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EDITOR’S NOTE

his issue of the bulletin is again in part a themed issue, this time on the subject of

language reform, guest edited and introduced by Andrew Linn (Sheffield). We
hope to make this a regular feature of the bulletin, alternating between a themed issue
in May and a general issue in November each year, and we would be very pleased to
hear from anyone interested in guest editing future bulletins on a theme of their choice.
Please just contact the editor by email to make a proposal.

There are a number of important points to note in this bulletin. First, please note
the conference programme for the Henry Sweet Society Colloquium, this time being
held jointly with our German sister society, the SGdS, in July in Helsinki. We look
forward to seeing many of you there!

Secondly, please consider the invitation to nominate yourself (or someone
else!) to join the Executive Committee of the Henry Sweet Society. Elections will be
held as usual during our Annual General Meeting, on Friday, July 20", 2007 in
Helsinki. As you will see from the formal announcement on p.63, a number of
committee members will be standing for re-election at the meeting, and there are also
vacancies on the committee. The committee meets two to three times a year, and being
a member allows you to help promote our discipline by contributing to the running of
the society. It’s also an excellent way to make contacts outside one’s immediate
research area, often the most stimulating kind! We look forward to receiving your
nominations (of yourself or of others!), or contact Andrew Linn to find out more about
what is involved.

Third, let me remind you again of the Vivien Law Prize (p.76): the deadline for
submissions is 30" September, 2007. Do encourage your students to enter their work
for this prestigious prize.

Finally, an error in copy-editing meant that we wrongly attributed a translation
of Comenius’ NOVISSIMA LINGUARUM METHODUS . LA TOUTE NOUVELLE
METHODE DES LANGUES to Werner Hiillen, who is, as he was very quick to point
out, merely the reviewer. My apologies to all concerned, and we reprint the review,
this time with the translators correctly noted, in this issue.

Dr Nicola McLelland, Nottingham
Contact details:  nicola.mclelland@nottingham.ac.uk
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GUEST EDITORIAL

Language reform

One of the reasons we have such a rich legacy of work on language to look back on
1s the desire people have had throughout history to intervene in language and to
change it.

Reforming zeal has many causes. One potent motivation for language reform is
dissatisfaction with existing spelling systems. This is a constant theme in the history
of English, a particularly striking example of a language whose spelling conventions
have been left behind by change in the spoken language internationally. The first
grammar of English, William Bullokar’s 1586 Pamphlet for Grammar, was written
using what Bullokar called ‘tru ortdgraphy’, and proposals for spelling reform have
come and gone ever since. Serious spelling reform proposals are not just a feature of
earlier centuries, and indeed some of the best known and most vigorously pursued
proposals for reforming English were the product of the twentieth century, such as the
Shavian Alphabet, devised according to the terms of the will of George Bernard Shaw,
Cut Spelng, and NuEnglish. Spelling reform has often been pursued by enthusiastic
amateurs (as in the three examples just given), and in the absence of official backing
has not achieved widespread acceptance. Exceptions do exist, however, such as the
1911 reform of Portuguese orthography and the 1996 official reform of German
spelling. There are persuasive arguments for reforming orthography, principally
pedagogical and economic ones, and these will continue to be invoked as new
proposals are put forward across a range of languages into the future.

More ambitious reform programmes have been adopted and continue to be
adopted across the world. Here I am referring in particular to language planning
enterprises. The classical example of a planned language, and one particularly close to
my own research heart, is Norwegian, but official and semi-official intervention in the
language, how it is taught, what variety is taught, and what varieties and forms are
granted official status, is not only widespread, but the study of it has really entered the
mainstream of Applied Linguistics. Recent years have seen journals, textbooks,
themed conferences and so forth emerging in ever-increasing quantities, sure signs that
language policy and planning (LPLP) studies have come of age.

More ambitious still is the proposal of entirely new language systems, and
members of the Henry Sweet Society have been particularly active in researching 17"-
century attempts to create a new universal language, notably in England and France.
As with long-established orthographies, most of us are aware of the challenges faced
by natural languages in doing what they are supposed to do, communicating clearly
and effectively, and the history of our efforts to make sense of natural languages has
been the richer through the efforts of those who have sought to introduce what H.
Jacob calls in the title of his 1947 book ‘a planned auxiliary language’. In his
introduction to that book, Sir Richard Gregory (1864—-1952) wrote, “In the interest of
international communication and the free expression of ideas, it is to be hoped that
academic as well as scientific and commercial organizations will assist in the
movement towards an agreed auxiliary language”. This has not happened, but the
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work of reformers continues to enrich the process of linguistic enquiry, despite the fact
that it is an enterprise rather outside the mainstream tradition of linguistics.

Other types of reform have attracted the interest of historiographers of
linguistics too. The history of language teaching has been particularly thoroughly
charted in recent years, not least thanks to the publications of society-members Tony
Howatt and Richard C. Smith. Phonetic transcription, often linked to orthographic
reform, is another corner of language to have attracted reformers over the centuries
(see Kemp 2006 for a summary).

It is a pleasure to be able to introduce two articles in this issue of the Henry
Sweet Society Bulletin, which have been invited because they add a different
dimension to the current body of work on the history of language reform activity.
Martin Findell discusses the angelic language of the Renaissance mathematician John
Dee (1527-1609), who claimed to have been in communication with angels and to
have received revelation in a previously unknown language. This is a would-be
universal language, but not one, Dee claims, created by human beings. Findell
discusses Dee’s angelic alphabet in some detail in an attempt to understand where it is
derived from.

Henry Sweet is a more mainstream figure in the history of linguistics, indeed so
mainstream that our society is named in his honour. He is well known for his phonetic
work, for his work on Anglo Saxon and as a leading figure in the institutionalisation of
language study in Britain in the later nineteenth century. In researching his biography
of Sweet, Mike MacMahon has unearthed much about the man and his work that has
not before been widely recognised, including his work on a new system of musical
notation, presented here.

I hope that we will be including articles on the Dutch language-teaching reform
movement and on reform in 19™-century Icelandic in future issues of the Bulletin. The
history of language reform endeavours is endlessly fascinating, as we witness figures
from the past really engaging with language, often with passion and commitment, and
sometimes not a little eccentricity. We would certainly welcome further contributions
on aspects of language reform in the pages of the Bulletin.

Kemp, A. 2006. ‘Phonetic transcription: history’. In: The Encyclopedia of Language
and Linguistics. 2™ ed. Ed. by Keith Brown. Oxford: Elsevier. 9: 396-410.

Andrew R. Linn, Sheffield
Contact details:  A.R.Linn@shef.ac.uk
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SPECIAL SECTION: LANGUAGE REFORM

The “Book of Enoch”, the Angelic Alphabet and the “Real
Cabbala” in the Angelic Conferences of John Dee (1527-1608/9)

Martin Findell
University of Nottingham

1. Introduction

espite the wide range of his scholarly interests, John Dee is probably best known
(at least in the popular imagination) for a series of seances or magical “actions”
conducted during the 1580s and possibly earlier, in which he believed himself to have
established contact with angels. The angels entrusted him with esoteric truths in order
that he might play a crucial role in the coming Apocalypse and the subsequent
redemption of mankind. Vital to this project was the revelation of a holy book written
in a previously unknown language (supposedly the language of the angels and of
Adam), as well as a magical alphabet into which the text of the book was to be
transcribed. The book was supposed to contain prophecy, the interpretation of which
would restore human knowledge to the state from which it had fallen over the course
of human history.
Dee kept meticulous records of his actions, some of which were published by
Meric Casaubon in the mid-seventeenth century (Dee, 1659), probably with the
intention of discrediting Dee as either a conjuror of demons or the dupe of his
medium, the disreputable Edward Kelley (French, 1972:4-19). Diaries covering an
earlier period (March 1582-May 1583) were subsequently discovered hidden in a chest
along with several other works, and eventually came into the possession of Elias
Ashmole (1617-1692) (Harkness, 1996:717-718; Peterson, 2003:48-49). These are
bound in Sloane MS. 3188, an edition of which was recently published by Joseph
Peterson (2003). The present discussion is based primarily on this manuscript, as it is
here that Dee relates the revelation of the “angelic book™ and the first part of its
contents (the remainder, written up by Kelley at a later date, is in Sloane MS. 3189).
A series of prophetic “calls” known as the 48 Claues angelicee (Sloane MS. 3191)
form a further important source of material in the angelic language. Because the
Claues are accompanied by an English gloss, they seem to offer a key to the
mysterious language of the angels, and have consequently been of particular interest to
later generations of magicians (Magickal Review website). Donald Laycock’s (1994)
“dictionary” of angelic words and their English equivalents is based exclusively on the
Claues angelicce, rather than on any analysis of the unglossed material. It is not my
intention here to fill this gap by analysing the angelic text in detail, and I restrict my
comments about the language to the first part of the “angelic book”. The early text is
of especial interest because it differs in nature from the later material (i.e., the contents
of Sloane MS. 3189) and reveals the process of development of the work. This
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material and the angelic alphabet — which are analysed in more detail below (sections
4 and 5) — yield valuable insights into the nature of Dee’s language project and its
relationship to other Renaissance magical movements, in which the imminence of the
Apocalypse and the urgent need to regain lost knowledge emerge as key themes.

2. The “Book of Enoch” or Liber Logaeth

The holy book dictated to Dee by the archangel Raphael is composed of 49 leaves,
each folio of which contains a table or grid of 49x49 cells. The diaries in Sloane MS.
3188 describe and record the contents of the first leaf (two folios, i.e., a total of
(2x49x49) = 4802 cells). Here, each cell was to be filled with a number of letters,
usually representing a word (although in some cases a cell contains two words, or a
word may be spread across several cells). In the diaries, however, the lines are simply
written out “at large” as they were dictated. The pattern changes in the last 9 lines of
the second folio; these have only one letter per cell and are laid out in a grid in the
manuscript (Sloane 3188 fol.85v; Peterson (2003:343) has not drawn the grid).

The first leaf is far from perfect in its structure. For each folio, 12 of the 49
lines contain more or fewer than 49 words; the shortest has 35, the longest 59. Leaves
2-48 (leaf 49 was never revealed to Dee) are written in table form (Sloane MS. 3189),
with one letter per cell, like the final lines of the first leaf. All of the material is
written in the Roman rather than the angelic alphabet. Despite repeated admonitions
from the angels to “lerne those holy letters ... in memory” (Peterson, 2003:274),
neither Dee nor Kelley seems to have been willing to do so, let alone to undertake the
laborious task of transcription.

The identities of the book and of the angelic language are rather complex and
warrant some discussion at this point. Both are associated with the prophet Enoch and
the lost book of scripture attributed to him, the text of which was known in Dee’s
lifetime only through a quotation in the New Testament:

Enoch the seuenth from Adam prophesied before of such, sayinge. “Beholde,
the Lorde shall come with thousands of saynetes, to geue iudgement against all
men, and to rebuke all that are ungodly amonge them of all their ungodly dedes,
which they haue ungodly committed, and of all their cruell speakynges, which
ungodly sinners haue spoken against hym. (Jude 1:14-15")

The book quoted in the Epistle to Jude is known today as / Enoch, an Ethiopic
version of which was “rediscovered” by European scholars in the eighteenth century
(Barker, 1988:5-16). According to tradition, Enoch was able to communicate with the

"I have quoted the text from the 1539 Great Bible. Dee preferred to read Scripture in Latin; he did not
own an English Bible, and when he cites Scripture in English, the translation is his own (Roberts and
Watson, 1990:27). The Vulgate text (VulSearch 4.1.5 electronic edition) reads:
“Prophetavit autem et his septimus ab Adam Enoch, dicens: Ecce venit Dominus in sanctis
millibus suis “facere judicium contra omnes, et arguere omnes impios de omnibus operibus
impietatis eorum, quibus impie egerunt, et de omnibus duris, quae locuti sunt contra Deum
peccatores impii.
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angels; he was translated to Heaven without dying (Hbr. 11:5); and he is supposed to
be one of the two prophets who fight against the Beast in Revelation (11:3-12), the
other being Elijah (the prophets are not named in the text of Revelation itself). Later
commentators often refer to Dee’s angelic book as the “Book of Enoch”, an
identification which is not clear from the early diaries. Dee was certainly aware of the
lost scripture, about which he questions the spirit called Il in the action of 18 April
1583 (Peterson, 2003:354-355). The references to Enoch and his book in this
conversation are ambiguous, however. Clearer evidence can be found in a diary entry
from 10 April 1586 (Josten, 1965:247-255), written during Dee’s travels on the
Continent, when he and Kelley enlisted the angels’ help in avoiding the unwelcome
attention of the Catholic authorities. In a list of notebooks and manuscripts which they
were instructed to destroy (some of which were miraculously restored at a later date),
Dee mentions one that “contained that wisdom and science, with which Enoch (by
God’s will) was imbued” (Josten, 1965:249 — according to Josten, the item in question
is Sloane MS. 3189). Later, Dee refers to another document (which he was instructed
not to burn), as “a small part of the book of Enoch which Thou [Dee’s unidentified
divine interlocutor] hast given me” (Josten, 1965:254). These references imply that
Dee did believe that he had in his possession at least a part of the lost Book of Enoch,
which can be identified with the angelic book revealed in 1583.

To complicate matters further, the book is referred to elsewhere by titles in the
angelic language. In the action of 6 April 1583, Kelley is shown the book with a
covering of blue silk, upon which in gold lettering is written Amzes naghézes Hardeh,
which apparently means, “the universall name of him that created universally be
praysed and extolled for euer.” (Peterson, 2003:325). Ashmole inferred that this was
the title of the book (Peterson, 2003:x), although this is not clear from the diary itself.
The title later given (at least, to the material contained in Sloane MS. 3189) by the
angels themselves is Logaeth, “which in your Language signifieth speech from GOD”
(Dee, 1659:19).

Since the book is identified with Enoch, the angelic language is often referred
to by later writers (though never by Dee) as “Enochian”. Confusingly, Peterson
(2003:37) calls the language of Logaeth “Enochian”, but elsewhere implies that this
label should be applied to a distinct language which appeared in later works (2003:32).
Laycock makes a clearer distinction between the earlier angelic language of Logaeth
and the “true” Enochian language of the Claues, which he suggests is somehow
generated from the earlier material (1994:29-35, 39-44). He does not suggest any
mechanism to link the two, however, and his criteria for distinguishing them from one
another are largely impressionistic.

3. Cryptography and Cabbala

The practice of manipulating the alphabet for magical purposes has a history stretching
back into antiquity, but in the sixteenth century it gained new impetus from the
adaptation of Jewish Cabbalistic techniques by Christian writers like Johannes
Reuchlin (1455-1522) and Heinrich Cornelius Agrippa (1486?-1535) (Scholem,
1974:196-201; Maxwell-Stuart, 1999; Léon-Jones, 2006:149-151). These techniques,
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which are themselves at least partly based on Greek alphabet-magic, promised access
to higher knowledge through an understanding of the correspondences between letters,
numbers, and elements of the natural and supernatural worlds. Names and sounds
were central to magical operations, the principle being that by discovering the name
with which a thing was originally created by God, it was possible to influence that
thing (be it a part of the natural world, a human being, or a spirit). In his Conclusiones
sive theses DCCCC (1486; Kieszkowski, 1973), Giovanni Pico della Mirandola (1463-
1494) included 26 conclusions on magic, in which he stated that “Sounds and words
have efficacy in a magical operation because that by which Nature works magic ... is
the voice of God” (translated by Maxwell-Stuart, 1999:147).

Magical writings of the Renaissance period contain an abundance of letter-
tables, many of which employ shifts or specific permutations of the alphabet based on
Cabbalistic techniques for discovering holy names (Reeds, 2006:196-201). Dee’s
interest in alphabetic gymnastics of this kind is well known, and forms part of the
background to his ambitious Monas Hieroglyphica, published in 1564 (Josten, 1964).
In this highly influential work he asserts that there is, beyond the Hebrew Cabbala, a
“real Cabbala” based on the pure quality of number. This is
applicable not only to Hebrew but to all languages and scripts;
a fact which Dee offers as proof that “the same most
benevolent God is not only [the God] of the Jews, but of all
peoples, nations, and languages” (Josten, 1964:133). He
claimed that his “monad” (a complex figure based on the
symbol for Mercury — see fig.1) could be used to demonstrate
that the forms and sequences of the letters of “all three”
alphabets (Latin, Greek and Hebrew), as well as the symbols
and concepts of astrology and alchemy, had a rational basis. What Dee claimed to
have achieved, some fifteen years before he began trying to contact angels, was a
means of unifying all knowledge based on a Pythagorean understanding of number as
“the indisputable, fundamental component of what exists” (Léon-Jones, 2006:150).
This mystical fascination with number was well established in Renaissance occult
philosophy — among his conclusions on mathematics, Pico asserted that ‘“Through
numbers is to be had a way to the investigation and understanding of all knowable
things” (Kieszkowski, 1973:74; my translation). Agrippa was similarly enthusiastic:

Figure 1: Dee’s monad

The Doctrines of Mathematicks are so necessary to, and have such an affinity
with Magick, that they that do profess it without them, are quite out of the way,
and labour in vain, and shall in no wise obtain their desired effect. (Agrippa,
1.1 (1650:167))

The manipulation of letters on mathematical principles naturally calls to mind
the art of cryptography, and it is no surprise to find Dee taking an interest in texts
which deal with ciphers as well as magic. In 1563 he went to considerable lengths to
obtain a manuscript copy of Trithemius’ Steganographia, a work written ¢.1500 but
first published in 1606 and placed on the Index Librorum Prohibitorum shortly
afterwards because it (apparently) advocated the practice of angel-magic (Bailey,
1879; Reeds, 1998). The work outlines procedures for sending secret messages by

10
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invoking certain angels with formulae written in what appears to be an unknown
language, e.g. “Padiel aporsy mesarpon omeuas peludyn malpreaxo...” (Caramuel,
1635:24). As many readers realised, these formulae contain ordinary texts hidden
steganographically, with the names of the angels (or rather, the order of these names in
a list given in the first chapter) providing the key to the recovery of the text. In the
above example, Padiel is the second of the angels listed, and the hidden message is
revealed by reading every second letter of every second word. So, from “padiel
aPoRsY mesarpon oMeUaS peludyn mAIPrEaXo...” we can extract the Latin
plaintext primus apex. Some of the hidden messages also use simple substitution
ciphers (Reeds, 1998:3).

There has been much debate about the true nature and purpose of
Steganographia — whether it is “really” a treatise on cryptography disguised as an
occult work, or a manual of angel-magic disguised as a book of cryptography. The
former position is generally favoured by scholars, perhaps under the influence of Juan
Caramuel (1608-1682) and other seventeenth-century redactors of the work, who were
keen to dissociate Trithemius from the practice of sorcery. Many modern writers have
followed Walker (1958:86-90) in arguing that the presence of the cryptograms in
books I and II of Steganographia demonstrates that the author’s purpose here was
cryptological, while the third book is genuinely occult as it does not contain this kind
of material. However, more recent work (Reeds, 1998) shows that book III does in
fact contain ciphers, although the key is based on a table of numbers rather than on the
names of angels; Walker’s position is therefore no longer tenable.

It seems to me that there is little point in being dogmatic about Trithemius’
intentions; I see no reason why the work must be understood to be about either
cryptography or magic, but not both. As has been mentioned, Renaissance magic
utilises Cabbalistic techniques of letter substitution and transposition — the same
operations used in cryptography — for generating magical names, words and formulae.
It must also be remembered that in the sixteenth century, mathematics (which
underlies all such techniques) was viewed with deep suspicion — at least by the
uneducated (French, 1972:5) — and it was regarded by magicians as fundamental to
their operations, as the quotes from Agrippa and Pico illustrate. Furthermore, there
was in this period no formal division between the occult sciences and what we would
now regard as “modern science”: the boundaries between alchemy and chemistry,
astrology and astronomy, mathematics and mathesis (the number mysticism which
fascinated Dee) were blurred or absent. The impulse of scholars like Dee was not to
discriminate but to synthesise, and ultimately to uncover the mystical key which would
unite all the sciences.

There remains an unanswered question in respect of the invocations in
Steganographia: What is the source of the nonsensical text which covers the hidden
message? Regardless of whether it functions purely as “noise” to conceal a message
or is intended to have some genuine magical effect, it must have been generated
somehow; perhaps it is connected with the angel-names themselves, or with the
numbers appearing alongside them in the list indicating the times and seasons
governed by those angels. Trithemius makes no special claims about it (e.g., that it is
the Adamic language); but the fact that he uses this sort of material to conceal the
message, rather than an innocuous-looking piece of Latin, would seem to suggest that

11
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this pseudo-language is considered to be an appropriate form for magical incantations
(see section 5, below).

Given Dee’s interest in the book (which is evident from the great effort which
he undertook to obtain a copy (Bailey, 1897:402)) and the superficial resemblance
between his angelic texts and Trithemius’ invocations, it is conceivable that there is
some link between the two. Admittedly, the resemblance does not necessarily go any
further than that both are ostensible nonsense purporting to be some kind of special,
magical language associated with angels. Laycock states that Trithemius’ mystical
language “in some ways resembles Enochian™ (1994:57), but he does not elaborate.
The possibility naturally presents itself that, if messages are hidden in the invocations
of Steganographia, perhaps Logaeth also contains cryptograms. The general
consensus is that this is not the case. Laycock alludes to unfruitful attempts by
modern occultists to apply Trithemius’ methods to Dee’s angelic text, though again he
does not go into any detail. Reeds (2006:197) notes that the tables of Logaeth do not
conform to any mathematical pattern (in contrast to those of Steganographia and other
magical texts). Moreover, the evidence of the diaries suggests that Dee was entirely
sincere in his belief in Logaeth as a text of prophecy written in a genuine “angelic”
language; it is not simply a “noise” channel concealing a message. Finally, the diary
entries indicate that the book was dictated spontaneously by Kelley while in a trance,
so any secret messages hidden within it would be Kelley’s, not Dee’s, and the
ciphertext would have to have been either prepared and memorised in advance of the
action or else generated ex tempore during it. I hesitate to suggest that either of these
feats is impossible, but they would certainly require some prodigious skill on Kelley’s
part. On balance, it is probably safe to reject the idea of Logaeth as cryptography.

4. The angelic alphabet

The alphabet revealed by Raphael on 26 March 1583 (Peterson, 2003:268-271) does
appear to show signs of deliberate organisation:

Letter | Name Roman Letter | Name | Roman Letter | Name | Roman
value value value

A1 PA B & TAL M i~ PAL. (X

E VEH E ke GON |I L MED | O

Ts GED G Ly NA H [ DON |R

i GAL D < TR L r EEFH | Z

-4 OR F ol e MALS | P a VAN (T

¥ N A iy GER Q "\ FAM |5

1 GRAFH | E g DEUX [N v GIsG | T

Slight modifications to the letter-forms (though not to the names, the values or the
order) were made in subsequent actions. (The forms in the above table are the later,
modified versions, displayed in a font downloaded from the Magickal Review
website). The values of the letters (that is to say, their equivalents in the Roman
alphabet) were not given directly to Dee by the angels; at the end of the diary entry in

12
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which the letter-names and the first line of the text are dictated, Dee writes out the
angelic letters with their Roman equivalents and a marginal note “Thus I deciphred
them after a day or two or three” (Peterson, 2003:271). He does not explain how the
deciphering was carried out. The first two lines of the text were dictated letter by
letter, then read out in full; Dee could have deduced the letter values from the
pronunciation, as all of the letters except Q are present in these two lines. He would
have to have overcome some discrepancies between spelled and pronounced forms;
when Dee points these out to Raphael, the archangel becomes decidedly peevish
(Peterson, 2003:288-296).

Laycock does not have a great deal to say about the alphabet, though he makes
much (far too much, in my view) of a slight stylistic resemblance to Ethiopic, and even
goes so far as to speculate that Dee might have had in his possession a copy of the
Ethiopic Book of Enoch (Laycock, 1994:28) — a suggestion for which there is no
supporting evidence whatsoever. This text was scarcely known outside Ethiopia until
the mid-eighteenth century — not, as Laycock states, the seventeenth. Here Laycock
has confused the “discovery” of the Ethiopic Enoch by James Bruce with the
publication of fragmentary quotations from a Greek version of / Enoch by J. Scaliger
in 1658 (Barker, 1988:8-11). There are earlier reports of contact with the Ethiopic text
— Guillaume Postel wrote in his De originibus (1553) that in Rome he had met an
Abyssinian priest who showed him a copy and explained its contents (Schmidt,
1922:50). Pico is said to have owned a copy of the book of Enoch, though there is no
direct evidence that this was the case, and Schmidt’s claim (1922:46-47) that this
might have been the Ethiopic rather than a Hebrew or Greek version is unfounded. It
seems highly unlikely, therefore, that even so remarkable a library as Dee’s would by
chance have contained a copy which mysteriously made its way from Africa to
England and of which there does not appear to be any trace in Dee’s writings, the
(admittedly incomplete) catalogues of his books (Roberts & Watson, 1990), or in fact
anywhere else. He may well have been aware of Postel’s anecdote about the
Abyssinian priest, since Dee did own a copy of De originibus (no. 868 in Roberts and
Watson’s edition of Dee’s catalogue).

With regard to the inventory of letters, the angelic alphabet is simply an
alternate Roman alphabet (although there are only 21 characters, in comparison with
the usual 23-letter Roman alphabet — the redundant letters K and Y are omitted). Dee
reports that after Raphael dictated the letters by name, “there cam two lines and parted
the 21 letters into 3 partes, eche being of 7 (Peterson, 2003:270). Each of these
groups of 7 letters is a reordering of the equivalent sequence in the 21-letter Roman
alphabet, with one exception — O is in the third group and Q in the second’:

Roman (with O/Q | ABCDEFG HILMNPQ ORSTUXZ
exchanged)

% Given that Q is the only letter not present in the first two lines of the text, this discrepancy may be
significant. If we hypothesise that the threefold division of the Roman alphabet is to be preserved and
that Dee made an error in his decipherment, groups 2 and 3 of the angelic alphabet would read
MIHLPON and XQRZUST. Translated into numbers, as on the following page, the order of group 3
is unaffected and group 2 would have a sequence 4213765. Even with this alteration, the hypotheses
presented below would still be unproductive.
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| Angelic | BCGDFAE | MIHLPQN | XORZUST |

This correspondence suggests that the angelic alphabet may have been generated
algorithmically from the Roman alphabet in some way dependent on the threefold
division. As a first hypothesis, let us suppose that each group of seven Roman letters
undergoes some specific permutation in order to generate the equivalent group of
angelic letters. If this is so, when we replace the letters of the groups with the numbers
1-7 (based on the conventional order — A=1, B=2...G=7; H=1, [=2...Q=7; O=l,
R=2...7Z=7), the number sequence should be the same for each of the three groups. It
is immediately apparent that this is not the case:

Group 1 (A-G) Group 2 (H-Q) Group 3 (O-72)
Roman 1234567 1234567 1234567
Angelic 2374615 4213675 6127534

Another possibility is that each of the three group orderings is generated from the
preceding one, the first group being generated from the Roman ordering, i.e.:

1234567

!
Angelic:Group 1: 2374615

!
Group 2: 4213675

l
6127534

Roman;

Group 3:

The progression from one sequence to the next can be expressed in terms of the
difference between the input and output for each number in the sequence (in other
words, by subtracting modulo 7). For example, the first digit of group 1 is 2, while the
first digit of the Roman ordering is 1, which gives us a difference of 1. The results of
this procedure are as follows:

Roman = Group 1: 1140125
Group 1 = Group 2: 2616060
Group 2 = Group 3: 2614636

If this hypothesis were correct, each of these three sets of differences should be
identical, since the algorithm governing the procedure would be the same in each case.
Although the hypothesis as it stands is evidently false for the whole set, it does appear
to work for the first three letters of the transitions between the groups (though not for
Roman = Group 1). The transition BCG - MIH is, in terms of modular arithmetic,
equivalent to the transition MIH - XOR. It is highly tempting to conclude that this
correspondence has some significance; however, it is equally plausible (and, since I
have been unable to develop any consistent solution on this basis, perhaps more so)
that it is merely a chimaera.
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The division of the alphabet into three produces another noteworthy feature
which might be the result of deliberate organisation. Within each group of 7 letters
there is one which occupies the same ordinal position in both the Roman and angelic
alphabets. These are D (group 1, position 4), I (group 2, position 2), and U (group 3,
position 5). These three letters together spell the Latin word diii “by day; for a long
time”. If the pattern is intentional, diii could perhaps be a reference to the coming of
the day of redemption after long ages of mankind’s suffering; though this connection
1s tenuous at best. A more promising alternative would be to construe the “stationary”
letters as D and the Roman numeral IV — D being the fourth letter not only of the
Roman and angelic alphabets, but also of the Greek and Hebrew; and, of course,
Roman D is homophonous with the philosopher’s name. In his diaries, notes and
elsewhere, Dee usually signs his name with a Greek A. His letter to Emperor Rudolf II
(17 August 1584) mentions that “[I am symbolized by] the fourth letter of each of the
three [sc. the Hebrew, Greek, and Latin] alphabets” (Josten, 1964:93, n.50), which Dee
links to the fact that Rudolf is the fourth Holy Roman Emperor with whom he has
been involved.

A further possibility is that all three letters are supposed to stand for Roman
numerals, giving DIV = 504. This number has various properties that might appeal to
a student of mathesis. It is the product of 7 and 72, both of which are prominent in
mystical and occult tradition (for example, Cabbalists say that God has 72 names, of
which 7 are especially important; the Septuagint (the Greek translation of Hebrew
scriptures) was supposed to have been produced by 72 scholars; there are 7 planets in
astrology, with whose influences the 7 metals of alchemy are associated, and which
are said to be governed by 7 angelic intelligences; and, of course, the angelic alphabet
contains groups of 7 letters). 504 is also a multiple of the total number of letters in the
angelic alphabet (21x24=504), and a multiple of the Pythagorean sum of 7
(14+24+3+4+5+6+7=28; 28x18=504). A set of 7 elements, such as the letter-groups of
the angelic alphabet, can be combined in 5040 different ways, or 504 multiplied by the
Pythagorean sum of 4 (1+2+3+4=10), which plays an important role in the Monas
Hieroglyphica (Josten, 1964:209). It is doubtful whether Dee would have been aware
of the general principle that a set of n elements has n/ permutations; work on
permutations and combinatorics had been done by Chinese and Indian
mathematicians, but was not known in the West until the publication of Leibniz’ De
arte combinatoria (1666) (Cooke, 2004:215). On the other hand, it is no accident that
the Monas contains 24 theorems; these are based, according to Léon-Jones (2006:150)
on the 24 Metatheses (i.e., permutations) of the Pythagorean Quaternary (4! = 24).
Dee may have also known, therefore, that the Septenary has 5040 Metatheses.

A further connection between this number and the numerology of the Monas
can be found in that work’s seventeenth theorem (Josten, 1964:172-175; Léon-Jones,
2006:154). Here Dee synthesises the conclusions of earlier theorems to produce the
significant number 252, which he associates with the philosopher’s stone and “which
number we recommend beginners in the cabbala to explore, for we can deduce it from
our premises in yet two other ways, here omitted for the sake of brevity” (Josten,
1964:175). This number, which was evidently of considerable Cabbalistic value, can
be doubled to produce 504.
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These and other correspondences are terribly beguiling, and are precisely the
sort of thing that would have appealed to Dee, with his love of number and his belief
in it as the key to the “real Cabbala”. The letters DIU offer us an opportunity to link
Dee’s own name and identity to his earlier work in the Monas Hieroglyphica, to the
Pythagorean Quaternary, to the lapis philosophorum, and to the holy alphabet and the
revealed book of prophecy itself, the book which Dee believed was to play a crucial
role in the coming Apocalypse. Entertaining as it is to speculate that these letters form
a key to the ordering of the alphabet, I have had no success in identifying any way to
use this hypothetical key to link the 7-letter groups either to one another or to their
corresponding groups in the Roman alphabet. If the patterns identified here are
genuinely involved in the construction of the angelic alphabet (and I doubt that this is
the case), I am forced to admit defeat, at least for the time being, in my efforts to
determine the method used.

The ordering of the angelic alphabet does have some similarities to the “three
alphabets” known to Dee. The sequence BCGD at the beginning is reminiscent of the
Greek and Hebrew ordering BGD (BI'A, 237); the final pair ST is also final in Hebrew
(wn); and the vowels appear in the same order as in the Roman alphabet, AEIOU.
That the alphabet begins with B, the second letter of the Roman, Greek and Hebrew
alphabets, may be connected with the Cabbalistic significance of this letter (bet) as the
first letter of Genesis 1:1 (bereshit elohim “God created”); in this connection, Léon-
Jones notes that from a Pythagorean perspective, “two is the first number, since one is
the basis of number” (2006:151). There is clearly some common ground, but no
systematic relationship with any of the three “natural” alphabets is evident.

In summary, the angelic alphabet contains various patterns which appear to
suggest some method in its arrangement, but I have been unable to uncover any
consistent organisation. The patterns may simply be consequences of the fact that Dee
and Kelley were working in an environment filled with alternate alphabets of various
kinds. Surrounded as they were by tables of commutation such as those found in
Agrippa’s De occulta philosophia (1650 [1533]) or the anonymous Soyga (Reeds,
2006), it is quite plausible that they might unconsciously have produced an alphabet
with structural similarities to others, natural and artificial. The DIU pattern is harder
to explain. I suspect that it is no more than a happy coincidence or an artefact of the
transposition; but it may yet turn out to have some greater significance.

Much as Dee loved magical alphabets and alphabet-manipulation, he was not
necessarily always committed to the complete exposition of an idea. For example, in
the preface to the Monas Hieroglyphica he asserts that “Reasons must be given for the
shapes of the letters, for their position, for their place in the order of the alphabet ...,
for their numerical value” (Josten, 1964:123) and goes on to discuss the mysteries of
the alphabet at some length, claiming that his theorems justify the forms and positions
of the letters. In the body of the work, however, he offers explanations for the letters
X and V and L only (Josten, 1964:159, 169-173); since these explanations rely on the
values of the letters as Roman numerals, it is difficult to see how the principle might
be extended to the rest.
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5. The angelic language

I do not propose here to present a detailed analysis of the angelic “language” itself.
From my examination of the first leaf of the Liber Logaeth, I am inclined to agree with
Laycock’s conclusion (1994:29-35) that it displays a number of features characteristic
of glossolalia (Goodman, 1972; Williams, 1981:169-191). Firstly, the phonology and
phonotactics of the angelic utterances present few difficulties to an English speaker.
This behaviour conforms to what we would expect from an English-speaking
glossolalist. (The text does contain a few unusual consonant clusters (e.g. excol-phag-
martbh (Laycock, 1994:33; Peterson, 2003:315); note that <ph> is pronounced [f], as
in English and Latin, and is used interchangeably with <f> in several places).
Secondly, the angelic text exhibits repetition, rhyme and alliteration throughout. Some
lines are highly repetitive, e.g. umas ges umas umas ges gabre umas umdscala
um ’phazes umphagam (Laycock, 1994:33; Peterson, 2003:312-313). Others contain
“paradigmatic” variation of the sort found in glossolalia: compare Kelley’s quamsa ol
danfa dot santa on anma (Laycock, 1994:33; Peterson, 2003:339) with patterns like
sante...shante...sante...kante, observed by Williams in the utterances of a modern
glossolalist (1981:170).

Over the course of the revelation, the individual utterances (the lines of the
angelic book) become noticeably briefer. The second page of the first leaf contains
many places where a single word is spread across several cells (indicated by
underscoring in the manuscript), and later lines are composed largely of
monosyllables. In the last 9 lines of the second page, polysyllabic words reappear, but
there are fewer of them as the lines fall into the pattern of one letter per cell, with word
boundaries indicated by commas in the manuscript. The final line consists of only 6
words, ganfumarabomonah, gdstages, ordolph, naqas, orgemvah, noxad (Peterson,
2003:343). One is left with the impression that Kelley’s utterances became gradually
more like fluent glossolalia and less like (simulated or real) language; or perhaps he
was simply tiring of the exercise and eager to reach the end.

Occasionally, the angels offer a tantalising glimpse into the meaning of the text
by revealing the translation of a word or phrase. English or Latin equivalents (often
complex phrases) are given for just 28 words of the first leaf, e.g., argedco “with
humility we call you, with adoration of the Trinity” (Peterson, 2003:310, n.266). Only
one piece of explicitly grammatical information is given — the word Befes is supposed
to represent the vocative case of Befafes (the name of an angel mentioned earlier in the
diaries). Throughout the process of revelation, hints like these are dropped from time
to time, with nothing of substance ever being revealed. The information given is
enough to persuade Dee of the book’s importance, and to encourage the expectation
that the full meaning would be made known when the time was right.

Another of the many unanswered questions surrounding Dee’s angel-magic is
that of why angels should be expected to speak a tongue unlike any human language.
Most Renaissance authors on the subject of communication with angels and demons
assumed either that it was silent (impressions being transferred directly between
minds) or that the spirits used the languages of their mortal interlocutors. In the
sixteenth century it was widely believed that the language of Adam and of God was
Hebrew, “because that was and came from heaven ... and seeing all tongues have, and
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do undergo various mutations, and corruptions, this alone doth alwaies continue
inviolated” (Agrippa, [II.xxiii (1650:412-413)). This belief is implicit in Cabbalistic
magic, an axiom of which is that any created thing (including angels) can be
influenced by invoking its original name. Angel-names in Jewish Cabbalistic texts
(carried over into Christian Cabbala) usually consist of the Hebrew word for whatever
power or quality is the angel’s province, with the suffix -e/ “God”, e.g. Raphael
“physician (or medicine) of God”, cf. Heb. rafa’ (X97) “to heal”.

On the other hand, there does seem to have been an established practice of
using exotic pseudo-language in magical incantations such as those found in
Steganographia. In his 26 conclusions on magic, Pico states:

21.Meaningless sounds have more power than meaningful.

22.No significant names, in as much as they are names ..., can have power in a
magical operation unless they are Hebrew or closely derived therefrom.
(quoted and translated by Maxwell-Stuart, 1999:147).

Pico’s comments suggest that in magical operations it was not unusual to intermix
Hebrew names with nonsensical or pseudo-linguistic utterances. Perhaps this is why
Dee was so ready to accept the notion of a mysterious angelic language, rather than
expecting or requiring the holy book to be written in Hebrew. He may well have been
relieved, since by his own admission he was “not good in the hebrue tung” (Peterson,
2003:112; for bibliographical evidence of Dee’s limited grasp of Hebrew, see also
Roberts and Watson, 1990:29).

6. Dee and the Rosicrucians

Dee’s concerns and his hope of discovering the key to forgotten knowledge continued
to appeal to subsequent generations of scholars. The anonymous Rosicrucian
manifestos (Fama Fraternitatis (1614); Confessio Fraternitatis R.C. (1615) - both
published in English translation by Yates, 1972:235-260), which sparked a ferocious
controversy in the early seventeenth century, were strongly influenced by Dee’s ideas.
The Confessio was published together with a Latin tract entitled Secretioris
Philosophiae Consideratio brevis “A Brief Consideration of More Secret Philosophy”,
which quotes the Monas Hieroglyphica at length (Yates, 1972:30-40); the “secret
philosophy” to which it refers is Dee’s “real Cabbala”.

Dee’s angelic conferences were not widely publicised until the appearance of
Casaubon’s True and Faithful Relation in 1659, although his activities were certainly
known to scholars and occultists who encountered him and Kelley during their
adventures on the Continent between 1583 and 1587. There is, however, no mention
of angel-magic in the manifestos and no indication that their authors had any particular
interest in contacting spirits. They did, however, share Dee’s enthusiasm for magical
language and the rediscovery of books of wisdom. The secret knowledge of the
Rosicrucians was supposedly contained in volumes such as “the book M.”, which were
found in a secret vault where they had been placed by the order’s founder, Christian
Rosencreutz (Yates, 1972:245-249).
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Though the authors of the manifestos identify their philosophy with the wisdom
of Adam, Moses and Solomon, the magical language which they claim to know is not
that of Adam and Enoch, but a new one constructed by the members of the Fraternity.
The authority claimed by the Rosicrucian authors for their books and their secret
language is based on an appeal to logical and philosophical perfection, rather than to
divine origin. The Rosicrucian notion of a “magical language” expresses an idea more
closely related to other seventeenth-century language projects like those of George
Dalgarno (c.1616-1687) or John Wilkins (1614-1672) (Salmon, 1979:97-126;
Shumaker, 1982:132-172). Nevertheless, the influence of Dee is evident, and he was
believed by many seventeenth-century occultists to have been a member of the
(probably fictitious) order. In 1652 Ashmole received a communication from a Mr.
Townesend who claimed that Dee was a member of “y° Brotherhood of y° R. CR.”
(quoted by French, 1972:14), and that he “was accused to haue stoll’n the booke he
owned called Monas Hyeroglifica out of All Sowles Colledg in Oxford” (quoted by
Josten, 1966:603, n.2). Townesend’s allegation of theft is intended to imply that the
Monas 1s older and therefore more distinguished than if it were accepted as Dee’s own
work. It is not impossible that, in Townesend’s mind or perhaps even in those of the
manifesto-writers, the Monas is to be identified with the mysterious “book M.”, said to
have been written by the founders of the Fraternity some time in the fifteenth century
(Yates, 1972:242). If this was Townesend’s belief, then it would have been necessary
for him to deny Dee’s authorship.

7. Conclusion

Much as I would like to be able to claim a breakthrough in “deciphering” the alphabet
or the text of Logaeth, my explorations have led me to conclude that there is probably
no cipher to be broken. Beguiling as they are, the structural patterns in the angelic
alphabet lack consistency, and 1 suspect that they reflect the organisation of other
alphabets with which Dee and Kelley were familiar in the writings of magicians and
occult philosophers such as Agrippa. Given the method of revelation, it is to be
expected that the alphabet would emerge from Kelley’s subconscious (unless we
choose to ascribe it to a genuinely supernatural source), and so would bear similarities
to other alphabets without having any coherent structure of its own. The DIU pattern
is highly attractive; nevertheless, I suspect that it is nothing more than an illusion,
albeit an extremely fortuitous one. If it does represent a key to the arrangement of the
angelic alphabet, I am at a loss to explain how it might work.

Although Dee’s actions have parallels with earlier magical operations, his
acquisition of what he believed was a book of prophecy in a special holy language
stands out from the activities of other occult philosophers of his day, and forms a vital
part of his lifelong search for the “real Cabbala” of the Monas. It was a commonplace
of Renaissance theology that the state of human knowledge had been in continuous
decay since the Fall (Harkness, 1996:727; 2006:277-278), and students of the occult
sciences hoped to rediscover what had been lost in order to hasten the redemption of
mankind. Dee, like many of his contemporaries, believed that the last days of the
world were at hand — a belief expressed frequently in the pronouncements of the
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angels. The revelation of the Liber Logaeth made Dee the custodian of precious
knowledge and confirmed his central role in the eschatological drama presented by the
angels (Harkness, 1996:732-733). In the action of 5 May 1583, Uriel explains the
significance of the book in terms that leave no room for doubt:

Oute of this, shall be restored the holy bokes, which haue perished euen from
the begynning, and from the first that liued. And herein shalbe deciphred
perfect truth from imperfect falshode, True religion from fals and damnable
errors, With all Artes;: which are propre to the use of man, the first and
sanctified perfection: Which when it hath spred a While, THEN COMETH
THE ENDE. (Peterson, 2003:395. Dee’s emphasis)
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1. Sweet’s interest in music

According to Charles Onions (1873—-1965), ‘late in life... [Sweet] took to music,
and was at one time busy with a new system of musical notation’ (Onions, 1927:
520). Sweet himself, in his Who'’s Who entry for 1905, lists music as one of his
interests in ‘old age’ (Sweet, 1905: 1565). The only extant evidence for these remarks
is the manuscript material to be described below (and published here for the first time).

There are some earlier, passing references to musical matters in Sweet’s
published work, which perhaps indicate more than a superficial knowledge of the
subject. For example, in a paper read to the Philological Society in June 1876, and
later published under the title ‘Words, Logic and Grammar’, Sweet noted that:

In the ordinary musical notation the bars are divided by vertical lines or bars...
[M]y own practice has been for some time to discard the lines, &c., entirely,
and write each bar simply as a word with nothing but a space between each
group, thus (aa aa aa) (aaa aaa). With the help of a few simple signs for pauses
and for holding or continuing a note, and a few diacritics to indicate fractions of
notes (which often need not be expressed at all), music can thus be written
almost as quickly as ordinary writing’ (Sweet, 1875-1876: 481).

This clearly indicates that Sweet had experimented with an alternative (or alternatives)
to Western staff notation, including Tonic Sol-fa. He might have composed music as
distinct from ‘translated’ it from staff notation into his own personal system. Music
could have been one of his childhood past-times. He was, after all, from a middle-class
Victorian family where learning to play a musical instrument or to sing would have
been regarded as a predictable social accomplishment.” Alternatively, an interest in

"' I am grateful to colleagues at the HSS Colloquium, University of Sheffield, September 2006 and the
Research Seminar, Dept. of English Language, University of Glasgow, December 2006, for comments
on earlier versions of this paper. I am particularly grateful to Professor Marjorie Rycroft of the Dept.
of Music at Glasgow for discussing with me the interpretation of one particular part of Sweet’s
manuscript.

? Manuel Garcia (1805-1906), the famous singing-teacher and the inventor of the laryngoscope, lived
for many years a few hundred yards from the Sweet family home in Kilburn in north London
(Mackinlay, 1908: opp. 278), but there is no evidence from the registers of the Royal Academy of
Music (where Garcia mainly worked) that any of the Sweet family had singing or any other sort of
music lessons there. (I am grateful to Bridget Palmer for this information.) There is always the
possibility, of course, that Sweet may have had private lessons with Garcia. He mentions Garcia’s
invention of the laryngoscope in the Handbook of Phonetics (Sweet, 1877: vi).
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musical notation may have been triggered by the views of one of his mentors,
Alexander John Ellis (1814-1890). Ellis had chaired one of the early meetings of the
newly-formed Musical Association (later the Royal Musical Association) in April
1875 in London. At this meeting, John Stainer (1840-1901) (later professor of music at
Oxford, and the composer of the Crucifixion, etc.) read a paper on the ‘Principles of
Musical Notation’ (Stainer, 1874-1875), in which he drew specific attention to, for
example, the connections between music and the analysis of intonation, as well as to at
least some of the issues connected with staff notation:

The problem, how to write down graduated musical sounds, is not half so
difficult as that of writing down spoken language...[T]he intonation of the
speaking voice, or its elevation and depression in pitch, is one of the most
subtle characteristics of different languages. If you give the subject
consideration—and it is a subject worthy [sic] the study of musicians—you will
find that not only are words altered as to their meaning and force by the relative
pitch of their component syllables, but the whole gist of sentences often
depends upon it. Yet we have no signs of intonation in our language (Stainer,
1874-1875: 88-89).

Stainer considers various alternatives to Western staff notation, including alphabetic
systems such as Tonic Sol-fa and numerical systems. He offers various suggestions,
such as a system for indicating the duration of a musical note: a large D could be a
semibreve, a smaller D a minim, and an italic d a crotchet.’ (The difficulty with this
proposal, of course, is that there are eight different durational values between the breve
and the hemi-demi-semiquaver;® something Stainer did not address.) Stainer queries
whether a letter notation would not be better for singers — confronted, for example,
with musical items written in seven sharps — whilst instrumentalists would preferably
continue to read from staff notation (and seven sharps). He even suggests notating
pitch so that round notes would be used for ‘naturals or normal sounds’, diamonds for
sharpened sounds, square notes for flattened sounds (ibid.: 104).

Sweet may well have heard about Stainer’s ideas from Ellis, or from Stainer
himself. > Yet another possibility is that his young Irish phonetician friend, James
Lecky (1855-1890), who was also a keen musician (cf. MacMahon, 1979), discussed it
with him. Some of Stainer’s ideas resonate with Sweet’s own work on musical
notation, albeit some 30 years after the 1875 paper.

In print there are two further references to musical notation. Both occur in a
paper that Sweet read to the Philological Society in May 1884, on ‘The Practical Study
of Language’:

* The North-American equivalents of these three durational values are ‘whole note’, ‘half note’ and
‘quarter note’.

* “Double whole note’ and ‘sixty-fourth note’.

3 From 1888 to 1901, Stainer and his wife lived a short distance from the Sweets in Oxford. Stainer
died in 1901, and Sweet’s first extant foray into musical notation was not until 1904. But this does not
preclude the possibility of discussions between the two men sometime up to 1901.
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Experience has certainly shown that a class of children taught reading
foneticaly wil master both fonetic and ordinary reading quicker than a class
taught unfoneticaly wil master the latter only. Similar rezults ar obtaind in
muzic by the use of the Tonic Sol-fa method’ (Sweet, 1882-1884:582-583).°

[The muzician’s] scales and exercizes correspond to the linguist’s sound-
exercizes and first sentences (ibid: 588).

If a serious interest in music developed only late in Sweet’s life, then a specific
circumstance in the early 1900s which persuaded him to devise a new form of musical
notation is likely to have been the publication in 1903 of Charles Abdy Williams’ The
Story of Notation (Williams, 1903). Williams (1855-1923) provides a long and
detailed survey of the many musical notations that have been used since the time of the
ancient Greeks. He uses the expression ‘phonetic’ notation to refer to sounds
‘represented by alphabetical letters, arithmetical figures, or by words’ (1903: 11).
Williams also contributed the entry for musical notation to the second edition of
Grove’s Dictionary of Music and Musicians (Williams, 1907). Like his 1903 work, it
contains much information about alternatives to staff notation, both past and
contemporary.7

2. The Tokyo Manuscript

After Sweet’s death in 1912, his widow handed over a bundle of manuscript material
to Otto Jespersen (1860-1943) for his views on what it contained. Almost all of it was
written in Sweet’s ‘Current’ shorthand (cf. MacMahon, 1981), which Mrs Sweet had
apparently never mastered. Jespersen was conversant with the system, and added a few
annotations to the papers. The bundle then came into the possession of Thomas
Satchell (1867-1956), a newspaper editor and teacher in Japan and an admirer of
Sweet’s work, especially his shorthand system.®

In 1942, at the age of nearly 75, Satchell intended to donate the material to the
Bodleian Library in Oxford, but wartime conditions made this impossible. Instead, he

6 Sweet uses the reformed spelling ‘aproovd’ by the Philological Society. Tonic Sol-fa was devised by
John Curwen (1816-1880), but was based on the ideas of Sarah Anna Glover (1786-1876). It was first
published in 1842. An indication of its wide popularity is that by 1890 more than 39,000 copies of the
Tonic Sol-fa edition of Handel’s Messiah had been sold (Rainbow, 1980:65). Certain resemblances are
noticeable between Sol-fa and Sweet’s musical notations.

7 On Williams, see Maitland & Warrack (1980), and The Times 1 March 1923, p. 10. Further
information about the extensive variety of alternatives to Western staff notation can be found in Wolf
(1919).

¥ Satchell was born in London, the son of a civil servant. In 1899 he was appointed to the staff of an
English-language newspaper in Kobe, Japan. Three years later, he became editor of the Yokohama
Japan Herald. For the next 40 years he pursued his newspaper career alongside EFL teaching and
translation work in Japan. During World War II he was interned in Japan. In 1953 he proposed the
formation of a Current Shorthand Society — to no avail. He died in Kobe in 1956. His translations
include the famous Japanese ‘comic novel of travel & ribaldry’ by Ikku Jippensha
(Jippensha,1929/1960), and a biographical study of the Christian Socialist, Tokohiko Kagawa
(Kagawa, 1924). See also MacMahon (1981:277) for details of Satchell’s experiences of teaching
Current shorthand in Japan.
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asked the Library in Tokyo Imperial University (as it then was) to care for it. Its recent
whereabouts have been unclear.” It will be referred to in this paper as the ‘Tokyo
Manuscript’ (TM)."°

More than half of the bundle of 175 pages consists of the draft of Sweet’s book
on his ‘Current’ Shorthand (Sweet, 1892). In addition, a long section of more than 30
pages illustrates the adaptation of the shorthand system to French; it includes lengthy
transcriptions of passages in French.''

Some of the other 175 pages deal with experimental shorthand characters: it is
known that Sweet had been considering making some changes to the system after
1892 (cf. MacMahon, 1981: 272, 274). The material on musical notation is just seven
of the 175. I have paginated it so that these seven pages form pages 48 to 54 of the
Tokyo Manuscript. An initial glance at the material shows that Sweet was not trying to
adapt his shorthand to the writing of music: instead, he was devising a different
notational system using phonetic and other characters. However, the basic shorthand
principle of ‘shortening’ of words, etc, is used extensively so that the resulting
notation is terse, yet meaningful. All his comments are written in Current; some of
them are cryptic and not immediately interpretable.

The material falls into two time-frames: February 1904, and February and June
1908. There is no mention of this work on musical notation in any of Sweet’s
publications, even those after 1908, and nothing about it is mentioned in his extant
correspondence.

3. Deciphering the notation(s)

Page 48 is a page in Jespersen’s handwriting, with a further note at the bottom by
Thomas Satchell. Jespersen, despite his familiarity with Current Shorthand and hence
in a good position to decipher Sweet’s material, nevertheless noted that the entire
section on musical notation was ‘utterly unintelligible’.

Page 49 contains only the shorthand forms for the words ‘musical notation’ (in
Phonetic Current).

Page 50 (reproduced here as Figure 1) is dated February 1904, and, from the
way the material is laid out on the page, it is clearly a summary of Sweet’s ideas thus
far. (Portions of the later material, from 1908, are in the form of jottings.) No evidence
can be found that Sweet intended to publish any of this material, and so one must
assume that it represents ideas solely for his own personal use.

? The entry in the University of Tokyo Library catalogue reads: ‘Shorthand Manuscript/Henry Sweet’.
I am grateful to colleagues in the University of Tokyo Library and in the Dept of English for their
assistance in accessing the MS.

10 Satchell’s request to Prof Sanki Ichikawa (1886-1970) that Tokyo should be responsible for it
constitutes page 3 of the Tokyo Manuscript.

"' See MacMahon, 1981:273-274 for details of the adaptations to Old English, Norwegian and
German. Navarre (1909) provides an extensive survey of the hundreds of shorthand systems that have
been published, particularly during the 19™ century.
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In the top half of the page, to the right-hand side of the vertical line, after the words
‘octaves’ and ‘treble’ in Current, the note C is set out in octaves on traditional bass and

treble staves.'> The loop added to the glyph' for C signals the appropriate octave for

Figure 1: TM page 50, February 1904

'2 The glyph for C is unconnected with the same shape in Current, where it represents /ts/ (in Phonetic

Current) and <ts> (in Orthographic Current), the contracted form of twice.

' I am deliberately using the term ‘glyph’ restrictively for the special additional characters that Sweet
employs in his notation — hyphens, loops, circles, for example — and which are separate from his

s OO 2 o - m_

?/J*’"

phonetic symbols (many of whose values will be familiar to today’s users of IPA).
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C by means of height and position. On the third line down in this section, there are
glyphs for the treble and bass clefs — both simpler and faster to write than the
traditional ones. In addition, there are symbols for lengths, rests, grace notes, stress
and syncopation.

The bottom four lines of page 50 contain explanations in Current alongside the
glyphs. Many of them have to do with tempi (‘speed’, ‘very slow’, ‘moderate’,
‘quick’, etc), and with what Sweet calls ‘force’: for example, ‘very weak’ and ‘weak’.
There are glyphs for loudness, and others for notes that are detached, staccato, played
with wrist staccato, and notes that are repeated, including a very simple one to show
that an entire chord is repeated: namely, the | glyph on the right-hand side of the last
line.

On the top left of page 50, to the left of the vertical line, are three blocks of
horizontal lines; each consists of four lines. The top block, like the other two, consists
of a series of glyphs and phonetic symbols: e.g. the second row reads <k t s fn I r>,
with glyphs above them. The first item on lines 1 and 2 represents the note C, and the
line reads from left to right as an ascending scale: C D E F G A B. Thus, there are two
ways of notating the scale: either glyphs which have only a marginal connection with
phonetic symbols, or else IPA symbols. There is logic in the shapes of the glyphs:
those for C, D and E have a backwards-facing loop; F faces both backwards and
forwards; and G, A and B face forwards.

One question is why Sweet should have chosen to use the symbols <k, t, s>,
etc, instead of <c, d, e>, i.e. the conventional musical symbols. The symbols may be
completely arbitrary, in the sense that he wished to break away consciously from the
conventional ‘A to G’ lettering system in order to see how symbols which are not used
in staff notation might be employed, or else their choice is motivated. If the latter, then
a mnemonic factor could lie behind the choice of characters. The note C would be
written as <k> because phonetically there is a degree of connection (velar plosives)
between the <c> of, say, CAT (phonetically [kat]) and the IPA’s use of [k]. Similarly,
<t> can be interpreted as a ‘voiceless’ version of D. The symbol <s> for E may have
been motivated, since, in Current, the symbol for /s/ (as in CITY or SIT) is the lower-
case <e>. The symbol for G, Sweet’s <n>, is also probably a mnemonic: in the
shorthand, the symbol for /n/ is precisely the glyph he uses on the top line. The <I>
for A could be from Tonic Sol-fa, where <la> is the equivalent to A."

The traditional symbols for a sharp (#) and a flat (b) guide the interpretation of
sets 2 and 3. Set 2 reads C# D# F# G# A#. The ‘missing’ items E# and B# are handled
as F and C respectively. Sweet’s choice of phonetic symbols is not easy to explain,
however. Perhaps <j> for C# because it is like his glyph for C, but with a dot on top?
The ‘thorn’ symbol <p> for D# could be associated with a front consonant in the same
way that his <t> for D is alveolar: the next place of articulation further forward from
alveolar is dental, i.e. where ‘thorn’ would be articulated. His <p> for F#, <m> for G#,

and <[> for A# may be purely arbitrary choices.

" In Tonic Sol-fa, the notes I am writing for the scale of C major (C, D, E, F, G, A, B, C) are written
as<drmfsltd> To avoid confusion, I shall consistently refer to the first note of this scale in Tonic
Sol-fa as ‘Doh’.
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In the third set (the symbols for flats), the use of <g> for Cb, alongside <k> for
C, may be phonetically-driven (voiced instead of voiceless); similarly, the <d> for Db
paralleling the use of <t> for D. <z> for Eb may link to <s> for E. Alternatively,
Sweet may have been thinking of the use of Es for Eb in the German musical

notational system. The <p> for Gb is probably because of <m> for G#: both are nasals.

This would then explain <3> for Ab alongside <> for A#. <b> for Bb may again to

have to do with the German use of B for Bb.

Much less problematic is the pattern of glyphs for the naturals. In the line above
the vowel symbols, the first of the series is based on the hyphen, the next is a convex
shape, then a concave shape. F is a hyphen at 45 degrees to the left, B the same at 45
degrees to the right, and the two intermediate notes, G and A, are the curved versions,
as for D and E. On the line of sharps, a small straight tick is placed at the beginning of
each glyph. On the line of flats, the tick is placed at the end of all the glyphs, except
for Bb (at the end of the line).

The phonetic symbols associated with all three lines are, perhaps, less easy to
explain. Firstly, a note which is a natural is shown by a single vowel. If it is a sharp, a
<i> is added to it; if a flat, a <u> is added. The explanation may be phonaesthetic: an
[1] sound is a bright sound; [u] is a duller, darker sound. In Tonic Sol-fa, the sharps are

written as <de> (C#), <re> (D#) etc, where the <e> is pronounced as /i/ — a certain
parallel to Sweet’s <i>. But such an explanation will not hold for <u> for flat sounds.
In Tonic Sol-fa, the symbol is <a>, pronounced /o:/ — unless, of course, Sweet was

thinking of his <u> and the Tonic Sol-fa /2/ as back vowels.

Sweet’schoice of particular phonetic vowel symbols, instead of the letters C to
B, is not entirely obvious. Five of the symbols, <i>, <e>, <a&>, <o> and <u>, are non-
problematic: the first three are front vowels, the other two back vowels. But less
obvious is the reasoning behind the choice of italic <a> and the <ce> digraph. For one
thing, the symbol <a> was used with different articulatory implications at different
points in Sweet’s career: in 1877 and the Handbook of Phonetics, it was used for the
vowel of HEART; 30 or so years later, in 1908, and the Sounds of English, for the
vowel of HUT. The <> digraph was not used at all by Sweet for a phoneme in
English: instead he reserved it for a French, German or Scandinavian phoneme. Its
articulatory value is shown by Bell’s Visible Speech symbol next to it on the page,
namely a front open-mid rounded vowel (such as the stressed vowel in the German
word GOTTER). The reason for using these two symbols may again be purely
mnemonic: the italic <a> is the first letter in the alphabet, and C is the first note in the
scale of C major. [ce] is a rounded vowel; its unrounded equivalent is [&], which can
be equated with the note A.

In each of these three blocks (naturals, sharps and flats) there are consonant and
vowel symbols, as well as glyphs. Sweet is experimenting with two optional forms of
notation: the glyphs are quicker to write than the phonetic symbols, and can be
considered equivalents of shorthand strokes. The consonants and vowels are slower to
write, and not always as logically structured as the glyphs. But an explanation has still
to be found for this dual notational system: i.e. each note is represented twice, either as
two glyphs or as a consonant and a vowel.

29



MICHAEL K.C. MACMAHON ISSUE NoO. 48

Why have two symbols or two glyphs for each note? Sweet understood Tonic
Sol-fa, of course, and he will have known about the controversy over whether the note
Doh should be ‘fixed’ as the C in a scale, regardless of the key of the piece of music,
or whether Doh should be the tonic note in all the scales. So the C in a C major scale
would be Doh, and in an F major scale, where C is the dominant, not the tonic, C
would still be Doh. The controversy was dubbed ‘the moveable Doh controversy’ (cf.
Rainbow, 1980). There was endless argument amongst musicians and singing-teachers
about fixing Doh as middle C on the piano, or letting it vary according to the scale in
which it occurred.
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Figure 2: TM page 51, June 1908

It is clear from his dual-symbol notation that Doh is moveable. In the middle section
of this page there are six scales ascending in fifths: the first is C major, even though he
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omits to put a C at the beginning of it. (And the bottom line C#/Db should be in the
right-hand side section — ascending in fourths.) The significant item is the hyphen-
derived glyphs on the top. The straight hyphen is on C in C major, and on D in D
major, and so on. In other words, Doh is moveable. In Sweet’s notation, then, there is
no need for a key signature: the hyphen shape (or the equivalent vowel) provides the
information, and so either device can be used. The consonant glyph and the symbol
equally reveal the note’s position in relation to the 12-semitone scale.

Sweet’s choice of roman letters may have been motivated simply by the
patterns of phoneme symbols in English. For the consonant letters corresponding to
the notes C and D, he uses two plosives; for E and F two fricatives; for G and B three
‘liquids’: <n, 1, r>. With the other notes, he is using all six plosive symbols, all three
nasals, and seven out of the eight fricatives. The ‘extra’ sound and symbol is <j>.

Page 51 (Figure 2) is dated June 1908, and is very different from the 1904
material. "> It consists of jottings with totally new glyphs. Sweet has seven ‘wine glass’
shapes in the first section, followed by another seven using stems and circles. In both
cases, one sees a logical progression from one glyph to the next in the sequence. Some
of the glyphs resemble the symbols Joshua Steele (1700-1791) employed in his
analysis of rhythm and intonation in the 1770s (e.g. Steele, 1775: 40, 47, 87), although
the resemblances may be accidental.

In the remainder of the page, Sweet appears to be experimenting with
alternative modes of writing the glyphs, including using some which bear a certain
resemblance (though not in phonetic interpretation) to some of Bell’s Visible Speech
symbols. There are also some runic characters near the bottom right-hand edge of the
page.

Page 52 (Figure 3) could be Sweet’s last, perhaps definitive, version, again
from February 1908 — despite his later (June 1908) jottings. It is based on the 1904
version, but this time using only roman characters, not the glyphs as well. There are
two columns: in the left-hand column, the scale ascends through an octave; and in the
right, it descends through an octave. Within each column, Sweet writes out chromatic
scales starting on each of the 12-semitones in the scale. (The second line down on the
page, with the wavy line beneath the Current forms, reads /krma sklz/ in Current.)

But there are inconsistences. The first line in the left-hand column beginning
with <ka> then <ja&> starts on C in the scale of C — hence <ka>. The next two
symbols ought to be <jai>, not <j&>: in other words, they represent simultaneously C#
and D. The following two are for D and D#. But the next pair, <p> and <ai>, are both
the expected forms for D#. And so on. One possible view is that Sweet is indicating
microtonal intervals. If so, he omits to produce a special symbolization for notes
slightly divergent from E, F, F#, G, A# and B. A more likely explanation is that he has
altered the value of some of the phonetic symbols between the 1904 version and this
one (1908). One notes, too, that he introduces the symbol <y> instead of <ui> in his
symbolization of F#.

'> This page, dated ‘VI 08, is undoubtedly out of sequence and should follow page 52, dated (in
Current) ‘fri '08’ (i.e. February 1908).
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Figure 3: ™ page 52, February 1908

The order of the lines is also initially puzzling. Behind it, though, a strict logical
progression can be inferred, though Sweet does not spell this out. One starts on C on
the top line left; on the next line down, one goes up a 5™ to G; and then back down
again to C — but this is not specifically indicated. From the starting-point of C, one
then goes down a 5™ to F (on the 3™ line); then back up again to C. Then up a second
to D (4" line); back to C; then down a second to Bb (5" line). And so on.

There is an oddity near the end involving the last four lines of this left-hand
column. Firstly, there is a mistake in the first letter: it should be the velar nasal <p>,
not a <g>; in other words, Ch, not Gb. The second bracket is Db, i.e. a minor second
up from C; this compares with B, a minor second down from C. It then finishes with
Cb, i.e. the same as B.

The right-hand column shows descending chromatic scales, beginning with
<ka> then <ri-> (i.e. C B) on the first line.
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Figure 4: TM page 53, June 1908

Page 53 (Figure 4), from June 1908, is noticeably less organised. It appears to
be jottings and half-formed ideas. Thus the first line in the shorthand reads:

s- beginning of the bar. If the bar begins with a vowel, you are as well to
begin with two [?]: the last notes of the preceding bar, (h) is prefixed.

The remainder of the page consists of similarly opaque comments. The transliteration
from Current reads:

e ‘the quantity of an unquantified note is that of the first [?] note
that precedes. But the first note of a piece and a bar is assumed to
be full length if not other[wise] marked’

e ‘quantity marks whole half’

33



MICHAEL K.C. MACMAHON ISSUE NoO. 48

¢ ‘held notes indicated by repetition of the preceding vowel’

e ‘if that vowel is long followed by a time mark except g -x, w is
put before the repeated vowel’

e ‘rests: ho whispered’

e ‘bar beginning with a rest: swa’

e ‘(kaatai) = vocals with alt [=?alto] and relative pitch’

o ‘(kooto) vocals with alt[] pitch only’

e ‘(wawai) vocals with key relationship only waawai. sw- =
beginning of bar’ ‘(skaatai) vocals with alt[] and relative pitch
and with ring [?an error in the shorthand for ‘rthythm’] and metre’

The final page, page 54 (Figure 5), again from June 1908, seems to be a
collection of jottings on yet another possible notation. The first line reads ‘ha, hai,
he... = purely a rise of pitch [= do, re, mi...]. Directly beneath [do re mi...] it says

‘Please see’. The next two lines in IPA notation may be connected with the acoustic
structure of the vowel, although the precise connections remain uncertain.

There then follow some words at the end which are not fully interpretable, with
the expression ‘koa = alt. Pitch” — which could be alto (but not alter) pitch.

~. ,,.,-‘._‘ﬂf’f i " o Rl
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i e = W W] [yt ]
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Figure 5: TM page 54, June 1908
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4. The purpose of the notations

A question still remains as to why Sweet should have spent time devising a new
musical notation or notations. We cannot be certain if he was reacting directly to the
comments in Williams (1903) or to some other publication, possibly connected with
Tonic Sol-fa, or if he had been influenced by Stainer’s paper to the Musical
Association in 1875.

A quite different explanation which I would like to propose is that Sweet saw
his ideas not as a contribution to musicological theory or to the further practical
development of Tonic Sol-fa, but instead as a relatively straightforward intellectual
challenge: to assemble the evidence for using phonetic symbols and shorthand-like
glyphs for notating music. In other words, given his life-long interest in notational
systems, especially alphabets, he wished to see if yet another species of notation could
be added to the long series of systems with which he was very familiar — and some of
which he had created himself. That list includes Broad and Narrow Romic, Bell’s
Visible Speech alphabets, Sweet’s own reworking of parts of Visible Speech to form
the Organic Alphabet, two versions of Current Shorthand (the phonetic and the
orthographic), adaptations of Current Shorthand to German, Norwegian, Old English
and French, as well as the writing systems of several non-Latin-based alphabets, for
example Russian, Sanskrit, Arabic and Mandarin Chinese.
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GENERAL SECTION

English in the mirror —
How the Germans characterized the English language in the 17" to 19"
centuries.”

Werner Hullen
Disseldorf

For many centuries, speakers of (probably) all European languages have appreciated
and scolded, praised and denounced ‘foreign’ languages, after the Greeks had
called every language but their own ‘barbaric’. General assumptions about the
relations between a language and the properties of its speakers were used as the
underpinnings of these statements; ‘barbaric’ languages were expected to come out of
the mouths of barbaric human beings. So far, little historiographical research has been
done on the history of this kind of language evaluation, although, once you think about
it, it discloses itself as a frequently occurring and almost popular topic.' The following
paper presents this topic with the focus on what the Germans thought about English as
a national language, i.e. on one single case among many possible ones. Some era-
dependent works, from the 17 " to the 19 ™ centuries, will be discussed. Most certainly,
not all relevant sources have been found and interpreted so far. My own endeavours on
the topic” are therefore bound not to be free from serious gaps.

Besides its many intellectual and artistic innovations, the European Renaissance
was marked by a growing awareness that many vernaculars were spoken (written and
eventually printed) in Europe — a fact which had hitherto been hidden behind the all-
powerful use of Latin in intellectual discourse. Authors like Dante Aligheri (1265-
1321), Julius Caesar Scaliger (1484-1558), or Conrad Gessner (1516-1565) explored
their historical interrelations as far as their knowledge allowed them to do this.” In
many countries of Europe this led to what could be called a national linguistic
consciousness. It goes almost without saying that ‘national’ has none of the semantic
overtones which the word adopted in the 20" century.

: Paper read at Bailliol College, Oxford, on 7 March, 2007.

! For a political perspective see Romer (1989).

* See Werner Hiillen, “On Calling Languages ‘Foreign’”, orig. in: John L. Flood et al. (eds.), ‘Das
unsichtbare Band der Sprache.’ Studies in German Language and Linguistic History in Memory of
Leslie Seiffert. (Stuttgart: Akademischer Verlag Heinz, 1993), 393-410; “Good Language - Bad
Language. Some Case-Studies on the Criteria of Linguistic Evaluation in Three Centuries”, orig. in:
Klaus D. Dutz and Kjell-Ake Forsgren (eds.), History and Rationality. The Skovde Papers in the
Historiography of Linguistics (Miinster: Nodus, 1995), 315-334; and “Some Yardsticks of Language
Evaluation 1600-1800 (English and German)”, orig. in: Vivien Law and Werner Hiillen (eds.),
Linguists and Their Diversions. A Festschrift for R.H. Robins on His 75th Birthday. (Miinster: Nodus,
1996) 275-306. All these papers reprinted in Isermann (ed.) 2003, 187-200, 201-218, and 219-246. For
an earlier discussion of the topic, see Hiillen (1999).

? For the linguists mentioned, see the relevant entries in Stammerjohann (1996); for early comparative
linguistics, see Robins (1990:114-115, 180-187).
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At that time, the most important languages on the continent were French,
Spanish, Italian, and German, each of which thrived for some time on a regionally
influential cultural, political, or commercial superiority. English was not among them.
It had some influence in the area around Antwerp and Bruges which was adjacent to
the British Isles across the Channel, but otherwise it had the status of a language
spoken on an island off Europe. This started to change in the first third of the 16"
century, as can be shown by the two most popular books for foreign language teaching
on the continent: Introito e porta, first published in German and Italian in 1477,
presented English for the first time in 1535; Colloquia et dictionariolum, first
published in Flemish and French in 1530, did this in 1576.*

In their interest in English today, German scholars are guided by their
historiographical hindsight and the knowledge that, for cultural and political reasons,
English developed into a very important foreign language in Germany during the 18"
century, that it gained more and more weight among the European languages, parallel
to the extension of the British Empire in the world, and that it finally arrived at its
position as the medium of world communication in which we know it today.” But the
origins of this development were quite humble.

Justus Georgius Schottelius (1612-1676) is the first scholar to be mentioned in
the present context. Escaping from the evils of the Thirty Years’ War with the help of
his sponsor and friend, Duke Anton Ulrich of Braunschweig-Liineburg in
Wolfenbiittel, he devoted his scholarly life to demonstrating that German, at that time
existent only in its various dialects, was, like the other European languages, of capital
importance and prime standing and deserved more acknowledgment from and care by
its speakers. He worked for the development of a national standard which would, first
of all, end the intrusion into German of foreign elements, mainly French words and
phrases. His main work is the Ausfiihrliche Arbeit Von der Teutschen HaubtSprache
(1663), in whose ten introductory so-called eulogies (Lobreden) he laid the theoretical
foundations of his grammar of the German language.® He does not deal with English
in any detail, but mentions it in a significant context.

It is in the third eulogy that Schottelius explains an argument of great
importance which was generally accepted at his time. This is how the argument reads:
There was perfect linguistic communication between God and Adam in Paradise and
even later, conducted in Hebrew. After the flood, Noah’s four sons migrated to the
four points of the compass, i.e., according to the geography of time, to the various
continents of the earth, but before doing so their language was confused in Babel. It
was not that new languages came into existence then, but the old perfect one became
unintelligible, because of the inversion, transposition, addition or deletion of its signs.
Consequently, the language of the post-Babylonian era that is the most valuable is the
one which can claim to be nearest to the pre-Babylonian state. This claim was indeed
made for the Germanic language and its later branches. Its founder was supposed to be

* For details see Hiillen (2006), chapters IV and IX.

> This long historical development was analysed from the point of view of language learning and
general reading culture in Klippel (1994); there are plenty of references for further reading in this
book.

% For a concise introduction see the entry by Dieter Cherubim in Stammerjohann (1996:838-841).
There is a reprint (facsimile) of Schottelius’ main work, 1967.
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Ascenas, a direct descendant of Japhet, the son of Noah, who migrated towards the
West, i.e. Europe. The claim could be upheld only because the Germanic peoples, who
included the Celtic tribes, were supposed to never have adopted any different language
in the course of history or to have mixed their own with others. ’ Contrary to this, all
non-Germanic languages were said to have either become mixed with other ones or to
have been lost altogether.

English, however, although a Germanic language, has none of these merits.
With reference to the grammarian Valentin Ickelsamer (c.1500-c.1540)%, Schottelius
criticises his German countrymen for their eagerness to find foreign elements in their
own language and to introduce new ones into it. This, he says, makes the German
HaubtSprache ‘[...] as if it were English’: ‘Was man von der Englischen Sprache
zuschertzen pflegt / quod sit spuma linguarum [...] Den[n] als in einem Topfe / wie
man sagt / alle Sprachen gekocht worden / were der Schaum davon die Englische
Sprache geworden: weil dieselbe ein lauter Geflikk und Gemeng / wiewohl im Grunde
Teutsch ist.”” This is, Schottelius continues, why people travelling to the British Isles
find the English language useful only for their communication with servants and
labourers (serviteurs ou facteurs') about the more practical necessities of life, but for
nothing else. In his text, Schottelius is obviously thinking of the well-known facts of
language contacts and language mixture in the history of English. He shows himself to
be informed about these processes, above all when speaking about the acceptance of
structure-words, prepositions, prefixes and rules of word-composition from other
languages, mainly from Greek and Latin, by English.

But Schottelius did not always follow the theories of other linguists without
criticism. For example, he has his doubts whether Hebrew really is the original
language of mankind. But in the case of English, he agreed with the mainstream: the
admixture of linguistic elements alienates a language from it origins, and this is per se
a bad thing. It is this kind of ‘purity’ which increases the value of German and
decreases the value of English. In time-dependent garbs, this idea will later be
presented again. And so will the other idea, that an interest in English as a language is,
if at all, grounded in the practicalities and necessities of everyday life, and not in more
ambitious endeavours like those in theology.

The ducal court at Wolfenbiittel, where Justus Georgius Schottelius had found a
home and splendid conditions for his work, actually played an important role in
Germany for the cultural exchange on a European scale at that time, i.e. under the
reign of the Dukes August and Ferdinand Albrecht. Foreign languages were taught to
the ducal children, foreign books were bought for the library. So it is almost natural

7 “Ist also die uhralte Sprache bey den freyen Teutschen vornemlich nach dem Grunde geblieben /
auch ihren Nahmen von den Teutschen / als dem vornehmsten Haubtgeschlechte der Celten /
hernachmals behalten.” Schottelius (1967:35).

¥ First German grammarian, or rather phonetician, famous for his ideas about how to learn and to teach
reading. He was a teacher in Rothenburg and in Augsburg. See Stammerjohann (1996:457).

? When all languages were cooked in one kettle, the suds became the English language: because it is
nothing else but patchwork and mixture, although in its nature German. (This and all following
translations are mine.) See Schottelius (1967: 35).

' For this verdict, which would develop an afterlife of its own, Schottelius goes back to Claude Duret
(1565-1611) and his Tresor de [’histoire des langues des ces univers [...]. See Stammerjohann
(1996:162-163).
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that at least one voice is to be heard which rings a more sophisticated tone without
flatly contradicting the authority of Schottelius. Karl Gustav von Hille (c.1590-
c.1647), Haushofmeister to the Duke’s mother Sophie Elisabeth, had an important
share in these endeavours. He knew England and the language from his travels and
was well read in contemporary English literature. In his book Teutscher Palmenbaum
(1647) he argues that in spite of its mutilated and mixed character, English has enough
pleasantness and elevated word meanings for the printing of spiritual as well as of
worldly books. "

Ob nun wohl die Englische / vor eine aus vielen zusammengesetzte und
verstiimelte Sprache gehalten wird; so ist sie dannoch mit Wahrheit nicht eine so
gar geringschdtzig und schlechte / wie sich solches dieselbe Unverstindige
einbilden: Sondern sie bestehet in einer solche Lieblichkeit und hohe Sinnbegriff
/ dass auch die allerwiirdigste Geist- und weltliche Biicher / nicht von ihnen in
der Lateinischen; sondern viel ehe in ihren eigenen Muttersprache beschrieben /
zu lesen seynd: [...].

This means that von Hille does not doubt the common verdict of spuma linguarum, 12
but he counterbalances it with the simple statement that the English language has all
the means to express the most dignified spiritual and secular thoughts of the time. A
secular, in fact a functional viewpoint, corroborated by experience, is thus introduced
instead of Schottelius’ theological one, which was only theoretical.

In the course of the 18" century, the convincing power of theological
argumentation became weaker, which entailed that criteria like the age and purity of a
language lost their hold on linguists. In the article Sprache of Zedler’s Universal-
Lexicon (1732-1750), the German counterpart to the French FEncyclopédie, for
example, the author Samuel von Pufendorf (1632-1694)" floated the idea that,
contrary to the concept of a perfect lingua adamica, the oldest human language must
have been quite imperfect and the idea of the holiness of Hebrew was a myth.'* This
brought the enlightened notion of historical improvement — not deterioration like in
Babel — into play, with new functional criteria of evaluation. They were quite
international in reflections on the nature of languages during the Enlightenment." In
the case of English this meant that the admixture of linguistic elements now appeared
in a new light.

At the end of the 18" century we know of Daniel Jenisch (1762-1804), a court
preacher living first in Braunschweig and then in Berlin who worked as a stylist,
historian and translator of Greek, French, and Polish texts and published a

" There is a reprint of Karl Gustav von Hille’s Der Teutsche Palmbaum, 1970; quotation 123-124. See
also Bepler (1988: 96-97, and passim).

2 The translation of spuma linguarum ‘Sprachenschaum’ appears in the works of other German
writers of the time, for example that of Georg Philipp Harsdorffer (1607-1658).

"5 Mainly known as a lawyer and historiographer of the Prince Elector Friedrich III of Brandenburg,
the so-called Grosse[r] Kurfiirst. He also published on theology and philology. Zedler integrated an
older paper of Pufendorf’s, together with those of other authors, into the article on language.

14 Zedler 1744, vol. 39. On the article ‘Sprache’ see Wichter (1996).

' Brigitte Schlieben-Lange (1992), moreover Lieve Looken and Pierre Swiggers, unpublished.
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considerable poetic oeuvre.'® He brought the description and evaluation of English
(and other languages) to a first scholarly perfection. He did this in a Preisschrift
advertised by the Koniglich Preufische Akademie der Wissenschaften in 1794."

Jenisch’s merit is to have clearly defined the yardsticks for measuring
languages. They are functional to the general task of language, namely communicating
concepts (Begriffe) and emotions (Empfindungen). These yardsticks, taken from
classical rhetoric, are: (i) ‘copiousness’ (Reichtum), i.e. the number of words for the
denotation of objects (sinnliche Gegenstinde) and abstractions (Reflexionsbegriffe),
and also the potential of word-formation (lexikalische Bildsamkeit); this is a semantic
criterion. (i1) ‘effort’ or ‘energy’ (Nachdriicklichkeit, Energie), i.e. the directness of
expressions which is achieved by the fullness and range of concepts as well as by the
intensity of emotions; this is a stylistic criterion operating on the lexical and the
grammatical levels, where it shows in the brevity of expressions. (iii) ‘clarity’
(Bestimmtheit), i.e. the non-ambiguity of word-meanings and the nature of grammar;
this is again a semantic, but most of all a syntactic criterion. And (iv) ‘euphony’
(Wohlklang), i.e. the interplay of vowels and consonants; this is an aesthetic criterion
on the phonotactic level. These criteria gave Daniel Jenisch the opportunity for almost
excessive praise of the English language which turns old verdicts into their opposite.
Phenomena which caused the derisive description of a spuma linguarum are now
regarded as linguistic merits.

English is the most ‘copious’ of all European languages — and hence of all
languages in the world — because of the happy mixture of its vocabulary and the
generally favourable conditions for language development. For Jenisch, this is also
true for the potential of word-formation in English. '*

In semantic ‘effort’ or ‘energy’ Jenisch finds a generally superior character in
the Germanic languages compared to the Romance ones. But he praises the Latinate
English vocabulary highly because the words have not only their special Germanic
character but also the more general meanings of their Latin origins. Jenisch thinks that
this is particularly propitious for poetry. His praise of the grammatical ‘effort’of
English is almost enthusiastic:

Alle Sprachen Europens iiberraget durch die bewundernswiirdige, und doch
zugleich dem Ausdruck jeder Feinheit dieser Art vortheilhafte, Einfachheit ihres
grammatikalischen Baues — die Englische. [...] Man konnte von der Englischen
Sprache beinahe riihmen, daB8 sie von einer Gesellschaft von Philosophen
erfunden worden, welche sich von alle dem entledigten, was Zufall und
Eigensinn allen andern Sprachen anheftet [...]. *°

' For more biographical details, see Brekle et al. (1997:50-53).

'7 Jenisch 1796. See Schlieben-Lange and Weydt 1988, moreover Isermann (2002:234-238).

'8 <alles dies zusammengenommen, welches sich bei keiner Nation jemals vereinigt hat, noch jetzt
vereiniget, [...] mochte ich fast behaupten, (so viel AnmaBung auch eine solche Behauptung
vorauszusetzen scheint) dall die Englische Sprache unter allen Europdischen Sprachen, d.h. unter allen
Sprachen der Welt, den groBten extensiven Reichthum hat.” Jenisch (1796:62). Note the considerable
degree of eurocentrism in the assumption that European languages are in any case superior to other
languages of the world.

' “The English language outdoes all European languages because of the admirable simplicity of its
grammatical structure which is, at the same time, advantageous to expressing every shade [of
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Jenisch’s arguments with reference to ‘clarity’ are similar to those with reference
to ‘effort’. Only as regards ‘euphony’ is Jenisch’s judgment full of reserve. Besides a
happy mixture of consonants and vowels which is pleasant to the ear, he generally
favours a distinct pronunciation of all syllables, which however is lost in the English
habit of truncating endings and contracting two or more syllables into one.

The beginning of the 19™ century saw new thoughts in linguistics and language
philosophy. They are usually said to cover two domains of the wide field, firstly
historical linguistics pertaining to the Indo-European languages, and secondly ethnic
linguistics.”” The one group of linguists®’ was devoted to establishing genetic
dependencies with the help of sound laws, syntactic affinities and etymology. The
second” was devoted to defining the interrelations between national cultures and
languages. Their work was carried on as ethnic psychology (Vélkerpsychologie).”

There are two methodological features which these two groups of linguists have
in common. The first is its universalism. National languages are seen as tokens of
higher ranking types, they are part of a typological classification. The second feature is
the comparative method. It is constitutive for the Indo-European group of linguists in
any case. This is why they have been labelled ‘comparative philologists’. But the
ethnolinguistic group was also devoted to comparing languages, if not for their own
sake then for establishing the historical process by which national individuality in
languages manifests itself as the linguistic form of menschliche Geisteskraft.**

From this follows: Characterisations of the English language in the Romantic
period are located in a complex situation of a linguistics with diverging tendencies.
The historical linguists and Neogrammarians use English to support their ideas on
language typology. The ethnolinguists use it to show their ideas on the national spirit
of a language.

The various language typologies of the time were not only descriptive but also
evaluative. August Schleicher (1821-1868), for example, differentiated between
monosyllabic, agglutinative, and inflectional languages. For him the latter represented
the highest rank of linguistic and cultural development. Only in inflectional languages

meaning]. One could almost say of the English language that it was founded by a society of
philosophers who avoided everything that accidence and idiosyncrasies added to all other languages.’
See Jenisch (1796:331-332 and 384).

* See Gipper & Schmitter (1975); there is a separate edition of this essay with the same title,
Tiibingen: Narr, 1979 (sec. edn 1985).

2l _ embracing names like Rasmus Rask (1787-1832), Franz Bopp (1791-1867), and Jakob Grimm
(1785-1863), furthermore August Schleicher (1821-1868) and, later, the Junggrammatiker.

2 _ embracing figures such as Johann Georg Hamann (1730-1788), Johann Gottfried Herder (1744-
1803)*, and above all Wilhelm von Humboldt (1767-1835), furthermore Heymann (Hajim) Steinthal
(1823-1899) and Wilhelm Wundt ((1832-1920). As can be seen from their life dates, Hamann and
Herder precede the linguists of the Romantic era with their works. This is particularly true of Herder’s
seminal Preisschrift ‘Uber den Ursprung der Sprache’ (1771). A number of remarks made by Jenisch
can be understood as being influenced by Herder, in particular by his idea that, in their early stages,
languages are more marked by ‘poetic energy’ than later, when they show more intellectual ‘clarity’.

» See Davies (1975:607-716).

** Wilhelm von Humboldt (1968:VII, 15). His essay ‘Uber die Verschiedenheit des menschlichen
Sprachbaues und ihren Einflul auf die geistige Entwicklung des Menschengeschlechts [1830-1835]’ is
probably the most influential essay in this context.
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1s a word considered to be a linguistic unit composed of various parts and therefore
comparable to an animate organism.> This not only places the languages of the Indo-
European group above all other languages of the world, it also places those highest
among the Indo-European languages which have a rich inflectional morphology. In
consequence, Schleicher’s evaluation of English is negative: Schleicher says: English
has kept its Anglo-Saxon type, but is one of the most truncated ones and the poorest
regarding grammatical endings. Most of the originally Germanic words have sunk to
monosyllabity — at least in pronunciation, which is the only relevant part here.

Franz Misteli (1841-1903)%" developed a system of six language types, one of
them being flectirende Sprachen. He is much more reluctant than other historical
linguists and Neogrammarians to attribute a value to a language type per se, and looks
upon language change as something occurring naturally in history rather than by
deterioration. Yet, he argues, of the modern examples of Indo-Europeanism the Baltic-
Slavonic languages are the most genuine old ones, while the Germanic and Romance
languages are now very distant from the original type, in particular English which
outdid all other branches of the stem in the reckless curtailing of forms and
inconside