
MacErlean, A. A.
Marshall Islands, Vicariate Apostolic of the. In: 

Charles G. Herbermann et al. (eds), The Catholic Ency-
clopedia (online version). <https://catholic.com/encyc
lopedia/vicariate-apostolic-of-the-marshall-islands> 
[06.12.2023].

Pollock, Nancy J.
Nauruans during World War II. In: Geoffrey M. White 
(ed.), Remembering the Pacific War; pp. 91–107. Hon-
olulu: Center for Pacific Islands Studies, School of 
Hawaiian, Asian, and Pacific Studies, University of 
Hawai‘i at Mānoa.

Rensch, Karl H.
Father Alois Kayser and the Recent History of the Nau-
ruan Language. In: Alois Kayser, ed. Karl H. Rensch, 
Nauru Grammar; pp. i–xiii. Yarralumla: Embassy of the 
Federal Republic of Germany.

Stolberg, Doris
Sprachkontakt und Konfession. Lexikalische 
Sprachkontaktphänomene Deutsch-Nauruisch bei den 
Missionaren Delaporte und Kayser. In: Thomas 
Stolz, Christina Vossmann and Barbara Dewein (eds), 
Kolonialzeitliche Sprachforschung. Die Beschreibung 
afrikanischer und ozeanischer Sprachen zur Zeit der 
deutschen Kolonialherrschaft; pp. 285–304. Berlin: 
Akademie Verlag.

Tanaka, Toshiyuki
Hidden Horrors. Japanese War Crimes in World War II. 
Lanham, Maryland: Rowman & Little. [2. ed.]

Viviani, Nancy
Nauru. Phosphate and Political Progress. Canberra: 
Australian National University Press.

The Natives of Nauru (South Sea)
A Critical Study1 By P. AL. KAYSER, 
MSC, presently at the Mission House 
Oeventrop, Westphalia

Alois Kaiser

The small island of Nauru (properly Náo̭eṙo̱), 
barely known by name until a decade ago, has 
been torn from its concealment in recent years 
and, thanks to the enormous, very high-percent-
age phosphates found there, has become the focus 
of interest in the business world. The scholarly 
world was also made aware of the island by Dr. 
Paul Hambruch, who presented the results of his 
research in a monograph on the island. Hambruch 
visited the island twice. The first time was for 
only “a few days” and the second time was “from 
the beginning of October to the middle of Novem-
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ber 1910” and in this short period of six weeks – 
“because nothing was able to be obtained here in 
the May days of 1909 due to other obligations ex-
cept a small collection” – two extensive volumes 
with a total of about 772 pages were created. A 
grammar with a dictionary was also able to be 
drawn up systematically and incorporated into his 
work.

Understandably, an expert on the conditions on 
Nauru will take the work of Hambruch with very 
mixed feelings. The author of this work had been 
working as a missionary on the island for eleven 
years without interruption, some of them before 
the arrival of the Europeans; the natives were still 
quite primitive in their way of life and in their 
views, untainted by culture. As a result, he had 
ample opportunity to trace their customs and tradi-
tions, their religious and legal views, their entire 
senses and way of thinking, in order to gain a 
reasonably accurate picture of the country and the 
people of prehistoric times. Hambruch will, there-
fore, probably allow him to subject his work to a 
small examination.

Very little has previously been written about the 
island of Nauru and this small amount of writing 
usually consists only of short, fleeting notes from 
travellers and researchers, who touched the island 
as though in flight2 and procured from some trader 
or other the material which had to provide sub-
stance for a chapter about its land and people. Ms 
Brandeis, who is mentioned several times, used an 
occasional trip from Haluit [probably a misreading 
by the original typesetter of Jaluit Atoll in the 
Marshall Islands] to persuade a former trader to 
write down a few things for her. Kretschmar, who 
worked as a doctor on the island for a whole year, 
allowed his imagination too much leeway in writ-
ing the commemorative book “Nauru zum 2. Ok-
tober 1914” (“Nauru on October 2, 1914”) and has 
not been recognised as reliable by any connoisseur 
of the conditions there until now. The last but most 
important factor, the American missionary Dela-
porte, had been resident on the island for fifteen 
years; as a result of his anything but scientific 
background, however, he cannot be considered to 
be a researcher. Hambruch himself has repeatedly 
awarded him this title. Where linguistics is con-

1 With regard to Paul Hambruch, “Nauru,” 1st half-volume: 
with 108 illustrations in the text, 19 collotype plates and 
1 map, L. Friederichsen & Co., Hamburg 1914, XII + 458 
pp.; 2nd half-volume: with 338 illustrations in the text and 8 
collotype plates, ibid. 1915, VIII + 314 pp.

2 Krämer spent only one morning on the island, “but worked 
non-stop to such an extent that he collapsed a few times for 
a short time.” Hawaii, East Micronesia, Samoa, p. 443.
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cerned, only Delaporte comes into consideration, 
with whom ill repute had long associated a gram-
mar that did not meet the linguistic requirements 
and was therefore “unusable.” It is probable that 
Hambruch has done even more to distort this 
grammar “by sifting,” “[his] own paraphrasing” 
and “more cumbersome orthography.” What he 
then adds of his own does not speak in his favour, 
as some brief explanations will show.

The method that Hambruch followed in his re-
search was undoubtedly the right one: “The repre-
sentation thus gains in originality.” But it is even 
more correct that to apply this method success-
fully, first of all the language should not be learnt 
(in six weeks), but must already be thoroughly 
known so as not to increase the scale of error by 
such an uncertain approach.

The native is extremely jealous of his cultural 
assets and guards them like the apple of his eye; 
he tries to impress the European and is then by 
no means embarrassed by lying and poetry; where 
there is ignorance of the language, this error is still 
often misunderstood. He likes to generalise, likes 
to exaggerate and brings together all sorts of rub-
bish without judgement, as he does not recognise 
the essentials, the core of the matter, from the triv-
ial. Often enough, he also speaks to the European 
with the preconceived intention of deceiving him; 
he always suggests more than he says and much 
must then be improved, changed or supplemented 
by frequent checking and inquiries. Hambruch re-
ally had no time for this in six weeks. 

Furthermore, almost everything on the island is 
legally protected by patent; very little is common 
property. Each family, indeed individual family 
members, have their own patents on sagas, narra-
tives, magic and incantation formulas, techniques 
in certain occupations, etc. They do not even re-
veal their secrets to their own compatriots, some-
times even members of their own family.

In order to obtain “impeccable material,” Ham-
bruch has used only three guarantors, but these 
were “reliable men” who made their statements 
“in good faith.” Were these three men really so 
reliable? I worked with Abubu for months and had 
to find out more than once that he was acting arbi-
trarily and unilaterally, with the result that I had to 
drop him as unreliable. I must say the same of the 
talkative Oweijeda. All the ethnological material 
that was collected at the time by Sigwanz and kept 
at the imperial station, in the processing of which I 
played the role of interpreter, is based by and large 
on the information provided by Oweijeda and is 
what the native calls bṷédubṷed, i.e. a colourful 
mishmash of all kinds of unrelated things. Ham-

bruch should compare the records he made under 
the dictation of Oweijeda with those of Sigwanz 
and then state how often and how violently Owei-
jeda contradicted himself. The third party in the 
group, with whom Hambruch worked and who 
was also there when I interpreted, was Kanema̤.̣ 
However, he distinguished himself at that time by 
silence, because that was the safe way for him. 
Little Ḙo̱deben, with whom Hambruch continued 
to work in Germany, was still a child at the time 
and had no idea of all these things; because “Nau-
ru’s youth cares little about the traditions of the fa-
thers.” These would be the main factors that were 
active in the “flying snapshot” from which Ham-
bruch’s large-scale work was created. Hambruch 
understood almost nothing about the difficult Nau-
ru language, which had to be a prerequisite for be-
ing able to work scientifically with the uncultured 
natives and penetrate their psychology. Misunder-
standings were inevitable, the incidental was often 
exaggerated and the core of the matter was not 
grasped, especially in difficult questions (magic, 
etc.). Where materially tangible topics were to 
be dealt with, as in the second volume, we see 
significantly better results.

***
The first volume breaks down into a general 

section and a special section. In the general sec-
tion, the author gives us a concise overview of 
the prehistory of the island according to the sparse 
but all the more valuable information provided by 
old seafarers. After a detailed description of the 
external form of the island, starting from the outer 
reef, against which the sea fights in a constant 
back and forth struggle, and the various gradua-
tions up to the mountain ranges in the interior, 
with their caves and underground chambers, the 
author draws a picture of the alleged development 
of the island in its various stages on the basis of 
Elschner’s depictions in brief strokes: from the 
formation of the phosphate and its deposits to its 
exploitation by an English company [the Pacific 
Phosphate Company] in our days.

The author breaks down the name Nauru (cor-
rectly Náo̭eṙo̱) as follows: ā-nuau-a-a-orọrọ, with 
the meaning “I go to the beach = I go onto the 
beach” (Vol. I, 22). I have not yet succeeded in 
researching the name; linguistically, however, the 
decomposition and meaning of the name accord-
ing to Hambruch’s opinion is certainly wrong. 
“Going to the beach” is ro̱du arö̱ü̱ro̱ in the Nau-
ruan language, regardless of whether you go down 
to the beach from on land or from the high seas. 
The beach is always thought of as the lowest point 
(one goes up from the beach to the shore = ro̱ga; 
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one goes up from the beach to the sea = ro̱ga; 
the a is characteristic as a suffix of the verb for 
a movement upwards; conversely, one goes down 
from the shore to the beach = ro̱du and also from 
the sea down to the beach = ro̱du; the suffix u 
serves as a term for a movement downwards) and 
therefore in any case a verb with an ending that 
indicates the movement downwards must be used: 
here ro̱du. The verb núwaw, which Hambruch us-
es, is always independent of its subject and means 
“go” per se: a núwaw means I go. The verb to 
“go somewhere” (in general) is ṅow: a ṅow in-
no̱ I go there; wo ṅow ubṷíöm you go to your 
homestead. However, here we have to express a 
certain direction downwards (down to the beach) 
and the direction must also be indicated by the 
verb, namely: ro̱du go down.

The word arö̱̱ü̱ro̱ is composed of: a at the, by 
the, on the and erö̱̱ü̱ro̱ sand, and means “at the, on 
the, by the sand that covers the beach around the 
island.” A (before vowels an) is the adverbial pre-
fix of the place and can be placed before almost 
any word in order to make an adjective out of it. 
So people say, for example:

This content downloaded from 
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to the beach) and the direction must also be indicated by the verb, namely: 
ro̱du go down.

The word arö̱̱ü̱ro̱ is composed of: a at the, by the, on the and erö̱̱ü̱ro̱ 
sand, and means “at the, on the, by the sand that covers the beach around the 
island.” A (before vowels an) is the adverbial prefix of the place and can be 
placed before almost any word in order to make an adjective out of it. So 
people say, for example: 

anni where there are palm trees, formed from the adv. a and ini palm 
apo̱ḙ in the interior of the island, "    "   a   "    "   po̱ḙ the interior 
apago̱ on the sea side of the island, "    "   a  "   „  pago̱ seaside  
ano̭a̱g in the house, "    "   an "    "  o̭á̱g house 
animen on the roof,     "    "   an "   "  imen protective cover 
at̆i frigate bird place,   "  "    a  "      "  it̆í frigate bird 

So arö̱̱ü̱ro̱ is formed thus: a is the adverb and erö̱̱ü̱ro̱ the beach = on the 
sand, on the sandy beach. The adverb a always answers the question “where” 
and “where to”? “Go to the beach, go to the beach” is, therefore, correctly: 
ro̱du arọrọ. There is no other expression. Incidentally, Hambruch later 
correctly reproduced the “I am going to the beach” (Vol. 1, 420) with 
róḍuarọrọ but overlooked the fact that he was not dealing with one, but with 
two separate words. In vol. I, 429 he again correctly writes róḍu arọrọ in two 
separate words; as well as vol. I, 453. One can rightly put a big question mark 
behind Hambruch’s decomposition and translation of the name Nauru. 

According to what has just been said, the ānáọĕrọ in vol. I, 22 must be 
explained. The adverbial prefix a of the place associated with Náo̭eṙo̱ gives 
anao̭eṙo̱ (lower case) and means “on Nauru.” It is new to me that the seriously 
ill call out ānáọĕrọ when recovery occurs; in eleven years, the expression has 
not once come to my attention. Recovery from a serious illness, rescue from 
great hardship is called in metaphorical language ro̱dun o̱ḙ, ra̱ḍó̱dun o̱ḙ, 
o̱wṷidun o̱ḙ (coming down from the inside), ro̱dun imago̱, úk̇ṗedun imago̱ 
(coming down from the high seas). The interior of the island, which makes
orientation impossible without a path and without a walkway and is regarded 
as the abode and playground of evil spirits, has almost become the doom of 
many a native and is the image of serious illness and great distress, in which 
man runs the risk of dying; this is also the case for the high sea with its 
dangerous currents, storms and predators. If an illness has improved, it is said: 
t̆imó̱ren, t̆imó̱ren, bṷe o̱ ró̱duten o̱ḙ now he gets away, because he has come 
down from the inside and the danger has been overcome; mo̱n, bṷe o̱ ró̱duten 
ímago̱ it is good, because he has returned from the high seas. In the way
Hambruch interprets a̱náọĕṙọ it makes no sense at all. 

In detail, the author lists the flora of Nauru, which developed from fruits 
blown and fixed on the beach. The fauna is dismissed briefly. It should be 
noted that the mule was never among the larger mammals introduced to the 
island; donkeys 

So arö̱̱ü̱ro̱ is formed thus: a is the adverb and 
erö̱̱ü̱ro̱ the sand = on the sand, on the sandy 
beach. The adverb a always answers the question 
“where” and “where to”? “Go onto the beach, go 
to the beach” is, therefore, correctly: ro̱du arö̱̱ü̱ro̱. 
There is no other expression. Incidentally, Ham-
bruch later correctly reproduced the “I am going 
to the beach” (Vol. 1, 420) with rọ́duarọrọ but 
overlooked the fact that he was not dealing with 
one, but with two separate words. In vol. I, 429 he 
again correctly writes rọ́du arọrọ in two separate 
words; likewise in vol. I, 453. One can rightly 
put a big question mark behind Hambruch’s de-
construction and translation of the name Nauru.

According to what has just been said, the 
ānáọĕrọ in vol. I, 22 must be explained. The 
adverbial prefix a of the place associated with 
Náo̭eṙo̱ gives anao̭eṙo̱ (lower case) and means 
“on Nauru.” It is new to me that the seriously ill 
call out ānáọĕrọ when recovery occurs; in eleven 
years, the expression has not once come to my 
attention. Recovery from a serious illness, rescue 
from great hardship is called in metaphorical lan-
guage ro̱dun o̱ḙ, ra̱ḍó̱dun o̱ḙ, o̱wṷidun o̱ḙ (coming 
down from the interior), ro̱dun imago̱, úk̇ṗedun 

imago̱ (coming down from the high seas). The 
interior of the island, which makes orientation im-
possible without a path and without a walkway 
and is regarded as the abode and playground of 
evil spirits, has almost become the doom of many 
a native and is the image of serious illness and 
great distress, in which man runs the risk of dy-
ing; this is also the case for the high sea with 
its dangerous currents, storms and predators. If 
an illness has improved, it is said: t̆imó̱ren, bṷe 
o̱ ró̱duten o̱ḙ now he gets away, because he has 
come down from the interior and the danger has 
been overcome; mo̱n, bṷe o̱ ró̱duten ímago̱ it is 
good, because he has returned from the high seas. 
In the way Hambruch interprets a̱náọĕṙọ it makes 
no sense at all.

In detail, the author lists the flora of Nauru, 
which developed from fruits that were washed up 
and established themselves on the beach. The fau-
na is dismissed briefly. It should be noted that 
the mule was never among the larger mammals 
introduced to the island; donkeys never had more 
than two representatives on Nauru and there was 
only one horse. Cattle were only considered to 
be animals for slaughter for the local phosphate 
company.

The names of the plants and animals listed are 
usually misrepresented. Thus, vol. I, 54 irutsi is 
not a “long sharp-edged grass,” but a burnt torch 
stump; aṅe̱taṅ is not the “Bruguiera,” but the 
name of a plot of land in which there is a pond on 
the edge of which the Bruguiera grows; the name 
of the Bruguiera is éta̱m; “Hibiscus tiliacus” is not 
called ekuane, but óquanna̱;̣ eáeo is not “Hibiscus 
populnea,” but a wild ficus species; the Jambosa 
malaccensis has only become known to the author 
in one specimen, I have seen it in hundreds, but 
in smaller specimens than the one that Hambruch 
found in the bush village of Búada; “driftwood” 
at I, 55 is called etabṷeijúe; the word etabṷ̇ike 
means “wood” per se; the name for “bamboo” 
is ebarabarátu, not ebarambaraba; at I, 428 he 
again calls the “bamboo” ebarabaratū; at I, 52-55 
“sea urchin” is called á̱ṇarabo̱ and not tetanit; 
tetanit is probably supposed to be called tétawŭit, 
i.e., “porcupine fish”; instead of areop for “spi-
der” it should be ara̱ẉ; a “mosquito” should be 
called eäṅó̱m instead of emeniner; the name for 
a “louse” is iwṷi (iui means “man’s genitalia”); a 
“turnstone” is called a dígidüba, not dăgidúba; at 
I, 53 the same bird is again called degidúbo; so 
also at I, 87 degidūbó; in place of the dagíagía 
for “white tern” there should be tegiegia; for 
“squid” instead of dagiga there should be tegiga; 
earin beoó should be called ḙá̱r in bá̱wo or á̱rin 
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bá̱wo and means “tridacna”; instead of ikiber there 
should be ikibür for “pecten pallicum”; a “spiny 
lobster” is an eo̱r and not a dabuidir; a dabuidir is 
a type of crab.

The edague for a “whale” should be changed to 
edagúa; imuijip for a “dolphin” should be imúijeb; 
yabur for a “narwhal” should be jébur; dabage 
for a “turtle” should be ewaka̱ ̣ (in I, 104 he calls 
that animal e băke, te dabage); a “moray eel” 
is änáḙo̱, kabagabṷa̱ạ, étarabuij änáḙo̱ etc. etc., 
each depending on the type; the eátaram is not the 
“moray eel” but the “noose” with which this eel 
is caught (cf. also II, 135, Fig. 225); “puffer fish” 
are ḙáḙo̱k̇ṗó̱r and not eáeo (on the same page eáeo 
means “Hibiscus populnea”) etc. etc. 

The following chapter discusses native settle-
ments. Some of these settlements are studied in 
detail, particularly with the aim of obtaining reli-
able results on the rate of population decline, as 
well as the numerical ratio of male to female pop-
ulation. It is strange to see how people repeatedly 
try to explain the decline in population by the ear-
lier wars. In my opinion, the wars, which were not 
as cruel as is generally described, should only be 
mentionedlast. For the last 30 years, the hostilities, 
thanks to the disarmament of the natives, have not 
claimed any victims; the wounds inflicted by the 
war may have healed, and yet today the population 
is declining at a much faster pace than decades 
ago. The cause lies deeper. It is the diseases (epi-
demics are modern phenomena, previously they 
were unknown) resulting from sexual intercourse 
to which the main blame, perhaps the only one, 
must be attributed. A large number of women 
and girls are infertile for this reason; premature 
and stillbirths occur very frequently and almost all 
have to be traced back to old cases of syphilis, 
as the extremely capable doctor Müller, mentioned 
by Hambruch, was able to determine. Another fac-
tor that Hambruch does not emphasise enough is 
the totemic position that men and women some-
times occupy, which directly prohibits a marriage. 
I know young people who have to renounce mar-
riage absolutely for this reason. Furthermore, the 
class differences also play a role; if no equal part-
ner is found, marriage must be dispensed with in 
the better families, which are otherwise already 
so child-poor, according to local custom. It would 
also be possible to name young people in this 
situation. In recent years, there has also been the 
intercourse of the natives with the Europeans, Chi-
nese and Caroline Islanders, who visit the natives 
by the hundreds and prevent them from marrying 
or break up marriages that have already been con-
cluded. The whole village of Búada, with about 

300 souls in the past, is now depopulated except 
for a few souls: everyone moved down to the flat 
foreshore near the branch of the phosphate compa-
ny. The loose life of Europeans and foreign work-
ers of colour has suffocated every sense of the 
family in the young people, since it would have to 
be a “modern” family that could come about con-
tractually with some gifts and a little money for a 
certain period of time. Hambruch rightly speaks of 
a “merging of the natives into foreign peoples” (I, 
58). All of the measures that Hambruch mentions 
and that have also been taken by the government 
and the local phosphate company have failed and 
will fail if religion is eliminated as the main factor. 
If the latter found more powerful support, morale 
would be much better and birth statistics would 
show more favourable results every year: because 
the natives are not a depraved and degenerate race 
by themselves, Hambruch himself admits “that the 
Nauru women are quite fertile” (I, 211).

The fourth chapter, in which the somatological 
characteristics of the population are discussed in 
particular, concludes the general section. The author 
divides the population into a Melanesian and a 
Polynesian type. The former he calls the older, 
native population, while the latter is younger and 
immigrated. The material culture that is still found 
today has almost entirely a Polynesian character; the 
Melanesian element is clearly recognisable in the 
spiritual culture (language, puberty festivals, etc.).

The special part deals with language and spiri-
tual culture: the language chapter is the most dif-
ficult and important, but unfortunately also the 
weakest in the whole work. How could it not 
be? The language has very strange sounds and 
timbres; euphony is particularly difficult and it 
takes a long time for the ear to adapt to the new 
sound conditions. An unmusical ear is not able to 
absorb certain sounds of Nauru correctly at all. 
Furthermore, the train of ideas of the people, the 
structure of the language, the phrases and idioms 
are so completely different from our European 
languages that only after years of thorough study 
does one becomes convinced that one has laid a 
correct and firm foundation on which one can con-
tinue to build systematically. For an entire decade, 
others have turned their interest to language study 
and have also turned all of their dealings with the 
natives in this direction, and yet they have not 
yet been able to decide to go public with only 
half-formed and provisional results.

We must, therefore, be all the more surprised 
if Hambruch had already advanced his language 
studies to such an extent in barely six weeks 
that he had collected “enough material to sketch 
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a grammar.” The author himself admits “that he 
could only superficially penetrate the knowledge 
of the Nauru language.” This can be seen at the 
first glance at the grammar. It is not possible to 
go into all the incorrect linguistic details in this 
discussion, nailing down all the hundreds of er-
rors, inconsistencies, etc., etc. A grammar of the 
Nauru language is in progress – the war has inter-
rupted the work – and its appearance will then 
enable Hambruch to correct all the inaccuracies 
he entrusts to the patient paper. Whether the gram-
mar will achieve its “purpose of helping the Ger-
man civil servants of the administration and the 
employees of the phosphate company” to “quickly 
and easily become familiar with the language of 
the island and its characteristics” is highly ques-
tionable.3

I will not refrain from including some random 
samples of inaccuracies, which even a layman can 
check with ease, as a curiosity in the context of 
this discussion.

1. Orthography

a) Example: núwaw to go; nuwáwen to have 
gone. This results in the following word 
forms in Hambruch:4
 
nuau I, 404
nueau I, 405
nūuĕá̆ I, 391
nueaup' I, 390
enueau I, 413
nueauuau I, 432
muau I, 421
nuauuē̱n̄ I, 405
nuau (nu eau) I, 160
nuauue I, 418
nuauuen I, 418
enueauuē̱n̄ I, 406
nuă I, 403
e̱nueau I, 403
nuauuen I, 400
nuauuē̱n̄ I, 405
e̱nuauue̱n I, 414
enuauuēn I, 417

3 The “grammar” has also been published in a special edi-
tion by the same publisher. The title is simply “Grammar” 
for the laymen, but for “scientifically interested parties the 
modest attempt at a systematic representation of the Nauru 
language.”

4 Hambruch reproduces the Nauru w (English pronunciation) 
with the German u, sometimes also with up’ and up; in 
order to be consistent, he would have had to write nuuau 
and nuuauen; nuuaup’ and nuuaup’en; other forms were not 
available to him at all.

nuauuĕn I, 457
núa I, 449
nuaimen I, 389 (translated here as continu-
ous)

b) aroa̱ṇ his clan, from aröö, aröa̱ṃ, aröa̱ṇ my, 
your, his clan, gives us with Hambruch:
 
e̱āroen I, 271
e̱aroe̱n I, 184 (Note)
ādrọēn I, 316
aṙoē̱t I, 316 (= next line)
azrōĕm I, 316 (= 3 lines down)
 

c) ij to choose, to select, receives the following 
forms:
 
iīkχ I, 422
iigχ I, 423
eikχ I, 424
ijīχ I, 268
iiχ I, 395
ījī I, 401
igχ I, 420
 

d) a) erö̭ṷ̈ro̭ the sand, becomes:
e̱ rọrọ I, 154
e rọrọ, e̱ raurọ I, 177
e̱raurọ I, 452
e̱raurọ I, 447
e̱rauurŭr I, 267
arauurŭr I, 267
 
β) arö̭ṷ̈ro̭ on the beach, is particularly rich in 
forms:
 
arọrọ I, 147 (translated here as “beach”
[substantive])
aróro I, 407
arọrọ I, 407 (adv. here)
arọru I, 407
aroro I, 408
aróro I, 413
arọ́rọ I, 416
aróru I, 417
arọrọ I, 419
arōrō I, 426
aróra I, 282
arọrọ́ I, 87
aroró I, 53
arọrọ I, 52
āróuró̄ I, 391
arōrū I, 284 (means “the beach” here [subst.])
arọrō I, 144 (translated here as “reef water”)
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More attractive combinations are probably dif-
ficult to make and others are hardly possi-
ble. One would like to suspect printing errors 
here, but the frequent and regular recurrence 
of new spellings no longer allows such a rea-
son for apology. These examples may suffice 
for Hambruch’s “more cumbersome” spelling; 
they could easily be multiplied by several hun-
dred.

2. Inclusion and omission of sounds (1, 99).
The author notes: “Without it being possible to 
determine the reasons for this, sounds appear 
in some word combinations that have either 
been preserved from an older linguistic epoch 
or included to sound pleasant. Whole syllables 
are occasionally omitted in ordinary colloquial 
language.”
Examples:
1. p. 99: “re̱ baiuuṅ a ura becomes re̱ baiuuṅ 

ka ura.”
2. p. 99: “bue̱ e̱ö éi becomes bue de̱ö éi.”
3. p. 100: “aṅo en becomes aṅoget story of, 

about = aṅe̱t [= aṅo et = aṅe̱t].”
With regard to these three examples, I note:
on 1: Both forms are unknown in the Nauru 
language and have no meaning. The verb bai̭­
wo̭ṅ (not baiuuṅ) means “to reach, arrive” and 
is only used with a location that must follow 
immediately thereafter. So they say: a bai̭wo̭ṅ 
inno̱ = I arrive there; areij bai̭wo̭ṅ ubṷiöreij = 
they (three) arrived in their (belonging to the 
three of them) homestead; ro̱ bai̭wo̭ṅ ubṷiöra 
(re is wrong) = they (many) arrive in their 
homestead. The a only exists in the dative: a 
me for me, a üra for them, like the French 
à moi. A ka is only available as a causative 
prefix (katimo̱r giving life), as a distributive 
prefix (kato̱n one each) and as a prefix of the 
objective pronoun (katta us exclusively).
How Hambruch can accommodate the a and 
especially the ka here, and how especially a 
becomes ka, is a mystery to me. In order to 
reproduce the expression “they came to them,” 
another word had to be chosen, such as ḙaga-
da, which always takes the dative after it: 
re ḙagada a üra (with the corresponding elli-
sions) = r ḙagad a üra they came to them.
on 2: This expression can be explained as fol-
lows: The expressions bue̱ e̱ö ei and bue̱ deö 
ei are not complete; the circumstantial word 
of degree ta is missing, which must never be 
missing. We thus get: bṷe̱ ta eö eij because 
just not it, i.e. “because it is not that (which is 

said)” and the correct translation is: “it is not 
so, it is not true.” The a in ta is elided by the 
stressed e in eö and the correct expression is 
then: bue̱ t éö eij. 
on 3: Let us say: There is an absolute form of 
the nouns, which comes about by prefiguring 
with e and i, and then we get the absolute form 
ḙaṅög and a relative form of the noun, in which 
the prefix e or i is omitted, but a pronominal 
suffix is attached. Then the following forms 
result:

ánögö my word
ánögöm your word
ánögen his word
ánögeta our word (incl.)
ánögeteij the word of us three (incl.) 
ánögöra their word (many).

“His word” is, therefore, ánögen. If the w 
is followed by an open, emphasised vowel, 
it turns into t. For example: ánöget aama a 
word of men, about men; ánöget imin a word 
about the thing; ánöget ani a word about the 
(of the) spirit, and we would have found the 
solution desired by Hambruch in a very simple 
way. By the way, aṅoen means “they have be-
come six” (from aṅo̱ six and en the past par-
ticle). Aṅög also does not mean “history of”; 
nüwáwü, nuwáwüm, nuwáwin, etc., would be 
needed for this. The expression aṅoen, aṅet, 
says Hambruch, “is rarely used.” I must con-
fess, in eleven years I have not encountered 
this once. The first time was in Hambruch’s 
grammar. The author rightly puts a question 
mark on the whole thing. That is the only cor-
rect thing about this whole example.

3. Rules (I, 123)
“The pronoun (demonstrative) has three suffix-
es as information designations ... i for persons 
and objects in the immediate vicinity: here.” 
He then gives examples of this.
 
Examples of the “Suffix i”:

I, 124:  these 2 men ame-rumene 

these 3   “     ame- mene 

these 2 women  e-rumene 

these 3     “ e- mene 

these 3 children ni - mene (does not exist, but o ni  ijimene o ni it imene) 

these 2 houses eo k-r  (does not exist) 

these 3     “       eo k-y u  (does not exist) 

these       “       eo k- ue (should probably be oág áne) 
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I, 125:   these 2 houses mu-rou-e eo k, muróue eo k 

these 3    “        mi-y -ue eo k , miyúne eo k 

these    “          m au e o k (should probably be mu áne eo ag) 
 

these palm trees mu-ṅane ini, muṅane ini 

this frond  mibe̱ne̱ e̱be̱ne̱ (correct is mibạ̱ne ebạ̱ni, meaning this [single] palm leaf) 

these leaves     mirine ebe̱ne̱ (incomprehensible; in any case, it is the form for the singular) 

these balls        muṅāne iƟpue̱p' 

these pandanus cakes muṅāne̱ tetuai 

these wreaths mubue̱te̱ ekáue̱ (means here: this wreath [singular] of flowers) 

these necklaces mumue̱te̱ Ɵbīā (means here: this necklace [si 

The demonstrative minae̱ne̱ belongs to the count-
ing method for parts of flat objects; e.g. for “a 
piece of fabric” one says minaéne tetagai̭. There 
is no way of counting and therefore no demon-
strative for longitudinally split objects in the lan-
guage. This is also the form for the singular.

If we take a close look at all the examples given 
by Hambruch, we may find a number of errors and 
inaccuracies, but not what we are dealing with at the 
moment, namely the suffix i! After all, rules are set 
up so that they are followed; if the examples given 
are exceptions, then a note or remark in this regard 
would probably have been in order. However, theo-
ry and practice are still far from the same thing with 
Hambruch. This is particularly clear from the rule 
(I, 132) which reads: “The imperative is formed in 
the singular with the suffix up of the hortative, in the 
majority with the suffix ko.”

Examples:
áueup’! love! 
ijéijīp’! eat! 
atārup! write!
dáueko! love! (plural) 
ijéijiko! eat! (plural) 
atarko! write! (plural)

With regard to this rule, it should be noted that 
there is no hortative with the suffix uṕ in the Nau-
ru language, neither for the singular nor for the 
plural. The hortative is formed with words such 
as: kamen naga ..., kamen iö ... etc. The ending uṕ 
does not exist at all in the language. According to 
Hambruch, the uṕ is intended to serve the singu-
lar: I, 137 he writes: “dūdūp eme̱dĕna - irrigate the 
paths.” This contradiction becomes even clearer in 
the form ko for the majority. Consider only:
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these palm trees mu-ṅane ini, muṅane ini 
this frond mibe̱ne̱ e̱be̱ne̱ (correct is miba̱ṇe eba̱ṇi, meaning this [single] palm leaf)
these leaves mirine ebe̱ne̱ (incomprehensible; at least it is the form for the singular) 
these balls muṅāne itipue̱p' 
these pandanus cakes muṅāne̱ tetuai 
these wreaths mubue̱te̱ ekáue̱ (means here: this wreath [singular] of flowers) 
these necklaces mumue̱te̱ tibīā (means here: this necklace [singular] made of coral) 
these longitudinally split pieces of wood minae̱ne̱ e̱dabuike̱.

The demonstrative minae̱ne̱ belongs to the counting method for parts of 
flat objects; e.g. for “a piece of fabric” one says minaéne tetagai̭. There is no 
way of counting and therefore no demonstrative for longitudinally split objects 
in the language. This is also the form for the singular. 

If we take a close look at all the examples given by Hambruch, we may
find a number of errors and inaccuracies, but not what we are dealing with at 
the moment, namely the suffix i! After all, rules are set up so that they are 
followed; if the examples given are exceptions, then a note or remark in this 
regard would probably have been in order. However, theory and practice are 
still far from the same thing with Hambruch. This is particularly clear from the 
rule (I, 132) which reads: “The imperative is formed in the singular with the 
suffix up of the hortative, in the majority with the suffix ko.” 

Examples: 
áueup’! love!  
ijéijīp’! eat!  
atārup! write! 

dueko! love! (plural)  
ijéijiko! eat! (plural) 
atarko! write! (plural)

With regard to this rule, it should be noted that there is no hortative with 
the suffix uṕ in the Nauru language, neither for the singular nor for the plural. 
The hortative is formed with words such as: kamen naga ..., kamen iö ... etc. 
The ending uṕ does not exist at all in the language. According to Hambruch, 
the uṕ is intended to serve the singular: I, 137 he writes: “dūdūp eme̱dĕna - he 
irrigates the paths.” This contradiction becomes even clearer in the form ko for 
the majority. All you can see is: 

I, 423: meta ko 
I, 403: mēta ko 
I, 424: nuă ko 

(sing.) come here (should be: come out, go out) 
 " come out 

   " go there (should be: go); similarly I, 388 
I, 424: omeāta ko 
I, 431: rōḍu a ko 
I, 434: kamēa ko 
I, 434: ānu ko 
I, 450: kaidŏgo ko 
I, 450: e̱du ko 
I, 453: redọdu ko 
I, 454: ṅoū ko 
I, 339: gābuṙ ko 

 I, 390: otōṛué̄i ko 
I, 403: róga ko 
I, 403: tūk'o 
I, 390: iéijī ko 

"  bring out; also I, 424 (sing.) 
"  go meet him (really means: go down to him) 
"  watch out (should be: kani̭a ko̱) 
"  climb up 
"  ascend (correctly translated: lean on) 
"  climb down 
" turn back
"  go (not used) 
"  bathe (actually means: wash [something]) 
"  bring here 
"  come down (should be: come up) 
"  come here 
"  eat. 

Even the above example is still used here in sin-
gular form. These examples, in which Hambruch 
uses just the opposite number from the one he 
establishes as a rule, could easily be multiplied by 
several dozen. As a general rule, without a single 
exception, I would have said: for the singular as 
well as for the plural, the direct command form 
is ko̱. If the author thought ko̱ was a suffix, then 
it should have been labelled as such. In fact, he 
writes it connected with the word (tūko I, 403) or 
usually separated from the word and treats it as an 
independent word form.

4. Translation

I, 130 states: “The verb ‘to have’ is rendered by 
the pronoun absolute with the help of the posses-
sive pronoun.” The following are examples:

aṅa tabaranimé̱̆daṅ I have a hat (really means: 
I am a hat)
amār tabaranimé̱̆daṅ we 2 have a hat (really 
means: we 2 [excl.] are a hat)
átār ọgite̱n tabaranimé̱̆daṅ we 2 had a hat (re-
ally means: we 2 [incl.] have already been a 
hat)
átār ọgite̱n tabaranimé̱̆daṅ-ār we 2 have had a 
hat (one each).

The last example actually means nothing at all; 
of the two ar in atar and tabaranimé̱̆daṅ, one is 
linguistically superfluous, since the one excludes 
the other.

 
I, 129: Asking about the owner.

A. General.
Who has a wife? iegen e̱ raṅa ẹn ōn? (the 
correct translation is: Who pays attention to a 
woman? Linguistically correctly, the question 
should be asked as follows:
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iegen ṅea e ṙaṅ e a̱ṭ on?
Who of those 

he 
pays attention to wife one?)

Who owns a chicken? iegen e̱ raṅa dmiōn? 
(correct translation: Who pays attention to a 
chicken?)
Who owns an apron? ja̱g̣en e̱ raṅa iṅuṅ eran? 
(correct translation: Who pays attention to an 
apron?)
I have a wife ā raṅa een (et) ōn (correct trans-
lation: I pay attention to a wife) 
I own a chicken ā raṅa dm in(correct transla-
tion: I pay attention to a chicken) 
I own an apron ā raṅa iṅuṅ eran (correct trans-
lation: I pay attention to an apron).

B. Determinate.
Who owns this land5? iegen ame̱n raṅa ep? 
(correct translation: Who is the overseer of the 
land?)
Who owns this house? iegen ame̱n raṅa e ọāk? 
(correct translation: Who is the overseer of the 
house?)
Who owns this donkey? iegen ame̱n raṅa ēs̄ĕl? 
(correct translation: Who is the overseer of the 
donkey?)

– I am the owner of the land aṅa ame̱n raṅa ep 
(correct translation: I am the overseer of the 
land)

– I am the owner of the house aṅa ame̱n raṅa e 
ọāk (correct translation: I am the overseer of 
the house)

– I am the owner of the donkey aṅa ame̱n raṅa 
ēs̄ĕl (correct translation: I am the overseer of 
the donkey).

5.
Hambruch has written down many things without 
being able to account for them.

At I, 390 he writes: bue̱ me̱ in our country 
(means correctly: in our farmstead). Bue meis the 
fragmentation of ubṷiö (ubṷiöm, ubṷien, ubṷiema 
etc. = my, your, his, our farmstead and is to be 
written in one word). The ending of the pronoun 
suffix for the plural is always a and not e. The 
author later writes at I, 418 bueme̱i and I, 417 
búiŏre; also in many other places he writes bue me 
as one word.

5 The indicative pronoun “this” has not been translated by 
Hambruch. He should have turned to the question: bitune a̤ḅ 
or ṅabene a̤ḅ this land or piece of land; bitune o̭ag or o̭ag 
une this house; amune (male) or ätune (female) esel or esel 
une this donkey. The correct question would have been:
ja̱g̣en ṅea ama̤ṇ   e ṙaṅ   e   ṅabene?
Who of the men pays attention to this piece of land?

At I, 389: amṅea me is a fragment of am ṅama̤ ̣
your man. They say aḙö ṅama̤,̣ am ṅama̤,̣ an 
ṅama̤,̣ atta ṅama̤ ̣ my, your, his, our man. They 
do not mean “husband” here, but “servant, subor-
dinate.” Hambruch should have used the word agö 
for “husband.” 

I, 394: buai ura is again just one word, namely 
bai̭üra, from bai̭ü, bai̭m, bai̭n, bai̭ma, bai̭üreij, 
bai̭üra my, your, his, ours, their (three), their 
(many) things to ... At I, 395 the same word itself 
is boi ṳ̆ṙa; in an even more beautiful version, we 
encounter it at I, 396 as: buai ioṙē̱n̄.

I, 400: bueté’i consists of three separate words: 
bṷe ta eij = bṷe t eij for only he, i.e. he alone.

I, 411: oijamuĕn; this word also includes three 
words, namely: óija a men = oij a men = oija to 
give and a men to me (like the French dative à 
moi).

At I, 417 he gives e̱me̱ kuore̱n he lay down. 
These two words are to be separated as follows: 
e ma̤ḳ̓p̓oren; e is the personal pronoun “he, she, 
it”; ma̤q̣uor (lie) with attached past particle n or 
en becomes ma̤q̣uoren he lay down or he was 
lying down. According to Hambruch’s method, 
a corresponding separation in the German lan-
guage would be approximately the following: hes-
tu mbled, youwe rewriting instead of he stumbled, 
you were writing. At I, 428 he writes the same 
word again in three separate words: e̱ me̱ kuoṙe̱n.

At I, 418 he gives: aṅ ṙōga ko, bueméi. This 
expression can be corrected in two ways: starting 
from añ, it becomes aṅ ro̱ga ko̱ ubṷieta or aṅ 
ro̱ga ko̱ ubṷietaṅ; starting from bueméi, it must 
read: ai̭i ro̱ga ko ubṷiemei̭j. Hambruch has now 
combined these two linguistically correct forms 
and constructed a third from them, which is not 
permissible linguistically. Aṅ is nominative plural 
and éi is the suffix for the trial form. However, 
a plural must always be combined with a plural, 
a trial with a trial, etc. Literally translated, Ham-
bruch says here: We (many) let us go up into 
our homestead (belonging to the three of us). The 
strange position of the comma clearly proves that 
Hambruch did not understand his text word for 
word.

6. Numerals

a) At I, 109 can be read: The roots for the numer-
als for the numbers from one to ten are as follows:

1 ə 6 ṅo
2 ru 7 əo
3 tie 8 uyo
4 tā 9 z̭o
5 timo 10 ̔tă
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From these roots, the following are now formed:
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1 ə 6 ṅo 
2 ru 7 əo 
3 tie 8 uyo 
4 tā 9 z̭o 
5 timo 10  ̔tă 

From these roots, the following are now formed: 
I, 111:  I, 111: I, 112:  I, 114:  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

I, 115: 

[325] 

1. aikŭĕn 
2. a ̄rō 
3. aiyū 
4. a ̄eŏk 
5. aijimō ̣
6. a ̆nō 
7. aéu 
8. ạụiú̄ 
9. āz̭ŏ 

10. a ̄tā 

1. aikuĕt 
2. aromĭn 
3. aiyimĕn 
4. a ̄mĕn 
5. aijimō 
6. a ̆ṅō 
7. aéu 
8. auiú̄ 
9. a ̄z̆o 

10. oaia 

1. iúrĭn 
2. arōụ̄r 
3. aijuúr 
4. auúr 

- 
- 
- 
- 
- 

10. auiurĕta 

1. ibumĭn 
2. arābŭm 
3. aiyūbŭm 
4. e̱ābŭm 

- 
- 
- 
- 
- 

10. abumita 

1. au uọrĭn 
2. aru uori 
3. aiyū uori 
4. a ̄ uori 

- 
- 
- 
- 
- 

10. ạụurita etc. 

I leave it to the reader to find out to what extent these roots from one to 
ten contributed to the formation of the number series. 

b) Ordinal numbers do not exist in the Nauru language, much less do 
they have their own way of counting chieftains (I, 116). The number series 
given there for chieftains is nothing more than the simple form of distributive 
numbers; it should therefore read: one chieftain each, two, three, four, etc. 
chieftains each. Like the chiefs, one can also count the ema̤ṇaṅama̤,̣ the it̆iö, 
indeed, every living being and even every roundish object with this 
distributive form. 

c) General series of numbers, special series of numbers. 
Hambruch does not have a clear understanding of the number series 

applicable on Nauru. A distinction is made between a general series, which, 
regardless of the objects to be counted, only specifies the bare numerical 
terms, and a special series, which is only used in connection with certain 
designations of essence and form. Hambruch has treated both series of 
numbers indiscriminately as a numeral per se. In his 28 series of numbers 
(there should be 36), he always uses the indefinite article as the basic number 
for the ones; exceptions are 2, 7, 9; with series 18 and 25 only the meaning is 
different, otherwise both series coincide for him. In the following, I give from 
Hambruch’s (H) series of numbers the numbers 1 to 4 and 10 and immediately 
below the indefinite article with the same numbers with the sign K. The 
differences between the two constellations will then automatically catch the 
reader's eye. 

 
 

Ser. Symb. Indef. art. 1. 2. 3. 4. 10. 
1 H  aikŭĕn ārō aiyū āeŏk ātā 

 K ion ai̭k̓p'ö̱n Aro ai̭ju aḙo̱k̓p ata 
2 H  aikuĕt aromĭn aiyimĕn āmĕn oaia 

 K ion ai̭k̓p'ö̱n arúmen ái̭jimen ámen oá̤ạ 
3 H  e̱ṅe̱n arūọṅi aiyoṅi aṅé̱i onl̄o̱ta 

 K eṅa̤ṇ ai̭ṅa̤ṇ arúaṅa̤ ̣ ái̭jaṅa̤ ̣ áṅa̤ ̣ aṅá̤ṭa 
4 H  ēó̱n ārū́ne̱ aiyúe̱ āoe̱ aue̱ta 

 K eoa̤ṇ ai̭oa̤ṇ arúoa̤ ̣ ái̭joa̤ ̣ áoa̤ ̣ aoa̤ ̣́ ta 

I leave it to the reader to find out to what extent 
these roots from one to ten contributed to the for-
mation of the number series.

b) Ordinal numbers do not exist in the Nauru 
language, much less do they have their own way 
of counting chieftains (I, 116). The number series 
given there for chieftains is nothing more than 
the simple form of distributive numbers; it should 
therefore read: one chieftain each, two, three, four, 
etc. chieftains each. Like the chieftains, one can 
also count the ema̤ṇaṅama̤,̣ the it̆iö, indeed, every 
living being and even every roundish object with 
this distributive form.

c) General series of numbers, special series of 
numbers.

Hambruch does not have a clear understanding 
of the number series applicable on Nauru. A dis-
tinction is made between a general series, which, 
regardless of the objects to be counted, only spec-
ifies the bare numerical terms, and a special se-
ries, which is only used in connection with certain 
designations of essence and form. Hambruch has 
treated both series of numbers indiscriminately as 
numerals per se. In his 28 series of numbers (there 
should be 36), he always uses the indefinite article 
as the basic number for the ones; exceptions are 
2, 7, 9; with series 18 and 25 only the meaning is 
different, otherwise both series coincide for him. 
In the following, I give from Hambruch’s (H) se-
ries of numbers the numbers 1 to 4 and 10 and 
immediately below the indefinite article with the 
same numbers with the sign K. The differences 
between the two constellations will then automati-
cally catch the reader's eye.

{ 

Ser. Symb. Indef. art. 1. 2
. 

3. 4. 10. 

1 H  aikŭĕn ārō aiyū āeŏk ātā 
 K ion ai̭k̓p'ö̱n aro ai̭ju aḙo̱k̓p ata 

2 H  aikuĕt aromĭn aiyimĕn āmĕn oaia 
 K ion ai̭k̓p'ö̱n arúmen ái̭jimen ámen oá̤ạ 

3 H  e̱ṅe̱n arūọṅi aiyoṅi aṅé̱i oneta 
 K eṅa̤ṇ ai̭ṅa̤ṇ arúaṅa̤ ̣ ái̭jaṅa̤ ̣ áṅa̤ ̣ aṅá̤ṭa 

4 H  oén ārū́ne̱ aiyúe̱ āoe̱ aue̱ta 
 K eoa̤ṇ ai̭oa̤ṇ arúoa̤ ̣ ái̭joa̤ ̣ áoa̤ ̣ aoa̤ ̣́ ta 

5 H - e̱ŏn āra aiya āea aiotắ 
 K eon ái̭on ára ái̭ja áea aeóta 

6 H - iúrĭn aro ̣̄ ūr aijuúr auúr auiurĕta 
 K éwurin ái̭wurin arówur ái̭jiwur áwur awurita 

7 H - aiọrān arú̄ra aivĕra āra arā́ta 
 K erán ái̭ran arúra ái̭jira ára aráta 

8 H - īnĭn arı́̄ni ăjı́̄ne āne aine̱ta 
 K in áin árin ái̭jin an ainita 

9 H - āerĭn arurī ái̭jir ār airetă 
 K íren áj̭ ren arúre áj̭ jir ar ái̭reta 

10 H - ēoăn (aiuăn) aru aiyiua āua auuā́ta 
 K ewa̤n ái̭wa̤n arúwa ái̭jiwa áwa awá̤ta 

11 H - emue̱tín aramue̱ aiyọmue̱ āmue̱ amue̱ta 
(amue̱tīta) 
 

 K emua̤ṭin ai̭mua̤ṭin arámṷaij ai̭jumṷaij ámṷaij amṷa̤ṭ̆ita 
12 H - emáĭn arumai aijimai āmai amaé̱ta 

 K emáḙn ái̭maen arúmaḙ ai̭jimaḙ ámaḙ amáḙta 
13 H - e̱bōṅoṅ arubōńo aiyubōńo ābōńo abōńọta 

 K eba̱ṅoṅ ai̭ba̱ṅoṅ arúba̱ṅo̱ ai̭jiba̱ṅo̱ ábaṅo̱ abaṅó̱ta 
14 H - e̱āĭn aruai aiyiai oāé̱ aeta 

 K eáen ái̭aḙn arúaḙ áijaḙ áaḙ aáḙta 
15 H - e̱mārĭn arumuāri aiyimuāri āmuāri amarītă 

 K émarin ai̭marin arúmari ai̭jímari ámari amarita 
16 H - emué̆n ārạm aiyŏm ām āmata 

 K émuo̱n ái̭muo̱n arám áijo̱m am amuó̱ta 
17 H - e̱ré̱n ará̄re aijọra āre are̱ta 

 K era̤ṇ ai̭ra̤ṇ arara̤ ̣ áijira̤ ̣ ára̤ ̣ ará̤ṭa 
18 H - egá̤n ārūgā aiyugā āgá̄ agata 

 K egá̤gn ái̭ga̤n arúga̤ ăijiga̤ ága̤ agá̤ta 
19 H - ēkēn arúki āyīki aāki ake̱ta 

 K eká̤ṇ ái̭ka̤ṇ arúka̤ ̣ ái̭jika̤ ̣ áka̤ ̣ aká̤ṭa 
20 H - ibumĭn árābŭm aiyūbŭm e̱ābŭm abumita 

 K ibumin ái̭bumin arábum áijibum ḙábum abumita 
21 H - e̱tdĭtĕn arūĕdĕta aíyi'dĭt ā'dĭt ādĕtĕtá 

 K é̱te̱te̱n ai̭te̱te̱n arué̱te̱ta aijite̱ta áte̱ta até̱te̱ta 
22 H - e̱póĭn arūpúi aiyúpó̱uī āpóuī apoue̱ta 

 K épo̱win ai̭po̱win arúpo̱wi aijípo̱wi ápo̱wi apo̱wita 
23 H - e̱bé̱rĭn arabuer aiyubuér ābuer ābuere̱ta 

 K é̱bue̱re̱n áibue̱re̱n arábue̱r áijubue̱r ábue̱r abue̱ré̱ta 
24 H - e̱bĕn are̱p' aiyọp' āp' abé̱ta 

 K a̤ḅen ái̭ben ará̤ḅ ái̭ja̤ḅ ab ába̤ṭa 
25 H - e̱gān arūga ayīga āga agáta 

 K egán ai̭gan arúgan áijigan ágan agáta 
26 H - e̱bo̤kĕn arabo̤k aiyibo̤k ābo̤k abo̤gĕta 

 K ébogen ai̭bögen arábög aijibög ábög abö́geta 
27 H - e̱muaiyĭn arumoiji aiyumoiji āmoijī amoijita 

 K emái̭jin ái̭mái̭jin arúmaiji ai̭jímaiji ámaiji amaijita 
28 H - au uọrl̆n aru uori aiyū uori ā uori ạụurita 

 K éwo̱rin ai̭wo̱rin arúwo̱ri áijuwo̱ri áwo̱ri aworita 
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{ 

Ser. Symb. Indef. art. 1. 2
. 

3. 4. 10. 

1 H  aikŭĕn ārō aiyū āeŏk ātā 
 K ion ai̭k̓p'ö̱n aro ai̭ju aḙo̱k̓p ata 

2 H  aikuĕt aromĭn aiyimĕn āmĕn oaia 
 K ion ai̭k̓p'ö̱n arúmen ái̭jimen ámen oá̤ạ 

3 H  e̱ṅe̱n arūọṅi aiyoṅi aṅé̱i oneta 
 K eṅa̤ṇ ai̭ṅa̤ṇ arúaṅa̤ ̣ ái̭jaṅa̤ ̣ áṅa̤ ̣ aṅá̤ṭa 

4 H  oén ārū́ne̱ aiyúe̱ āoe̱ aue̱ta 
 K eoa̤ṇ ai̭oa̤ṇ arúoa̤ ̣ ái̭joa̤ ̣ áoa̤ ̣ aoa̤ ̣́ ta 

5 H - e̱ŏn āra aiya āea aiotắ 
 K eon ái̭on ára ái̭ja áea aeóta 

6 H - iúrĭn aro ̣̄ ūr aijuúr auúr auiurĕta 
 K éwurin ái̭wurin arówur ái̭jiwur áwur awurita 

7 H - aiọrān arú̄ra aivĕra āra arā́ta 
 K erán ái̭ran arúra ái̭jira ára aráta 

8 H - īnĭn arı́̄ni ăjı́̄ne āne aine̱ta 
 K in áin árin ái̭jin an ainita 

9 H - āerĭn arurī ái̭jir ār airetă 
 K íren áj̭ ren arúre áj̭ jir ar ái̭reta 

10 H - ēoăn (aiuăn) aru aiyiua āua auuā́ta 
 K ewa̤n ái̭wa̤n arúwa ái̭jiwa áwa awá̤ta 

11 H - emue̱tín aramue̱ aiyọmue̱ āmue̱ amue̱ta 
(amue̱tīta) 
 

 K emua̤ṭin ai̭mua̤ṭin arámṷaij ai̭jumṷaij ámṷaij amṷa̤ṭ̆ita 
12 H - emáĭn arumai aijimai āmai amaé̱ta 

 K emáḙn ái̭maen arúmaḙ ai̭jimaḙ ámaḙ amáḙta 
13 H - e̱bōṅoṅ arubōńo aiyubōńo ābōńo abōńọta 

 K eba̱ṅoṅ ai̭ba̱ṅoṅ arúba̱ṅo̱ ai̭jiba̱ṅo̱ ábaṅo̱ abaṅó̱ta 
14 H - e̱āĭn aruai aiyiai oāé̱ aeta 

 K eáen ái̭aḙn arúaḙ áijaḙ áaḙ aáḙta 
15 H - e̱mārĭn arumuāri aiyimuāri āmuāri amarītă 

 K émarin ai̭marin arúmari ai̭jímari ámari amarita 
16 H - emué̆n ārạm aiyŏm ām āmata 

 K émuo̱n ái̭muo̱n arám áijo̱m am amuó̱ta 
17 H - e̱ré̱n ará̄re aijọra āre are̱ta 

 K era̤ṇ ai̭ra̤ṇ arara̤ ̣ áijira̤ ̣ ára̤ ̣ ará̤ṭa 
18 H - egá̤n ārūgā aiyugā āgá̄ agata 

 K egá̤gn ái̭ga̤n arúga̤ ăijiga̤ ága̤ agá̤ta 
19 H - ēkēn arúki āyīki aāki ake̱ta 

 K eká̤ṇ ái̭ka̤ṇ arúka̤ ̣ ái̭jika̤ ̣ áka̤ ̣ aká̤ṭa 
20 H - ibumĭn árābŭm aiyūbŭm e̱ābŭm abumita 

 K ibumin ái̭bumin arábum áijibum ḙábum abumita 
21 H - e̱tdĭtĕn arūĕdĕta aíyi'dĭt ā'dĭt ādĕtĕtá 

 K é̱te̱te̱n ai̭te̱te̱n arué̱te̱ta aijite̱ta áte̱ta até̱te̱ta 
22 H - e̱póĭn arūpúi aiyúpó̱uī āpóuī apoue̱ta 

 K épo̱win ai̭po̱win arúpo̱wi aijípo̱wi ápo̱wi apo̱wita 
23 H - e̱bé̱rĭn arabuer aiyubuér ābuer ābuere̱ta 

 K é̱bue̱re̱n áibue̱re̱n arábue̱r áijubue̱r ábue̱r abue̱ré̱ta 
24 H - e̱bĕn are̱p' aiyọp' āp' abé̱ta 

 K a̤ḅen ái̭ben ará̤ḅ ái̭ja̤ḅ ab ába̤ṭa 
25 H - e̱gān arūga ayīga āga agáta 

 K egán ai̭gan arúgan áijigan ágan agáta 
26 H - e̱bo̤kĕn arabo̤k aiyibo̤k ābo̤k abo̤gĕta 

 K ébogen ai̭bögen arábög aijibög ábög abö́geta 
27 H - e̱muaiyĭn arumoiji aiyumoiji āmoijī amoijita 

 K emái̭jin ái̭mái̭jin arúmaiji ai̭jímaiji ámaiji amaijita 
28 H - au uọrl̆n aru uori aiyū uori ā uori ạụurita 

 K éwo̱rin ai̭wo̱rin arúwo̱ri áijuwo̱ri áwo̱ri aworita 
 

Hambruch divides the population into “four 
graded classes,” I, 184: 1. Temónibe̱, 2. ̔mọ̆, 3. 
amē̱neṅame̱, 4. eṅame̱, and in “two sub-classes of 
unfree persons”: itsío und itíora. I cannot agree 
with this breakdown of the population. During my 
eleven-year stay on Nauru, I only got to know 
three graded classes: the demóniba̤ ̣(family elders), 
also called ḙo̱mó̱, the emá̤ṇaṅama̤,̣ the free and the 
it̆íö, the serfs. The two terms demóniba̤ ̣and ḙo̱mo 
mean the same thing and can be used interchange-
ably. Demóniba̤ is an introduced foreign word (de, 
te is a Gilbert [Kiribati] article), while ḙo̱mó̱ is the 
actual local Nauru word. Both words mean: the 

best, the oldest, the head of the family. The dignity 
of such a person is also referred to as ḙo̱mó̱. The 
last expression is by far the most common on the 
island; thus one never says eka̤o̱̣wen mo̱niba̤i̭n, 
but eka̤o̱̣wen o̱mó̱n (o̱mó̱, o̱mó̱m, o̱mó̱n = mine, 
your, his eldership) his dignity is gone. If a chief-
tain marries morganatically (e.g. an it̆íö), then one 
says o púduen o̱mó̱n, magá̤ṇ o̱mó̱n, e totuen o̱mó̱n: 
his eldership is fallen (lost), ended, reduced. The 
middle class is referred to as ema̤ṇaṅáma̤.̣ The 
term eṅama̤ ̣ does not designate a state as such, 
but rather generally means a living being (the 
chicken in the incubated egg is an eṅama̤,̣ a pig 
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is also an eṅama̤)̣. – With regard to the it̆iö and 
it̆iöṙa̱, there is also no difference in rank. It̆iö is the 
lower, dispossessed state (not a slave, as is often 
mistranslated), while it̆iöṙa̱ is a very mean swear 
word and roughly means: poor drip, parasite, etc.; 
the expression is always contemptible. Ra̱ means 
begging, parasitizing, staring at hungrily and is 
particularly said of a hungry dog who sits there 
during his master’s meal and greedily peeks at 
every bite that his master brings to his mouth, 
expecting that something will fall off for him too; 
the ṙa̱ is also used about old people when they, 
rejected by their relatives, linger around and beg 

among strangers. The reinforced form is rá̱ra̱ = 
in a continued parasitic state. This expression, as-
sociated with it̆iö, then yields it̆iöṙa̱, it̆iöṙa̱ṙa̱; for 
the ancients, it becomes éṅab e ṙa̱ṙa̱, enab e ṙa 
(old man, he begs), an old parasite. It̆iö can be said 
of anyone who really is a beggar, but with it̆iöṙa̱ 
there is always cause for disputes, formerly even 
for wars. The three states are evenly distributed 
among all districts and clans. A comparison with 
relationships on Jaluit [Atoll] is not appropriate.

In the above way, almost all sentences that 
Hambruch “constructed ad hoc” could be re-
worked into normal Nauru sentences.

7. Sentence formation.

This content downloaded from 
203.190.216.249 on Tue, 22 Aug 2023 05:15:47 +00:00

All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms 

The Natives of Nauru (South Sea). [327] 

7.Sentence formation. 

Copulative sentence with me (and), I, 111: 

Eṅame̱ re̱ irirai ṳră, ia      rọ rúọ  e̱āt er,      iṅŭṅ ŏma, 
H:  People they decorate   themselves,    because    they decorate   with oil, nice aprons 
K:  The people    they decorate   themselves, when   they dance    in the oil,  aprons they nice, 

e̱ kauuĕ  mi iu          be̱t                me̱ re̱     riaṅ.   
H:  flowers and other things also  and they sing. 
K:  the flowers    and fish also       and they sing. 

I would have written the sentence as a copulative sentence in the Nauru language as follows: 
Ḙaṅama̤ ̣ r iṙiṙai̭j u ̣̄ ́ra   iö ṙo̱ ṙuo̱, me ṙ ó̱bit öt eiör u ̣́ ra me 

 The people   decorate  themselves, when    they dance,    and they  cover   themselves with oil and 
ri  t o̱ta iüṅüṅ, ṅan o̱ mo̱ me  ekáṷwe  me  i̭úw   ba̤ṭ     imit    inon 

they only    bring out   aprons, which   they    beautiful and flowers  and also some things 
me  re  ṙiaṅ. 

others and they sing. 
Temporal clause, I, 143: 

ṅāk    ọ ŏṛe, a nuauue̱n. 
H:  When      he come,    I      go(ing) away. 
K:  If   he come,    I      leave then. 

} As soon as he comes, I leave. 

The Nauruan would say:       ṯin iö o̱ra̤ ̣ m o̱gá̤ṇ, a nuwáwen. 
  If   he come   and  done, I will go then. 

Relative clause, I, 144: 
  eọniṅ, ṅe̱a katŏliš a taṅĭn,   e ǖt katŏlis̆. 

H:       Child, which     Catholic     father to be,    it will be    catholic.  
K:       The child whose father is Catholic father,     it pinches   catholically. 

In Nauru, the correct phrase is: 
katholikén bita  ḙoniṅ, ṅéa katholik ámḙa etöṅin. 
Becoming catholic,      that child,  which  catholic    that man his father. 

On the same page: tintē, ṅe̱a ə  e̱tārō brif,   e mage̱n. 
       Ink,  which     I write       letter, terminate(ing). 
  K: The ink,    which    I to write   letter, it is used up. 

Correctly, the sentence reads as follows: 
E maga̤ṭ tinte,  ṅéa a eara̤ ̣ öt brif  erán. 
The ink has been used up, which   I   to write  with it letter one. 

In the above way, almost all sentences that Hambruch “constructed ad hoc” could 
be reworked into normal Nauru sentences. 

There are some pages in the glossary where almost every word needs 
correction. 

* 
Hambruch divides the population into “four graded classes,” I, 184: 1.

Temónibe̱, 2. ̔mŏ,̣ 3. amē̱neṅame̱, 4. eṅame̱, and in "two sub-classes of unfree 
persons": itsío und itíora. I cannot agree with this breakdown of the 
population. During my eleven-year stay on Nauru, I only got to know three 
grade classes: the demóniba (family elders), also called ḙo̱mó̱, the 
ema̤ ̣́ naṅama̤,̣ the free and the it̆íö, the serfs. The two terms demóniba and ḙo̱mo 
mean the same thing and 
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There are some pages in the glossary where 
almost every word needs correction.

*
The position not only of the father, but also of 

the mother, is class determining (I, 185) and in 
the same way. If a person marries below their sta-
tion, e.g. a demó̱niba̤ man marries an ema̤ṇáṅama̤ ̣
woman, then the children are demó̱niba̤ ex parte 
patris and ema̤ṇáṅama̤ ̣ ex parte matris (and vice 
versa) and the children appeal to the parents to 
characterise their position: ö̱ü̱ga bue demó̱niba̤ 
ṅéa etöṅö, demó̱niba̤ ṅéa ínnö, so, because my 
father is demó̱niba̤, my mother is demó̱niba̤. If 
both parents are demó̱niba̤, then all children also 
carry the title demó̱niba̤. The firstborn has a prior-
ity position, but the following younger siblings 
are nonetheless also demó̱niba̤. Demó̱niba̤ who 
preside over an entire clan or a whole district are 
unknown. If the author, therefore, always speaks 
of the head of the clan and the head of the house, 
then he grants the demó̱niba̤ powers that are too 
great. According to indigenous law, the demó̱niba̤ 
only has authority in his own family, whereby 
family is intended in the wider sense. Thus, one 
often hears the phrase: ei̭i ta demó̱niba̤ ubṷien, 
which means that he is only a demó̱niba̤ in his 
own homestead (relatives). In light of the above, 
one no longer finds it remarkable that so many 
people: men and women, their sons and their 
daughters, even small children call themselves 
demó̱niba̤ and let themselves be called that, the 
firstborn as well as all the following siblings.

The demó̱niba̤ title is only inherited in the fami-
ly (and has nothing to do with the clan), always in 
the linea recta ascendens; if this dies out, then the 
firstborn (male or female, it remains the same) of 
the next secondary line comes into consideration. 
According to Hambruch, only male persons would 
always be candidates for the title of demó̱niba̤ and 
in the absence of such a person, there would then 
be no other way out than to seek a replacement 
in another alien clan by “conversion of a member 
of one clan into another.” The example given by 
Hambruch to illustrate his assertion is unfortunate-
ly very poorly chosen, as it again shows the op-
posite of what should be explained. Fortunately, 
the family of Abubu (I, 191) is very well known 
to me. According to them, the relations are as 
follows:6

6 The symbol ♀ means female, ♂ means male.

The marriage of Ebanámedaṅ with Tóguṙa was 
equal, therefore all lawful children from this mar-
riage are again demó̱niba̤ here: Ega̤ọb and Abubu.7 

Ega̤ọb was the firstborn and exercised the demó̱ni­
ba̤ right of the firstborn until her death, while 
Abubu is an ordinary mortal. At the death of 
Ega̤ọb, her eldest daughter Ei̭tiei̭bṷe took her 
place as a family elder and holds this title to this 
day. If Ei̭tiei̭bṷe dies, Ekiowa̤ḍa will become a 
family elder. There was no male first-born child 
and so it was always only the women's turn. If 
little Ekiowa̤ḍa had a boy as her firstborn, her title 
would be transferred to him upon her death. Ac-
cording to Hambruch, Abubu should always have 
been a family elder, as he was the oldest male 
member of this demó̱niba̤ family. Everything that 
is said about Gorap and Aoida (I, 193) is, there-
fore, also invalid. 

The clan sequence is only inherited by the old-
est daughter of the main tribe of the clan; if there 
is no girl in the main tribe, the sequence continues 
through the eldest daughter of the most closely 
related family. A common head of the clan is un-
known, unless the daughter and heir herself could 
be considered as such, but in this case a male per-
son is always excluded. Therefore, all genealogies 
always list only female names (the e is character-
istic as the first letter for female names).

Each clan has its own totem, after which it 
is named. (The iṙúa = foreign clan had different 
totems, corresponding to the different family asso-
ciations of their homeland, from which they sep-
arated. The totem is not so important to them, 
because they can marry each other, which would 
be equivalent to incest in the Nauruan clans.) Ac-
cording to legend, the clans all emerged at the 
same time from a cave in Juw (in the east of 
Nauru); others, namely the eel people, derive all 
totems from their own (eámṷid = eel); others di-
vide the totems into main groups with branched 
off sub-groups. One encounters difficulties in this 
regard that can hardly be resolved any more. 

7 Ka̤ḳa̤ ̣ and Apápa are not eligible for the title of demó̱niba̤ 
here, as they are illegitimate. - Apápa (not Apuapua) is the 
sister of Abubu, Épagei̭ is the sister of Ei̭tiei̭bṷe and thus the 
niece of Abubu. — On p. I, 191 Apuapua is a woman (♀), 
on page 192 she has become a man (♂). Also, Bam (I, 192) 
is not a woman (♀), but the husband of Apápa.
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The most numerous are the Iṙúa (the strangers, 
the newcomers), followed by eámṷid, téboḙ. The 
pedigrees of the clans, which Hambruch has writ-
ten down, are to be taken with the most extreme 
care. Although the three guarantors were “reliable 
men,” as men they are never competent in these 
matters. Only women are guardians of these tribal 
sequences. I cannot check whether the pedigrees 
are correct from here, but for some genealogies I 
received results other than those of Hambruch. 

The stages of life are dealt with in great detail 
(I, 219): birth (childhood), puberty, pregnancy, en-
gagement, marriage and death. Here again, we en-
counter the mistake that only men were consulted. 
Men only know women’s lives by hearsay; they 
are kept away directly by taboo from intimate 
processes such as puberty. The right way would 
have been to interrogate one chief's wife or anoth-
er, who had to undergo e all of these ceremonies 
and measures of the male and female sorcerors, 
and in this way Hambruch could have obtained 
reliable information about the personal affairs of 
this woman (but only this one). What Hambruch 
presents as a puberty celebration is collated ma-
terial from different families that must not be 
housed in one frame. The puberty celebration de-
scribed should belong to Ebaná̱medaṅ, the mother 
of his informant Abubu. This woman had a puber-
ty celebration existing in her family and passed on 
to her by inheritance, another received from the 
eel tribe by gift; she combined both celebrations 
and was now in possession of a third form. Ham-
bruch has not separated out any of these three and 
presented them uniformly; the originality of these 
celebrations is, therefore, not to be found with 
him. – The same can be said of the celebrations 
during pregnancy. Hambruch calls the festival in 
the ninth month of pregnancy a dance festival: 
ekue̱roueri ibía; it was more than that, namely an 
undertaking of religious, symbolic acts that were 
related to mother and child and were intended to 
initiate a happy birth. Every single ceremony had 
its own meaning, as did every item used on that 
occasion. These ceremonies were continued after 
the birth had taken place successfully and lasted as 
long as the woman was an ä (= at the fire). The 
little house (Tab. 10), which the author mentions 
as a toy, came into its own on just such days as 
these. It should not, therefore, be referred to as a 
toy.

The translation of the text of the dances per-
formed at these celebrations is extremely diffi-
cult, almost impossible. Detailed knowledge of the 
transformation that the language has undergone 
over the decades since the texts have been in 

use, the knowledge of the customs and opinions 
of that time, historical facts, natural phenomena, 
allusions, the imagery in its mutilated state, the 
foreign language expressions collected in the text, 
etc., etc., make an accurate translation impossible 
today. If Hambruch could afford to translate so 
many dance texts in six weeks, then one would 
almost like to congratulate him.

The dark area of the religious views of the na-
tives is dismissed in 8½ pages. One would have 
liked to learn a little more in this chapter; in par-
ticular, one misses a clear representation of what 
concept the black person [i.e. “the non-European 
person”] has of a soul, in the living body, in 
the dead body, separated from the body, in the 
afterlife (no “permanent form”); what difference 
there is between soul (ánnü, -üm, -in my, your, his 
soul) and spirit, a soul as medium and a spirit as 
medium, or in the expressions eáni -ánnü, -üm, 
-in -it̆in - átuwö, -öm, -en; in which manner the 
spirits are active: emuḙáeo̱, ekái̭wa, ekabuija̤,̣ idít, 
t̆iba̤ ̣ – origin of the soul, state of the child's soul 
after the death of the child, etc.; also some of 
the techniques of a magician could have made the 
chapter very interesting. These and many other 
points would have had to be dealt with in order 
to give the reader a correct picture of the religious 
views of the natives. 

Hambruch connects the frigate bird closely with 
the belief in spirits; in my opinion, he attaches 
greater importance to the bird than it really has 
on Nauru. Although the catching of the frigate 
bird plays a major role, it is no greater than that 
of many other animals. With the same right, the 
digidüba (children’s souls in the afterlife) and 
some shell species (spirit ponds in the afterlife) 
could also be represented as spirit animals par ex-
cellence. Even more spiritual meaning is attached 
to certain fish: the égow, the ḙáḙ, the ḙápaḙ and 
even the voracious shark (burial). Fishing with 
fish traps only happens under the auspices of the 
spirits. – As a counterpart to frigate bird catching, 
more detailed treatment should have been given to 
the eo̱ṙo̱ṙ of the women, while the men are respon-
sible for bird catching. As a “companion of the 
Tabuerik, as a bird of thunder and lightning, from 
whose beak the thunder rolls, while from the tail 
feathers the lightning shines” (I, 285), the bird is 
only present in Kretschmar’s imagination (“Nauru 
on October 2, 1914”, p. 1). The last section of the 
first volume contains some legends and stories of 
the natives. Even a cursory review of the same 
clearly shows that the correct source has not been 
found here, either. The legend about the creation 
of the earth could only be originally preserved by 
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Erápa, as she is the owner; the narrative would 
have been more uniform and significantly longer. 
The story of t̆io (not stsigo) and Rai̭men (I, 393) 
has been combined with the legend of Rai̭men and 
Abṷijako̱w. Un is incomplete and only available 
in full in the original text from Ei̭dino̱. The story 
of the invention of the boat is purely Nauru, but 
only the introduction to a very long legend, titled 
Menuíje; Ms Edabádeṙi is the owner of it. The 
war of the hermit crabs with the crawfish should 
be a pure crab war, since only crabs participated in 
the fight on both sides. The narrative is indigenous 
to Nauru and in possession of Áṷro̱b.

Of course, the missions also had to be men-
tioned repeatedly. Above all, it is striking that al-
most always “missions” (in the plural) are used, 
when sometimes the singular would have been 
fairer to the facts. If the singular is used, then 
he will surely have had his surroundings in mind 
when it comes to “the unfortunately perverse in-
fluence of the mission,” which “does not want 
to know about the pagan things” (I, 313). In any 
case, the author could just as well have called a 
spade a spade here: this is the dancing and the 
sport that the American Wesleyan mission con-
demned wholesale in puritanical rigor, as some-
thing thoroughly pagan. On the Kaiser’s birthday, 
only the followers of the Catholic mission per-
formed the usual national dances, while the Amer-
ican mission banned it as a “mortal sin” on that 
day. Under the same penalty, the same mission 
prohibited the capture of the frigate bird, smoking 
and drinking stimulating drinks. Only under the 
pressure of harsh necessity were sports, smoking, 
dancing, etc., acquitted of the curse of mortal sin 
and those thus fortunate did not compensate them-
selves too scantily for the years of deprivation. 
With regard to clothing, too, the author would 
like to apply the breaks and rejoices that “even 
the influences of the missions fortunately are not 
able” to change the circumstances (I, 216). The 
Catholic mission never forced people to wear 
clothes (European of course) for everyday life, but 
for church attendance. Hambruch could have de-
termined with ease the situations in which wearing 
clothes (European) was urged.

That after eight years (the author was on Nau-
ru in 1910) there was still no deeper religious 
understanding is something that Hambruch should 
have taken for granted; but that Christianity there 
represents “a combination of the old, deep-rooted 
and the new ideas of the Polynesian circle of gods 
and Christianity” (I, 273), on the other hand, is 
something that the Catholic mission must at least 
take a stand against. Hambruch must have had 

such a sad experience in his environment, where 
there must have been an extreme lack of religious 
knowledge, otherwise his anecdote about Emperor 
Wilhelm and the cross (II, 185) and the question 
of St Peter (copied from Kretschmar) could not 
have occurred. If these inquisitive deacons of 
the Wesleyan mission had turned to the Catholic 
schoolchildren, they would have received the right 
answer, at least a more telling answer, than the 
American missionary gave them.

The note at II, 185, concerning the pictures, is 
inspired by the Wesleyan mission; the close con-
nection into which Hambruch brings the images of 
saints and the holy water with talismans (II, 189) 
is hateful: “This need to place the house under 
the protection of well-meaning spirits still exists 
today: in the Catholic native huts, a picture of the 
saints or Mary is hung in the same place (on the 
jorab = central post of the house) and holy water 
is placed in front of it.” On the text at I, 274: 
“And the place for the food of the spirit is the 
central pillar in the house,” Hambruch adds the 
note: “Today, in Catholic native huts, a statue of 
the Virgin or a saint is hung there and the holy 
water is placed in front of the main pillar” (I, 274).

The section on adoption (I, 257) also contains a 
stab at the Catholic mission. As a deacon, the rap-
porteur Oweijeda was very interested in the matter 
and, of course, described the facts as he needed 
them and thought to give Kretschmar (and also 
Hambruch) pleasure. The facts, however, have 
proved the Catholic mission right on the question. 
The imperial judge ruled in favour of the Catholic 
mission, the girl was awarded to the mother and 
was Catholic until 1914. There has been no news 
since then.

From all this, one gets the impression that writ-
ers prefer not to see the missions among these 
natural peoples, so that their pure natural state 
remains intact; also, a tangible partisanship cannot 
be ignored.

The second volume deals mainly with material 
culture. It should be noted in advance that more 
thorough and accurate work has been done here 
than in the first volume. The themes themselves 
were not so abstract in nature. Hambruch had the 
objects that he describes in front of him in his 
museum, while he was able to inspect and observe 
others himself during his six-week stay. However, 
inaccuracies have also flowed abundantly from his 
pen in this volume. I only quote a few: The native 
never rubs his teeth with sand, otherwise he would 
soon no longer have the beautiful white set of 
teeth II, 1; II, 120 – ; the claim of the shifting of 
the feeling of shame at II, 2 is false; so is the claim 
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of cutting the hair as a sign of mourning II, 2; 
furthermore, the native prefers the black colour for 
his European clothing II, 5; the braided strands8 

for the apron do not consist of “coconut or pan-
danus palm root fibres well leached in water and 
dried in the sun,” but of the leached fibres of the 
covering of the immature coconut II, 4; hat weav-
ing was and is still unknown today II, 5; the ébṷer 
in bitóḙoḙ are not made from palm leaves but from 
pandanus leaves II, 21; no trace can be found of a 
mat blessing which is still said over a mat today 
before it comes on the market. Those who offer 
mats for sale (mostly young girls and women) are 
more likely to do anything else than bless mats II, 
25. The coats of arms are neither clan nor family 
decorations, but very personal decorations that can 
be sold to other people. In this way, the decoration 
also reaches foreign clans. Hambruch would have 
done better to say: decoration that is currently in a 
family of the clan eámṷid, téboḙ etc.

With regard to the treatise “The House,” I 
note the following: As depicted in Hambruch’s 
illustration, the actual living space of the house 
should have been the attics, the ekạ̤́b (II, 52), into 
which they climb through an opening = emạ̤́ (mem 
means: your eye, your opening). In fact, the native 
has lived since time immemorial on the ground, 
which is furnished for living with gravel that has 
been gathered, a layer of coarse coconut mats and 
a top layer of fine pandanus mats. The eka̤ḅ served 
exclusively as a storage room for food and house-
hold utensils. The new design that Hambruch en-
countered dates from 1908-1909 and, according to 
the imperial administration, should be an improve-
ment, especially in terms of hygiene. Whether the 
purpose will be achieved remains questionable. 
In the old huts, which were open all around and 
where the roof reached almost to the ground, the 
native felt much more comfortable and at home, 
as the influences of the weather were able to be 
neutralised better. Contrary to Hambruch (II, 52), 
the native has no greater longing in his heart than 
that for his old-style hut. The tripartite division 
of the house is incorrect. The residential building 
consists only of the four to six three-legged posts, 
not set into the ground, made of Calophyllum 
wood (never pandanus II, 54) of 1.20 m. in height 
(not ½-¾ m II, 54) and the roof, usually already 
joined together, which rests on the posts. The roof, 
i.e. the entire superstructure of the hut, is called 
ánimet o̭ág, not e̱ renepo (II, 52), just as little as 
we can call a roof tile a roof. On page II, 54 e̱ 

8 bua does not mean anything; the name of the cord is 
ḙanakạ̤́ba.

renepo means “the roof mats made of pandanus 
leaf, which are tied up in the shape of roof tiles 
in closely adjacent rows.” The eka̤ḅ forms a single 
construction with the roof itself. The jóra̱b is the 
middle post of the three that support the frame of 
the roof and is always on the sea side of the house. 
One post that stands in the middle of the house 
and thus helps to support the roof ridge is not 
known on Nauru (II, 54). Such houses with central 
posts, called temanéab, came from the Gilbert Is-
lands. Furthermore, each resident has his or her 
own assigned sleeping place on the floor (II, 59) 
and strict attention is paid to this in the chiefly 
families.

In the 4th chapter Hambruch mentions weaving 
and suspects its former existence on the island (II, 
81). I have never been able to determine anything 
about weaving; there is no hint anywhere in the 
legends and stories, nor does the language have 
any expression that could reasonably be used for 
weaving. I therefore believe that the native never 
knew of the weaving loom. 

Mat braiding is very interesting and clearly de-
scribed. Original sketches on the different types of 
intertwining, layerings of the individual strips, etc. 
illustrate the topic. 

The native is probably not very picky about 
food, but eating everything indiscriminately does 
not occur to him. The young Ḙó̱deben obvious-
ly did not understand his task properly here and 
therefore mentioned all of the animals and plants 
that were known to him and which he knew to 
be edible and pleasant to eat. But a choice would 
have had to be made among foodstuffs as such. 
For example, rats, lizards (II, 103), of the latter 
especially the black itụbṷíje and the combed ei̭a­
i̭a̱ra̱r, are an object of abhorrence. Only the an-
cient sorcerers are reported to have had dealings 
with these animals. Birds like the igó̱go̱ṙa (which 
is not white, but pitch black) only come to the 
area once in a blue moon; 90% of the natives have 
certainly never seen an igó̱go̱ṙa. The fish euyuy II, 
103 is not known on Nauru; Hambruch probably 
means the óḙu, a species of shark; but this shark 
does not have a saw-shaped snout extension like 
the sawfish. The louse iwṷi (iui means man's geni-
talia) also figures on the list of foods. Although it 
thrives very well on Nauru (the native can name 
four species) and occasionally finds fans, it is not 
very appealing as a food.

The young Ḙó̱deben left too much room for his 
imagination to prepare some dishes:

II, 109 describes the preparation of the bread-
fruit. Until 1903 the breadfruit tree was only rep-
resented in two small specimens on the island; one 
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of them died during the dry year of 1910. So there 
was only one little tree left. In 1906 eight more 
trees were planted on the Catholic mission, but 
their yields were not made available to the public. 
So until shortly before the outbreak of war, there 
remained one viable tree for a population of 1,300 
souls. I believe that Ḙó̱deben will not have seen 
much of the yield of this tree and nine-tenth of 
the population were in the same situation. It is 
therefore inappropriate to speak of breadfruit as a 
foodstuff. Also, the Nauruan cannot prepare them 
at all. The preparation described by Hambruch is 
common in the Marshall Island group and the food 
there is called bürọ (not spiro II, 110).

On pandanus puree see II, 110, No. 16. In the 
Nauru language, the pandanus tree is not called 
edam, but épo̱. The latter is also the name for the 
fruit. Etom is the mangrove growing on the small 
water ponds; dumplings are probably made from 
their elongated, woody fruits, but never a puree.

II, 111, No. 18: Palm wine is not obtained “from 
the stem of a coconut panicle that has finished 
blossoming and on which the beginnings of fruits 
are forming,” but, on the contrary, from the pani-
cle itself, which has not yet broken open, is about 
to flower and is still enclosed. The flower is ar-
tificially prevented from opening by wrapping it 
tightly with a string; two to three times a day, the 
flower is scraped off at the tip with a very sharp 
knife. A flower is used up in two to three months.

One of the most important foods on Nauru is 
fish. Hambruch therefore gives fishing its own 
chapter. He leaves the depiction to “old Oweijeda, 
who is an experienced fisherman himself” and de-
scribes in 53 methods everything that came to his 
mind about fishing in a very original way. What 
is generally good about these fishing methods is 
the tremendous ease with which they enable a rich 
catch. For example (Method 1), you only have 
to take a coconut line (which should be called a 
hibiscus line), tie a small snail to it and then you 
catch the ea̱rō (the eárō only lives on the reef in 
the crevices of the rock. How you would want 
to fish with a line there is inexplicable to me). 
Likewise Method 2: you tie a lizard to the line and 
catch the glittering fish e̱taumue̱nai; which would 
already be two methods.

Method 10: “With a thin line and hook you 
catch the eokuoi.”
Method 11: “With line, hook and flying fish as 
bait, you catch the eapai.”
Method 12: “With line, hook and as bait the 
flying fish or ibia you can catch the emuen and 
ebo, i.e. ekagaga” (see II, 208, Fig. 324, 325).

Method 13: “You take line, hook and ibia 
as bait and catch the emuen, i.e. ijürae” (the 
emuen can also be caught according to Method 
12).

These methods would not have been difficult to 
combine into a single one.

Method 14: “You take a longline, hook and 
ibia as bait and can then catch the eebo.” The 
same eebo (note spelling Method 12) can also 
be caught according to Method 12 with an or-
dinary line; as well as “with a line, 10 hooks, a 
sinker of stone and ibia as bait” (Method 29); 
even “with a line, 20 hooks,” etc., the eebo can 
still be caught (Method 30).

Interesting methods are also:

Method 32: “With a small line, hook and sinker 
you catch the ikuori.”
Method 33: “With a small line, hook and sinker 
you catch the irito.”
Method 34: “With a small line, hook and sinker 
you catch the eru at night.”

These three methods are roughly one and the same 
and could have been accommodated in a single 
method.

Method 35: “If you take a pointed stick, swim 
in the sea and see a fish, you can spear it.” 
How?
Method 36: “You go out to sea, float, keep an 
eye closed and when you see an octopus,9 you 
spear it, this is called amedair?10

Hambruch calls such methods “an impressive rep-
resentation” (II, 150) by old Oweijeda; we would 
have liked the representation to be more expres-
sive, especially in terms of content, because the 
whole thing suffers from a palpable emptiness. 
The reader does not gain even a small insight into 
the highly developed and complicated Nauru fish-
ing techniques through this presentation.

9 The octopus is only caught in the crevices and caves of the 
outer reef.

10 What does amedair refer to here? Does it refer to the spear-
ing of the fish, or to the observation, or is it the name for 
the entire method? – Place a hollow hand above your eye 
firmly against your forehead, blow air under your hollow 
hand under water to create an empty space between the 
hand and your eye and you will be able to observe the 
movement of the fish at great distances, possibly spotting 
fish to spear it. The natives call this observation emạ̤́dai̭er. 
So it is by no means appropriate to focus on the spot. – 
According to Hambruch, Method 46 is also called amedair 
and makes no sense there.
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After a treatise on means of transport, weapons 
and war, Hambruch goes through everything that 
has been said in his work in turn in the final chap-
ter and presents the parallels from the surrounding 
groups of islands and then assigns the Nauru peo-
ple their position in the formations of peoples in 
the South Seas. I confess that I am a layman where 
these questions are concerned; however, I would 
like to see the many inaccuracies that have been 
incorporated into the work corrected and these 
corrections taken into account in the last chapter.

The work is accompanied by a rich material 
of excellently executed illustrations. Some desig-
nations of the illustrations are incorrect, e.g.:

Vol. I, Tab. 10, is not a toy for a chief's children; 
II, p. 3, Fig. 2, should be called üṅüṅ, instead of 
inun; Tab. 20, No. 5, should be ederámeṙa; II, 10, 
Fig. 10, émar is never a headband, but always a 
collar; II, 20, Fig. 33, should be tébura̤;̣ ibidem, 
Fig. 35, is íje; II, 22, Fig. 38, 39, should be ébṷer 
in bitóḙoḙ; II, 62, Fig. 119, is équo̱n eṙén; II, 63, 

Fig. 120, is iwu̱r or iqṷṷr, instead of ibṳ̆r (ibṳ̆r 
is an ulcer); II, 63, Fig. 121, íqṷṷr, instead of 
jekụr; II, 66, Fig. 127, should be eṅow, instead 
of eṅoup; ibidem, Fig. 223, is ténemena; also II, 
67, Fig. 129; II, 75, Fig. 143, 144, 145, should be 
téwṷiw; II, 78, Fig. 155, is ipṷ́ipṷij; Fig. 156 is 
kabagagáo̭e; II, 135, Fig. 225, is eátaram or ímạ̤; 
II, 140, Fig. 230, is u̱k̓p̓á̱n; II, 142, Fig. 232, 233, 
is ébṷeṙen íju̱; II, 151, Fig. 242, should be in; Fig. 
245 is eṙéij; II, 152, Fig. 246, should be ekáḙag; 
Fig. 247 itéi̭bu; II, 162, Fig. 254, is wúṙin o̱k̓p̓ ó; 
II, 166, Fig. 259, is eoạ̤́re; II, 168, Fig. 260, 261, is 
eó̱kö̱báṅ.

Other items are not Nauru items, such as: II, 73, 
Fig. 140; II, 128, Fig. 217 (probably from Bana-
ba); II, 129, Fig. 219, unknown on Nauru; II, 186, 
Fig. 235, 236, 237, 238, 239, 240, are not Nauru 
fish traps; similarly, II, 148, Fig. 241, foreign; the 
same applies to II, 210, Fig. 327 and II, 213, Fig. 
336.
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