
  
    
      
    
  



John Wesley Powell


Indian Linguistic Families Of America

Enriched edition. 
Introduction, Studies and Commentaries by Bryce Emerson

 


    EAN 8596547753346
  

Edited and published by DigiCat, 2023




[image: ]


    Table of Contents

    
    
        Introduction

    

    
    
        Synopsis

    

    
    
        Historical Context

    

    
    
        Author Biography

    

    
    
        Indian Linguistic Families Of America

    

    
    
        Analysis

    

    
    
        Reflection

    

    
    
        Memorable Quotes

    

    
    
        Notes

    

    


Introduction




Table of Contents




    Across a continent of plains, forests, and canyons, this book traces invisible frontiers where languages meet, diverge, and remember the journeys of their speakers. Indian Linguistic Families of America presents a vision of North America in which speech, not border or banner, provides the truest cartography of human kinship. John Wesley Powell proposes that the story of peoples can be rigorously approached through the structure of their tongues, and he gives readers the tools to see those relationships as patterns on the land. In doing so, he invites a way of reading geography as a record of ideas carried by words.

Authored by John Wesley Powell, a pioneering American ethnologist and the founding director of the Bureau of Ethnology at the Smithsonian Institution, the study emerged in the late nineteenth century within the Bureau’s authoritative Annual Reports. Often cited with the subtitle North of Mexico, the work assembles a comprehensive classification of Indigenous languages and presents a map that renders those classifications legible at a glance. Its premise is straightforward yet transformative: identify families of languages by demonstrable relationships, and then show their distribution and extent without conflating political or racial categories.

Its classic status rests first on ambition fulfilled. Where earlier accounts were partial or impressionistic, Powell’s synthesis brought order to a continent’s worth of scattered vocabularies, traveler’s notes, and field observations. The book established a standard frame for discussing North American linguistic diversity, one sturdy enough that subsequent scholars either adopted its scaffolding or defined their departures in relation to it. That durability is not merely historical inertia. It is a testament to the clarity of its organizing principle and the practical utility of its map, which allowed institutions, educators, and researchers to coordinate discussion with a shared set of terms.

Powell’s prose, measured and precise, reinforces the work’s enduring influence. He defines key terms, distinguishes evidence from conjecture, and explains why linguistic classification must rest on demonstrated relationship rather than proximity or custom. The writing guides readers from principle to application, from abstract criteria to concrete distributions on the ground. The effect is literary in the best scholarly sense: the argument unfolds with economy and cadence, making complex terrain accessible without diminishment. The result is a text that can be read both as a methodological essay and as a narrative of how languages form constellations across the North American landscape.

Among the book’s lasting themes is a quiet insistence on limits and care. Powell underscores that names for peoples or regions can mislead when taken as proof of kinship, and that similarity without evidence does not suffice to place languages in the same family. He emphasizes that classification should illuminate relationships, not overwrite them. Another theme is the bond between word and place. By mapping language families, the study suggests how geography channelled contact, isolation, and change, while refusing to turn rivers and mountains into simple determiners of destiny. The result is sobriety balanced with imagination.

The work’s influence on later writers is wide and layered. It equipped generations of anthropologists, linguists, and ethnographers with a common conceptual vocabulary for family, stock, and distribution. Handbooks, atlases, and regional studies drew on its categories to orient their own analyses, even as new data and methods refined or revised particular assignments. Classroom maps introduced students to Indigenous North America using boundaries grounded in Powell’s framework. Debates over classification repeatedly returned to this baseline, proof that the book’s architecture remained sturdy enough to host argument as well as agreement.

Powell’s authority in these pages is institutional as well as intellectual. As the Bureau of Ethnology’s founding director, he coordinated fieldwork, correspondence, and archiving at a national scale, bringing together materials otherwise dispersed across agencies and private collections. That vantage allowed him to see patterns that no single traveler or local study could apprehend. The Smithsonian context matters: the Annual Reports were crafted to set standards, not merely to compile curiosities, and this study bears the imprint of that mission in its insistence on definitions, sources, and reproducible criteria.

The period of composition also shaped its method. In the decades after 1879, when the Bureau was established, federal surveys and museum networks were assembling a vast record of North America’s peoples and languages. Powell’s work stands at the confluence of those efforts, drawing from earlier vocabularies, missionary wordlists, and new collections produced by trained collaborators. He treats the data with caution, acknowledging variant spellings and uneven documentation, yet he presses forward to extract what can be securely known. The result is neither a mere collage nor a speculative genealogy, but a disciplined consolidation of available evidence.

At the core lies a simple, verifiable premise: a linguistic family is a group of languages shown to share common ancestry, demonstrated through systematic correspondences rather than impressionistic likeness. Powell applies this premise to array languages into families and to delineate their geographical ranges across the continent north of Mexico. He resists the temptation to rank cultures or to infer historical narratives beyond what the evidence supports. The method is not only taxonomic; it is also pedagogical, modeling how to reason from data to classification and how to present those results in a form others can test.

The accompanying map, now iconic in the history of American scholarship, translates pages of analysis into a single, legible image. Color-fields designate families, boundaries mark limits with as much precision as available data permit, and the overall composition invites comparisons across vast spaces. For readers and researchers alike, the map serves as an atlas of kinship rather than conquest. It reframes North America’s mosaic, showing how languages occupy and overlap territories independent of later political borders, and it allows subsequent studies to anchor local findings within an intelligible continental context.

To call the book a classic is not to deny its date. Its terminology reflects the conventions of its time, and later research has refined many classifications. Yet its core commitments—to explicit criteria, to careful delimitation, to the utility of cartography in the human sciences—remain instructive. The work endures because it enables inquiry rather than foreclosing it. Students can learn from its method, scholars can test and revise its proposals, and general readers can see in its pages a disciplined respect for the complexity of Indigenous North America.

Today, as communities revitalize languages and scholars revisit archives with new tools, the themes of this book regain vivid relevance. It reminds us that languages chart relationships too intricate for simple labels, and that careful description can support understanding across disciplines and publics. By anchoring talk of culture to demonstrable linguistic ties and by offering a map that invites both admiration and critique, Powell’s study continues to inform how we see the continent. Its lasting appeal lies in the clarity of its purpose and the humility of its means: let evidence lead, and let language show the way.
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    John Wesley Powell’s Indian Linguistic Families of America surveys the Indigenous languages of North America north of Mexico, produced within his broader program at the Bureau of American Ethnology. The study aims to identify, name, and map linguistic families—groups of languages argued to descend from a common source—and to regularize the terminology used by scholars and administrators. Powell frames the work as both a scientific classification and a practical reference, situating it among late nineteenth‑century efforts to catalog peoples and territories. The volume outlines scope and purpose, states key principles, and culminates in a continent‑wide synthesis supported by a general map that locates each family in geographic space.

Powell articulates a methodological foundation that privileges evidence of shared ancestry in basic vocabulary and structural elements over superficial resemblances. A “family,” or linguistic stock, denotes demonstrably related languages; where such proof is lacking, separate families are maintained. Mutual intelligibility is treated cautiously, since it can persist across related dialects or be fostered by prolonged contact. He insists that linguistic relationships be distinguished from racial typologies or material culture, noting that speech, physical traits, and customs follow different historical paths. This insistence on clear, testable criteria is intended to stabilize comparison and minimize speculative groupings based on limited or misleading traits.

The classification depends on documentation, and Powell details the sources and their challenges. He draws from vocabularies and texts collected by field agents, missionaries, explorers, and earlier compilers, while acknowledging inconsistent spellings, translator interference, and the confusions created by shifting tribal names. He addresses synonymy and homonymy in ethnonyms, cross‑checking lexical evidence with location and self‑designation to attach names to speech communities rather than to volatile political groupings. Where attestations conflict or are thin, he marks the case as uncertain and withholds judgment. Throughout, he emphasizes that transparent citation and cautious interpretation are prerequisites for any durable taxonomy.

With principles and evidence in place, the work presents a continent‑wide overview of families and their distributions. Across the eastern woodlands and subarctic, Algonquian forms a broad belt; Iroquoian appears in distinct areas from the Great Lakes to the southern Appalachians. Westward, Siouan spans parts of the Plains and interior woodlands, while Muskogean characterizes portions of the Southeast. In the interior West, Uto‑Aztecan (including Shoshonean and Piman divisions) and Athapascan occupy wide, sometimes discontinuous ranges, the latter also found in the Southwest. Along the Northwest Coast and Pacific slope, Salishan, Wakashan, Chinookan, and additional coastal families appear in relatively compact yet intricate patterns.

Powell devotes special attention to regions of exceptional diversity, notably California and adjacent coastal areas, where numerous distinct families and isolates occupy small, contiguous territories. Rather than amalgamate these into larger units on tenuous grounds, he treats many as independent stocks pending stronger comparative evidence. He highlights the effects of multilingualism, intermarriage, and trade on convergence, warning that shared features need not imply common descent. Similar cautions guide his treatment of the Columbia Plateau and coastal archipelagos, where riverine and maritime networks link disparate groups. In these sections, the study emphasizes measured description and the avoidance of premature generalization.

Interwoven with the catalog is a discussion of historical processes that shape linguistic geography. Powell notes that borrowing, calques, and shared place‑names often signal contact rather than kinship, and that trade languages and intermediaries can obscure genealogical signals. He distinguishes stable lexical cores from more permeable domains of vocabulary, advising attention to systematic correspondences rather than isolated matches. Epidemics, conflict, and colonial resettlement have displaced populations, leaving discontinuous distributions that may reflect earlier continuities. While refraining from definitive migration narratives, he outlines corridors and barriers—river systems, mountain chains, ecological zones—that condition how families spread, fragment, or encounter one another.

Nomenclature receives sustained, practical treatment. Powell advocates consistent, non‑pejorative names, favoring well‑attested autonyms where available or else established scholarly forms. He documents variant spellings and exonyms, warns against conflating political alliances with linguistic identity, and clarifies that a single tribal label may encompass multiple speech communities—or that a single language may cross several tribal entities. To aid future work, he attaches families to exemplar languages and provides geographic anchoring. These conventions aim to reduce confusion across reports, enhance comparability, and respect the communities described, while making the classification usable by researchers and institutions alike.

The study is careful to mark its limits. Several boundaries are provisional; some languages are known only from brief lists or uncertain transcriptions. Powell calls for systematic fieldwork, improved phonetic notation, and the collection of connected texts to refine internal subgrouping and confirm or revise family assignments. He points out areas where evidence is robust and others where it is sparse, inviting collaboration and re‑examination as new materials appear. In this sense the book functions as both reference and roadmap, coupling a working synthesis with methodological guidelines designed to standardize evidence gathering and accelerate cumulative discovery.

Indian Linguistic Families of America endures for its clear criteria, continent‑scale perspective, and insistence on separating linguistic facts from assumptions about culture or ancestry. By stabilizing names and offering a public framework and map, Powell enables subsequent scholars to test relationships, redraw boundaries, and integrate linguistic findings with archaeology and ethnography. Although later research has revised many particulars, the work stands as a foundational snapshot of Americanist linguistics at a formative stage. Its broader message champions careful classification grounded in transparent evidence, acknowledges uncertainty where data are thin, and frames linguistic inquiry as an ongoing, respectful engagement with Indigenous histories.
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    The setting for John Wesley Powell’s Indian Linguistic Families of America, North of Mexico is the late nineteenth-century United States and Canada, a period shaped by territorial consolidation, industrial expansion, and powerful federal and imperial institutions. The Smithsonian Institution in Washington, D.C., together with the newly established U.S. Geological Survey and the United States Indian Office, anchored a national scientific and administrative apparatus. Railroads and the telegraph knit distant regions into a single market and information network, while lithographic printing and cartographic advances allowed the wide circulation of maps and reports. Within this infrastructure, comparative philology and ethnology sought systematic knowledge of the continent’s Indigenous peoples and their languages.

Powell (1834–1902) entered this world as a Civil War veteran, western explorer, and geologist. His celebrated 1869 expedition down the Colorado River and subsequent surveys brought him national prominence and practical expertise in mapping and classification. In 1879 he became founding director of the Smithsonian’s Bureau of Ethnology (later Bureau of American Ethnology), and in 1881 he assumed leadership of the U.S. Geological Survey. These dual posts gave him data, personnel, and authority to organize large-scale research programs. By 1891, when his linguistic families essay appeared, Powell could synthesize decades of scattered vocabularies, field notes, and reports into a single, influential framework.

The intellectual backdrop included nineteenth-century comparative philology and evolutionist social theory. Scholars such as Albert Gallatin had earlier proposed groupings of North American languages, and Lewis Henry Morgan advanced influential stages of social evolution. Powell drew on these legacies but pursued an empirical reclassification. He emphasized genealogical relationship—shared descent evidenced by systematic lexical correspondences—over superficial grammatical typology. His approach positioned American Indigenous languages within global debates sparked by models like the family tree of August Schleicher and the wave theory of Johannes Schmidt, while adapting methods to the North American evidence base.

Institutionally, the Bureau of Ethnology, created in 1879 through congressional appropriations to the Smithsonian, coordinated nationwide fieldwork. Annual Reports and Bulletins disseminated research on languages, ethnography, and archaeology. Under Powell, the Bureau issued schedules for data collection, including his Introduction to the Study of Indian Languages (first published in 1877, with a revised edition in 1880), which provided standardized prompts for grammar, lexicon, and texts. This bureaucratic standardization, allied to museum practices of cataloging and curation, enabled comparability across thousands of miles and dozens of expeditions, turning scattered observations into datasets suitable for continental classification.

Powell’s classification rested on extensive word lists and texts gathered by explorers, missionaries, government agents, and Bureau researchers. He urged caution in inferring kinship, insisting that similarities of structure alone did not prove relatedness and that sound correspondences and shared vocabulary mattered most. He grouped languages into “families,” often called “stocks,” and accompanied his essay with a color map indicating the territorial ranges attributed to those families. Although later scholarship would refine or revise some placements, his methodological emphasis on demonstrable relationship helped move Americanist linguistics away from impressionistic typology toward comparative historical analysis.

The mapping of linguistic territories unfolded amid profound Indigenous displacement. Throughout the nineteenth century, removals, wars, and forced migrations placed diverse communities onto reservations, often far from ancestral homelands. The Indian Appropriations Act of 1871 ended treaty-making with tribes as sovereign nations, signaling a new federal posture. As a result, linguistic evidence collected on reservations could reflect recent proximity and multilingualism as much as deep history. Powell and his colleagues recognized these complications and sought early sources and broad comparisons, while conveying a sense of urgency to document languages under acute pressure.

Federal assimilation policies in the United States formed a crucial context for Powell’s project. The Dawes General Allotment Act of 1887 fractured communal landholdings, and off-reservation boarding schools, notably the Carlisle Indian Industrial School (founded 1879), promoted English-only instruction. The 1883 Courts of Indian Offenses curtailed ceremonial practices. Against this backdrop, a national classification of Indigenous languages could function as both documentation and, inadvertently, an instrument of categorization within a system aiming at cultural transformation. Powell’s work recorded linguistic diversity even as state policy eroded everyday use and intergenerational transmission of many Native languages.

The late 1880s and early 1890s also saw conflict and repression. The Ghost Dance religious movement spread across the Plains in 1889–1890, culminating in the U.S. Army’s massacre at Wounded Knee in December 1890. The Major Crimes Act of 1885 and the Supreme Court’s decision in United States v. Kagama (1886) affirmed expansive federal jurisdiction over reservation affairs. Bureau ethnologist James Mooney’s contemporaneous studies of the Ghost Dance, published in the Bureau’s reports, exemplify the same institutional network that supported Powell’s linguistic synthesis, and they underscore the atmosphere of surveillance, crisis, and “salvage” research in which documentation proceeded.

Because Powell’s survey reached across the international boundary, Canadian policies likewise mattered. The Indian Act of 1876 and a sequence of numbered treaties on the Prairies (1871–1877) consolidated federal control north of the border; the residential school system expanded during the 1880s and 1890s. Missionaries and government agents in Canada produced word lists and grammars that entered comparative circulation. Powell’s map and families thus reflect a transboundary knowledge economy in which ecclesiastical, governmental, and academic sources contributed data while Indigenous languages faced similar assimilationist pressures in both countries.

Advances in mapping and field logistics underwrote the project. The U.S. Geological Survey’s topographic program, launched in the 1880s, generated reliable base maps that could be adapted for ethnographic purposes. Railroads and steamship routes enabled sustained field campaigns, while the telegraph accelerated coordination and reporting. Within the Smithsonian’s printing program, large-format plates allowed detailed cartographic representation. Powell’s linguistic map integrated these tools, translating dispersed observations into a visual synthesis that placed families across continental space and linked philological inference to geographical imagination.

Technological change also reshaped linguistic documentation. Photography became routine in fieldwork, and after 1877 the Edison phonograph offered new possibilities for recording speech and song. By 1890, Bureau researchers such as Jesse Walter Fewkes experimented with phonograph cylinders in the field. Meanwhile, international efforts to standardize phonetic notation culminated in the International Phonetic Alphabet (1888), encouraging finer transcription. Although not uniformly adopted, these innovations supported Powell’s push for systematic, reproducible records, making it easier to compare vocabularies, recognize cognates, and assess whether similarities reflected contact, borrowing, or deeper genealogical ties.

Powell’s work intersected with archaeology, another pillar of the Bureau’s mandate. Earlier nineteenth-century speculation about a distinct “Mound Builder” race separate from contemporary Native peoples persisted in popular imagination. The Bureau’s Cyrus Thomas, in the 1890s and especially in a major report of 1894, marshaled archaeological and ethnographic evidence to establish that the earthworks of the Midwest were constructed by ancestors of Indigenous peoples. Linguistic classification, by situating languages and peoples within continuous historical lineages, reinforced this correction and challenged myths that had served to rationalize dispossession.

Scholarly debate framed Powell’s contribution. Evolutionist schemes that ranked societies by putative stages remained influential, and Powell sometimes employed that vocabulary. Yet the 1880s and 1890s also brought new emphases on rigorous field methods and historical particularism, associated increasingly with Franz Boas. Boas’s phonetic precision and skepticism about sweeping comparisons would reshape American linguistics in the next decades. Situated on this hinge, Powell’s families offered a conservative, evidence-based baseline that later scholars, including Boas and Edward Sapir, could refine, subdivide, or reorganize as data and methods improved.

The data behind Powell’s classifications depended on Indigenous scholars, interpreters, and community experts who supplied word lists, narratives, and grammatical insight. Their names were often downplayed in publications, but their labor was essential to the accuracy of vocabularies and the interpretation of semantic domains. In some regions, multilingual intermediaries mediated between fieldworkers and speakers, and mission schools produced grammars and dictionaries that preserved terminology. The paradox of collaboration amid coercion—documentation proceeding as schooling and law discouraged Native-language use—shaped the corpus on which Powell drew.

Economic and social transformations across the continent affected linguistic ecologies. The post–Civil War decades brought extractive industries, ranching, and settler towns into Indigenous territories. The Homestead Act (1862) and subsequent land rushes intensified pressure on remaining Native lands. Rail corridors created new contact zones where trade, labor migration, and mission activity fostered borrowing and code-switching. Epidemics and demographic shocks further destabilized speech communities. Powell’s insistence on corroborating historical distribution with early traveler accounts and older missionary records acknowledged that the late nineteenth-century map often reflected disruption rather than stable ancestral ranges.

Indian Linguistic Families of America, North of Mexico quickly became a reference point. Its map and tabulation appeared in the Bureau’s widely circulated Annual Reports, informing museum exhibits, school atlases, and policy discussions. Even where later research reclassified particular groups or demonstrated deeper connections, Powell’s criteria and caution set a standard. Early twentieth-century linguists would propose new families, reconstruct proto-languages, and debate deep relations, but often began from Powell’s contours. His synthesis gave non-specialists a legible entry into the complexity of North American languages, countering the notion of an undifferentiated “Indian” culture.

Yet the book is inseparable from the state-building projects that made it possible. Congressional appropriations, federal surveys, and museum collecting campaigns supplied funds, instruments, and authority, while the same state curtailed Indigenous sovereignty and linguistic freedom. Powell’s enterprise mirrored the Gilded Age impulse to classify, catalog, and map—an impulse that could serve both knowledge and control. At the same time, by centering language and acknowledging numerous distinct families, his work rebutted narratives that erased Indigenous diversity. The result is a document that preserves, systematizes, and inevitably reflects the contradictions of its era.
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    John Wesley Powell (1834–1902) was an American explorer, geologist, and ethnologist whose work helped define the scientific and public understanding of the arid American West. Best known for leading the first documented boat expedition by a Euro-American party through the Grand Canyon, he later headed two major federal research enterprises: the U.S. Geological Survey and the Smithsonian’s Bureau of Ethnology. Powell combined field exploration with rigorous analysis and public communication, producing reports and books that bridged science and narrative. His advocacy for water-centered land policy and his systematizing impulse in geology, cartography, and language study made him a formative figure in U.S. science and governance.

Raised in the Midwest after being born in New York, Powell pursued learning largely outside formal degrees. He attended Illinois College, Wheaton College, and Oberlin College at different times, studying natural sciences while teaching school and organizing local collecting trips. In the early 1860s he undertook excursions along the Mississippi and adjacent river systems, gathering specimens and honing skills in surveying and mapping. During the American Civil War he served in the Union Army and lost his right forearm in combat, a disability that did not curtail his field ambitions. After the war he returned to teaching and museum work and planned western surveys.

Powell’s scientific outlook developed amid a flourishing culture of surveys, museums, and learned societies that sought to catalog North America’s geology, flora, fauna, and peoples. He absorbed the period’s emphasis on careful field observation, stratigraphy, and comparative method, aligning with the empiricism of geological uniformitarianism then prominent in Anglo-American science. Professional ties to state scientific societies and the Smithsonian Institution provided instruments, collaborators, and publication avenues. This environment shaped his interdisciplinary approach: he treated landscapes as records of process, and languages and cultures as systems to be mapped and compared. The result was a career that braided geology, geography, and ethnology.

In 1869 Powell led a small party down the Green and Colorado Rivers, completing the first widely recorded passage by boat through the Grand Canyon. A second expedition in 1871–1872 refined observations and produced improved maps. He distilled these journeys into influential publications, notably Report on the Exploration of the Colorado River of the West and Its Tributaries (1875) and The Canyons of the Colorado (1895). These works blended measurements with vivid description, bringing canyon country to a broad readership while advancing understanding of erosion, stratigraphy, and arid-land geomorphology. The narratives also established Powell’s public persona as a disciplined, scientifically minded explorer.

Powell became the second director of the U.S. Geological Survey in 1881, serving until 1894, and was simultaneously the founding director of the Bureau of Ethnology at the Smithsonian Institution from 1879 until his death. At the USGS he promoted systematic geologic and topographic mapping and professional standards for fieldwork and publication. At the Bureau he encouraged comprehensive documentation of Indigenous languages and cultures, editing annual reports and monographs and authoring Introduction to the Study of Indian Languages (1877). His administrative leadership helped establish lasting federal infrastructures for earth science and anthropology, even as debates over methods and priorities were constant.

Powell’s most consequential policy intervention was Report on the Lands of the Arid Region of the United States (1878). Concluding that precipitation west of roughly the 100th meridian could not support homestead-style settlement, he proposed watershed-based irrigation districts, cooperative water management, and land classifications tied to ecological capacity. The ideas encountered political resistance from boosters and speculators, and later experiments under the federal Irrigation Survey provoked controversy that contributed to his departure from the USGS. Yet many of his insights about scarcity, basin management, and limits to settlement anticipated twentieth-century reclamation planning and contemporary discussions of sustainable water governance in the West.

In the 1890s Powell continued to shape national science through the Bureau of Ethnology and through reflective writing, including Truth and Error; or, the Science of Intellection (1898), which explored scientific method and knowledge. He died in 1902 and is interred at Arlington National Cemetery. His legacy spans several fields: geomorphologists cite his accounts of canyon incision; cartographers and surveyors built on the standards he promoted; anthropologists and linguists inherited institutions he helped found, even as some of his classifications have been revised. Above all, his insistence that arid landscapes demand careful, collective management remains strikingly relevant in the modern era.
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The languages spoken by the pre-Columbian tribes of North America were many and diverse[1q]. Into the regions occupied by these tribes travelers, traders, and missionaries have penetrated in advance of civilization, and civilization itself has marched across the continent at a rapid rate. Under these conditions the languages of the various tribes have received much study. Many extensive works have been published, embracing grammars and dictionaries; but a far greater number of minor vocabularies have been collected and very many have been published. In addition to these, the Bible, in whole or in part, and various religious books and school books, have been translated into Indian tongues to be used for purposes of instruction; and newspapers have been published in the Indian languages. Altogether the literature of these languages and that relating to them are of vast extent.

While the materials seem thus to be abundant, the student of Indian languages finds the subject to be one requiring most thoughtful consideration, difficulties arising from the following conditions:

(1) A great number of linguistic stocks or families are discovered.

(2) The boundaries between the different stocks of languages are not immediately apparent, from the fact that many tribes of diverse stocks have had more or less association, and to some extent linguistic materials have been borrowed, and thus have passed out of the exclusive possession of cognate peoples.

(3) Where many peoples, each few in number, are thrown together, an intertribal language is developed. To a large extent this is gesture speech; but to a limited extent useful and important words are adopted by various tribes, and out of this material an intertribal “jargon” is established. Travelers and all others who do not thoroughly study a language are far more likely to acquire this jargon speech than the real speech of the people; and the tendency to base relationship upon such jargons has led to confusion.

(4) This tendency to the establishment of intertribal jargons was greatly accelerated on the advent of the white man, for thereby many tribes were pushed from their ancestral homes and tribes were mixed with tribes. As a result, new relations and new industries, especially of trade, were established, and the new associations of tribe with tribe and of the Indians with Europeans led very often to the development of quite elaborate jargon languages. All of these have a tendency to complicate the study of the Indian tongues by comparative methods.

The difficulties inherent in the study of languages, together with the imperfect material and the complicating conditions that have arisen by the spread of civilization over the country, combine to make the problem one not readily solved.

In view of the amount of material on hand, the comparative study of the languages of North America has been strangely neglected, though perhaps this is explained by reason of the difficulties which have been pointed out. And the attempts which have been made to classify them has given rise to much confusion, for the following reasons: First, later authors have not properly recognized the work of earlier laborers in the field. Second, the attempt has more frequently been made to establish an ethnic classification than a linguistic classification, and linguistic characteristics have been confused with biotic peculiarities, arts, habits, customs, and other human activities, so that radical differences of language have often been ignored and slight differences have been held to be of primary value.

The attempts at a classification of these languages and a corresponding classification of races have led to the development of a complex, mixed, and inconsistent synonymy, which must first be unraveled and a selection of standard names made therefrom according to fixed principles.

It is manifest that until proper rules are recognized by scholars the establishment of a determinate nomenclature is impossible. It will therefore be well to set forth the rules that have here been adopted, together with brief reasons for the same, with the hope that they will commend themselves to the judgment of other persons engaged in researches relating to the languages of North America.

A fixed nomenclature in biology has been found not only to be advantageous, but to be a prerequisite to progress in research, as the vast multiplicity of facts, still ever accumulating, would otherwise overwhelm the scholar. In philological classification fixity of nomenclature is of corresponding importance; and while the analogies between linguistic and biotic classification are quite limited, many of the principles of nomenclature which biologists have adopted having no application in philology, still in some important particulars the requirements of all scientific classifications are alike, and though many of the nomenclatural points met with in biology will not occur in philology, some of them do occur and may be governed by the same rules.

Perhaps an ideal nomenclature in biology may some time be established, as attempts have been made to establish such a system in chemistry; and possibly such an ideal system may eventually be established in philology. Be that as it may, the time has not yet come even for its suggestion. What is now needed is a rule of some kind leading scholars to use the same terms for the same things, and it would seem to matter little in the case of linguistic stocks what the nomenclature is, provided it becomes denotive and universal.

In treating of the languages of North America it has been suggested that the names adopted should be the names by which the people recognize themselves, but this is a rule of impossible application, for where the branches of a stock diverge very greatly no common name for the people can be found. Again, it has been suggested that names which are to go permanently into science should be simple and euphonic. This also is impossible of application, for simplicity and euphony are largely questions of personal taste, and he who has studied many languages loses speedily his idiosyncrasies of likes and dislikes and learns that words foreign to his vocabulary are not necessarily barbaric.

Biologists have decided that he who first distinctly characterizes and names a species or other group shall thereby cause the name thus used to become permanently affixed, but under certain conditions adapted to a growing science which is continually revising its classifications. This law of priority may well be adopted by philologists.

By the application of the law of priority it will occasionally happen that a name must be taken which is not wholly unobjectionable or which could be much improved. But if names may be modified for any reason, the extent of change that may be wrought in this manner is unlimited, and such modifications would ultimately become equivalent to the introduction of new names, and a fixed nomenclature would thereby be overthrown. The rule of priority has therefore been adopted.

Permanent biologic nomenclature dates from the time of Linnæus simply because this great naturalist established the binominal system and placed scientific classification upon a sound and enduring basis. As Linnæus is to be regarded as the founder of biologic classification, so Gallatin[1] may be considered the founder of systematic philology relating to the North American Indians. Before his time much linguistic work had been accomplished, and scholars owe a lasting debt of gratitude to Barton, Adelung, Pickering, and others. But Gallatin’s work marks an era in American linguistic science from the fact that he so thoroughly introduced comparative methods, and because he circumscribed the boundaries of many families, so that a large part of his work remains and is still to be considered sound. There is no safe resting place anterior to Gallatin, because no scholar prior to his time had properly adopted comparative methods of research, and because no scholar was privileged to work with so large a body of material. It must further be said of Gallatin that he had a very clear conception of the task he was performing, and brought to it both learning and wisdom. Gallatin’s work has therefore been taken as the starting point, back of which we may not go in the historic consideration of the systematic philology of North America. The point of departure therefore is the year 1836, when Gallatin’s “Synopsis of Indian Tribes” appeared in vol. 2 of the Transactions of the American Antiquarian Society.

It is believed that a name should be simply a denotive word, and that no advantage can accrue from a descriptive or connotive title. It is therefore desirable to have the names as simple as possible, consistent with other and more important considerations. For this reason it has been found impracticable to recognize as family names designations based on several distinct terms, such as descriptive phrases, and words compounded from two or more geographic names. Such phrases and compound words have been rejected.

There are many linguistic families in North America, and in a number of them there are many tribes speaking diverse languages. It is important, therefore, that some form should be given to the family name by which it may be distinguished from the name of a single tribe or language. In many cases some one language within a stock has been taken as the type and its name given to the entire family; so that the name of a language and that of the stock to which it belongs are identical. This is inconvenient and leads to confusion. For such reasons it has been decided to give each family name the termination “an” or “ian.”

Conforming to the principles thus enunciated, the following rules have been formulated:

I. The law of priority relating to the nomenclature of the systematic philology of the North American tribes shall not extend to authors whose works are of date anterior to the year 1836.

II. The name originally given by the founder of a linguistic group to designate it as a family or stock of languages shall be permanently retained to the exclusion of all others.

III. No family name shall be recognized if composed of more than one word.

IV. A family name once established shall not be canceled in any subsequent division of the group, but shall be retained in a restricted sense for one of its constituent portions.

V. Family names shall be distinguished as such by the termination “an” or “ian.”

VI. No name shall be accepted for a linguistic family unless used to designate a tribe or group of tribes as a linguistic stock.

VII. No family name shall be accepted unless there is given the habitat of tribe or tribes to which it is applied.

VIII. The original orthography of a name shall be rigidly preserved except as provided for in rule III, and unless a typographical error is evident.

The terms “family” and “stock” are here applied interchangeably to a group of languages that are supposed to be cognate.

A single language is called a stock or family when it is not found to be cognate with any other language. Languages are said to be cognate when such relations between them are found that they are supposed to have descended from a common ancestral speech. The evidence of cognation is derived exclusively from the vocabulary. Grammatic similarities are not supposed to furnish evidence of cognation, but to be phenomena, in part relating to stage of culture and in part adventitious. It must be remembered that extreme peculiarities of grammar, like the vocal mutations of the Hebrew or the monosyllabic separation of the Chinese, have not been discovered among Indian tongues. It therefore becomes necessary in the classification of Indian languages into families to neglect grammatic structure, and to consider lexical elements only. But this statement must be clearly understood. It is postulated that in the growth of languages new words are formed by combination, and that these new words change by attrition to secure economy of utterance, and also by assimilation (analogy) for economy of thought. In the comparison of languages for the purposes of systematic philology it often becomes necessary to dismember compounded words for the purpose of comparing the more primitive forms thus obtained. The paradigmatic words considered in grammatic treatises may often be the very words which should be dissected to discover in their elements primary affinities. But the comparison is still lexic, not grammatic.

A lexic comparison is between vocal elements; a grammatic comparison is between grammatic methods, such, for example, as gender systems. The classes into which things are relegated by distinction of gender may be animate and inanimate, and the animate may subsequently be divided into male and female, and these two classes may ultimately absorb, in part at least, inanimate things. The growth of a system of genders may take another course. The animate and inanimate may be subdivided into the standing, the sitting, and the lying, or into the moving, the erect and the reclined; or, still further, the superposed classification may be based upon the supposed constitution of things, as the fleshy, the woody, the rocky, the earthy, the watery. Thus the number of genders may increase, while further on in the history of a language the genders may decrease so as almost to disappear. All of these characteristics are in part adventitious, but to a large extent the gender is a phenomenon of growth, indicating the stage to which the language has attained. A proper case system may not have been established in a language by the fixing of case particles, or, having been established, it may change by the increase or diminution of the number of cases
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