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PREFACE

Thislittle book aims to give a certain perspective on the subjedanfuage rather than to assemble facts
about it. It has little to say dhe ultimate psychological basis of speech and gives only enough atthal
descriptive or historical facts of pgagular languages tdlustrate principles. Its main purpose is to show
what | conceivdanguage to be, what is its variability in place and time, and whaitarelations to other
fundamental human intereststhe problem ofthought, the nature of the hisrical process, race, culture,
art.

The perspective thus gained will be useful, | hope, both to lingwsiaents and to the outside public that
is half inclined to dismidimguistic notions as the private pedantries of essentially idle mikdewledg of
the wider relations of their science is essentiaptofessional students of language if they are to be saved
from a sterileand purely technical attitude. Among contemporary writers of influenadiberal thought
Croce is one of the very few who Ve gained anunderstanding of the fundamental significance of
language. He hagsointed out its close relation to the problem of art. | am deepigebted to him for this
insight. Quite aside from their intrinsinterest, linguistic forms and historicalgesses have the greatest
possible diagnostic value for the understanding of some of the rddfieult and elusive problems in the
psychology of thought and in tretrange, cumulative drift in the life of the human spirit that we b#tory

or progressor evolution. This value depends chiefly on theconscious and unrationalized nature of
linguistic structure.

I have avoided most of the technical terms and all of the techsigalbols of the linguistic academy. There
is not a single diacriticahark inthe book. Where possible, the discussion is based on Enghsérial. It
was necessary, however, for the scheme of the book, winicludes a consideration of the protean forms
in which human thought hatound expression, to quote some exotic instancest fhese no apology
seems necessary. Owing to limitations of space | have had to leavmanyt ideas or principles that |
should have liked to touch upon. Othepints have had to be barely hinted at in a sentence or flying
phrase.Nevertheless, | trusthat enough has here been brought together 4erve as a stimulus for the
more fundamental study of a neglected field.

| desire to express my cordial appreciation of the friendly advicehetful suggestions of a number of
friends who have read the woik manuscript, notably Profs. A.L. Kroeber and R.H. Lowie of the University
of California, Prof. W.D. Wallis of Reed College, and Prof. J. @&itien University of lllinois.

EDWARD SAPIR.
OTTAWA, ONT,,

April 8, 1921.
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. INTRODUCTORY: LGNAGE DEFINED

Speech is so familiar a feature of daily life that we rarely pauskefioe it. It seems as natural to man as
walking, and only less so thdmeathing. Yet it needs but a mométreflection to convince us thdhis
naturalness of speech it an illusory feeling. The processaafquiring speech is, in sober fact, an utterly
different sort of thingfrom the process of learning to walk. In the case of the laftiction, culture, in
other words, the traditional body of social usaggenot €riously brought into play. The child is individually
equipped,by the complex set of factors that we term biological heredity, to makéhe needed muscular
and nervous adjustments that result in walkitigdeed, the very conformation of these muscleslaf the
appropriateparts of the nervous system may be said to be primarily adapted torttveements made in
walking and in similar activities. In a very reahse the normal human being is predestined to walk, not
because higlders will assist him ttearn the art, but because his organisnpiepared from birth, or even
from the moment of conception, to take oall those expenditures of nervous energy and all those
muscularadaptations that result in walking. To put it concisely, walking isaerent, biological function

of man.

Not so language. It is of course true that in a certain senséntfigidual is predestined to talk, but that is
due entirely to thecircumstance that he is born not merely in nature, but in the lap sbeiety that $
certain, reasonably certain, to lead him to traditions. Eliminate society and there is every reason to
believe thathe will learn to walk, if, indeed, he survives at all. But it is justesain that he will never
learn to talk, that is, to commucate ideasaccording to the traditional system of a particular society. Or,
again,remove the newborn individual from the social environment into which ih@s come and transplant
him to an utterly alien one. He will develop tlaet of walking in his newreironment very much as he
would havedeveloped it in the old. But his speech will be completely at variavite the speech of his
native environment. Walking, then, is a gendnaman activity that varies only within circumscribed limits
as we passrom individual to individual. Its variability is involuntary apdrposeless. Speech is a human
activity that varies without assignablamit as we pass from social group to social group, because it is a
purely historical heritage of the group, the productlofg-continuedsocial usage. It varies as all creative
effort varieg not asconsciously, perhaps, but none the less as truly as do the religimmdeliefs, the
customs, and the arts of different peoples. Walkingrsorganic, an instinctive, functiondt, of course,
itself aninstinct); speech is a nainstinctive, acquiredgculturak function.

There is one fact that has frequently tended to prevent the recognitidnlanguage as a merely
conventional system of sound symbols, that teesdluced the poplar mind into attributing to it an
instinctive basighat it does not really possess. This is the watbwn observation thatinder the stress of
emotion, say of a sudden twinge of pain orwfbridled joy, we do involuntarily give utterance to sounds
that the hearer interprets as indicative of the emotion itself. But there idhadl difference in the world
between such involuntary expression fgeling and the normal type of communication of ideas that is
speech.The former kind of utterance is indeed fimgtive, but it isnon-symbolic; in other words, the sound
of pain or the sound of joy doe®t, as such, indicate the emotion, it does not stand aloof, as it waerd,
announce that such and such an emotion is being felt. What it @otsserve as a me or less automatic
overflow of the emotionaknergy; in a sense, it is part and parcel of the emotion itdétfreover, such
instinctive cries hardly constitute communication in astyict sense. They are not addressed to any one,
they are merelyoverhead, if heard at all, as the bark of a dog, the soun@mbroaching footsteps, or the
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rustling of the wind is heard. If thegonvey certain ideas to the hearer, it is only in the very general sense
in which any and every sound or even any phenomenon ireavironmentmay be said to convey an idea

to the perceiving mind. If the involuntargry of pain which is conventionally represented diyh'¢ be
looked uponas a true speech symbol equivalent to some such ided am in greatpaing it is just as
allowable to interpret the appearance of cloudsasequivalent symbol that carries the definite message
dt is likely torain€ A definition of language, however, that is so extended asdwer every type of
inference becomes utterly meamgless.

The mistake must not be made of identifying our conventiontrjections (our oh! and ah! and sh!) with
the instinctive criesthemselves. These interjections are merely conventional fixations ofntieral
sounds. They therefore differ widelg various languages #ccordance with the specific phonetic genius
of each of these. As sut¢hey may be considered an integral portion of speech, in the propmmural
sense of the term, being no more identical with the instinctrées themselves #n such words as
écuckoa anddkill-deere are identical with the cries of the birds they denote or than RoSstreatment of

a storm in the overture taWilliam Tel is in fact astorm. In other words, the interjections and sound
imitative words ofnormal speech are related to their natural prototypes as is apueely social or cultural
thing, to nature. It may be objected thathough the interjections differ somewhat as we pass from
language tolanguage, they do nevertheless offer striking familgemblances andnay therefore be
looked upon as having grown up out of a comniastinctive base. But their case is nowise different from
that, say, otthe varying national modes of pictorial representation. A Japapéagere of a hill both differs
from ard resembles a typical modefuropean painting of the same kind of hill. Both are suggested by and
both dimitate¢ the same natural feature. Neither the one nor the othisrthe same thing as, or, in any
intelligible sense, a direct outgrowtbf, this natual feature. The two modes of representation are not
identical because they proceed from differing historical traditions, executed with differing pictorial
techniques. The interjections ofapanese and English are, just so, suggested by a common natural
prototype, the instinctive cries, and are thus unavoidably suggestiveaoh other. They differ, now
greatly, now but little, because they atmiilded out of historically diverse materials or technigues, the
respective linguistic traditions, phonetsystems, speech habits of th&o peoples. Yet the instinctive cries
as such are practically identicir all humanity, just as the human skeleton or nervous system is to all
intents and purposes afixed¢ that is, an only slightly andaccidentallg varnable, feature of ma@
organism.

Interjections are among the least important of speech elements. Tdisicussion is valuable mainly
because it can be shown that even thewowedly the nearest of all language sounds to instinctive
utterance, are only suprficially of an instinctive nature. Were it therefopmssible to demonstrate that
the whole of language is traceable, in idtimate historical and psychological foundations, to the
interjections, it would still not follow that language is an instin@iactivity. But,as a matter of fact, all
attempts so to explain the origin of speebhve been fruitless. There is no tangible evidence, historical or
otherwise, tending to show that the mass of speech elements and sp@ecesses has evolved out of the
interjections. These are a very smalid functionally insignificant proportion of the vocabulary of language;
at no time and in no linguistic province that we have record of doses a noticeable tendency towards
their elaboration into the primarywarp and woof of language. They are never more, at best, than a
decorative edging to the ample, complex fabric.
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What applies to the interjections applies with even greater force toshendimitative words. Such words
as awhippoorwill¢ dto mewg oo caweé are n no sense natural sounds that man has instinctively or
automatically reproduced. They are just as truly creations of the humizud, flights of the human fancy,
as anything else in language. Theyra directly grow out of nature, they are suggested bwnd play
with it. Hence the onomatopoetic theory of the origin of speech, the thabat would explain all speech
as a gradual evolution from sounds of ianitative character, really brings us no nearer to the instinctive
level than is language as we éw it to-day. As to the theory itself, it iscarcely more credible than its
interjectional counterpart. It is trué¢hat a number of words which we do not now feel to haveand
imitative value can be shown to have once had a phonetic form $tr@ngly suggests their origin as
imitations of natural sounds. Suchtie English wordto laughé¢ For all that, it is quite impossible &how,

nor does it seem intrinsically reasonable to suppose, that mthan a negligible proportion of the
elements of speeclor anything atall of its formal apparatus is derivable from an onomatopoetic source.
However much we may be disposed on general principles to assfgndamental importance in the
languages of primitive peoples to tlimitation of natural sounds, thactual fact of the matter is that these
languages show no particular preference for imitative words. Amongntest primitive peoples of
aboriginal America, the Athabaskan tribestbé Mackenzie River speak languages in which such words
seem to benearlyor entirely absent, while they are used freely enougHainguages as sophisticated as
English and German. Such an instance shuoovg little the essential nature of speech is concerned with
the mereimitation of things.

The way is now cleared for a senabde definition of languagd.anguage is a purely human and non
instinctive method of communicatingleas, emotions, and desires by means of a system of voluntarily
produced symbols. These symbols are, in the first instance, auditontheydare producedoy the se
calleddorgans of speechThere is naliscernible instinctive basis in human speech as such, however much
instinctive expressions and the natural environment may serve atinaulus for the development of
certain elements of speech, however mughstinctive tendencies, motor and other, may give a
predetermined rangeor mold to linguistic expression. Such human or animal communication, if
ocommunicatior it may be called, as is brought about by involuntamgtinctive cries is not, in our sense,
language at all.

| have just referred to théorgans of speecband it would seem dfirst blush that this is tantamount to an
admission that speech itsélf an instinctive, biologically predetermined activity. We must notrtied by
the mere term. There are, properly speaking, no organs speech; there are only organs that are
incidentally useful in thgroduction of speech sounds. The lungs, the larynx, the palatendse, the
tongue, the teeth, and the lips, are all so utilized, but tlaeg nomore to be thought of as primary organs
of speech than are thdéingers to be considered as essentially organs of pj@aging or theknees as
organs of prayer. Speech is not a simple activity thataisied on by one or more organs biologically
adaptedto the purpose. lis an extremely complex and evehifting network of adjustmentsin the brain,

in the nervous system, and in the articulating and auditorgang tending towards the desired end of
communication. The lungsdeveloped, roughly speaking, itonnection with the necessarbiological
function known as breathing; the nose, as an organ of sitnelteeth, as organs useful in breaking up food
before it was ready fodigestion. If, then, these and other organs are being constautiliged in speeh, it

is only because any organ, once existent ansbifiar as it is subject to voluntary control, can be utilized by
man forsecondary purposes. Physiologically, speech is an overlaid functioo,b& more precise, a group
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of overlaid functions. Igets what servicét can out of organs and functions, nervous and muscular, that
have comento being and are maintained for very different ends than its own.

It is true that physiological psychologists speak of the localizatiospeéch in the brain. Téican only
mean that the sounds of speech dixalized in the auditory tract of the brain, or in some circumscribed
portion of it, precisely as other classes of sounds are localizedthatidhe motor processes involved in
speech (such as the movementitioe glottal cords in the larynx, the movements of the tongue required to
pronounce the vowels, lip movements required to articulate certainsonants, and numerous others) are
localized in the motor tracprecisely as are all other impulses to speciaton activities. In thesame way
control is lodged in the visual tract of the brain overthtdse processes of visual recognition involved in
reading. Naturally thearticular points or clusters of points of localization in the sevieaalts that refer b

any element of language are connected in the brain paths of association, so that the outward, or
psychephysical, aspeatf language, is of a vast network of associated localizations ibrtia and lower
nervous tracts, the auditory localizationsibg without doubt the most fundamental of all for speech.
However, a speechsourldcalized in the brain, even when associated with the particmlavements of
the dspeech orgaristhat are required to produce it, igery far from being an element of langueadt must

be furtherassociated with some element or group of elements of experience, sepal image or a class
of visual images or a feeling of relatiobefore it has even rudimentary linguistic significance. This
¢element of experience is the coaht or dmeaning of the linguistic unit; theassociated auditory, motor,
and other cerebral processes that iilemediately back of the act of speaking and the act of hearing speech
are merely a complicated symbol of or signal for thaseanings; of whichmore anon. We see therefore
at once that language as such is aod cannot be definitely localized, for it consists of a pecsiarbolic
relationt physiologically an arbitrary omebetween allpossible elements of consciousness on the one
hand and certai selectedelements localized in the auditory, motor, and other cerebral aad/ous tracts

on the other. If language can be said to be definitétcalized in the brain, it is only in that general and
rather uselessense in which all aspects of consEpess, all human interest arattivity, may be said to
be din the brainé Hence, we have no recour$eait to accept language as a fully formed functional system
within man® psychic orspirituak constitution. We cannot define it as an entity psychophysical terms
alone, however much the psychahysical basis iBssential to its functioning in the individual.

From the physiologi® or psychologi€ point of view we may seem tbe making an unwarrantable
abstraction in desiring to handle thaulsject of speech without constant and explicit reference to that
basis.However, such an abstraction is justifiable. We can profitably digbedstention, the form, and the
history of speech, precisely as wigscuss the nature of any other phase of humeulturer say art or
religiomt as an institutional or cultural entity, leaving the orgaaitd psychological mechanisms back of it
as something to be taken fgranted. Accordingly, it must be clearly understood that thtsoduction to
the study of speecis not concerned with those aspedai$ physiology and of physiological psychology that
underlie speech. Oustudy of language is not to be one of the genesis and operation ainarete
mechanism; it is, rather, to be an inquiry into the functiamd formof the arbitrary systems of symbolism
that we term languages.

| have already pointed out that the essence of language consists iragbigning of conventional,
voluntarily articulated, sounds, or of the&quivalents, to the diverse elements of experiendhe word
ohouse is not a linguistic fact if by it is meant merely the acoustic effeiduced on the ear by its
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constituent consonants and vowels, pronoundada certain order; nor the motor processes and tactile
feelings whichmake up the articulatin of the word; nor the visual perception on tipart of the hearer of
this articulation; nor the visual perception tie word chouse on the written or printed page; nor the
motor processesnd tactile feelings which enter into the writing of the worajrithe memory of any or all

of these experiences. It is only when these, apdssibly still other, associated experiences are
automaticallyassociated with the image of a house that they begin to take omtitere of a symbol, a
word, an element of langwge. But the mere fact cduch an association is not enough. One might have
heard a particulaword spoken in an individual house under such impressive circumstdinaeseither

the word nor the image of the house ever recurcionsciousness without the loér becoming present at
the same time. Thisype of association does not constitute speech. The association must [nerely
symbolic one; in other words, the word must denote, tag tf& image, must have no other significance
than to serve as a counteio refer to it whenever it is necessary or convenient to do so. Such an
association, voluntary and, in a sense, arbitrary as it is, demacdasiderable exercise of selbnscious
attention. At least to beginvith, for habit soon makes the associationanly as automatic as arand more
rapid than most.

But we have traveled a little too fast. Were the symblobuse&t whether an auditory, motor, or visual
experience or image attached but to thesingle image of a particular house once seen, it might perhaps,
by anindulgent criticism, be termed an element of speech, yet it is obvaiube outset that speech so
constituted would have little or no valur purposes of communication. The world of our experiences
must beenormously simplified and generalizedfbre it is possible to makesymbolic inventory of all our
experiences of things and relations; attds inventory is imperative before we can convey ideas. The
elements oflanguage, the symbols that ticket off experience, must thereforeabsociated wh whole
groups, delimited classes, of experience ratligan with the single experiences themselves. Only so is
communicationpossible, for the single experience lodges in an individoalsciousness and is, strictly
speaking, incommunicable. To bemmuricated it needs to be referred to a class which is taeitigepted

by the community as an identity. Thus, the single impresgibith | have had of a particular house must
be identified with all myother impressions of it. Further, my generalized memorymy énotion¢ of this
house must be merged with the notions that all other individwalt® have seen the house have formed of
it. The particular experiencthat we started with has now been widened so as to embrace all possible
impressions or images thaestient beings have formed or may form tife house in question. This first
simplification of experience is at tHmttom of a large number of elements of speech, thecatled proper
nouns or names of single individuals or objects. It is, essentiallyypleeof simplification which underlies,

or forms the crude subject ohistory and art. But we cannot be content with this measure of reduation
the infinity of experience. We must cut to the bone of things,mgst more or less arbitrarily throw whole
masses of experience togethes similar enough to warrant their being looked upomistakenly, but
conveniently as identical. This house and that house and thousandshefr phenomena of like character
are thought of as having enough @a@mmon, in spite bgreat and obvious differences of detail, to be
classed under the same heading. In other words, the speech elethenis& is the symbol, first and
foremost, not of a single perceptiomor even of the notion of a particular object, but ofeoncepts in
other words, of a convenient capsule of thought that embraces thousahdsstinct experiences and that

is ready to take in thousands morethe single significant elements of speech are the symbols of concepts,
the actual flow of speech may be integted as a record of the settingf these concepts into mutual
relations.

10
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The question has often been raised whether thought is possible witepaech; further, if speech and
thought be not but two facets of the sanpsychic process. The question is adl thore difficult because it
hasbeen hedged about by misunderstandings. In the first place, it istavelbserve that whether or not
thought necessitates symbolism, that speech, the flow of language itself is not always indicative of
thought. We have een that the typical linguistic element labels a concepdoks not follow from this that
the use to which language is putabvays or even mainly conceptual. We are not in ordinary life so much
concerned with concepts as such as with concrete partitida andspecific relations. When | say, for
instance,d had a good breakfashis morningg it is clear that | am not in the throes of laborioti®ught,

that what | have to transmit is hardly more than a pleasuraflemory symbolically rendered in the
grooves of habitual expression. Eaglement in the sentence defines a separate concept or conceptual
relation or both combined, but the sentence as a whole has no conceptgaificance whatever. It is
somewhat as though a dynamo capablegeinerating @ough power to run an elevator were operated
almostexclusively to feed an electric debell. The parallel is morsuggestive than at first sight appears.
Language may be looked upon as instrument capable of running a gamut of psychic uses. Its flaw no
only parallels that of the inner content of consciousness, but paratlels different levels, ranging from
the state of mind that is dominatedly particular images to that in which abstract concepts and their
relations are alone at the focus of attéah and which is ordinarilfermed reasoning. Thus the outward
form only of language is constarts inner meaning, its psychic value or intensity, varies freely with
attention or the selective interest of the mind, also, needless to waty, the mind2 general development.
From the point of view ofanguage, thought may be defined as the highest latent or potentatent of
speech, the content that is obtained by interpreting eachtld elements in the flow of language as
possessed of its very fullesbnceptual value. From this it follows at once that language and thoaight
not strictly coterminous. At best language can but be the outwakt of thought on the highest, most
generalized, level of symbokxpression. To put our viewpoint somewhatferently, language iprimarily

a prerational function. It humbly works up to the thoughtiat is latent in, that may eventually be read
into, its classificationand its forms; it is not, as is generally but naively assumed, theldineall put upon,

the finished thought.

Most people, asked if they can think without speech, would probahiwer,dYes, but it is not easy for me
to do so. Still | know it can bdoneé Language is but a garment! But what if language is not so much a
garment as a preparedoad or groove? It is, indeed, in the highet#gree likely that language is an
instrument originally put to use®wer than the conceptual plane and that thought arises as a refined
interpretation of its content. The product grows, in other words, witle instrument, and thought may be
no more conceivable, in its genesiad daily practice, without speech than is mathematical reasoning
practicable without the lever of an appropriate mathematical symbolislo.one believes that even the
most difficult mahematical proposition isnherently dependent on an arbitrary set of symbols, but it is
impossible to suppose that the human mind is capable of arriving hbloling such a proposition without
the symbolism. The writer, for onés strongly of the opiniomhat the feeling entertained by so many that
they can think, or even reason, without language is an illusionillliseon seems to be due to a number of
factors. The simplest of thede the failure to distinguish between imagery and thought. As a maiter
fact, no sooner do we try to put an image into conscious relawdth another than we find ourselves
slipping into a silent flow ofvords. Thought may be a natural domain apart from the artificial one of
speech, but speech would seem to be the onlgdave know of that leadto it. A still more fruitful source

of the illusive feeling thalanguage may be dispensed with in thought is the common failuredbze that
language is not identical with its auditory symbolism. &hbéditory symbolism may besplaced, point for

11
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point, by a motor or by aisual symbolism (many people can read, for instance, in a purely esusé,
that is, without the intermediating link of an inner flow of tleuditory images that correspond to the
printed or written words) o by still other, more subtle and elusive, types of transfer that are notasy to
define. Hence the contention that one thinks without languagerely because he is not aware of a
coexisting auditory imagery is velar indeed from being a valid one. ®may go so far as to suspect that
the symbolic expression of thought may in some cases run along ottgidenge of the conscious mind,
so that the feeling of a freeyonlinguistic stream of thought is for minds of a certain typeslatively, but
only a relatively, justified one. Psychuhysicallythis would mean that the auditory or equivalent visual or
motor centersin the brain, together with the appropriate paths of association, that the cerebral
equivalent of speech, are touched off so lightluring the process of thought as not to rise into
consciousness at all. Thigould be a limiting casethought riding lightly on the submerged crest$
speech, instead of jogging along with it, hand in hand. The mogegthology has shown us how
powerfully symbolism is at work in thenconscious mind. It is therefore easier to understand at the
presenttime than it would have been twenty years ago that the most rareflemlight may be but the
conscious counterpart of an unconscidinguistic symblism.

One word more as to the relation between language and thought. The pdintiew that we have
developed does not by any means preclude gusssibility of the growth of speech being in a high degree
dependent onthe development of thought. We may asse that language aroggre-rationallyt just how
and on what precise level of mental activity wle not knowr but we must not imagine that a highly
developed system o$peech symbols worked itself out before the genesis of distinct conaapdsof
thinking, the handling of concepts. We must rather imagine tkiaught processes set in, as a kind of
psychic overflow, almost at thigeginning of linguistic expression; further, that the concept, otetned,
necessarily reacted on the life of its linguistic syilencouraging further linguistic growth. We see this
complex process athe interaction of language and thought actually taking place undereyas. The
instrument makes possible the product, the product refines ith&rument. The birth of a new concefs
invariably foreshadowed by more or less strained or extended use of old linguistic materialctiveept
does not attain to individual and independent life until it Hasnd a distinctive linguistic embodiment. In
most cases the new symb@ but athing wrought from linguistic material already in existenceniays
mapped out by crushingly despotic precedents. As soon as the iw@idhand, we instinctively feel, with
something of a sigh of reliethat the concept is ours for the handling. Not iinve own the symbotlo we
feel that we hold a key to the immediate knowledge wrderstanding of the concept. Would we be so
ready to die fordiberty £ to struggle fordidealss if the words themselves were not ringingthin us? And
the word, as we knowis not only a key; it may also béedter.

Language is primarily an auditory system of symbols. In so far aariiciglated it is also a motor system,
but the motor aspect of speech edearly secondary to the auditory. In normal individuals the ile@uo
speech first takes effect in the sphere of auditory imagery and is tfagrsmitted to the motor nerves that
control the organs of speech. Theotor processes and the accompanying motor feelings are not, however,
the end, the final resting point. By are merely a means and a contlehding to auditory perception in
both speaker and heareCommunication, which is the very object of speech, is successftdisted only
when the heare® auditory perceptions are translated intbe appropriate andntended flow of imagery

or thought or bothcombined. Hence the cycle of speech, in so far as we may look uporaipasely
external instrument, begins and ends in the realm of soufitie concordance between the initial auditory
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imagery and the finahuditory perceptions is the social seal or warrant of the successfuke of the
process. As we have already seen, the typical courleioprocess may undergo endless modifications or
transfers intoequivalent systems without thereby losing its essalftormalcharacteristics.

The most important of these modifications is the abbreviation of $peech process involved in thinking.
This has doubtless many formagcording to the structural or functional peculiarities of thelividual
mind. The least mdified form is that known aé&alking toone® sel€ or ¢thinking aloudé Here the speaker
and the hearer aradentified in a single person, who may be said to communicate tiitiself. More
significant is the still further abbreviated form in whittfe saunds of speech are not articulated at all. To
this belong all thevarieties of silent speech and of normal thinking. The auditory ceralense may be
excited; or the impulse to linguistic expression maydoenmunicated as well to the motor nerves that
communicate with theorgans of speech but be inhibited either in the muscles of these orgiaas some
point in the motor nerves themselves; or, possibly, #naditory centers may be only slightly, if at all,
affected, the speecprocess manifesting itselfirgctly in the motor sphere. There must kéll other types
of abbreviation. How common is the excitation of tm®tor nerves in silent speech, in which no audible or
visiblearticulations result, is shown by the frequent experience of fatigubeénspeeh organs, particularly
in the larynx, after unusuallstimulating reading or intensive thinking.

All the modifications so far considered are directly patterned ontthpical process of normal speech. Of
very great interest and importands the possibity of transferring the whole system of speech symbolism
into other terms than those that are involved in the typical procédss process, as we have seen, is a
matter of sounds and of movemenistended to produce these sounds. The sense of vision immatght
into play. But let us suppose that one not only hears the articulaednds but sees the articulations
themselves as they are being executieyl the speaker. Clearly, if one can only gain a sufficiently high
degreeof adroitness in perceiving thesmovements of the speech organs, thvay is opened for a new
type of speech symbolismthat in which thesound is replaced by the visual image of the articulations that
correspond to the sound. This sort of system has no great value for ofiast becauseve are already
possessed of the auditomynotor system ofwhich it is at best but an imperfect translation, not all the
articulations being visible to the eye. However, it is well known veixaellent use deafnutes can make of
areading from the lip§ as asubsidiary method of apprehending speech. The most important ofislgl
speech symbolisms is, of course, that of the written or printedrd, to which, on the motor side,
corresponds the system of delicatedyljusted movements which result in the wrigjror typewriting or
other graphic method of recording speech. The significant feature for@zognition in these new types of
symbolism, apart from the fact thahey are no longer a bgroduct of normal speech itself, is that each
element (letter or writen word) in the system corresponds to a specagfiement (sound or sounrgroup or
spoken word) in the primary systeri/ritten language is thus a poutb-point equivalence, to borrow a
mathematical phrase, to its spoken counterpart. The written formssaeondary symbols of the spoken
onex symbols of symbotsyet so closés the correspondence that they may, not only in theory but in the
actual practice of certain eyeeaders and, possibly, in certain typefsthinking, be entirely substituted for
the spdken ones. Yet thauditory-motor associations are probably always latent at the lethett is, they
are unconsciously brought into play. Even those who raad think without the slightest use of sound
imagery are, at lastinalysis, dependent on it. Theyre merely handling the circulatingiedium, the
money, of visual symbols as a convenient substitute for #@®nomic goods and services of the
fundamental auditory symbols.
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The possibilities of linguistic transfer are practically unlimitedariiliar exanple is the Morse telegraph
code, in which the letters aofiritten speech are represented by a conventionally fixed sequendengker
or shorter ticks. Here the transfer takes place from the writteord rather than directly from the sounds
of spoken speechThe letterof the telegraph code is thus a symbol of a symbol of a symbol. Itrintesf
course, in the least follow that the skilled operator, in ortierarrive at an understanding of a telegraphic
message, needs toanspose the individual sequenad ticks into a visual image of theord before he
experiences its normal auditory image. The precise metbbdeading off speech from the telegraphic
communication undoubtedlyaries widely with the individual. It is even conceivable, if exdctly likdy,
that certain operators may have learned to thidikectly, so far as the purely conscious part of the process
of thoughtis concerned, in terms of the tiegkuditory symbolism or, if they happea have a strong natural
bent toward motor symbolism, inetms of the correlated tactilemotor symbolism developed in the
sending otelegraphic messages.

Still another interesting group of transfers are the different gestiareguages, developed for the use of
deafmutes, of Trappist monks vowed perpetual siénce, or of communicating parties that are within
seeingdistance of each other but are out of earshot. Some of these systemsnastn-one equivalences
of the normal system of speech; others, likelitary gesturesymbolism or the gesture language of the
Plains Indianof North America (understood by tribes of mutually unintelligible foraisspeech) are
imperfect transfers, limiting themselves to the renderin§ such grosser speech elements as are an
imperative minimum undedifficult circumstances. Ithese latter systems, as in such still mamgerfect
symbolisms as those used at sea or in the woods, it magohéended that language no longer properly
plays a part but that thédeas are directly conveyed by an utterly unrelated symbolic procelsg @quasi
instinctive imitativeness. Such an interpretation would &@oneous. The intelligibility of these vaguer
symbolisms can hardly kaue to anything but their automatic and silent translation into tteems of a
fuller flow of speech.

We shall no dabt conclude that all voluntary communication of ideaside from normal speech, is either

a transfer, direct or indirect, frorthe typical symbolism of language as spoken and heard or, at the least,
involves the intermediary of truly linguistic symbolisiihis is a facbf the highest importance. Auditory
imagery and the correlated motamagery leading to articulation are, by whatever devious ways we follow
the process, the historic fountainead of all speech and of aflinking. One other point is ofti greater
importance. The ease witlvhich speech symbolism can be transferred from one sense to andtioen,
technique to technique, itself indicates that the mere soundsspéech are not the essential fact of
language, which lies rather in tra@asdiication, in the formal patterning, and in the relating @dncepts.
Once more, language, as a structure, is on its inner facentild of thought. It is this abstracted language,
rather more than thephysical facts of speech, that is to concern us inioguiry.

There is no more striking general fact about language thamnitgersality. One may argue as to whether a
particular tribe engages iactivities that are worthy of the name of religion or of art, but Ww&ow of no
people that is not possessed affully developed languag@&he lowliest South African Bushman speaks in
the forms of a ricksymbolic system that is in essence perfectly comparable to the spedble cliltivated
Frenchman. It goes without saying that the more abstraohcepts are not early so plentifully
represented in the language difie savage, nor is there the rich terminology and the finer definitbn
nuances that reflect the higher culture. Yet the sort of linguidgeelopment that parallels the historic
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growth of culture andwhich, inits later stages, we associate with literature is, at best, bsuperficial
thing. The fundamental groundwork of languagihe development of a cleacut phonetic system, the
specific association @&fpeech elements with concepts, and the del@atovision for the formaéxpression

of all manner of relations all this meets us rigidlgerfected and systematized in every language known to
us. Many primitivelanguages have a formal richness, a latent luxuriance of expredsianeclipses
anything known to the languages of modern civilizatideven in the mere matter of the inventory of
speech the layman must herepared for strange surprises. Popular statements as to the extigonerty

of expression to which primitive languages are doomedsarglymyths. Scarcely less impressive than the
universality of speech is i@most incredible diversity. Those of us that have studied Fren&Geaman, or,
better yet, Latin or Greek, know in what varied formghaught may run. The formal divergencestiveen
the English plan and thieatin plan, however, are comparatively slight in the perspective of wieaknow

of more exotic linguistic patterns. The universality and theersity of speech lead to a significant
inference. We are forced tbelieve thatlanguage is an immensely ancient heritage of the humae,
whether or not all forms of speech are the historical outgrowtlaaingle pristine form. It is doubtful if any
other cultural asset ofman, be it the art of drilling for fire or of chippingoste, may layclaim to a greater
age. | am inclined to believe that it antedated evitie lowliest developments of material culture, that
these developmentdn fact, were not strictly possible until language, the toosighificant expression, had
itselftaken shape.
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Il. THE ELEMENTS OF SPEECH

We have more than once referred to tldielements of speech by which weunderstood, roughly speaking,
what are ordinarily calledwordsé We must now look more closely at these elements and acquaint
ourselves withthe stuff of language. The very simplest element of speemhd by dspeects we shall
henceforth mean the auditory system of speesgmbolism, the flow of spoken wordss the individual
sound, though, asve shall see later on, the sound is not itself a simple structuretiritresultant of a
series of independent, yet closely correlatedijustments in the organs of speech. And yet the individual
sound isnot, properly conilered, an element of speech at all, for speech sgaificant function and the
sound as such has no significancehdppens occasionally that the single sound is an independently
significant element (such as Frenahthas and a ¢o¢ or Latini égol€), but such cases are fortuitous
coincidences between individuabund and significant word. The coincidence is apt to be fortuitous not
only in theory but in point of actual historic fact; thus, the instancigsd are merely reduced forms of
originally fuler phoneticgroups Latin habetand ad and IndeEuropeanei respectively. Iflanguage is a
structure and if the significant elements of language #re bricks of the structure, then the sounds of
speech can only beompared to the unformed and unburnt glaf which the bricks artashioned. In this
chapter we shall have nothing further to do wibunds as sounds.

The true, significant elements of language are generally sequencesunfds that are either words,
significant parts of words, or worgroupings. What distinguishes each of these elements is that it is the
outward sign of a specific idea, whether of a single concept or imagé @amumber of such concepts or
images definitely connected into whole. The single word may or may not be tsieplest significant
element we have to deal with. The English wosilsg sings singing singereach conveys a perfectly
definite and intelligibledea, though the idea is disconnected and is therefore functionallyogpractical
value. We recognize imediately that these words are of twsorts. The first wordsing is an indivisible
phonetic entityconveying the notion of a certain specific activity. The other wordsatllve the same
fundamental notion but, owing to the addition of othphonetic eéments, this notion is given a particular
twist that modifiesor more closely defines it. They represent, in a sense, compoucaleckepts that have
flowered from the fundamental one. We may, therefommalyze the wordsings singing andsingeras
binary expressiongnvolving a fundamental concept concept of subject matteiS(NG, and a further
concept of more abstract orderone of person, numbelitime, condition, function, or of several of these
combined.

If we symbolize such a term asigby the algebraic formula A, w&hall have to symbolize such terms as
singsand singerby the formula A + 3. The element A may be either a complete and independeoid
(SING or the fundamental substance, the-salled root orstent or dradical element (SING) of a word.
The element b-§ -ing, -er) is the indicator of a subsidiary and, as a rule, a natagtract concept; in the
widest sense of the wordform,€ it puts uponthe fundamental concept a formal limitation. We may term
it a cgrammatical elemst¢ or affix. As we shall see later on, tgeammatical element or the grammatical

We shall reserve capitals for radical elements.

2 These words are not here used in a narrowly technical sense.

16



[I. THE ELEMENTS SFEECH

increment, as we had better put, need not be suffixed to the radical element. It may be a prefixed
element (like theun- of unsingablg, it may be inserted into theery body of the stem (like the of the
Latinvincod conquek ascontrasted with its absence wicid have conqueref), it may be thecomplete

or partial repetition of the stem, or it may consist of sommdification of the inner form of the stem
(changeof vowel, as irsungandsong change of consonant as deadand deathy changeof accent; actual
abbreviation). Each and every one of these typesgammatical element or modification has this
peculiarity, that it maynot, in the vast majority of casele used independently but needs b somehow
attached to or welded with a radical element in order donvey an intelligible notion. We had better,
therefore, modify ourformula, A + b, to A + (b), the round brackets symbolizingiticapacity of an
element to stand alone. The grammatical elememtpreover, is not only nowexistent except as associated
with a radicalbne, it does not even, as a rule, obtain its measure of significaniess it is associated with
a particular class of radical elementdiws, the-s of Englisthe hitssymbolizes an utterly differemntotion
from the -s of books merely becauséit and bookare differently classified as to function. We must hasten
to observe however, that while the radical element may, on occasion, be idehtith the word, it does
not follow that it may always, or evecustomarily, be used as a word. Thus, tiwt- dgarderg of such
Latin forms ashortus horti, and horto is as much of an abstractiothough one yielding a more easily
apprehended significare, than the-ing of singing Neither exists as an independently intelligible and
satisfying element of speech. Both the radical element, as such, angrénematical element, therefore,
are reached only by a processatfstraction. It seemed proper to synlizesingeras A + (b);

hort-usmust be symbolized as (A) + (b).

So far, the first speech element that we have found which we camacapllycexistg is the word. Before
defining the word, however, wenust look a little more closely at the type wiord that is illustratedby
sing Are we, after all, justified in identifying it with a radielement? Does it represent a simple
correspondence between concept alidguistic expression? Is the elemesihg, that we have abstracted
from sings singing and singerand to which we may justly ascrilzegeneral unmodified conceptual value,
actually the same linguistic faets the wordsing? It would almost seem absurd to doubt it, yelile
reflection only is needed to convince us that the doubersirely legitimate. The wordingcannot, as a
matter of fact, befreely used to refer to its own conceptual content. The existenceuah evidently
related forms asangand sungat once shows that icannot refer to past time, but that, for at least an
important part of its range of usage, it is limited to the present. On the other hand,uge ofsingas an
anfinitive€ (in such locutions as singand HEWILL SINfGdoes indicate that there is a fairly strong
tendency for theword singto represent the fil, untrammeled amplitude of a specifaoncept. Yet ising
were, in any adequate sense, the fixexpression of the unmodified concept, there should be no room for
suchvocalic aberrations as we find sgangand sungand song nor should we findsing specifically used to
indicate present time for appjersons but one (third person singukings.

The truth of the matter is thasingis a kind of twilight wordtrembling between the status of a true radical
element and that of anodified word of the type ofinging Though it has no outward sign itdicate that
it conveys more than a generalized idea, we do feel thate hangs about it a variable mist of added
value. The formula A doe®t seem to represent it so well as A 4.(@/e might suspectingof belonging
to the A + (b) type, with the reservation that the (b) haghished. This report of théfeel€ of the word is
far from fanciful,for historical evidence does, in all earnest, show thiagis inorigin a number of que
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distinct words, of type A + (b), that hapeoled their separate values. The (b) of each of these has gone as
a tangible phonetic element; its force, however, lingers on in weakenedsure. Theingof | singis the
correspondent of the Angi®axonsinge; the infinitive sing of singan the imperativesing of sing Ever
since the breakdown of English forms that set in abouttiime of the Norman Conquest, our language has
been straining towards thereation of simple concepwords, unalloyed by formalonnotations, butt has

not yet succeeded in this, apart, possibly, from isolated advarigsother elements of that sort. Were the
typical unanalyzable word ahe language truly a pure concepiord (type A) instead of being of a
strangely transitionalyipe (type A + [0]), ousing and work and houseand thousands of others would
compare with the genuineadicatwords of numerous other languagéSuch a radicalord, to take a
random example, is the Nootkavord hamot dbone& Our Englishcorrespondent isonly superficially
comparable.Hamot meanscdbonet in a quite indefinite sense; to our English word clings the notion of
singularity. The Nootka Indian can convey the idea of plurality, inobiseveral ways, if he so desires, but
he does not need tchamot maydo for either singular or plural, should no interest happen to attacthto
distinction. As soon as we sélyonet (aside from its secondanysage to indicate material), we not merely
specify the nature of thebject but we imply, whether we witir no, that there is but one dhese objects

to be considered. And this increment of value makethalldifference.

We now know of four distinct formal types of word: A (Nookieanot);

A + (0) $ING bone; A + (b) SINGINEG (A) + (b) (Latitortus). There is but one other type that is
fundamentally possible:

A + B, the union of two (or more) independently occurring raditexhents into a single term. Such a word
is the compoundfire-engine or a Sioux form equivalent teat-stand (i.e., &to eat while standing). It
frequently happens, however, that one of the radied@ments becomes functionally so subordinated to
the other that it takeson the character of a grammatical element. We may symbolize this byb, a type
that may gradually, by loss of exhal connection betweernthe subordinated element b and its
independent counterpart B merge withe commoner type A + (b). A word likeautifulis an example oA

+ b, the-ful barely preserving the impress of its lineage. A wikethomely, on the othe hand, is clearly of
the type A + (b), for n@ne but a linguistic student is aware of the connection between-theand the
independent wordike.

In actual use, of course, these five (or six) fundamental types maydeénitely complicated in a numioe
of ways. The (0) may havenaultiple value; in other words, the inherent formal modification of thasic
notion of the word may affect more than one category. In sudtain word asor ¢heartg¢ for instance,
not only is a concreteoncept conveyedyut there cling to the form, which is actually shortban its own
radical element CORB), the three distinct, yetintertwined, formal concepts of singularity, gender
classificationneuter), add case (subjectivebjective). The complete grammatidarmula forcoris, then,
A + (0) + (0) + (0), though the mera@yternal, phonetic formula would be (&), (A) indicating the

It is not a question of the general isolating character of such languages as Chinese (see Chapter VI). Radical-words
may and do occur in languages of all varieties, many of them of a high degree of complexity.

Spoken by a group of Indian tribes in Vancouver Island.
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abstracteddstene cord, the minus sign a loss of material. The significant thingut such a word asoris

that the three concetual limitations arenot merely expressed by implication as the word sinks into place
in a sentence; they are tied up, for good and all, within the very vitalthef word and cannot be
eliminated by any possibility of usage.

Other complications result fra a manifolding of parts. In a given wdttere may be several elements of
the order A (we have already symbolizis by the type A + B), of the order (A), of the order b, and of the
order (b). Finally, the various types may be combined among themsehsslless ways. A comparatively
simple language like English, or evkatin, illustrates but a modest proportion of these theoretical
possibilities. But if we take our examples freely from the \sstehouse of language, from languages
exotic as well afrom those thatwe are more familiar with, we shall find that there is hardlgassibility
that is not realized in actual usage. One example willoldhousands, one complex type for hundreds of
possible types. | seledt from Paiute, the language ohé Indians of the arid plateaus sbuthwestern
Utah. The wordVIFTOKUCHUMPUNKLRUEGANYUGWAVANTUBEM(UE}) is of unusual lengtleven for

its own language, but it is no psychological monster fothall. It meansithey who are going to sit and cut
up with a knife ablack cow QRbull)£ or, in the order of the Indian elementéknife-blackbuffalo-pet-cut
up-sit(plur.)}future-participle-animateplur.€ The formula for this word, in accordance with our symbolism,
would be (F) + (E) + C+d+ A+ B+ () + (i) + (0). It is th@ural of the future participle of a compound
verbdto sit and cutupet A + B. The elements (gwhich denotes futurityg , (h)¢g a participial suffixg , and

() ¢ indicating the animate plural are grammatical elements whichoavey nothing when detached. The
formula (0)is intended to imply that the finished word conveys, in addition to wkatefinitely expressed,
a further relational idea, that ofubjectivity; in other words, the form can only be used as the sulokat
sentence, not in an objective or other syntactic relation. Tiaelical element A&o cut ugg), before
entering into combination withthe cooerdinate element Bdio sitf), is itself compounded with two
nominal elements or elemerjroups an instrumentally use stem (FJdknifeg), which may be freely used
as the radical element of nouorms but cannot be employed as an absolute noun in its given formaand
objectively used group (E) + C + diflack cowor bull€). Thisgroup in turn consists of an adjectivadical
element (E) dblackf), which cannot be independently employed (the absolute notiordtdfické can be
rendered only as the participle of a verblackbe-ingg), andthe compound noun C + difuffalo-pete).
The radical element C propentgeansobuffalog but the element d, properly an independently occurring
noun meaninghorset (originallyddoge or cdomesticated animalin general), is regularly used as a quasi
subordinate element indicatinthat the animal denoted by the stem to which it isiaéfd is owned by a
human being. It will be observed that the whole comp{EX + (E) + C + d + A + B is functionally no more
than a verbal base;orresponding to thesing of an English form likeinging that this complex remains
verbal in force on the atition of the temporalelement (g)g this (g), by the way, must not be understood
as appended td alone, but to the whole basic complex as a gnitand that theelements (h) + (i) + (0)
transform the verbal expression into a formalgll-defined noun.

It is high time that we decided just what is meant by a word. Ourifimpulse, no doubt, would have been
to define the word as the symbolitinguistic counterpart of a single concept. We now know that such a

In this and other examples taken from exotic languages | am forced by practical considerations to simplify the actual
phonetic forms. This should not matter perceptibly, as we are concerned with form as such, not with phonetic
content.
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definition is impossible. In truth it is impsible to define the wordrom a functional standpoint at all, for
the word may be anything fronthe expression of a single conceptoncrete or abstract or purely
relational (as irof or by or and) ¢ to the expression of aomplete thought (as in Latidico d say or, with
greater elaborateness of form, in a Nootka verb form denotiichave beeraccustomed to eat twenty
round objects [e.g., apples] while engaged[dioing so and sd). In the latter case the word becomes
identical withthe sentence. Thavord is merely a form, a definitely molded entity thtakes in as much or

as little of the conceptual material of the whalleought as the genius of the language cares to allow. Thus
it is thatwhile the single radical elements and grammatical elememis,darriersof isolated concepts, are
comparable as we pass from languagdanguage, the finished words are not. Radical (or grammatical)
element and sentence these are the primanfunctional units of speech, thdormer as an abstracted
minimum, the later as the estheticallgatisfying embodiment of a unified thought. The actissinal units

of speech, the words, may on occasion identify themselves with eithéneotwo functional units; more
often they mediate between the twextremes, embodying one anore radical notions and also one or
more subsidiary ones. We may put the whole matter in a nutshell by satying the radical and
grammatical elements of language, abstractedtlasy are from the realities of speech, respond to the
conceptual worldof science, abstracted as it is from the realities of experience, thatl the word, the
existent unit of living speech, responds to the umiitactually apprehended experience, of history, of art.
The sentence ithe logical counterpart of the complete thoughnly if it be felt agnade up of the radical
and grammatical elements that lurk in threcesses of its words. It is the psychological counterpart of
experience, of art, when it is felt, as indeed it normally is, asfitiished play of word with word. Athe
necessity of defining thoughsolely and exclusively for its own sake becomes more urgent, the word
becomes increasingly irrelevant as a means. We can therefore easigrstand why the mathematician
and the symbolic logician are driven discard tle word and to build up their thought with the help of
symbolswhich have, each of them, a rigidly unitary value.

But is not the word, one may object, as much of an abstraction asraleal element? Is it not as
arbitrarily lifted out of the livingsenterce as is the minimum conceptual element out of the word? Some
students of language have, indeed, looked upon the word as suchbatraction, though with very
doubtful warrant, it seems to me. It iBue that in particular cases, especially in some of thghly
synthetic languages of aboriginal America, it is not always easy twisether a particular element of
language is to be interpreted as amdependent word or as part of a larger word. These transitional cases,
puzzling as they may be on occasido, not, however, materially weakethe case for the psychological
validity of the word. Linguistiexperience, both as expressed in standardized, written form andsasd in
daily usage, indicates overwhelmingly that there is not, asl@, the slightesdifficulty in bringing the
word to consciousness aspsychological reality. No more convincing test could be desiredtthanthat

the naive Indian, quite unaccustomed to the concept of Wetten word, has nevertheless no serious
difficulty in dictating a textto a linguistic student word by word; he tends, of course, to runwuosds
together as in actual speech, but if he is called to a halt anthde to understand what is desired, he can
readily isolate the words asuch, repeating them asnits. He regularly refuses, on the other harnd,
isolate the radical or grammatical element, on the ground thainiakes no sens&. What, then, is the

6 These oral experiences, which | have had time and again as a field student of American Indian languages, are very

neatly confirmed by personal experiences of another sort. Twice | have taught intelligent young Indians to write their
own languages according to the phonetic system which | employ. They were taught merely how to render
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objective criterion of the wordThe speaker and hearer feel the word, let us grant, but how shajllistigy
their feeling? If function is not the ultimate criterion of theord, what is?

It is easier to ask the question than to answer it. The best that wedoas to say that the word is one of
the smallest, completely satisfyirfgjts of isolatedémearinge into which the sentence resolves itself. It
cannot be cut into without a disturbance of meaning, one or the otheboth of the severed parts
remaining as a helpless waif on our handspriactice this unpretentious criterion does better service than
might besupposed. In such a sentencelass unthinkableit is simplyimpossible to group the elements
into any other and smalleiword<t than the three indicated.Thinkor thinkable might be isolated, but as
neither un- nor -able nor is-un yields a masurable satisfactionye are compelled to leaventhinkableas

an integral whole, aniniature bit of art. Added to théfeel¢ of the word are frequentlybut by no means
invariably, certain external phonetic characteristi@hief of these is accent. Inamy, perhaps in most,
languages the singlword is marked by a unifying accent, an emphasis on one afythables, to which the
rest are subordinated. The particular syllalivat is to be so distinguished is dependent, needless to say,
on the special gaius of the language. The importance of accent as a unifigagure of the word is
obvious in such English examples waghinkable characterizing The long Paiute word that we have
analyzed is marked as a rigid phonetic unit by several features,athigiich are theaccent on its second
syllable WIIQknifeg) and theslurring funvoicingg to use the technical phonetic term) of its finawel ¢
MUE animate plural). Such features as accent, cadence, andréa@gment of consonants and vowels
within the body of a word are oftenseful as aids in the external demarcation of the word, but they must
by no means be interpreted, as is sometimes done, as themselves respoffsibles psychological
existence. They at best but strengthen a feelifiginity that is already present on other grounds.

We have already seen that the major functional unit of speech, gbetence, has, like the word, a
psychological as well as a merdbgical or abstracted existence. Its definition is not difficult. Ithis
linguistic expression of a proposition. It combines a subjedistourse with a statement in regard to this
subject. Subject andoredicate may be combined in a single word, as in Ldten, eachmay be expressed
independently, as in the English equivaldnéay each or either may be so qualified as to lead to complex
propositions ofmany sorts. No matter how many of these qualifying elements (wordisrmtional parts of
words) are introduced, the sentence does not ldsefeeling of unity so long as eaamd every one of
them falls inplace as contributory to the definition of either the subjectdi$courseor the core of the
predicate’ Such a sentence &8HE MAYORF NEW YORK IS GOING TO ERANAPEECH OF WELCOME
IN FRENCH readily felt as a unifig statement, incapable of reduction by theansfer of certain of its

accurately the sounds as such. Both had some difficulty in learning to break up a word into its constituent sounds,
but none whatever in determining the words. This they both did with spontaneous and complete accuracy. In the
hundreds of pages of manuscript Nootka text that | have obtained from one of these young Indians the words,
whether abstract relational entities like English that and but or complex sentence-words like the Nootka example
quoted above, are, practically without exception, isolated precisely as | or any other student would have isolated
them. Such experiences with naive speakers and recorders do more to convince one of the definitely plastic unity of
the word than any amount of purely theoretical argument.

fiCoordinate sentenceso like | shall remain but you may go may only doubtfully be considered as truly unified
predications, as true sentences. They are sentences in a stylistic sense rather than from the strictly formal linguistic
standpoint. The orthography | SHALL REMAIN. BUT YOU MAY GO is as intrinsically justified as | SHALL REMAIN.
NOW YOU MAY GO. The closer connection in sentiment between the first two propositions has led to a
conventional visual representation that must not deceive the analytic spirit.
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elements, in their given form, to thpreceding or following sentees. The contributory ideas GiIF NEW
YORKof welcome andin Frenchmay be eliminated without hurtinghe idiomatic flow of the sentence.
THE MAYOR IS GOING TO DELISPEECH a perfectly intelligible proposition. But further than thie
cannot go in the process of reduction. We cannot say, for instaviagor is going to deliveérThe reduced
sentence reslves itselfinto the subject of discourse THE MAYOR and the predicateg IS GOINGO
DELIVER A SPEE@GHSs customary to say that the true subject @iich a sentence imayor, the true
predicateis goingor evenis, the other elements being strictlyubordinate. Such an analystsgwever, is
purely schematic and is without psychological value. ihigh better frankly to recognize the fact that
either or both of the twaterms of the sentencgroposition may be incapable of expression in them of
single words. There are languages that can convey all traingeyed bylrhemayor isgoingto-delivera-
speechn two words, asubject word and a predicate word, but English is not so higihiyhetic. The point
that we are really making here is that untiéngthe finished sentence is a living sentence type, of fixed
formal characteristics. These fixed types or actual sentegroeindworks may béreely overlaid by such
additional matter as the speaker or writer caresput on, but they are themselves aigidly égivere by
tradition asare the radical and grammatical elements abstracted from the finishedi. New words may
be consciously created from these fundamergidments on the analogy of old ones, but hardly new types
of words. Inthe same way newentences are being constantly created, but alwaysstittly traditional
lines. The enlarged sentence, however, allows asle of considerable freedom in the handling of what
may be calledunessentia parts. It is this margin of freedom which gives us dip@ortunity of individual
style.

The habitual association of radical elements, grammatical elememgjs, and sentences with concepts
or groups of concepts related intwholes is the fact itself danguage. It is important to note thakere is

in all languages a certain randomness of association. Thugjeheofohide€ may be also expressed by the
word éconceals the notionof éthree timeg also bydthrice € The multiple expression of a singlencept is
universally felt as a source of linguistic strength &adety, not as a needless extravagance. More irksome
is a randoncorrespondence between idea and linguistic expression in the fiekbstfact and relational
concepts, particularly when theoncept issmbodied in a grammatical element. Thus, the randomness of
the expression of plurality in such words lasoks oxen sheep andgeeseis felt to be rather more, | fancy,
an unavoidable andraditional predicament than a welcome luxuriance. dtabvious that danguage
cannot go beyond a certain point in this randomness. Manguages go incredibly far in this respect, it is
true, but linguistichistory shows conclusively that sooner or later the less frequerdturring associations
are ironad out at the expense of the more vitahes. In other words, all languages have an inherent
tendency to economwf expression. Were this tendency entirely inoperative, there woulthdogrammar.
The fact of grammar, a universal trait of languagesimsply a generalized expression of the feeling that
analogous conceptand relations are most conveniently symbolized in analogous forms. Wreguage
ever completelydgrammaticak it would be a perfect enginef conceptual expression. Unfortunately, or
luckily, no language iyrannically consistent. All grammars leak.

Up to the present we have been assuming that the material of languafiects merely the world of
concepts and, on what | have ventured ¢all the dpre-rationak plane, of images, which are the raw

Except, possibly, in a newspaper headline. Such headlines, however, are language only in a derived sense.
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material of concepts. We have, in other words, been assuming that language neswesly in the
ideational or cognitive sphere. It is time that wamplified the picture. The volitional aspect of
consciousness also is some extent explicitly provided for in language. Nearly all langubges special
means for the expression of commands (in the imperatorens of the verb, for example) and of desires,
unattained orunattainable WOULD HE MIGHT COMIE Would he were ére!) Theemotions, on the
whole, seem to be given a less adequate oufighotion, indeed, is proverbially inclined to speechlessness.
Most, if not all, the interjections are to be put to the credit of emotior&dpression, also, it may be, a
number of lhguistic elements expressimggrtain modalities, such as dubitative or potential forms, which
may beinterpreted as reflecting the emotional states of hesitation doubtt attenuated fear. On the
whole, it must be admitted that ideatioreigns supreme in feguage, that volition and emotion come in as
distinctly secondary factors. This, after all, is perfesttglligible. The world of image and concept, the
endless andevershifting picture of objective reality, is the unavoidabdeibjectmatter of human
communication, for it is only, or mainly, ierms of this world that effective action is possible. Desire,
purpose,emotion are the personal color of the objective world; they are appfiedately by the individual
soul and are of relatively little imponteeto the neighboring one. All this does not mean that volition and
emotion are not expressed. They are, strictly speaking, never absent from napeglch, but their
expression is not of a truly linguistic nature. Tingances of emphasis, tone, and phirag the varying
speed andcontinuity of utterance, the accompanying bodily movements, all thegeress something of
the inner life of impulse and feeling, but as theseans of expression are, at last analysis, but modified
forms of theinstinctive uttemnce that man shares with the lower animals, tl@nnot be considered as
forming part of the essential culturabnception of language, however much they may be inseparable from
its actual life. And this instinctive expression of volition and emotiofoisthe most part, sufficient, often
more than sufficient, for thepurposes of communication.

There are, it is true, certain writersn the psychology of languageho deny its prevailingly cognitive
character but attempt, on theontrary, to demonstratette origin of most linguistic elements withihe
domain of feeling. | confess that | am utterly unable to follbvem. What there is of truth in their
contentions may be summed up,seems to me, by saying that most words, like practically all elements of
consciousness, have an associated fedlamg, a mild, yet none thdess real and at times insidiously
powerful, derivative of pleasure grain. This feelingone, however, is not as a rule an inherent valuthia
word itself; it is rather a sentimentajrowth on the word@® true body, on its conceptual kernel. Not only
may the feelingone changdrom one age to another (this, of course, is true of the conceptoakent as
well), but it varies remarkably from individual to individa&kcording to the pesonal associations of each,
varies, indeed, fronime to time in a single individu@l consciousness as his experiencetd him and his
moods change. To be sure, there are socially accefgtelihgtones, or ranges of feelingpne, for many
words over ad abovethe force of individual association, but they are exceedingly variabte elusive
things at best. They rarely have the rigidity of tbentral, primary fact. We all grant, for instance, that
storm, tempest and hurricane quite aside from their gjht differences ofactual meaning, have distinct
feelingtones, tones that are felt by adlensitive speakers and readers of English in a roughly equivalent
fashion.Storm we feel, is a more general and a decidedly @sagnificené word than the othertwo;
tempestis not only associatedith the sea but is likely, in the minds of many, to have obtainedfeened

E.g., the brilliant Dutch writer, Jac van Ginneken.
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glamour from a specific association with Shakesp@agesatplay; hurricanehas a greater forthrightness, a
directer ruthlessnesthan its syjonyms. Yet the individu@l feelingtones for these wordare likely to vary
enormously. To someempestand hurricanemay seemosoft,¢ literary words, the simplestorm having a
fresh, ruggedralue which the others do not possess (thinkstdrm and stres. Ifwe have browsed much
in our childhood days in books of the Spanish Mainricaneis likely to have a pleasurably bracing tone; if
we have hadhe misfortune to be caught in one, we are not unlikely to feel the wasdcold, cheerless,
sinister.

The feelingones of words are of no use, strictly speaking, to sciettoe;philosopher, if he desires to
arrive at truth rather than merely tpersuade, finds them his most insidious enemies. But man is rarely
engaged in pure science, in solid thinki@enerally his mentactivities are bathed in a warm current of
feeling and he seizes updhe feelingtones of words as gentle aids to the desired excitatibhey are
naturally of great value to the literary artist. Itilgeresting to note, however, tt even to the artist they

are a dangerA word whose customary feeliigne is too unquestioningly acceptdscomes a plushy bit

of furniture, acliche Every now and then thartist has to fight the feelingone, to get the word to mean
what it nakedly ad conceptually should mean, depending for the effecteafing on the creative power of

an individual juxtaposition of concepts images.
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We have seen that the mere phonefiamework of speech does nabnstitute the inner fact of language
and that the single sound ddrticulated speech is not, as such, a linguistic element at all. Ftnaa]l
speech is so inevitably bound up with sounds and theiiculation that we can ardly avoid giving the
subject of phoneticsome general consideration. Experience has shown that neither the pimehal
aspects of a language nor the course of its history can beuntigrstood without reference to the sounds
in which this form and His history are embodied. A detailed survey of phonetics would be both too
technical for the general reader and too loosely related to our nilaéme to warrant the needed space,
but we can well afford to consider few outstanding facts and ideas connedtevith the sounds of
language.

The feeling that the average speaker has of his language is thabutlisup, acoustically speaking, of a
comparatively small number distinct sounds, each of which is rather accurately provided for in the
current alphalet by one letter or, in a few cases, by two or matternative letters. As for the languages of
foreigners, he generallfeels that, aside from a few striking differences that cannot escayen the
uncritical ear, the sounds they use are the same asdhuwsisfamiliar with but that there is a mysterious
daccent to these foreignlanguages, a certain unanalyzed phonetic character, apart fronstlieds as
such, that gives them their air of strangeness. This rfgigkng is largely illusory on bositores. Phonetic
analysis convincesne that the number of clearly distinguishable sounds and nuanceswids that are
habitually employed by the speakers of a language igreater than they themselves recognize. Probably
not one English speakeut of a hundred has the remotest idea that thef a word likesting is not at all
the same sound as thieof teem, the lattert having a fullness dadbreath releaseé that is inhibited in the
former case by the precedirg) that the ea of meatis ofperceptidy shorter duration than theaof mead

or that the finals of a word likeheadsis not the full, buzzing sound of thesin such a word aplease It is

the frequent failure of foreignerswho have acquired a practical mastery of English and who have
eliminated all the cruder phonetic shortcomings of their less careful brethrenpliserve such minor
distinctions that helps to give their Engligptonunciation the curiously elusiviaccent that we all vaguely
feel. We do not diagnose théaccent as thetotal acoustic effect produced by series of slight but specific
phonetic errors for the very good reasdinat we have never made clear to ourselves our own phonetic
stock intrade. If two languages taken at random, say English and Russiaco@mgared a to their
phonetic systems, we are more apt than not to fiheat very few of the phonetic elements of the one find
an exact analogué the other. Thus, thé of a Russian word likeam dthereg is neither the English of
sting nor the Englisht of teem. It differs from both in itsodentak articulation, in other words, in being
produced by contact of the tip of the tongue with the upper teeth, red,in English, by contact of the
tongue back of the tip with the gumdge above the teeth; moreover, itféiers from thet of teemalsoin

the absence of a marketbreath releasé before the following vowels attached, so that its acoustic effect
is of a more precisedmetallic¢ nature than in English. Again, the Englisé unknown inRussian, which
possesss, on the other hand, two distinctsbundsthat the normal English speaker would find it difficult
exactly to reproduca a ochollow¢ gutturaklike | and a ésofté palatalized|-sound that is only very
approximately rendered, in English terms, lgsEvenso simple and, one would imagine, so invariable a
sound agn differs in the two languages. In a Russian word fikest dbridget the m is not the same as the
m of the English wordnost the lipsare more fully rounded during its articulation, so that it reaka
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heavier, more resonant impression on the ear. The vowels, needless/taiffer completely in English and
Russian, hardly any two of thelbbeing quite the same.

I have gone into these illustrative details, which are of little ospecific interestor us, merely in order to
provide something of aexperimental basis to convince ourselves of the tremendous variabflispeech
sounds. Yet a complete inventory of the acoustic resourcesldhe European languages, the languages
nearer home, whilaunexpectedly large, would still fall far short of conveying a just afethe true range

of human articulation. In many of the languagesAaia, Africa, and aboriginal America there are whole
classes of soundthat most of us have no knowledge of. These anot necessarily mordlifficult of
enunciation than sounds more familiar to our ears; tmagrely involve such muscular adjustments of the
organs of speech as weve never habituated ourselves to. It may be safely said that the notaber of
possiblesounds is greatly in excess of those actuallysa. Indeed, an experienced phonetician should
have no difficulty innventing sounds that are unknown to objective investigation. One reaggnwe find

it difficult to believe that the range of possibleessthsounds is indefinitely large is our habit of conceiving
the sound as aimple, unanalyzable impression instead of as the resultant of a nuaiflzistinct muscular
adjustments that take place simultaneouslyslight change in any one of these adjustms gives us a hew
sound whichis akin to the old one, because of the continuance of the ot#justments, but which is
acoustically distinct from it, so sensitiveas the human ear become to the nuanced play of the vocal
mechanismAnother reason for oulack of phonetic imagination is the fact thathile our ear is delicately
responsive to the sounds of speech, thescles of our speech organs have early in life become exclusively
accustomed to the particular adjustments and systems of adjustment ahatrequired to produce the
traditional sounds of the language. Allearly all other adjustments have become permanently inhibited,
whether through inexperience or through gradual elimination. Of course the poweproduce these
inhibited adjustmentsd not entirely lost, but theextreme difficulty we experience in learning the new
sounds of foreighanguages is sufficient evidence of the strange rigidity that has det imost people in
the voluntary control of the speech organs. The poinaly be braight home by contrasting the
comparative lack of freedom ebluntary speech movements with the all but perfect freedom of voluntary
gesture® Our rigidity in articulation is the price we have hadoty for easy mastery of a highly necessary
symbolism. Oa cannot be botrsplendidly free in the random choice of movements and selective with
deadly certainty"*

There are, then, an indefinitely large number of articulated soumdslable for the mechanics of speech;
any given language makes useaofexplicit,rigidly economical selection of these rich resources; each

10 Observe the fvoluntary.0When we shout or grunt or otherwise allow our voices to take care of themselves, as we

are likely to do when alone in the country on a fine spring day, we are no longer fixing vocal adjustments by
voluntary control. Under these circumstances we are almost certain to hit on speech sounds that we could never
learn to control in actual speech.

H If speech, in its acoustic and articulatory aspect, is indeed a rigid system, how comes it, one may plausibly object,

that no two people speak alike? The answer is simple. All that part of speech which falls out of the rigid articulatory
framework is not speech in idea, but is merely a superadded, more or less instinctively determined vocal
complication inseparable from speech in practice. All the individual color of speechd personal emphasis, speed,
personal cadence, personal pitchd is a non-linguistic fact, just as the incidental expression of desire and emotion
are, for the most part, alien to linguistic expression. Speech, like all elements of culture, demands conceptual
selection, inhibition of the randomness of instinctive behavior. That its fideadis never realized as such in practice, its
carriers being instinctively animated organisms, is of course true of each and every aspect of culture.
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of the many possible sounds of speech is conditioned by a numbadependent muscular adjustments
that work together simultaneouslyowards its production. A full account of the activity edich of the
organs of speeahin so far as its activity has a bearing lamguage is impossible here, nor can we
concern ourselves in systematic way with the classification of sounds on the basis of theghanics? A

few bold outlines are all that we can attempt. Thrgans of speech are the lungs and bronchial tubes; the
throat, particularly that part of it which is known as the larynx or, in poppkmtance, thedAdan®@ appl€;

the nose; the uvula, which is thefs, pointed, and easily movable organ that depends from the rear of the
palate; the palate, which is divided into a posterior, movaisleft palatet or velum and ahard palaté;

the tongue; the teeth; and théps. The palate, lower palate, tongue, tegdnd lips may be lookagpon as

a combined resonance chamber, whose constantly varying stdgefly due to the extreme mobility of
the tongue, is the main factor igiving the outgoig breath its precise qualityof sound.

The lungs and bronchial tubese organs of speech only in so fartlasy supply and conduct the current of
outgoing air without whichaudible articulation is impossible. They are not responsible for spagific
sound or acoustic feature of sounds except, possibly, accesitress. i may be that differences of stress
are due to slighdifferences in the contracting force of the lung muscles, but evenitifisence of the
lungs is denied by some students, who explainfthetuations of stress that do so much to color speech by
reference tothe more delicate activity of the glottal cords. These glottal cords tewe small, nearly
horizontal, and highly sensitive membranes within theynx, which consists, for the most part, of two
large and severamaller cartilages and of a numbafrsmall muscles that control thection of the cords.

The cords, which are attached to the cartilages, are to the human spagelms what the two vibrating
reeds are to a clarinet or the strings # violin. They are capable of at least three distingiety of
movement,each of which is of the greatest importance for speech. They majrden towards or away
from each other, they may vibrate like reedsstrings, and they may become lax or tense in the direction
of their length. The last class of theseomements allows the cords to vibrate different dengths or
degrees of tenseness and is responsible forvagations in pitch which are present not only in song but in
the more elusive modulations of ordinary speech. The two other types of glaitéibn determine the
nature of the voice@voice being a convenienterm for breath as utilized in speech. If the cords are well
apart, allowing the breath to escape in unmodified form, we have the conditemhnically known as
avoicelessness.All sound produced under theseircumstances aréwvoiceless sounds. Such are the
simple, unmodifiedbreath as it passes into the mouth, which is, at least approximatiedysame as the
sound that we writeh, also a large number of specéticulations in the math chamber, likgp ands. On
the other handthe glottal cords may be brought tight together, without vibrating. Wtieis happens, the
current of breath is checked for the time being. T$lght choke omarrested cough that is thus made

12 Purely acoustic classifications, such as more easily suggest themselves to a first attempt at analysis, are now in

less favor among students of phonetics than organic classifications. The latter have the advantage of being more
objective. Moreover, the acoustic quality of a sound is dependent on the articulation, even though in linguistic
consciousness this quality is the primary, not the secondary, fact.

13 By fualityois here meant the inherent nature and resonance of the sound as such. The general fqualityo of the

individual& voice is another matter altogether. This is chiefly determined by the individual anatomical characteristics
of the larynx and is of no linguistic interest whatever.
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audible is notrecognized in English as a definite sound but occurs neverthelessfrequently*. This
momentary check, technically known asdglottal stop£ is an integral element of speech in many
languages, as Danishettish, certain Chinese dialects, and neaftlyAmerican Indiafanguages. Between
the two extremes of voicelessness, thatafmpletely open breath and that of checked breath, lies the
position oftrue voice. In this position the cords are close together, but ndigitly as to prevent the air
from streaming through; the cords are sdbrating and a musical tone of varying pitch results. A tone so
produced is known as @oiced sound It may have an indefinite humbef qualities according to the
precise position of the upper organs sgeech. Ouvowels, nasals (such asandn), and such sounds &s

z, andl are all voiced sounds. The most convenient test wbiaed sound is the possibility of pronouncing
it on any given pitch, imther words, of singing on.i The voiced sounds are the modearly audible
elements of speech. As such they are the carrierprattically all significant differences in stress, pitch,
and syllabification. The voiceless sounds are articulated noises that hneake stream of voice with
fleeting moments of silere. Acousticallintermediate between the freely unvoiced and the voiced sounds
are anumber of other characteristic types of voicing, such as murmuringvemdper* These and still
other types of voice are relativelynimportant in English and most oth&uropean languages, but there
arelanguages in which they rise to some prominence in the normal flaspeéch.

The nose is not an active organ of speech, but it is highly importaatrasonance chamber. It may be
disconnected from the mouth, which ike other great resonance chamber, by the lifting of the movable
part of the soft palate so as to shut off the passage of the breath intontheal cavity; or, if the soft palate
is allowed to hang down freely anthobstructively, so that the breath passiego both the nose and the
mouth, these make a combined resonance chamber. Such sourdsraka (as infather) are voicedorale
sounds, that is, the voicdareath does not receive a nasal resonance. As soon as the soft pdtateisd,
however, and te nose added as a participating resonasbamber, the soundb anda take on a peculiar
onasat quality andbecome, respectivelyn and the nasalized vowel writtean in French(e.g.,sang tant).
The only English soundghat normallyreceive a nasal resonance am n, and theng sound ofsing
Practically all sounds, however, may be nasalized, not onlydivels nasalized vowels are common in all
parts of the world but suchsounds ad or z. Voiceless nasals are perfectly possibleeyloccur, for
instance, in Welsh and in quite a number of American Intlinguages.

The organs that make up the oral resonance chamber may articulate inveys. The breath, voiced or
unvoiced, nasalized or unnasalized, mayallewed to pass through #hmouth without being checked or
impeded atany point; or it may be either momentarily checked or allowed to streghrmough a greatly

14 As at the end of the snappily pronounced no! (sometimes written nope!) or in the over-carefully pronounced at all,

where one may hear a slight check between the t and the a.

15 fSingingois here used in a wide sense. One cannot sing continuously on such a sound as b or d, but one may easily

outline a tune on a series of b& or d& in the manner of the plucked fpizzicatooon stringed instruments. A series of
tones executed on continuant consonants, like m, z, or |, gives the effect of humming, droning, or buzzing. The
sound of fhumming,0indeed, is nothing but a continuous voiced nasal, held on one pitch or varying in pitch, as
desired.
16 The whisper of ordinary speech is a combination of unvoiced sounds and fwhisperedo sounds, as the term is
understood in phonetics.

e Aside from the involuntary nasalizing of all voiced sounds in the speech of those that talk with a fhasal twang.o
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narrowed passage with resulting air friction. Thene also transitions between the two latter types of
articulation. Theunimpeded breath takes on a particular color or quality in accordavitie the varying
shape of the oral resonance chamber. This shapghisfly determined by the position of the movable
partst the tongue andthe lips. As the tongue is raised or lowerediracted or broughtforward, held
tense or lax, and as the lips are pursémb(nded) invarying degree or allowed to keep their position of
rest, a large numbeof distinct qualities result. These oral qualities are the vowelthdory their number
isinfinite, in practice the ear can differentiatanly a limited, yet a surprisingly large, number of resonance
positions.Vowels, whether nasalized or not, are normally voiced sounds; in few danguages, however,
avoiceless vowefs® also occur.

The renaining oral sounds are generally grouped togethefcamsonants In them the stream of breath is
interfered with in someway, so that a lesser resonance results, and a sharper, more inqigaligy of
tone. There are four main types of articulation gealey recognized within the consonantal group of
sounds. The breath may bmmpletely stopped for a moment at some definite point in the aravity.
Sounds so produced, likeor d or p, are known asistops or éexplosiveg™ Or the breath may be
continuously obstructedhrough a narrow passage, not entirely checked. Examples of &tants or
dfricatives¢ as they are called, areand z andy. The third class of consonants, tbaterals¢ are semi
stopped. Therés a tiue stoppage at the central point of articulation, but the bre&hallowed to escape
through the two side passages or through onetlbém. Our Englisid, for instance, may be readily
transformed intol, which has the voicing and the position a@f merely by depressing the sides of the
tongue on either side of the point @bntact sufficiently to allow the breath to come through. Laterals are
possible in many distinct positions. They may be unvoiced (the Wekslan example) as well as voiced.
Finally, he stoppage of theébreath may be rapidly intermittent; in other words, the active organ of
contactt generally the point of the tongue, less often theula® ¢ may be made to vibrate against or near
the point of contactThese sounds are thitrills€ or crolled consonantg,of which thenormal Englishis a
none too typical example. They are wadlveloped in many languages, however, generally in voiced form,
sometimes, as in Welsh and Paiute, in unvoiced form as well.

The oral manner of articulation msaturally not sufficient to define aonsonant. The place of articulation
must also be considered. Contaotsy be formed at a large number of points, from the root of the tongue
to the lips. It is not necessary here to go at length into this somewbatgdicated matter. The contact is
either between the root of the tonguand the throat?* some part of the tongue and a point on the palate
(as ink or chorl), some part of the tongue and the teeth (aste Englistth of thick andthen), the teeth
and oneof the lips(practically always the upper teeth and lower lip, ad)inor thetwo lips (as inp or
Englishw). The tongue articulations are thmost complicated of all, as the mobility of the tongue allows
various points on its surface, say the tip, totiaulate against a number afpposed points of contact.

18 These may be also defined as free unvoiced breath with varying vocalic timbres.

. Nasalized stops, say m or n, can naturally not be truly fstopped,0as there is no way of checking the stream of
breath in the nose by a definite articulation.

0 The lips also may theoretically so articulate. flLabial trills,0however, are certainly rare in natural speech.

2 This position, known as ffaucal,dis not common.
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Hence arise many positions of articulatitimat we are not familiar with, such as the typicalentak
position ofRussian or Italiahandd; or the écerebrag position of Sanskriand other languags of India, in
which the tip of the tongue articulatesgainst the hard palate. As there is no break at any point between
the rims of the teeth back to the uvula nor from the tip of the tongue btcks root, it is evident that all
the articulations tha involve thetongue form a continuous organic (and acoustic) series. The positions
grade into each other, but each language selects a limited numbecrleafrly defined positions as
characteristic of its consonantal systeignoring transitional or extremeositions. Frequently a language
allowsa certain latitude in the fixing of the required position. This is tffioe,instance, of the Englisk
sound, which is articulated muchurther to the front in a word likekin than in cool We ignore this
difference, psychologically, as a ressential, mechanical one. AnotHanguage might well recognize the
difference, or only a slightly greatene, as significant, as paralleling the distinction in position between
the k of kinand thet of tin.

The orgnic classification of speech sounds is a simple matter aftest we have learned of their
production. Any such sound may be put irite proper place by the appropriate answer to four main
guestions:¢ Whatis the position of the glottal cords during #ésticulation? Does théreath pass into the
mouth alone or is it also allowed to stream irttee nose? Does the breath pass freely through the mouth
or is it impededat some point and, if so, in what manner? What are the precise poirdsticfilation inthe
mouth?? This fourfold classification of soundsorked out in alits detailed ramification€® is sufficient to
account for all, or practicallgll, the sounds of languagé.

The phonetic habits of a given language are not exhaustively definsthtizg that it makes use of such
and such particular sounds out of tlall but endless gamut that we have briefly surveyed. There remains
the important question of the dynamics of these phonetic elements. Tamguages may, theoretically, be
built up of precis®/ the same seriesf consonants and vowels and yet produce utterly different acoustic
effects. One of them may not recognize striking variations inléingths oréguantities of the phonetic
elements, the other may notsuch variations most punctilious(yn probably the majority ofanguages
long and short vowels are distinguished; in many, adsaiian or Swedish or Ojibwa, long consonants are
recognized as distindtom short ones). Or the one, say English, may be very sensitiedative stresses,
while in the other, say French, stress is a veigior consideration. Or, again, the pitch differences which
are inseparable from the actual practice of language may not affect the wmerduch, but, as in English,
may be a more or less random or, at bdstit a rhetorical phenomenon, while in other languages, as in
Swedish,Lithuanian, Chinese, Siamese, and the majority of African langudmggsmay be more finely
graduated and felt as integral characteristafsthe words themselves. Varying methodssgflabifying are
alsoresponsible for noteworthy acoustic differences. Most important ofg@bhaps, are the very different
possibilities of combining the phonetedements. Each language has its peculiarities. tSlo@mbination,

= fPoints of articulationomust be understood to include tongue and lip positions of the vowels.

= Including, under the fourth category, a number of special resonance adjustments that we have not been able to take

up specifically.

2 In so far, it should be added, as these sounds are expiratory, i.e., pronounced with the outgoing breath. Certain

languages, like the South African Hottentot and Bushman, have also a number of inspiratory sounds, pronounced
by sucking in the breath at various points of oral contact. These are the so-called ftlicks.0
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for instance, is foundn both English and German, but in English it aaly occur at the end of a word (as
in hats), while it occurs freelyn German as the psychological equivalent of a single sound (@sitin
Katzg. Some languages allow of great heapings of consorani§ vocalic groups (diphthongs), in others
no two consonants or no twaowels may ever come together. Frequently a sound occurs onlgpecial
position or under special phonetic circumstances. In Endligshinstance, theZ-sound ofazure cannot
occur hitially, while thepeculiar quality of the of stingis dependent on its beingreceded by thes. These
dynamic factors, in their totality, are amportant for the proper understanding of the phonetic genius of a
language as the sound system itselfeoftfar more so.

We have already seen, in an incidental way, that phonetic elemengsidr dynamic features as quantity
and stress have varying psychologicablues¢ The Englishts of fiats is merely at followed by a
functionally independens, the ts of the German wordeithas anintegral value equivalent, say, to thef

the English wordtide. Again, thet of time is indeed noticeably distinct from that dfting, but the
difference, to the consciousness of an Engéipeakingperson, is quite irreleant. It has navalueg If we
compare theT-sounds of Haida, the Indian language spoken in the Queen Chadtatels, we find that
precisely the same difference of articulation haseal value. In such a word ating ¢two,¢ the t is
pronouncedprecisely as in English, butsta dfromé the t is clearlydaspirateds like that oftime. In other
words, an objectivaifference that is irrelevant in English is of functional valuédaida; from its own
psychological standpoint theof sting is asdifferent from that ofsta as, from our standpoint, is theof
time from the d of divine Further investigation would yield thateresting result that the Haida ear finds
the difference between thé&nglisht of stingand thed of divineas irrelevant as thnaive English ear finds
that of the T-sounds ofsting and time. The objective comparison of sounds in two or more languages is,
then, of no psychological or historical significance unless these soundfrstréweighted¢ unless their
phoneticavalueg are determined. Thesealues, in turn, flow from the general behavior and functioning of
the sounds in actual speech.

These considerations as to phonetic value lead to an importanteption. Back of the purely objective
system of sounds that j@eculiarto a language and which can be arrived at only by a painstgkiogetic
analysis, there is a more restrictémner¢ or dideak systemwhich, while perhaps equally unconscious as a
system to the naivespeaker, can far more readily than the other be braugh his consciousness as a
finished pattern, a psychological mechanism. Tiger soundsystem, overlaid though it may be by the
mechanical or thérrelevant, is a real and an immensely important principle in theolifa language. It may
persist as a @d#ern, involving number, relationand functioning of phonetic elements, long after its
phonetic content ischanged. Two historically related languages or dialects may not ha@urd in
common, but their ideal soundystems may be identicphtterns. | vould not for a moment wish to imply
that this pattern maynot change. It may shrink or expand or change its functiooaiplexion, but its rate

of change is infinitely less rapid than thattbe sounds as such. Every language, then, is characterized as
much byits ideal system of sounds and by the underlying phonetic patfgyatem, one might term it, of
symbolic atoms) as by a definiggammatical structure. Both the phonetic and conceptual structures show
the instinctive éeling of language for forr.

% The conception of the ideal phonetic system, the phonetic pattern, of a language is not as well understood by

linguistic students as it should be. In this respect the unschooled recorder of language, provided he has a good ear
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and a genuine instinct for language, is often at a great advantage as compared with the minute phonetician, who is
apt to be swamped by his mass of observations. | have already employed my experience in teaching Indians to
write their own language for its testing value in another connection. It yields equally valuable evidence here. | found
that it was difficult or impossible to teach an Indian to make phonetic distinctions that did not correspond to fpoints in
the pattern of his language,0 however these differences might strike our objective ear, but that subtle, barely
audible, phonetic differences, if only they hit the fpoints in the pattern,0 were easily and voluntarily expressed in
writing. In watching my Nootka interpreter write his language, | often had the curious feeling that he was transcribing
an ideal flow of phonetic elements which he heard, inadequately from a purely objective standpoint, as the intention
of the actual rumble of speech.
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The question of form in language presents itself under two aspectsimdie either consider the formal
methods employed by a language, é@grammatical processg or we may ascertain the distribution of
concepts with reference to formal expression. What are the forpaterns of the language? And what
types of concepts make up the conterftthese formal patterns? The two points of view are quite distinct.
TheEnglish wordinthinkinglyis, broadly speaking, formally parallelttee wordreformers each being built
up on a radical element which magcur as an independent verINKform), this radical elemenieing
preceded by an elementU(\, re-) that conveys a definite anthirly concrete significance but that cannot
be used independently, anfibllowed by two elements-[NG -ly; -er, -s) that limit the application of the
radical concept in a relational sense. This forpattern ¢ (b) + A + (c) + ()¢ is a characteristic feature of
the language. A countless number of functions may be expressed bydthém words, all the possible
ideas conveyed by such prefixed asufffixed elements, while tending to fall into minor groups, do not
necessarily forrmatural, functional systems. There is no logiesson, for instance, why the numeral
function of -s should beformally expressed in a manner that is analogous to the expressidimeoiflea
conveyed byly. It is perfectly conceivable that in anothimguage the concept of mannedj may be
treated according to arentirely different pattern from that of plurality. The former might hate be
expressed by an independent word (sé#yls unthinking, the latter by a prefixed element (sapjuraF’-
reform-er). There arepf course, an unlimited number of other possibilities. Even within abefines of
English alone the relative independence of form and functiam be made obvious. Thus, the negative idea
conveyed byun- can bejust as adequately expressdyy a suffixed element-lESBin such aword as
thoughtlessly Such a twofold formal expression of thegative function would be inconceivable in certain
languages, saj¥skimo, where a suffixed element would alone be possible. Againpltiral notion
conveyed by thes of reformersis just as definitelgxpressed in the wordeese where an utterly distinct
method is employed. Furthermore, the principle of vocalic chafiG®©OSE, GEESEis by no means
confined to the expression of the ided plurality; t may also function as an indicator of difference of time
(e.g.,SING¢ SANG, THROWTHREW But the expression in English past time is not by any means
always bound up with a change of vowhil.the great majority of cases the same idea is expressed b
means of aistinct suffix DIED, work-ed). Functionallydiedandsangare analogous; so ameformersand
geese Formally, we must arrangdese words quite otherwise. Bottlie-d and re-form-er-s employ the
method of suffixing grammatical elements;thcsangand geesehave grammatical form by virtue of the
fact that their vowels differ from th@owels of other words with which they are closely related in form and
meaning GOOSEsing sung.

Every language possesses one or more formal methods or iimdj¢hae relation of a secondary concept to
the main concept of the radicaélement. Some of these grammatical processes, like suffixing, are
exceedingly widespread; others, like vocalic change, are less combdrfar from rare; still others, like
accentand consonantal change, asemewhat exceptional as functional processes. Not all languages are
asirregular as English in the assignment of functions to its stogkashmatical processes. As a rule, such

For the symbolism, see chapter II.

2 fi P usrhard adssymbol for any prefix indicating plurality.
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basic concepts as those iurality and time areendered by means of one or other method alobef the
rule has so many exceptions that we cannot safely lay it dowa penciple. Wherever we go we are
impressed by the fact that pattern @ne thing, the utilization of pattern quite another. A fewrttuer
examples of the multiple expression of identical functions in otlaaguages than English may help to
make still more vivid this idea die relative independence of form and function.

In Hebrew, as in other Semitic languages, the verbal idea assexpressed by three, less often by two or
four, characteristiconsonants. Thus, the growghrm-r expresses the idea @fuarding¢ the groupg-n-b

that of dstealing¢ n-t-n that of dgivingé Naturally these consonantal sequences are merely abstraotea

the actual forms. The consonants are held together in different formsHaracteristic vowels that vary
according to the idea that it is desireéd express. Prefixed and suffixed elements are also frequently used.
The method of internal vocalic chargis exemplified irshamarhe hasguarded¢é shomerdguardings
shamurdbeing guarded, shmord(to) guardé Analogouslyganabdhe has stolert, gonebdstealings ganub
dbeing stolerg gnobd(to) stealé But not all infinitives aréormed according to the type asthmorandgnob

or of other types ofnternal vowel change. Certain verbs suffif-alement for theinfinitive, e.g. ten-eth

dto giveg heyoth ¢o be£ Again, thepronominal ideas may be expressed by independent words, (e.g
anoki d€), by prefixed elements (e.gg;shmord shall guarél), or bysuffixed elements (e.gshamarti o
have guardeéd). In Nass, arindian language of British Columbia, plurals are formed by four distinct
methods. Most nouns (and verbs) are redapted in the plural, that ispart of the radical element is
repeated, e.g.gyat gpersong gyigyat opeopleé¢ A second method is the use of certain characteristic
prefixes, e.g.} Yy Qdafdg kal Yy Qddahds; wai one paddles lu-wai oseveral paddlé. Still other
plurals are formed by means ofternal vowel change, e.ggwuladcloakg gwila ocloakse Finally,a fourth
class of plurals is constituted by such nouns as sufframmatical element, e.gwaky dbrother £ wakykw
dbrothersg

From such grops of examples as theseand they might be multipliedD NAUSEAM, we cannot but
conclude that linguistic form may and should $tedied as types of patterning, apart from the associated
functions. Weare the more justified in this procedure as all languageince acurious instinct for the
development of one or more particulgrammatical processes at the expense of others, tending always to
losesight of any explicit functional value that the process may have h#ukifirst instance, delighting, it
would seem, in the sheer play of ilBeans of expression. It does not matter that in such a case as the
EnglishGOOSE, GEESE, FOULDEFILE, SINGSANGc SUNGwe can prove that we are dealing with
historically distinct processethat the vocalic alternatiorf singand sang for instance, is€enturies older

as a specific type of grammatical process thanabwevardly parallel one ofooseand geese It remains

true that there is (or was) an inherent tendency in English, at the time $oichs asgeesecame into
being, for the utilization of vocalic changs a significant linguistic method. Failing the precedent set by
such already existing types of vocalic alternation 3lNG¢ SANGg SUNG it is highly doubtful if the
detailed conditions that broughabout the evolution of forms likeeeth and geesefrom tooth and goose
would have been potent enough to allow the native linguistic feelingvito through to an acceptance of
these new types of plural formation gssychologically possible. This feeling form as such, freely
expanding along predetermined lines and greatly inhibited in cedaiections by the lack of controlling
types of patterning, should benore clearly understood than it seems to be. A general survey of many
diverse types of languageis needed to give us the proper perspectae this point. We saw in the
preceding chapter that every language laasinner phonetic system of definite pattern. We now learn that
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it hasalso a definite feeling for patterning on the level of grammatioamation. Both of these submerged
and powerfully controlling impulsas definite form operate as such, regardless of the need for expressing
particular concepts or of giving consistent external shape to partigrtaups of concepts. It goes without
sayirg that these impulses can finkalization only in concrete functional expression. We must say
something to be able to say it in a certain manner.

Let us now take up a little more systematically, however briefly, vilueous grammatical processes that
linguistic research has establishefihey may be grouped into six main types: word order; composition;
affixation, including the use of prefixes, suffixes, and infixeernal modification of the radical or
grammatical element, whethetthis affects a vowel o a consonant; reduplication; and accentual
differences, whether dynamic (stress) or tonal (pitch). There are sgisgial quantitative processes, like
vocalic lengthening or shortenirend consonantal doubling, but these may be looked upon as particular
sub-types of the process of internal modification. Possibly still ofleemal types exist, but they are not
likely to be of importance in general survey. It is important to bear in mind that a linguisienomenon
cannot be looked upon as illustratingdafinite dprocess unless it has an inherent functional value. The
consonantal change iEnglish, for instance, dfooks and bag-s (Sin the former,zin the latter) is of no
functional significance. It is a puredxternal, mechanical change inducedthg presence of a preceding
voiceless consonantk, in the former case, of a voiced consonagt, in the latter. This mechanical
alternation is objectively the sam&s that between the noumouseand the verbto house In the latter
case, however, it hasnamportant grammatical function, that dfansforming a noun into a verb. The two
alternations belong, then, tentirely different psychological categories. Only the latter is a iitustration

of consonantal modification as a grammatical process.

The $mplest, at least the most economical, method of conveying seor of grammatical notion is to
juxtapose two or more words in@efinite sequence without making any attempt by inherent modification
of these words to establish a connection between therat us put down twosimple English words at
random, saysing praise This conveys nfinished thought in English, nor does it clearly establish a relation
between the idea of singing and that of praising. Nevertheless,psyshologically impossible to aeor
see the two words juxtaposedithout straining to give them some measure of coherent significambe.
attempt is not likely to yield an entirely satisfactory result, kdtat is significant is that as soon as two or
more radical concepts arput before the human mind in immediate sequence it strives to bind them
together with connecting values of some sort. In the cas8IbIGPRAISHifferent individuals are likely to
arrive at differentprovisional results. Some of the latent possibilities of jhetaposition, expressed in
currently satisfying form, aréSING PRAISEO HIM)lor singing praise, praise expressed in a songO
SINGAND PRAISE one who sings a song of prai@@mpare such Englistompounds ailljoy, i.e.,one
who Kills joy or HE SINGS A SORGE PRAISE (TO HIWhe theoretical possibilities in the way mmiunding
out these two concepts into a significant group of conceptsv@n into a finished thought are indefinitely
numerous. None of therwill quite work in English, buhere are numerous languages where asreother

of these amplifying processes is habitual. It depends entarlthe genius of the particular language what
function is inherentlynvolved in a given sequence of words.

Some languages, like Latin, expresactically all relations by mearsd modifications within the body of
the word itself. In these, sequends apt to be a rhetorical rather than a strictly grammatical principle.
Whether | say in Latihominem femina videbr femina hominem videbr hominemvidet feminaor videt
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femina hominenmmakes little or nadifference beyond, possibly, a rhetorical or stylistic onedE WOMAN
SEES THE MAdthe identical significance of each of these sententie€hinook, an Indian language of
the Columbia River, onean be equallyree, for the relation between the verb and the two nouns is as
inherently fixed as in Latin. The difference between the two languagtst, while Latin allows the nouns

to establish their relation teach other and to the verb, Chinoakyk the formal burden entirely othe
verb, the full content of which is more or less adequately renddrgdghehim-sees Eliminate the Latin
case suffixes-f and-em) and the Chinook pronominal prefixeSHEHIM-) and we cannot afford tde so
indifferent to our word order. We need to husband our resourdesother words, word order takes on a
real functional value. Latin an@hinook are at one extreme. Such languages as Chinese, Siamese, and
Annamite, in which each and every word, if it is to functwaperly, falls into its assigned place, are at the
other extreme. But thanajority of languages fall between these two extremes. In Englishin$tance, it
may make little grammatical difference whether | sesterday the man saw the dag the man sawthe

dog yesterdaybut it is not a matter of indifference whether | SMESTERDAY THE MAN $A® DOG®Gr
yesterday the dog saw the mar whether | sayHE ISHEREbr is he heren the one case, of the latter
group of examplesthe vital distinction ofsubject and object depends entirely on tipdacing of certain
words of the sentence, in the latter a sligtifference of sequence makes all the difference between
statement andquestion. It goes without saying that in these cases the Engtishiple ofword order is as
potent a means of expression as is thatin use of case suffixes or of an interrogative particle. There is
here no question of functional poverty, but of formal economy.

We have already seen something of the process of compositionythieng into a single word of two or
more radical elementsPsychologically this process is closely allied to that of word ordso iiar as the
relation between the elements is implied, not explicifiiated. It differs from the mere juxtaposition of
wordsin the sentencen that the compounded elements are felt as constituting but parts sihgle word
organism. Such languages as Chinese and English, in theicprinciple of rigid sequence is well
developed, tend not infrequentlglso to the developmensf compound words. It is but a step from such a
Chinese word sequence @s tak éman virtueg i.e., ¢the virtue ofmeng to such more conventionalized
and psychologically unifieflixtapositions agi Q A Sdfeavériisor? i.e., ®emperorg or SHUIFU dwater
mang i.e., Gwater carriere In the latter case we may asell frankly writeshuifu as a single word, the
meaning of thecompound as a whole being as divergent from the precise etymologataes of its
component elements as is that of our English womdewriter from the merely combined values tfpe
andwriter. In English the unity of the wortypewriter is further safeguarded by predominant accent on
the first syllable and by the possibility afiding such a suffixed element as the plusdb the whole word.
Chinese also unifies its compounds by means of stress. However, thisnyliimate origins the process of
composition may go back to typica¢quences of words in the sentence, it is now, for the most part, a
specialized method of @xessing relations. French has as rigid a worder as English but does not
possess anything like its power obmpounding words into more complex units. On the other hand,
classicalsreek, in spite of its relative freedom in the placing of words, haaconsiderable bent for the
formation of compound terms.

It is curious to observe how greatly languages differ in their abititynake use of the process of
composition. One would have thought ageneral principles that so simple a device as gives us ou
typewriter and blackbirdand hosts of other words would be an all but univegri@mmatical process. Such
is not the case. There are a great maayguages, like Eskimo and Nootka and, aside from paltry
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exceptions, theSemitic languages, that cannot cooynd radical elements. What is evetranger is the
fact that many of these languages are not in the leagtrse to complex worfbrmations, but may on the
contrary effect asynthesis that far surpasses the utmost that Greek and Sanskritegrable of. 8ch a
Nootka word, for instance, asvhen, as they say, head been absent for four dagsnight be expected to
embody at leasthree radical elements corresponding to the conceptsaifsent¢ fodr,E andcddayé As a
matter of fact the Nootka word is uttérincapable of composition in our sense. It is invariably built up out
of a single radical element and a greater or less number of suféleadents, some of which may have as
concrete a significance as thradical element itself. In, the particular casee have cited theradical
element conveys the idea dfour ¢ the notions ofédaye and dabsent being expressed by suffixes that are
as inseparable from theadical nucleus of the word as is an English elementéikéom the singor hunt

of such words asingerand hunter. The tendency tavord synthesis is, then, by no means the same thing
as the tendency t@ompounding radical elements, though the latter is not infrequentigady means for
the synthetic tendency to work with.

There isa bewildering variety of types of composition. These typ&y according to function, the nature
of the compounded elements, aratder. In a great many languages composition is confined to what we
may call the delimiting function, that is, of the two orare compoundecelements one is given a more
precisely qualified significance by tbhehers, which contribute nothing to the formal build of the sentence.
In English, for instance, such compounded elementsed redcoator overin overlookmerely modifythe
significance of the dominantoat or look without in any way sharing, as such, in the predicatioat is
expressed by the sentence. Some languages, however, suabgasis and Nahuatf, employ the method

of composition for muctheavier work than tfs. In lroquois, for instance, the composition afi@un, in its
radical form, with a following verb is a typical method eXpressing case relations, particularly of the
subject or objectl-meat-eat for instance, is the regular Iroquois method of expiegshe sentencel am
eating meat In other languages similar forms maypress local or instrumental or still other relations.
Such Englisforms askilljoy and marplot also illustrate the compounding ofverb and a noun, but the
resulting word has a stitly nominal, not averbal, function. We cannot sdye marplots Some languages
allow thecomposition of all or nearly all types of elements. Paiutejistance, may compound noun with
noun, adjective with noun, verb withoun to make a noun, noun witherb to make a verb, adverb with
verb,verb with verb. Yana, an Indian language of California, can ftesipound noun with noun and verb
with noun, but not verb with verbOn the other hand, Iroquois can compound only noun with verb, never
noun and nouras in English or verb and verb as in so many druages. Finally, each language has its
characteristic types of ordesf composition. In English the qualifying element regularly precedesrtain
other languages it follows. Sometimes both types @sed in thesame language, as in Yana, whéveef

is dbitter-venisort but ddeer-liver€ is expressed bgliver-deer£ The compounded object of\erb precedes
the verbal element in Paiute, Nahuatl, and Iroqudidjows it in YanaTsimshiard; and the Adjonkin
languages.

Of all grammatical processes affixing is incomparably the fnegtiently employed. There are languages,
like Chinese and Siamese, timaake no grammatical use of elements that do not at the same time possess

8 The language of the Aztecs, still spoken in large parts of Mexico.

2 Indian language of British Columbia closely related to the Nass already cited.
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an independent value as radicelements, but such languages aracommon. Of the three types of
affixingr the use of prefixes, suffixeand infixes suffixing is much the commonest. Indeed, it is a fair
guesghat suffixes do more of the formative work of language than all othethods combined. It is worth
noting that there are not a few affixinignguages that make absolutely no use of prefixed elements but
possess @omplex apparatus of suffixes. Such are Turkish, Hottentot, Eskioatka, and Yana. Some of
these, like the threedst mentioned, havéundreds of suffixed elements, many of them of a concreteness
of significance that would demand expression in the vast majorityanfuages by means of radical
elements. The reverse case, the usepudfixed elements to the complete ekision of suffixes, is far less
common. A good example is Khmer (or Cambodgian), spoken in FoerthnChina, though even here
there are obscure traces of old suffixémt have ceased to function as such and are now felt to form part
of the radical elenent.

A considerable majority of known languages are prefixing and suffitinge and the same time, but the
relative importance of the two groupsf affixed elements naturally varies enormously. In some languages,
suchas Latin and Russian, the suffixdsne relate the word to the rest dhe sentence, the prefixes being
confined to the expression of sudteas as delimit the concrete significance of the radical elemathiout
influencing its bearing in the proposition. A Latin form li&mittebanturcthey were being sent baékmay
serve as an illustratioof this type of distribution of elements. The prefixed elemeet dback merely
qualifies to a certain extent the inherent significancela radical elemenmitt- ésendg while the suffixes
-eba, -nt-, and -ur convey the less concrete, more strictly formal, notiondiofe, person, plurality, and
passivity.

On the other hand, there are languages, like the Bantu group of Adritae Athabaskan languagéof
North America, in which thgrammaticaly significant elements precede, those that follow theical
element forming a relatively dispensable class. The Hupa teesa-ya-te o will gog for example, consists
of a radical elementya- &to gog three essential prefixes and a formally subsigisuffix. The elemente-
indicates that the act takes place here afére in space or continuously over space; practically, it has no
clearcut significance apart from such verb stems as it is customargriaect it with. The second prefixed
element,-s-, is even less eas$y define. All we can say is that it is used in verb form&efinite¢ time and
that it marks action as in progress rather than as beginningoaring to an end. The third prefiye-, is a
pronominal element@,€ which can be usednly inddefinite€ tenses. It is highly important tonderstand
that the use of-e- is conditional on that ots- or of certain alternative prefixes and thde- also is in
practice linkedwith -s-. The grouge-s-e-yais a firmly knit grammatical unit. Trsffix-te, which indicates
the future, is no more necessary to ftamal balance than is the prefixed- of the Latin word; it is hoan
element that is capable of standing alone but its functiommiagterially deimiting rather than strictly
formal *

30 Including such languages as Navaho, Apache, Hupa, Carrier, Chipewyan, Loucheux.

sl This may seem surprising to an English reader. We generally think of time as a function that is appropriately
expressed in a purely formal manner. This notion is due to the bias that Latin grammar has given us. As a matter of
fact the English future (I SHALL GO) is not expressed by affixing at all; moreover, it may be expressed by the
present, as in to-morrow | leave this place, where the temporal function is inherent in the independent adverb.
Though in lesser degree, the Hupa -te is as irrelevant to the vital word as is to-morrow to the grammatical ffeeloof |
leave.
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It is not always, however, that we can clearly set off the suffixes laihguage as a group against its
prefixes. In probably the majority dhnguages that use both types of affixes each group has both
delimitingandformal or relational functions. The most that we can say is tHahguage tends to express
similar functions in either the one or thether manner. If a certain verb expresses a certain tense by
suffixing, the probability is strong that it expresses i¢her tenses in aranalogous fashion and that,
indeed, all verbs have suffixed tensdements. Similarly, we normally expect to find the pronominal
elements,so far as they are included in the verb at all, either consistgntyixed or suffixed. But tree
rules are far from absolute. We haadready seen that Hebrew prefixes its pronominal elements in certain
cases, suffixes them in others. In Chimariko, an Indian languaggalifornia, the position of the
pronominal affixes depends on the vethgy are prefixed for certain verbs, suffixed for others.

It will not be necessary to give many further examples of prefixingsafffiking. One of each category will
suffice to illustrate theiformative possibilities. The idea expressed in English by the semtetame to
give it to heris rendered in Chinodkby i-n-i-a-I-u-d-am. This word and it is a thoroughly unified word
with a clearcut accent on the firsA ¢ consists of a radical element- ¢to giveg six functionally distinct, if
phonetically frail,prefixed elements, and a suffix. Of the prefixedndicatesrecently past timen-, the
pronominal subjecti; -i-, the pronominal objectité;* -a-, the second pronominal objedhers;

-I-, a prepositional element indicating that the preceding pronaahiprefix is to be understood as an
indirect object {HERTG, i.e., &to her€); and-u-, an element that it is not easy to defimatisfactorily but
which, on the whole, indicates movement away from smeaker. The suffixeeam modifies the verbal
contert in a localsense; it adds to the notion conveyed by the radical element thaaofvinge or ¢going

(or coming) for that particular purposelt is obvious that in Chinook, as in Hupa, the greater part of the
grammaticalmachinery resides in the prefigeather than in the suffixes.

A reverse case, one in which the grammatically significant elenaumser, as in Latin, at the end of the
word is yielded by Fox, one tife better known Algonkin languages of the Mississippi Valley. Wetakay
the form eh-kiwi-n-a-m-oht-ati-wa-ch(i) dthen they together kepthim) in flight from thermé The radical
element here ikiwi-, a verbstem indicating the general notion dindefinite movement round aboutere
and there¢ The prefixed elemeneh is hardly more than aradverbial particle indicating temporal
subordination; it may beonveniently rendered aéhen.£ Of the seven suffixes included in thigyhly
wrought word, -n- seems to be merely a phonetic element servingconnect the verb stenwith the
following-a-;** -a- is adsecondary ste® denoting the idea offlight, to fleet; -m- denotes causality with

32 Wishram dialect.

3 Really thim,0but Chinook, like Latin or French, possesses grammatical gender. An object may be referred to as

fhe,0fshe,0or fit,0according to the characteristic form of its noun.

3 This analysis is doubtful. It is likely that -n- possesses a function that still remains to be ascertained. The Algonkin

languages are unusually complex and present many unsolved problems of detail.

% fSecondary stemsoare elements which are suffixes from a formal point of view, never appearing without the support

of a true radical element, but whose function is as concrete, to all intents and purposes, as that of the radical
element itself. Secondary verb stems of this type are characteristic of the Algonkin languages and of Yana.
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reference to an animate object;-o(ht)- indicates activity done for the subject (the-salledémiddlet or
omedio-passivé voice of Grek); -(a)ti- is a reciprocal elementpne another€; -wa-ch(i)is the third person
animate plural {WA-, plural; -chi, more properly personal) of stalleddconjunctive forms. The word may
be translated more literally (and yet oréypproximately as to gramatical feeling) asthen they (animate)
causedsome animate being to wander about in flight from one anotheth&fmselves Eskimo, Nootka,
Yana, and other languages have similamymplex arrays of suffixed elements, though the functions
performed bythem and their principles of combination differ widely.

We have reserved the very curious type of affixation knowrdiaBxinge for separate illustration. It is
utterly unknown in English, unless wensider the-n- of stand(contraststood) as an infixe&lement. The
earlier IndeEuropean languages, such as Latin, Greek and Samskde a fairly considerable use of
infixed nasals to differentiate thpresent tense of a certain class of verbs from other forms (contrash
vinco d conquek with vici d conquered; Greeklamb-an-o & takeE with e-lab-on d tookg). There are,
however, more strikinggxamples of the process, examples in which it has assumed a more defnigd
function than in these Latin and Greek cases. It is particypaglyalent h many languages of southeastern
Asia and of the Malagrchipelago. Good examples from Khmer (Cambodgian)naee cone whowalks
and daneudwalking (verbal noun), both derived frordeu ¢to walk£ Further examples may be quoted
from Bontoc Igorot, a Hiino language. Thus, an infixeéh- conveys the idea of the product of an
accomplished action, e.ckayudwood ¢ kinayudgathered woock Infixes are also freely used in the Bontoc
Igorot verb. Thus, an infixedim- is characteristic of many intransitiweerbs with personapronominal
suffixes, e.g.sad ¢o wait,é sumidak & wait;

kineg ésilent¢ kuminekak d am silent In other verbs itindicates futurity, e.g.tengao ¢to celebrate a
holiday¢ tumengacak d shall have a holida§/The past tense is frequentlgdicated by an infixedin-; if
there is already an infixeelm-, the two elements combine tein-m-, e.g.,kinminekak d am silent
Obviously the infixing process has in this (and related) languagesathe vitality thatis possessed by the
commoner prefixes and suffixed other languages. The process is also found in a number of aboriginal
American languages. The Yana plural is sometimes formed by an ieferednt, e.g.| Q dzNdledidine
meng | Q daaedicinemarg; in Chinook an infixed- is used in certain verbs to indicate repeatactivity,
e.g.] 4 A 1 GBshd#e&ps 1poking at hidnd 1 a A dshe lodkéd]at hir (radical elementtk). A peculiarly
interestingtype of infixation is found in the Sioudenguages, in which certairerbs insert the pronominal
elements into the very body of the radicalement, e.g., Siougheti ¢to build a fire¢ chewatid build a
fire€; shutadto miss¢ shuuntapi dwe misse

A subsidiary but by no means unimportant graatioal process is that ahternal vocalic or consonantal
change. In some languages, as in Engi#8NG sang sung song goose geese, the former of thesehas
become one of the major methods of indicating fundamental changgsasfimatical function. Aany rate,

the process is alive enough to leadir children into untrodden ways. We all know of the growing
youngsterwho speaks of havingrung something, on the analogy of such forms saasigand flung. In
Hebrew, as we have seen, vocalic change isvah greater significance than in English. What is true of

36 In the Algonkin languages all persons and things are conceived of as either animate or inanimate, just as in Latin or

German they are conceived of as masculine, feminine, or neuter.
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Hebrew is otourse true of all other Semitic languages. A few examples-ocaledcbrokere plurals from
Arabic¢’ will supplement the Hebrew verb formbat | have given in another connection. Theundalad
oplacet hasthe plural formbilad;*® gild ¢hideg forms the pluraulud

ragil amang the pluralrigal; shibbakdwindow £ the pluralshababik Very similar phenomena are illustrated
by the Hamitidanguages of Northern Africa, e.&hill¥° izbil dhair ¢ pluralizbel a-slemdfish £ plurali-slim-
en; sndto knowg sendto be knowing; rmi &to become tireds rumnidto be tirec€; TTSS dto fall aslee
ttoss oto sleepé Strikingly similar to English ai@greek alternations of the typ8ING; SANGand leip-o A
leaveg leloip-a d have leftg are such Somdfi cases aal d amg il d wag; i-dah-a d says i-di d saids deh
osayk

Vocalic change is of great significance also in a number of Améndem languages. In the Athabaskan
group many verbshange the qualitpr quantity of the vowel of the radical element as it changes its tense
or mode. The Navaho verb fof put (grain) into a receptades bi-hi-shja, in which-ja is the radical
element; the past tensehi-hi-2 | h@s a longh-vowel, fdlowed by thedglottal stog; the future isbi-h-de-

shiji with complete change of vowel. In othé&ypes of Navaho verbs the vocalic changes follow different
lines, e.g.yaha-ni-ye ayou carry (a pack) into (a stabde)past,yahri-ni-yin (with longi in -yin; -n is here
used to indicate nasalizationfiuture, yah-a-di-yehl (with long €). In another Indian languagé®,okut$?,
vocalic modifications affect both noun and verb forms. Thusghongésore forms the pluralbochangi
(contrast the objectivebuchonga); enashégrandfatheré the pluralinasha; the verbengtyim &o sleeg
forms the continuativengetymad ¢to be sleeping and the pasingetymash

Consonantal change as a functional process is probably far less cotmamovocalic modifications, but i
not exactly rare. There is anteresting group of cases in English, certain nouns and correspondibg
differing solely in that the final consonant is voicelessaiced. Examples arereath (with th as inthink),
but TOWREATHEwith th as inthen); house but to house(with s pronounced likez). That we have a
distinct feeling for theénterchange as a means of distinguishing the noun from the vartlisated by the
extension of the principle by many Americans to suchoan asrise (e.g., the rise of democragyg
pronounced likeRICE, in contrast to the verlto rise(Slike 2).

In the Celtic languages the initial consonants undergo several typsmnofie according to the grammatical
relation that subsists between th&ord itself and the preaging word. Thus, in modern Irish, a word lib@
cox¢ may under the appropriate circumstances, take the fotshe (pronouncewo) ormo (e.g.,an boéthe

37 Egyptian dialect.

% There are changes of accent and vocalic quantity in these forms as well, but the requirements of simplicity force us
to neglect them.

3 A Berber language of Morocco.

40 Some of the Berber languages allow consonantal combinations that seem unpronounceable to us.

4 One of the Hamitic languages of eastern Africa.

42 Spoken in the south-central part of California.
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oX£ as a subject, buTIRNA MOdland of the oxerg as a possessive plural). In the verb giciplehas as
one of its most striking consequences thaspiratior of initial consonants in the past tense. If a verb
begins witht, say,it changes the to th (now pronouncecd) in forms of the past; iit begins withg, the
consonant changes, in analogowosms, togh (pronounced like a voicespirantg or likey, according to the
nature of the following vowel). In modern lIrish the principlecohsonantal change, which began in the
oldest period of the language assecondary consequence of certain phonetaditions, has become one
of the primary grammatical processes of the language.

Perhaps as remarkable as these Irish phenomena are the consonamiadhanges of Ful, an African
language of the Soudan. Here we fitight all nouns belonging to the persahclass form the plural by
changing their initialg, j, d, b, k, ch, andp to y (or w), y, r, w, h, s and f respectively; e.g.jim-o
écompanioné yim-W 6 @ompanions; pio-o ¢beaterg fio-W 6 Beatersé Curiously enough, nouns that
belong to the class ahingsform their singular and plural in exactly reverse fashion, ggare dgrass
grown place jola-je égrassgrown places,

fitan-du osoulg pital-i dsoulsé In Nootka, to refer to but onether language in which the process is found,
the t or TL*® of many verbal suffixes becomé$in forms denoting repetition, e.ghita-W I éc2fall outg
hita-W | &otkeep falling ou;

mat-achishtutl o fly on to the waterg mat-achishtohl ¢to keepflying on to the wateg Further, thehl of
certain elemens changedo a peculiarH-sound in plural forms, e.gyak-ohl ésorefaced¢ yak-oh ésore-
faced (peoplek

Nothing is more natural than the prevalence of reduplication, in otherds, the repetition of all or part of
the radical element. The process generally employed, with selvident symbolism, to indicate such
concepts as distribution, plurality, repetition, customary activitgcrease of size, added intensity,
continuance. Even in English itrist unknown, though it is not generally accounted oofethe typical
formative devices of our language. Such wordsgasdygoody and TO POOHPOOHhave become
accepted as part of our normal vocabulary, e method of duplication may on occasion be used more
freely than igndicated by such stereotyped exales. Such locutions #sBIG BI®MANor[ S A0 O2 2 f
thick thickare far more commonespecially in the speech of women and children, than our linguistie
books would lead one to suppose. In a class by themselves argedilg enormousnumber of words,
many of them soundmitative or contemptuous in psychological tone, that consist of duplications with
either change of the vowel or change of the initial consonanbrds ofthe typesingsong riff-raff, wishy
washy harum-skarum roly-poly. Words of this type are all but universal. Such exampleth@dussian
ChudeYudo(a dragon), the Chinegging-pang drattling of rain on the roof* the Tibetankyangkyong
dazyg¢ and the Manchu porpon parpancbleareyec are curiously reminiscent, bbtin form and in
psychology, of words nearer home. But it can hardly be thaitithe duplicative process is of a distinctively
grammatical significance in English. We must turn to other languagesilliastration. Such cases as

a3 These orthographies are but makeshifts for simple sounds.

4 Whence our ping-pong.
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Hottentot go-go ¢to look atcarefullyé (from go éto see), Somalfen-fen ¢to gnaw at on all sidéqfrom fen
oto gnaw at), Chinookiwi iwi éto look about carefully, t@xaminé (from iwi ¢&to appea€), or Tsimshian

I Y Q lés¥veral (aregooc (from am égoock) do not depart from thenatural and fundamentatange of
significance of the process. A more abstract functioitiistrated in Ewe? in which both infinitives and
verbal adjectiveare formed from verbs by duplication; e.gi,éto gog yiyi &to go, act of going; wo ¢to
do.£ WOWCF ddoneg; mawomawoonot to dce (with both duplicated verb stem and duplicated negative
particle). Causative duplications are characteristic of Hottentot, & AMGAM’ ¢o cause to te# (from
gam cto tell§). Or the procesmay be used to derive verisom nouns, as in Hottentdthoekhoedto talk
Hottentote (from khoeb dman, Hottentot), or as in Kwakiuthetmat éto eat clams (radical elemenmet-
cclane).

The most characteristic examples of reduplication are such as rep#atpart of the radicaélement. It
would be possible to demonstratéhe existence of a vast number of formal types of such partial
duplication, according to whether the process makes use of one or rabrie radical consonants,
preserves or weakens or alters the radivalvel, or affects the beginning, the middle, or the end of the
radicalelement. The functions are even more exuberantly developed than suitiple duplication, though
the basic notion, at least in origin, iearly always one of repetition or continuance. Exarapliistrating
this fundamental function can be quoted from all parts of the gldhgially reduplicating are, for instance,
Shilhggendto be sleeping (from gendo slee); FulpepeuW RoBar (i.e., one who alwaydiest), plural
fefeu-W 6(fom fewa cto lieg); Bontoc Igoroinakéchild £ ananakdéchildrerg; kamuek é hastené kakamu
ek d hasten moré; Tsimshiargyad dperson¢ gyigyaddpeoplet; Nassgyibayukdto fly€ gyigyibayukdone
who is flyingg Psychologicallgomparable, but with the reduplication at the end, are Soraltbodyg
plural urar, Hausasunadameg¢ plural sunanaki; Washd® gusucbuffalo ¢ gususudbuffaloeg; Takelm&
himi-d- ¢to talk to £ himim-d- ¢to be accustomed to talk t6 Even morecommonlythan simple duplication,
this partial duplication of theadical element has taken on in many languages functions that seem in no
way related to the idea of increase. The best known examplepratgably the initial reduplication of our
older IndeEuropeanlanguageswhich helps to form the perfect tense of many verbs (e.g., Sanskrit
dadarshadl have seer, Greekleloipad have left¢ Latintetigi d have touched, Gothiclelot & have lef).

In Nootka reduplicatiorof the radical element is often employeéd association with certaisuffixes; e.g.,
hluch- dwomarg forms hluhluchW A GdizKifeam of awomang hluhluch] Q #résembling a womas.
Psychologically similar tine Greek and Latin examples are many Takelma cases of verbexthibit two
forms of he stem, one employed in the present or past, titber in the future and in certain modes and
verbal derivatives. Théormer has final reduplication, which is absent in the latter; eafyyebebA iy
show (or showed) to hirdal-yeb-in d shall shovhim.€

s An African language of the Guinea Coast.

46 In the verbal adjective the tone of the second syllable differs from that of the first.

a7 Initial felickdomitted.

48 An Indian language of Nevada.

49 An Indian language of Oregon.
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We come now to the subtlest of all grammatical processes, variatioascent, whether of stress or pitch.
The chief difficulty in isolatingiccent as a functional process is that it is so often combined with
alternations in vocalic quantity or qualitor complicated by theresence of affixed elements that its
grammatical value appears assacondary rather than as a primary feature. In Greek, for instangs, it
characteristic of true verbal forms that they throw the accent basKar as the generalccentual rules will
permit, while nouns may beore freely accented. There is thus a striking accentual differbrtseen a
verbal form likeeluthemendwe were released, accented onthe second syllable of the word, and its
participial derivativelutheis creleasedé accented on the last. The presence of tblearacteristic verbal
elementse- and -menin the first case and ahe nominal-sin the second tends to obscure the inherent
value ofthe accentual alternation. This value comes out very iyetlsuchEnglish doublets a® refund
anda refund to extractand ANEXTRACT, TO COME DGWWhNa come downto lack lusterand lack-luster
eyes in which the difference between the verb and theun is entirely a matter of changing stress. In the
Athabaskanlanguages there are not infrequently significant alternations of acasin Navahda-di-gis
ayou wash yoursedf (accented on the secondyllable),ta-di-gis éhe washes himsaif(accented on the
first).>®

Pitch accent may be as functional as strasd is perhaps more ofteso. The mere fact, however, that
pitch variations are phoneticallgssential to the language, as in Chinese (demng dwindé with a level
tone, feng dto serve with a falling tone) or as in classicateek (e.g.lab-on ¢havingtakere with a simple

or high tone on thesuffixed participiaton, gunaikon éof womerg with a compound ofalling tone on the
case suffixon) does not necessarily constitutefunctional, or perhaps we had better say grammatical, use
of pitch. Insuch caes the pitch is merely inherent in the radical element or affix,any vowel or
consonant might be. It is different with such Chinedternations aschung (level) dmiddle€ and chung
(falling)cdto hit the middleg; mai (rising)dto buye andmai (falling)cto selk;

pei (falling) dbaclke and pei (level)cto carry on the back.Examples of this type are not exactly common in
Chinese and the languagannot be said to possess at present a definite feeling for tdifdrences as
symbolic of the distinction heveen noun and verb.

There are languages, however, in which such differences are of the fmodamental grammatical
importance. They are particularly common in tBeudan. In Ewe, for instance, there are formed fisubo
oo serve two reduplicated formsan infinitive subosubocto serve¢ with a lowtone on the first two
syllables and a high one on the last two, andaaljectivalsubosubodservingé in which all the syllables
have a highone. Even more striking are cases furnished by Shilluk, one ddingeages of the headwaters
of the Nile. The plural of the noun oftatiffers in tone from the singular, e.git (high)éear but yit (low)
cears¢ In the pronoun three forms may be distinguished by talene; e ¢hes has a high tone and is
subjective-e chimé (e.g.,A CHWOILE dhe called him) has a low tone and is objective,chis (e.g.,wod-e
this housé) has a middle tone and is possessive. Fthenverbal elemengwed do write¢ are formed
gwed-o &he) write€ with a low tone, the passivgwet «it was) writter€ with a fallingtone, the imperative
gwet owrite!¢ with a rising tone, and the verbaloun gwet dwritingé with a middle tone. In aboriginal
America alsgitch accent is known to occur as a grammatical process. A good examgleh a pitch

0 It is not unlikely, however, that these Athabaskan alternations are primarily tonal in character.
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language is Tlingit, spoken by the Indians ofsbathern coast of Alaska. In this language many verbs vary
the tone ofthe radical element according to tenden dto sellg sindto hideg tin ¢to see¢ and numerous
other radical elements, ifow-toned, refer to past time, if highoned, to the future. Anothertype of
function is illustrated by the Takelma fornmel ¢song¢ with falling pitch, buthel dsing€ with a rising
inflection; parallel tathese forms aresel(falling) éblack painte sel(rising)dpaintit! € All in all it is clear that
pitch accent, like stress and vocatic consonantal modifications, is far less infrequently employed as a
grammatical process than our own habits of speech would prepare beli|ve probable.

45



V. FORM IN LANGUAGE: GRAMMATICAL CONCEPTS

We have seen that the single word expresses either a simple conceptambination of concepts so
interrelated as to form a psychologiaatity. We havefurthermore, briefly reviewed from a strictly formal
standpoint the main processes that are used by all known languageféetd the fundamental concepts
those embodied in unanalyzable wordsinrthe radical elements of wordsby the modifying or formatie
influence of subsidiary concepts. In this chapter we shall look a tiittiee closely into the nature of the
world of concepts, in so far as thabrld is reflected and systematized in linguistic structure.

Let us begin with a simple sentence that inesdwarious kinds ofoncepts¢ THE FARMER KILLS THE
DUCKLINGA rough and ready analysiiiscloses here the presence of three distinct and fundamental
conceptsthat are brought into connection with each other in a number of wdysese three concepts are
ofarmerg (the subject of discoursefkillé (defining the nature of the activity which the sentence informs us
about), andoduckling (another subject of discourse that takes aimportant though somewhat passive
part in this activity). We cawisualize thefarmer and the duckling and we have also no difficulty in
constructing an image of the killing. In other words, the eleméater, kill, andducklingdefine concepts

of a concrete order.

But a more careful linguistic analysis soon brings us to seetlleaiwo subjects of discourse, however
simply we may visualize them, are nexpressed quite as directly, as immediately, as we feel them. A
ofarmerg is in one sense a perfectly unified concept, in another héoiee who farmsé The concept
conveyed by theadical element EARM) is not oneof personality at all but of an industrial activity@
FARN), itself based on the concept of a particular type of objeét FARM)Similarly, the concept of
ducklingis at one remove from that which expressed by the radical element of the wodljck This
element,which may occur as an independent word, refers to a whole claasiofals, big and little, while
ducklingis limited in its applicatioto the young of that class. The wofarmer has andagentivee suffix -er
that performs the function of indicating the one that carries autgiven activity, in this case that of
farming. It transforms the verto farminto an agentive noun precisely as it transforms the var@SING
to paint, to teachinto the corresponding agentive noumsénger, painter, teacher The elementling is not
so freelyused, but its significance is obvious. It adds to the basic concepiatien of smallness (as also in
gosling fledgeling or the somewhatelated notion ofdcontemptiblet (as inweakling princeling hireling).
The agentiveer and the diminutive-ling both conveyfairly concrete ideas (roughly those a@loer¢ and
dittle€), but the concreteness is not stressed. They do not so much define distiratepts as mdiate
between concepts. Ther of farmer does notquite saydone who (farms) it merely indicates that the sort
of personwe call adfarmerg is closely enough associated with activity on a fdarbe conventionally
thought of as always so occupied. khay, as anatter of fact, go to town and engage in any pursuit but
farming, yethis linguistic label remain&armer £ Language here betrays a certdielplessness or, if one
prefers, a stubborn tendency to look away fromme immediately suggested functiprirusting to the
imagination and tausage to fill in the transitions of thought and the detailsapplication that distinguish
one concrete concepfTO FARMirom another cderivecE one FARMER It would be impossible for any

Not in its technical sense.
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language to express everyraete idea by an independent word oadical element. The concreteness of
experience is infinite, theesources of the richest language are strictly limited. It must perfohcew
countless concepts under the rubric of certain basic ones, usimgr corcrete or semiconcrete ideas as
functional mediators. The idea&xpressed by these mediating elementhey may be independent words,
affixes, or modifications of the radical elemenmay be calledéderivationaE or dqualifyingé Some
concrete concepts, sudskill, are expressed radically; others, suchfasner and duckling areexpressed
derivatively. Corresponding to these two modes of expressienhave two types of concepts and of
linguistic elements, radicfFARMKill, duck and derivational-ER -ling). When a wordor unified group of
words) contains a derivational element (or wotlg concrete significance of the radical elemeRARM,
duck) tends to fade from consciousness and to yield to a new concreteff@dRMERduckling that is
synthetic in expression rather thantinought. In our sentence the conceptsfafm andduckare notreally
involved at all; they are merely latent, for formal reasonghimlinguistic expression.

Returning to this sentence, we feel that the analysifaofmer and ducklingare practically irrelevant to an
understanding of its contenand entirely irrelevant to a feeling for the structure of the senterasea
whole. From the standpoint of the sentence the derivatioaEments-er and -ling are merely dedils in
the local economy otwo of its terms FARMERduckling that it accepts as units aéxpression. This
indifference of the sentence as such to some paithefanalysis of its words is shown by the fact that if we
substitutesuch radical words awan and chickfor farmer and duckling we obtain a new material content,

it is true, but not in the least a negtructural mold. We can go further and substitute another activity for
that of dkilling¢ saydtakingé The new sentence[HE MAN TAKES TEHICKis totally different from the
first sentence in what it conveysiot in how it conveys it. We feel instinctively, without the slightest
attempt at conscious analysis, that the two sentences fit preciselys#tme pattern, that they are really
the same fudamental sentencediffering only in their material trappings. In other words, they express
identical relational concepts in an identical manner. The manner is beeefoldt the use of an
inherently relational word THE in analogouspositions, theanalogous sequence (subject; predicate,
consisting ofverb and object) of the concrete terms of the sentence, and the uskeeofuffixed elements

in the verb.

Change any of these features of the sentence and it becomes modifighitly or seriouslynisome purely
relational, nonmaterial regardlf the is omitted FARMER KILLS DUCKLiN®B takes chidk the sentence
becomes impossible; it falls into no recognized formal pattend the two subjects of discourse seem to
hang incompletely in the voidie feel that there is no relation established between either of thana
what is already in the minds of the speaker and his auditor. As asathe is put before the two nouns,
we feel relieved. We know thahe farmer and duckling which the sentencdldeus about are the same
farmer and duckling that we had been talking about or hearing abothioking about some time before.

If I meet a man who is not looking ahd knows nothing about the farmer in question, | am likely to be
staredat for my paindgf | announce to him thafthe farmer [what farmer?kills the duckling [did®know

he had any, whoever he i§]f the factnevertheless seems interesting enough to communicate, | should be
compelled to speak adA FARMERBp my wayg and of A DUCKLINGS his€ These little wordsthe and a,
have the important function oéstablishing a definite or an indefinite reference.

If I omit the firstthe and also leave out the suffixed | obtainan entirely new set of relation&armer, kill
the ducklingimpliesthat | am now speaking to the farmer, not merely about him; furthibgt he is not
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actually killing the bird, but is being ordered by medim so. The subjective relation of the first sentence
has become aocative one, one of address, and theigty is conceived in terms afommand, not of
statement. We conclude, therefore, that if the farmertéisbe merely talked about, the littlthe must go
back into its placend the-s must not be removed. The latter element clearly definesyadher heps to
define, statement as contrasted with command. | finthreover, that if | wish to speak of several farmers,
| cannot sayf HEFARMERS KILLS THE DUCKbuN@ust sayTHE FARMERS KILL DHEKLINGEvidently

-s involves the notion of singularity in ¢éhsubject. If the noun is singular, the verb must have a form to
correspond,; if the noun is plural, the verb has another, corresponiding.>> Comparison with such forms
asl killandyou killshows moreover, that the-shas exclusive reference to a persother thanthe speaker

or the one spoken to. We conclude, therefore, thatannotes a personal relation as well as the notion of
singularity. Andcomparison with a sentence likine farmer killed the ducklinghdicates that there is
implied in this oveburdened -s a distinctreference to present time. Statement as such and personal
reference maywell be looked upon as inherently relational concepts. Numbeavidently felt by those
who speak English as involving a necessalation, otherwise there wold be no reason to express the
concepttwice, in the noun and in the verb. Time also is clearly felt sdadional concept; if it were not,
we should be allowed to ssafpHEFARMER KILLESDb correspond tahe farmer kills. Of the fourconcepts
inextricably interwoven in thes suffix, all are felt aselational, two necessarily so. The distinction between
a trulyrelational concept and one that is so felt and treated, though it neetlbe in the nature of things,
will receive further attention in anoment.

Finally, | can radically disturb the relational cut of the sentencehiayging the order of its elements. If the
positions offarmer and kills are interchanged, the sentence realdLLS THE FARMER DHEKLING
which is most naturally interpreteds an unusual but natnintelligible mode of asking the questioDOES
THE FARMER KILL THEEKLING® this new sentence the act is not conceived as necessakilyg place
at all. It may or it may not be happening, the implicatlmeing that the speakewishes to know the truth
of the matter and thatthe person spoken to is expected to give him the information. ifterrogative
sentence possesses an entirely differamodalitye from the declarative one and implies a markedly
different attitude of the speaker towards his companion. An even more striking change in personal
relations is effected if we interchangbe farmerand the duckling The duckling kills the farmenvolves
precisely the same subjects discourse and the same type of activity as fitgt sentence, but theoles of
these subjects of discourse are now reversed. The ducklintuhaed, like the proverbial worm, or, to put
it in grammaticaterminology, what wassubject is nowdobject£ what was object is nowubject.

The following &bular statement analyzes the sentence from the pointiefv of the concepts expressed in
it and of the grammatical processemployed for their expression.

I. CONCRETE CONCEPTS:
1. First subject of discourséarmer

2. Second subject of discoursgucklng

52 Itis, of course, an faccidentothat -s denotes plurality in the noun, singularity in the verb.
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3. Activity:kill

¢ ¢ analyzable into:
A. RADICAL CONCEPTS:
1. Verb:(to) farm
2. Noun:duck
3. Verb:kill
B. DERIVATIONAL CONCEPTS:
1. Agentive: expressed by suffer
2. Diminutive: expressed by suffiting

II. RELATIONAL CONCEPTS:

Reference:

1. Definiteness of reference to first subject of discoursepressed by firgthe, which has preposed
position

2. Definiteness of reference to second subject of discouesgiressed by seconthe, which has
preposed positiorModality:

3. Declarative: expressl by sequence afsubject plus verb; andmplied by suffixeds Personal
relations:

4. Subjectivity ofarmer. expressed by position ¢drmerbefore kills; and by suffixed
5. Obijectivity ofduckling expressed by position afucklingafter kills Numkber:

6. Singularity of first subject of discourse: expressed by laghuodl suffix infarmer;, and by suffixs
in following verb

7. Singularity of second subject of discourse: expressed byfaakral suffix irducklingTime:

8. Present: expressed WBgck of preterit suffix in verb; and yffixed-s

In this short sentence of five words there are expressed, therefthiggeen distinct concepts, of which
three are radical and concrete, twaerivational, and eight relational. Perhaps the most strikiegult of
the analysis is a renewed realization of the curious lack of accosdrifanguage between function and
form. The method of suffixing is usédth for derivational and for relational elements; independent words
or radical elements express bottoncrete ideas (objects, activitiegyalities) and relational ideas (articles
like the and a; wordsdefining case relations, likef, to, for, with, by, wordsdefining local relations, likan,
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on, at); the same relationatoncept may be expressed moreath once (thus, the singularity édrmeris
both negatively expressed in the noun and positively invtbi); and one element may convey a group of
interwoven concepts rathethan one definite concept alone (thus theof killsembodies ndess than four
logically independent relations).

Our analysis may seem a bit labored, but only because we amc@sstomed to our own welorn
grooves of expression that they hageme to be felt as inevitable. Yet destructive analysis of the fansliar
the only metlod of approach to an understanding of fundamentalifferent modes of expression. When
one has learned to feel what fisrtuitous or illogical or unbalanced in the structure of his damguage, he

is already well on the way towards a sympathetic grasfhefexpression of the various classes of concepts
in alien types ospeech. Not everything that éeutlandistt is intrinsically illogicabr far-fetched. It is often
precisely the familiar that a widgverspective reveals as the curiously exceptionadnia purely logical
standpoint it is obvious that there is no inherent reason why tdomcepts expressed in our sentence
should have been singled outgated, and grouped as they have been and not otherwise. The sentence
the outgrowth of historical anaf unreasoning psychological forcesther than of a logical synthesis of
elements that have been clearfyrasped in their individuality. This is the case, to a greater ordegeee,

in all languages, though in the forms of many we find a noofeerent,a more consistent, reflection than
in our English forms ahat unconscious analysis into individual concepts which is nentirely absent
from speech, however it may be complicated withowerlaid by the more irrational factors.

A cursory examinatioof other languages, near and far, would soon shbat some or all of the thirteen
concepts that our sentence happensdmbody may not only be expressed in different form but that they
may bedifferently grouped among themselves; that some among them beglispensed with; and that
other concepts, not considered worth expressiimg English idiom, may be treated as absolutely
indispensable to thentelligible rendering of the proposition. First as to a differeméthod of handling
such concepts as we haveund expressed in th&nglish sentence. If we turn to German, we find that in
the equivalentsentence PER BAUER TOETET DAS ENY HicEtefiniteness of referencexpressed by
the Englistthe is unavoidably coupled with three otheoncepts number (bothder and dasare explicitly
singular), cas€DERis subjectivedasis subjective or objective, by eliminatigherefore objective), and
gender, a new concept of the relational ordiiat is not in this case explicitly involved in EnglBERs
masculinedasis neuter). Indeed, the chief burden of the expressifrase, gender, and number is in the
German sentence borne by thgarticles of reference rather than by the words that expressdbacrete
concepts BAUEREnNtelein to which these relationatoncepts ought logically to attach themselves. In the
sphere of concreteoncepts too it is worth noting that the German splits up the ideakdfingg into the
basic concept ofdeack (TOT and the derivationabne ofdcausing to do (or be) so andésy the method

of vocalicchange toet-); the Germartoet-et (analyticallyTOF+vowelchange+ET) écauses to be dedds,
approximately, the forma¢quivalent of ourdeadents, though the idiomatic application of thiatter word

is different?

3 fifo cause to be deadoor fio cause to dieoin the sense of fto killois an exceedingly wide-spread usage. It is found,

for instance, also in Nootka and Sioux.
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Wanderingstill further afield, we may glance at the Yana methodexpression. Literally translated, the
equivalent Yana sentence wouldad something likékill-s he farmet he to duckling£ in whichdhe¢ and
oto¢ are rather awkward English renderings of a geh#rad personal pronounHE she it, orthey) and an
objective particle which indicates that the following noun is connected with Heeb otherwise than as
subject. The suffixed element ikill-s¢ corresponds to the English suffix with the importantegtions
that it makes no reference to the number of the subject and that the statenehkhown to be true, that it
is vouched for by the speaker. Numbepidy indirectly expressed in the sentence in so far as there is no
specific verb suffix indicatingurality of the subject nor specifidural elements in the two nouns. Had the
statement been made oanother® authority, a totally differenétensemodak suffix would havéiad to be
used. The pronouns of referencéh&€) imply nothing bythemselves ago number, gender, or case.
Gender, indeed, is completefpsent in Yana as a relational category.

The Yana sentence has already illustrated the point that certain ofupposedly essential concepts may
be ignored; both the Yana and tligerman sentencélustrate the further point that certain concepts may
need expression for which an Enghsgbeaking person, or rather thengliskspeaking habit, finds no need
whatever. One could go on and gigadless examples of such deviations from English form, leushall
haveto content ourselves with a few more indications. In the ChirsssgencedMan kill duckg which may

be looked upon as the practicafuivalent oféThe man kills the duckthere is by no means presefur

the Chinese consciousness that clsitdihalting, empty feelingvhich we experience in the literal English
translation. The threeconcrete concepts two objects and an actianare each directlyexpressed by a
monosyllabic word which is at the same time a radatainent; the two relational coreptst ¢subject and
oobjectt are expressed solely by the position of the concrete words before and tfeeword of action.
And that is all. Definiteness or indefinitenesgeference, number, personality as an inherent aspect of the
verb, tensenot to gpeak of gender all these are given no expression in f@hinese sentence, which, for
all that, is a perfectly adequateommunication provided, of course, there is that context, that
background of mutual understanding that is essential to the compteligibility of all speech. Nor does
this qualification impair ouargument, for in the English sentence too we leave unexpressed a large
number of ideas which are either taken for granted or which have b#dmreloped or are about to be
developed in the cowe of theconversation. Nothing has been said, for example, in the En@estman,
Yana, or Chinese sentence as to the place relations ofattneer, the duck, the speaker, and the listener.
Are the farmer and thaluck both visible or is one or the oth@éwisible from the point ofview of the
speaker, and are both placed within the horizon of gpeaker, the listener, or of some indefinite point of
reference éoff yondek€? In other words, to paraphrase awkwardly certain latédémonstrative ideas,
does this farmer (invisible to us but standinghind a door not far away from me, you being seated yonder
well out of reach) kill that duckling (which belongs to you)? or does that far(mdro lives in your
neighborhood and whom we see over therkil that duckling (that belongs to him)? This type of
demonstrative elaborationis foreign to our way of thinking, but it would seem very natuiafjeed
unavoidable, to a Kwakiutl Indian.

4 Agriculture was not practised by the Yana. The verbal idea of fio farmowould probably be expressed in some such

synthetic manner as fto dig-earthoor fio grow-cause.0 There are suffixed elements corresponding to -er and -ling.
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What, then, are the absolutely essential concepts in speech,ctircepts that must be expressed if
language is to be a satisfactaneans of communication? Clearly we must have, first of all, a Eopk of
basic or radical concepts, the concrete wherewithal of spe@éh.must have objects, actions, qualities to
talk about, and these musdtave their corresponding symbols in independent words or in radieahents.
No proposition, however abstract its intent, is humaplyssible without a tying on at one or more points
to the concrete worldf sense. In every inteliigle proposition at least two of thesedical ideas must be
expressed, though in exceptional cases one or ebveth may be understood from the context. And,
secondly, such relationa@loncepts must be expressed as moor the concrete concepts to each ater
construct a definite, fundamental form of proposition. In thimdamental form there must be no doubt as
to the nature of therelations that obtain between the concrete concepts. We must know vdoaicrete
concept is directly or indirectly related tohat other, andhow. If we wish to talk of a thing and an action,
we must know if theyare cooerdinately related to each other (e.@-e is fond ofWINE ANGEAMBLING;

or if the thing is conceived of as the starting point, thieere of the action, or, a# is customary to say, the
osubject of which the action is predicated; or if, on the contrary, it is the @oaéht, the cobject of the
action. If | wish to communicate antelligible idea about a farmer, a duckling, and the act of killing, it
not enough to state the linguistic symbols for these concrete ideamny order, higgledpiggledy, trusting
that the hearer may construcome kind of a relational pattern out of the general probabilitiethef case.
The fundamental syntactic relations musé unambiguoushexpressed. | can afford to be silent on the
subject of time and placand number and of a host of other possible types of concepts, but ficdmo
way of dodging the issue as to who is doing the killing. Tiseme known language thaan or does dodge
it, any more than isucceeds in saying something without the use of symbols for the comwatepts.

We are thus once more reminded of the distinction between essentiainavoidable relational concepts
and the dispensable type. THermer areuniversally expressed, the latter are but sparsely developed in
somelanguages, elaborated with a bewildering exuberance in others. But prieaents us from throwing

in theseddispensablé or ésecondaryg relational concepts with the large, floag group of derivational,
gualifying concepts that we have already discussed? Is there, aftey sdlid and done, a fundamental
difference between a qualifying conceljite the negative iinhealthyand a relational one like the number
concept inbook® If unhealthymay be roughly paraphrased & THEALTHYmay notbooksbe just as
legitimately paraphrased, barrinthe violence to English idiom, aseveral book?There are, indeed,
languages in which the plural, if expressed at all, is conceivedtb&isame sober, restricted, one might
almost say casual, spirit in whicke feel the negative irunhealthy For such languages the number
concept has no syntactic significance whatever, is not essentiafigeived of as defining a relation, but
falls intothe group ofderivational or even of basic concepts. In English, however, Bgeimch, German,
Latin, Greek indeed in all the languages that we haw®st familiarity witht the idea of number is not
merely appended to given concept of a thing. It may hasemething of this merelgualifying value, but
its force extends far beyond. It infects much elseghe sentence, molding other concepts, even such as
have nointelligible relation to number, into forms that are said to correspdadr cagree with the basic
concept to which it is attached in thiérst instance. Iféa man fallsé but émen falk in English, it is not
because of any inherent change that has taken place in the nature odidtien or because the idea of
plurality inherent indmené must, in thevery nature of ideas, relate itself also to the action performed by
these men. What we are doing in these sentences is what most languaggsater or less degree and in
a hundred varying ways, are in thebit of doing throwing a bold bidge between the two basically
distinct types of concept, the concrete and the abstractly relation&tcting the latter, as it were, with the
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color and grossness of thfermer. By a certain violence of metaphor the material concept is fotoedb
duty for (or intertwine itself with) the strictly relational.

The case is even more obvious if we take gender as our text. In thEnglsh phrasesiThe white woman
that comes anddThe white men thatomeg we are not reminded that gender, as well as numimeay be
elevated into a secondary relational concept. It would seem a fitldetched to make of masculinity and
femininity, crassly materiaphilosophically accidental concepts that they are, a means of relgtiradjty
and person, person and actiomgr would it easily occur to ug,we had not studied the classics, that it was
anything but absurd tanject into two such highly attenuated relational concepts asexeressed bythe¢
and c¢thaté the combined notions of number and se¥et all this, ad more, happens in Latirlla alba
femina quae venieind illi albi homines qui veniuptonceptually translated, amount tihis: THATone-
femininedoer * onefeminineWHITEdoer femininedoingoneeWOMAN WHICHone-feminine-doer
other®® -one-now-COME and: THATseveralmasculinedoer severalimasculineWHITEdoer masculine
doing-severalMAN WHICHseveraimasculinedoer otherseverainow-COME Each wordnvolves no less
than four concepts, a radical concept (either propetigncrete ¢ WHITE man, woman, COME( or
demonstrativec THATwhich) and three relational concepts, selected from the categoriesase, number,
gender, person, andense. Logically, only casdthe relation of womanor mento a following verb, of
whichto its antecedent, otthat andwhite to womanor men, and ofwhichto come imperatively demands
expression, and that only in connectiarith the concepts directly affected (there is, for instance, no need
to be informed that the whiteness is a doing or d@ewhitenes¥’). Theother relationd concepts are
either merely parasitic (gendehroughout; number in the demonstrative, the adjective, the relatiaad
the verb) or irrelevant to the essential syntactic form of #entence (number in the noun; person; tense).
An intelligent andsensitive Chinaman, accustomed as he is to cut to the very bolirggafstic form, might
well say of the Latin sentencétHow pedanticallimaginative€ It must be difficult for him, when first
confronted by theillogical complexities of our European lalagjes, to feel at home in aattitude that so
largely confounds the subjeanatter of speech with it§formal pattern or, to be more accurate, that turns
certain fundamentalliconcrete concepts to such attenuated relational uses.

| have exaggerated somewh#ite concreteness of our subsidiary or ratheon-syntactical relational
concepts In order that the essential faatight come out in bold relief. It goes without saying that a

s fDoer,0not fdone t0.0 This is a necessarily clumsy tag to represent the fmominativeod (subjective) in contrast to the

faccusativeo(objective).

56 l.e., not you or I.

57 By ftaseois here meant not only the subjective-objective relation but also that of attribution.

8 Except in so far as Latin uses this method as a rather awkward, roundabout method of establishing the attribution of
the color to the particular object or person. In effect one cannot in Latin directly say that a person is white, merely
that what is white is identical with the person who is, acts, or is acted upon in such and such a manner. In origin the
feel of the Latin illa alba femina is really fihat-one, the-white-one, (namely) the-woman@ three substantive ideas
that are related to each other by a juxtaposition intended to convey an identity. English and Chinese express the
attribution directly by means of order. In Latin the illa and alba may occupy almost any position in the sentence. It is
important to observe that the subjective form of illa and alba, does not truly define a relation of these qualifying
concepts to femina. Such a relation might be formally expressed via an attributive case, say the genitive (WOMAN
OF WHITENESS). In Tibetan both the methods of order and of true case relation may be employed: woman white
(i.e., fiwhite womang or white-of woman (i.e., ivoman of whiteness, woman who is white, white womang.
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Frenchmarhas no clear sex notion in his mind when he speaksddrbre(éa-masculine tre€) or ofune
pomme (da-feminine appl€). Nor havewe, despite the grammarians, a very vivid sense of the present as
contrasted with all past and all future time when we 34y comes$’ This is evident from our use of the
present to indicate botHuture time (6He comes temorrowg) and general activity unspecified as to time
(Whenever he comes, | am glad to see Kinvhere ccomeg refers to pastoccurrences and possible
future ones rather than to present activityin both the French and Englisistances the primary ideas of
sex andtime have become diluted by foranalogy and by extensions into thelational sphere, the
concepts ostensibly indicated being nowvaguely delimited that it is rather the tyranny of usage than the
need of their concete expression that sways us in the selection of thighat form. If the thinningout
process continues long enough, we nevsentually be left with a system of forms on our hands from which
all the color of life has vanished and which merely persistnigytia, duplicating each othé® secondary,
syntactic functions with endlegwodigality. Hence, in part, the complex conjugational systems afiauy
languages, in which differences of form are attended byassignable differences of function. Theneist
have been a time, foinstance, though it antedates our earliest documentary evidence, whertype of
tense formation represented bgroveor sankdiffered inmeaning, in however slightly nuanced a degree,
from the type KILLEPworked which has nw become established in English as the prevaitirgerit
formation, very much as we recognize a valuable distinctigoresent between both these types and the
dperfectt (HAS DRIVEN, HEB.LEPbut may have ceased to do absome point in the futuré® Now form
lives longer than its own conceptual content. Both aeaselessly changing, but, on the whole, the form
tends to linger orwhen the spirit has flown or changed its being. Irrational form, féomform@ sake
however we term this tendency to halon to formaldistinctions once they have come tothés as natural

to the life oflanguage as is the retention of modes of conduct that have long outtivedneaning they
once had.

There is another powerful tendency which makes for a formal elaborakiandoes not strictly correspond

to clearcut conceptual differenceshis is the tendency to construct schemes of classification into which
all the concepts of language must be fitted. Once we have made upnowds that all things are either
definitely gpod or bad or definitelyblack or white, it is difficult to get into the frame of mind that
recognizes that any particular thing may be both good and bad (in etbeds, indifferent) or both black
and white (in other words, gray3till more difficult torealize that the goodbad or blackwhite categories
may not apply at all. Language is in many respectsiesasonable and stubborn about its classifications as
is such a mindlt must have its perfectly exclusive pigebales and will tolerate ndlying \agrants. Any
concept that asks for expression must submit to tlassificatory rules of the game, just as there are
statistical surveyf which even the most convinced atheist must perforce be lab€latholic, Protestant,

or Jew or get no hearing. EBnglish we have madgp our minds that all action must be conceived of in
reference to threestandard times. If, therefore, we desire to state a proposition thasisrue temorrow

as it was yesterday, we have to pretend that ffresent moment may be ehgated fore and aft so as to

9 Aside, naturally, from the life and imminence that may be created for such a sentence by a particular context.

€0 This has largely happened in popular French and German, where the difference is stylistic rather than functional.

The preterits are more literary or formal in tone than the perfects.
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take in alleternity.®* In French we know once for all that an object is mascuinfeminine, whether it be
living or not; just as in many American aBdst Asiatic languages it must be understood to belong to a
certain form-category (say, ringound, ballround, long and slendergylindrical, sheetike, in mass like
sugar) before it can be enumeratdd.g.,two ballclass potatoes, cthree sheetclass carpety or even
said tocbeg or cbe handled in a definite way(thus, n the Athabaskatanguages and in Yandp carrg or
athrowe a pebble is quite anothehing than to carry or throw a log, linguistically no less than in teois
muscular experience). Such instances might be multiplied at wigl.alimost as though aome period in

the past the unconscious mind tfe race had made a hasty inventory of experience, committed itself to a
premature classification that allowed of no revision, and saddleditieritors of its language with a
science that they no longer geibelieved in nor had the strength to overthrow. Dogma, rigidly prescribed
by tradition, stiffens into formalism. Linguistic categories make gpséem of surviving dogmadogma of

the unconscious. They are often bhalf real as concepts; their life teadever to languish away into form
for form@ sake.

There is still a third cause for the rise of this rsignificant formor rather of nonsignificant differences of
form. This is the mechanicaperation of phonetic processes, which may bring abfmumal distinctions
that have not and never had a corresponding functiodiatinction. Much of the irregularity and general
formal complexity obur declensional and conjugational systems is due to this processldita ofhat is
hats, the plural ofselfis selves In theformer case we have a trus symbolizing plurality, in the latter &
sound coupled with a change in the radical element of the word tf v. Here we have not a falling
together of forms thatoriginally stood for fairly distinctoncepts as we saw was presumaltlye case
with such parallel forms adroveand WORKER but a merelymechanical manifolding of the same formal
element without acorresponding growth of a new concept. This type of form developmietefore,
while of thegreatest interest for the general history t#fhguage, does not directly concern us now in our
effort to understandthe nature of grammatical concepts and their tendency to degenerate [ni@ly
formal counters.

We may now conveniently revise our firsassification of concepts axpressed in language and suggest
the following scheme:

I. Basic (Concrete) Concefissich as objects, actions, qualitieeirmally expressed by independent
words or radical elements; involv® relation as such

Il. Derivatioral Conceptqless concrete, as a rule, than I, more tean IlI): normally expressed by
affixing nonradical elements toadical elements or by inner maodification of these; differ from type
in defining ideas that are irrelevant to the proposition awlaole but that give a radical element a

61 Hence, fihe square root of 4 is 2,0 precisely as fimy uncle is here now.0 There are many fprimitivedlanguages that

are more philosophical and distinguish between a true fpresentdand a fcustomaryoor fgeneralotense.

62 Except, of course, the fundamental selection and contrast necessarily implied in defining one concept as against

another. fiMandand fwhited possess an inherent relation to fivomanoand fblack,0 but it is a relation of conceptual
content only and is of no direct interest to grammar.
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particular increment osignificance and that are thus inherently related in a specific twaypncepts
of type P

lll. Concrete Relational Conceptstill more abstract, yet notentirely devoid of a measure of
concreeness): normally expressed haffixing nonradical elements to radical elements, but
generally ata greater remove from these than is the case with elements of typer by inner
modification of radical elements; difféfundamentally from type Il in indating or implying relations
that transcend the particular word to which they are immediatatiached, thus leading over to

IV.Pure Relational Concepfsurely abstract): normally expressed hifixing nonradical elements to
radical elements (in whicbasethese concepts are frequently intertwined with those of type IIl) or
by their inner modification, by independent words, or by positiseyve to relate the concrete
elements of the proposition to eadbther, thus giving it definite syntactic form.

The nature of these four classes of concepts as regards gwicreteness or their power to express
syntactic relations may be thisymbolized:

I.  Basic Concepts
Material Content {

1. Derivational Concepts

Il.  Concrete Relational Concepts
Relation {

IV. Pure Relational Concepts

These schemes must not be worshipped as fetiches. In the actual waakabfsis difficult problems
frequently arise and we may well be in dowdst to how to group a given set of concepts. This is particularly
apt to be the case in exotic languages, where we may be quite sure ohtladysis of the words in a
sentence and yet not succeed in acquirthgt inner dfeek of its structure that enables us to tell infallibly
what is dmaterial contenf and what isdrelation€ Cancepts of class &re essential to all speech, also
concepts of class IV. Concepts Il dhcare both common, but not essential; particularly group 1, which
represents, in effect, a psychological and formal confusion of typasdIlV or of types | antV/, is an
avoidable class of conceptkogically there is an impassable gulf between | and 1V, butillibgical,

63 Thus, the -er of farmer may he defined as indicating that particular substantive concept (object or thing) that serves

as the habitual subject of the particular verb to which it is affixed. This relation of fsubjecto A FARMER FARMS) is
inherent in and specific to the word; it does not exist for the sentence as a whole. In the same way the -ling of
duckling defines a specific relation of attribution that concerns only the radical element, not the sentence.
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metaphorical genius of speech has wilfully spanned the gyulf set up a continuous gamut of concepts
and forms that leadsamperceptibly fromthe crudest of materialitiesohouse or aJohnSmitte) to the most
subtle of relations. It is particularly significattat the unanalyzable independent word belongs in most
cases to eithegroup | or group 1V, rather less commonly to Il or Ill. fgassiblefor a concrete concept,
represented by a simple word, to lose itsaterial significance entirely and pass over directly into the
relational sphere without at the same time losing its independence wsra. This happens, for instance,
in Chinese ad Cambodgian when theerb ¢givet is used in an abstract sense as a mere symbol of the
aindirect objectivé relation (e.g., CambodgiaiWe make story this givell that person who have child,
i.e.,0We have made this stoffpr all those that have childre).

There are, of course, also not a few instances of transitions betwemups | and Il and | and I, as well as
of the less radical onbetween Il and lll. To the first of these transitions belongs that wistdss of
examples in which the independewnbrd, after passing througthe preliminary stage of functioning as the
secondary or qualifyinglement in a compound, ends up by being a derivational affix puresample, yet
without losing the memory of its former independence. Suah element and cotept is thefull of
teaspoonful] which hoverspsychologically between the status of an independent, radical concept
(comparefull) or of a subsidiary element in a compound (@fim-full) and that of a simple suffix (cf.
dutiful) in which theprimary conceteness is no longer felt. In general, the more higkyythetic our
linguistic type, the more difficult and even arbitranp@&comes to distinguish groups | and Il.

Not only is there a gradual loss of the concrete as we pass throughgironp | to grop 1V, there is also a
constant fading away of the feelingf sensible reality within the main groups of linguistic concepts
themselves. In many languages it becomes almost imperative, theretoremake various sub
classifications, to segregate, for instay themore concrete from the more abstract concepts of group IlI.
Yet we mustalways beware of reading into such abstracter groups that purely fonmaktional feeling
that we can hardly help associating with certairtted abstracter concepts which, thius, fall in group I,
unless,indeed, there is clear evidence to warrant such a reading in. An examphe should make clear
these allimportant distinctions* In Nootkawe have an unusually large number of derivational affixes
(expressingconceptsof group Il). Some of these are quite material in cont@ng.,din the houseg ¢to
dream of), others, like an element denotinglurality and a diminutive affix, are far more abstract in
content. Theformer type are more closely welded with the radiclraent than thelatter, which can only
be suffixed to formations that have the valueadfmplete words. If, therefore, | wish to séihe small fires

in the houseét and | can do this in one word must form the wordfire-in-the-houseg to which elements
corresponding tocsmallg our plural, andéthe¢ are appended. The element indicating the definitenegs
reference that is implied in ouithe¢ comes at the very end of thevord. So far, so goodfirein-the-
housethe¢ is an intelligiblecorrelate of ouréthe housefire.€* But is the Nootka correlate athe small

o4 It is precisely the failure to feel the fiyalueoor fione,0as distinct from the outer significance, of the concept expressed

by a given grammatical element that has so often led students to misunderstand the nature of languages profoundly
alien to their own. Not everything that calls itself fienseoor fimodedor fnumberdor fgenderoor fpersonodis genuinely
comparable to what we mean by these terms in Latin or French.

6 Suffixed articles occur also in Danish and Swedish and in numerous other languages. The Nootka element for fin

the houseodiffers from our fhouse-fiin that it is suffixed and cannot occur as an independent word; nor is it related to
the Nootka word for fhouse.o
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fires in the houséthe true equivalent of an Englisfif HEHOUSEIRELEE3® By no means. First of all, the
plural elementprecedes the diminutive in Nootkéfire-in-the-housepluraksmaltthe,¢ in other wordsctthe
housefires-let,€ which at once reveals thanportant fact that the plural concept is not as abstractly, as
relationally, felt as in English. A more adequate rendering wouldthee housefire-severallet,¢ in which,
however,cseveraf is too grosa word,leté too choice an elementémalk again is too gross). truth we
cannot carry over into English the inherent feeling of N@otka word, which seems to hover somewhere
betweencdthe housefireletst and cthe housefire-severalsmadl.¢ But what more than anything elsrits off

all possibility of comparison between the Englishof éhousefireletst and the &severaismalk of the
Nootka word is thisthat in Nootka neither the plural nor the diminutive affix correspormsrefers to
anything else in the sentence. In Engléhe housefirelets burrg (not cburnst), in Nootka neither verb,
nor adjective, nor anything else in the proposition is in the leastcerned with the plurality or the
diminutiveness of the fire. Hencahile Nodka recognizes a cleavage between concrete and less concrete
concepts within group I, the less concrete do not transcend the gamaplead us into that abstracter air
into which our pluralts carriesus. But at any rate, the reader may object, it is stnirg that the Nootka
plural affix is set apart from the concreter group of affixand may not the Nootka diminutive have a
slenderer, a more elusivenontent than our-let or -ling or the Germanchenor -LEIN¥®’

Can such a concept as that of pluraktyer be classified with the monmaterial concepts of group 11?
Indeed it can be. In Yana the thipgrson of the verb makes no formal distinction between singular and
plural. Nevertheless the plural concept can be, and nearly alwaysxpgessed by theusfixing of an
element ¢(BA) to the radical elemenof the verb.dlt burns in the eastis rendered by the vera-hau-si
oburn-easts£® dThey burn in the eastis ya-ba-hau-si. Note thatthe plural affix immediately follows the
radical element YA), disconnecting it from the local elememtHAU). It needs no laboredrgument to
prove that the concept of plurality is here hardly lessicrete than that of locatiodin the east and that

the Yana forntorresponds in feeling not so much to dilthey burnin the eas¢ (ARDUNT ORIENTES to a
oBurnseveraleasts, it plurally burns irthe east¢ an expression which we cannot adequately assimilate
for lackof the necessary foragrooves into which to run it.

But can we go a step farther and dispose of thegary of plurality asn utterly material idea, one that
would make ofdbooks a dplural bookg in which the dpluralg like the awhiteé of dwhite bookg falls
contentedly into group 1? Ouimany books and d¢several book&are obviously not cases in point. Even if
we could sayimany book and d¢several book (as we can sagmany a book and éeach book), the plural
concept would still not emerge as clearly as it should for our argument;

omanye andoseverat are contaminated by again notions of quantity oscale that are not essential to the
idea of plurality itself. We mudtirn to central and eastern Asia for the type of expression wesageking.

66 Assuming the existence of a word ffirelet.0

67 The Nootka diminutive is doubtless more of a feeling-element, an element of nuance, than our -ling. This is shown

by the fact that it may be used with verbs as well as with nouns. In speaking to a child, one is likely to add the
diminutive to any word in the sentence, regardless of whether there is an inherent diminutive meaning in the word or
not.

68 -si is the third person of the present tense. -hau- feastois an affix, not a compounded radical element.
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In Tibetan, foinstance NGAS MI MTHONG d-by man seeby me a man is seensée a maamay just as
well be understood to meari see merg, if there happens to be no reason to emphasize the fact of
plurality.”® If the fact is worth expressing, however, | can sggs mi rnams mthongby me man plural
see¢ where rnamsis the perfed conceptual analogue ofs in books divested of allrelational strings.
Rnamsfollows its noun as would any othettributive wordt oman plurag (whether two or a million) like
omanwhite.€ No need to bother about his plurality any more than aboutwiisteness unless we insist on
the point.

What is true of the idea of plurality is naturally just as true @reat many other concepts. They do not
necessarily belong where we wtspeak English are in the habit of putting them. They may be shifted
towards | or towards 1V, the two poles of linguistic expression. Nare we look down on the Nootka
Indian and the Tibetan for theiaterial attitude towards a concept which to us is abstract egldtional,

lest we invite the reproaches of the Frenchman wheldeasubtlety of relation infemme blancheand
homme blandhat he missesn the coarsemgrainedwhite womanand white man But the BantuNegro,
were he a philosopher, might go further and find it strange tiat put in group Il a category, the
diminutive, which he strongly feel® belong to group Il and which he uses, along with a number of other
classificatory concepts,to relate his subjects and objectaftributes and predicates, as a Russian or a
German handles his gendeand, if possible, with aaven greater finesse.

It is because our conceptual scheme is a sliding scale rather thiaitoaophical analysis of experience that
we cannot say in advance justhere to put a given concept. We must dispense, in other words, with a
well-ordered classifiation of categories. What boots it to put tenaad mode here or number there when
the next language one handles piense a peglower dowre (towards 1), mode and number a pégigher

upé (towards 1V)? Nor is there much to be gained in a summary wattki©kind from a general inventory

of the types of concepts generally foundgroups I, lll, and IV. There are too many possibilities. It would
be interesting to show what are the most typical neforming andverb-forming elements of group II; how
variously nouns may be classifi@oly gender; personal and nepersonal; animate and inanimate; by form;
common and proper); how the concept of number is elaborated (singaddr plural; singular, dual, and
plural; singular, dual, trial, anplural; single, ditributive, and collective); what tense distinctionmy be
made in verb or noun (thépastg for instance, may be amdefinite past, inmediate, remote, mythical,
completed, prior); how delicately certain languages have developed the idea dabpect
(momentaneous, durative, continuative, inceptive, cessatikgative-inceptive, iterative, momentaneous
iterative, durative-iterative, resultative, and still others); what modalities mag recognized (indicative,

69 These are classical, not modern colloquial, forms.

o Just as in English fHe has written booksomakes no commitment on the score of quantity (fa few, several, many9.

n Such as person class, animal class, instrument class, augmentative class.

” A term borrowed from Slavic grammar. It indicates the lapse of action, its nature from the standpoint of continuity.
Our feryois indefinite as to aspect, fbe cryingois durative, fery putdis momentaneous, fburst into tearsois inceptive,
fkeep cryingois continuative, fstart in cryingdis durative-inceptive, fcry now and againois iterative, fcry out every
now and thenoor ftry in fits and startsdis momentaneous-iterative. fiTo put on a coatdis momentaneous, fto wear a
coatois resultative. As our examples show, aspect is expressed in English by all kinds of idiomatic turns rather than
by a consistently worked out set of grammatical forms. In many languages aspect is of far greater formal
significance than tense, with which the naive student is apt to confuse it.
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imperative, potential, dubitative, optate, negative, and a host of othefy; what distinctions of person
are possible (iswe € for instance, conceived of as a pluralitydd or is it as distinct front€ as either is
from dyou¢ or dhet? ¢ both attitudes are illustrated in language; moreoveaipes dwee include youto
whom | speak or not® dinclusive and éexclusivé forms); what may béhe general scheme of orientation,
the socalled demonstrativecategories dthis¢ and c¢thaté in an endéss procession of nuanced)ow
frequently the form expesses the source or nature of the spedBeknowledge (known by gal
experience, by hearsdy,by inference);how the syntactic relations may be expressed in the noun
(subjective andbbjective; agentive, instmental, and person affectei;varioustypes of égenitivee and
indirect relations) and, correspondingly, in threrb (active and passive; active and static; transitive and
intransitive; impersonal, reflexive, reciprocal, indefinite adlject, and many other special limitations on
the starting-point andend-point of the flow of activity). These details, important as manghem are to an
understanding of thedinner formg of language, yield igeneral significance to the more radical greup
distinctions that we haveet up. It is enough for thgeneral reader to feel that languagéruggles towards
two poles of linguistic expressiommaterial contentand relatiort and that these poles tend to be
connected by a long seried transitional concepts.

In dealing with words and their varying forms wavi had to anticipatenuch that concerns the sentence
as a whole. Every language hassipecial method or methods of binding words into a larger unity. The
importance of these methods is apt to vary with the complexity ofititvidual word. The more symetic

the language, in other words, thmore clearly the status of each word in the sentence is indicated by its
own resources, the less need is there for looking beyond the word teséméence as a whole. The Latin
agit a(he) acts needs no outside helfo establish its place in a proposition. Whether | sajt dominus
¢the master act$ or sic femina agitthus the woman acts,the netresult as to the syntactic feel of the
agit is practically the samdt can only be a verb, the predicate of a propmsit and it can onlybe
conceived as a statement of activity carried out by a persorthiog) other than you or me. It is not so
with such a word as thénglishact. Act is a syntactic waif until we have defined is¢atus in a
propositiort one thing indthey act abominably, quite another in éthat was a kindly act. The Latin
sentence speaks with th@ssurance of its individual members, the English word needpritrapting of its
fellows. Roughly speaking, to be sure. And yet to #&t a sufficiently edborate wordstructure
compensates for externayntactic methods is perilously close to begging the question.eldraents of
the word are related to each other in a specific way dolow each other in a rigorously determined

n By fmodalitieso | do not mean the matter of fact statement, say, of negation or uncertainty as such, rather their

implication in terms of form. There are languages, for instance, which have as elaborate an apparatus of negative
forms for the verb as Greek has of the optative or wish-modality.

I It is because of this classification of experience that in many languages the verb forms which are proper, say, to a

mythical narration differ from those commonly used in daily intercourse. We leave these shades to the context or
content ourselves with a more explicit and roundabout mode of expression, e.g., fHe is dead, as | happen to know,0
firhey say he is dead,0fHe must be dead by the looks of things.0

& We say fi $leepoand fi §o,0as well as fi kill him,0but fhe kills me.0 Yet me of the last example is at least as close

psychologically to | of fi sleepoas is the latter to | of i kill him.olt is only by form that we can classify the fionotion of
fl sleepoas that of an acting subject. Properly speaking, | am handled by forces beyond my control when | sleep just
as truly as when some one is killing me. Numerous languages differentiate clearly between active subject and static
subject (I GO and | kill him as distinct from | SLEEP, | am good, | am killed) or between transitive subject and
intransitive subject (I KILL HIM as distinct from | sleep, | AM GOOD, | am killed, | go). The intransitive or static
subjects may or may not be identical with the object of the transitive verb.
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sequence. This ntamourt to saying that a word which consists of more than a radétaient is a
crystallization of a sentence or of some portion ofsentence, that a form likeagit is roughly the
psychologicat equivalent of a form likage iséact he¢ Breaking down, then hie wall that separates word
and sentence, we may ask: What, at lastlysis, are the fundamental methods of relating word to word
and element to element, in short, of passing from the isolated notiepsibolized by each word and by
each element to the ufied propositionthat corresponds to a thought?

The answer is simple and is implied in the preceding remarks. The fonadamental and the most
powerful of all relating methods is the methad order. Let us think of some more or less concrete idea,
say acolor,and set down its symba RED of another concrete idea, say a persmnobject, setting down

its symbolg DOG finally, of a third concretédea, say an action, setting down its symQ@&UN It is hardly
possible to set down these three symba@skRED DOG RUNwithout relating them in some way, for
example(the) red dog run(s)l am farfrom wishing to state that the proposition has always grown up in
this analytic manner, merely that the very process of juxtaposing concepbiaept, symbol to symbol,
forces some kind of relationafeelingg if nothing else, upon us. To certain syntactic adhesions we are very
sensitive, for example, to the attributive relation of qualiBECDOQG or the subjective relatioriYOG RUN

or the dojective relation(KILL DOJ; to others we are more indifferent, for example, to th#ributive
relation of circumstanceTODAY RED DOG RONRED DOGODAY RUNMr red dog run teday, all of
which are equivalenpropositions or propositions in embryo)Vords and elements, then, ondbey are
listed in a certain order, tend not only to establish some kaidrelation among themselves but are
attracted to each other in greater in less degree. It is presumably this very greater or lessulliatately
leads to those firmly solidified groups of elements (radielment or elements plus one or more
grammatical elements) that we hawsudied as complex words. They are in all likelihood nothing but
sequences that have shrunk together and away from other sages orisolated elements in the flow of
speech. While they are fully alive, ather words, while they are functional at every point, they can keep
themselves at a psychological distance from their neighbors. Asgitaelpally lose much of their life, ely

fall back into the embrace dhe sentence as a whole and the sequence of independent words reth@ins
importance it had in part transferred to the crystallized groupset@ments. Speech is thus constantly
tightening and loosening itsequences. In st highly integrated forms (Latin, Eskimo) tbenergy of
sequence is largely locked up in complex word formations, it becaransformed into a kind of potential
energy that may not be released farillennia. In its more analytic forms (Chinese, Engtisis)energy is
mobile, ready to hand for such service as we demand of it.

There can be little doubt that stress has frequently playedoatrolling influence in the formation of
elementgroups or complexvords out of certain sequences in the sentence.lSao English word as
withstandis merely an old sequencgith stand i.e.,dagainst’ standg in which the unstressed adverb was
permanently drawn to thdollowing verb and lost its independence as a significant elemerihdrsame
way French futures of the typ&ai &) shall gé are butthe resultants of a coalescence of ongily
independent wordsiR® aQcdto-go thaveg under the influence of a unifying accent. Baitess has done

e Ultimately, also historicald say, age to fact that (one).0

For with in the sense of fagainst,0compare German wider fagainst.o

8 Cf. Latin ire fto gog also our English idiom fl have to go,0i.e., fimust go.0
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more than articulate or unify sequees that in theirown right imply a syntactic relation. Stress is the most
natural meansat our disposal to emphasize a linguistic contrast, to indicate rtizgor element in a
sequence. Hence we need not be surprised to find #eatent too, no less than gaence, may serve as the
unaided symbol o€ertain relations. Such a contrast as thatb2 Q 0 $4iné 8Hegbes betwees) and
G2 32 ontyileSDBqlie secondary origin English, but there is every reason to believe that
analogoudlistinctions tave prevailed at all times in linguistic historysequence liké S S Q might iyiply
some type of relation in whickee qualifies the following word, hencéa seeing mahor ca seen (or
visible) marg, or is its predication, hencé&he man seesor éthe manis seerg while a sequence likeee

Y | yfright indicate that theaccented word in some way limits the application of the first, sagiaesct
object, hencedto see a maa or &(he) sees the maa.Suchalternations of relation, as symbolized by
varyingstresses, arémportant and frequet in a number of languagé€s.

It is a somewhat venturesome and yet not an altogether unreasorsiseulation that sees in word order
and stress the primary methods féine expression of all syntactic relations and look®mu the present
relational value of specific words and elements as but a secormargition due to a transfer of values.
Thus, we may surmise that tHeatin-m of words likefeminam dominum andcivemdid not originally®
denote thatéwomang dmasterg and écitizere were objectively related to the verb of the proposition but
indicatedsomething far more concretg,that the objective relation was merelnplied by the position or
accent of the word (radical elementinmediately preceding them, and that gadually, as its more
concretesignificance faded away, it took over a syntactic function that didomiginally belong to it. This
sort of evolution by transfer is traceabie many instances. Thus, tle¢ in an English phrase lik¢he law

of the lanct is now as colorless in content, as purely a relationdicator as thedgenitive suffix-isin the
Latinlex urbiscthe law of the city¢ We know, however, that it was originally an adverbcohsiderdle
concreteness of meaning,caway, moving frong, and thatthe syntactic relation was originglexpressed
by the case forrii of the second noun. As the case form lost its vitality, the adverb taek its function. If
we are actually justified in assuming that teepression of all syntactic relatiorsstiltimately traceable to
thesetwo unavoidable, dynamic features of speectequence and stre§s¢ aninteresting thesis results:
¢ All of the actual content of speech, ittusters of vocalic and consonantal sounds, is in origin limited to
the concrete; elations were originally not expressed in outward form butre merely implied and
articulated with the help of order and rhythnn other words, relations were intuitively felt and could only
deakouté with the help of dynamic factors that themselves nrean anintuitional plane.

There is a special method for the expression of relations that has eeriten evolved in the history of
language that we must glance affir a moment. This is the method dafoncord or of like signaling. lis

& In Chinese no less than in English.

g By foriginallydl mean, of course, some time antedating the earliest period of the Indo-European languages that we
can get at by comparative evidence.

81 Perhaps it was a noun-classifying element of some sort.

82 Compare its close historical parallel off.

8 Mblativedat last analysis.

8 Very likely pitch should be understood along with stress.
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based on thesame principle as the password or label. All personshpects that answer to the same
countersign or that bear the samanmprint are thereby stamped as somehow related. It makes little
difference, once they are so stamped, where they are to be foundowr they behave themselves. They
are known to belong together. We afemiliar with the principle of concord in Latin and Greek. Many of us
have been struck by such relentless rhymesvids ilium bonum dominunal saw that good mastéror
guarum dearum saearum ¢of which sterngoddesses.Not that soundecho, whether in the form of rhyme

or of alliteration®® is necessary to concord, though in its most typical aridinal forms concord is nearly
always accompanied by sound repetitidihe essence of therinciple is simply this, that words (elements)
that belong together, particularly if they are syntactic equivalents orratated in like fashion to another
word or element, are outwardly markday the same or functionally equivalent affixes. The appboaof

the principle varies considerably according to the genius of the partitatuage. In Latin and Greek, for
instance, there is concord betweemoun and qualifying word (adjective or demonstrative) as regards
gender,number, and case, between vednd subject only as regards number, amal concord between
verb and object.

In Chinook there is a more fagaching concord between noun, whethgubject or object, and verb. Every
noun is classified according to figzategories masculine, feminine, neuté® dual, and plural®Womarg is
feminine, ésand is neuter,ctable¢ is masculine. If, therefore,wish to saydiThe woman put the sand on
the tableg | must place in theverb certain class or gender prefixes that accord with corresponuiing
prefixes. fie sentence reads themiThe (fem.jwoman she (fem:jt (neut.}it (masc.jon-put the (neut.}
sand the (masciableé If ésand is qualified asdmuché and cdtablet as dargeg these new ideas are
expressed as abstract nouns, each with its inherent glasfix @muche is neuter or femininedlarget is
masculine) and with a possesspeefix referring to the qualified noun. Adjective thus calls to nauwmyn

to verb.dThe woman put much sand on the large tabkberefore, takes the formdrhe (fem.jwomanshe
(fem.}it (neut.yit (masc.jon-put the (fem.}thereof (neut.}quantity the (neutjsand the(masc.jthereof
(masc.Jlargeness the (masetable £ The classificationf dtableg as masculine is thus three times insisted
ont in the noun, inthe adjective,and in the erb. In the Bantu languagésthe principle of concord works
very much as in Chinook. In them also noans classified into a number of categories and are brought
into relationwith adjectives, demonstratives, relative pronouns, and verbsbgansof prefixed elements
that call off the class and make up a compdgstem of concordances. In such a sentencéTast fierce
lion who camehere is dead; the class ofilion,€ which we may call the animal classyuld be referred to
by concording priixes no less than stimes, ¢ with the demonstrative dthaté), the qualifying adjective,
the noun itself, the relative pronoun, the subjective prefix to the verbtlud relative clause, and the
subjective prefix to the verb of the mairlause ¢is dead). We recognize in this insistence on external
clarity of reference the same spirit as moves in the more familiaiJM BONUNDOMINUM

85 As in Bantu or Chinook.

8 Perhaps better fgeneral.0 The Chinook fneuteromay refer to persons as well as things and may also be used as a

plural. iMasculinedand ffeminine,0as in German and French, include a great number of inanimate nouns.

87 Spoken in the greater part of the southern half of Africa. Chinook is spoken in a number of dialects in the lower

Columbia River valley. It is impressive to observe how the human mind has arrived at the same form of expression
in two such historically unconnected regions.
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Psychologically the methods of sequence and accent lie at the oppasigeto that of concord. Where
they are all forimplication, forsubtlety of feeling, concord is impatient of the least ambiguity mutst
have its wellcertificated tags at every turn. Concord tendsdispense with order. In Latin and Chinook the
independent words are frem position, less so in Bantin both Chinook and Bantu, however, thethods

of concord and order are equally important for théferentiation of subject and object, as the classifying
verb prefixesrefer to subject, object, or indirect object according to the relatpasition they occupy.
These examples again bring home to us significant fact that at some point or other order asserts itself
in every language as the most fundamental of relating principles.

The observant reader has probably been surprised that all this tileawve had so little to say of the time
honoreddparts of speecli. Thereason for this is not far to seek. Our conventional classificatiomooéls
into parts of speech is only a vague, wavering approximation ¢orsistently worked out inventory of
expeience. We imagine, to beginith, that allverb< are inherently concerned with action as suttmat a
onourg is the name of some definite object or personality than be pictured by the mind, that all
gualities are necessarilgxpressed by a definitergup of words to which we may appropriatedypply the
term dadjective¢ As soon as we test our vocabulary, discover that the parts of speech are far from
corresponding to s@imple an analysis of reality. We sais rect and definedredé as aquality-word or
adjective. We should consider it strange to think ofeguivalent ofdis rect in which the whole predication
(adjective andverb of being) is conceived of as a verb in precisely the same waligh we think of
cextendg or diest or ¢sleepg asa verb. Yet as sooas we give thedurativee notion of being red an
inceptive ortransitional turn, we can avoid the parallel forét becomes red, iturns rect and saydit
reddense No one denies thatreddeng is as gooda verb asisleeps or evendwalkse Yetdit is rec is
related todit reddeng very much as ishe stands to che stands up or ¢he rise< It is merely a matter of
English or of general InelBuropean idiom that weannot saydit redst in the sense ofit is redé There are
hundredsof languages that can. Indeed there are many that can express whahwad call an adjective
only by making a participle out of a vediRed in such languages is merely a derivatibeing reds as our
osleeping or dwalking are derivatives of primaryerbs.

Just as we can verbify the idea of a quality in such caséaeaddenss so we can represent a quality or an
action to ourselves as a thing. Vépeak oféthe height of a building or ¢the fall of an applé quite as
though these ideas were paralled tthe roof of a building or ¢the skin of an appl&,forgetting that the
nouns HEIGHfall) have notceased to indicate a quality and an act when we have made them sgtak
the accent of mere objects. And just as there are languages riadte verbs ofthe great mass of
adjectives, so there are others thatake nouns of them. In Chinook, as we have séthg big table is
cthe-table itshigness; in Tibetan the same idea may be expressedtbg table of bigness,very much as
we may saya man of wedh¢ instead oféa rich mare

But are there not certain ideas that it is impossible to render exdsptwvay of such and such parts of
speech? What can be done with tiio¢ of che came to the hous® Well, we can saghe reached the
hous& and dodge the pr@osition altogether, giving the verb a nuance that absaites idea of local
relation carried by theéto.€ But let us insist omgiving independence to this idea of local relation. Must we
not thenhold to the preposition? No, we can make a noun of it. \Ale saysomething likedhe reached the
proximity of the housé or éhe reachedhe houselocality £ Instead of sayinghe looked into the glagswe
may say 6he scrutinized the glagsterior.€ Such expressions are stilted English because they do not
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easiy fit into our formal grooves, but ilanguage after language we find that local relations are expressed
in just this way. The local relation is nominalized. And so we might gexamining the various parts of
speech and showing how they not mergisadeinto each other but are to an astonishing degree actually
convertible into each other. The upshot of such an examination woulid beel convinced that thépart

of speecli reflects not so much ountuitive analysis of reality as our ability to composattrealityinto a
variety of formal patterns. A part of speech outside of timeitations of syntactic form is but a wilKthe
wisp. For this reasomo logical scheme of the parts of speectneir number, nature, anchecessary
confineg is of the slightessinterest to the linguist. Eaclanguage has its own scheme. Everything depends
on the formaldemarcations which it recognizes.

Yet we must not be too destructive. It is well to remember that spemmisists of a series of propositions.
There must be somthing to talkabout and something must be said about this subject of discourse once it
is selected. This distinction is of such fundamental importance thatvés® majority of languages have
emphasized it by creating some sort fofmal barrier between tke two terms of the proposition. The
subject ofdiscourse is a noun. As the most common subject of discourse is eiffesan or a thing, the
noun clusters about concrete concepts of tlater. As the thing predicated of a subject is generally an
activity in the widest sense of the word, a passage from one moment of existeneadther, the form
which has been set aside for the businesgmfdicating, in other words, the verb, clusters about concepts
of activity. No language wholly fails to distingursbun and verb, thougln particular cases the nature of
the distinction may be an elusive onk.is different with the other parts of speech. Not one of them is
imperatively requied for the life of languag®.

88 In Yana the noun and the verb are well distinct, though there are certain features that they hold in common which

tend to draw them nearer to each other than we feel to be possible. But there are, strictly speaking, no other parts of
speech. The adjective is a verb. So are the numeral, the interrogative pronoun (e.g., fio be what?9, and certain
fconjunctionsoand adverbs (e.g., fio be andoand fio be notg one says fand-past-1 go,0i.e., fand | wentd. Adverbs
and prepositions are either nouns or merely derivative affixes in the verb.
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So far, in dealing with linguistic form, we have been concerned witly single words and with the
relations of words in sentences. We hawet envisaged whole languages as conforming to this at th
generaltype. Incidentally we have observed that one language runs to-kghtsynthesis where another
contents itself with a more analytic, pieceeal handling of its elements, or that in one language syntactic
relations appear pure which in anotheare combined with certain other notionthat have something
concrete about them, however abstract they may fadt to be in practice. In this way we may have
obtained some inkling ofvhat is meant when we speak of the general form of a language. Rardtbe
obvious to any one who has thought about the guestion at awbo has felt something of the spirit of a
foreign language that there ®uch a thing as a basic plan, a certain cut, to each language. Thix tyiaa

or structuralégeniug of the larguage is something much mofendamental, much more pervasive, than
any single feature of it that wean mention, nor can we gain an adequate idea of its nature by a mere
recital of the sundry facts that make up the grammar of the langudgeen we pass &m Latin to Russian,
we feel that it is approximately theame horizon that bounds our view, even though the near, familiar
landmarks have changed. When we come to English, we seem to noticth¢hiills have dipped down a
little, yet we recognize the geeral layof the land. And when we have arrived at Chinese, it is an utterly
different sky that is looking down upon us. We can translate thmstaphors and say that all languages
differ from one another but thatertain ones differ far more than other§his is tantamount to sayirthat

it is possible to group them into morphological types.

Strictly speaking, we know in advance that it is impossible to setlimpitad number of types that would

do full justice to the peculiaritiesf the thousands of laguages and dialects spoken on the surface of the
earth. Like all human institutions, speech is too variable andetasive to be quite safely ticketed. Even if
we operate with a minutelgubdivided scale of types, we may be quite certain that many ofamguages
will need trimming before they fit. To get them into tlseheme at all it will be necessary to overestimate
the significance othis or that feature or to ignore, for the time being, certaiontradictions in their
mechanism. Does the difficultyf classificationprove the uselessness of the task? | do not think so. It
would be tooeasy to relieve ourselves of the burden of constructive thinking anike the standpoint
that each language has its unique history, therefitseunique structure. &h a standpoint expresses only
a half truth. Just as similar social, economic, and religious institutions have gupvim different parts of
the world from distinct historical antecedentsp also languages, traveling along different roads, have
tended b converge toward similar forms. Moreover, the historical studylasfguage has proven to us
beyond all doubt that a language changes ooty gradually but consistently, that it moves unconsciously
from onetype towards another, and that analogous trerm® observable inemote quarters of the globe.
From this it follows that broadly similanorphologies must have been reached by unrelated languages,
independently and frequently. In assuming the existence of comparbipes, therefore, we are not
gainsayng the individuality of alhistorical processes; we are merely affirming that back of the face of
history are powerful drifts that move language, like other sopralducts, to balanced patterns, in other
words, to types. As linguistse shall be contento realize that there are these types and thegrtain
processes in the life of language tend to modify them. \Wiyilar types should be formed, just what is the
nature of the forcesthat make them and dissolve themthese questions are more easily askédhn
answered. Perhaps the psychologists of the future will be ablgite us the ultimate reasons for the
formation of linguistic types.
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When it comes to the actual task of classification, we find that we Imveasy road to travel. Various
classificattns have been suggested, atitty all contain elements of value. Yet none proves satisfactory.
Theydo not so much enfold the known languages in their embrace as force tt®mm into narrow,
straightbacked seats. The difficulties have beewafious king. First and foremost, it has been difficult to
choose gooint of view. On what basis shall we classify? A language showsmengofacets that we may
well be puzzled. And is one point of viewfficient? Secondly, it is dangerous to generalize from dlsma
numberof selected languages. To take, as the sum total of our material, Ba#ihic, Turkish, Chinese, and
perhaps Eskimo or Sioux as afterthought, is to court disaster. We have no right to assume that a
sprinkling of exotic types will do to sugphent the few languagesearer home that we are more
immediately interested in. Thirdly, thetrong craving for a simple formulahas been the undoing of
linguists. There is something irresistible about a methodclessification that starts with two poles
exemplified, say, by Chinesand Latin, clusters what it conveniently can about these poles,thrmvs
everything else into dransitional type¢ Hence has arisen thill popular classification of languages into
an disolating group, andagglutinative¢ group, and ardinflectiveé group. Sometimes th&anguages of the
American Indians are made to straggle along asuacomfortable épolysyntheti€ rear-guard to the
agglutinative language3here is justification for the use of all of these terms, thonghperhaps in quite
the spirit in which they are commonly employed. In argse it is very difficult to assign all known
languages to one or othaf these groups, the more so as they are not mutually exclusilenguage may

be both agglutinative anahflective, or inflective angbolysynthetic, or even polysynthetic and isolating, as
we shall see &ttle later on.

There is a fourth reason why the classification of languagegéaarally proved a fruitless undertaking. It
is probably the mospowerful deterrent of all to clear thinking. This is the evolution@ngjudice which
instilled itself into the social sciences towards theddle of the last century and which is only now
beginning to abate it$yrannical hold on our mind. Intermingled with thesientific prejudiceand largely
anticipating it was another, a more human one. The vagjority of linguistic theorists themselves spoke
languages of a certaitype, of which the most fully developed varieties were the Latin @neek that they
had learred in their childhood. It was not difficulbr them to be persuaded that these familiar languages
represented thethighest development that speech had yet attained and that all othgres were but
steps on the way to this belovednflectivet type. Whatever conformed to the pattern of Sanskrit and
Greek and Latin an@erman was accepted as expressive ofdhighesté whatever departedrom it was
frowned upon as a shortcoming or was at best an interesibgrration?® Now any classification that
starts with preconceivedvalues or that works up to sentimental satisfactions is-setfdemnedas
unscientific. A linguist that insists on talking about the Latin tgbemorphology as though it were
necessarily the higlvater mark oflinguistic development iske the zooelogist that sees in the organic
world a huge conspiracy to evolve the rduoerse or the Jersey colanguage in its fundamental forms is

89 If possible, a triune formula.

% One celebrated American writer on culture and language delivered 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 man. Tremendous spiritual values were evidently at stake. Champions of the finflectivedlanguages are
wont to glory in the very irrationalities of Latin and Greek, except when it suits them to emphasize their profoundly
flogicalocharacter. Yet the sober logic of Turkish or Chinese leaves them cold. The glorious irrationalities and formal
complexities of many fsavageolanguages they have no stomach for. Sentimentalists are difficult people.
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