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be day and night in their season; then may also my covenant be
broken with David my servant, that he should not have a son to
reign on his throne ; and with the Levites the priests, my minis-
ters,” (33: 7, 15, 20, 21). “ Be not afraid of the king of Babylon,
of whom ye are afraid; be not afraid of him, saith the Lord;
for 1 am with yon to save you, and to deliver you from his hand,”
(42:11). * Fear not thou, O my servant Jacob, and be not dis-
mayed, O Israel; for, behold, I will save thee from afar off, and
thy seed from the land of their captivity,” (46: 27).

Such is a specimen of the predictions in Jeremiah relating to
the restoration of the Jews. And now taking into view the fact,
that he lived in the time of the dispersion, and died leaving the
people in their captive state, of which is it most reasonable to be-
lieve that he spoke, of the restoration then about to take place,
glancing occasionally, as the snbject was suggested, to the more
important work the Messiah was to perform in the world? or to
some literal restoration now at this far distant period ? Let the pro-
phet speak of the subject in hand, and let his glances at the far
fature be at the Messiah and his dispensation, that great idea
ever present to the Jewish mind; and all is natural and easy—
Just as we should expect. But the attempt 1o make out a course
of prediction in reference to a literal restoration from present dis-
persions, overlooks the subject in hand, introduces a principle of
interpretation that tends to secularize religioo ; and, by depriving
many passages of their spiritual import, robs them of their chief
richness and glory.

[To be concluded.]

ARTICLE VII.
MEIER'S LEXICON OF HEBREW ROOTS.

Hebriisches Wurzelwbrterbuck, nebst drei Anhingen iiber die Bil-
dung der Quadrilitern Erklirung der Fremdworter tm Hebrdts-
cher, und tber das Verkdltniss des Zgyptischen Sprachstammes
2um Sematischen; von Dr. Ernst Meier, Privatdocenten an der
Universitit zu Tubingen. pp. 783. Mnoheim, 1845,

By Rev. Charles A. Hay, Professor in Lutheran Theol. Sem., Gettysburg, Pennsylvania.

Tue consanguinity of the Semitic and Indo-Enropean langna-
ges is now generally acknowledged. But as to the degree of
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relationship that exists between them, there is snl! much differ-
ence of opinion. Gesenius, in his Thesaurus and Manunal Lexi-
con, was continually on the lookout for points of contact, and sac~
ceeded in finding many cases in which the apparent coincidence
was very striking. That the Graeco-Latin branch of the great
northern family of languages derived its written characters from
the Semilic, he has shown most satisfactorily in his “ Monu-
menta Phoenicia,”! but the connecting link that proves the origi-
nal substantial identity of the languages themselves, he believes
he has discovered in the Sapserit, the classic language of the East

Ouce fairly started in this direction and eager to find resem-
Blances of this kind, we are not surprised to see him occasionally
led into error by coincidences which subsequent investigation
has proved to be merely fortuitous. The reason of this we find
in the fact that he compared already developed grammatical
fbrms, in Hebrew, with the clearly ascertained roots of the San-
gcrit, as is hinted at by his pupil and commentator Roediger,2 who,
in allusion to these attempts of Gesenius, remarks:

“ A remote connection between these languages cannot be de-
nied, and therefore a comparative investigation of them is of valne
for lexicography ; but one needs great caution and a comprehen-
sive knowledge of the relations of sounds in both families, in or-
der to avoid error and deception in comparing them. In the pres-
ent state of the investigation, there is almost as much merit in
rejecting that which does not bear all the marks of affinity, as in
discovering what at first sight may appear to agree.”

Or in the words of the author whose work we propose briefly
to notice :

“ This relation [of original identity between these langnages],
can only then be clearly proved when we reduce the dissyllabic
stems to their simple monosyllabic original elements, and thus
trace them up to one fountain head, where the natious and lan-
guages, that snbsequently so greatly diverged, formed one great
uniform whole, and had as yet no separate existence. This prin-
ciple bas as yet not been generally acknowledged. In practice,
at least, even the most judicious philologists have sinned against
it. For it will presenily be shownp, that of the analogies collected
by Gesenius, who went to work in his comparison of the Sanserit

! Bee a few selections from the tables of Gesenius’ splendid work in Prof.
Conant's edition of Roediger’s Ges. Hebr. Gram. p. 16.
¥ Ceaant's ed. of Roediger's Gesenius, p. 19, and Stuart’s ed. p. 3, 4, note.
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without settled principles, but etill with less arbitrariness.and vio-
lence then others, scarcely a fourth part are genuine, and thay,
consequently, the relationship-of the two .great families of lam-
guages, is essentially different from what this celebrated lingnist
{sonst ‘80 verdientar Forsoher) supposed it to be. The funda-
mental error lies in this, that he compared Hebrew verbs, which
in their present simplest form are proper perfscss, and therefore
not rooés, with roots in the Indo-Germanic [family, without ever
starting the question as to the seat of the root in Hebrew.; much
less answering it, and thus Jeading back this singular phenonse-
non to its source in the structure of the langwage. The same
fault, moreover, characterizes all past attempts at comparison aad
derivation in the Semitic languages.” Introd. p. 4.

“ These sttempls at comparison oW appear (0 Ine &S voyages
of discovery undertaken without compass, and in which, even
that which was intuitively correctly apprehended, could not be
eonclusively proven.” Preface, p. xx.

This sounds very much as though we wore 1o expect at the
hands of our author, a sudden divorce between the Asiatic sisters
and family dissensions among their Enropean descendants. Far
from it! Whilst, on almost every alternate page, showing, or
atternpting to show, how exceedingly mistaken Gesenins was in
his supposed resemblances, he assumes far higher ground than
Gesenius ever dreamed of, and asserts, that “ in generml, the fun-
damental roots in the Semitic [reducible, as he subsequently
maintains to the number of twenty-four !| together with their sim-
ple, original meaning, occur also in the Indo-Germanic, and even
eorrespond to these frequently in their secondary or derived sig-
nifieations.” Pref. p. xl

Here we have a vast stride in comparative philology, if our au-
thor's theory be correct. 'We hear Roediger whilst treading in his
master's footsteps and perpetnating his fame, warning against his
enthusiastic advances in this direction, as follows: (l.c.) “Itis
already an established result that these two jfamilies of languages
do not stand in a sisterly or any closc relationship to each other, and
that the characteristic structure of both must be dissected before
we can find the origiual parts which they possess in common.”
And at once ye hear the response from a pupil of the rival
school, ‘1 have dissected the characteristic structure of both, and
have proven them to be twin-sisters.’

The comparison of these languages, however, was of course
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not our anthor's main design in the preparation of his “ Lexicon
of Hebrew Roots.” His object was to arrange scientifically all
the materials of the classic Hebrew. Here the great question
would naturally be ‘ where lies the original root? And it was in
prosecuting this investigation that he was led to the resultto
which we have just alluded. Others have proposed this guestion
before, but uo one has satisfactorily answered it. None of the
recent grammarians, indeed, have been content to regard the trilit-
eral verbal forms sn their present state as the original roots.)
.Ewald (L c.) suggests, that “ in the internal vocalization [of the
triliteral root] there lies the original difference between the verb
and the noun; so that we can no longer pronounce the roat, i e.
the three consonantal sounds, ag a pure root, without making this
distinction, but [must pronounce it} either as a verb anp or as &
noun arp. In the present development of the language the root
is therefore merely a learned abstractum, as an invisible root of
which we see only the stems and branches that have grown forth
from it.” The roots, then, in his view, consisted originally of three
consonants, at preseat unpronounceable, except as verbs or nouns.
Gesenius already, in the Lehrgebiude, had thrown out some
hints in regard to the probable nature of these original roots. Af-
ter describing the present simplest forms (which he nevertheless
calls wurzellaute, radical forms) and commenting upon their uni-
formity, he proceeds (§53,3): “ However universal this nniformity
may now be, we nevertheless meet with several phenomena that
clearly prove it not to have been equally universal in the begin-
ning, but brought about at a later day, although no doubt in the
youthful period of the langnage, by a sort of grammatical system-
atizing (grammatischer Reflexion).” These phenomena are:
a) The numerous series of verbs that have two radical letters in
common, and differ either by the repetition of one of these or tl:ne
addition of a semi-vowel; e. g. 33* and 3iv to be good, pp) and
m™e to blow, 733, 73, N33 and N33, lo strike;
b) The original monosyllabic substantive forms ax father, ot
mother, “1 mountain, "3 city, ©" day, 7 hand, w3 blood, etc.; and
¢) The classes of verbs which have two consonants in com-
mon, but vary greatly in the third one, and yet agree at least fun-
damentally in signification; e. g. >tb, 355, vyb, ngd, oxd, y3b,

! Gesenius' Lehrgebaude, § 53,2. Ewald, Gram der Hebr. Sprache (3rd
edition) §§ 204, 205. Stuart's or Conant’s Roediger's Gesenius, § 1, 3, b.and
§30,1and 2. And yet the unfortunate habit still remains almost universal,
of calling these forms the roots of the language.



peb, in the different dislects, with the signification o &ck; rvy3,
mg,m,;;‘s,};f), F.:.B, to push; ete.

These ‘ phenomena’ or facts have been the theme of much
speculation. It was no doubt these that led Newman more than
8 century ago,! uot merely to assert the original monosyllabic
character of all Hebrew roots, but also, after endeavoring to as-
cartain the ultimate signification and power of the original ele-
ments of the language from their name, form, etc., to attempt
with these a reconstruction of the radical forms, or, what is al-
most equivalent to this, a deduction of the meaning of the bicon-
sonantal term from the united significations of its constituent
parts. Even then, however, this theory was not new, for Rave
bad published it in his Deliniatio Analogiae Hebraicae, Amst.
1647.

In the work before us we recognize a theorist of the same
class, who introduces however an additional feature, to us en-
tirely new, and which he makes the ground-work of his whole
performance.

Before proceeding to sketch the author's theory of the original
character and the development of the Semitic dialects, and in-
deed of language in general, we will state the usually entertained
opinion on this subject as expressed by Nordheimer, (p. 7 of the
Pref to his Hebr. Gram.) : “ Since the external sound belongs
entirely to the material and the idea which it represents as ex-
clusively to the immaterial world, the two stand at a distance so
remote from each other, that the connection between them has
hitherto been a complete res occulta; and such doubtless it will
contione, so long as we shall remain ignorant of the nature of the
union existing between the body and the soul. For the present,
therefore, we must rest conteat, with the ability to trace the con-
nection of such of these representatives of ideas with their origi-
nals, as are rather imitations of natural sounds than the immedi-
ate production of the operations of the mind, viz. onomaiopees ;
while that which exists between those words and their primary
canse, whose origin lies in the activity of the soul, whether ex-
cited by sensation or reflection, is likely to remain forever an im-
penetrable mystery.”

Our author, on the other hand, afier denying that the language
contains a single example of onomatopy (see p. 35), maintains
that there was a kind of linguistic instinct originally active in the

! Gesenius, Geschichte der Hepr, Sprache u. Sahrift, S, 126.
Vor. IV. No. 14. 32
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formation of the Semitic dialects, and indeed of all langnages,
by which certain sounds were felt to be proper representations
of certain classes of ideas, and hence were originally employed
in all languages to express those ideas. Further, that the origi-
nal combinations of these elementary sounds were all monosyl-
labic, consisting in every case of two consonants of different or-
gans, and deriving their significations from that of the final con-
sonant.! Alas, that these roots of the language no longer occur in
their original form, (or at least very rarely and then as petrifac-
tions, for so he somewhere designates the monosyllabic particles
whose derivation is not appareat) but in a developed state, hav-
ing undergone certain changes and “ representing an idea either
s an act or deed, operative and growing into being, or as qui-
escent, completed ezistence, i. e. they represent either verbs or
nouns, therefore developed stems.” Intr. p. 6.

Assuming, then, the original embodiment of the prominent
ideas of the language in some twenty-four monosyllabic roots,
with their modifications, (classified and presented in a tabular
form on page 747,) he next proceeds to inquire, upon what princi-
ple their development into the simple verbal stems we are now
in the habit of calling roots was regulated. And here he comes
forward with his theory, which, he predicts is to effect an entire
reformation in this department of philology! See Pref. p.xx.
“Die ganze Art der Semitischen Sprachvergleichang wird kiinf-
tig eine wesentlich andere werden.”

And what is this theory? That the verbal stems, (i. e. the sim-
plest form of the verb, the perfects) have been formed just as in the
Sanscrit, Gothic, Greek and Latin, by the REDUPLICATION OF THE
Raproar Syirasre. “ The essential nature of the perfect in
Sanscrit, as well as in Gothic, Greek and Latin, consists in
the reduplication of the radical syllable; e. g. Sanscr. tan =ex-
tend, perf tatana, I or he extended. In like manner yéypage
zérevya, cecidi, cucurri, momordi, etc. Gothic, skaiskaid, I or he
separated, haskaiz, 1 or he called, staistant, I or he pushed.” Intr.
P 5

! Those ending in a labial letter, whatever the first consonant may be, all
growing out of the idea of drawing together, fit'ing, joining, etc. with secondary
meanings easily deducible from these ; e. g. £p,Bn, oA, ete.

Those, on the other hand, that end in a dental or lingual all express origi-
nally the idea of separation, splitting, dividing ; e. g. nz, n=, 13, nE, ete.

And the gutturals and palatals give to the root the signification of making
dense or firm ; e. g. 59, 0, pb, BB, etc.
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“ Instead of the whole root, however, in Sanscrit, (to go no fur-
ther for the present,) only the first radical sound, or of two initial
snsonants only the stronger is repeated, as of ypagw, yéyeagpa.
And then in place of a guttural the corresponding palatal is re-
peated, e. g. gam to go, perf. gagama, and in place of an aspirate
the corresponding tenuis; e. g. dhd, perf. dadkd (rifnms) as in
Greek 9vw rédvxa; qilém, mapidyxa. Similar substitations, but
not according to any regular system, occur also in Hebrew.. ...
The reduplicated syllable is, moreover, always abbreviated in
Sanscrit as also in Greek, so that the tove usually falls upon the
second syllable, in which the radical vowel, if it had been short,
is almost always lengthened, or if it had been long, remains s0;
lting, beside tatind.” p. 6.

“ I hope, in what follows, to prove to a demonstration, that the
Hebrew perfect had its origin in the reduplication of the radical syl-
kble and herein agrees with the Senscrit and its cognates. Only
it may he proper for me at once to remark, and cursorily 10 prove,
that the repetition and angmentation of the simple, radical sylla-
ble in the Semitic dialects, takes place in a greater variety of
forms than in those languages, and hence has maintained a char-
acter peculiar to itself.” p. 7.

Here he stumbles upon the great difficulty of his undertaking.
It may not require much skill to discover at least a semblance of
reduplication in such forms as b, 231, ¥13 , 021, ete.; butit is
notorious, that in the vast majority of Hebrew perfects the simi-
larity lies between the last two radicals, e. g. won, 230, and the
whole class of 3» verbs, together with such forms as, n2v, 3,
T3, >pe, NYP, PN, ete. or between the first and third, e. €.y,
v, by, ©, etc. where these are identical, together with such
88, P, MY, MR, T, 5T, 9, ete.

But this mounntain is a molehill before our author; he clears
it with a leap. For what is the object of reduplication? It is to
represent “ an extension of the verbalidea.” Thatis, we may com-
pere the developed, perfect verbal form to the stem of a tree or
hom of an ox, where the concentric circles prove the past devel-
opment of the object. Now in the Indo-European family of lan-
guages, this extension of the verbal idea is represented in all ca-
ses, by prefizing to the root the root itself in a modified form;
that is, the root has developed itself into a stem in a certain di-
rection. The Hebrew roots, however, whetper from greater fer-
tility in the mental glebe of patriarchal times, or for some other
cause unknown, shot forth in various directions. The Semitic
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languages exhibit not merely a prae-reduplication, (Vorn-verdop-
pelung) as in the Indo-European family, but also a post-redupi-
cation, (Hinten-verdoppelung). In the words of our author, © This
reduplication can oceur:

L In the beginning of the word, by the repetition of the first
radical; e. g. barr, *pr, B3n, from the roots b>, %P, and wo.!

IL Br the end of the word; either 1. By the repetition of the
first redical, as 1, ron, 30y, ete. or 2. By the repetition of the
second, as Y5r, revp, ete.

TIL The deficient reduplication can be compensated for by a
kind of guna-formation # e.g. en, 213, "2, comp. Bgo, kgi; méveo,
movi; lavo, lavi, etc. This prolongation takes the place of redn-
plication and corresponds precisely to the lengthening of the rad-
ical syllable, some traces of which we find already in the San-
serit, e. g. méne, I meant” 1b.

Taking it now for granted that this method of prae and post
reduplication was followed in the development of the original
roots, the next question would be, whence the almost infinite va-
riety in the verbal consonants? This difficulty also vanishes at
the magic touch of our author, for * In general, it is to be observed,
that the language endeavors, both in the first and second of these
classes, to avoid the repetition of the same consonant both in the
beginning and end of the word, and hence changes the redupli-
cated letter into one nearly related to it. This gives rise to great
variety in the development of the stems and in the secondary
significations, which same end is attained in the Fdo-BEuropean
Jomily by composition with prepositions 3 e. g. ‘pn1, for ron, perf. of

! The root is, by the theory, doubled, b=b> ; the first } is then omitted, s
in cwcurri for cu(r)eurri; and finally the first 5 for the sake of euphony,
changed iuto n, of the same organ. This is in few words, the author’s theory,
applied equally at the beginning or end of the root and carried out consistently
through the whole work.

% & Guna consists in the prefixing of a short a and Vriddhi in thgt of a long
one ; bat in both cases the prefixed & sound, according to settled Jaws of eun-
phony, forms a diphthong with the radical vowel.” Bapp. Vergliechende
QGram. des Banscr., etc. 1. § 26.

3 Take the following from page 8, as an illustration : ¢ From the stem nhn
[cut], which is to be looked upon as a new ground-form or original stem, we find
the following sub-stems have grown forth. Pnz==9r23 to strike, hammer, pr. split,
brenk in pieces; further, with a cirange of s into r wn3, lo kerp o_ﬂ', pr,attack; nmn»
soction, end, point ; henqg, the head of & pillar, ch apur From this stem there in
further derived, by a ehange of = into b, bnp , to separate, divide ; hence bnn «
wall, pr. that which shuts out, separates; comp. by, to separals, pierce through,
hew down, kill. Also, with a change of binto 1 113, to separale, keep off, cover ;
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the root yn1; ¥2p, from the root o, o separate, bend, softened from
T2; also >, instead of ™, from the root 73, to separate ; >3 for
T9; ete.  Especially frequent is the change of the T into the S
sounds, and the reverse, according to established and well-known
hws; e. g. ‘o instead of yu3 from the root ux, o bind tagether;
w1 to seize, for rop from BN, ete.

This sabject of changes and substitutions among the similar and
related sounds, the author takes up in extenso and makes indeed
the system of transmutations the subsidiary basis of his whole
amngement, to the utter disregard of all alphabetic order. The
want of this (though in some measure atoned for by full indexes
stthe end), together with the fact that sufficient prominence is not
given in the unbroken paragraphs, either to the “stems” or
“branches,” renders the work nnnecessarily heavy.

In the arrangement of the materials, he has collected, in the
first place, all the Prag-REDUPLICATED VERBAL STEMS! and clas-
dfied them in the following way:

1 Those in which the first radical is, as in Sanscrit, repeated

-

- 8
bence, clothes, comp. r{{, to separate, keep off, conceal ; (aRS , close, compact,

ofaseam; C.).{, to surround, . The under-garment, nyh>, is parely Semi-

tic and passed Eenoe to the Greek yirdv, xirdv, and by transposition funica.”

It may intevest the reader, to see, in jaxtaposition with this description of
the snpposed development of the root nx (cut), the Indo-Germanic method of
indicating the various modifications of the same ides, as presented by the au-
thor, p. 86. 'The stem appears in German, as Sckneiden, assuming, by the pre-
fising of prepositions, among others, the fullowing variety of forms and shades
of meaning. Schneiden, to cut; deschneiden, to circumoise ; ver-schneiden, to
eut up, castrate ; an-schneiden, to carve ; zu-schneiden, to cut out, as cloth for
s coat ; aus-schneiden, cut out; auf-schneiden, to cut open ; vor-schneiden, lead
in cutting ; zer-schneiden, to cut to pieces ; ab-schneiden, to cut off ; ein-achnei-
den, to cut in ; durck-sehneiden, to cut throagh ; ete.

' He asserts that there are no original sabstantives, or nominal roots, in
Hebrew, but that our present nouns, without exception, are an after-growth
from the verbal stems, p. XLV. Pref. He admits, howerver, a second class of roots
in the demonstrative and personal pronouns (which in facl appear to be com-
mon to almost all known languages, cf. Nordheimer’s Heb. Gr. § 125 sq., and
p- XVIIL. Pref.) but denies the simple interjections, ah, O, ha! etc., a place
in the sphere of rational language (cf. Ewald i. c. § 201), inasmuch as ¢ they
are merely mechanical expirations which involuntarily escape from the lungs
in gaping or sighing.” The language of irrational animals consists of interjec-
tions. In the present work he leaves out of view the pronouns and interjec-
tions, and confines himsplf mainly to the discussion of the verbal roots, with
their development into perfects, nouns sabstantive and adjective, eto.

32
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and usually softened ; as won from s, 2o bring together; =prt from
“P to separate.
IT. Those in which the gutturals and palatalsp, 5,3, mand »,
Rave been changed in the reduplicated syllable into % or x; as
92, B, b, R, ete.
T3, bow, b2y, ete.

All the stems, or developed perfects, thus formed, (between
seventy and eighty in number,) he believes himself able 10 trace
wp distinctly to siz priscipal rosts, whenee he sceounts for their
striking similarity of signification. He thus arranges them:

1. '1?, 95, T, M, Y, By,

2. YP, Bb, ¥, M, 8, 7Y, OF;
further, vp, o, on, O, WK,

8. 9P, "0, %, N, W, N

4. ’:P, L3, 53, bm, by, 31, Bw.

579, 1M P

6. D:, == 09, fpP, BN, §2, 3p, MW, A0, 34,
which are related to o3, 1, by, (&),

He next proceeds to the discussion of the Post-FEDUPLICATED
Stews, which embrace by far the greater number.

The first class here inclndes suck as repeat the first radical,
either unchanged, as o for "omp, 1™, W, ete.; or with some
modifications, rarely euphonic, but generally according to strict
principles based upon the nature of the sounds themselves, e. g.

1. Gutturals are exchanged for each other and the palatals;
w7n from 1, where the reduplicated 1 has been supplanted by
the 7j; my for »3; 7bn for Mbn; ete.

2. Dentals and linguals interchanged ; as wbd, baip, b3v, "oy,
33, ete.

3. Labials interchanged ; as orn, j13, eto.

4. Consonants of different organs ;

a) Gutturals into s and ¢ sounds; as b, poy, "o, vy,
ete.
b) Dentals and linguals into gutturals; as so%, x3t, nbts,
Y, eto. .
c¢) Gutturals and palatals into labials; as v, 2eh Jobn.
The second class includes such as repeat the second radical.
1. Those that begin with a guttural; as ©p, yp, mn, ete.
From these are formed wdp, b, HuK, ete.
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2. Those begihning with s and ¢ sounds ; pny, pe®, efe.
From these we have ppd, a3, >0, eto.
3. Those beginning with ladials ; as py, re, ete.
From these are formed ppo, Py, ¥y, ete.
4. Those beginning with Zquids; as p4, pb, p3, et
PED, P, ¥3%, 0, ete.
PRS2, 1%, Anid, xb, ete.
PR}, M3}, 0.

The thind olass émbraces the Monosyllabic Perfects, formed by
contraction. The author, in order to be consistent, has here to
ssame, at an early period of the history of the language, a
development of some of the original roots into triliterals and their
subsequent contrastion into the forms in which we new find
them. Such are vwp from the root wp, contracted from wrp; oy
for oy, from Bp; P for pam, ik for ", ree for retn, ete.

Among the most attraetive portions of shis interesting work sse
the Appendices, in the first of which the anthor discusses the
Quadriliterals and finds in the manifald and manifest reduphica-
tions of simple roots a powerful argument in favor of his theory
of the formation of the perfect.

In the second appendix he treats of the foreign words which
at various periods were introdueed inte the Hebrew. Many thas
have been commonly held to be such, the flexibility of the lan-
guage, accordimg to his theory of its development, enables himi to
sevonut for on the suppesition of their SBemitic origin.

In the third, he discusses the relation of the language of Egyps
0 the Semitic dislects. He regards them as esseatially different,
motwithstanding their similarity in the pronoun, in the waat of &
nenter gender, in the method of forming the comparative, eto,,
* which may be accounted for sufficiently, by the simplicity and
amtiquity of both families.” The items of difference are of muach
greater importance, affecting their original development and ot«
ganic structure, e. g. the affixes 1o the verbs are separable and
the root wsually remains unchanged; the original roots in the
Egyptian frequently terminate in & vowel; compound substan-
tives, aside from proper names, here frequently ocour, ete. On
the other hand, suach faets as the following, viz: 1. “ That the
names of the country, of the principal river, and of the inhabé
tante are nearly all of Semitic origin; p. 728. 2. That many
Egyptian designations of arts, vessels, measures, buildings, and
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even of indigenous animals and other familiar objects are of
Semitic origin; p. 732. 3. That the principal deities of the
Egyptians, as well as their designations, are Semitic, p. 737,” led
him to infer “with some degree of certainty that the de-
scendants of Shem, especially the Babylonians and Phoenicians
not only in general, had frequent intercourse with the Egyptians,
and introduced from Babylon the division of the year into twelve
months, the week of seven days, measures and weights, many
implements, etc., but that already in the infancy of the Egyptian
people a very considerable commingling of both must have taken
place, out of which and under the mighty influence of the
Egyptian soil [climate, etc.], the peculiar character of Egyptian
mind and life was developed. The general similarity of religious
belief, and the propably more advanced culture of the Semitio
nations, secured for them the powerful religious influence which
the extensive intermixture of their language, and especially the
introduction of the names of their deities before alluded to, clear-
ly proves them to have exerted.

Hence we feel constrained entirely to dissent from the opinion
formerly so generally held, and still occasionally advocated, of the
positive influence of the Egyptians upon the religious and politi-
cal culture of the Hebrews. What they bave in common, e. g.
circumecision, was manifestly transplanted from Semitic to Egyp-
tian soil;” comp. p. 401 sq. and 744.

It now remains for us to give some specimens of the Author's
method of discussing the individual roots and tracing out the
derived meanings.

‘Whatever may be thought of his theory of reduplication and of
deducing the signification from the organs of speech employed
in the enunciation of the original root; his laborious industry in
the comparison and ingenious collocation of the Semitic dialects
cannot but awaken increased interest in the lovers of oriental
philology, and set forth with still greater clearness their intimate
relationship, and the consequent necessity of an acquaintance
with all of them to a thorough study of the Old Testament.

We select an illustration or two from each of his three great
classes, choosing such words as are of frequent occurrence and
endeavoring, by breaking up his paragraphs, to render him some-
what more lucid.

Among the Prae-reduplicated Stems we find for instance the

following :
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“Yon, (p- 59) from the root b2, 7o separats, divide, henoe de-
stroy, devour, in various senses, said of fire, pestilence, war,—
especially also of food ; hence in generl, eat, eat up.

Post-reduplicated, the stem appears as rz, do be all gone, disap-
year, Pi. complete; »73, w:epwm=b¢ep off, include. Comp.
J{", fricuit, scabit, edit ; 3{ |, rex, tyrannus, pr. the decider =-3.¢l.;

rd

imperator.
LITT (p.26) fhotn the ro0t &3, 10 bring tngether.  Cf. \3'to drawo

o
together, come together, hence also to cover; : = xdyxapew
something drawn together, hence a) gummi, xouus, gum of trees =
0 0 - -l

(e b) OF a comtracted, small form. Hassher, as 'J.J, &
grasp.

The significations of o1 are, therefore :

1. Tn the Arabic, oKau ,0 bring together = make fust (= (K&
16 bind together) Aem, keep of, defend, restrain.

2. To MAEE YaST = fiz_firmdy, appoind, and more particularty i
1 legal sense, to prepare or resolve upon a firm, specific deciston 3
hence, in general, decide, dectde a contest, judge, with which the
idea of power and soveteignty is taturally connected. The sim-
e, relatod stem na also signifies to firmly determéne, distinctly
tpecify. In like manner, the related E.; 1.

3. Tv make something fast, mentally, i. e. grasp, comprehend, per-
ceive, understand; hencé Aram. and Arab. PK s discern, know,
Heb. ooy intrans., to be wise, intelligent, sensible.

From the same root the post-reduplicated perfest E;/ = é.?

is formed, with the signification of drawing tagether, holding back,
hetce 2o put on the reins ; in which case the repeated & is softened

t C just as it appears prae-duplieated and softened in ;:(; .

Radically related is also the stem s , 20 hem, keep off, defend ;
mn, which corresponds precisely to the Sanscr. jam = hem. For
the Germ hemmen, Eng. kem, signifies strictly, draw tagether,
whenoe also grasp, catch, hold back; hence (Getm.) Hamen,
purse-net, Aamus, hook.

From the first signification we easily deduce that of drawing
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over, covering, as in rf GJ f‘ hence (Gem) Hemd shirt;

comp. Swedish ham, cover, garment, (as cé an upper male

garment) Germ. Himmel, heaven, i. e. the aerial covering; comp.
Germ. Bett-kimmel, Thron-himmel, canopy of a bed or throne.
From the signification of drawn together there is further derived
that of firm, strong, hard, especially in several Arabic forms, as
also the related old High Germ. kamar, Slavonic Kamen, stone,
rock, whence (a stone-axe) an instrument for beating, hammer.

By means of the fundamental signification we can also explain

. . % - ]
that of weakening, destroying, comp. :ed, &, to contract one's

aelf = shrink up, waste away, grow poor, etc. Somewhat different
is the derivation of the Swedish kamia, Eng. hamble, properly to

hem or lame by cutting the tendons of the knee. Comp. &

amputavit pedes. And further, to obstruct or weaken the power
of the male, hence to unman, lame, cripple ; comp. Germ. Himm-
&ng, one castrated, Hammel the castrated male sheep. Finally,
drawing together is often used in the sense of collecting, heaping

together, e. g. 'c,; , B9, etd.

The third method of developing the perfect, viz. by the pro-
longation of the radical vowel, also occurs with this root, and
those related to it, in several formations, which however all
proceed from the fundamental signification already given, and

only by its means are they susceptible of a satisf‘actory explana-
tion; e. g.

oD to bring together, heap u, e 25 IL Hence mew (u’{— cu-
mulus) pr. heap, group, further, tlw Pleiades. Also

rl; s B to draw together, draw in the feet, obstruct one's way,

detain ; hence, in the Ambic to continue standing, delay, stand,
etc.; in the Hebrew to stand, mainzain a position in a place, insist
upon something, etc. Then also o come to pass (Germ. zu
Stande kommen), to gain a firm fooling; when, to come into
vogue, arise, in various senses.

The stem =o%, lo remain standing, from the root my=rup is
related to the one under consideration, as will subsequently be
shown. Gesenius, in his Man. Lex. compares oon with ppn, as
though prt were the root, which is altogether a mistake.
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From the Post-reduplicated Stems we select the following :
'12'1 from the root 2%, comp. €37 through which it is derived.!
1. " Tv press together, drive logether ; hence,
131, that which hurries away, sweeps off, tke pestilence ; comp.

, - 8 -~ . . 8 -- . . - .
yoO perdidit. Lo interitus, jL35 id.  Kindred with ~37 is the
Arab. J;o pestis.

rryiny the bee, pr. that which presses, sharply attacks, = stings,
imjures.

33 the pressed together, closed up; hence the most retired
part of the temple.

"3 the drifts, rafls, 1 Kings 5: 23.

The Hiph. with rmmn signifies to drive under something, suppress,
subject, Ps. 18: 48. 47: 4. .

2. In general, {o drive together, especially drive and lead catile,
hence, 272 , pasture.

3. In the Piel, to bring together or order words, i. e. to speak 2a4.
Comp. égeir, sermo, etc.

"t'DD from the root & = kold together, hold firmly, keep.

-rr:m that which is dense, firm, hard; hence, a) 4 thorn. b) 4
precious stone, named from its hardness Hence also the names
of several cities = fortress.

vt Lees. Originally, that which is drawn together, drawn off,
i e. the sediment deposited in the fermentation. Com. Engl
sediment, lees, French Xe (pr. that which settles) kindred with the
German legen, to lay. Since wine is improved, if after several
tappings the lees are entirely separated from it, Hefen-wein
tmd Is. 25: 6 | Engl vs. wines on the lees] signifies wine cleansed
from the lees = excellent wine ; which expression was selected
here on account of the play upon words with =wzw fat, juicy
meats. We might thus render it : *“ Ein Mahl von Mast-fleische,
ein Mahl von Most-flaschen; von markigem Mast-fleische, von
gelinterten Most-flaschen.”

The expression *settled on their lees” i. e. grown thick upon
them, Zeph. 1: 12, (stiff or stupid with what one has gained and
hoarded up,) confirms the original signification here given. Comp.

! That is, according to the theory of the author, in the regular series of muta-
tions the reduplicated stem 734 would assume the form v 37 (the lingual being
changed into a sibilant) rather than n37, 80 that the presence of the form "3
presupposes the other, which however nowhere occurs as a verb, though we
find it in several derivations, vix. 931, honey, rvian , hump,
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Amos 5: 11. The figure alludes to the fact that wime which
stands too long upon the lees easily spoils and becomes thick,
Comp. Jer. 46: 11. “ Moab lies thickened upon his lees, was not
poured from our vessel into another, etc.” The common idea
that lecs are 0 named from their quality of preserving, is alto-
gother erroneous.

The word =3y has been adopted in the Coptic, Shemer = fer-
mentum, because many kinds of lees, e. g. those of beer, cause
other substamess to ferment; hence in npper Germany Hefel
(Hefe) for leaven.

™) from the root = signifies originally not to de rough, ac-
oordin'g'to Gesenius, but, as the kindred stems, to separate, split,
break through; hence Pxel set loose, arouse, especlally a contest,
Prov. 15: 18. Hithp. arouse one's self, be zeglous; hence also, to
quarrel, contend.

74 the substantive also, does not, (as Gesenius supposes,) de-
rive its signification, viz. throat, from the idea of a rough tone, but
means simply, a split, a hollow place ; hence, throat, windpipe, Pa.
6: 10: “ Their throat is an  open sepulchre.” - Compare in German
Kehle = gula, Persian ).b/ gula, and glutus, throat, with the low
German, Buhle, hole, ditch, as rumen and rima. The passage
cited by Gesenius, Ps. 69: 4, proves anything else than that the
throat has its name from ronghness; for =r is Niph. part. of
=1, to cease glowing, dry up, as Ps. 102: 4: “ I am exhausted by
my crying, my throat is parched.” On the other hand, where it
signifies to call with or out of the throat, the strict sense is to speak
with a loud, full voice; cf. Is. 68: 1. Ps. 115:7. 149: 6.

Similarly derived meanings grow out of the stem = [i. e. frorp
the root when reduplicated by the repetition of the last letter] =
to split, separate, divide, hence 1. To take away, hurry off, Hab. 1:

15, Prov. 27: 7, as the Arabic °Z 2. To divide, separate, henoe

aaw, a3 the German sdigsn is Kindred with secare; and also Poel,
to be sawed in pieces, 1 Kings 7: 9. Finally 3. 7o split, divide, alep
means o crush with the testh ; hence s a) That which has been
made small, crushed, chewed ; hence, that which was eaten. Thus
we can explain the phrase r3-mb21} to bring up what was chewed,
i. e. to ruminate, Lev. 11: 3—6. Deut. 14: 6, 7. Once it occurs
as "7y roy, Lev. 11: 7: “ To chew the chewed,” i. e. to chew the
second time, ruminate. b) That which has been made small,
separated, signifies also a piece, a single one; hence, grain, as a
small object, thus also a small weight, the twentieth part of a
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shekel, as the German Gran (grain) from granum. In like man-
ner also is explained =), the smal, single, kittle piece; hence
berry, Is. 17: 6.  Further, mim~s Fauces, pr. the splits, holes, i. e.
windpipe and throat; whence in genernl, throat, neck; always
used of the outside of the neck, whilst Ji) usually signifies the
inside, although not in all cases, vid. Is. 3: 16, where it designates

the outside and front of the neck. Cf. s , hole, hollow. These

significations are used interchangeably. Even =g, neck, from
"2 strictly means split, cleft, opening, cf. fauces with yavvoc, spiit,
gaping, German gdknen, heuce throat ; gula = throat and neck.
Gesenius coufusedly and arbitrarily develops the whole se-
ries of words derived from =73 from the imitation of a natural
sound which corresponds to the German gurgein, s-charren, etc.
The Gurgel |the upper part of the throat] is not so named in Gexr-
man from gwrgeln, [to gurgle] any more than Kopf, head from
kdpfen, to behead or to grow into a head, or Nase, nose, from na-
seln, to nose, as a dog, or to speak through the nose, .. .. but on the
contrary the Latin gurges depth, abyss, (cf. Sanscrit gri, to swallow
down) shows the original signification of the reduplicated root in
gwrgulio, windpipe, Gerian Gurgel. The Icelandic still has Kuer-
kur. As a secondary signification we have “ to uiter guitural sounds,
ckirp ”* in Sanserit, gri = o utter a sound, in general, yppvm, to sound,
sing, speak ; garrire, prate, gabble. Then, more specifically, the pic-

turesque reduplication )I)I , 8argarizare, yagyagilw, gurgle. Gur-

gling is, moreover, not the principal function of the throat, so that
iis difficult to conceive how any one could have supposed it to
bave derived its name from that operation.

From the Monosyllabic Stems we select a single example, viz.

N3, (p. 639) from the root ®3=r3, pa, pr. push = penetrate
é.;i.L; a) penetravit in medium, b) firmiter mansit in loco;
& 3 ..

J importune institit ;

x3 1) Penetrate, =enter, enter into; then in general, go. 2)
Come. Arab. 4|5 IL inivit feminam; venit in locum, ubi com-

moratns fuit. g|5 coitus conjugialis.

3, the preposition, also belongs unquestionably to the stem xia.
Ethiop. da, Arab. s, Aram. "3 (instead of X3, as “} instead of xa)
PIOD. 8 stalus constructus which signifies tniroduction, and hence,

Vou. 1V, No-14. 33
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as preposition, in. Comp. the kindred, simply-reduplicated stem
in the substantive ;L.;, ax3, entrance, door, gate, :,\.Q , canal, (pr.

way). Hence the opinion of the old grammarians is not so utter-
ly groundless, who regarded 3 as nearly related to n~3,if we have
correctly derived this latter word, p. 524, which will scarcely be
doubted. Ewald (Ausfihrl. Lehrb. $ 217, 9) compares 3 with 33,
between, which appears, however, inappropriate both for the form
and signification. The etymology of the Arab. é.i n, is precise-

ly similar, which is a denvatwe from ,..i mouth = aperture, en-

trance, variously applied, as iu‘b , 0s, ingressus plateae, viae,
vallis; principium rei; so that the preposition has nothing to do
with 2.

ARTICLE VIII.
NEANDER'S CHURCH HISTORY.

General History of the Christian Religion and Church ; fromthe
German of Dr. Augustus Neander. Translated from the second
and improved edition, by Joseph Torrey, Professor of Moral and I
tellectual Philosophy in the University of Vermont. Volume First
comprising the first Great Division of the History. pp. 723. Bos-
ton: published by Crocker and Brewster. London: Wiley and
Putpam. 1847.

By Rav. Dr. Sears, President of Theological Institution, Newton, Mass.

At length a part of the long-expected translation of Neander's
church history by Professor Torrey has appeared. For ten long
years, the theological student has been rejoicing, with some little
abatement towards the end, in the near prospect of possessing
this truly Christian and philosophical history of the church, The
unskilful and repulsive translation of a part of the work by Rose,
only increased the general desire for the expected American
translation, which, it was believed, would be more worthy of the
original. Indeed, it may be said that Professor Torrey, from his
known scholarship and the force of peculiar circumstances, en-
joyed a good reputation, as a translator of Neander, even before
the work was executed. Winer has, for the same length of time,





