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the American s a ~ a g e ?  " Speaking for myself, I would although we niight have desired a more ample 
suggest that  his question contains its ansner. My theoretical introduction. 'L'he fuiidarnei~taldiscoveries have established the glacial age of man on 
the Atlantic seaboard of America, and a t  that time principle of alphabetic history is  clistinct, and 
his culture was that stage known as ' paleolithic.' briefly statable : all writing begins ~lecessarily 

CHAS. C. ABBOTT, M.D. with the depiction of scenes and objects, or i s  
Trenton, S.J.,Scpt. 18, 1883. purely pictorial ; it  everywhere tends to pass 

over into a depiction of the names of objects ; 
THE ALPHABET. and, when i t  has f~illy reached that co~idition, 

The alphabet, an  account o x  the oi,igr?z and develop- it  has become alphabetic. There call be no 
ment o f  letters. By ISAACTAYI,OR,M A . ,  LL I>. such thing as an alphabet not starting from a 
2 vols. London, I<eyan Pau l ,  Trench, & Co., pictorial stage, any more than a spoken lan- 
1883. 16+358; 398 p. BO. guage without an initial inlitalive root-stage. 
3111. T'aur,orc. has produced an aclmirable But while in language we can only get back 

worli on the interesting subject of alphabetic by inference to such a state of things, because 
writing. It abounds in wealth of collected the beginnings of language are so rernote from 
material, down to the very latest cliscoreries us, in n riling we find the pictorial stage abnn- 
(some of them of the utmost importance). clantly rcpresented. 
By lavish ancl veil-chosen illastratioii it  puts Whether that stage is  discoverable in the 
this material before the apprehension of the actual history of our own alphabet, is a ques- 
reader or student with the most desirable clear- tion not xet absolutely settled. Every step 
ness ; and its digest and criticism of former by which our familiar letters go back to the 
opinioiis is madc with impartiality and inde- primiti~e Semitic alphabet, usually called by 
peiiclence of judgment, while the anthor adds 11s Phoenician, is traced out n-it11 the lrtinost 
ab~mdantly of new ~ ~ i e w s ,and arguments to clistinctness. The Phoenician is purely, though 
s u ~ p o r t  them. ?-To other existing worli of a defecti~ely, alphabetic. I t  maat, then, have 
like character call bear any comparison with come from a pictorial original. Three suclz 
it ; and it deserves to have, as  it clo~lbtless will systems of ~ r i t i n g  are found in its neighbor- 
attain, a wide circulation and 1)opularity. hood, -Egyptian, cuneiform (the perhaps snf- 

I n  the main, these ~oluines  are fillecl ~v i th  ficient, tllough rather scanty, eviclences of 
the history of our ornil alphabet and its rela- whose hieroglyphic origin are giren by our 
tives, or of tlle ancient Phoenician with its de- a ~ ~ t h o r ) ,aiicl the iecently discovered ancl still 
sce~ldants ancl probable ancestor, since other obscure Zlittite. Ditl it  come deinonstrab1~-
systems of alphabetic writing are compar- from one of these, or has it an ancestor now 
atively illsignificant ill nuiilber and in im- lost to u s?  As  is  nell linown, De Rougtr'a 
portance. The Chinese characters are not vorlc, published less than tell years ago, at- 
alphabetic, a l t ho~~gh  one or tn o cleiivatives teniptecl to sl~ow its deriration from Egyptian, 
from them (as the Japanese kntcr-ktrna) have froin hieratic characters, of known hieroglyphic 
that character. The cuneiforin mode of n-rit- origiiials ; and his view is widely, though b j  
ing ended its career ill an alphabetic system, no ineans universally, acceptecl. Mr. TRJ101-
tlle I'ersiaii ; but all the peoples using cunei- is a firm belie1 er in it, and sets it forth with 
form passed over, inore than two thousand much clrarness and force. Tjre fiiicl ourselves 
years ago, to the side of the Phoenician. There unable fully to share his conviction. I)@ 
11a.r e been other hieroglyphic scl~eines, in the Xongh endeal ored to prove more than was 
old world and the new, that made ad~~aiices,  reasonable, and fonnd it so easy to prove all 
no one can say just how far, towarc1 alphabet- he that his very snccess casts~~n~ le r too l i ,  a 

ism : but they are long since perished n-ithout shade of unrcalifg over the whole comparison. 

descendants. All W e  xilay a l l o ~ ~  
these, together with such that his identifications are both 

theoretic basis as he chooses to lay for the sci- possible, and, a whole, p la~~sib le  
as quite be- 
ence, Mr. Taglor despatches in the first chap- yond any others j e t  made. Yet whereas the 
ter (sereiity pages) of his first volume ; the derivation of the Greek or of the Arabic 
rest is c1e.r oted to our alpliabet : tlle various alphabet, for example, is past all doubt, and 
kindled Semitic forins of it being treated in he would riglltlj be passed by as a time-n-aster 
the forliier volume, and the Inclo-European who should attempt to re-open the question, no  
forms, with the few outside stragglers, in the reproach can attach to the scholar who, uncon- 
latter, under tlie ilivisions of Greek, deriva- vinced by De KougB, should try to find an-
tives of Greek (Italian, Coptic, Slaroiiic, other and better solutioii of the problem, a s  
Albanian, Runic, Ogham) , Iranian, and In- some are actually doing. Mr. Taylor over-
dian. The method is not to be condemned, states the desirableness of acquiescing in the 
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best sollltioil hitherto discorerecl ; tlie riglit to 
doubt an inference not yet made certain is a 
precious and iiiclefeasihle one. It woulcl be 
highly gratifying to regard the r leri~ ation of 
Phoenician from Egyptian as not less certain 
than that of English from Phoenician, since 
then mre should hare followed up the history 
to its very beginning ; for the character of the 
Egyptian as a wliolly original mode of mrit- 
ing, carrjiiig on its face the evidence of its 
stells of de\reloprnent from the initial stage, 
is beyond dispute. Considering that Ur .  Tay- 
lor holds the hieroglyphics to be the antecedent 
phase of l'lioeniciau letters, we nisll that he 
had inatle llis exposition of the system some- 
what fuller, ancl especially that he had tol(1 in 
more detail how he regarcls the alplinbetic 
value of certain of the l~ieroglyphs as having 
heen ariiretl a t  : the point is  by no means so 
clear as were to be mrisheil. 

I t  rrloultl take far too much space to go 
through tlie book and notice all the poiilts of 
special inteiest in i t  ; but attelltioil iiiay be 
called to a fern. 1CZr. Taylor has a new and 
well-supported theory as to the Meditcrra~iean 
alphabet from nrhich the Germanic runei n ere 
taken : he holds it to have been the Greek of 
thc Euxine colonies ancl Thrace, transmitted i11 
peaceful intercourse along tlie coiniilercial ronte 
of the Di~ieper, some centuries before the Chris- 
tian era. IIis cliscnssio~i of the Oghain crypto- 
grams is less satisfactoly. The Glagolitic (an 
early Slaronic) alphabet r ece i~  es from llim a 
suggested explanation which has met with 
general favor. Tile earliest Semitic inon- 
nments-the saicophagus of Sidon, the 310- 
abite stele, tlie recently rliscoreretl Siloain 
iilsciiption - are fully treated. the last being 
given in facsimile. Some of the most origi- 
nal parts of the author's work lie in the tlis- 
cnssion of the South Semitic alphabets and 
tlleii derivatives. I t  is to  them that he traces 
tlie immense gioup of the a lpha ' r~ ts  of India 
by a theorg wliicll weals a Inore plansible and 
acceptable aspect than any othcr yet suggest- 
ed ; it  ninst, of course, stand the test of tiine, 
and of examination by other experts, bcf'ore 
i t  can he admitted as final. Even in so old 
and well-worked departments as the varieties 
of Semitic aiid Greelr writing ancl their mu-
tual relations, 3x1. Taylor brings to light 
much that is lic~v and interesting. l q i n g  lllltlcl 
contribution the most recent finds, aiid corn-
billing tliern with independence of judgnlent 
and sound sense. There is nowhere ally effort 
a t  brilliancy or shorn of profllndity : sober, 
earncst nork is the keynote of the t i  eatise, 
which in this respect compares fa\ orably with 

certaiii other recent publications, French :tnd 
German, on the same subject. 

I n  conclusion, we may i~otice adversely a 
point or two. The now accepted explanation 
of Pelilevi, as needing to be read out of its 
Semitic signs into Irailizlii words, should not he 
creditecl to  .the sagacity of Professor Haug ' 
(ii. 239). That  explanation nras distinctly 
offered by the reteran \Vesterganid, i11 the 
preface to his Zenclavesta, in 1854, when Haug 
was fresh from the unirersity ; ancl in the lat- 
ter's earliest article ' on the Pehlevi language 
and the Bundepesh,' published in the same J ear, 
there is to he found no hint of tlie iloctrine. 

It is hardly correct to  ascribe the success 
of light methods in paleography in ally meas- 
ure to  Darwiilisln (ii. 363). That  every snc- 
cessive phase of a historical iustitution is the 
ontgrowth of a preceding phase, ancl differs 
little from it,  is :t truth long coming to clear 
recognition and Sruitfrll application in every 
department of historic research, piior to and 
in complete independence of any cloctiii~e of 
el olntion in the ilatural norld. Only error 
and coitfilsion hare  come of' the attelnpts made 
to  connect Darwinism ant1 pliilologic science. 
On the other hand, Mr. Taylor appears to inake 
a too mechanical application of the doctrine 
of historical clevelopinerit in cleii~iilg altogether 
the possibility of an element of free inren- 
tion in alphabetic grontll. Man is  capable 
of devising somethiiig a little different from, 
or like and additioilal lo, what he has already 
T T O ~and B110n.a how to use. One \vh0 lias a 
language call illrelit another, rcgardcd by 
him as a11 iinl1roven1ent on the former : the 
thing has lialq~ened repeatedly, and is no rio- 
lation of the law of gradual aiiil nilconscions 
growth of human speech. So, notnitlistanding 
the law of alp1.1abetic development. a mail n~lio 
practises various inodes of n~ritiag can devise 
a new one, for cryptographic or tachjgraphic 
p~~rposes ,or other. Ancl a conim~uiitj that 
is leceiving and aclaptilig an alphabetic s j  sten1 
from another community i n q  , in like manner, 
well eno11gh acid a sign or two of its olrn 
device : liencc the cluestion wl~etlier our S 
is ail out-and-ot1t in\ ention of the Greelis, or a 
differeiitiated I<,is one of paleographic prob- 
abilities. not to be settled in fa101 of the lat- 
ter nlternati~e by dell) i11g the possibilitj of 
the foriner ; and so in otlier like eases. 

The ilun~ber of iilterestil~g questions to 
R hich this work f~~rii ishes a tiustmortliy reply 
is snrpiising ; and, nliile sparing of' notes, it  
yet gives refelelices suficicnt to set up011 the 
light track any one desirous of investigating 
mole fully the matters with which it deals. 


