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PREFACE

This book is a revised version of the author’s I'ntroduction to the
Study of Language, which appeared in 1914 (New York, Henry
Holt and Company). The new version is much larger than the old,
because the science of language has in the interval made progress,
and beeaunse both men of seience and the educated public now at-
tribute greater value to an understanding of human speech.

Like its predecessor, this book is intended for the general reader
and for the student who is entering upon linguistic work. Without
such an introdustion, specialized treatises are unintelligible. For
the general reader an orderly survey is probably more interesting
than a discussion of selected topics, for these, after all, cannot be
understood without their background. No one will ask for an
anecdotal treatment who has once opened his eyes to the strange-
ness, beauty, and import of human speech.

The deep-rooted things about language, which mean most to
all of us, are usually ignored in all but very advanced studies; this
book tries to tell about them in simple terms and to show their
bearing on human affairs, In 1914 I based this phase of the ex-
position on the psychologic system of Wilhelm Wundt, which was
then widely accepted. Since that time there has been much up-
heaval in psychology; we have learned, at any rate, what one of
our masters suspected thirty years ago, namely, that we can pursue
the study of language without reference to any one psychological
doctrine, and that to do so safeguards our results and makes
them more significant to workers in related fields. In the present
book I have tried to avoid such dependence; only by way of elu-
cidation I have told, at a few points, how the two main present-
day trends of psychology differ in their interpretation. The men-
talists would supplement the facts of language by a version in
terms of mind, — a version which will differ in the various schools
of mentalistic psychology. The mechanists demand that the
facts be presented without any sassumption of such auxiliary
factors. I have tried to meet this demand not metely because I
believe that mechanism is the necessary form of scientific dis-
course, but also because an exposition which stands on its own

vu
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feet is more solid and more easily surveyed than one which is
propped at various points hy another and changeable doctrine.

I have tried everywhere to present the accepted views, not even
avoiding well-used standard examples; on disputed matters I have
tried to state the point at issue; and in both cases 1 have given
references, in the Notes and Bibliography, which wiil enable the
reader to look into things, and, if he chooses, to arrive at an opinion
of his own.

Thanks are due to many scholars who contributed help and in-
formation, and to the publisher, the printer, and the very able
typesetter, all of whom devoted great care to the making of this
book,

L. B..

Chicago, January 1933.

PREFACLE TO THE BRITISH EDITION

This edition differs from the American form of this book (New York,
1933) in two respects; the phonetic symbols conform to the usage
of the International Phonetic Association, and the transcriptions
of English forms represent a polite type of British (‘Received’ or
‘Public School’) pronunciation. Moreover, a few corrections have
been embodied in the text. All these changes were subject to a
limitation imposed by the method of manufacturing the book: the
paging and alignment of the American edition had to be kept.
Accondingly, the reader will find some American features {(such as
the spelling -or for -our) and some passages where the point of view
(e.g., as to topography) is American. However, in all cases where
corrections or additions seemed to have material bearing, these
have been either incorporated into the text, or, where this could not
be done, added in a list at the end of the book. For most of these
improvements I am indebted to Professors R. G. Kent and D.
Jones; the criticism and the published works of Professor Jones
have aided me especially as to British pronunciation.

T. B,

Chicugo, August, 1934,
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CHAPTER 1
THE STUDY OF LANGUAGE

1, 1. Language plays a great part in our life. Perhaps because of
its familiarity, we rarely observe it, taking it rather for granted, as
we do breathing or walking. The effects of language are remarkable,
and include much of what distinguishes man from the animals, but
language has no place in our educational program or in the specula~
tions of our philosophers,

There are some cireumstances, however, in which the conven-
tionally educated person diseusses linguistic matters. Occasionally
he debates questions of ‘correctness” — whether it is ‘“better,”
for instance, to say #’s I or #t’s me. His discussion of such things
follows a fairly rigid pattern. If possible, he locks to the conven-
tions of writing for an answer — as, say, for the question whether
a ¢ iz to be pronounced in words like affen or saffen. Otherwise he
appeals to authority: one way of speaking, he believes, is in-
herently right, the other inherently wrong, and certain learned
men, especially the authors of grammars and dictionaries, can tell
us which is which. Mostly, however, he neglects to consult these
authorities, and tries, instead, to settle the matter by a kind of
philosophieal reasoning, which operates with terms such as “sub-
jeet,” “objeet,” “predicate,” and so on, This is the common-sense
way of dealing with linguistic matters, Like much else that mas-
querades as common sense, it is in faet highlty sophisticated, and
derives, at no great distance, from the speculations of ancient and
medieval philosophers.

It is only within the last century or so that language has been
studied in a scientific way, by eareful and comprehensive observa-
tion; the few exceptions will occupy us in a moment, Linguistics,
the study of language, is only in its beginnings. The knowledge it
has gained has not yet become part of our traditional education;
the “grammar’ and other linguistic instruction in our schools
confines itself to handing on the traditional notions. Many people
have difficulty at the beginning of language study, not in grasping
the methods or results (which are simple enough), but in stripping

3



4 THE STUDY OF LANGUAGE

off the preconceptions which are forced on us by our popular-
scholastic doctrine.

1. 2. . The ancient Greeks had the gift of wondering at things
that other people take for granted. They speculated boldly and
persistently about the origin, history, and strueture of language.
Qur traditional lore about language is due largely to them.

Herodotus, writing in the fifth eentury B.c., tells us that King
Psarnmetichus of Egypt, in order to find out which was the oldest
nation of mankind (whatever this may mean), isolated two new-
born infants in a park; when they began to speak, they uttered
the word bekos, which turned out to be Phrygian for ‘bread.’

In his dialogue Crafylus, Plato (427-347 B.c.) discusses the
origin of words, and particularly the question whether the relation
between things and the words which name them is a natural and
necessary relation or merely the result of a human convention.
This dialogue gives us a first glimpse into a eentury-long contro-
versy between the Amnalogists, who believed that language was
natural and therefore at bottom regular and logical, and the
Anomalists, who denied these things and pointed out the irregular-
ities of linguistic strueture.

The Analogists believed that the origin and the true meaning of
words could be traced in their shape; the investigation of this they
called efymology. We may illustrate their theory by English ex-
amples. The word blackbird obviously consists of black and bird:
the species was named for its color, and, indeed, blackbirds are
birds and are black. In the same way, the Greeks would have con-
cluded that there was some deep-seated connection between a
gooseberry and & goose: it was the etymologist’s task to find this
connection. The word mushroom would have presented a more
difficult problem. The eomponents are often altered; thus, break-
fast, in spite of the difference in sound, is evidently the meal by
which we break our fust, and manly a shorter form of man-like.

In Greek, as in English, however, most words resist this kind of
analysis. Thus, early ends like manly, but the rest of the word is
obscure; woman resembles man, but what is the first syllable?
Then there is a residue of short, simple words that do not resemble
others — words such as man, boy, good, bad, eaf, run. In such cases
the Greeks and their pupils, the Romans, resorted to guesswork,
For instance, they explained the Greek word Iithos ‘stone’ as

derived from the phrase lian theetn “to run too much,’ because this
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is what a stone does nef do. A Latin example of this sort has be-
come proverbial: lucus @ non lucendo ‘a grove (lucus) is so named
on aceount of its not being light (lucende).’

These etymologics show us, at any rate, that the Greeks realized
that speeeh-forms change in the course of time. In the systematic
study of this change modern students have found the key to most
linguistie problems. The ancients never setfled down to any
careful study of linguistic change.

The ancient Greeks studied no language but their own; they
took it for granted that the structure of their language embodied
the universal forms of human thought or, perhaps, of the cosmie
order. Accordingly, they made grammatical observations, bhut
confined these to one language and stated them in philosophieal
form. They digcovered the parts of speech of their language, its
syntactic constructions, such as, especially, that of subject and
predicate, and its chief inflectional categories: genders, numbers,
cases, persons, tenses, and modes. They defined these not in
terma of recognizable linguistic forms, but in abstraet terms which
were to tell the meaning of the linguistie elass. These teachings
appesr most fully in the grammmars of Dionysius Thrax {second
century B.¢.) and of Apollonius Dyscolus (second cenfury a.p.).

The Greeks made also some observations of detail, but this
phase of their work, unfortunately, had less effect upon posterity.
Their great epic poems, the Iliad and the Odyssey, which they
viewed somewhat as sacred scriptures, were composed in an
ancient and otherwise unknown kind of Greek, In order to un-
derstand these texts and to make correct eopics, one had to study
their language. Most famous in this work was Aristarchus (about
216-144 B.c.). Other works of Greek literature were composed in
conventionalized forms of wvarious regional dialects: the Greeks
had the opportunity of comparing several divergent forms of
their language. When the language of the great Athenian writers
of the fourth century had beeome antiquated, it was made a
special subject of study, since it represented the ideal form of
written discourse. All this work demanded careful observation
of details. Some of the later grammarians, notably Herodian, the
gon of Apollenius Dyscolus, assembled valuable information on
such topics as the inflection and aeccent of ancient Greek,

1. 3. The Greek generalizations about language were not im-

‘proved upon until the eighteenth century, when scholars ceased
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to view language as a direct gift of God, and put forth various
theories as to its origin. Language was an invention of ancient
heroes, or else the product of a mystical Spirit of the Folk. It
began in man’s attempts to imitate noises (the “bow-wow’’
theory), or in his natural sound-producing responses {the ““ding-
dong”’ theory), or in violent outcries and exclamations (the “ pooh-
poch” theory).

In the etymological explanation of speech-forms there was no
improvement. Voltaire ig reported to have said that etymology
is a science in which the vowels count for nothing and the con-
sonants for very little.

The Romans constructed Latin grammars on the Greek model;
the most famous of these, the work of Donatus (fourth century
A.p.) and of Priscian (sixth century A.n.), remained in use as
text-books through the Middle Ages. In the Middle Ages, when
Latin was changing from its ancient shape into the forms which
we know today as the Romance languages (French, Italian,
Spenish, and so on), the convention remained of writing, as well
as one could, in the ancient classical form of Latin, The medieval
scholar, accordingly, in both the Latin countries and others,
studied only classical Latin. The scholastic philosophers dis-
covered some features of Latin grammar, such as the distine-
tion between nouns and adjectives and the differences between
concord, government, and apposition. They contributed much
less than the ancients, who had, at any rate, a first-hand knowl-
edge of the languages they studied. The medieval scholar saw in
classical Latin the logically normal form of human speech. In
more modern times this doctrine led to the writing of general gram-
mars, which were {0 demonstrate that the structure of various
languages, and especially of Latin, embodies universally valid
canons of logic. The most famous of these treatises iz the Gram-
maire générale ef raisonnée of the Convent of Port-Royal, which
appeared in 1660. This doctrine persisted into the nineteenth
century; it appears, for instance, in the classical scholar, Gott-
fried Hermann’s work De emendanda ratione Graecoe grammalicae
(1801). It is still embodied in our scheol tradition, which seeks
to apply logical standards to language. Philosophers, to this
day, sometimes look for truths about the universe in what are
really nothing but formal features of one or another language.

An unfortunate outgrowth of the general-grammar idea was
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the belief that the grammarian or lexicographer, fortified by his
powers of reasoning, can ascertain the logical basis of language
and prescribe how people ought to speak. In the eighteenth
century, the spread of education led marny dialect-speakers to
learn the upper-class forms of speech. This gave the authoritari-
ans their chance: they wrote normative grammars, in which they
often ignored actual usage in favor of speculative notions. Both
the belief in “authority” and some of the fanciful rules (as, for
instanee, about the use of shell and wiil) still prevail in our
schools.

For the medieval scholar, language meant classical Latin, as
it appears in books; we find few traces of interest in any other form
of speech. The horizon widened at the time of the Renaissance,
At the end of the Middle Ages, the study of Greek came back
into fashion; soon afterward, Hebrew and Arabic were added.
What was more important, some scholars in various countries
began to take an interest in the language of their own time,

The era of exploration brought a superficial knowledge of many
languages. Travelers brought back vocabularies, and mission-
aries translated religious books into the tongues of newly-discovered
countries. Some even compiled grammars and dictionaries of ex-
otic languages. Sparish priests began this work as early as in the
sixteenth century; to them we owe a number of treatises on Ameri-
can and Philippine languages. These works can be used only
with caution, for the authors, untrained in the recognition of
foreign speech-sounds, could make no aceurate record, and, know-
ing only the terminology of Latin grammar, distorted their ex-
position by fitting it into this frame. Down to our own time, per-
sons without linguistie training have produced work of this sort;
aside from the waste of labor, much information has in this way
been lost.

The increase of commerce and travel led also to the compila-
tion of grammars and dictionaries for languages closer at hand.
The linguistic horizon at the end of the eighteenth century can be
surveyed in the glossary of 285 words in two hundred languages
of Europe and Asia which P. 8. Pallas (1741-1811) edited at the
behest of Empress Catharine of Russia in 1786. A second edi-
tion of this, in 1791, added eighty more languages, including some
African and American. In the years 1806 to 1817 there appeared
a four-volume treatise under the title Mithridates, by J. C. Adelung



8 THE STUDY OF LANGUAGE

and J. 8. Vater, which contained the Lord’s Prayer in nearly five
hundred languages.

The Renaissance turned the interest of a few scholars to the
older records of their own languages., Franciseus Junius (1589
1677) accomplished an enormous amount, of work in the study of
the ancient documents of English and of the closely related lan-
guages, Frisian, Dutch, German, Seandingvian, and Gothic. This
lagt — a language no longer spoken today — Junius knew from
the famous Silver Codex, then recently discovered, a manuseript
of the sixth century a.v. containing fragments of a Gospel transla-
tion; Junius published its text, together wilh that of the Anglo-
Saxon Gospels. George Hickes (1642-1715) continued this work,
publishing a Gothic and Anglo-Saxon grammar and a Thesaurus
of miscellancous information about the older stages of English
and the sister tongues.

1. 4. The development so far outlined shows us what eighteenth-
century scholars knew about language. They stated the gram-
matical features of language in philosophieal terms and took no
account of the structural diffcrence between languages, but ob-
scured it by foreing their descriptions into the scheme of Latin
grammar. They had not observed the sounds of speech, and con-
fused them with the written symbols of the alphabet. This failure
to distinguish betwcen actual speech and the use of writing dis-
torted also their notions about the history of language. They saw
that in medieval and modern times highly cultivated persons
wrote (and even spoke) good Latin, while less educated or careless
seribes made many mistakes: failing to see that this Latin-writing
was an artificial and academic exercise, they concluded that lan-
guages are preserved by the usage of educated and careful people
and changed by the corruptions of the vulgar. In the ecase of
modern languages like English, they believed, accordingly, that
the speech-forms of books and of upper-class conversation repre-
sented an older and purer level, from which the “vulgarisms™ of
the common people had branched off as “corruptions” by a process
of “linguistic decay.” The grammarians felt free, therefore, to
preseribe fanciful rules which they derived from considerations of
logie.

These misconceptions prevented scholars from making use of
the data that were at hand: the modern languages and dialects,
the records of ancient languages, the reports about exotic lan-
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guages, and, above all, the documents which show us successive
stages of one and the same language, as for instance of Angle-Saxon
{0ld English) and modern English, or of Latin and the modern
Romance languages. One knew that some languages resembled
each other, but the doctrine of linguistic decay discouraged sys-
tematic study of this relation, since the changes which led, say,
from Latin to medern French, were viewed as haphazard corrup-
tions.

The illusion that Latin had lived on, unchanged, beside the
Romance languages, led scholars to derive contemporary languages
one from the other. Mostly they took Hebrew to be the language
from which all others had sprung, but some thought otherwise,
ag, for example, Goropius Beeanus of Antwerp, who patriotically
derived all languages from Dutch.

It was plain that the more familiar languages of Europe fell
into three groups by virtue of elose resemblances within each
group, resemblances suech as appear in the following words:

GERMANIC GROTUP RoMANCE grOUP SLAVIC GROTP

‘hand’
English hand French main Russian  ruka
Dutch hand Italian mano Polish  r¢ka
German Hand Spanish mano Bohemian ruka
Danish haand Serbian  ruka
Swedish Aand

‘foot’
English foot French pied Russian  noga
Dutch  voet Ttalian piede Polish  noga
German Fusz Spanish pie Bohemian noha
Danish fod Serbian noga
Swedish fot

‘winter’
English wenter French hiver Russian  zima
Dutch winter [talian ¢nverno Polish  zima
German Winter Spanish tnvierno Bohemian zima
Danish vinier Serbian zima

Swedish vinter
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GERMA.NIC GROUP RoMance GROTIE SLAYIC GROTUP
‘drink’

English drink French boire Russian  pit’
Duteh  drinken Ttalian bere Polish pic’
Genpan tm'i.ra,fcen Spanish beber Bohemian pit:
Danish drikke Serbian  pitd
Swedish dricka

There was apparent also & less striking resemblance between
these groups; this wider resemblance extended to some other lan-
guages, such as, notably, Greek:

‘mother’: Greek métér, Latin mdter (with its modern forms in
the Romance languages), Russian mai’ (genitive case materi —
with similar forms in the other Slavie languages), English mother
(with similar forms in the other Germanic languages);

‘two’: Greek duo, Latin duo, Russian dva, English two;

‘three’: Greek frers, Latin trés, Russian i, English three;

‘i8’: Greek estz, Latin est, Russian jest', English ¢s (German ist).

1. 5. Outside the tradition of Europe, several nations had de-
veloped linguistic doctrines, chiefly on an antiquarian basis, The
Arabs had worked out a grammar of the classical form of their
language, as it appears in the Koran; on the model of this, the
Jews in Mohammedan eountries construeted a Hebrew grammar.
At the Renaissance, Furopean scholars became scquainted with
this tradition; the term root, for instance, as a designation for the
central part of a word, comes from Hebrew grammar. In the Far
East, the Chincse had gained a great deal of antiquarian linguistic
knowledge, especially in the way of lexicography. A Japanese
grammar seems to have grown up independently.

It was in India, however, that there arose a body of knowledge
which was destined to revolutionize Furopean ideas about lan-
guage. The Brahmin religion guarded, as sacred texts, some very
ancient collections of hymns; the oldest of these collections, the
Rig-Veda, dates in part, at a conservative estimate, from about
1200 B.c. As the language of these texts grew antiquated, the
proper way of pronouncing them, and their correct interpretation,
F)ecame the task of & special class of learned men, The antiquarian
'mterest in language which arose in this way, was carried over
11.1t0 & more practical sphere. Among the Hindus, as among us,
different classes of society differed in speech. Apparently there
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were forces at work which led upper-class speakers to adopt lower-
class forms of speech. We find the Hindu grammarians extending
their interest from the Scriptures to the upper-caste language,
and making rules and lists of forms descriptive of the correct type
of speech, which they called Sanskrit. In time they worked out
a systematic arrangement of grammar and lexicon. Generations
of such Iabor must have preceded the writing of the oldest treatise
that has come down to us, the grammar of Panini. This grammar,
which dates from somewhere round 350 to 250 B.c., is one of the
greatest monuments of human intelligence. It deseribes, with the
minutest detail, every inflection, derivation, and composition, and
every syntaetic usage of its author’s speech. No other language,
to this day, has been so perfectly deseribed. It may have been due,
in part, to this excellent codification that Sanskrit became, in
time, the official and literary language of all of Brahmin India.
Long after it had ceased to be spoken as anyone’s native language,
it remained (as classical Latin remained in Europe) the artificial
medium for 21! writing on learned or religious topics.

Some knowledge of Sanskrit and of the Hindu grammar had
reached Europe, through missionaries, in the sixteenth and seven-
teenth centuries. In the eighteenth eentury, Englishmen in India
transmitted more exact reports; round the beginning of the nine-
teenth century, the knowledge of Sanskrit became part of the
equipment of European scholars.

1. 8. The Indian grammar presented to European eyes, for the
first time, a complete and accurate description of a language,
based not upon theory but upon observation. Moreover, the dis-
covery of Sanskrit disclosed the possibility of a comparative study
of languages.

To begin with, the concept of related languages was strikingly
confirmed by the existence, in far-off India, of a sister of the
familiar languages of Europe; witness, for example, the Sanskrit
equivalents of the words above cited:

matd ‘mother,’ accusative case mataram;

dvdu ‘two’;

trayah ‘three’;

asti ‘he is.’

Even more important was the insight into linguistic structure
which one got from the accurate and systematic Hindu grammar.
Until now, one had been able to see only vague and fluid similar-
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ities, for the current grammars, built on the Greek model, did not
clearly set off the features of cach language. The Hindu grammar
taught FEuropeans to analyze speech-forms; when one compared
the constituent parts, the resemblances, which hitherto had been
vaguely recognized, could be set forth with certainty and precision.

The old confused notions of linguistic relationship lived on for
a brief time in the opinion that the European languages were
derived from Sangkrit, but this opinion soon gave way to the ob-
viously correct explanation, namely, that Sanskrit, Latin, Greek,
and so on, were divergent later forms of some one prehistoric lan-
guage. This explanation seems to have been first stated by Sir
William Jones (1746-1794), the first great Furopean Sanskrit
scholar, in an address delivered in 1786: Sanskrit bears a resem-
blance to Greek and Latin which is too close to be due to chance,
but shows, rather, that all three “have sprung from some common
gource which, perhaps, no longer exists,”” and Gothic (that is,
Germanic) and Celtic probably had the same origin.

In order to work out the comparison of these languages, one
needed, of course, descriptive data for each one of them. The
prospect of comparison, however, with all that it revealed about
ancient speech-forms and tribal migrations and the origin of
peoples and customs, proved so alluring that no one undertook
the humdrum task of analyzing the other languages on the model
of Banskrit. Juropean scholars had a sound knowledge of Latin
and Greek; most of them spoke some Germanic language as their
mother-tongue. Confronting a precise statement of Sanskrit
grammar or & carefully analyzed lexieal form, they could usually
recall a similar feature from some of the more familiar languages.
In reality, of eourse, this was a makeshift; often enough the com-
parer had to make a preliminary investigation to establish the
facts, and sometimes he went astray for lack of methodieally
arranged data. If European scholars had possessed deseriptions
of the sister languages comparable to the Hindus' description of
Sanskrit, the comparative study of the Indo-European languages
(as they are now called) would have progressed far more speedily
and accurately. Yet, in spite of poor equipment, and thanks to
the energy of its workers, the historical and comparative study of
the Indo-European languages became one of the principal enter-

prises, and one of the most successful, of Furopean science in the
nineteenth century.
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The languages of Persia (the so-called Iranian languages) so
closely resembled Sanskrit that their kinship was certain from the
start. A similar relation, though less elose, was found to exist
hetween the Baltic languages (Lithuanian, Lettish, and 0Old
Prussian) and the Slavic. Jones’ surmise that the Germanie lan-
guages were related to Latin, Greek, and Sanskrit, at once proved
true, as did later his surmise about Celtic {Irish, Welsh, Cornish,
Breton, and the ancient language of Gaul). Later, Armenian and
Albanese, and a few ancient languages known to us only from
seant written records, proved also to belong to the Indo-European
family.

Although there was some dispute as to details, the general pre-
suppositions of historieal and coraparative language-study soon
became clear. Languages ehange in the course of time. Apparent
exceptions, such as the medieval and modern use of J.atin (or,. in
India, of Sanskrit), amount only to this, that by long schooling
people can be trained to imitate the language of ancient writings.
This antiquarian feat is utterly different from the normal frans-
mmission of speech from parents to children. All writing, in fact,
is & relatively recent invention, and has remained, almost to our
day, the property of only a chosen few: the effect of writing upen
the forms and the development of actual speech is very slight.

If a language is spoken over a large area, or thanks Lo migration,
in several separate areas, then it will change differently in different
places, and the result will be a set of related languages, like Falian,
French, Spanish, Portuguese, Roumanian, and the other Romance
dialects. We infer that other groups of related languages, such
as the Germanic (or the Slavie or the Celtic), which show a similar
resemblance, have arisen in the same way; it is only an accident
of history that for these groups we have no written records of the
carlier state of the language, as it was spoken before the differen-
tiation set in. To these unrecorded parent languages we give
names like Primative Germanie (Primitive Slavic, Primitive Celtec,
and so on).! In the same way, finding that all these languages
and groups (Sanskrit, Iranian, Armenian, Greek, Albancse, Latin,
Celtie, Germanic, Baltic, Slavic) resemble each other beyond the
possibility of mere chance, we call them the I'ndo-European famrly

1 The word primifize is here poorly chosen, since it is Intended to mean only that
we happen to have no written records of the language. German scholars have &
better doviee in their prefix ur- ‘primeval,’ wilk which they form, for this purpose,
natnes like wrgermanisch, ursluvisch, wrleltisch.
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of languages, and conclude, with Jones, that they are divergent
forms of & single prehistoric language, to which we give the name
Primitive Indo-European.

The method of comparison, too, was elear from the start. In
general, any feature that is common to all or to several of the
related languages, must have been present in their common anté-
cedent stage, in the “parent language.” Thus, from the sbove
cited forms of the word for ‘mother,” it is clear that in Primitive
Indo-European this word must have begun with the sound which
we indicate in writing by means of the letter m. Where the related
languages do not agree, some or all of them must have made some
change. Thus, it is clear that the second consonant in the word
for ‘mother’ was in Primitive Indo-European a f-sound, and that
the th-sound in English (as well as the earlier d-sound in the Old
English form, mador) must be due to change.

1.7. The beginning of a systematic comparison of the Indo-
European languages was a treatise on the infiectional endings of
verbs in Sanskrit, Greek, Latin, Persian, and Germanie, published
in 1816 by Franz Bopp (1791-1867). In 1818 Rasmus Kristian
Rask (1787-1832) showed that the words of the Germanic lan-
guages bear a regular formal relation in matters of sound, to the
words of the other Indo-Eurcpean languages. For instance,
where the others have p, the Germanice languages have f, as in
father: Latin pater, foot: Latin pés, five: Greek pente, few: Latin
pauct. In 1819 Jakob Grimm (1787-1863) published the first
volume of his Deuische Grammatik, which was not, as the title now-
adays would indicate, a German grammar, but a comparative
grammar of the Germanic languages (Gothie, Beandinavian,
English, Frisian, Dutch, and German). In the second edition,
in 1822, of this volume, Grimm presented a systematic exposi-
tion of the correspondences of consonants between Germanic and
the other Indo-European languages: since then, these correspond-
ences have been known to English-speaking scholars as Grimm’s
Law. These correspondences are & matter of historical detail,
but their significance was overwhelming, since they showed
that human action, in the mass, is not sltogether haphazard, but
may proceed with regularity even in so unimportant a matter as
the manner of pronouncing the individual sounds within the flow
of speech. Grimm’s comparison of the Germanic languages re-
mains to this day unrivaled; three more volumes appeared in 1826,
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1831, and 1837, a fifth volume, which was to complete the syntax,
never appeared,

In 1833 Bopp began the publication of a comprehensive treatise,
a comparative grammar of the Indo-European languages. In
the years 1833 to 1836 there appeared the first edition of the
Etymological Investigations of August Friedrich Pott (1802-1887).
The term efymology, here as in all modern diseussions, has taken
on & precise meaning: the etymology of a speech-form is simply its

history, and is obtained by finding the older T6rms in the samé

Taniguage and the forms in relafed languages which are divérgent

variants of the same parent forin. " Thus, to state the etymology
of the English word mother is to say that this form is the modern
version of the ninth-century Old English médor; that this is re-
lated to Old Norse mader, Old Frisian mdder, Old Saxon madar,
Old High German muofer (these are the forms in our oldest rec-
ords of the respective languages), in the sense that all these are
divergent variants of a single Primitive Germanic word, which
we symbolize as *méder; and that these Germanie forms sare in
turn related to (“cognate with”) Sanskrit matd, Avestan (0ld
Iranian) matd, Old Armenian mair, ancient Greek méter, Albanese
motre (which, however, means ‘sister’), Latin mdter, Old Irish
mathir, Lithuanian mote (which means ‘wife’), Old Bulgarian
(Slavic) mati, and with the other eorresponding forms in each of
the groups of languages here illustrated, in the sense that all
these are divergent later forms of a single Primitive Indo-European
word, which we symbolize as *matér. As this example shows, ety-
mologies, in the modern sense, do not necessarily show us an older,
more transparent meaning of words. Our modern etymologies in
the Indo-European languages are due largely to the researches
of Pott.

During the following decades progress was so rapid that both
smaller treatises and the great handbooks rapidly became anti-
quated. Of the latter, Bopp’s, in spite of new editions, was super-
seded in 1861 by the Compendium of the Comparative Grammar of
the Indo-European Languages of August Schleicher (1823-1868).
In 1886 Karl Brugmann (1849-1919) and Berthold Delbriick
(1842-1922) began the publication of their Outline of the Compara-
tive Grammar of the Indo-European Languages; the standard work
of reference today is the second edition of this, which appeared
from 1897 to 1916.
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As the work went on, other, more detailed treatises were de-
voted to the separate branches of the Indo-European family, in
the manner of Grimm’s great treatise on Germanie. Friedrich
Diez (1794-1876) began the serious study of the Romance lan-
guages in his Grammar of the Romance Languages (1836-1844);
Johann Kaspar Zeuss (1806-1856) opened the field of the Celtie
languages in his Grammaiica Celiica {1853); Franz von Miklo-
sich (1813-1891) wrote a Comparative Grammar of the Slavic Lan-
guages (1852-1875).

1. 8. These studies could not fail to throw light upon many an
aspect of history and archaeology, but their immediate interest
lay in what they told about human speech. Although the various
Indo-Iuropean languages had a common origin, their later earcers
were independent: the student had now a vast collection of de-
tails concerning the changes in human speech, which enabled him
to generalize on the manner of this change.

To draw the conclusions as to the way in which languages change,
was to replace the speculation of earlier times by the results of
scientific induction. William Dwight Whitney (1827-1894), an
American scholar, wrote Language and the Study of Language
(1867} and The Life and Growth of Language (1874}. These books
were translated into several IMuropean languages; today they
seem incomplete, but scarcely antiquated, and still serve as an
excellent introduction to language study. In 1880 there appeared
the Principles of Linguistic History by Hermann Paul (1846-1921),
which, in its suceessive editions (the fifth appeared in 1920}, be-
came the standard work on the methods of historieal linguisties.

Paul’s book of Principles illustrates, with a wealth of examples,
the process of linguistic change whick had been revealed by Indo-
European studies. Not so well written as Whitney’s, but more
detailed and methodical, this book exercised a great influence on
linpuistic studics; students of 2 more recent generation are neg-
lecting it, to their disadvantage. Aside from its very dry style,
Paul’'s Principles suffers from faults that seem obvious today,
because they are significant of the limitations of nineteenth-
century linguisties.

One of these faults is Paul’s neglect of descriptive language
study. He admitted that descriptions of languages were neces-
sary, but confined his actual discussion to matters of linguistic
change. This shortcoming he shares with his epoch. We can study
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linguistic change only by comparing related languages or dif-
ferent historical stages of the same language. For instance, by
noting the similarities and differences of Lnglish, Frisian, Dutch,
German, Scandinavian, and Gothic, we can got a notion of the
older language (“Primitive Germanic”) from which they have
differentiated in the course of time, and we can then study the
changes which have occurred in eaeh of thesc later languages,
Or else, by cornparing our records of Old English (say, in the writ-
ings of King Alfred} with modern English, we ean see how Eng-
lish has changed in the last thousand years. Evidently our power
of making this eomparison depends upon our knowledge of the
things to be compared. For example, our knowledge about the
compounding of words (as in blackbird or footsore) in the several
Germanic languages is decidedly incomplete; therefore we can-
not go very far with a comparative study of this matter, which
would tell us how words were compounded in Primitive Germanie,
and how these habits have changed in the subsequent history of
each Germanic language. The historieal language students of
the nineteenth century suffered under these limitations, but they
seem not to have grasped the nature of the difficulty.

The other great weakness of Paul’s Principles is his insistence
upon ‘‘ psychelogical” interpretation. He accompanies his state-
ments about language with a paraphrase in terms of mental
processes which the speakers are supposed to huve undergone. The
only evidence for these mental processes is the linguistic process;
they add nothing to the discussion, but only obseure it. In Paul’s
book and largely to the present day, linguistics betrays its descent
from the philosophical speculations of the ancient Greeks. Paul
and most of his contemporaries dealt only with Indo-Europesn
languages and, what with their neglect of deseriptive problems,
refused to work with languages whose history was unknown. This
limitation eut them off from a knowledge of foreign types of
grammadtical structure, which would have opened their eyes to the
fact that even the fundamental features of Indo-European gram-
mar, such as, especially, the part-of-speech system, are by no
means universal in human speech. Believing these features to be
universal, they resorted, whenever they dealt with fundamentals,
to philosophiceal and psychological pseudo-explanations.

1. 9. Alongside the great stream of historical research, there ran,
however, a small but accelerating eurrent of general linguistic
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study. The Hindu grammar of Sanskrit was never quite for-
gotten; while many pupils used its results without knowing of its
existence, the masters, who knew the antecedents of their science,
appreciated its value. For the less-known Indo-European lan-
guages descriptive studies could not be avoided. It is surely no
accident that the best of these, in the field of the Slavie and
Baltic languages, were furnished by August Leskien (1840-1916),
a scholar who took a leading part in laying the foundations of
historical methods of research.

For the most part, however, descriptive studies did not merge
with the main stream of historical work. Some students were
attracted by the structural peculiarities of languages outside the
Indo-European group, even though the history of these languages
was unknown. Other students examined a variety of languages in
order to get a philosophical survey of human speech; in fact, much
of the older deseriptive work is almost unintelligible today because
it is pervaded by philosophical notions that are no longer familiar
to us.

The first great book on general linguisties was a treatise on the
varieties of human speech by Wilhelm von Humboldt (1767-
1835), which appeared in 1836. H. Steinthal (1823-1899), heside
more general writings on the fundamentals of language, published
in 1861 a treatise on the principal types of language structure.
G. von der Gabelentz’ (1840-1893) work on the science of language
(1891) is much less philosophical, This direction of study cul-
minated in a great work on language by the philosopher and
psychologist, Wilhelm Wundt (1832-1920), which appeared in
1900 as the first part of a treatise on social psychology. Wundt
based his psychology of speech upon any and all accessible descrip-
tions of languages. It is interesting today to read the Indo-
Europeanist Delbriick’s critique and Wundt’s rejoinder, both of
which appeared in the following year. Delbriick objects to Wundt's
use of languages whose history is unknown; for him the only aspect
of language worth studying is its change in the course of time.
Wundt, on the other hand, insists upon the importance of psycho-
logical interpretation in terms of his system, while Delbriick says
that it does not matter what particular system of psychology a
linguist may ehoose,

Meanwhile some students saw more and more clearly the natural
relation between descriptive and historical studies. Otto Bohtlingk

THE STUDY OF LANGUAGE 19

{(1815-1904), who made the modern European edition of Panini,
applied the deseriptive technique to a language of totally different
structure, the Yakut of Asiatic Russia (1851). Friedrich Miiller
{1834-1898) published an outline of linguistic science (1876~
1888) which eontained brief sketehes of the languages of the world,
regardless of whether a historical treatment was possible. Franz
Nikolaus Finck (1867-1910), both in a theoretical essay (1905) and
in a little volume (1910} in which he analyzed deseriptively eight
unrelated languages, insisted upon descriptive study as a hasis for
both historical research and philosophical generalization. Ferdi-
nand de Saussure (1857-1913) had for years expounded this matter
in his university lectures; after his death, they were published in
book form (1915).

Most econvineing in this respeet was the historical treatment of
language families other than the Indo-European. On the one hand,
the need of descriptive data as a prerequisite for comparative work
was here self-evident: on the other hand, the results showed that
the processes of linguistic change were the same in all languages,
regardless of their grammatieal structure. The comparative study
of the Finno-Ugrian languages (Finnish, Lappish, Hungarian, and
their kin) began as early as 1799, and has been greatly elaborated.
The second volume of Humboldt’s great treatise founded the
comparative grammar of the Malayo-Polynesian language family.
Today we have comparative studies of other families, such as the
Semitic family and the Bantu family in Africa. Students of
American languages could indulge in no self-deception as to the
need of descriptive data; north of Mexico alone there are dozens
of totally unrelated groups of languages, presenting the most varied
types of structure. In the stress of recording utterly strange forms
of speech one goon learned that philosophical prepossessions were
only a hindrance.

The merging of these two streams of study, the historieal-
comparative and the philosophical-deseriptive, has made clear
some prineiples that were not apparent to the great Indo-Furopean-
ists of the nineteenth century, as represented, say, by Hermann
Paul. All historieal study of language is based upon the ecomparison
of two or more sets of descriptive data. It can be only as accurate
and only as complete as these data permit it to be. In order to
deseribe a language one needs no historical knowledge whatever;
in fact, the observer who allows such knowledge to affect his
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description, is bound to distort his data. Our descriptions must
be unprejudiced, if they are to give a sound basis for comparative
work.

The only useful gencralizations about language are inductive
generalizations. TFeatures which we think ought to be universal
may be absent from the very n