WRST LECFURE.

DELIVERED AT FHE ROYAL, INSTITUTION,
_FEDRUARY 19, 1870.

HEN I tndertook for the first time to deliver
8 course of lectures in this Institution, I chose
for my subject the Sciefice of Language. What I then
had at heart was to show to you, and to the world at
large, that the comparative study of the prineipal
languages of mankmd was based on sound and truly
scientific principles, and that it had brought to light
results which deserved a larger share of public interest
than*they had as yet received. I tried to convince
not only scholars by profession, but historians, theo-
logians, and philosophers, nay everybody who had
once felt the charm of gazing inwardly upon the
secret workings of his own mind, veiled and revealed
as they are in the flowing folds of language, that the
discoveries made by comparative philologists could no
longer be ignored with impunity; and I submitted
that after the progress achioved in a scientific study
of the principal branches of the vast realm of human
speech, our new science, the Science of Language,
might claim by right its seat at the Round-table of
the intellectual chivalry of our 8ge.

Such was the goodness or the cause I hag then io
defend that, however anperfect my own pleading, the
verdict of the public has been immediate and almost
unanimous. During the years that have elapsed since

B



2 LECTURES ON THE SCIENCE«OF RELIGION.

the déliverw of my first course of lectures, the Seience
of Langnage has had its full share of public recog-
nition. Whether weslook at the number eof books
thal;' have been published for the agvancement and
elucidation of our science, oreat the excellent arti-~
cles in the da.11y, weekly, forgnightly, monthly, and
quarferly reviews, or at the frequgnt notices of its
resultse scattered about in works on philosophy,
theology, and ancient history, we *may well rest
satisfied. The example set by France and Germmny
in founding chairs of Sanskrit and Cownparative Phi-
lology, has been followed of late in nearly all the
universities of England, Ireland, and Scotland. We
need not fear for the future of the Reience of Language.
A carcer so auspiciously begun, in spite of strong
prejudices that had to be encountered, will lead on
from year to year to greater triumphs. Ous best
public schools, if they have not done so already, will
soon have to follow the example set by the uni-
versities. It is but fair that sehoolboys who are made
to devote so many hours every day to the laborious
scquisition ofe languages, should now and then be
taken by a safe guide to efijoy from a higher point of
view thab living panorams of human spesch which
has been surveyed and carefully nfhpped out by
patient explorers and bold discoverers: nor is there
any longer an excuse why, even in the most cle-
mentary lessons, nay I should say, why more par-
ticularly in these ele!nenta,ry lessons, the sdark and
dreary passages of Greek 'and Latin, of French and
German grammar, should notebe brightened by the
electrie light of Comparative Philology.

When last year I travelled in Germany I found
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that legtures on Compargtive Philology wus attended
in the universitics by nearly all who stidy Greek and
Latin. At Leipzjg there were hundreds of students
who erdwded the Tectwre room of the Professer of
Comparggive Philology, and thke classes of the Pro-
fessor of Sanskrit consfited of more than fifty ander-
graduates, most™of them wishing to acquire ~that
amount of knowledgeaof Sanskrit which is absBlutely
necessary before entering upon & study of Com-
parative Grammar.

The introduction of Greek into the universities of
Europe in the fifteenth century could hardly have
caused a greater revolution than the discovery of
Sangkrit and the stidy of Comparative Philology in
tho nineteenjh., Very few indeed now take their
degree of Master of Arts in Germany or would be
allowed to teach at a publie sehaol, without having
been oxamined in the principles of Uomparative
Philology, nay in the eloments of Sanskrit grammar.
Why should it be different in England? The in-
tellectual fibre, I know, is not different in the youth
of England and in the youth of Germany, and if thore
is buta fair field and no favour, Comparative Philology,
I feel convineed, will soon hold in Kngland too, that
place which it ought to hold at every public school, in
every university, and in every classical examination!,

In beginning to-day a course of lectures on the

! Sinoe this®was written, Compargtive Philology has been admiited
to its rightful place in the Universily of Oxford. In the firet Publo
Examination candidates for Honours in Gresk or Latin Litebatare wil*
be examined in the elements & Comparative Philology as illusteating
the Gresk and Latin lsngusges. In the final Publie Examination,
Comparative Philology will form & speolal Bubject, by the side of the
history of Anclent Literature,

Ba
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Seience of ’Ralu]wn,—-or I should rather say op some
preliminaiy péints that have to be settled before we
can énter upon a truly scientific study of the religions
of the world,—I feel as I felt wirn 4irst pleﬁdmrr in
this very place for the-Sciencecof Language.

I know that I shall have t® mect determined an-
tagonists who will deny the wery~ possibility of a
scientific treatment of religiops, as formerly they
denied the possibility of a gcientiffc treatinent of
langnages. I foresce even far more serious cenflicts
with familiar prejudices and doep-rooted convietions;
but 1 feel atb the same time that I am prepared to
meot my antagonists, and I have such faith in their
honesty and love of truth, thet I doubt not of a
patient and impartial hearing on their  bart, and of
a verdict influeneed by nothing but by”the evidence
that I shall have to place before them.

In these our days it is almost hnpossible to speak
of religion at all, without giving offines either on the
vight or on the left.  With some, religion sevns too
sered nosubjeet for seientific treatiment; with others
it stands on & level with glchemy and astrology, as a
mere tissuo of errory or halucinetions, far beneath the
notice of the man of reience.

In a certain sense, I accept both these views. Raw
ligion s a sacred subject, and whether in its most
perfeet or in its most imperfect form, it has a right to
our highest reverenco, In this respect we might learn
something from those wham wo are so really to teach.
I quote from the *Declaration of Principles’ by which
the chureh founded by Keshub Chunder Sen professes
to bo guided. After stating that no created object
shall ever be worshipped, nor any man or inferior being
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or mdterial object be treated as identical with God, or
like ufito God, or as ancinearnation ef, God. and titat
no prayer or hymn shall be saig unto or in the name
of any gne excep? (Fod, the declaration continues :«

‘No created being qr object; that has been or’may
hereéaftef be worshipped Ly any sect shall be ridiculed
or contemned in_the gourse of the divine service to be
conducted here.

‘No book shall be dcknowledged or received as the
infallible Word of Gol: yet no book which has been
or may hereafter be acknowledged by any sect to be
infallible shall be ridiculed or contemned.

*No sect shall be vilified, ridiculed, or hated.’

It might he theught, perhaps, that these broad
sentiments of religious toleration were borrowed by
Keshub Chender Sen, or rather by the founder of
the Frahma-Samé4j, Rammohun Roy, from Christian
writers. That may be so. But they need not have
gone to Europe for these truly Christian principles.
They might have found them inscribed on the very
rocks of India, placed there more than 2000 years
ago by Asoka, who ruled from 25§ to 222 B.C.
Asoka, who had left thd old Vedie religion, and
had cmbraced tho essential principles of Buddha's
teaching, says®in one of his Mdiets: ‘The King Pi-
yadasi wishes that all sects should dwell everywhere
(unmolested); for all of them approve of restraint (of
the senscs) and purification of the soul’ And again,
¢The King Piyadasi honours all sects, monks and house-
holders; he honours thenf by 11bera,hty and various
kinds of favours. . . . But there is a fundamental law
for every sect, name]y moderation in speech, that one

should not exalt one’s own sect in decrying others,
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and not depreciate them lightly, but that one ought on
the contrq,ry to.show alwayseto other sects the honour
due fo them. In this manner one exalts one’s own
sech, and benefits others, while in geting othergvise one
injufes one's own sect, and dges not benefit others.
He who exalts his own sect apd decries otlers, does
it from devotion tohis own sect in order to make it
illustrious, but really in acting thus ‘he only damages
his own seet. Therefore peace ‘alone s good, so that
all should hear and listen glatly to the opinions of
others 1.

The Students of the Science of Religion snouta
at all events endeavour not to be outdone in impar-
tiality by this ancient king. Agnd, as for myself, I
can promise that no one who attends these lectures,
be he Christian or Jew, Hindu or Mohammedan, shall
hear his own way of serving God spoken of Wrove-
rently% But truc revercnee does not consist in de-
claring & subject, beeause it is dear to us, to be unfi
for free and honest inguiry : far from it! True reve-
rence i shown in treating cvery subjeet, however
sacred, however dear to us, with perfeet confidence;
without fear and without favour; with tenderncss and
love, by all moans, brat, before a,ll with an unflinching
end uncompromiring loyalty to truth..

On the other hand, I fully admit that religion has

1 “Ton Tnueriptions de Tlyadasi,” par E. Sonart, 1881, p. 174;
Septitme Hidit; p. 349, Douzitme Kdit.

% My attention has heen divected to & curious ingbance of real
atavinm, My yreat grand-father, Rasedow, the founder of the Philan.
theapinum, st Densan, wrote almost folidem verbin ¢ that in the general
divine service at his school nothing shauld happen by word or deed,
that could not be approved of by every worshipper of God, be he
Christisn, Jew, Mohammedan, or Ileist.’ Nee ' Arohiv fur chambo
sohreibung,' p. 63; Raumer, * Geschichte der Padagogik,’ il p. a74.
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stood"in former ages, and stands also in oyr own age,
if we "look abroad, and«f we look imfo some of the
highest and some of the lowes} places af home, on a
level with alchepy and astrology. There exist supersti-
hons little short of fet],shlsm and, what is worse, There
exists hfpocrisy, as bag as thal of the Roman augurs.
In practical Jife jt would be ‘wrong to assume &
neutral position between such conflicting, Views.
Where wo seerthat the revercnce due to religion is
victated, we are bound to protest; where we see that
superstition saps the roots of faith, and hypocrisy
poisons the springs of morality, we must take sides.
But as students of the Secience of Religion we move
in & highcr and mere sercne atmosphere. We study
error, as the physiologist studies a disense, looking for
its eauscs, tracing its influenes, speculating on possible
romodios of this lepds vofioos, but leaving the applica~
tion of such remedios to a ditforent class of men, to
the surgeon and the practical physician. Diversos
diversa juvant applies here as everywhere else, and a
division of labour, according to the peculiar sbilities
and tastes of different individuals, will always yield
tho hest results. The sttdont of the history of the
physical sciencos is not angry-with the alehemists,
nor does he argue with the astrologists: he rathor
tries to enter into their view of things, and to dis-
cover in the errors of alchemy the seeds of chemistry,
and in the halucinations of astrology & yearning and
groping ater & true knowledge of the heavenly bodies.
It is the same with the®student of the Science of
Religion. He wantg to find out what religion is,
what foundation it hag in the soul of men, and what
laws it follows in its historical growth. For that
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purpose thq study of errors is to him more instrtictive
then the gtudy. of that religion which he coflsiders
the true on®, and the smiling augur as interesting a
subject as the Roman eupplmnt who*veiled hig face in
praytr, that he might be alone’with his God.

The very title of the®Science of Religion wAll j Jar, I
know, on the ears of many persop.s, a.‘nd a comparison
of all the religions of the world, in which none can
claim a privileged position, will no doubt seem to
many dangerous and reprehensible!, because ignosing
that peculiar reverence which everybody, down fo the
mere fetish worshipper, feels for his own religion and
for his own God. Let me say then at once that I
myself have shared these misgivings, but that I have
tried to overcome them, because I would not and
could not allow myself to surrender eitherewhat I hold
to be the trath, or what I hold still dearer thaw the
truth, the right of testing truth. Nor do I regret it.
I do not say that the Science of Religion is all gain.
No, it entails losses, and losses of many things which
we hold dear. But this I will say, that, as far as my
humble judgment goes, it does not entail the loss of
anything that is essential to true religion, and that
if we strike the balance honestly, the gain'is im-
measurably greater than the loss.

One of the first questions that was asked by classical
scholars when invited to consider the value of the
Science of Language, was, What shall we gain by a
comparative study of languages?’ Languages, it was
said, are wanted for practidhl purposes, for speaking

! “The so-called “Science of Religion & the present day, with its
attempts to put into competition the sacred books of India and the
Holy Seriptmres, is deeply to be deprecated.’ Bishop of Gloucesten.



LECTURE I. 9

and reading ; and by studying too many lgnguages av
once, We run the risk of losing the fizm grasp which
we ought to have on the few that are really important.
Our knrowledge, *khy becoming wrider, must needs, if
was thought, become gT:a.llower, and the gain, if ¢here
is any,in knowing ghe strufure of dialects which
have never producgd any literdture at all, would
certainly be outweighed by the loss in accurat® and
practical scholarship.”

X this could be shid of a comparative study of
languages, with how much greater force will it be
urged against a comparative study of religions!
Though I do not expect that those who study - the
religious books ofeBrahmans and Buddhists, of Con-
fucius and Laotse, of Mohammed and Nénak, will be
accused of ccherishing in their secret heart the doc-
trines of those ancient masters, or of having lost the
firm hold on their own religious convietions, yet I
doubt whether the practical utility of wider studies
in the vass field of the religions of the world will be
admitted with greater readiness by professed theo-
logians than the value of & knowledge of Sanskrit,
Zend, Gothie, or Celtic “for a thorough mastery of
Greek and Latin, and for a real appreciation of the
nature, the purpose, the laws, the growth and decay of
language was admitted, or is even now admitted, by
gome of our most eminent professors and teachers.

People ask, What is gained by comparison +—Why,
all higher knowledge is acquired by comparison, snd
rests on comparison. If % is said that the tharacter
of scientific research jn our age is pre-emindntly com-
parative, this really means that our researches are
now based on the widest evidence that can be ob-
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fained, on the broadest inductions that can be grasped
by the hugpan mind.

What cafl be gainel by comparison —Why, look
at the study of languages. If yo@ go back bub a
hundyed years and examine fhe folios of the most
learned writers on questions copnected with language,
and then open & bobk written by the merest tiro in
Compharative Philology, you will see what can be
gained, what has been gained,” by the comparative
mwethod. A few hundred yeafs ago, the idea that
Hebrew was the original language of mankind was
accepted as a matter of course, even as a matter of
faith, the only problem being to find out by what
process Greek, or Latin, or any other language could
have been developed out of Hebrew. The idea, too,
that language was revealed, in the Scholastic sense of
the word, was generally accepted, although, as early
a8 the fourth century, St. Gregory, the learned bishop
of Nyssa, had strongly protested against itl. The
grammatical framework of a language was either
considered as the result of a conventional agreement,
or the terminatjons of nouns and verbs were supposed
to have sprouted forth like ‘buds from the roots and
stems of language; and the vaguest similarity in the
sound and meaning of words was taken to be & suf-
ficlent criterion for testing their origin and their
relationship. Of all this philological somnambulism
we hardly find a trace in works published since the
days of Humboldt, Bopp, and Grimm,

Has there been any loss®here? Has it not been
pure gain? Does language exgite our imagination
less, becanse we know that, though the faculty of

! ¢Leotures on the Sefence of Language,’ vol. i, P 32.
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b,
speaking is the work of Him who wg!;}:sm
things, the invention of words for, naming esch
object was left to man, and was achieVed through
the working of %he l;’uma,n mind? Is Hebrew .less
carefully studied, becguse it is no longer belefed to
be & rePealed language, sent down from heaven, but &
language closely allied to Arabié, Syriac and ancient
Babylonian, and receiving light from these gognate,
and in some respects more primitive, languages, for
the explanation of riany of its grammatical forms,
and for the exact interpretation of many of its
obscure and difficult words? Is the grammatical
articulation of Greek and Latin less instructive,
because instead of~seeing in the terminations of nouns
and verbs merely arbitrary signs to distinguish the
plural from the ‘singular, or the future from the
presont, we can now perceive an intelligible principle
in the gradual production of formal out of the
material elements of language? And are our ety-
mologies less important, because, instead of being
suggested by superficial similarities, they are now
based on honest historical and physiological research %
Lastly, has our own language ceased to hold its own
peculiar place? Is our love for our own native
tongue at albimpaired? Do men speak less boldly
or pray less fervently in their own mother tongue,
because they know its true origin and its unadorned
history ; because they know that everything in
language that goes beyond the objects of sense, is and.
must be pure metaphor? Or does any one deplore
the fact that there js in all languages, dven in the
jargons of the lowest savages, order and wisdom ;
nay, something that makes the world akin?
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Why, then, should we hesitate to apply the.‘com-
parative method, which has preduced such great results
in other sph¥res of knpwledge, to a study of religion?
That it will change many of the *vjews commonly
held ®about the origin, the chagacter, the growth, and
decay of the religions of the yorld, I do ndt deny;
but unless we hold that fearless, progression in new
inquities, which is our bounden duty and our honest
pride in all other branches of knowledge, is dangerous
in the study of religions, unless*we allow ourselyes to
be frightened by the once famous dictum, that what-
ever is new in theology is false, this ought to be the
very reason why a comparative study of religions
should no longer be neglected or delayed.

When the students of Comparative Philology boldly
adapted Goethe’s paradox, ¢ He who Fnows oe language
knows none, people were startled at first; but dhey
soon began to feel the truth which was hidden beneath
the paradox. Could Goethe have meant that Homer
did not know Greek, or that Shakespeare did not
know English, because neither of them knew more
than his own mgther tongue? No! what was meant
was that neither Homer nor Shakespeare knew what
that language really avas which he handled with so
much power and eunning. Unfortunstely the old
verb ‘to can, from which ‘canny’ and ‘cunning, is
ost in English, otherwise we should be able in two
words to express our meaning, and to keep apart the
wo kinds of knowledge of which we are here speaking.
\s we say in German kinneh is not kennen, we might
ay in English, fo can, that is tobe cunning, is not Zo
'en, that is to know; and it would then become clear
+ once, that the most eloguent speaker and the most
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gifted poet, with all their cunning of wordg gnd skilful
mastery of expression, would have but little to say if
_asked, what really is languaged The same applies to
religion. He who.knows one, knows none. There are
thousands of people whose faith is such that-it®ould
move mMountains, ang who yét, if they were asked
what religion geally is, would rehain silent, or would
speak of outward tokens rather than of the inward
nature, or of the faculty of faith.

&t will be easily pPerceived that religion means at
least two very different things. When we speak of
the Jewish, or the Christian, or the Hindu religion,
we mean a body of doctrines handed dowr by
tradition, or in canonical books, and containing all
that constitutes the faith of Jew, Christian, or Hindu.
Using religion in that sense, we may say that & man
hasachanged his religion, that is, that he has adopted
the Christian instead of the Brahmanical body of
religious doctrines, just as a man may learn to speak
English instead of Hindustani.

But religion is also used in a different sense. As
there is a faculty of speech, independent of all the
historical forms of language, there is a faculty of
faith in man, independent of <ll historical religions.
If we say that it is religion which distinguishes man
from the animal, we do not mean the Christian or
Jewish religion; we do not mean any special religion ;
but we mean a mental faculty or disposition, which,
independent of, nay in spite of sense and, reasom,
enables man to apprehed the Infinite under differént
nemes, and under garying disgnises. ‘Without that
faculty, no religion, not even the lowest worship of
idols and fetishes, would be possible; and if we will
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but listen attent1ve1y, we can hear in all rehg10ns a
greaning of of thespirit, & struggle to conceive the in-
concewa.ble,'to utter the unutterable, a longing after
the Inﬁmte, a love ofeGod. Whethéx the etymology
whick the ancients gave of the Greek word dvfpwmos,
man, be true or not (th8y derrveﬂ it from & du® 46pby,
he who looks upwartl), certain it,is that what makes
man fnan, is that he alone can turn his face to
heaven; certain it is that he alone yesrns for some-
thing that neither sense nor refison can supply, may
for something which both sense and reason by them-
selves are bound to deny.

If then there is a philosophical discipline which
examines into the conditions of sensaous or intuitional
knowledge, and if there is another philosophical dis-

cipline which examines into the conditionssof rational
or conceptual knowledge, there is clearly a place for a
third philosophical discipline that has to examine into
the existence and the conditions of that third faculty
of man, co-ordinate with, yet independent of, sense and
reason, the faculty of the Infinite', which is at the
root of all religions. In German we can distinguish
that third faculty by the name of Vernunft, as opposed
to Verstand, reason, and Sinn, sense. In English I
know no better name for it, than the faeulty of faith,
though it will have to be guarded by careful definition,
in order to confine it to those objects only, which can-
not be supplied either by the evidence of the senses, or
by the evidence of reason, and the existence ef which
is nevertheless postulated by something without us

1 T use the word Infinite, becausa it is lessliable to be misunderstood
than the Absolute, or the Unconditioned, or the Unknowable. On the

distinetion between the Infinite and the Indefinite, see Kant,  Critique
of Pure Reason,” translated by M. M., vol. ii. p. 44a.
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which we cannot resist. No simply historical fact
can eVer fall under the cognisance of faith, in our
sense ofethe word. )

If wg look aj*the history of modern thought, we
find that the dominany school of philosophy, pre%ious
to Kan® bad reduced, all intellectual activity to one
faculty, that of the genses, ‘Nifil 4n intellectu quod
non ante fuerit in sensu’— Nothing exists if the
intellect but what has before existed in the senses,’
was their watchword ;*and Leibniz answered epigram-
matically, but most profoundly, ¢Nihil—nisi intel-
lectus, ¢Yes, nothing but the intellect.” Then followed
Kant, who, in his ¢Criticism of Pure Reason,’ written
ninety years ago, ut not yet antiquated, proved that
our knowledge requires, besides the data of sensation,
the admissien of the intuitions of space and time,
and #he categories, or, a8 we might call them, the
laws and necessities of the understanding. Satisfied
with having established the @ priori character of the
categories and the intuitions of space and time, or, to
use his own technical language, satisfied with having
proved the possibility of synthetic judgments a priori,
Kant declined to go further, and he most energetically
denied to the human intellect the power of transcend-
ing the finiteor the faculty of approaching the In-
finite. He closed the ancient gates through which
man had gazed into Infinity ; but, in spite of himself,
he was driven in his ¢ Criticism of Practical Reason,” to
open a side-door through which to admit the sense of
duty, and with it the sen®e of the Divine. This has
always seemed to me the vulnerable point in Kant's
philosophy, for if phﬂosophy has to explain what is,
not what ought to be, there will be and can be no
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rest till e, admit that there is in man & third fa:culty,
which I gall su;nply the facelty of a.pprehendmg the
Infinjte, ndt only in,religion, but in all ﬁ:mgs,
poyer independent ofv sense a.nd redson, a power in a
certgin- sense contradicted by'gense and reason, but
yet a very real power, which has held its own from
the beginning of thd world, neither gense nor reason
being able to overcome it, while it alone is able to
overcome in many cases both reason ard sense?.
According to the two meafiings of the worde re-
ligion, then, the science of religion is divided into two
parts; the former, which has to deal with the his-
torical forms of religion, is called Comparative Theo-

3 As this passage has given rise to straiige misunderstandings, I
quote a passage from another lecture of mine, not yet published ‘It is
difficult at present to speak of the human mnd én any technical
language whatsoever, without being called to order by some plu]gsopher
or other. According to some, the mind is one and 1nd1v151ble, and it is
the subject-matter only of our consciousness which gives to the acts of
the mind the different appearances of feeling, remembering, imagining,
knowing, willing or believing. According to others, mind, as a subject,
hag no existence whatever, and nothing ought to be spoken of except
states of consciousness, some paseive, some active, some mixed. I
myself have been sharply taken to task for venturing to speak, in this
enhghtened 1gth eentu.ry of ours, of different faculties of the mind,—
faculties being purely imaginary crestions, the illegitimate offspring of
mediseval scholasticlsm. WNow I cofifsss I am amused rather than
frightened by such pedantry. Faculty, faculfas, seems to me so good a
word thas, if it did not exist, it ought to be invented in order to express
the different modes of action of what we may still be allowed to call
our mind. It does not commit us to more than if we were to speak of
the faeilities or agilitres of the mind, and those only who change the
forces of nature into gods or demons, would be frightened by the
faculties as green-eyed monsters m 1n the dark recessés of our Self.
I ghall therefore retain the name of Taculty,’ &o.

On the néoessity of admitting & faculty of perceiving the Imfinite I
have treated more fully in my ‘ Lectures bn the Science of Language,’
vol. ii, pp. 625~632. The subjeet is ably discussed by Nicotra Sangia-
vemo, in L'Infimto di Maz-Muller, Catama, 1883,
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logy ; the latter, which has to explain thesconditions
under which religion, whether in its® highest or ifs
lowest fofm, is pogsible, is called Theoretic Theology.

We shall at present have to ‘deal with the fogmer
only; nay it will beemy objget to show that the
problems which chiey occupy theoretic theology,
ought not to bewtaken up till all the evidence,that
can possibly be gained from a comparative ssudy of
the religions of the world has been fully collected,
clagtified, and a.na.lysea. I feel certain that the time
will come when all that is now written on theology,
whether from an ecclesiastical or philosophical point
of view, will seem as antiquated, as strange, as un~
accountable as the works of Vossius, Hemsterhuys,
Valckenaer, and Lepnep, by the side of Bopp’s Com-~
parative Grémmar.

It thay seem strange that while theoretical theology,
or the analysis of the inward and outward conditions
under which faith is possible, has occupied so many
thinkers, the study of comparative theology has never
as yet been seriously teken in hand, But the expla~
nation is very simple. The materials en which alone
a comparative study of the religions of mankind could
have been founded were not accelsible in former days,
while in our own days they have come to light in
such profusion that it is almost impossible for any
individual to master them all.

It is well known that the Emperor Akbar (1542~
1605)* hetl a passion for the study of religions, and
that he invited to his ecourt Jews, Christians, Moham-
medans, Brahmans, and Zoroastrians, and hafi a8 many
of their sacred books as he could get access to, trans-

* oo Note A, On Akbar,
(o]
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lated for his own study?’. Yet, how small was the col-
lection ofwgered books that éven an Emperor of India
could command not more than goo years #go, com-
pared to what may fiow be found in the liBrary of
any poor scholar! Wp have the original text of the
Veda, which neithgr the bribes nor the threats of
Akbgr could extort from the Brehmans. The trans-
lation ef the Veda which he is said to have obtained,
was & translation of the so-called Atharva-veds, and
comprised most likely the Upanishads only, myhtic
and philosophical treatises, very interesting, very im-
portant in themselves, but as far removed from the
ancient poetry of the Veda as the Talmud is from the
0Old Testament, as Sufiism is froth the Koran. We
have the Zendavesta, the sacred writings of the so-
called fire~worshippers, and we possess trdnslations of
it, far more complete and far more correct thafl any
that the Emperor Akbar obtained from Ardsher, a
wise Zoroastrian whom he invited from Kirman to
India®. The religion of Buddha, certainly in many
respects more important than either Brahmanism, or
Zoroastrianisue, or Mohammedanism, is never men-
tioned in the religious discussions that took place every
Thursday evening® &t the imperial court of Delhi.
Abulfaz], it is said, the minister of Aldbar, could find,
no cne to assist him in his inquiries respecting Buddh-
ism. We possess the whole sacred canon of the
Buddhists in various languages, in P4li, Burmese, and
Siamese, in Sanskrit, Tibetap, Mongolian, and Chinese,

! Elphinstone’s ¢ History of India,’ ed’ Cowell, book ix. eap. 3.
? See * Journal of the Asiatio Soviety of Bengal,’ 1868, p. 14.
¥ Beo ‘ Awmni Akbari,’ transl, by Blochmaxnn, p. 171, note 3.
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and 3§ is our fault entlrely, if as yet there is no
complete translation in any Europeatd topgue of tiis
important collection of sacred books. The axtecient
religior® of Chioa again, that of Confucius and,that
of Laotge, may now be studied in excellent transla-
tions of their sacred books by apybody interested in
the ancient faitlse of mankind.

But this is not all. We owe to missionarses par-
ticularly, careful accoynts of the religious belief and
woship among tribes far lower in the scale of civilisa~
tion than the poets of the Vedic hymns, or the fol-
lowers of Confucius. Though the belief of African
and Melanesian savages is more recent in point of
time, it may or mdy not represent an earlier and far
more primitive phase in point of growth, and is there-
fore as instfuctive to the student of religion as the
study’ of uncultivated dialects has proved to the
student of language®

Lastly, and this, I believe, is the most important
advantage which we enjoy as students of the history
of religion, we have been taught the rules of eritical
scholarship. No one would venture, fiow-a-days, to
quote from any book, whether sacred or profane,
without having asked these simple and yet moment-
ous questions : When was it written? Where? and by
whom? Was the author an eye-witness, or does he
only relate what he has heard from others? And if
the latter, were his authorities at least contemporane-
ous with the events which jhey relate, and were they

1 Hee Tiele, ¢ De Plaats van de Godsdiensten der Naturvolker in de
Godsdienstgeschiedenis,” Amsterdam, 1873. E. B, Tylor, ‘ Fortmghtly
Review,” 1866, p. 71.

g2
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under thetsway of party feeling or any other digturb-
ing influence? *Was the whole book written at once,
or ddes it contain poftions of an earlier daté; and if
80, g, it; possible for us to sepagate these earlier docu-
ments from the body of the book ?

A study of the qriginal doemments on which the
principal religions of the world profess to be founded,
carriedeon in this spirit, has enabled some of our best
living scholars to distinguish in each réligion between
what is really ancient and what is comparatively fno-
dern; between what was the doctrine of the founders
and their immediate diseiples, and what were the
afterthoughts and, generally, the corruptions of later
ages. A study of these later devblopments, of these
later corruptions, or, it may be, impprovements, is not
without its own peculiar charm, and is full of practical
lessons ; yet, as it is essential that we should know
the most ancient forms of every language, before we
proceed to any comparisons, it is indispensable also
that we should have a clear conception of the most
primitive form of every religion, before we proceed to
determine its®own value, and to compare it with
other forms of religious faith. Many an orthodox Mo-
hammedan, for instahce, will relate miracles wrought
by Mohammed; but in the Koran Mbhammed says,
distinetly, that he is a man like other men. He dis-
dains to work miracles, and appeals to the great
works of Allsh, the rising and setting of the sun, the
rain that fructifies the egrth, the plants that grow,
and the Jiving souls that are born into the world—
who can tell whence?—ss the veal signs and wonders
in the eyes of a true believer. ‘Iam only a warner,
he says; ‘I cannot show you a sign—a miracle—
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excepb what ye see every day and night, Signs are
with God 1’

The Buddhist legends teem with miserfble mjracles
attnhuted to Buddha a.nd his disciples—miracles whick
in wonderfulness certgnly surpass the miracles 6f any
other refigion: yet intheir owh sacred canon a saying
of Buddha's is gecorded, prohibitthg his d1501ples from
working miracles, though cha.llenged to do 80 Dy the
multitudes, who required a sign that they mxghr, be-
liewe. And what is®the miracle that Buddha com-
mands his disciples to perform? ‘Hide your good
deeds,’ he says, ‘and confess before the world the sins
you have committed’ That is the true miracke of
Buddha.

Modern Hmdu:sm rests on the system of caste as
on & rock which n0 arguments can shake: but in the
Veds, the highest authority of the religious belief of
the Hindus, no mention occurs of the complicated
system of castes, such as we find it in Manu: nay, in
one place, where the ordinary classes of the Indian,
or any other society, are alluded to, viz. the priests,
the warriors, the citizens, and the slgves, all are re-
presented as sprung alike from Brahman, the source
of all being.

It would be too much to say that the critical sifting
of the authorities for a study of each religion has been
already fully carried out. There is work enough still
to be done. But a beginning, and a very successful
beginning, has been made, and the results thus brought
to light will serve as a ‘tholesome caution to every-
body who is engaged in religious researches. Thus,

1 ‘The Speeches and Table-talk of the Prophet Mohammad,” by
Stanley Lane-Poole, 1883, Introd. p, xxxvi and xli.
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if we study the primitive religion of the Veds, we
hase to digtinguish most carefully, not only befween
the hymns ‘of the Rig-veda on one side, and the
hymns collected in the Shma-veda, Yagur-veda, and
Athafve-veda on the other, bu’g eritical scholars dis-
tinguish with equal cale between the more “ancient
and the more modern hymns of the Rig-veda iteelf,
so faras even the faintest indications of language, of
grammar, or metre enable them to do sor

In order to gain a clear insight into the motiwes
and impulses of the founder of the worship of Ahu-
ramazda, we must chiefly, if not entirely, depend on
those portions of the Zendavesta which are written in
the GAth4 dialect, & more primitive dialect than that
of the rest of the sacred code of the Zoroastrians.

In order to do justice to Buddha,"we must not mix
the practical portions of the Tripitaka, the Dharma,
with the metaphysical portions, the Abhidharma.
Both, it is true, belong to the sacred canon of the
Buddhists; but their original sources lie in very dif-
ferent latitudes of religious thought.

We have in the history of Buddhism an excellent
opportunity for watching the process by which a
canon of sacred books is called into existence. Wee
see here, as elsewhere, that during the lfetime of the
teacher, no record of events, no sacred code containing
the sayings of the master was wanted. His presence
was enough, and thoughts of the future, and more
particularly, of future greatness, seldom entered the
minds of those who followed him. It was only after
Buddha hed left the world, that hjs disciples attempted
to zecall the sayings and doings of their departed friend
and master. At that time everything that seemed to
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redound to the glory of Buddha, however extraordi-
nary ahd incredible, was gagerly welcomed,” wh.lle wib-
nesses who would have ventured to critietsé or reject
unsupported statements, or to «detract in any Wa,y
from the holy cBaractef of Buddha, had no chanee of
even beimg listened tol. Andewhen, in spite of all
this, differences of opinion arose, threy were not brought
to the test by a caretul weighing of evidence, but the
names of ‘unbeliever’ and ‘heretic’ (ndstika, pAhanda)
werp quickly invented in India as elsewhere, and
bandiéd backwards and forwards between contending
parties, till at last, when the doctors disagreed, the
help of the secular power had to be invoked, gnd
kings and emperorg assembled councils for the sup-
pression of schism, for the settlement of an orthodox
creed, and fqr the completion of a sacred canon. We
know, of King Asoka, the contemporary of Seleucus,
sending his royal missive to the assembled elders, and
telling them what to do, and what to avoid, warning
them also in his own name of the apocryphal or he-
retical character of certain books which, as he thinks,
ought not to be admitted into the sacred canon 2,

1 ¢Mah#vansa,’ p. 13, Nannehi tatha vatthabbam iw, ‘it cannot be
allowed to other pnes’ﬁs to be present.’

3 The fullowng is Professor Kern's tranlation of the Second Bairat
Rock Inscription, ®ontaining the rescript which Asoka addressed to
the Council of Magadha; *King Priyadarsin of Magadha greets the
Asgembly (of Clerics) and wishes them welfare and happiness. Ye
know, Sirs, how great is our reverence and affection for the Triad which
is called Buddka (the Master), Fauth, and Assembly. All that our
Lord Buddhs has spoken, my Lords, is well spoken. Wherefore, Sirs,
it must indeed be regarded as hyving indisputable suthority, se the
true faith shall last long. Thus, my Lords, I honour in ghe first place
these religions works :—Suggmary of the Disciphne, The Bupernatural
Powers of the Master (or of the Masters), The Terrers of the Future,

The Song of the Eerm:t, The Sttre on Asceticism, The Question of
Upatishys, and the Admonition of Rébnla concerning Falsehood,
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We here learn & lesson, which is confirmed by the
sbudy of ofher geligions, that canonical books, though
they furtlish in most cases the most ancient,and most
authentic informatiog within the resch of the student
of religion, are not to be trusted implicitly, nay, that
they must be submitted to a more searchingneriticism
and to more stringent tests than any other historical
books. For that purpose the Science of Language
has prBved in many cases & most valuable auxiliary.
It is not easy to imitate anchent language so ag to
deceive the practised eye of the grammarian, éven if
it ‘were possible to imitate ancient thought that should
not betray to the historian its modern origin. A
forged book, like the Ezour-veda, which deceived
even Voltaire, and was published by him as ‘the
most precious gift for which the West wag indebted to
the East,’ could hardly impose again on any Sapskrit
scholar of the present day. This most precious gift
from the East to the West, is about the silliest book
that can be read by the student of religion, and all
one can say in its defence is that the original writer
never meant it as a forgery, never intended it for the
purpose for which it was used by Voltaire.

I may add that a book which has lately attracted
considerable attention, La Bible dans, ! Inde, by M,
Jacolliot, belongs to the same class of books. Though
the passages from the sacred ‘books of the Brahmans

uttered by our Lord Buddha. These religious works, Sirs, I wish that
the monks and nuns, for the advancement of their good e, should
uninterruptedly study and rememb%r, a8 algo the laics of the male and
female pex. “For this end, my Lords, I cause this to be written, and
have made my wish evident’ See Indith Antiquary, vol v.p. 357;
Cunningham, ¢Corpus Insaript. Indie,” p. 133 ; Oldenberg, ‘Vinaya-
pitaka,’ vol. i, Introd. p, xL.
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are no} given in the original, but only in & very poetical
French translation, no Sanskrit scholas would hesitate
for one homent to say that they are folgeries, and
that MeJacolliof,the President of the Court of Jusice
at Chandernagore, hag been deceived by his nfitive
teacher.® We find magy childih and foolish things in
the Veda, but when ;we read the following line, as an
extract from the Veda:

‘Lo femme c¢’egt '4dme de ’humanité,—

it is not difficult to see that this is the folly of the
nineteenth century, and not of the childhood of the
human race. M. Jacolliot’s conclusions and theories
are such as might be expected from his materials™.
With all the genuine documents for studying the
history of the religions of mankind that have lately
been *brought to light, and with the great facilities
which a more extensive study of Oriental languages
has afforded to scholars at large for investigating the
deepest springs of religious thought all over the
world, a comparative study of religions has become
3 necessity. If we were to shrink .from it, other
nations and other creeds would take up the work. A
lecture was lately delivered &t Calcutta, by the
,minister of tifs Adi-Sam4j (i.e. the 0ld Church), ‘On
the Superiority of Hinduism to every other existing
Religion” The lecturer held that Hinduism was
superior to all other religions, ‘because it owed its
name to®no man; because it acknowledged no me-
diator between God and®man; because the Hindu
worships God, in thg intensely devotional’ semse, as
the soul of the soul; because the Hindu alone can

1 See Selected Essays, vol. ii., p. 468 sq.
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worship God at all times, in business and plsa.isure,
amd everything; because, while other Scriptures in-
culegte the practice of, piety and virtue for the sake of
eternal happiness, the Hindu Seriptures along main-
tain®that God should be worshipped for the sake of
God alone, and virtue dractised, for the sake of virtue
alone ; because Hifiduism inculcates nmniversal bene-
volerice, while other faiths merely refer to man;
becausé Hinduism is non-sectarian (bedieving that all
faiths are good if the men wh8 hold them are gmd),
non-proselytizing, pre-eminently tolerant, devotional
to an entire abstraction of the mind from time and
sense, and the concentration of it on the Divine; of
an antiquity running back to the infancy of the
human race, and from that time till now influencing
in all particulars the greatest affaits of the State and
the most minute affairs of domestic life™’

A Science of Religion, based on an impartial and
truly scientific comparison of all, or at all events, of
the most important, religions of mankind, is now only
& question of time. It is demanded by those whose
voice cannot be disregarded. Its title, though imply-
ing as yet a promise rather than a fulfilment, has
become more or less familiar in Germany, France,
and America; its great problems have attracted the
eyes of many inquirers, and its results have been
anticipated either with fear or with delight. It be-
comes therefore the duty of those who have devoted
their life to the study of the principal religigons of the
world in their original dbcuments, and who value
religion ahd reverence it in whatever form it may pre-
sent itself, to take possession of this new territory in

! Bee ¢ Times,’ Oct. 2%, 1872,
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the rame of true science, and thus to prqtect its
sacred precinets from the énroads of those who thinks
that they have a right to speak on,the anciertt rehg;ons
of mankind, whetiter those of the Brahmans, the Zo-
roastrians, or Budd.hlstg, or those of the Jews &nd
Christian®, without ove having*taken the trouble of
learning the languages in which their sacred books
are written. What should we think of phllosophers
writing on the weligion of Homer, without krowing
Greek, or on the religidn of Meses, without knowing
Hebrew

I do mot wonder at Mr. Matthew Arnold! speaking
scornfully of La Science des Religions, and I fully
agree with him that such statements as he quotes
would take away the breath of a mere man of letters.
But are these statements supported by the authority
of anywscholars? Has anybody who can read either
the Vedas or the Old and New Testaments in the
original ever maintained that ¢the sacred theory of
the Aryas passed into Palestine from Persis and India,
and gat possession of the founder of Christianity and
of his greatest apostles, St. Paul and St. John; be-
coming more perfect, and returning more and more to
its true character of & “ transcendent metaphysic,” as
the doctors ofe the Christian Church developed it %’

as Colebrooke, or Lassen, or Bournouf, ever sug-
gested ‘that we Christians, who are Aryas, may have
the satisfaction of thinking that the religion of Christ
has not ceme to us from the Semites, and that it is
in the hymns of the Veda®™snd not in the Bible that
we are to Jook for the pnmordml source of any re-
ligion ; that the theory of Christ is the theory of the

1 ¢Literature and Dogms,’ p. I17.
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Vedic Agni, or fire; that the Incarnation represents
the Vedjc solemnity of the®production of fire, symbol
of fire of every kind, of all movement; life, and
thought; that the Trinity of Fatler, Son, snd Spirit
is $h8 Vedic Trinity of Sun, Fire, and Wind; and
God finally a cosmic unityy Mr. Arndld quotes
indeed the name of Burnouf, but ke ought to have
knowp that Eugtne Burnouf has left no son and no
SUCCESSOT.

Those who would use a comparative study 8f re-
ligions as a means for lowering Christianity by exalt-
ing the other religions of mankind, are to my mind as
dangerous allies as those who think it necessary to
lower all other religions in order to exalt Christianity.
Bcience wants no partisans. I make no secret that true
Christianity, I mean the religion of Christ, seems to me
to become more and more exalted the more w& know
and the more we appreciate the treasures of truth
hidden in the despised religions of the world. But
1o one can honestly artive at that conviction, unless
he uses honestly the same measure for all religions.
It would be fatal for any religion to claim an excep-
tional treatment, most of all for Christianity. Chris-
tianity enjoyed no privileges and claimed no immuni-
ties when it boldly confronted and %onfounded thg
most ancient and the most powerful religions of the
world. Even at present it craves no mercy, and it
receives no mercy from those whom our missionaries
have to meet face to face in every part ofethe world.
Unless Christianity has ceased to be what it was, its
defenders should not shrink from this new trial of
strength, but should encourage rather than depreciate
the study of comparative theology.
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And -Jet me remark this, in the very beginning, that
no other religion, with the exception, parhaps, of ea.rly
Buddhisne, would have favoured the idea®of an im-
partial qpmparisre of the prineipal religions of the
world—would ever havg tolerated our science. Nefrly
every reMgion seems fo adopt*the language of the
Pharisee rather than that of the Publican. Itis Chris-
tianity alone which, as the religion of humanity, as
the religion of no caste, of no chosen people, has
taught us to study th® history of mankind, as our
own, to discover the traces of a divine wisdom and
love in the development of all the races of the world,
and to recognise, if possible, even in the lowest and
crudest forms of religious belief, not the work of the
devil, but something that indicates a divine guidance,
something that medkes us perceive, with St. Peter,
‘that €od is no respecter of persons, but that in every
nation he that feareth him and worketh righteousness
is accepted with him.’

In no religion was there a soil so well prepared for
the cultivation of Comparative Theology as in our
own. The position which Christianity from the very
beginning took up with regard to Judaism, served as
the first lesson in comparative theology, and directed
_the attention ewen of the unlearned to a comparison of
“two religions, differing in their conceptaon of the Deity,
in their estimate of humanity, in their motives of
morality, and in their hope of immortality, yet shar~
ing so much in common that there are but few of the
psalms and prayers in the?Old Testament in which a
Christian cannot heartlly join even now, antl but few
rules of morality which he ought not even now to
obey. If we have once learnt to see in the exclusive
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religion of the Jews a preparation of what was to be
the all-embracing religion of humanity, we shall feel
much less*difficulty in recognising in the mazes of
other religions a hidden purpgse; £ wandering in the
desérts it may be, but a prepagation also for the land
of promise.

A study of these two religions, the Jewish and the
Christipn, such as it has long been carried on by some
of our most learned divines, simultansously with the
study of Greek and Roman mythology, bas, in dact,
served as a most useful preparation for wider in-
quiries. Even the mistakes that have been committed
by earlier scholars have proved useful to those who
followed after; and, once correcteds they are not likely
to be committed again. The opinion, for instance, that
the pagan religions were mere corruptions of the reli-
gion of the Old Testament, once supported by men of
high authority and great learning, is now as com-
pletely surrendered as the attempts of explaining
Greek and Latin as corruptions of Hebrew ..

The theory again, that there was a primeval pre-
ternatural revglation granted to the fathers of the
human race, and that the grains of truth which catch
our eye when exploring the temples of heathen idols,
are the scattered fragments of that sacred heirloom,—
the seeds that fell by the wayside or upon stony
places—would find but few supporters at present; no
more, in fact, than the theory that there was in the
beginning one complete and.perfec'b primevaldanguage,

! Tertulligp, ¢ Apolog.” xlvii: ‘Unde haes, oro vos, philosophis aut
poetis tam consimilia? Nonnisi de nostriy sacramentis: si de nostris
sacramentis, ut de prioribus, ergo fideliora sunt mostrs magisque cre-
dends, quornm 1msgines quoque fidem inveniunt.’ See Hardwiok, ‘Christ
and other Masters,” vol. i. p. 17.
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brokérup in later times into the numberless lgnguages
of the world. .

Some 6ther prineciples, too, hgve been ®stablighed
within this limited*sphere by a cemparison of Judaigm
and Christianity with the religions of Greece %nd
Rome, wifich will provg extremdly useful in guiding
us in our own gesearches. It had been proved, for
instance, that the language of antiquity is not "like
the language of our own times; that the language of
the East is not like thd language of the West; and
that, unless we make allowance for this, we cannot
but misinterpret the utterances of the most ancient
teachers and poets of the human race. The same
words do not mean the same thing in Anglo-Saxon
and English, in Latin and French: much less can we
expect that the words of any modern language should
be ther exact equivalents of words belonging to an
ancient Semitic language, such as the Hebrew of the
Old Testament.

Ancient words and ancient thoughts, for both ‘go
together, have in the Old Testament not yet arrived
at that stage of abstraction in which, for instance,
active powers, whether natural or supernatural, can
be represented in any but a personal and more or
ess human form. When we speak of a temptation

m within or from without, it was more natural for
the ancients to speak of a tempter, whether in a
human or in an animal form; when we speak of the
ever-present help of God, they call the Lord their
rock, and their fortress, thelr buckler, and their high
tower, They even sppak of ‘the Rock thit bégat
them’ (Deut. xxxii. 18), though in & very different
sense from that in which Homer speaks of the rock
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from whenee man has sprung. What with us’is &
beavenly message, or a godsend, was o them a ‘winged
mesaenger’ what we,call divine guidance, they speak
of,as a pillar of a cleud, to lead them the wgy, and &
pill&r of light to give them ﬁght; a refuge from the
storm, and & shadow*rom the heat. What?is really
meant is no doubt the same, and the fault is ours, not
theifs, if we wilfully msmterpret the language of ancient
plophets if we persist in understanding their words in
their outward and material asgbet only, and forgetsthat
before language had sanctioned a distinction between
the concrete and the abstract, between the purely spi-
ritual as opposed to the coarsely material, the inten-
tion. of the speakers comprehended both the concrete
and the abstract, both the material and the spiritual,
in a manner which has become Quite sérange to us,
though it lives on in the language of every trus post.
Unless we make allowanee for this mental parallax,
all our readings in the ancient skies will be, and must
be, erroneous. Nay, I believe it can be proved that
more than half of the difficulties in the history of
religion owe their origin to this constant misinterpre~
tation of ancient language by modern language, of
ancient thought by modern thought, particularly when-
ever the word has become more sacredsthan the spirit.

That much of what seems to us, and seemed to the
best among the ancients, irrational and irreverent in
the mythologies of India, Greece, and Italy can thus
be removed, and that many of their childish fables
can thus be read again th their original child-like
sense, hiis been proved by the researches of Compa-~
rative Mythologmts The pha.se of language which
gives rise, inevitably, we may say, to these misunder-
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sta,ndmgs, is earlier than the earliest literary docu-
ments” Its work in ‘the Aryan langgages was done
before the time of the Veda, befoye the time of Homer,
though jts influemce continues &0 be felt to a much
later period.

Is it Mkely that the Semiticr languages, and, more
particularly, Hgbrew, ‘should, as by & miracle, have
escaped altogether the influence of a process which is.
inherent in the very nature and growth of lafiguage,
and, which, in fact, may rightly be called an infantine
disease, against which no precautions can be of any
avail?

Thold indeed that the Semitic languages, for reasons
which I explained en a former occasion, have suffered
less from mythology than the Aryan languages; yet
we have only to read the first chapters of Genesis in
ordereto convince ourselves, that we shall never un-
derstand its ancient language rightly, unless we make
allowance for the influence of ancient language on
ancient thought. If we read, for instance, that after
the first man was created, one of his ribs was taken
out, and that rib made into & woman, every student of
ancient language sees at once that this account must
not be taken in its bare, literal gense. We need not
dwell on the fact that in the first chapter of Genesis
“a far less startling account of the creation of man and
woman had been given. 'What could be simpler, and
therefore truer, than: ‘So God created man in his own
jmage, indhe image of God created he him ; male and
female created he them. Amd God blessod thets, anj}
God gaid unto t]wm, Be fryitfnl, and multlply, and
replenish the earth, #nd subdne it?” The question
then is, how, after this sccount of the creation of

b
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man and woman, could there be a second agcount
of the crea.tlon of man, of hisslone estate in the arden
of Eden, axf of the rgmoval of one of his ribs, which
wag to be made into & help meet fowhim?

Those who are familiar with the genius of ancient
Hebrew, can bardly hesitate ‘a8 to the original in-
tention of such trdditions. Let us remember that
wheti we, in our modern languages, speak of the self-
same thmg, the Hebrews speak of the bone (ogy), the
Arabs of the eye of ac°thing. “This is a well known
Semitic idiom, and it is not without analogies in other
lenguages. ‘Bone’ seemed a telling expression for
whht we should call the innermost essence; ‘eye’ for
what we should call the soul or #elf of a thing. In
the ancient hymns of the Veda, too, & post asks:
*Who has seen the first-born, when he swho had no
bones, i.e. no form, bore him that had bones #’ i.e®*when
that which was formless assumed form, or, it may be,
when that which had no essence, received an essence?
And he goes on to ask: ‘Where was the life, the
blood, the soul of the world? Who sent to ask this
from any thatrknew it?” In the ancient language of
the Veda, bone, blood, breath, are all meant to convey
more than what we sEould call their material me&mng H
but in course of time, the Sanskrit dfman, meaning
originally breath, dwindled away into a mere pro-
noun, and came to mean self The same applies to
the Hebrew ’stzem. Originally meaning bone, it came
to be used at last as a mere pronominal adjective, in
the sense of self or same.

After these preliminary explanations, we can well
understand that, while if speaking and thinking in a
modern language Adam might have heen made to say
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to Eve,Thou art the same as I am, such a ¢hought
would in ancient Hebrew be expressed by: ‘Thou arf
bone of my bone, and flesh of myflesh.’ Lét suck an
expression be repe?a.ted Jor a feWw generations only,
and a literal, that is to say, a materml and decéptive
interpretalion, would soqn spring™ up, and people would
at last bring themselves to believe that the first woman
was formed from the bone of the first man, or :ﬁ‘om a
rib, for the simple reason, it may be, because it could
better be spared than any other bone. Such a mis-
understanding, once established, retained its place on
account of its very strangeness, for a taste for the
unintelligible springs up at a very early time, ard
threatens to destroy among ancient nations the power
of appreciating whatever is simple, natural, and whole-
some. Thus omly can it be explained that the aceount
of the wreation of the woman obtained its place in
the second chapter, though in clear opposition to what
had been said in the first chapter of Genesis™.

It is not always possible to solve these ancient
riddles, nor are the interpretations which have been
attempted by various scholars always jxight. The
only principle I stand up for is this, that mis-
understandings of this kind are imevitable in ancient
languages, and that we must be prepared to meet with
tRem in the religions of the Semitic as well as of the
Aryan nations,

Let us take another Semitic religion, the ancient
religion of Babylon, as described to us in the frag-
ments of Berosus. The simYarities between that re-
ligion and the religion, of the Jews are mof to be
mistaken, but such is the contrast between the sim-

1 Hee ‘Selected Essays,’ vol. ii. p. 456,
D2
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plicity ef the Bible langnage and the wild; extra-
vagance.«of the Babylonian theogonies, that it requires
some courage to guess at the original outlifies behind
the distorted featursd of & hideous Saricatured.

¢ have mno reason to doubt the accuracy of
Berosns in describing the religion of the Babylonians,
at least for the time in which he kived. He was &
Babylgnian by birth, a priest of the temple of Belus,
a contemporary of Alexender the Great. He wrote
the History of the Chaldwmans, in Greek, evidently
intending it to be read by the Greek conquerors,
and he states in his first book that he composed it
fitm the registers, astronomical and chronological,
which were preserved at Babylen, and which com-
prised a period of 200,000 yearg (150,000, according
to the Syncellus). The history of Bérosus is lost.
Extracts from it had beon made by Alexandd Poly-
histor, in the first contury befors our era; but his
work too is lost, It still existed, however, at the
time when Kusebius (270-340) wrote his Chronicon,
and was used by him in deseribing the ancient history
of Babylon.» But the Chronicle of Eusebius, too, is
loat, at least in Greek, and it is only in an Armenian
translation of Fustbius that many of the p
hawve boen preserved to us, whieh roffr to the bistogy
of Babylon, as originally described by Berosus. This
Armenian translation was published in 1818, and its
tmportance was first pointed out by Niebuhr?, As
wo pomsess large extrasts from Eusebiu#, presrved

: Bunsex, 'Izigypl:iiv. ™ 364.
Eusebn‘ awphili Cassariemsls Hpiscopi Chronioon Partitam,
noho primam ex Armeniaco textn in Latma?;n eonversum, opera P. Jo.
B, Aucher; Venetiis, 1818,
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by Gegrgius the Syncellus, i.e. the coneellaneus, or
cell-companion, the Vicespatriarch of €onstgntinople,
who wrdte a Chronography about 8co®a.p., it is
possiblesin severdl places ta eompare the origipal
Greek text with the Agmenian, and thus to estaBlish
the trustivorthiness of the Armé&nian translation.

Berssus thus describes the Babylonian traditions of
the creation?:

*There was a time in which all was darkmess and
water, and in these were generated monstrous erea~
tures, having mixed forms; men were born with two
and some with four wings, with two faces, having one
body, but two heads, a man's and a woman’s, 2nd
bearing the markseof male and female nature; and
other men with the legs and homs of goats, or with
horses’ feet, and having the hind quarters of horses,
but the fore part of men, being in fact like Hip-
pocentaurs. Bulls also were produced having human
heads, and dogs with four bodies, having fishes’ tails
springing from their hinder parts; and horses with
dogs’ heads, and men and other creatures, having
heads and bodies of horses, but tails ,of fishes; and
other creatures having the shape of all sorts of beasts.
Besides these, fishes, and rept®es, and snakes and
Jmany other wenderful and strange beings, one having
the appearance of the other, the images of which are
to be seen in the temple of Belus. At the head of all
was & woman, called Omorka? (Armen. Marcaja), which

* Eusebii Chronicon, vol. 1. p, 2a# ¢ Fragmenta Higtoriomrom,? vid. #,
. 497 L
P ceording to TLenormang ( Deluge,” p. 30) Bettd Um-Urck. In
modern. Armenian, Am-argh is said to mean mother-earth, Prof.
Dietrich explained the ward es homer-kad, the matter of the egg. See
Bunsen's “ Egypt,’ iv. p. 150.
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is said to be Thalatth! in Chaldean, and h'a;néla.ted
in Greek, Thalassa (or sed). When all these were
thug togetBer, Belus eame and cut the womsh in two:
and one half of her ke made the efrth, and #he other
half the sky; and he destroyed all the creatures that
were in her. But thifl account, of nature is %o be un-
derstood allegorically. For when all was still' moist,
and “creatures were born in it, then the god (Belus)
cut off his own head, and the gods mixed the blood
that flowed from it with the éarth, and formed men;
wherefore men are rational, and participate in the
divine intelligence.’

$And Belus, whom they explain as Zeus (and the
Armenians as Aramazd), cut the darkness in two, and
separated earth and heaven from each other, and
ordered the world. And animals which could not
bear the power of the light, perished. And “Belus,
when he saw the desert and fertile land, commanded
one of the gods to cut off his head, to mix the earth
with the blood flowing from it, and to form men and
beasts that could bear the air. And Belus established
also the stars, and the sun, and the moon, and the five
planets.’

! Mr. Sayce writes t0 mé: ‘Perhaps Lenormant is right in correcting
©a)drd (when compared with the Tavdé or Tavbfpof Damascius) into
@avdrd, that is, the Assyrian Twhamiu or Tamtu, the sea, the Helfl
BiR,  In this case the correspondence of the Babylonian acconnt
with Genesis i. 2 will be even greater’ Bunsen explained Talfdeth
from the Hebrew yalad, as meaning ‘laying eggs.’ Bunsen’s ¢ Egypt,’
vol. iv p. 150, Dr. Haupt (‘Die Sumerische-akladigghe Sprache,’
P. 276) points out that m in Sumerp-Accadisn dwindled down to v, and
that the same change may be observed in Assyrian also. Thus the
Assyrian Tdmdu, sea (= tahmatu, or ti ’4mdu, t1'8mtu, stat. constr.
¥ fmat; of Hebrew tehom) is represented as Tavgé by Damasoius,
‘ Questiones de primis principiis,” ed. Kopp. p. 384), snd Damkina, the
wife of Ba, ns Aaden,
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Nothing can be at first sight more senseless and
confused than this Babylonian version of the genesis
of the eaTth and of man; yet, if we examine it amore
carefully, we esn stjll distinguish the following
elements:

1. In the beginningthere wal darkness and water.

In Hebrew: sDarkness was upon the face of the
deep. .

2. The heaven was divided from the earth.

Is Hebrew: Let thére be acfirmament in the midst
of the waters, and let it divide the waters from the
waters . .... And God called the firmament Heaven ;
..... and God called the dry land Earth.

3. The stars were made, and the sun and the moon,
and the five planets.

In Hebrew: And God made two great lights; the
greattr light to rule the day, and the lesser light to
rule the night; he made the stars also.

4. Animals of various kinds were created.

5. Men were created.

It is in the creation of animals in particular that
the extravagant imagination of the Bapylonians finds
its widest scope. It is said that the images of these
creatures are to be seen in the temple of Belus, and as
their descrip#ion certainly agrees with some of the
figures of gods and heroes that may now be seen in
the British Museum, it is not unlikely that the Baby~
lonian story of the creation of these monsters may
have arisen from the contemplation of the ameient
idols in the temples of Babylon. But this would still
leave the original eopception of such mopsbers unex-
plained.

The most important point, however, is this, that
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the Babylonians represented man as participafing in
divine ingelligence. The syntbolical language in which
thep express this idea is no doubt horrible and dis-
gueting, but let us rebollect that tHedHebrewesymbol,
too, ‘that God breathed into men’s nostrils the breath
of life, is after all but another weak attempt at ex-
pressing the same 1des,—an idea so eexalted that no
language can ever express it without loss or injury.

In order to guess with some hope of success at the
original meaning of aneient traditions, it is absoldtely
necessary that we should be familiar with the geniue
of the language in which such traditions took their
origin, Languages, for instance, which do not denote
grammatical gender, will be free from many mytho-
logical stories which in Sanskrif, Greek, and Latin
are inevitable. Dr. Bleek, the indefatigable student
of African languages, has frequently dwelt oft this
fact. In the Preface to his Comparative Grammar
of the South-African Languages, published in 1862,
he says:

‘The forms of a language may be said to constitute
in some degree the skeleton frame of the human mind
whose thoughts they express . . . . How dependent,
for example, the higltest products of the human mind,
the religious ideas and conceptions df even highly
civilized nations, may be upon this manner of speak-
ing has been shown by Max-Muller, in his essay on
Comparative Mythology (Oxford Essays, 1856)L
This will become still more evident from ogr African
researches. The primary cause of the ancestor wor-
ship of the one race (Kafirs, Negroes, and Polyne-
gians), and of the sidereal worship, or of those forms

* *Chips from & German Workshop,” vol. fi. pp. 1-146.
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of religion which have sprung from the veneration of
heavenly bodies, of the other (Hotten’oots North-
African, Bemitic, and Aryan nagions), is Supphegi by
the veny forms of their languages. The natigns
speaking Sex-denoting languages are distinguished
by a hiBher poetical, conceptivn, by which human
agency is transferred to other beirfgs, and even to in-
animate things, in consequence of which their®per-
sonification takes place, forming the origin of*almost
all emythological legehds. This faculty is not de-
veloped in the Kafir mind, because not suggested by
the form of their language, in which the nouns of
persons are not (as in the Sex-denoting languages)
thrown together with those of inanimate beings into
the same clagses or genders but are in separate classes,
without anyegrammatical distinction of sex!.’

If therefore, without- possessing a knowledge of the
Zuly language, I venture on an interpretation of an
account of creation that has sprung up in the thought
and language of the Zulus, I do so with great hesita-
tion, and only in order to show, by one instance ab
least, that the religions of savages, tog, will have to

! Bee also his Preface to the second volnme of the Comparative
Grammar, published 1869. Mr. E. BP Tylor has some valusble
arks on the sshhe subject, in his article on the Religion of Bavages,
in the Fortnightly Review, 1866, p. 80. Locked at from & higher point
of view, it is, of couse, not language, as such, which dominates the
mynd, but thonght and langnage are only two manifestations of the same
energy, mutually determining each other. Failing to peresive H, aﬂ
has to take gefuge, Iike Tylor, with the old so-called anfip
88 the apparent source of all mykhology. But thiy g
tantological, not & genetic explanstion of mysholeg
important difference betweey, the inevitable and she evsaitls
of the genius of language. The deepest gource of myfhelogy les in the
former, and must be carefally chstingriched from the later sporadic
diseages of langusage.
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submit hereafter to the same treatment whith we
apply to the sacred tradi¥ions of the Semitic and
Aryan nations. I should not be ab all sirprised if
the tentative interpretation whiclf [ venturg to pro-
pos% wwere proved to be ujtenable by those who
have studied the Zubu dialectg, but I shall® be much
more ready to swirender my interpyetation, #han to
lose"the conviction that there is mo solid foundation
for thé study of the religions of savages except the
study of their languagps.

How impossible it is to arrive at anything like a
correct understanding of the religious sentiments of
sayage tribes without an accurate and scholarhke
knowledge of their dialects, is best shown by the old
controversy whether there are any tribes of human
beings entirely devoid of religious sentiments or mo.
Those who, for some reason or other, hold thmt re-
ligious sentiments are not essential to human nature,
find little difficulty in collecting statements of tra-
vellers and missionaries in support of their theory.
Those who hold the opposite opinion find no more
difficulty in rebutting such statements’. Now the
real pomt to settle before we adopt the one or the
other view is, what kind of authority can be claimed
by those whose opinions we quote; did they rea.lly
know the language, and did they know it, not only
sufficiently well to converse on ordinary subjects, but
to enter into a friendly and unreserved conversation
on topies on which even highly educated people are
80 apt to misunderstand ®ach other? We want in-
formantd, in fact, like Dr. Callaway, Dr, Bleek, men

* See Bohelling, Werke, vol. . p 72; and Mr. E. B. Tylor's reply to
8ir John Lubbock, ¢Primitive Culture,’ vol, i p. 381.



LEOTURE I. 43

who gre both scholars and philosophers. Savages
are shy and silent in thé presence of white ,men, and
they have a superstitious reluctance againkt mention-
ing even the ngrles of their gods and heroes. Not
many years ago it wassupposed, on what would Seem
to be godd authority,g¢hat the Zulus had no religious
ideas %t all ; atepresent our very'Bishops have been
silenced by their theological inquiries.

Captain Gardiner, in his Narrative of a Journey to
thee Zoolu Country uhdertaken in 1835, gives the
following dialogue:

‘Have you any knowledge of the power by whom
the world was made? When you see the sun rising
and setting, and the trees growing, do you know who
made them and who governs them?’

Teay, & Zulu (affer a little pause, apparently deep
in theught),—No; we see them, but cannot tell how
they come; we suppose that they come of them-
selves,’

A. ‘To whom then do you attribute your suecess
or failure in war?’

TpPAL ¢ When we are not successful, and do not
take cattle, we think our father (Itongo) has not
looked upon wus/

A. ‘Do you think your father’s spirits (Amatongo)
“made the world %’

Tear. ‘No.
A. “Where do you suppose the spirit of man goes
after it leaves the body?’

Trat. “We cannot tell’

A. ‘Do you think it lives for ever?’

Tear. ‘That we cannot tell; we believe that the
spirit of our forefathers looks upon us when we go
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to war; but we do not think about it at any ‘other
time.’

A, ‘Yot admit that you cannot control the sun or
the moon, or even make a hair of yqur head do grow.
Ha®esyou no idea of any power capable of doing
this %’

Trar ‘No; we'know of none: wg know that we
cantfot do these things, and we suppose that they
come of themselves,’

It may seem difficult to find a deeper shade of
religious darkness than is pictured in this dialogue.
But now let us hear the account which the Rev, Dr.
Callaway! gives of the fundamental religious notions
which he, after a long residence ameng the various clans
of the Zulus, sfter acquiring an intimate knowledge of
their language, and, what is still wore important, after
gaining their confidence, was able to extract from their
old men and women. They all believe, first of all,
in an ancestor of each particular family and clan, and
also in a common ancestor of the whole race of man.
That ancestor is generally called the Unkulunkulu,
which means the great-great-grandfather? When

! Dr. Callaway, ‘ Unkuolunkulu,’ p. 54

? Ibid, p. 48. UkulunBuly, the word by which God is rendered in
Zyly, is derived, according to Bleek, by reduplicatfn of a (nasahsed
form of the gth class from the adjective stem -kulu (greas, large, old,
u-ku-kuls, to grow, ete.), and seems to mean originally a great-great-
grandfather, or the first ancestor of a family or tribe, though perhaps
the unnasalised form «-kuluZulu is at present more usual in this signi-
fication. Then it was applied by metaphor to thst being from whom
everything was derived, who aceording to the Zulu tradition hag
created all men, anmals, and other things fo whom life and death
are due, &e. In Inhambane the word for God, derived from the same
Toot 18 Muluigulu ; in Xi-hidu, Kikamba, and Kinika it is Mulufgu ;
in Ki-susheli, Mlungu; in Makus, Mulngo or Muldko; in Sofala,
Muruigu; m Tette, Murungo or Morungo ; in the Ku-susheli dialect
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presded as to the father of this great-great-grandfather,
the general answer of tRe Zulus seems to he that he
“branched off from & reed, or that he chme from a
bed of reeds.’ ,

Here, I cannot help, suspecting that languegé has
been at Work spinning mytholgy. In Sanskrit the
word fparvan) which means origidally a knot or joint
in 8 cane, comes to mean 8 link, a member;® and,
transferred to a family, it expresses the different shoots
and scions that spring from the original stem. The
name for stem or race and lineage in Sanskrit is
vamsa, which originally means a reed, & bamboo-cane.
In the Zulu language & reed is called uthlanga, strietly
speaking a reed which is capable of throwing out off-
shoots®. It comes thus metaphorically to mean &
source of being. A father is the uthlangs of his chil-
dren® who are supposed to have branched off from
him. Whatever notions at the present day the ignor-
ant among the natives may have of the meaning
of this tradition, so mueh ssems to be generally
admitted, even among Zulus, that originally ib
conld not have been intended to tgach that men
sprang from a real reed® °It cannot be doubted,
Dr. Callaway writes, ‘that the~word alone has come
down to the people, whilst the meaning has been
logt.’
of Mombas, Miliige; in the Ki-pokémo, Muigo; in Otyi-Hererd, o
Mukurw ; see Bleek, ¢ Comparative Grammar, §§ 389-394. Tn Herér$
tats Mukvry is our father Muiwrw; sce Kolbe's ¢Englidh-Flereve
Dictionary,’ 8. v. God. o

* Dr, Callaway, ¢ Unkulunkulu,’ p. 3, note,

* In Herero, ‘ tus memup i Mukuru® means, w¥ hawe bewn arested,
i.e. broken vut of the omumborombongs (crestion-irde) in Herero

fashion by Mukuru; see Kolbe's ‘ English-Herero Dictionary,” s v.
Grod.
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The interpretation which I venture to propose of
this Zulu myth is this:—The Zulus may have said
origipally that they were all offshoots of & re8d, using
reed in the same sense in which vanfsg is usedein San-
skri#t and meaning therefore nojnore than that they all
were children of one father, merpbers of one fhce. As
the word uthlangs, %hich came to meaa race, retained
also ®s original meaning, viz. reed, people, unaccus-
tomed fo metaphorical language and thought, would
soon say that men camp from 4 reed, or were fetahed
from & bed of reeds, while others would take Uthlanga
for a proper name and make him the ancestor of the
hurgan race. Among some Zulu tribes we actually
find that while Unkulunkulu is the first man, Uth-
langa is represented as the first womanl Among
other tribes where Unkulunkulu wus the first man,
Uthlanga became the first woman (p. 58).

Every nation, every clan, every family requires
sooner or later an ancestor. Even in comparatively
modern times the Britons, or the inhabitants of Great
Britain, were persuaded that it was not good to be
without an angestor, and they were assured by Geof-
frey of Monmouth that they might claim descent from
Brutus. In the samg manner the Hellenes, or the
ancient inhabitants of Hellas, claimed edescent from
Hellen. The name of Hellenes, originally restricted
to a tribe living in Thessaly® became in time the
name of the whole nation® and hence it was but
natural that olos, the ancestor of the eEolians,

! Dr. Calldway, ¢ Unkulunkulu,’ p. 58. Acoording to the Popol Vuh
the first woman was created from the marfbw of axeed gee ‘Selected
Essays,’ it . 394.

* Hom. I1. 2. 684. 7 Thueyd. i. 3.
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Doros, the ancestor of the Dorians, and Xuthos, the
father of Achwos and o} should all be repgesented
as the sons of Hellen, So far alk is intelligible, if,we
will only-remember’that this is the technical language
of the heraldic office of sncient Greece.

But vely soon the guestion wrose, who was the
father of Hellen,the ancestor of the Greeks, or, ac-
cording to the intellectual horizon of the apeient
Greeks, of the whole human race? If he was the
ancestor of the whole Kuman mace, or the first man,
he could only be the son of Zeus, the supreme god,
and thus we find that Hellen is by some authorities
actually called the son of Zeus. Others, however,
give a different account. There was in Greece, as in
many countries, the tradition of & general deluge by
which every lving being had been destroyed, except
a few Who escaped in a boat, and who, after the flood
had subsided, repeopled the earth. The person thus
saved, according to Greek traditions, was called Deu-
kalion, the ruler of Thessaly, the son :of Prome-
theus. Prometheus had told him to build & ship and
furnish it with provisions, and when the flood came,
he and his wife Pyrrha were the only people who
escaped.

Thus it will be seen that the Greeks had really two
ancestors of the human race, Hellen and Deukalion,
and in order to remove this difficulty, nothing re-
mained but to make Hellen the son of Deukalion.
All this 4 perfectly natural and intelligible, if
only we will learn to shbeak, and noé only 3o
speak, but also to think the language of the'aneient
world.

The story then goes on to explain how Deukalion
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became the father of all the people on earth; that he
and his wife Pyrrha were téld to throw stones (6r the
bones of the earth) backward behind thenf and that
these stones became men and worhen. Now here we
have “clearly & myth or a miracle,—a miracle, too,
without any justifiestion, for if Pyrrha wa3s the wife
of Deukalion, wh¥ should not Hellen be their son?
Allbgeomes clear, if we look at the language in which
the story is told. Pyrrha means the Red, and was
originally a name for the redearth. As the Hellenes
claimed to be indigenous or autochthonic, born of the
earth where they lived, Pyrrha, the red Earth, was
naturally called their mother, and being the mother
of the Hellenes, she must needs be made the wife of
Deukalion, the father of the Hellenes. Originally,
however, Deukalion, like Manu in India, was repre-
sented as having alone escaped from the deluge, and
henee the new problem how, without a wife, he could
have become the father of the people ? It was in this per-
plexity, no doubt, that the myth arose of his throwing
stones behind him, and these stones becoming the new
population of the earth. The Greek word for people
was Aads, that for stones Ades;—hence what could he
more natural, whem children asked, whence the Aads
or the people of Deukalion came, than to say that
they came from Ades or stones!%

I might give many more instances of the same
kind, all showing that thers wes s meaning in the

! The North Ameriean Indisns told Roger Williams, that ‘they had
it from their fathers, that Kaufentowws made one man and woman
of & stone, which dishking, he broke th8m in pieces, and made another
man and woman of a tree, which were the fountain of all mankind”
“Poblications of Narragansett Club,” vol. i. p. 158,
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most Mpaningless traditions of antiquity, all show-
ing, Wh&t is still more important, that these tradi-
tions, many of them in their present stete absprd
and repy)sive, regafin a mmple, intelligible, and even
Seautiful character if w divest them of the ~crust
‘which lafiguage in its inevitable decay has formed
around ethem,

We never lose, we always gain, when we daseover
the most ancient intention of sacred traditions, instead
of being satisfied with *their lgter aspect, and their
modern misinterpretations. Have we lost anything
if, while reading the story of Hephssstos splitting open
with his axe the head of Zeus, and Athene springing
from it, full armed, we perceive behind this savage
imagery, Zeus as the bright Sky, his forchead as
the East, Hephestos"as the young, not yet risen Sun,
and Athene as the Dawn, the daughter of the Sky,
stepping forth from the fountain-head of light—

TAavkdmis, with eyes like an owl (and beautiful they
are);

Iapbévos, pure as & virgin;

Xpboea, the golden ;

’Axpla, lighting up fhe tops of the mountains, and
her own glorious Parthenon in heg own favourite town
of Athens;

ITaM\ds, whirling the shafts of light;

*AMéa, the genial warmth of the morning;

Tlpduayos, the foremost champion in the battle
between mght and day;

Ildvomhos, in full armoud in her panoply, of light,
driving away the da.rk,ness of night, and réusing men
to & bright life, to bright thoughts, to bright endea-
vours

]
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Would the Greek gods lose in our eyes if, mstead
of believing that Apollon end Artemis murdered the
twelve children of,Niobe, we perceived that Niobe
wa.s in & former period of language, a namg of snow
and winter, and that no mbre was intended by the
ancient poet than tRat Apo]fgn and Artems, the ver-
nal deities, must slay every year wijh their darts the
briMiant and beautiful, but doomed children of the
Snow™ Is it not something worth knowing, worth
knowing even to us, after the lapse of four of five
thousand years, that before the separation of the
Aryan race, before the existence of Sanskrit, Greek,
ox, Latin, before the gods of the Veda had been wor-
shipped, and before there was g§ sanctuary of Zeus
among the sacred oaks of Dodona, one supreme Deity
had been found, had been nameld, had Jbeen invoked
by the ancestors of our race, and had been imvoked
by a name which has never been excelled by any
other name, Dyaus, Zeus, Jupiter, Tyr,—all meaning
originally light and brightness, a concept which on
one side became materialized as sky, morning, and
day, while on the other it developed into a name of
the bright ahd heavenly beings, the Devas, as one of
the first expressiong, of the Divine?

No, if & critical examination of the apcient language
of our own religion leads to no worse results thah
those which have followed from a careful interpreta-
tion of the petrified language of ancient India and
Greece, we need not fear; we shall be gainers, not
losers. Like an old predious metal, the ancient reli-
gion, after the rust of ages has been removed, will
come out in all its purity aifd brightness: and the
image which it discloses will be the image of the
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Father; ﬁhe Father of all the mnations upon earth;

and the superscnptlon, when we can read it_again,
will be, not in Judeee only, but ip the languages of
all the rgees of the world, the Word of God, re-
vealed, where alone it cafi be revealed,—revealed én
the heart of man.
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