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Professor Tuckerman's notice), to this memorial to a model scholar 
a n d  scientist. Whatever money may be  contributed will be kept 
a s  a fund, of which only the income will be  employed in making 
additions to the collection, or in repairs and rebinding. T h e  sum 
of a thousand dollars would probably suifice as  such a fund. 

-An  interesting incident of the statistics showing the social, 
sanitary, ant1 economic condition of wornen employed in shops 
a n d  factories of the United States, which are to be published in 
Col. Carroll D. Wright's annual report of the Bureau of Labor, is 
that  they were collected by women who were employed a s  special 
agents  of the bureau for that purpose. More than seventeen 
thousand women were interviewed. 

-Prof. Aug. I<crcl<hoffs, of Dutch origin, but who has long 
been settled in Paris a s  a teacher of languages in a commercial 
school, will succeetl the late Herr Johann Martin Schleyer as head 
-of the Volapitkists. Father Schleyer published his first book on 
Volapiik in 1879, and nine years later, at  the time of his death, a 
moderate estimate puts the number of his followers a t  not less than 
a quarter of a million persons. Professor Icerckhoffs is the most 
distinguished of his pupils. 

- In Scb~zce, No. 300, p. 207, line 21, for ' ,+,' read ' i ~ r ~ '  

L E T T E R S  T O  T H E  E D I T O R .  

-*,'Corres#ondents a r e  requested to be as 6 r i e f  as$ossibZe. The  writer 's  name i s  
zn allcases required n s p r o o f o f ~ o o d  fa i th .  

Twenty cojies a/' the izicinber cnntninin,u h i s  co~nmnnica t ion  iuiZZ 6e furn i shed  
f r e e  to a n y  co?~respo?lifent oa request. 

The editor w i l l  be &ad to publish a n y  queries consonant w i t h  the  character of 
i h e  journal.  

On the Alleged Mongolian Affinities of the American Race :  
A Reply to Dr. Daniel G .  Brinton. 

A FEW days ago a paper of Dr. Daniel G. Hrinton, entitled 'On  
t h e  Alleged Affinities of the American Race '(Science, Sept. 14, 1888), 
c a m e  to  my knowledge. 

This paper, which purports to be  a refutation of the asserted 
Mongolian affinities of the American natives, contains, in my esti- 
mation, such wrong interpretation of acknowledged facts, and such 
illogic argumentation, that, although I generally avoid discussions 
of this kind, I cannot help making an exception this time. 

It would be  worth xvhile to examine and criticise thoroughly all 
the  arguments brought forward in Dr. Brinton's paper, but a gen-
eral  review will sufficiently show the nature and value of Dr.  Rrin- 
ton's refutation. 

'jnfortunately, for the present I arn compelled to discuss the 
matter in a rather incomplete way, a s  I am travelling, and do not 
have the necessary works at  hand from which I should like to 
quote, in order to prove what I say. I have therefore to make all 
my statements and quotations frorn memory. 

Let us examine now Dr. Brinton's arguments against the as- 
serted Mongolian affinities of the native Americans, as existing in 
language, in culture, and in physical peculiarities. 

First, as  to language. In ciairnirig that there is no linguistic con- 
nection between the American and Rlongolian languages, which 
may be true, Dr.  Rrinton forgets that also in the (his) ~Uongolian 
race tlie various languages are far from showing any connection 
one  with another, and yet he considers the peoples who speak these 
different languages as  being of one race. IVIoreover, in tlie Cau- 
casian and negro races of Blumenbach's classification, which Dr. 
Brinton seems to adopt, widely tl~fferent languages, not showing the 
remotest linguistic connection, have been grouped together. For  
instance : the Kasijues, the Caucasians proper (of the Caucasus), 
the Semites, and numerous other groups of peoples, are considered 
to  be of one race, the white or Caucasian. The  African negroes, 
the  Melanesians, the n'egritos of the islancls of sontli-eastern Asia, 
and the Austral~ans,  are equally regarded as  forniing another, the 
black or negro race. Although there is no linguistic affinity be- 
tween the tliffrrcnt groups just mentioneil, they are affiliatecl by 
physical characteristics, arid each forms respectively one great race. 
12s long as  we accept this, we have a perfect right to group the 
Ural-Altaic, and other Mongolian languages, with the native 
languages of America. 

Second, a s  to culture. Although I am far from professing tha t  
ancient American culture has borrowed any thing from Europe, 
Asia, or Africa, neither do I positively deny the contrary until fur- 
ther evidence. 

The  science of archzology, a s  Dr. Brinton himself admits, only 
came into being at  a comparatively recent date. If this be  true of 
archzological science in general, it is more so of American arch=- 
ology in particular, and we are  consequently very far from having 
exhausted it. T h e  different branches of ancient American culture, 
from the arid regions of the South-west to Peru, have not yet been 
studied systematically enough, and in connection with ethnology 
(as they should be), to permit us at  present to draw any certain 
conclusions as  to whether they contain any foreign elements, Mon- 
golian or otherwise. 

There is no need whatever a s  yet of hurrying Americanists, a s  
Dr. Brinton wishes, to recognize the absolute autochthony of native 
American culture. T h e  coming-forth of truth from studying a 
branch of science cannot, anci never will, be  forced: i t gmws ,  grad- 
ually and slowly, in the same proportion a s  our knowledge in- 
creases. 

Third, as  to physical peculiarities. Putting aside for the present 
linguistic and cultural affinities between Mongolians anci native 
Americans, to deny that the American aboriginal belongs by his 
physical characteristics to the Mongoloids is equal to  denying tha t  
the Basques and the Fins belong soniatologically to the white race, 
or to claiming that  the Hottentots and the Negritos do not form 
hranches of the black race. 

T h e  comparative study of physical characteristics is perhaps the 
only satisfactory way of classifying the human races ; and, although 
I cannot deny that any other classification, Iinguistic or sociologic, 
has its value and right of existence, we never ought to try to har-
monize anci to unite them, a s  is often done. A s  the different clas- 
sifications have a s  many absolutely different points of view. their 
union can only lead to erroneous estimations. This illustrates, 
that, even admitting that the languages and cultures of the native 
American are not Mongoloid or Mongolian, nevertheless the physi- 
cal peculiarities of these races may be  the same. 

Before I continue, let me  state what I call, on purely somatologi- 
caI grounds, the Mongoloid race. Mongoloids, or Mongolians, in 
the widest sense, are, to me, a number of zoological varieties (va-
viktk /zk'~idzHai~e, the same sub-in the sense of A. de Jussien) of 
species or race, distributed promiscuously, and in different propor-
tions (in the sense of KolIrnan's$erzedvnttb :see I<ollrnan's studies 
on European and American anthropology, in Arcb iv  fzi'r Anthro-
9 o l o ~ i c  and Zeit.cchu.z;ft f i r  EthrzoZqqie), over parts of northern 
ancl eastern Europe, the greater portion of Asia, the  Indian Archi- 
pelago, Polynesia, a part of Madagascar, and originally over the 
whole American continent with its numerous islands. T h e  term 
' Mongoloid,' as  I understand it, is in the main synonymous with 
Oscar Peschel's ' Mo~zg.olerzdh~zlZ'c/ze theViilhe?,,' and with ' races 

jazozes ' of French anthropologists. 
The  varieties of this great race differ somatoiogically much less 

among themselves than the varieties of the white and black races. 
I will now consitler, one by one, the arguments of Dr. Brinton 

against the racial relationship between Mongoloids and American 
natives. 

First, a s  to color. Dr. Brinton forgets, that, in condemning 
Cuvier for the confusion of the American with the LIongolian race, 
because he based his racial scheme principally on the color of the 
sitin, he equally condemns Blumenbnch, whose division Dr. Brin- 
ton first calls ' eminently scientific.' W e  lrno~v that Hlumenbach 
divitled mankind into a white, yellow, brown, red, and black race, 

a division at  least just as  much an  ' n j r tbrz '  hypothesis,' as  it 
pleases Dr. Erinton to call Cuvier's divisions. Blumenbach had 
~xobablyseen just a s  few pure Mongolians and American natives 
as Cuvier ; otherwise he would not have calletl the Americans red. 
True  'redskins ' do not exist. The  American abor~giiial is as-
suredly more yellow than red. 

As far a s  rny own observations among Inrlians go,  in North and 
So11th America and in blexico, and among Chinese, Japanese, and 
Illalays, I have come to the conclusion that they all have the satne 
color of skin, which we might best call yellovvish brown, but in a 
great variety of shades, which often occur among the same people 
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or tribe, and depend upon age, sex, and general health. Ex-
posure, mode of living, climate, and altitude are, furthermore, the 
main factors which determine the many different shades of the 
color of the skin, not only among the llongoloitls, but also among 
the white antl black races. 

Let us suppose for a moment that tlie color of a Mongolian were 
yellow, and that of an  American r e d :  would it ever occur to a 
modern anthropologist to classify them for this reason in a separate 
and distinct race ? 

There is no race in which both the color of the skin and the color 
of the hair vary more than in the white. Think of a blond, florid 
complexionetl Teuton, antl an Italian with raven-black hair and 
dark skin. And yet, on account of the rest of their physical cliar- 
acteristics, they belong to the same race. 

After this, what Dr. Erinton said allout the difference between 
the character and color of the hair of Mongolians and Americans 
needs no further refutation. 

Although I have probably studied sornatologically more Ameri- 
can Indians, and have examined more of their skulls, than any other 
anthropologist living, as  yet I hesitate to name " a positive cranial 
characteristic of the red race." At  any rate, Dr. Brinton is mis- 
taken in thinking that the as I n c e  is found in its extreme develop- 
ment in the " American race," and in its greatest rarity among the 
Mongolians. What  in the days of Von T s c h u d ~  seemed true, has 
been refuted since. As I write this without any books at  my d ~ s -  
posal, and simply quote from memory, I cannot now give any sta- 
tistics of the relative frequency of this anomaly in different races, 
but would refer to Virchow's and my own investigations on this 
subject (VIRCHOW, Ueber ~Verhnra l e  ~zierl'rer ~Veizschenuncen nwz 
Schddel;  T E NKATE,  Cjaniologie der rWongoloide?t). 

Although it is true that the glabella is more prominent in Amer- 
ican skulls than in Altaic or northern Mongoloid cranla, this is no 
argument to separate them racially from each other. T h e  African 
negroes, for instance, seldom have a prominent glabella ; the Aus- 
tralians, on the contrary, have, a s  a rule, an  exceetlingly strongly 
developed glabella ; but nevertheless both African negroes anti 
Australians are considered as  belonging to the same race. 

As  far a s  the " Aymarian depression " is concerned, one might a s  
well call all different artificial deformities of the skull, those in Eu- 
rope inclutled, racial characteristics. They are merely incidental, 
and belong as  much to the domain of ethnology a s  to that of phys- 
ical anthropology.' 

I t  is not quite correct to assert, that, "of all the peoples of the 
world, the hIongols, especially the Turanian branch, are the most 
brachycephalic." 

Many years ago, in the days when our craniologic 1;nowledge 
was very limited, we had reason to believe this to be a fact ; but 
since one armchair anthropologist copied this statement from the 
other, and since Aitken l le igs  studied craniology after very imper- 
fect methods, facts have accu~nulated to show that in America also 
we find extreme brachycephaly, as  well among the prehistoric a s  
atnong the historic peoples, from British America to Patagonia. 
At  the same rime extreme dolichocephaly is found, besides among 
the Eskimo, throughout the American Intlian tribes, from north to 
south ; hut it cannot be considered an American craniologic char- 
acteristic, for among the Asiatic tribes dwelling nearest to the Es- 
kimo (the Aleuts, for example), tlolichocephaly in a marked degree 
is found, which fact is in absolute contradiction to Dr. Brinton's 
assertion (see, among other worits, D E  QUATREFAGES HA-and 
nru, Cra?zzh elhzz'cn ;I<OI,LMAN,' Ameri1;a3s,'Die A u t o c l ~ t h o ~ ~ e n  
in Zez'tschrz~iffiir EtZ2~zoZqie,I 883 ; T OPINARD,  EZ$)?ze?ztsd'A,t-
tlzro~oZogz'egbz&~aIe;and my own publications in American and 
Asiatic anthropology;. 

T h e  value of the so-called ' Mongolian eye ' (Z'oez'l brz'nle') may 
have been exaggerated a s  a racial characteristic : it is nevertheless 

1 Although Dr. Brinton does not mention any  ethnologic peculiarities a s  having 
been asserted in favor uf the affinity between Alongolians and Americans (for they 
have been asserted), I think it would have been worth while to discuss them. W h a t  I 
said ahove about the s tudy of archzzology is equally true in regard to ethnology. Sys-
tematic and comparative, and, ahove all, empiric ethoological researches, both among 
the native Americans, especially the northern, and anlong different Mongolians, par- 
ticularly the Siberian tribes, woiild throw much light upon their relationship. I think, 
fo r  example, that  we will never be able to understand thoroughly the ethnology of the  
Tinne tribes, as  long as  the Mongolians proper, and certain erratic tribes in the G o h ~ ,  
have not been studied. 

very frequent among children, both of Mongolians and native 
Americans, as  also among women, more than in any other race I 
know of. As  it is admitted that in all races women and children 
show certain racial characteristics, especially those belonging to 
physiognomy, better than men, we rnay safely call the Mongolian 
eye a racial characteristic, though perhaps of less importance. 

A s  regards the nasal index, before we can draw any conclusions 
from it, we have to make a distinction between the nasal index of 
the living ( su r  Ze vfnarzt) antl the nasal index of the bony skull, 
which often are in no correlation at all. Such is the case among 
the Esltimo, who are leptorrhinic, and belong a t  the same time to  
the same group a s  the American and northern Asiatic tribes. 

T o  come to Dr.  Brinton's last argument against the asserted 
Chinese traits of certain American tribes, I must say, that, although 
I never have seen any living Botocutlo, I have examined their cra-
nia, and find that there is a certain resemblance between them and 
those of the Esltirno. If I am not wholly mistaken, Dr. Ph. Key, 
who has also lived among the Botocuclo, has pointed out this simi- 
larity in his anthropological stutly on this tribe (Paris, 1880). 

I cannot say whether the tribes of the North-west Pacific coast 
have any Chinese traits, as  I have not seen them myself ; but this 
I can state, that among several tribes in North and South America 
(for example, Iroquois, Apaches, Hilalapais, Maricopa, Pirna, Carib, 
Arowak) I have seen persons who strongly resembleti not only Chi- 
nese, but also Japanese and other Mongolians, and even Malays. 

In some of them this similarity was so marked, that once on t h e  
Demerara River, in British Guiana, I cluestioned some Indians of 
the Ackawoio tribe, to convince myself that they were not China-
men. 

Dr. Brinton admits that the Eskimo " possess in some instances 
a general physiognomical similarity," concl~ltling that " this is all," 
antl "not  worth ~ n u c h  as  against the tlissirnilarities mentioned." 
Does not Dr. Erinton know that physiognomy is really a very im- 
portant consideration in racial distinctions ? Every anthropologist 
knows that physiognomy is a complex of different traits, several of 
which are first-class racial characteristics. I will only mention the 
general shape of the forehead, the implantation and form of the 
nose, and the breadth and length of the face. If physiognomical 
characteristics had a s  little value a s  Dr.  Brinton seems to think, 
then we might as  well give up the study of physical anthropology 
altogether. 

T o  recapitulate my criticism, I wish to say that Dr.  Brinton's 
argumentation against the affinity between Americans and Mongo- 
lians is based upon entirely wrong reasoning. If the reasons he 
gives were correct, then the classification of the other races of t h e  
human species would be equally wrong ; for in each of them peo- 
ples are grouped together, which, although related by physical 
characteristics, are linguistically and ethnologically entirely different 
from each other, not to speak of the difference in their psychologi- 
cal and social evolution. 

IVhen I admit that the native Americans are Mongoloids, I do  
not necessarily imply that '41nerica has been populated from Asia 
or else\vl~ere. I-Iowever, if we accept the theory of evolution, this 
is the inost probable explanatio~l of the observed facts. But, leav- 
ing the doubtful origin of the Americans, and of their languages 
and arts, out of the cjt~estion, I maintain that there is a physical 
similarity, racial affinity, and relationship between the indige~lous 
Americans and the Mongolians in the itle lest sense. 

This is, in tile present state of anthropological knowledge, an  
undeniable fact. H e  who denies it does not believe in physical an- 
thropology; and not to recognize this branch of science is equal to  
denying natural history in general. DR. H. TEN I<ATE. 

hIexico. Oct. 8. 

Queries. 

38. WHEN WAS THE BILLIONCHANGED?  -Can any of t h e  
readers of Scie~zcestate a t  what time, and from what incentive (by 
what fatuity), the people that has proposed a system of inetrology 
for universal adoption depreciated the ari thmet~cal billio?z (the sec- 
ond power of the million) to a nominal ' trillion,' making the anom- 
alous ' billion ' one-thousandth of ~ t s  explicit value ? 

\\-.B. T. 
Washington, D.C., Oct. 31. 


