speech. Many observations which would otlsenkiave escaped us are
suggested by them. But they do not explain whyman and in man only, the
speaker met with a response from the hearer, aadh#if articulate sound
gradually developed into Sanscrit and Greek. Thaylllg enable us to approach
any nearer the secret of the origin of languagéchyhike some of the other great
secrets of nature,—the origin of birth and deathobanimal life,— remains
inviolable. That problem is indissolubly bound ughathe origin of man; and if
we ever know more of the one, we may expect to kmowre of the other.
(Compare W. Humboldt, ‘Ueber die Verschiedenheits dmenschlichen
Sprachbaues;” M. Muller, ‘Lectures on the SciendelLanguage; Steinthal,
‘Einleitung in die Psychologie und Sprachwissenficha



It is more than sixteen years since the precedintarks were written, which with
a few alterations have now been reprinted. Durlmg ihterval the progress of
philology has been very great. More languages Hmeen compared; the inner
structure of language has been laid bare; theioekabf sounds have been more
accurately discriminated; the manner in which ditsdeffect or are affected by the
literary or principal form of a language is betterderstood. Many merely verbal
guestions have been eliminated; the remains oblthdraditional methods have
died away. The study has passed from the metagthysto an historical stage.
Grammar is no longer confused with language, nerahatomy of words and
sentences with their life and use. Figures of dpebg which the vagueness of
theories is often concealed, have been strippedioéf we see language more as it
truly was. The immensity of the subject is graduadivealed to us, and the reign
of law becomes apparent. Yet the law is but pdytisten; the traces of it are
often lost in the distance. For languages havetaralabut not a perfect growth;
like other creations of nature into which the vafl man enters, they are full of
what we term accident and irregularity. And thdiclifities of the subject become
not less, but greater, as we proceed—it is ondadd studies in which we seem
to know less as we know more; partly because wea@alenger satisfied with the
vague and superficial ideas of it which prevailéiy fyears ago; partly also
because the remains of the languages with whicare@cquainted always were,
and if they are still living, are, in a state ddrisition; and thirdly, because there
are lacunae in our knowledge of them which can nbefilled up. Not a tenth,
not a hundredth part of them has been preservedh¥enaterials at our disposal
are far greater than any individual can use. Sueh aafew of the general
reflections which the present state of philologyscap.

(1) Language seems to be composite, but intorgs dlements the philologer has
never been able to penetrate. However far he gaels, Ine never arrives at the
beginning; or rather, as in Geology or in Astronotiere is no beginning. He is
too apt to suppose that by breaking up the exidngs of language into their
parts he will arrive at a previous stage of it, batis merely analyzing what never
existed, or is never known to have existed, exaejgt composite form. He may
divide nouns and verbs into roots and inflexions, e has no evidence which
will show that the omega of tupto or the mu ofdithi, though analogous to ego,
me, either became pronouns or were generated optrasfouns. To say that
‘pronouns, like ripe fruit, dropped out of verbs’a misleading figure of speech.
Although all languages have some common princighesre is no primitive form

or forms of language known to us, or to be reaslgriatagined, from which they

are all descended. No inference can be drawn femguage, either for or against
the unity of the human race. Nor is there any pithat words were ever used



without any relation to each other. Whatever mayhgemeaning of a sentence or
a word when applied to primitive language, it islpable that the sentence is more
akin to the original form than the word, and theg tater stage of language is the
result rather of analysis than of synthesis, osfiihg is a combination of the two.
Nor, again, are we sure that the original procéssamning to speak was the same
in different places or among different races of niemay have been slower with
some, quicker with others. Some tribes may havel orter, others longer
words or cries: they may have been more or lesnett to agglutinate or to
decompose them: they may have modified them byusieeof prefixes, suffixes,
infixes; by the lengthening and strengthening ovels or by the shortening and
weakening of them, by the condensation or raredactif consonants. But who
gave to language these primeval laws; or why ome ifzas triliteral, another
biliteral roots; or why in some members of a grafipanguages b becomes p, or
d, t, or ch, k; or why two languages resemble ar@theer in certain parts of their
structure and differ in others; or why in one laage there is a greater
development of vowels, in another of consonantd, the like—are questions of
which we only ‘entertain conjecture.” We must renfemthe length of time that
has elapsed since man first walked upon the eartt, that in this vast but
unknown period every variety of language may hasenbin process of formation
and decay, many times over.

(Compare Plato, Laws).—

‘ATHENIAN STRANGER: And what then is to be regarded the origin of
government? Will not a man be able to judge beshfa point of view in which
he may behold the progress of states and thesitrams to good and evil?

CLEINIAS: What do you mean?

ATHENIAN STRANGER: | mean that he might watch théram the point of
view of time, and observe the changes which takeepin them during infinite
ages.

CLEINIAS: How so?

ATHENIAN STRANGER: Why, do you think that you ca@ckon the time which
has elapsed since cities first existed and men aigzens of them?

CLEINIAS: Hardly.

ATHENIAN STRANGER: But you are quite sure that itust be vast and
incalculable?

CLEINIAS: No doubt.



ATHENIAN STRANGER: And have there not been thousaadd thousands of
cities which have come into being and perishednduthis period? And has not
every place had endless forms of government, ard bemetimes rising, and at
other times falling, and again improving or waning?

Aristot. Metaph.:—

‘And if a person should conceive the tales of mighg to mean only that men
thought the gods to be the first essences of thimgsvould deem the reflection to
have been inspired and would consider that, whepeatsably every art and part
of wisdom had been DISCOVERED AND LOST MANY TIMESVER, such
notions were but a remnant of the past which hagwad to our day.”)

It can hardly be supposed that any traces of aginaii language still survive, any
more than of the first huts or buildings which wemnstructed by man. Nor are
we at all certain of the relation, if any, in whittke greater families of languages
stand to each other. The influence of individualasmalways have been a
disturbing element. Like great writers in later ¢isn there may have been many a
barbaric genius who taught the men of his tribsing or speak, showing them by
example how to continue or divide their words, amag their souls with rhythm
and accent and intonation, finding in familiar altge the expression of their
confused fancies—to whom the whole of language miglruth be said to be a
figure of speech. One person may have introducegew custom into the
formation or pronunciation of a word; he may haeerp imitated by others, and
the custom, or form, or accent, or quantity, ornmeywhich he introduced in a
single word may have become the type on which nudingr words or inflexions
of words were framed, and may have quickly ranugloa whole language. For
like the other gifts which nature has bestowed umam, that of speech has been
conveyed to him through the medium, not of the m&uy of the few, who were
his ‘law-givers'—'the legislator with the dialectam standing on his right hand,’
in Plato’s striking image, who formed the mannefsnten and gave them
customs, whose voice and look and behaviour, wiyesticulations and other
peculiarities were instinctively imitated by thenthe ‘king of men’ who was
their priest, almost their God...But these are ectojres only: so little do we know
of the origin of language that the real scholandisposed to touch the subject at
all.

(2) There are other errors besides the figment mfiraitive or original language
which it is time to leave behind us. We no longerd# languages into synthetical
and analytical, or suppose similarity of structiorde the safe or only guide to the
affinities of them. We do not confuse the partspéech with the categories of
Logic. Nor do we conceive languages any more thathsations to be in a state
of dissolution; they do not easily pass away, betfar more tenacious of life than



the tribes by whom they are spoken. ‘Where twohoed are gathered together,’
they survive. As in the human frame, as in theest#tere is a principle of
renovation as well as of decay which is at workalhof them. Neither do we
suppose them to be invented by the wit of man. Wil exceptions, e.g.
technical words or words newly imported from a fgnelanguage, and the like, in
which art has imitated nature, ‘words are not mawategrow.” Nor do we attribute
to them a supernatural origin. The law which retgddhem is like the law which
governs the circulation of the blood, or the risofghe sap in trees; the action of
it is uniform, but the result, which appears in thgerficial forms of men and
animals or in the leaves of trees, is an endlesfugion and variety. The laws of
vegetation are invariable, but no two plants, no tlwaves of the forest are
precisely the same. The laws of language are iabkej but no two languages are
alike, no two words have exactly the same meamiogtwo sounds are exactly of
the same quality, or give precisely the same ingioes

It would be well if there were a similar consenab®ut some other points which
appear to be still in dispute. Is language conscaruunconscious? In speaking or
writing have we present to our minds the meanintpersound or the construction
of the words which we are using?—No more than épasate drops of water with
which we quench our thirst are present: the whodeight may be conscious, but
not the minute particles of which it is made up:t8e whole sentence may be
conscious, but the several words, syllables, etsge not thought of separately
when we are uttering them. Like other natural ofpp@na, the process of speech,
when most perfect, is least observed by us. Weadgause at each mouthful to
dwell upon the taste of it: nor has the speakee timask himself the comparative
merits of different modes of expression while hatiering them. There are many
things in the use of language which may be obsefi@d without, but which
cannot be explained from within. Consciousnessesus but a little way in the
investigation of the mind; it is not the facultyioternal observation, but only the
dim light which makes such observation possible.a¥Ms supposed to be our
consciousness of language is really only the arsabfgt, and this analysis admits
of innumerable degrees. But would it not be beitethis term, which is so
misleading, and yet has played so great a part entah science, were either
banished or used only with the distinct meaningatiention to our own minds,’
such as is called forth, not by familiar mentalgasses, but by the interruption of
them? Now in this sense we may truly say that veenat conscious of ordinary
speech, though we are commonly roused to attenbgnthe misuse or
mispronunciation of a word. Still less, even in@alls and academies, do we ever
attempt to invent new words or to alter the mearoh@ld ones, except in the
case, mentioned above, of technical or borroweddsvavhich are artificially
made or imported because a need of them is felth&ein our own nor in any
other age has the conscious effort of reflectionman contributed in an



appreciable degree to the formation of languagenitW of us by taking thought’
can make new words or constructions? Reflectiothésleast of the causes by
which language is affected, and is likely to hahe teast power, when the
linguistic instinct is greatest, as in young cheldrand in the infancy of nations.

A kindred error is the separation of the phonetarf the mental element of
language; they are really inseparable—no definite tan be drawn between
them, any more than in any other common act of naind body. It is true that
within certain limits we possess the power of vagysounds by opening and
closing the mouth, by touching the palate or thethtewith the tongue, by
lengthening or shortening the vocal instrument,gbgater or less stress, by a
higher or lower pitch of the voice, and we can $itilte one note or accent for
another. But behind the organs of speech and thetion there remains the
informing mind, which sets them in motion and wotkgether with them. And
behind the great structure of human speech andefiser varieties of language
which arise out of the many degrees and kinds afdwuintercourse, there is also
the unknown or over-ruling law of God or nature @vhigives order to it in its
infinite greatness, and variety in its infinitesimainuteness—both equally
inscrutable to us. We need no longer discuss whethidology is to be classed
with the Natural or the Mental sciences, if we kigrrecognize that, like all the
sciences which are concerned with man, it has @ldoaspect,—inward and
outward; and that the inward can only be known uglothe outward. Neither
need we raise the question whether the laws ofukzgey like the other laws of
human action, admit of exceptions. The answerlicades is the same—that the
laws of nature are uniform, though the consistemcgontinuity of them is not
always perceptible to us. The superficial appeasuof language, as of nature, are
irregular, but we do not therefore deny their degjméformity. The comparison of
the growth of language in the individual and in th&tion cannot be wholly
discarded, for nations are made up of individuBIst in this, as in the other
political sciences, we must distinguish betweertective and individual actions
or processes, and not attribute to the one whaingslto the other. Again, when
we speak of the hereditary or paternity of a lagguave must remember that the
parents are alive as well as the children, and aliahe preceding generations
survive (after a manner) in the latest form ofAibhd when, for the purposes of
comparison, we form into groups the roots or teanons of words, we should
not forget how casual is the manner in which thessemblances have
arisen—they were not first written down by a gramarain the paradigms of a
grammar and learned out of a book, but were dumany chance attractions of
sound or of meaning, or of both combined. So maions have to be borne in
mind, and so many first thoughts to be dismissethre we can proceed safely in
the path of philological enquiry. It might be wetimetimes to lay aside figures of
speech, such as the ‘root’ and the ‘branches,’dteen,’ the ‘strata’ of Geology,



the ‘compounds’ of Chemistry, ‘the ripe fruit ofgmouns dropping from verbs’
(see above), and the like, which are always intexg@sbut are apt to be delusive.
Yet such figures of speech are far nearer the thah the theories which attribute
the invention and improvement of language to thescmus action of the human
mind...Lastly, it is doubted by recent philologiamshether climate can be
supposed to have exercised any influence worthkapgeaf on a language: such a
view is said to be unproven: it had better theefost be silently assumed.

‘Natural selection’ and the ‘survival of the fitttkave been applied in the field of
philology, as well as in the other sciences whioh @ncerned with animal and
vegetable life. And a Darwinian school of philolsigi has sprung up, who are
sometimes accused of putting words in the pladhings. It seems to be true, that
whether applied to language or to other brancheknofvledge, the Darwinian
theory, unless very precisely defined, hardly essapom being a truism. If by
‘the natural selection’ of words or meanings of dgor by the ‘persistence and
survival of the fittest’ the maintainer of the tigantends to affirm nothing more
than this—that the word ‘fittest to survive’ surgs; he adds not much to the
knowledge of language. But if he means that thedvaorthe meaning of the word
or some portion of the word which comes into usédrops out of use is selected
or rejected on the ground of economy or parsimongase to the speaker or
clearness or euphony or expressiveness, or greatégss demand for it, or
anything of this sort, he is affirming a propositi@hich has several senses, and in
none of these senses can be assisted to be unjifoual For the laws of language
are precarious, and can only act uniformly wherrethis such frequency of
intercourse among neighbours as is sufficient forea them. And there are many
reasons why a man should prefer his own way oflspgdo that of others, unless
by so doing he becomes unintelligible. The strudgtesxistence among words is
not of that fierce and irresistible kind in whichids, beasts and fishes devour one
another, but of a milder sort, allowing one usagbd substituted for another, not
by force, but by the persuasion, or rather by trevaling habit, of a majority.
The favourite figure, in this, as in some othersusé it, has tended rather to
obscure than explain the subject to which it hanksgpplied. Nor in any case can
the struggle for existence be deemed to be themagbeincipal cause of changes
in language, but only one among many, and one dttwkve cannot easily
measure the importance. There is a further objeatibich may be urged equally
against all applications of the Darwinian theorg. iA animal life and likewise in
vegetable, so in languages, the process of changgd to be insensible: sounds,
like animals, are supposed to pass into one andpeémperceptible gradation.
But in both cases the newly-created forms soonrbhedixed; there are few if any
vestiges of the intermediate links, and so theebdialf of the evidence of the
change is wanting.



(3) Among the incumbrances or illusions of languawey be reckoned many of
the rules and traditions of grammar, whether annayammar or the corrections
of it which modern philology has introduced. Grammigke law, delights in
definition: human speech, like human action, thougty far from being a mere
chaos, is indefinite, admits of degrees, and isagbnin a state of change or
transition. Grammar gives an erroneous conceptidanguage: for it reduces to a
system that which is not a system. Its figures méesh, pleonasms, ellipses,
anacolutha, pros to semainomenon, and the like haveality; they do not either
make conscious expressions more intelligible omsti@ way in which they have
arisen; they are chiefly designed to bring an earlise of language into
conformity with the later. Often they seem intenaedy to remind us that great
poets like Aeschylus or Sophocles or Pindar or eafgmprose writer like
Thucydides are guilty of taking unwarrantable Ity with grammatical rules; it
appears never to have occurred to the inventoiiseoh that these real ‘conditores
linguae Graecae’ lived in an age before grammagenwfreece also was living
Greece.’ It is the anatomy, not the physiologyasfguage, which grammar seeks
to describe: into the idiom and higher life of weitidoes not enter. The ordinary
Greek grammar gives a complete paradigm of the, werhout suggesting that
the double or treble forms of Perfects, Aoristsc. eare hardly ever
contemporaneous. It distinguishes Moods and Tensibkput observing how
much of the nature of one passes into the othenakes three Voices, Active,
Passive, and Middle, but takes no notice of thegteus existence and uncertain
character of the last of the three. Language isreytof degrees and relations and
associations and exceptions: grammar ties it dpxéd rules. Language has many
varieties of usage: grammar tries to reduce themdimgle one. Grammar divides
verbs into regular and irregular: it does not rexbg that the irregular, equally
with the regular, are subject to law, and thatregleage which had no exceptions
would not be a natural growth: for it could not bakeen subjected to the
influences by which language is ordinarily affectédis always wanting to
describe ancient languages in the terms of a manleen|it has a favourite fiction
that one word is put in the place of another; tiihtis that no word is ever put
for another. It has another fiction, that a word baen omitted: words are omitted
because they are no longer needed; and the omisameased to be observed.
The common explanation of kata or some other pigponsbeing understood’ in
a Greek sentence is another fiction of the same, kifmich tends to disguise the
fact that under cases were comprehended originalyy more relations, and that
prepositions are used only to define the meaninthedn with greater precision.
These instances are sufficient to show the sagtrofs which grammar introduces
into language. We are not considering the quesifats utility to the beginner in
the study. Even to him the best grammar is thetebband that in which he will
have least to unlearn. It may be said that theagrgtlons here referred to are
already out of date, and that the study of Greelngnar has received a new



character from comparative philology. This is triseit it is also true that the
traditional grammar has still a great hold on thedwf the student.

Metaphysics are even more troublesome than theefiggnof grammar, because
they wear the appearance of philosophy and theme igst to which they can be
subjected. They are useful in so far as they gv@minsight into the history of
the human mind and the modes of thought which leig&ed in former ages; or
in so far as they furnish wider conceptions ofdiféerent branches of knowledge
and of their relation to one another. But they wogse than useless when they
outrun experience and abstract the mind from theeofation of facts, only to
envelope it in a mist of words. Some philologeike ISchleicher, have been
greatly influenced by the philosophy of Hegel; meall of them to a certain
extent have fallen under the dominion of physicaersce. Even Kant himself
thought that the first principles of philosophy e elicited from the analysis
of the proposition, in this respect falling shoftRtato. Westphal holds that there
are three stages of language: (1) in which thingsrew characterized
independently, (2) in which they were regardedeiation to human thought, and
(3) in relation to one another. But are not sudtiictions an anachronism? for
they imply a growth of abstract ideas which neversted in early times.
Language cannot be explained by Metaphysics; fa firior to them and much
more nearly allied to sense. It is not likely thhe meaning of the cases is
ultimately resolvable into relations of space amdet Nor can we suppose the
conception of cause and effect or of the finite enfichite or of the same and other
to be latent in language at a time when in thestralst form they had never
entered into the mind of man...If the science ofmParative Philology had
possessed ‘enough of Metaphysics to get rid of phetsics,’ it would have made
far greater progress.

(4) Our knowledge of language is almost confinedatguages which are fully
developed. They are of several patterns; and theseme altered by admixture in
various degrees,—they may only borrow a few wordmfone another and retain
their life comparatively unaltered, or they may imgea struggle for existence
until one of the two is overpowered and retiresrrime field. They attain the full
rights and dignity of language when they acquire dise of writing and have a
literature of their own; they pass into dialectsl gmow out of them, in proportion
as men are isolated or united by locality or octiopa The common language
sometimes reacts upon the dialects and impartsetm talso a literary character.
The laws of language can be best discerned in that grises of language,
especially in the transitions from ancient to mod&rms of them, whether in
Europe or Asia. Such changes are the silent ndtéseoworld’s history; they
mark periods of unknown length in which war and quoest were running riot
over whole continents, times of suffering too greabe endured by the human



race, in which the masters became subjects arslttject races masters, in which
driven by necessity or impelled by some instindlyets or nations left their

original homes and but slowly found a resting-placanguage would be the
greatest of all historical monuments, if it couldyotell us the history of itself.

(5) There are many ways in which we may approaishstindy. The simplest of all
is to observe our own use of language in convensair in writing, how we put
words together, how we construct and connect seaesgrwhat are the rules of
accent and rhythm in verse or prose, the formadimh composition of words, the
laws of euphony and sound, the affinities of lettéhe mistakes to which we are
ourselves most liable of spelling or pronunciatidfe may compare with our own
language some other, even when we have only at fighwledge of it, such as
French or German. Even a little Latin will enable 10 appreciate the grand
difference between ancient and modern Europearuéages. In the child learning
to speak we may note the inherent strength of lagguwhich like ‘a mountain
river’ is always forcing its way out. We may witisethe delight in imitation and
repetition, and some of the laws by which soundss pato one another. We may
learn something also from the falterings of old,ape searching for words, and
the confusion of them with one another, the forgatss of proper names (more
commonly than of other words because they are nisotated), aphasia, and the
like. There are philological lessons also to bengegd from nicknames, from
provincialisms, from the slang of great cities,nfrahe argot of Paris (that
language of suffering and crime, so patheticallycdi®ed by Victor Hugo), from
the imperfect articulation of the deaf and dumlbnfrthe jabbering of animals,
from the analysis of sounds in relation to the nsgaf speech. The phonograph
affords a visible evidence of the nature and diwisi of sound; we may be truly
said to know what we can manufacture. Artificiahdaages, such as that of
Bishop Wilkins, are chiefly useful in showing wHahguage is not. The study of
any foreign language may be made also a study ofpacative Philology. There
are several points, such as the nature of irrequédrs, of indeclinable parts of
speech, the influence of euphony, the decay ordbg¥lections, the elements of
syntax, which may be examined as well in the hystdrour own language as of
any other. A few well- selected questions may l&ed student at once into the
heart of the mystery: such as, Why are the pron@misthe verb of existence
generally more irregular than any other parts afegh? Why is the number of
words so small in which the sound is an echo otese? Why does the meaning
of words depart so widely from their etymology? Wio/substantives often differ
in meaning from the verbs to which they are relasmilverbs from adjectives?
Why do words differing in origin coalesce in thar@asound though retaining
their differences of meaning? Why are some verbgemsonal? Why are there
only so many parts of speech, and on what prin@ptethey divided? These are a
few crucial questions which give us an insight frdifferent points of view into



the true nature of language.

(6) Thus far we have been endeavouring to stripfrifn language the false
appearances in which grammar and philology, orldhre of system generally,
have clothed it. We have also sought to indicagesthurces of our knowledge of it
and the spirit in which we should approach it, waymow proceed to consider
some of the principles or natural laws which hawated or modified it.

i. The first and simplest of all the principles lahguage, common also to the
animals, is imitation. The lion roars, the wolf Hevin the solitude of the forest:
they are answered by similar cries heard from tad¢e. The bird, too, mimics
the voice of man and makes answer to him. Man teliman the secret place in
which he is hiding himself; he remembers and rep#at sound which he has
heard. The love of imitation becomes a passionamastinct to him. Primitive
men learnt to speak from one another, like a dndch its mother or nurse. They
learnt of course a rudimentary, half-articulateglaage, the cry or song or speech
which was the expression of what we now call hutheughts and feelings. We
may still remark how much greater and more natim@lexercise of the power is
in the use of language than in any other processtoyn of the human mind.

ii. Imitation provided the first material of langgex but it was ‘without form and
void.” During how many years or hundreds or thodlsaof years the imitative or
half-articulate stage continued there is no poksilof determining. But we may
reasonably conjecture that there was a time wherwdlal utterance of man was
intermediate between what we now call languagethedry of a bird or animal.
Speech before language was a rudis indigestaqueziggtnot yet distributed into
words and sentences, in which the cry of fear grmongled with more definite
sounds recognized by custom as the expressionsiragfst or events. It was the
principle of analogy which introduced into this digesta moles’ order and
measure. It was Anaxagoras’ omou panta chremataneus elthon diekosmese:
the light of reason lighted up all things and ateibegan to arrange them. In
every sentence, in every word and every terminatiba word, this power of
forming relations to one another was containedr@keas a proportion of sound
to sound, of meaning to meaning, of meaning to dotlihe cases and numbers of
nouns, the persons, tenses, numbers of verbs,geaszally on the same or nearly
the same pattern and had the same meaning. Thelsdynwhich they were
expressed were rough-hewn at first; after a whikytgrew more refined—the
natural laws of euphony began to affect them. Tesrof syntax are likewise
based upon analogy. Time has an analogy with sgaitbmetic with geometry.
Not only in musical notes, but in the quantity, kijyaaccent, rhythm of human
speech, trivial or serious, there is a law of prapa. As in things of beauty, as in
all nature, in the composition as well as in thetiovoof all things, there is a
similarity of relations by which they are held ttger.



It would be a mistake to suppose that the analogfetanguage are always
uniform: there may be often a choice between sgévaral sometimes one and
sometimes another will prevail. In Greek theretaree declensions of nouns; the
forms of cases in one of them may intrude upon herotSimilarly verbs in
—omega and —mu iota interchange forms of tenseabfta completed paradigm
of the verb is often made up of both. The same sauay be partly declinable
and partly indeclinable, and in some of their casey have fallen out of use.
Here are rules with exceptions; they are not howeeally exceptions, but
contain in themselves indications of other rulesanyl of these interruptions or
variations of analogy occur in pronouns or in tleebvof existence of which the
forms were too common and therefore too deeply ddbd in language entirely
to drop out. The same verbs in the same meaningsmagtimes take one case,
sometimes another. The participle may also havehheacter of an adjective, the
adverb either of an adjective or of a prepositibnese exceptions are as regular
as the rules, but the causes of them are seldomrktmus.

Language, like the animal and vegetable worldeyverywhere intersected by the
lines of analogy. Like number from which it seemade derived, the principle of
analogy opens the eyes of men to discern the siti@kaand differences of things,
and their relations to one another. At first thesesuch as lie on the surface only;
after a time they are seen by men to reach fadbem into the nature of things.
Gradually in language they arrange themselves ansort of imperfect system;
groups of personal and case endings are placedbsidgde. The fertility of
language produces many more than are wanted; anduperfluous ones are
utilized by the assignment to them of new meaninfse vacuity and the
superfluity are thus partially compensated by eattier. It must be remembered
that in all the languages which have a literatwestainly in Sanskrit, Greek,
Latin, we are not at the beginning but almost ateéhd of the linguistic process;
we have reached a time when the verb and the naunearly perfected, though
in no language did they completely perfect themesglvbecause for some
unknown reason the motive powers of languages $edrave ceased when they
were on the eve of completion: they became fixedrgstallized in an imperfect
form either from the influence of writing and liedure, or because no further
differentiation of them was required for the ingglility of language. So not
without admixture and confusion and displacemeut @ntamination of sounds
and the meanings of words, a lower stage of langyagses into a higher. Thus
far we can see and no further. When we ask theomeady this principle of
analogy prevails in all the vast domain of langyatpere is no answer to the
guestion; or no other answer but this, that theeeimmumerable ways in which,
like number, analogy permeates, not only language,the whole world, both
visible and intellectual. We know from experienbattit does not (a) arise from
any conscious act of reflection that the accusativa Latin noun in ‘us’ should



end in ‘um; nor (b) from any necessity of beingderstood,—much less

articulation would suffice for this; nor (c) fromregater convenience or

expressiveness of particular sounds. Such notiame sertainly far enough away
from the mind of primitive man. We may speak ofateht instinct, of a survival

of the fittest, easiest, most euphonic, most ecacaof breath, in the case of one
of two competing sounds; but these expressions atoadd anything to our

knowledge. We may try to grasp the infinity of laage either under the figure of
a limitless plain divided into countries and distisi by natural boundaries, or of a
vast river eternally flowing whose origin is coneshfrom us; we may apprehend
partially the laws by which speech is regulated:voe do not know, and we seem
as if we should never know, any more than in thelf case of the origin of

species, how vocal sounds received life and grew,ia the form of languages

came to be distributed over the earth.

iii. Next in order to analogy in the formation afniguage or even prior to it comes
the principle of onomatopea, which is itself a kioflanalogy or similarity of
sound and meaning. In by far the greater numbueioods it has become disguised
and has disappeared; but in no stage of languageeistirely lost. It belongs
chiefly to early language, in which words were feamd its influence grew less
and less as time went on. To the ear which hachsesef harmony it became a
barbarism which disturbed the flow and equilibriwoh discourse; it was an
excrescence which had to be cut out, a survivatkwvimeeded to be got rid of,
because it was out of keeping with the rest. Itaed for the most part only as a
formative principle, which used words and letteos &s crude imitations of other
natural sounds, but as symbols of ideas which vmaterrally associated with
them. It received in another way a new characteaffected not so much single
words, as larger portions of human speech. It e¢gdIthe juxtaposition of sounds
and the cadence of sentences. It was the musicofnebng, but of speech, in
prose as well as verse. The old onomatopea of fiwarlanguage was refined into
an onomatopea of a higher kind, in which it is oader true to say that a
particular sound corresponds to a motion or aatibman or beast or movement
of nature, but that in all the higher uses of laagguthe sound is the echo of the
sense, especially in poetry, in which beauty andressiveness are given to
human thoughts by the harmonious composition ofwibeds, syllables, letters,
accents, quantities, rhythms, rhymes, varietiescamdrasts of all sorts. The poet
with his ‘Break, break, break’ or his e pasin nedgikataphthimenoisin anassein
or his ‘longius ex altoque sinum trahit,’ can produwua far finer music than any
crude imitations of things or actions in soundhaligh a letter or two having this
imitative power may be a lesser element of beautguch passages. The same
subtle sensibility, which adapts the word to theagh adapts the sentence or
cadence to the general meaning or spirit of thesggges This is the higher
onomatopea which has banished the cruder sort aerthy to have a place in



great languages and literatures.

We can see clearly enough that letters or collonatiof letters do by various
degrees of strength or weakness, length or sharteesphasis or pitch, become
the natural expressions of the finer parts of hureghling or thought. And not
only so, but letters themselves have a significaasdlato observes that the letter
rho accent is expressive of motion, the lettertadsd tau of binding and rest, the
letter lambda of smoothness, nu of inwardness|éetter eta of length, the letter
omicron of roundness. These were often combinedasdo form composite
notions, as for example in tromos (trembling), i@ (rugged), thrauein (crush),
krouein (strike), thruptein (break), pumbein (whiin all which words we
notice a parallel composition of sounds in theigsh equivalents. Plato also
remarks, as we remark, that the onomatopoetic iptenes far from prevailing
uniformly, and further that no explanation of langae consistently corresponds
with any system of philosophy, however great mayhselight which language
throws upon the nature of the mind. Both in Greed#t Bnglish we find groups of
words such as string, swing, sling, spring, stimgich are parallel to one another
and may be said to derive their vocal effect pdrtiyn contrast of letters, but in
which it is impossible to assign a precise amountmeaning to each of the
expressive and onomatopoetic letters. A few of tlaeendirectly imitative, as for
example the omega in oon, which represents thedréomm of the egg by the
figure of the mouth: or bronte (thunder), in whitle fulness of the sound of the
word corresponds to the thing signified by it; @ntbos (buzzing), of which the
first syllable, as in its English equivalent, hag tmeaning of a deep sound. We
may observe also (as we see in the case of thespmomerer) that speech has the
co-operation of the whole body and may be oftenstess or half expressed by
gesticulation. A sound or word is not the work lué tvocal organs only; nearly the
whole of the upper part of the human frame, incigdnead, chest, lungs, have a
share in creating it; and it may be accompanied byovement of the eyes, nose,
fingers, hands, feet which contributes to the é¢féddt.

The principle of onomatopea has fallen into disitrqzhrtly because it has been
supposed to imply an actual manufacture of wordbayllables and letters, like
a piece of joiner's work,—a theory of language vithis more and more refuted
by facts, and more and more going out of fashioti \whilologians; and partly
also because the traces of onomatopea in separatds woecome almost
obliterated in the course of ages. The poet ofdagg cannot put in and pull out
letters, as a painter might insert or blot out adehof colour to give effect to his
picture. It would be ridiculous for him to alteryareceived form of a word in
order to render it more expressive of the sensecaneonly select, perhaps out of
some dialect, the form which is already best adhptehis purpose. The true
onomatopea is not a creative, but a formative glacwhich in the later stage of



the history of language ceases to act upon indalidwords; but still works
through the collocation of them in the sentencpasagraph, and the adaptation of
every word, syllable, letter to one another anth&orhythm of the whole passage.

iv. Next, under a distinct head, although not saipiarfrom the preceding, may be
considered the differentiation of languages, he.rmanner in which differences of
meaning and form have arisen in them. Into thest treation we have ceased to
enquire: it is their aftergrowth with which we amew concerned. How did the
roots or substantial portions of words become medlibr inflected? and how did
they receive separate meanings? First we rematkmbils are attracted by the
sounds and senses of other words, so that they dooops of nouns and verbs
analogous in sound and sense to one another, each ar verb putting forth
inflexions, generally of two or three patterns, avith exceptions. We do not say
that we know how sense became first allied to spbhaotiwe have no difficulty in
ascertaining how the sounds and meanings of woerts \m time parted off or
differentiated. (1) The chief causes which reguthtevariations of sound are (a)
double or differing analogies, which lead sometinte®ne form, sometimes to
another (b) euphony, by which is meant chiefly gheater pleasure to the ear and
the greater facility to the organs of speech whschiven by a new formation or
pronunciation of a word (c) the necessity of firglinew expressions for new
classes or processes of things. We are told thextggs of sound take place by
innumerable gradations until a whole tribe or comityu or society find
themselves acquiescing in a new pronunciation erafslanguage. Yet no one
observes the change, or is at all aware that irctlhiese of a lifetime he and his
contemporaries have appreciably varied their inionaor use of words. On the
other hand, the necessities of language seem tudreethat the intermediate
sounds or meanings of words should quickly becareglfor set and not continue
in a state of transition. The process of settliogvial is aided by the organs of
speech and by the use of writing and printing. B¢ meaning of words varies
because ideas vary or the number of things whichcisided under them or with
which they are associated is increased. A singlelwsothus made to do duty for
many more things than were formerly expressed ;bgntl it parts into different
senses when the classes of things or ideas whiehrepresented by it are
themselves different and distinct. A figurative ag@ word may easily pass into a
new sense: a new meaning caught up by associaégroecome more important
than all the rest. The good or neutral sense obedwsuch as Jesuit, Puritan,
Methodist, Heretic, has been often converted inbacone by the malevolence of
party spirit. Double forms suggest different megsirand are often used to
express them; and the form or accent of a wordbkas not unfrequently altered
when there is a difference of meaning. The diffeeeof gender in nouns is
utilized for the same reason. New meanings of wgush themselves into the
vacant spaces of language and retire when thepatenger needed. Language



equally abhors vacancy and superfluity. But theegiad measures by which both
are eliminated are not due to any conscious adidhe human mind; nor is the
force exerted by them constraining or necessary.

(7) We have shown that language, although sulgdetns, is far from being of an
exact and uniform nature. We may now speak brieflfhe faults of language.
They may be compared to the faults of Geology, mctv different strata cross
one another or meet at an angle, or mix with orwehear either by slow transitions
or by violent convulsions, leaving many lacunaechihzan be no longer filled up,
and often becoming so complex that no true expiamatf them can be given. So
in language there are the cross influences of mgaand sound, of logic and
grammar, of differing analogies, of words and th#ekions of words, which
often come into conflict with each other. The graanian, if he were to form new
words, would make them all of the same pattern raeg to what he conceives
to be the rule, that is, the more common usagar@fuage. The subtlety of nature
goes far beyond art, and it is complicated by ufagty, so that often we can
hardly say that there is a right or wrong in therfation of words. For almost any
formation which is not at variance with the firsinziples of language is possible
and may be defended.

The imperfection of language is really due to tberfation and correlation of
words by accident, that is to say, by principlesovhare unknown to us. Hence
we see why Plato, like ourselves unable to comprétibe whole of language,
was constrained to ‘supplement the poor creaturigatiion by another poor
creature convention.’ But the poor creature coriwanh the end proves too much
for all the rest: for we do not ask what is thegoriof words or whether they are
formed according to a correct analogy, but whahéusage of them; and we are
compelled to admit with Hermogenes in Plato andchwilbrace that usage is the
ruling principle, ‘qguem penes arbitrium est, et@sorma loquendi.’

(8) There are two ways in which a language mayragtarmanence or fixity. First,
it may have been embodied in poems or hymns or, lakgch may be repeated
for hundreds, perhaps for thousands of years witlligious accuracy, so that to
the priests or rhapsodists of a nation the wholéhergreater part of a language is
literally preserved; secondly, it may be writtenwaho and in a written form
distributed more or less widely among the wholeiomatIn either case the
language which is familiarly spoken may have growmwholly or in a great
measure independently of them. (1) The first ofséhgrocesses has been
sometimes attended by the result that the sourtbeofvords has been carefully
preserved and that the meaning of them has eitheshed wholly, or is only
doubtfully recovered by the efforts of modern plulyy. The verses have been
repeated as a chant or part of a ritual, but tlaee ihad no relation to ordinary life
or speech. (2) The invention of writing again ismeoonly attributed to a



particular epoch, and we are apt to think that sarcimestimable gift would have
immediately been diffused over a whole country. Buhay have taken a long
time to perfect the art of writing, and anotherdgeriod may have elapsed before
it came into common use. Its influence on languaagebeen increased ten, twenty
or one hundred fold by the invention of printing.

Before the growth of poetry or the invention of tmgy, languages were only
dialects. So they continued to be in parts of thentry in which writing was not
used or in which there was no diffusion of literatuin most of the counties of
England there is still a provincial style, whichshbeen sometimes made by a
great poet the vehicle of his fancies. When a t®ioks into the mind of a nation,
such as Luther’'s Bible or the Authorized Englisrarislation of the Bible, or
again great classical works like Shakspere or Mjlteot only have new powers of
expression been diffused through a whole natiort, dwgreat step towards
uniformity has been made. The instinct of langudgm®ands regular grammar and
correct spelling: these are imprinted deeply ontéidets of a nation’s memory by
a common use of classical and popular writersuinosvn day we have attained to
a point at which nearly every printed book is spetirrectly and written
grammatically.

(9) Proceeding further to trace the influence téréiture on language we note
some other causes which have affected the higherobigt: such as (1) the
necessity of clearness and connexion; (2) thede&utology; (3) the influence of
metre, rhythm, rhyme, and of the language of pars® verse upon one another;
(4) the power of idiom and quotation; (5) the nelahess of words to one another.

It has been usual to depreciate modern languages wbmpared with ancient.
The latter are regarded as furnishing a type okkswce to which the former
cannot attain. But the truth seems to be that nmolderguages, if through the loss
of inflections and genders they lack some powebeauty or expressiveness or
precision which is possessed by the ancient, aneaimy other respects superior to
them: the thought is generally clearer, the cormexloser, the sentence and
paragraph are better distributed. The best modergulages, for example English
or French, possess as great a power of self-impremeas the Latin, if not as the
Greek. Nor does there seem to be any reason whystineuld ever decline or
decay. It is a popular remark that our great wsitare beginning to disappear: it
may also be remarked that whenever a great wripears in the future he will
find the English language as perfect and as readyu$e as in the days of
Shakspere or Milton. There is no reason to suppleseEnglish or French will
ever be reduced to the low level of Modern GreelofoMediaeval Latin. The
wide diffusion of great authors would make suchealide impossible. Nor will
modern languages be easily broken up by amalgamatith each other. The
distance between them is too wide to be spannedjifferences are too great to



be overcome, and the use of printing makes it irsiptes that one of them should
ever be lost in another.

The structure of the English language differs dyefadbm that of either Latin or
Greek. In the two latter, especially in Greek, sanes are joined together by
connecting particles. They are distributed on tgletthand and on the left by men,
de, alla, kaitoi, kai de and the like, or deduceminf one another by ara, de, oun,
toinun and the like. In English the majority of smces are independent and in
apposition to one another; they are laid side Hg sir slightly connected by the
copula. But within the sentence the expressionhef lbgical relations of the
clauses is closer and more exact: there is lesappbsition and participial
structure. The sentences thus laid side by side adge constructed into
paragraphs; these again are less distinctly manke@reek and Latin than in
English. Generally French, German, and English haweadvantage over the
classical languages in point of accuracy. The tlogrecords are more accurately
observed in English than in either Greek or La®@n the other hand, the
extension of the familiar use of the masculine @ardinine gender to objects of
sense and abstract ideas as well as to men an@lamm doubt lends a nameless
grace to style which we have a difficulty in appa¢iog, and the possible variety
in the order of words gives more flexibility ands@ala kind of dignity to the
period. Of the comparative effect of accent andngtyaand of the relation
between them in ancient and modern languages weoaible to judge.

Another quality in which modern are superior to iant languages is freedom
from tautology. No English style is thought toldealm which, except for the sake
of emphasis, the same words are repeated at shertals. Of course the length
of the interval must depend on the character ofwioed. Striking words and
expressions cannot be allowed to reappear, iflagatept at the distance of a
page or more. Pronouns, prepositions, conjunctioag or rather must recur in
successive lines. It seems to be a kind of impemtie to the reader and strikes
unpleasantly both on the mind and on the ear beséame sounds should be used
twice over, when another word or turn of expressimould have given a new
shade of meaning to the thought and would havedddaeasing variety to the
sound. And the mind equally rejects the repetitbbrine word and the use of a
mere synonym for it,—e.g. felicity and happinesbe Tcultivated mind desires
something more, which a skilful writer is easilylalio supply out of his
treasure-house.

The fear of tautology has doubtless led to the iplidations of words and the
meanings of words, and generally to an enlargemwiethie vocabulary. It is a very
early instinct of language; for ancient poetry lim@st as free from tautology as
the best modern writings. The speech of young admidexcept in so far as they
are compelled to repeat themselves by the fewnefises words, also escapes



from it. When they grow up and have ideas which la@gond their powers of
expression, especially in writing, tautology bediosppear. In like manner when
language is ‘contaminated’ by philosophy it is dpt become awkward, to
stammer and repeat itself, to lose its flow an@dmm. No philosophical writer
with the exception of Plato, who is himself notefieom tautology, and perhaps
Bacon, has attained to any high degree of litegacellence.

To poetry the form and polish of language is chiédl be attributed; and the most
critical period in the history of language is tianisition from verse to prose. At
first mankind were contented to express their thbsign a set form of words
having a kind of rhythm; to which regularity was/gm by accent and quantity.
But after a time they demanded a greater degréeedom, and to those who had
all their life been hearing poetry the first intumtion of prose had the charm of
novelty. The prose romances into which the HomRdems were converted, for a
while probably gave more delight to the heareneaders of them than the Poems
themselves, and in time the relation of the two wea®rsed: the poems which had
once been a necessity of the human mind becamewayiuthey were now
superseded by prose, which in all succeeding ageante the natural vehicle of
expression to all mankind. Henceforward prose ametrg formed each other. A
comparatively slender link between them was alsoished by proverbs. We may
trace in poetry how the simple succession of limeg, without monotony, has
passed into a complicated period, and how in prdsghm and accent and the
order of words and the balance of clauses, somstime without a slight
admixture of rhyme, make up a new kind of harmawelling into strains not
less majestic than those of Homer, Virgil, or Dante

One of the most curious and characteristic featofelanguage, affecting both
syntax and style, is idiom. The meaning of the wadibm’ is that which is
peculiar, that which is familiar, the word or exgg®n which strikes us or comes
home to us, which is more readily understood oreneasily remembered. It is a
quality which really exists in infinite degrees, ialin we turn into differences of
kind by applying the term only to conspicuous atitkinsg examples of words or
phrases which have this quality. It often supersetie laws of language or the
rules of grammar, or rather is to be regarded athan law of language which is
natural and necessary. The word or phrase whichbbas repeated many times
over is more intelligible and familiar to us thameowhich is rare, and our
familiarity with it more than compensates for in@mtness or inaccuracy in the
use of it. Striking expressions also which have etbthe hearts of nations or are
the precious stones and jewels of great authotsmof the nature of idioms:
they are taken out of the sphere of grammar anexeept from the proprieties
of language. Every one knows that we often put waoogether in a manner which
would be intolerable if it were not idiomatic. Warmmot argue either about the



meaning of words or the use of constructions tlesiabse they are used in one
connexion they will be legitimate in another, uslege allow for this principle.
We can bear to have words and sentences used iseTesgs or in a new order or
even a little perverted in meaning when we are eqd@miliar with them.
Quotations are as often applied in a sense whiehatlthor did not intend as in
that which he did. The parody of the words of Spaks or of the Bible, which
has in it something of the nature of a lie, isffam unpleasing to us. The better
known words, even if their meaning be perverted, rapre agreeable to us and
have a greater power over us. Most of us have eerd a sort of delight and
feeling of curiosity when we first came across trew we first used for ourselves
a new word or phrase or figure of speech.

There are associations of sound and of sense bshvevery word is linked to
every other. One letter harmonizes with anotheergwverb or noun derives its
meaning, not only from itself, but from the word&hwwhich it is associated.
Some reflection of them near or distant is embodied. In any new use of a
word all the existing uses of it have to be conm&Ede Upon these depends the
guestion whether it will bear the proposed extemsibmeaning or not. According
to the famous expression of Luther, ‘Words arenfivcreatures, having hands and
feet.” When they cease to retain this living powéradaptation, when they are
only put together like the parts of a piece of funme, language becomes
unpoetical, in expressive, dead.

Grammars would lead us to suppose that words haweed form and sound.
Lexicons assign to each word a definite meaninmeanings. They both tend to
obscure the fact that the sentence precedes theé aat that all language is
relative. (1) It is relative to its own contexts iineaning is modified by what has
been said before and after in the same or in sother gpassage: without
comparing the context we are not sure whetherusésl in the same sense even in
two successive sentences. (2) It is relative ttsfdo time, place, and occasion:
when they are already known to the hearer or reddey may be presupposed;
there is no need to allude to them further. (3 lelative to the knowledge of the
writer and reader or of the speaker and hearerefiixor the sake of order and
consecutiveness nothing ought to be expressed whigiready commonly or
universally known. A word or two may be sufficietat give an intimation to a
friend; a long or elaborate speech or compositorequired to explain some new
idea to a popular audience or to the ordinary nead& a young pupil. Grammars
and dictionaries are not to be despised; for iche® we need clearness rather
than subtlety. But we must not therefore forget thare is also a higher ideal of
language in which all is relative—sounds to soumas,ds to words, the parts to
the whole—in which besides the lesser context efithok or speech, there is also
the larger context of history and circumstances.



The study of Comparative Philology has introdua#d the world a new science
which more than any other binds up man with natared distant ages and
countries with one another. It may be said to hiwvewn a light upon all other
sciences and upon the nature of the human minifl. ifldee true conception of it
dispels many errors, not only of metaphysics arabltigy, but also of natural
knowledge. Yet it is far from certain that this ngsfiound science will continue
to progress in the same surprising manner as Herefoor that even if our
materials are largely increased, we shall arrivenath more definite conclusions
than at present. Like some other branches of krayeleit may be approaching a
point at which it can no longer be profitably sedli But at any rate it has brought
back the philosophy of language from theory to ;féichas passed out of the
region of guesses and hypotheses, and has atttiredignity of an Inductive
Science. And it is not without practical and pgc#ii importance. It gives a new
interest to distant and subject countries; it lsibgck the dawning light from one
end of the earth to the other. Nations, like indiils, are better understood by us
when we know something of their early life; and wheey are better understood
by us, we feel more kindly towards them. Lastly, may remember that all
knowledge is valuable for its own sake; and we ramp hope that a deeper
insight into the nature of human speech will gigeaugreater command of it and
enable us to make a nobler use of it. (Comparenagai Humboldt, ‘Ueber die
Verschiedenheit des menschlichen Sprachbaues;” MleM ‘Lectures on the
Science of Language; Steinthal, ‘Einleitung in diBsychologie und
Sprachwissenschaft:’ and for the latter part of Besay, Delbruck, ‘Study of
Language;’ Paul’s ‘Principles of the History of lgqarage:’ to the latter work the
author of this Essay is largely indebted.)
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