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LEONARD BLOOMFIELD'S
DESCRIPTIVE AND COMPARATIVE STUDIES OF ALGONQUIAN

IVES GODDARD
Smuithsonian Insiitution

Leonard Bloomfield's work on Algonquian forms the fargest body of
material in which he documented and accounted for the facts of specific lan-
gages. He dealt extensively in both descriptive and comparative studies
with four languages in particular; Fox, chicfly represented by Fox proper
{Mesquakic); Cree (almost exclusively Plains Cree); Menominee: and
Gjibwa (various Southern dialects), It was at one time believed that these
four languages represented only a putative Central Algonquian branch of
the farmily. but work on the languages of the Plains and the East Coast has
shown that Bloomficld's languages are in fact generally representative of
the family as a whole and do not, either by themselves or with others, con-
stitute @ genctic subgroup (Goddard 1979:93).

Bloomfield's work on Fox was based on publications of William Jones
(8907, 1911) and Truman Michelson (1921, 1925; minor papers listed in
Bloomfield 1925-1927, pt. 1:219). The principal source of his Cree data was
his fieldwork in 1925, which largely superseded an earlier reliance on the
Plains Cree grammar and dictionary by Lacombe (1874); he worked among
the Plains Cree of Saskatchewan (principally on Sweet Grass Reserve but
also on Star Blanket Reserve) and briefly among the Swampy Cree of The
Fas, Manitoba. His Menominee materials were from his fieldwork of 1920
and 1921, supplemented by brief later contacts that included a trip to the
field in September, 1939, and by information collected by Morris Swadesh
i 1937 and 1938. For Ojibwa Bloomfield at first depended on the texts of
Jomes {1917, 1919) from Lake Superior and the dictionaries of Baraga
(18%0) from the Upper Peninsula of Michigan and Cuoq (1886) from the
F‘Fipiﬁsjng-spcuking population at Lake of Two Mountains; later he had
drcess to materials obtained by himself and C.F. Voegelin from Ottawa
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180 IVES GODDARD

speakers from Sugar Island, Michigan. and Birch Island and Walpole
lsland, Ontario.

Bloomfield's studies of Algonquian include a fair amount of unpub-
lished material. which has not been fully calendared, and a number of pub-
lications. several of them posthumous. For Fox he published an early gram-
matical sketch based on the published texts { Bloomfield 1925-1927) and
prepared & word list (Bloom field 1984a);! his review of Michelson's Owf
Sacred Pack of the Fox Indians (Michelson 1921) documents the beginning
of his Algonquian work (Bloomfield 1922). He published a brief outline/of
Cree grammar (Bloomfield 1928a) and two volumes of texts [ Bloomfield
1930, 1934) and lefi behind a large body of additional texts (Bloomfield
1931} and & word list {Bloomficld 1934b). Menomines was described ing
brief early paper (Bloomfield 1924) and was treated in the theoretically sig:
nificant articles “Literate and llliterate Speech”™ (Bloomfield 1927a, cited
from Hockett 1970:147-36) and “Menomini Morphophonemics™ (Bloom-
field 1939): it was fully documented by texts (Bloomfield 19280}, a gram:
mar (Bloomfield 1962), and a word list (Bloomfield 1975). For Ojibwa
Bloomfield prepared a grammatical sketch of a Walpole Island dialect of
Ottawa, which includes the corpus of texts and utierances on which it i8
based and a word list (Bloomfield 1957).2 His comparative studies [ Bloom-
field 1925, 1927b, 192%c. 1941) culminated in the so-called “Sketch?
(Bloomfield 1946}, an outline comparative grammar of the four languages
he worked on with a few scattered citations of forms and features from
other Algonguian languages.

The formal study of the Algongquian languages was nearly thres
hundred vears old when Bloomfield turned his attention 1o them. Many of
the major features and grammatical categories had been recognized, and @
good deal of the terminology needed to discuss them had been established:
Bloomficld's achievement, in the strength of the American linguistic tradi=
tion, was to bring explicitness and orderliness to the description of Algon=

quian inflectional and derivational morphology. The framework that he set

up has formed the basis for all useful work on Algonquian since. Tt is most
readily accessible, summanzed in a comparative framework, In the
“Sketch” (Bloomfield 1946) and has its fullest presentation in The Mend:

el - e P Re
mini Language (Bloomficld 1962), though us a posthumous work this s
the disadvantage of being not wholly consistent on sOme details. [‘j]ﬂl

impact of Bloomfield’s achievement is not rehearsed here, howevel
5 ! A ; g
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LEONARD BLOOMFIELD'S STUDIES OF ALGONOUIAN 181

ideas about language and how to study it as reflected in specific representa-
gve facets of his Algonguian work. The picture of Bloomfield's views and
methods that emerges complements explicit statements in his book Lan-
Fuage (Bloomfield 1933) and clsewhere. It has been observed that Blaom-
field's descriptive approach differed on important points from what many of
fis successors ok him to be saving in Lanruage, but in what {ollows it will
pecome clear that perhaps to a greater extent than has been realized there
are indeed significant instances of a lack of correspondence between his
descriptive practice and his general statements. These inconsistencies are of
general mnterest not as instances of ¢rror but because they are found pre-
geely in areas that present fundamental challenges to any descriptive
method and because their consideration therefore sheds light on issues of
basic importance. They are also obwiously of specific interest in the
interpretation of Bloomlicld’s Algonquian materials.

The fundamental difficulty encountered by Bloomfield in his Algon-
guian work was the determination of the object of study, This is, of course;
the fundamental problem confronting descriptive linguistics, and hence
perhaps any linguistic subficld, a problem so intractable that entire
methodologies and whole schools of linguistics have only been able 1o make
their way by ignoring it completely. Bloomfield's ideal view was that the
linguist should record actual speech and set forth its system (Bloomfield
922:276-77, 1972:265). His ficldwork among the Menominee revealed,
nowever, that even in a small speech community there was extensive varia-
tion in all facets of the languace. Bloomfield's account of this variation in
“Literate and Witerate Speech™ (in Flockett 1970:152-568) makes it clear
that his solution to the problem of systematizing variation was to describe
the community norm. which he identified with the maximally rich and dif-
ferentiated speech of the best unsellconscious speakers, At times Bloom-
fiell speaks as if the community norm could be directly observed, and he
explicitly rejects as the linguist’s object of study de Saussure’s abstract
langue (“the socially uniform language pattern”) in favor of “socially deter-
mined” aspects of parole, “the actual speech utterance” (in Hockett
1970:177), His Menominee grammar (Bloomfield 1962) contains many
Hitements that imply this approach (Teeter 1970a:529-31). Nevertheless,
tren s ideally presented this approach involves judgment on the part of
the linguist as to which features to identify as conforming to the norm, judg-
ment which the linguist is able to exercise only by having “become. to what-
MEr extent js possible, a member of the speech-community™ (Bloemfield
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182 IVES GODDARD

1922:277). And even under these conditions a uniform and consistent come
munity norm is not directly observable and must in part be constructed by
the linguist in accordance with the pattern emerging from his study. This {5
clear from Bloomfield's discussion of the problem of differentiating the
three short front vowels of Menominee in a letter of December 28, 1940, 5
Bernard Bloch (in Hockett 1970:367-68), To provide a consistent and sys:
tematic account of the observed facts 1t was necessary to treat some of them
as peripheral, to be dealt with outside the system if at all. Though the unde-
scribed speech varieties in a community might in principle be left for later
discossion (Bloomficld 1933:45, 3119, in practice they were never systemats
ically described. Of course, this assumption of homogeneity (Hockett
1942:5; Gleason 1961:391), codified in its strictest form in Bloch’s concept
of the wdiolect (“the totality of possible utterances of one speaker at ong
time in using a language to interact with one other speaker™; Bloch 1948:3),
has been an enduring characteristic of American descriptive: linguistics &
necessary but fundamentally flawed axiom of synchronic analysis that was
later restated, in a formulation that emphasized the feature of unobservi:
hility, as Chomsky's competence (Chomsky 1965:3-4),

An examination of the evolution of Bloomfield’s treatment of the
phonemes of Menominee sheds light on how he arrived at the norm thathe
eventually presented in his grammar. Since Bloomfield never discussed iis
reasons for changing his account of certain features. an omission he
regarded as a virtue (Hockett 1966:67), a certain amount of inference s

required. The evidence comes from the Menominee forms and analyses e

published over the vears, from some remarks in correspondence (Bloom:
field 1919-1932, 1938a, 1938b; Hockett 1970:367-68), and from his mant:
script notes on Menominee (Bloomfield 1920-1940, 1937, 19381 9:1?;'
Swadesh 1937-1938). The value of the manuscript notes in this connectidf
was earlier observed by Hockett (1963:195, fn. 23).

The central difficulty in Menominee phonemics concerns the t]]f‘ﬁﬂ
short front vowels: i, e, e. As Bloomfield eventually described the situatio®
in the 1940 letter to Bernard Bloch (in Hockett 1970:367-68) — aler he hat
arrived at the solution and transcription used in his grammar — hoth .fan!:f
£ are sometimes pronounced the same as e: a phonetic [e] that varies with [’i
in a particular form is phonemic i, an [e] that varies with [&] is £, andan [f’fj_
that has neither of these variants is ¢. Bloomfield considered this phonelit
blurring to be “surface variation” (Bloomfield 1962:2, 7-9). thouZ? llE
should be pointed out that it is not entirely governed by phonetic conteXis
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e phoneme & in the personal prefixes may be replaced by [e] even though
s profixes is always followed by # or ¥, environments that block [e] as a
sonetic variant for £ in other morphemes. Additionally, Bloomfield wrotc
ig Bloch that & was replaced by [e] “anywhere from 1/10 to 910 of the time
;_dgpendin_& on word and on speaker™ (Hockett 1970:368), which suggests
diat the conditioning ef these replacements may not have becn wholly
F’,ﬁnne;ic. but there is no equivalent information in the grammar. Conceptu-

_aﬂ:,:.dislinﬁl s ml:'_‘lr]'_‘lh{lj:lhi.‘l‘ﬂl.‘milf variation. |‘J_\- which the phoneme e con-

gstently replaces the morphophoneme |€| in certain environments. As

idescribed in the grammar (Bloomfield 1962:95-96), || is raised to ¢ (1)

word-initially: (2) otherwise in the first syllable of a word if not followed by
E';jr 23 and (3) in the next syllable after & long vowel if not before ki, 2, w,
ary. The letter to Bloch has qualifications that suggest that & might rarely
e retained i one or both of these last two cases (Hockett 197(1:368), but

fiere again the grammar has no equivalent information.

A further complication is that the first segment in some non-initial sle-
ments is treated in part like | 2| and in part like |e| by a number of rules
that treat these morphophonemes differently, The phonological seetions of
the-grammar recognize two discrepant patterns, indicated by the diacritic
morphophonemes |E] and |&| (Bloomfield 1962:2, 80, 81, 84-89). When
these remain short they are both treated like || except that, if unmod-
el they surface as e; the difference between them is that, when
fengthened, |E| behaves like || and gives e-, but |@| behaves like |e]
and gives e-. The morphological sections, however, make it clear that the
distinction between these two dincritic morphophonemes 15 not a sharp one.
Notonly do some morphemes and morpheme combinations of this tvpe
show-lengthening to both &« and e-, but the frequency of cach lengthened
variant is somewhat different in cach case (Bloomfield 1962:103, 107, 182-
84

Bloomfield’s handling of what is evidently the extremely complex and
elusive: problem of the short front vowels of Menominee can be followed

“ehronologically through his publications and notes. The changes of analysis,
gither stated explicitly or implicd by the transcription, concern several

Sues: (1) the number of short front vowel phonemes; (2) the assignment of

Londitioned and unconditioned allophones to the phonemes: (3) the iden-
ity of the phoneme or phonemes appearing in the environments analyzed
it the published grammar as having raising of || to e (in initial syllables

and after long-vowel syllables); (4) the role of £ and £+ in blocking the rais-
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184 IVES GODDARD

ing of e-, o+, and o; and (5) the analysis of the alternations accounted forg. |

the published grammar with the diacritic marphophonemes |E| and |E|
Bloomfield's field notes from 1920-1921 have three shart front vowels
¥

writlen <i>, <le>, and <e>, but these show 2 good deal of variation ang

do not correspond directly to the phonemes ¢, e. and =. The phoneme i
written in the notes <i>, <e>; and <i> (<> also Tepresents {-): .:-_é
written <i>, <e>_ and <e>: and = is written <e> and <e> {accented
<&'= s also a common writing for =), Examples of this transun’pﬁnn anet
<ke?ne'mehsi'naw> “our (inc.) cross-nicce” for ke Priem ehsengw
<0'ni'mehsan>, <o’ne'mehsan>, and <o?ne’'mehsan> “his L T8
niece™ for o Premehsan; <ine'niw= “man” for ene - niw i Bloomfield 1920
1940, B3:43, 8:12).

In the published texts Bloomficld indicated only two short front vais
els, replacing what he had recorded as <e> by either (short) <e>aor

(long) <tz Another systematic change was the substitution of <6> fot

=<0>, which reflected the perception that these were merely the accentpd
and unaccented variants of the same sound.® These changes are seen i
the printed forms of the examples just cited: <ke?ne’'mechsi’ naws;,
<@%ni'mehsan>, <d%ne'mehsan>, and, identically, <6”ne’mehsanz;

<ind'niw> (Bloomfield 1928b:382, 24). As a consequence, for exampls

manuscript =<Zo"ne'mehsowd wan>, which exactly represents:
o nemehsowa-wan “their cross-niece”, is printed as <07ne’mehsowi’'wan=
(Bloomfield 1928b:382, line 41). Inevitably, there are inconsisiendes

manuscript <aps'"sik>. appearing twice on one page for HPE’#IF?

“more”, is once printed as <ape'?sik> and once as <api'?sik> (Bloom

field 1920-1940, 1928h:380). There are other substitutions that :ippﬁﬂf-m..

reflect a rethinking of the assignment of phonetic variants in particular
environments. For example, the substitution of <i> for <e> in printe
<pu' Awitaw, pu'awitaw= versus manuscript <pu'owe?taw, puawe’aws
(for puawe "taw “he was hungry™) (Bloomfield 1920-1940. 1928h:196, Eﬁj
must indicate a realization that the vowel here was different from the Vet
open realization of £ that oceurs before ? and a reluctance to spell bothhe
same way. The extent of the changes made in publishing the texts g0%
bevond what would ordinarily be assumed from Bloomfield's statementil
the preface (Bloomfcld 1928b:xiv);

[£] The texts are here recorded as they struck my ear. Analysis shows that

this tecord {and therefore, if | heard aright, the actual |~n:.r-.un|:iﬁ[i~'m:|

largely  obscures the  distinction between three short front-vowel
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phonemes. which here appear as / and ¢

gesumably Bloomfield thought his original distinction between <e> and
2e> was so unreliable as to not be worth preserving; his own later
palysis. however, shows that his manuscript recordings give a better pic-
m'IFﬂf the language than the published versions, even if they do show more
apation than appears 1o really exist.

Bloomfield used a largely normalized version of the orthography
gpearing in the published texts-in his first Menominee word list, a manu-
grpt compilation called “Alphabletical] List™, in which words from his

L 20-1921 notes and texis are listed. mostly without glosses, according to

e mitial element of the stem (Bloomfield 1920-1940), Essentially the same
aihography. but with no indication of stress, is found in two carly papers,
fie sketch “The Menomini Language” (Bloomficld 1924) and the “Notes
o the Fox Language” (Bloomfield 1923-1927), which cites a number of
Wemominee forms. In these sources one notable inconsistency that remains
sihe writing of both <i= and <e> for ¢ in initial syllables: <pemi nihtam=>
e potices it” but <pimidskaw> “he goes by" ("Alphab. List");
coskuzhiem= “door™ but <iskatiw> “fire” (Bloomfield 1924:341}, Other-
gise <i> generally corresponds to both i and e, and <e> 1o €, except that
<> regularly appears for e where this represents the raising of ||, orof
shoriened |=-|: <utidhpenew= “he takes him up” (Bloomfield 1924:339)
_ for ata-hpenew, teflecting |ota-hpene-w| —, which has a final |-en-|
that is confirmed by forms like <pe?tendw> “he takes him by mistake™
(Bloomfield 1924:338), for pe“ene-w; <pemitesiw> “he lives” (Bloom-
field 1924:336) for pema-tesew (|pema-tesew |, with |-ese-|). Segments
ter written with the morphophoneme |E| appear as <i>: <késkisam>
“He cuts it through™ (Bloomfield 1924:33%) for ke-skesam with final |-Es-|,
o pe Yteyarn “he cuts it by mistake”.

Bloomfield (1925-1927. pt. 1:225) explicitly recognized that the seg-
ment written =i in these early papers represented two entities of some
st In some elements <i= lails to cause mutation (replacement of preced-
ng i by ¢ [written <ts>] and of some cascs of it by 5), is lengthened to <i=,
and raises preceding <&> to <i> and <6> lo <0>: e.g. in the finul mean-
ig*act on o dwelling” in <pihtikew> “he enters” (pi-htik ew), <unikiw>=
he builds o house” (oni-kew). In other elements <> does cause muta-
o, is lengthened to <&, and does not cause raising: <pehtsihsinz “he
fills in" (pe-heehsen); <nitosihtun> “1 make 1t” beside <usEhtaw> “he
makes i1” (neto-sehton, ose-hiaw). A scrap of an early manuscript treatmeant
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of Menominee phonology (Bloomfield 1920-1940) has an analysis that cor-
responds to this transcription using two short front vowels, The <j= that
alternates with <&> is referred to as “i!”, the <i> that alternates with <
i5 “i2", and the <i> that *is a substitute for e [=€]... and alternates witha
[==-1" is “1"", The examples of “i” are: <apé'sin> “he is black™ (ape-sen
[ape-sen|) and <p&'htinam=. <pe'htenam> “he puts it in” (pe-hrenam
|pe-htenam|). 1t is evident that this section, with <i= written for the
raised realization of <e>, was written before the two early papers in which
segments of this type are written consistently with <e>: this serves 10 date
this manuscript treatment to the period between the completion of field
work in 1921 and the presentation to the International Congress of
Americanists in August, 1924, and for convenience thic treatment will be
referred to as the carly-20s draft. It seems clear that in the two subsequent
carly papers the pencralization of the writing of <<e¢>> rather than <i=in
these cases is based ‘at least in part on information from morphological
alternations and not strictly on phonetic evidence. _

In “On the Sound-System of Central Algonquian® (Bloomfield 1925),
which was writlen after these two early papers, Bloomfield writes
Menominee with three distinet short front vowels. In this transeription ear
lier <ci= is written <i> if it is “i'” but <> if it is 47, and <e> ie written
for <e>, for <<i> that was earlier “i*", and for most cases of <e= in initial
syllables. The differentation of <i> and <> appears to reflect a re-evalie
ation 'by Bloomfield of his phonetic record, since he now Writes
“Menominee] 1 is in actual pronunciation partly distinet from i and ¢ for
the highest variants (as in French fini) are reserved to it” (Bloomfeld
1925:134). This transcription and analysis match a manuscript descriptiof
of Menominee phonology that contains the following section (Bloomfield
[920-194{)):

[2] The short vowels are Joase.

The three short front vowels are morphologically distinet, but in actual
pronunciation appear t be often confused. As o zeneral rule, [ seem 10
hear a vowel of the type of English pim.

The highest variants, resembling French § in finf are reserved for &
mi'mut if he dances. Here | often heard & half-long or long vowel: nimit:
ne*niw, ne?niw three.

The i vanes the least: mésit if fe gives it to me. Only before laryngalsa
lower variant is common Zsi®eat the way he docs,

The lowest variants are reserved for e: pemidiesiw fre ffves, Before
laryngals especially low variants occur, with mouth over-open: ne?new HE
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kills him. In general, however, the distinction between §and ¢ seems to be
obliterated i actual pronunciation; thus one hears pima’tesiw, ne*niw,

For convenience this manuscript treatment will be referred to as the late-

20 draft.

Bloomfield used the maximally differentiated form of this orthographv
in o revised word list, a notebook labeled simply “M”_ which like the earlier
“Alphab. List” is organized by initial element (Bloomfield 1920-1940). The
earlier inconsistency in the distinction between =i and <e> in initial syl-
lables is eliminated: in absolute initial <<i= rather than <e> is wrtten;
atherwise, normal words have =e¢> and static’ words have <i>:
<pemitesiw= “he lives”, but static <mifiw> "still, yet” and <kinipayiat=
{the name of one of the Thunderers). This distinction marks as static some
words that have a long vowel in the second syllable and hence match the
vowel-quantity pattern of non-static words: e.g. static <kiyip> "away with
you!” beside non-static <<keydn> “heart (card)". The transcriptions in “M”
appear to match exactly those in the article *The Word-Stems of Central
Alponguian” (Bloomfield 1927b).

At some point after the compilation of the “M” list, Bloomfeld
changed the symbols he used to write Menominee: <i> replaced <>,
<e> replaced <i>, <e> replaced <e>, and <& replaced <d>. Except
for distributional details, this orthography of the short front vowels is
the one used in Langusge (Bloomfield 1933) and in Bloomfield's later pub-
lications.® Other details were not yet settled, however. Vowel length, for
example, is variously indicated in Bloomfield's later writings by macron,
eolon, raised dot, and doubling.

The late 1930s saw the beginnming of a period of new work on
Menominee that led to the final reanalysis of the phonology and the prep-
aration of the manuscripts that directly underlay the posthumously pub-
lished grammar and word list (Bloomfield 1962, 1975). Sometime in 1937,
Morris Swadesh, then at the University of Wisconsin in Madison, began
doing intermittent field work on Menominece and corresponding with
Bloomfield about the language, Swadesh had access to an unpublished
Menominee grammar of Bloomficld's, referred to here as the 1937 draft
grammar. The section on phonology he copied, or in places paraphrased,
and the section on morphology he had in Bloomfield's own hand.? Swadesh
returned to the field in the spring of 1938 and collected texts and associated
notes, copies of which he forwarded to Bloomficld at the University of
Chicaga. Bloomfield sent Swadesh two long letters with commentary and
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queries derived from Swadesh’s texts, and Swadesh sent them back with
corrections and comments from his informants {Bloomfield 1938a, 1938h),
Cine of these informants, Amos Steiker. had learned to write Menominee in
a technical orthography, obviously having been instructed by Swadesh him-
self,! and Striker began a correspondence with Bloomfield that lasted for
more than two years. Striker had trouble with preconsonantal i, sometimes
writing it where it was not and omitting it where it was, and he appears fo
he the speaker Bloomfield had in mind when he wrote: *1 know one
younger man who seems never to use [i] but always [e]” (in Hockelt
1970:367), Despite these faults, Bloomfield relied on his work and even
posed him guestions about minimal contrasts, Bloomfield returned to the
field himself for “a few days” in September of 1939 (quoted in Teeter
1970b:236, n. ), checking masses of material and obtaiming new texis.
Mast of this work appears to have been done with Jerome Lawe. “Litile
lerome” (in Hockett 1970:154), an excellent speaker who had “served
[Bloomiield] as dictionary and grammar™ during his 1920-1921 field work
{Bloomfizld 1928h:x1), but some was done with Striker and others and one
text was obtained from Louise Dutchman, “Red-Cloud-Woman" (in Hocks
ett 1970:153: Bloomfield 1928b:xi), also an cxcellent speaker, who had
hecome “as a mother” to Bloomfield in guiding his speech. Although
expected by Striker to return in 1940, Bloomfield never did. and Striker’s
last letter, written to him in New Haven after his move there in September
1940, reported in uniransiated Menominee the death of Louise Dutchman;

In the 1937 draft grammar the system and distribution of the three

chort front vowels is as in “M™, except that the orthography using <> <I=2

<e> has been replaced by the one using, respectively. <i> <e¢= e

Residues of the older orthography. including a number in the draft mo
phology that are corrected in Bloomfield’s hand, indicate that the sections

that were copied from in 1937 had been written 4 number of years unr!i*:r._“
A number of statemenis quoted or puraphrased by Swadesh provide imsight
into Bloomfield's thinking about the three short front vowels:

[3] i e e scem to be not always distinct, but [this] may he merely the failt

al my ear,

|4] Tt seems that in most or perhups all positions, € may be replaced by &

g.g. in pema-tesew he lives, € for ¢ does not seem 10 occur. & 15 used it

the grammar for £/e. H
The problems solved later by setting up the diacritic morphophonemes |E'|
and || are handled by overtly morphological formulations ardered with

:R."_f‘r ==T28R

LEONARD BLC

Cespect to the phonologi
[5] £ is replaced by
tiom, eic., bt its |
conjunct mode]:]
e+neht- ..o think.,

v Afier @ subseqguent rule
pliermnations subsumed u
fable replacements:

[6] In some forms
nunciation
The examples of £ with
mbere It “appedars norm

edental (1, 5, orn). 2 (2) 1

s=alin”, <nekut> “one”.

#{5) In the inverse and
=enaw. Although the re|
eal terms (*lnitial € s ¢
worded morphological

- nounced -eh"),

: The vowel svsten

~ [Bloomficld 1939) show
‘mar. For one thing ther
liables by <ce=> excep
Bloomfield 1939:107, 1

0 longer written differ

S Spemitesiw>  “he iy
CSpEmactesew= (1937
CENekot> and <pemite
"l]_l'l.ﬂl'lfm':c forms nekor o
“Menomini Morphaphc

; F

‘_{Ei_“f:ﬁﬁlj up version of
Giioned replacements «
W37 treatment and the
later haye |&| are set u
'!:..'Er which is itself a dia

~ 0 Equivalent diacritic




nt them back with
icld 19384, 19384,
rite Menominee i
d by Swadesh him.
1eld that lasted for
antal i, sometimes
and he appears 1g

ote: T know one

[e]” {in Hocket
us wark and evep
dd returned 1o the
(quoted 1n Teeter
laining New texts.
yme Lawe, “Little
who had “served
0-1921 beld work
nd athers and onz:
Noman™ (in Hock-
speaker, who had
speech. Although
did, and Striker’s
iere in September,
ouise Dutchman.
ition of the. three
hy using <1> <i>
= = =g e
in the draft mor-
= that the sections
of yeurs earlier.!
sh provide insight
wels:

+ merely the fault

he replaced by &
zcur. & 15 used in

shophonemes |E}
ions ordered witlh

LEONARD BLOOMFIELD'S STUDIES OF ALGONQUIAN

pespect 10 the phonological rules. One section covers the cascs of |a|:

5] & is replaced by < in certain forms. Tt nevertheless acts like = in contrac-

tion, etc.. but its lengthened form is e-: -ght- he (pussive), suffix of the

conjunct mode]:] meneh if he be given it ., Historically, the ¢ of -e-nem-,

_zenehts ... think, belongs here, 11 is pronounced e, and is lengthened o

i
After a subsequent rule that lengthens vowels under certain conditions, the
arernations subsumed under |E| are treated, together with some first-syl-
[ghle replacements:

[6] In some forms o basic short vowel 3 reated as & but is ¢ in actual pro-

AURCTA IO,
The examples of e with this treatment are: (1) In the pronominal prefixes,
where it “appears normally as e” but 15 & before a glottal (7 ot ) plus a
dental (1, 5, or 1).12 (2) In the first syllable of static particles: e.g. =mesch>
salen”™. <nekuts *one”™ 1* (3) In word inttial. (4) In the locative ending -/,
(5) In the inverse and passive suffix -2k, (A) And in the first plural sufhx
“cnaw. Although the replacement in (3) is formulated in strictly phonalogi-
al terms (“Initial € is pronounced ¢.”), it is included among the similarly
worded morphologicil replacements (e.g. “Suffix -=h locative ... is pro-
nounced -2h™).

The vowel system described in “Menomini Morphaophonemics”
(Bloomfield 1939) shows several changes from that of the 1937 draft gram-
mar. For one thing there is the addition of a rule that replaces | €] in first
syllables by <e> except before clusters of <h> or <¥= plus a consonant
(Bloomfield 1939:107, 115)."* As a resull, static words and other words are
o 'longer written differently; for the carlier static <nikut= “one” beside
<pemitesiw> “he lives™ ("M7), and equivalent <nekut> beside
<pema-tesew>> (1937 phonology). “Menomini Morphophonemics™ has
<nekot> and <pematesew:=>, with the first vowels the same, as in the later
phonemic forms nekor and perma-tesew (basic | pema-tesew | ). Nevertheless
“Menomini Morphophonemics™ appears 1o be essentially a reworked and
tightened up version of the 1937 draft grammar. The morphologically con-
ditioned replacements of € by e are handled in a way that falls between the
1937 treatment and that of the published grammar, The morphemes that
liter have || are set up with | =] followed by a cluster with first member
lﬂ|. which s 1tself a dincritic mnrptmphnncme.'-'"I'Jmse* later with |E] have
an equivalent dincnitic morphophoncme [a]. A Tule replaces |e| by e
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before an |nC| cluster. Then, after the operation of the vowel-lengthep-
ing rules, |a| is replaced by ¢ in a second set of morphemes. 16

The innovations in “Menomini Morphophonemics™ (Bloomfbield 1935)
as compared to the 1937 draft erammar relate to topics that were under dis
cussion between Swadesh and Bloombeld in the spning of 19348, when the
1937 draft was still the point of reference. It is possible that Bloomfield's
return to the use of abstract diacritic morphophonemes was stmulated by
his discussions with Swadesh. Swadesh's role in promoting the use of mor-
phophonemes rather than lists in the description of synchronic alternations
is well known from the milestone article “A Problem in Phonological Alter-
nation” (Swadesh and Yoegelin 1939), in which Swadesh says he “learned
the uwse of formulae in synchronic phonolegy from Sapir™ in working on
MNootka (cf. Sapir and Swadesh 1939:11, 235-334), In 1938 Swadesh sent
Bloomfield a table in which he had arranged the patterns involving ¢ and €
and assigned numbers to the four entities thus defined, which he referred o
as “vowel morphophomes”. In a letter, Swadesh urged that the treatment
of the two irregular patterns be brought together, suggesting the possibility
of “a morphophome which has some of the characteristics of £ (g) ani
some of e (i)” (Swadesh 1938), and Bloomfield did in fact adopt a solution
using morphophonemes. In any event, “Menomini Morphophonemics™ wis
the rewarking of an earlier analysis using ideas of synchronic phonology
that were coming into favor at the time was written. On a smaller point.
Bloomiield's decision to write uniformiy <c¢= instead of === in the firs]
syllables of normal words (except before AC and ?C) may reflect Swadeshs
views on the phonetics of these vowels, based on his field work, as this
innovation corresponds to Swadesh’s field orthography (which shows [g]
and [i] here) but is not found in Bloomfield's earlier materials.

Bloomfield's comments on the transcriptions in Swadesh’s texts revedl
his view of the problem of the Menominee short front vowels as well as his
approach to dealing with it (Bloomfield 1938a, 1938b):

[7] *¥ou and 1-agree remarkably well in the way we take things — (o some
extent even as to our errors {if such they are),

Swadesh’s “morphophomes” are discussed by numbers (their moE

phophonemic equivalents in the published grammar are: 1 = lel.2= |k,
3= |E|,and 4 = | £|: to these Bloomficld adds 5 = || in prefixes, and
= iy

|8] |[W]e are left with problems: to what extent is (4) Medial & phonetically

(=
-
-
-

LEONARD BLOO

reahized ase? [ sill

difference, such that
that (1, 2) differ alw
differ from the rest? |
differs in timbre fron
overiap in actual pho
and en the other har
which could be fulfill
ing each form many t

Several comments on 5w

familiarity with the langua
edge as o member of the 5
cription of words:

[9] [Swadesh reeon
syrnep: Tean hardly be

[10] kanew seon, ot o
hear also kaniw, [ ren
mending a road) by k
[11] as tiki-set when b
I am not sure about
realized that [ unders!
saving of me E:5e5-n
Irecause | had not gra

112] ka-Pweket]:] I [[r

The Fast piece of the
fall into place was the dete

wowel syllable, if not follov

‘& Rule 64, after the sectic
hat treats it (Bloomfield

Bloomfield was writing tc
fecordings  attested  its

i€te-%1epaha-n AN is m

affer tehearing the word,
Blﬂ'ﬂlnfieid suggests the tr
3 Swadesh notes that it
Wadesh makes the same

Ot te set thar from which

1) I rooi . -
0k cases the Lranseriplior




[ the vowel-lengthen.
hemes, !
5" (Bloomfield 1939
s that were under dis-
ng of 1938, when the
ble that Bloomfields
1e5 was stimulated by .1
oting the use of mos
nchronic alternations
n Phonological Alters
lesh =ays he “leamed™
sapir™ in working on
n 19358 Swadesh sent
s involving e and c
. which he referred fo
2l that the treatment
gesting the possibility
eristics of £ (e) and
fact adopt a solution:
srphophonemics” was
ynchronic phonology
On a smaller point;
i of <> in the fist
nay reflect Swadesh’s
is field work, as thisss
shy (which shows [e]°
1atenials.

wadesh's texts reyealSs

vowels as well as hissip

ke things — to some

imbers (their mo=
2= =i

c:l=|&

| in prefizes, andifes

Aedial & phu:mtic:ﬂ]y

LEONARD BLOOMFIELL'S 5TU DIES OF ALGONOULAN 191

roglized as ¢? 1 still suspect that there may be some CconSLANT qualitative
diffcrence. such that (1, 2, 3) differ always from (4]}, or else perhaps such
that (1, 2) differ always from (3, 4) Similarly, to what extent does (6] 1
differ from the rest? 1 strongly suspect that italways, in actual production,
differs in timbre from the rest. On the other hand, if (4} [or (3. 4)] does
overlap in actual phonetie shape on the one hand with (1, 2, 3) |or (1, 2}]
and on the other hand with (6], then we have the task of distinguishing,
which could be fulfilled only by a close familiarity with the language (hear-
ing cach form many times 10 see whether & or | ever occurred in i)
Cayeral comments on Swadesh’s recordings attest to Bloom field's *close
familiarity with the language” and to his relying on his internalized knowl-
edae as a member of the speech community to determine the correct trans-
gription of words!
4] [Swadesh vecorded wse-wa-kamite-w=:] seewakametsow  maple
syrup: T can hardly be wrong, as I heard 1t at meals over and over again.
[10] kanew soon, @t d fear poine in time; s¢ also 0 my ar; but I seem 1o
hear also kaniw. T remember once Being stopped from a false act (we were
mending a road) by kani kam kani! wait a moment!

[11] as tiki-set when hie was embarragyed, ashamed (bashful): should be te-.
[ am not sure ahout the last vowel, but think & is correct. Before they
realized that 1 understood more than T eould speak, 1 overheard my hostess
saying of me £-ses-mama-ce?taw teki-sew e is bashful ltke an Indian,
because | had not grabbed more than my share of a dainty-™

[12] ka-Pweket[:] | [[moted]| recall this name as ka-fwekit™

. The last piece of the analysis of the Menominee short front vowels to
fall into place was the determination that | €| was raised to ¢ after a long-
vawel syllable, if not followed by ?, h, w, or y. This rule may be referred to
a5 Rule 64, after the section of Bloomficld's chapter on morphophonemics
that freats it (Bloomficld 1962:96). Tt still had not been formulated when
H;l_finmﬁu]d was writing to Swadesh in June of 1938, though Swadesh's
recordings  attested its operation. For example, Bloomficld wrote,
“tete-"tepaha-n AN is my notion of the word for barrel”, and Swadesh,
after rehearing the word, added the annotation, “tete-?tepaha-n bamrel™;
_Efﬂ'ﬂmﬁtill suggests the transcription “ana-mehewa-htekon cross febv)",
nd Swadesh notes that the second <e> is pronounced [e] by Striker;®
8 adesh makes the same annotation to the <e> of Bloomiield's “aw-
Ohta-teset thar from which he will derive benefit® {Bloomfield 1938b). In all

\ sich cases the transcription used by Swadesh is the one eventually adopted
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by Bloomfield. This raising rule does not, however, appear in “Wenomin
Morphophonemics™, which has Such transcriptions as: < E"tek> “th

which is in place”, <mata’nem= +nasty cur”, <kaweweEpenew> e

flings him prostrate”. < endhnet= “if he walks thither or thus™ ( Bloomiizld
1439-108, 109). Apparently Bloomfield became convinced of the accoragy
of Swadesh's recordings on this point only after his return from the fieldiﬁ
1939

it seems likely that a significant element in the working out of Rulziét
was the final determination of the details of a second rule. which turmed oul
to interact with it in a significant way. This second rule is the mid-vowd
raising rule, which rases le-| to i~ |o-| to u-, and |o] before ? to wils
high vowel or a postconsonantal semivowel follows in the same wordgl
may conveniently be referred 10 as Rule 66 (Bloomfield 1062:96-97). 2 The
carliest formulation of Rule 66 is in the carly-20s draft. Although Bloon:
field’s phonetic recordings show a great deal of variation between mid and
high long vowels in the same or related words, this first formulation mefe
tions no systematic exceptions but simply notes that “Violations of the Tk
aceur: kewi' aniw for usual kiwi'Anaw he leads him home” (Bloombeld

1920-1940). A version of this formulation. without mention of exceptions:B |

in “On the Sound-System of Central Algonquian” { Bloomfield 1925134,
136}, The 1937 draft contains the gualification: “Sometimes this fails e
accur when an open vowel miervenes, €.&. ke-waskepi-w’
<p.= and linked to it by a bracket is <i->: Swadesh 1937-1938). In “Meng-
mini Morphophonemics™ this becomes: “This alternation sometimes failsll
take place in long words: kéwaskepiw beside kiwaskepiw he is drunks
(Bloomfield 1939:115). This view of Rule 66, as regularly taking plklt'i'r‘lﬁ
the stated environment but sometimes exceptionally (for whatever rcason
not operating, 15 what is reflected by the transcriptions in the wordhst “Hl
all wards are given in 4 normative form with the raising indicated. exceft
that <6> is always kept in the onomatapoetic roots <ohoh-= Heallingd
and <ohap-> “whooping™ (cf. Bloomfield 1962:97]. :
A word which illustrates both raising rules and their interaction 15
name of the myth character Bead-Man, which Bloomfield had the oppit
tunity to hear again a number of times in 1939 while recording from 1

* (above fhe=

o |

Lawe the myth in which this character appears (Bloomfield 1920-1940, 254

%1). Bloomfield transcribed ihe first occurrence of this name 1in the mytH#
<me-kehsi?neniw> (with the <= changed from <c>). the secon
(an obviative; the second

rence as <mi-kshs?n emwan>=

d l“_:cIJ:T' :
<ezi i
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changed from <e>-). and then all the rest of the occurrences in the myth as
me-kehsi-?neniw= Iy his first fair copy he normalized this throughout 1o
f:rm-kr-:hsi-”nmm-.-'.::, with =c= written aboye the <& (supgesting an
Jlternative possibility) and the <e> in the penult changed from an
sarlier <g>: in his second fair copy he normalized the form (0
sme-kehsi-Tnemw>; which is the transcription ek ehsi- Pneniw of his
pub]ishfzd grammar and ward list. The underlying form of this word is
|m|_--k5h:,c"m=.niw’|: it consists of the stem of me-kes (pl. mek chiak)
ipampum  bead” and a fimal related to en c.niw “man” (underlying
'|__-n..:n'1~.~.-| _which proves the underlying |g| of the penult)., As finally trans-
cribed it shows the operation of Rule 64 in the fourth syllable but potin the
cecond, and the operation of Rule 66 in the third syllable but not in the
first. The i~ in the third svllable represcnts an |e| that has undergone
lengthening O |e-| and been raised by the { in the last sylluble, but the e in
ihe first syllable 1s blacked from belng raised by the intervening £, The lel
in the penult does not hlock the raising of i- because it has been raised Lo ¢
after the preceding long vowel. To establish the normal form of this word
would have required both the recognition of the role of = and £- in block-
ing the raising of the mid vowels (a correlation recognized but stated differ-
ently in the 1937 draft) and the conclusion that the raising of |&| to e after
lomg vowels could not be subsumed under surface variation but must be rec-
ognized as phonemic.

Rule 64 and the final form of Rule 66 (with systematic blocking by the
mid vowels) were only farmulated by Bloomfield after his return from his
1939 field trip and obviously could not be checked against a rehearing of the
words that attested these processes. Rather, having established the regular
ity of the rules 1o his satisfaction. Bloomfield rewrote his corpus accord-
ingly. The recordings in “M had been normalized to fit the carlier formula-
tion of Rule 66 as without systematic exceptions: <kesi?ninihéw> “he
washes his hands”, <minihpeniw= “he digs potatoes”. <mikehsT?neniw=
“the Bead-Man” (also Bloomficld 19275:397). This uniformity was. hows
ever, helied by the consistent absence of raising in some individual lexical
items. For example, an early word list, probably compiled after the 1920
field trip, Das =kuhku:'mitizh>  “sock”, with raising, but
<uko: hkumiti:'hs An> “his sacks”, without raising. This peculianty was
suppressed  in the normative  transcription of “M=, which has
<kuhkiimeth= “sock™. < nikihkumetih= “my sock”, but it reappears later
in the 1037 draft: <kohku-metih= “eock™, <keko-hkometi-hsan> “yout
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.
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socks” (Bloomfield 1920-1940, 1937).%% Such a pair of words,. which given
the meaning are likely to have been among those whose shapes were firmly.
established in Bloomfield's mind, may well have played a role in his think-
ing about rules 64 and 66. After the final formulation of these rules, the
forms of the word for “sock™ could be understood as kﬂirku-nmﬂ:,
nekohicometi-hifsan ), with | ] blocking the raising in the possessed fonms
but itself raised, and hence not blocking, after the long vowel in the unpos:

sessed form. The remaining words of those just cited from "M were rewnt=
ten as kese-?nen e-hiciw “he washes his hands” and me-nehpeni-w “he digs"

potatoes” (Bloomfield 1975:85, 136).
The existence of exceptions to Rule 66 is mentioned, including excel-

tions to the blocking by mid vowels (Bloomfield 1962:96-97), but there 15010
systematic account of these exceptions and no indication in the published

record of which lexical items they occur in. From the perspective of the

norm. these exceptions are deviations that fall outside the range of !

phenomena that are to be systematically described. There are indications,
however. that at least some of the exceptions are not simply random fluctss

tion and inconsistency. For example, n eliciting a list of verb stems conbiine
ing the root kese-?n- “wash” followed by various body-part medialsy

Bloomfield recorded this root with the raised vowel <1'= in the stems thats

had a following raising environment even when there was an mtcr'-'euin{_g:f~
mid vowel (Bloomfield 19201940, 8:12}: <ninawkisi' ?nine heim=> “Lams
going to wash my hands™ (s il nenaw-kesi- fnene-heim). The uxceplir?n_i{{..-
raising in this root reappears in the original typed version of the .-'L-J’enarr‘iifﬂl-if
[.evicon. in which the normative generalization of raising found in "7#'1*'"?-'!-_'
otherwise undone to conform to the final formulation of rule o

a Pl - L3 “ i
—kesi-"nene-hoiw>= “he washes his hands", <kest-"nene-hkiwe he:

washes his armpits”; cf. in the same source, with raising blockedis f
<mo-nehpeni-w> “he digs potatoes”. Despite Bloomfield's subsequett

hesitation ** this fact suggests that this exceptional raising is 4 real fLﬂ““"
d for in b

that was known to Bloomfield but ultimately not sccounte
deseription. s

There are also recordings that suggest that exceptional raising may e
caused by certain morphemes. One of these is the suffix complex 'h?'ﬂ
(making verbs of collective action from animate intransitives): mant

<as pisihe’titua®> “when thev embark together {Bloomfield 1920 1'EM"::I'

T - S ey
1:64), printed as <as pii'sihe’titua®= (Bloomfield 1928h:8) and kepUaes

pu-sihettua? (Bloomfield 1962:507) instead of normatively
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seh®itua’ (cf. Bloomfield 1975:223); <las wi-kihe-tetua®> “when they
dwelt together” (Swadesh text; Bloomflicld 1920-1940, O6), normalized to
<as wi-kehetitwa® > by Bloomficld and then reheard by Swadesh as having
<ki= (Bloomficld 1938a), for normative as we-keheritua? (cf. Bloomfield
1975:275).5% Another is -hki (which makes verbs of habitual action and
derives agent mouns in -fikiw): <saki'puwi'hkiw> “he is a great biter”
[Bi.;mrnl'ir;-h’_{ |928h:16), normalized to <sake-powe-hkiw> (Bloomfield
062:278): <muwe-hkew> “cannibal monster™ (Striker text, consistently),
with the <u> corrected to <u->= by Swadesh (Bloomficld 1920-1940, G41)
and the whole rewritten <mu-we-hkiw> by Bloomfield (1220-1940, 546),
sormatized to mo-wedikiv (Bloomfield 1975:286})

The formulation of rules 64 and 66 was the last major step in the work-
ing out of the transcription of Menominee used in the published descrip-
gj{;-n_ which first appeared in print in 1941 (Bloomfield 1941, 1962, 1975).%
In-addition to the rewritings made necessary by the final form of these
rules, there were also changes in the transcription of a number of individual
words and morphemes. based on new information obtained from speakers
im 1938-1%4). One set of these changes involved the short front vowel in the
second syllable of some words having £2C in the first syllable. For example,
the word for “tree. stick, wood™ was first transcribed with two different
vowels; =<me?tik> (Bloomfield 1920-194(), “Alphab. list”), <me?tk=
(Bloomficld 1924:340); then with both vowels the same: <me?tekwak>= pl.
{(Bloomfield 1925:139), <me%tek> (Bloomficld 1920-1940, “M"},
<me?tek> (Bloomfield 1939:113); and finally again with the vowels differ-
ent: metek (Swadesh 1937-1938; Bloomfield 1962:114). Other words
show the same pattern of change: <ne?ni'meh> “my cross-niece” (Bloom-
field 1920-1940, early-20s list), <ne?nemeh> (Bloomfield 1920-1940,
‘M), ne®memeh (Bloomfield 1962:384):Y <ne'?nima:w> “wobacco”
(Bloomfield 1920-1940, early-20s list), <ne’nemaw> (Bloomfield 1920-
1940, “M™), ne?nema-w (Bloomfield 1962:248); <me?nikin> “he is big”
{Bloomfield 1920-1940, “Alphab, List”), <me®neken> (Bloomfield 1920-
1940, “M™), meeken (Bloomfield 1962:311), The parallel treatment of
this set of words suggests that the successive rewritings do not reflect sepa-
rite decisions about phonetic detail but successive reanalyses of a systema-
fic nature; in all these words ¢ in the second syllable replaces an historically
expected Menominee £. Other words of similar shape were, however,
treated differently by Bloomfield (cf. Hockett 1981:61).

A number of transcriptional changes indicated in Bloomfield's 1939
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ficld notes mvolve { and i+, sounds which he had tended to mishear or cop
fuse (ex. 2). For example, his notes record ong-wanik “redsquirrel”, with
double-underlined ¢ {(matching Bloomfield 1962:270). correcting the earligp
recording as (exceptional) ena-wani-k (Bloomfield 1939:115; sull uncor
rected in Bloomiield 1962:252 443 TO75:177) .24

I'he normative transcription of Menominee words that Bloomfich
armved at he descnibed as “the npormal form which they have for most
speakers” (Bloomficld 1962:2). As late as June, 1935, in L[iSEUSSing
Swadesh’s recordings, he had entertained the possibility that the apparent
phonetic overlap of the Menominee short front vowels was due 1o imperied
perception {ex. &), but by the time he wrote his letter to Blochim
December, 1940, he was persuaded that the overlapping was phonetically
real.?® The fact that the uniform and consisient community norm. wasg
least in part 2 consttuction armived at by linguistic analysis and was nol
directly observable is clear not only from the history of its formulation bit
also from data in the primary record that are inconsistent with it. This is, of
course, inevitably true about many facts regarding variation if the descnp
tive framework used treats the object of lingwistic description as by defink
tion uniform.

The rdle of the recognition of community norms in the description of
language is also evident in Bloomfield's account and documentation of the
use of the obviative in Menominee. An early statement is the followmg
(Bloomfield 1920-1940):

[13] 1f two animare objects of the third person are referred to in a possessed
noun, in a verh, or. often, in a scotence, then one of them enters into 2
special category, that of the obviative or subsidiary third person.

The oby is not strictly carried over from sentence to senfence, o EVel
from clavse to clause; vet it often serves in extended expressions....

One savs indifferently, He came and sat down where fie (another per
yon) was simng:

pis-und'piw inis inuh as aps’t (not obv.)

pis-und’piw inis ani'nuh us ap&’nit (obv)
though the latter is felt as the more graceful and sensible locution. Nt
uncommon are such expressions as a-pi'w inuh kfim}é'wan we An rhat
wife of Kimewan's is coming, where verb and particle are not obvitive,
although we'wan his wife is necessarily so; Jess clumsy is a-pi'wan anuh
kimeé'wan weé'wan
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In the first pair of examples the words are: <pis-una’piwz “he (proximate
[i:e. non-obviative]) came and sat down™, <inis> “there”, <inuh> “that
{pros.)”. <us apé't= "where he (prox.) was sitting”; <ani'nuh> “this
(pbv.)”, =as apenit> “where he (obv.) was sitting”. The second pair has:
<a-pl'w> “she (prox.) will come”, <inuh> “that (prox.)", <kimé'wan=
“Rain (prox.)”, <w¢'wan>= “his (prox.) wife (obv.)": <a-pi'wanz “she
{obv.) will come™, <anuh> “this (obv.)".® In the published grammar the
failure 1o use the obviative [or the second third person in cases like the first
is labeled “slightly clumsy and less urbane, but not unusual™. and the cases
like the sccond are described as follows ( Bloomfisld [962:40):

[14] A very common replacement of obviative forms by proximate occurs

when the discourse centers round an animate third person who is at the

outsel named as o possession of another persan and thersfore is niecessarily

in obwiative form. [The variam using the obviatives| represents o nest and

logical utterance: less deliberately and less urbanely, but often enough,

one will leave the verb and the pronoun in proximate formi. |
Elsewhere Bloomfield writes of such a case: “Occasionally there is discord
as 1o cbviation™ {Bloomfield 1962 :466).

In one fragment dating to the mid-1930s. some lapses of obviation are
ascribed 10 the artificial conditions of field work (Bloomfield 1920-1940:
ef. in Hockeet 1970:155);

[15] Clumsy speakers got tangied in the we of the obwiative; sll speakers
tend 1o give up obvialion as $o0n as the context widens out. This, however,
appears more extensively in my texts than it does im ordinary speech,
awing o the slow pace of dictation and, with some informants, o simplifi-
cation for my benefit,

This observation helps to explain why Bloomfield felt justified in emending
some proximates to the corresponding obviatives in his texts. An example
of this emendation 15 found in a text dictated by Louise Dutchman, the
beginning of which Bloomficld recorded as follows (Bloomfield 1920-1940,
2:12Y;

[16] uhse mehs An késnipu'ah, ine niw kEsdwew

Literally: “His vounger sibling died; he was a man.™: freely: “His younger
brother died.” (=<uhs¢'mehsan= “his younger sibling (obv.)", <kés-
nipu'ah> “he (prox.) died”, <ine'niw> “man (prox.)”, <késawew> “he
(prox.) was™.) The subsequent sentences are about the younger brother. In
the published texts (Bloomfield 1928b:24) this appears as:

AR T RAT
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[17] uhsé'mehs an ké's-nipdn; ind’niw kés-3 wew,

Here <keésnipu'ah> “he (prox.) died” has been emended to <ké's-nipaps

“he (obv.) died”, so that the shift from obviative to proximate takes plipe. :

between clauses rather than within a clause.’' The obviation discord in the
original first clause is precisely a case of the type described hy Bi{mmfiuldiﬁ:.
the second pair of examples in (13) and in (14) as “not uncommon” and.
cven “very common”, and it was used by a speaker who was, by his own
account, perhaps the very best that he worked with, Nevertheless, the emeg
dation of the text to conform to the perceived norm evidently took p;cc:é;
dence over documenting the use of this construction by & good speaker,
Normative emendation of the use of the obviative is extensive in a pas-
sape first recorded as follows from a text dictated by John V. Satterles
(Bloomfield 1920-1940, 1:48):
[18] unckihiku'mawak kés misahkatawe'hew unici'jonasows'wan
asgwThkihtdkua®  awenim  joh  mama?ci%awi'towa®.  ini?  akea'sig
sawengmikd'wesit inuh mésahkats'wet. ini® teh ajawik  asaw kiy
masd’pahtah misik teh napd’n as minu'opahtah, ni® woji'hkihtuk ajim
mésahkate wet kispin aki'koh awetok=ok asp&e natamo’kvut.

(one-kehekomawak “parents (prox.)”, kes-mesa-hkatews-hew “he

(prox.) made them ({obv.) [ast", eni-cianehsowa-wan “their childret™
[obv. )", as a-wi-hikihtokua ® “so that they (prox.) would gain it™, aw-enem= =

_1':1-11 Sranta-ce tawelua® “whe ra]_‘l_‘. tl:u.:}' (prox. ) would be _t.nm.:_'i:\:]dlu irE.I]:IH_ :

future™; ene® “that is”, a-ke-s-es-sawe-nemeko-weset “how he {F’Ipxi}_
i

would have been blessed (by manitous)”, enok “that (prox]S

A gl FE S F b ik
me-sahkars-wet “one who (prox.) fasts™; ene? “that 57, 1eh and’y

ava-wek “how it 15", as aw-ke-s-muasa-pafitah “that he (prox.) may ha‘i'!;" i i
IR 3 o 4 32 o s ke
seen an evil vision™, mesek “also”, teh “and”, na-pa-n “on the other hand =

H ’ o s N ak ¥ I
as-menuapahtah “that he (prox.) see a good vision™; ene “that lsd_'
wayi-hkihtok  “what he (prox.) gains”, ayvem “this {prnx.-:'__}_-,;
me-sahkate-we-t “one who (prox.) fasts”, ki-spen “if", akekoh “thesch

(prox.)”, awe-lokak “manitous (prox.)", as pe-c-na-tamakot “they (obyal

properly help him (prox.)”.) “Parents made their children fast so that T.i‘.l:;}f
{the children) would gain the means to be somebody in the future. Thﬂl'[s‘
the blessing that would have been granted to the one who fasted. And ﬂiﬂl
is how it is, whether he would have seen an evil vision or he sees a good ¥

ion. That is what this one who fasts gains, if he is really helped by tHESEE

manitous”,

The published version of this passage follows (Bloomfield 1935:#1‘_'
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[19] uné'kihé kumawak kés-misi'hkalewdha wak unitsi' s nehsuwi wan

as a-wi'hkihtunik aw-inim-joh-m » ma’ s tawinit. ini'?  a-kés-is-sawd '

nimikd)' wesit inuh mid'sahka 'wiit; ini'? th aya'wik as a-kés-moasa-

pahizh misik 2h napd'n as minu’ A pahtoh; ini'? wayihkibtuk ayom ma'-

sahk A tdwa't. KT'spin ani’'nuh awid'tuk an as pi'ts-na'tam 4 kot 2
I the first sentence, the subject inflection of the last two verbs has been
changed from proximate to obviative (as a-wi-hkiltonek; aw-enem-yo-h-
mami-ce awenet) to agree with the anaphoric referent “their children®:
this case 15 comparable to (16) and {(17). In the last sentence the subject
noun phrase “these manitous” has been changed from proximate to obvia-
tive (anenof awe-tokan) to agree with the inflection of the followi ng verb.
Here there can be no possibility that the narrator has lost the thread of the
construction because of the conditions of dictation, since the following verb
has exactly the obviative-on-proximate inflection appropriate to the dis-
course situdation: it is only the noun inflection that is out of line with the
narmative expectation,

Orther usages besides lapses in obviation were normalized in the texts.
Bloomficld observed that, although the statements in a traditional narrative
had a special quotative inflection on all predicates; a “bad speaker... may
lapse into non-quotatives for whole sentences at a time, which make the
story sound as though he had been present when it took place” (in Hockett
1970:155). Such a speaker was evidently Joseph Satterlee, whose original
dictation of the tale “The Frog-Prince” generally lacks quotatives (Bloom-
field 1920-1940, 1:106-110). In the published edition of this text, however,
the non-guotatives have been replaced by quotatives to accord with the
described norm: e.g. manuscript <wawé'kiw> (Bloomfield 1920-1940),
E106) printed as <wiwe'kiwin> “she was dwelling somewhere (quot.}”
(Bloomficld 1928h:574) 3

The worst Menominee speaker singled out for comment by Bloomfield
Was a man he referred to as “White-Thunder™; *his Menomini is atrocious,
His vocabulary is small; his inflections are often barbarous; he constructs
sentences on a few threadbare models™ (in Hockett 1970:154). His deviant
inflections were apparently not retained in the edition of the text obtained
from him. For example, he several times omitted initial change, the vowel
2blaut in stem-initial syllables that characterizes certain verbal categorics,
but these forms were printed with the initial change of the norm: manu-
STpL <ini” ina’cimit=> (Bloomfield 1920-1940, 33:38-34), printed as <ini'?
dna'tsimit> “that is how he told the story; that is the story he told” (Bloom-
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field 1928b:84),

Bloomfield's goal of describing the community norm of Menomineg
clearly had a great impact on his presentation of the Menominee data, He
provided an explicit account only of the pronunciations. forms, and usages
that he had determined constituted the norm, an entity that was in the fingl
analysis an abstraction based on evaluation and analysis of the raw mate:
rials collected. His editing of the texts shows that he regarded them as pro-

viding examples of Menominee that were consistent with the norm and not

as attestations of varicties of actual speech. There is no guestion that in

describing the norm he was able to reduce the extraordinary chaos of the:
raw Menomince data to remarkable order. and no doubt the delimitation of:

a4 morm 5 a very useful device for approaching such materials. But for
Bloomfield the description of the norm was not framework for the
description of the totality of speech observed in the COmMMUNIEY;: it was, or
became, by itself the final goal, Deviations from the norm are treated ange-
dotally or dismissively if at all, and the ideal that they might at least in prin-
ciple be left for later description (Bloomficld 1933:45, 311) was never
realized.

It is hard to avoid observing that Bloomfield's achievement of the goal:
of deseribing the community norm of Menominee sits uncomfortably with
his exhortation that in describing the language of a community a “linguistic
observer... must record every form he can find and. miust not select or
distort the facts according to his views of what the speakers ought to be
saying”, not to mention his general condemnatory remarks about normg:
tive grammars and about the obliteration of “linguistically valuable forms?
by the over-edition of ancient texts (Bloomfield 1933:7, 37-38. 295, 497).1In
bringing order to Menominee, Bloomfield achieved a different goal from
the one he envisioned in praising Truman Michelson’s first edited Fox ['31.“'_
“There are many books about language, bur very little of human speech s

Ihe description of o language as refractively defined by a postulated
community norm is fundamentally incompatible with the descriptivist ide!
of documenting and accounting for the totality of actual §peech. Bloom=
field’s work on Menominee clearly shows his strugele to reconcile these tWE
goals, which he resolved in favor of the approach that would permit e
{.ﬂfﬁfﬂuui' consistent descriptive epitome. Although he refrained from dis
cussing his reasoning in his publications, his retention of his various mants
seript attempts at describing precisely the most challenging features of the
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gy sugeests that he regarded consideration of these questions as a
atobject of inguiry. In this he differed from those for whom only the lin-
aist’s final explanatory stalements have validity, Such views are harmless
when held by linguists who study well documented languages but have
pmgmiu]l_» disastrous consequences for the scientific knowledge of poorly
inown languages, tor which inevitably the documentation and the analysis
largely coincide. Surely, then, Bloomficld's decision to publish s
Menominee texts before completing his analysis was correct. The funda-
mental task of the linguist must be to establish texis. Each aze will write its
own geammars, but the texts are for all time. It is regrettable, then, that
exis are the most neglected of the three components of a linguistic
Jocumentation: grammar, fexis, and lexicon, Even those in the American
iadition who have published texts have had little to say about what texts
or should be either in principle orin particular cases, and the methodol-
almost no explicit discussion. Neither “rexts” (a8
* are topics in standard textbooks { Bloomficld

onolo

are
ogy of text editing receives
documentation) nor “editing’
1033; Hockett 1958; Gleason 10a17.%

sharp line of demarcation between Bloom-
¢ studies of Algonquian. His most lucid and
which he takes a frankly comparative
using data from his four principal lan-
{Bloomficld 1927h),
ible introduc-

It is not possible to draw a
field's synchronic and diachrom
attractive writings are ones in
approach to descriptive problems,
suages: “The Word-Stems af Central Algonguizan”
which cven after his later treatments remains the most access
Proto-Algonguian -i-- ‘Fellow™
article that deserves to be
In his early

fion to Algonquian stem derivation, and ™
{Bloomfield 1941), an unaccountably neglected
classic of expository descriptive technique.
descriptive work, guch as “The Menomini Language” { Bloomfield 1924,
passim), “Notes on the Fox Language” (Bloomfield 1925-1927, pt. 1:221-
327, 229, pr. 2:184), and some manuscript freatments of Menominee (ex-

5). Bloomfield freely introduced comparative data in explanatory asides.
41 rules of Menominee was as his-

The first presentation of the phonologic

torical sound laws (Bloomfield 1924), and the famous disclaimer in “Meno-
mini Morphophonemics™ asserting the ahistoricity of basic forms and
descriptive order should be read with that in mind.® There can be no gues-
tion that knowledge of Algonguian comparative phonology gave Bloom-

eonsidered a
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field valuable hints for his description of Menominee. though his eventual
presentation includes no comparative references,

The “Sketch™ presents an historical phonology and comparative mor-
phology of Bloomfield’s four languages and is also; in effect. an introduc-
tory descriptive sketch of Algonguian grammar (Hockett 1948; Teeter
1973:1146-1147).% Unlike Bloomfield’s descriptive work, 115 comparative
methodology presented nothing that was new. and in this it resembles the
lucid but methodologically unoriginal exposition of historical linguistics in
Language. with its even then rather old-fashioned narrow view of the com:
parative method (Bloomficld 1933:297-495). There 15 a sharp difference
between the treatments of phonology and morphology in the “Sketeh™, Far
the phonology the proto-system is reconstructed and the histonieal changes
undergone by the descendant languages are stated, but for the morphology
there are reconstructions only for individual forms for which there are
direct comparisons. The reconstruction of the morphological systems of the
proto-language is not carried beyond the description of these individual
reconstructed forms, which are not always broken down into their con:
stituent morphemes, and the historical changes undergone by these systems
are not traced. Many lormations in the languages are left as unexplaingd
loose ends. with often no clear distinction made between those that am
innovations of the individual languages and those that are retentions of
forms that have no comparandum, or have shifted their function, or ar
otherwise not reconstructible.

As a conseguence, for example, a complete paradigm of the indepen:
dent indicative inflection of animate intransitive stems, the basic "r'f-']’lb:ﬂ'
paradigm, is not reconstructed. The third person singular and plural, which
correspond exactly in the languages, are reconstructed with “-wa ﬂﬂd'-.
“_waki, respectively. The obviative singular and plural are "ﬂw"s_tfm_i?d_‘
with =-liwali. and =-liwahi, with the remark that these are “simplified™ T

; i : . of *_fi: The ending ofths
Menominee and Ojibwa, where they lack a reflex of *-fi-. The L“m“gDt]ﬁ:i.'tf
first and second sineular is reconstructed as "-@, with the rcm'rn:}- I

= rdisagres

“M[enominec| adds an m, C[ree] an n™. The languages arc sa_m'-.i G g
as to the plural forms of first and second persons”, There is no attemp ﬂl\
account for the discrepart plural endings. or cven 1o -::orrcl!uf.r? them "';_E.-
the discrepant singular endings (Bloomfield 1946:97). The ermgj'ngs-.
order is described as “having an ending -celi, added to personal e lp.#
which resembie those of the conjunct, the chief differences being “-““':ﬁf.-
use of theme sign -aaw for the third person. and of -kw instead of [n8 =
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-t (or -k} as a third person gnding” ( Bloomfield 1946:102-103). In

which characterizes the interrogative end-
of the paradigm is not

conjunct]
these ToC
pughout. has not been §

omstructions the “-w-,
inzs thr egmented and mMOst
a;::uunked for.

The treatment of morphelogy in the
stement that in the case of irreconci
1ot show us the form of the parent speech”

there 1s extensive information on com-

«Sketch” is exactly in accord with
Bloomfield’s general st lable variants
“the comparative method does 1
1033:315). In short,
pt by implication no historical morphalogy.

{ comparisons and

[Bﬁmmll'i-::ld
tive morphology, but exce
Bloomfield™s reconstruction uf etyma based on exad
his sighting of the divergent aspects of the histories of the languages make
the languages seem mMOTE similar to each other than they are. Although
some distortion in this direction is inherent in any comparative approach, n
#glketch™ this convergence is artificial and does not reflect
onic facts of the languages. The likelihood of misrep
of Bloomfield’s first-hand
st susceptible. then Ojibwa
hest, does not suffer distor-
hut the reverse sometimes
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tion in the direction of the proto-languige.

seems to be the case.
in the case of Fox. Bloomfield's work with the published texts had
shown him that they werc aiten inconsistent an details, and his “INotes an
e Fox Language” include hoth explicit suggestions of error and silent
emendations, In his comparative studies, he often selects between two vari-
ants. omits divergent plosses. constructs forms related to gttested stems.
and emends what 15 attested in order to make an cqsier comparison with the

other languages. but these liberties with the Cecord are never acknow-

ledged.

For example. Jones’s texts hav
_and inflected forms in & single text
rived verb of being as both ineniwiwg

& evidence for both ineniwa and neniwa
as the Fox word for “man” collected by
Michelson unambiguously show the de
“he 15 a man” and Feniwind [ Bloomfield 1925-1927, pL. 1:2720-221). But
“the shorter form seems 10 have attained

even though acknowledging that
ent in @ comparative con-

and citing it without comm
d takes the longer forms as the norm, gives
f pepiva are

some independence”
text in Language, Bloomfiel
anly them in his word list, suggests that some pocurrences o
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in his comparative papers, where it matches the vowel-initial forms of the
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other languages (Bloomfield 1925-1927, pt. 1:220, 1933:381, 1984a:36,
1925:135, 1927b:395, 1946:87). In keeping the comparison simple, the real
historical change, pointed out by Michelson (1935:155), is ignored

There s a single attestation of the Fox stem in <kawid'kwaciyvan®>
“When T am so overcome with sleep as to fall™. (Jones 1907:124.1), which
is enterad unchanged in the word Tist as <<kawihkwacTwa> “he falls from
sleepiness” (Bloomfield 1984a:39), This is first cited, as a comparandum for
the final of Menominee <sikihkua®siw> “he has a nightmare” and Cree
<sckikwasiw>, as Fox <kawdhkwaciwa> “he falls from sleepiness”
(Bloomficld 1924:33), then as a comparandum for Cree <kawihkwasiw=
and Menominee <kakiohkwa®siw> “he s sleepy” as Fox
<kawehkwaciwa> "he is sleepy” (Bloomfield 1925:149), and finally, when
Onbwa kawinkwassi is brought into the equation, as Fox kawekwaiiwa
(Bloomiicld 1946:90; Goddard 1982:44, n. 162).% Each of the three succes:
sively different emendations of the Fox form, as well as the change in the
gloss, wias made solely on comparative evidence, and the silently emended
Fox forms were cited in ostensible support of equations from which. in fact,
they were in part derived.

For the Fox word for “louse™ the texts attest only ahkwahi “lice
(obv.)", pointing to *ahkwa, and kerehkomaki “vour (sg.) lice”, pointing (©
"thiowa (Jones 1907:64.13, 314.14). The alternation in shape between the
possessed and unpossessed forms would be unique, but although it might
accordingly be conjectured that one of the forms is incorrect there is no evi-
dence from Fox to suggest which. Bloomfield, however. relying on cont
parative evidence (e.g. Cree thkwa), always cites the Fox form as ifkwa, 67
its equivalent,® both in comparative contexts and in his Fox materidls
(Bloomfield 1924:338, 1925:138, 1925-1927, pt. 2:183, 1946:93, 1984a:33).
In fact, however, Fox aftkwa “louse™ is correct (Paul Voorhis, |"':TS’“nE]

communication 19700 and the irregular alternation i form preserves &m0

example of a poorly understood feature of Fox that Bloomfield (1925:131;
1946:86) refers to as the “deviation™ of some short vowels in initial syllas
bles,

From Fox ahfkwima-éi-wa “he is exhausted from running” and koE

kima-ci-wa “he is able to move” (apparently frozen compound stems) ank
mrama-ci-wa the moves, strs” (Jones 1907:210.5; Michelson Eul‘::ﬂfﬂj.z:':
316.14) Bloomfield (19842:59) extracted Fox *ma-éi-wa “he goes, mayes
that is cited without specific gloss as a comparandum of Men P
ma-ci-w “he starts off, moves away” and related Cree and Ojibwa forms

omnings:
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1975-144), and later in inflected forms glossed “move” and

ign” (Bloom field 1944:100). The later comparison includes forms made on

éaﬂ_iihwa stem Tma-Cie- Cgo away” that is inconsistent with the earlier, cor-
apparently also i comage. The Ojibwa stem for "to go
away” is ma-cas, with an archaic umlauted form ma-ci- attested for the
ird singular independent in the Nipissing dinlect; the correcl comparan-
dum for Fox mama-&i-wa “he moves, strs” is Ojibwa mama-ci- “id.”. The
Fox verb is used in expressions like faswi me-ma-cif: [yakwe™ “as many of
: *_ a high-register expression for “we mortals”™ (Michelson
1025:452.31-32). s Menomines comparandum is thus not ma-ci-w “he
sparts off 7 but marnma-ce aw “he moves, sOrsT, with its homophonous
Jerived agent noun meaning “human being” (now “Tadian™), which shows
4 different abstract intransitive final but much more significantly the same
shape of the initial and exactly the same range of meaning. The difference
in the finals can be explained as resulting
+_i.. (= Menominee -¢--), which has been almost ent
sated from Menominee in stems indicating motion. by Menomines -?ta-,
the productive final denoting  “activity of movement” (Bloomfield
1962:303-304). Bloomfield mentions the reshaping of stems in his compari-
cons. but he seldom discusses the recurring patterns and the reasons for
epes into the details of attested usage and meaning.*

“he is long”, which is compared

aloomfield

rect account and is

ps (mcl.) as move

from the replacement of Proto-
Algonguian irely elimi-

them, and he never

Another altered Ojibwa form is kinosi
with Cree kinosiw and other forms pointing to  Proto- Algonquian
*kenosiwa (Bloomfield 1046:110). But all sources, including Bloomfield's
recording, have a long vowel in the second syllable of this word in Ojibwa:
kino-si (Baraga 1880:136; Bloomfield 1957:242; Rhodes 1985:170). In
adjusting the Ojibwa word 10 the comparative evidence Bloomfield has
if relatively minor. unresolved problem of

effaced an example of a real,
y, the frequent disagreement between lan-

Algonguian historical phonolog
guages on the length of an of-) after a short-vowel initial syllable.
Bloomficld gives the Ojitwa reflex of the rare Proto-Algonquian clus-
ter *&k as 9k, citing <<ninagackung=> “at my palate” (Bloomficld 1925:148)
and (doubtless constructed from this) ninakask “my palate” (Bloomficld
1946:89) as the cognate of Menominee nena-kackon, a plurale tantum. The

oddly plossed lacative appears 10 he a rewriting of the Nipissing-dialect

form of Cuoq (1886:248), who gives in his entry only
mon palais™. Relying on William lones's transeriptions Bloomficld at first
believed that Ojibwa made no distinction between sk and &k, and this must

<ni nagaskong=> “i
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be the reason he replaced Cuoq’s <sk> by <ck> ( = [$k]) in the carligr &
paper. By the time he wrote the “Sketch”, however, Bloomfield knew imm:
mis own and others’ field work that Ojibwa did have a distinction hetwcm
sk and $k. and that Jones had simply confused them (Bloomfield 1046; ﬁ_
fn. 10). Cuog's <sk>in"* palate”™ is confirmed by Baraga (1880:293), wﬁn..
has <ninagask> “my palate”, <onagaskon= “his palate”. and. .1]:'Iparenﬂ_r.:

on the basis of these nineteenth-century dictionaries, which ccmqmn_nt]'.'ﬂa-,'-
unguish these clusters, Bloomfield concluded that the correct Ojibwa fm-:;_.
was <ninakask> and wrote this in the first draft of the “Skewch® [r.i':_j
Rhodes 1985:274). In the end, though, the ghost-form ninakask WS TEife

troduced, apparently as a correction based on the earlier emended formal
More seriously, Bloomfield (1925:148, 1946:89) gives the only nther'eljé.-l
mon attesting Proto-Algonquian “¢k as being supported by Fox r’{r’hkj.'é'.‘;l-'ﬁ'
“he is old” and Menominee kecki-w *id.", with no mention of the nhwiuﬁ__".li_ ;
germane Ojibwa kikka- “he is very old” (Baraga 1880:133).

brasis [ur wark in the field dnd will continue o dr:u 501, Fﬂn-nmiu_!d |r.c0‘fnliﬂﬂ ;
that, viewed diachronically, the variant features of a language are its hmﬂﬂ"
and cannot be ignored (Bloomfield 1933:311-12, 394), but in his AlgeE
r[uun “urk ht:. :memu}n was not on the nnrml of ]'h!!"llCLﬂ:l.T details ﬁ‘lﬂ’:'

the hmadﬂ picture. lt is :'.':dem rurher that hc focused hra infetr
direct comparisons as @ basis for erecting & comparative framework f"-“'_
study of the Algonguian languages. In this his approach to the anparﬂﬂﬂ
study of these languages resembles his quest for the norm behind ‘ht
attested variation in his descriptive work. And just as he gives no lﬂd":‘mnﬂ
that he thought accounting for variant features synchronically was “""h}
mental to understanding the workings of the language of a speech cnmmlm'l
ity. he shows no interest in pursuing the examination of synchronic varte
tion as ongoing linguistic history. For Bloomfield, after all, what Wi ﬂw'
same was the basis of what was language (Bloomfield 1926: 154-153):

i
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NOTES

1 Aloomield’s word lists have been pubhished as "lexicons™, bur this designistion does not
huve heen used by Bloomiield and scems overly grand for Jexical lises that incude anly

appeat j 1L
frief mminslutions pnd no examples or text references. That Hockett originally intended the
aesignation “lexicon” simply to indicate relatively Jarge size is sugpested by the terminological

Ssfincoons made among e Menomini-English lexicon of about 11,000 entries, a small Cree-
English vocibulaty, and a stll smaller Fox-English word 1ist™ (in BloomfGeld 1962:v); the bricl
Qttaiva list is also called “Word List™ {Bloomfield 1957:x).

The inclusion of tables of inflectional endings in the Fox list suggested to Hockett that it was
{in Bloomfield 1984a:1), since they would have repeated

wmpled “in the vary garly |40
aformation in the “Motes o the Fox Esnguage” (Bloomfield 1925-1927). But the list ncludes
words and inflectional endings from Michelson (1925), which came nto Bloomfield’s hands only
whils the “Naotes on the Fox Language™ was in press (Bloomfield 1925-1927, pr. 2:187, n. ). The
dute nf compilation would appear 1 have been alter 1927, when Bloomield moved to the Uni
veraity of Chicogo and would have had cusy access 1o the University of Chicago notebook in
which i11s written.

2} For the identification of the dialect that Bloossfictd called “Eustern. Ojibwa™ az an

Ottawa dialect. see Rhodes { 1976, 1985:ix) and Rhodes and Todd (1981:65-66),

sime to ¢ before mtervocakic
|. the imregular vocative of

1) Bloomficld's wording has & kept before i and belore 7C; ral
g permitied o necount for me %t anabvzed as underlying |I'IE-"':§‘L-
nesmiat “tny brother, friend (man speaking]”, However, ne 8-k, the irregular vocative of Aekial

*mymother” | Bloomiield 1962:21), shows thi £ i not raised in this environment, and the ¢ of

mefar can he explained as o cuse of the shortening ol a basic long vowel in a static word | Bioom-
feld 1942:04: fn. 7 below). The formulation permitting raising before intervocalic ? reflects un
eatfier transcription of this form as <ne®e-h>= (Bloomfield 1933:177) The specific eoviran-

ments that permitted the rmising of = to ¢ in prefixes by surface variation arc 2880 varioushy
descritied {Bloomiield 1920-1940. 1962:7, 21, 95 Teeter 1970b:23R)

4} Pointed hrackets enclose exact trunsliterations of the source, except that the acute dceent
Ealways placed after the vowel, as in the publishied texis, In the manuseripts the aeute is cither
O¥er o after the vowel, sometimes indetcrminately, or siress s marked before the syllable. Fhue
symbol 4> found in Bloomiield's early manuscripts end in the published texts has been
retained even though the distinction between < ~ > and <a> s very inconsistently made, result-
ing in many doublets of no significance, and was always eliminated in favor of <a in all other
pablications. Plhonemic transeriptions in itslics use the spelling of the final description { Bloom-
Bekd 1962, 1075), but with ? used for glottal stop; this was Bloomfield’s usage until his very lust
wiiling and is universal in the manuscripts, though he experimented with the use ol <g=
fmesely 40 make printing casier” already n the draft of “Oo the Sound-System of Central

TR 1001 e Wi s

i 1
H
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Algonguian” (seelenier $11 in Hocketr [987).

Ltnlics s sometimes wsed for morshe
: : €5 usel tphopha M ey
lotherwise given between vertical bars | g

|} when Bloamfeld's expasition is being folloue
sely, to nvoid mtroducing 4 graphic distinction between levels that he did no mnke

3) The use of <i> for the long vowel of the low frang queadrint was dictared by eatahfeyg
Algonguianist pracrice, particularly in the transcription of Fox geed hy Jon
o letter written in September or early Crcraher of 19200 (M2 in Hocke

Michelson: “I like 10 use & fop i, whether long or shar™

es and Michelsn g
1t 1987} Bloomfield 1
i : tin this letier Blaomfield staiey
explicitly that he thought there were two short frant vowels, and his examples and disdissios
show that he was anly beginning 1o grasp the sioastion as he later vame 1o understand it [Blnn:m..
field |"."|“-[|1|33|.I The symbals: <y §

fater used for writing the three shor Iront vowek
(Bloomfield 1925} were selected for similar reasons of conformity as much as Pessible o the
transeniption used for Fox (letter $10 in Hocken 1987

6] The manuscript originals of the texts generally have <oz for e only before w or % am
<u> for ather cases of o (and for 4. which iz only found before w and ), The use in the prul
Iished 1exts of <i> for f and of <6 for ois omitted from the table of equivilences that Bloom.
ficld pave to Siebert {TU2:8).

7) Swtic words (Bloomfield 1962:94), carlier ealled atonie (Bloomiicld 1939-113-14), e
exempt from the rules thir lengthen o short vows] in g monosyllable and in the second syllahls
of words with short-vowel first svilables. and they sometimes have other peculiarities. For the
correct statements of the rules that lengthen und shorten vowels under various conditionssee
Bloomlicld (1939:113-13) and Goddard, Hockett, snd Teeter [1972;1-2)

&) Bloombicid used the new arthography in 4 note to Michelson of Jupuary 19, 1931, thes
stipped hack into the old orthography in @ note of February 5, (012 {Bloombeld 1919-1937)

8] The section here called the phonalogy has two parts, one: labeled *Phonetics” i the

ather. consisting of morphophonemic rules, laheled “Morphology™ (Swadesh 1937-1938); the
section in Bloomfeld's hand here called the marpholopy is fabeled “Inflection” (Blodmfekl
1957). Swadesh wrote the date 1937 on the twa sections of the draft, but he scems not to e
hied them in hand at the time of his brief inital Geld work on Menominees sometime that yein
he did, however, have at Jeast the phonalogy when he began his 1938 work, s he refers (ot
that fime {Swadesh 1938)

10) Swadesh was jnvolved in teaching literacy to native speakers of American Tndizn i
fuages, While at the University of Wisconsin {1937-1938 and the fall term of 193510301 he PFORe
osed 1o the Works Progress Administration the setting up of the Oneida Language and Folklore
Project, to teach some Oneids speakers 1o write Oneida and send them aut to collect texts: sl
sequently, after deciding 10 undertake similar literaey work in Mexica, he turned the direction
of the Oneida project over 1o Floyd G, Lounsbury {F.G. Lounsbury, personal commuicatie
1956])

1T) There are some orthographic differences berween the 1937 draft phonology and mﬂthE‘]'

opy, In the 1937 phonology, ss in “M”, <o> and <u> conirast anly before w and % 5‘5"5:
elsewhers only <u>is written (. fn, &). Tn the 1937 morphology, <o> is writlen cverywhere

excepl where <u> contrasts with it. For the long diphthongs, “M™ and the 1937 mu1phU-Eﬂ-']
have =ia= and <ua=, while the 1937 phonology mostly has -<<yp-= and <wa:>, with <ua>

=tz sppeanng in the final sections (perhups changes introduced by Swadesh m copying).
5 .. " i i . _ P N
) Bloomfield notes that basic |e| is ¢ in pronunciation also in |mene-2tum-| “in fran

“which doubtless comtains the prefix |me-|"

rrTreg

LEONARD BLOOMEL

i Rloomfield's use of the word o
thy moL intended o exclude stuty

peme < kinipayint> { Bloomiield 1*
pame :

{5 fati his Tale do
) The formulation of :.u_u-. e d
Wi - (oo ehkosdiram “he drinks
oicf, Bloompeld 1962:95; n. 3

) This formulation works |1r1..|.3=. b
':. wors by b, keeping |n| in |n| jus
8 [Bloomificld 1939:109, 113; rules
W cioneme |n| is used for the elem
! ‘i"s';lnf the mocphophoneme [N in

e and |n| in the latter
3 !"||&] “senomini Morphophonemc
fa holopy (see fn. 1), Long vowel

= e g R
i Ty T T 4 R

: 17 The copy of Swadeshi’s table
Pt the numners Bloomfeld uses G
fanl by Swadesh on the copy be fe

Biloomfield did

¥
£ {4y overlaps with

5 1[‘.‘5 Tresumabl
Wemeans rather: if
Shn the original

=) Bloomficld occasionally ship
b= changed from =<i=] the <e>
hits just written <te->=. For the
-I-.:{]E"I'l_"'f“ﬁ:]_ bt when 5\.\';111:!-']'! _l._"n'h
P [Bloomficld 1920-15940, 59, 554}

) Rloomield first wroge "ot

1) Swadesl recorded the wcl_l'
<andmehawa-hiekun= (Bloomii
tlthe first element by claiming thi
tan’, the corresponding initisl we
Swaresh, subequently recordead
mutely came 1o spell all these t-:|i.
held 1962:213, 234, 304, 305, 368
g dhe later normalized form
toepled Swadesh's <e> in 5
=annmehewa-htekon= in his I
== could not be basic |el, wh
Rille 54 which allowed this <«
besic |E|, an anatysis soill refiec
< guage (Bloomfeld 1962:126)

I} The raising sometimes is
Ty

) A drafl section on jrTees
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whiatever the explinution for it miy be. 15

< of the word “particle” here.
of speech other than particles, ©-&

|d's ust
. exclute static words that are paess
frchd 1220194, M.

mes used {or morpha
TG i

I's exposition is boingify
5 thint he did not |'|'!|i11;:~:

13 Ripomfic
. Bl jrended b

¢ (ot all cuses of inidal le| are

not tecount for the foc
aising befnre miet vocalic

this rule does
J.and incorroetly allows:

i E_TIJI‘.IILJ.".[u'-:I of
bk g “he drinks it up”

4 1UEE95; fn 1 above).

rant was dictatcd by estabii
ssed by Jones und Mickielsa
Hockert 1937 Bioomfel
ln this letter Bloomfieid
il his examples and.d
of came o understand it [

’ficf_ B|._-._'|r|1|in'|.
This formulation warks only by spiitting o 1W0 the rule that repluces frst members of
by 1. kecping fn] in [nC| just e peovide an environment for this type ol irregular riis-
._h;@-fwm_ﬁ.ﬂ.;!. (630109, 113; mles 12 and 23, In “Wlennmini M{rrptmphunmnlm“ the mor-
E'ﬁ T In is weed for the clement thiit is subject b underzoing mutation @ . the equv-
.'*'ﬁmfﬂw orphophoneme [pe] in The Menoming Langueage. the non-mutating m is | M| in the
frmer 2ud | i the fatter

1= for o only before woords e :
ree w and *). The use iniheim i Manomin
able of equivalences tinthl

ig the three shost Frontivg
mity s much us possibletd

o= gnd =uz as the 19347 draft
d the long diphthongs are

has the same use ol

i ‘ﬂnrplmrrlt-n-_-nncs"

11}, Long vowels are indiceted with i macron, an

S potogy (sec [0

mfﬂﬂ"'i#:l'a_} pnd <wi
{7y The copy of Swadesh's able with the numbers on it is Aot with the letter that relers 1o it,
m&k;numbcrs Binomli cr in which the “morphophomes” were
fed by Swidlesh on the eopy he

mfield did not miend 1 wrtte “omd on

1d uses correspond to the ord

ic (Bloombield 1030:113-14
retained (Swadesh 1937 [933).

Mable and i the seconds

the other hand wath {617 but

vels under variows conditfnes A ([g) Prosumobly Bloo
{(1972:1-0) ; memmsruihiers i £ (4} overlaps with e (L, ete.) and 1§ (6 ulsa overkaps with e, The brackets are

" .-ﬂufmr'nfigin;l'..
loemfield cecasionally slips into the pld orthography. Here cmama-ce?taw> has the
ged from <=3 the <e> in the first syllable of <tcki-sew=> 151 similar slip, given that
written <te-sx. For the construction used in Ths exRpression see perhaps Blanmiichd
54, but when Gwudesh chedked 1 with Striker he ]1|r1'::71:|1 s Prawe exesteki-gen

mfield 19201940, Q50 554

shetson of Januwary 19, 1935000
1932 ( Bloomiicld 19191633

clogy” (Swadesh '.'J‘-F-l;";l',_’;H}",l
labeled “Infection” [i:'llx_m"
1 draft, but be seems nobtod
| Menunines sometine it
his 1938 work, s he Tefrs

‘Hj-}&ﬂmun:ﬁcld first wrote “noted”, then crossed this out and wrote “recall” above 1L
Cal)Swadest recorded the word for “eross™ {in the abviative) from Fi
anmmehawa-htekun> (Hloomfickd (9701940, Q12): Bloomfigld suppars tig different spelling
intthefirsn element by clatming that. afthough the verl was —ana mehaws the prays. i@ Chris-
'tu:..!?.!l‘l.n_tanﬁ_lnnndmg initial was anp-mehgw-= [these v owel lengths match those in™ Wil
{3 m subsequently recorded the verb from Stoker us ana-melew, and Bloomfield ulti-
eamz o spell all these reloted elements with & long vawel in the fourth syllable (Bloom-
Eﬂg{ﬂﬁtilﬁ_ 734, 304, 305, 368, 1975:18). an exception 10 the rules that adjust vewel length;
'“_F!I].WT normalized form -u:r.--.rJ:lc.'.-F-w.a-n'ln‘lf-' [ Bloomficid |962:262, 1975:18), Blnomiield
el Swadesh's <o>= in the noun Gnal <-a-htek]w-1= and used the franscriphnan
| Simchewa-hiekon in his fair copies of Swadesh's text (Bloomfeld 1920 1940, 514). This
* _.hﬁlLM ot be basic Je]. which wonld potate the ¢ 10 ©, and belore Bloomfeld formulated
Faiiich allowed this <fe> 1o be taken as an & raised from basic ||, he anilyzed it a5
1["-5, an analysis still reflected in 2ome of the materials that make up The Menomiil Lan-

Yy
m Bloomfield 1962:126).

,Eﬁ]h: ruising sometimes is of

rank 5. Gauthier as

speakers of Amcnican [ etz
he fall term of 193514935 hepe
the Oneidy Language and Fol
cend them out 10 collectiEss
in Mexico, he tumed the Ll
winstury, personil COmmCE

1437 drait phonology and me
_ontrast only before w ond 2
hotopy, <03 i5 Wrillen BV
“%1" and the 1937 o
<yl

s
sy atd S wa =, with
copyed 10 1ke place acTOss gompound-stem or weird hound-

[iced by Swadesh in oo WinEk
L 1 i
¥

|.- ]
'EH.:’J fRsdraft seciion on irrcgulsr neun possession |

$raft in tTARSCEID-

=i 7
matcinng tho early-20s dra

1 adsa i :m.;'ﬂc-'?1:'=|11-'.

B



210 IVES GODDARD

(tion]} has <Kuhkd'mitih= “stocking, sock”, <ukil’Tkumiti‘hs an= “his soeks”, witl fhoe :

the second form changed from <a> (Bloomfield 1920-194() methay show that the gloss:

24) Tn the published version these verbs conform to Rule 66, but two derived ney
s exceptions: Lesi- " ehbwan “washrap”, kest ®nen s-hetkon “wash-basin™ { Blonmfsigin
B7: not in Bloomfield E962). Hockett, the editor, supgests that these miphn b
“kese: 'nehkwan and “kese-"nene hoikan. A slipin a set extracting information fmm i
1940 materials, on the other hand, solves the anomaly of the first of these formsih
kesi-nelikwin, with the second e double-underlined for cmphasis {Bloomfield 19205 i
would agree with the transcription of the underlving vérb 68 Kese-"nohkow “he wasls e
{Bloomfield 1962:407). The transeription kese- Pnehiow (Bloomfield 15975:84) seoms tn ke
poried by early recordings with <e>, c.g. =kise:""nehkow>, but the similar : i Pwoomisprinis have beg
| <kimo:'tehkows “he steals (habitually)” in the same source ( Bloomiield 1920-1540 : :
list ), apparently supporting kerroehfow (Bloomlield 1975:79), is similarly contrads ! g o7 <asaw kés-=; th

BolsFrom the paint of view
es had 1o be consadercs
B e and elsewhere Bi
it {the cquivalent of aner

[{iHyphens hove been adc
nthe guoted sentenc
it is printed as the s

! recording kemo-telikow (with the ¢ undeclined three times) on 2 loose sheer contag ﬂ-—-ﬂ 3 arimnals, by thi norma
| apparenily jotted down by Bloomficld on his 1939 trip, A Tew other words written witha Second word . The last en
tional raizing appear in the final descrption: e.g. ei-pe-wenenin “deceased person” []-1|‘" miigh! | T Tepresentative sing
196268, 1975:43)  wiwers-hpe-hpeswan Sveil™  (heside  weswele-fip - ipesiviot 1 wonrd dare oLcasioni

wiswere-hpe-hgeswani-k “veil-tloth, neming” (Bloomfeld 1975:279, 282}, matcine
recordings ke <wivi'tshpehpisu’onik> (Bloomfield 1920-1940, early-208 s, 3
lomiicld 15280:5) mis
e Spower”, the men

particular talent oF 2

| 25} The [3] in the second syllables of these forms, appareatly o secondary cilect 6Ithe
15 nat accounted for. BloomGeld herg normalized Swiadesh's =-ua?= (third plurzlkeg
1*2 10 make the ending conform to the regular rules of vowel shortening (web

short equivalent of ur): ~1 don't-beligve there 15 much difference in this ending, beiween
wa = perhaps none. Bul the unphonemic notation of u-afwa in general in my 1okl issa
ing that | want 10 carry out the phonemic valucs in future, This meéens -u-o%/-wa® dist

335 e printed text has 3
EExtowas dictated, Two ol
andfing quotative: <iniwi

was chiecked over,

the peneral rule, wnless it should appenr that this suifix has always the lang form.” (Blog
19380, He later concluded. i agreement with Swadesh's transcription, thag this

DElives weate nol Sme

indezd {exceptionally) always long, ive negative -<kon

| .
E 26) The canclusion reached by Teeter (19700:237) that “Menomini Morphophone iy l‘“".':wﬁml:ml}.
E 1 revised and completed version o the chapter on morphophonetnics in The Men H'm{?m:f;[lv:.-.ﬁ:n?trl
| suage is disproved by data considered here. Hockett {1970:367) sugeests thal Upres e Sl ARTE \AYoH
Bloomfield’'s letter of December 28, 1940, o Bernard Bloch was a reply (0 questnifss Hitocken's (1958:142-1
from Bloch's reading of “Menomini Morphophonemics™; parts of the cormespd s hetween spoken
Hockett did not print might clarify this, butin any event Bloomficid™s letter m facs descr B O0f tooken “rexts” in
[ new anaiysis of 1940, which he may have told Bloch about at some point . mlﬁﬂgll these scholar
E 271 wePnem el is found already in two 1933 letters from Bloomfield o H—“'-'.l 5-3: B o acdin
i and 6. 1933, Bloomfisid 1920-1940%, A letter 1o Truman Michelson has <ne?nemEei=s

19. 1931, Bloomfield 1919-1932), und the early “Alphab, List” has <ni*nimeti=> {BKE
1920-1940), with the <i= of the prelix changed from <e>. e

18] Many of the new trunseriptions did not get entered inta (he typesenp! ﬂf'l"“H
Levicon; the “Supplement” (Bloomiicld 1975:284-80), cantaining woras lb‘-”“'f‘ by
Hioomiield's card Gle but not in the typescript, has many words from the |~f.|3.t~.E.‘N:U. s
may well turn out o consist entirely of words obtamed or reheard during thet F“J'"“d'_]:_.
Miner {1977:72) has pointed out, not even all words or variants.in the 1‘“_1"1'5'1&# o ; ) aly et
the Lexicon. For example, ohse mefiemaw “the younger brother or sister 18 3’“‘:@3’5 ; ﬁiﬁh?;mmm with
field 1975:171) but not the presumably disfavored variant ehse-memai, though ths 8P mial syllables wi

5

W typed drafts o
helds turmed up
(Bloomfeld 1638-1¢




ssocks” | with tha-=g
- WHR e

wei derved noany p:-r.ﬁn,_:'-
sin” (Bloomiield ]q'llsz'g's_'f.:
. :nr_'.nu:. might bererpe
II!I_TI'I'I.IlHI.': from the ]t_l;g_-__
of these forms by pvmes
oomiield 19201907 it
tkrw “he washes his ot
197584} seems {ohe ﬁ-".
it the similar r{:uurﬁ_;i
yield 19201940, ek
nilarly contradicted huh.g 3
s sheel containing E:'I;nmx.'
wirds written with Em:p. ;
sasgd persan” { BioombHE 5
WerE -'|p&--’|_ru'r~n'|.'n]' and -
i, 2821, matching=earyis

cly=20 list),

indary #ifeet of the-rising 4
- {third plural conjunc]ia 5

shartening (ki bein

ibs ending, between i3
wal iy Lexts b5 50 dismREe
15 -wenown? distriburcdiy
- T
1e long form, { Bloomfisds
i < I
iplion, that this sellizsassy
&b

ni .\I.c|11:hn|1;u:ncml“!"'wi-

nics in The Menomi Lot
egpests that “presimbl
@ reply Lo uestions iI.TIIII!.‘:;
W the correspondencs: (e

‘s letter in fact describesthet
pint fj
ield to Rurh Landes Uu-'lié:"ll'1

'|‘¢;

L
e

of the Menomis

Iypescripl \
words found b
‘om the 10381940 workd

e from At e

amples F

-'F]'IW*“"-"" |'|.|,l_'| Ti¥ b
and elsewhere Bloomie
[ili:r-'.}' [t |:u_uu.'=’.-:m ol anenah) for enoll *that {
=31y Hyphens h
]31.'15 with the guoted senlence <
siom], bt il 1= printed a5 he second of §
247 Two mispnols have L
: gew fram the manuscrpl

plecmifichl’s chang
: thee replacement of =<kispin= il

ke, or <usaw kEs-=
by e normative

g;p: priginals.
The last emendanon might SCeml FEaso

Jife" (Blomficid

Sever the particular tnbent

y Hocke RSy
and

luring that peried. In facty
the published texis UppetE

[ o sister” is given (BIOGTEERE

%

smaw, though this appe

LEONARD BLOO

aut three spoakers
hat show that the glo

2 From the p

i3] Here

FET

the second word.
wdue, bt pepresentsive singul
pomber &
meslinears in Bloomfiel
body!}; Blonmifield’s translatio

gRntone “pawer

"33} The printed 1ex

fhe et was dictated. Two preurrences af
= in the original manuscrpl:

resmonding quotaiive <iniwin
the:text was ehecked over,
fuau-quma.
predicative negitive <kon=w
g quoative (inconsistently <
Stisthis {prox. )" was gmmende
respamding, quotative {ayowert
| 3] Hockew's (1935:12
differences between spoken @
Bission of spoken “Lexrs” it

10), Although these scholars make ¢l

Jlex in & language that has an
el procedures to b
B mmmalist approach o o

(183
?;5] This disclaiimer i5 sif

Bhonological Alernation” (Swadesh and Voepe

36) Two typed dralts of

Blbomfeld's, turned up at Yale in the 19705 and

hives (Bloomfield 1938-194
omiginally tranzcribed with <

sses i the Lexicon do not abwpys cover thi s

aint of view of classy
considered morphephonemes (1 Tor

ave been added ta mark the p

jscord arc pocasionally enco
d's manuscnpl LU0 F

102805 misses the poing
', the means by which oni i a
or accomplshment mmght b2,

{ has 35 guotative [orms, o

perhaps with Jerome Law

tves were not cmended, pr grumably

17-144) section on “editing spoech”

o used in editing texts of Even this restnc
diting {Gaddard 1473); =&

_{-.E:“ i Emitial svilables was changed to <=1 6.8, et
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574, Sicher (1960:1 14 cites ex-

{Bloomifeld 19780382, 476,
pecific textual usages.

-ul American phoneniic theory Bloomficld’s overlzpping
ckert 194%:124, fn. 262 Joos 10FH:2)

14 substitutes the demonstrutive (“particle”) anoh “this

prox. ™.

ceverhs, (i the noteboak the paragraph begin

ames ficst {presumably dependent on same eurlier conversa-

he two paragraphs i the ext.
silently corrected: one missing wiord space and one metathess
el imcludes the normalization of the sandhi in =as
4 comman spelling 1n the manu:
uf the expected plural cnding 10
he basis of present knowl-

<ki'spin=; and the additian
nablie on 1
- anu certain kinds of

smmon in Adgonguisn language
first sentenee follows the

o prosper’; “be somes

(g | o
untered. My translation af the
mn samething higher,
iina continuance of martal
i5 10 indice mamious 1o
ot fife (what-

ey that thiy might thierafrom @
¢ that the object of the fasting
e 1o lead a complete and compete

m

w5 first writlen as such when
2= it was then (that}” were changed to the cor-
thie rest remarmned ynemended when
o ( Rloomfield 1920-1940, T41-44). Twa
: hy oversights one of the threg occurTences of the
as kept as=kanz rather than being replaced by the correspond
kawinz and <kawi'n=} the predicative demunstrative <ajP=
sredicative ohvialive =anum-= ruther that L the ear-

ar one of which w

o 1o the non-|
y ar-oby jutive 1'.||.I|}I.u.|:.1. e {(Hawer ).
is an miroductory exposition of the

nd wrillen registers m Enalish; a rocent parallel wolld be the dis-
he introduction 1o discourse anabysis by Brown and Yule (1983:4-
et the difficulty of providing a wrntlen aditian of a spoken

they dn not eximine the methodolomi-
ted type. Elsewhere 1 have outlined
le by Heath

established written N,

cp pow lhe important artc

ikingly similar Lo the one made by Gwadesh in 44 Problem in

lin 1939:2).

the “Sketch”, together with some other Algonguin materials of
are now in the Mational Anthropological Ar
#). The first draft sppears 10 date to 1938-1939; in it Menominee Was
- retaimed in initial syllables and alter long-vowel syllables, then
aresenon= “live thou”, with the fiest

B e e
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<e changed from <<e>, The final Menomines transcription thus COTTESpoNds 1o that i "He-’; 5

mini Morphophonemecs™ (Hloomfield 1939): an acknowledgement of Menominee ditz {m"‘ .

Swadesh puts the date after June, 1938, Proto-Algonguian was written with word-initin <pae - i 1880, »

and this was Inter changed 10 <we->. The second drafi, for which there is only 4 L'-ll'!.'an';; ] gy Fredenic. 1asb.

which almost no diacritics ar special symbaols have been written, lpaves i space for Lhe '-’-'-‘iling-ﬁ'. “-_ Engjfsﬁi. 2nd edn..

of <e> after long-vowel svllables, but in the few words that huve been completed by hagd *’-‘;.: | 2 Bernard. 1948, *

has been written in: e.g. <pema-lesew= “he lives™, with the first and third <e> typed andie B

second <e> written in by hand in the spice that had been left for an <c>=. Thus the [."F.'lﬂEd; 24340

the second dralt preceded and the annotation (a1 least of the carbon) followed the final working
out of the distribution of Menominee e.and = described in the December, 1940, letier to iy SRS F“‘-np.gr51 4365-a. N
(in Hockett 1970:367-368), B uton., Washingt
. :‘?:'I:hil-q'-;zgjr CW:}'TF“{‘;'-’{E:‘-:’;:“:‘E]] F?Ilfjfi 1krf=;|l; J’IL: Menominee ik and (2) Fm.‘&; e [1920-1940.] [Note
ee ik - Menomiines ik A nk. Bi & s R e e Loy

|n:;p;:l_',' Lo .=_IT| four ]I:-J';]glJi!gﬂS‘H]!Li the prt:::i;:l'nlm, 'r:n Lriau': rf!f::|.;]rjrll-;nn-ll.::EI'I;::L:il'l;usl;:d::::]:s;:{?&pﬁ : ; H‘]Htimmi Anthropolo,
a stem most widely anested as meaning “he falls ssleep™ (Lacombe 1874:377; Baraga ]sa:;};im".‘:_ ten D.C

S (070 Review of 77
s IMichelson. American
: 1924. “The Me
Aniericanists Proceed
1925, “On the Sou
= 1075-1927. “MNotes

38) Bloomfield wrote this word <ehkwa= i two publication in which he was .-=|-.p.|.rg|:|'
experimenting with 3 transcription of Foy that vsed initisl <<e-= mn words with /- from basice
{Fox lacks initial e-): <<i-> was written 11 the one word analyzed, on the basis of ||1|1rph(}!u.gi|-j
evidence, to have basic |i-]: <iwa> "he says (3017, beside the irregular prefized forms I:I_u,-';i'af
“1 say {z0)” (Bloomfeld 1924:338, 340, 1933:382). - -

39) Michelson writes short o, but with the regular siress on the pre-antepenult long vowelss
the antepenult are véry frequently recorded as short, espoeially high vowels before voiced oo :
tnuants, and an instance of a short vowel being wntten 1o this position has aimost o valaee S S — 1076, “ A Set of Po

an indication of phonemizally correct length e lr 09Ty YT iterate
HI) Other Fax words incorrectly made o interpreted by Bloomfield are: *merid *my ool [[‘.imd from Hockett
“mesitani “my [eet” (Bloomfield 1941;295, 1946:119), of. Michelson (1935:134) and Goddlfllil = 1077h. “Tha W

(1973:741); nehka-tans “my "leps™ (Bloomficld 1946:119, following the meining in othes fam Bl e R

ik 2 o : ' 1 e g Q3402
punges), correctly “my feet™ (el Michelson T935:141); "wemiene “T drink it”, “mrenwe “he dnnks ) M_Em.l?r_f_‘l', 393-402. H
it" {(Bloomfield 1946:08), correctly nemeng,  memown [ Bloomfield  1988a:64: ."-[i:h-'._hi_m ] 19283, “The Ph

1935:140); “nape-wa “man, mele” {(Bloombeld F946:107), reflected in Fox only as 2 B Americanisis Procee
dent noun memg-pe-mr “my husband” (s in Bloomfeld 1925:132) and derivarives ol thassSEE 1928h. Menomini
: i 3 2l L] i e L0l JWLEN [

"ni-mikedwaki “they dance weether” (Bloomfeld 1946:108), corrcctly mimifien-waki {asal = 'l.?. New Y
Bloomfield 1925:136), with the Fox reciprocal suffix -fejsi--. which does not march they e i i =™ ork.

length of the apparent reflexcs of Proto-Alponguian *-etki- in the other languages; owi-paimis =108 “A Note o

- = R .

“he hasu *pack” (Bloomfield 1947295, 1946: 121, 1984%:0), an ctymological gloss, n-un_-cll_-'-.h’:'. : L 1930, Sacred Sio
has o Tot his back™ (Michelson 1925:142.22), B s e ;

s @ load on fns back™ (Michelso il .:':ﬂﬂﬂdf.! Bullatin 601

A1) A letter from C.F, Voegelin (datable 1o November, 1944, by an asocianed dun:umcnt]-‘ﬁj_‘,.
comments on what must have been essentially the final form of the “Sketch™, Sugg:irs-ﬂdlilﬁ
the “wedge™ to this word and rewritgs the Ojibwa word sccordingly (in Bloomfield 1"?35-].-915_1_{ £

Ioomfigld acknowledges his reliance om Baraga (1880) and Coog (1886) [or some data m!h;_- . ;__Eﬂl'lﬁ_'n'].‘-'?'l.ntﬂ..
“Sound-System” (Bloomiield 1925:130) and the drafts of the “Sketch™ (Bloomfield 1935-140RES _J--“‘;'- 1933, Language,
1934, Plains Cre
B [1937] [Meno
“American Philosop

211931, ] [Cree Tex
41 3/B63c/Ala.l,




spands 1o that in * g
Menominee data [rog
with word-initial <ot o
were is only & carbop m-;
aspace for the u'rif.rsg-'g..; N
completed by hand'<ead

thirdl e typed and (he Sl

Thus the (ypinepiges
Wipwed the final 'wu:kin'p:-"
aer, 1940, letter to Elnd;-':-":'.

ninee Ak and (2} Forkss ¢i + i |i11}1|:|.1f_}.1_.i_'l_-|
s meaning “he i sleepyB s :

form is a reduplicasonol

1:377; Baraga 18530:1272 8 0
e

artich He was upparmu.ﬁﬁf.li !
yl > i !

irds with i- from hasic [l SRSl

-

he basis of morphologiol
ar prefixed forms like e

antzpenult long voweisi
virwels before voiced come
wn has almost no valdes

A are: *residi S my- 0TS
{1935:134) and GoddadS
the meaning in othek
nk it *eenwa “le-don ;
eld  198dasad; Michelsons
in Fox only as the de
y anit derivatives of-(mSES
ety ni-mmiltenwaki [as,lli"‘-
does not-match the
her languages; ol
slogical gloss, correcty ‘b

1 associated document) wiEs
“Eketeh™, supgests ACINES

in Bloomictd 1935-10HHES

1886 for some data imi
1" (Bloomfield 10351 Sua

patif

glich. Bernard.

‘Rloomfield, Leon

L Americanisis Proceedings 21. vol,

I
b 1926, "A Set of Postulates for the Scie
. 1927a. “Literate and lliterate Speech™.

¥ — 1028c. “A Note on Sound-Change’

(193] [Cree Texts, Series Tw
§  H73/B63c/Alal, American

LEONARD BLOOMFIELD'S STUDIES OF ALGONGQU | AT

REFERENCES

- Frederic. 1880..A Dictionary of the Qtchipwe Language, Explained
Montreal: Beauchemin & Vitlais,

i Englisth. 2nd edn., part 2
< for Phonemic Analysis™. L.

1948, =A Set of Postulate
340,
tters to Truman Michelson.| Michelson

ard. 1919-1932. [Le
Smithsonian

pgpers, 4363-3. Nationzl Anthropological Archives,

Tstitution, Washington, D.C.
[Notes on the Menominet
5. Smithsonian

Language. | Manuscripts in
_ Mational Anthropological Archive Institution, Washing-

on, D.C.
{922, Review of The Owl Sacred Pack of the Fox Indians. by Truman

A merican Journal of Philology 43.276-81.

~Michelson.
Iniernational Congress  of

= {924, “The Menomini Language”.

2.330-343.
1 Algonguian”. Lg. 1.130-156.
JTAL 3.219-232, 4,181-219.
2.153-04.

American Speech 2.432-39.

= 1925. “On the Sound-System of Centra

= 1925-1927. “Notes on the Fox Language”
nee of Language”. Lg.

[Cited from Hockett 1970:147-156.]
=0 1927h. “The Word-Stems of Central Algonguian”. Festschrift

- Meinhof, 103-402. Hamburg: L. Friedrichsen.
= 19281, “The Plains Cree Language”. International Congress of

Americanists Proceedings 22, vol. 2.427-31.
B 1028h. Menomini Texts. American Ethnological Society

;..132'. New York.

Publications

_. ' Lg. 4.99-100.
Se—ILENE Saered Stories of the Sweet Cirasy Cree. National Museum of

" Ganada Bulletin 60, Ottawa: F.A. Achand,

o, Three, Four; Appendix.] Manuscrpt

Philosophical  Society, Philadelphia,

.}'If"{cnmylvania_
= 1933, Language. New York: Holt.
1934, Plains Cree Texts. American Ethnologt

J.ﬁ_. New York.

= [1937.] [Menominee Infl
~ American Philosophical Society.

cal Society Publications

ections.] Manuscript 497.3/B6
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.

c/Aalbld,

S o T b AE S




214 IVES GODDARD e’ : LEONARD BL

i
..... - 1838a. [Letter to Morris Swadesh, June 6, 1938.] In Bloomfield ]93];_: ﬁﬁmdmj Tves, Charle
1940. B iErrata in Bloomfis E<
-----. 1838b. |Letter to Morris Swadesh, June 9, 1938.] In Bloomfield o b eath, Jeffrev, 1985
19401, SN G inside an,
——. [1938-1946.] [Materials on Algonquian.] Manuscripts in Natiopg| " Anthony C. Wood
Anthropological Archives, Smithsonian Institution, Washington, b Press.
——-. 1939, "Menomini Morphophonemics”, Erudes phonologigues dédiy mokett, Charles F. 19
i la mémoire de M. le prince N.S. Truberzkoy, 105-115. Travaux di CEF. B
cle Linguistique de Prague 8. Prague, —— 1948 “Implication
----- - 1941. “Proto-Algonquian -i-- ‘Fellow™, Lg. 17.292-97, = e
----- [946. “Algonguian”. Linguistic Structures af Native America H:uliﬂ.l e oRs. “Sound Cha
Mﬂurﬁ' Fund Publications in Anthropology 6. New York, B 1005, “What Alp
=== 1957, Eastern Qjibwa. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press. e A Leonard
----- 1962, The Menomini Language. New Haven: Yale Umiversity Pressi : ' “versity Pr; 2g.
~--. 1971, “The Original Preface to Linguistic Structures of Natiii"ri _... 1981. “The Phom
America”, IJTAL 38.265-66, i '. Linguistics 23.2:51-1

-=-=-. 1975. Menomini Lexicon, ed. by Charles F, Hockett. M:e‘nuunw."uﬁ- .~__._ 1887, “Letters fr
lic Museum Publications in Anthropology and History 3. Milwaukee,® '_

----- . 19844, Fox-English Lexicon. New Haven: Human Relations ,émn E
Files. = = Iiu'r";l I|_1d|_n

-—-=, 1984b. Cree-English Lexicon. 2 vols. New Haven: Human Rlet!mﬁ B — 1911, “Algongui
.l"\l't.l Files. :

Brown, Gillian, and George Yule. 1983, Discourse . Analysis. Cﬂmhﬂd“ﬁ

gmr:lfzm L."rrs;‘m'ﬁ!.!'.: e,

& American Indian L
of American Ethne

Cambridge University Press. 3 ‘-’-.*. - tion.
Chomsky. Noam. 1965, Aspects of the Theory of Svntar. Cdrﬂhﬂda"ﬁ: '}‘ —. 1017, Ctbwa Ty
Mass: The M.I.T. Press. "' _'.:!h: Tales. Publication:
| B uod. J A, 1886, Li 'J,’:?rn:' de o Jlmif-'l:!f a'r[;‘uuqumt Montreal: 1. Lt‘:ap!ﬁlﬂ e LE]E]L,]‘[
& Fils. %J"'—- 1919, Ojibwa Te.

Gleason, H.A., Jr. 1961. An Inireduction to Descriptive Linguistics. 2"& 1_,,_ " Tales, Fublications
edn. Mew York: Helt, Rinchart and Winston. __T York.

Goddard, Tves. 1973. “Philological Approaches to the Study of Nﬂfﬂi ~ oos, Martin, ed. 19
American Indian Languages: Documents and Documentation”. ng:m- B ~American {'cmnr'tl
fics in Narth America, ed. by Thomas A. Sebeok, Part 1:727-45. C“Tmﬂ Fecombe, Albert.
Trends in Linguistics 10. The Hague: Mouton. _ M'Dmr;_dl |3¢mlchL

. 1979. “Comparative Algonquian”. The Languages of Native Ameriet : ’hﬁch&lmn Truman, |
Historical and Comparative Assessment, ed. by Lyle Campbell ‘“"i of American Ethno
Marianne Mithun, 70-132. Austin: University of Texas Press. e 1975

—-=-. 1982, “The Historical Phonology of Munsee™. IJAL 48, 16-48.

“Acoom)
Anmyal Re port 4():




.| In Bloomfizig 1970

] In Bloomfield lﬂ'f?.u; ;

NUSCHipts in \anunal
n. Washington, Dic
phanologiques dédigngl

115, Travaur dy Cor=2 1

20207,

‘arive America 55 11‘;‘

York.
of Michigan Press,
ale University Press.

Structures of Native &

skett. Milwankes Pyb- _

rary 3. Milwaukes

uman Relations Area

'en: Human Relations

Analysis, Caml‘.'rirjgu.:.:-_;l ¥
" Svnrax. L'_‘umimfigc_,‘i'i;ﬁ.
vlontreal: J. Chﬂpfﬂﬂ: L:.'
iprive Linguistics. Zl'llr:l
the Study of qu_tii{:.‘. k.

umentation”. Linguis {]] =
Parr 1:727:45; l.’;'urrﬂ'r._r‘.'. -

res of Native Americis
Lyle Campbell andi8
|

exas Press.
FAL 48.16-45.

LEQNARD BLOOMFIELD'S STUDIES OF ALGONQUIAN 215

Gul;idiil"j- Ives. Charles F. Hockett, and Karl V. Teeter. 1972. “Some
‘Errata in Bloomfield’s Menomini™. JJAL 38.1-3

Heath, Jeffrey. 1985 “Discourse in the Field: Clause Structure in Mgandi™.

- Grammar inside and owside the Clause, ed. by Johanna Nichols and

sAnthony C. Woodbury, #9-110. Cambridge: Cambridge University

=D ess.

Hockett, Charles F. 1942, “A System of Descriptive Phonology™. Lg. 18.3-
2L,

. [948. “Implications of Bloomfield's Algonquian Studies™. Lg. 24.117-

=137,
— 1945. “Sound Change”. Lg. 41.185-204,

S 1066, “What Alponguian 1s Really Like™. £JAL 32.59-73,

1970, A Leonard Bloomfield Anthology. Bloomington: Indiana Uni-

Civersity Press.

——. 1981. “The Phonological History of Menominee™. Anthropological
 Linguistics 23.2:31-87. Errata, 23.7:326.

= 1987. “Letters from Bloomfield to Michelson and Sapir”. Historio-
‘graphia Linguistica, this issue.

Iones, William. 1907. Fox Texis. American Ethnological Society Publica-
fions 1. Leiden.

— 1911. “Algonguian (Fox)", ed. by Truman Michelson. Handbook af
American [ndian Languages, ed. by Franz Boas, Part 1:735-873. Bureau
‘of American Etinology Bulletin 40. Washington: Smithsonian Institu-
tion,

— 1917, Ojibwa Texts, ed. by Truman Michelson. Part 1: MNanabushu
Tales, Publicaions of the American Ethnological Sociery 7, part L
Leiden.

—. 1919, OQjibwa Texis, ed. by Truman Michelson. Part 2: Miscellaneous
Tales. Publications of the American Ethnological Society 7, part 2, New

~ York.

'T-Ttlﬂ-\', Martin, ed. 1958, Readings in Linguistics. 2nd edn. New York:

* American Council of Learned Societies.

Lacombe, Albert. 1874, Dictionnaire ef grammaire de la langue des cris.

Montreal: Beauchemin & Valois.

'-?Eﬁéhclsun, Truman. 1921. The Ow! Sacred Pack of the Fox Indians. Burean

of American Ethnology Bullerin 72. Washington: Smithsonian Institution.

— 1925, “Accompanying Papers”. Bureau of American Ethnology
Tr Annual Repore 4):21-658. Washington: Smithsonian Institution.

Tt 1 Pty




IVES GODDARD

----- - "Phonetic Shifts in Algonquian Languages™. [JAL 8.131-71.
Miner, Kenneth L. 1977. Review of Menamini Lexicon.

by Léonarg
Bloomfield, IfAL 43.66-73. :

Rhodes. Richard A_ 1976, “A Prui[minary Report on the Dialects of Eaﬂ

e Ojibwa-Odawa™. Papers of the Sevenrh Algonguian Conferencs
1975, ed. by William Cowan, 129-56. Ottawa: Carleton University,
~—=.1985. Eastern Ojibwa-Chippewa-Ottawa Dictionary. Trends in:
guistics: Documentation 3. Berlin: Mouton.
Rhodes, Richard A., and Evelyn M. Todd. 1981, “Subarctic Algongu
Languages”. Subarciic, ed. by June Helm, 52-66. Handbook of Nor
American Indians 6. Washington: Smithsonian Institution;

Linguistic Socicty of America.

Siebert, Frank T., Jr. 1980. “The Penobscot Dictionary Project: Prefes
ences and Problems of Format, Presentation, and Entry", Papers ofthe
Eleventh Algonguian Conference, ed. by William Cowan, 113270

Ottawa: Carleton University,

—--. 1982, “Leonard Bloomfield’s Menominee Vowel Phonemes and Cor (8

respondences”. Algonguian and Iroquoian Linguistics 7:1.6-8. _
Swadesh, Morris. 1937-1938. [Notes on the Menominee language. | Manu-

seripts 497.3/B63c/A1b.2 and 497.3/B63¢/A1b.3, American Philosophi- |

cal Society, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.

—==-. 1938, [Letter 1o Leonard Bloomfield. May 22, 1933.] In Bloomizeld® =

1920-1%9:0),

Swadesh, Morris, and C.F. Voegelin. 1939. “A Problem in Phonologicil
Allernation™. Lg. 15.1-110,

Teeter, Karl V., 1970a, Review of The Menomini Language. by I.uDTLE-Tﬂ..-'- E

Bloomfield. Lg. 46.525-33,

w==-. 1970b. Review of The Menomini Language. by Leonard Bloomfield=

IJATL 36.235.39,

== 1973, “Algonquian”. Linguistics in North America, ed. by Thomas A=

Sebeok, part 2:1142-1163. Current Trends in Linguistics 10, The Hagie:
Mouton.

SUMMARY

Bloomfield's Algonguian studies comprise a large body of descripti¥

and comparative work on Fox, Cree. Menominee, and Ojibwa. The md

L

Sapir, Edward, and Morris Swadesh, 1939 Naotka Texs, Philadc!phia__:;
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! : L =ls hie used were derived from his own fieldwork. for the art,
i Lexicon, qals fie z tor the most part, and

"~ pecially in the case of Fox from the published work of others. His major

ehievement was Lo bring explicitness and orderliness to the description of
iﬁggpquian inflectional and derivational morphology. An examination of
lhﬁ development of his: solution to certain phonological problems in
Menominee and of his practices in editing his Menominee texts shows his
: j]III,EElL to reconcile the conflicting goals, formulated in his general state-
ments (in his 1933 Language and elsewhere), of describing a language by
getermining the norm of the speech community and documenting a lan-
e in cxhaustive objective detail. In his diachronic studies Bloomfield
mstrucied the phonology of Proto-Algonquian and worked out the his-
cg.] phonology of the languages he was concerned wiih: his work on
;&rﬁhu[ggf was largely confined to the comparison and reconstruction of
.Ina!"ﬁcu_}r corresponding features. A normative approach to variation is evi-
\dent in these diachronic studies as well.
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uistics 7:1.6-8, i v
tnee language.] Mang  f Les €tudes algonguiennes de Bloomfield comprennent un grand nom-
e de travaux descriptifs et comparatifs sur le renard, Je cri, le menomini et
B ojibwa. 11 basa son travail sur des matériaux recueillis en grande partie sur
pﬂm:: et aussi, surtout quand il s'agissait du renard, sur des ouvTages pu-
Biiés par d’autres. De toutes ses contributions, la plus importante fut celle

roblem in Phonologi \avoir mis de I'ordre et de la netteté dans la description de la morphologie
flexionnelle et dérivationnelle des langues aleonguiennes, L'auteur exami-
Language, by Leonard: nede pres le développement de la solution bloomfieldienne de certains pro-

- blemes phonologiques du menomini et de la pratique de Bloomfield en édi-
0t ses textes menomini, Bloomfield dut lutter pour coneilier deux buts op-
POsEs, qui furent formulés dans ses déclarations de principes (dans son fivre
Language |1 33] et ailleurs): celui de décrire une langue en déterminant la
oime de la communauté linguistique, et celui de documenter la langue
dfu:u. fagon détaillée et exhaustive. Dans ses études diachroniques, Bloom-
Ield reconstruisit Ta structure phonologique du proto-algonquien et établit

| onologie historique des langues dont il s'occupait. En étudiant la mor-
Ogie, il se limita en général # la comparaison et 4 la reconstruction de
- Hits qui se correspondaient dirceternent. Dans ses études diachronigues
nd Ojibwa. The mate S8ISSI, 0n apercoit un approche normatif de la variation.
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