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o ﬁv § bounds our view, even though the near, familiar land-

mvh__ 2. V m marks rmﬁ..ng:m&. When we come to English, we
: - seem to notice that the hills have dipped down a lit-
- tle, yet we recognize the general lay of the land. And
when we have arrived at Chinese, it is an utterly dif-
CHAPTER Vi - F ferent sky that is looking down upon us. We can trans-
late these metaphors and say that all languages differ
from one another but that certain ones differ far more’
han others. This js tantamount to saying that it is pos-
. ible to group them into morphological types.
o Strictly speaking, we know in advance that it is
. - mpossible to set up a limited number of types that
. - , : would do full justice to the peculiarities of the thou-
"So far, in dealing with linguistic form, we have bee E._% of Hmmmcwmnm N,Em dialects spoken on the m:umwn.o.
concerned only with single words and with the rela-f of the earth. Like all human institutions, speech is
tions of words in sentences. We have not envisaged 100 variable and too elusive to be quite safely ticketed.
whole languages as conforming to this or that gen< f Even if we operate S:.r. a minutely subdivided scale
eral type. Incidentally we have observed that one lan- | of types, Em.mnmw _Mn m.Eﬁ.anH%HMH ﬂrmw ENMQ %,m our
guage runs to tight-knit synthesis where another con-J-'anguages will nee trrmming be .o.H% they fit. To get
tents itself with a more analytic, piece-meal handting § them into the scheme at all it will be necessary to
of its elements, or that in one language syntactic ref Overestimate the significance of this or that m.mmmcum or
lations appear pure which in another are combined § 10 ignore, for the time being, certain nosnumm.n.:oum. in
with certain other notions that have something con. § their mechanism. Does the difficulty of classification
crete about them, however abstract they may be fel Tove the uselessness of m.gm task? I do not think so. Mn
to be in practice. In this way we may have obtained }; ould be too easy to relieve ourselves of the cca.ms
some inkling of what is meant when we speak of the § of constructive &:nfnm.msa to take the standpoint
general form of a language. For it must be obvious .Emn each language has its =:5%m history, therefore
any one who has thought about the question at all o} its unique structure. Such a stan _mo:; expresses only
who has felt something of the spirit of a foreign Jap: f 2 half truth. Just as similar social, economic, and re-
guage that there is such 'a thing as a basic plan, a fligious institutions have grown up in different parts
certain cut, to each language. This type or plan or § of the world from distinct W:MSH.ENH antecedents, so
structural “genius” of the language is something’f ilso languages, traveling along different roads, have
much more fundamental, much more pervasive, than - tended to converge Hmsm:.d mzﬂwﬁ forms. Moreover,
any single feature of it that we can mention, nor car the %_mmomﬁmwumn%% oH Hmbm:mmmw a3 vwwn.m% nw us UM-
we gain an adequate idea of its nature by a mere re g oﬁ m_u oubt .:wan m:ﬂummm changes on. w.mwmy-
cital of the sundry facts that make up the grammar of § 12 ly but consistent w‘ that w; EEMM %nnobm%o:m y
the language. When we pass from Latin to Russia from one Q%.m SMWH is another, and t mm mm_m ommﬂzu
we feel that it is approximately the same borizon tha§ trends are observable in remote quarters oi the globe
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From this it follows that broadly similar morpholagie
must have been reached by unrelated languages, ind
pendently and frequently. In assuming the existence;
of comparable types, therefore, we are not gainsaying'f can about the - :
the individuality of all historical processes; we altg a :qmdmmmobwwn%mwmm, m”w W_Mwhw%mmﬂmn“wmwwwm m.H_m_n nto

; ‘ 31 pop-

merely affirming that back of the face of history ar:}

= ular classification of 1 i
. , ; o 3 ] an :
powerful drifts that move language, like other sociall} group, an ..mmmﬂzaﬂmanm..mmﬂﬂm_.w HMMM - ._moﬂms.sm””
products, to balanced patterns, i other words, 0§ b an “inflective

- sroup. Sometime! ; N A
types. As linguists we shall be content to realize that mwm %zw Ew@mﬂmmm uﬂmmmw@m”w%mm ommnwm American Indi-
there are these types and that certain processes in the . “polysynthetic” .wmmu.mama to m.,mrm a Hc ncomfortable
life of language tend to modify them. Why similar . gglutinative lan-

, - guages. There is justification for the use of all of th
types should be formed, just-what 13 the nature of tef terms, though not . . t all of these
forces that make them and dissolve them—these quer gh not perhaps in quite the spirit in which

they are commonl ot
tions are more easily asked than answered. Perhap &EME” to mmmmm.abmw Mﬂwﬁmﬂr HummMM wnmmn it 15 very
the psychologists of the future will be able to give w , guages to one or other

o:rnmmmﬂo:ﬁmﬁmaogmom
: ,. mﬁw@mﬁsoﬁﬁznz
the ultimate reasons for the formation o exclusive. A mative and
ey . . A language may be both agglutinative and

: inflective, or inflective and polys i
When it comes to the actual task of classificationf synthetic and isolating, mm_%m mwwwﬁnmwww@ﬂ mwmﬂmn poly
we find that we have no easy road to travel. Varion € later on.

There is o
classifications have been suggested, and they all contaitf. languages vwm MMM%mWNEMWOMMwu\mnmwcmwmEmnm:os of
elements of value. Yet none proves satisfactory. Theff ing. It is probably the most powerful &%mm undertak-
"do not so much enfold the known. languages in theif 1o clear thinking. This is the evolution errent of all
embrace as force them down into narrow, straightl which instilled itself into the social nary prejudice
backed seats. The difficulties have been of wvario social sciences towards

; £ the middle of the last ich i
kinds. First and foremost, it has been difficult 8 beginning to NWMSM.MﬁmnMWMGﬂaNMM@WMWnWQHmowwuwsﬂmmﬁ

choose a point of view. On what basis shall we i -Interminel : L . 3.

sify? A memcmmm shows us so many facets that we m wumnﬂum%hmmqu Mwm HMMNNMMHH%MHWH._WMMMMS@ largely
well be mmmﬂ.&. And is one point o% view su vast majority of m_._m:mmzn amamoamnm o mwosm. The
Secondly, it is dangerous to generalize from a smilf linguages of a certain type, of which ﬁwm ves spoke.
number of selected languages. To take, as .E.m sl developed varie ties were Hmm Totin msam %omw fully
total of our material, Latin, Arabic, Turkish, Ch they had learned in their childhood. It ree a.ﬂma
nese, and perhaps Eskimo or Sioux as an afterthougtk cult for them to be persuaded that Hrmmmﬂwwhwn Aw&m.
is to court disaster. .<<n have no right to assume guages Tepresented the “highest” develo EH iar Nﬁ.
a sprinkling of exotic Lypes will do to supplement i speech had yet attained and that all DEE%H ent that
few languages nearer home that we are more immE but steps on the way to this beloved “infle Hﬁum.m were
diately interested in. Thirdly, the strong craving i Whatever conformed to the pattern of mn zmw. type.
a simple formulat has been the undoing of 1ingui Greek and Latin and German was mnqmmﬂnmuw.m MM%MM

11¢ possible, a triune formula.. . : - [ sive of the “highest,” whatever departed from. it was
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.H.&E.m, is something irresistible about a method of clas-
. w_mnmswﬂ that starts with two poles, exemplified, say,
y Chinese and Latin, clusters what it conveniently
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: frowned upon as a shortcoming or was at best an in-
teresting aberration.? Now any classification that starts
“ with preconceived values or that works up to senti-.
S mental satisfactions is self-condemned as unscientific.
_ A linguist that insists on nm:mmsm about the Latin
_ type of morphology as though it were necessarily the
high-water mark of linguistic development 1s like the
zodlogist that sees-in the organic world a huge con-
" spiracy to evolve the race-horse or the Jersey cow. Lan .
guage in its fundamental forms is the symbolic expres-.
- sion of human intuitions. These may shape themselves
o in a hundred ways, regardless of the material advance-
| ment or backwardness of the people that handle the
: forms, of which, it need hardly be said, they are in the
main unconscious. If, therefore, we wish to understand-
language in its true inwardness we must disabuse our §
minds of preferred “values”3 and accustom ourselves §
to look upon English and Hottentot with the same ;
cool, yet interested, detachment. o
We come back to our first difficulty. What point of
view shall we adopt for our classification? After all

o

3 One celebrated American writer on culture and language de-

! fivered himself of the dictum that, estimable as the speakers of
agglutinative languages might be, it was nevertheless a crime,
for an inflecting woman to marry an agglutinating marn. Tre
mendous spiritual values were evidently at stake. Champions of*
the “inflective” languages are wont to glory in the very i
tionalities of Latin and Greek, except when it suits them to
" emphasize their profoundly “logical” character. Yet the sober.
Jogic of Turkish or Chinese leaves them cold. The gloriows
irrationalitiés and formal complexities of many “savage’ Tan-
-guages they have no stomach for. Sentimentalists are difficult”
H.muo %ﬁwﬁ in mind valuations of form as such. Whether .or not |
a language has a large and useful vocabulary is another matter. .
The actual size of 2 vocabulary at a given time is not a thing
of veal interest to the linguist, as all languages have the re-
sources at their disposal for the creation of new words, should
need for them arise. Furthermore, we are not it the _.nmﬂ con- |
cerned with whether or not 2 language is of great practical value;
or is the medium of a great culture. All these considerations
important from other standpoints, have nothing to do with formn:;

value,

Types of Linguistic Structure 1285

that we have said about grammatical form in the pre-
ceding chapter, it is clear that we cannot now make
the distinction between form languages and formless
languages that used to appeal to some of the older

- writers. Every language can and must express the fun-
- damental syntactic relations even though there is not

a single affix to be found in its vocabulary. We con-
clude that every language is a form language. Aside

from the expieéssion of pure relation a language may,
of course, be “formless”—formless, that is, in the me-

{ canical and rather superficial sense that it is not
- encumbered by the use of non-radical elements. The
¥ attempt has sometimes been made to formulate a dis-

tinction on the basis of “inner form.” Chirese, for in-

- stance, has no formal elements pure and simple, no
- “outer form,” but it evidences a keen sense of rela-

tions, of the difference between subject and object,

- attribute and predicate, and so on. In other words, it
“has an “inner form” in the same sense in which Latin

possesses it, though it is outwardly “formless” where

- Latin is outwardly “formal.” On the other hand, there
4 are supposed to be languages* which have no true
- grasp of the fundamental relations but content thern-
selves with the more or less minute expression of ma-
- terial ideas, sometimes with an exuberant display of
b “outer form,” leaving the pure relations to be merely
" nferred from the context. I am strongly inclined to
b believe that this supposed “inner formlessness” of cer-
§ win languages is an illusion. It may well be that in

- these languages the relations are not expressed in as
§ immaterial a way as in Chinese or even as in Latin,®
- or that the principle of order is subject to greater fluc-
- tuations than in Chinese, or that a tendency to com-
§ plex derivations relieves the language of the necessity
- of expressing certain relations as explicitly as a more

iE.g, Malay, Hua:immmm:.
®Where, as we have seen, the syntactic relations are by ng

4§ means free from an alloy of the concrete.

e NS
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analytic language would have them expressed.s AllE
this does not mean that the languages in question‘§
have not a true feeling for the fundamental relations §
We shall therefore not be able to use the notion of §
“inner formlessness,” except in the greatly modified §
sense that syntactic relations may be fused with no §
tions of another order. To this criterion of classifica }
tion we shall have to return a little later. :

More justifiable would be a classification according }
to the formal processes? most typically developed in§
the language. Those languages that always identify the
word with the radical element would be set off as an
“isolating” group against such as either affix modify-
ing elements (affixing languages) or possess the power:
to-change the significance of the radical elements by §
internal changes (reduplication; vocalic and consonan-:
tal change; changes in quantity, stress, and pitch). The
Iatter type might be not inaptly termed “symbolic” lan-
guages.® The affixing languages would naturally subdi f
vide themselves into such as are prevailingly prefixing |
like Bantu or Tlingit, and such as are mainly o |
entirely suffixing, like Eskimo or Algonkin or Latin, §
There are two serious difficulties with this fourfold ¥
classification (isolating, prefixing, suffixing, symbolic). §
In the first place, most languages fall into more than §
one of these groups. The Semitic languages, for in'§

stance, are prefixing, suffixing, and symbolic at one and §

® Very much as an English cod-liver il dodges to some extent ¥
the task of explicitly defining the relations of the thres nouns.
Contrast French huile de foie de morue “oil of liver of cod”
TSee Chapter IV. , o

%There js probably a real psychological connection between §
symbolismn_and such significant alternations .as drink, drank, 3
runk or Chinese mai {with rising tone) “to buy” and mai (with'}.
falling tone) “to sell.” The unconscious tendency toward sym:
bolism is justly emphasized by recent psychological literature
Personally 1 feel that the passage from sing to seng has very
much the same fecling as the alternation of symbolic colors—§
e, green for sale, red for danger. But we probably differ §

eatly az to the intensity with which we feel symbolism i}
m..:m&.mmn changes of this type. , .
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the same time. In the second place, the classification
in its bare form is superficial. It would throw together
languages that differ utterly in spirit merely because
of a certain external formal resemblance. There is
dearly a world of difference between 2 prefixing lan-
guage like Cambodgian, which limits itself, so far as
its prefixes (and infixes) are concerned, to the expres-
sion of derivational concepts, and the Bantu lan-
guages, in which the prefixed elements have a far-
reaching significance as symbols of syntactic relations.
The classification has much greater value if it is taken
to refer to the expression of relational concepts? alone.
In this modified form we shall return to it as a subsidi-
ary criterion. We shall find that the terms “isolating,”
“affixing,” and “symbolic” have a real value. But in-

stead of distinguishing between prefixing and suffixing

languages, we shall find that it is of superior interest

' to make another distinction, one that is based on the

relative firmness with which the affixed elements are
united with the core of the word.10
There is another very useful set of distinctions that

«can be made, but these too must not be applied exclu-

*Pure or “concrete relational.” See Chapter V.

“In spite of my reluctance to emphasize the difference be-
tweell a prefixing and a suffixing language, 1 feel that there is
more-involved in this difference than linguists have generally
recognized. It seems to me that there is a rather important
M_&%oﬂom_wn& distinction between' a language that settles the
ormal status of a radical element before announcing it—and
this, in effect, is what such languages as Tlingit and Chinook
and Bantu are in the habit of doing—and one that begins with
the concrete nucleus of 2 word and defines the status of this

- nucleus by successive limitations, each eurtailing in some degree

the generality of all that precedes. The spirit of the former
method has something diagrammatic or architectural about it,
the latter is a method of pruning afterthoughts. In the more

. highly wrought prefixing languages the word is apt to affect us
* as a crystallization of floating elements, the words of the typical

suffixing languages (Turkish, Eskimo, Nootka) are “determina-
tive” formations, each added element determining the form of
the whole anew. It is so difficult in practice to apply these elu-
sive, yet important, distinctions that an elementary study has no
tecourse but to ignore them, .
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sively, or our classification will again be superficial, T.
refer to the notions of “analytic,” “synthetic,” and
“polysynthetic.” The terms explain themselves. An ana-
lytic language is one that either does not combine con-
cepts into single words at all (Chinese} or does so eco-
nomically (English, French). In an apalytic language
the sentence is always of prime importance, the word

is of minor interest, In a synthetic language (Latin,

Arabic, Finnish) the concepts cluster more thickly, the
words are more richly chambersd, but there is a tend-
ency, on the whole, to keep the range of concrete sig-
nificance in the single word down to a moderate com-
pass. A polysynthetic language, as its name implies, is
more than ordinarily synthetic. The elaboration of the
word is extreme. Concepts which we should never

dream of treating in a subordinate fashion are symbol. -

ized by derivational affixes or “symbolic” changes in
the radical element, while the more abstract notions,
including the syntactic relations, may also be conveyed
by the word., A polysynthetic language illustrates no
principles that are not already exemplified in the more
familiar synthetic languages. It is related to them very
much as a synthetic language is related to our own

lytic” from one standpoint, “synthetic” from another.
I believe the terms are more useful in defining certain

drifts than as absolute counters. It is often illuminat- -
ing to point out that a language has been becoming -
more and more analytic in the course of its history or :
that it shows signs of having crystallized from a simple "

analytic base into a highly synthetic form.12

n English, however, is only analytic in tendency. Relatively to

French, it is still fairly synthetic, at least in certain aspects,

. ®The former process is demonstrable for English, French,
Danish, Tibetan, Chinese, and a host of other languages. The i
latter tendeéncy may be proven, I believe, for a number of ;
American Indian languages, e.g., Chinook, Navaho. Underneath
their present moderately polysynthetic form is discernible an
analytic base that in the one case may be roughly described -

as English-like, in the other, Tibetan-like.

“§ i not so clearly analytic, :
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We now come to the difference between an “inflec-

tive” and an “agglutinative” language. As I have al-
¥ eady remarked, the distinction is a useful, éven a
§ necessary, one, but it has been generally obscured by a

number of irrelevancies and by the unavailing effort

¥ to make the terms. cover all languages that are nat,
} like Chinese, of a definitely isolating cast. The mean-

ing that we had best assign to-the term “inflective”
@n be gained by considering very briefly what are

some of the basic features of Latin and Greek that

have been locked upon as peculiar to the inflective
languages. First of all, they are synthetic rather than

i analytic. This does not help us much. Relatively to

many another language that resembles them in broad
structural respects, Latin and Greek are not notably
synthetic; on the other hand, their modern descend-
ants, Italian arid Modern Greek, while far more ana-

lytic'® than they, have not departed so widely in
{ structural outlines as to warrant their being put in a
] distinct major group. An inflective language, we must
- ¥ insist, may be analytic, synthetic, or polysynthetic.

Latin and Greek are mainly affixing in their method,

} with the emphasis heavily on suffixing. The agglutina-
analytic English.'* The three terms are purely quant-

- T § tive languages are just as typically affixing as they,
tative—and relative, that is, a language may be “ana-

-} some among them favoring prefixes, others running
-§ to the use of suffixes. Affixing alone does not define
inflection, Possibly everything depends on just what
 kind of affixing we have to deal with. If we compare
four English words farmer and goodness with such
-words as height and depth, we cannot fail to be struck

by a notable difference in the affixing technique of

the two sets. The -e7 and -ness are affixed quite me-
| chanically to radical elements which are at the same
f time independent words (farm, good). They are in
no sense independently significant elements, but they

wnvéy their meaning (agentive, abstract quality) with

#This applies more particularly to the Romance group:
Italian, Spanish, Portuguese, French, Roumanian. Modern Greek
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. . ) ir use is simple and regular ¥° What is true of fusion is e ually true of the “sym-
MMMN%H% mwwﬂ.mﬁﬂwﬂﬂ “ﬁ%ﬁmm&@ in mmer&mm them § bolic” processes,14 ‘There mwmm:bmaﬁm. that speak of
to any verb or to any adjective, however recent in 4 alternations like drink and %n:».mm though they rep-
origin. From a verb to camouflage we may form the '} resented the high-water Emﬂw.om inflection, 2 kind of
noun camouflager “one who camouflages,” from an 3§ spiritualized essence of pure inflective form. In such

djective jazzy proceeds with perfect ease the noun ¥ Greek forms, nevertheless, as pepomph-a “1 have sent,”
“ae €ss. mﬁ is different with height and depth. Func § ascontrasted with pemp-o “1 send,” with its trebly sym-
ﬂwﬂMS _.:Hmw are related to high and.deep precisely a3 F bolic change of the radical element (reduplicating pe-,
is goodness to moo&».cﬁ the degree of nom_mmnm.:nm .&mwmm of e ta 0, change of P to %S‘ it .mm rather the
between radical element and affix is greater. Radical . peculiar m:ﬁ..bm:oa of the first person singular -z of

lement and affix, while measurably distinct, cannot § the perfect with the -0 of the present that gives them
e y their inflective cast. Nothing could be more erroneous

ite so readily as could the geod M.Em 1l : .
vmm.woﬂﬁm NWMMMMM m.H,rm -t of MS.WE is not the typical § fhan to imagine that symbolic-changes of the radical
-ness of g element, even for the expression of such abstract ¢on-

1 fix (compare strength, length, filth, §
Mﬂﬂ%&uwm e_n%%hxw SEMM &mw. is not identical with deef § cepts as those of number and tense, are always asso-

We may designate the two types of affixing as “fusing” § cated with the syntactic peculiarities of an inflective

ing.” juxtaposing technique we may § language. If by an “agglutinative” language we mean
mnm. _cwm”mwmﬂw%wnﬂwﬂww m% we _mﬂm. 1 § one that affixes according to the juxtaposing - tech-
nmm Nw mmmu technique thereby set off as the essence J nique, then we can only say that there are hundreds
of hpmmmmozm mmB afraid that we have not yet reached ¥ of fusing and symbolic bmsmcmmmm.lnos.mmm_sm.ﬂmnwm
1. If our language were crammed full of | ,...E definition—ithat are, for all that, quite alien in
oE,_ goal. s of the type of depth, but if, on the other § \pirit to the inflective type of Latin and Greek. We
Mwﬁmmoww Mm& the plural independently of verb con-§ can call such languages inflective, if we like, but we
cord uAm.m. the books falls like the book falls, or the § st SQ.H be prepared to revise radically our notion
book E:..:wm the books fall), the personal mﬂ&umm. - of inflective form. )
independently of tense (e.g., the book fells like the Hm 15 necessary to understand that fusion om. the
book falls, or the book fall like the book fell), and the-¥ radical element and the affix may be wnmmcmn. in a
womoﬂﬁmu?&%mﬂ%umw of case (e.g., I see he like he ¥ broader psychological sense than I have yet indicated.
P him see the man like the man sees him), E.If every noun plural in English were of the type of
o ﬂmh HMH hesitate to describe it as inflective. The:§.book: books, if there were not such conflicting pat-
mere M:n of fusion does not seem to satisfy us as 2.3 terns as deer: deer, ox: oxen, goose: geese to compli-
mere .mm. tion of the inflective process. There are Fate the general form picture of plurality, there is
ﬂmmﬂ o :mm umber of languages that fuse radical # little doubt that the fision of the elements book and
indecd, 2 Mﬂmmmﬂ in as complete and intricate a fash-§ sinto the unified word books would be felt as a little
element an M uld hope to find anywhere withoutgless complete than it actually is. One Teasons, or feels,
lon as one o ions omwrmﬂ particular kind of formak: unconsciously about the matter somewhat as follows:
mwwwmwwﬁmmmwmmmommuﬁ% languages as Latin and Greek @ ~If the form pattern represented by the word books

-as inflective. : U8ee pages 126, 127.




“is identical, as far as use is concerned, with that of

-accurate, the significance of the -ness is not quite a
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the word oxen, the pluralizing: elements -5 and -en’
cannot have quite so definite, quite so AULOTIOMOUs,
a value as we might at first be inclined to suppose.
They are plural elements only in so far as pluralily
is predicated of certain selected concepts. The words:
books and oxen are therefore a little other than me-
chanical combinations of the symbol of a thing (book,
ox) and a clear symbo} of plurality. There is a slight
psychological uncertainty or haze about the junctured
in book-s and ox-en. A little of the force of -s and -en.
is anticipated by, or appropriated by, the words book§
and ox themselves, just as the conceptual force of -th
in dep-th is appreciably weaker than that of -ness in
good-ness in spite of the functional parallelism be
tween depith and goodness. Where there is uncertainty
about the juncture, where the affixed element cannot
rightly claim to possess its full share of significance;
the unity of the complete word is more strongly em:
phasized. The mind must rest on something. If i
canmot linger on the constituent elements, it hastens
all the more eagerly to the acceptance of the word as
a whole. A word like goodness illustrates “agglutine
tion,” books “regular fusion,” depth “irregular f
sion,” geese “'symbolic fusion” or “symbolism.” 16
The psychological distinctness of the affixed ele
ments in an agglutinative term may be even more;
marked than in the -ness of goodness. To be strictly

inherently determined, as antonomous, as it miglit b
It is at the mercy of the preceding radical element 0§
this extent, that it requires to be preceded by a par

1 The following formule may prove useful to those tha
are mathematically inclined. Agglutination: ¢=—a 4. b; regul
fusion: c==a - (b-—x)+x; irregular fusion: c={(a —x)4
(b—¥) 4+ (x4 ¥y symbolism: c=(a—x)4x. 1 do not w
to imply that there is any mystic value in the process of fusion
It is quite likely to have developed as a purely mechanical mz.&.
uct of phonetic forces that brought about irregularities of var
ious sorts. .
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ticular type of such element, an adjective. Its own

- power is thus, in a manner, checked in advance. The

fusion here, however, is so vague and elementary, so

-much a matter of course in the great majority of all
~cases of affixing, that it is natural to overlook its

teality and to emphasize rather the juxtaposing or
agglutinative nature of the affixing process. If the
-ness could be affixed as an abstractive element to each

~and every type of radical element, if we could say

fighiness (“the act or quality of fighting”) or water-
ness (“the quality or state of water”) or awayness
{"the state of being away') as we can say goodmness
{“the state of being good™), we should have moved
appreciably nearer the agglutinative pole. A language
that. runs to synthesis of this loose-jointed sort may
be looked upon as an example of the ideal agglutina-
tive type, particularly if the concepts expressed by
the agglutinated elements are relational or, at the
least, belong to the abstracter class of .derivational
ideas. , .

Instructive forms may be cited from Nootka. We
shall return to our “fire in the house.” 16 The Nootka
word intkw-ihl “fire in the house” is not as definitely
formalized a word as its translation suggests. The
radical element inikw- “fire” is really as much of a
verbal as of a nominal term; it may be rendered no
by “fire,” now by “burn,” according to the syntac
exigencies of the sentence. The degivational eler
hl “in the house” does not mitigate this vag
or generality; inikw-ihl is still “fire in the house” or
“burn in the house.” It may be definitely nominalized

‘or verbalized by the affixing of elements that are

exclusively nominal or verbal in force. For example,
inthw-ihi’i, with its suffixed article, is a clear-cut
nominal form: “the burning in the house, the fire
in the house”; inikw-ihlma, with its indicative suffix,
is just as clearly verbal: “it burms in the house.,” How

" See page 104,
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‘weak must be the degree of fusion between “fire in
the house” and the nomijnalizing or verbalizing suffix

is apparent from the fact that the formally indifferent .

inikwihl is not an abstraction gained by analysis but
a full-fledged word, ready for use in the sentence. The
nominalizing i and the indicative ~ma are not fused
form-affixes, they are simply additions of formal im-
port. But we can continue-to hold the verbal or
nominal nature of inikwihl in abeyance long before:
we reach the i or -ma. We can pluralize it: inikw-ih}
minih; it is still either “fires in the house” or “burm:
plurally in the house.” We can diminutivize this plu-
ral: inikw-thl’minih-is, “little fires in the house” o1
“burn plurally and slightly in the house.” What if
we add the preterit tense suffix -it? Is not inthw-ihi
*minth-’is-it necessarily a verb: “several small fires wer
burning in the house™? It is not. It may still be nom
inalized; inikwihl'minih’isit*i means *'the former small
fires in the house, the little fires that were once burr-
ing in the house.” It is not an unambiguous verb unt
it is given a form that excludes every other possibility,
as in the indicative inikwihl-minik’isit-a “several small
fires were burning in the house.” We recognize at once;
that the elements -ikl, “minih, ~is, and -it, quite asid

from the relatively concrete or abstract nature of their:

content and aside, further, from the degree of theiri

outer (phonetic) cohesion with the elements that pre:
cede them, have a psychological independence tha
© our own affixes never have. They are typically agglu-
tinated elements, though they have no greater extern
independence, are no more capable of living ap
from the radical element to which they are suffixe
than the -ness and goodness or the -5 of books. It doe
not follow that an agglutinative language may not
make use of the principle of fusion, both external and
psychological, or even of symbolism to a considerah
extent. It is a question of tendency. Is the forma
slant clearly towards the agglutinative method? Th
the language is “‘agglutinative.” As such, it may
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-§ prefixing or suffixing, analytic, synthetic, or polysyn-

thetic.

§ Toreturn to inflection. An inflective language like
u.‘_hmﬂ.E or Greek uses the method of fusion, and this
fusion has an inner psychological as well as an outer
phongtic meaning. But it is not enough that the fu-
. s10n operate merely in the sphere of derivational con-
- Cepts Amaoéo I),* it must involve the syntactic re-
- lations, which may either be expressed in unalloyed
form (group IV) or, as in Latin and Greek, as “‘con-
trete relational concepts” (group IIN).18 As far as
Latin and Greek are concerned, their inflection con-
sists essentially of the fusing of elements that express
logically impure relational concepts with radical ele-
ments and with elements expressing derivational
concepts. Both fusion as a general method and the
expression of relational concepts in the word are
necessary to the notion of “inflection.”

. "8ee Chapter V.

®1f we deny the application of the term “inflective” i
linguages that express the syntactic relations in MWMM m%wﬁm:mwﬂma
, without the admixture of such concepts as number, gender
and tense, merely because such admixture is familiar .Sm us in
Latin and Greek, we make of “inflection” an even more mHvN
uary concept than it need be. At the same time it is true that
the method of fusion itself tends to break down the wall be-
Mnnmwoowmw mm.”wnmwmﬂcww %.Hcmwmmn _..mnm J& to create group 1II. Yet
) nflective” languapes
denied, In modern Tibetan, for Euﬁun% Fm E:mw%ﬂ%snmoﬂu MM
goup I are but weakly expressed, if at all, and in S_Enﬂ the
relational concepts (eg., the genitive, the agentive or instru-
mental) are expressed without ailoy of the material, we set man;
iteresting examples of fusion, even of symbolism. ?:m di, e y
‘man Eﬁ. the Emnx. is an absolutive form which may vm. E.m«m
a the subject of an intransitive verb, When the verh is transi-
tive (really passive), the (logical) subject has to take the apen
live form. Mi di then becomes mi di “by the man,” the 4%«%
¢ the demonstrative pronoun (or article) being Bmwnd. length-
med, (There is probably atso a change in the tone of ma._a
lable) This, of course, is of the very essence of inflection. It
.muws. amusing commientary on the insufficiency of our current
Fimguistic classification, which considers “inflective” and “isolat.
oz a3 worlds asunder, that modern Tibetan may be ua.“.
ptly described as an isolating language, aside from such
tamples of fusion and symbolism a3 the foregoing,
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But to have thus defined inflection is to doubt the ¢ modif N . ) .
value of the term as descriptive of a major class. Why 4 Emwnw owwmmmwﬂ_wmwﬁmm%mmwrm% Hmnrm& elements by
emphasize both a technique and a particular content } these Pure-relational 303-&3.n tanges.'* We may call
at one and the same time? Surely we should be clear { tersely, Simple Pure-rela aozwmmdm languages or, more
in our minds as to whether we set more store by one -§ the languages that cut most t m:mgam%. ﬁ.pamm are
or the other. “Fusional” and “symbolic” contrast with § expression. o the bone of linguistic
“agglutinative,” which is not on a par with “inflec § B. Such .
tive” at all. What are we to do i%mrm fusional and § 1V; in OEQNMMMWJM:BM,“MEMH& m..q oups 1, II, and
symbolic languages that do not express relational con- ¥ relations pure msm ﬁw%: mmw at keep the syntactic
cepts in the word but leave them to the sentence? § modify the significance of En%n.mmmm.m the power to
And are we not to distinguish between agglutinative§ means of “affixes or internal nrw radical clements by
Ianguages that express these same concepts in the word - Pure-relational deriving langua anges. These are the
—in so far inflective-like—and those that do not? We § relational Na.ammnmmm. languages or Complex Pure-
dismissed the scale: analytic, synthetic, ﬁoE@:Smno C. Such as express concepts of ‘ :
as too merely guantitative for our purpose. Isolating, § in other words, langu mmmmwmﬁ SMH..MN? I and II;2°
affixing, symbolic—this also seemed insufficient for the §- relations are expressed in necessa ich the syntactic
reason that it laid too much stress on technical ex-i§ concepts that are not utterl agww mnow nection with
ternals. Isolating, agglutinative, fusional, and symbotic § nificance but that do not mw. art mm o! cancrete sig-
js a preferable scheme, but still skirts the external-g possess.the power to Ecn.m@ﬁﬁwm si om._mw:nw mixture,
We shall do best, it seems to me, ta hold to “inflec § rtadical elements by means of mw,ﬂE cance of their
tive” as a valuable suggestion for a broader and more § changes®! These are the mem&-ﬁmhnw es or internal
consistently developed scheme, as a hint for a classifica-§ . - tonal non-deriv-
tion based on the nature of the concepts expressed by
the language. The other two classifications, the fist
based on degree of synthesis, the second on degree of
fusion, may be retained as intercrossing schemes that
give us the opportunity to subdivide our main cor:
ceptual types.

It is well to recall that all langnages must need
express radical concepts (group I} and relational idea
(group 1V). Of the two other large groups of concep
. derivational (group 1I) and nixed relational (grou
I11)—both may be absent, both present, or only on
present. This gives us at once 2 simple, incisive, an
ahsolutely inclusive method of classifying all known
fanguages. They are: : o

A Such as express only concepts of groups I an
1V: in other words, languages that keep the syntact
relatiops pure and that do not possess the powe

®] am eliminating entirel
¢ y the possibilit y i

:wwu.ﬂ.m more radical elements m:momanm:.w_&o%%u n%mﬁ ﬂﬂwmm_.mm
m. rase Hmmam %mmmm 64-67) . To expressly consider noavozzaw e
.t ::F-%n&%ﬂ.ﬂz%ﬂ%@ M.o:._m be to complicate our wn%‘m

. es that possess no derivati :
mﬂ Mwwawﬂﬂ:wuﬂﬁ meaﬂrmmmmm freely compound Mw«mmﬁ._nw_unwﬂwwﬂ
X rds). Such ¢ i
: _Eaﬁw__gm the unity of mim_noh%mwu% often have a fixity that

& may assume that in these languages i
! and
.ﬁmﬂaﬂ..mm or most of the relational nom._nnwg are mﬂunﬁmwwmm o
mixed” noH,E\ that such a concept 2s that of subjectivity mw_“
==Ewmn,owbﬁwww.n %xﬂ_mmmmm without simultaneously m=<o_.$=m
er or that an active verb form must
“ﬂﬂﬂﬂmm mu Wamwﬁmaﬂwﬂmﬂmﬂmﬂmﬂﬂnm mﬁ.wmm. Hmm will be z:&ﬂﬂ%ﬂﬂ.
i ) © , group IV. Theoretically, of
eﬂmﬂ_ _“.MMMMM_M mmﬂnwwwaaﬁ‘ vmnmx_uummmma pure, ow:na MW_MMM.
it L e found easy to make the distineti :
&u_.“.wunﬁ:.ﬂm between types C and D cannot be ,<mnww»wﬂwn5__._.
Hmunnuﬂ _ ._ﬁm. a matter largely of degree. A language of Bm.*mm&
mix &Sﬂ Wm_wﬂww sﬁw but of little power of derivation wcnw
: X as Bantu or French, may be co i
into type G, even though it is not d oid ) e e
Honal Afces. Ronghi s . evoid of a number of deriva-
2 xes. R speaking, languages of type € m:

BEH_WHQ as highly analytic ﬁ.am:imna:w forms ww J.mm Uﬁ_ be
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ing languages or Simple Mixed-relational languages. 1 the prevailing method of modification of. the radical
D. Such as express concepts of groups I, II, and

clement. In type A we distinguish in addition an
IIL; in other words, languages in which the syntactic’' § isolating sub-type, characterized by the absence of all

relations are expressed in mixed form, as in G, and § mm._xmm and modifications of the Hm.Ean clement. In the
that also possess the power to madify the mmmnmmnmn.a isclating Hmwmcmmnm ) the syntactic Hm.Hmnomm are ex
of their radical elements, by means of aflixes or in- ....Hn.mmmmm by the position of the words in the sentenc
ternal changes. These are the Mixed-relational deriv- § This is also true of many languages of type B, t

ing languages or Complex Mixed-relational languages. } terms “agglutinative,” “fusional,” and “symbolic”

Here belong the “inflective” languages that we are § applying in their case merely to the treatment of the
,_n,..%ie.mmoumr:oﬁEmmenonmr noanmﬁa.m:nuumﬁ.

BoﬁmmBEmH,S:Wmms.m:.mmmmammnﬂmnu\:mmmwcmmm. ._. .. ... .
tive” languages, some “polysynthetic,” others merely § guages could be termed agglutinative-isolating,” *“‘fu-
‘..mNoam_.mmonmsm,,.mwa :&ﬂ%ozn.mmoﬂmnnm.z

synthetic. E oo . . .
This conceptual classification of languages, I must § This brings up the important general consideration
that the method of handling one group of concepts

t to take account of the tech--

HWMWWMMMM__M Mmm ﬁ_%MMWmmm. It answers, in effect, two - ¥ need not in the least be identical with that ﬂ.ummnw for
fundamental questions concerning the translation mm;ﬂ : mm.o_..rwh OoB@n:ﬂakﬁmHEm could be used to indicate
concepts into linguistic symbols. Does the language, in this &mmmnnn,.m» if desired, the first element of the com-
the first place, keep its radical concepts pure or does ,.EEE referring to the treatment of the concepts of
it build up its concrete ideas by an aggregation of : group II, the m,mnmum to H.H._mn.o_mzﬂrm concepts of groups
inseparable elements (types A and G versus types B § Ill and IV. An “agglutinative Hmsmﬁmmm. would nor-
and D)2 And, in the second place, does it keep the HW.@H.SE be taken to mean one that agglutinates m:.. of
basic relational concepts, such as are absolutely un--J its affixed mwmﬁmwnm or Emﬁ m“_oﬂm 50 to m%wmmomamumzbm
avoidable in the ordering of a proposition, free of an g etent. In an mmmﬂcnnwn:_m-m.:.m_oumw ancmm.m ‘the
admixture of the concrete or not (types A and B § derivational mHmana. are agglutinated, perhaps in the
versus types G and D)? The second question, it seems § monu.oH prefixes, Ewa.m the H&mn.ﬂos& elements (pure
to me, is the more fundamental of the two. We can for mixed) are fused with the radical element, possibly
therefore simplify our classification and present it in § 2 another set of prefixes following the first set or in
the following form: the moH”B of suffixes or as part prefixes and part suffixes.

By a “fusional-agglutinative” language we would un-

1. Purerelational Languages w A, Simple [ derstand one that fuses its derivational elements but
. B. Complex 4 illows a greater independence to those that ind;

C. Simple ows a greater independence to those that indicate

1. Mixed-relational Languages u U. Complex relations. All these and similar distinctions are not

merely theoretical possibilities, they can be abune
dantly illustrated from the descriptive facts of lin-
guistic morphology. Further, should it prove desirable
to insist on the degree of elaboration of the word, the
terms “analytic,” “synthetic,” and “polysynthetic” can
be added as descriptive terms. It goes without saying

The classification is too sweeping and too Um,owﬂ for
an easy, descriptive survey of the many varieties of
human speech. It needs to be amplified. Each of the
types A, B, C, D may be subdivided into an agglutina-
tive, a fusional, and a symbolic sub-type, according to
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. Ineed hardly point out that these examples are far
from exhausting the possibilities of linguistic strue-
- ture, Nor that the fact that two languages are similarly
dassified does not necessarily mean that they present
- a great similarity on the surface. We are here con-
cerned with the most fundamental and generalized
. features of the spirit, the technique, and.the degree
.of elaboration of a given language. Nevertheless, in
rumerous instances we may observe this highly sug.
gestive and remarkable fact, that languages that fall
into the same class have a way of paralleling each
other in many details or in structural features not
envisaged by the scheme of classification. Thus, a most
interesting parallel could be drawn on structural lines
between Takelma and Greek,?® languages that are as
- geographically remote from each other and as uncon-
nected in a historical sense as two languages selected
at random can well be. Their similarity goes beyond
the generalized facts registered in the table. It would
almost seem that linguistic features that are easily
- thinkable apart from.each other, that seem to have no
necessary connection in theory, have nevertheless a

that languages of type A are necessarily analytic and
that languages of type C also are prevailingly analytic.
and are not likely to develop beyond the synthetic
stage. : ‘
But we must not make too much of terminology.
Much depends on the relative emphasis laid on this
or that feature or point of view. The method of
classifying languages here developed has this great
advantage, that it can be refined or simplified accord-
ing to the needs of a particular discussion. The degree
of synthesis may be entirely ignored; “fusion” and
symbolism” may. often be combined with advantage
under the head of “fusion”; even the difference be
tween agglutination and fusion may, if desired, be
set aside as either too difficult to draw or as irrelevant
to the issue. Languages, after all, are exceedingly com-
plex historical structures. It is of less importance to
put each language in a neat pigeon-hole than to have
evolved a flexible method which enables us to place
it, from two or three independent standpoints, rela
tively to another language. All this is not to deny that
certain linguistic types are more stable and frequently
represented than others that are just as possible from
a theoretical standpoint. But we are too ill-informed ¥’ mere survivals of an older stage, which have no productive life
a8 yet of the structural spict of greas mumbers o | il o L e o Whe wimton petcoicg of t
languages to have the right to frame a classification. English -ster of spinster and Webster is an old agentive suffix,
that is other than {lexible and experimental. . but, as far as the feeling of the"present English-speaking genera-
; : : hat livelier idea of J tion is concertied, it canmot be said to really exist at all;
The reader will gain N.moEms. . spinster and Webster have been completely disconnected from
the possibilities of linguistic morphology by %mnnsm‘ the etymological group of spin and of weave (web). Similarly,
down the subjoined analytical table of selected types. 3 there are hosts of related words in Chinese which differ in the
. initial consonant, the vowel, the tone, or in the presence or
The columns 15, III, 1V refer _H.u the groups of con absence. of a final consonant. Even where the Chinaman feels
cepts so numbered in the mﬁmnmmam chapter. The let the etymological relationship, as in certain cases he can hardly
ters a, b, c, d refer respectively to the processes o
mmo_u&nﬁ@omaomwbﬂrommsﬁgnmv_mm%znnwﬁou
msao?msamwgwomm?érmﬁaoﬂmEmnommﬁnu

help doing, he can assign no particular function to the phonetic
variation as such. Hence it formis no live feature of the lan-
nique is employed, they are put in the order of their
importance.?2

age-mechanism and must be ignored in defining the general

orm of the language. The caution is all the more necessary,
 as it is precisely the foreigner, who approaches a new language
with 2 certain prying inquisitiveness, that is most apt to see
life in vestigial features which the native is either completely
unaware of or feels merely as dead form.

.522Oﬂmmwmmmamnuzw.omnouaﬁ_2:mmmﬁwmmnw:mm:umn:nw.
tive of Indo-European. . :

= In defining the type to which a language belongs one mug}
be careful not to he misled by structural featuxes which are
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" Fundamental Type I I Fid Technique Synthesis Examples
A - o : :
(Simple Pure- — _— a Isolating Analytic Chinese; Annamite
relational) . .
(d) — | a, b | Isolating (weakly aggluti- Analytic Ewe (Guinea Coast)
native ) . .
(b) — | a, b, | Agglutinative {mildly Analytic : Modern Tibetan
¢ agglutinative-fusional)
B .
{Complex Pure- b, {d}| — a Agplutinative-isolating Analytic Polynesian ";
relational) b — |a, (b)| Agglutinative-jsolating Polysynthetic Haida 2
c — a | Fusional-isolating Analytic Cambodgian a
b — b Agplutinative - - Synthetic Turkish c
: .
b,d | (b) b Aggluti;'lative: (syrubolic Polysynthetic VYana (N. California) o
tinge ' =
eody | — | &b Fusional-agglutinative - || Synthetic {mildly) Classical Tibetan
(b) (symbalic tinge) .
b — ¢ | Agslutinative-fusional Synthetic (mildly - || Sioux
polysynthetic) : % .
c — ¢ | Fusional - . I Synthetic Salinan '
: ) {S. W. California)
d, e (@) [d,c,a| Symbelic Analytic Shilluk (Upper Nile)

Nore

-—Parentheses indicate a weak development of the process in question.

Fundamental Typpe Ir nr v ' Technigue 7 . Spnthesis Examples
. Pe )
Simple Mixed- b b C— inati 3 i
{s relﬁt?on all:)cc (b} %\gglutmatwe Synthetic Bantu
© |l ] a Fusional Analytic {mildly French* 5
: synthetic) %
a8
D .
{Complex Mixed- [{ b, c, b b Agglutinative (symbolic Pol heti Nootk N
omplo X y ) o) ysynihetic Nolzltggd()\;ancouvcr I~
¢, {d) b — Fu:'smnal-agg[utinativc Polysynthetic (mildly)} || Chinook (lower c::;
¢, {d) |c,{d),| = | Fusional Polysynthetic . Al(ioél}:gbia R) s
®) ¢ g
B
c c, d a Fusional Analyt i
a i L. ytic English 1%,
cd | ¢d Fusional {symbolic tinge) || Synthetic L:tgirlz Greck, Sanskrit 3
) o
c,db, c,d | (a) Fuston‘?ll(su'ongly Synthetic Takelma =
symbolic 5
d,c | ¢,d | (a) | Symbolic-fusional Synthetic Ser(r?fti‘,!tfg;ﬁgn) s
Hebrew) ’

* Might nearly as well have come under D.
t Very nearly complex pure-relational.

£%1
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rendency to cluster or to follow together in the wake ”

of some deep, controlling impulse to form that domi-

nates their drift. If, therefore, we can only be sure of ;
-the intuitive similarity of two given languages, of their
‘possession of the same submerged form-feeling, we ‘§ degree of synthesis), it is the degree of synthesis th

g | seems to change most readily, ot
4 Momumwgm but far less readily so, and that the con-
what these fundamental form intuitions are. We can Pt e tends to persist the longest of all.

need not be too much surprised to find that they seek

and avoid certain linguistic developments in common..

We are at present very far from able to define just

only feel them rather vaguely at best and must con-

from them the great underlying ground-plans.

Such a purely technical classification of languages

as the current one into ‘“isolating,” “agglutinative,

and “inflective” (read “fusional”) cannot claim to have
great value as an entering wedge into the discovery-
of the intuitional forms of language. I do not know.

whether the suggested classification into four con
ceptual groups is likely to drive deeper or not. M

own feeling is that it does, but classifications, neat’
constructions of the speculative mind, are slippery

things. They bave to be tested at every possible oppor

tunity before they have the right to cry for acceptance.

Meanwhile we may take some encouragement from th

application of a rather curious, yet simple, historical

test. Languages are in constant process of change, bu
it is only reasonable to suppose that they tend t
preserve longest what is most fundamental m thei

structure. Now if we take great groups of genetically
related languages,®* we find that as we pass from one:
to another or trace the course of their development we

frequently encounter a gradual change of morpholo,

ical type. This is not surprising, for there is no reason:

# Such, in other words, as can be shawn by dlocumentary
comparative_evidence to have been derived from a commo
source. See Chapter V1L .

It original form. It is interesting, however, to note
- that of the three intercrossing

{ far w0 scanty to serve hasi

: I o B > as a real basis of i
tent ourselves for the most part with noting their 3 is highly suggestive as far as it goes. The mwwow%ﬁ s
symptoms. These symptoms are being garnered in our - y J clanges
- descriptive and historical grammars of diverse lan

guages. Some day, it may be, we shall be able to read ;

Em.ﬂ are to be gleaned from the table are of B to A
LmE:cw as contrasted with Ewe;25 Classical Tibetan
4 2 contrasted with Modern Tibetan and Chinese) and

types A:B and G:D are respectively related to each
_279. as a simple and a complex form of a still more
fundamental type (purerelational, mixed-relational).

-tional type or vice versa 1 can
wxamples. .

permanence E.m.wm is in the technical features of lan-
guage. That highly synthetic languages (Latin; Sans- -

@msmru mmbmmmc or that agglutinative languages
- (Finnish) have in many instances gradually taken on

natural inference does not seem to have been often
drawn that possibly the contrast between synthetic

genetic relationship between Ewe and Shi i i
gnetic relatio P hilluk s . exceedingly

ife- in retourner. They are common enough, but are they as

band un-?
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why a language should remain permanently true to

. classifications repre-
sented in our table (conceptual type, technique, m:a

that the technique is

The illustrative material gathered in the table is

of conceptual type within groups of related languages

of D to C (French as contrasted with Latin?%), But

Of a passage from 2 pure-relational to a mixed-rela-
give no convincing

The table shows clearly enough how little relative
rit) have frequently broken down into analytic forms

imflective” features are well-known facts, but the

.ud._mmw are far-castern and far-western representatives of the
Soudan” group ‘recently proposed by D. Westermann. The

*This case is doubtful at that. I have put French in C
r r . o. L ”ﬂr
than in D with considerable misgivings. Everything depends %h
how one evaluates elements like -al in national, -té in bonté, or

alive, as lLittle petrified or bookish, as our English -ness and -ful
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and anaiytic or agglutinative and “inflective” (fu-
sional) is not so fundamental after all, Turning.to the §
Indo-Chinese languages, we find that Chinese is as §
near to being a perfectly. isolating language as any'§
example we are likely to find, while Classical Tibetan §
has not only fusional but strong symbolic features §
(e.g., g-tong-ba “to give,” past b-tang, future g-tang, §
imperative thong); but both are pure-relational lan-:
guages. Ewe is either isolating or only barely aggluti- 3
native, while Shilluk, though soberly analytic, is one;
of the most definitely symbolic languages I know; §
both of these.Soudanese languages are pure-relational. ;
The relationship between Polynesian and Cambod-:
gian is remote, though practically certain; while Em&
latter has more markedly fusional features than the:
former,27 both conform to the complex pure-relational §
type. Yana and Salinan are superficially very dissimilar §

languages. Yana is highly polysynthetic and quite-§
typically agglutinative, Salinan is no more synthetic 4
than and as irregularly and compactly fusional ("in
flective”) as Latin; both are pure-relational. Chinock
and Takelma, remotely related languages of Oregos,
have diverged very far from each other, not only a
regards technique and synthesis In general but in
almost all the details of their structure; both are com-
plex mixed-relational languages, though in very differ:
ent ways. Facts such as. these seem to lend color to the
suspicion that in the contrast of pure-relational and
mixed-relational (or concrete-relational) we are com
fronted by something deeper, more far-reaching, than?
the contrast of isolating, agglutinative, and fusional®

= In spite of its more isolating cast. ,

#7Tn a book of this sort it is naturally impossible to give an
adequate idea of linguistic structure in its varying forms. Osly
a few schematic indications are possible. A separate volumed
wonld be needed to breathe lifc into the scheme. Such a velume
would point out the salient structural characteristics of a num
ber of languages, so selected as to give the reader an insigh
into the formal economy of strikingly divergent. types.

CHAPTER VII

hnmhanwu as a Historical Product:
Drift

o

Everyone knows that language is variable. Two in-
dividuals of the same generation and locality, speak-
ing precisely the same dialect and moving in the same
social circles, are never absolutely at one in their
speech habits. A minute investigation of the speech of
each individual would reveal countless differences of
detail—in choice of words, in sentence structure, in
the relative frequency with which particular forms or
combinations of words are used, in the pronunciation
of particular vowels and consonants and of combina-
tions of vowels and consonants, in all those features,
such as speed, stress, and tone, that give life to spaken
language. In a sense they speak slightly divergent
dialects of the same language rather than identically
the same language. : ,

There is an important difference, however, between
individual and dialectic variations. If we take two
closely related dialects, say English as spoken by the
“middle classes” of London and English as spoken by
the average New Yorker, we observe that, however

‘much the individual speakers in each city differ from

each other, the body of Londoners forms a compact,
relatively unified group in contrast to the body of
New Yorkers. The individual variations are swamped

in or absorbed by certain major agreements—say of




