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that the ffi-st and natural inquny of the hunian xnind, upon
learninq of the existence of a man, is: " What is his originwhoae
son is he?" As an evidence of this, ini all Hebrew historical
writings we find the laboured recitsls of pedigrees, and note that
the narre of each individuai carefully states hiR aîîccstry, soire-
türcs giving the naine of his father only, as "Mooiroîl, the son
of David;" " Joshua, the son of Nun;" but flot infrequently going
back through ieveral gencrationis. So, inHIomerie tirres, "Pelides,
the son o! Pelous3;" "Atrides, the son of Atreus." To the w.id
of the ancient-s, it is clear that individtial identity mis aesociated
with sonship or indentification %vith at faxnily and eould not bc
separated. from it; and this is as triie todav as in ancient titres.

By the long-settlcrl custoin o! ages, therofor-, ffite patronyir.ic
becazre and was corrronly relied on as a truc indication of~ the
faxnily origin of the individual; and enabled one, upon. learning
a man's naine, ta forin a correct conclusion as to the fainily or
gens fromn which ho sprang. Thus, a Roman of classicai tines
could so conehide upon hearing the pra nomen, nomen and
cognonion of a Roinan citizen; the. first natne directly indicating
the individual, the second the gens, and the third th3 stirpa or
faniily. And in srnai comrmunities where mtcn and larnilies wvere
Nvell known, this was necessarily a matter o! imnportance and
value.

The Conir-on Law o! England peninitted a man to change his
naine at will.* In Joe ex dem. Luscomnbe v. Yate8, C'. J. Abbott
holds that a man mnay at any time adopt ai now naine and that
such new naine is for ail purposes as good as if ho hod obtainod an
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